SUBSTITUTION SCHOLIA AND THUCYDIDES’
USE OF PREPOSITIONS

DAVID MULROY

Princeton University

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this essay is to resuscitate an ancient method of philo-
logical explanation. The method in question will be familiar to readers
of the scholia to almost any classical author. It consists of glossing a
troublesome word as a substitute for some other word of related mean-
ing. The method is exemplified by the following glosses:

Iliad 5.694: éx 8 dpa oi pmpod 8Spv pellwov doe Bipale —rvpiws pév
éw 175 Bvpas, viv 8¢ kelrar dvri ToD Ew.

Servius in Aeneid 1.156: flectit equos curruque volans dat lora secundo.—
quidam flectit pro regit accipiunt.

It will prove useful to recount the origin of my interest in these
glosses, since that has left a considerable mark on the present essay.
My interest arose from a concern with Thucydides’ use of prepositions.
Difficulties in understanding Thucydides’ text are often caused by doubt
over the intended meaning of a preposition. This is best exemplified
in the case of Thucydides 2.90.1~4, a vexed passage concerning one of
Phormio’s naval victories. It is a symptom of the difficulty of this
passage that Grote devoted an appendix of four pages to discussing it
in his history—this without settling the controversy. It will be seen
below that the controversy turns on the interpretation of epi with the
accusative.

When I began studying Thucydides’ prepositional phrases, I was
familiar only with the modern approach to prepositions and envisioned
my project as a detailed application of this approach to Thucydidean
usage. The modern approach consists in identifying each preposition’s



358 DAVID MULROY [1971

“basic, spatial meaning” and in discovering a metaphorical relationship
to this meaning in every usage that apparently departs from it. After
much study on the basis of this approach, I grew somewhat disen-
chanted with it. It did not prove capable of providing clear explana-
tions for those Thucydidean passages, like 2.90.1-4, whose obscurity
had made the topic of Thucydidean prepositional phrases seem worth
studying in the first place.

At this point, I became acquainted with the substitution scholia
exemplified above. They seemed to provide a method of interpreting
some, at least, of the phrases for which the modern approach had proved
inadequate. This discovery, however, brought a new difficulty with
it. The ancient method of explanation by substitution had been spe-
cifically rejected by Lehrs and had lain abandoned ever since. There-
fore, before this method might be used freely, it was necessary to
demonstrate its validity in the face of a long-standing presumption that
it was worthless.

This essay is an attempt to make that demonstration. In it, I have
drawn my basic data from Thucydides’ use of prepositions and have
examined the ancient and modern approaches to prepositional phrases
in some detail. This procedure is merely a reflection of the origin of
my interest in the substitution scholia. Another author, whether
Greek or Latin, or another part of speech would have served equally
well. The essay is not in essence concerned with Thucydides’ text or
with prepositions, but rather with proving the assertion that explana-
tions by substitution are sometimes a valid and useful complement to
the more abstract explanations of modern philology. This assertion is,
I believe, relevant to the interpretation of virtually every ancient author
and to the theoretical study of language as well.

I. THE MODERN APPROACH

In this essay, I refer, for the sake of brevity, to the “modern ap-
proach.” By this I mean a set of assumptions about the meaning of
prepositional phrases in classical Greek that occurred in an essentially
complete form for the first time in Kithner’s Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der
griechischen Sprache (Hannover 1869) and has dominated studies in this
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areasince then. Herc are the crucial excerpts from Kiihner’s grammar:

(pp. 388-89) Die urspriingliche Bedeutung der Pripositionen besteht in der
Bezeichnung des riumlichen Dimensionsverhiltnisses. . . . Die riumlichen
Bezichungen werden zunichst auf die Zeit iibertragen. Denn die Ver-
hiltnisse der Zeit wurden urspriinglich ganz auf dieselbe Weise wie die des
Raumes betrachtet. . . . Die riumlichen Bezichungen werden drittens auf
die Kausalitit und die Art und Weise iibertragen in dem auch diese Ver-
hiltnisse auf sinnliche Weise als Raumverhiltnisse angeschaut werden. . . .
(p- 391) Jede Priposition hat Eine Grundbedeutung die sie iiberall festhalt;
und wenn auch eine Priposition mit zwei oder drei Kasus verbunden wird,
so bleibt doch iiberall dieselbe Grundbedeutung; sie erhilt aber nach den
verschiedenen Kasus, insofern jeder Kasus eine besondere Bedeutung hat,
verschiedene Modifikationen. Die Grundbedeutung tritt am Reinsten
in der Ortsbezichungen ... hervor....(p. 445) Sammitliche eigentliche
Pripositionen sind urspriinglich Ortsadverbien.

Other grammars depart only in detail from these premisses, e.g.,
Smyth-Messing, Greek Grammar (Harvard 1956) 365:

All prepositions seem to have been adverbs originally and most adverbs
of place; asadverbs they are case forms.  Severalare locatives, as peri. The
prepositions express primarily notions of space, then notions of time, and
finally are used in figurative relations to denote cause, agency, means, man-
ner, etc., ... The prepositions define the character of the verbal action
and set forth the relations of an oblique case to the predicate with greater
precision than is possible for the cases without a preposition.!

The modern approach may be analyzed into four different ideas
about the nature and meaning of prepositional phrases: (1) prepositions
were originally adverbs; (2) each preposition has one basic meaning;
(3) the secondary meanings of each preposition are transferred or meta-
phorical applications of the basic meaning; (4) the basic meaning of
each preposition is spatial, while its secondary meanings are temporal
and abstract in that order.

The idea that prepositions were originally adverbs entered the main-
stream of classical philology with Curtius’ Griechische Grammatik
(Prague 1855) 202: “Alle pripositionen waren urspriinglich Adver-
bien.” The idea was one of the early fruits of the development of

I Cf. also E. Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik (hereafter “Schwyzer”) 2.430-31, and
J. Humbert, Syntaxe Grecque 298.
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comparative grammar. Specifically, Curtius seems to have depended
on a paper by Ludwig Lange, ““ Andeutungen iiber Zeil und Methode
der syntaktischen Forschung,” Verhandlung der Géttinger Philologenver-
sammlung (1852) 104 ff2 Lange arrived at the conclusion that prep-
ositions were originally adverbs by comparing the incidence of their
adverbial use as opposed to their use in juxtaposition in Vedic literature
with the incidence of the same in the Iliad. He showed that there was
a marked increase in the use of prepositions in juxtaposition in the
later work, the Iliad, and a comparable decrease in the adverbial use of
prepositions.

The assertion that Greek prepositions were originally adverbs has no
direct bearing on the interpretation of prepositional phrases in classical
texts. Its relevance arises from the fact that modern philologists have
been led by this assertion to interpret prepositions as if they always
remained essentially adverbs. Thus the meaning of a prepositional
phrase is taken as the sum of its parts: the lexical meaning of the prep-
osition-adverb; the lexical meaning of the noun object; the meaning
of the case of the noun.  This analytic approach is necessary to maintain
the second assumption of the modern approach, i.e., that despite ap-
pearances each preposition retains one basic meaning. Apparent dif-
ferences in meaning are imputed to differences in the case of the object.
If the case is the same, then it is said to represent different Indo-European
cases. Schwyzer (2.527), for example, distinguishes between hupo with
the ablative-genitive and hupo with the true genitive.

Despite differences in nuance, it is usually easy to see the one basic
meaning that underlies the use of an adverb. A glance at a lexicon
will verify, for example, that the adverbs apdthen and katé are much
more restricted in meaning than the corresponding prepositions. It
might accordingly be supposed that the notion that prepositions, like
adverbs, have one basic meaning apiece originated with the discovery
that prepositions were originally adverbs. In fact, this notion goes back
to 1588 and the publication in Rome of Devarius’ De Particulis.

2 Curtius does not acknowledge sources in his grammar but cf. his Grundzuge der
Griechischen Etymologie (Leipzig 1879) 38: ““ Vielmehr steht es fest, dass die Pripositionen
sammtlich urspriinglich Richtungsadverbien waren. ... Was wir hier iiber die Ent-
wicklung der Pripositionen bemerkten hat Ludwig Lange ... genauer ausgefuhrt.”
Curtius’ reference is to the article by Lange that is cited above.
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Devarius’ work, which dealt with conjunctions and prepositions in
addition to what are called particles today, was written as a corrective
to Budé’s Commentarii Graecae Linguae (Paris 1548), the basic work on
Greek usage at that time. Budé’s approach to prepositions and other
multiple-meaning words in the Commentarii had been atomistic, a
compilation of scholia to particular passages.

Here is the crucial passage from Devarius’ introduction. He has
said that for many reasons, such as ellipsis, prepositions, conjunctions,
etc. frequently appear to have many different meanings:

cum tamen ex suppletione ejus quod deest, aut repetitione, vel etiam figura-
tac cujusdam locutionis conversione (quibus in hoc commentario ad
vindicandum cujusque particulae nativum sensum veluti quibusdam instru-
mentis utar) appareat singulas unam certam habere notionem, quam
perpetuo in oratione qualibet quadam ex parte retineant. Quamgquam, ut
supra dictum est, nonnullae aliquantum a sua primaria et nativa significa-
tione deflectunt.

De Particulis was influential. It was reprinted three times: London,
1657; Amsterdam, 1712; Nurenberg, 1718. It was considered the
major work on the topic of Greek particles as late as 1772.3

The idea that the secondary meanings of each preposition are trans-
ferred or metaphorical applications of the basic meaning also derives
from Devarius’ work. It is seen, for example, in the reference to the
“conversion of whatever kind of figurative expression” in the excerpt
quoted above.

It might be noted that the idea that prepositions are commonly used
metaphorically would have seemed bizarre, if it had not been for the
ancient idea that language in general makes up for deficiencies in its
vocabulary by means of catachresis or the use of metaphors to designate
things that have no proper name of their own. This idea is implicit
in Aristotle’s treatment of metaphors.# It is worked out explicitly for

3]. E. I. Walch, Introductio in Linguam Graecam (Jena 1772) 132: “fuere idcirco, qui
data opera de particulis graecae linguae exponerent earumque verum usum ex priscis
scriptoribus eruere studerent. Quo in argumento admodum feliciter versatus est Matth.
Devarius. . . . Post Devarium copiosum de particulis commentarium scripsit Hoogeeven-
ius (Delphi 1768).”

4 Poetics 1457828-30.
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the first time by Cicero,5 and is still current among linguists.6 There
is, however, no mention in antiquity of prepositions being used meta-
phorically.

The space-time-abstraction matrix, which is everywhere apparent in
the modern approach, originates, as might be suspected, with Kant’s
assertion in the Critique of Pure Reason that space and time are the
“primary intuitions”” of the human mind. One of Kant’s students was
the classicist, Gottfried Hermann. In an ecarly, influential essay, de
emendanda ratione grammaticae Graecae (Leipzig 1801), he recommended
a more philosophic, i.c., Kantian, approach to grammar. This pro-
gram was carried out for grammar in general by Karl Becker in Organism
(sic) der Sprache (Frankfurt 1827). Becker deduced the characteristics—
the parts of speech and so forth—of known languages from the logical
exigencies of making any statement. Kiihner acknowledged Becker’s
influence and, even apart from this, it is obvious that Becker’s treatment
of prepositions in general is the forerunner of the modern approach to
Grecek prepositions. Here, for example, is what Becker says on page
212:

Die Bezeichnung der Riumverhaltnisse . . . macht die Grundbedeutung
aller eigentlichen Pripositionen aus: weil aber in der Sprache nicht nur die
objectiven Zeitverhiltnisse und die kausalen Verhiltnisse sondern auch die
erginzenden objectiven Verhiltnisse unter das Riumverhiltniss gestellt
werden: so werden auch diese Bezichungen sehr hiufig durch Priposi-
tionen bezeichnet.

2. THE ANCIENT APPROACH

The modern approach has gradually evolved out of a combination
of ideas that originated severally in renaissance philology, comparative
grammar, and rationalistic philosophy. It has great value in explaining

5 de oratore 3.38.155: tertius ille modus transferendi verbi late patet quem necessitas genuit
inopia coacta et angustiis, post autem iucunditas delectatiogue celebravit. . . . Nam gemmare vitis
luxuriem esse in herbis, laetas segetes etiam rustici dicunt. Quod einim declarari vix verbo
proprio potest, id translato cum est dictum, inlustrat id, quod intelligi volumus, eius rei, quam
alieno verbo posuimus, similitudo.

6 E.g. G. Bonfante and J. Whatmough, ‘‘ Semantics in Linguistics,” Encyclopaedia Bri-
tannica (Chicago 1964) 20.201: ““ All language is a living metaphor, which is not noticed
precisely because metaphor is so amalgamated into it that it appears natural and inevit-
able.”
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the variety of uses to which prepositions are put. It is difficult to
imagine how one could understand Greek prepositions without noting,
for example, that the idea of egression in space suggests succession in
time and, abstractly, causality. Still, the modern approach is vulner-
able to one general criticism: it does not take into account ancient
opinion on the use and meaning of prepositions. In fact, there is no
ancient authority for any of the modern approach’s central assertions.

Scholiasts’ Treatment of Word Usage

There are occasional references to prepositions by ancient authors
who dealt with language and grammar abstractly, e.g., Aristotle,
Dionysius of Thrace, Apollonius Dyscolus.  They cast little light, how-
ever, on ancient methods of interpreting particular, obscure preposition-
al phrases. For information on this topic, it is necessary to turn to the
work of practical grammarians directly concerned with explicating
classical texts. Their work survives chiefly in the scholia to various
authors and particularly in the scholia to the Iliad. The Iliad-scholia
lend themselves to our investigation not only because of their ampli-
tude, but also because most of their grammatical glosses derive from the
commentaries of Aristarchus. In working with typical grammatical
glosses from these scholia, one is reasonably certain that the principles
that they imply are those of early Alexandrian philology.

Discussions of word usage in the Iliad-scholia are based primarily on
the distinction between the proper, kurion, use of a word and various
deviant uses.

The precise meaning of the term, kurion, shifts with its context. For
example, kurion frequently means the same as “proper (name)” in
English. In this usage, which does not concern us directly, kurion
stands in contrast to patronymics, ¢.g., to Iliad 1.307 and 12.129, and
epithets, e.g., to 2.461, $32, 592; 3.445; $.39.

