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10 THE CLASSICAL REVIEW.

ON PINDAR'S OLYMPIAN ODES.

Ol 1, 62-4 [the pumbering of Gilder-
sleeve’s edition for Olympians and Pythians
has been followed in this paper: d.e. of
course, the left hand (Bickh’s) numeration].

vékrap dufpociav Te
ddkev, olow dgpbirov
ébecav.

The antistrophic verse (75) demands a

trochee at the beginning of 64. It is better
to admit a tribrach [#fecar- €l 8¢ x.7.1.] than
to accept the MS. féoaarv, or Mommsen’s §év
vy, although we miss an object.” So
Gildersleeve. But according to the most
recent edition of Pindar, that of Otto
Schrider in Teubner’s series—which, though
apparently a fifth edition of Bergk’s work
on Pindar completed under Schrider’s
guidance, is virtually independent of Bergk’s
influence —the optimi libri have Bérav adrov,
while fésoav advov is only given by pars
Thomm(anorum), i.e. of the interpolated
codices influenced by Thomas Magister.

Ofixav has the support of Rauchenstein :
:Comm. Pind. IL. 11. According to Rumpel’s
Lexicon, however, we have no instance of
this form. The ordinary alternation of
éOyka: &epev is observed throughout :
Oycdpevos is mnot enough as evidence that
Pipdar could violate in ¢his verb the settled
prerogatives of strong and weak Aorist
forms : while to my ear at least ffxav after
dikev (v. 63) is unpleasantly cacophonous.
This is intensified by the form wpojkav,
v. 65, as Schneidewin saw.

The other suggestions may be seen in
Schroder’s note to the passage. Remember-
ing that the number of uncial corruptions in
the MSS. of Pindar is considerable, a state
of affairs which the papyrus of Bacchylides
has more recently illustrated, I propose a
reading which seems to satisfy the conditions
of the problem at least as well as any
already put forward : viz.

*
olow dpdurév F
iooav.

F for fe has disappeared from view in the
text fiir gich : but adrov faithfully represents
it. Similar subsidence of this pronoun is
familiar in the text of Homer, but without
the gloss. é&ooav from &w=rri{w may be
supported by éooavro in Pyth. 4, 204, where
the explanation of the scholiast is &rwrar.

Finally, the passage Pyth. 9, 63, which is
at first sight parallel and in favour of some

form of rifpu:, when examined is seen to
be different :

’ I
véktap év xelkegot kal duBpoaiav ardfoiat,
Ooovrai Té viv dbdvarov k.T.\,

There @joovrar 18 to be taken in the
sense of ‘give him a name,” familiar in
tragedy. It may have been a false interpre-
tation of that passage, however, which led
Ahrens to propose the ridiculous reading
broav (lactabant) in Ol 1. 64.

Ol i. 103 sgq.

mémolfa 8¢ Eévov
p T duddrepa xaddv Te Fidpw dupe xal
Svvauw kupLdrepov
TOV ye viv kAvraiot dadalwoéuey Yuvov wruyals.

dppe is a correction for metrical reasons of
the MSS. gua. In support of it may be
cited the corruption of duue to dua at Ol 9,
106. Sch. Vet. has méreopar dxpiBas pndéva
p e @ldov 7ov viv dvlpdrov éykopdoa:
where the aorist Inf., probably a mere mis-
take for éykoudoear as so often, gives no
support to Mommsen’s view that Sadalow-
aépev is aorist ; nor again is dupe supported
by the previous words of the Scholiast. It
is not at all probable that Pindar should
after the emphatic éué 8¢ oredavdoar ketvov
of v. 100 with its correspondence in pro-
minence of the singer and the king, weaken
His claims on his patron by sharing them in
the next clause with the whole chorus.
There is yet another word confused in the
MSS. of Pindar with dua, viz. dugpl. See
Nem. 9, 52, where the reverse corruption of
dpa to dugl points to the form dud (AMAI
to AM®!1) on which cf. Schroder’s introduc-
tion, p. 37. Bpw dudl xaliv! for the more
familiar {8pw kelév is not unlike the use in
Ol. 12, 8 odpBorov—miordv dpudli wpdéios
éooopévas ebpe fedfev, where to our gram-
matical sense dugpi would be better absent,
and in a prose author would probably have
succumbed to the knife of a physician of
Cobet’s school. The uses of dudi, evidently
a favourite with Pindar, can be most con-
veniently studied in Rumpel : the present
passage is not as striking in its divergence
from the noun 2s many where the dat. occurs.
This leads me to speak of Ol 1, 113 where
a syllable is wanted to complete antistrophic
11 find that Maur. Schmidt has conjectured &ugl

