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All oratio obliqua involves at least two speakers, the original speaker
and the reporting speaker. Contrary to received opinion, the richly
developed means of expression of O.O. in Classical Greek include
forms which suggest scepticism on the part of the second or reporting
speaker.2 The more common of these forms of ironic or sceptical

I The following abbreviations are used to refer to some standard handbooks on syntax:
Goodwin MT=W. W. Goodwin, Syntax of the Moods and Tenses of the Greek Verb
(Boston 19002); Kiihner-Gerth=R. Kiihner u. B. Gerth, Ausfithrliche Grammatik der
griechischen Sprache, Satzlehre in zwei Binden (Hannover u. Leipzig 18983 u. 19043);
SCG=B. L. Gildersleeve and C. W. E. Miller, Syntax of Classical Greek I and II (New
York, Cincinnati, Chicago, 1900 and 1911); Schwyzer-Debrunner = E. Schwyzer u. A.
Debrunner, Griechische Grammatik 1I, Syntax und Syntaktische Stilistik (Miinchen
1950); Stahl=]. M. Stahl, Kritisch-historische Syntax des griechischen Verbums der Klassis-
chen Zeit (Heidelberg 1907 u. Hildesheim 1965).

2 Accepted doctrine does recognize a similar nuance for the construction of the participle
with &g (Kithner-Gerth 2.90 fF., Stahl 719 ff., Goodwin MT §§916-19). But this form
of O.O. only gives the gist of the reported speech or thought without allowing the
original form of statement or conception to be clearly perceived. There is no statement
in any handbook or monograph known to me to the effect that the structures of §7¢(cds)
0.0. exhibiting pure optatives in primary sequence are sceptical in intention. This
has led to a poor understanding of several passages in Attic authors. However, some
commentators on Herodotus have gained this insight in relation to some passages of their
author. The clearest and best of such commentators’ remarks are those of Legrand cited
infrain the text. There is, however, also an interesting even if rather confused comment
by Stein which should be cited. He makes it in connection with a final sentence in
primary sequence which has as its subject Nile fish swimming down-stream and up-
stream, cf. Herodotus 2.93 éxduevor 7ijs yijs ém’ dpiorepa karamddovor és fdraooav,
Kkai dvamddovres omiow Ths abrfs dvréyovrar éyypiumrdpevor kal Pavovres ds
pdAwora, iva 87 wy dudprowev s 680d Sa Tov pdov (dudprorev codd. edd. pl.
dpdprwot Stahl 482) where Stein says: “dudproiev: der Optativ nach einem Haupttem-
pus zumal bei {va keineswegs selten . . . bezeichnet die Absicht als eine vom handelnden
Subjekt gedachte, und ist dann besonders an seiner Stelle, wenn es dem Sprechenden darauf
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O.0. is the use of infinitives where they would normally be excluded,
i.e.,in subordinate sentencesin infinitival O.O., in the 67 ( &s ) construc-
tion where finite forms would normally be expected, and as a narrative
verbal form used in a situation where O.O. is implied.3 The second
and less common form of sceptical or ironic O.O. is the use of the
optative in primary sequence O.O. where the rules of temporal sequence
would normally exclude it. To judge by the examples in the collec-
tion I have been able to assemble, the idiom is largely limited to literary
and scientific disputation. It does not seem to be common, but where
it does occur it is a valuable aid to interpretation. The passages will
speak for themselves.

For Herodotus, faced with his constant problem of inadequate
sources, the construction offers a welcome opportunity to recount
less acceptable versions of historical events in such a way as to discount
them, without actually rejecting them. By this device he is able to
make it clear that he thinks the Lacedaemonian version of the dis-
appearance of the gift bowl sent by them to Croesus is untrustworthy,
cf. Hdt. 1.70.2 (bis) Ofros 6 kpyijp 0Bk drrikero és Ddpdis 8 airias