Elsewhere, kurion is equivalent to “literal” in English. In this sense,
the kurion meaning of a work is determined by quasi-etymological
analysis. The method recalls Plato’s discussion of word meaning in the
Cratylus, but is typically less fanciful. A gloss to 5.196 defines épemrrd-
pevou : kvpiws dmo s épas AapBdvovtes, ovTw yop dnlot Sratpovu-
évn 1) Méis.  (“Properly ‘taking from the earth’; for that is what the
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means when analyzed.”) The scholiast interprets the verb as a confla-
tion of the rare term for earth, era, and the verb, haptesthai.

In other cases, the kurion use of a word is simply asserted. Like our
term, ““proper,” kurion in these glosses seems to be applied to the pre-
ferred usage among respected authors. Such glosses recall Prodicus’
discussion of near synonyms in Plato’s Protagoras. For example, a
gloss to 3.183 asserts that the verb, damad, which Homer has used with
the Achaeans as the direct object, applies properly, kurids, to dumb
animals.

The kurion, “literal” or “proper,” use of a word is most frequently
contrasted either with its metaphorical (metaphorikon) or with its
catachrestic (katachréstikon) use. The latter two terms are used in the
scholia in approximately the same way that we use them today. A
word is said to be used metaphorically when there is some meaningful
point of comparison between that which the word literally or properly
designates and that to which it is applied in the verse under considera-
tion. For example, in 2.670 Homer says of two wealthy warriors that
Zeus had showered (katecheue) riches on them. The gloss to this line
reads:

7 8umrdi), 67 ITvdapos kupiws 8édextar xpvoov doaw 7ov Aia, “‘Ousjpov
ueTadopd kexpnuévov dia Tod katéyeve mpos éudacw Tod TAovTOV.
(“The line is daggered with the comment that Pindar portrayed Zeus
literally raining gold”—cf. Olympian 7.50—"“while Homer employed
metaphor in his use of katecheue to emphasize the amount of wealth.”)

A word is said to be used catachrestically or “misused” chiefly when
its deviation from its literal or proper meaning seems caused by a
deficiency in vocabulary rather than by the desire for some special
effect. Thus catachresis is typically alleged in instances where some
rather unusual situation is being described. For example, 18.336 and 7,
where Achilles is speaking, with its gloss reads:

dw)dexa 8¢ mpomdpoifle mupijs dmodeipoTopriow

Tpddwv dydad Tékva . . —rupiws 7) T@V dASywv, Tapdoov

éxeiflev éxbépovrar, kaTaypnoTikds 6¢ viv.

(“T'll slit the gullets of twelve lovely Trojan youths before the pyre .. .—
Properly the slaughter of beasts, since they are skinned starting from there,
sc., the neck; but the term is used catachrestically in this passage.”)
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The implication is that Homer did not use the verb, apodeirotomesé,
metaphorically to draw attention to the similarity between human and
animal sacrifice, but rather misused the verb because he lacked a proper
term for human sacrifice. The same rationale is apparent in the use of
the term, catachrestic, in, for example, glosses to 4.3 and 13.429.

A third sort of usage, which has not become a commonplace in
modern philology, is contrasted with kurion usage in the Iliad scholia.
In some glosses, one word is said to be used “as a substitute for,” anti,
another word. This is not merely another way of designating meta-
phor or catachresis, as an examination of a few such glosses will show.

5.694: éx & dpa ol unpod 8dpv petdivov doe Bupale.

—rkupiws pev éw Tis Oipas, viv 8¢ keitar dvti Tod Ew.

(“He pushed the dark spear outdoors his thigh.—Properly ‘out of the
door,” but here it occurs as a substitute for ‘out of.””)

7.446-47: 7is éoTL Bporév ém’ dmeipova yaiav
6s Tis ér’ dfavdroiol véov kal ufTw évifer.

’ \ k) ’ \ ’ -~ 0 \ ~ ~ \ 7
—kupiws pév émmliéer Sia Aoywv, viv 8¢ avri Tob épel kai Aééer.
(“Who is therc of mortal men upon the infinite earth who will rebuke his
mind and purpose to immortals >—Properly ‘who will punish with words’
but here as a substitute for ‘who will say and speak.””)

12.141-42: ol 8 1] 7ot elos pév edkviudas Ayaiovs

opvvov . . .
—dvti 100 Téws viv kelrai, olov uéxpt Twds. Biémep ody mooTikTéOV,
émel w1 kupiws KeiTar.
(“For a while—literally, until—they were stirring up the well-greaved
Achaeans.—heios occurs here as a substitute for feds, in the sense of ‘up to
a certain point.” Consequently, its clause should not be set off with com-
mas, since heios is not used in its proper sense.”)

In none of these instances is there a meaningful point of comparison
between that which is properly designated by the word in question and
that which Homer actually designates with it: there is no question of
metaphorical usage. Nor may these deviations be considered examples
of catachresis in the sense in which that term is chiefly used in the
scholia, for in cach instance the proper word was a common element in
Homer’s vocabulary. Thus whatever one thinks of the accuracy of
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their interpretation,? it is clear that these glosses allege the existence of a
third, distinct species of deviation from proper usage. The author is
thought arbitrarily to have substituted one word for another of related
but different meaning.

Scholiasts’ Treatment of Prepositions

In antiquity, prepositions like other words were thought to have
proper meanings or uses. There are, however, no extant glosses in the
Iliad scholia that remark on the kurion use of a preposition. This is
understandable. Prepositions are so commonplace that any reader
might be expected to recognize their proper meanings when they
occur. Glosses noting them would be few to begin with and par-
ticularly susceptible to omission by copyists.

In order to discover what was comprehended by the ancient view of
the proper use of a preposition, it is necessary to turn to the Homeric
lexicon of Apollonius the Sophist. This lexicon, a compilation from
Aristarchus’ commentaries on Homer,3 contains treatments of ten
prepositions: ana, anti, apo, eis, ex, epi, kata, meta, peri, and hupo. These
presentations, which contain an average of three citations apiece, are
scarcely comprehensive.  Still, in five instances, i.c., ana, anti, ex, epi,
hupo, one usage exemplified from Homer is identified as the kurion
usage. Except in the case of anti, whose spatial use as a preposition is
unexampled in Homer and very rare elsewhere, the kurion usage corre-
sponds closely to what modern philology identifies as the basic, spatial
meaning of the preposition involved. Thus Apollonius exemplifies
the kurion usage of ana with Iliad 5.597-99:

s 8 67° dvmp dmwdAauvos, iwv moAéos medioto,
oty ém’ drvpdw moTaud dade wpopéovt
adpd popuipovra v, avd 7 Epay’ dmicow.
(“as when some poor man, who was passing through a great plain,

stopped at the edge of a rapid river flowing seaward and, once he had
seen how it roared with foam, ran back up.”)

7 enipsei in 7.447 is usually taken as a future form of enepein rather than eniptein (cf.
LSJ s.v. enepd). Thus the attached gloss may be incorrect or otiose.  Still, it serves to
illustrate the notion of substitution, which is the only reason for adducing it. The other
glosses do not seem at all controversial except, of course, in their employment of ex-
planation by substitution.

8 Cf. L. Cohn, “Apollonius,” RE 2.1, Coll. 135-36.
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Here there is some ambiguity as to whether ana is intended to exemplify
what is now supposed to be its basic meaning, “up,” since the man
pictured would likely be running up the river’s bank, or whether it is
supposed merely to reinforce opissd in its frequent meaning, “back.”
On ecither interpretation, Apollonius’ idea of ana’s kurion usage is close
to the modern idea of its basic spatial meaning.

Apollonius illustrates the kurion of ex with a phrase from Iliad

7.422-23:

(néAwos) €€ dxadappeirao Babuppdov *Rkeavoio
olpavov eloavidiv.

(“The sun climbing up into heaven out of soft, deep Ocean.”)

This use of ex clearly corresponds to its basic, spatial meaning, “out
of.” The kurion use of epiisillustrated with Odyssey 13.102: adTap émi
kpatos Aysévos Tavudvddos édain. (*“Then upon the head of the har-
bor is a leafy olive tree.”) If the “head of the harbor” is a piece of
land, e.g., that in the innermost recess of the harbor, then epi is used in
its basic, spatial meaning to denote position upon a surface. Finally,
the kurion use of hupo is illustrated with Iliad 11.635, where Nestor’s
cup is described : 8dw 8 V7o mubuéves floav. (“There were two sup-
ports beneath ’—sc. each of four handles.)  This use corresponds exactly
to the basic, spatial meaning of hupo, “beneath” or “under.”

Apollonius describes uses of prepositions in three ways other than
kurion. Most frequently (twenty times), he notes that in addition to its
kurion use the preposition in question is also used anti some other prep-
osition. On three occasions, he himself substitutes epi for anti: one
preposition is said to be used “in the place of” another. Finally, he
characterizes uses of a preposition as familiar or customary for him and
his readers, sunéthes hémin, four times, s.v. eis, kata, meta, and peri.

It appears, then, that the chief contrast to the kurion use of a prep-
osition was its use anti, as a substitute for or equivalent of some other
preposition. Apollonius’ use of the expression, sunéthes hémin, how-
ever, raises some doubt about the proper interpretation of anti, at least,
insofar as it is used of prepositional usage. It is possible to suppose on
the basis of his text that when Apollonius describes one Homeric use
of a preposition as being anti another preposition, the intended contrast
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is with the sunéthes use of the preposition. On this interpretation, the
general sense of a typical entry in Apollonius would be, “Homer some-
times uses this preposition in its proper way or, at least, in the way that
is familiar to us; he also uses it in a way that is equivalent to (anti) our
use of this other preposition.”

In fact, it is well established that the idea behind Aristarchus’ anti
glosses—and, presumably, Apollonius’ as well—is that Homer sub-
stituted one preposition for another within his own dialect and not that
he expressed with one preposition that which Aristarchus and his con-
temporaries expressed with another. Still, this second interpretation
of the anti glosses will probably seem inviting to readers who have not
investigated the matter for themselves. Consequently, it will be ad-
vantageous to present the evidence for the first interpretation, even
though that will require a long parenthesis.

Only a few previous scholars have dealt with Aristarchus’ anti glosses
to prepositions. They have all interpreted them as suggesting that
Homer sometimes used one preposition when he meant another, even
though none of these scholars thought that the idea had any merit.
Thus Lehrs, Quaestiones Epicae (1837) 89, will not admit that Aristarchus
himself formally recognized a general license to interchange preposi-
tions. He nevertheless concedes that Aristarchus often wrote as if such
a license existed and in so doing led his successors into the belief that

it did

dubius . . . an ipse (Aristarchus) iam tanquam legem agnoverit licere vel
poetae certe licere commutare praepositiones. Non dubito quin observa-
tioni soli nimium intentus nec ad penetralia tortuosarum significationum
perveniens et ipse facile labi potuerit et sectatoribus multo magis peccandi
ansam dare.

In 1853, Friedlinder published as a preface to his edition of the
fragments of Aristarchus in the Iliad scholia a collection of the glosses
from these scholia that seemed to derive from Aristarchus and that
explained prepositions or grammatical structures as substitutes for other
expressions. Although he does not dwell on theoretical matters,
Friedlinder’s scattered remarks make it clear that he views such glosses
as equations within the Homeric dialect rather than translations from
Homeric speech into Aristarchus’ koine, e.g., p. 18:
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sicut Aristarchus prisci sermonis fluctione induci se passus est ut Homerum
verborum tempora modosque confundere existimaret; ita etiam nominum
casus liberrime ab co permutatos esse censuit.

With respect to anti glosses on prepositions, Friedlinder merely
quotes Lehrs’ judgment, which has been cited more fully above. Cohn
in his 1895 article on Aristarchus (RE 2.1, col. 871) is more affirmative
than Lehrs in imputing the idea of substitution to Aristarchus: “(Aris-
tarch) glaubte ... dass die Pripositionen willkiirlich mit einander
vertauscht werden kénnen.”

Examination of a few of the anti glosses to prepositions in the Iliad
will show that this characterization of Aristarchus’ approach is the only
possible one. A good gloss to begin with is to Iliad 1.423-24. It is
important because it explicitly attaches Aristarchus’ name to examina-
tion by substitution. The Homeric lines with the gloss read:

3 3 ~
Zevs yap és *Qkeavov per’ auvpovas Aifomrias
\ b4 \ ~
x0:los éBy kara Saita
-~ - ~ k]
—Nééers Apiordpyov éx Tob @ Ths IAddos dmopvipatos, T uév per
auvpovas ém’ dudpovas, & éoTi mpos duddpovs, dyabovs. To 8¢ Karta
8alra dvri Tod émi Saita. oltws yap vy "Ounpos Téfeixev. évio
8¢ mowobor pera daita, Smws ) adrols adTélev TO perd émi. xpdVTAL
\ \ ’ 3 ~ ~ ~ 4 3 \ ~ k3 ’ -~
8¢ kal mAeloves dAdot TAV moTdY TH) KaTd dvti Ths éml. ZodokAis,
3 \ b 3 ¢ ¢ A~ 3 / N4 \ 4 \ k] ~
€yw kar’ alrov ws opds €fépyopar. oltws 8¢ elpouev kal év T
-~ \ ~ \ ’ \ 3, ’ \
Moosoahwrikii kol Zwwmef xai Kumpla kal Avripayelow ral
9, ’
ApioTodaveiw.

(“For yesterday Zeus went to Oceanus after the faultless Ethiopians to-
wards dinner . . . —Words of Aristarchus from the first book of his com-
mentary on the Iliad:" After the fautles means'to the fautles, i.e., in the
direction of the faultless, the worthy. Towards dinner is a substitute for
to dinner, for in such a way has Homer phrased it here. Some editors
alter the text to after dinner, so that thcy might have another instance of
after meaning fo in the same passage. A good number of other poets,
however, use towards for to, e.g., Sophocles: ‘T am setting forth, as you see,
towards him.” We have found the text thus in manuscripts from Mar-
seilles, Sinope, and Cyprus and in the editions of Antimachus and Aristo-

phanes.”)