already : but he couples éupl ral duvdue: (which he
reads for dvvauw).
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correspondence at the beginning of the line.
It seems to me that Schrider is right in
reading dpd’ dAlotoe 8’ dAAoL peydAot, not ér’
dAhowot of the codices interpolati. He com-
pares éoa & du¢’ déflois Nem. 2, 17, and
7d udv dudl mévots ImepdTata Nem. 8,4 : also
the paraphrase of augi by érl at OL 9, 14
may be used, in case émi is as Schroder
thinks a genuine mark of antiquity and not
as I prefer to believe itself an interpolation.
Here again the form AMALI is to be posited
as the preliminary stage of the corruption :
the similarity of AMAI] to AA/\[OICI
then led to the disappearance of the
preposition. The faintness of meaning
inherent in du¢i farthered this: contrast
Ol 7, 80 xpiows dug’ défhors with Pyth. 4,
253 &ba xai yviwv débhos émedelfavro kpioww
éofdros dpdis. Here the only change
needed is the restoration of the active
érédafav: cof. Nem. 11, 14 & 7 4éfrowow
aporevwr  émédefev  Piav. Kplow before
Fecbaros presents no difficulty, and the
word is not at all Jikely to be due to a
corrector of e.g. Fiv’, of Kayser, Christ, and
Gildersleeve. I would only suggest, com-
paring OL 3, 21 peydwv dé0Awv dyvav kplow,
that we should interchange the terminations
of yviwv and déflois, 2 common resource of
criticism and one well justified by facts.
Then too I find some plausibility in the
belief that yviwr came in through a mis-
understanding of the force of éxré8eav
(really = wapéoyov) which is faithfully mir-
rored in the middle. From this point of
view I think Xayser's éredelfavro Fiv’
represents well enough the conception of
the passage formed by ancient critics.
Thus Sch. éredeifavro Tév peddv v dvdpelav
xal T kpiaw (i.e. probably =yv xplow kai
Tv vépelav. Compare for the use of «kai=
id est, Lehrs’ Pindar-Scholien).  Before
dismissing Pyth. 4, 253 on which I may
now say,

H {6
by
3pbav kélevbov iwv Témpuw,

Is y 3 7 14
Pidot ket dpevoimopov Tpiodov

I should like to remark that éofaros dpeis
most probably means according to one view
of the Scholiast mis éobjros xwpis, Tovréom
yupvol. There is clear point in mentioning
this, for it was only possible in certain
places e.g. Doric states, for the presence of
women to be permitted in spite of the lack
of the Sud{wpa. Now Ol 4, 24 shews that

~ 3y

1 Cf. Agamemnon 649, Dindorf: xeudy
obx aufiviToy Bedv ((Axaiov -feots M. ).

Axatols

garlands were given to the victors on this
particular occasion. That ¢ clothing ' of any
kind was a prize in addition is a mere
unsupported inference of the Scholiast: 3
70 émablov éobis. We are plainly not at
liberty to compare the yuxpar eldiavdv
bdpparov adpav of Ol. 9, 104 (1) because this
was an institution peculiar to Pellene, and
(2) because there was a special reason for
the institution of a prize so bizarre. viz.
that the games at Pellene were held in
winter. {(Sch. ad loc. & TIeAdjvy xAat’
&idoto TH vikdVTL Xxeypdvos @pq). But there
is another passage which throws some light
on Pindar’s intention when he emphasizes
this point, that the competitors were naked.
Pyth. 9, 115 sgq. shews that girls even
were allowed to be present at the games in
Cyrene, as one of the institutions perhaps
of the 'YAAls ordfua (Pyth. 1, 62). One of
the Argonauts who competed in the games
at Lemnos before Lemnian women was the
ancestor of the kings of Cyrene (v. Pyth. 4
passim). It is clear to me that Pindar is find-
ing mythological support for the custom as
practised at Cyrene, of admitting women.
Taken this way the words éofaros dudis
bear (to the auveroi) a clear sign of Pindar’s
manner. Aesthetical criticism is dangerous
in these odes; but the thought of the
Argonauts racing one another for over-
coats is a decided fall below the epic dignity
of Pyth. 4. At Pellene the prize was
probably regarded as a piece of comicality.

