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In the following note a few queries on Plutarch’s Vitae pa ra l le la e  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 : I 2 1959 : 
II 1 1964: I I2 1968 : III 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: sp e l l in g  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 ών (instead of ώ ς); 
Per. 24,9 Δηιάνειρα which is the reading of all prose - writers including Plu
tarch (Mor. 278 f) (instead of Δηάνειρα unless meant to be a poetic form); 
24,11 Μιλτώ (instead of Μίλτω, see Aelian V. H. 12,1 Athen. 13. 576 dschol. 
Aristid. 3 p. 468 D. Μυρτώ); 30,4 Μέγαράδε as usually instead of Μεγά- 
ραδε2 or Μεγαράδε; Nic. 11,3. Ale. 13,4 'Τπέρβολος Περιθοίδης (instead 
of Περιθοίδης); Demosth. 19,1 νεφέλεσσι (instead of νεφέεσσι) ; 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 Άφίδναζε (Herodianus 499,8 Lentz).
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άπαντήσας (instead of άναντήσας); Pomp. 28,5 έξημεροϋται (instead of έξ- 
εμεροϋται, which surprisingly enough occurs in Sintenis’ ed. 3,217 and in Zie
gler’s 1st edition (1926)1, and perhaps Ant. 45.4 οΐστούς (instead of όιστούς).

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 Praefa tio  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 sever it ate usos res vel ad 
alias rationes vel ad fontes Plutarchi exquirendos graviores obscurare posee? 
Quare ά ε ί: αίεί, ούδείς : ούθείς, δυεϊν : δυοΐν, γίνομαι: γίγνομαι, θάλασσα : 
θάλαττα 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 άβελτερία, quod S semper 
praebet, et φιλονικία2, quod saepissime, constanter scribendum esse censui. 
Atque etiam contra meliorum librorum scripturas veras formas μείγνυμι3 
τείσω οικτίρω ανδρεία Επαμεινώνδας tacitus restitui».

It should be confessed that on principle 1 agree with the editor about 
his plea for uniform spelling in cases like those mentioned above. There is 
no objection to the forms άβελτερία φιλονικία τείσω οικτίρω άνδρεία Ε πα
μεινώνδας perhaps even μείγνυμι; 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 φιλονεικίαν; Cat. min. 51,3 
φιλονεικίας; or, Phoc. 3,7 άνδρίας and άνδρίαν (άνδρείας and άνδρείαν A ); 
Cat. min. 8,2 άνδρίαν (άνδρείαν Λ) 44,14 άνδρίαν (άνδρείαν ΛΡ1) ; 73,6 άν
δρίας (άνδρείας Ζρ); Dio 17,6 άνδρίαν (άνδρείαν A ); Lyc. 21,4 (Ζ.) άνδρίαν;
28,1 άνδρίαν; 28,6 άνδρία; a l . ; Lys. 7,1 (Ζ.) άνδρίαν; Syll. 17,12 (Ζ.) άν-

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. Περιθοίδης etc.

2. For the spelling φιλονικία cf. also M o t .  V I Hubert-Pohlenz2 1960 p. XXV; 
but in spite of what the editors say at 787f they print φιλονεικίας. Likewise by 
Hubert Mor. VI, 1971 : 617e 629a 713f 716a 736e though φιλόνικος 724b (φιλόνει- 
κος T corr. Wyttenbach). In vol. II Nachstadt-Sieveking-Titchener 1971 everywhere 
the spelling is φιλονεικία.

3. To be noted that the new Teubner edition of the Moralia  prints everywhere 
μίγνυμι, μΐξις.
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δρίαν (άνδρείαν L) ; Ages. 23,8 (Z.) άνδρίας (ανδρείας G Mor.), etc. where 
the spelling άνδρία is without foundation ; see also G. Cionert, 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. (c. 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 Z e i t fo lg e  der B iographien Plutarchs, Eranos 56, 1958, 12-20 
and in C. P. Jones, Towards a ch r on o lo g y  o f  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 poss ib le  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 
άνδρεία in the Life of Theseus then it is reasonable to assume that he went 
on spelling άνδρεία, no matter whether the manuscript tradition gives άν
δρεία or άνδρία.

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 ούδείς or ούθείς, δυοΐν or δυεΐν, γίγνομαι or γίνομαι, θάλαττα or θά
λασσα, άεί or αΐεί, though the last form belongs to a somewhat different 
class.

As regards the form ούθείς it is well known that it appears in early 
4th century B. C. and prevails in later Greek (see Meisterhans, Gramm. der 
att. Inschr.*, Berlin 1900, 258-259 ; Blass-Debrunner (tr. Funk), Grammar 
o f  N. T. Greek, Cambridge 1961, § 33 G. Gronert., op. cit., 155-157) and that 
from the 1st cent. B. C. the older form ούδείς came back into use. Ούθείς 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 ούθείς were notedl thus examples with ούδείς forming by far the greater 
majority, contrary to the text of e. g. Epictetus where the only form occurring 
is ούθείς.

As regards the complex -ττ-/-σσ- both forms occur. This is not sur
prising as forms in -σσ- began under Ionic influence to replace Attic -ττ- 
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 -ττ- to 40 in -σσ-. See fur
ther Meisterhans3 p. 101-102; Buck, The Greek Dialects, § 81 ; Blass- De- 
brunner (tr. Funk) § 34 (1). Altogether forms in -ττ- are in the majority 
in the case of ήττώμαι2, θάλαττα3, πράττειν and its compounds4, ήττων, έ- 
λάττων, κρείττων5, τάττειν and its compounds6, φυλάττω7, Θετταλία8 etc. 
This may perhaps be partly due to the influence of Plutarch’s native tongue

1· Thes. 16,1 ούθέν (ούδέν A) where Sintenis gives ούδέν ; Nic. 27,5 μηθείς 
(μηδείς SY) ; Ale. 25,6 ούθέν; Phoc. 19,1 ούθέν (ούδέν QFFa ) ; 26,3 μηθέν (μηδέν 
P Z ); 27,8 μηθέν (μηδέν Z C ); 34,8 ούθέν (ούδέν Ζ) ; Cat. ma. 8,3 μηθέν (μηδέν QZP2) ; 
ibid. μηθέν (μηδέν Ρ) ; 11,6 ούθέν ; 21,5 μηθέν ; 28,5 μηθένα (μηδένα Ζ) ; 30,10 ού
θέν ; 37,9 μηθέν (μηδέν PQ Z ); 65,5 ούθέν ; 69,4 ούθέν ; 70,1 μηθέν ; Brut. 57(4),4 
μηθέν ; Sert. 9,2 ούθέν ; Eum. 8,8 ούθείς ; Tit. 8,9 μηθέν ; Alex. 2,5 ούθέν ; Demetr. 
2,2 μηθένα ; 12,8 μηθέν ; 38,11 μηθέν ; 43,3 ούθέν ; Ant. 18,2 ούθέν (ούδέν L) ; 22,1 
ούθέν (ούδέν Π) ; 30,6 ούθέν ; 42,1 ούθέν (ούδέν Αρρ.) ; 83,2 ούθέν (ούδέν Ρ) ; 84,6 
ούθέν ; 90(3),3 ούθέν ; 91(4),2 ούθέν ; 91(4),3 ούθέν ; Mar. 23,1 μηθέν ; 29,8 μηθέν (μη
δέν LG2) ; 39,8 μηθέν ; 40,6 ούθέν ; 46,3 μηθέν ; Artax. 29,6 μηθέν ; Ag. & Cl. 25(4),2 
ούθέν ; Lyc. 6,5 ούθέν (δθεν L) ; Lys. 12,7 ούθέν ; 26,6 ούθέν. It is strange, however, 
to find the form ούθείς as the only form in Moralia.

2. Forms in -σσ- noted : Pelop. 15,7 ήσσωμένων : 17,10 ήσσωμένου.
3. Forms in -σσ- noted : Philop. 14,2 έν τη θαλάσση ; 14,3 των κατά θάλασ

σαν ; Pelop. 15,1 τής θαλάσσης; 24,4 μέχρι θαλάσσης; Alex. 17,6 τήν θάλασσαν;
24.4 τά πρός θαλάσση ; 26,7 λίμνην τε πολλήν καί θάλασσαν ; 41,9 έπΐ θάλασσαν ; 73,1 
τής μεγάλης θαλάσσης ; Caes. 38,3 είς τήν θάλασσαν ; 58,10 τη ... θαλάσση ; 64,3 έ- 
πιών γήν < τ ε >  καί θάλασσαν ; Demetr. 32,7 τής κατά Συρίαν θαλάσσης ; Mar. 15,2 
πρός τήν θάλασσαν ; 35,12 έπΐ θάλασσαν ; 39.7 έπΐ τήν θάλασσαν ; Ar. 12.2 πολλήν 
θάλασσαν ; 12.3 μακράν άπό θαλάσσης ; 27.4 επί θάλασσαν ; Artax. 2,5 έπί θαλάσση ;
8.4 άπό θαλάσσης.

