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THE TEXT OF THE HOMERIC HYMNS.!
Parr II.

Ix the first part of this dissertation an account was given of the MSS.
which contain the Homeric Hymns, their families ascertained and an
approximation made towards the character and ages of their archetypes. Our
next step is to compare these four archetypes, m = y and p, among themselves,
with the view of discovering if, and how, they are related to each other, and
what is the intrinsic value of their respective traditions. To do this I
examine the readings of each archetype in detail, judging each variant in its
turn and comparing it with such examples as I can produce that illustrate its
particular case. I endeavour to assign each variant to the category of correct
original, independent variation, pure corruption, half-intentional correction,
and intentional interpolation. Upon the totals of these different classes
given by each archetype depends its character and value. It will be seen
that I am a disbeliever in the @ priori method of dealing with MS. tradition,
the method which selects, whether on good or bad grounds, one family as the
source of pure tradition and rejects the rest as doctored and vicious, calls
their good readings corrections, and their additions interpolations. I see
rather in the divergence of families the working of accident, incalculable and not
to be formalized. I start from the scribe in his function as a copyist, bent on
the production of a marketable article and with no Mephistophelian predis-
position to pervert tradition, and I call in the first place, to explain variants,
on the natural conditions that attend such a function, unconscious errors of
eye and hand, semi-unconscious tricks of memory and association, conscious
correction within slight limits and approximative to the clerical ; these causes
I endeavour to support by analogy, and only in the last resort and in the
light of clear proof bring in the kritische Thitigkeit of the patient copyist.
I believe therefore that families differ only in degree, that Providence has
scattered survivals of the original over all of them, in unequal proportions,
and that in short, regard being naturally had to the general character of a
family, every particular case must be judged on its merits.

1 As I send these sheets to press I receive, Osnabriick 1895. I see on a first reading
through the kindness of the writer, Dr. that the same view in essentials of the single
Hollander’s tract Ueber die neu bekannt gewor- MSS. and their relations is taken that I have
denen Handschriften der homerischen Hymnen,  expressed in Part L.
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To illustrate the variations of these MSS. I have drawn largely on the
MSS. of the Iliad and Odyssey, analogous documents whose history is on a
For the Odyssey I quote from Ludwich;
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larger scale that of the Hymns.

on the Tliad I use, besides La Roche’s material, my own unpublished collations

of the Italian MSS. T give below a list of the symbols by which I refer to

them

la Taur. 1 = Laurenziana 31, 5. Vat. 8 = id. 7.
Laur. 2 = id. 32, 1. Vat. 9 = id. 902
Laur. 3 = id. 32, 4. Vat. 10 = id. 903.
Laur. 4 = id. 32, 5. Vat. 11 = id. 915.
Laur. 5 = id. 32, 6. Vat. 12 = id. 1315.
Laur. 6 = id. 32, 8. Vat. 13 = id. 1316.
Laur. 7 = id. 32, 10. Vat. 14 = id. 13817.
Laur. 8 = id. 32, 11. Vat. 15 = id. 1318.
Laur. 9 = id. 32, 18. Vat. 16 = id. 1319.
Laur. 10 = id. 32, 22. Vat. 17 = id. 1404.
Laur, 11 = id. 32, 25. Vat. 18 = id. 1626.
Laur. 12 = id. 32, 27. Vat. 19 = Palat. 6.
Laur. 13 = id. 32, 28. Vat, 20 = id. 12.
Laur. 14 = id. 32, s1. Vat. 21 = id. 150.
Laur. 15 = id. 32, 38. Vat. 22 = id. 180.
Laur. 16 = id. 32, 47. Vat. 28 = id. 310.
Laur. 17 = id. 91 sup. 1. Vat. 24 = Urbin. 136.
Laur. 18 = id. 91 sup. 2. Vat. 25 = id. 187.
Laur. 19 = id. Conv. soppr. 48, Vat. 26 = id. 138.
Laur. 20 = id. Conv. soppr. 139, Vat. 27 = Ofttob. 58.
M 1 = Milan (Ambrosiana) A 181 sup. Vat. 28 = id. 303.
M 2= id. B 39 sup. Vat. 29 = id. 342,
M 3= id. B 150. Vat. 30 = Reg. 92.
M 4= id. E 35 sup. Vat. 31 =  PioIL. - 38.
M 5= id. F 101 sup. Ven. 1 = Mare. 431.
M 6= id. H 77 sup. Ven. 2 = id. 455,
M7= id. 1 4 sup. Ven. 3 = id. 456.
M 8= id. I 58 sup. Ven. 4 = id. 458.
M 9= id. I 98 inf. Ven. 5 = id. 459.
M10 = id. L 73 sup. Ven. 6 = id. 4595,
M1l = id. L 117 sup. Ven. 7 = id. 514,
M1i2 = id. M 86 sup. Ven. 8 = id. 612
M13 = id. E 56 inf. Ven. 9 = id. cl ix. cod. 2.
Vat. 1 = Vaticani greci 26. Ven. 10 = id. cl ix. cod. 16.
Vat. 2 = id. 217. Ven. 11 = id. cl ix. cod. 21.
Vat. 3 = id. 28. Ven. 12 = id. cl ix. cod. 25.
Vat. 4 = id. 29. Ven. 13 = id. cl ix. cod. 33,
Vat. 5 = id. 30. Other signs are explained where they first
Vat. 6 = id. 31 occur,
Vat. 7 = id. 50.
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Upon casting up this table it appears that « and p agree against m in 85
cases, m and x against p in 41, and m and p against # in 7. Without
relying too strongly on these figures we may conclude that z and p agree in
about twice as many cases as those in which they differ, and that therefore
they are about twice as near each other as m is to the nearer of them ().
This result of counting agrees with what one would have expected from the
palpable fact that zp omit the Demeter Hymn while m has it.

¥, seeing that we have it quoted only where it differs from w, agreed
presumably in the main with z. Otherwise of the 30 recorded divergences
from z, 15 are peculiar to ¥, 5 are common to both m and p, 5 to m only, and
5 to p only. As regards m and p therefore,  is half-way between them.
~ The general relationship of the archetypes is therefore settled. We
proceed to investigate their intrinsic value. I begin with the family reputed
least good, .

Ap. 19, mavrov p, wavrws , waviooe M. Ildvrws is fixed by 207,
besides being a good Homeric word. The reason for the existence of wavrwv
is hard to find. Cf. however Solon iv. 29 Bergk wdvrws, -0, -as, Theognis
26 mavreoo’, -ws, -as. The coincidence with the disturbance in M 1is
curious,

21. mavroTpidov p, moptiTpédor mz. We cannot suppose that the
seribe of p shared Gemoll's opinion as to the inappropriateness of mwopTe-
7podov. His reading is a graphical corruption, beginning with the vowel (so
wopdatis, wapdaris N 103, P 20, ® 573, 8 457), followed by the usual change
of v for p (see p. 174). As to the reading to be adopted, there can be no
doubt that Gemoll is over-nice. The fact that in an enumeration of the
properties of Ithaca that island is called BovBotos is nothing against the
propriety of sropTiTpddos as an epithetum ornanms of continent opposed to
islands. KEven in Odysseus’ case all his oxen and part of his sheep and goats
afe év melpe (£ 100), and the only beef the suitors get is carried over by
TopBudies with Philoetius (v 186).

24. Nuvas e Oardoons p, Muéves x (def. M). Aluvrn is found in the
sense of sea in Homer, see Lexx., but not with a genitive of faracoa. It
may be a graphical corruption from Aiuéves, € and es abbreviated. Hardly a
pure conjecture.

32. dyylanos Iemdpnbos p, ayyudirn z (def. M). p is very probably
right ; B 640 ya\xida 7 dyylalov, 697 dyylarov T avrpdva (ayyiaingy
Zenod.), Theocr. xxv. 65 ‘Elikns é§ dyyidrowo, Ap. Rhod. iv. 425 8/p év
apdidle.

The laws as to the number of terminations of adjectives in verse are
loose, ¢f. Lobeck Paralip. p. 474 sq., Kiihner-Blass § 147 esp. p. 538. As the
MSS. in the Hymns vary considerably, I give in a table nine places where
the question arises:

Ap. 32 ayyrary Ilewapnbos = dyylaros p (def. M).
1b. 181 Ajoco mepirAdaTov m repicAioTns Lp.
1b. 251 auipiTovs kata vigovs m dudipiTas Lp.
T2
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Herm, 124 katactvpély évi mérpn m kaTacTvdérw xp.
b, 209 Bovalv évkpaipnaw mz évepalpotaiy p.

1b. 272 Rovol pet’ dypaivAnat m dypavloiat zp.

. 412 dypavinoi Béecaty mx dypavloiat p.

Aplr. 39, 50 katabrijor yuvagi mx karabyyroia: p.

The MSS. give the masculine termination as against the feminine in
this proportion ; M in 2 cases (out of 8), z in two (out of 9), p in 6 (out of 9).
Metre, to which Lobeck Z.c. is willing to allow a large influence, does not, it
will be noticed, enter into any of these instances. Itacism on the other hand
probably does, at least into genders turning upon % and o¢, and the incon-
stancy of x at Herm. 272, 412 is noticeable in this connection. The several
lines will be best noticed as they occur.

42. wohers p, wods x (def. M). Possibly mere itacism, possibly an
expression of a view with regard to pepdmov. If pepémww is a simple adjec-
tive then both Cos and Miletus may stand in apposition to woss, if Mepomwv
is a proper name then only Cos. Cf Peppmiiller, Philol. 1884 p. 196.

54. e¥Bovv p, eVBwy 2 (def. M). The same variant H 238 Bav Aristar-
chus, codd. plerique ; Bodv Aristophanes, ‘L’ 3 Ly, ,, B,,* Mc® Pa% Pe.

59. dnpov dvaf e Bdawots p, full line 28 (def. M). The scribe of p, both
careless and ignorant, simply omitted what he was unable to read. The
Stoll-Cobet restoration Booxrjaeis ¢ of xe o’ &ywae is supported by the
parallel case of the Delphians (536, 7). Both oracles, naturally barren spots,
are to be maintained yeipos aw’ dANotpins, by the foresticre.

65. yevoluny p,  épolumy z (def M). T'evolunv is obviously right,
and preserves the tradition ; o époiuny, as we have seen (Part L p. 174), is a
common minuscule error.

T1. {8n p, dns = (def. M). 72 dnipioas p, dryujow = (def. M). The
fixed point in this passage is given by 71, where {0y must be right and i8»s
wrong. ’Atiuroe seems to have been altered to suit {8ys, see p. 269 ; driuday
is a fifteenth century conjecture. In the absence of M therefore the original
seems to be p’s ariusjoas, and this though ungraceful should be read. The
second participle xataoTpéfras goes closely with diop and almost=«ara-
arpédry kai day. M 113 sq. is somewhat parallel.

78. €kactd Te Pptha vemoidwy p, akndéa yiter Aady mx. The accepted
view is probably right, that p composed this hemistich to fill the place of
axndéa yrjter hady, though it is difficult to understand what confusion or
lacuna can have justified p in doing so. At v. 59 p omitted a hemistich,
apparently on similar grounds; here he fills the gap. Errors of ov for o in
compounds of wods are frequent (e.g. in aprimos 1 505, 6 310, cf. vyAimovs
and »nhimos), but in this case ov is fixed by the metre and must have been

2 H 32, duiv &favdryo:, the MSS. are about 4 {.e. Barberini i, 161,

equally divided between po: and oter.  Zeno- 5 Monte Cassino S 94.
dotus read the fem. ¢ Parma H H ii. 27.

3 MSS. taken from editions ave distinguished 7 Perugia K 48.
by inverted commas. 8 See Part I. p. 165.
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original. Possibly wouldmodes in 77 suggested the form. It would be
interesting if our knowledge of Byzantine phonetics permitted a guess
at the century when such a conjecture was possible.

129, 8ecuds’ p, Sequdr’ mz, decpar’ J, déouar’ KS. The plural of
deauds in the Hymns is 8ecud, as shown by Herm. 157, 409, Dion. vii. 12,13
where there are no variants. (On the other hand a 204 Séouar’ €xnoe.)
Aeoud o’ therefore is probably right here, and should be read; the accent
which remains on 8esudt’ in ma points to an incomplete correction ; the later
MSS. KS carried the alteration a step farther.

152. of 8y wér’ émavria p, of 767 mx. The reading of p seems to be

>
woT

due to the incorporation of a variant of &), of which 7o’ possibly represents

767" the reading of mz, corrupted. For the process cf. 215 dmworhwros for
o
AmorNwY.

159. adbis p, adris ma. A common variant, generally considered less
correct, so A 27, " 36, 440, E 697, A 567, etc.

171. See nfra p. 275.

176, émdnv p, 8 ma. Anv and &) are variants « 160, where Zeno-
dotus and the second hand of ‘U’ (Monac. 519 Bs. xiv.) read &jv. The
difference however may be purely graphical.

178. dpvédv p, duvéwr mz. Coalescence of resolved syllables is one
of the most usual signs of a careless scribe; cf. ad’ Dudy 171, cdas 460,
xpvaov Sel. xxxit. 6; in M cf. Ap. 268, Herm. 542.

211. p omits the verse, from homoeoarchon.® Its archetype naturally
had it.

215. dmwoérAwvos p, dmorhov ma. AméAAwrvos of course is unmetrical,
and arises, I imagine, from an original error dméAAww, corrected into the

o
vocative thus, améAlwv ; this o was then taken as a termination, = os.

216. mepln p, wiepins , werpiny M. On the accusative in this con-
struction see La Roche, Hom. Studien p. 118; 1t is recommended by the
corruption (graphical, see p. 144) in the earlier part of the word in M.
The dative and genitive are corrections with a grammatical object.

224. Tenunaaov p, Tevunoadov &, Téuuigov m. The form revunooodv
is established by Strabo 409, Steph. Byz. s.. and the passage there quoted
from Antimachus, who derives the name from Tevujooare. m and p are
attempts to help the metre after v had fallen out, m perhaps with a reminis-
cence of Tepéany a 184.

227. ww TéTE p, wdMWOTE MX.  TOTE IS A common error, cf. 152.

233. oi d¢ p, ovd¢ ma. o0OE 18 a corruption, possibly intended in m to
go with its reading xpatéoverw (cf. p. 277). The same variation Aphr. 139 is
confined to AQ.

272. wpodyoiev, wm, wpoodyower p. A corruption from misreading

[+]
ap, that arose independently in 2 and m. Not a correction.

¢ I may perhaps be permitted to coin this word, the natural correlative of homoeotelenton,
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293. Bopd p, vyd mz. 1 am unable to account for this singular
corruption ; ¢ 162 where Boug is the original Ludwich quotes vag from
Plut. de sollert. anim. 283 E, n 100 for Boudr we find the variants wipyor
and Bovrdv.

306. Tvddova p, Tudréy mx (7e add. m). Corruption in mz from
which p happens to be free; cf. 352 wheré the readings are Tvddova ap,
Tupdrva m. One sees how accidental variants are, and also that when # and
p diverge it is upon a point of uncial confusion.

322, & wijcear p, pioeas z, pnricear m. “Eri no doubt is a correction
based upon A 474 and does credit to the scribe of p. The common archetype
of ap had uijoeas, a simple uncial corruption from MHTICEAL, T coalescing
to give H.  Cf. p. 279.

339. 9 mwapéoov p, 3 woggov x, éoTw. daov, M. On this passage see
p- 279. The original reading of zp seems to have been HOCON, which
produced mégov to avoid the hiatus, and afterwards mapéoor and wécaov
alike to save the metre.

356. alowov p, alowwov mx. A simple confusion with the more commeon
word aloros. Cf. Herm. 516, p. 294.

366. adurjocovor p, dywigovar mz. A graphical corruption, and not
a common one ; cf. Ap. Rhod. ii. 240 dywov ‘L’ for aduwiv.

403. mavtéo’ p, wavrod mz. Tlavrdo[e] seems better than mwdvtof[e]
of which there is no clear example in Homer. V. Lexx.

515. xpvaijy p, éparov m,...atov x, yaplev Athenaecus 22 C. I am
unable to see that xpuvoijy is necessarily a correction : m and z (originally)
indeed both read éparéw, but yapier which goes back to the second century
A.D. is enough to show that other readings were then in existence, and
Xpvoijy may be a survivor of one of these. The lacuna in 2z is an accident
confined to that family. An example of a 7eal correction of...atov is at
once to hand in dyarov the conjecture of At D, accepted by Demetrius
Chalcondyles.

Herm. 45. s 67e p, ai 67e x, 9) 67¢ m. The original of this passage isas
hard to recover as that of Ap. 339, see below p. 279. The readings of p and
z are certainly both corruptions, and that of p is the deeper. What can
as have meant to the scribe? hardly an accusative; did he intend it
for oc?

59. ovoparivryy dvoudfwv p, dvoparAuTov ovoud{wy X, OrOUAKNUTOV
€Eovopdfwv m. An attempt of p to make évopariuroy, the v in which was
to him long, metrical. Cf E 55, 491, 578 al.

67. ¢nanrai. I collect the MS. variants on this word as it appears in
the Hymn to Hermes.

67. ¢pnAnTai xp PAnTai m.
175. bAnTéor m, PpiAnTedwr 2p.
214. ¢pnroTyr p  Pnjryy ma (phoriy E).
292. ¢nhTéorv p  piAnTéwwy ma.
446. dn\pra p  PpnTa mz,
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It will be seen that p has at least its full share of the correct ¢7- spellings.
It would be easy to ascribe the variants to itacism, but that the ¢ir- spelling
prevailed in antiquity ; so Herodian and Trypho ap. Choerobose. 4. Oz. ii.
p. 2712 derive it from ddpehéns, vata ddalpeav Tod U kal Tod € kal éxTdaer
Tod € els 7. Hes. Opp. 375 the MSS. are divided as here. Aesch. Choeph. 999
the Laur. has ¢i\jrns and Eur. Rhesus 217 the Venetus and the other
MSS., but in Photius the words ¢nhodr: amatdv, pihwpara[sic]: ééamrdras
follow in the series ¢n-. Archilochus (fr. 46) is quoted by Eustathius (Od.
1889, 1 sg.) as using the word (spelled by Eust. naturally ¢:\sjra), Seneca
(Zp. v. 11, 13) makes the curious statement about its origin ‘latronum
more quos ¢uhijTas Aegyptit vocant.” Brunck’s ¢mhins o épws xaloir’ dv
Svrws Anth. Pal. v. 308 is very probable for YriAAnorys of the MSS. On the
derivation see Vanidek, p. 1192.

119. & aildvos Te Toproas p, 8 aldvas mz. Gemoll’s objeetion to 7e
is well founded: the original was probably & aldv’ dvTiTopijoas, ie.
StarwviriTopnoas, which divided wrongly gave 8laidva Titoprjcas and the
successive corrections &8¢ aidvas and 8 aldvos Te Topicas. p again is
furthest off. For dvritopeiv cf. 178, 283, E 337, K 267; for the misdivision
of. dreraAhero Herm. 400, p. 291,

127, yapua pépwv p, yappopépwy mz. Again p is a step further off the
original, which no doubt is Barnes’ yapuoppov. ‘

152. arap’ lyvioe p, mepiyviar m, wep lyvvor x. Ilap’ is probably an
alteration of p’s, cf. Ge xxx. 7, 14, I 336 wapiavwy, wep lavwy ‘G Mor.’ L 4,
Ven. g, Vat. jp, 13, 15 18 23 0. 198, 7ep ayaiow, wap’ ayadv ‘L’ Vat. 4,
M, The phrase mep’ iyvdoe, which has been attacked, is well defended by
Theocr. xxv. 242 mep’ lyvinow é\e | képrov, where similar variants occur
(see Ziegler).

209. edrpalpoicwy p, ebrpaipnar mx. For ebxpaipos with two termina-
tions cf. Aesch. Suppl. 304 edxpailpe Bol. The reading of p therefore is not
necessarily itacistic or a correction. See anfe, p. 261.

241. »jdvpov p, fOupov mz. id. 449. In neither place is »1jdvuor
possible, and we must admit it to be a correction. The two words are
occagionally interchanged ; no variants on »jdvpos are reported in the Iliad,
nor on Ap. 171, Pan xix. 16; in the Odyssey however #évuor is read & 793
by < P2’ u 311 by ¢ PG?’ the form being in both cases metrically possible.

312. 8éEar map p, 8éko mapa mx. A mistake on the part of p, but how
far conscious it is hard to say. Variations between -a: and -o in verbs are
frequent, cf. 4p. 146 under m, p. 275.

313. épéewvov p, épéetvey mx. The plural is obviously right, and there is
no reason why we should call it a correction. The singular of ma is an easy
error, arising from the ¢ nearer subject.’

342. dia p, Sota mx. Which of these two forms is an itacistic corruption
from the other will depend on the view taken of the passage in general. I
do not admit the necessity of Barnes’ toia; and in this case 8la will seem
more original than 8otd which, though Ilgen printed it, is plainly impossible,
Read therefore &a, mérwpa.
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3856. xatéepke p, katépefe mx. The reading of p is right, and similar
confusions between the tenses of &oyew, épdewv occur E 650, 1 535.

361. d\eelvov p, aAéylvor x, dheyillwv m. 557. dléyewwev p, alé-
yuver mx. 'AleyUvov seems established by dyAalas diéyvve 476 where
there is no variant. The two variants of p are cases of itacism, with in one
of them (dAeelvwr) a slight conjecture to make a possible word.

371. véov o émiredhopévoio p, véov ma. The addition of ¢’ is a metrical
conjecture, which occurred independently to the scribe of D. See in general
p. 275, Ap. 157.

386. xpataid p, kpatepd mz. Gloss, or perhaps corruption (p dropping
out); the reverse process A 119, and m on 265.

