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the mass, and insist that knowledge impairs
enjoyment,

Good scholars who sit still in easy chairs
And damn the world for standing up,

to adapt words from Aurora Leigh 1 We
shall not sit and wonder that these
avowed enemies of learning are among
its professed exponents in a land where the
dangerous spirit of independent thought has
so long been confined in the strait-jacket
of examinations. But we shall point out
that truth is the most powerful solvent, and
its pursuit the most potent motive, that the
world has known; that studies decay the
moment that they cease to grow; and that
there is a doom awaiting the intellectual as
surely as the moral Sybaris.

Day by day we are drifting further from
antiquity. ' Harder and harder does it be-
come to learn the lessons which it alone can
teach us. And of the current fallacies
there is none more mischievous than that
which insinuates that we can dispense with
the motive, the practice, and the fruits of
research in any department of its study.

Most mischievous of all is it when it is
dangled before a class which circumstances
have already predisposed to receive it.
The suggestion to the hard-worked and ill-
paid teachers of Classics in our schools,
that their duties do not comprise the acqui-

sition of fresh knowledge, and that they may
subsist upon their original capital, however
scanty it may be, is one of the most-
noxious errors that complaisance has ever pre-
sented to its victims. If these will reflect
why their experience and capacities should
become unmarketable at an age which in
other walks of life is held to be most ripe
for preferment, they will see that, when the
old fires, unfed by fresh interests, have
burned to extinction, when the mind's
agility has been crushed by drudgery and
its keen edge dulled by routine, what is left is
not a teacher but a teaching machine, which
perhaps has a claim to be tolerated but which
can have no hopes of promotion.

I t is then, we conceive, no part of the
functions of Classical journals to provide
diversion for an unamused and unamusing
generation. But those who desire that both
for themselves and others the Classics shall
remain a thing alive will, it is trusted, find
in the new departure a satisfaction of real
wants perhaps insufficiently regarded in the
past, and that the Classical Beview, in one or
both of its branches, will be found worthy of
encouragement by the new friends whom it
seeks to attract and the old ones whom it
desires to retain.

Cras amet qui numquam amauit quique-
amauit cras amet.

J. P. POSTGATE.

ON PLANTS OF THE 0D1SSET.

I.—fimXv.

THE attempt to identify the magic ' moly,
which Hermes once to wise Ulysses gave,'
has lately been responsible for two very
elaborate and learned pieces of investigation.
M. Berard in Les Ph&niciens et VOdyssie,
ii. 288 ff. discusses the plant at length and
ends by identifying it with the atriplex
halimus, for which he finds strong support
in one of his favourite Semitic roots. More
lately M. Champault, Phiniciens et Grecs en
Italie d'apres VOdyss&e, pp. 504 ff. dis-
cusses it at still greater length and decides
positively for the peganum harmala. That
the Homeric description

ptfjj /uv fiekav to-Kf, ydAcum S'tiKcA-ov avOos
(K 304) is not of itself likely to carry one far
on the road to deciding the question, most
people will agree. The attempt to find a

third characteristic in the following line:
XfiXeirov Se T* opvtrtrtw | avSpacri ye (hnrfTouri
has been shown by M. Champault to be a.
false scent. His quotation from Josephus-
(Bell. Jud. vii. 6, 3) on the difficulty of pro-
curing the magic baaras is on the right track.
The difficulty of pulling the plant is purely
imaginary : it is a magic plant and, according
to the magicians, dangerous to procure unless
for some one who understands the proper
ceremonies. I t is strange that neither scholar
seems to be aware of the light that is thrown
upon the passage by the Magical Papyri.
I t may seem hazardous to illustrate Homer
by a literature composed in Egypt during
the Christian era. But to any one who
understands the fanatical persistence of
magical ideas and practices such a parallel
will carry considerable weight. We can
illustrate the magic of the pre-Christian era
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from the Grimoire du Pape Honorius, and
find the same practices persisting unchanged
for a thousand years.

Thus in the great Paris Magical Papyrus
(ed. C. Wessely in Denkschriften der Kaiser-
lichen A kademie der Wissenschaften, Vienna,
1888) 1. 2967 we read nap' Alyvnriois <m
/JoTaVai \a/xf3avovTai OVTUK' 6 pi^arofios Ka.8a.ipei
irporepov TO iSiov crwfta, irporepov virpto irepipd-
vas KCU Tt/v PoTavr/v Ovfudxras pryravy i< TTITUOS
eis y irepieveyKas TOV roirov. eiTa KV<J>I 6v/xia<ras
Kal T^V Sta TOV yaXoicTos crirovSrjv ^ta/tevos per'
€v)(G>v avourirfc TO <J>VT6V, i£ ovd/taros iirucakov-
fievos TOV Saifiova <S ^ Pordvr) av lepwrai KTX.
Then follows the invocation of the plant
(eirucXj/o-is) in which it is, among other
epithets, addressed as f) KapSia TOV 'Eppov;
and again al 8e Swajuaj o-ov iv rg KapSia TOV
'Ep/iov turiv . . . trwoirXi&drjTi iir' ei>)(jj KOI
80s rjfuv Svvafuv <us 6 'Apijs *cai -q 'A6r]v5.- iyat
tl/u 'E/D/MJS. This last phrase will- concern
us later.