4. Forms in -σσ- noted : Philop. 12,1 ϊπρασσον ; Pelop. 10,7 των πρασσομέ- 
νων ; 32,4 έπρασσον ; Alex. 24,6 τά πρασσόμενα ; Artax. 20,5 πράσσοντος.

5. Forms in -σσ- noted : Pelop. 27,4 κρείσσονι; Alex. 59,8 ούκ έλάσσονα.
6. Forms in -σσ- noted: Pelop. 6,4 προστάσσοντα ; Mar. 41,6 τά προστασ-

σδμενα.
7. Forms in -σσ- noted : Mar. 40.3 παραφυλάσσων.
8. Forms in -σσ- noted : Pelop. 26,1 Θεσσαλοΐς ; ibid. 2 Θεσσαλοΐς : ibid. 4

Θεσσαλοΐς ; Alex. 6,1 Θεσσαλοϋ ; 10,2. 4 Θεσσαλδν (proper nam e); 24,2 Θεσσαλών ; 
Caes. 41,7 Θεσσαλικήν πόλιν ; Demetr. 40,1 Θεσσαλίαν ; ibid. 2 έν Θεσσαλία.
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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 σήμερον 
Caes. 39,8 and τήμερον 44,10 occur; Arat. 26,4 άχρι της τήμερον ημέρας.

Another very complicate case is that of γίγνομαι / γίνομαι where the 
latter form is in the majority. The only cases noted where the -γν- form 
occurs are: Thes. 21,1 γιγνομένην; Rom. 18,4 γίγνεται; Them. 2,1 γιγνό- 
μενος (γενόμενος Y ); ibid. 7 γίγνεσθαι (γίνεσθαι Y ); Arist. 15,2 έγίγνοντο 
(έγίνοντο Y ); 17,6 γιγνόμενον (γινόμενον Υ ) ; 18,5 γιγνόμενα (γινόμενα Υ ) ; 
Cim. 18,5 γιγνομένω (γινομένω A ); Per. 1,6 γιγνόμενος; 33,5 τά γιγνό- 
μενα (γινόμενα Υ ) ; Nic. 11,1 γιγνομένης; Crass. 2,8 γιγνομένην; Cic. 20,4 
γιγνομένων (γιγνομένων Ν γινομένων ante corr. Ν : γενομένων Υ) where 
γενομένων would perhaps be acceptable ; Phoc. 28,2 γιγνομένη (γινομένη 
PIC); Dio 56,2 έγίγνοντο (έγίνοντο P !C ); Brut. 49,6 γιγνόμενον; Aem. 3,4 
γίγνοιτο (γίνοιτο P ) ; 12,6 τό γιγνόμενον (γινόμενον PC); 19,1 γιγνομένης;
25.7 έγίγνετο (έγίνετο Ρ έγένετο Sint.); Pelop. 2,8 τό περιγιγνόμενον; 11,7 
τό γιγνόμενον (γινόμενον KPC); Alex. 31,4 τό γιγνόμενον; 37,1 γίγνεται;
65.7 γιγνόμενον (γινόμενον Q); Caes. 8,5 έγίγνετο ; 43,6 γιγνόμενον; Ant. 
24,9 των γιγνομένων; Mar. 37,6 γίγνεσθαι (γίνεσθαι L ); 46,3 τά γιγνόμενα 
(γιγνόμενα G: γινόμενα) ; Arat. 37,2 τά γιγνόμενα (γινόμενα L ); Ag. & Cl. 
34 (13), 1 έγίγνετο (έγένετο L1) ; In several cases where forms in γιν- have 
been printed there are variants in the manuscripts in γιγν-, e. g. Cat. ma.
22,4 γινόμενα (γιγνόμενα Υ ) ; Alex. 49,5 γινομένου (γιγνομένου ΛΜ γενομένου 
C). Ag. & Cl. 20,6 (Ζ.) τά γινόμενα (γιγνόμενα R), etc.

A similar case is that of γιγνώσκω / γινώσκω where, however, mostly 
forms in γιγν- occur1. Forms in γιν- noted: Philop. 14,6 γινώσκων; Pelop.
9,3 γινώσκειν; Alex. 19,7 άναγινώσκοντος; 23,3 άναγινώσκων; Caes. 11,5 
άναγινώσκοντα; Demetr. 1,4 γινώσκειν (γιγνώσκειν Ρ ) ; Ant. 5,5 άναγινώ- 
σκεσθαι; 45,10 έγίνωσκεν; 47,2 έγίνωσκε; 58,6 άνεγίνωσκε; ibid. 11 άνα- 
γινώσκειν; 78,3 άνεγίνωσκεν; Pyrrh. 8,7 γινώσκειν; Mar. 37,11 γινώσκων; 
Arat. 1,5 άναγινώσκοντες (άναγιγνώσκοντες Π ); T.G. 14,3 γινώσκειν (γιγνώ· 
σκειν Π).

1. In several cases where γιγν- has been printed there are variants in γιν- : 
Arist. 1,4 γιγνώσκουσιν (γιν- Υ) ; 24,7 γιγνώσκειν (γιν- Υ ) ; Cim. 18,7 γιγνώσκει 
(γιν- A ) ; Caes. 10,8 γιγνώσκειν (γιν- HC) T.G. 33(12),8 γιγνώσκοντες (γιν- L) ; 35 
(14),1 γιγνώσκοντος (γινώσκοντος L) Ages. 3,1 (Ζ.) γιγνώσκειν (γιν- Υ), etc. For the 
doublets γίγνομαι/γίνομαι and γιγνώσκω/γινώσκω especially in papyri see G. Cro- 
nert, Memoria Graeca Hercu lanens is ,  91-92. On the contrary in the new edition of 
Ihe Moralia  the form γινώσκω is nearly universal : exceptions noted : 377d γιγνώ- 
σκουσιν ; 620e γιγνώσκοντες, γιγνώσκοντι; 621a γιγνώσκων ; 754d γιγνώσκοντας. The 
same with γίνεσθαι with a few exceptions : 252d γ ίγνετα ι; 372b γιγνόμενον ; 631c 
γιγνομένην ; 890b έγγιγνομένην ; 901b τδ γιγνόμενον.
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From such conflicting evidence undoubtedly no conclusion can be 
reached. One might be tempted to write everywhere γιγνώσκω 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 
γίγνομαι it should be noticed that forms retaining γιγν- 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.

Δυοΐν / δυεϊν is also obscure1 ; δυεΐν is generally given2 but the form
δυοΐν was noted in a few cases: Rom. 21,6 δυοΐν; Crass. 1,1 δυοΐν; 27,2
δυοΐν (δυεΐν SY); 27,6 δυοΐν (δυεΐν SY ); Cic. 14,6 δυοΐν (δυεΐν Υ ) ; Eum.
11,4 δυοΐν; Pelop. 9,3 δυοΐν; Caes. 2,2 δυοΐν άκολούθοιν; Philop. et Tit. 
comp. 2,1 δυοΐν άγώνοιν (from Thucydides?); Demetr. 2,1 δυοΐν υιών (δυ
οΐν P r .: δυΐΐν KL); Lyc. 5. 14 (Ζ.) τοΐν δυοΐν βασιλέοιν προστιθεμένοιν. Puz
zling are the variants occurring e. g. Sol. 32,2 δυεΐν (δυοΐν Υ ) ; Publ. 8,6 
δυεΐν (δυοΐν Υ ) ; Crass. 8,2 δυεΐν (δυοΐν Ν ); Demosth. 26,7 δυεΐν (δυεΐν Ν 
Phot.: δυοΐν YU); Pelop. 16,6 δυεΐν (δυοΐν PC) ; Caes. 2,3 δυεΐν (δυοΐν Q);
6,1 δυεΐν (δυοΐν C ); 16,4 δυεΐν (δυοΐν C ); 23,1 δυεΐν (δυοΐν C ); 55,5 δυεΐν
(δυοΐν C), etc. These examples perhaps show that the form δυοΐν was the 
work of several scribes.

Lastly άεί/αίεί is a somewhat different case as αίεί, 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 αίεί is printed though άεί would be expected: Them. 3,1 αίεί 
(άεί Υ ) ; 14,3 αίεί (άεί Υ ) ; 23,5 αίεί (άεί Υ ) ; 24,3 αίεί (άεί Υ ) ; 28,6 αίεί 
(άεί Υ ) ; Cam. 3,2 α ίε ί; 7,5 αίεί (άεί Υ ) ; Arist. 12,1 αίεί; Fab. 5,2 
αίεί (άεί Υ ) ; Crass. 21,7 αίεί (αίεί Ο : άεί NSY); Lyc. 25,5 (Ζ.) αίεί (αίεί S : 
άεί L). It is odd that these examples come from a few lives, five examples 
occurring in the Life of Themistocles. This makes the form αίεί suspect and 
it may well be that none of these forms of αίεί are genuine3. See, however, 
A. S. Henry, C1Q, N. S. 17, 1967, 267.

Everywhere in the Lives the form μόλις is used, but Alex. 35,9 μόγις 
and Ag. and Cl. 42(21),3 (μόλις L) occurs4.