ankommt zwischen jenem, dem grammatischen, und sich als dem redenden Subjekt zu
scheiden. So wiirde hier {va 7 dudprwor unentschieden lassen ob dies nicht auch nach
Ansicht des Autors der Zweck ist, durch dudproer aber wird dieser Zweck nur als ein
von den Fischen vorgestellter bezeichnet. Der Erzihler verhilt sich dazu ironisch
(8% scilicet).” The peculiar thing is that while Stein correctly understands the force
of the pure optative in this particular sentence, he is quite wrong to consider that the
pure optative frequently has this force in final sentences. So far as I know there is only
one other example, and that not certainly best so interpreted, Hyperides 3.23. If Stein
had applied this analysis to one of the several examples of primary sequence O.O.
mentioned below, he would have been able to make a sound generalization. For in
O.0. the distancing force of the pure optative in primary sequence is regularly present.
Kiihner-Gerth 2.383 quote part of Stein’s remark in connection with the doctrine of final
sentences. But Kiihner-Gerth give no further discussion or comment on the matter,
and the connection of Stein’s remark to the doctrine of O.O. is never made. I take it
that there is a certain underlying alliance between final sentences and O.O. because the
final clause itself is a purpose conceived in the mind of the subject of the leading clause.
In this particular sentence that alliance is felt so strongly that the final sentence becomes
virtually O.O. and thus the pure optative takes a force which is usually not found in
final sentences.

3 This type of infinitival ironic O.O. has been discussed for Attic authors in Guy L.
Cooper, III, Zur syntaktischen Theorie und Textkritik der attischen Autoren (Ziirich 1971)
65-83, and in further detail specifically for Herodotus in Guy L. Cooper, III, “Intrusive
Oblique Infinitives in Herodotus,” TAPA 104 (1974) 23-76. The fact that these infiniti-
val types of ironical O.O. exist substantiates the existence also of the finite-form of
ironical O.O. which this article develops.
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Supacias Aeyouévas 7dade oi peév Aarxedarpudviol Aéyovor s émeite

ayduevos és Tas Zdpdis o kpnTip éyivero kara Ty Lauiny, ...

/ €
2apor dmelolaTo adTov . .. - adrol 8¢ Zdutot Aéyovar ds, . . . ol
14 3 / \ ~ ] 4 4 AN \ 4
dyovTes . . . amébovto Tov kpnThpa év Xauw ... Tdya 8¢ Av kal ot

amoddpevor Aéyoiev, dmukdpevol és Zmdprny, ds amaupebeinoav dmo
Zapiwv.* (amerolato ABcP edd.  dmedpioavto RSV—cf.
Legrand ad loc.: “Optativum, qui post Aéyovor displicere potest,
ideo ni fallor scriptor adhibuit, ut significaret se Lacedaemoniorum
dictis diffidere.”) Notice especially the brilliant contrast between the
optatives used of the Lacedaemonian story, and the indicative dmédovro
used for the opposed Samian version of the story. An important early
criticism of Lacedaemonian venality is implicit.

Similarly the construction is found in a less likely version of Oebares’
trick with the stallion of Darius, cf. Hdt. 3.87.1 O uév 8 daot. . .,
(kalyap ém’ duddrepa Myerar vmo Ilepaéwv ) s Tijs immov Tavrns
v dpbpwv émupadoas TH xepl éxor adriy kplifas v Thow
avafvpiov . . . (éxou codd. pl. edd.  éxer PSV). Notice that this
story goes off subsequently into ironical infinitival O.O. with an
infinitive in a temporal &s clause.

In like fashion a dubiously historical anecdote concerning Pausanias
isappended to the general account of the immediate consequences of the
battle of Plataea, cf. Hdt. 9.82 Aéyerar 8¢ kai 7dde yevéobau, s Eép-
Ens pedywr éx s “ENdSos Mapdoviw mjv karackeviy karalimot
77y éwvtod. The aorist infinitive yevéofar is without influence on
the sequence, since what follows after s is O.O. and this cannot be
introduced by a verb of happening.s

A final charming Herodotean example is not spoken in the author’s
own person but represents an attempt on the part of Demaratus’
mother to discredit the stories of her son’s illegitimacy, cf. Hdt. 6.69.4
Th 8¢ oeo pdhiora kardmrovrar of éxbpor Aéyovres s adrds &
Aplotwy, . . . moAAdV dkovdvTwy ob ¢riceé oe éwvrod elvar . . .

+In a note on his parallel translation Legrand further remarks: “En émettant cette
supposition (i.e. rdya 8¢ . . . Zaplwv), Hérodote invite A croire les Samiens plutdt que les
Lacédémoniens. Déja auparavant, 'emploi qu'il faisait d’une forme d’optatif tendait
3 jeter le discrédit sur la version lacédémonienne; voir la note critique 3 dmredolaro.”

5 Sometimes a consecutive, not an O.O., particle follows ylyveofau, but that is not the
same. For ylyverar dbs=fit, accidit ut, cf. Kiihner-Gerth 2.13.11.
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aidpein TV ToloUTWY Kelvos TodTo Aaméppube TO émos (Prioeié
ABCPD! edd. pl.  ¢noi D?RSV).