In the same Papyrus 11. 286 ff. we have a
/JoTan/apo-w xpffl Jrpo ijAiW Xoyos Aeyd^evos
{i.e. ' the formula is as follows') aipa> o-t r/ris
jjordvr) X£'P' irevraSaKrvXip eya> o Suva Kal
(f>ep(j> Trap' i/iavrbv "va fiot ivfpyrjojis cts rrjv
Tivaxpuav 6pKi£a> at Kara TOV afuavrov
ovofiaTOS TOV Oeov- iav irapaKovcrgs, rj ere TtKovaa
yald re ovKtri fipcxyo'€Tai iranrore iv yStiu irdXiv,
iav aTTOprjOS) rrjaSe r^s otxovofuas fiov GafSap
(here follow five ' words of power') TeXeWre
fioi Trfv TtXtiav iiraoiSiqv. Evidently the
proper culling of these simples was a task
demanding trained skill.

Now the moly was hard for mortal men
to get, Oeol 8e T« jraWa Swairai. I t will be
noted in the above formulae, that in the first
the magician expressly identifies himself
with the deity on whose authority he is
acting. This is too common a practice with
magicians to call for detailed illustration.
One may compare the Egyptian magical
texts in which the deceased identifies himself
with Osiris. In the second he uses the
language of divine authority and threatens
the recalcitrant plant with divine vengeance.
One cannot help comparing ofi /tjyictTt «c o-ov
Kapiros yivrfrai « s TOV alu>va- Kal ifrjpdvOr]
vapaxpfjfM fj o-vtcij (Eu. Matth. xxi. 19). In
the case of the moly, Hermes himself plucked
it up for Odysseus; but any magician who
knew the proper way to proceed, and the
words necessary to identify himself with
Hermes, could have produced the same
effect. Further the 'gods' call the plant
fuakv. 'Gods' must here be taken in the
same extended sense. The magician in such
cases used the same ' large language' as the
gods. What language is meant ?

In the Leyden Papyrus J 384 we find the
following (xii. 17 ed. Dieterich, Leipzig;
1888). 'EpfirjVfv/xara €K T<OV lepZv /A.€$rjp/ji^V€v-
fieva, ols ixpioVTO ol Upol ypafi/iaTeis' Sia. TTJV
TU>V iroXXStv irtpitpyiav TCIS ftordvas Kal TO. SXka
01s exp&VTO cts Oeiov el&u>X.a hriypa\fiav, OTTCOS fi/fj
(rvWafiovfJitvoi. Trepicpyd£a>vrai fA,rj8ev 81a. rijv
i^aKoXovOrjo-iv TJJS afiapriav rj/Aeis 8k Tas \vvtis
rjrydyoft.tv <K TWV TTOXX&V a,VTiypd<f>a>v Kal Kpv<f>i-
fxmv irdvroiv. There follows a list of plants
and other ' medicine' with the names by
which they were known in magic. The list
has been drawn from two sources, to only
one of which (those containing the names of
gods) the opening description applies, e.g.
•yovos 'Epfiov = avrjOov. But there are others
in which no god is named, e.g. ai/m o^ews =
av8pdxyt). We have the same thing in Pap.
Leyden J 395 where (fivpva and Kpivivov
fj.vpov are referred to by their magic names
(xxv. 21 ed. Dieterich). That these names
were often borrowed from foreign languages,
e.g. Hebrew, we know from other passages.
In Pap. J 395, we find (viii. 1) in a recipe
TO KaXovfievov f3aX.\a0a. TO TU>V 'lovSaitav: i n
the line before we have a substance called
fjiefierver)o~i, the derivation of which is un-
known. To such a class of words fi5>\v
evidently belongs and we must look for its
derivation in either Phoenician or Egyptian.
As to M. Berard's derivation, I am not com-
petent to express an opinion.

II.—ACOTOS.

The same two scholars have given con-
siderable attention to the identification of
the XOJTOS- M. Champault (op. cit. p. 400
n. [2]) decides for the date: M. Berard
more cautiously leaves the exact fruit an
open question, but has no doubt that a tree-
fruit is meant. He admits indeed (op. cit.
ii. 102) that the Cheek word Xorrds as used
in Od. iv. 603-4 denotes a different thing—
a kind of clover : and he even quotes Strabo
xvii. 829 A who speaks of a tribe inhabiting
the Mauretanian desert who O-ITOIITO 8i
XtDTov, iroav Tiva. Kal pt£av a(j>' 17s ov8ev 8eoivro
TTOTOV. But then he regards the lotus of the
Lotus-eaters to be a Semitic word. There
are two definite statements made about
the lotus; it is called an avOivov elSap (Od.
ix. 84) and it is called p.e\<.7]8rj<; Kapirps (ib.
94). The first does not seem a vepy, apt
description of a tree-fruit, and .the Tatter
does not suit the taste of the jujube (accord-
ing to M. Champault) nor of the date. If
Strabo's iroa had the proper/taste it would
satisfy both requirements, .Now,-Sulpjcius
Severus (Dialogi i. 4, 4) tells of a friend pf
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his who being storm-bound on his way from
Carthage to Alexandria put in at the
extrema Cyrenorum ora: he was entertained
by a hermit who had not much to offer him
in the way of food but fasciculum herbae
intulit, cuius nomen excidit, quae menihae

similis, exuberans foliis, saporem mellis
praestabat. If this be Strabo's iroa, might
it not be Homer's X<DTOS 1

R. M. HENRY.
Queen's College, Belfast.

ON DIODORUS : BOOKS XVI.-XVIII.