Here it seems almost certain that Aristarchus means to equate meta
with epi within Homer’s dialect because he retains Homer’s archaic
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orthography, amumonas. The words that follow represent his transla-
tion of Homer’s phrase into the koiné: pros amémous, agathous. ~Similar-
ly, Homeric usage, with which Aristarchus was thoroughly familiar,
strongly suggests that kata anti tou epi means that Homer uses kata as a
substitute for his normal expression, given the context, epi. Epi daita
would, in fact, represcnt Homer’s normal way of expressing what he
expresses here with kata daita.  Verbs of motion are complemented
with epi deipnon or dorpon in Iliad 2.381 and 19.275 and in Odyssey
2.127, 8.395, 12.439, 18.288, and 24.394. There is no phrase analogous
to kata daita in the Iliad or the Odyssey.

Two other presumably Aristarchian glosses show that this inter-
pretation of anti is sometimes unavoidable. Iliad 13.492-93 with its
gloss reads:

Aaol émovl’, ws €l Te petd kTidov éomeTo pila
mduev’ éx Pordvys
€ ~ o b 4 k3 \ \ M ’ e 7 bl

—7) 8umdi), 67 éx Pordwms éori pera v Pdoknow, ds Aéyouev €€
dpioTov mapéoopat avtL ToD pera 7O dpioTov.
(“Masses followed as if sheep were following after a ram from grazing to
drink . .. —The line is daggered with the note that from grazing is after
Seeding, as we say I will come from lunch instead of after lunch.”)

Here the parallel with contemporary usage shows that the equivalence
of ek and meta is alleged within Homer’s language. The argument is:
in Homer’s phrase, ek is used for Homer’s meta just as, in our phrase,
we use ek instead of our normal meta. If the idea were that Homer’s
ek equaled the contemporary meta, Aristarchus would have adduced a
phrase from contemporary usage that was analogous to Homer’s but
used eta instead of ek.
Iliad 22.153 with its gloss reads:

P 3 9 > k] /’ \ k] 4 b
&ba & én’ adrdwy mAvvol edpées éaot.
\ ~ k ~ b -~
—o7i mpdleots pAAakTaL kai mTdoLs avT Tod Tap’ adTals.

(“There are washing places nearby upon these, sc. fountains.—The prep-
osition has been altered and the case also, instead of by these.”)

Here the assertion that the preposition has been altered cannot suggest
that a contemporary speaker would use a different one. It apparently
means that Homer, though normally using para and the dative to desig-
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nate proximity (a fact that may be readily confirmed with any Homeric
lexicon), in this line altered para plus the dative to epi with the genitive.
It might be noted that such an alteration is metrically necessary, given
the rest of the line.

The gloss to 22.153 is also interesting because it raises the possibility
that other anti glosses may at an earlier stage of their transmission have
also contained the explanation that the preposition had been “altered.”
Later copyists may have reduced such scholia to their essential point,
i.e., the anti phrase alone. Though this is only hypothetical as far as
glosses on prepositions are concerned, it is demonstrable that some anti
glosses on grammatical points underwent this sort of shortening. Thus
Iliad 1.163-64 with its gloss reads in Venetian A:

oV pév ool more loov éxw yépas, ommor’ Axaiol

Tpawwv éxmépows’ €l vardpevov mrodiebpov.
—811 Znyédoros ypdber 008’ 67’ Axaiol. nyvénke 8¢ Sv HMarTaw 76
éxw avti Tod éoyov.
(“Inever have a prize equal to you whenever the Achaians sacked a well-
appointed city of the Trojans.—Zenodotus writes not even when the Acha-
eans ... He did not realize that I have has been substituted for I had.”)

The later manuscripts, BLV, have simply the gloss, anti tou eschon,
without further explanation. The same omission of the explanation
that the author “has altered” a word may be seen in the comparison
of the early and late versions of the gloss to 13.343.

It should be noted that some scholia confuse variations within the
author’s own dialect within differences between the author’s dialect
and the koiné. In the gloss to 13.492-93, for example, the scholiast’s
equation of ek and meta is, as the sequel shows, intended to apply within
Homer’s dialect. His paraphrase of botanés as boskésin, however, in-
volves translating Homer’s word into its modern equivalent. The
scholiast does not separate these two different kinds of explanation.
One paraphrase serves to convey both ideas. In the gloss to 1.243-44,
however, which is said to be a verbatim quotation from Aristarchus,
the two kinds of explanation are separated. Aristarchus first equates
meta amumonas with epi amumonas. This equation holds within Homer’s
language. He then gives a loose, modernized paraphrase, pros amémous,
agathous. This it seems possible that confusion between these two types
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of explanation results from the same sort of shortening that has led to
the loss of éllaktai from some anti glosses. Aristarchus may always
have separated the two types of explanation while later copyists may
have in some instances transmitted only the final paraphrase.

Summary and Criticism of the Ancient Approach

In this section, we have seen that the ancient approach to prepositions
possessed a concept equivalent to the modern idea of a preposition’s
basic, spatial meaning, i.e., the kurion use of a preposition. Those uses
of a preposition that modern philology describes as metaphorical or
transferred were described by ancient grammarians as substitutions of
one preposition for another. This idea was not the same as explanation
by metaphor or catachresis. Rather the author was thought arbitrarily
to have used a different preposition from the one that conveyed his
meaning precisely and to have expected his readers to be able to perceive
which other preposition was really intended.

The fundamental flaw of the ancient approach is obvious: it does not
capture secondary meanings or nuances. For example, Aristarchus’
explanation of his own expression, ex aristou, as an equivalent to meta
ariston neglects the concrete picture of egression that underlies the first
phrase. If we may assume that modern methods are essentially sound,
ex aristou paresomai implies that the speaker will appear having come
more or less directly from his own lunch.  Meta ariston presomai sug-
gests only that the speaker will appear at some indeterminate time after
someone’s lunch or after lunch-time in general. Presumably, Aris-
tarchus was aware of these differences in nuance. His approach, how-
ever, did not provide him with the tools to analyze the differences.

A more subtle flaw in the ancient approach is that it does not syste-
matically distinguish between abstract and concrete uses of preposi-
tions, even though it implicitly recognizes the difference. We have
seen that Apollonius regularly chose phrases of spatial meaning to illus-
trate the kurion use of prepositions. This practice implicitly confirms
the modern feeling that concrete uses occupy a primary place in speak-
ers’ minds. The primacy of concrete uses is lost sight of, however, in
the explanation by substitution of abstract uses. For example, Apol-
lonius’ entry under ex reads:
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’ € ’ y 3 ’ ’ 3> -~ 3 \ ~
kuplws 1) mpbleois, €€ dralappeirao PBabuppdov ’Rkeavoio. avri Tis
> ’ k] L 5 ~ 3 \ \ ~ € 7 o / \ €\
amd, é¢ immwv dAro youdle. dvri 8¢ tis vmép, “Hpn, rinTe 0ds Hios
3 \ e/ ) 14 k] 3y > \ ~ ¢ \ \ 3
éuov pdov éxpae ke €€ dAAwy. avri Tod mép Tovs dAdovs.
(“The preposition is used in its proper sense: ‘out of soft, deep Ocean’;
as a substitute for off: ‘He jumped out of his horses to the ground’; and as
a substitute for above: ‘Hera, why did your son want to bother my stream
out of others?’ As a substitute for above the others.”)

The first citation, kurids, implicitly recognizes the primacy of con-
crete uses. The relationship between concrete and abstract uses is not
an issue in the second citation, anti tés apo, since it involves only spatial
ideas. In the third citation, the inference is inescapable that huper allous
represents the kurion use of huper. Huper, however, conveys an ab-
stract notion in this phrase. Thus the primacy of spatial notions,
though often implicit in the ancient approach, is lost sight of in the
explanation of abstract phrases.

Despite these two flaws and their somewhat paradoxical nature, the
explanations of the ancient approach are not necessarily incorrect in
every instance. If one examines his own linguistic habits, he will, I
believe, acknowledge that sometimes, when he uses a word, he has lost
sight of its proper meaning and conceives of it rather as an equivalent
of some other word of related meaning. English dictionaries advise
us, for example, that ligble is sometimes used to mean no more than
likely—although that is not yet an “accepted” usage; to secure is some-
times used to mean no more than to acquire; absolutely, no more than
completely; since, no more than because.

The phenomenon of word substitution is intelligible when we recall
that people infer the proper way to use their language from hearing it
and reading it, and also that utterances typically have more significant
features than are necessary for essentially correct interpretation. The
notion that a speaker has of a word’s meaning, then, in part derives from
situations in which he inferred its meaning from an otherwise intel-
ligible context. If that is the case, it is not difficult to understand how
a sentence in which (say) liable is used in its proper sense, e.g., “The
driver is liable to be sued,” might lead to the inference that “liable” is
sometimes just another way of saying “likely” and to the creation of
sentences like, “It is liable to rain.” In general, when the denotations
of two expressions with only slightly different connotations frequently
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converge, it seems inevitable that some people will infer that the less
familiar expression is sometimes used merely as a substitute for the
more familiar one. That inference, however unjustified in the first
instance, will in turn lead those people to use the less familiar expression
themselves as a substitute for the more familiar one for the sake of
variety, perhaps, or the appearance of erudition. If that happens
frequently enough, the less familiar expression will in fact acquire as a
secondary meaning the role of substitute for the more familiar expres-
sion. At that point, there is no apparent reason why even the most
careful author should avoid using the less familiar expression as a sub-
stitute. Careful authors might find such substitution useful for the
sake of variety or for avoiding the appearance of pedantry.

There will be more to say concerning the theory of substitution in
the sequel. For the present, it does not seem correct to assume with
Lehrs that all glosses that are based on the notion of substitution are
necessarily incorrect. The shortcoming of the ancient approach lies in
its attempt to explain all deviations from proper meaning as substitu-
tions. The modern approach has shown that most such deviations are
concealed metaphors. This does not, however, exclude the possibility
that there is a residue of passages to which the ancient approach may be
correctly applied.

3. APPLICATION OF THE ANCIENT APPROACH
Thucydides 8.79.5-6

My study of Thucydides’ use of prepositions led me, before I was
familiar with the ancient approach, to conclude that there were a num-
ber of prepositional phrases for which the modern approach was mis-
leading. A clear example of that involves Thucydides’ use of es with
the accusative and epi with the genitive to designate ingression with
verbs of motion. Es, “into,” occurs far more frequently in such con-
texts than does epi. According to the modern approach, the use of epi
is conditioned by two factors. First, the proper use of epi is to desig-
nate superimposition; it means “upon.” This meaning is sometimes
applied by a species of transference to horizontal relationships: position
upon becomes juxtaposition. Second, the genitive in such phrases
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represents the genitive of goal, which is seen frequently in Homer, e.g.,
Iliad 5.849-850:
o Bij p’ i0ds diopsideos immoddpoto.

ol &’ d7e 81) oxedov foay ém’ aAflowaw idvTes

(“He went straight for the equestrian Diomedes. And when they were
close to each other.”)

It results from these two factors that epi with the genitive properly
designates motion in the general direction of but not necessarily into a
relatively distant goal.

There are numerous instances where Thucydides uses epi and the
genitive in this, its proper sense. Perhaps the clearest example occurs
1n 1.137.2:

(3 ’ \ 3 7 3 9 ’ v \ ’ -~
oAkddos Tuyav dvayouéms én’ *lwvias kai émPas karapéperar yeyudv
3 \ Y, 7’ ’ a ) ’ ’

és 76 Abnvaiwv orpardmedov, 6 émohdprer Ndov.

(“Having come across a freighter that was setting out in the direction of

Tonia, he boards it and is carried by a storm into the midst of the Athenian
force that was besieging Naxos.”)

Thucydides normally complements anagesthai with es; cf. 6.98.3;
8.10.2;8.33.3. Anagesthai epi plus the genitive occurs only here. Thus
it is a departure from normal usage. It was clearly prompted by the
desire to capture the particular nuance of epi with the genitive on the
basis of its proper meaning.  Similar uses of epi with the genitive occur
in 2.83.3; 3.102.5; 7.1.2; 8.19.3 and 32.1.

In 8.79.5-6, however, no amount of analysis reveals similar motiva-
tion for analogous departures from normal usage:

ol pév ovrws émt Tijs Zdpov dvexdpnoav, ol 8¢ Iledomowriowor kara-
mAevoavres émt Tijs MuvkdAns éorparomedevoavto . . .TH voTepaln
pedvTwy adrwy émmdelv TH Zduw dyyéMerar ZrpouBuxidns . . .
ddrypévos, kai edbvs dmémdeov mdAw émi s Mihjrod, oi 8¢ Abyvaior
... émimdovwy adrol mowodvrar 1) Midjrew . . .Kkal s odbels adrois
dvravijyeto dmémlevoay mdAw és Ty Zdpov.

(“Thus the Athenians returned to Samos, while the Peloponnesians, having
sailed down to Mykale, pitched camp. ... The next day, when the Pelo-
ponnesians were about to make an approach against Samos, the arrival of
Strombichides is announced, and the Peloponnesians were immediately
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sailing back again to Miletus. The Athenians themselves make an ap-
proach against Miletus. . . . And since no one came out against them, they
sailed back again to Samos.”)

The first epi, epi tes Samou anechdrésan, is not a departure from normal
usage. Thucydides complements anachérein with epi plus the genitive
seventeen times and never complements it with es. Thus anachérein
epi (genitive) is an idiomatic formula like ep’ oikou, “homeward,”
which occurs over fifty times to the exclusion of es oikon. Modern
philology, of course, recognizes that such stercotyped phrases often
occur in contexts where the force of their underlying metaphors is lost
sight of. Thus Thucydides’ first use of epi in this passage is not a good
example of phrases for which the modern approach is misleading.
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On the other hand, katapleusantes epi tés Mukalés does represent a
departure from normal usage. Thucydides complements kataplein
with es fifteen times, while 8.79.5 is the only instance where kataplein
is complemented with epi and the genitive. The case is similar with
apepleon palin epi tés Milétou. Thucydides complements apoplein with
es twenty-seven times; with epi and the genitive, ten times. An almost
exactly parallel phrase with es occurs in 8.63.2: dwémAevoay mdAw és
v MidnTov.

