Notes on Dio Chrysostom
James N. O’Sullivan

N GRBS 17 (1976) 154-56 Professor Highet suggests a number of

changes in the text of Dio Chrysostom. My view of most of the

places affected differs from his. In this paper I shall try to defend
the transmitted text of a number of those passages, except for 3.86,
where I would modify Professor Highet’s solution. For convenience
I shall follow him in basing my comments on von Arnim’s edition
(2 vols., Berlin 1916, 1919).

3.86. ¢Aiav ye pny amdvrwy vevduike TGOV adTob KTHUdTWY KEAACTOV
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Kol LepWTaTOV. 0V Yap ovTwc alcxpov elvar [To BaciAevew] ovdeé émxivduvoy

XPIpoTwy amopeiv e pidwy, 0dd’ &v olTwe T yopnyla koi Tolc cTparo-

médoic kai Tf) ANy Svvduer SiaduldrTew TV eddoupoviav e TH micTeL TGV

ddwv.

76 Bacilevew del. Wilamowitz : roic Bacidebciy Weil.

Highet would read odrwc {dcdadéc) 7§ yopnyie . . . Since it does not
seem that odrwc . .. dc . .. can mean ‘as well (securely)...as...’, he
is very probably right in thinking that something has fallen out after
ovrwc. I see no objection, either, to the suggestion that the missing
word was a form of &cpadijc, which is supported not only by 3.96
(quoted by Highet) but also by the much nearer 3.89 roic pév ruxocw
odk dcpadéc elkfj peradidoven Suvdpewc; it is worth noting that in this
whole passage Dio does not seem to be striving for any great variety
of vocabulary. I am not, however, happy with {dcpadéc>: with it one
would have to understand elva:, and this would divert to itself the
av that surely belongs to SiadvAdrrew (why dv with this understood
elvae, though not with aicypov elvauw just above?).

There is a way of providing odrwc with a form of dcdatijc, leaving
v to duxduAdrrew, and getting a common construction with that verb:
read odrwe {depadiy, the adjective being predicative, agreeing with
eddaupoviav. Cf. Plut. Rom. 21F odr’ dijrryrov éavrov Siedvrafev
obre ...; Comp.Ages. et Pomp. 663D del Siepvrafer éavrov aviknrov;
Mor. 14E, 858, 87D.
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kol akolacioc, ovdelc adTd mpoceiyev ovde éxélever (Gclar avTdv, 0
&v €l moAd mpockijpeclou apyvpiov éuelev, . . .
o8’ {dv) e von Arnim : oddé e codd.

Highet proposes the deletion of apydpiov: “Diogenes never
suggested that his spiritual cures would make his patients rich: he
would have scorned the idea. Delete dpyvdpiov as an addition by a
reader who did not know that mpocAepBdvw can be used without an
object, as in Dem. 2.7.” He does not say what he would do with
moAy: with épydpiov deleted, what would 7oAd be if not object of
wpocAijpecfoe? In any case suspicion of the text comes from mis-
understanding it, as the Loeb translator also did: ‘no matter how
much richer he might become thereby’. The Greek means ‘not even
if he was (had been) going to get a lot of money besides’ (the mpoc-
means ‘in addition to the cure’): those in need of intellectual and
spiritual improvement would not seek that improvement, ‘not even
if you paid them’. There is nothing in the Greek about long-term
wealth.
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Highet sees o0 AaBeiv 8¢, kaxelvwy aAdvrwy as self-contradictory and
goes on, “The horses, like Hector himself, were tired: Dio remembers
Iliad 17.75-78 and rationalizes it. Read xauvdvrwy.” I have found no
basis for xepvévrwv in the Iliad; and I see nothing wrong with
aAdvTwv: ov negatives not just AaBeiv but also the dependent par-
ticiple: ‘it was not the case that they too having fallen prey to him he
got them into his hands’. Cf. Plut. Mor. 614D (Quaest.conv. 1.4) 0d&’
vmokovieTar, Ty Aafny dcmep elwbev ebrovov moidy kal ddukTov, where
mou@v would contradict 098’ dmokovierar unless it too were negatived
by 08’ here, and in Dio, the participle and the verb on which it
depends express aspects of a single complex activity, and it is this
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activity as a whole that is negatived. In Dio the «a{ of kéxe{vwy means
‘as well as Achilles’ and aAdvrwr echoes ededwroc used of Achilles in
the first sentence of the paragraph.

The Loeb translation is also wrong here: ‘but he did not bring them
in though they too were caught’.
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Tac mpafewc secl. von Arnim.

Highet would read dpa Taic mpdfeci. There is no pressing need for
emendation: duc is adverbial, expressing the simultaneity of progress
in mpafeic and in Adyo:, and rac mpdfewc as well as rodc Adyouvc is
governed by adéew: ‘to engage in public affairs and to promote his
political career and at the same time develop his rhetorical powers’,
i.e. ‘to engage in politics and to develop his powers as an orator while
at the same time making progress in his career’.

30.4. kai pudc éxéleve Aéyew, drav cou évriywpev, 6T cod peuvnuévoc
éreevTa. kal yap 70 cuvetvan abT@® kai SiaAéyeclou éwc deraTov mopé-

pewvev.