I have in the foregoing laid no stress on
the entire absence of proof that dudis ever
did equal du¢l. Rumpel cites no other
example of the word in Pindar, nor can I
find any evidence elsewhere of the assumed
meaning. Thus to Dissen’s ‘dudis pr.
seorsim non dixit Pindarus’ the tu gquogue
‘dppis pr. dudi non dixit Pindarus aliusue
quisquam ’ is too tempting to be avoided.

Ol 2, 65. The peculiar reading raplows
of BD* for mios in the strange phrase
wape pdv Typiots Bedv is not enough to build
conjectures upon. It probably is a mere
variant spelling of Tylots, 1.e. Terplots, as we
ses by comparing xpacdvev, D’s reading at
N. 10, 72 for xpewo(o)dvwv. Written in
ligature ¢, as ¢ (e and ev) were often con-
fused with ¢. The latter confusion is better
known, and has been treated by Cobet: an
example in Pindar is at Ol. 2, 90 where A
has efpayov for dpayov.

Ol 2, 86 sq9. Inattempting to say any-
thing new on this passage, I fear I am
aspiring Zedbs yevéofa. But it seems to me
that a correction of three letters will restore
an intelligible construction to these verses.
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gopis 6 modla €ldus Pud-
pafévres 8¢ Adfpou
mayy\woeiy képaxes bs dxpavra yapierov
Aws wpos Spvixa Oetov.

We are met at the outstart by a cloud
of witness: yapverov libri c. Scholl. et testi-
moniis (Aristid. ii, 34 D, Theophy!l. Bulg.
Epp. 6 p. 12 Meurs.,, Greg. Cor. p. 218)
omnibus. SoSchrider. The use of the dual
for the plural is not tolerable, as Gilder-
sleeve rightly says. In the theories which
introduce now Simonides and Bacchylides,
now Corax and Teisias as Pindar’s rivals, I
for one can put no belief. But with a read-
ing of such antiquity as yapderov, and with
such persistence in the MS. tradition, the
ordinary methods of criticism are not likely
to lead us to a definite conclusion. We can
alter the text as we please, but we cannot
explain how, in our opinion, the corrupt
reading found its way into the text. AllI
aim at is to shew that there was once a
variant reading, with all the marks of
genuineness. In Simplicius’ commentary on
Aristotle’s De Caelo (the passage and refer-
ence, p. 42, 17 Hbg., I take from Schrider)
we find these words : xépaf, uaAlov 8¢ koAotds,
dkpavra yapvopevos Aws mpos Gpvixa Oeiov.
Schroder says merely mon refragatur, ie.,
lection? yapverov. But surely the Middle
yapvbpevos in a prose writer ought to be
clear evidence that the quotation is following
very closely the words of the original. The
participle in Simplicius is required by the

. turn of the sentence: restoring the indica-
tive, we light upon yapderar which Tycho
Mommsen had already adopted, accepting
the construction as Schema Pindaricum.
Now we cannot argue that yapvera: if original
was replaced by yapverov in order to get rid
of this Schema, for the construction is a
favourite with the old interpreters, as even
a casual survey of the Scholia will shew.
Why then was yapverar not kept? I can
suggest two reasons: (1) The use of the
Present Middle may have seemed impossible
to a scribe familiar with the frequent active
form. The case of the Future at Isth. 1,
34, where we have yapioopa:r without any
variant is different, on account of the common
occurrence of Future Middle with words of
hearing, seeing, &c., while Geldw but deloopar
may have exercised an influence. This
analogy indeed is recognised by Gilder-
sleeve as an agent in the formation of
vapbopar (Introduction p. cii.: he cites
the list in Rutherford’s New Phrynichus
p- 383).

(2) There may have been a misreading

of the abbreviation for the termination—rac.
aS—’TOV-]'

This may be thought mere speculation ;
but what are we to make of the rest of
Simplicius’ quotation? The use of the
singular in xdpaf paldov 8¢ xolowds is very
remarkable, considering the unanimity of
ancient scholars in regarding the enemies
of the eagle as a Aock of crows, or as Sim--
plicius would prefer, jackdaws, the noisier
bird (cf. xoAgds in Homer). This indeed is
atb first sight the intention of the poet.