402. #davve p, éEfravve mx.  Accidental omission, cf. 59 dvoudlwv pa.
éEovopalwy m.

412. aypaidroiae p, &ypailgor mx. ’Agypadrowse is probably right, cl
492 where there is no variant, and 272 where only m has -noe. Apol-
lonius iv. 1341 dypavior without variant ; more exx. in the Lexx. See in
general ante, p. 261.

478, éraipov p, éralpmy mz. Due probably to assonance with Aeyv-
dwvov.

481. pihouetdéa ydpov p, Pihoxvdéa xiuov mx. The adjectives are
about on a level. ®opedys is not found without a double p earlier than
Paul. Silentiarius Anth. Pal. vi. 66, 10 évfade Karheuévms ¢iroueidéow
dvBeto Movoass cf. ix. 524. 22, though it would be rash to tie the writer
of this hymn down to such a rule. ®oxvdrs appears to occur elsewhere
only in 375, ¢edoxvdéos #B3ns, and is a less good epithet of xdpos. Either
word may have been derived from the other, by itacistic change of e and v,
then graphical change of « and u. I cannot account for ydpov.

¢

530. axnpaor p, arrfpiov mz (drijpaor L). No variants are quoted on
éxnpros in the Odyssey, but the reading of L shows that dwrijpaos was a
natural error, perhaps caused by reminiscences of drrpatos, denpdatos.

540. mpdorew p, mpadorew mr. A very common phonetic error,
of. p. 289.

560. Obocwar p, Bvicwse x, Bviwar m. The commonest of phonetic
errors, cf. merely qydwr for yviwr 20, Apollonius iii. 685 Odev ¢ L. Guelf. ;
contra v. 85 Buie ‘ M’ for 8o, cl. x 309, A 180.

1b. ébwbviar p, édnduviar mx. Apparently a graphical confusion of @ for
7 ; cf. pnroTiv, pyanTiv 214, K 252 mapoywrev, wapoynrey.

Aphr. 16. xpvanhdkaror mp, ypverihator z. 118 ypvenhdrov ap,
xpvenhakdrov m, Art. xxvii. 1 ypvonidcatov omnes., Here we have two
passages where p goes wrong against one where it is right. Probably there-
fore ypvonidaxaror in this line is not a correction but the original reading,
and in ypverihaTor ypvonhdrov a syllable has accidentally fallen out. No
variants are recorded in the Iliad and Odyssey.

20. mrovos p, wéhes x, mworers m. IIéAes, as Gemoll observes, is surprising
in the sing., and feeling the difficulty m made méreis. Ilévos is a graphical
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corruption; IT 726 in the phrase du wovov avdpdv, wokw is read by L
Vat. ,, o ,

39. xata Ovyrola p, kata Ovnrice ma, id. 50. The feminine xarabvyrs
does not occur in Homer ; the mase. form is therefore probably a correction
conscious or unconscious of ». On his tendency to this formation see p. 261.

71. mopSanses p, wapddties (def. M). A usual and ancient variation in
the spelling of this word. Aristarchus preferred wapd-; N 103, P 20 the
MSS. are about equally divided, 7op3- is in the text of the Ven. A,

82. 7e xal p, kai (def. M). A correction to save the quantity of rxai
before ¢ldos; Ruhnken accepted it, and Arf. xxvil. 22 Juéwv kai @Ay,
Wolf’s Te is usually inserted. For the reverse cf. A 528 Imwouvs Te kai dpp’,
where 7e is omitted by ‘L’ Vat. o5, M |, 4.

84. BdpBawer p, Gadpawer x (def. M). OauBaivetr does not occur, and
is probably a phonetic corruption.

186, 136a. o adiv deixehin yvvy Ecaopar 7é kai odwi p, ot iy detkelin
vuos Eoaopar AAN eikvia | el Tou dewkelin yuvy éogopar ¢ kal odkl mx. A
typical instance of mechanical contamination; both lines stood in the
archetype of p, the scribe’s eye wandered from one aewxelin to the other.
This the commentators have recognized.

146. dayopalers p, dyopevers mz. A sheer misguided correction in p,
ayopalery does not occur in Homer. Cf dieyilwv in m Herm. 361 for
areydvor.

174. Hupe ]7{7’8' 5;:: g’ xtpe m. This typical uncorrected graphical corrup-
tion in p and z shows how little deliberate purpose works among MSS.

203. sjpmwac’ éov p, tfpmac’ évov x, alvov m. The mere omission of »
épercvaricov has produced this variant in p. It is curious that in the other
families the same letter has been incorporated with the next word, and in M
an itacism has supervened to give an additional disguise. Hermann no doubt
was right in establishing ov.

218. ypvaobpovor p, xpvoibpovos mz. Semi-conscious correction in p,
influenced by the neighbourhood of T/fwvorv and émielrerov.

245. 7" p, ¢ mz. IHomeric usage shows 7’ to be right; « is naturally a
common graphical mistake.

279. ymbicacs p, ynbiaers mz, 280 &dfass p, dfess ma.  Possibly simple
itacism, otherwise a correction of optative for future is of extremely common
occurrence, ¢.9. H 129, T 251.

Aphr. vi. 9. &lep’ p, GvOep’ mz. *AvOeuov is established by the adjec-
tive avfeuders and Pindar's dvfepa xprood besides by later use; &vfeu’
must be an alteration based upon ignorance of the rare word.

18. éioreddvov Kubepeins p, loarepavov ma, Aphr. 175 évoreddvov xp,
togTepdvov m. Aphr. 6 évorepdvov, 288 évoTepdve without variant. It
may well be, and has been by all commentators, doubted whether évorépavos
or loorépavos be the more fitting epithet of Aphrodite; I incline to side
with Hollander (p. 13 n.) and Gemoll in favour of évar., but without joining
with Baum. in condemning the ‘ levitas’ of m, which is at least consistent in



268 THE TEXT OF THE HOMERIC HYMNS: IIL

reading logT.; rather does « exhibit light conduct in wavering between the
two words. ’'Evetédavos is the Homeric epithet, loarépavos we have as
early as Solon fr. 19, 4, Theognis 250, 1304, 1332, 1383; in Simonides fr. 52
the two words again are variants (looTedpdvov ‘B, édigrepdvov ‘PQ,
evarepdvov ‘ VL’).

Dion, vii. 8. frye p, jyaye mz. In ma a syllable has been doubled.

Mater deor. xiv. 3. kpoTrdAn z, xpordhwv mz. Kporalwr has been
assimilated to faxs in p; the scribe no doubt considered «xpordAn a
nominative.

th. Tvmrdvoy p, Tupmdvey mx. Tvmrdver is right and not a correction ;
in ma a confusion occurred with the more familiar word, as Apollonius i.
1139 both ‘L’ and ‘Guelf’ have Tvumwdvwr where it is unmetrical, and in
Anth. Pal. vi. 165, 5 (a passage modelled on this) Bapdv Tvwdvov Bpouov,
Suidas quotes Tvumdvey.

Asclep. xvi. 3. dwtlvew p, SwTlw mz. Semi-conscious alteration in p,
with reminiscence of Sotivy. AwTiw is fixed by Hesiod ap. Strabo 442, 647,
and Simonides fr. 30.

Pan xix. 26. Baréfov p, Oaréwv x (def. M). The theta has dropped
out in z from the greater familiarity of faréwr; the same process may be
seen at yr 91, Apollonius ii. 843 (‘ Guelf.).

Ath. xxviil. 10. éBpluns p, duBpiuns = (def. M). Here for once p has
the more correct spelling. The variation is perpetual in the Iliad and
Odyssey.

Hest. xxix. 3. E\ayes p, éraye z (def. M). The second person is surely
right, and the third a correction; ¢pépBe: xxx. 2 is not parallel, for there I'ala
is addressed in the third person while here we have ‘Eoriy in the vocative
and oot v. 4. Cf. the invocations "Apreucs % Galdpovs Tovs dpéwy Enayes
Anth. Pal. vi. 240, 2, % e Sdpov pedéovoa xai #) Mdyes TpBpacov “Hpy id.
243, 1.

Ge xxx. 8. wdpeati p, wep éare x (def. M), Ildpeore though no doubt
coinciding with the original seems a real correction ; otherwise it is hard to
explain mep éori. Cf. v. 14, Herm. 152, ante.

tb. 14. ap’ edav@éow p, wepecavbéaw x (def. M). This also is a case
of correction in p; cf. below p. 271.

Selene xxxii. 6. derives p, dxtipes x (def. M). a’s error seems
inexplicable, but there is no reason to suppose it was originally common
to p.

Diosc. xxxiii. 14. @¢é\hat p, déA\\as = (def. M). Apparently the scribe of
P took karémwavaar as intrans. = kateravoavto (as mwadoeier Dem. 351), and
altered dé\has to suit his view.

On counting up these passages it will be found that among some seventy
variants peculiar to p, eleven are conjectures (4p. 59, 78, 322, 339, Herm.
127, 2412 Aphr.' 146, Aphr. vi. 9, Ge xxx. 8, 14, Diosc. xxxiii. 14), seventeen
are half-conscious conjectures (Ap. 19, 152, 216, 224, 356, Herm. 45, 59, 119,
312, 361, 386, 402, 530, Aphr. 39, 82, Mat. de. xiv. 3, Asclep. xvi, 3), one is
an independent reading (4p. 515), twenty-one are original (dp. 82, 65, 71,
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129, 227, 233, 272, 306, 403, Herm. 67, 209, 214, 292, 313, 412, 446, Aphr.
245, Dionys. vii. 8, Mat. de. xiv, 3, Pan xix. 26, Ath. xxviii. 10, Hest. xxix. 3,
Selen. xxxii. 6); the remaining twenty-three are phonetic and graphical
blunders, but to these have to be added the long list already given
Pt. L p. 174.

I proceed to examine a.

Ap. 71, {dns x (def. M), idn p. “18ns 2 pers. is obviously wrong; the
two forms 8y, {dys are exchanged, but in circumstances where either of them
is possible, A 203, T" 163, A 205; we must suppose that the scribe of z,
under the influence of some similar association, wrote (8ns for I8y, and then
altered driurjaas into drpriow (72, which he meant for aor. med.) to suit it.

I think this more likely than that, with Mollander p. 10, dripdoe is a
survival of driurioor.

151. awmjp =, alei mx. 'Awjp does not stand in any graphical relation
to ale/, and we must suppose it to be a correction of @, introduced, after ds
in 152 had become o?, to provide a subject for ¢ain.

174, fuérepov x, buérepov mp. Gemoll is plainly wrong in preferring
nuérepov ; the maidens are to establish the poet’s fame, by talking of him to
tourists, in return he will carry their fame wherever he goes [as he actually
does in the Hymn]. There is the same notion of a bargain, but reversed, at
0 496, 7. ‘Huérepov is far from being the ‘ bessere Ueberlieferung ’; it is an
itacismus purus putus.

211. ap’ épevlel z, dw épexfet m, apapivle y (def. p). The original,
and the relative value of these three readings is quite uncertain. See

p. 276, n. 12. .
216. mepins ®, miepiny m, mwiepin p. A correction in w, as in p:
cf. p. 263.

224. tevunooor ®, Téuuioov m, Teunoaov p; « alone is right, the
other 1l are corrections : cf. p. 263.

284, Imoxpépatar x, émxpéparar mp. ‘Tmwoxpéuarar is mot found,
and its origin in « is hard to explain, unless it was suggested by dmepfer and
UmodéSpope. 1 may observe in passing that little use can be made in criticism
of confusions between abbreviations; those for émi and Jwo are absolutely
unlike.

322. wijoear x, puyricear m, éri wrhoear p. x presents its original
unaltered, while p has emended it, cf. p. 264, and v. 515.

339. % wéooov z, éoTw. Gaov m, 7 wapégov p. Apparently a correc-
tion in , but nearer to the common original than p’s reading. Cf. p. 264.

515. .. arov @, éparov m, ypvohy p, xapier Athen. 22 C. Whatever
view be taken of the readings of p and Athenaeus, it is plain with what
fidelity « has transmitted its original.

Herm. 45. ai 8te x, 4) 61e m, &s 87e p. Al &7e though wrong secems less
far than the reading of p from the original, cf. p. 264.

65. d7To x, d\To m, dpTto p. A clerical error in z from which p is free.
For the falling out of a p cf. N 125 daep < Mor, for dpaer, & 522 dpaev, doev,
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L 5, 18 Vat. 5. O 694 doev Aristarchus, @poev the majority of our MSS. It
is noticeable how  here also refrains from correcting its original.

Herm. 86. avtompemrns ds #, avtorpomioas mp. These words as they
stand give no sense. Whatever the original may have been they are a long
way from it. Mr. Tyrrell’s conjecture of adromoprjiocas will be admitted to
be the best yet made, and seems to satisfy the sense admirably. I should
however prefer avTomaopos ds (without which it is difficult to explain the
reading of ), or may we assume an original pair of readings, adromopijcas
and adTomdpos ds ?

Making this supposition, the actual variants must be explained as the

wephioas
result of repeated emendation and conflation ; thus adremwépes &s=adTo-

mepnsws ; then by an inversion adropenns ws, and by correction, to give the
semblance of a known word, adro(m)pemnsws. On the other side adromopyeoas,
we may imagine, by the same process became adropomrnoas and adro(t)pomn-
gas. The ground for the emendation of adrtomdpos dis will naturally have
been the (apparent) metrical difficulty.

232. Tavavmoda w, Tavimoda mp. The form ravimeda exists, c.g.
Ajax 837, but the metre here settles the question in favour of ravadmoda.
x is tree from the corruption, which is phonetic, and occurs ¢ 464 and in the
lemma of Apollonius’ lexicon s.v. Cf. mpdorew = mipaiarew, p. 266.

254. kAivy ®», Mkve cett. KA\m is usually taken as a gloss on
Aixvw, but glosses do not seem to have largely invaded z, and it may well
be a correction from a corruption, Akve Khive xAivy.

303. olwvoiocw € z, olwvoiot oV mp. An uncial corruption,
€Y for CY, as noticed p. 174. Here we may observe the fidelity with
which # transmits it. rupAdr Ap. 306 is another case.

361. dieylvor », aleyilwy m, dkeelvoy p. See p. 266 ; » has escaped
the itacism of .

397. omwevdovro », omwevdovre mp. A correction in z, due apparently
to the distance of Ifov, which may have been taken for an adjective. The
same failure to understand a construction led to dripjow for driujoas
Ap. 72. Here the corrector of I" was seized with the same idea.

Aphr. 16. xpvoiiatov x, xpvonhdcaror mp; 118 xpvonhdTov ap

venhaxdtov m. See p. 266 ; the syllable ax seems to have fallen out
accidentally before aT.

99. meloea z, Bijoea myp. lleloea (or rather mioea, as Ruhnken
corrected) of course is right ; the variation is itacistic with a reminiscence of
Bhicoa. Pan xix 2 the word is spelled 7iaan. T 9 we have mijoea as a variant,
¢ 124 wioea welaea micea, Ap. Rh. iii. 1218 weloea. Cf. Ruhnken’s note,

144. &pos z, épws mp. A natural error in mp; 5 294 where the metre
does not decide, Eust. and Vat. ,; bave &os, B 315 where the metre makes
&pos necessary, the MSS. are about equally divided; Herm. 434, Aphr. 91
there is no variant. ‘

244. kata », Tdya myp. Kara seems impossible with apdirariver ;
one must suppose it a corruption from rdya through yara.
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Mat. deor. xiv. 3. Tpopos z, Bpopos mp. Bpopos adrédv occurs Herm. 452,
Dion. xxvi. 10 Tvwravov Bpouor Anth. Pal. vi. 165, 5, 1d. vi. 217. 5 xvBéays
tepoy Bpopov; Tpéuos is evidently the worse reading and, as there is no
graphical relation between 8 and 7, must be either a gloss or a conjecture.

Pan. xix. 7. rapnva ®, xézevla py (def. M). Here M is wanting
kénevda of yp gives the better sense as against 2’s kdpnra, which is identical
with xopugpds and may very probably have come from v. 4. (Ludwich, Rh.
Mus. 1887, p. 548 prefers kdprva.)

26. faréwy z, Garéfwv p (def. M). See p. 268. 2 has fallen into a
clerical error.

Hest. xxix. 3. énaye x, érayes p (def. M). "Exaye seems the inferior
construction, and the scribe was probably tempted to it by the distance from
. Cf. Ruhnken’s note on Dem. 269, and ante p. 268.

Ge xxx. 3. wep éori x, wapeats p (def. M). Ilep éore is unexplained,
and on that account, besides its persistence in DEIT and some members of p
(BL,NP), is to be considered original.  therefore again has accurately trans-
mitted its original. » would seem to have corrected it.

14. mwepecavbéow x, map’ edavéow p (def. M). The original of =
again seems to have persisted, while p has endeavoured to correct it. With
w(p)epoedoveia (p. 299) before us, and comparing pepéaBios v. 9, Dem. 451,
452, 475, ¢epecoanéos Her. Seut. 13 we may perhaps accept Ernesti’s
depecarféow. M, it must be remembered, is wanting.

Selene xxxii. 6. axTijpes », arxrives p (def. M). The word dxmijp does
not exist, and how « inserted it can only be guessed.

When these passages are counted, it appears that among some twenty-
cight variants peculiar to z, there are two downright conjectures (Ap. 151,
Mat. de. xiv. 3), nine semi-conscious conjectures (dp. 71, 216, 284, 339,
Herm. 86, 397, Aphr. 244, Pan xix. 7, Hest. xxix. 3), no independent readings,
four survivals of the original (4p. 224, Herm. 232, 361, Aphr. 144) and some
thirteen graphical or phonetic errors, plus those given Pt. I. p. 161 sq.

I pass to a more difficult and more important subject, the valuation of
the tradition of M. Our experiences with # and p have prepared us for a
large proportion of novelties in M ; we shall see to what conclusion as to
their origin a detailed examination of them takes us. I may notice
how important it is in such an examination to deal with archetypes of families
and not with single MiSS, As against AtDELIIT or ABC...... V, the single
M might seem to have little authority ; when we deal with m « and p, m
at the lowest reckoning has the weight of one to two.

Ap. 14, pdeatpa Aproi M, pdratp’ & Anroi cet. When & fell out,
paxawp’ was expanded to give another syllable. So 17 xdwiov for xivBiov,
0 has fallen out.

19. wavroos’ m. wavrws z, wavrev p. lldvres is fixed by v. 207
(see p. 261). Of mravros’ with the second syllable lengthened there is no
example; either therefore mavrws became mavros and the s was doubled to
make metre, or oo is a graphical confusion for the minuscule omega ().
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82. éotar m, éoTiv cet. éorar evidently is right, and occurred as a
conjecture to J. The vulgate éoriv is a corruption; cf. @ 286 (éorar) éoTe
‘H post ras.,” Ven. 5, I 310 (éo7ar) éore ‘D’ N,B, Vat. o, K 41 (éo7a, €in)
éote Ixion. yp. Ven. A, hitherto no other MSS., 223 (éorat) éore ‘L Barocc.
Mor” Laur. g g4, Ven. ;, Vat. 4, 4 4 6100 2 M 1 5 100 13 a0 T 404, 547,

94. Te m, kai cet. A mechanical slip, due to the three 7¢’s before.

96. om. Ma, hab. bp. The coincidence between M and ¢ is accidental,
and arises of course from homoeoarchon with 98. The line stood in 7 and z.
Baumeister and Gemoll therefore are signally mistaken in seeing an ‘inter-
polation’ in it.

To show what a part mechanical circumstances play in these omissions.
I give a table of omitted lines in the Hymns.

Ap. 35 ckvpos kal pwraia kai adToxdvys dpos alwry
40 xai kK\dpos alyMijecoa kal aloayéns pos aimy.
41 follows 35 in AtDHJK. Homoeoteleuton.
Ap. 23—T73 om. M without apparent reason.
144 wacar 8¢ oromial Te piAar kal mpdoves dxpor
145 0YrmAdv opéwy moTapol & drade mwpopéovres.
wicat 8¢ oromial Te piar kal mwpopéovres L. Homocoteleuton.
189 om. p without apparent cause.
211 ¥ dpa PpépBavte Tpibmw yévos % apapiviw
212 4 dua Aevkimrme kai Aevkimmwoio dduapri.
212 om. p. Homoearchon.
281 &vba veoduss widhos dvamvéer axOouevos mwep
232 écwv dppaTa kala yapai 8 énatip dyabds mwep.
232 om. MBO. Homoeotelouton.
260 &v0dd dywijcover TeAnéoaas éxaTopSas.
289 the same words.
261—289 om. ET.
293--320 om. B apparently without cause.
325 @ omit all but  apparently without cause.
344 otire ot €is edvyy Sios HAvle unTLoEVTOS
345 otite wor’ és Odkov wolvdaidarov ws To wdpos Tep.
344 om. E p. Homoeoarchon.
371 v & adTod karémuo’ iepov pévos felioto
372 é€ ol viv Tvld KikMjokeTar of 8¢ dvaxTa
873 wibiov karéovaw émwvvpov ovexa reif:
374 adrov wice wéhwp pévos 6Eéos Nerloco.
372—4 om. D. Homoeoteleuton.
375 kai 107 dp’ éyvw fiow évi ppeai PotBos 'Amorhwy
376 ovvexa uw kprfvn kaXhippoos éfamddnoe
377 Bi & émi Terdolon keyorwuévos alyra & lkave
378 o1i} 8¢ pud\’ dyx alTis kal ww wpos pdbov Eevme

...........