Hippocrates thus presentsa philosophical attitude to medicine which he
himself rejects, cf. Hippocrates VM 20 (=Kiihlewein 1.24.5, Jones 1.52)
Aéyovor 8¢ Twes inTpol kal codraral, ds odk eln Suvarov inrpueny

R4 L4 \ k) (4 b3 s 4 \ k] ~
€ldévar 6oris un oldev & T éoTw dvbpwmos . . . Teiver 8¢ adrois
3 ’ k] / ) \ \ ~ ’ ~
0 Adyos €s dudocodiny, . .. éyw 8¢ TobTo . .. Hooov voullw T

inTpuki) Téxvy mpoorjkew 1) T ypadiki.

Repeatedly the author of the Dialexeis thus presents debaters’
propositions which he himself refutes, cf. Dialexeis 1.10-11 (Diels-
Kranz?® 2.406) (Ilept dyadd kai kakd) kal pav kai o Tov fedv kal
TI'vydvrwy Aeyouéva pdya kail vika Tois uév eols dyabddv, Tois 6¢
I'lyaot kaxdv.—dAos 8¢ Adyos Méyerar, s dAo pév Tdyabov

» b4 \ \ ’ /7 L4 \ t4 4 \
€ln, dAo 6¢é 70 kakdv, Sadépov Womep kal TAVVpaA, oUTW Kal
Td mpdyua.

Dialexeis 4.5~6 (Diels-Kranz8 2.412) (Ilepi dAabféos kai yevdeos)
8dlov dv, 67t 6 adTos Adyos, 6Tav wév adTd mapfi TO Pevdos,

’ b3 /. |4 \ \ 3 / k4 / / \ \ 4
JYevoras éoTiv, Stav 8¢ 7o dAabés, adabis . . . AMéyeTar 8¢ kal s
dMos €in 6 Pedoras Adyos, dAos 8¢ ¢ dAabris, Siadépwy Tdvupa.

Dialexeis 6.1~7 (bis) (Diels-Kranz8 2.414) (Ilepi 7ds oodias ral
7ds aperds, al 818akTdv) (1) Aéyetar 8¢ Tis Adyos ovr’ dAabrs

4 4 4 y ’ \ 3 \ k4 \ ¥ 7
olTe kawds® 6Ti dpa copia kal dpera ovTe SidakTov €in olTe
pabnTdv. Toi 8¢ Tadra Méyovres Taiode dmodelfeor xpdvrar (2)

€ ) 7/ ’ ~
ws oly oldv Te €in), al 7. dAw Tapadoins, TodTo adTov éTL Exew.

... (7) éyw 8¢ kdpra ety voullw Tévde ToV Adyor- . . .

Plato uses the construction to give the appropriate tone to a sketch
of the fiction underlying a sophist’s parable, cf. Plato, Hipp. Maj.
2868 (‘Immias) mpdoxnua 8¢ wol éort kai dpxn Toudde Tis TOD
Adyov. ’Emedy) 7 Tpoia 1jAw, Aéyer 6 Adyos o Neomrddeuos
Néaropa époiro moid éoTi kadd émrndedpara, & dv Tis émrndedoas
véos v eddokiudTaTos yévoiro.

Similarly Plato recounts part of Homer'’s story, cf. Plato, Hipp. Min.
3658 "Ev Tovrois dnlol Tois émeow (i.e., Il. 9.308-13) Tov Tpdmov

éxarépov Tod avdpds, s 6 uev Ayievs ein dAnbris Te kal dmdods,
0 8¢ ’Odvaceds modvTpomrds e Kkai Yevdis.
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Then repeatedly in the Phaedo Plato uses the construction to suggest
Socrates’ sceptical attitude toward materialistic theories of the soul, cf.
Phaedo 87D-E dv dain ékdomnyy 7dv uxdv moda cdpata kataTpiBew
.. . (€ yap péoL 76 odpa Kai dmoddoiro &t {@vTos Tob dvfpdimov,
aAX’ 7 z/l?x:)E 70 kataTpiBdpevor avvdaivor [O.R. €l . . . pei . . .
kal améMTar . .. aAX’ . .. dvvdaivel]) . .. dmolouévns O¢ Ths
Jvxfs, 767’ 10n v Pvow Tis dobeveias émekviol To odpa kal
Taxd oamév Suolyoito. The optatival O.O. here, introduced by ydp,
resumes then freely after intermediate O.R.. with only a genitive absolute
as introduction, cf. Kithner-Gerth 2.544.2).

