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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 Awurora Leigh? 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 if.
The suggestion to the hard-worked and ill-
paid teachers of Classics in our schools,
that their duties do not comprise the acqui-
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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.

It 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 Eeview, 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 ODYSSEY.

L—puéAv.

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. Bérard in Les Phéniciens et U'Odyssée,
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, Phéniciens et Grecs en
Itale d'aprés U'Odyssée, pp. 504 ff. dis-
cusses it at still greater length and decides
positively for the peganum harmala. That
the Homeric description

pily piv péhav éoke, ydhaxte 8elkedov dvbos
(x 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:
xakewov 8¢ 1 Splogew | dvlpdar ye Gmroion
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. It is strange that neither scholar
seems to be aware of the light that is thrown
upon the passage by the Magical Papyri.
It 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 Karser-
lichen A kademie der Wissenschaften, Vienna,
1888) 1. 2967 we read wap’ Alyvrriows del
Bordvar hapBdvovrai obrws: 6 piforépos kabaipe
mpdrepov 10 iBiov odpa, wpdrepov virpw weptpd-
vas kal v Bordvyy Gupidoas pyreivy éx wirvos
els X wepteve'yxag 7oV Témov. €lra K?ztf)t vaa’.oas
KU.l. T"’V 8“1 TOU ‘YG.A.QKTOS g 7701’81]1’ XEU-F,EVOG F-GT
etxov ava(r‘irq. 70 qu-rov, é o ovop,aros émkalov-
pevos Tov dalpova ¢ % Bordvn &v ieparar xTA.
Then follows the invocation of the plant
(émwixAyois) in which it is, among other
epithets, addressed as 4 xapdia rod ‘Eppod;
and again af 8¢ Swvdpes cov & ‘rﬁ xa.p&'g. TOV
Ep[l.ov eolv . . . trvvo-;rAw-Gm-L éx’ ebyy xal
dos 7 'q;uv Svvapw bs 6"Apys xat § "AlGypva- éyd
eie Eppis. This last phrase will: concern
us later.

In the same Pa.pyrus 1. 286 ff. we have a
Boravndpois xpd 1rpo hiov )\oyo; )\e‘yop.cvos
(i.e. ‘the formula, is as follows ) alpw oe ng
BOTGV‘)’ xilpb WEWGSGKT'UA(D e‘yw O SELVG. KG.L
dépw wap' émuavrov lva pou évepyvoys els T
Twdkpeway  Spkilw o€  katd TOU dpudvrov
dvdpatos Tuv feod- oy mapakoioys, 1 o€ Texoioa
yaid Te odxére Bpexrjaerar wanrore év Bl wdAw,
éw dmopnbd n'itr&e s olkovaepias pov Gafap
(here follow five ¢ words of power’) reléoaré
pou Ty tedelay émaodiv.  Evidently the
proper culling of these simples was a task
demanding trained skill.

Now the moly was hard for mortal men
to get, Geol 8¢ Te wdvTa Svavrar. It 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 ca.nnot help comparing od p.m(en ék oot
xapwos 'yewrral. el.s‘ Tov aidva: xal éfpdvln
wapoxpiipa 7 ovej (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
p@iv.  ‘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
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In the Leyden Papyrus J 384 we find the
following (xii. 17 ed. Dieterich, Leipzig
1888). ‘Eppnveipara éx tov iepdv pebypunvev-
péva, ols éxpdvro ol iepoi ypappareis: dd T
TGV ToA\@v wepiepylav Tas Bordvas kal 7d dAAa
ols éxpdvTo eis Bedv eldwla éméypaay, drws pi)
avAhafBovucvor mwepiepydlwvrar undév S Ty
éfaxolotByaw Tis dpaprias Hpeis 8¢ Tas Aioes
Trydyope €k Tov oAV dvTiypdduv kai kpuPi-
pov wdvrwv. There follows a list of plants
and - other ‘medicine’ with the names by
which they were known in magic. The list
bas been drawn from two sources, to only
one of which (those containing the names of
gods) the opening description applies, e.g.
yévos ‘Eppot = dwmlov. But there are others
in which no god is named, e.g. alua dpews=
dvdpd We have the same thing in Pap.
Leyden J 395 where {udpva and xplvwov
pipov 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 (vm 1)in a reclpe
70 kahovpevor Baddaba 16 Tv Tovdalwv:
the line before we have a substance called
BeeBervenay, the derivation of which is- un-
known. To such a class of words udAv
evidently belongs and we must look for its
derivation in either Phoenician or Egyptian.
As to M. Bérard’s derivation, I am not com-
petent to express an opinion.

I1.—Awrds.