382 7 xail émi poov @oe dvaf éxdepyos ATOAAWY.
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376—8 repetit post 382 M. Homocoteleuton.
503 éx 8¢ xai adrol Balvov émi pyypive Gakdoons
506 éx & anos fmwetpovde Goqy dva vy’ épbaavro
507 aprod émi Yrapdfois wapa & Epuata paxpa Tavvooay
508 xai Bduov molnoav émi Yrapdborot Gardioorns.
506—8 om. ET. Homocoteleuton.
537 6oga éuol £ dydywot TepikAvTa GIN dvpdrey
538 vmov 8¢ mpodirayfe 8ébexybe 8¢ UN avBpamwr.
538 om. M p. Homoceoteleuton.
539 om. T apparently without cause (so Bethe’s collation).

135 Snuov kai kpéa woAAd petijopa & alyr’ avdaetpe
136 ofjua véns dpwpijs émi 8¢ Evha rdykav delpas.

136 om. M. Homoeoteleuton.
215 éoovuévas & fufev dvak Suos vios "AmorAwy
216 és IIvrov fyabény Silijpevos eilimodas Bobs.

215 om. L, perhaps from Homoeoarchon.
218 Ixwid 7’ eloevénaev éxnBotos elmé Te pvbov:
219 & mdmor 7 péya Oadpa 768 oPpfatuoiay opoduar.
220 Ixvia pev Tade o éoi Bodv épbokpaipawy.

218, 219 om. M. Homocoarchon.
422 om. xp without apparent cause.
456 viv & émel odv ONivos wep édv KAVTE wiidea oldas
457 e mémov kai Quuov émalver wpesPBurépotaw
458 viv yap Tor khéos EoTar év dfavatoiat Beolart.

457, 458 om. ap. Homoeoarchon.

498 Bovxolias T éméterher: &€8exto be Maiddos vios
499 ynbroas xibapw 8¢ NaPBwv ém’ apiatepd yetpds.

499 om. M apparently from Homocoteleuton.

509 onpat’ émel kifapw pév éxnBore éyyvdhiEey
510 ipepTyv Sedads o & Vmwiéviov kibdpiiev.

510 om. M apparently from Homocoteleuton (Eev and Eev).
532 Tdv dyabdv Goa Pnui datjuevar éx Sios dudiis
533 uavrelny 8¢ ¢pépioTe SioTpepés Ny épeeivers
534 odre ge Qéodpatov éoTe Sarjuevar oliTe T dAhov.

1@V ayaldv oa ¢nui ofre T’ EAhov p from the influence of
Sarjpevae in 532 and 534,
535 om. E without apparent cause.

10 @A\’ dpa of woremol Te ddov kai Epyov dpros
11 dopival Te pdyar Te kai dyhad Epy’ dheyivew.
dAN dpa o worepol Te kal dyhaa &y dheybvew E, from the
influence of épyoy in 10 and &py’ in 11.
96 mwagw éraipllovas kal dBdvaror kaléovrar
97 % Tis vupdpdwv alt’ Ehoea kald véuovrar.
97 om. E. Homoeoteleuton.
136 ol opw detcelin vvos éooopat aAN elkvia
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Aphr. 136 a €l Tor dewcelin) yvvy) Eacopar ¢ kai ovkl.
oV o detkedin yvvy éocopar ¢ xai ovki p, from the
influence of detkerin—é&oaopar in both lines.

Out of twenty-seven cases therefore in which omissions are testified to
by our MSS. (and no others can enter into the question), twenty-one are the
result of similarities of words at the beginning or at the end of a line,
acting on the eye of the scribe. The remainder are probably due to
mechanical circumstances of a similar sort, but which escape our observation.
The conclusion therefore with regard to the value of a particular omission is
overwhelmingly in favour of its being accidental. Moreover (and this is a
consequence which finds its application in part IIL), it follows that if we
seek to improve the text by insertions of our own, these must, by their
wording, explain their omission.

99. ¢padpocivns M (-qia m), ppaduoctvy cet. M is right (cf. Herm.
172 Tupdjs without variant). Similar errors arising out of the ‘Ionic dative’
are B 227 («Mioins) «hoin(yp) Laur. ¢ R, Ven. , ‘Cant.” Vat., M, 456
(kopudiis) xopudpi(f) L, 1, Ven.,, and no doubt the variant éx xopudijs
Ven., Vat. ¢ M, ,, “Vrat. a’ is due to the same cause, E 75 (xovins)
kovin(y) codd. plerique, I 627 « (d7peldns) arpeldn(n) ‘G’ Laur. 4 (cl. H 373
aTpeldps without variant). The simple confusion &AAps dAAaws occurs
passtm.  In the opposite sense of Z 456 (dAAys gen.) dANys, -ots, -ars codd.
axap Vat. ;, K 542 (8efiff) S Cant. Vrat. b. A, Mosc. 3’ L ,, 4 5 By
Ven. ,; etc.

110. dmwo peydporo m, améx cet, The fact that dmwéx does not occur in
Homer is nothing against it here, seeing that v. 428 we have vméx vedéwr
without variant, but a comparison of similar variants makes it probable that
amér here is a scribe’s contrivance to make metre and dwo original. Cf H
181 amd pehéwv, améx L ;o Ven. ¢ in ras, dmo pueréwv Ven. , dmai ol,
¥ 43 amd peydporo, am’ éx ‘J,) v 343 dmwo peydpoio without variant, I 248
bmo Tpodwy, v ék’ ¢ Vrat. 6, 2 man. Vat. ,, 1,1

114. {0ual’ m, lopald x, lcOuad Sp, iSuad DTK. An error of spelling
partly occasioned by the influence of igfuds; m alone preserves the correct
form. The identical errors occur E 778 and in addition the forms {6y’ L
ipOipal’ Ven. ;, olpad M ,.

116. pevivvoer m, pevoivmoey cet. Ttacism, and so 142 {Adorales,
143 7ov (prob.), 146 col, 162 «xpepBatiacTiv, 218 weppeBods, Lohkov,
223 elfas, 224 pvkalhiooov, 117 ¢olvire for dolvirs, 120 ine for e must be
called accidental.

125. émwpEato m, émijpEato cet. ’EmdpEato is possibly a con-
jecture, intended in the sense of érwpéfaro (as Ilgen thought), or e may
simply have come out of 7 by ordinary permutation (cf. p. 266). *Earsjpfao
is used unhomerically, but Gemoll's discussion upon its meaning is some-
what beside the mark ; to the writer of this hymn no doubt it was simply
an old word for ‘to serve, pour’

’

10

¥ La Roche, Hom. Unfersuchungen i. p. 53, 54.
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126. xpatepov m, xaprepov cet., sim. 358. A constant change, due to
absence of feeling for quantitative metre, passim in the Iliad MSS.

127. dBpotov m, duBpotov cet. (cf. 411 TepyriBpotov m, TepyreuSBpoTov
cet.). Herm. 71 duBporor, 339 AMnaiuBporor without variation supports the
#8p here, but the forms, especially in 8Bpiuos, etc., vary indefinitely in the
MSS. Cf. La Roche, Hom. Untersuch. i. p. 6, 7.

129. omelpata m, mwelpara cet. Zwelpata is perhaps a phonetic
variation, as gBfjoccar for Bioaav B 532 ‘C Eton. Ly, Ven.,, Vat.y, ;- 5
Mec, helped by the reminiscence of oreipov.

145. SymAdy T dpéwv moTapol dhade m, Wrphdy opéwy woTauol O cet.
An accidental transposition ; at 24 there is no variant.

146. émitépmeo m, émirépmrear cet. The present is right, Thucydides’
éréppdns being governed by dAN 7e in his version. m’s variant is no doubt
accidental, cf. 428 wépavrar for mépavro, A 424 &mwovro codd., &movrac
Aristarch., B 448 rjepéfovtas, Hepéfovro Zenod., MSS. about equally divided,
A 184 8eidloaeo, deidioaear Mc, 264 etiyear, elyeo MSS. divided, al.

151. afdvatos m, abavdrovs cet. Quite accidental, for the nom. can
hardly be given sense. Cf E 901 xatafvntés, kata Gumrov, ¢ Vrat. a’ Pe,
Q 499 adrovs, adris ‘ L Lips.” Vat. ,, o

157. dphiddes m, Syhiddes & ap. m is obviously right, 8 is added to
make metre. I have no instances of & itself used for this purpose, but the
following are examples of the insertion of other quantity-making letters or
words. O 21 av épdoact’, dv ' épdoart’ ‘S. Mose. 1’ and many MSS.
A 457 éfw Te xpods, T' éx ypods ‘BC’ Ly, 1, (cf. amd dméx, v. 110, p. 274);
A 459 8¢ peyabupor, & ab ‘L Harl. Vrat. b, Mosc. 3’ L ,, ,, 4 Ven. 5, Al
Vat. o 15 190 o3 o5 M 1, 195 Ap. 491 émiralovrés ' émi m TO,
émikaiovres émi cet., I' 430 mwplv o elye’, &' om. ‘CD’ Vat, i, ,,, tb. 442
@€ o &pws Ven. A.and L 4, o om. cet., E 821 mfv ’ odrdper, oy om. ‘L’ L, ¢,
1w My, O 131 fd7e dpves, e o S Cant.” L o, R, M ;, |, Admep
M o k. Herm. 371 véov émiteAhouévoro, véov o D p (exc. AQ).

162. kpepBariacTiy M, cpepBariac(t)dv zp. Itacism; m no doubt
had «pepBariactiv. Cf. the similar variations mrovAdw, mouAyy, ToAADY,
aoAy O 50, K 27.

171. dmokpiveald’ m, dmoxpivact cet. A very common exchange. It

may suffice to quote from the Hymns alone 4dp. 321, 430, 543, Herm. 343,
408, Ares viii. 12. Here the aorist seems fixed by pviicactd 167 where
there is no variant. ‘
" 181. yap m, & ad cet. A’ ad is here the better reading. Such particles
are constantly interchanged; I give for instances H 328 moA\oi yap Tefviay,
pév many codd., 8 Ven.,, N , Vat.,, 8¢ N,, Pa, Pe, ® 238 & moré ¢npus,
ydp ‘H’ Ven. 13.

1b. Anfhoto mepikhdoTov m, wepucAivornys ap. On mweplklvoTos see
Lobeck, Paralip. p. 474 ; the word varies in one play of Aeschylus, Pers. 599
wepieAVoTa vagos, 882 vicor—mepikAvaTol, so that mepikhdiorov here need

1A = Angelica C1i. 2.
H.S.—VOL. XV. U
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not be called a ‘ conjecture.” A real conjecture is to hand in the second
reading of T', repikhvaroro, which would involve the omission of wéy. Cf.
p- 261.

192. dppadées m, aupadées cet. One of the most signal instances of
the excellence of M. The corruption éupadées arose from p dropping out of
appadées, leaving adadées, to strengthen which u was added more or less on
the analogy of 8Bpeuos, duBpumos. TUs corrector saw the truth.

198. eldos dyavi) m, ayntij cet. No defence of dyavs can be offered ; it
is a conjecture, possibly motived by some corruption in daynt.

200. év & m, &b cet. 'Ev & is naturally right; rfow needs a prepo-
sition. A’ and & are exchanged almost passim. as particles, it is rarer to find
them confused as parts of words; cf. however £ 78 év &', &6 ‘FO, A 93
ot@, o0&, MSS. divided.

204. wéya m, péyav cet. Méya is very likely an accident, due to the
abbreviation péya. Méyas and péya (adverb) are exchanged in the Iliad,
B 111, I 18, but not before a vowel.

209. ommwoTav iéuevos m, bwmos’ avwiuevos cet. (ommor’ S).  dvwiopevos
appears really to conceal Martin’s brilliant conjecture wvwopevos; the
consonants uy occurring together seem to have had a tendency to part, c.g.
A 113 k\vratpvioTpys, kK vtawpsijotens Ven., A, X 439 xdvraiusjotpa schol.
Soph. 0.C. 71 (cod. Laur. 32, 9), Q 347 ailocvpvyrijpt, atcvunrype ‘Pap.
2 man.’, vovvpvos, vévupos frequently; in these instances » has fallen out
while u remains, but ® 304 alocdunfer codd., alovpwmber Aristarch.,
atoirmBer (ut vid.) Aristophanes and Zenodotus. Mvwéduevos then became
vwouevos, and omrws ommos somewhat as in M at Ap. 19; a was then added
to give a sort of word. ‘Téuevos in M wears a strong look of a conjecture,
while conversely from cepevos one could hardly suppose wouevos conjectured.

I may notice further that the principal verb, ékees, is not necessarily
sound, cf. 0 157 xeywv GUZ, xiov ‘ FPHXDJLW Eust.’ 12

220. 7@ T’ olydde m, 16 Tov ovydde cet. Tot first disappeared, under the
influence of hiatus, then 7o was lengthened to make metre.

223. am’ m, én’ cet. The context makes d=’ right; the interchange of
these prepositions need not be illustrated. Demetrius conjectured an’.

12 The passage that follows, 209--213, is no
touchstone to decide the excellence of MSS.
Where many proper names come together and
a corruption takes place the particular form
that they will assume is almost pure chance ;
the authority lies in the facts of the story, not
in one or another family. Find once a con-
sistent story for Apollo’s amours, and the names
will be decided independently of diplomatic
evidence. The actual 1l. given by the MSS.
are much on a level; 209 &rAavrida m is not
necessarily a conjecture more than é&{arrida of
cett., nor 211 is &uapdvfw y necessarily superior
to &u’ epexfei m or &u’ epevlel x. 213 eAéAuer
m is enigmatical, possibly a corruption for

evérenper intended as the 1 aor. of éarelmw, but
in face of the total absence of direction from
the context one cannot call it a conjecture
(Schneidewin’s notion that évéaimer of wp
represented a marginal note éAAefwes has met
with no one's acceptance but Baumeister’s.
Aelmer, not éxAelmer, is the word found in this
connection.) Tplowos 213 is genitive ; the form
Toloy is warranted by Apollodor. i. 7, 4, 2
Kavdkn 8¢ éyévwmaev Tploma, 3 'Ipiuédeiar Thy
Tplowos. Translate ‘he came not short of
Triops (his ancestor),” ep. A 399, 400, though of
whom this is said, as the passage stands, is
doubtful. -
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224. Téppigov m, Tevunoaov x, Tehunooor p. Another correction to
make metre, see ante, p. 263.

231. dvamvéer m, dvamveler cet. Right; contra, Herm. 413 m is wrong
with éppeiw against épuéw of cet.

232. om. MBO; hab. cet. Homoeoteleuton, acting (naturally) inde-
pendently on M and these two members of p. See ante, p. 272.

233. ék 8¢ Sidpporo m, éx Sippoio. Accidental reduplication.

234. xpatéovar m, xporéovor cet. A mistake in spelling; or can the
scribe of m have intended xpatéovor to go with 008¢ of m (and 2)? It is
needless to say that xporéovar is established by O 453.

247. Tendoic’ m, Seddoia’ cet., and 256, 276. At 244 m has with the
rest Sehovon ; at 377, 379, 386, 387 all have the correct Terd. At 244 T,
at 276 L, have been corrected to TeA¢. A striking case of the arbitrariness
of both corruptions and corrections.

249. aroAhol m, év@ad’ cet. IloAloi has a fair claim to be called an
independent reading ; at least it is hard to see how évdd’ here if it were
original should have lost its place. In 249 it is justified as an antecedent to
daou in 250, 251, which are not repeated in the corresponding passage below :
there (260) it may either therefore not have stood at all, or may have been
ejected by the influence of évfdd’ in 258.

251. augipiTovs kata vijoovs m, audipvras cet. See ante, p. 261.
V. 291 in the same phrase dugipiTovs omnes. The -ovs of m is therefore
original, and -as of xp probably a grammatical correction. In this hymn
v. 27 we have A\ év dudipdTy without variant, and the fem. termination

w
is the rule in the Odyssey (but a 50 wjow év dudepdmy ‘Ma’), cf. also
Apollonius i. 1305 Tsjve év audepdTy. Later the word has two terminations,
e.g. Hes. Theog. 983. The usage then is about equally balanced, and the
conclusion must be to follow the maiority of MSS. in each particular case.

263. myydv m, myyéwy cet. A mere corruption, cf. p. 263.

269. wapvyooio m, wapvac(c)olo cet. Vv, 282, 396, 521, Herm. 535
mapviooio without variation. The prose form is a varialion in several places
in 7, ¢, and w, and therefore we need not call wapyyaoio here a correction,

. kpian m, kplaan cet., and so 282, 431, 438, 445. The single o is
right, see Ebeling Lexv. Hom. s. kpica. Whether m preserved the right
spelling and ap corrupted it, or m corrected a common error, is an open
question.

272. aA\a Tor &s m, dAAa kal &s 2p. Tor might possibly be sup-
posed repeated from 7oc 270, but the sense of the passage seems to give it
the preference over xai. ’AAMG xal would represent the absence of chariots
and horses as a disadvantage in spite of which the oracle might still prosper.
Telphusa’s argument is ‘there will be no chariots indeed, but so, you see’
(Tou), te. therefore, the place will do for an oracle. Tos is persuasive and
argumentative. Baumeister felt the objection to &s, though his conjecture
is nonsense: 7ot is not, as Gemoll says, Ruhnken’s conjecture. For the
permutation cf. 7 224 adrdp Tor ‘GPHJULW, dAla xai s ‘XD gp. U2

U2
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279. vaietrdeakov m, varerdackov xzp. A mistake in spelling: ef.
Pon xix. 32 Yrapeporpiya x for Yrapaporpiya, Ap. 346 Ppaldorero z for
-éoketo. '

284. aérpos m, wérpn xp. Ilérpos appears to mean always a small
stone; perhaps here it is a correction motived by hiatus, ¢f. 841. The same
variant is noted by Eustathius on IT 411 but without MS. support hitherto.

292. dp’ m, av xp. "Ap’ evidently gives much the livelier sense, and
av might have crept in grammatically, apart from its graphical closeness; cf.
Herm. 246 avd, dpa, E 686 dp’, dv, L g, ,,, 15, Ven. ;;, « 130 dua Aristarch.
‘Q, dpa some critics and ‘P’ &hva Rhianus and Callistratus, 257 dua Q)
dpa ‘P w 8 gva ‘O’ dua  FMZ Ap. Rhod. iii. 198 dva ¢ Laur. Guelf. Laur.
16’ dpa codd. dett. In the parallel passage v. 252 the MS. reading is
Toiaww 8¢ T éyw, and Ilgen’s £ for 7’ is by no means necessary.

293. Oepioredorue m, Oepiotedooiue xzp. The parallel v. 253, where
the variant only extends to BI" of the Parisienses, makes the present certain.
The insertion of ¢ between vowels in verb-forms is a common error in MSS.
So éxéreve -evae B 28, 50, 65, T" 119, 1 660, A 641, etc., Boviedwo -elows’
B 347, riwc’ Tiows’ 1 258, ete. Cf. also v. 403, Herm. 560, Aphr. 123,

295. xaha, Sipvexes m; paxpa, Siapmepes zp. V. 255 all MSS, have
paxpa, Simyerés, from which it may be supposed that here where the line is
repeated m failed in memory over one word, and zp over the other. xaAa
might be a reduplication of udAa; for the exchange cf. x4 436 where Apoll.
Les. reads rahol for paxpol. Awmvexés as an adv. does not appear elsewhere.

308. fvex’ apa M (qviK’ m?), ed7v’ dpa 87 xp. The dots affixed in M
call attention to the error of spelling in #jvex’, which is not for otivex’ or elvex’,
as Ruhnken and Hollander suggest, but a mere blunder for % »{«’, which
occurs without variant 5 198, Theognis 1275. It is an independent reading,
and, of the two, preferable to ed7 dpa & of zp.

318. &uBaroy m, éuBakev zp. The 3 pers. of zp is evidently due to
a misunderstanding of the person referred to in éxodoa. The right correction
occurred to Demetrius Chalcondyles and the reviser of I The connexion
of 317, 318 is still unsettled, and the alterations of 7ékov, from Ruhnken’s to
Gemoll’s, are futile. Chalcondyles’ Aelzret hits the mark ; the words dv Téxov
adTy are emphatic and cannot be dispensed with. Hephaestus is ‘her son
whom she bore herself’ in contrast to the unnatural methods of Zeus, who
must needs assume the part of mother: 324 odx dv éyw Texduny; On the
other hand a construction is required between 317 and 318; to read 8¢ for
avd, with Abel and the second hand of I', is equivalent to giving up the
situation. A lacuna, containing such a line as aloyos éuol kai dveidos év
odpavg: 6v Te xal avrij or the like must be supposed. The similar ending
caused the omission; if the assonance offends, cf. 230, 231, and 537, 58812

321. yaploaclar M, yapileafar zp. The aorist, as Hollander p. 22
says, is more suitable to the context which deals with a past event; see the

122 This passage is discussed by Peppmiiller, cannot agree either with his alteration of airg
Philologus, 1894 f. 261 sq. 1 regret that I  (817), nor his bracketing of 318-321.
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passages collected in Ebeling, ZLex. Hom. We should therefore read
xaplo(c)acbas, though I have not found another example of the doubling of
o in this word. Gemoll’s ¢ vielleicht richtige Konjektur’ begs the question;
why, if M’s reading is right, should it be a conjecture? The single o of
xaploacha is so far in favour of its genuineness, cf. 430, Herm. 343, 408.

Presents and aorists infin. are often exchanged ; ¢f. E 255 émiBawvéuey,
émiBipevar ‘EM’ Ven. ,, Vat. o, yp. Vat. ;, M 50 ScaBawvéuner, SiaBrjpevac
‘Townl” Z 105 payésacfas, payéeabar ‘E’ L 1, ., Vat. o ¢ 1600 M 1, 6 A
213 id. payéeatar L ,, Vat. oo, M , 3 Pa, © 449 oAADoar, 6MNDvar, L, Vat. ,.

322. oxérna m, oxériie xp. An accident; assimilation to woikihopsjTa.

