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Preface

Spencer Barrett, who died in 2001 in his eighty-eighth year, was one of the
finest Hellenists of the second half of the twentieth century. His whole career,
up to his retirement, was spent in Oxford: first as an undergraduate at Christ
Church, tutored by Denys Page; then briefly as a Lecturer at that college
(1938–9); then as a Lecturer, and from 1952 as a Fellow, at Keble College
(1939–81). After retiring he moved to Bristol and continued his scholarly
activity there.

He is known above all for his edition of Euripides’ Hippolytus (or
Hippolytos, as he insisted on writing it), which will always stand as one of the
great editions and commentaries on a Greek play. Otherwise he did not
publish a great deal. Apart from the important chapter that he contributed
to Richard Carden’s The Papyrus Fragments of Sophocles (Berlin–New York
1974), there are the five articles included in the present volume, and a
substantial review of Part xxiv of The Oxyrhynchus Papyri in Gnomon 33
(1961), 682–92. But among the mass of papers that he left at his death there
were typescripts of many more pieces that he had evidently written with a
view to publication at some time or other. Some of them are incomplete or
exist in more than one draft. But a number appeared to be in a sufficiently
finished state, and of sufficient scholarly value, to justify their posthumous
publication, and it is these that make up the bulk of this volume. I have also
included three papers that Barrett wrote for oral presentation in various
forums but regarded (to judge from the manner in which he preserved them)
as having some more lasting value.

A year or so after his death his daughter, Mrs Gillian Hill, delivered eleven
boxes of her father’s papers to Adrian Hollis, his long-standing colleague
in Keble. Dr Hollis invited me to go through them to see what there was in
the way of publishable material. I spent a series of Sunday afternoons in his
room working through the boxes and making a hand-list of their contents.
I was disappointed not to find anything of the commentary on Pindar’s odes
for West Greek victors that Barrett was believed to have been working on for
many years, except for the fragment that appears as chapter 5 of the present
volume. But there were many other items that seemed worthy of serious
attention, and I drew up a preliminary schedule. After taking advice from
colleagues about particular areas of the collection––Dr W. B. Henry for
Pindar and Bacchylides, Professor James Diggle for drama, and Professor M.
D. Reeve for Latin authors––I submitted a proposal to the Press for the



publication of a volume, and offered to act as its editor. The Press made
consultations of its own and received intimations that such a book would be
received with enthusiasm in discerning scholarly quarters.

Apart from a couple of short items that exist only in handwritten form, the
unpublished material is neatly and accurately typed and carefully laid out on
the page. In a few of the early pieces Greek was written in by hand, but from
1964 onward it too was typed. However, the ensemble was not in such con-
dition that it could be handed over to a printer as it was. Different pieces are
on paper of different sizes; in some cases the footnotes are accommodated at
the foot of each page, in others they are on separate sheets (and in a few cases
some of them are missing); sometimes afterthoughts have been added in
pencil; some of the typescripts have become a little tatty; and sometimes, as
mentioned above, there are divergent drafts or partial drafts. In such cases
I had to pick out what seemed to be the last or most complete version, or
supplement one from another. It was then necessary to convert the whole into
electronic form as a basis for further editing. The Oxford Faculty of Classics
and the Jowett Copyright Trust made funds available for this laborious task,
which was ably carried out by Dr Andrew Faulkner in 2004–5.

The typescripts do not normally carry a date, and while one or two of them
can be assigned to a particular year, most can only be dated within broader
limits, which I have indicated for each item in a footnote at the beginning of
the chapter or section. External evidence is provided by such things as the size
of paper used, the initial unavailability of a Greek typewriter, the existence
of carbon copies, and certain details of writing and spelling: there was a time
when Barrett did write ‘Hippolytus’ or ‘Hippolutos’ and not yet ‘Hippolytos’,
and a time (before about 1951) when he had not yet committed himself
irrevocably to the lunate sigma. Internal evidence comes from his references
to existing publications, or from the absence of reference to works that he
certainly would have cited if they had appeared. But it must be noted that he
returned to certain items after an interval, and that in the case of the hefty
piece on Pindaric metre (chapter 8) the indications of date are spread over a
period of some twelve years. We cannot always, or indeed often, assume that
he had applied the summa manus, and this should be borne in mind when
any of this work is subjected to critical appraisal.

The question must here be asked, why he failed to bring so much that he
had written to the point of publication. Was he not completely satisfied with
it? Did he always intend to come back to it at some later time and improve it?
Certainly he was a perfectionist, but I do not think that that is a sufficient
explanation. Most of the typescripts are so carefully prepared as to suggest
not work in progress but definitive presentations. In one or two cases there
is evidence that publication was in train and was for one reason or another
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aborted. My impression is that he composed many of these pieces not so
much from a desire to see himself in print, or to instruct others, as from a
need to work out the arguments for himself and construct a clear and
coherent statement of them. He did this, in most cases at least, with the
intention of publishing. But once he had done it, I suspect, he often lost
the urge to see the matter through to publication, and instead turned to some
other problem.

To anyone who never knew him his manner of writing may easily give the
impression that he was a haughty, pompous, or arrogant man. He was not.
In his personal dealings and conversation he was entirely pleasant, civil, and
humane. But in intellectual questions, when he had once thought a matter
through, he felt sure of his ground and was prepared to assert his views in
uncompromising fashion. In his scholarly essays he castigates stupidity and
negligence unsparingly where he finds it, and insists on the cogency of his
own arguments. His tone is that of the magistrate who has reviewed all the
evidence and reports to the court the conclusions he has drawn from it.