In these two phrases, I have not been able to discover any reason for
Thucydides’ use of epi plus the genitive instead of the more frequent es.
One possibility is suggested by the parallel phrase from 8.63.2, i.e., that
the tense of the verb is the significant variable. Thucydides used epi
with the genitive to complement the imperfect apepleon, which views
the motion as incomplete, but es for the aorist, apepleusan. This ex-
planation, however, is not supported by Thucydidean usage elsewhere;
for Thucydides complements imperfect forms of apoplein with es in
2.84.4, 6.50.1 and 61.6, while he complements aorist forms with epi
and with epi and genitive in 2.66.2; 4.45.2; 5.11.3; 8.19.3 and 27.6.

Thus a comparison of 8.79.5-6 with 1.137.2, in my opinion, compels
the conclusion that Thucydides used prepositions in two different ways.
Sometimes, as in 1.137.2, he was attentive to the proper meaning of
each preposition and departed from normal usage only to capture
special nuances dependent on concealed metaphors. In such instances,
the applicability of the modern approach is quite clear. Sometimes,
as in 8.79.5-6, his departures from normal usage are difficult to explain
in terms of the modern approach. In these instances, it seems better
to use the ancient approach than to devise a tenuous metaphorical ex-
planation. Thus in 8.79.5-6, it scems best to conclude that Thucydides
simply used epi as a substitute for es.

At this point, it has become possible to show more precisely how
the ancient approach may be used to supplement the modern one.
It must be conceded in the first place that the modern approach is not
greatly embarrassed by such data as Thucydides” use of epi with the
genitive to designate, like es, ingression in general. This use of epi is
mentioned, for example, by Schwyzer (2.470) without comment.
The theory seems to be that after repeated, metaphorical use a prep-
osition is sometimes used in a general sense or even slightly inaccurately.
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Thus rather than remembering that epi designated one particular sort
of ingression, Thucydides in composing 8.79.5-6 is supposed, in effect,
to have thought, “Epi designates . . . ah well some sort of ingression;
it will do.” The ancient approach, on the other hand, implies that
such usage arose rather from overlapping in the functions of the two
different words. Thus for a passage like 8.79.5-6, the ancient approach
would have Thucydides thinking, “I have heard epi with the genitive
used to mean the same as es with the accusative; here I will take ad-
vantage of the same license and use epi to mean es for the sake of variety,
in order to give this passage a distinctive tone.”

There is no direct way to determine which sort of thinking chiefly
influenced Thucydides” choice of prepositions. It seems to me, how-
ever, that the assumption of the second sort, which involves the idea of
substitution, offers two great advantages. First, it allows us to draw
a definite line between what clearly is a concealed metaphor (e.g., the
use of epi in 1.137.2) and what is not (e.g., the use of epi in 8.79.5-6).
In the absence of the supplementary substitution hypothesis, the asser-
tion that a particular usage conceals a metaphor is lessened in signific-

MODERN APPROACH ANCIENT AND MODERN APPROACH COMBINED
basic meaning basic meaning
metaphors metaphors
Y range of synonymy x
N generalized or .

. inaccurate usage . substitutions

synonym’s basic meaning

FIGURE 2
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ance by the realization that virtually any conceivable usc of the same
word would be similarly explained.

Second, without such a supplement, the modern approach leaves the
implication that the author’s intended meaning is always as close to the
preposition’s basic, spatial meaning as the context will logically permit.
This is because the preposition’s basic meaning is, as it were, the only
center of gravity that attracts the meaning of the preposition. The
ancient approach, on the other hand, implies that the frequent inter-
changeableness of prepositions creates a second center of gravity, a
center which, if its influence predominates, attracts the preposition
rather towards the basic meaning of its occasional synonym. In this
respect, the ancient approach does one thing that the modern approach

fails to do: it gives formal recognition to the intentionally casual use of
language.

Thucydides 2.90.1

An example of how the ancient approach can this way assist inter-
pretation is provided by a controversial passage in Thucydides, 2.90.1,
which with its gloss reads:

oi 8¢ Iledomovvioior, émedn avrols oi Abmvaior odk émémdeov é Tov
kOAmov kai 7o oTevd, PovAduevor dkovras éow mpoayayelv adrovs,
avayayduevor dua €w émdeov, émi Tedodpwy Tafduevol Tas vads éml T
€avt@dv iy, éow éml 10D KéAmov, 8ef1d Képa Tyovpuévw, domep Kal
dppovy —ém Ty, dvri Tod Tapd Tiv.

(““When the Athenians did not sail against them into the bay and the nar-
rows, the Peloponnesians, who wished to draw the unwilling Athenians in,
lifting off set sail at dawn once they had arranged their ships four deep
upon their own coast in towards the bay with the right wing leading,
just as they were lying at anchor.—Upon, a substitute for along.”)

In this well-known passage, twenty Athcnian ships under the com-
mand of Phormio arc moored at Molycrian Rhium. They face
seventy-seven Peloponnesian ships moored at Achaean Rhium and
directed by a Lacedacmonian commission, which includes Brasidas.
In the sequel, Phormio, fearing for Naupactus, to which the Pelopon-
nesians seem to be headed, sets sail to protect it. The Peloponnesians
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attack thc Athenians en route and have nearly won a decisive victory
when fortune reverses the course of the battle.

Most interpreters agree in connecting epi tén heautén gén with epleon
rather than taxamenoi. Of these Bloomfield and Grote believe that
the Lacedaemonians must have sailed directly for Naupactus and, conse-
quently, they alter the phrase to epi tén ekeindn (sc. Athénaidn) gén.9
On behalf of this interpretation, it should be noted that that would have
been the most sensible course for the Peloponnesians to follow under
the circumstances that Thucydides describes.

Poppo and Sheppard and Evans raise a curious objection to the

9 V. ad loc. History of Thucydides trans. Bloomfield (3 vols., London 1829) and Grote,
A History of Greece (London 1888) 5.137 ff.
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Bloomfield-Grote interpretation.’® In 2.90.2, the Peloponnesians are
said to have prepared to intercept the Athenians if Phormio should set
sail in the belief (nomisas) that the enemy was sailing for Naupactus (epi
tén Naupakton). According to Sheppard, “if they had been heading for
Naupactus, it would have been a case of seeing not believing.”  This
objection is not valid, since epi tén Naupakton, like “for Naupactus,”
may express the intended destination of the Peloponnesians, which
would be a question of belief rather than observation no matter how
close the Peloponnesians came to Naupactus. It is not clear even in
Thucydides’ account that it was actually the Peloponnesians’ intention,
given the opportunity, to attack Naupactus. Sheppard’s objection
would be valid if epi tén Naupakton meant only “in the direction of
Naupactus” without any implication about intended destination. If
this were the case, it would be odd of Thucydides to speak of the belief
that the Peloponnesians were sailing in that direction in which they
were observed to be sailing. It would be even more anomalous, how-
ever, to speak of the belief that they were sailing in a direction in which
they were observed not to be sailing—which is the situation that Shep-
pard’s remarks imply.

It appears that the only weighty objection to the Bloomfield-Grote
interpretation is that, as Jowett emphasizes in rejecting it, it necessitates
changing the text without any manuscript authority.

Goeller, Arnold, and Sheppard and Evans believe that the phrase
indicates that the Peloponnesians sailed east towards Drepanum.’*  The
tactical plausibility of this course will be discussed below. Poppo ob-
jected to this view that the interpretation of epi tén heautdn gén as in suum
agrum, i.c., Drepanum was inept, “Peloponnesiis iam tum in suo agro
versantibus.”  Arnold’s solution to that was to suggest that the refer~
ence was to homelands in a proper sense, i.e., Sicyon, Corinth, and
Pellene “to which places the greater number of the ships belonged.”
He added that epi with the accusative in this instance also suggested
the idea of epi with the dative, “near their own coast.” Arnold did
not, however, argue in detail on behalf of either of these somewhat

10 V. ad loc. De Bello Peloponnesiaco ed. Poppo (11 vols., Leipzig 1821-40), and Sheppard
and Evans, Notes on Thucydides: Books i, ii, and iii (London 1873).

1Y, ad loc. Thucydides ed., trans. Goeller (Leipzig 1836), The History of the Pelopon-
nesian War ed. Arnold (8th edition), (Oxford 1874) and Sheppard and Evans op. cit.
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heterodox suggestions. Neither one has found any favor with subse-
quent commentators. It would seem that Poppo’s objection to the
interpretation of Goeller et al. must be allowed to stand.

Jowett and Gomme arrive at the same picture of Peloponnesian
maneuvers as Goeller et al., but do so by altering the prepositional
phrase to para tén heautén gén.'> This alteration, para for epi, is sup-
ported by manuscripts C and G. In addition, the occurrence of epi
four times in the immediate context may have caused the copyist’s
error. (On the other hand, of course, it is also possible that the reading
in C and G arose from interpolation of the gloss, anti tou para, which is
preserved in ABFGM and has been restored to C by a later hand.)
The emendation based on C and G does not cause any linguistic diffi-
culties. Thus, in general the Jowett-Gomme interpretation is attrac-
tive.

Still, there is stronger manuscript authority for epi, which occurs in
ABEF and M. Moreover, two obscurities remain in Thucydides’
account. The first is common to all interpretations that associate epi
tén heautén gén with epleon rather than taxamenoi. The implication of
this association is that the phrase, epi tessardn taxamenoi, stands alone
without further modification. The meaning of this use of epi with the
genitive may be readily ascertained from parallel uses in Thucydides.
The usage occurs six other times with different numerical designations:
4.94.1; 5.68.3; 6.67.1 (bis) and 67.2; 7.79.1. In each instance, the
numerical designation refers to the number of horizontal rows extend-
ing from wing to wing in an infantry formation, as opposed to the
number of vertical columns extending from the front of the formation
to the back. Thus epi tessardn taxamenoi should mean “four deep.”
It is, however, universally agreed that the Peloponnesian maneuvers
only make sense on the assumption that they set sail four abreast and,
therefore, approximately twenty deep. Only when they turned to
attack the Athenians did their line assume the proportions four deep
and twenty abreast. Commentators supply the phrase epi mias, “single
file,” as an analogous use of epi with the genitive. This phrase does
not, however, occur in Thucydides, who uses epi kerds, “towards the
wing,” for sailing single file: 2.90.4; 6.32.2; 6.50.4; 8.104.1. What

121/, ad loc. Thucydides trans. Jowett (2 vols., Oxford 1831) and Gomme, A Historical
Commentary on Thucydides (3 vols., Oxford 1945-56).
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the expression, epi mias, shows is that epi with the genitive is not quite
as unambiguous as the phrase, “so many deep,” in English. Epi with
the genitive can mean, “so many abreast,” but only where there is some
clear indication that it bears that meaning rather than its normal mean-
ing. Its use in association with the number one constitutes such an
indication, since by convention it regularly bears its less frequent mean-
ing in such contexts. Since in the passage under discussion the number
involved is four rather than one, Thucydides would have had to expect
his readers to impute the more frequent meaning, “so many deep,”
to epi, unless he provided some other indication that the less frequent
meaning was intended. An analogous situation occurs in Xenophon,
Cyropaedia 2.4.2:

3 ? A 7 3\ ’ A} A 4 7% ¢ ’
éyévovro 10 uérwmov émt Tprakociwy, . . . 76 8¢ Bdfos ép’ éxaTdv.

(“They aligned themselves, 300 along the front of the formation, ...a
hundred in depth.”)

Here fo men metdpon and to de bathos make it clear that in its first occur-
rence epi does not bear its usual meaning, “so many deep,” but rather
refers to numbers abreast. On the Jowett-Gomme interpretation of
2.90.1, however, there is no similar indication to clarify the meaning
of epi tessarén.

The second obscurity has to do with tactics. The Lacedaemonians
want to draw the Athenians into the bay east of Rhium to do battle.
They are to accomplish this by making a feint at Naupactus. Their
purpose would be defeated if the Athenians simply sailed into Naupac-
tus before the Lacedaemonians intercepted them. In fact, the Lace-
daemonians make the special provision of adding their twenty fastest
ships to the head of their line to insure that no Athenian ships actually
reach Naupactus (2.90.2). This being the case, there is no apparent
reason why the Lacedaemonians should sail along their own coast to
Drepanum rather than taking the quickest route, a straight line, to
Naupactus. Gomme makes a concession to this point in allowing that
Thucydides may have underestimated the distance between Drepanum
and Naupactus. He does not say what inference is to be drawn from
this. Apparently, it means that either Thucydides had his facts wrong,
i.e., that the Peloponnesians did not sail to Drepanum first, or that
although Thucydides’ account is correct, he did not realize how odd it
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was of the Peloponnesians to sail first to Drepanum. Neither view
speaks well of Gomme’s interpretation.

In defending his view that the Peloponnesians sailed directly for
Naupactus, Grote argued that in addition to tactical considerations, if
the Peloponnesians first sailed east along their own coast, they had at
some point to turn north, but Thucydides does not mention this crucial
maneuver. To that argument, Gomme replied that Thucydides twice
refers to the Peloponnesian epistrophé es tén euruchdrian. This he takes
as a reference to their turning north to cross the “open” area of the
Crisaean gulf in order to attack the Athenians along the northern shore.
This interpretation, however, is not compelling. In the first place,
“turn into the open sea” is a curious way to describe a maneuver that
culminates in the shallows along the opposite shore (2.90.5). In addi-
tion, elsewhere in his text Thucydides always designates distinct bodies
of water with the term, euruchdria, rather than the middle as opposed to
the coast of the same body of water. Thus euruchdria is the open sea
as opposed to the harbor between Sphacteria and Pylos in 4.13.3, the
open sea as opposed to the harbor of Syracuse in 7.37.6, and as opposed
to the Hellespont in 8.102.1. In the passage under consideration,
Thucydides twice (2.83.2 and 86.5) uses euruchdria to designate the open
sea west of Rhium, the gulf of Patrae and beyond, as opposed to the
gulf of Crissa, where the Peloponnesian maneuvers take place. Thus
the indicated interpretation of epistrophé es tén euruchérian is “turn in
the direction of the open sea,” i.e., the gulf of Patrae as opposed to the
original direction, esd tou kolpou. If the Peloponnesians sailed directly
for Naupactus, i.e., northeast, they would have turned west towards
the gulf of Patrae to intercept the Athenians. (The use of es implied,
i.c., to designate motion in the direction of a distant place, is not diffi-
cult to parallel, cf. 3.22.7; 4.3.1.)