1. On the ambiguity concerning the forms δυοΐν and δυεΐν cf. *Ph ile ta iro s» 
(ed. Dain) 225 Δυοΐν παρά Δημοσθένει άεί. 01 δέ άλλοι δυεΐν λέγουσιν.

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

3. The editors of Moralia  IV print everywhere &εϊ even emending αίεί into 
ά ε ί: 688a, 704b, 708f, 725a, 732d. However, in Diodorus Siculus though άεί is 
usually written there are a few examples of αίεί.

4. Also in the Moralia  μόγις occurs seldom, e. g. 277e μόγις άλώναι; 356f
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As the use of preposition εις is universal in Cam. 2,10 συνεστάλησαν 
ές τά τείχη (εις Υ) should perhaps be συνεστάλησαν εις τά τείχη unless it is 
a stylistic variant1.

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. γινώσκω γίνομαι δυεΐν 
μόλις άεΐ and that future scribes introduced sporadically the older forms 
γιγνώσκω γίγνομαι δυοϊν μόγις αΐεΐ 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 manuscript 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 Dacier2 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 
i or υ — is not combined with the preceding vowel into a diphthong e. g. ’A- 
χαία 'Ρωμαϊκός Χαλδαϊστί, etc. It is not therefore indispensable in cases like 
Γάϊος Caes. 46, 1 since the accent shows that the two vowels are kept separated 
and elsewhere Γάιος is printed, but Κοίντιον Luc. 5,5 ; 33,6 al. should be 
Κοΐντιον, προιεμένου Rom. 16,2 should be προϊεμένου and προιεμένω Artax.
8,4 should also be προϊεμένω3, etc. Then why Πλαταιΐδος Arist. 11,8 but 
Πλαταιίδα 18,1 ? In II 1 and II 2 we repeatedly meet with the forms Πομ
πή ϊος Γάϊος etc. where the sign of diaeresis is unnecessary. As regards the
u of I 1 and I 2 it becomes ϊι in II 1 and II 2, for instance: Brut. 6,12
περιϊόντι; Tim. 18,1 διϊσταμένων; Caes. 49,5 περιΐστησιν, etc.

Unlike the obscure εΐργω and είργω which occurs in both forms there 
is perhaps no reason why the forms άθρόος and άθροίζω should not be

μόγις ... έκτραφήναι. In Diodor. Sic. only the form μόγις is used according to the 
editor (see Diod., Bibl. Hist. rec. Fr. Vogel, 1 Lipsiae 1888, LXI) but 17.60,8 μό
λις (μόγις F ) ; 18,44,5 μόλις (μόγις D in d .); 20.66,4 μόλις (μόγις F).

1. In Mor. 773d we read : έμβαλόντες ές τι φρέαρ (εις Bn) where again εις is
expected ; 308d ήκεν ές πατρίδα ; 350e όίρας ές Μαραθώνα. Deliberate Ionicisms2.

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 προϊστάμενον (not προϊστάμενον), 631b προϊέμενος 
(not προϊέμενος), etc.
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written uniformly. Consistency in these forms is recently practised even by 
editors of Attic authors1 and Ziegler usually does the same but with some 
exceptions; cf. e.g. Dio 40,2 άθροισθέντων; Brut. 14,1 άθρόοι; ibid. 5 άθροι- 
σθέντες ; 17,3 άθρόοι; 18,10 άθροισθέντος ; 25,5 άθρόως ; Aem. 31,3 άθρόοι; 
Sert. 16,9 άθρόως. Πράος, πραότης, πράως is the usual spelling (with a few 
exceptions noticed Nic. 12,5 πραότητα (app. crit.); Demetr. 19,9 and 23,5;
44,7 πράως; Ant. 71,7 πραοτέρας ; 79,4 πραότατον ; 83,6 πραοτέρου ; Pyrrh.
8,8 πράος; 11,8 and 13,11; 34,10 πράως; Mar. 8,2 πράως; Ar. 10,2 πράος;
52,4 πράως; Artax. 1,1 πραότητι; 2,1 πραότερος; 4,4 πραότητα; 25,4 
πραον; 30,2 πράος; 30,9 πράος; Ag. and Cl. 20,5 πραον; 22(1),4 πραον; 
23(2),6 πράω; T.G. 2,2 πράος; 9,2 πραότερος; 19,4 πράως; inscriptions, 
however, give Πράος (Athens 4th c. B. C. and Pergamum Roman times), 
Plut., Mor. 313d Αϊλιος Πράος, Πραϊχα (Pagasai 3rd c. B. C), Πραόλλει 
(Arkaiphia, IG VII 2731 Add. (Arch.), Πράοχος(Delphi c. 200 B.C.) and it 
may be found after careful examination that the forms employed by Plutarch 
are those without the subscript i2. See further Meisterhans3 64,2 ; Blass - De- 
brunner (tr. Funk) § 26 and literature quoted there. Θραξ is constantly so 
written by Ziegler with one exception: Crass. 8,2 Θράκες. The last, in view 
of the fact that inscriptions3 contemporary to Plutarch give sometimes the 
form ΘΡΑΞ, it is not clear whether this is a deliberate variant in spelling 
or a misprint.

As regards accentuation Ziegler prints Εύμενής throughout vol. II 1 
and II 2 but Cat. ma. 8,12 Εύμένους (έυμενοϋς SY, em. Coraes) and Ant.
60,6 Εύμένους with the note «edebant Εύμενοϋς sec. codd.» Ci.Mor. 184a,b 
Εύμένης with the note «hie et infra Εύμενής fere omnes: εύγενής Φ.» Then 
Phoc. 25,5 Λεοννάτος (κλεονάτος vel κλεοννάτος hie PHMVb); Alex. 21,2 
Λεοννάτον (λεονάτον AQ λεοννάτον P ); Pyrrh. 16,14 Λεοννάτε; ibid. 12,15 
Λεοννάτος, but the perhaps more correct accentuation is found in Eum. 3,4 
al. Λεόννατον (λεοννάτον; corr. Latte cl. W. Schulze, lat. Eigennamen 32,44).

1. See e· g. K. Widdra, Xenophontis d e  re equestr i, Lipsiae 1964, but see P. 
Chantraine, Diet. e tym. s. v.

2. The editors of Moralia  print throughout πράος, etc. See also G. Cronert, 
op. cit . 50 n. 7.

3. See also A. S. Henry, C1Q, N.S. 17, 1967, 261.
4. Λεόνατος (read Λεόννατος) also in Dion. Hal. Opuscula 2,81,16 Usener - Ra- 

derm. (λβονατος cum productionis nota Ρ λεωννάτος Μ λεωνάτος FV) Λεοννάτον Dio
dor. 17,37,3 (Λεονάτον R X ; alioquin semper Λεοννάτος) but the correct accenting 
Λεόννατος is found at 16. 94,4 (Λεόνατος F). Forms like Κάσανδρος, Κασάνδρα Ά -  
λικαρνασός which occur also in Moralia  are perhaps scribal errors like cases in 
inscriptions where double consonants are simplified, see A. S. Henry, C1Q, N. S. 
17, 1967, 276 (Μήδισα, Άλικαρνασεύς).
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Likewise Κρατερός, Demosth. 28,2; Alex. 40,5; Demetr. 14,2, and not the 
now usually accepted Κράτερος. Problematic is also the form Κλεομένη e .g .: 
Ag. and Cl. 2,9 (Κλεομένη Fuhr.: κλεομένην), see p. 374 app. crit., as forms 
in -ην occur many times with other names in -ης of third declension.

In Sol. 26,3 Αΐπεϊαν (αίπεϊαν Y E t^ ; έ'πειαν S) is given for Philo- 
kypros’ capital in Cyprus. The form Αΐπεϊα is given also by Et^ 721, 47 
which depends on Plutarch as it seems, but the correct accentuation is un
doubtedly Αϊπειαν (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 Αίπεια 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 
(Αϊπεια) (see also Oberhummer RE XII, 1, 1924, 95), nowadays τό Βουνίν, 
see e.g. JHS 48, 1928, 193-194. Demetr. 23,3 Κεγχρέας (κεγχρέας KLrl : 
κεγχρείας P κεγχρείας r2) should rather be Κεγχρεάς as in Arat. 23,5 Κεγ- 
χρεάς (κεγχρεάς G1 Π ; κεγχρέας G2L); 29,2 Κεγχρεάς (κεγχρεάς G*R: κεγ
χρέας G2PL). Ag. and. Cl. 25(4),4 Βέλβιναν (Βέλβιναν Coraes: βελβίναν GR 
βελβι+ναν, β1 in ras., P βελβίναν L) may be right in spite of Hsch. β 478 
Βελβίνα1, if modern Βέρβενα is the same place-name2. Demetr. 33,1 έν ’Ίψω 
(έν ΐψφ L1 : έν ίψω Lm) should, as elsewhere (for instance, Pyrrh. 4,4 έν 
Ίψ φ  (έν ϊψίύ R1 ένίψω Κ)) read έν *Ιψω. Ant. 38,3 Φραάτα (πόλιν) (Φραά- 
τα App. Anon.: φραάρτα codd. (φραόρτου Κ2; Πράασπα Cass. D. Steph. 
Byz. s.v. Φράασπα Steph. Byz. s.v. Φαράσπα Ptol. 6,2,10 Ούέρα Strab. 
11,523)) should perhaps be Φράατα? As regards the «ethnic» Nic. 12,1 Αΐ- 
γεστέων and 14,3 Αΐγεστεϋσιν3 this spelling is surprising since, besides lite
rature, the inscriptions give always Έγεσταϊοι. The Αίγ- found also in M o t.  
315d έν Αίγέστη (έν ένγέστη Φ ένεπέστη (ss. αΐγέστη m2) F), 834d Αΐγε- 
σταίους is perhaps due to later false connection of Έγεστα with proper na
mes Αίγέστης and Αίγεστος.