Sometimes these are dependent on his feeling for style: ‘I refuse to believe
that Bacchylides would have . . .’, and the like. But they are always con-
clusions, not prejudices, and he always does his utmost to establish them on
a rational footing. I once heard it said of him that he attached the same
importance to trivial problems as to major ones. I do not think that was quite
right: it was not that he regarded them as of equal importance, but that he
felt that equal pains must be taken in solving them. So far as possible he tried
to make philology into an exact science. He loved collecting and analysing
statistics, not for their own sake but as an aid to deciding a question or
establishing a rule. He seized on astronomical allusions as giving the
opportunity for calculations. Readers will marvel as he describes minute
papyrus traces more meticulously than any papyrologist, measures them (or
the gaps between them) to a tenth of a millimetre, and compares them with
every other example of the putative letter or letter combination in the
papyrus; and how in general he pursues his investigations remorselessly into
the remotest corners in order to deal with every conceivable alternative to his
own position.

Much of his work has an exemplary value that transcends its particular
results. In his pioneering work on Stesichorus’ Geryoneis he shows how, by
combining metrical analysis with study of the manuscript layout, one can
draw conclusions for the placing and sequence of fragments and the
development of the narrative. His discussions of Pindaric odes go beyond
rigorous philology in the attempt to reconstruct personal and historical con-
texts: not an original approach, but an object lesson in disciplined speculation
that may or may not succeed in finding the right answers but at least shows
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how to tackle the questions. In the studies of Pindaric and Bacchylidean
metrical practice he takes immense trouble to establish facts that may seem of
slight interest or significance. But in the course of doing so he throws light on
many problematic passages, and the outcome is that subsequent critics are left
in possession of more exact yardsticks to apply to this verse.

I have edited with a light hand. I have tried to achieve consistency of
spelling and general format, while in general respecting Barrett’s preferences.
I have only very seldom modified his somewhat idiosyncratic punctuation,
though I myself, and most writers, would use far fewer of the semicolons and
colons with which he stakes out the logical structure and steadies the tempo
of his sentences, and fewer parentheses. I have not thought it my job to
provide a survey of subsequent scholarship on the questions he discussed,
only to update his references where appropriate and to supply references
where he left them out. He tended to cite secondary literature with less biblio-
graphical detail than is now customary: rather than inject this in each place,
I have drawn up a separate list of the books he cites or alludes to. Matter
inserted by me in the text or footnotes is enclosed in angular brackets < >,
and first-person pronouns within such brackets refer, as you might expect, to
me.

I thank the Franz Steiner Verlag for permission to reproduce two articles
from Hermes; Oxford University Press for permission to reproduce one from
the Classical Quarterly; the Council of the Hellenic Society for permission to
reproduce another from the Journal of Hellenic Studies; and the editors of
Dionysiaca: Studies in honour of Sir Denys Page for permission to reproduce a
paper from that volume.

For an account of Barrett’s life and work I refer the reader to the memoir
by Adrian Hollis in the Proceedings of the British Academy, 124 (2004), 25–36.

Martin West
February 2006
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1

Stesichoros and the Story of Geryon

Stesichoros is a poet to whom the fates have been unkind. He wrote a great
deal of poetry; he had a high reputation in antiquity, and apparently a very
considerable influence on later literature; yet all that remained of his works
until a few years ago, apart from a few isolated words and phrases, was about
twenty fragments amounting in all to the equivalent of about forty hexameter
lines.

Our picture of his writings, based merely on these tenuous fragments, a
handful of allusions, and a few brief estimates by ancient critics, was naturally
shadowy and ill defined. But recent publications of papyri, though they give
us no great quantity of coherent text, have brought our picture into much
sharper focus; and I propose tonight to give you some indication of what that
picture now is. I shall base that indication in particular on the one poem that
is now the best attested: the Geryoneis, the story of Geryon.

But first, some more general considerations. For his life, the evidence is
sketchy, and either imprecise, or unreliable, or both: if one puts his activity in
the second quarter of the sixth century, one must allow for a sizeable over-
lap––he is said to have lived a long life––into the adjacent quarters. He was a
Western Greek: said to have been born in the Lokrian colony of Matauros,
and his life connected by tradition both with Lokroi itself and with Himera in
Sicily. He was doubtless influenced by the traditions of poetry which we know
to have existed at Lokroi; but we know so vanishingly little of those traditions
that their influence must remain an enigma.

We learn from the Souda that his works comprised twenty-six books.
Now with other lyric poets references in ancient authors to a particular
passage are made to a given book: ‘Pindar, Paians’; ‘Alkaios, Book 3’; and so
on. But all our twenty-four such references to passages in Stesichoros are
references not to a book but to a poem: ‘Stesichoros, Geryoneis’; ‘Stesichoros,

<Paper delivered at the Hellenic and Roman Societies’ Triennial Meeting at Oxford in
September 1968. B. gave a copy to D. L. Page, who acknowledges his debt to it in his paper on the
Geryoneis in JHS 93 (1973), 138–54.>



Sack of Troy ’––except that two of them are to a book of a poem, ‘Stesichoros,
Oresteia, Book 2’. It is a quite safe conclusion that his poems comprised at
any rate a book apiece; one at least, the Oresteia, was in more than one
book, and for all we know the same may be true of others as well. We have the
titles of a dozen of his poems; how many titles are lost we have of course
no idea.

In the last twelve years there have been published fragments from papyrus
rolls of no fewer than five of these poems: all of them published by Mr. Lobel
in volumes of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri.1 In 1956 came the first two, neither
unfortunately of any size: of the Nostoi, four lines and tatters of two dozen
more; of the Boar-Hunters, eighteen half-lines. But last summer came a better
haul: a very little of the Eriphyle (seventeen half-lines); about fifty very broken
fragments of the Sack of Troy, giving as published no single line complete;
and about eighty fragments of the Geryoneis, mostly very broken and many of
them minute, but preserving––as you will see from the handout––a certain
amount of continuous text, and allowing also a certain amount of reasonably
secure restoration.2

Now what manner of poems are they? I will begin with their outer form,
and first with their metre. Until the papyri appeared we had to take on trust a
statement in the Souda that ‘all Stesichoros’ poetry is triadic’; that statement
is now confirmed. The triadic structure of the Geryoneis is readily established:
I have set out the metrical scheme on the first page of the handout––a
medium-sized strophe and epode, comparable in length with many of Pindar
and Bacchylides. For the Sack of Troy, Dr. West has established a triadic struc-
ture with stanzas of comparable size.3 Of the other poems not enough sur-
vives for the whole structure to be determined; but there are indications of a
nine-line strophe in the Nostoi (this was seen by Professor Merkelbach) and a
seven-line strophe in the Boar-Hunters (seen by Professor Snell),4 and it
would be perverse to doubt that these poems also were triadic.