The picture of ¢ the eagle (Pindar) sitting
quiet and disdainful on the sceptre of Zeus,’
seems to gain by contrast with the numbers
of his ineffective assailants: cf. Soph. Aias
v. 171, of the lesser birds in the presence-
of the uéyas alyvmds. Yet the custom of
poets varies. Thus Theocritus can in con-
trasting similarly rival claimants to poetic
merit say (7, 41)

’ s y 3 o s 7
BH.TPGXOS 36 ToT a.KpLSas ws TS epwaw.

So Vergil with his Argutos inter strepere
anser olores (Ecl. 9, 36). If then both these
varieties can exist, we may expeect to find
cases where only one of each class is used to
point the contrast.2 What if we have such
a case before us? A slight correction must
then be made: for xdpaxes read xdpaxos, a
side-form to xdpaf as ¢pvAaxos to ¢pvAal cett.
The construction is then seen to be pafdvres
8¢...(yapbovrar) &s képafyapierasr, and another
of the examples of Schema Pindaricum dis-
appears. I speak of course with reference
to the reading yapierar not yapieroy : assum-
ing, however, that the existence of the
reading vyapverar is proved from Simplicius
we must bear in mind the results which an
apparent example so early in the collected
poems would have on the criticism of follow-
ing passages. I have little doubt that such
readings as dpxai for dpxa, OL 11 (10), 6,
(where see Gildersleeve’s note) are largely
due to the syntactical irregularity which the
passage under consideration presented even
while yapverat was still read ; the corruption

1 Cf. the reading of B in 91-2 ravicas abddoouer
for adddoopa: ; also of Codex D at Isth. 1, 15 xal
7ady for kal Td : that is, the abbreviation for o», ",
has been wrongly added. I do not lay stress en the
frequent corruption of neuter adjectives used ad-
verbially from pl. into sg. as at Pyth. 10, 63: it
may be due to other causes.

2 Cf. Fulgentins, Mythology, i. 13 : corvus secun-
dum Pindaruin solus inter omnes aves sexaginta quat-
tuor significaliones habet vocwm. This is put as Frag.
285 (with a query) in Schroder. The conjecture of
‘Welcker that Ol. 13, 99 is referred to (by a corrup-
tion of kdpukas to kdpaxoes ?) is very wild. 1 see no
reason to suppose Fulg. to be mistaken.
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of xdpaxos to kdpaxes removed the only means
" by which the construction could be main-
tained as regular. It is certainly a remark-
able fact that in the first case where Schema
Pindaricum could be assumed (with the
reading yapverar) there should now be no
trace in the Scholl. of its being invoked as
a feds amo pnyavis. This can only be due
to0 a very early corruption of yapveras, on the
lines suggested above. I should not consider
as equally probable a suggestion to which
Bergk’s reading yapvérwv, ‘garriant licet,
might give birth: viz., that yapderov came
from the imperative (with which Schrider
compares {tov for idvrwv, Aesch. Eum. 32)
by the depravity of the weraypayduevor (see
Christ on these passages: Ol 6, 97 ; 14, 12,
Pyth. 1, 69; 3, 60. Nem. 1, 24; 7, 83.
Isth. 1, 26).
Ol 2, 107-8 : said of «dpos :

70 Aadayfoar Gédwv kpidov Te Oépev éoAdv
kalois

¥ k3 \ ’ 3 \ /’

Epyois: émel Ydppos dplfpov Tepimédevyer:

éxeivos ooa xdppar dAAois éfnkey,

ris dv ppdoat duvarro ;