Though the neuter of the adjective χαρίεις printed is generally χαρίεν 
yet in Sol. 24,3 the form χάριεν occurs; Marc. 21,2 τό χάριεν τοϋτο; Alex.
77,8 χάριεν ήθος4. Several times the form ώ αύτόκρατορ occurs (for instance,

1. Unfortunately P. Oxy. 1801,42 Βελ[β£ν]α does not help, but Theogno- 
stos 100,31 gives Βέλβινα and thus W. Luppe, Philo lo gu s  111, 1967, 87.

2. See Ag. Tsopanakis, Πελοποννησιακά  3/4, 1958-1959, 396-400.
3. Αίγεσταϊοι also in Ael. V. H. 2,33 sometimes Αίγ- is corrected in Έ γε- 

σταϊοι (Αίγεσταϊοι codd.) by the Teubner editor of Diodorus, but sometimes is left 
uncorrected 13,4.3 (Έγεσταϊοι D obraeus); 6,1 (b is); 7 ,4; 43,1 (Έγεσταϊοι A ple- 
rumque), al.

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

19
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Crass. 17,2; Ant. 29,7 (αύτοκράτορ KL et e ras. R qui αύτοκράτωρ habue- 
rat); 64,3; Syll. 35,8 (Z.)1 which should be corrected to ώ αύτοκράτορ.

Concerning iotacism there is, as usually, a confusion in mss, for in
stance : Έπαμινώνδας Ποτίδαια δημοκρατεία δουρίου ύπατία ύπερίδου άκα- 
δημία καδμία ήρείοις λυκίω άγγίοις, etc. which Ziegler corrects. However, 
there are some inconsistencies: thus as regards Καλαυρεία the form Καλαυ- 
ρία is in his 2nd edition throughout corrected except Pomp. 24,6 (Ζ.) Ka- 
λαυρία2; Ale. 13,8 έταιρίαν and Ages. 20,3 (Ζ.) εταιρίαν instead of elsewhere 
correctly adopted εταιρεία3. The -ει- is involved in the following examples: 
Cor. 30,1 τάς λεγομένας Κλοιλίας τάφρους (κλοιλίας Α: κλειλίας U: κοι
λίας Ν); probably Κλοιλ<^ε^>ίας cl. Rom. 18,5 Κούρτειος λάκκος (Κούρ- 
τιος Dion. Hal.). Likewise at Marc. 27,5 τον Φλαμίνιον ιππόδρομον should 
be printed τον Φλαμίν<^ε^>ιον ιππόδρομον as in Luc. 37,3 τον Φλαμίνειον 
ιππόδρομον and Cam. 29,6 τήν Γαβινίαν δδόν (Γαβινίαν Anon.: γαβίαν S 
σαβινίαν Υ) should probably be Γαβιν<^ε^>ίαν οδόν and in Mor. 280a Φλα- 
μιν<^ε^>ίαν οδόν as in Ar. 53,5 καί τόπον έξελδμενοι περίοπτον... καί καλεί
ται μέχρι νϋν Άράτειον (Άράτειον (cum Paus. 2,9,4) Reiske: άράτιον).

The case of προάστειον is much more complicate: Rom. 23,6 τόπρο- 
άστειον; Crass. 1,5 προάστειον; Ale. 32,4 των προαστείων; Cato mi. 48,1 
τό προάστειον; Ar. 31,5 τά προάστεια, a l . ; Syll. 12,4 (Ζ.) προαστείων;
14,6 προάστειον; Pomp. 40,8 (Ζ.) τά προάστεια; but. Tim. 22,5 τοϊς προ- 
αστίοις (προαστείοις: corr. Ziegler); Sert. 6,8,13,7 τοϊς προαστίοις (προ- 
αστείοις: em. Ziegler); Demetr. 22,4 προαστίων (προαστείων codd.). It 
seems that in vol. II 1 the spelling switched to προάστιον. In spite of Hero- 
dianus II 573.13 Lentz (in Gramm. Gr. I ll 11) προάστειον; ει- προ τοϋ &- 
στεος γάρ κλπ., the correct form may be προάστιον, see Dittenberger, OGIS 
483,160 n. 60, G. Cronert, op. cit., 317 and cf. Attic inscriptions which give 
the form προάστιον (for instance, Hesperia 29, 1960, 25 [προ]άστια init. s. 
IV; IG l l 2 1191,19/20 τό προάστιον (a. 321/0). On the other hand Helle
nistic Greek prefers in similar cases -εΐον in place of earlier -ιον, see Blass- 
Debrunner (tr. Funk) op. cit., § 111(5). What Plutarch wrote we cannot 
know, but προάστιον is already in Polybius (IV. 78.9) and Diodorus (12. 
68,3; 14.63,1).

1. Also Mor. 172b. As regards accentuation to read λαβέ (not λάβε) Mor. 173e.
2. Corrected is also in Mor. 295e by Bernardakis into Καλαύρειαν (καλαυ- 

ρίαν codd.), but 846e,f, 851c the new editor prints Καλαυρίαν, Καλαυρία.
3. The form έταιρία is printed also by other editors, e.g. C.T. Fischer, Diodori  

Bib lio theca Historica  vol. V, Lipsiae 1906, XIX 6.4 έταιρίας (έταιρείας F).—Ποτί- 
δαια is also printed in Moralia  1117e 4 : έν Ποτιδαία, and Diod. Sic. passim.
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In the case of Συρακόσιοι1 Ziegler, except where quotations are invol
ved (for instance Eur. fr. 1 D. in Nic. 17,4), gives in I 1 ,12  the form Συρα- 
κούσιοι; surprisingly in vol. II occurs Συρακόσιοι; e.g. Cat. mi. 53,4 Συρα- 
κοσίοις (συρακουσίοις codd.); Dio 3,1 Συρακοσίου (συρακοσίου L συρακουσίου 
PQ συρρακουσίου Ζ ; sic et deinceps) al. and so also in II 2, e.g. Marc. 8,11 
τόν Συρακοσίων (συρακουσίων Q) βασιλέα; 14,1 Συρακοσίων etc. Συρακό- 
σιος now seems to have been the form chosen in the first edition by Ziegler; 
cf. e.g. Pyrrh. 9,2 Συρακοσίου (Συρακουσίου codd.); Ages. 27,2 (Ζ.) Συρα
κοσίου (συρακουσίου NL, συρρακουσίου G)2. Vacillation is perhaps unavoi
dable in the case of Dioscuri3: thus Thes. 31,1 and 32,6 Διοσκούροις; Aem.
25,2 Διοσκούρους (διοσκούρους KZC: διοσκόρους APQ); T. G. 2,1 Διοσκού- 
ρων; Pomp. 2,8 (Ζ.) Διοσκούρων (διοσκόρων N), but Cor. 3,5 Διοσκόρους 
(διοσκούρους Y) al., also Num. 13,10 (Ζ.) τούς Διοσκόρους (διοσκούρους G); 
Lys. 12,1 (Ζ.) Διοσκόρους.

A somewhat related case: Rom. 28,4 Προικοννησίου (προκοννησίου 
AM); Ale. 28,3 Προικόννησον (προικόννησον UN sed i alio atramento N 
προικό + νήσον (i postea add. v eras. A)4. But one may remark that the form 
Προκοννήσιος was firmly established, whereas the form Προικόν(ν)ησος ori
ginated in the false etymology from προΐξ προικός, see Et^ 689,13, and 
was prevalent in the Byzantine times as it seems, see e.g. A. Pertusi, Const. 
P orfirogen i to  De Thematibus, IV 9 ; XVII 36; yet cf. the acclamation A'j- 
ξει Προκόννησος τω αίώνι from a 16th c. mss, see Sp. P. Lambros, Νέος 
'Ελληνομνήμων 1, 1904, 277n. 12. Finally a puzzling form occurs in Cam.
19,9 Καλχηδόνιοι (Καρχηδόνιοι: em. Unger) which I believe refers to the 
Carthagenians constantly elsewhere written Καρχηδόνιοι (cf. Cam. 19,7 Kap- 
χηδόνιοι instead of this unique form). Plutarch is unlikely to refer at this 
point to the citizens of an obscure Calchedon5 in Bithynia, since he speaks

1. See also G. Crftnert, op. cit . 94 n. 4.
2. Συρακόσιοι is also the form found in the Moralia , Diodorus Siculus and 

Aelianus.
3. Cf. Dittenberger, OGIS 346,4 [Διοσ]κουρίδης Διοσκορίδου and Διοσκουρίδης 

Diod. 19,62,7.9 ; 19.68,4 elsewhere an admiral of Antigonos, though in Diodorus 
Διόσκοροι 4, 43,2 al. is the form occurring. Διοσκόρων Res Gestae § 20. Cf. also 
Phile ta iros  (ed. Dain) 44 Οί Διόσκουροι σύν τω υ δταν πληθυντικώς λέγονται- τώ Διο- 
σκόρω δέ έν τω δυικφ άριθμφ ίίνευ τοϋ υ. Moiris s.v. ’Άνακες καί Άνάκιον Α ττικοί, 
Διόσκοροι καί Διοσκορεΐον "Ελληνες. Διόσκορος is the usual form of a common na
me in the papyri, see Pr. Preisigke, Sammelbuch Griechischen Urkunden aus Agypten 
2,230 and G. Crdnert, op. c i t■ 130 n. 2.