The metres are in every case dactylic: pure dactyls in the Geryoneis and
apparently in the Boar-Hunters, dactyls with some admixture of epitrites in
the other three––I say ‘some admixture’, for the epitrite component is smaller
than in the familiar dactylo-epitrites of Pindar and Bacchylides. I should not
be surprised to learn that Stesichoros himself played a major part in the
development of dactylo-epitrite from dactylic; but that is no question to be

1 <The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, xxiii (1956), nos. 2359–60; xxxii (1967), nos. 2617–19.>
2 <On the handout see the appendix to this chapter.>
3 <M. L. West, ZPE 4 (1969), 135–7.>
4 <R. Merkelbach, Maia 15 (1963), 165 f. = Philologica: Ausgewählte kleine Schriften

(Stuttgart–Leipzig 1997), 68 f.; B. Snell, Hermes 85 (1957), 249.>
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discussed tonight. The dactyls, I should add, are often ––and in the Geryoneis
predominantly––rising dactyls, with the periods beginning not with a long
but with a double short.

The dialect is fundamentally doricized epic; epic, that is, with Doric
vocalism and the occasional use of metrically equivalent Doric forms (for
instance ποκα as the equivalent of Homeric ποτε). The vocabulary is largely
but of course not exclusively that of our Homer; the use of the vocabulary,
and its grouping into phrases, shows––as might be expected––some deviation
from the Homeric norm; and occasionally we meet a form that seems to have
no equivalent in epic, but to come from a different dialect or from a later stage
in the development of the language. But only occasionally: fundamentally, as
I say, it is doricized epic––the dialect that in the course of the next hundred
years was to establish itself as the lingua franca of the international choral
lyric of the Greeks.

Our earliest reference to Stesichoros is by the poet Simonides <PMG 564>:
Stesichoros had written a poem on the funeral games of Pelias; and when
Simonides mentions a victory of Meleagros in those games, he adds ‘for so
did Homer and Stesichoros sing to the peoples’. To Simonides, that is, he is
a forerunner to be named along with Homer; and this linking of him with
Homer becomes a commonplace. To Dio of Prusa <Or. 37(55). 7, ii. 116. 12
von Arnim> it is common knowledge that Stesichoros ‘emulated Homer and
wrote poetry that was very similar to his’; to Longinus <13. 3> he is one of the
few writers deserving to be called Ο� µηρικ�τατο. Of the descriptions of his
style by ancient writers, I will quote one by Dionysios of Halikarnassos and
one by Quintilian. Dionysios says of him (π. µιµ. fr. 6. 2. 7 <Opusc. ii. 205. 11
Us.–R.>), after discussing the merits of Pindar and Simonides, that he ‘is
successful in the aspects in which they show themselves superior, and at the
same time commands effects which they fail to attain: namely in the grandeur
of the action which he makes his theme, and in the care which he bestows on
the character and dignity of his personages’. And Quintilian <10. 1. 61 f.>,
after putting Pindar first among lyric poets, proceeds next to Stesichoros: ‘one
token of the strength of his genius is his subject-matter: he sings of great wars
and famous heroes, and supports on his lyre the whole burden of epic poetry
[epici carminis onera lyra sustinentem]. He gives his characters their proper
dignity both in their actions and in their words, and if he had kept within
bounds he would, I think, have been able to come a close second to Homer;
but he is too full and too diffuse [redundat atque effunditur: a metaphor from
a river that overflows its banks and spreads out instead of keeping to its
channel]; a fault which one is bound to censure, but which nevertheless stems
from the very fact that he has so much to say [quod ut est reprehendendum, ita
copiae uitium est]’.
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The picture which this gives is of a lyric poet writing large-scale works on
epic themes with a fullness of treatment running sometimes into the diffuse;
and the papyrus fragments are now beginning to make clear how true this is.
They have shown us another thing too, which the quotation fragments had
not led us to expect, but which we can now see to lie behind Quintilian’s
words about ‘giving his characters their proper dignity both in their actions
and in their words’: namely the amount of direct speech which Stesichoros
puts on the lips of his various characters. We shall see plenty of this in the
Geryoneis; and the papyrus fragments show that he did just the same in
his other works as well. The scrap of the Nostoi has Helen speaking to
Telemachos; the scrap of the Boar-Hunters is pure narrative, but that of the
Eriphyle has a dialogue between Adrastos and Alkmaon; and in the tatters of
the Sack of Troy the two coherent pieces that I have been able to put together
(following Dr. West’s work on the triad) are again in each case speeches. This
is of course entirely in the Homeric vein: in the Iliad, the direct speech
amounts to 45 per cent of the whole; I should suppose that the proportion in
Stesichoros was very similar.

But it is time now for me to turn to the story of Geryon. I shall call him
‘Geryon’, as the most familiar form of his name; though in fact the normal
ancient form is Geryones, or in Stesichoros’ Doric Garyonas; in Hesiod there
is still a third form, Geryoneus.

One of the labours enjoined on Herakles by Eurystheus was to bring him
the cattle of Geryon. This Geryon was a monster (I shall consider the detail of
his monstrosity in a moment) whose father was a shadowy figure called
Chrysaor, son of Poseidon by the Gorgon Medousa, and whose mother
was the Okeanid Kallirrhoe. He lived in the island of Erytheia, out across the
stream of the Okeanos, and equated at some stage––Stesichoros seems to
accept, or at least to reflect, the identification––with one of the islands at
the mouth of the Guadalquivir on which Cadiz now stands. He kept there a
herd of cattle, guarded by a herdsman Eurytion and a two-headed dog
Orthos, a brother of Kerberos (and, incidentally, first cousin to Geryon’s own
father). Herakles crossed the Okeanos, killed dog, herdsman, and Geryon
himself, crossed the Okeanos again with the cattle, and drove them back to
Tiryns.