‘We should certainly read kai reivos with
Mommsen for éxetvos in v. 99. émel is used
merely to introduce a new aspect of Hiero’s
generosity, and affects equally all that
follows : cf. Nem. 4, 31. drepopdyas édv ke
pavein Aéyov 6 pi) ovviels: émel péfovrd T Kkal
wafeiv éowxev. The Paratactic construction
is frequent in Pindar: a notable instance is
Ol 10, 11. sqq. (where the doubt as to the
reading does not touch the point at issue).
The MSS. of the better class have xdkeivos,
the nferpolati present éxetvos. I am not
quite satisfied however with the construction
kpvdov Béuer &pyos though adopting in the
main the necessary corrections of Aristar-
chus. The verb should I think be émnifévar
not the simple mfévai: cf. the adjective éri-
«pvpos which Pindar uses at Ol 8, 68.
Kaibel has proposed épyois &r' el Ydppos
«.7.A. which is very harsh, though the use of
<l is idiomatic: cf. OL 1, 77, Nem. 7, 86.
[t would be preferable to read &yows &me
Ydppos k7., with Asyndeton. Dissen has
an excursus (II) in his edition on the subject
of Asyndeton where instances can easily be
found of the abrupt manner in which Pin-
dar turns to a fresh topic. The end of an
ode is frequently marked by Asyndeton : cf.
OL 3 and 13. For the Anastrophe of éri cf.
xairaiot {evxOévres &m arédavor Ol. 3, 6 : also
P. 5, 124. ddpev — émi=émovvar. At Bac-
chyl. 7, 8. Blass prints ve{uys & for éme-
velpys.

Ol 8, 54, sq.

€ & éyo Melyoia ¢ dyevelwv kddos dvédpa-
pov Tpve

w3 Bakéra pe Mify Tpaxel $Hbovos.

xvdos é dyeveiwv is often taken to mean
‘glory derived from beardless youths.’
But comparing the phrases xbdos dvdpiv Ol
9, 88, and, for the use of the preposition,
kbos ¢ dpdpukridvwv Pyth. 4, 66, we ought
more probably to take the phrase as ‘glory
won at the expense of beardless youths.'?
So in Latin ¢riumphare de aliguo. This has
the advantage of making radrav xdpw below
somewhat easier. This is wuasually para-
phrased by 7owdrpv, ‘the same kind
of honour as Alcimedon’: as however
Alcimedon himself won against dyévewor, we
have to separate radrav xdpw decisively from
¢ dyevelov xDdos lest a wrong (ex hypothest)
meaning of the latter phrase should be
suggested. It is preferable to assume a
meaning for v. 54 which will lead more
naturally up to what follows. ravrav xdpw
then means ‘the same kind of victory’ viz.
over dyévewor, referring back to v. 54. We
could also take v. 54 to mean ‘a victory
won in the past by Melesias.” ravrav xdpw is
then this same victory. This does not seem
so good, for apart from other points ¢fdvos
in v. 55 is naturally the jealousy excited by
Melesias’ success as a trainer, not that en-
gendered by his past exploits as a competitor
in the games, which as the whole passage
shews had more or less passed out of the
memory of the Aeginetans. Finally, thereis
no reason to doubt with Christ (p. lxxv)
that a distinction was made between maides
and dyévewoi: cf. Blass Bacchylides? p. Ixv.

Ol 9, 13 sgq.

¥ 14 s ? 7
obToL Yapaureréwy Nywv épdireas
dvdpds dupl makalopaocw Popuryy’ éNeli{wv
kAewds &£ 'Omdevros, alvjoais € kai vidv.

A striking instance of the perpetuation of
error is seen in the interpretation of v. 15
here. Following the lead of the Scholiast
all modern editors take & to be the city of
Opus. viov then has to accept the meaning
of ‘citizen’ ‘son of the state, his mother.’
As confidently as possible one may assert
that this sense of wviés is impossible. It
must mean ‘son’ in the natural and primi-
tive sense : filius. & then is clearly Ephar-
mostus, the victor on this occasion, the date

1 It is perhaps worth while pointing out that ov-
Aafels dyevelwy in Ol 9, 90 means ‘deprived of the
beardless, his prey.” For the savage tone of boyish
exultation cf. Gildersleeve on Ol, 8, 69.
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of which is recoverable from the Oxyrhyn-
chus Papyri, vol. ii. as 468 B.c.

