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1T § 29 wut vid., B (immort. FP) || 25 potest om. P ||

nullum aeternum-—igitur omne animal (v.
27) in ras. A% || 26 ad accipiendam —omne
animal om. B! || fruendam A2B CHFMUPV?

ferendam A3V'2 | 27 dissoluibisli A1 dissolui-
bile AZB'CPV! | necesse—enim] necesset
enim Bl ||

P. ScuwENKE.

(Continuabitur.)

BURY'S NEMEAYN ODES OF PINDAR.

The Nemean Odes of Pindar, edited with
Introductions and Commentary, by J. B.
Bury, M.A, Fellow of Trinity College,
Dublin. London; Macmillan and Co.
1890. 12s.

TaE editor of this volume exhibits in a
singular degree the originality and the
versatility that we so often find in the fore-
most scholars of the University of Dublin.
He has already made his mark as the his-
torian of the later Roman Empire from
Arcadius to Irene, but instead of resting on
the reputation he has attained in that
department of study, he now appears in a
new light as an editor of Pindar. There is
hardly a page of his work on the Nemean
Odes which does not give proof of critical
acumen, scholarly insight and literary skill ;
and, if we sometimes feel that he has
strayed too far into the domain of fancy
instead of keeping within the borders of
fact, we can almost forgive the fault (if
fault it be), in our gratitude for the fresh
interest with which he has handled many a
familiar problem of Pindaric interpreta-
tion.

Nevertheless, we feel bound to admit that
a continuation of Professor Gildersleeve’s
admirable commentary, or an edition of
the Nemeans and Isthmians on the same
general lines as that scholar’s edition of the
Olympian and Pythian Odes, would have
been still more welcome. The editor appears
to have taken no notice of Professor Sey-
mour’s Selected Odes of Pindar (1882), or
Croiset’s La Potsie de Pindare (1886), while
the way in which he mentions Cookesley’s
edition in the Preface leaves on the reader’s
mind the erroneous impression that it was
confined to the Olympian and Pythian Odes.

As regards his relation to his other prede-
cessors, he justly acknowledges the merit of
Dr. Fennell’s ‘sound work’ as an editor of
Pindar, while he also pays a special tribute
to the value of his ‘learned essay on the
pentathion.” He rejects the theory of West-

phal, that the poems of Pindar are framed
on the lines of the momos of Terpander.
This theory was accepted and worked out in
elaborate detail by Mezger in the com-
mentary which he published in 1880. Mez-
ger's own contribution to the investigation
of the structure of the Pindaric ode was
the discovery of the poet’s practice of re-
peating ‘some particular word in the same
verse and jfoot of different strophes’ or
epodes, and of indicating thereby ‘some
connexion in thought between two separated
parts of the ode’ This law of verbal
responsions is accepted without reserve by
Mr. Bury, who has carried the principle still
further by showing that, besides these for-
mal and emphatic responsions, the poet often
indicates the train of his thoughts by verbal
echoes in any portion of his poem inde-
pendently of the metre. The habit of
listening for these echoes has apparently
produced in Pindar’s latest interpreter an
almost undue susceptibility to the effects of
sound, even in cases where the sound is sug-
gestive of something completely outside the
poem itself. Thus in a passage in the
Righth Pythian, written in honour of an
Aeginetan, soon after the conquest of Aegina
by Athens (B.c. 457), he finds what he
describes as ‘an interesting instance of
an etymological allusion.’

The victor who bad won his laurel wreath in
wrestling had thrown four competitors ; and of these
defeated men it is said that they did not return home
to be welcomed by the smiles of their mothers, xara
Aabpas xopov amdopot mrdaoovt: auupopd Seday-
pévor, ‘they cower aloof from dances, in lanes.” The
expression is strange ; but it wins significance if we
suppose that one at least of the wrestlers was an
Athenian, and that Aadpas alludes to the silver mines
of Laurium—Aavpior being really a diminutive of
Aabpa. The suggestion, then, covertly expressed is
this : an Aeginetan has vanquished an Athenian in
wrestling ; well, let the the Athenian skulk in those
mines, the source of the strength of his country-
men.