Our earliest reference to the story is in Hesiod’s Theogony (287–94). He
tells of the birth of Chrysaor from Medousa, and then goes on:

And Chrysaor begot three-headed Geryoneus in union with Kallirrhoe, daughter of
glorious Okeanos. Him did mighty Herakles kill, by his shambling cattle, in Erytheia
amid the waters, on that day when he drove off his broad-browed cattle to holy
Tiryns, crossing the stream of Okeanos, killing Orthos and the neatherd Eurytion in
the misty steading beyond glorious Okeanos.

Stesichoros and the Story of Geryon4



This is our earliest account; evidently the story was a familiar one at the
time when these lines were composed, so that Stesichoros was breaking no
fresh ground in his telling of it. (He was, as we know from other references,
a vigorous innovator in some of the detail of some of his poems, and it is
a priori likely enough that he innovated in the detail of the Geryoneis; but the
main legend as he tells it is traditional.)

Our fullest account is in a very different work: the mythological handbook,
probably of the first or second century ad, that goes under the name of
Apollodoros. (It will go under that name, I should say, in this paper tonight:
not because I believe Apollodoros wrote it, but because it is so much the
simplest name to use.)

The tenth labour imposed on him was to fetch the cattle of Geryon from Erytheia.
Erytheia was an island near the Okeanos, now called Gadeira. In it lived Geryon, the
son of Chrysaor and Kallirrhoe daughter of Okeanos; his body was that of three men
united at the belly but dividing into three from the waist and from the thighs. He
owned a herd of red cattle, which were herded by Eurytion and guarded by the dog
Orthos, a two-headed creature born from Echidna and Typhon. Herakles journeyed
through Europe to fetch these cattle; he destroyed many wild animals, and set foot in
Libya; and passing by Tartessos he left a monument of his journey by setting up two
pillars over against one another at the boundaries of Europe and Libya. On his way he
was heated by the Sun, and bent his bow at the god; and he, in admiration of his
courage, gave him a golden cup, in which Herakles crossed the Okeanos. When he
arrived at Erytheia he bivouacked on Mount Abas. The dog saw him, and rushed
against him; but Herakles struck the dog with his club, and also killed the herdsman
Eurytion when he came to help the dog. Menoites, who was pasturing the cattle of
Hades there, reported this to Geryon; and he caught up with Herakles by the river
Anthemous as he was driving the cattle away, joined battle with him, and was shot
dead. Herakles then embarked the cattle in the cup, sailed across to Tartessos, and
returned the cup to the Sun. (There then follows a lengthy narrative of all the things
that happened to Herakles on his way home.)

I shall come back later to some of the detail of this account. For the
moment I will confine myself to a brief consideration of the monstrosity of
Geryon. In Hesiod he is ‘three-headed’. In Aeschylus and Euripides he is
τρι�µατο, three-bodied. The account in Apollodoros is the most circum-
stantial that we have: a kind of Siamese triplets united in the abdomen. There
was evidently a similarly circumstantial account in Stesichoros; we have
traces of it in the scholiast on the Theogony <287>, who says that Stesichoros
‘gave Geryon six arms and six legs and made him winged’. As the words stand
they might I suppose be compatible with a single body provided, after the
fashion––or rather beyond the fashion––of a Hindu deity, with a plethora of
limbs; but since Geryon is invariably three-bodied in art, it seems to me quite
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safe to assume that the scholiast is merely mentioning features ignored by
Hesiod (there is a κα� in his account which is compatible with this), and that
Geryon had three bodies in Stesichoros as well.

I have mentioned art; and having mentioned it I will show you one or two
representations of the subject on sixth-century vases. And before I show them
I would like to express my thanks to Professor Robertson for making it so easy
for me to do so: I have been guided through the subject first by a paper he
read in Oxford last term, and subsequently by the typescript of an article of
his that is still only on its way into print;5 and finally he has crowned his
kindness by actually lending me the slides. I could not have had better or
more generous help; and I hope that in the use I make of it I shall say nothing
of which he would disapprove. If I do, it will certainly be wrong.

The theme of Herakles’ fight with Geryon is a very common one in sixth-
century art. There are a few representations, on vases and elsewhere, that
must be accounted pre-Stesichorean: the earliest is actually seventh-century,
the others from about the first quarter of the sixth. But the vast majority
of the representations––nearly seventy of them––are on vases that belong
to the middle of the sixth century and its end; and it is likely enough that the
impetus behind the popularity of the subject at this time is to be sought in
Stesichoros’ own poem.

It is not my purpose tonight, and certainly not within my competence, to
give you a history of the legend in art; all I intend to do is to illustrate it from a
very few of the more notable vases. Two of them are Chalkidian vases from
the middle of the sixth century; two are Attic red-figure from its end. Between
these come a vast number of Attic black-figure vases; but I pass over these as
being, by and large, at once less informative and less attractive.

My first vase (fig. 1) is a Chalkidian neck-amphora from the middle of the
sixth century.6 (The three pictures here are simply different aspects of the
same vase.) The central figure is Herakles, drawing his bow and about to
loose an arrow; facing him, Geryon––all three bodies erect, but with an
arrow lodged apparently somewhere near the bottom of a throat. Behind
Herakles his divine protectress Athena: she appears constantly on the vases,
and we shall meet her in the poem as well. Behind her, the cattle. Dead, on
the ground, the dog Orthos (no arrow in him, so perhaps clubbed, as in
Apollodoros), and Eurytion, with an arrow in his back. Behind Geryon, a

5 <Martin Robertson, ‘Geryoneis: Stesichorus and the Vase-painters’, CQ 19 (1969), 207–21.>
6 Cabinet des Médailles 202. Rumpf, Chalkidische Vasen, 8 and 46, no. 3, 65 f., pls. 6–9;

<LIMC Geryoneus 16 = Herakles 2464. In lieu of the slides I reproduce line drawings of B.’s
first three vases from Salomon Reinach, Répertoire des vases peints grecs et étrusques (Paris
1899–1900), i. 238 (here fig. 3), ii. 160. 3 (fig. 2), 253 (fig. 1).>
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chariot; but this can hardly belong to the legend, and is likely to be a separate
picture drawn to fill the space.