I T is well known that Greek MSS. are
sometimes corrupted by the substitution for
the right word of another word suggested
by the context, a mistake which we are all
conscious of making from time to time in
writing and in speaking. I n this Review
I have many times tried to explain a difficult
passage by the hypothesis of such corruption ;
and I think i t worth while now to publish
the following notes on the fourth volume
of the new Teubner Diodorus, without wait-
ing to put into shape others which I have
by me on the earlier volumes, because so
many of them turn on the same point. I n
book 17 especially occur a remarkable
number of passages, the text of which may
be explained in this way, and which are not
uninteresting in themselves.

16. 1. 1 yevio-Oau should be yiyveo-Oai. A
' gnomic' or ' frequentative' aorist infinitive
has—in spite of Goodwin—no existence.

ib. 6 €7ri TO <ruvex*s T»)9 loroptas iropewd-
jxtda, fipayia TOIS \p6vois Trpoo-araSpa/xoWcs.

In this and some other passages (see the
references to Polybius 1. 12. 8, etc. in Liddell
and Scott) i t seems clear tha t 7rpoava8pa/x,dvTes
should be written. In all of them the writer
gives first a brief account of earlier events
and then goes on with TO o-wexH i">}s
io-Toptas- 7rpds would be unmeaning.

16. 22. 3 Should xaff lavrovs be xaO'
IKOOTOVS 1 The two words do get confused.
But lavrovs may very well be right, though
the other would be clearer.

16. 35. 4 flor)6rj<raVTOs fxera.

•mt-Q. Del. Beisk.; fort, scribendum ofe'ws
(Fischer), wc^ is obviously due to ire££v.
I suggest oTTo-u&j} as the original.

16. 44 . 1 Trjv <piXiav e<f>a<rav Trjv irpos Ilepo-ag
Trjptiv, o-vfifia^Cav Be diroorcXXeiv avrelirav.

avreiTrav cannot be used thus with an
infinitive in the sense of refused. I t means

probably answered. I t would be possible
to read OVK dirooTeXeiv dvreijrav, but I incline
to think that OVK edekuv has been lost.
This would help rqpuv too.

16. 45. 1 TOVS eiri^aveoraTovs r&v TTOXITUIV
IKOLTOV <I>S arv/ijSovXovs.

Perhaps <eU> €KWT6V. EIC and EK are

very like one another.

16.59.2 Kal <6A.tyov> TO T<OV p.ur6o<f>6p<av
Ixovra rrkrjOos 1 Or some such word.

16. 92. 3 6 fjxv T*)(yiTr)s Kptvas otKeiov Jiro-
6 0 b i S / ? d X'ip] ) p y /

Kal T^V eiSai/AOviav iirnrXrj^ai JSOVXO/ACVOS TOU
Tlep<rS>v /JacriXfcos, Kaiirtp ovcrav / y l
7repij3dijTOV, oircos fi.era'iria'ovr' av K.T.X.

There seems no reason for Fischer's doubt
of §ia/?do-e(. I t is a perfectly suitable word
and occurs again 17. 16. 1 TrpovOrjKe PovXyv
irepl rijs ets Ttjv 'Aariav SiajSdo-ccos. On the other
hand iirar\.rj£ai, which he does not question,
can hardly be right. (1) I t is not a suitable
word; cuSatjuovia, prosperity, power, etc. is
not a fault to be rebuked. A man may be
found fault with for pride, harshness, in-
justice, and so on, not for being very pros-
perous. ,(2) O7rir)s K.T.X. cannot follow pro- ;
perly on a verb of rebuking. If it is wrong, ;
we may safely conclude that D. wrote eirt- ;
Seifeu, which goes perfectly with oVws pera- \
TIWOIT' av, and in which 8 is the X (A A) of \
emirXrjgai. av with the future optative is of <
course doubtful.

17. 7. 5 bpaxrOai 8c TOV iJXiov ?TI VUKTOS
OVOTJS dvaT«XXovTa, Tas dxTivas OVK ev KVKX.0-

repti <r)(T)iia.Ti TtTpafi.jj.kvov, dXXa 6
Ta TTOXXOVS TOITOVS I x

On Terpafifievov, which is clearly impos-
sible, Fischer notes ita BX, /ncvovra F;
crvVEOTpa/x/Aei'Ov vel (rvve)(OVTa coni. Hertl. I I .
2 p . 3 , 7r«/«rovTa Dind. ; fort. Tiropve.vft.evov
(cf. Plat. Tim. 33 B).

Remembering how easily V and T get
confused, we may, I think, confidently


