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If Pan, therefore, as seems certain, had
no connexion with the sun, there is little or
no evidence to support the theory that the
¢ Pelasgic’ religion was confined to a simple
worship of the heavenly bodies. M. Bérard’s

reconstruction of Pelasgic beliefs is as du-
bious as his theory of a ¢ Phoenician period,’
influencing the whole of Arcadian ritual
and mythology.

E. E, Sixes,

RECENT EDITIONS OF HYPERIDES,

Hyperides, the Orations against Athenogenes
and Philippides, edited with a Translation
by F. G. KenvoN. London, George Bell
and Sons, 1893, 5s. net.

Hyperidis Orationes Sex cum ceterarum
fragmentis edidit F. Brass; ed. tertia,
insigniter aucta. Leipzig, Teubner, 1894.
2m. 10pf.

Mze. KENYoN has earned the gratitude of
many scholars at home and abroad by the
skill with which he has deciphered, and
the promptitude with which he has pub-
lished, the important Greek papyri which
have recently been secured by the British
Museum. The object of his present volume
is to ‘make available for readers, in an
accessible form, the two most recently
recovered orations of Hyperides.” Of these,
the oration against Athenogenes has been
published by M. Revillout and others, while
the fragment of that against Philippides
was first edited by Mr, Kenyon in a volume,!
which he modestly describes as ¢containing
a large quantity of other matter, which a
reader may or may not desire to possess.’
Mr. Kenyon now supplies us with an
interesting Introduction, a fairly satisfactory
Text, and an eminently readable Translation,
while the general attractiveness of the book
is further enhanced by a Facsimile of nine-
teen lines of the Speech against Atheno-
genes from the papyrus in the Louvre. This
MS is not later than the end of the second
century B.C. ; it is thus the oldest extant MS
of any classical Greek work yet discovered,
with the exception of the fragments of the
Antiope and the Phaedo.

The recovery of the Speech against
Athenogenes is particularly welcome as the
author of the treatise On the Sublime couples
it with the defence of Phryne as an example
of a style in which Hyperides was superior
even to Demosthenes. Athenogenes is an
Egyptian resident in Athens, who has a
slave named Midas (probably a Phrygian).

1 Classical Texts from Papyri in the British
Museum, 1891,

Midas, who has two sons, is manager of a
perfumery belonging to his master. Hy-
perides’ client wishes to acquire possession
of the younger son, and is informed by the
slave-boy’s master that, if he wants to buy
the boy, he must buy his brother and father
as well. The original proposal to pay for
their freedom only is cunningly changed by
their master into one for buying them right
out. When the transaction is completed,
the purchaser finds himself saddled with
heavy liabilities incurred by Midas, the
full extent of which he now learns for the
first time. He accordingly brings against
Athenogenes an action which has, with
great probability, been identified as a 8iky
BAdBys. The intermediary in negociating
the bargain, in its original form, is a person
of questionable character named Antigona,
whose success in. deluding the plaintiff is
complete. The plaintiff’s own character is
obviously not high; and, having formally
consented to the purchase and actually paid
the money, be has in point of law a weak
case. There was all the more reason why,
in a matter requiring skilful and delicate
handling, he should seek the aid of an
expert like Hyperides.

The Speech against Philippides is con-
cerned with a ypa¢y mapavéuwv. Philippides
had moved a vote of thanks to a certain body
of wpdedpos for the manner in which they had
diseharged their duties as the presiding
committee of the éxxAyoia. The wmpdedpor
had put to the vote a proposal in honour of
Philip. The proposal was irregunlar, but it
had been put and carried under pressure.
To screen the mpdedpoi from the consequences
of this irregularity, Philippides, a member
of the Macedonian party, proposed to vote
a crown to the wpdedpoc ¢ for their upright
and legal action.’” Hyperides attacks this
proposal asiilegal. A point of interest may
be found in the fact that among the friends
of Philippides is one Democrates of Aphidna,
who belongs to the same deme as Harmodius,
and is a descendant either of Harmodius
or (less probably) of Aristogeiton. In a
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note on p. 51, Mr. Kenyon, by the way,
describes Democrates as ‘a descendant of
either Harmodius or Aristogeiton, probably
the latter, who appears to have belonged to
the same ¢ribe of Aphidna.’ But it was
Harmodius, and not Aristogeiton, who
belonged to Aphidna. The note is easily
corrected by altering latéer into former ; and
tribe into deme. The speech against Philip-
pides adds to our knowledge of the privi-
leges enjoyed by the descendants of the
‘tyrannicides’ by informing us of a law
¢ forbidding any one either to speak evil of
Harmodins and Aristogeiton, or to sing
insulting songs about them’ (§oar émi ra
K(IKL,OVG)-