The conformation of Geryon can be seen more clearly on a larger photo-
graph of part of the same vase. He is three-headed, and presumably three-
bodied (though his shields conceal this part of him); he is six-armed, and
winged. All this accords with Stesichoros, but one feature does not: he
supports this superstructure on a single pair of legs.

A second Chalkidian vase (fig. 2), an amphora of about the same date and
ascribed to the same painter,7 shows fewer figures: Herakles, with Athena
again behind him, and Geryon. Physically Geryon is the same as on the other
vase: again winged, and again a single pair of legs. This time we are at a later
stage in the fight, and the three bodies are clearly visible: two of them are
already disposed of and are collapsing, one forward and one to the rear. There
is no indication of arrows in either of the fallen bodies: Herakles, though he
wears his quiver, is holding no bow and is gripping the third head by its
helmet and driving a sword into its throat.

In two respects the portrayal of Geryon on these two vases is abnormal: all
earlier representations, and all the later vases, give him six legs and no wings;
and these two Chalkidian vases, with two legs and with wings, are exceptional.
Now we know that the wings appeared in Stesichoros; but we know that the

Figure 1

Figure 2

7 British Museum B 155. Rumpf, Chalkidische Vasen, 10 and 47, no. 6, 65 f., pls. 13–15;
<LIMC Geryoneus 15 = Herakles 2479>.
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two legs did not. As far as the wings are concerned, I incline to suppose that
they were an innovation of Stesichoros; and that they were taken over by this
painter fairly soon after the poem became known but discarded later because
they made Geryon too monstrous and complicated the picture unduly. For
the legs, I agree entirely with a suggestion of Professor Robertson’s: a six-
legged Geryon, in side-view at least, is scarcely distinguishable from the three
men side by side; our Chalkidian painter, concerned to stress the monstrosity,
reduced the legs to two in order to make the three-in-one-ness visually
apparent.

I now move to the end of the century and to my two Attic red-figure vases.
The first of these (fig. 3), a cup painted by Euphronios,8 is not only a very
good painting but the fullest of the lot: mythologically speaking perhaps too
full. I am showing you first a detail, of the combatants: there is Geryon, with
his six legs and no wings; one of his bodies has fallen back with an arrow
in the eye, and Herakles after this success has given up his bow (though he
still holds it, with a couple of arrows in his left hand) and is attacking the
remaining bodies with his club. Orthos is dead between them, with an arrow
in the chest.

And now the whole of the cup. Here again are the combatants; behind
Herakles, Athena; behind her, Iolaos; and behind him, on the ground,
Eurytion, still alive but bleeding from a wound in the chest. With the cattle,
on the far side of the cup, three armed men. Behind Geryon, a woman,
unnamed, in evident distress. She will be relevant to the surviving fragments
of the poem. Iolaos and the armed men appear on no other vase than this;
I should judge them to be quite out of place in what seems to have been
essentially a solo expedition, and would suppose them to be an addition of
Euphronios’ own, made perhaps to fill out the very elongated field that this
cup provided.

Now the second red-figure vase (fig. 4), a cup by the painter Oltos.9 The
same six-legged and wingless Geryon, one body again fallen back with an
arrow in the eye; but Herakles is this time attacking the remaining bodies with
his bow. Behind Herakles, Athena and––uniquely––Iris; behind Geryon, once
again the distressed woman. No dog; Eurytion on the ground, a wound in the
chest.

I have said that I think it likely that it was Stesichoros’ poem that gave the
original impetus to the spate of paintings of the killing of Geryon. But this

8 Munich 2620. Beazley, ARV 2, 16 f. and 1619, no. 17, with references; Furtwängler–
Reichhold, Griechische Vasenmalerei, pl. 22; Pfuhl, Malerei und Zeichnung, fig. 391;
Lullies–Hirmer, pls. 12–16; <LIMC Eurytion II 44 = Herakles 2501>.

9 Lost (but known from a careful drawing). Beazley, ARV 2, 62, no. 84; des Vergers, L’Étrurie et
les Étrusques, pl. 38; Klein, Euphronios, 81; <LIMC Eurytion II 29; reproduced here from Klein>.

Stesichoros and the Story of Geryon8



does not mean, of course, that every painter when he depicted the incident
had the poem itself in mind: the poem sparked off the tradition, but the
tradition then developed on its own, the painters following their predecessors
rather than the poet (though perhaps with an occasional booster from the
poem), and modifying the detail from time to time as they found it artistically
convenient. I would suppose that the Chalkidian paintings, in view both of
their date and of their wings, are likely to follow most closely the detail of
the poem; but it would be rash, of course, to construct the detail from the
paintings alone.

Now at last I come to the actual fragments of the Geryoneis. I have tran-
scribed on the handout the three quotation fragments and those fragments of

Figure 3
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the papyrus which either offer a coherent text or give some kind of hint about
the structure of the poem.

The papyrus was written early in the first century bc in a careful and
regular hand. Now in three places we have in a single fragment parts of two
adjacent columns, and in each case the metre in both columns can be identi-
fied; since we know the metrical structure, this enables us to deduce in each
case the number of lines in a column, and each time that number is thirty.
Since the hand is so regular, it is a reasonable working hypothesis that the
number was consistent throughout the roll. In this case we can draw up a
table indicating the metrical content of succeeding columns; and I have set
out that table on the first page of the handout. There are 26 lines in a triad,
30 lines in a column; every column will begin at a point four lines later in the
triad than its predecessor; after 13 columns, containing exactly 15 triads, we
shall be back again where we began, and the 14th column will begin at the
same point in the triad as the first.