Now, there is nothing to prove that there

was a single Athenian competing in this
particular contest. But, even assuming
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there was, there is something exceedingly
odd in the notion of the Athenians hiding
themselves in their silver-mines in their
mortification at an Aeginetan victory.
Again the mines were worked by slaves.
‘Why should the defeated competitors (who
were necessarily free men),—why should
their friends or countrymen, ¢ skulk in the
mines’? And how can Laurium be ‘a
diminutive of Aavpa’? A hillside pierced by
a multitude of shafts and passages cannot
be described with accuracy as a little Aavdpa.
And, lastly, why should the Greek for
Laurium be printed Aavplov, instead of
Aadprov or (better still) Aavpeov ?

Similarly, in V. @i 14, "Exrop Alavros
drovoev is fancifully interpreted : heard Ajax
like a rushing wind ; Aias by virtue of his
name being conceived as a blast (dnue)’, and
this although Pindar elsewhere finds in Afas
an echo of alerds. In the present passage,
though the editor believes dxovoer to be
sound, he suggests éxovoev (=ékdpoev from
xo® =aleldvopar). Again, in N. vi, we are
told that Pindar is playing upon the names
of &a and ala, that épard and Zpvea have a

mysterious connexion with &a, and that.

even dagxiots contains the Harth-omen of D4
or Damitér (Demeter). 8o also, in N. vii
37, in the description of the return of
Neoptolemus, ‘he missed Scyrus strongly
suggests deviation from a paved road, a
68os ockvpoTd’!

The Introduction is divided into three
chapters, (1) Z%he Interpretation of Pindar,
(2) The Construction of the Pindaric Ode, and
(3) The Text. At the end of the first chap-
ter, we have a striking description of the
Hellenic spirit as embodied in the poems of
Pindar :—

A divinity crowned with flowers is a happy image
for the spirit which presided over ¢ the delightful things
in Hellas’ and illuminated Pindar’s imagination.
By the shores of the midland sea, not yet ¢ dolorous,’
were raised, under a really benignant breath, palaces
of musie, shining afar, and statues of ivory and gold.
Haggard forlorn faces, wizened forms did not haunt
the soul, nor were therc any yearniugs to heavenward,
Grace, which maketh the ways of men soft, (0.1 30)
being arbitress there with undivided right and
¢ crowned with flowers’ in those bright pagan
borders.

Such a trivial word as ‘really’ (a word
that occurs far too frequently in this book)
is perhaps out of place in such a context ;
and the description as a whole is not dis-
tinctively suggestive of the spirit of Pindar.
It recalls far more the general tone and even
some of the phrases of Schiller’s Gaotter
Griechenlands, e.g.

¢ Schione Welt, wo bist du? Kehre wieder,
Holdes Bliithenalter der Natur,” &c.
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The chapter On the Text incidentally
describes Moschopulos and Triclinius as
‘students of the fifteenth century.)’ It
would be more correct to place them in the
early part of the fourteenth century.
Manuel Moschopulos, a pupil and friend of
Maximus Planudes, and a contemporary of
Thomas Magister, lived under the second
Emperor in the dynasty of the Palaeologi,
Andronicus I1I (1282—1328); similarly
Demetrius Triclinius who lived (probably at
Constantinople) in the beginning of the
fourteenth century, was one of the most
eminent scholars in the age of the earlier
Palaeologi. Mr. Bury has apparently con-
founded the date when these scholars
actually lived with the century in which
most of the extant mss of the ‘Triclinian’
and ‘ Moschopulean’ recension were copied.
Towards the close of the same chapter, the
study ef Pindar’s verbal responsions sug-
gests to the editor an alteration in the
Tenth Pythian, 1. 38, Motoa & obk dmwodapel
Tpowots éml opérepoigr.  Tpdmwors is here
altered into wpdmas, ¢ echoed in wpémer (1. 67).
wpéros is formed from wpérw, as Tpdros from
Tpérw.”  wpémous is interpreted to mean rites
or solemnities. The word is not to be found
in any of the lexicons,—not even in Hesy-
chius. A4 proposof this rash innovation, the
editor discusses the principles underlying all
such proposals for the correction of ancient
texts, and sums up in favour of this par-
ticular suggestion; but he frankly admits
that different minds will always estimate
differently the amount of evidence required
to render such a conjecture probable.