In the text of the Athenogenes, col. i 14,
the wily- Antigona is described as evaxi-
fovoa [ o 7Tadre. As the proposed
insertion of dwavra involves a Aigtus, and
neither this nor wdyra is sufficient to fill
the gap, Mr. Kenyon supplies [r& pdracle
tavra. If an adjective is needed at all, I
may suggest, as an alternative, [réraywy]s
7abra, which contains exactly the same
number of letters as Mr. Kenyon’s con-
jecture. éraywyds is particularly appro-
priate to the seduciive blandishments of a
person of Antigona'’s class. Twice in Lu-
cian’s Dialogi Meretricic (1, 2; 6, 3) a
similar character émaywydv padig (cf. Hdt.
3, 53, 7o émaywydrara Aéyew, Thue. 6, 8,
éraywyd kai odx a7, Dem. Neaer. 70, éma-
yoyods Adyovs).l In col. viii 24 we have
next to nothing in the text answering to
the rendering : ‘plucking me like a bird
taken in a snare’; it is not until we turn
to the critical note that we find the corre-
sponding Greek :—darep Swo[ xelpiov & modoo-
Tpafy  kar|elgupuévov, which might well
have been printed in the text. In col. ix
14 [obdey dyuts eb]peiv is clearly less good
than [oidey dyuds éJpeiv. o8ty Tyies Adyew,
and the like, oceur pine times in Demo-
sthenes (18 § 23; 27§ 26; 29 § 5; 40
§$ 21, 53; 48 § 51; 58 §§ 12, 36; 59
§ 125) ; odd&y Syits edploxew mever. In col.
x 17 the editor accepts :—[dv m dy]afov
mpdéy 7§ épylacilay etp[o]o[voav &y, 7o]d
xexm,u.e'vov abToy y[l."y]vcr[ac , with the trans-
lation : ‘if a slave effect a good stroke of
business or establish a Sourishing industry,
1t is his master who reaps the profit of it.’

! Bat for considerations of space, I should have
pr?ferrgd to propose ¢evari(ovsa [ratawardola or
[xémaréola raira. pevani(ew and eamaray ate coupled
in Dem. 19 § 29; 21 § 204 ; 23 § 195, dmdry occurs
in § 27 of the same speech of Hyperides, ard &raray
in fragm. 21 ; but here, as elsewhere, éfawarar is
more common (i 6, 12; iii 36; iv 5). Both verbs
are found with cogn. ace,

ebpoovoar is supported by Revillout, Diels
and Weil; but the authority for such a
word in the Attic Orators is nil. Plato has
edpowa of “successful progress,” and it is also
to be found in Alcidamas, wepi Sodrarav, 17,
where it means the same as ebmropia, and has
possibly been substituted for it, elwopie and
the like being in constant use in this de-
clamation (cf. § 3 eimopla, §§ 19, 24, 34
edropos, §§ 6, 13 edmdpws, § 26 edmopypa,
§ 17 dropos and §§ 8, 15, 21 bis dwopla).
Polybius has elpoa 7@v mpayudrwv, and 7av
mpaypdTov edpoovvrwy (quoted in L. and 8.);
but the Orators have nothing of the kind.
‘We should therefore prefer the proposal of
Blass :—elp[n] 6 o[ixérys]. In col. zvii 6
Mr. Kenyon prints his excellent proposal
[robrov dmoxelpiov] eilnddres, which may be
supported by Lysias 4 § 5, and Dem. 23
§ 175; but, if (as we learn from Blass)
there is only space for ‘about thirteen
letters,’” we are reluctantly compelled to
acquiesce in the less interesting suggestion
of the German editor :—[rebrov Jpels viv)
eiAypddres.