Plato, Phaedo 9sCc-D kwMdew ¢ns mdvra Tadra umview . .. 67
. TOAVXPOVIoY . . . éoTw Yuxm . . . kal TadaTwpovuérn Te &)

~ \ ’ ’ \ -~ / b1 -~ /. ’
TobTov Tov Biov {dn kai Tedevtdod ye év T kalovuévw Oavdre
amoMvoiro. At the unacceptable conclusion of the theory which is
here paraphrased optatives succeed to an indicative.

Plato, Phaedo 968 *Ap’, émeldav 76 Oeppov kai 76 Yuypov onmeddva

\ 4 (4 b4 ’ \ \ -~ /’ 3 b
Twa AdBy, ds Twes éleyov, ToTe O Td {Ha cuvTpéperar, . . . 6 8
2} /’ ’ ’_ 3 \ b 4 / ~ 3 / \ e A \
€yképalds éoTw 6 Tas alobjoes mapéxwy Tod drovew kai opav kal
k3 /7 k] / \ / / \ ’ b3 \ /
ooppaivesbar, ék TovTwy 8¢ yiyvoiTo urriun kai 86€a, éx 8¢ uvijuns
kal 86éns, AaBovons 1o Npepeiv, kal TaiTa yiyveahar émomiuny;
This is a slightly freer passage where a parenthetical verb of speaking
in the philosophical imperfect sets up an O.O. framework of virtually
primary sequence (Kiihner-Gerth 1.145, SCG 217 ff.). Present indica-
tives which then follow are succeeded by an optative and finally by an
infinitive as the physical theory of intellection is perceived in its con-
clusions with increasing incredulity by its reporter—Socrates. Notice
that the indicatives, the optative and the infinitive are parallel, and that
the change of mood can only be explained within the primary sequence
0.0. framework set up by ds Twes édeyov.

Xenophon uses the construction to describe a deceptive report
which is to be issued for tactical purposes during warfare, cf. Cyr.
2.4.17 AMN’ éorw, épm o Kipos, kal mpédaow karackevdoar kal
b] 4 ] k4 \ ¥ 3 -~ 3 4 (3 3N ’
évfdde ok dmoTov, kal 7y Tis éxeioe éayyeldy s éyir Bovdoluny
peydAay Bipav moijoar.

Demosthenes uses it to introduce an unacceptable alternative position
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during his exposition of his understanding of the best Athenian policy
for the years 353-52, cf. Dem. 16.5 09 yap éeivé y° dv eimoypev,
s dvraldéacfar Bovdoipeba dvrimddovs Aaxedapoviovs avri
OnPaiwv, 08¢ ToiT’ €00’ ¢ omovddlopev, AAN’ Suws undérepor
Suvijoovrar undév fuds ddikeiv (Bovloiueba codd. Kiihner-Gerth
1.257 Weil  Povloiued’ dv Kiihner Butcher Croiset  BovAdueba
Madvig).6

The consideration of these examples establishes two points—
firstly that the pure optative in 87 (s ) constructions of the primary
sequence does constitute a definite, recognizable and critically accept-
able usage, and secondly, that the purpose and effect of this idiom is
to allow the reporting speaker to take up a position of distance and
reserve, even of scepticism towards the discourse he reports.”

6 It would not be palacographically hard to add a conjectural dv here, because the repe-
tition of the syllable dvraAddéacBar. . . dvrimrddovs . . . dvre. . . makes the assumption
of haplography plausible. And the optative could even be interpreted as potential
without the addition of dv, because it may be the ear could be cheated by such a series
of similar syllables, so that a syllable would be heard in one connection and understood
in two (cf. B. L. Gildersleeve, AJP 12 (1891) 387 and Schwyzer-Debrunner 32532).
But I would reject either expedient because both would result in giving BovAoiuefo
a potential sense, and that does not seem to suit the passage. Demosthenes is being
deliberately subtle, and allowing both himself and his audience to enjoy the sensation
of sophistication which Realpolitik provides. Only the oblique optative with the irony
it suggests in this construction really fits those expressive purposes.

The same argument applies to the Xenophon passage just cited. In a fair number of
places in Attic a pure optative stands with potential force, and so, although it would be
exceptional, the optative in this passage might be potential too. But a potential optative
would not serve Xenophon’s purpose so well. He wishes to portray Cyrus as hatching
a war-plot based on false rumors, and only the oblique optative gives the passage the
appropriate tongue-in-cheek color.

71 am most grateful to Dr. J. W. Poultney and to Dr. Alison Burford for reading and
commenting on earlier drafts of this paper.
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