The final interpretation is that of Classen.’3 He recommends con-
necting epi tén heautdn gén with taxamenoi; *“the Lacedaemonians lined
up four deep with the shore behind them.” The merits of this inter-
pretation are clear immediately. In addition to retaining the best
reading, it eliminates the difficulty with epi tessarén. Viewed lined up
against the shore, the Peloponnesians were four deep and approximately

13 17 ad loc. Thucydides ed. Classen (Berlin 1889) ii.



Vol. 102] SUBSTITUTION SCHOLIA 385

twenty abreast. When they set out with the right wing leading, these
figures would be reversed, four abreast and twenty deep. Classen’s
interpretation also circumnavigates the difficulties having to do with
Peloponnesian maneuvers. The question of whether they were hug-
ging their own coast or sailing directly for Naupactus may be resolved
independently on the basis of tactical considerations and on the inter-
pretation of epistrophé es tén euruchdrian.

The difliculty with Classen’s interpretation is that pointed out by
Jowett: “epi in such a connection would mean that the ships had their
prows turned towards the coast, not from it.”  This remark, of course,
reflects the modern approach to prepositions. The proper sense of epi
with the accusative is motion up and onto an elevation. Even when it
is used, as here, to describe a static, horizontal relationship, the nuance
remains that the thing complemented by the phrase tends to move
towards or against the accusative object of the phrase.

Classen’s interpretation, however, may be redeemed despite Jowett’s
objection with the help of the ancient approach. We have seen that
the scholiast to this passage glosses the preposition in epi tén heautén gén
as a substitute for para. This has long been interpreted as meaning that
the ships sailed along (epi for para) their own coast. Modern com-
mentators have all rejected the idea that epleon epi could mean the same
thing as epleon para and rightfully so. In my opinion, however, the
gloss presupposes the connection of the epi phrase with taxamenoi and is
on this interpretation, quite defensible.

The evidence that the gloss presupposes this connection is as follows.
There are no glosses in the Iliad-scholia or elsewhere in Thucydides in
which epi plus the accusative complementing what is unambiguously a
verb of motion, like epleon, is interpreted as a substitute for para. There
are, however, five glosses in the Iliad-scholia and one in those to Thucy-
dides in which epi designating position at rest near an object is said to
be a substitute for para: to Iliad 22.153 (see above p. 370), 6.15; 6.26;
7.86; 22.97; and to Thucydides 3.99.1.

It must be conceded that each of these glosses involves the usc of epi
with the genitive or dative as a substitute for para with the dative, where-
as in the present instance both prepositions govern that accusative.
Tassein, however, is an unusual verb. Like kathistanai, the action that it
designates combincs idcas of motion into a place and action within a
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place. The result is that fassein is sometimes treated as a verb of motion
and sometimes as a verb of position without any perceptible difference
in meaning. Thus Thucydides complements tassein with epi plus the
dative, as if it were a verb of position, in 2.70.1 and 90.2; 3.13.3; 6.67.1;
and 7.4.6; similarly, with en plus the dative in 5.6.5; 6.67.1; 7.78.3 and
8.86.9; and with pros plus the dative in 7.70.2. He complements with
epi plus the accusative in 3.78.1 and 4.9.2, as if it were a verb of motion;
similarly, with pros plus the accusative in 3.77.3 (bis) and 78.3. He
complements it with para plus the accusative, used elsewhere both with
verbs of position and with verbs of motion, in 4.8.7, 1.1, 35.2, 73.4
and 8.104.1. Therefore, since tassein may be considered a verb of
position and since epi is frequently described in the scholia as a sub-
stitute for para in phrases describing positions, but not in those describ-
ing motions, it seems likely that the gloss epi anti tou para presupposes
the connection of the epi phrase with taxamenoi rather than with epleon,
which cannot be considered a verb of position.

On the assumption, then, that the gloss is based on the association
of the epi phrase with taxamenoi, it should be noted that there is some
overlapping between the meanings of epi and the accusative and para
with the accusative when their phrases modify fassein. This because
an elevation upon (epi) which troops are arranged may also be viewed
as the axis along which (para) they are arranged. Thus in 4.9.2, De-
mosthenes is described as aligning most of his infantry upon (epi) strong
points in Pylos: 7ovs pév odv modovs . . . émiTa TeTetyiouéva pdAiora
Kal éyvpa Tod ywpiov mpos Ty nmwewpov érafe. In 4.35.2, Spartan
troops in Sphacteria flee to a fortified part of the island and align them-
selves along (para) its entire extent together with guards already there:
Siodvydvresés Toépvpa peraTdv TavTy PvAdkwy érafavro mapa
mav. These two phrases show that in connection with tassein, the
meanings of epi and para are not so clearly distinct as they are with
verbs that are unambiguously verbs of motion. Thucydides also uses
epi with the accusative to denote proximity in a way that is close to his
normal use of para in 5.10.1 and 6 and in 6.63.2.

It seems to me that Classen’s interpretation, supported by what we
have learned about the ancient approach, is preferable to the other
interpretations. The Peloponnesian ships are said to have lined up
along (epi for para) their own shore four deep. The epi phrase provides
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the necessary indication of the exact meaning of epi tessarén. The shore
is the horizontal axis in terms of which the phrase is to be understood.
The Peloponnesians did not set sail four deep, but rather four abreast
with the right wing leading. As we have seen, the single objection to
this interpretation is that epi should suggest, at least, potential motion
towards the object of the phrase and should, therefore, imply that the
Peloponnesian ships were facing their own shore, if it is construed with
taxamenoi. ‘This is, however, precisely the point that the glossator
responds to. Thucydides was not using epi with attention to its proper
meaning but rather as a substitute for a near synonym-—given the
context—para. It is mistaken to attempt to assimilate the meaning of
epi in its context to its basic, spatial meaning.

Even if the reader is willing to stipulate the validity of each of the
individual steps in the preceding argument, he may retain some doubt
about its conclusion. The question remains, why Thucydides should
have substituted epi for para in the passage at hand. He gained nothing
in variety thereby, since epi occurs two other times in the same sentence.
Besides, the passage would be sufficiently complex without indulgence
in more or less whimsical word substitutions. In fact, there is a clear
reason for the substitution, if we may assume that Thucydides meant
to have the Peloponnesians sailing directly for Drepanum. Specific-
ally, Thucydides’ sentence is so constructed that the epi-para tén phrase
might be interpreted as complementing either epleon or taxamenoi.
Word order favors taxamenoi, but that the participle is already modified
by epi tessardn favors epleon. Suppose Thucydides initially wrote para
tén, and intended the phrase as a complement of taxamenoi. In revi-
sion, it would likely occur to him that para tén might just as easily be
associated with epleon. There is nothing immediately anomalous
about describing the Peloponnesians as sailing “along their own coast,”
no basis for the reader to infer that para tén must certainly not be under-
stood as epleon’s complement. Hence Thucydides substitutes epi for
para. That yields roughly the correct meaning in association with
taxamenoi. More important, a typical reader (Thucydides could not
foresee Arnold) would not suppose that the Peloponnesians, already
anchored on their own coast, were said to be sailing towards (epi) their
own land. In other words, the substitution of epi for para seems
designed precisely to prevent the association of the phrase with epleon.
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Thus considerations of various kinds seem to converge to vindicate
Classen’s interpretation. More significant, we find in the study of
2.90.1 an instance of the ancient approach’s capacity for solving a prob-
lem that has defied solution in terms of the modern approach.

Thucydides 6.34.1~2 and 6.59.2

The phrases discussed so far involve the use of prepositions in spatial
contexts. In the remaining sections, I will attempt to show (1) that
the idea of substitution may also be used to develop a more economical
explanation of the origin of an abstract usage and (2) that its use to-
gether with the scholia may lead to a more satisfactory interpretation
of an abstract phrase than has been hitherto obtained.

That the idea of substitution sometimes provides a more economical
explanation of usages of abstract meaning may be illustrated through
the study of Thucydides’ use of dia with the genitive. The basic mean-
ing of dia is “in two”’ or “apart” (Schwyzer 2.449). The primacy
of this meaning has been ascertained chiefly through comparative
studies. Dia is thought to derive from IE dis*, a by-form of dwis*,
and therefore to be cognate with Greek dis and Latin bis.  This meaning
of dia is preserved chiefly in compounds, e.g., dialusis.

As a preposition, did’s earliest concrete meaning is “through.”  The
transformation of the adverbial idea “in two” or “apart,” to the prep-
ositional one ““through,” is not paralleled in English, but it is intelligible.
It is easy to see how according to the principles of the modern approach
a sentence like Homer’s, Iliad 3.357: 81 puév aomidos HA0e paewijs 6Bp-
wwov &yxos, (“the powerful spear went through the bright shield”)
represents a natural development from sentences in dia functioned
as an independent adverb in the vicinity of an ablative-genitive: “the
powerful spear went out of the shield in a separating manner.”

Strictly, dia with the genitive should always mean “through and
out” as it does in the verse above; dia with the accusative “through but
not out.” This distinction, however, is not always observed even in
Homer, e.g., Iliad 12.398. It is lost sight of completely in classical
prose, where dia with the accusative is reserved for the designation of
abstract, causal relationships.

Most uses of dia in classical Greek are equivalent to uses of through
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in English. An important similarity between the two prepositions is
that the basic meaning of each involves the idea of separation. We
have just seen that this is the case with dia; through, on the other hand,
is cognate with words for perforation, e.g., the archaic noun and verb,
thirl. Therefore dia in Greek and through in English generally imply
the occurrence of some motion of change, even when the motion or
change is not explicit in the context. A sentence from Aeschylus,
Septem 122-23, with its gloss, serves to illustrate this point: dia 6¢ To
yevbwy immeiwy kwipovtal povov yadwoi.—ovvrdooeral oUTwS, ol
dia 7@ irmelwy yeviwy Setol kal Sedepuévor yadwol. (“Through
equine jaws bridles wail slaughter.—the phrase is construed thus: bridles,
those that were about to be bound through equine jaws and those that
had already been so bound.”) In other words, the dia phrase does not
suggest the position at rest of the bridles but rather implies the action,
whether anticipated or accomplished, of attaching bridles by passing
them through horses’ jaws.

The case is the same with figurative uses of dia. Thus with respect
to Homer, Iliad 12.104:6 &’ émpeme kai ia mdvrwy, Ansems, Bedeutung
und Gebrauch von dia bei Homer, (Munich 1883) points out that the
implication of dia is different from that of en or meta, which do designate
position at rest, in similar contexts: (p. 24) “Hier wollte vielmehr der
Dichter ausdrucken, dass sich der Held Sarpedon nicht bloss unter der
anderen auszeichnete sondern aus allen hervorragte.”

In Thucydides, but not to my knowledge elsewhere in classical litera~
ture, dia plus the genitive sometimes modifies einai in spatial contexts.
The verb to-be excludes the idea of contemporaneous motion. Rather,
anticipated motion through is implied. This is paralleled by English
sentences like, “The house is through the woods,” where the idea is
that you will come to the house if you go through the woods.

Thucydides’ use of dia with einai to designate anticipated motion is
generally restricted to phrases whose objects are adjectives of quantity
with chériou understood. The usage occurs five times in Thucydides:

2.89.9: Td Te mapayyeldpeva oféws Séxealle dAws Te kai 8i’ SAlyov Tijs
édoppiioews odams.

(““ Accept commands quickly, especially with the opposing line of ships
being only a short distance away—through a small space.”)
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3.21.3: 8id Oéka 8¢ émdAfewv mipyor floav peyddor.

(“There were great towers every ten parapets—through ten parapets.”)
4.76.5: €l karoploiro 1) meipa kal 76 Afdiov Teiyiobein, padiws fHAmLov
.. . olons éxdotois ua Bpayéos dmooTpodis, ov pevelv kata ydpav Ta
mpdypara.

(“If the attempt should succeed and Delium be fortified, they expected
that with a refuge being nearby—through a short space—for all, affairs—
sc. in Boeotia—would not remain stable.”)

6.11.1: 7@v & €l kal kpamjoauer dia moMod ye kal mOAAGY SvTwy
yademds v dpyew Svvaipeba.

(“If we should prevail over them, we would only with difficulty be able to
rule since they are far away—through a great space—and many in num-

ber.”)

> "\ 7 \ » -~ /’ \ 4 o 2] \ k] \
7.71.3: 8 SAlyov yap olons Tis Béas kal mdvrwy dpa és 7O avTo
oKOTOUVTWY.

(“with the spectacle being nearby—through a small space—and not every-
one looking in the same direction at the same time.”)

Examination of these sentences reveals precisely the meaning of dia
plus the genitive when complementing einai in a spatial context in
Thucydides. The establishment of this meaning will prove crucial in
our discussion below of the applicability of the modern approach to
particular figurative uses of dia. Therefore, even at the risk of be-
laboring the obvious, it will be useful to give a diagrammatic repre-
sentation of dia’s meaning in these sentences. If then B is dia S from
A’s point of view, S is the space that A would have to traverse in order
to get to B.  Only the second sentence requires a

A S B

somewhat special explanation. Apparently the idea is that if you are
a soldier in one tower, you can get to the next tower by going through
ten parapets.

Dia with the genitive also appears in temporal contexts. Usually,
as its basic meaning suggests, it designates duration through a period of
time, e.g., 1.70.8; 8¢’ 8Aov T0d aldvos poxfodat (“ They labor through
their whole lives.”), cf. also 2.4.2, 24.1, 94.3; 5.26.5; 7.80.2; 8.15.1.
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This meaning of dia also appears in the idiomatic phrase, dia pantos,
“continually,”: 1.38.1, 76.1, 84.1, 85.1; 2.49.6; 3.58.3, 93.2; 4.61.5,
119.3; 5.69.1, 105.2; 7.6.1, 61.2. When it designates duration in
time, dia suggests the passage of an otherwise static situation through a
period of time and so implies motion or change.

In addition, dia in temporal contexts sometimes bears the meaning,
“after.” A clear example of this occurs in 7.39.2:

o \ \ ~ > ’ A 3 ) 7 5 \

omws . . . wapa Tas vads dpioTomonjowvTar, kai O’ SAiyov adbis kali
-~ 3 -~

adlnpepov dmpoadokijtois Tols Abnvaiois émyeipdow.