In the Speech against Philippides, col. i
19, [&]6", which can only mean ‘there’ or
‘then’ (or ‘ where’ or ¢ when’), is unsatis-
factorily proposed in the sense of ‘here,’ as
though it were synonymous with évradfa or
&vfdde. The passage is intricate, and =a
perfectly satisfactory restoration far from
easy ; but this, at any rate, cannot be right.
In the next sentence, however, Mr. Kenyon
has since shown his skill by suggesting the
reading now adopted by Blass :—eis éomépalv
Selum[n]owv (instead of [ov]pmA[do]owy) bs
tulas épxlerar. (The subject is Democrates,
who, as a descendant of Harmodius, is
entitled to dine in the Prytaneum.) In col.
v 112, & v odpa dabdvarov Onleidn)pas
éoecfor is translated, ‘you were foolish
enough to suppose that a single individual’s
life would last for ever.” The ‘life’ is the
life of Philip, and Mr. Kenyon (in his Intro-
duction) rightly holds that Philip is still
alive, while Kohler supposes the speech was
delivered after his death, Consistently with
the former view, it would perhaps have been
safer to translate the verb not as an aorist,
but as a perfect, best represented in English
by a present :—¢ putas (minime putasti vel
putabas),’ as observed by Blass on p. liii of
his edition. In col. viii 188 Mr. Kenyon has
been prompted by Blass to print 7év Yrevdo-
papruplwy (of the second declension), instead
of Yevdopaprupiv (of the first). Blass refers
to Pl. Theaet. 148 B, &voyos tois evdopap-
rvplots. To this one may add Aristotle,
’AB. woh. 59 § 6, r& YevSopapripia <Ta> €k
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' Apeiov wdyov, and Cratinus quoted by Pollux,
vili 31 :—yrevdopaprupio’ Kparivos 8¢ kal yevdo-
papripov elpyxev.  Pollux clearly regards
the form in -ia as the normal form, though
it is never actually found in the singular
except in the earlier texts of Isaeus 12 § 6
and Dem. 41 § 16, where the acc. sing. -lav
is now altered into the gen. pl. -iiv. The
latter form is printed by Scheibe in at least
ten passages of Isaeus, and by Blass in no
less than thirty passages of Demosthenes,
while in Dem. 57 § 53 we have, as clear
evidence for the first-declension form, é&
Yevdopaprvplars. The form in -dv is also
recognized in Bekker’s Anecdota, p. 194, 27.
Thus we have only three certain instances
of the neuter form, against forty instances
of the feminine, unless, indeed, we are pre-
pared to alter all of these into the neuter.
The fact is that the forms are alternative;
but the feminine form is much more common
than the other. Just so, papripiov exists by
the side of paprupia, though with a slight
difference in usage.

‘With the exception of the Speech against
Athenogenes, now in the Louvre, all the
MSS of Hyperides have found their way
to the British Museum ; and the texts of
all have now been united for the first time
in a single volume by Professor Brass. In
the language of the ancient epigram, we
may now say that all the papyr: of the most
brilliant of the Attic Orators, awopddes woxa,
viv dua wdoac | évrl peds udvdpas, évri puds
dyélas. Professor Blass is to be congratu-
lated on the publication of the third edition
of his work. The first appeared in 1869 ;
the second was an improvement on the first,
and the third shows a further advance in
many points of detail, besides containing
both the newly-discovered speeches. The
new material includes the ¢Tancock frag-
ments’ of the speeches against Demosthenes
and for Lycophron, published by Mr. Kenyon
in the Classical Review, vi 288, and the
¢ Raphael fragments’ of the former. One
‘of these last (pp. 11—12 of Blass) supplies
us with a parallel to Aeschines and Plutarch.
Aeschines, 3, 209, says of Demosthenes,
ékhrav pév 10 doTv, odk oikels Gs doxels év
Hepatel, dAN’ éfoppeis ék s wolews. Hy-
perides (as restored by Mr. Kenyon) borrows
this phrase, and says :— ot oixels [ év ITe]eparet,
dA(A) éfoppels éx s méhews. Again, Plu-
tarch, Comp. Dem. et C'ic. 3, describes Demo-
sthenes as having sums invested in loans on
bottomry, Saveifovros éri vavricois. Hyperides,
addressing Demosthenes, says [viv 8¢ vav]re-
xois épyd{y. In col. xxiv of the same