In my table I have numbered the columns with roman numerals; and
wherever we can identify the column to which a fragment belongs––which we
can do immediately if the fragment comes from either the head or the foot of
a column––I have put the column-number in the margin at the head of the
text of the fragment. These numbers will be of considerable help in establish-
ing the sequence of the fragments in the poem. But I must remind you that
columns of the same number will keep recurring at intervals of 13 columns;
so that two columns, say, with consecutive numbers need not themselves be
consecutive, but may come at quite a distance apart.

We can tell from the column-numbers that the fragments of the papyrus
extend over a pretty considerable stretch of the roll. Fr. 13 (E on the handout),

Figure 4
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from col. XI, is at least one whole sequence earlier than fr. 4 (K on the
handout), also from col. XI; fr. 6 (M on the handout), from col. X, cannot in
view of its content be adjacent to either of these, and so is at least one further
sequence apart. This means that the fragments are spread over at least 26
columns, or 780 lines; and they may well be spread even more widely.

One fragment has in its margin a stichometric numeral, N––that is, line
1300 of the roll. This unfortunately tells us nothing: the fragment is so small a
scrap that we have no clue to its content, and so cannot tell what stage in
the poem has been reached by line 1300. That the roll contained at least
1300 lines was likely enough in any case: Pindar’s Nemeans have 1261 lines,
his Pythians 1983, Sappho’s first Book 1320. And I add that we must allow
for the possibility that the Geryoneis, like the Oresteia, occupied more than a
single roll.

A word about the handout. In including supplements I have stuck my neck
out slightly but not very far: I have supplied, that is, not only the certain but
also the reasonably probable; I have plumped sometimes, rather than leave a
gap, for one of two indifferent alternative possibilities; and in dealing with
broken lines have articulated the letters or indicated the metre in what seems
the most likely way, even though other ways might be possible. On the other
hand I have included no supplements that do not fit the space; and I have
made no supplements in places where I could not feel certain about the sense
or about the general structure of the sentence.

I have also thought it better not to clutter up the handout by indicating the
authorship of supplements. I have adopted some from Mr. Lobel and some
from Professor Page, and have contributed others of my own; and some are
the rather complicated kind where I have developed or modified a suggestion
made by one of the others. My conscience is easy about this, since the
supplements which are not my own are already in print––Mr. Lobel’s in
vol. xxxii of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Professor Page’s in his new Oxford Text,
Lyrica Graeca Selecta (where the principal fragments are included as
Addenda); but I certainly owe it to these scholars to give a blanket warning
that a good deal of the property here is not mine but theirs.

Now the text.
I leave my fragment A for the moment, and begin with B: a quotation

fragment, describing the birth of the herdsman Eurytion. According to
Strabo, who quotes it, Stesichoros says that Eurytion was born (γεννηθε�η

is his word, clearly not part of the quotation) ‘close over against famous
Erytheia, by the limitless silver-rooted streams of the river Tartessos, within
the hollow of a rock’. Now that we know the metre of the poem we can see
that something is missing here: I have assumed it to be the verb τ�κτεν, whose
insertion allows us to fit the fragment into the beginning of an epode. (If
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there was such a verb in such a position, Strabo would have been compelled to
omit it from his quotation to suit the form of his own sentence in which he
quotes it.) Tartessos (the same word as Tarshish) is usually a town but here
the river, the Guadalquivir. The παγα� are of course not its springs but its
streams (the island lies off its mouth, not off its source); and I suppose them
to be silver-rooted because Stesichoros conceives of the river as rising in the
region of the silver mines from which the famous silver of Tartessos was
obtained.

We have no notion at what precise point in the narrative this description
came: at latest, of course, at the time when Eurytion is killed. And here I have
one thing to say. In Apollodoros Herakles kills the dog Orthos and Eurytion
when he first makes contact with the herd; the fight with Geryon comes only
later, when Geryon arrives to recover the herd after Herakles has driven it
away. I have no doubt whatever that the sequence of events in Stesichoros was
the same. In many of the vase-paintings Eurytion (with or without a dog) is
lying dead or dying at the feet of the combatants; which might create the
impression that the painters were following a version in which the fight
followed in the same spot as the killing of Eurytion and Orthos, and so more
or less immediately after it. But this impression was never intended: the
painters, concerned to fill their field with the persons and incidents of the
legend, are perfectly willing to telescope those incidents both in time and in
space. All one was meant to read into the paintings was ‘here is Herakles
fighting Geryon after killing Eurytion and Orthos’; just where he killed them,
or how soon before, is a question with which the painter was not concerned
and which his public could be relied on not to ask.

I move on next to the fragment marked E on my handout. You may think,
when you look at the handout, that I have been composing Greek lyric poetry
rather than reconstructing it; but in fact we are lucky enough, in many places,
to have just the right words or parts of words surviving for reconstruction to
be fairly plain sailing.

The fragment contains a speech and its introduction. The speaker is
Geryon: this is evident from line 27, περ� βου�ν �µα�. In lines 1–4 Geryon
is designated: ‘to him in answer spoke . . . so-and-so’. All that survives of the
actual designation is in line 4 the letters θανατοιο or θανατοι; as part of a
designation this can hardly be anything other than the genitive α� θανάτοιο, and
genealogy and metre then conspire to make it at least very probable that the
words were as I have put them down, ‘to him in answer spoke the doughty
son of immortal Chrysaor and of Kallirrhoe’. We have no other evidence for
the immortality of Chrysaor; but so little in any case is said about him
anywhere that this need cause us no surprise. His father was Poseidon; his
mother Medousa was admittedly the one mortal Gorgon of the three; but his
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full brother, the horse Pegasos, was immortal, champing away in Pindar’s
time at the mangers of Olympos. And in any case Chrysaor’s immortality
seems to have especial point in the speech that follows.