4. So Diod. 13, 49,6 Προικόννησον.
5. Its people in Plutarch are Χαλκηδόνιοι, cf. e.g. M ot . 302e ταΐς Χαλκηδο- 

νίαις though the form Καλχηδόνιοι =  Χαλκηδόνιοι 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 
Χαλκηδών - Καλχηδών e.g. in Arriani Scripta Minora et Fragmenta, Lipsiae 
1968, Roos-Wirth, p. 211,17.212,7.212,21.

As regards ρρ/ρσ it seems that the latter is preferred in accordance 
with Atticistic (?) tendency1. In the case of θάρσος—cf. for this form also E- 
pictetus and see G. Cronert, op.c it . , 133 n. 2—: e.g. Fab. 29,4 καί θράσος2 
γέννα καί θάρσος άφαιρεϋται; Rom. 18,9 θάρσος; Cam. 41,6 τό θαρσεΐν; 
Arist. 15,4 θάρσους; 16,5 θάρσος; Philop. 9,10 θάρσος; Pelop. 15,7 θάρ
σος; Caes. 7,7 θάρσους; 44,10 θάρσους; 58,4 θάρσος; Ant. 7,6 θάρσος; 
Mar. 46,6 θάρσος; Syll. 20,5 (Ζ.) θάρσος; Otho 12 (S.) θάρσος, etc. Note
worthy form Pelop. 22,2 πυρσότατον (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 τω θαρρεΐν and 12,1 τό θαρρεϊν; Pelop. 1,9 θαρραλεωτάτους, 9,13 
παραθαρρύνας; Caes. 67,3 θαρραλέοι; Ages. 38,2 (Ζ.) θαρρύνοντος (θαρσύ- 
νοντος NL θρασύναντος G); Pomp. 8,6 (Ζ.) θαρραλέον (θαρσαλέον Υ) etc.— 
Exceptions noted : Luc. 9,7 άνεθάρσησαν ; Caes. 44,9 έπιθαρσύνοντα ; ibid. 
10 θάρσους ; Arat. 10,4 άναθαρσοΰσα. Also Caes. 9,7 αρρεν ; T. G. 1,4 άρρην.

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 lin guae la tinae 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 Σισενναν (τισενναν A) should perhaps be Σισένναν 
according to the Latin rule and occurences elsewhere, see W. Schulze, Zur 
Gesch. Latein. Eigenn., Berlin 1933, 94; cf. Luc. 19,9 Μουρήνας; Cat. min.
21.4 Μουρρήναν, a l . ; Sert. 15,5 Περπέννας al., Otho 5 (S.) Σπουρίναν, 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 Μιλτας Άχιλλας (Caes. 49,4, Pomp. 77,3 (Ζ.)) Άλεξας

IV 39.5 άρχει δέ του στόματος άπό μέν τής ΙΙροποντίδος τό κατά Καλχηδόνα διάστημα 
καί Βυζάντιον ... cf. ibid., 43.8 έφ’ ής έστι Καλχηδών, al. Marmor Parium Β 13 περί 
τό ιερόν τό Καλχηδονίων ; Diod. 20, 111,3 έπΐ δέ τό στόμα τοϋ Πόντου παραγενόμενος 
πρός τό Καλχηδονίων ίερω στρατοπεδείαν περιεβάλετο.

1. Cf. Moiris θάρρος ’Αττικοί, θάρσος "Ελληνες.
2. Cf. Ammon., de ad f .  voc. d i f f e r .  233 Nickau Θράσος καί Θάρσος διαφέρει1 

Θράσος μέν γάρ έστιν άλογος όρμή, Θάρσος δέ έλλογος όρμή.
3· See Blass - Debrunner (tr. Funk), op. c i t . ,  § 41(3).



Plutarchea I 293

Άρτεμας Έρμας Ίωνας, etc., but the form Σισενναν does not as it seems 
fall in this category1.

Forms like Cam. 38,2 Τουσκλανών (gen. pi.) <^Lat. Tusculanus or 
Aem. 20,4 Μαρρουκινών (-νών Xyl. ex. Liv. 44,40,5 : ρακινών vel ρακηνών 
libri); Sert. 6,1 Νωρβανοί; Caes. 20,1 Σηκουανοϊς2, seem problematic since 
they ignore Latin prosody. A likely explanation of these forms is that they 
(Τουσκλανών, Σηκουανών) were regulated after forms like ΛευκολλιανοΙ κή
ποι Luc. 39,2 ; οί ΠομπηιανοΙ 42,7 ; Μαργιανοΰ σιδήρου Crass. 24,1 ; Φρεγελ- 
λανοί Marc. 29,15; Μαριανούς Mar. 13,2, which were in turn regulated ana
logically after Greek adjectives like ίκ-ανός πιθ-ανός στεγ-ανός, etc. It seems 
that a few nouns were regulated after these adjectives, e. g. Γελλιανόν 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- άτης 
denoting the people of a town, like Φειδηνατών πόλις Publ. 22,8 ; πρέσβεις 
Παρμητών Mar. 27,7 are accented in the last syllable, that is analogically to 
Greek nouns of first declension.

The case of Άκρων Rom. 16,2, Άκρωνος Rom. 16,4 and Marc. 8,6, 
Άκρωνα Rom. 16,7 and 30(1),4 al. <^Lat. Aero -onis-; Κάρβων Pomp. 5,4 
(Ζ.), Κάρβωνος 6,3 al. <^Lat. Carbo -onis; Κουρίωνα Caes. 31,2, Κου- 
ρίωνος Ant. 2,4.5 and elsewhere, Syll. 14,11 (Ζ.) Κουρίωνος, ibid. 12. Κου- 
ρίων <^Lat. Curio -onis; Λουκούμωνος Cam. 15,5.6 <^Lat. Lucumo -onis; 
Λίβωνα Ant. 7,3; Καπίτωνα Ant. 36,2; Στόλων Cam. 39,6 a l . ; Βουτεώνα 
Fab. 9,4; Κουλέωνος Tit. 18,2; Κάτωνος Tit. 18,3 al., etc. is different as 
we have here a form which is definitely hellenized after the Greek names 
"Αγνών -ωνος, Γέλων -ωνος, Τρύφων -ωνος, Γλύκων -ωνος, Θέων -ωνος etc.

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

1. Forms like Mar. 32,4 Βόκχος ό Νομάς (δ νομα L ‘G2) should perhaps fo l
low the Greek examples and be accented Νομας, cf. Mor. 268b Νομας (Νουμας Ω) 
and elsewhere.

2. Now Σηκουανών also in Mar. 24,7 (σηκουάνων G 1 : σικουανών G’llKL).
3. The ending -ιανδς, -ιανά (the latter especially frequent in place - names) 

was in the end regulated by analogy to Greek adjectives. Forms therefore, like 
Αύριλίανα Βερεδίανα, 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 Βαλεντινιάνα Βαλεριάνα etc. seem to fol
low the Latin accentuation, but perhaps we should accent Βαλεντινιανα Βαλεριανα 
etc. Otherwise forms like Άγκυριανά Άργικιανδν ’ΑρκαδιαναΙ Βαλλεσιανά 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 a  Marcel Renard I, Bruxelles 1969, 94-98, 
especially p. 98.
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penultimate according to Latin prosody Μαρτιαλις1. Publ. 18,2 "Αρροντος 
would suggest a nom. ’Άρρων (which occurs elsewhere, see RE II 1895, 1261), 
but ibid. 19,6 "Αρρουν (άρρων Υ, άρρους mor.) is given which probably 
suggests a nominative "Αρρους Lat. Aruns2. Other forms present a mixture 
or combine characteristics of both languages, e.g. Num. 8,11 Τακίταν . . .  
σιωπηλήν ή ένεάν; Rom. 14,3 κώνσουλας but κωνσούλας Dion. Hal. A. R. 
4,76,2; Rom. 13,2 ποποΰλους (nom. sing.) <^populus; Marc. 3,1 ’Ίνσομ- 
βρες and 4,2 ’Ίνσομβρας, but ibid. 6,3 Ίνσόμβρους, etc.