1. umricear m, picear z, éTe pjoear p. See p. 264. MnTlopar is amply
guaranteed in Homer, cf. merely 325a, Dem. 345, I" 416. The passage A 474
oxérhe TimT T pellov émi Pppeai prioear Epyov (where éri goes closely with
peitov) is not enough to turn the balance in favour of p ;1% rather it supplied
the correction &ri, after the original pntisear had, as explained above,
contracted into MH(TI)CeAl.

326. kai viv pévror m, kal viv pév Tol yap x, kai viv ToL ydp P.
in’s combination is perhaps the best. It may be doubted whether the other
reading was xai vy Tol vdp or kal viv uév qdp; x at any rate presents a
conflation of both.

339. éoTw. Gaov m, 7 wéaaov 2, B wapocov p. I have suggested
above, p. 264, that the = in the reading of zp was due to the scribe’s desire to
avoid the hiatus HOCON; Demetrius Chalcondyles less sensitive restored
7 8aoov. The point in M’s reading may be an indication of the same feeling,
and éoTw a correction for the same purpose. The 7 of zp would suit with an
original efn (Hermann’s conjecture), the first syliable of which was treated as
a dittography of the second and consequently omitted ; c¢f. A 366 where for
etn Vat. 5, 5, read 5. M’s éoriv on the other hand suggests € o 7w (which I
would put in the text), and éorew doov, ein Goov may have been a pair of
independent readings. Parts of the verb ‘to be’ are often interchanged, e.g.
K 41 éorai, éoTe, €ln, 239 éoTwv, eln, A 366 éore, eln, ) and even EAfoc: Ap.
82 &orat, éori. Anth. Pal. vi. 243, 4 ¢ln. door ‘P’ louer 8ooc ‘Pl is a
curious resemblance.

341, 7 8¢ idoloca m, 1) & éoidodea xzp. The reading of zp is palpably
a metrical expedient; in v. 255 it has invaded m also. This desire, semi-
conscious, of scribes and readers, both mediaeval and ancient, to avoid what
they considered hiatus, leads to different combinations: cf.

p 9. pe dnras, w éoidnrac ‘FGXDUZ’; so perhaps te {8y is rightly
restored Hes. Op. 610 for 7’ éaidy of codd.

Z 365. & éoenevoopar, 8¢ éeboouar, MSS. equally divided; p 52 &
éoelevaopar Aristarchus and most MSS., 8¢ énedoopac Aristophanes, &
érevaouar ‘ F.

T' 349. domwi® évi L, 16 By, Ven. o, 4, 100 Vat. 5, Mo® Pa, Pe, M,

b As lately Peppmiiller, 7Z.c. n. 8, has 13 Mo = Modena iii. D 4.
maintained,
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for domw{d. év. Sim. P 45. The commonest reading is a mixture,
aocmid évi.

A 542. éxodo’ drdp, énods’ adrdp vulg. for the proper élovoa drdap
which seems found unambiguously only in L ,,, Vat. ,,, B,.

Cf. also ® 376 8¢p’ av Bwpac for dppa Bwpar, H 198 00dé T awdpeln
for 008¢ 7o i8pely, H 452 67" éyd, 767" éyd for 70 éyew, 1 564 xhat’ d7e puv for
rhale 6 pw, A 417 dudi 8¢ T alooovras, dupt & dp’ diocaovrar and even
audl 8¢ xair’ alooovras for dudl 7e dicoovrar, E 4 Saie 8 oi, Saie & oi for
daié of.

342. eto M, dleto ap. Ignorant misspelling.

349. ufves m, vukres xp. Mijpes, the reading without variant of the
parallel places, A 294, £ 293, is undoubtedly the real tradition; vdrves is
inappropriate in the context and owes its position to the automatic suggestion
of Huépas. Gemoll’s ¢ Besserung,” applied to uijves, begs the question; if m is
right and zp are wrong, why must m be a ‘ Besserung ’ of p ?

350. émirerropévov m, mepirelhopévov cet. Ilepirerdopérov is read in
the two Odyssey places just quoted, but in both cases with the variant
éme-; A 295 ‘sch. Yv 65, £ 294, ém suprascr. ‘H,X.” It is improper
therefore to talk of m’s ‘coniectandi libido’ with Baumeister. The
éme- probably came from émijAvfor which follows (so £ 204, émijrvfor
itself is suprascr. mapsj in ‘X’), helped by a reminiscence of the word
émerézhecbac itself.

352. Tupdv m, Tupadva cet. Natural variation of spelling, like ayrjpwy,
ayjpw T, dyrpaoy B 447, éelow éeicao I 645 ete.

ib. mijpa Geoior m, wiua Bpotoice cet. Ruhnken accepted feolot, and
after him Ilgen. Bporoiss, however, seems fixed by 306 and u 125; the
homoeoteleuton of 351, 352 may have produced the opposite of its usual
effect, and have made the scribe of m imagine that the second Bpotoig: had
driven out the original word. We have the same change 8 216, Bpotdv ‘2’
fedv ‘ PY ’; contrariwise Hes. Theog. 329 mijy’ avbpomors.

356. Ty’ m, 7y cet. 1 do not know if 7@y’ is a real correction, based
on a misunderstanding (¢.c. = 7¢vy’), or a graphical confusion, to be added to
the instances p. 266.

367. Tvpwreds m, Tudweds cet. Ruhnken is inclined to defend
Tudwrevs, comparing the article in Hesychius, Tvdwveir évi Tdv yrydvrov.
The form in Hesych. is generally emended into Tvdwei, but even so it is
evidently the same corruption as in our passage; it is a half-conscious
rewriting, due to a mental mixture of rv¢dr and Tvdwels. In MSS. at
large also there is a tendency to insert a v between adjacent vowels.

374. méras m, mé\wp cet. A corruption that I cannot explain. There is
no similarity between the symbol for as and wp; still we have the same
change exactly ¢ 428. ¢ An pro Tépas?’ says Ruhnken.

375. BotBos m, ¢poiBos cet. Phonetic.

379. ééawadpoica m, éramdpovoa cet. Right accentuation preserved in m.

394. ayyézhovar m, ayéAhovo , dyyeléovar p. m preserves the present ;
in péfovor however it wavers with the rest. I agree with Gemoll that the
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present is to be retained in both cases, and that ol pa—Ilaprmaoio is
parenthetical.’® The arrangement is harsh, but excusable asan amplification
of Kpfjres amo Kvwood Muwwiov. The whole hymn gives the history of
existing institutions, and this parenthesis calls attention to the point now to
be explained : < he saw a ship in which were men, Cretans, the Cretans who
ete” Miiller, Dorians i. p. 233, says ‘1t 1s known from many traditions and
historical traces that the connexion established by the Cretans continued for
a long time.” Cf. 518 olo{ Te¢ Kpnrdv maujoves, Herm. 125, 6. Peppmiiller
l.e. p. 266 sg. defends the transpositions.

402. obiris m, BoTis xp. émedpacare m, émippicaaro «, émippdoaarro p.
Nothing seems certain here except that wofjoac is corrupt and that the
commonly adopted %8 évonger (after § 94) is an inert supplement. Query
vopfoac? on the meaning of the word see under Dem. 378, in part IIL; cf.
E 777 vépesOai, véeaBai, Theognis 705 vdowo ¢ AO,” venua cet. Noufoar
would have the advantage of preserving émwedpdaaro, which seems genuine,
while émippdaaaro and -acto are evidently metrical corrections. Translate
‘not one had the wit to lay hands on him, on the supposed dolphin.
Odris therefore seems the better reading, deris may have been a conjec-
ture to avoid the apparent asyndeton of 403. (Peppmiiller /.c. accepts o0’
événoe.)

403. dvacaelacke m (and T), avacaelcacke cet. The imperfect is more
in accordance with 7ivacoe. See v. 293 for the tendency of & to insert
itself.

. vijta Sovpos m, Sodpa cet. An ignorant correction.

407. Ta wpwTicTa m, mpdTa cet. Ta wpwTicd occursv. 237, wpdTioTa
Herm. 25, 111 and confirm the form. Ilpdra is presumably a gloss.
Similar variants are A 297 inwijas puév mpdra (mpotiora ¢ Vrat. be” R,
Vat. o, 5 A Mc, mpadTor Ven., Vat. ; o), B 295 olov 8¢ mpdrév mep
Aristarchus * ACL’ Ven. 4, Vat ,, o, 5, Pa, Pe (mpdrioTor alii and most
MSS. mpd7ov om. mep L, ; Vat. ;; Mc). These variations are unintentional,
a specimen of a real conjecture is that of Demetrius, of 7a mpdTa.

420. 7’ m, fev x, fjev p. It is generally recognized that m has kept the
right form. ’Hew arises first from contraction (as e M 371), then » is added
to avoid the hiatus. Similar variants occur ¢ 150; A 609 H 307 4
preserves itself intact.

423, éiktiTov almv m, évkrl(c)uevor aimy xp. 'The same unmetrical
corruption appears B 592, where elxrioTov, edetinevov and the impossible
eUxTiper’ are common variants; Quintus, xii. 91 the MSS. have ederiuevor
ékaramaEew for the necessary édurirov.

431, émwi m, émei zp. 'Eml Kplons ‘over against Crisa’; Crisa, being
the principal place to which the gulf at that time led, is used as a general
direction, equivalent to a point of the compass. ¢ When it had gone past all
the Peloponnesus, and over against Crisa began to show the great gulf that

132 Another parenthesis which interrupts the logical order, but in past time, is Theoer, xiii,
292-24,
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severs off the fertile Peloponnesus,” Z.e. to the East. For the sense c¢f. Herod.
vii. 115 xéAmov Tov émi Ioaidniov, and other exx. in the Lexx. Emei of apis
intolerable after §7e : Schneidewin’s very bad alteration rdy’ édalvero, though
accepted by Gemoll, is sufficiently refuted by Ap. Rhod. iv. 1231 TIénomos
8¢ véov rarepalvero yaia, Theocr. vii. 10 kodme Tav pecdray 08ov dvvues,
000¢ 10 odpa | apiv 70 Bpacila katedpalvero

436. dyroppov m, droppor xp. Cf. Herm. 141 zravvdyiov m, wavvi-
xtos zp. The adverb is not impossible, at any rate the variation has prece-
dents; Q 330 oi uév dp’ dyroppot wpoti "Ihiov dmovéovro, dyroppoy  Ambr. L,
Ven. ,,: avriov, avrios, évavtiov, évavtios, mAnolov, wAnaios, interchange
passim, in the Iliad.

447, uéyayap Séos EuPBa\’ éxdoTw m, elkev cacTov zp. It is hard to
see in what way the reading of m is inferior to that of p. The turn is
Homerie, A 11 péya o0évos EuBa)’ éxdarew. A priori both readings may
be independent. Somewhat similar changes of subject are & 508 7o &
Tpidos Eumeae movTy, éuBake < G, £ 31 &kmece, ékBare  GXD.

459. émri m, wotl ap. These prepositions are constantly interchanged ;
cf. H 83, K 336, 347, M 115, etc. There is a natural presumption that émri
is a gloss, and here the metre confirms it.

496. SeAplvios m, Sépetos zp (Sedplos DAOPQ). A word containing
the elements 8eAgiv- seems necessary after Sehpive 494, Serdivip 493, but
Senivios is obviously out of the question. May the right form be found in
deApivns 2 Ap. Rhod. ii. 706 the name of the python is given in the line
Senpivny Tofoior wehwprov éfevapiEev, where the scholiast of L doubts as to
the gender; 70 Svoua Tob Spdxovros of pév dppevikds of 8¢ Omvkds elmov,
b kai BérTiov. However this be in the verse of Apollonius, the existence of
the mase, form SeAgirns seems assured by the next sentence of the scholiast,
who continues &\\ws. 81: Sehpivns érakeito 6 Ppvhdocwr 1o év Sendois
xpnoripor Mawdvdpios kal Kaxhiuayos efmov, If then the temple-keeper
was called Sex@vvms, the same word may have been an epithet of the altar;
the spelling, on which in any case no weight can be laid (the MS. Guelf. in
Apollonius has SeA¢ivnr), may have varied according to the derivation
imagined ; here naturally one must read Seddpirns. The somewhat unusual
masc. termination and the familiar title (Rhianus, Anth. Pal. vi. 278. 3 ®oifRe
ov & ihaos Seddivie) amply accounts for M’s -ios, and Sehevios easily passed
into 8engros. Cf. the variants for énatiovidn v. 210.

501. eis 87e m, elcoxe xp. The use of eloére in Homer is mostly
confined to places where it is followed by «e, e.g. 8 99 eis 67¢ xev, T 144,
o 134 ; later, e.g. Athena xxviil. 14 Ap. Rhod. iv. 800, 1212, the word is
found alone. In the Odyssey places there are several variants, 8 99 eis
dxe 7é ‘H, w 134 elodre * FZ, and to a similar corruption I suppose that els
d7e is due here.

502. épal’ m, épar’ zp. The inferior family neglect the aspirate.

505. Bhgav n, Batvov zp. Baivoy is fixed by A 437, and the 1 aor.

13> 1 am glad to find myself in agreement here with R. Peppmiiller, Philologus liii. p. 270,
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seems only transitive. Bfocar may be a late gloss. The same variant
however occurs O 384 3, 68.

507. &wypara m, épuatra xp. The spelling of m is wrong, as at
A 486 in ‘H 2 man.,” Ven. ;;. The yis more frequent in éepuévar; H 89
all codd., o 295 *JH 2, Apoll. 104.

516. pricoovres m T, ¢plocovres xp. Only Baumeister has been
found to suggest that m conjectured prjcoovres—a feat that moderns as well
as Byzantines might have been proud of. ®plegovtes is a curious example
of double corruption, itacism (plooovres, so pioaovres Vat. ;5 3 571), and
correction into an actual word ((pplooovres). = 571, the other passage
where prjgoew appears in Homer, * Harl. Vat.” L ;,, Ven. ,, Vat. ;, g5, 55, o5 turn
it merely into wpijjogovres. Cf. Ar. Ey. 4 elorjppnoer codd., elcéppnaer v. L
in schol.

537. alév m, 8oca zp. Alév perhaps, as Hollander p. 19 says, comes
from alei in 536.

543. Supata m, fuara xp. Apparently a sheer, uncorrected error.

€is

Herm. 1133 pys m, peis cet. T 117 the Chian read wis, but no MS.
evidence is known for it. Is uns here merely itacistic ? Hes. Op. 557 pels
without variant.

12. dyary’ dplonua m, dyayev cet. In m first » was omitted, then the ¢,
to avoid hiatus, suppressed. ’

15. mov8oxov mn, wuAndorov cet. Itacism, cf. 50 mijyess, 151 Hrvuévos,
289 mijpartoy.

42, Marg. vp. ds Soxel por aydv é€ero m; cf. 88 yp. ov, v ; Ap. 391 lows

Nelmer ariyos els; Heracl. xv. 5 7T?7}LZL’V€T,, these acknowledged corrections
show the sort of intentional conjecture that the scribes of m effected. It is
needless to say that none of them are the work of the actual writer of M;
he copied them from his archetype with the rest of the book. I imagine
them to be due to the tenth century propagator of m; at that period we
find conjecture active on the margins of MSS. If dydy’ on this line be
thought too poor a suggestion to be true, then the original note can be put
back into the uncial period, and time given for AIWN to corrupt into
Al WN ; but it seems to me a true scribe’s conjecture, aiming merely at the
nearest intelligible word, like a printer’s correction of an author’s MS. The
identical correction, reversed, occurs in Laur. 82, 9 Agamemnon 1146, where
for dydva of the text the reviser writes in the margin yp. aiwva.

45. 9 6re m, at 6te x, as 67e p. This passage has been misinterpreted
by every commentator, so far as I am aware, but Baumeister.* Accepting
his ai 8¢ e the translation goes: ‘as when a swift thought passes through
the heart of him whom thick cares disturb, and they, the sparks, dart from

3¢ T refer generally to Ludwich's edition  Rheinisches Muscum, 1888-1890.
(1891), in which are summed up his articles in 14 Ludwich’s aiya is an attempt at the right
the Neue Jahrbiicher fiir Philologie 1886-1886,  sense.
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his eyes, so at one time, word and deed, did brave Hermes devise” That is
to say Hermes' &pyor followed upon his éros with the rapidity with which,
when a man is puzzled, as soon as ever an idea comes to him, his eyes light
up. All four members (vonua—duapvyal, &ros—é&pyov) are necessary to the
comparison ; and therefore, if for no other reason, the theory of Hermann
(praef. p. xlviii.) and others, that we have two alternatives run together in
the text, falls to the ground ; so does any interpretation based on # é7e of m.
Gemoll’s inability to understand what cares and glances have to do with each
other is a wonderful admission, even for a commentator. The psychology is
minutely accurate; as long as the man is tossed by constant anxieties
(émiorpwdpdae pépipvar) which seem to admit no solution, so long his eyes
are dull ; but no seoner does the happy thought cross his breast (3t¢ oréproco
mrepriayp) than his eyes light up and glances dart from them (3uwnfdaw) like
light from a pool. He is in fact ‘stung with the splendour of a sudden
thought,” his case is

as when a great thought strikes along the brain
and flushes all the cheek.®

The Homeric 3é 7e to introduce an additional touch in the simile needs
no illustration.

The palaeographical account on the other hand of the origin of the
actual MS. readings is by no means as satisfactory. From A1A€TE one may
perhaps get AIOTE of z and s &7e, as suggested p. 264, may be a further
correction, but # ére of m is very far away and may point to an independent
though inferior reading 7¥7e cl. v. 55. Somewhat similarly in Ap. Rhod. iv.
1453 Stephanus emended 7 ére for fvre.

59. dvopaxAvrov éfovoudlwy m, vopdfwy x, dvouar\vryy Svopdfwy p.
m only preserves the original ; in 2p the é£ has fallen out, as of é&@havve in
v. 402, though there in » only. 2 leaves the line imperfect, p makes the
impossible emendation évouarAiTiv; cf. p. 264. For éfovoudlewv cf. § 278.

65. GrTo M, @70 %, dpro p. Independent variants; T 62 Seloas &
éx Opévov GAto, marg. Ven. A év a\hp éx Opovov dpro odTw kai % pacca-
MoTersd, no MSS, seem to have the variant.

74. ayéhas m, dyéns zp. A matter of spelling; cf. 154 &nafe, 356
novyia, Aphr. &ate, Herm. xii. fjpav.

78. mportas m mwpocfer xp. Perhaps a gloss; cf. A 129 arpéofe,
mpdror L ;5 M 40 mpoglev, mpdTov L, o 1o, 15, Ven. o, < C,” A, Mo, Vat,
20 200 290 Mo

82. wveotphéay aykalwpiv M, veofniéos dyxalov UAns xzp. The
passage is somewhat uncertain, from the non-occurrence elsewhere of
dyrxarov. The word presented by M is particularly mysterious. Hermann
(praef. p. lvi.) conjectured dpns for the last word, and with this assumption

15 Prof, Tyrrell has anticipated this Tenny-  Aphr. 219 sq. ; who does not think of ‘And
sonian reminiscence. Another is suggested by  thee returning on thy silver wheels’ ¢
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o
veofOn\eavayrarwpny can be derived without much difficulty from wveofnXe-
b3
aykaléwpna, if one compares the similar processes veoyvoiwy 406 =veoyréwv,

s
oroomodos 238 =0Aomodos. The cadence resembles Hes. Theoy. 576
veonhéas dvfear molns, Athen. 682 F arepdvovs evwdeas dvbfea yains. Cf.
also Mimnernus f7. 2, 1 wolvavféos dpn | éapos.

87. 8épwy avboicay m, dépwv aiboveav xp. A striking instance of
the depravation of ap. Aéuew in Homer is not used except of actual
building, Telyn, mipyovs, ete., but it is no great stretch to apply it to building
up, terracing, tending, a vineyard, in the sense of the expressions évkripévy
év a\of, évkTipévny kar dhorp.l® What the old man was actually doing is
defined by v. 90 & épov 8oTe ¢ura oramters, and his own words v. 207
éoramTov mepl youwov dAwils oilvomédoio; in v. 188 he had moved on to
another job. When therefore Hermes found him he was ‘building up’ his
vineyard by digging about and tending the roots of his vines, .. digging out
the furrows and loosening the earth about the roots, a usual springtime
occupation in Mediterranean countries where corn and fodder are raised
between the vines before the grape ripens (dvfoicav). Gemoll’s note lacks
actuality. Adpuwv alfovoar seems partly corruption, partly conjecture.

88. oyyraTwv Neyeroiwy M originally ; dyynorov Aeyemoiny zp. The
plural is inexplicable, unless it is another case of w=m, cf. p. 266.

90. émxdumvia ESNa m, émikdumvies duovs zp. It is hard to
believe that so satisfactory and stable a reading as émkdumvios @uovs can
ever have been corrupted into émexdumvia Edha. EidAa may well mean the
lower woody stalk of the vines about which the gardener is actually digging ;
this dry wood (70 Evrov Tijs dumérov, Bur. Cycl. 572 kdykava & dcmwaldfov
Eora Theocr. xxiv. 89) is eminently ‘twisted, émikdumuvros, in contrast to
the straight shoot which springs new each year. For the adjective cf. Hes.
Op. 427 émwcdpmvha kdha; and generally Apollonius i. 1117 oTdmos
apménov EvTpodor UAy.

91. oivjoes m, oipioers zp. oivioes of course is right. The words
€07’ &v Tdde mavTa Ppépno illustrate dvfodicav (the vine still in flower).

98. éyévero m, éylyvero xp. A corruption, through éylvero.

