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also be helpful to have the sequence of events indicated, as it is in the scholium. I
should supply at the end of 17 <odv 8¢ oi>, comparing for the expression O/ 13.87
ovv 8¢ kelvan kai mor’. The pronoun in this place could in theory be taken to refer to
Eriphyle rather than to Amphiaraus, but I am not troubled by this: as W. J. Slater says
(Lexicon to Pindar [Berlin, 1969], s. v. € 2), ‘the reference of o must always be deduced
from sense alone’. Slater adds that ‘oi does not follow prepositions’, but it is found
after ém{ at Pyth. 1.7-8 xedawamw 8’ émi ol vedélav | ayxvAwe kpati . . .
katéyevas: joining ém{ with kxpar{ alone (so Slater s.v. € 2.b) would produce an
improbably harsh construction. The phrase oiv 8¢ ol appears to be attested first in
Herodotus (6.90, 7.58.1).
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TWO CONJECTURES ON THE SUPPLICES OF
EURIPIDES

295 AAA’ els Sxvov pou uiblos 6v kedfw Pépe

Soph. OT 991, 7v 8 éo7’ éxelvns Vulv és déBov Pépov; , is cited by Collard in
support of wou here (a datiuus commodi, allegedly).! However, the construction there
is different: duiv can be taken with éori. Here there is nothing but éxvov for pot to
latch onto. It cannot go with udfos because pou as an enclitic will tend to cohere with
what precedes it.

Professor Diggle observes, per litteras, that po. here gains some support from Soph.
OT 519-20, 0% yap els amobv / 1) {nuia pot T0d Adyov TovTou Pépet, and that the
stress on self seems appropriate. But in that Sophoclean example ot seems to be a
possessive dative making the punishment personal to Creon, whereas pot is super-
fluous to ékvov here.? In my view there is no need for Aethra to stress that her
concealed uifos leads to hesitation for her. The fact that she is concealing it rather
presupposes that the hesitation is hers.

I am inclined to write dAX’ els 8xvov Tot k7)., thereby removing the need to explain
the unusual pou, giving the ordinary absolute usage of ¢épw,® and throwing a natural
emphasis on the hesitation Aethra’s unspoken word engenders.*

! C. Collard, Euripides’ Supplices (Gréningen, 1975).

2 None of the other examples cited by Bruhn, Anhang (Berlin, 1899), §247.26, is quite equivalent.

3 Cf. LSJ s.v. VIL1. CQ’s anonymous reader cites Hdt. 6.42.1 and 4.90.1 as possible examples
of és + accusative and ¢épew standing near datives which depend on them, but the first example
is much like Soph. OT'991 in that the dative may go with éyévero (note the chiasmus éyévero . . .
Twot, . . . Toior "Twou éyévero, which further suggests that “Two should not be taken with és
veiros). Although the anonymous reader accepts that Hdt. 4.90.1, 6 8¢ Téapos Aéyerar . . .
elvar moTap@y dpiotos Td Te dANa T4 és dreow @épovta kal 81) kal dvdpdor kal immoiat
Ydopny dréoacbay, is ‘less certain still’, I do not think the datives avdpdot and inmoioe can
depend on Ta és dxeow ¢épovra because the point of kal 87 xal is to distinguish the river’s
other healing qualities from its particular excellence in curing scurvy for men and horses.

4 See examples of dAAG. . . . Tou at Denniston, Greek Particles (Oxford, 19542), 549.
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33941 moAAa ydp Spdoas kald
éos 138’ els “EMnvas é€edeédun,

del kodaoTns 7@V kakdv kabeordvat.

340 éfedeéduny Hermann: é€edefduny L

The meaning of éos is essentially ‘custom’ or ‘habit’.> That observation should give
rise to some doubt about éflos here.