Noteworthy cases of transliteration of Latin forms are: Rom. 1,2 ίδρυ- 
θέντας (sc, τούς Τρώας) περί τό Παλλάντιον with irrational nasal but later 
on 18,7 Παλάτιον (παλάντιον UA); 20,5 Παλατιού (παλαντίου codd.); Publ.
20,2 έν Παλατίω (έν τοΐς παλατίοις Υ) a l . ; perhaps Παλάτιον which occurs 
in Diodorus — together with Παλλάντιον (Παλάντιον ν.) 15,59,2 — is the 
only legitimate form from Latin Palatium. Rom. 9,4 'Ρώμην κουαδράταν 
(κουαδράταν UA: κουαδράτην vel κουαδράτων cet.) it seems that the suffix 
-αν is taken after the Greek as long, whereas on other occasions it is regar
ded as short, e.g. Num. 12,2 Λιβίτιναν (Λιβίτιναν Steph. δυβίταιναν, sed. 
s. s. ου m. 1, S ούβίδαιναν G ούβιδιναν L1 λιβίδαιναν L2) ; Cam. 5,1 Ματοϋ- 
ταν <^Lat. Matuta ; 36,9 Μονήταν <^Lat. Moneta and Dttb. Syll .3 794,2 
[Ίουν]ίαν Τορκουαταν, whereas the hellenized form would be κουαδράτην cf. 
e.g. Rom. 17,1 Φιδήνην <Xat. Fidena; 24,2 Φερεντίνης πύλης; Ant, 17,2 
Μυτίνην <^Lat. Mutina; Num. 10,8 Κολλίνην πύλην; Otho 7 (S.) Κρεμώ- 
νην, Κρεμώνη3 etc. In the case of Fab. 6,1 τό Κασινάτον should be accented 
Κασινατον4 cf. agrum Casinatem Liv. 22,13,5 and Brut. 49,3 Καμουλατος 
(καταμουλάτος Q); in Galba 14 (S.) Όνωράτος should be Όνωρατος <^Lat.

1. Though in inscriptions the form Μαρτιάλης does occur, see T. Eckinger, 
Die Orthographie la tein . Worter in g r ie ch .  Inschr., Miinchen 1893, p. 49. For the 
περισπώμενον cf. Mor. 278c ’Ρουμιναλιν (έουμάναλιν O corr. Bernardakis). Relevant 
is Diodor. Sic. 11,78,1 'Ρηγοϋλος for which one would expect 'Ρήγουλος and ibid.
12,53,1 Πραιτέξτατον for which Πραιτεξτάτον would be expected.

2. "Αρρουνς is preferable to Άρροΰνς Dion. Halic. A. R. 4,28,2 and elsewhere. 
The form "Αρρους occurs also in Mor. 250e.

3. Cf. also Λιβιτίνην of Aphrodite Mor. 269b ; Dion. Halic. A. R. 4,15,5. 
Cf. also Photius, Biblio theque  (R. Henry), 6,160 (codex no. 244) where the forms 
Μοργαντίνην and Μοργαντΐναν occur.

4. Procopius’ (ed. Haury) Άρμάτος (proper name) should be Άρματος ; cf. 
the forms which occur there : Βαρβατος, Δονατος, etc. In Polyb. VI 23,1 άστάτοις 
should have as nom. άστατοι (not άστατοι LSJ Supl. s. v.) < L a t. hastatus. In Ca- 
gnat, Inscr. gr .  etc. 3,4, 1206 Φλωριανός άστατος (Jerus.) should be άστατος. Like
wise τό φοσσατον '(not φόσσατον LSJ s. v.) < L a t. fossatum. Also Mor. 768b Σινά- 
τον should be Σινατον as suggested by Bernardakis at 257e. Cf. e. g. ibid. 965 c. d. 
Όπτάτον, Ό πτατε.



Plutarchea 1 295

Honoratus and Caes. 41,3 Τουσκλάνον (τουσκλάνων PHQL2 Ταϋσκλον 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 Τουσκλάνον.

Rom. 27,5 al. Σκηπίων -ος <^Lat. Scipio where η for i is puzzling 
(wrongly associated with σκήπτω -σκήπτρον ?), but elsewhere the usual form 
Σκιπίων occurs, e.g. Brut. 6,10 Σκιπίωνα (σκηπίωνα QZL2P2) ; Aem. 2,5 
Σκιπίωνι (σκηπίωνι lOQZL2) ; 5,1 Σκιπίωνα (σκηπίωνα PQZK2) a l . ; Tit.
3,3 Σκιπίωνος (σκηπίωνος C), etc. The opposite is the case with φιτιαλεΐς: 
Cam. 18,1 φιτιαλεΐς (φητιαλεΐς Y) twice; Num. 12,4 φιτιαλέων (φιτιαλίων, 
corr. Sint.); ibid. 5 φιτιαλεΐς (φιτιάλιοι codd., corr. S int.); <^Lat. fetiales, 
where i for e is probably due to influence of the i in the second syllable 
and one would expect φητιάλεις as in other authors, e. g. Dion. Halic. A.R.
6,89,1 Φητιάλεις (φιτιάλεις ABb φητιάλεις Ba) and elsewhere Res Gestae § 7 
etc. Rom. 3,2 Νομήτωρ <^Lat. Numitor is also puzzling though it occurs in 
inscriptions cf. Eckinger, op. cit., 53-54; cf. also Publ. 16,1 al. Πορσίνναν 
(Πορσέννας) Tzetz. Chil. = Cass. D. lib. 4 init. (Boiss.) πορσίναν Y (sic sem
per) Porsenam Livius <^Lat. Porsenna. The opposite occurs elsewhere i. e. 
Δομέτιος <^Domitius, Τεβέριος Tiberius in Polybius.

Contrary to the usual practice (namely η < ê) in Cam. passim  we con
stantly meet with the form Φαλέριοι <^Lat. Falerii for which cf. Eckinger, 
p. 26 f. In Cam. 22,6 twice Παπείριος (<^Lat. Papirius) we have a case of 
iotacism as it seems, but in Aem. 5,1.5 Παπιρία (παπυρία Z) is the name 
of Aemilius’ first wife; this with the spelling Παπίριος which occurs in in
scriptions1 shows that perhaps Παπίριος should be written throughout as in 
the Moralia  325 f.

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

E for i (as in the well-known case of λεγεών <^Lat. legio, cf. Eckin
ger, op. cit., p. 29 ff. and 37 f.) does occur, e.g. Rom. 21,2 κάρμενα (κάρ- 
μινα Steph.) <^Lat. carmina; Stephanus’ suggestion should in all probabi
lity be accepted, cl. Mor. 278c τά γάρ έπη «κάρμινα» καλοϋσιν and Dion. 
Hal. A.R. 1,31,1 τάς μέν γάρ ώδάς καλοϋσι 'Ρωμαίοι κάρμινα. In the case 
of Brundisium it seems that the editor prefers the form Βρεντέσιον through
out rejecting the alternative Βρεντήσιον, but in a similar case, namely Capi- 
tolium, the usual form accepted is Καπιτώλιον (with the variant καπε - in 
some mss), though in Brut. 18,7 and elsewhere the form Καπετώλιον occurs.

1. The spelling Παπείριος occurs also in inscriptions, see Eckinger op. cit . 
p. 43 and 44. In Diodorus pass im  the spelling Παπείριος and Παπειρία 31,27,3
(Loeb) should be corrected.



296 Ν. X. Κονομή

U before muta + liquida is usually represented by o with few except
ions : thus Crass. 9,5 Πούπλιος <^Lat. Publius, elsewhere Πόπλιος, cf. E- 
ckinger, op. cit. p. 621. In other cases u=u, e. g. Cic. 29,3 Τύλλου al. <Xat. 
Tullus; Cat. mi. 27,3 Μινυκίου (Μινυκίου Steph.: μινικίου codd., Μινουκίου 
Anon.) <^Lat. Minucius (see Eckinger, op. cit. 65-67); Caes. 12,1 Λυσιτα- 
νούς (λουσιτανούς L2) <^Lat. Lusitani; ibid. 18,1 Τιγυρίνους (τηγυρίνους 
vel -ρινούς PC, item ibid. 2) <^Lat. Tigurini, but ibid. 22,5 Σούγαμβροι 
<^Lat. Sygambri; Ant. 17.2 Μυτίνην <^Mutina; Rom. 26,3 al τε ράβδοι 
βάκιλα καλούνται (βάκυλα vulg.) <^Lat. bacula (neut. pi.) should perhaps 
read βάκλα2 as the complex ul + vowel following a smooth mute usually 
becomes λ + vowel in Greek; cf. e.g. Cat. ma. 1,1 Τούσκλου <^Lat. Tuscu- 
lum; Mar. 14,14 Κάτλον al. <^Lat. Catulus; Ant. 78.1 al. Προκλήιος 
<Xat. Proculeius; Pyrrh. 21,7 Άσκλον al. <^Lat. Asculum; Caes. 41,3 
Τουσκλάνον <^Lat. Tusculanum cf. Pomp. 67,5 (Ζ.) Τουσκλάνφ Numa 5,2 
(Ζ.) Πρόκλος Πρόκλω al. <Xat. Proculus, etc. and see Eckinger, op. cit. 
74-75. Numa 22,2 (Ζ.) Ίάνοκλον <^Lat. Ianiculum perhaps should read Ίά- 
νικλον (?), a form which occurs in Dion. Hal., A.R. 1,73,3 and 2,76,6 whe
reas at 3,45,1 Ίανίκολον δρος; ibid. 3,47,3 τό καλούμενον Ίανίκολον whe
reas in Mar. 42,4 Ίανοΰκλον δρος (ΐαννοϋκλον ΠΚ ίαννούκαλον Lm m2) and 
Publ. 16,4 Ίανούκλω (ίανούκλω S (Dion. Hal.): τείχει Y, et. s. s., dein eras. 
S ; cf. Flor. 1,4 (10)) is another unexpected form; see, however, Eckinger, 
op. cit., p. 39 f.