108. 7upos & émepalero TIvm m, Téxvyy xp. Thrn is a considerable
corruption from 7éyvny, but Guuos v. 110 is analogous ; Ruhnken conjectured
adTuwiy. The sense of the v. is difficult; émiualecar with an accusative
elsewhere means ‘to touch, as ¢ 441 é/wv émeualeto vdTa, and this does not
suit Téyvnp. Ilgen, and after him Hermann, wished to give émeualeto the
sense of ‘desire’ and make it govern zupos directly, as indeed is more
natural, cl. K 401 8wpwr émepalero Ouués. Still the writer may have
used the word as equivalent to éxudocaro, 511.

109. éviarhe oidrjpp m, éméhedre oitdijpe 2p. On primitive fire-making
see the passages and authorities quoted in Baumeister’s and Gemoll’s notes.

15 Herodotus uses it in two places of a road ; see Ilgen, or the Lexx.



286 THE TEXT OF THE HOMERIC HYMNS: II.

"Ewréneyre seems sound, of pruning and pointing the stick to make it a
proper borer; so in exactly the same sense A 236 wepl ydp pd é yahxos
éneYre | pUANa Te kai Pphoidy, of the sceptre, and P 435 dworeyréuer olara
xarke, with variants dmoxoyreww, amorxoyréper. Eviadie has hitherto been
inexplicable ; according to {al)e and wpolaiie it can only mean ‘thrust on,
dashed on,” which, as Gemoll has seen, would make a:81pep = oropel, naturally
an impossible combination. Dr. Postgate suggests that évlaile may be a
contortion of Aelawe ¢ smoothed’ (Quintus xii. 136 of & d&p’ an &fovs |
Aelatwov). In any case the actual process of friction is omitted (as the act of
lighting is v. 113), for ou87jpe can mean nothing but ‘knife” If Hermes had
ayAUpavor with which he scooped out the tortoise and apparently killed two
cows, there is nothing to prevent another tool appearing on the scene.

- 110, &pmyvro m, dva 8 dumvvto xp. m is right, seeing that du(ep)mrvvro
has the v long in Homer. Similar variations depending on misapprehended
metre are B 828 oi 8 ddpijoTeiar, of & &p’ adpriorerav ‘H,” L |, Ven. , 4,
Vat. 1, 1310 o3 M 1, 10, Pa Pe, B, E 363 75 8 dp'"Apns, 74 8 dpns, MSS. equally

divided. H 186 4AN' &1e &) Tov Tkave vulg., & §’ eave Ven. A, Ven. |,

Vat. ,, 89 p’ lkovro Aristarch., no codd., A 528 dpu’ ifvvouev, dpuat’ 105-
vouev MSS. equally divided, M 218 8pvis 7\fe Aristarch. but no MSS,, dpvis
émfirnde MSS.

ib. Quuos adTuf m, Oeppos dvrpd xp. Avamvéew seems always used of
mental or bodily processes in Homer ; still the phrase fepuos adruy is so
strongly supported (see the comm.) that fvuos must be supposed a correction
of feuds, p having fallen out.

119. éxxpivas m, éyerivoy zp. The place is admittedly difficult.16
"Eykhivovy can hardly be distinguished in meaning from éxdonwde. ’Exxplvas
does not occur in Homer, but may mean ‘taking them apart, 7.e. first one
then the other. I am unable to judge between the readings. Imay observe
however that éxvAewde, which neither Baum, nor Gemoll can understand, is
necessary to the story. Hermes had thrown two cows down; they fell upon
their backs (émi v@7a) ; he then, in order to get at their backbones (aldves),
volled them over and pierced their spines with his yAdpavov.

Onpe understands that when cattle are poleaxed at the present day the
essential part of the process consists in the penetration of the brain by a
spike, by which death is immediately produced. Hermes’ action in *boring’
through the cows’ aldves is virtually the same. The throat-cutting was a
second stage, passed over by the writer here ; in v. 405 Apollo mentions the
second act only, Secporouficar. The two parts of the operation are clearly
given in the account y 442 sg., Ap. Rhod. i. 425 s¢., and where Eumaeus kills
a pig £ 425. Quintus i. 264 gives only the former part ; the second only is
mentioned A 457 sg., B 420 sg., I' 292, H 313. The instruments are given in
a line of Anth. P. vi. 306, 4 ogdv weléxer kai Tav Naiporiuov odayida.

16 Ludwich, N. J. f. Ph. 1888, p. 734 sq.
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Gemoll’s difficulties are therefore unnecessary. On artiTopriocas, which I
would read, see p. 265.

120. wrlova Snuéd m, wlove Snuéd xp. The inferior MSS. attract wlova
into the case of Snud ; so in the same phrase W 750 we have zioye in ‘L’
(and the reverse mistake wriova Snuorv in Li ), ¢ 464 mwiove < GPHITKW, p 241
in the phrase wioy Snu@ we find wiova in G

132, émemelfero m, of émelfero xp. The dative {uelpovre 133 makes oc
necessary. 'Ememel@ero (v. 395) no doubt wasinvented by one of the scribes of
m after of had fallen out, to make metre, Somewhat similar is H 195 where
for e wiOwyrar we find remvfwvras in ¢ F Vrat. ¢. Mosc. 3, Ly, Ven.,, Vat.
9> 22 While e is omitted without substitute in M , ,, ;. M 162 & wemAsjyero,
émemiyeto ‘L’ Vat. 5, o 0. 229 of weifolaTo, memibolaro ¢ Ambros.)
O 162 éméeco’ émumeioeTal, éméeaar memeloerar L 1, Vat. ,, M, A Mo,
mimeioerar Ven. o

138. émedy m, émel ap, émel Tor A ed. pr. Here on the contrary m has
preserved the necessary 87, the place of which after it had fallen out in zp
was supplied by the conjecture To: in A and ed. pr. Cf. ¢ 25 émedy Awos
vidw, &y om. ‘U, 205 adrap émedy, 6y om. ‘DWY. So Hollander, p. 22.
These two instances, following one upon the other, may show the arbitrariness
of correction.

141. wavviyrov m, wavviyros zp. Ilavvdytov might stand as anadverb
cf. dyroppov Ap. 436, p. 282.

1. katélapme m, éméhapme wp. 'Eméiape occurs P 650, and the
parts of awoldume frequently ; xataldume though found in later Greek
is not Homeric. Does this however affect its position here ?

148. l8dcas m, iBvvas xp. ‘I0Ycas is the right form and is generally
accepted, cf. émifver 475. For a similar confusion between like forms cf.
H 195 where for 89w Aristarchus read 8dvw and the form is preserved
in Vat. .

b, dvrpov m, dvtpov xp. The accusative seems a conjecture resting on
a misapprehension. *Awrpov (of the construction of which Baum. doubts) is
of course directly dependent on (fdcas; cf. O 693 {fuvoe veos, a 119 B7
8 100 mpobiporo, v 17 {0Vs kie NéaTopos * straight for.’

159. ¢pépovra m, AaBévra zp. Here, as in other passages where the
sense is lost, the merits of the MSS. cannot be estimated from their readings.
Lrima facic pépovra and AaBovra are on a level, and as they do not improve
the sense there is no reason to call one a correction of the other. The sense
appears to me to require a lacuna which might be filled thus;

139 &5 oe MaBwv pirer kata TdpTapoy fepdevra (cf. 256)
159a % oe Aabdvra petafd kat dyxea nAnTevaelr.

“either Apollo will bind you and throw you down to Tartarus, or if you escape
(AabBévra) you will be an outlaw in the macchia.” This utilizes the reading of
ap; the resemblance of ageAaBdv to ce AaBévTa accounts for the omission of
159a and the contamination AeBévra.

164. 05 pdha woAhe peta ppeaiv dpueva olde m, wadpa—alovia Tp
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Alovia seems too cynical a term to suit Hermes’ supposed character (vijmiov,
TapBaiéov x.7.\.), and with this feeling Ruhnken conjectured aloipa. The
passage T 201 quoted by editors since Pierson is not in point ; there Aeneas
retorts to Achilles that he also understands fuér xepToulas 78 alovia
pvbijocacar, i.e. to utter scofl and evil speech. Could a precocious infant
make the same reply to his mother ? Hermes’ answer is rather that he is
not an ordinary child, senseless and without counsel, timorous and afraid ;
for (166) his action is deliberate and intended for their common benefit.
This difficulty is by no means removed by the reading of M, wroAra—dpueva.
On the other hand I cannot imagine that this is a correction or corruption
from that of ap; the difficulties in wadpa—alovia were not likely to occur
to a Byzantine scribe or reader. “Apueva in Homer always and Hesiod
mostly is used of concrete objects: Scut. 84 however of pd uw fomwafovro kai
appeva wdvra wapeiyov, 116 pdha ydp vi oi dpueva eimev are metaphorical
instances, and cf. Theognis 275, 695, Theoer. xxix. 9, Plato Anth. vii. 35, 1.
On the whole, to make the best of what the MSS. give us, I suggest that the
actual readings are the result of the dislocation of two original ones,
moAMa—alovia, 1.e. ‘a very naughty boy (justly) afraid and dreading his
mother’s rebuke,” and #radpa—dpueva ‘a boy with few sensible, fitting ideas,”
ete. For the dislocation cf. Ap. 295, p. 278.

169. defoued m, dveEoued xp. A graphical mistake, cf. B 560 doivy,
aainv Et. Mag. Vat. , (post ras.), 656 apywéevra, apyioevta S, L ;;, R |, A.

183. woTvia piinp m, paia zp. I confess myself unable to decide if
{with all the editors) wsiryp is half gloss half reminiscence, or (with Hollander,
p. 23) paia is a gloss upon uynp.

200. xénevfa m, xéevlov zp. For the plural cf. v. 348, Dem. 381,
dp. 452, 472, Pan xix. 7; it is a variant ¥ 501 (‘Vrat. a’), but unfortunately
I have not marked this line for collation. Under these circumstances the
plural has at least as much claim to consideration as the singular.

202. {8otpe m, i8osto zp. Hard as the omission of Tisc with {Boiro is
it seems impossible to resist the analogy of N 287 0v8é kev évfa Teov e
uévos kai xeipas Svorro, Hes. Theog. 740 008é xe wdvra Teheadopov els
éviautor | oddas kot & wpdTa TUNéwy &rToale cyévorto: Op. 12 Thy péy
kev émavéoaeie vorjoas is softened by the participle. Cf. Jelf-Kiihner § 373,
6. It does not however follow that m’s iSoeus is a correction ; Ruhnken and
Ilgen preferred it. In any case Ernesti’s {8oco (a parallel might indeed be
found P 681) is surely very bad, though Gemoll and Ludwich print it. Cf.
A 216 om. Twa. .

208. vofjcas m, vojjgar xp. Notoas is put out of court by the fact
that Soxéw according to the Lexx.is followed by an infinitive in Homer;
whether it is a conjecture or a corruption I leave unsettled. On the general
construction I follow Franke quoted by Baumeister (whose parallels are not
allrelevant). V. 277 wite Tov’ dAhov mwma Body k\omov duetepawy | airives
ai Bées elat, and Dem. 57 pwvijs yap fjxove’ aTap otk iBov dpfaruoioww |aTis
&, 1b. 119 establish the sense here as ‘I thought I saw, but I know not for
sure, I thought I saw a boy—whoever the boy was that went with the oxen.’
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For examples in later Greek see Blaydes on Nub. 883 Tov rpeitTov’ GoTis
éotl kal Tov fjirTova. In both the passages of this hymn the supplement is
malicious; here the speaker contrives in the parenthesis to give the informa-
tion which he denies he possesses.

230. xpoviwva m, xpoviwves xp. Accidental assimilation to maida,
cf. p. 279.

238. ohoomodos m, UAns amodos. ‘Oloomodos must be a corruption,
perhaps through wAsomoboc; cf. dyrkarwpiv, etc., p. 143. The verse
is sound as it stands and requires no alteration. The charred logs (mpéuvwy
avBpaxujv) are kept alive by a covering of wood-ash (omobos UA7s), in the
same way as the Salds in e 487 and Metaneira’s boy Dem. 239 and cf.
Theocr. xi. 51, xxiv. 88; while v. 140 Hermes puts ouf his own fire with
ordinary dust (ué\awa xovis).

241. wpoxaloUuevos m, mwpokahevpuevos xzp. A common variation in
spelling ; B 684 xaAedvro, katobyto L ,, M ,; ‘Eust. G’; on the other
hand M 283 Aristarchus read Awtodvra while all the MSS, have -edvra.

246. mammivas & dva mwdvra uvyov m, dpa xp. For confusions
between dvd and dpa see p. 278, Ap. 292. Here the decision turns on the
construction of mawralvew, for which see Ebeling Zex. Hom. ’Ava occurs
Ap. Rhod. iii. 1284 wramrivas 8 dva vewov i0e {iya, M 333 with the addition
of the clause €/ T4’ iSoiro ; the direct ace. A 220 ; in other passages the verb
is absolute or with other prepositions. The balance of sense seems in favour
of avd; at least it is gratuitous, with Baumeister, to call it a conjecture.

248. éumAelovs m, éxmhelovs zp. "Exmheios 1s not Homeric, and « is
an easy corruption from pu.

255. BaTrTov: émel om. m. Accidental, cf. Aphr. 156.

259. pér’ m, év ap. There is no ex, of Hyepovedew in Homer with a
preposition except v. 461, which obviously is not comparable. Me7’ and év
therefore stand on about a level; elsewhere they are interchanged, cf. dphsr.
247 where per’ is impossible. A 470 éyi, pera codd. equally divided, yp.
pera Ven. A, both readings Eust.

265. kparepd m, kparard xp. Gloss or emendation from xpared =
kpataidd. The reverse, kparaid for xpatepd, stands in p v. 386. A 119 for
kpatatod, which the metre necessitates, we have xparepod, raprepod,
xpateppod (L ;). Cf. also 4p. 126, 358.

287. wikwy m, kpetdy ap. Mijhwv is either a gloss or the result of
unroBotiipas 286,

292. adyos m, dpxds zp. The corruption in m is phonetic; p fell out,
and a was strengthened in accordance with a common tendency ; cf. Ap, 540
p. 266, mpadorkew, B 867 vdorys, vavorys Eust, A 578 davaiddy,
daciadny ‘G Baroce. Townl, Ven ,, Vat.,, m. 2, M, .. II 338 xavAdy,
xador ‘A(B)CDHL Cant’ and most MSS. Mr. Goodwin’s correction
mravouévn for waouévm Dem. 393 rests on the same law.

294. kpatos m, xpatovs L, kpatvs zp. The mistake in m seems
accidental, especially as the accent is preserved. L’s xparovs looks like a
correction of the same error conflated with the téxt.
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303. advois m, TovTots 2p. A correction in m from 7adTors, which is
actually the reading of E. The exchange of ov and av hardly needs
illustration, cf. however E 258,7Z 55, H 285.

306. éérpevos m, énwypévos zp. Cf. 151 owdpyavor dud’ dpors
el\vpévos, Ap. 450 yalrps el\vuévos edpéas duovs, and Herm. 245 Solins
el\vpévoy évtpominas; for other exx. in Homer see Gehring’s index. The
survival of the nominative both in m and in ap, when the acc. would have
been so much easier a construction,is a considerable proof of its genuineness.
Translate ‘he pushed his wrap down past his ears, with his shoulders
covered in it,’ Z.e. although his shoulders were covered in it; he uncovered
his head but no more; du¢d’ dpotoew r.T. is parenthetical. As to the
divergence between m and zp, I incline (with Windisch) to regard both
forms as corruptions from an original elAvuévos; the v fell out, and efApévos
was corrected conjecturally by m to é[e]Auévos, by axp to éA[eyluévos.
Commentators have universally taken wapa to mean ‘up,’ but Hermes
was till this moment a bundle of owdpyava (240); now, beginning to
walk seriously (omovdf) i{&v), he undoes his head to talk with more
dignity to Apollo.

339. walav m, qyan xp. Taiav has been neglected by all editors,
even Ruhnken, but I see no reason why it may not be the better reading.
Of the parallels given by Ebeling, Lex. Hom. p. 4485, the following are in
point:

8 417. wdvra 8¢ yivdpevos mwepriceTar 8oa’ émi yalay
épmeta ylvovrar kal H0wp ral Becmidaés wip.

7 332. Tob pév rev émri Leldwpov dpovpay
doBeoTov Khéos ein, éyw 8¢ ke maTpld irxoluny.

p 386. odTot yap kAyTol ye BpoTdv émw’ amwelpova yaiay
wrexov 8 odk dv Tis katéor.

¥ 371, 90y pév ¢dos Hev éml yOova.

I bave omitted cases in which there is a verb other than the verb ¢to be.
In the remaining instances the pregnant accusative’ is doubtless to be
explained by some notion of motion or extension inherent in the subject; and
it will hardly be disputed that ¢v8pdv, omdcor AnaiuBporor eia’ émwi cyaiav
fulfils this condition as well as any of the exx. from the Odyssey. The
corruption from yafav to ryaly is easy, the reverse seems impossible.

342. ebfimvroy m, ev@vmopov zp. The reading of m is of course right,
and is supported by 342, 355; wdpor may be an emendation for molov,
helped by the occurrence of the word in 398; at any rate it is unnecessary
with Gemoll to call wihor a ‘ Besserung.’

349. Balvwv m, Balvos zp. I cannot explain Badvwy, which is impossible
in this construction.

352. wordv orifBov m, uéyav zp. I have no instance of an exchange
between moAvs and péyas. It is impossible to say e priori that one reading
is more original than the other.

361. aheylfwv m, akeyivwy z, akeelvwv p. Apparently a real conjecture
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in m, arising from a corruption of d\eydvewr similar to p’s dhéyewer 557.
Cf. ante, p. 266.

368. dyopedow m, xataréfw xp. These synonyms are perpetually
exchanged, e.g. K 884 xardiefov vulg., dydpevoov ‘op. L, Vat. g ¢ 105 10
op M ;5 413 kaTaléfw Aristarchus vulg., dyopevoew alii ‘D Townl, Ven. ,,
N, Vat. ;g 5, M 4; 427 xararéfw vulg. dyopetow ‘D’ L, N, Ven.
o 11- G B, Vat. 1o, 14, 99, 97> dy0opevo Vat. ;.

383. émidedopar m, émidaiopar xp (émidéopar I1). The common original
seems émibéopas, out of which m has made émde(d)opar, 2p émidalopasr in
order to lengthen the syllable. Both inventions are of course woces nihili.
‘Quidam’ in Stephanus suggest émoudocopar, Barnes’ émiddoopar however
at present holds the field. This has all the marks of a bad conjecture ; the
sense it gives is but mediocre (X 254 Sefpo Oeols émibwueba is not really
parallel), and it is inconceivable that a familiar and, so to speak, stable form
like émibddaopar should have crumbled into émedéopar. To heal a corruption,
one must first discover the circumstance that started it. Among the more
common accidents that may set corruption in motion is the case where a
word is omitted in its proper place, and added at the end of the line. I
collect here some instances of this process and its results:

A 239. péyas €soerar Spros, péyas pros éoeitar ‘G Baroce.,’ L g,
Ven. ;. 1b. 287 mepl mdvrov upevas, mavrov wepiéupevas Eust. (Neumann,
p- 200). B 731 dowxrnmriot Svo maide, daxrnmiot vie Svw (i.e. to the scribe
vi¢ 80@)L ;, Mo. T 442 &8¢ o épws ¢ppévas, dde ppévas Epws (t.e. ppévas
épws Eust. who therefore proposes to read é&pos). Z 211 aiuatos edyopar
elvai, ebyopas aiuatos elvas “ Lips. Mosc. 8." b, 261 pévos uéya olvos déker,
olvos pévos péya <0, L o, Ven. ¢ oivos péya pévos Ven. , Vat. ;o oivos pdra
wévos ‘L’ Vat. o, o, péya a0évos oives Boissonade An. i. 114, ¢b. 335 Tpdwy
Téoaov YO, Téoaov Tphwy xorw L 5 Vat. o o0, .0 Mo, H 130 ¢pias
ava xelpas deipat, yelpas dvaeipar ¢pidas ‘D, pilas yeipas dvaeipar Vat. 4
® 79 olire 80’ alavres, obr’ alavre Svw <C. 1b. 805 Séuas elxvia Oeolot, Beols
Séuas éoxvia Ath. 632 F. 1 204 éud vméace pendOpo, éud pendbpp (i.e.
HeNdbpp) vméacow L , Vat. ,, M, Mo. A 76 odolow évi peydpoiae
xalelaro, év opoiay peydpois éxdbyvro Eust.

Here therefore I suppose that the original was the ordinary formula
péyav & éml Gprov dpoduar and that Gprxov was omitted and added at the
end, producing the line & émi duoduac pxov, and that in course of centuries
of copying the unmetrical collection of syllables Semiopovpuar was weakened
downt to demideopar or Savopar.

385. pwpijy m, pwvijy xp. The most signal proof of the excellence of
m ; the rarity of the word, and the easy permutation of p and v (see Part I.
p. 174) amply explain the corruption in zp, and give the lie to Baumeister’s
designation of ¢wprjv as ‘ conjectura. 1%

400. Gyov 8¢ ra xphuarta TeTdAAero m, N (fx) ov 6y Ta ypipar

160 Ludwich, N. Jahrb. f. Phil. 1889, p. palmary instance of m’s superiority—surely
415 and ed. alone of recent writers doubts this  without ground.

H.8.—VOL. XV. X
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drerdAhero xp. Does M’s dxov imply a former éxxov, or is it entirely
unintelligent, like 6Aoomodss v. 2382 ’ATirdANeTo, though an existing form,
is metrically impossible, and Demetrius’ drdA\eTo seems certain; areTdMeTo
arose from misdivision, ypnuaTaTalleto xpnua | TaTallero, TiTaAAeTo,
finally ypyuaraTirarrero, which Valla made av7iBaArero and Lascaris
avrirdAhero (cf. A 250 kopéeww atitarNéueval Te, avtitedheépevai ‘F’). The
conjectures for %’ o¥ 87 are unconvincing. I hazard the suggestion jx’ o -
S e, t.e. ‘on the ground’ of the cave, where the cows were, in contradistinction
to the roast meat which (185) petrjopa 8 aly’ dvaerpe.