To be a punisher of wrongdoing is not a custom or habit. To punish wrongdoing
may be.® An éfos (sing.) is generally not the property of an individual,” but belongs to
groups of people or a place.® As the Etymologicum Gudianum states (s.v. éfos),
explaining the connection between éfos and éfvos, éxdoTw yap ébver iBiov éfos
émerat. Moreover, one does not ‘display’ customs or habits. Customs and habits are
simply apparent, so it is rather unusual to find Theseus claiming to have displayed one
here.? Finally, éfos appears in only three other places in tragedy.!? In one it is almost
certainly wrong.!! In another it is uncertain.!> And where it is not demonstrably
wrong the word is suited to its context.

Bearing these difficulties in mind, I propose reading 7#fos here. §fos is more
developed in sense than €fos.!3 In addition to custom it can and regularly does mean
the disposition or character of a thing or person that arises from éfos, and can even
mean character that stems from simple ¢ois.* 6os is much more likely to belong to
an individual than éfos.!’ Being a punisher of wrongdoing can be a person’s charac-
teristic. fos can even be a national characteristic.!® For a person to show character is
as natural an expression in Greek as it is in English.!” Moreover, 7fos is a relatively

5 So Hsch. (Latte): €fos* auvife.a.

6 When the Greeks talk about a custom, it is often described with a verb of doing. Their customs do
not generally involve states of being or moral stances. A simple illustration of this can be found in
Critias fr. 6.1-2 West: kal 768’ é0os Zmdpry peAérnud Te keluevdv éoru | mivew v adrjy
olvoddpov kvAika. . . .

7 Infrequently, however, a person’s ‘habits’ (pl.) are described as their €67, as at e.g. Dem. 59.50:
dA)’ élnre [sc. Phano, Neaera’s daughter] 7o 71js unrpos €.

8 For example Dem. Lept. 116, Tois mpoydvows vudv éfos v Tods xpnorovs Tyudv (belonging
to a group of people), and the example from Critias quoted in n. 6 above together with Thuc. 2.64
TabTa yap év éfer Tide 1) méAeL mpdTEpdy TE v ViV Te un év Yuiv kwvby (belonging to a
place).

% Suda (Adler) s.v. €fos: 76 €0os odk éoTw elpepa dvlpdmw.

10 Aesch. Ag. 727, Soph. Phil. 894, and Eur. fr. 282.8 Nauck.

1" Aesch. Ag. 727, where Conington corrected to 76os.

12 At Soph. Phil. 894 MS Zo has for u” éfos the variant ué mws (Blaydes had conjectured pé mov
and Herwerden pe mai, and it is worth noting that the apparatus of the OCT incorrectly suggests that
Blaydes had conjectured Zo’s reading) and is in any event helped by the adjective avvnfes. Some
indeed might see €flos there as superfluous given (i) that 76 7ot ovvnfes is tautologous to éfos and
(ii) the frequent usage by poets of the definite article with neuter adjective in place of the abstract. For
discussion, see R. D. Dawe, Studies on the Text of Sophocles (Leiden, 1978), 3.57.

13 For interesting discussion of 7jfos in archaic and classical Greek literature, see O. Thimme,
Dihois Tpdmos Hlos (diss. Gottingen, 1935). Thimme does not investigate the difference between
700s and €fos in his analysis of the present passage (83), but assumes their equivalence. I am grateful
to Professor Diggle for this reference.

14 Hsch. (Latte): #flos* yvapipos Tpémos, avaoTpodn. Cf. also Arist. Eth. Nic. 1103a17-20. The
distinction between €fos and 7jfos is well illustrated in Plato’s jingle, xvpidrarov yap odv
éudierar mdor Tére 70 mav ffos Sud €fos (Leg. T92E).