Mr. Bury has introduced not a few con-
jectures of his own in the text of this
edition. It is only fair to say that in tex-
tual criticism he resolutely sets his face
against merely plausible guesses which fail
to explain the origin of the corruption.
Accordingly many of his emendations, even
when they fail to command our consent, are
instructive as examples of a generally sound
critical method. The principal alterations
which I have observed are the following.

In N.1i 48, he proposes é& & dp drharov
wéhos (for Béhos or déos) wAife yvvaixas.
wéhos is ‘related to wélwp’, and Hesychius has
wéhos* péya, TepdoTiov. In 1 66, mdocav
(Aeolic for wivew) pdpov, instead of Sdoew,
‘would give mauny of them a draught of
direst doom to drink.’ In 1. 46, accepting a
conjecture by Schmidt, he prints dyxopévos
8¢ xpdpos (for xpdvos) Yuxis drémvevoey pekéwy
4pdrov, ¢ as they were throttled, the breath
of life left their unutterable limbs in a
gurgling hiss.” ¢ For ypduos see Hesychius.’
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As it is not likely that any large number of

those who use this edition will have Hesy-

chius at hand, his evidence (such as it is)

should have been set forth in full thus:

xpopados kpdros, Yépos.

Xpopn: pvaypds, oppi), Bpdoos.

XPO/LOLS‘ XPE,U.ETLO'}LOL;.

Xpdpos: Yixos (1) Yopos words: of 8¢ xpeperio-
10s.

In iii 56, he reads dyhadkpavov Nmpéos
Oyarpa (for dyladkoAwoy or dyladkapmov),
three Mss having dyAadkapvov.

In iv 65-68, the marriage of Peleus and
Thetis is thus described :

Eyapev Wibpdvov piav Nypetdwy

€idev & elxukAov Epav,

7ds odpavod LBacihfjes wdvrov T épelipevor

d6pa. kai kpdros éf¥Ppavav (for éépavav)
éyyeves alrg

(¢ wove, as their gifts, a web of sovereignty

to devolve upon his race’).

Mr. Bury might have defended his in-
genious proposal by quoting Catullus 64, 303
where the gods are similarly described as
taking their seats at this marriage, niveis
Slexerunt sedibus artus, while the Parcae spin
the thread of destiny (cf. é&ddavarv) for
Peleus and Thetis, singing as the refrain of
their song : currite ducentes subtemina, currite
Jusi.

In iv 93, he prints 7ov Ed¢pdrys é0élwv
yepardswpomdrop | deioerar pBiuévors (‘of whom
E. will be full fain to sing to the dead’),
instead of the unmetrical line 6 oos deloerar,
mal. Inl 91 74 & alrds dv ms iof (subj. of
{oapi), instead of dv 7is Tdxy.

In v 43, the mMss. have: ot peratfavra kal
viv Teds pdtpws dydAder kelvov dudoropov Evos
Il¥6eas. Mr. Bury's text is: 'Iofuol 7
difas dvra’ kal viv Teos pdrpws dydAlel kelvov
Spbamopov &vos, ITvbhéa.

In vi 6, for wérpos dvre’’ Eypaye Spapelv
wori ordfpav, Mr. Bury prints wdrpos dvaf
7 &ypafe kA, In L 18 &vea mpbros
<&rosoev> ar 'Aldeod. In 1. 50 wveixos
"Axiheds dpave yapdle kafas d¢ dppdrov. In
L. 64 {oov omoyu (for elmoyur).

In vii 19, Gavdrov wdpos dpa (for mapa
ogapa) véovra, ¢ hie together to the presence
of death.” 1. 22 rorard <'pdpi> paxava (for
7e or ye). In L 31, a difficult passage is
thus punctuated and translated: ra 8@
vyiverar, v Beos afBpov avfer Adyov Tebvaxirov
BoaBéwy, Tol mapd péyav dpuaddv edpukdimov
porov xbovds, ¢ but those have honour, whose
fame a god causes to wax fair and fine, even
the dead warriors, who came to the great
navel .of large-bosomed earth.’ 1. 36,
ikovro 8 els Egpav mhayévres (2 aor. of
whdlo), ‘driven from their course.’ 1. 68,
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padov 8 Tis dvepetl (for dv épel), e map
pélos €pxopar YdyLov dapov évvémwr.