This error has had considerable effect in
determining the relations of the second
person celebrated in the ode, Lampromachus
(v. 90) to Epharmostus. The Scholiast on
that verse simply says that Lampromachus
was a kinsman of Epharmostus. This was
no more than the circumstances of the ode
made probable of themselves. Now we
have, apart from the statement of v. 15
above, other indications of a limiting kind.
In v. 67 we find ferov viov used in such a
way as to be significant of one or other of
the victors ; while the parallel of Achilles
and Patroclus in v. 82 sgq. shews that ties
of special closeness held the two together.
It is not unnatural to assume that Lampro-
machus was first the raidika of Epharmostus,
who subsequently adopted him as his son.
It would be, I fear, éxfpa codia to see in
the words ®érios ydvos in v. 82 a trace of a
Mezgerian resporsion to ferés vids. The
word ydvos is corrupt, a trochee being
veeded. Hartung has already suggested y'
vios, and though Gildersleeve may be right
in thinking 4" ‘a poor piece of patchery,’
yet its presence may be a finger-post to
guide us in the way. Otherwise we may as
well read xoipos as any other of the words
proposed.

Ol 13, 40 sqq.

év & dudidrowot Moreadavos rebuotow
, N \ .
IITOL(?S(DP,({)HO"UV TaTpi pokpdrepat
Tepyia & &pove’ 'Epiripw v dodal.

The Scholiast has preserved the true
reading in the last verse instead of the
curious corruptions 7épyres and éplriypor. We
are prepared then to give ear to any further
counsel with which he may favour us.
Indirectly he does help us by his note on
Hrowdipw ovv marpt in which he mentions
that the sons of Terpsias were Eritimus and
Namertidas, while Ptoiodorus was the father
of Thessalus, father of Xenophon the victor :
according to others Namertidas was another
name of Eritimus, who became the father of
Autolycus. In the face of this confused
statement, editors have usually recoiled.
There are two names included in it which
Pindar does not mention explicitly, and for
which no niche has been found. But on
closer inspection we see that the construction
is really I7owddpw &povrar aiw warpt (on the
tense I shall speak presently). There is no
case in Rumpel of éreafa taking odv besides
the dative (cf. the later curéreafai), and the
suspicion arises that it is a mistake to con-

ect ov with the verb at all. oWv warpi sc.

Irowoddpov is to be taken separately, and very
possibly the Scholiast’s Namertidas may have
been, in the account from which he derived
his list of names, the father of Ptoiodorus.
With this theory of course goes the demo-
lition of the belief that the father of
Thessalus,- and grandfather of Xenophon,
was Ptoiodorus.

It is a certain advantage to have fonr
persons at our disposal instead of three, for
the passage being obviously in ¢rescendo, we
now distribute more than seven victories
over these four, not as formerly three.
Failure to observe that Pindar is thus as-
cending in the scale of glory won has led to
various views about pakpdrepar other than
the simple and true one, that of Dissen,
which makes pokpdrepar—doidai the outward
emblem of ‘more numerous victories.” Cer-
tainly pakpdrepar cannot mean ‘too long,” a
‘self-check’ as Gildersleeve thinks. The
climax does not come until v. 45. &rmovro is
required, finally, as a correction of &povr’
(Bothe).

Ol. 13, 107.

doa 7' 'Apxis dvdoowy
poprvpioe. Avkaiov Bouds dvaé.

The MSS. have ’Apkdow dvdoowy, where
the second word is clearly a gloss on dval.
Of the conjectures made already Christ’s
’Apxdow lorwp (cf. OL. 9, 98), and Mommsen’s
'A. &ogov please me most : in the latter it is
the sense and not the closeness to the ductus
of the interpolated dvdoowv that is to be
approved. Christ’s reading however is more
satisfactory. The word Awxafov does not
seem to have been noticed. I find it taken
as an ethnicon, Aws being supplied. Is this
possible? In the absence of proof I should
prefer to take the word from Avkawov (the
mountain) making the genitive depend on
dvaf ¢ lording it over Lycaeum’ 7.e. ¢ towering
over L. This would explain how dvdoowy
came to be taken as a rendering of dvaf in-
stead of some more lucid word, as SymAds.
Plainly dvaf was thought to govern Avxalov.
The name of the mountain occurs at Nem.
10, 48 unless the réuevos of the god is there
meant.