speech (p. 16) Blass now reads, of 8¢ vo[poc
Tois] pev adikod[ow dwh]a, Tols 8¢ dw[podoxod-
o]y SexamAd [T0 pAJjpara w[ploordr[Tov-
ow] dmodidévar. It is interesting to note
that the substitution of d&zAd for SurAd (the
reading of ed. 2) is due to the new light
derived from Aristotle, A6. woX. 54 § 2, av
8¢ ddikety kaTayvdow, ddixiov Tiudow, dmwori-
verar 6¢ Tobro dmwlobv. Again, in col. viii
3—4, wAiy [ yipws] &e(kev] §) véoov 7 pavidv
gives us one more reason in favour of insert-
ing &vexev, or &rvexa, after éav py pavidv %)
yipwsin ’Af. wol. 35 § 2, instead of retaining
pavidv 7 ynpév and regarding them as rare
and exceptional examples of participles.

In pro Euxenippo, § 19, as well as in the
Funeral Oration, § 27, and in” fragment
219a, we find the word é¢ddiov. This enables
us to correct the statement in Liddell and
Scott, that this word is rarely found in the
singular. It may be added that, in Demo-
sthenes, while the plural is used seven times,
the singular is also used in as many as five
passages (19 § 158, 26 § 56, 34 § 35,
53 §§ 7, 8).

In the Philippides, p. 53b, the lacuna in
éyo 8¢....v may perhaps be filled up by
reading éyd 8¢ [roivaly[riov]. On p. 56 the
proposal ka[i xopdlv iords yehwrom[owdv] is
confirmed by p. 58, xopdaxil{wv kai yehwro-
woLdv.

In the Funeral Oration, p. 78, Biicheler's
suggestion pdpr{vs dxpBis 6 x]pdvos may be
supported by Lycophr. § 14, 6 mapeyivbos
xpovos pdprvs éoriv—ikpiféoTaros. Other-
wise, one might be inclined to propose
pépr{vs iavds & x]pdvos. ixavds is an epithet
of paprvpla in Plat. Symp. 179 B, and of
Texpijprov in Gorg. 457 D and Phaedo 70 D,
and 1s joined with rexpnptboar in Thue. i 9
$ 3. But Hyperides himself has ofre 6
Xpdvos ixavds, only twenty lines below this
passage, and this may weigh against my
suggestion. In col. iv wit. I still adhere to
a proposal made in the course of a review
of the first ed. (dcademy, 1870, p. 221),
reramevopémy kal [dée katlermy[xv]iav. No
other word meets the case as well as déet,
which is found in the dat. in Dem. 4, 45 and
21, 124. 1In col. x 7-10 one is glad to see
the manuseript reading icaw..wvraéw now
represented by Sauppe and Kayser's eis
alo[viov 7dfw instead of Cobet’s eis dpeivo
raéw. The fact, which I had occasion to
point out in the above review, that the w
after the lacuna is really altered into o, is
accepted by Blass as decisive.

The volume closes with an excellent index
prepared by one of Professor Blass’ pupils,
H. Reinhold, Among the items in this
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index which ought to be noticed in future
editions of Liddell and Scott are, évoelew
Twd els dmjy (v 26), ¢ to entrap into a sale’;
kararéuvew Twa (v 12), ‘to cry a person
down’ ; wadayoyey (v 2), ‘to delude’;
and wpoowepudmrew (v 2), ‘to appropriate
in addition,” or (if an accusative of the
person follows) ‘to plunder afresh.” This
last is a new compound.

Englishmen have done much for the

recovery and restoration of the text of
Hyperides ; and scholars in France, Ger-
many, Holland, Italy and Sweden have
contributed a good deal towards the study
of the subject. Both of the works here
noticed will doubtless serve to extend the
interest which it has already inspired in
England and elsewhere.
J. E. Sanpys,

BELLING ON TIBULLUS.