Edfevida wdrpobe Sdyeves, dmopvio
p) Téppa wpofas dxovl bre xalkomwdpaov Spoat
fodv yAdooav, bséx o Emeppev (for
érepuper) mahaiopdrov
adxéva kai ofévos ddiavrov, aiffwva wpiv deliy

Yvtov éumeaeiv (vii. 70).

This difficult passage is translated and
explained as follows: ¢ Sogenes, of
Euxenid clan, I swear that I overstepped
not the line when I propelled thy swift
tongue like a bronze-tipped spear which
released thy neck and thews from the sweat
of the wrestling-bouts, ere thy body met
the rays of the burning sun’. . .An
opponent of Sogenes transgressed the line
beyond which he should have stood and was
disqualified from event, in which perhaps
he hoped to win. He consequently retired
from the competition and Sogenes was
released from the necessity of contending
with an additional adversary, probably a
dangerous adversary, in the wrestling.’

In 1. 85, Mr. Bury proposes éra for éug.
In viii 2, rapbevyiois véois for dre wapfevniors.
1b. 40 s dre Sévdpeov olvas (for divoe). In
ix 24, o‘xl.’o‘a,zg...xplfgll’ &'1/3,0’ &;L’ trrots (for
xkptpev & dp frmois). In ix 47 od wipoow
<wdpos Tis> for odxér (or &ori) Tépow.

x B, mola & Alydnrre Ie xrioev (for
kargrobev) dory. 1. 37, épémer for érerar.
1. 41, wvikadopiats yap érais Ilpoirowo 768
trrorpopov dotv BdAnoev for v. y. Soats immo-
Tpépov dorv 76 Ipdira. 1. 48, wap Aws Orjxe
Sopw (for dpduw). L 60, dxa for alypa. 1.
75, Geppa 7éyywv Sdxpv’ dua ovovaxals for
feppir 8¢ Téyywv Bdxpuva oTovaxats. 1. 84,
adrds olkelv airos OvAdumov Béas for aidros
"Olvpmov é0éhers. In xi 13, wepapeioerar
(for wapapevoerar, and 4b. 17, éraweiocfar for
alveicfar. It is impossible to discuss all
these suggestions in the present notice, but
some of them deserve the carefal considera-
tion of all who are interested in the restora-
tion of the poet’s text.

In an author like Pindar, the criticism of
the text and the interpretation and illustra-
tion of its meaning are almost inextricably
intermingled, and the present editor has
wisely made no attempt to separate these
two elements in his commentary. It would
be easy to quote from his pages pumerous
examples of perspicuous translation as well as
of lucid exposition, e.g. the note on . i 24,
Aoyxe 8¢ pepdouévors éofihovs Tlwp kamvd
¢pepew, ‘But he hath won good friends to
quell as with water the smoke of envious
cavillers ’ ; also that on vii 93, érel 7erpdo-
powow &F dppdrov Lvydts & Tepéveaar Sduov
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&xeu Teols, dpudorépas iy xepds,  For he hath
his house at the precincts of thy temples,
which face him, like the yoke-arms of a
four-horsed chariot, on either hand as he
goeth forth.” In ii 10, dori & éowkds Speidv
ye Mehewddawv iy TpAdfev "Qaplwv’ dvetafac ( © It
is meet that the Mountaineer (Orion) should
rise at no long distance from the Mountain
Maids, the Peleiads’), the mention of the
Pleiads is ingeniously explained as an allu-
sion to the seven victories won by the
Timodemidae at Nemea. The parallel pas-
sages quoted in the commentary are judici-
ously selected and are generally suflicient
for their purpose. But on V. iv 18,
Mrrapiv—Afavav, one misses a reference to
the well-known fragment of Pindar pre-
served in the scholia on Aristophanes: & 7al
Mrapal kal logrépavor kal doldipor, "EANddos
épeopa, khewal "Afavar. Again, the twice-
repeated comparison between families that
are distinguished in alternate generations
and fields that are productive in alternate
periods of time (. vi 9 and xi 40),
might have been illustrated by a somewhat
less familiar passage in the Rhetoric of
Aristotle, ii 15 § 3, ¢opa vydp 7is éorwv &
Tois yéveow Avdpdv Gamep év Tols KaTA XWpas
yiyvouévors, kal éviore dv 7 dyabdv TS yévos,
éyylvovrar Ol Twos xpdvov dvdpes wepurToi,
kdweTa wdlw dvadidwow.