(“in order that ... they might dine by their ships and after—through—

a short time again on the same day attack the unexpecting Athenians.”)

Other examples, with their genitive objects given in parentheses, are:
1.138.3 (elachistés boulés) ; 2.42.4 (elachistou kairou), 83.s (bracheos); s.14.1
(oligou), 66.2 (bracheias melléseds); 6.11.4 (oligou), 47.1 (oligou), 91.3 (ouk
. . . dia makrou); 7.15.2 (oligou).

It should be noted that at first glance either the idea of substitution
or the principles of the modern approach might be called upon to
explain this usage, i.e., either it represents the use of dia with the genitive
as a substitute for meta with the accusative (as the scholiast to 5.14.1
suggests) or it represents a transference of the meaning that dia has when
it modifies einai in spatial contexts. In fact, all secondary considera-
tions support the latter interpretation. It will be worthwhile to state
what these considerations are, for we will soon come to a usage in
respect to which considerations of the same sort will point rather to
explanation by substitution.

First, it favors applying the modern approach to these phrases that
in them dia designates exactly the same relationship in a temporal con-
text that it does with einai in a spatial context. Events A and B are
separated by a period of time, S. S is the time that must be passed
through to get from A4 to B.

Moreover, the objects with which Thucydides has chosen to use dia
in the temporal meaning of “after” correspond close to the objects of
einai dia in spatial contexts. In the five occurrences of the latter, the
object is oligou twice and bracheos once. In the ten instances of the
former usage, the object is oligou five times and bracheos once. The
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objects of the remaining four phrases are all closely analogous to oligou
and bracheos. In other words, it seems clear that Thucydides wrote dia
bracheias melléseds, for example, by analogy with dia oligou (sc. chronou)
and wrote that by analogy with einai dia oligou (sc. chériou). Thus in
this instance the particular words involved in the temporal usage seem
to reflect the usage’s origin in a spatial usage and thus to lend credence
to the modern approach.

Finally, it speaks against explanation by substitution (dia= meta) in
this instance that there are no other phrases in which the meanings of
meta and dia, though used in their proper senses, happen to overlap and
thereby to create the impression that the two words might be inter-
changed.

In a readily intelligible transference of its basic, spatial meaning, dia
complementing verbs of motion is found with genitive objects that
represent actions or experiences rather than places or periods of time.
Through is used in an equivalent way in English. Examples of this
usage in Thucydides occur in the following passages:

2.11.2: doddleia moA\y) elvar un dv é\Beiv Tods évavtiovs nulv Sia
paxms.

(“There to be great certainty that the enemy would not do”—go through
—“battle with us.”)

3.45.3: SeéehAvfaoi ye Sia macdv 7év {pudv of dvBpwmot.

(“People have exhausted the list of ”—gone through all—*“punishments”—
sc. in attempting to deter crime.)

4.92.1: s ovk elkos Abnvaiois . . . Sid pdyns éABeiv.

(“It is not reasonable for the Athenians...to do”—to go through—
“battle.”)

6.60.3: BePaiotépay yap adrd ocwrnplav elvar JSpoloyrjoavry mer
adelas 7 dpvnfévTi Sua Slkns éNfeiv.
(“For there was greater safety for him to stand”—to go through—"“trial

if he confessed with impunity than if he denied the charges.”)

In these phrases, actions and experiences are viewed as areas; the
performing or enduring of them, as the act of passing through them.
We may be all the more certain that Thucydides thought of these
phrases in this way in view of a sentence in 7.24.3: of yap Zvpardaiot
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vavaly adTd0i éboppodvres excdAvov, kal i pdymsjon éyiyvovro ai
éoropdal. (“For the Syracusans blockading us there with ships pre-
vented ’—sc. the importation of supplies—“and deliveries were through
battle.”) Here both the underlying spatial meaning and the abstract
idea are suggested; deliveries literally went through an area of battle
and were also in an abstract sense accomplished by going through the
experience of battle.

Thucydides and other writers sometimes use dia with the genitive in
a modal sense so that the dia phrase as a whole is equivalent to an ad-
verb. Philologists differ in explaining this phrase. Some, e.g., Har-
rison, whose discussion is quoted below, connect it to phrases of the
ienai dia machés type, which we have just examined. Others, e.g.,
Schwyzer, 2.452, connect it with instrumental phrases, which will be
discussed below. In either case, the manner in which an action is done
(rather than the action itself) is conceived of as an area through which
the doer passes. In Thucydides, this modal usage is mostly limited to
phrases equivalent to the adverb, tacheds, i.¢., dia tachous, which occursin
1.63.2; 2.18.4, 85.4; 3.18.1, 109.3; 4.25.2, 29.1, 85.2, 1006.4; 6.69.1, 79.3,
98.2, 104.1; 7.22.2, 29.2; 8.2.1, 12.3, and 15.2, and dia tacheén, which
occurs in 1.80.3; 3.13.2; 4.8.4, 96.1, 125.4; 6.66.2; 8.101.1, and 101.3.

It is important to note that not only the frequency of dia tachous
(=tacheds) but also the spatial meaning of dia dictate that modal dia
phrases be used in adverbial rather than adjectival phrases. Adverbial
modification may be thought of as a state through which a doer passes
in going from the beginning of an action to its conclusion; adjectival
modification suggests a state in which the subject is located. Thus for
most of the remaining modal dia phrases, which are adverbial, Thucy-
dides has corresponding adjectival phrases in en:

1.17.1: mpoopdipsevol & Te€ 16 odua kal & 16 Siov olkov adéew &

dodaleias.

cf. 2.75.5: dore Tovs épyalouévovs . . . urite mupddpois oloTols Bardeo-

Oar év dodadeia Te elvar.

7.40.3: of 8¢ Sua oMo opvfov kai . . . ovdevi kéopw éofdyTes.

cf. 7.81.4: é&v TOMG ad7ds kai of per’ adrod Abyvaior joav.

1.42.4: 70 yap 7 ddwkew . . . éxvpwrépa Svvauis 7 . . . Sa kwdlvwr 76

wAéov Exew.

cf. 3.56.4: Té7€ ST v pellovt KwdVvw Tre.
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Dia phrases also designate instrumental relationships. In a usage that
is readily intelligible metaphorically and paralleled by the use of
“through” in English, dia with the genitive designates what might
be called personal instrumental relationships or ones of intermediate
agency, e.g., Thucydides 2.2.3: émpaav 8¢ Tadra 8" Edpupdyov . . .
avdpos OnPaiwvdvvarwrdrov. (“They —sc. pro-Theban Platacans
—*“arranged these things”—sc. the occupation of Plataca—*‘ through
Eurymachus, the most influential of the Thebans.”) The usage also
occurs in 5.43.2; 6.89.2; 8.12.2 and 17.4. In each case, an action
initiated in one place culminates elsewhere after having passed through
an intermediary.

Dia with the genitive is also used of impersonal instruments. This
usage does not occur in Homer and is much more common in koine
texts than in classical ones. It is not paralleled by any common use of
“through” in English. Among classical authors the usage seems to
have originated with the expression, echein dia cheiros or cheirdn, “to
hold by hand” and sometimes “to control,” e.g., Aeschylus Suppliants
193, Sophocles Antigone 1258, Aristophanes Wasps 597, Thucydides
2.13.2 and 76.4, Euripides Hecuba 673. It should be noted that this
expression may be interpreted spatially, since most things held in the
hand, e.g., spears, protrude from either end of the hand and so may
be said to be held (extending) through the hand.

Apparently, echein dia cheiros lies at the origin of the instrumental
use of dia; for of the small number of other instrumental dia phrases in
classical texts a considerable percentage are closely analogous to echein
dia cheiros. Thus Sophocles has di’ hosidn cherdn thigén (OC 470) and
dia cherdn labein (Antigone 916); Euripides, dia glossés echein (Andromache
95)-

In any event, all of the phrases so far discussed can be accounted for
by the modern approach. In many of the phrases, awareness of dia’s
basic spatial meaning illuminates its particular meaning in context;
in none of them is there any contradiction between dia’s basic spatial
meaning and its intended meaning in context. We come now, how-
ever, to two passages in Thucydides where dia plus the genitive is used
in a way that cannot, in my opinion, be plausibly accounted for by the
modern approach. The first passage is 6.34.1-2. Hermocrates ad-
vises the Syracusans on preparations against the Athenian invasion:
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& 1e T Ay Dkedlay méumwper mpéoPeis dmlodvtes s kowds o
kivduvos, kal és v ’Irallov, Smws 7 Evppayiav mowwpuedo Huiv 7 ui
Séywvrar Abmvaiovs. Sokel 8¢ por kai és Kapynddva duewov elvar
méupar. od yap dvédmoTov adrols, dAN’ diel Sid Ppdfov elol i moTe
Abnvaior adrols émt Ty wéAw éNwow.

(“And let us send ambassadors into the rest of Sicily to demonstrate that
the danger is common to all, and into Italy either to create an alliance or at
least to prevent them from receiving the Athenians. And it seems to me
preferable also to send ambassadors to Carthage.  For it is not outside their
expectations, rather they are always fearful that the Athenians might some-
time might attack their city.”)

The second such passage is 6.59.2.  Thucydides describes the situation
in Athens after the murder of Hipparchus:
Tols 8 Abnvalois yalemwrépa perd TodTo 7) TUpawis karéotn Kal o
‘Irmias 6o $SBov 140 dv 1Y moAiTdy TOA0OVS ExTewe.

(“The tyranny was much harsher for the Athenians after that, and Hip-
pias being even more fearful killed many of the citizens.”)

The phrase, einai dia phobou, has been explained in two different
ways. It has been derived from the modal uses of dia with the genitive
and from its instrumental uses. The first sort of explanation was
developed in detail by G. Harrison, A Treatise on the Greek Prepositions
(Philadelphia 1858) 158:

If. .. dia machés, “through, by way of, fighting,” serves to mark the man-
ner or circumstances of an action, it is to be admitted equally that dia phobou
attached to a verb of existence, as einai, may serve to mark the state or con-
dition of the being of a person namely, by expressing that *through”
which, or by the way of which, being or existence obtains a peculiar state
or condition.

There are two deficiencies in this explanation.  First, it is apparently
felt to be consistent with the principles of the modern approach to
impute to prepositions general meanings acquired in the course of
being used figuratively. In such instances, the influence of the prep-
osition’s basic, spatial meaning is sometimes very slight. Thus Har-
rison argues that dia has acquired the capacity of expressing manner
in general, i.e., it has acquired a modal meaning. There is, however,
a difficulty here. The general meaning that dia plus the genitive
acquires, possibly on the basis of phrases like elthein dia machés, is that
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of an adverb, as has been amply demonstrated from Thucydidean
usage. Harrison conceals this difficulty by rendering the simple cop-
ula, einai, as if it were the description of a process, “to acquire a state
of being,” and therefore properly modified by an adverbial phrase.
Indeed, it might be argued that einai is sometimes modified by an
adverb and consequently that it was the adverbial meaning of dia with
the genitive that Thucydides had in mind in writing einai dia phobou,
i.e., = einai phoberdés. The difficulty with that is that the use of adverbs
with einai is limited to well defined circumstances, none of which is
present in the passages under consideration. LSJ (s.v. eimi) list only
three instances in which it is normal to complement einai with an
adverb: (1) where the adverb is the equivalent of a predicate noun; (2)
where the subject of einai is a denominalized action, e.g., komidé; (3)
where einai is used impersonally. Moreover, there is no instance of
einai phoberds in Thucydides nor, to my knowledge, in any classical
text. On the other hand, that Thucydides considered the phrase, dia
phobou, adjectival is suggested by comparing 6.59.2, above, with his
description of the same circumstance in 2.3.4: év vukTi dofepdiTepor
ovres.

The second difficulty is common to any attempt to explain the phrase,
einai dia phobou, according to the principles of the modern approach.
We have seen that since Devarius’ time the central assumption of the
modern approach is that whenever a preposition occurs, its basic
(=spatial) meaning is also somehow present. In instances where a
preposition is said to have acquired a general meaning, it is difficult
to understand precisely what this assertion means. It seems reasonable,
however, to establish the following minimal criterion for the truth of
the assertion: a preposition’s meaning in context should not contradict
the clear implications of its spatial meaning.

Now it happens that we are able to ascertain the spatial meaning of
einai dia and to say with some assurance that this meaning is not com-
patible with the intended meaning of einai dia phobou. The meaning of
einai dia pollou (sc. chériou), for example, is not “to be in or extended
through a large space” but rather “to be through, on the far side of, a
large, intervening area.” If this idea were present in either instance of
einai dia phobou, Thucydides’ meaning would have been that Hippias
or the Carthaginians were “through fear,” that they had once been
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afraid but were no longer so. Thucydides clearly did not mean this;
he meant that Hippias and the Carthaginians were in the state of fear.
Thus it seems that if the principles of the modern approach have any
meaning at all, they are not applicable to einai dia phobou.

Schwyzer (2.451), whose exposition contains a minimum of com-
mentary, seems to derive all the abstract uses of dia with the genitive
from its instrumental use. This approach does not seem any more
plausible than Harrison’s. It is no more normal to modify einai with
instrumental phrases than with adverbial ones. Nor does this deriva-
tion solve the problem of assimilating dia’s basic, spatial meaning to its
meaning in einai dia phobou.

One might develop other explanations for einai dia phobou along the
lines dictated by the modern approach. It does not, however, seem
likely that such explanations would make dia’s spatial meaning seem
particularly appropriate to this phrase. More important, it is demon-
strable that this phrase belongs to a cohesive group of dia-genitive
phrases. Members of this group occur not only in Thucydides but
also in the works of several contemporaries and near contemporaries,
i.e., Herodotus, Sophocles, Euripides, Aristophanes, and Xenophon.
It is possible to arrange these phrases like a geneaology and to show how
one phrase led by analogy to the creation of another. From this it will
emerge that the use of dia throughout is best explained on the assump-
tion that it came to be used as a substitute for en with the dative.

The evidence for these assertions is unwieldy. I give first the group
of phrases in question. They are numbered to facilitate correlation
with the genealogical chart that follows. The significance of the paral-
lel phrases with en plus the dative will be clarified in the sequel.