Kritische Prolegomena zu Tibull. H.
BeLLING. Berlin, Weidmann : 1893.
8vo. pp. 97. 3 Mk.

Quacestiones Tibullianae, scripsit HENRICUS
BrLriNg. Beilage zum Jahresbericht des
Asgkenischen Gymnasiums. Berlin :
1894. Progr. no. 51. 4to. pp. 26.

TaesE two pamphlets are a remarkable
performance. They contribute new ideas
towards the solution of the most vexed
questions of Tibulline criticism. The most
important of these may be thus distinguished
and arranged. ¢Except the lost Cujacian
fragment (F) all the knmown codices of
Tibullus descend from a single copy of an
injured exemplar (t); the injuries of this
exemplar were chiefly in the first and last
lines of a page; the copyist of t supplied
the missing portions where and as he could ;
not only did he interpolate here, but also
where the exemplar contained repetitions
or redundancies that offended him.’ The
following statement from pp. 42 sg. of the
first pamphlet will show how the author
applies the first three theses to the explana-
tion of the existing text :—

« After i, 2, 25 a pentameter was lost in t.
The scribe went on with the next hexameter
25¢. In i. 4, 44 only the end was left
¢ imbrifer arcus aquam.”  Z%e scribe supplied
¢ wenturam admittat [or annuntiat]’ Ini. b,
33, only the end was left ‘hunc sedula
curet. The scribe supplied ‘et tantum uene-
rata wirum.’ 1Ini. 5, 47 only the beginning
was left ‘haec nocuere mihi’ Zke scribe
supplied ¢ quod adest huic diues amator.’ In
i. 6, 42 only the end was left ‘stet procul
ante uia.” The scribe supplied *stet procul
aut alia’ Ini. 6, 72 only the end was left
¢proripiarque wuias.’ The scribe supplied
‘smmerito propriis.” In i. 7,56 only the
beginning was left ‘augeat’ Zhe scribe

supplied ‘et circa stet wueneranda senem.
After i. 10, 25 a whole couplet was lost. 7%e
scribe went on with the pentameter 26. In
ii. 1, 58 only the beginning was left ¢dux
pecoris.” The scribe supplied ¢ hircus auxerat
hircus oues.” Inii. 2, 21 only the end was left
¢‘prolemque ministret.” The scribe supplied
¢ hic ueniat natalis auis’ After ii. 3, l4a
apparently a whole pentameter was lost.
The scribe went on with the hexameter ii. 3,
14b6. Inii. 3, 14c apparently only the end
was left ‘obriguisse liquor.’ Zhe scribe
supplied ¢lacteus et mixtus” In 1. 3, 34
only the beginning was left ‘imperat.” Z%he
scribe supplied ‘ut nmostra sint tua castra
domo.” After ii. 3, 74 a hexameter was
lost. 7The scribe went on weth ii. 3, 76. In
ii. 4, 22 apparently only the end was left
‘et Coa puellis.” The scribe supplied ©hic
dat auaritiae causas,’ In distich ii. 4, 37
sq. only the beginning of the hexameter was
left ‘hine fletus rixaeque sonant’ e
scribe supplied ¢ haec denique causa fecit ut
infamis hic deus esset amor.’ After iii. 4,
64 apparently a hexameter was lost. ZThe
scribe went on with the pentameter 66.”

That in the majority of these passages
(to which others are afterwards added) the
tradition is corrupt will be admitted by every-
body.! The author would further maintain
that it has been corrupted in a particular
way. In five out of the above passagesi. 4,
4;5, 33; 1. 1, 58; 3, 14¢; 4, 38 are metrical
faults of the same kind; and in other
respects they evince the same handiwork,
e.g. in the use of the pronoun k¢ i. 5, 47;
i. 2,21; 4, 22, 37, 38 and ef. iii. 6, 23
¢deus hic.” It is necessary in fairness to
the writer’s case to cite together the exam-
ples of apparently uniform interpolation ;

1 Except K. P. Schulze whose ignorance of

prosody is a ground of just astonishment to the
author, p. 11 n. 2, p, 14 n. 38