Geryon in this speech is replying to a speech by another person––a male,
since Geryon addresses him in 16 with an � φ�λε whose termination is
guaranteed by metre. And it is evident that that person has been trying to
dissuade him from fighting with Herakles. The occasion therefore is at some
point after Herakles has arrived in Erytheia and begun his cattle-rustling, but
before Geryon himself has made contact with him. Whom then is Geryon
addressing? Not his father Chrysaor: not at least if my supplements in 3 and 4
are right––you do not say ‘to Chrysaor spoke the son of immortal Chrysaor’:
nor does � φ�λε seem a likely way to address one’s father. Not Eurytion: if
Herakles has attacked the herd already, Eurytion is dead. Whom else? At this
point I come back again to Apollodoros: when Herakles had killed Eurytion
and Orthos, Menoites, who was pasturing the cattle of Hades in the neigh-
bourhood, came and told Geryon what had happened. I suppose this account
to derive––via what intermediaries I shall not conjecture––from Stesichoros
himself. If one thinks about Menoites, he is a very unexpected character in the
narrative: what is he, and what are the cattle of Hades, doing on Geryon’s
island at all? Why should Geryon not be present when Herakles makes his
attack? Why should he not visit the herd, find dog and herdsman dead and
cattle gone, and track the cattle till he comes up with Herakles? In a prose
narrative, no reason at all; but in epic or quasi-epic, every reason––only if the
news is brought to Geryon at home, when he is remote from his herd, can we
have before he sets out the long series of speeches and counter-speeches
which the poet delights to compose, and which as we shall see Stesichoros did
compose on this occasion. I think therefore that there is every reason to
suppose that Menoites here derives from an epic or quasi-epic source; and
since he fits so suitably into Stesichoros’ account, I am very willing to suppose
that source to be Stesichoros himself.

At this point I go back a little, to fragments C and D. C comes from cols. VI
and VII; if these columns are in the same sequence as Geryon’s speech in
col. XI, there are 105 lines between the last line of C and the first of E. On the
first part of C I shall waste no words. The second part, in col. VII, may I think
come from Menoites’ description of Herakles. First, its position is suitable:
Menoites describes Herakles and what he has done; Geryon says ‘I’m going to
fight him’; Menoites replies ‘I wouldn’t if I were you’; 105 lines is a quite likely
stretch to be covered by this amount of speech-making. Secondly, ποκα in
line 3 points to a speech: ποτε in Homer comes predominantly in speeches.
Thirdly, in line 2 a nominative ending in -δ�κα is very likely ‘quiver’ (whether
�οδ�κα or ο�τοδ�κα: space would suggest the latter); and if in a speech
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‘quiver’ occurs in the nominative, then a description of Herakles’ appearance
is a promising place. Obviously this identification can only be very tentative;
nevertheless the possibility is worth pointing out.

For the second fragment, D, we have no external means of establishing
a position. But � φ�λε suggests the Geryon–Menoites dialogue; and one
possibility is that Menoites is appealing to Geryon to consider his mother and
father before he fights.

Now back again to E. Geryon begins: ‘Do not seek to affright my lordly
spirit with words of chilly death’. The restoration is basically that of Professor
Page, but modified by me. After ‘don’t try to frighten my . . .’ we must
have ‘spirit’, which gives α� γάνορα θυµ�ν; then θα[ in 5 is ‘death’, ]τα at the
beginning of 6 is the end of an adjective agreeing with it, and between them
there will be a verb to govern them. The next line, ‘and don’t (something)
me’, I have not tried to restore: after µηδ� there will be either an elided µε plus
a word beginning ελ[, or an unelided µε plus a word beginning λ[. With
�λ�γχεα coming just below I should prefer to avoid it, or its cognates, here;
probably therefore something beginning λ[ is the more likely articulation.

Then Geryon proceeds to consider alternative possibilities and their con-
sequences: the first with 7 α� µ!ν γάρ, the second with 16 α� δ�. The restoration
of the two if-clauses is pretty secure. In the second, a noun in -ρα (16)
can only be πε�ρα or γ"ρα; the Homeric �π� γ"ρα #κ�θαι at once suggests
itself. Then in the first, αγη[ in 9 will obviously be its converse, α� γ$ραο or
α� γ$ρω. Now it is κα� α� γ$ρω; in Homer α� γ$ραο is constantly coupled with
α� θάνατο, ‘immortal and unaging’, and so it must be here. This, with a verb
in -µαι between them, gives α� θάνατ� τ� &οµαι κα� α� γ$ρω, ‘if I am going to
be immortal and unaging in Olympos’; then before α� θάνατο presumably a
vocative, and for the end of 9 πὰρ µακάρει θεο� is of itself suitable and gives,
as we shall see, the converse of what is said in the second if-clause. So we have
‘if, my friend, I am to be immortal and unaging with the blessed gods in
Olympos’.

For the second if-clause, we have already established �π� γ"ρα #κ�θαι;
before it my supplement seems inevitable––‘But if, my friend, I am bound to
reach hateful old age’. Then, with an adverb in -θε, the obvious sense will be
‘and to live apart from the immortals’ (α' νευθε, α� πάνευθε); and this leaves us
with �ν, in or among, something beginning with epsilon. For this I would
suppose �φαµερ�οι to be at least very likely: ‘but if, my friend, I am bound to
reach hateful old age and to live among creatures of a day, sundered from the
blessed gods . . .’.

These are the alternatives; what are their respective consequences? In each
case Geryon says that the better, or the nobler, course is so-and-so; what are
the so-and-sos?
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At this point we should look at the Iliad. In book 12 Sarpedon is
encouraging Glaukos to join in the attack on the wall. ‘Why’, he says (I am
paraphrasing here)––‘why do we two have such honour and such wealth in
Lycia? Because we have it we must fight in the front of the battle, so that the
Lycians may say of us that our wealth is matched by our glory in war.’
Noblesse, that is, oblige. And then he goes on (322–8):

‘Oh my friend’ [� π�πον, he says; this may lend some support to my restoration of
π�πον in Stesichoros, line 8]––‘oh my friend, if once escaped from this war we were
going to be forever ageless and immortal, neither would I myself fight in the front of
the battle nor would I send you on into the fighting that gives men glory; but as things
are, since the black κ"ρε of death in fact beset us beyond number, and no mortal man
can escape them or avoid them––let us go on, whether we shall give glory to another
or another to us.’