The same two scholars have given con-
siderable attention to the identification of
the Awrds. M. Champault (op. cit. p. 400
n. [2]) decides for the date: M. Bérard
more cantiously 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 Greek word lwrds 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 tribé inhabiting
the Mauretanian desert who ourotvro 8¢
AoTdy, wéav rwd kai pilav dd’ s od8y Séowro
worod. 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 dvBwov ELSap (Od.
ix. 84) and it is called pehuydiys xap'lros' (3b.
94). The first does not seem a very.apt
description of a treefruit, and the latter
does not suit the taste of the jujube (accord-
ing to M. Cha.mpa.ult) nor of -the .date. If
Strabo’s wéa had the proper taste-it:would
satisfy both requirements. =Now Sulpicius
Severus (Dialogs i. 4, 4) tells of: a friend of
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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
ntulit, curus nomen excidit, quae menthae
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stmalis, exuberans foliis, saporem mellis
praestabat. If this be Strabo’s =da, might
it not be Homer’s Awrds?
R. M. Henry.
Queen’s College, Belfast.

ON DIODORUS: BOOKS XVI-XVIIL

It 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. In this Review
T have many times tried to explain a ditficult
passage by the hypothesis of such corruption ;
and I think it 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. In
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 yevéoBar should be yiyveolar A
¢ gnomic’ or ‘frequentative’ aorist infinitive
has—in spite of Goodwin—no existence.

1b. 6 éml 16 owvexss Tijs ioTopilas mopevad-
peba, Bpaxéa Tois xpovors Tpocavadpaudvres.

In this and some other passages (see the
references to Polybius 1. 12. 8, ete. in Liddell
and Scott) it seems clear that mpoavadpapudvres
should be written. In all of them the writer
gives first a brief account of earlier events
and then goes on with 70 ouvexds 77
ioroplas. wpds would be unmeaning.

16. 22. 3 Should «kaf' éavrods be ko
éxdorovs! The two words do get confused.
But éavrovs may very well be right, though
the other would be clearer.

16. 35. 4 =elp Bonpijoavros pera welov
Siopvpiwy.

welfj. Del. Reisk. ; fort. scribendum ¢éws
(Fischer). =elp is obviously due to =elav.
I suggest owovdy as the original.

16. 44. 1 7y phiav Epagav iy wpds Hépaas
Typely, ovppaxioy 8¢ dwooTéAhew dvreimay.

dvretmav cannot be used thus with an
infinitive in the sense of refused. It means

probably answered. It would be possible
to read odk dmwoorelely dvreiray, but I incline
to think that odx &0éAew has been lost.
This would help mpeiv too.

16. 45. 1 rovs émdaveardrovs Tév mwoliTdv
éxarov ds aupPoviovs.

Perhaps <eils> éxardv.
very like one another.

16.59. 2 xai <éAiyov> 70 1dv puobopdpur
&xovra wAjfos? Or some such word.

EiC and EK are

16.92. 3 & pév rexvirys xpivas oiketov Vmo-
Aydbiceatar 16 woippa 7 SiaBdoe Tot Pkirmov
kal T ebdaypoviav émamAjfur BovAdpevos Tod
Hepaév Baohéws, kaimep odoav peydAny kal
wepfnrov, dmws peraméocor dv k.T.A.

There seems no reason for Fischer’s doubt
of dwpBdae. It is a perfectly suitable word
and occurs again 17. 16. 1 wpotfyxe BovAzyy
wepl Tijs els v 'Aciav SwafBdarews. On the other
band éxerAiifar, which he does not question,
can hardly be right. (1) It is not a suitable
word.  eddavpovia, prosperity, power, ete. 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) drws x.7.A. cannot follow pro-
perly on a verb of rebuking. 1If it is wrong,
we may safely conclude that D. wrote éx-
d€ifar, which goes perfectly with drws pera-
méorour’ dv, and in which 8 is the A (AA) of
émimAfifar.  dv with the future optative is of
course doubtful.

17. 7. 5 Gpachar 8¢ Tov RAov L vuxrds
oloys dvaré\Aovra, Tds dkTivas odk & Kkukho-
TEpEL oXNUaTL TeTpapuévor, GANG T PAdya -
kaTd woANovs Témovs Exovra deomapuévyy.

On rerpappévoy, which is clearly impos-
sible, Fischer notes ita RX, uévovra F;
cuveaTpappévoy vel auvéyovra comi. Hertl. 1I.
2 p. 3, mépmovra Dind. ; fort. reropvevpévov
(cf. Plat. T¥m. 33 B).

Remembering how easily T' and T get
confused, we may, I think, confidently