Highet objects to cuveivar: “the infinitive of covinue (= “under-
stand’) is shown, for instance by Herodotus 3.46.1, 3.63.4, and 5.80.1,
to be cuviévar.” iévau is, to be sure, the present infinitive of inu:, but
the second aorist infinitive is elvee (Ar. Ran. 133). The simple form is
rare, but -eivox is common: in Plato e.g. aveivar Grg. 492p; La. 1794;
Ly. 2098; Resp. 368c, 5388; Symp. 179c; Soph. 235A; adeivar Phlb. 50D,
62E; Resp. 327c, 599a; édeivar Prt. 338A; pebeivar Phlb. 50D; vveiven
(cvv-) Cra. 414p; Epin. 9798; Leg. 683B.
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Highet regards @AMjdwv as corrupt, saying “All men cannot be
superior to one another: read dAdovc &AAwv dmepéyew.” He believes,
it seems, that this would mean °...some are superior to others’,
whereas it would in fact be Greek for °. .. some are superior to one
group, others to another’ and that would be nonsense here.

The idea of reciprocity in eAMjAdwv does seem inappropriate at first
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reading, but the word can, I believe, be defended and need be regarded
neither as corrupt nor as an instance of loose usage. Men cannot, it is
true, be superior to one another in one and the same respect, but here
we have what are probably intended to be understood as three
distinct features of life: 7dyauc...8wc . .. Tipaic. Just as in the
preceding paragraph one can think of the prisoners as ringing the
changes on the physical characteristics mentioned, some being small
and good-looking, others large and ugly, and so on, so one is probably
meant here to envisage one man as being, say, honoured above others
but otherwise dogged by misfortunes that those others escape, and
so on: A is above B in one respect, B above A in another; they can in
fact be said to be superior to one another.

If aAjdwv is, after all, used loosely, without any notion of reciproc-
ity, then it may be compared with the use of éndAAndor = ‘one close
after another’ rather than the impossible ‘close after one another’:
see LSJ s.v. émdAdndoc 1, and R. C. Jebb on Sophocles, Antigone 57
(Jebb’s generalisation stumbles at Achilles Tatius 2.11.3).
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8uxalowc, which Professor Highet would change to 8{ka:c, should be
kept. It is to be taken as a substantive, on the same footing as vépotc,
with the postponed 7oic, and for the sense see LSJ s.v. 8{xaioc B.1.2.
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“The infinitive of mdpeius = “pass over’ is mapiévan” (Highet). But
mapeivon is the second aorist infinitive of wapinu. (see on 30.4 above)
and gives faultless sense: ‘pass over’ (LSJ 1.2).

3 \ 4 14 td ] \ \ 4 /7 \ 4 ~ hal
33.1. ’Eyw OBavpdlw 7i mor’ écti 16 duérepov kol Ti mpocSokdvrec 1)
BovAdpevor Todc TowovTovc awvlfpiimovc Siadéyeclan Suiv {nreire, méTepov
edduvovc olecle elvou kol POéyyecloun j6ov TGV dAAwv, émeita @cmep

k4 4 ~ 3 U4 4 € A o) 4 » »
opvéwy mobleire axovew pedwdovvrwy Suiv 7 Svvauw GAMY éxew . . .

“The adverb of sequence, éreira, makes no sense. A subordinate
clause of explanation is needed, introduced by éme:ds ye” (Highet).
But éreira also expresses consequence. This use is specially common in
questions, with a connotation of surprise, contemptuous disbelief
vel sim. (LSJ s.v. émerra 1.3; cf. elree 1), and here, of course, we have an
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indirect question. Dio is saying . . . whether you think . . ., and really
then (if that is the only merit you see in orators) long to hear...". In
view of my bracketed conditional elaboration, it is also worth com-
paring LS]J s.v. émeire 1.4.b (which, by the way, hardly belongs under
‘of mere Sequence’).
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“Such a failure,” writes Professor Highet, “is distressing but not
literally inescapable, &¢vrrov. Read d¢dpnrov.” But is not Dio saying
that if someone who claims to be a philosopher undertakes to bring
about political harmony in his city and fails, the resulting stigma will
be ‘terrible and inescapable’? That is why in his réle as political
admonisher Dio is concerned for himself. Highet seems to see rodro
as referring to failure viewed as a prospect which could, of course,
be avoided, by avoidance of the whole effort or by a better approach.
It refers in fact (in what could be seen as exaggerated terms) to the
situation obtaining after the hypothetical failure (apdpevoc. ..
édumjfn), to the stigma that the philosopher will never escape from
or live down. dévkroc of what one is already caught up in (this dis-
tinction between ‘avoiding’ altogether and ‘escaping out of” is not
made in LSJ) occurs also in Plut. Mor. 614p (Quaest.conv.1.4); Mar.
422¢c 79 MeréM@ amdrny mepirifeic dduxrov; cf. 433D we v ddvkra . . .,
adToc abTov améxtewev; Ant. 927 adny 8 elyev 7 covdiaitncic dukTov
(as one would not discover until already captivated).!
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1 While investigating instances of dguxroc and related words, I found that LSJ cite
avexdevrTove, avamodpdcrove and dvamocrdrouvc (s.vv.) from Plut. Mor. 166€ (De superst. 4),
taking them as passive (wrongly, in my view) and giving no proper indication that the
text and interpretation (precisely whether the words in question are active or passive in
force, i.e. refer to slaves or masters) are in serious doubt.