401. é& m, wapa xp. ’'Es is perhaps a gloss on wapa, in which there
is certainly more force ; so Franke ap. Baumeister.

403. amdvev@ev m, amwdreplev xp. These two words are exchanged
E 445, where awdvevfer is read by ‘S Cant’ R, Vat.,, M ,;, ,; and the
mixture dwavepfer in L . ’Awdvevfe is far the more frequent word in
Homer, an ex. of it in a somewhat similar sense to this is P 198 71ov & w@s
oy amdvevfer i8ev.

404. yaln kar’ M, wérpn én’ xp. I can offer no suggestion as to the
origin of yain xar'.

411. apBorddny m cum punctis, éuBorddnw xp. éuBorddny is an dmaf
elpnuévor, but the meaning which must be “closely, clinging,’ is amply guar-
anteed by the forms éuBdArew, &uBrqua, éuBolds, éuBolels, €uBolos,
‘graft” apBoradny exists but in the senses of either (1) boiling, throwing
up, or (2) preluding, as 426. The change of a and e before consonants is so
frequent (dyeipeiw, éyeipewv, &v', év, duBaivovres, éuPalvovres, dumvvto,
éumrvvro, avijkas, évijkas, ayxiivas, e’vyrc)w’yae) that we need not call au-
Bo\ddny a ¢ conjecture.’

418. Avpny m, xepos xzp. The quantity of the ¥ naturally puts Adpnw
out of the question. I explain it as a scribe’s conjecture to avoid the
homoeoteleuton of 418, 419. Cf. Ap. 352 wijua Geolaw, p. 280.

422. vers. hab. m, om. ap. ‘Eximius ille codex Moscov. hunc locum
pulcerrimo versu auget, Ruhnken. The two thetas account for its loss in
ap. Gemoll, whose suspicions are too easily roused, objects to this v. and
to 457, 8, which also m alone preserves; why not to the Hymn to Demeter
itself ?

429. dodov m, dowd xp. dowdov seems the result of assimilation to
vidv v. 430. Cf. A 171 ddevor ral 7r7\ov7'01/ Baroce. Mor. Mosc. 1 ex corr.’
for dgevos xal mAodTOS.

431. dravres m, ékactos wp. Ilgen after Wolf accepted dwavres,
under the idea that ékaoros came from v. 428; it seems more probably a
gloss. "Exactos with a plural is well established in Homer; variants of
&kaoTos €kacTor occur in several passages, and T 463 <Vind. 5’ reads
damwavra for ékacra.

440. cyeverfjs m, eyeveijs ap.  m is obviously right, but why call it with
Gemoll a ‘ Besserung’ ? o 6 the MSS. read yeverss, yevejjs ‘ Suyds Didymus,’
and contra Z 142 qeverfv, yeversiy < Plut. Cons. ad Apoll. 6" In the other
places there seem to be no variants,
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ot o

451. yopos M, yopo! zp. Did the scribe of M mistake yop for yop ?

433. d\No ué\noev m, @de péayoev zp. The double &8¢ in ap is
singular. Possibly &8¢ and d\lo were originally inverted in the arch. of
xp and &de written over dAlo as a correction; the next scribe then gave
&8¢ in the first place, but without correcting &8¢ in the second. ‘Mosc. ex
coniectura puto’ says Baum., but who by the light of nature would have
thought of d\\o?

456. olala m, oldas xp. olbas occurs v. 467 without variant, and a 337
where Zenodotus read 78ess; in other places in Homer the form is olofa
without variant (c.9. v. 882), except A 85, where Zenodotus read olcfas.
Here therefore we may call olcfa a grammatical gloss.

457, 458. hab. m, om. ap. ‘Sind nur in M iiberliefert und jedenfalls
Interpolation,” Gemoll. Possibly, but their omission in zp is no evidence,
for there was never a clearer case of homocoarchon. This even Baum.
admits. Cf. ante, p. 272.

468. foacoeis m, dadooes p. Bodooers is not, as might be supposed,
a mere error in spelling. The ancients considered the word fodfewr to have
the meaning of fadooew; schol. Aesch. Suppl. 603 gives xabrfuevos as an
equivalent of fod{wy, schol. Soph. O.R. 2 gives Odooerar and fods mwpord-
Onabe as explanations of fodfere, Hesych. s.v. Bodler among other interpre-
pretations has kd@nrac. There is no variant to Gaacaéuer 172, nor in the
places where the word occurs in the Iliad and Odyssey; Apollonius ii. 1026
we have fodaowy in ‘Guelf’ On the whole therefore we may call fodooets
a half-conscious variant.

471. 8 m, ye zp. These particles are exchanged passim in the Homeric
MSS.; the sense gives the preference to 8¢.

482. 8aTis dv kal adriv m, Goris dv admiy ap. The extra syllable in

ral Tis by
m may be the result of contamination, e.g. of 8o 7Tis &v or &s xe uev,
cl. 486.

486. delyovoa m, pbéyyovoa zp. Pedyovoa coincides with Martin’s
conjecture, and is generally accepted ; it must be supposed that in the case
of zp the v first fell out of pedyovoa, then péyovoa was written ¢éyyovoa
to make metre, and ¢féyyovaa to look like a real word. Cf. p 851 oTped-
yeabar, atpéyyecfar  NK, Dionysius Chaleus (Bergk vol. ii. p. 262, fr. 2, 1),
mevaopevor ‘L, megadpevor < BPV,

487, iwv m, éwv xp. 'Eov is made necessary by vijs, but the words are
hardly distinguishable graphically, so great is the resemblance of form, and
often of meaning; e.g. A 277 éévre Aristarch. vulg., ldvre Zenod. ‘MS’ L ,,,
Ven. ;, 4, Vat. |, 10 15 10 25 426, éov codd., lov Aristarchus, Vat. ,, A 230,
éwv, iwv Aristarchus Suyds; édv vulg. lwv L g 4 15 VeD. o 45 Vat.
M, 0 M 264, i6vras vulg. éévras L ; Ry, A, Vat. 5, 00 M 4

487, épeelvy m, épéewe xp. The error of zp is accidental, and was
avoided v. 483.

499. om m, hab. 2p. The omission, no doubt accidental, may be due
either to homoeoteleuton, or to the recurrence of vids in 500.

X2
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501. dmwo véplev m, Vwo kalov zp.

502 dmwo xalov m, vmwd péhos zp.

The reading of m in both places is consistent and intelligible, that of
zp is in neither case possible, and admits of explanation on graphical grounds.
So in 501 xaXov is impossible with {uepéer (or cuepdaréov) following in 502 ;
it crept in from ¥7d xalov underneath. In 502 wéhos is impossible
metrically ; it may be accounted for either by supposing that uéhos in 501
(after itself supplanting wépos, which v. 53 makes certain) was copied
mechanically into 502, or, more elaborately, one may suppose that when vmro
xalov had taken the place of J7o vepfe in 501, the scribe was offended by
the second xaAdév, and substituted a new word for it. For this complex
process cf. 352, 418. The reading of m therefore seems original in both
places; translate ‘the lyre rang beneath (his touch) and the god sang
sweetly to it’ (0o, cf. ¢ 411). I have written Jmévepfe as more Homeric,
cf. Ap. 118.

502. ouepdaréoy m, iuepéev xp. It is hard to understand the objection
to cuepdaréor ; it occurs in the same sense 54, 420 without variant, and
these passages are thought sufficient to replace yeipos 501, where no MS.
reads it, while here where m reads ouepSaréor it is called a ‘reminiscence.’
Suspicion should more naturally fall upon i{uepoev, as a palpably easier word,
helped also by the analogy of 3 570. Ilgen’s correction of deicer to deidev
in obedience to the earlier passages is superfluous; the scribe had no induce-
ment to make such an alteration, cf. ¢ 411 for the form.

503. xal pa m, é&ba ap. &ba makes more of a paragraph, xal pa
carries the action on with less break. Which sense is the more appropriate
may be a matter of opinion. I see no reason why the two readings may not
be independent.

1b. Bdas m, Boes ap. Péas, since Clarke conjectured it, has prevailed ;
Bodes was an obvious error,

b, kata m, wotl xp. raTd may be a gloss; wpori and wotTi are con-
stantly glossed in the Iliad MSS,, cf. ¢.g. K 336. Similarly 4p. 459 €ar’.

507. 7a uév m, 7o wév ap. Either reading may stand; the plural of
the article seems commoner in later Greek, the singular in Homer, e.9. 8 46.
The conjectures p’ o uév, 6 uév are singularly misplaced ; the apodosis to uév
is & in 511, and the opposition is not between persons, which ¢ would imply,
but between the different occupations of Hermes, a4 pev ‘in one respect,
4u. as regarded Apollo, avros 8 ad@ ¢ for himself on the other hand.’

510. om. m, but, singularly, Baum. and Gemoll are asleep to the ‘inter-
polation ’ in ap.

515. aua xhéyrns m, dvakhéymns ap. 'Avarhémrew does not exist, and
the sense of dua is admitted to be good. The change of dua and dvd
and generally of p and » is sufficiently motived by graphical laws, cf. ante,
p. 278. Baum.’s ‘ correctio’ is therefore unnecessary.

516. én’ amoiBnua M, émapolBia xp. Neither [éwlapoiBros nor [ém]
apolfipos (for which én’ duolBnpa must be meant) occur; Wolf and
Ludwich are no doubt right in reading the latter form, the comparative
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rarity of the termination (Kiihner-Blass § 33 2, 5, 335, 15, Lobeck Pathol-
p. 171, who gives a list of adjectives of both formations) accounting for the
omission of -u-~. Cf. A 881 mapalota, mapaloipa ‘N, Z 62 aloipa, aloua,
‘ Bekker 4n. 831, 16.

av

T

518. & péy M, péyav zp. The reading of M points to a variant rard.
Katépvvpe is unhomeric; cf. Eur. Hel. 835 dAN dyvov Sprov oov xdpa
katopoca.

524. apiBuds m, dpOud xp. The same phonetic variant occurs H 302
apbpriaavre, apilbpfaavre L g 4 o 16 200 Ry No A, Pa, Vat. 5 6 100 100 09
My, b0 ne m 7427 dpBucor, dplbuios  DHULWZ.

533. Siapmepés m, SroTpedés xp. A second epithet of Hermes, after
¢épioTe, seems unnecessary ; on the other hand the inversion Siaumepés #Hv
épeelvers is strange, and Siapmepés itself is not very significant, since in the
text as we have it there is no mention of this request.

534. @\\wv m, &\\ov ozp. This might be thought a casual variant, but
in the similar phrase usjre 710’ &\\wv | dfavdrwv E 827 dAAwv is read by
several MSS., some of a distinct family, e.g. ‘Cant. Vrat. a, L 4 135 10 160
1w ven o, Ry, Me, Pa, Pe, Vat. 5, 6, 1, M o, 5 0 10 10

537. éuoto m, éuelo xp. A phonetic variant, occurring passim in the
Iliad (A 259, 301, 341, A 343, E 214, Z 362, © 149 al.); cf. Dem. 72, Ap.
166, 314.

542. mepirpawdv, m, meperpoméwy xp. Correction in m, supervening on
a corruption (wepiTpomdy, wepitpamdv). For the contraction cf. p. 263.

543. 008’ amaTiow m, doris dv é\Opy xp. m obviously has taken the
ending of 545, induced by the recurrence of éufjs dudis amwovigerar.

544. o v 98¢ métnoe M, pwri) kai wrepiryeaat xzp. The strength of
the view which regards m’s reading as independent is the solidity of the
reading of zp. The citations brought by the commentators to justify wrepd-
yeaowy only make it the more inconceivable that so regular an expression
should have been glossed by a rare word like worfioe. There is a complete
absence of motive, failing which we are bound to admit the independence of
wotfjor, a word imitated, as by Aratus Phaen. 278, from e 337 aifuvin & elxvia
morh (vl. -1jv). Iloryj (Hesych. morijy (déav. oi 8¢ mwrijow. EM. morij
wThicis. o &xw oy, olTw wéTw woTi)) is a concrete noun meaning ‘course,
flight,” and of several birds seen at once and taking different directions may
well be used in the plural (Quintus xii. 5 wmjoias olwvdv). For the form
cf. Heracl. xv. 5 woumijow v’ Edpvobijos, O 633 Boos audi poviow, E 887
xahkolo Tumfiow, etc. Since Ruhnken and Ilgen every editor has preferred
the zp reading, but their rejection of morfoe rests on mistaken ideas of
ancient and mediaeval text-alteration. A rare word is not used to gloss a
familiar one, and Byzantine scribes had neither wish nor capacity to invent
a ‘ gesuchte Wendung’ of this sort. The two readings are independent.

550. viés m, vié xp. Tids is perhaps an accident, the result of the
neighbourhood of épixvdéos; cf 429. V

552, gepvai m, woipar zp, Of the two words uolpas is the more
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likely to have been a gloss. Hermann’s ®plai, however brilliant, is not
conclusive ; Mr. A. B. Cook, J.H.8. xv. p. 7 prefers poipar, Ludwich ceuvas.

556. Sukagkaliav émi m, Sbdoralos Hy émwi xp. See Part I p. 143;
Sidacxaliav émi is an example of real Byzantine correction.

560. Oviwow m, Ovicwat x, @bowae p. The reading of m is accepted
by every one since Ruhnken ; o inserted between vowels, to form futures and
aorists, is a very common error (see p. 278). The correet spelling wve is
shared by m with 2 (cf. p. 266).

565. &vdp’ adai} m, dvdpa OSaelns xp. Cf p. 145; this unconcealed

s
corruption in m may come from a'vSpaSae‘,;, abbreviated or not, the super-
scribed syllable being understood as a correction of e. So reversely
dmor\wvos for amédiwy p. 263, in p.

voultwv m, ourel zp. Noullwy similarly seems to be a correction
from an ancient corruption arising from a mis-division; dfavatoioe |
VOULAEL.

Aphr. 8. yhavedmy m, yhaveomd zp. a 156, Hes. Theog. 13, 888,
Ap. 314 yravedmw *Abfymy, Ath. xxviii. 2 yAavedww before a consonant
without variant; on the other hand Ap. 823 yravkdmd Ay, @ 373
yhaveomida elmy also without variant. Here accordingly the authority is
about equal.

10. d8ov m, déev xp. *Ader no doubt is from elader v. 9. In the same
word Ap. 22 all the MSS. have the plural.

18. wovAvypvoa 8¢ m, kal yap Th &be xp. ‘Mira lectio in M partim
errore nata partim hariolatione’ Baum. I cannot regard wovAdypvoa 3¢
otherwise than as original ; there would be a complete absence of induce-
ment to misunderstand or to improve upon xai yap T dde. The passage
must have run at first

18  «kal yap 7 &8¢ [mwaplevin pév 7’ ayapin ve]
18a movAdypvoa 8¢ Tofa rai ollpeat Ofpas évaipeww
19 ¢opuiyyés Te xopol e x.T\

The letters ade repeated in exactly the same position in consecutive lines
produced the double omission; so in 10 and 11 &yor and &y’ had a like
effect in E. Artemis’ bow is called wayypioea Art. xxvii. 5.

25. areppids m, otepeds xp. Correction in m, to make metre of orepis
after the second e had fallen out.

38. é0éxny m, Oénos ap. Itacism in m; so mwohers 20, xfjmov 66, vnos 138,
éppalo 148, viv 280.

66. Tpoins m, Tpoimy xp. For the gen. after éxi in the sense of motion,
see Ebeling Lex. Hom. p. 451a. Here the meaning ‘towards Troy’ (the
place of arrival being more closely indicated by *1énv & xave 68) seems not
inappropriate.

67. vépeae pipda m, vedéeoar Bodss zp. I do not see why m’s reading
is necessarily the less genuine. Gemoll attributes g/uda to the < Belesenbeit’
of the author of the ‘recension’; sooner than make such a demand upon the
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learning of any scribe or reader of sm I would consider fods a gloss upon the
rarer piuda (and thereby settle Baumeister's doubts). For pluga in Homer
see the Lexx.

114. Tpwas m, Tpwos zp. The rarity of the fem. 7pods as an adjective
explains the corruption rpwds ; several critics conjectured m’s reading, which
no doubt is original.

118. ypvonrakarov m, ypvanidrov a2p. At v. 16 this corruption was
confined to 2 ; here it has invaded p also. See p. 266.

125. Yradoew m, Yadew xp. On the insertion and omission of o
cf. p. 278. Here the tense decides the interpretation. All commentators
but Ruhnken and Matthiae prefer the present, which must mean I thought
my feet did not even touch the ground,” of some one who moves so fast he
thinks he swims in air. But are we to suppose Aphrodite representing this
maiden as walking from Phrygia to Troy, ‘across fields of men, and much
unparted and untilled land where hungry beasts roam’? Surely Hermes
carried her ; Baum.’s citation 5 228 098¢ yféva pdpmwre modoiiw of Hera is
against him; Hera flew, as is explicitly said of Hermes (e 49 mérero), and
therefore literally ¢ did not touch the earth’; and similarly Persephone and
Hermes Dem. 384 Bafiv 7épa téuvov iévres, and the bearers of Memnon,
Quintus ii. 569, Tvrov Imép yalns. We must therefore read the future and
translate ‘I thought I should never touch the ground again,’ .. the journey
was 50 long she thought it would never end. The antithesis with 126 is
good : ‘I thought we were going on for ever, but he assured me I was being
taken to you,’ .. that the journey had a definite end.

132. wéy m, om, zp. ‘ Coniectura additum’ the relentless Baum. does
not fail to say. ‘ :

135. Soww Te kacuyvijTw M, gols T€ kaguyviTows Zp. m’s reading may be
recommended to the consideration of those who believe in the ¢ Belesenheit
des Urhebers der Recension” It is a corruption superficially corrected,

@ 2]
possibly arising from gois Te kagiyrnTors, coiw being made into Socw to give
the semblance of a word.

139. ke—7e m, Te—xev zp. These confusions are the result of the
number of particles in the line. One (supplied by Matthiae as To:) has
disappeared entirely. In the second place m’s Te is obviously right, in the
first xe is not impossible. See the Lexx. on xe with the future.

147. afavdrov & ékare m, aBavdroro & éknte 2p. “Exati is an error of
spelling in which m is accompanied by N, cf. p. 284, but dfavdrov 8¢ €xnte
is a possible reading, cl. o 319 éppalao knre, m 86 dméANwYIS ye EknTe, v 42
aéfev Te EknTe and was printéd by Hermann, followed by Abel.

157. Néyov m, Méyos xp. The ending in m may be due to assonance
with edorpwTov, cf. p. 289. Scribes are sometimes thought to have mistaken
the abbreviation ° (= os) for ov, see Vitelli Museo italiano i. pp. 13, 170.

174. «bpe m, Bupe a, qupe bp. Kdipe is right, cf. Dem. 189 and see ante,
p- 267. Does not the correct xfpe by the side of monsters such as dovwre
kaguyvite and yaiay kat’ suggest that all are equally accidental survivors?

175. Cf. ante, p. 267,



298 THE TEXT OF THE HOMERIC HYMNS: IL

189. Biopfdrpios m, Brofdruios xp. A case of semi-conscious assimi-
lation to a familiar word, in which m is joined by NP; cf. exactly dp:fud for
aplud Herm. 524.

204. émiocvoyoedeiv—205. retipévor—206. dpioaew m.

émiovoyoedor — TeTLpévos— dpvocwv zp.
Ruhnken wished to insert the m reading throughout, but besides the harsh-
ness of the change from optative to infinitive, a copula (e.g. ypvaéov 7’), as
Baumeister observes, is necessary. On the other hand, once the m reading
in existence, it is hard to see any reason for altering it, while three infinitives
might conceivably have been corrected into optatives by a scribe who wished
to assimilate them to were/n. The m reading now receives this amount of

independent support that Teriuévovos of x poiuts, as I have said above,
os
p. 172, to TeTeuévov, 1.c. an original acc. with a nom. as variant or correction.

The passage T 284 does not support one reading more than the other.

229. evmyevéos m, ebryevéos xp. Ednyevéos is right, but not as Baum.
says ‘ ex emendatione ’; the 7 fell out of the unfamiliar form in the carelessly
spelled zp as at A 427 edyyevéos Sdroro it has fallen out in Ven. 5, M ,,, 5,
and at ¥ 81 in Ven. ,o, B, Vat. (, M .

241. Tolos m, TosotTos 2p. Tolos may have come from 239, but more
probably is due to the falling away of ovr, so H 242 rowodiTov éovra we have
Tolov in L 5, 4, 15, 15 Vat. 4, M ;) and Tolor mep, evidently by a correction,
in ‘L.

247, 8veidos év m, wer’ xp. 'Ev is necessary here, as Demetrius saw.
For the exchange of the prepositions cf. Herm. 259 p. 289.

255. Lwvmy m, {ovn xp. There is no variant v. 282 ; the acc. is perhaps
due to the influence of é@éunw.

280. vdvy m, v xp. Itacism in m, but is Hermann's correction uw
really necessary? In 267 we have -an at least equal portent, € as a plural,
and there fortunately it is beyond the reach of emendation. Nev 3rd pers.
sing. is used as early as Theognis 364 and Theognis writes virtually the same
conventional epic dialect as that of this hymn.

Aphr. vi. 4. fjvvke m, fjvewce zp. Itacism, and so 12 xoourqoOnv, Dion.
vii. 13 Andol, Ath. xi. 8 adrol.

15. i8éabar m, ibovTes ap. ’18éafar is certainly unintentional; perhaps
dyecBar 17 produced it.