V is usually equivalent to ov e. g. Rom. 3,3 Σιλουίαν <^Lat. Silvia, 
Caes. 37,2 Σερουΐλιον <^Lat. Servilius, ibid. 61,8 Φλάουϊος <^Lat. Flavius 
etc. cf. Eckinger, p. 82-85, but at other times β is used instead of ου e. g. 
Rom. 16,6 Βάρρων <^Lat. Varro, Fab. 1,4 Όβικούλας (όβικούλας S : οί ό- 
κούλλας U1 όβίκουλα s.s. U2 όουικούλας ΜΑ); Mar. 28,8 Ούαλλέριον δέ Φλάκ- 
κον <^Lat. Valerius Flaccus, etc. but Rom. 9,4 ’Αβεντίνου; 20,6 Άουεντί-

1. The form therefore Ίογόρθαν (bis) Mor. 806d and Syll- 3,1 (Z.) is unexpect
ed ; Ίουγούρθαν (?) cf. T. G. 39 (18),1 Ίουγούρθαν and Lat. lugurtha. But cf. T. G.
8,7 Σπόριον < L at. Spurius ; 21,7 Νομαντία and Νομαντίνων Mor. 201e, Νομας ibid. 
1125d and similar forms elsewhere, e. g. Polybius and Diodorus, Σολπίκιος, Σπό- 
ριος, Λοκρήτιος, 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 βάκιλα would assume a Latin form baquila, but Latin 
-qui- was in Greek rendered by -κυ-, e. g. A quila>  ’Ακύλας, etc. The form βάκλον 
occurs in glossaries, cf. e. g. Gloss. Philox. fustis : ράβδος βάκλον and the diminu
tive βάκλιον bacillum (h. e. baculum) CGL 2,255,7 (Goetz). For M. Greek forms, 
besides the Cypriot βάκλα, see e. g. Meyer, Neugriech. Studien  3,13 ; G. Rohlfs, 
Etym. Wort. d. unter ita l .  Grazitat, Halle 1930, p. 26 and Ίατοο . Λεξικόν  s. ν. βάκλο.
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νου (Άουεντίνου Muret: λουεντίνου); 23,3 ’Αουεντίνω (άουεντίνω Μ : αύεν- 
τίνω UA cf. ibid. 20,6), Num. 15,3 (Ζ.) ΆβεντΕνον; Pyrrh. 25,2 πόλιν Βε
νεουεντόν (βενεουεντόν KL2 : βενεβεντόν G βενεούεντον Π βενεντόν Ll) etc. 
Cf. Eckinger, op. cit. p. 15-16 & 85-87. In view of the fact that v  is ren
dered usually by β 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 Φλάουϊος, Βενεουεντόν and Άουεντίνου should be printed Φλά- 
βιος, ’Αβεντίνου, Βενεβεντόν respectively. Contrary e. g. Pomp. 29,4 (Z.) 
Όκτάουϊον one would expect Όκτάβιον etc.; likewise Ant. 11,2 Όκταουϊα- 
νόν (όκταίουνον L1 γρ όκταιουανόν Lm). But there is a great inconsistency 
on this point in the mss (e. g. Βήιοι and Οΰήιοι) and one should refrain 
from altering the forms in similar cases. At Crassus 11,11, however, όούαν 
(δβαν Marcell. 22,1) should rather be δουχν.

Everywhere Latin a e  seems to be represented in Greek by ai and Zie
gler did well to write Rom. 16,2 Καινινητών (κενινητών libri, Καινηνιτών 
Zon.) since the Latin form is Cae- and only occasionally Ce-. This should apply 
also to Cic. 7,6 Κεκίλιος1 though elsewhere we have Καικίλιος for instance 
Demetr. 3,2 Καικίλιος (κεκίλιος Y), Pomp. 2,8 (Ζ.) Καικίλιον (κεκίλιον NL) 
<^Lat. Caecilius. It is good that in his second edition Ziegler accepts Καικι- 
λίου in Mar. 4,1 (καικιλίου Π καί κιλίου K κεκιλίου L κεκιλλίου G) and 7,1 
Καικίλιος (καικίλιος P*R καί κίλιος Κ κεκίλιος GLP2) like Καικιλίαν' Syll. 
6,18 (Ζ.); therefore in Luc. 1,1 should also be Καικιλία <^Lat. Caecilia (not 
Κεκιλία 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 τό των Έδούων έθνος 
(αίδούων Q) the spelling Αΐδούων 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 Καικίαν (κεκίαν LiP1) where a Greek word 
καικίας undergoes this kind of change and Cam. 8,6 Λιπαρέων where Λιπα- 
ραίων should be written cl. Steph. Byz. s. ν. Λιπάρα al .2. On the transcription 
of ae  with ε in mss cf. also Cam. 14,2 Καιδίκιος (κεδίκιος Υ καίδικος Zon.); 
Cic. 50(1),4 Καιλίου Wytt. (κελίου Aid. κεκιλίου libri), Otho 5 (S.) al. Ke- 
κίνας. At Sull. 9,10 (Ζ.) τον λόφον τόν Αΐσκυλΐνον <^Lat. Esquilinus one would 
expect Ήσκυλΐνον as in Strab. 5,234 (Ίσκυλΐνος in Dion. Hal., A.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. 832e Καικίλιος (κεκίλιος Π).
2. See also Ziegler, RE XIII, 1, 1926, 719.
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comes complicate: thus λλ <^nl, e. g. Μάλλιος passim <^Lat. Manlius1; -ns- 
usually becomes -σ-, e. g. Cic. 7,8 al. Όρτησίου; Caes. 32,3 Όρτησίω; 
Ant. 22,6 Όρτήσιον twice) <^Lat. Hortensius, but as in inscriptions the 
form 'Ορτήνσιος occurs now and then. On the other hand the termination 
-ήσιος, the hellenized form of -e(n)sis following ethnica in -ήσ(σ)ιος which 
belong to names of cities in -ησσός, was not as it seems completed by this 
time for all cases and Plutarch quotes in Rom. 20,2 the forms 'Ραμνήνσης 
<^Lat. Ramnenses, Τατιήνσης <^Lat. Tatienses, Λουκερήνσης <Xat. Luce- 
renses. Cf. also Sickinger, op. cit. 19; Eckinger, op. cit. p. 113 and 115- 
116 where he formulates the norm «n vor s fallt 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 Άκυιλλίων (gen. pi.) i. e. Άκυϊλλίων (άκυίλλων S1 ά- 
κυλλίων S2, Y cf. ibid. 4,1); 4,1 Άκυιλλίοις, Άκυιλλίων; 5,1 ’Ακυιλλίων; 
ibid. 2 Άκυίλλιοι; 7,1 Άκυίλλιοι <^Lat. Aquilius2 (as e. g. Άκουίλλιος 
Hesperia Suppl. V 86,4.33 a l . ) ; Cic. 27,2 ’Ακύλλιον (’Ακύλλιον X yl.: ά· 
κυλΐνον Ν άκυίνιον Y); Cat. min. 43,7 ’Ακύλλιον and Mar. 14,11 ’Ακύλλιον, 
but Cat. ma. 12,1 Ά κ ιλ ίω ; Tit. 15,2 Μάνιον ’Ακίλιον; Caes. 16,2 Ά κίλ ιος; 
Syll. 12,9 (Ζ.) ’Ακύλιον. Elsewhere we meet with vv <̂ n or λλ <^P: Cat. 
min. 53,2.4 ’Ασίννιον (άσίνιον 1Φ1, item 53,4) <^Lat. Asinius, but Ant.
9,2 Άσινίου and ibid. 3 Άσίνιον a l . ; Cat. min. 65,10 al. Στατύλλιος <^Lat. 
St^tilius; Brut. 12,3 Στα<^τύ^>λλιον, Στα<^τύ/·λλιος (Στατύλλιον Zie. cl. 
Cat. min. 65.66.73 et infra 51,5.6: στάλλιον codd., edebant Στατίλιον cum 
Xyl.); Brut. 39,10.11 (S.) Άτίλλιος, but Ziegler prints Άτέλλιος (άτίλλιος 
AC Cor. Γέλλιος Zie. cl. Cass. D. 47,24,3-6 ; sed cf. Cichorius Rom. Stud. 
245) <^Lat. Atilius but Cat. min. 7,3 Ά τιλ ίαν; Num. 20.2 (Ζ.) Άτιλίου 
and Brut. 50,1 al. Λουκίλλιος <Xat. Lucilius. Cat. min. 21,4 al. Μουρρή- 
ναν, Μουρρήνα (μουρρήναν LPQ μουρήναν Ρ2 μουρίναν CF μουρήναν vel 
μουρρίναν Ζ) <^Lat. Murena. Luc. 33,3 Σαλλούστιος <^Lat. Sallustius. Cam.
39.1 al. Λικιννίου <^Lat. Licinius, but Aem. 9,2 Λικίνιον (λικίννιον A) and 
again ibid. 38,5 Λικίννιος (λικίνιος PKZ): cf. also Crass. 1,4 Λικιννία, Ai- 
κιννία and ibid. 5 Λικιννίαν (λικιννία Ν : λικινν ία U (ν m1) λικινία A) a l . ; 
Crass. 7,8 Σικίννιος <^Lat. Sicinius. Likewise σσ <^s: Thes. 1,1 Σόσσιε; 
Demosth. 1,1 Σόσσιε (σόσιε ex σώσιε corr. Ν : σόσσιε Υ ) ; Ant. 34,10 Σόσ-