(1) Aristophanes Birds 211: (Juvawv) ods 8id felov ordparos Opnyeis.
ibid. 220-22, 8ua 8 dfavdrwy oTudTwWY YwWpET . . . BAoAvyr).
Euripides Suppliants 111-12, Aéy(€) . . . mépas yap oddév i) yAdoons idv.
“Speak . . . for nothing will happen except through the tongue.”
p g pp p 8 g
11.) Thucydides 2.76.4: ddilecav v Sokov yaapais Tals ddjceot kal od Sia.
cy ™) Xadap
X€LpOs éxovres.
(“They released the beam and let the chains go slack rather than con-
trolling them by hand.”)

Sophocles Antigone 1258: pviu’ émiompov Sio. yepos éxwy.
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ibid. 1297: éxw pév év yelpeoow dpriws Tékvov.

idem, OC 1698-99: v ¢idov, omdTe ye kal Tov év xepoiv kaTeiyov.

(“It was pleasing when I at least held him in my arms.”)

Euripides, Electra 506-7: marépa 1ov éudv, 6v mor’ év yepoiv éxwv . .

ébpeas.

idem, Bacchae 737-38: v uev . . . mépw pvkwuérmy éxovoav év yepoiv.
(IIT A.) Aristophanes Wasps 596-97: KAéwv . . . udvov fuds od mepirpwyet

dAa puddrTer Sia yeipds Eywv.

Thucydides 2.13.2: Ty mAw éoedfdvras duldooew, kai T6 vavTikdy, mrep

loyvovow, ééaprieafou, 7d Te 7OV Evppdywy 1o yetpos éxew.

Herodotus 1.35.1: éyovros 8¢ oi év yepol Tob maidos Tov yduov.

idem. 7.5.2: €l 76 pév viv Tadra Tprjocos Td mep €v yepai éxets.

idem. 7.47.1: xpmora éxovres mpriypata év yepoi.

Euripides Electra 610-11: év yewpi 74 07} mdvr’ éyeis . . . marpdov olkov

kal mAw AaBeiv oélev.

(I B.) idem, Andromache 93-95: éumédvre yap ywaiél répfus r@v mapeor-
1wy Kakdv ava oTou’ del kai did yAdooas éxew.

(““It is natural for women to derive pleasure from their troubles by talking
about them.”)

Xenophon Cyropaedia 1.4.25: ol 7€ d\ou wdvres Tov Kpov ia arduaros
elyov.

Herodotus 3.157.4: Zdmupov elyov év orduact aivéovres.

idem. 6.136.1: Abnvaio 8¢ . . . MidtidSea . . . elyov év orduaot.

(IV A.) Thucydides 7.8.3: 6 8¢ Ta kara 16 oTpardmedov dua pvlakijs wdAdov
10m éxwv 7 80 éxovalwy kwdvvwy.
idem, 8.51.1: xpijvou Tewyllew e Zdpov ds TdyioTa kal 7dAa év pvdaky.
(éxew év dvlaxs also occurs in 3.34.3; 4.14.5 and 129.1.)

Herodotus 7.207.1: é8dkee éNfoiia és ITedomdvvmaov Tov Iobuov éxew év
dvdaxi). (éxew év dudaxi also occurs in 1.24.1, 160.4; 5.77.3; 7.208.2;
8.23.1 and 40.2.

(IV B.) Thucydides 2.22.2: mjv e m6Aw édvidacae kai 8¢’ fovyias . . . elyev.
Herodotus 5.93.2: of 8¢ doumol Tév ovpudywv Téws uév odéas adrovs
elyov év novyiy.

Euripides Phaethon 110 (=fr. 773, 62): éxew yp1 ordu’ & novyia.

(IV C.) Thucydides 2.60.4: Suds adrods . . .8 alrias éyere.
idem. 2.59.2: 7ov uév Ilepuchéa év alrig elyov. (€. év alrig also occurs in
1.35.4; 5.60.2, 4, 63.1, 65.5 and 7.81.1.)
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Herodotus 5.106.2: Spa w1 . . . cewvrov év aitin oxis.

(IV D.) Thucydides 2.37.1: od 8’ dpyfjs Tov médas . . . éxovres.
idem. 2.64.1: pijre éue 8. dpyijs éxere.
idem. 2.21.3: Tov Ilepucdéa &v Spyf eiyov. (éxew év dpyj also occurs in
2.18.5 and 65.3.)

(IV E.) Euripides IT 683: Tadr’ odv dpofoduar kai 8’ aloxidvms éxw.
Xenophon Cyropaedia 6.1.36: opd oe . . . pofoduevdv Te éue kai év aio-
xvvys Sewds Eyovra.

(V A.) Thucydides 2.81.4: of uév "EXAves TeTaryuévor Te mpoaijoav kai 8io.
dvlakijs éyovres.

(V B.) Thucydides 5.45.5: s rjkovoar oi Abnpaior odev éx Tis Aaxeda-
{povos mempayuévov, ebbus 8 Spyijs elyov.

(VI A.) Herodotus 2.206.2: otk dv éfehjoeis . . . jabyins elvar.
Xenophon Apology 2.9.8: 6 Kpirwv év fovyia Hv.

(VI B.) Thucydides 6.34.2 and 59.2 (v. p. 395 above).
ibid. 3.79.3, (méAw) kaimep év woAXj Tapaxi kai $péPw dvras.

In studying these phrases, [ have assumed that they are representative
of larger groups of similar phrases that formed a part of the working
vocabulary of each author involved. On this assumption it is possible
to suppose that a phrase occurring only in Thucydides, for example, was
created by analogy with a phrase occurring only in Aristophanes but
presumably being a part of Thucydides’ repertoire too. This assump-
tion seems reasonable in itself and is regularly implicit in grammatical
and lexicographic expositions.

Each of these phrases, except two, may be explained as an analogue
to one of the other phrases in the group. By this I mean that each
phrase is identical in meaning to another phrase except for one change.
Three kinds of change are involved: transference from the abstract to
the concrete; reduction from the general to the particular; change of the
force of the expression as a whole from transitive to intransitive.

On the following page, I have presented a hypothetical derivation
for each phrase by means of a chart. The numbered rows are meant
to represent different degrees of distance between the basic spatial
meaning of dia and its intended meaning in each phrase. In row I, dia
is used in a way for which its basic meaning is uniquely appropriate.
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tévar
(D Sua
ardparos
éyew
dua yepds
(In
éxew éxew
Sua yeipds Sua
(1) (=dvrdrrew) ordpards
éxew Sua éxew 8ia éxew éxew Exew
(V) dvdaxijs novylas Swa alrias dua dpyijs dud aloydvys
éxew éyew
(=elvar) (=ebvar)
(V) ow dud
Pvdaxijs Spydis
elvaw Siud elvar
(VD) fovylas dua $pdBov

In rows II to V, its spatial meaning is still possibly present, but the
hypothesis that dia is intended rather as a substitute for en becomes
progressively more inviting. In row VI, dia’s basic meaning seems to
contradict its meaning in context, which seems only explicable on the
assumption that dia is meant as a substitute for en.

Let us now take up each model and analogue in turn. The phrases
of row I present no problem. As has been stated, it is quite in accord
with dia’s basic meaning to speak of sounds coming dia the mouth.
These phrases are included only because they seem to have influenced
the creation of other phrases in the group.

The phrases of row II describe the literal action of holding something
by (dia) hand. This usage seems compatible with dia’s basic meaning.
In this case, however, dia has become approximately synonymous with
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en plus the dative.  As the parallel phrases from Sophocles and Euri-
pides show, authors of this period tended to use echein en cheroin rather
more frequently than echein dia cheiros. The two expressions are cer-
tainly close in meaning. Thus when an author chose to use one, it is
probable that the other passed through his mind. This in turn would
create at least a suggestion of equivalence between dia and en with the
dative when used to complement echein. It remains to be seen whether
this suggestion or some other inference from the phrase predominated
when analogous phrases were created. It might be supposed that
echein dia cheiros would do no more than re-inforce an author’s feeling
for the spatial meaning of dia or, perhaps, suggest that dia might be
used to designate any instrumental relationship.

In the phrases numbered III A, echein dia cheiros is transferred from
literal to abstract contexts. The phrase as a whole suggests control over
or active interest in affairs, which the subject figuratively holds in hand.
It should be noted that en with the dative is also used in that way.

The phrases numbered III B seem to have been influenced by two
other sets of phrases. First, the combination dia stomatos was already
familiar from its literal use with verbs of motion or of speaking.
Second, it is inviting to suppose that echein dia stomatos was associated
in the minds of the authors who used it with echein dia cheiros. The
latter expresses any sort of actual influence over something; the former
mere talk about it. This contrast seems to be implicit in Euripides’
phrase in Andromache 9s: women cannot exercise control over their
misfortunes, but they do derive some comfort from complaining about
them.

Euripides’ phrase is interesting in another respect. He has sub-
stituted gléssés for stomatos apparently for the sake of variety. This
substitution suggests that the spatial meaning of dia is losing its influence
complaints can literally come through the mouth but not through the
tongue.

With respect to echein dia stomatos in general, it is possible to suppose
that here as in dia cheiros, dia was used to designate an instrumental
relationship. On the other hand, the parallels from Herodotus show
that the phrase would also suggest the equivalence of dia and en when
complementing echein.

Aristophanes Wasps 596-97 (III A) shows that one type of control or
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interest suggested by echein dia cheiros consisted in keeping something
under guard. Therefore, the phrases numbered IV A, echein dia
phulakés, represent a way of making echein dia cheiros more specific and
are in that sense analogous to it. The analogy, however, would be
somewhat evasive, if dia cheiros were understood in light of either dia’s
spatial meaning or of its instrumental function. The spatial relation-
ship between a hand and that which is held differs from the relation-
ship between a guard or the act of guarding and that which is guarded;
nor is guarding an instrument in quite the same sense that a hand is. If,
however, dia cheiros was understood as another way of saying en cheiri,
nothing could be more natural than the creation by analogy of echein
dia phulakés as a substitute for echein en phulakéi—that being by far the
more normal way of expressing the idea.

The phrases echein dia kindunén (IV A) and echein dia hésuchias seem
to invite the same sort of analysis. It is particularly clear that echein
dia hésuchias is not intended to express an instrumental or modal idea.
The point is not that in dealing with the city Pericles used peace as an
instrument to achieve some ulterior goal or that he himself acted in a
peaceful manner (although he may have), but rather that he sought to
keep the city in the state of peace.

Phrases IV C-E seem to represent specifications of the general idea
of echein dia stomatos. Blame, anger, and reverence mostly appear in
what people say. Like echein dia stomatos they suggest a contrast with
effective control over something (echein dia cheiros). The influence of
dia’s spatial meaning is difficult to perceive in these phrases. It is
inviting to suppose that dia bears a modal meaning in dia orgés and dia
aischunés, which suggest manners of acting. The modal interpretation,
however, does not fit well with echein dia aitias, which suggests a spe-
cific action (aitiasthai) rather than a manner of acting, nor with echein
dia stomatos, from which all three phrases seem to be derived. On the
other hand, the interpretation, dia=en, fits all four phrases well.

Phrase V A represents the transformation of echein dia phulakés into
an intransitive expression. It should be noted that echein used intran-
sitively is virtually equivalent to einai (cf. LSJ s.v. echein). In the
previous transitive phrases, one can always argue in favor of the prop-
riety of dia’s spatial meaning that the action of the verb passes from the
subject through a manner or instrument to the object. The use of dia
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with echein intransitive is, therefore, another symptom of the diminish-
ing influence of dia’s spatial meaning.

Phrase V B, echein (=-einai) dia orgés represents the same sort of
development and the same lessening of the influence of dia’s spatial
meaning.

Phrase VI A, einai dia hésuchiés culminates two lines of development.
On the one hand, echein intransitive is used by analogy with echein
transitive, while einai is a synonym for echein intransitive. On the
other hand, echein dia cheiros, “to control,” suggests guarding (echein
dia phulakés) and that, as Thucydides 2.22.2 shows, is associated with
keeping something peaceful. The use of dia throughout the evolution
of this phrase makes sense if it is interpreted as having become a sub-
stitute for en. It seems impossible to make the spatial meaning of dia
correspond to its intended meaning in einai dia hésuchiés. The dia
phrase might be taken as modal, i.e., adverbial in echein dia hésuchiés,
but not in einai dia hésuchiés.

That brings us back to where we began, phrase VI B, einai dia phobou.
Thucydides’ phrase, like Herodotus’, seems to have grown out of the
intransitive use of echein complemented by dia. With respect to the
particular meaning of the phrase, echein dia stomatos suggests several
attitudes, among them reverence (echein dia aishunés). Euripides IT 683
and Xenophon Cyropaedia 6.1.36 (IV E) both suggest that that is virtu-
ally synonymous with fear. As with einai dia hésuchiés, the develop-
ment of einai dia phobou seems quite logical on the assumption that
somewhere along the line echein dia was understood as just another way
of saying echein en.

To review: I have presented a group of dia-genitive phrases from
Thucydides and other authors. The phrases seem close enough to
each other in meaning to justify the assumption that they were crcated
one from the other by analogy or, at least, are typical of the phrases
that were actually involved in this process. Even though one phrase
as a whole may be explained as an analogue to another, it remains neces-
sary to discover how each element in the phrase was interpreted. In
the phrases under discussion, it appears that dia could not have been
consistently interpreted either in terms of its spatial meaning or in
terms of any one general function, e.g., to designate manner or instru-
ment. In two of the basic phrases in the group, echein dia cheiros and
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echein dia stomatos, however, dia with the genitive was used in such a
way as to suggest that it was little more than a substitute for en with
the dative. The assumption that in the phrases derived from these two
phrases, dia is intended as a substitute for en makes the meaning of these
derivative phrases quite clear and consistent with their contexts. It
appears in this instance, therefore, that the substitution hypothesis is
capable of providing a more economical explanation of the origin of
some phrases of abstract meaning than is the modern approach. This
is worthwhile in itself. It also provides encouragement for the attempt
to solve problems in interpreting abstract phrases with the help of the
substitution hypothesis and of the scholiasts who used it.