The alternative to Christ’s lorwp and the
construction and meaning which I assign to
Avkaiov is to regard the lost word in the
first line as a noun other than proper on
which Avkaiov now an ethnicon depends. I
say ‘noun other than proper’ because neither
Auds ror Zyvés will satisfy the metre. Now
at Nem. 5, 10 we find ndp Bopdv warépos
‘EMaviov ardvres i.6. Aws ‘EXaviov. I pro-
pose to insert warpds after ’Apxdor. Written
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7pos this would become unmeaning and be
omitted. It may be observed that preposi-
tions are exposed to various dangers in the
MSS." of Pindar as may be seen from
Schroder, p. 10. An instance of a prep.
omitted in- the archetype (so Schrioder) and
in Codex A is at Ol 8, 40 dpovoe A for

NOTES ON

THE numeration is that of Kirchhoff’s
text, which has been the basis of my work.
My plan has been the same which I follow
in all authors,—to read a plain text first,
and then, after making what I can of it
myself, to turn and see what others think.
Hitherto I have been content to compare
Kirchhoff’'s notes and Paley and Nauck’s
text ; and their omissions have sometimes
led me to publish as my own conjectures
made already—even by Musgrave and
Hermann long ago. But that has done no
harm, since Dr. Wecklein has undertaken,
and nearly completed, for Euripides what
he has performed for Aeschylus, the im-
mense task of collecting all conjectures and
agsigning them to their original inventors ;
in which he may be relied upon for the most
scrupulous accuracy. Considered even from
this point of view alone—for the body of
suggestion it contains—his work is of incal-
culable help to students; I cannot suffi-
ciently express my grateful sense of the
gervice he has done for both these authors.
His text gives also more perfect collations
of the MSS.,, which I have consulted, and
the next time I read Euripides it will be with
Dr. Wecklein's text ; but at present I have
only had leisure to consult it for these new
contributions. Many of mine, as usual, I
have found anticipated ; but a few of these,
not being generally accepted, are mentioned
here with the name of their originator for
the sake of the consideration they may
_claim from coincident opinion.

Except to critics, it might seem ungrace-
ful to welcome a new text by proposing
slterations in it, but critics know how the
effect of any marked advance is to quicken
and help them in removing blemishes that
still remain. The few small suggestions on
Sophocles dispersed among these notes are
chiefly the result of studying the text pub-
lished by Sir Richard Jebb in 1897 on the
completion of his great edition. It leaves
but scanty grains for others to glean after ;
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dvépovoe the true reading : ef. also [é] &:8do-
xpoev Pyth. 4, 217 Ambrr. [fpoaSBdMovm
Pyth. 4, 271 Ambrr. while at Pyth. 9, 62
the missing syllable has been similarly
supplied, < mpos>Onxdpevas (others karfy.).

J. ARBUTHNOT NAIRN.

EURIPIDES.

there is nothing among mine so good as
Prof. Tyrrell’s GAN' € feddvrov ¥y in O.C.
590 or his émov in 145 L.

Arcestis (with Wecklein 1899),

The earlier lyries in this play have been
grievously interpolated. 8o far as metre
goes, this is my view of the original:

218 ib Zev mg Tis dv wpos kak v
yévorro kai Avois TUXaS
220 . . . . o _0o__
» N ’ ’ ’
e Tis ; 7) Tépw Tpixa Kal
pédave oToApby mémhyy

SppiBaldued’ 467 ;

L -~ s *
mawat o war épyros oiv
cmv oo

i ome -

\ -
&p’ dfia kal opayds Tdde kai
4 A 7 ’
wAéov ) Bpdxw Sépyv

3 ’ A. ’
ovpaviy TeEAdgoal;

In 218 I write ng 7is dvorwg visdv . . .
ejecting w&s which is an explanation of #g !
(schol. 7is &v wépos Tdv kaxdv fulv yévorro 7 s
7 wov).—In 220 =234 it seems to me that the
metre was either & wdpa xopdvorw as 223.
225, 265 (and this accounts best for the
MS. & wdpeati kotpdvots), or & kotpdvots mdpeaTe
as 263. But what Musgrave conjectured, i
wdpeativ kopdvois = £as Sdpapros ods orepels is
quite foreign to this metre—or I would
invite those who approve it to produce a
parallel.

228 wépile 8y mépiler kal mwdpos yap
Tovd' éevpes, xal viv
Avrijpios ék GavdTov yevod

=242 Béacov & orévatov & Pepaia
x0ov Tav dpiloTay
Yyuvaixa papawvopdvay véoe
1 So in Philoct. 834 where L gives wol 8¢ Bdoyp-

wios 8¢ pot Tévredlev...the original I suppose was 7
5¢...Bdoy ; Hee. 1059 ng Ba;