1. The transcription vacillates also in other authors, e.g. Diodor. Sic. 15,
22.1 Αύλον Μάλλιον but 15,35,3 Μάρκος Μάνλιος.

2. On the transliteration of -qu- in Greek see Ag. Tsopanakis, 'Αφιέρωμα 
Τοιανταφυλλίόη, Thessaloniki 1960, 434-435.

3. About λλ <1 see also Eckinger 105-107.
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σιος al .  <^Lat. Sosius, is the regular form for the Greek transcription cf. 
C.I.L. VIII 7066 and Dittenberger OGIS 490,2.3 (Apamea) Σοσσίαν... Σοσ- 
σίου... In Caes. 18,1 Έλβηττίους (S.) Έλβηττίους (Z.) al. <^Lat. Helvetii 
where one would expect Έλβητίους1, 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.) Σπουρίναν 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, V Origine des 
dial ec t es  Neo-grecs de  Γ Italie Meridionale,  Paris 1958, p. 87 esp. 105 ff.

—Qui— for which see Eckinger, op. cit. 122*125 and Ag. Tsopanakis, 
/. /., 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 Κούιν- 
τος (Κουίντιος Ziegler), Luc. 5,5 Κοίντιον (Κόιντον : em. Muret cf. ibid. 
33,6), Marc. 5,5 Κούϊντος (κόιντος C) <Xat. Quintus, whereas the forms of 
Latin Quintius should be either Κουίντιος (i. e. Κυΐντιος, cf. e. g. Hesperia, 
Suppl. IV 138 (ca. 200 A.D.), Hesperia ll,88-892 Lat. Quintius, or Kotv- 
τιος, as e. g Tit. 1,1 Κοΐντιος (κοίντιος Steph.: κόιντος); 10,5 Κοΐντιος 
(κόϊντος codd. et Phot.). See Eckinger, op. cit. 122. For Otho 5 (S.) πό
λιν ’Ακύνιον i. e. Aquinum perhaps Άκυΐνον which occurs in Strabo 5,237 
would be preferable. Ptolemy’s 111,1,63 ’Ακούινον is even more remoted 
from the Latin form. The name of the river Tiber is also a complicate case; 
besides Caes. 58,8 Τίβεριν, for which see Dittenberger, Hermes 6, 1872, 
134-135 and Eckinger, op. cit. 34-35, two forms occur Θύβρις - Θύμβρις for 
which see Dittenberger, I. I., p. 150 and more recently A. Mommigliano, 
Terzo contribute a l ia storia d e g l i  studi c lass i ci  e  de l  mondo antico, 2, 
Roma 1966, 622-625 «Ε pure verosimile che la duplice forma Θύβρις-Θύμ- 
βρις del greco risalga a una doppia forma etrusca». Cf. also H. Solius Bei- 
t rage zur Kenntnis der g r i e ch i s chen Personennamen in Rom (Commenta- 
tiones Humanarum Litterarum, 48) Helsinki 1971, p. 62 and n. 2. Of the two 
forms, according to LSJ s. ν ., Θύμβρις3 is more used than Θύβρις ; yet here 
it occurs only twice namely Θύμβριν Rom. 1,1 and Otho 4 (S.), whereas el
sewhere the form Θύβρις 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 -τωρ, -τορος,

1. Also Strabo’s Έλουήττιοι should perhaps be Έλουήτιοι : cf. Έλουήτιοι 
(Ptolemy).

2. Also Mor. 269e τάς Κυιντιλίας είδούς.
3. Cf. Steph. Byz. Θύμβρις, ποταμός ‘Ρώμης, δς καί Τίβερις. Hsch. θ 870 Θύμ- 

βρις· δνομα ποταμού. Θύμβρις or Θύμβριος was also the name of a river of Troad, 
see Glotta  21, 1933, 86. A surprising gen. Θύμβρεως occurs in Mor. 305e and 314f, 
Θύμβριος 307d.
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see Buck-Petersen, A Reverse Index o f  Greek Nouns and Adjectives, p. 
302; therefore Fab. 13,7 ώ δίκτατορ (δικτάτωρ: em. Sintenis) should be ώ 
δικτατορ. See above p. 10.

As regards the Latin itself one form, namely velatura, is to be noted: 
Rom. 5,4 τήν δέ πορθμείαν βηλατούραν1 καλοϋσιν (βηλατούραν Β: βιλατού- 
ραν UMA); perhaps also μανίπλα Rom. 8,7 έκάστης (sc. έκατοστύος) δ’ άνήρ 
άφηγεΐτο χόρτου καί ΰλης άγκαλίδα κοντώ περικειμένην άνέχων’ μανίπλα 
ταύτας Λατίνοι καλοϋσιν which is not recorded in LSJ. At Ant. 5,2 εϊτα των 
έπ’ οΐωνοΐς ιερέων (scil. άπέδειξε Κουρίων) ους Αϋγουρας καλοϋσιν, the form 
αδγουρας as at Τ. G. της των αύγούρων λεγομένης ίερωσύνης is preferable.

Of the oriental names occurring in the Lives Όρώδην Crass. 18,3 (o- 
ρώδην OmO’: ύρώδην SU et s. s. Om ύρώδη Ν ήρώδην Ov et corr. ex ύρώ
δην A : cf. 21,5. 22,2 (twice)); Ant. 33,6 ’Ορώδης Cass. D. (passim), Strabo 
702 'Υρώδης Polyaen. 7,41 Orodes ap. Latinos; cf. Boissevain ad Cass. D.
39,56,2); Ant. 33,6 Όρώδου (όρώδου App.: ύρώδου codd.; cf. Boissevain 
ad Cass. Dion. 39,56,2 (I 496,17)); 37,1 Όρώδην (όρώδην App.: ύρώδη 
codd.) al., it may be that the spiritus asper is due to confusion with the 
well-known 'Ηρώδης and that the deciding factor should rather be the La
tin transcription Orodes i. e. Όρώδης, 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 Φραάτης, Ώρώδου υιός, § 33.

The ethnic name Marc. 3,2 Γαισάται if it has anything to do with 
gaesum or γαϊσον should be accented Γαισαται; see now Chantraine, Diet, 
etym. de  la langue  Grecque, s. ν. γαΐσος.

As regards 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 ού γάρ ήν είθισμένον πρότερον έγκωμιάζεσθαι 
γυναίκα δημοσία τελευτήσασαν better έγκωμιάζεσθαι δημοσία γυναίκα τελευ- 
τήσασαν which avoids the ambiguity created by the usually edited order ; Dio
27,2 άπολιπδντες ωχοντο τόν Τιμοκράτην, either ωχοντ’ άπολιπόντες τόν 
Τιμοκράτην (cf. Publ. 26(3),4 άπολιπών.,.ώχετ’ άπιών) or τόν Τιμοκράτην 
άπολιπόντες ωχοντο (cf. e.g. Cic. 22,8 τόν Κατιλίναν... έγκαταλιπόντες ω
χοντο); Mar. 32,1 τούς θεραπεύοντας αυτόν ένοχλεϊσθαι μή βουλόμενος μα
κράν βαδίζοντας, perhaps should read τούς θεραπεύοντας αύτόν μή βουλόμε
νος ένοχλεϊσθαι μακράν βαδίζοντας; Alex. 39,10 Παρμενίωνι μέν ουν τόν 
Βαγώου Ιδωκεν οίκον, έν ώ λέγεται των περισσών ιματισμόν χιλίων ταλάν
των εύρεθηναι, perhaps ... έν ώ λέγεται των περισσών χιλίων ταλάντων ιμα
τισμόν εύρεθηναι ? The phrase των περισσών χιλίων ταλάντων seems also 
suspect as one would expect περισσόν χιλίων ταλάντων ιματισμόν εύρεθηναι.

1. See Ε. Perfuzzi, Velum, Athenaeum, N. S. 47, 1969, 257 ff.