Dion. vii. 29 ¢¢ xaoTépw M, 9 éxacrépw zp. The mysterious d¢ seems
to represent an original éve in m ; for such a variant c¢f. K 506 where for %
ére in the third member ‘C’ has dye (repeated from 504), for the omission of
o cf. ¥ 332 where the Aristarchean reading according to schol. V was ¢,
according to Eust. (Neumann, p. 328) 4} 7dye. For the sense, apart from the
difficulty of taking éxacTépw as epexegetic of “TrepBopéovs (which Gye would
necessitate), there seems no instance of a repetition of e in alternatives;
see Ebeling, Zex. Hom. p. 248a. The ordinary reading here corresponds
exactly to B 826 #—) Sye—z¢, Ap. Rhod. 1. 308 Hé—) dye—i) iil. 1241 5—3)
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dye—né. “Ove therefore in m was a mechanical repetition of dye in 28;
the fact that it remains in the unintelligible form é¢ uncorrected, in M, is a
proof how little the MS. underwent a thoroughgoing editing.

Artem. ix. 3. pénros m, pehitys x, wehjrms p.  The proper name is
preserved, as usual, in the best MS,

Aphr. x. 3. Oéer m, pépes zp. So far as sense goes Héer seems to me the
better reading (sc. adr5). That there are difficulties in the way of ¢épes
avbos may be seen by Gemoll’s note, where the rash conjecture &ofos is
hazarded. With 0ées the translation of &vfos will be ¢ bloom, beauty ’ (as
Dem. 108 al.), not ‘ flower’ literally. ’Emiféo itself does not seem to be used
in this sense, but émitpéyw is and abundantly, v. Lexx. The change of
subject should not be a hindrance.

To ¢éper I have no objection as an independent reading, but it is easy to

account for it: 6 and ¢ are close, cf. p. 301, and the change of subject would
be sufficient motive for a scribe to alter féec by inserting p. The actual
variant occurs O 88 6Géovoa, Pépovoa ‘Lips. Harl. frgm. Mose.” Ven. ,,
Vat. 4.
" 4. pdratpa xkvlipns m, Gea calapivos xp. The objections raised
against kvfipns on the score of sense are sufficiently met by Hollander’s
observation (p. 32) that xv@7pns corresponds to kv8épetav of v. 1. It has not
been noticed that yaipe udraipa xv@ipns edxripéoms pedéovoa gives a line
with a diaeresis after the third foot—a grave objection against a Homeric
verse, but perhaps less weighty in a composition of the uncertain date of
this hymn.

5. elvaiins Te xUmpov m, rxai waons Kimpov ap. (M. de Vries has
had the kindness to assure me, Jan. 23, 1894, that this is the reading of M.
I regret that it was overlooked in the edition) Kiompos, «¥mpis in Homer
have the v long by position; Kimpes is found as early as Ibycus fr. v. 2
kaAhkdpuwy penédnua oé pév Kompes, and often later. Both quantities meet
Theocr. xviil. 51. Hermann regarded the variants of vv. 4, 5 as two different
versions of the same passage. Cf. Aphr. vi. 2, 3.

Demetr, xiii. 1. feav m, feov zp. The unmetrical fear may be a gloss.

2. wepoepovetay m, ¢pepoepoveiav xp. The variani is common, the

w-form appears to be right ; cf. I 457 ;f'epoe(;bo'vem Ven. A, 569 wepoepéverar
Ven. A, ¢epa. Vat. ;;, M, « 494 pepo. Matro fr. vi. 6, 509 epa. ‘H,
534 pepa. ‘H, A 217 ¢epa. < GD, 226 < GHD,” 635 ¢epa. ‘GD wp. U%
70 ¢pagiuéhovoa, a reading handed down for waciuélovoa but without MS.
authority.

Heracl. xv. 4. o5 fa juév m, bs mwpiv uév zp.

5. mpat’vz-t" deOredov kpaTaids m, wopTiaw Um ebpvabijos dvaxTos.

6. &oya Epya m, moANd & avéThy zp.

There may be some doubt as to the restitution of m’s reading (Ilgen
inserted 8¢ between defhevwr and xpataids, I would suggest kapracids, on
the analogy of the perpetual interchange of «xpd7os, xdpros, rpatepds,
raptepss, and make a stop at v. 5), but no one will, I imagine, with
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Baumeister and Gemoll consider a Byzantine scribe to be the author of the
whole. At least one may with equal right ask why the reading of ap is not
an invention. Hermann again saw two versions of the same passage. The

unmetrical state of M as it stands, and the correction Wn/tg,l,'ver’, might have
suggested that the line was not of quite recent origin, Cf. Hollander,
p. 33.

This condition of vv. 4, 5 in M and the corruption Dion. xvii. 5 make it
likely that m or the archetype of m, which we know to have been mutilated
and which ended abruptly at xviii. 4 (Part I. p. 142), had suffered some
damage on its last page or two.

The result of this investigation shows that out of some 150 variations
peculiar to m not more than six are deliberate conjectures (4p. 198, 209,
Herm. 306, 349, 361, 418), thirty-four are semi-conscious conjectures (Ap.
125, 181, 284, 295, 350, 352, 367, 459, 496, 501, 505, Herm. 78, 82, 132, 141,
148, 208, 265, 287, 303, 383, 400, 401, 411, 431, 456, 468, 503, 524, 542,
Aphr. 25, 135, 189, Dionys. vii. 29) ; substantive variants there are seventy-
nine, of which thirty-three are independent (4dp. 181, 308, 321, 326, 339,
436, 447, Herm. 45, 65, 90, 119, 159, 164, 200, 202, 259, 368, 403, 502, 503,
518, 552, Aphr. 8, 18, 66, 67, 204, Apkr. x. 3, 4, 5, Heracl. xv. 4, 5, 6), and
forty-six original (Ap. 82, 99, 110, 114, 157, 192, 200, 272, 292, 293, 318, 322,
341, 349, 402, 407, 420, 423, 431, 516, Herm. 59, 87, 91, 110, 138, 148, 246,
248, 339, 342, 385, 440, 453, 486, 501, 503, 515, 516, 544, 560, Aphr. 114,
118, 125, 174, 229, Art. ix. 3). The remaining twenty-six are graphical or
phonetic corruptions, and their number is to be augmented by those collected
Pt. L. p. 143 sq.

The peculiar readings of ¥ have next to be considered.

Ap. 55. worAqyy ¥, oloers zp (def. M). The readings are as nearly on a
level in point of sense as any pair can be; they seem to me independent.
Gemoll puts woANyw in the text ; Hollander, p. 30, is more guarded. We miss
the evidence of M.

136-8. BeBpibes kabopdoa Aws AnTods Te yevédAny
ynBocivy 81e pw Geds elheTo oixia Béabas
vijowy jmelpov Te pilnae d¢ xknpdli paiiov hab. y, om. map.

Whether ¥ had 139 also we cannot definitely conclude. The verses 136-8
and 189 are incompatible with each other; on the other hand either alone
gives a fully adequate sense. To emend or transpose the whole passage there-
fore so as to include all four lines seems mistaken ; we have evidently two
versions of the same passage, one preserved by mazp the other by y, inde-
pendent one of the other. This is the view of Hermann, praef. pp. xx. xxi.
As illustrations of similar alternatives I give H 234, 234a, © 415, 415¢,
Aphr. 136, 1364, Dion. 1. 4-6, 7.

162. BauBariaativ ¥, kpepBatiaativ mxp. The vulgate is well estab-
lished, see comm. Still BapBaiiacrds is not necessarily a graphical
corruption, as Hollander, p. 30, assumes ; it is a verbal noun from BauBaridlw,
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a form which may well exist by the side of BapBalver K 875 BauBalve
Anth. Pal. v. 272, 4, BauBartfwy schol. Ven. ib., BauBarvtewr Lex. Sequ.
ap. Bekker An. i. p. 30 (copied by Eust. 812, 45), BauBarxifw Hipponax
Jr. 17, 2, BouBuhidfovaw o Setvds dedidtes Ar. Probl. 27, 11 (9492 13). In
these passages it means ‘ chatter’ or ‘ rattle’ (doads} pwviv mpoiéuevos o
To0 ¢6Bov schol. Ven. /.c.) of the teeth, and from teeth it is but a step to
‘bones.” I take BapBaliacTiv therefore to be an independent reading.

211. duaptvle y, &’ EpexOei m, G’ épevfei x. On this place I have ex-
pressed a general opinion above, p. 276 n.12. *Audpuvvfos is known to us as a
town Strabo 448 Tavs [1iis 'Eperpias] & éoti kdun 3 *Apdpvvlos ¢’ émra
aradiwy Tob Telyovs, and the evidence for the word as the name of a person
is very slight (Steph. Byz. ’Audpvvfos: vijgos tijs EdBolas, amé Tiwos
xurpyod Tijs "Aptémibos, a mere eponym ; Probus Verg. Eel. ii. 48 Narcissus
flos ut Arcesilaus refert a Narcisso Amaranthi qui fuit Erectheis ex insula
Euboea. C. Miiller, 7. H. ¢.1.p. 102, corrected ‘ Erectheis ’ into ¢ Eretriensis’;
it would be as simple to change ¢amaranthi’ into ‘amaranthio’). In any
case it is a long step to call Amarynthus an ‘amasium’ of Apollo, and I
wonder at the facility with which editors have followed Schneidewin in
printing *Apapivfp.

325a. hab. y, om. map. The similarity between vdv p1j Tor and vy pévroc
caused map to omit it. Editors, kinder to  than to m, have not called it an
interpolation.

523, ddvtov Ldbeov y, adTod Sdmwedov map. I do not share in the
certainty of editors in regard to the reading of y; the graphical likeness
between a(8)vroviabfleor and avrovdame(d)ov is of course considerable, but
it may be doubted which way it tells,

Herm. 45. dpadivar y, apapvyal map. 1 cannot suggest any explana-
tion of auardiva.

241, 04 pa véov Noxdwy y, & pa veoAhovtos map. Néov Aoydwy still
resists all attempts at explanation; and the conjectures based upon it do not
deserve mention. The alternative veéAdovros may fairly mean ¢ new-born,
of an infant who has received the attentions that the goddesses give Apollo,
Ap. 120; the periphrase suits the semi-serious style of this Hymn; cf.
Aristoph. Ach. 17 AN’ od8emrwmor’ é€ §Tov 'y pimTopar where the scholiast
says TovréaTt {&, peTadopikds. TH yap {dvri émerai To pymrecfar. A sense
has been got for the passage by patching veéAAovros with Hermann’s con-
jecture ¢ for 8. This is strikingly confirmed by #’s 64, since ¢ and @ are
exchanged not unfrequently, more on phonetic than on graphical grounds; so
A 268 for ¢mpaoiv Onpoiv is read in ‘L Lips. Vrat. b, L, ,, o, Ven. , R,
A Vat. g, 50, M |, 11, 15 and as a correction in several other MSS.,, M 302
for adrode, avTofe is in L g 4, Ven. ,, Vab. 5, 14 90 99 M, 4 o Mo
The particle ¢ was read by Zenod. at B 144, but is found in no MS., at
= 499 it is given as 8¢ ¢f} or & &pn (and in the latter sense Aristarchus
interpreted it). Cf. also Hipponax fr.14, 2. We are next to suppose that 65
became in the majority of MSS. 87, for which change cf. I 394 84y, & ‘E S
Cant.” L ;,, R, M, ;, cl. © 448, K 104,
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288. dvryr Bovrollotat xai elpomikois oleaaww Y, avriions (ews) ayé-
Mot Bodv kai moeot pihwy mzp. Hollander’s examination (p. 27) of these
lines is unexceptionable. The two readings are independent.’”

826. pera ypvadbpovoy 76 Y, woti wTHxas ovAiumwore map. Again I
refer to Hollander Ze.

366. d\\ov uddov év dfavdToiow Eevmev ¥, & add érépwlev dpeSo-
pevos &mos nida mxp. Hollander, p. 26. This case falls under the head of
¢ formula of speaking,” of variations in which there are countless instances in
the Iliad and Odyssey; e.g. A 73 § aduv éippovéwr dyopricaro kai ueréerme,
Aristarchus and all MSS.; § uév dp’ ds elmotc’ Ven. ;, Vat. i, 1. 560 mp &
amapeBouevos vulg., Ty 8¢ uéy’ dxbicas yp. Ven. A, A 92 &rea wrepdevra
mpoonida vulg., wpogédn yAavkdmis &Orvn ¢ NS Cant. Lips. Mos.” L 4y, 44,
1 Ven. 5, R, P, Pa, M ,;; E 764 mpv & dmapeBouevos mpoaédn vedpern-
yepéra Zevs vulg., oy & juelBer’ Emeitra matip avdpdv T Oedv Te some
ancients (vioc Schol. Ven. A) ‘LS Cant. Vrat. b Mosc. 1, L. , ,,, R |, Vat. ,,
wo1wey M1 g 11 19 15 €bc.  For single words exchanged cf. Herm. 368
ayopevow, xataréfw, p. 291. Similar variations occur in phrases denoting
¢ going away.’

473. 7év y, kal mxp. In the uncertainty as to what word is hidden
by maid advedr it is impossible to decide absolutely between these two
variants. Profs. Ludwich and Tyrrell have broken the monopoly of Hermann’s
mravoupaiov, which however brilliant does not satisfy the graphical con-
ditions ; Tyrrell's med’ apvecdy is more ‘than ingenious, but are we really to
introduce meda = pera into Homer ? Another mysterious phrase, bearing
some likeness to this, is ¢noi & dvyp Ppévas dpveios Hes. Op. 455. The older
conjectures are collected in Ilgen.

563. +revdortar & Fmerta & dAMjAwy Sevéovaar ¥y, mwepawvrar &
Nmweita wapefE odov fryeuoveves map. Aovéovoar Baum., but this conjecture
has for the first time been clearly explained by Mr. A. B. Cook, JH.S. xv.
p. 7. Aslong as Sovéovaar referred to women, no clear picture or intelligible
motive was given; but the applicability of the term to bees or bee-women
is at once evident. Aoveiy is divided in meaning between motion and sound ;
in the latter sense we have Sovrjoerar Ap. 270 of chariots, and in the neuter
Theocr. xx. 29 wijy adAéd Sovéw. I take Sovéovaar therefore of the angry buzz
of bees that will not settle, ¢ buzzing about among each other’ Similarly,
metaphorically, Anth. P. v. 121 u3) odye—dupidovoins tov xardv. 1 see how-
ever no reason to suppose that OSevéovsar is anything but a graphical
corruption, to which marginalia are peculiarly liable, not necessarily going
back many years; and the other reading, which it must be remembered
belongs to m also, was certainly not invented (as Gemoll supposes, Einleitung,
p. 10) to supersede it. Schneidewin’s, Hollander’s (p. 28) and Ludwich’s
attempts to read both vv. at once are not happy. We find everywhere in
the Hymns that real variants are original alternatives, not a sequence inter-
rupted. I take the two lines therefore to be independent, as 288, 326, 366.

17 »Apryy is not certain ; Hollander emends it é»7&s, Gemoll after Schneidewin é»rrjs.
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Pon xix. 48. faapar y, NMoopar xp (Asclep. xvi. 5 AlTopar omnes,
Apoll. xxi. 5 {hapar omnes). Gemoll here bestows his  Besserung’ upon y;
again I take {Aapar and Moopa: to be independent alternatives, and the latter
is not necessarily a corruption of AiTopas or Mooouas, but a regularly formed
Juture, implied in AMoar A 894, Aoy « 526 and cf. the variants Anth. Pal. v.
164. See Veitch, Greek Verbs sa.

Counting up these fourteen solitary readings of 4, we find that nearly all
of them are independent variants; of none of them however can we say that
it is right to the exclusion of the corresponding reading. The variants are of
great value and interest, but we are to remember that 7 (as far as we can
judge of it from the way in which it is cited) is a close relation of z and a
member of the general azp family. Also, from Herm. 45 (dpadivar), 241
(Moxdwv), 288 (dvrnw), 563 (Sevéovoar), it is plain that ¥ is as severely
corrupted as the other families.

We may next look at such variants as have two families to support
them. It may be expected prima facie that a reading found in two such
distant families as m and y will have a strong claim to acceptance.

Ap. 217 38 dyvirjvas m 7} payvnidas xp.
7 payvuivas v.

The readings of my evidently go back to a common source, which may be
Matthiae’s %8’ "Evejras; m of the two is nearer the original, and has not
made the step of taking on w-. A bridge may be made from éwmiras to
dypipras if we imagine the former written itacistically awinvas, and 1
confused with I. The corruption must be very old, and we are therefore
correct in positing an uncial exchange. (So Hollander, p. 24.) The ap
reading is a further correction of payvinvas.

d\iaToL Y. .
Herm. 168. dmwactor mx, M The amount of authority for
dmwacTor .

dMoTou is uncertain for it is very possible that the superscription in p may
be drawn from a y source. In point of sense however dmacTor does not
seem appropriate ; Hermes and his mother would hardly starve even if they
were not recognized by the other Olympians. “Awac7tor also may be
explained as a correction of AA(|)CTO| from AAICTOI ; the corruption
again is uncial.

212. utfov droboas my, poiBos dmorhwy zp. The variants are equally
balanced in authority and sense, and seem independent.

224. Exmopar elvar my, &Tw opoia. Either reading gives a good
construction, and no such expedients as reading wxévravpor Aaciaiyeva
(Schneidewin) or omitting 225 (Hollander) are wanted. Construe in the one
case odte kevtadpov Bripara ENmwopar elvar Ta Pripara éxelvov oTis KT,
in the other odre kevratpov Bripacy éotw Juoia T Pripara éxelvov doTis
k1A Of the two variants &\mouar eivar is the livelier, but if it were
original I cannot see a reason for altering it to éorev opoia, for the difficulty
such as it is is on the side of the latter.



304 THE TEXT OF THE HOMERIC HYDMNS: IIL

280. @s ma, Tov ¥, s Tov p. Qs is probably an interpretation which
the difficulty of the construction has forced into the text.

322. 8¢ 1épBpov lkovro mx, & lkovro xapnva yp. On Tépfpoy see the
Lexx. In Attic (e.g9. Aristophanes) the word denotes part of a ship, and the
nautical connotation is predominant in it. However it is used of other
material things (o7éyn oixlas Hesych., 7A\fev émi Tépfpov Gupawy Apollodorus
Bergk, P.L.G. iii. p. 378) and there seems nothing in the etymology to giveit a
more definite meaning than ‘ point, peak. Accordingly with Ruhnken and
Ludwich I keep it here; the more technical the meaning of répfpor, the
harder it is to imagine a learned reader wishing to insert it at the price of
disturbing an inoffensive reading like {xovro kdpmva. It has also the joint
authority of m and «.

451. Juvos my, oluos xzp. I confess myself unable to fix the relation
between these words. The eagerness of editors to accept in this case, where
it might obviously be a gloss, the reading of m is singular. 6 429 doudijs
Upvov is undecisive and cuts both ways. On the whole I should prefer olpos,
as the less common word. Ludwich, Homerica i. p. 6 note, holds the
interesting view that the corruption of Juvos to oluos is phonetic.

Aphr. 214. loa eolar my, fiuata wavra zp. Here again, as Herm. 224,
the sense given by one reading, ica feolot, is the livelier, but there is no
positive reason to reject the other. The arguments brought by editors in
favour of Ioa feoig: may all be turned against them.

Dion. vii. 37. ¢éBos my, Tdpos ap. Here again, as Herm. 451, the
reading of my wears the look of a gloss,

Avres viii. 9. edfapaéos mz, evfaréos yp. Ed@aréoes is naturally appro-
priate to 78ns, and the a, which is used by Pind., Eur., Aristoph. (Birds 1062),
need be no stumbling-block in a document of the very uncertain age of this
hymn. Tt is equally unlikely to have suggested a correction to a scribe, and
I am not inclined, with Hollander (p. 29) and Gemoll, to consider evfapoéos
unoriginal.

Of the nine readings then which are shared equally between the four
families there appear to be five cases of independent variants and four where
the one variant has proceeded from the other, viz. Ap. 217 and Herm. 168 as
the result of corruption, Herm. 451 and Dion. vii. 37 as part of a process of
interpretation. The way in which the families are distributed—now on the
right side, now on the wrong—is a proof of the arbitrariness of tradition and
the merely relative difference between MSS.

We have thus discussed the variants offered by the four families in
detail ; our next step is to collect our results :—

Of conscious conjectures, there are in m 6, in 2 2, in p 11;

of semi-conscious conjectures, in m 34, in 2 9, in p 17;

of independent readings, in m 33,inx 0,in p 1;

of exclusively right readings, in m 46, in = 4, in p 21 ;

of graphical and phonetic blunders, in m about 90, in z about 20, in »
about 50.
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These figures, which are necessarily only loosely approximate, give a fairly
correct idea of the value of the various archetypes after an unprejudiced
survey of their variants,

m is in every way the most strongly characterized branch. It has a very
large number of graphical and phonetic blunders, of which some 34 are
roughly and only half-intentionally corrected while the greater number
remain untouched. It has also nearly 80 peculiar readings which have
always belonged to it; 33 of these have an equal claim to acceptance with
the alternatives in the other families, 46 are sole survivors of the original.
m therefore appears in the excellent character of an uncorrected codex,
whose errors are due to natural causes, and which represents a distinct line of
tradition.

z, p, and y form in comparison a uniform vulgate, valuable as preserving
the alternatives to m’s independent readings, and the correct originals of m’s
innumerable blunders. Among themselves they differ as follows. =« is
principally valuable for the fidelity of its copying and the almost entire
absence of conjecture, to which its singular corruptions offered much occasion,
p has the general defect of having passed through the hands of particularly
ignorant scribes, whose errors and whose half-intentional corrections of them
detract from its value; a larger proportion however of genuine survivals
remains in p than in 2. ¥ offers a small number of ‘variants, whose chief
value is that they consist for the most part of entire lines.