15 For example Pind. Nem. 8.35, Soph. 4j. 595, and Dem. De cor: 109.

16 Demosthenes and other orators regularly mention 76 71js méAews 1fos.

17 For example Aesch. Ag. 727 dmédeiéev H0os, Eur. El. 363 1jfos . . . mapééopar, and [PL] Ep.
X358C ffos . . . mapexduevov. Cf. also Demetr. Eloc. 171 and Phld. Rhet. 1.200 Sudhaus. Indeed,
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common word in tragedy, occurring some twenty-five times.'® In addition to these
arguments (which respond to my arguments against éfos), it suits the context for
Theseus to refer to his 7fos after saying that not to respond to Adrastus’ plea, but
instead to run away from a terrible situation, would not be in keeping with his ways,
s Tois éuoiow olyl mpdagopov Tpdmois (338). A bare (as opposed to arthrous)
infinitive stands in apposition to 7fos elsewhere at Pl. Resp. 375E: ofofa ydp mov Tav
yewalwy kuvdv, 67 TobTo pioer avTdw T Nos, mpos pev Tovs cuvibeis’® Te kal
yvwpluovs ws olév Te mpaoTdTovs elvat, mpos 8€ Tovs AyvdTas TodvavTiov.

In summary, the problem as I see it here is that what Theseus claims to have shown
the Greeks is a personal quality, what we might even call his ‘ethos’. éfos does not
convey that, but 76os does.?

Little Venice, London NICHOLAS LANE
doi: 10.1017/S0009838806000292

one can also hide character, although not, according to Pindar, if it is inborn, because duayov 8¢
kpUpar 10 cuyyevés ffos (Ol 13.13). Dr Dawe suggests a possible parallel with the Herodotean
usage of dmodeixvupar with the nouns dperds, edepyeaias, copiny, and Svvauw.

18 Figures for particular writers are as follows Aesch. (4), Soph. (3), Eur. (15), Chaeremon (1), and
Trag. Adesp. (2). Although the word is particularly common in Eur. (60 per cent of occurrences in
tragedy), that may simply be down to the comparative bulk of his surviving corpus.

!9 Another ethical wordplay from Plato.

20 T am grateful to Dr Roger Dawe and Professor James Diggle for helpful comments and
suggestions on a previous (longer) draft of these notes, but neither should be taken to approve the
contents of this version. At a later stage the CQ’s anonymous reader made several useful
observations which I have attempted to address.

THE PHANTOM STELAI OF LYSIAS,
AGAINST NICOMACHUS 17

Probably in 399, Lysias composed a speech (Corpus Lysiacum 30) for an unknown
client concerning the alleged malfeasance of a certain Nicomachus in his role as
publisher in both phases of the re-edition of secular and sacred Athenian laws
between 410 and 399.! Lysias at one point remarks of Nicomachus, according to the
generally accepted text (17):2

! For a recent overview of this speech, see S. C. Todd, ‘Lysias Against Nikomakhos: the fate of
the expert in Athenian law’, in L. Foxhall and A. D. E. Lewis (eds.), Greek Law and Its Political
Setting: Justifications not Justice (Oxford, 1996), 101-31. The first phase of the re-edition lasted
from 410 to 404 (Lys. 30.2-3, and see Thuc. 8.97.2 and Andoc. 1.81-82 for the election of
law-givers after the fall of the Four Hundred in 411), during which time (in 409-408) Draco’s law
on homicide was re-edited (/G I’ 104; see now A. B. Gallia, ‘The republication of Draco’s law on
homicide’, CQ 54 [2004] 451-60), as well as many others (see /G I* 105 and 236-41), and the
second from 403 to 399 (Lys. 30.4, and see the controversial Teisamenus decree of 403 quoted in
Andoc. 1.83-4, along with the remarks in Schol. Aesch. 1 Tim. 39 and Poll. 8.112). From the
latter phase we have remains of the sacrificial laws written in Ionic letters on top of a myster-
iously erased text (see F. Sokolowski, Lois sacrées des cités grecques, supplément [Paris, 1962],
27-31 [no. 10]), the exact date of which is much debated (see Todd [above] 116, n. 24). S. Dow
(“The law codes of Athens’, PMHS 71 [1953-57 (1959)], 3-36, at 11 and ‘The Athenian calendar
of sacrifices: the chronology of Nikomakhos’ second term’, Historia 9 [1960], 270-93, at 289)
dated it to 400-399 (or, less likely, 402-401) by restoring the prescript (fr. A, line 30) on the
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