Thucydides 1.122.1

Let us then consider an anti-gloss from Thucydides’ scholia to a phrase
of abstract meaning, which occurs in 1.122.1: 7jkioTa yap méAepos
émt pyrois xwpet, adTos 6¢ dp’ adrod Td moAda TexvdTar TPos TO
mapaTvyxdvov: év @ o pév edopyritws adTd mpogomhjoas Pefat-
o7epos, 6 & Jdpyralels mepl adrov ovk éNdoow mrale.—dvti TOD
8uéri. (“For war does not at all proceed according to plans, but rather
devises many of its actions on the spur of the moment, in which the
person who has associated with it in good temper is relatively safe,
while the man who has become angered over it meets with disaster
no less often.—a substitute for because of which.”)

The phrase to which the gloss refers, en héi, occurs forty-seven times
in Thucydides. Its occurrences may be divided according to whether
it is used to express spatial, temporal or abstract relationships and sub-
divided, within the first two divisions, according to the nature of its
antecedent:

I. sPATIAL

A. Explicit antecedents that designate places (11 times): 1.52.1 (‘Tov év Tois
ZvuBérois Apéva, év & oi Kopivfiow dppovy); 2.86.4; 3.96.1; 4.45.2
and 92.1; 5.60.3; 6.34.6 and 66.1 and $8.2; 7.77.5; 8.11.1.

B. Implicit antecedent chérion (3 times): 2.43.2 (éAduBavov kal v Tddov
émomudTaTov odk év & keivrar udAdov, A’ év & 1) 86€a adTdv . . .
katadelmeras); 7.70.3
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C. Explicit antecedents analogues to places (3 times): 1.139.1 (76 mepi
Meyapéwv ynjdiopa . . . év & elpyro adrovs w1 xpfiobar Tois Auéot);
4.98.4; 5.64.3.

II. TEMPORAL

A. Explicit antecedent kairos or chronos (5 times): 1.43.2 (TobTov éxeivov
elvar Tov kawpov év ¢ 8 Te Vmovpydv ¢idos pdAioTa Kal 6 AVTIOTAS
éxlpds.); 6.61.2; 7.2.4 and s1.1; 8.87.1.

B. Explicit antecedents that represent periods of time (4 times): 1.21.2
(0 moAepos odros, kaimep Tav avlpdmwy év & pév Av moleudar TOV
mapovra alel péyoTov kpwivtwy dnddoer peilwv yeyevmuévos);
1.I01.2; 2.1; 7.14.3.

C. Implicit antecedent chronos (11 times) 1. with the indicative, “when,”
(9 times): 1.39.3 (ods xpijy, 6Te dodaréorarol foav, TéTe mMpooiévar,
kal un év & fuets pev Ndikduebda . . .) twice; 2.11.6 and 86.1; 3.39.2,
39.3, 40.3and 84.2;5.16.1;6.92.4. 2. with thesubjunctive, “whenever”
(2 times): 1.37.4 (Smws év & peév dv kpatdor, Pidlwvrar); 1.42.1.

Besides the passage under discussion, there remain eleven instances
of en héi used to designate an abstract relationship. Of these, six will
not concern us directly. It will suffice to indicate their essential nature.
In three of these instances, en hdi might be loosely translated, “in dis-
cussing a topic in respect to which”: 2.35.2 (yademov yap 0 perpiws
elmeiv év @ pdlis kat 1) 88knais Ths arnbelas Befatodrar. Arnold
translates: “For it is hard to speak with exact propriety on a subject
where, besides its other difficulties, it is hard to convince the hearers that
what you say to them is the truth.”), 4.17.2; 8.72.1. In two instances,
en héi might be translated, “in what condition”: 7.11.1 (katpos . . .
pabdvras Suds év @ éopév fovAevoaabar.), 7.14.3. Finally, en héi is
used in 4.18.2 apparently to mean “in respect to which”: émwdfouev
ad7o . . . Ao 8¢ TV alel SmapxdvTwy Yrdun ohadévres, v @ waaot
76 ad716 opoiws vmdpyer. Classen offers the following explanation:
hinsichtlich welcher Sache (ndmlich in dem apo ton aiei uparchont6n gndmé
sphalénai) . . . alle sich in gleicher Lage befinden.

It is apparent that none of the en héi phrases catalogued so far is
analogous to the one under discussion, i.c., in 1.122.1. In that instance,
en héi is used to suggest some sort of causal relationship between the
preceding and following clauses. This is, of course, the general force
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of the gloss, anti tou dioti. Whatever one may think of the gloss’s
additional implication that, properly interpreted, en héi does not convey
Thucydides’ intended meaning, it will nevertheless be conceded that
dioti would not have misrepresented his meaning in any substantial
way: “War is capricious; therefore, an even-tempered man fares better
in association with it.”” En hdi does not, however, bear a causal sense
in any of the usages catalogued so far. Therefore, it seems unlikely
that the use of en that Thucydides had in mind in 1.122.1 is represented
by any of these phrases.

In the remaining five instances of en hdi, the phrase is clearly causal
in meaning. It carries with it, however, an additional nuance that
reflects the basic, spatial meaning of en: localization within certain,
significant bounds. In each instance, a previous clause alludes to one
of two or more possible situations. The situation alluded to ten func-
tions as the antecedent of hdi. The en héi clause as a whole indicates a
consequence that occurs as part of this situation : it localizes the necessity
of a particular consequence within one of several, possible situations.
The en héi clause may be paraphrased as a conditional sentence without
distorting its meaning. The phrase itself is usually equivalent to “in
which event” in English.

This causal use of en héi occurs in the following sentences:

1.122.3: . . . Sovdelav: 6 kal Adyw évdowactijvar aloypov 7§ Iledomovmjow

\ ’ 4 € \ -~ -~ k] N ’ -~ N
kal mAets To0dade Do pids kakomalev. év & 1) Sukaiws Boxoluey Qv
mwdoyew 7) ua Seldlav avéyeobar.

(.. .slavery: an issue about which it would be disgraceful for the Pelo-
ponnesus to hesitate even in debate, as it would in the case of so many cities
being victimized by one. In which event”—if we should hesitate, the
result would be that—*“we would either seem to be suffering justly or to
be enduring mistreatment because of cowardice.”)

4.20.1: KaA®s . . . éxer dudorépois 7 Evvalday, mplv T dwikeoTov Sia
péoov yevduevov fuds katalafelv, év ¢ avdykn aidiov Suiv éxbpav Eyew.
(“A treaty is advantageous for both of us, before something intolerable
befalls us in the interim, in which event”—if some such thing should
happen, the result would be that—*“we would be forced to have undying
enmity against you.”)

6.18.4: 9 7is ‘EMddos ...mdoas .. .dpfouev, 1] kakdoouév yye
Zupakoaiovs, &v & kal adTol kal ol Evupayor dpednadueda.
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(“Either we will rule all Greece or we will at least weaken the Syracusans,
in which event”—even if we only do this, the result will be that—"“we
ourselves and our allies will be benefited.”)

7.68.2: émi Ty rjuerépav HAbov Sovdwoduevor, & &, €l kardpfwoav
dvdpdot pév av 7° dAyioTa mpooéfecav, maiol 8¢ kal yvvaifi Ta ampemé-

oTaTA.

(“They attacked our land to enslave it, in which event, if they had suc-
ceeded”’—the result would have been that—“they would have inflicted
great pain on the men and great disgrace on the women and children.”)
8.86.4: Wpunuévwv yop Tév év Zduw Abnraiwy mAely émi odds adrovs,
& & oadéorara ’lwviav kai ‘EAdjomovrov edfis elyov oi modéuior,
kwAvTys yévealou.

(“For with the Athenians in Samos rising up to sail against their compat-
riots, in which event”—if they had done this, the result would have been
that—“the enemy would quite clearly have taken control of Tonia and the
Hellespont, he prevented them.”)

When we return to 1.122.1 with these five phrases in mind, we see
that if en hdi is to be interpreted in its proper and normal sense, the
clause that it introduces should be taken as equivalent to a present, gen-
eral condition: *“War devises many things on the spur of the moment,
in which event—"‘ when war is thus devising things, the result is that”—
the man who has associated with it in an even-tempered manner is
relatively safe, while the man who has grown angry over the war
meets with disaster no less frequently.”

There is no difficulty with this interpretation so far as the one sen-
tence that we have considered is concerned. There is nothing wrong
with a speaker on the subject of war mentioning that when war acts
capriciously, even-tempered men do better. It is, however, difficult
to maintain precisely this interpretation of the sentence, when one
considers the context in which the sentence occurs. A Corinthian at
the Second Congress of Lacedaecmon is urging the Peloponnesians to
vote for war. In 1.121, he lists reasons for optimism in entering a war
against Athens. In the first part of 1.122, he gives a final reason for
optimism: there are many different ways to strike against Athenian
power, e.g., to induce Athenian dependencies to revolt. The speaker
adds that other similar opportunities will appear such that a person could
not at that time foresee. Then comes the sentence under consideration.
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In this context, “for ... war devises many things on the spur of the
moment” is clearly a metaphorical way of saying that war presents
unexpected opportunities to strike against one’s enemy or exposes un-
foreseen weaknesses in the enemy position, rather than a way of saying
simply that war is generally capricious. The former assertion is rele-
vant to an argument on behalf of optimism and is an expansion of the
previous sentence (to which it is connected by the particle, gar), while
the latter is neither. If then en hdi is to be interpreted as bearing its
proper and normal meaning, it appears that the speaker is assuring his
allies that when the vagaries of the forthcoming war expose, as they
assuredly will, unforeseen weaknesses in the Athenian position, then
they, the allies, will probably be able to avert disaster if they have been
even-tempered in conducting the war. That is not a sufficiently
sanguine prediction to impute to a pro-war speaker.

This difficulty has been recognized by Arnold who, despite gar,
treats the sentence as an isolated remark about the nature of war: “The
connection of the argument is rather obscure. Perhaps the speaker
wishes to disclaim being influenced by passion in urging war against
Athens so vehemently.” On this interpretation, the Corinthian argu-
ment might be paraphrased thus: “Be optimistic for the preceding
reasons and also because the war will reveal unanticipated ways to
attack Athens. It might also be mentioned that when war is acting
unpredictably whether for better or for worse, people who have
entered into it without passion do better.” This is not a very satis-
factory interpretation, but it does scem to be the best that can be ob-
tained so long as the phrase, en héi, is interpreted according to the
modern approach. (One of the conspicuous shortcomings of this
interpretation is the absence in the text of any indication of a transition
from the contemplation of favorable surprises in the course of the war
to that of unexpected turns of any sort and particularly unfavorable
ones. Finley in his translation supplies this indication by rendering
paratunchanon as “‘ emergency,” as if that word in Greek, like emergency
in English, sufficed by itself to indicate unfavorable surprises and thus
to create the needed shift in focus. This translation, however, is not
justified by Thucydidean usage, in which participial forms of paratun-
chanein suggest favorable as well as unfavorable surprises; cf. 1.76.2.)

The basic deficiency of the modern approach appears in this. So
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long as one has the modern approach alone in mind, he feels compelled
to assimilate the meaning of en hdi, whenever it occurs, to its proper
meaning as far as the immediate context will allow. In 1.122.1, this
procedure results in destroying the over-all coherency of Thucydides’
argument—as Arnold’s remarks show. The assumption that (outside
of idiomatic expressions and the exigencies of the particular context)
a word’s proper meaning is the only important factor affecting Thucy-
dides’ choice of words thus makes his thought processes seem abnorm-
ally subtle. The glossator’s interpretation, by recognizing the casual
interchange of similar expressions, restores intelligibility to Thucydides’
argument.

The force of the gloss, en héi anti tou dioti, is that in this passage
Thucydides did not use en héi in its proper sense, but rather as a sub-
stitute for the expression of related meaning, dioti, “because of which,”
to indicate an ordinary causal connection between a general truth and
one of its consequences. On this interpretation, the Corinthian argu-
ment makes perfectly good sense and may thus be integrated with the
rest of its passage: “Be optimistic for the preceding reasons and also
because the war will reveal unanticipated ways to attack Athens. For
war provides many unexpected opportunities. Therefore, a person
who enters upon it in a cool, optimistic way (despite the apparent power
of the enemy) is relatively safe (since the war will provide opportunities
to offset such power) while the person who becomes angry over the
war (resents its inception in the feeling that the odds are against him)
does not thereby diminish his chances of failure.” It might be noted
that Jowett’s translation implicitly accepts the glossator’s interpretation
of en hoi, even though it differs in some respects from the interpretation
just offered: “For war . . . strikes out a path for itself when the moment
comes. And therefore he who has his temper under control in warfare
is safer far.”

CONCLUSION

With the discussion of 1.122.1, we have come to the end of the argu-
ment projected for this essay. In it I have sought to describe the mod-
ern method of analyzing the meaning of prepositional phrases and to
compare it with that of antiquity. Subsequently, through the analysis
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of a few phrases from Thucydides, I have attempted to show that the
ancient approach retains some utility as a supplement to the modern
approach. In doing this, my primary concern has been with the prin-
ciples of interpretation involved. The Thucydidean passages discussed
were selected from this point of view rather than with regard to their
own intrinsic importance.

For the future, if explanations by substitution should recover some
favor among philologists, it would be necessary to examine anti-
scholia to parts of speech other than prepositions both in Thucydides
and in other authors as well.  Such examinations might be carried out
without the lengthy prolegomena that were necessary in this essay.

The idea of word substitution implies a certain dichotomy in one’s
view of language. An author’s actual words represent a higher level
of discourse, a rhetorical level, which, like an agitated surface of water,
distorts one’s view of the terrain beneath, i.e., the somewhat different
set of words that the author understood. Though beyond the scope
of this essay to prove, it seems likely to me that the dichotomy implied
by the anti-scholia is responsible for the frequency in antiquity of para-
phrases. For us, in a philological tradition that views every word as a
unique and directly accessible carrier of meaning, the paraphrase seems
an essentially frivolous exercise. For ancient scholars, to whom an
author’s actual words seemed only an approximation of the words
understood, the paraphrase was naturally a basic tool of philological
analysis, the draining off of rhetoric in order to get an undistorted view
of the author’s meaning. Thus the re-introduction of explanation by
substitution into classical philology would likely bring with it renewed
interest in the venerable practice of paraphrase. It would also restore
some credit to the ancient commentators—credit appropriately restored,
I believe, since those men, despite the mistakes that riddle their work,
were in many ways closer to the classical texts than any of us can ever

hope to be.
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