No one family therefore represents the original fully, and no family can
be dispensed with ; all in part, none entirely, possess the inheritance. They
possess it in different degrees, and this proportion is their value. Paradosis
is a fickle goddess, and dispenses her favour with a deplorable lack of system.
When all our weighing and balancing is done, it remains for the editor of
these Hymns to take his good where he finds it.

I next endeavour, with the knowledge that we have gathered up to this
point, to reconstruct the history of the text. The fifteenth century copies fall
into two classes. The former contains the MSS. ELIITDAtHJKS; of these
HJK seem to be descended from DAt, DAt from an ancestor which had a
close connection with LII'; S also seems derived from LII. LII, the parents
of DAtHJKS, go back to a common ancestor &, ET similarly spring from
one parent ¢, and the origins of @ and b lead to a common family-archetype z.

The other fifteenth and sixteenth century copies, ABCI'GL,L,NOP
QR,R,VMm, point through several but less well defined stages to a common
origin p.

Both of these archetypes were minuscule, and in all probability passed,
as single MSS,, through several minuscule stages. While they were apart,
readings were added to the margin of  from another stock y, about which
from the circumstances in which it is given us we can say little but that its
readings stand equidistant between m and p, and therefore the natural
presumption may be correct, that it belonged in the main to .

Next, « and p, and therefore y, all issued from one common stock z, a
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MS. written well in the uncial period and probably pretty far back.in that.
When 2 and p differ, it is accordingly generally on points of uncial variation.
z contained the hymns minus that to Demeter and the fragment to Dionysus,
combined in one collection with various other quasi-epic writings.

Parallel to z and its progeny, there had descended another family,
represented by the single fourteenth century MS. M. This had for at least two
generations minuscule ancestors, and may be traced back without admixture
to an uncial progenitor x. This copy, as well as all its offspring save M,
possessed at least two more Hymns than the z family, and presented them in
company with the Iliad and possibly other Homeric poems.

This p coincided in the main with z, though in a very considerable
number of lines it offered different readings. Whether x and 2 ever had a
common ancestor, that is, a universal archetype of the Hymns, must be a
doubtful question. It is perhaps too generally assumed that the tradition of
any author necessitates a single archetype. Where the writer is an historical
person, as Persius or Martial, such an expression may have meaning; but
when we deal with a corpus of writings of uncertain authorship and different
ages, the expression original archetype becomes as theoretical as original
family of languages. In the absence of any documentary evidence bearing
on the Homeric Hymns earlier than the fourteenth century, no conclusion of
the sort can be drawn’; nor, considering the endless possible relations between
manuscripts and scribes in the whole course of antiquity, can any explanation
be offered of the connexions and combinations that may have existed between
m at any of its stages and the different members of z.

The stemma therefore which I subjoin does not end in a single point,
but in two open threads.

Whether however or no there was ever a common archetype of the
Hymns, there are a certain number of errors common to all the MSS. alike.
These I will next enumerate. To arrive at errors comamon to an entire
tradition is from the circumstances of the case difficult; there is ex hypothest
no other MS. authority with which to compare them. On the other hand
objective certainty is equally imperative, and to include readings which have
been displaced by brilliant conjectures is but a begging the question. A
modified objectivity may be had in cases (1) where the passage is quoted by
some other writer, (2) where the traditional reading is unmetrical or palpably
corrupt, (3) where analogy of sourcesor other similar literature is very strong.
With these criteria we may collect the following series (the interpretation of
the passages will be considered in Part IIL):

Ap. 165. dAAd e Are; GAN dyed iNjxor Thue., 171 ad’ Huéwy,
apipws Thuc., 184 7efvwdéa a vox nihili, 255 5 & éoidodioa; 7 8¢ idodoa
v. 341 seems proof that this is wrong (see p. 279), 371 Tuepor pévos; Tuepov
is a vox nihili, and the Homeric analogy seems to necessitate iepov, which
Barnes first restored ; 892 7ualény, for vija Bofv as corrected in M; 446
kpioaaydy without meaning ; Lascaris in T corrected xpiooalwy, an uncial
error; Herm. 133 mepiiv, 325 edpu(v)Ain, 346 88 éxtds, all three at least
unexplained, if not corrupt; 419 and 501 xara wélos, where rata uépos
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seems established by v. 53: 473 waid d¢vedy, unmetrical: Aphr. 252
orovayfoerar a vox nihili, 254 oyérhior odk dvéTaTov, unmetrical (no
doubt originally évoractév) and the Homeric évouastév seems imperiously
necessary.

These very restricted instances throw a clear light upon the character
of the tradition of the Hymns, at the furthest point to which the MSS. take it.
That such forms as fuepov, Huabény, kpicoaydy, edmhin, maid dpveidy,
ovéraTov should have come into existence, and having come into existence
have persisted uncorrected till the fifteenth century in a language and style
so familiar as the Homeric, is surely a very remarkable phenomenon. It
points, in my judgment, to the great neglect of these poems; they will have
been copied from time to time, but seldom read ; and as it is the reader and
not the scribe who notices errors and to whom corrections in MSS, are due,
these corruptions once in being continued undisturbed down to the Renais-
sance. The overwhelming number of corruptions in M (see Part I. p. 143 s9.)
suggests that this family met with even fewer readers than the others; an
opinion confirmed by the survival of the Demeter hymn alone in M. If free
commerce had existed between the various families and exchanges of
variants had been frequent, surely the two first hymns could not have failed
to be added to the truncated corpus.

The next question which presents itself is this: Given a number of
variants that, so far back as our MSS. reach, are not deducible from each other,
what is their origin ? Are they due to early interpolation, to a recension
made in classical times, or how ?

To answer this question I will compare the phenomena of a text which
bears an obvious resemblance to this, namely the Iliad. I invite consideration
of the following variants :—

(1) I 126 woppupény, papuapény.
(2) b 211 éfopéve, éopévwr.
(3) A 260 xpnrijpi, kpnThpaL.
(4) 1b. 456 wovos, poBos.
(8) b. 527 amecaipevov, émeaaipevor.
(6) E 31 rewyeoimhijra, TeryeatSNijTa.
(7) b. 60 mwdvTa, woALd.
(8) 1b. 293 éfenvln, ékeavly.
9) 1b. 394 xai, xev.
(10) 4b. 549 dpairoxov, dpTiNoyov.
(11) 4b. 744 mohiwy, Torewy.
(12) 1b. 791 8¢ éxas, & Exalev.
(18) 4b. 197 7elpero, TpBero.
(14) Z 226 &yxea, éyyeot. '
(15) b. 288 7 & eils olxov loboa maploTaTto Pwpiapoiacs, adry & és
fdrauov kateBijoero knevta.
(16) H 12 Adv7o, AMoe.
(17) 4b. 193 édvw, dvw.
H.S,—VOL. XV, Y
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(18) 4b. 197 éxev, éxwv.

(19) 1b. 420 éTpvvovto vékus, @Tpurov vékvas.

(20) 1b. 481 miéuevar wpiv Aetfrar, wplv miéety wpiv Aelfrar.
(21) © 191 é¢pa, alke.

(22) b. 378 mpodavévre, wpodaveloa, wpodavelcas.

(23) ib. 408 kev elmo, vorjcw.

(24) 0. 526 ebyopar eEnmwopevos, ENTopar ebyouevos,

(25) 1 612 évi omjfecow ayedwy, ddvpouevos kai dyevwy (kwvpifwy).
(26) K 413 kavaréfw, dyopevow.

(27) b. 538 pera Ppec, kata Ppéva.

(28) A 86 deimvov, doprov.

(29) db. 144 oddas épeoev, ovde épelaln.

(30) 4b. 466 Ixer’ dvri, keTo pwrij.

(31) b. 688 dperov, dperrov.

I draw short the list, which is not meant to be exhaustive, with the former
half of the Iliad. All these are MS. variants. Now suppose that our
knowledge of the Iliad text depended entirely upon fourteenth and fifteenth
century MSS., and that scholia and other external sources were not existent;
what account would be given of these readings? I imagine that criticism
would make short work of them, and assign them on one ground or another
to the ‘kritische Thétigkeit’ of unrestful Byzantines. Nos. 1, 4, 13, 28, 30
are excellent examples of the gloss supplanting the original; 15, 23, 23, 26
point to the common phenomenon of ‘ unconscious cerebration’ ze. recol-
lection, on the part of the scribe; 2, 3, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, etc. might be thought
due to intentional correction of supposed grammatical and orthographical
errors—and so with the remainder. Yet what do we find?2 Of the *glosses’
mopupény (1) is ascribed to Zenodotus, Aristophanes and Aristarchus, pap-
papény was the contemporary vulgate which the majority of the MSS. have
preserved ; mwévos (4) was Aristarchus’ reading, which he preferred to the
already existent ¢oBos; Telpero (13) was Aristarchus’ preference, Tp({Bero
was read by Ao ; the most striking instance (28) shows that 8dpmov is not
an effort of misplaced antiquarianism, nor 8efzvor an explanatory gloss;
Sdpmov has Zenodotus for godfather; dvrsj (30), be it better than ¢, is
due to no Tzetzes, but to Aristarchus. Analysis of the other cases shows
that these variants, which in appearance seem so explicable by the ordinary
accidents of tradition, are without exception of the respectable antiquity
of 2,000 years, and were reviewed, approved or rejected by the librarians of
Ptolemaic Alexandria.

These variants, thus seen to be anclent, are of the same sort as the
variants which we have been discussing throughout the Hymns; some of
them are literally identical. Our history of the transmission of the Hymns
begins with the fourteenth century. What reason have we to suppose that,
if it were continued farther back, these variants would not be found in
existence at any given period? That all of them are ancient does not
necessarily follow, for in the Iliad there are hundreds of variants beside those
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which I have quoted on whose history we have no light. But considering the
Hymn-variants as a mass, it appears reasonable to conclude, after they have
been subjected to detailed examination, and in default of external evidence to
the contrary, that they have always subsisted in the Hymn-corpus, and that
they go back to times approximating to the original collection.

The test of this theory can only be a papyrus of the Homeric Hymns
from a tomb in Egypt or the gallabiyeh of an Arab; but, i fanto, we
may content ourselves with the one piece of substantive evidence that does
exist—the quotation made by the fifth-century Athenian Thucydides. Thuec.
iil. 104, in a familiar context, quotes the Hymn to Apollo 146-150, 165-171,
and exhibits the following variations from our tradition :—

MSS. Thuec,

ax\’ grel®

pdMaTd ye Bupoy érépdbs.

oty adoigr Texéeaar yuvalEl Te

146 aard ov
.  pdhier émirépTreat HTop
148 adrois atv waldeaar kal aidolnys

a\dyoiat onv és dryvidy.
149 oi 8¢ ge &vba ae.
1b. Te post wuypayin add. Thuc.
.  SpymOue 1™ SpxNTTVL.
150 omjowvrar kabéowot.

165 aA\dye 89 AMyTod pév
168 Eeivos Talameipios éNGav
171 a¢’ juéwv, nudy, tpdy

aAN dyed (Njror piv.
Talamelpios dANos émrendwv.
adiipws, eddriuws.

Very different views have been held at different times upon the rela-
tion of these two versions. Many of the opinions are collected by Gemoll ad
loc. 'The most natural perhaps was to give the preference to apparent age,
and suppose the Thucydidean the original; then to assume both corrupted,
and to arrange a composition from elements of either of them. The only
sound view however is that most justly expressed by Gemoll, ‘im ganzen und
grossen stehen beide Texte fest, und der Herausgeber hat sich fiir den einen
oder den andern zu entscheiden.’ If a positive analogy is wanted, I need
only point to the prae-Alexandrian variants upon the Iliad and Odyssey, for
instance in Plato; these no one that I am aware of would seek to 1ntroduce

into the text of Homer at the expense of the vulgate.

18 It may be noticed that the &AA’ 8re of
Thucydides is far from *sinnlos,’ as Gemoll
carelessly asserts. The sense is perspicuous :
¢ You, Apollo, at one time walk about on rocky
Delos, &t another you wander through the
islands and mankind, for you have many
temples and groves, and all heights and peaks
and streams are dear to you; buf when you
take your pleasure in Delos in especial, then
(apodotic) the Ionians gather.” The MS. tradi-
tion is more emphatic in favour of Delos: dut

it is in Delos that you take your pleasure ; there
(relative) the Ionians gather.’

Incidentally it may be worth suggesting
that a proposition such as ¢Thucydides quotes
from memory’ is intrinsically absurd. What
do we know of the circumstances under which
a Greek of the fifth century wrote a book ?
All we are entitled to eay, as Jjudges of evidence,
is ¢ Thucydides quotes.’

182 3pxnuf Kal &odf is supported by the
identical phrase in Theognis 791.

Y 2
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There are however two places in which a doubt may be felt as to the
genuineness of one or both traditions. The former is
AN dye ApTR péy kal AToAAwY m AN\ dyeld ivixor pév dmodiwv Thue.
aAAdye ) AnTe pév ATOAMAwY LD (dye 89 AnTd b, dye 8 Nijxor c).
Editors until Ernesti allowed the MS. reading to stand in the text, although
Normann (1687), in an edition of a speech of Aristides, had advised the sub-
stitution of the Thucydidean The arguments against the vulgate are (1) that
there is no example of drye being given so much substantive force as to balance
xaipete (dye pév, xaipere 8é), (2) the uév after Ayt calls imperatively for a
verb before it. A5 AnTd is therefore corrupt, and M’s reading is an attempt
at a correction, to unite Anre® and dmoAwy; and as an original is wanted, no
doubt it is (Asjxoc pév. The transition will be facilitated if we suppose the
vocative AyTol (vv. 14, 62) the intervening stage ; &7 is then a corruption of
0. taken for 0y (Onv).

This account is remarkably confirmed when we find that in the late MSS.
of Thucydides the same phenomenon has taken place. Bekker’s apparatus,
which, to the shame of the learned world, is still the only one available for
the third book, shows that while the elder MSS. have iAyjxor, one of the later
(b) has the reading of the Hymns Antd, while another (¢) has the intermediate
stage Ajror. It 1s not necessary to suppose that these late Byzantine scribes
were aware of a rare book like the Hymns ; the corruption in both places alike
was graphical. Gemoll therefore is so far right when he says that the two
traditions are identical. The other case is

Ap. 171 a¢’ fjpéwv mz. aprpws Thue.
ad’ Judv p. eoprjpws L P. Q. c. d.e. £ 1.

In the first place sudv of p is doubtless an itacism, cl. Ap. 174, p. 10 ; similarly
evpriuws of the later MSS. of Thucydides must be a metrical correction from
adrjpws, since a and ev can only exchange through minuscule forms, and the
testimony of mx takes a¢ back to the uncial period (this naturally disposes of
the attempt of Ruhnken and his followers to put ed¢rjuws in the text).
Taking then the reading of the best MSS. of both traditions, agnuws on the
whole offers more of sense than d¢’ Huéwr, and may accordingly be considered
a correction from it. The difficulties seem concentrated in a¢nuewr, and this
we may therefore suppose the original of the passage. From this form emen-
dation must start. A singular coincidence of corruption occurs in Ap. Rh.
1373 % wap kata 117}5009— duue Pépovoa | fuéac dpyaréogiy oaé’ueb
KapuATOoLo LY.

Twice therefore where the Thucydldean and the manuscript versions
differ, corruption has had its way: in the former it is confined to the MS.
tradition, in the latter. it has invaded both sources. The other passages
appear to be genuine variants, and confirm the view that we have taken of
the differences within the manuscripts themselves, namely, that they are from
their origin independent.!®

19 Compare also the variants given by Pausanias in Dem. 482, and by Antig. Carystius in
Herm, 51.
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The question immediately follows. If these variants are taken back as
existing parallel to such an early age, what view is implied of their ultimate
origin ? and here it is inevitable that the well-deserving word ¢ Rhapsode’
should make itself heard. The view that the variations in Homer generally
are the work of Rhapsodes has filled a great space in the literature of the
Question, and with respect to the Hymns is maintained with most persistence
by Hermann (in his Preface) and Hollander. But the Lower or Textual
criticism can have nothing to do with Rhapsodes or other figures of early
literature ; it has no tests by which to detect or define their work, it must con-
tent itself with tracing the variants on the Hymns as far back as its method
will take them, and declaring that at this point they are independent. A
further step belongs to a different province,!?* and is outside an inquiry which
clings to MSS. and the inferences that may be drawn from them.

I conclude therefore this section with a list of these independent
variants, the authorities on which each depends being affixed :

Dion. 1. 4—6 3 ral xvavégaw én’ édppiae vedae kpoviwy M.
7 w5 eimav écéhevae kapriaTe unTiéra Zevs M.¥
Dem. 482 xpnopocivyy M.
Spnapoavvnr Pausanias.

ib. xara M.
wiow Paus.

Ap. 136—8 BeBpifes kabopdoa Sios ApTods Te yevédAny
ynboaivy 67¢ pw Beos elheto olxia Géobar
vicwy jarelpov Te, piAnoe 8¢ knpdb pahov ¥.

139 d&s 871e Te plov ofipeos dvBeotv TAns. map.

. 146 dM\d ov codd.

aAN 8re Thucydides.

K paliat’ émitépmear frop codd.
paliaTd rye Bupov érépdfns Thuc.
b, 148 adTols xal waideaar kal aldolnys aldyoiot codd.

Al ~ ’ / \ > b ’
aUv aoioiy Texéeaar yvvarEl Te anv és ayviav Thuc.
b, 149 ot 8¢ ge codd.
&ba ge Thuc.

1b. opxmBugd codd.
opxnorvi Thuc.
. 150 oTicwvTas codd.
xab@éowae Thuc.
L
. 152 ToT ML wo1’ p.

2b. 162 kpepBaliacTiv map BauBariacTiv 3.

Y2 Wherein the reader may turn for literary Dr. A. W. Verrall, J. H.S. xiv. 1 #.
speculation to A. Kirchhoff, Beitrdge zur 20 T agree with E. Maass, Deutsche Littcratur-
Geschichle der gr. Rhapsodik, Sitzungsber. der  zeifung, 12 Aug. 1893, that these vv. are
k. preuss. Adkad. xlii. 1893, for historical to  alternatives.



b.
1b.
b,
20.
0.
Herm.
b,

Aphr.
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168

211
249
308
423
523

45

51
63
86
90
109
159
164
212
224
241
288

322
326
352
366

368
403
431
451
473
502
503
518
544
552
563

18
67

136
1360

175
204
205
206

Eetvos Tahamelpios ENfwv codd.

Tahamelpios dANos érenbwv Thue.

[2 @’ épexbet m au’ épevlet apapivio yl.
woANoL M évfad zp.

ik’ dpa m ed7’ dpa &y xp.

épaTov mz  ypveivp  yaplev Athenaeus.
> ~ ’ b 4 ’

avTod damedov Mmap &dvrov Ealbeov .

[? % é7e m ai &Te &s o7e pl.

[? épapvyal map apdaddvvar yl.
cuppdvovs codd. O vrépwv Antigonus Carystius.
arto m @pTO XP.

[? adTorpomijoas myp adtompemns os z].

3y ’ /. 3 ’ b4
émicapmvia Eoha m ETIKAUTUNOS DUOVS I,
éviarhe M (=Aelatve ?) éméreyre xp.
Pépovra m AaBovra zp.

[? woA a—dapueva m walpa—alovia zp].
ubbov arovoas my  ¢oiBos dmwéAdwy zp.
E\Tropar elvar my éoTiv opoia zp.

[? &) pa veaArovTos map 04 pa véov Noydwv y].
avtijaets ayéanar Body ral wweas pihwv mp.
dvtyv Bovkollowar ral elpomikots dleaat .

1épOpov Ukovro mx {kovTo rKapyva yp.
woTl wTUYAs oUAIuTOL0 MID peTa xpvadfpovoy 1@ Y.
moNVY M uéyav ap.

8 ad@ érépwlev dueiBoucvos émos nbda map.
3 W ~ b kd 4 »
& @ahov pvbov év dbavdToior éevmrer .

ayopebow m  xatahéfw zp.
amdvevlfe m amwateple xp.

dmavres m éraoTos xp.

[? Duvos my olpos zp].

Kai map TRV Y.

auepdaréov m Luepoey ap,

kai pa m &ba zp.

kata m  péyav map.

T %8¢ worHor m Kal wTepiyecaL zp.
ageuval m poipat xp.

wewpdvTar & fmeita wape 68ov fyepovedew map.
Yrevdovrar & fmecta 8 dANM Y Sevéovaar 1.
wouNUypuaa m kal yap T dde wp.

pipda m Bodds zp.

ol oy detcelln vvds Excopar dAN' elxvia } mp

4

o ’ ’ s 3\ )
€L TOL aeme?\m yvvn €goouat ne Kat ovKiL

b ’ b g ’
tooTedpavov m €vaTepavov xp.

7
émiotvoyoedew m émriotwoyoevor ap.
TeTtpévor My TeTLUEVOS 2P,

apvaoew m ddpvoowy ap.
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Aphr, 214 loa Geolar my jpata wavra zp. 2

Aphr. V1. 18 loaredpdvov mx évaTeddvov p.

Dion. VII. 37 ¢o6Bos my Tdpos zp.

Ares VIIL. 9 edbapaéos mp evbaréos .

Aphr.X. 3 Qéeem dépee ap.

4 pdkapa kvbipns m fea carapivos ip.
Herac. XV, 5 wypalver’ defhelwv kpatards M woumfiow in evpvob-
fjos dvaxTos ap.
. G &foxa épya m  woANa & avéTAn zp.
Pan XIX. 7 rdpnyva 2 xéevla yp.
48 Nloouar ap hapac 7.

' Tuomas W. ALLEN,

2 274, 5 and 276, 7 are probably alternatives,