Mr. Bury's first thoughts are sometimes
better than his second, yeide yap Hmivown
T yvdpyr. Thus in N. 1 13, omweipé vwv
dylaiay Tivd vdow, orelpew is naturally under-
stood as spargere and the line is thus trans-
lated : ¢ fling then something of beauty over
the island.” In an additional note it is
suggested at some length that oreijpev may
originally have meant ¢to set in order, to
range’ and we thus get a new rendering :
‘twine a bright wreath of song for the
island.” But by the time the editor reaches
L 18 woAAGv éméfav rawpdv ot Yeider PBaldy,
which he interprets, ‘I have found meet
matter for many praises without flinging one
false word,” he has his misgivings as to his
¢ somewhat bold explanation of oweipe,” and
virtually withdraws it,—(al yap 7pirar wov
¢ppovrides dopdrarar). It would surely have
been better to strike out the additional note

altogether. It endswith a misprint, efpe for
elpe. Such misprints, however, are exceed-

ingly few, as the book has been printed
with commendable care by the Cambridge
press. The only slips worth noticing are on
N. x 29 (p. 203) tenere (for temere) precor as
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a translation of wapaireicfar, and on the
very next page: ‘Dissen owns that &recfa
with a dative verigimile non est’ Either
‘dative’ is a mere slip of the pen for ¢accu-
sative,” or it may be conjeectured that the
original note in Mr. Bury’s manuscript ran
as follows: ‘Dissen owns that &reocfa
<with an accusative, in the same sense
as &reofoc> with a dative, verisimile non
est” If so, this is an interesting instance of
¢ parablepsia’ on the part of a modern com-
positor, who is apt to make mistakes that
are sometimes analogous to those of an
ancient copyist.

1t is a matter of surprise that an edltor
of the Nemean Odes should have not thought
it worth while to supply us with an intro-
ductory account of the Nemean Games. He
says nothing of the scene of the contest,
which is so admirably deseribed in Clark’s
Peloponnesus (pp. 60—64). He never dis-
cusses the indentification of the plant which
supplied the victor’s crown. He is content
to render océlwov by the customary and
merely conventional equivalent, °parsley’
(petroselinon sativum) ; whereas there is
every reason to believe that it is the ‘ wild
celery’ (apium graveolens). Both plants
belong to the same tribe, the wmbelliferae ;
‘parsley’ and ‘celery’ are both derived
ultimately from oé\wov; but any one who
examines the coins of Selinus, as figured in
Imhoof-Blumer’'s Tier und FPflanzenbilder ix
9—12, vi 8, and elsewhere, will recognise
that it is the ¢ wild celery,” with its leaves
parted into three portions with irregularly
serrated edges, that most closely resembles
the plant on the coins.

These, however, are unimportant omissions
in a work that, in spite of miany extrava-
gancies of fancy, attains on the whole, a high
standard of completeness. At the close of
the Ninth Nemean the poet prays that ¢ by
the aid of the Graces, he may shoot very
near to the mark of the Muses.” We may
be permitted to borrow the language of the
editor’s criticism on this passage when we
add that it appears to be characteristic of
Pindar’s lafest exponent, to desire, like
Pindar himself, ‘not perfection, but only a
close approach thereto ; yet if we judge that’
in a work of undoubtedly lofty aim he has
shot very near to the mark, ¢ we shall hardly
transgress seriously the limit of even Greek
moderation’ (p. 106).

J. E. Sanpys.