This passage is not only great poetry: it is, as great poetry usually is,
logically sound. The first alternative is a mere pipe-dream, expressed in the
optative: if we had immortality assured us if we survive the war, then our
obvious course would be to survive the war and to refuse to fight; but we have
not––we have got to die like every man; and since we have got to die in any
case, then let us fight, and die if we must with honour.

But Geryon’s speech is different. In his first alternative immortality is not
a mere pipe-dream but a serious prospect; the verb he uses is indicative, and
whether my actual supplement of &οµαι is right or wrong the termination
]µαι is certain, and any other verb that one restores in its place will be equally
indicative. Immortality as I say is a serious prospect: his father is immortal
(as the poet has reminded us a few lines before); his mother, an Okeanid, is
presumably immortal too; it is entirely on the cards that he himself will
inherit their immortality. What is the logic going to be now? It is not a
question, as it was in the Iliad, of becoming immortal if he survives this
present crisis, it is a question of being destined for immortality in any case.
The logical thing then would be simple: if I am going to be immortal, fight
Herakles, since he will not in any case be able to kill me; if I am not, fight him
just the same, and risk honourable death rather than accept an old age of
disgrace. Perhaps indeed this is what Geryon says; but I doubt it. The second
alternative is pretty clearly along those lines (though I cannot feel any
certainty about the precise construction): perhaps ‘it is far more καλ�ν for me
to endure whatever is fated, so that shame and disgrace may not attend on
me and on all my family from the lips of those who tell hereafter of the son of
Chrysaor; may not that be the will of the blessed gods’. That must at least
be the general sense of the second alternative; but for the first alternative I
am by no means sanguine of restoring ‘fight in any case, since he won’t be
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able to kill me’. It looks more likely to be ‘it is better to endure disgrace and to
allow Herakles to make away with my cattle’ (in line 14, perhaps some part
of κερα(ζειν); and this, after the indicative of the protasis, will not be as
competent as I should have hoped.

But there we are. The passage is clearly modelled on Iliad 12, in language
which, so far as one can restore it, is no mean adaptation of an exemplar
which neither Stesichoros nor any poet could hope to surpass or even to
equal; and if the logic does break down in the first alternative, the vigour and
pathos of the whole will still remain. One begins to see why the ancient critics
speak as they do of Stesichoros’ concern with the debita dignitas of his
characters.

The next piece on my handout, F, was hardly worth including at all. The
vocative Κρον�δα βαιλε+ seems a necessary restoration, and shows that the
fragment belongs to a speech; the preceding line looks to have contained
α� δ�κοιιν; for a guess therefore, a speech by Geryon in indignation at the
robbery.

Next, G. There is no doubt about this: Geryon’s mother Kallirrhoe is
appealing to him, and appealing to him not to fight. And here the papyrus
throws light on the vases: the distressed woman whom we saw on two of the
vases, and whose identity had been much discussed, will certainly be
Kallirrhoe.

In lines 4 and 5: ‘I beseech you, Geryon, if ever I gave you my breast to
suck.’ The restoration depends on the parallel, first drawn by Mr. Lobel, with
Hekabe’s appeal to Hektor in Iliad 22, when she tries to dissuade him from
fighting Achilles: ε, ποτ� τοι λαθικηδ�α µαζ-ν �π�χον. Once again we have
Stesichoros adapting an Homeric exemplar. And the first lines smack of
another Homeric exemplar, when Thetis says to Achilles τ� νυ � &τρεφον α�νὰ

τεκο+α; The parallel depends, I grant, on my supplement at the beginning of
line 3 <α� λα[τοτ�κο>, but I am fairly hopeful that the supplement is right.
In the αλα[ at the end of line 2 both the vowels have grave accents in the
papyrus: that means that according to our way of writing accents the accent
comes on a syllable subsequent to these. The word therefore is a part not of
α' λατο but of some derivative or compound: no word known to the lexica
is of any use, but this compound is right for space (it tallies, that is, with the
supplement in 5), is rhetorically effective, and is of course entirely possible
linguistically. She calls herself ‘wretched, calamitous in my motherhood,
calamitous in my fate’.

I cannot supply the beginning of 4: I should have expected α� λλά ε, but it is
too short; ν+ν δ� ε is too long; and I have failed to think of anything in
between. In 8 and 9 she may be begging him to stay παρὰ µατρ� φ�λαι (which
would be right for space) and to take delight in ε.φρο/ναι, good cheer; but I
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am puzzled by the tense, the aorist, of what seems bound to be γανυθε� or
γανυθ�ντα, ‘delighting’. In 10 she may have finished speaking and be doing
something to her fragrant peplos, her θυ�δεα π�πλον; perhaps, as Hekabe
does, exposing her breast. But the remains are too slight for more than
speculation.

For the moment I shall pass over H and proceed to I. The essential solu-
tion––lines 25–9–– is due to Professor Page, and only the adverb is mine:
‘then did grey-eyed Athena speak in her wisdom to her stout-hearted father’s
brother who fares by horse’––that is, to Poseidon; both Homeric epithets,
though neither is applied in Homer to Poseidon. Now Poseidon is Geryon’s
paternal grandfather, and so has an obvious personal interest in the conflict.
And Athena says to him ‘come, remember the promise you made’ (good
Homeric language again)––remember your promise and . . . do what? At first
blush, seeing Γαρυ�ναν θανάτου together, one thinks ‘save Geryon from
death’; but this will never do. Athena is Herakles’ great champion, constantly
helping him in his labours, constantly shown on the vases as standing behind
him and lending him her support: she cannot conceivably be urging Poseidon
to save his victim. Professor Page, in the apparatus to his Oxford text, pro-
pounds a solution: Athena is saying ‘you try to save Geryon; I shall help
Herakles’. This is certainly better, but I still find it unconvincing: Athena’s
part is surely to dissuade Poseidon from interfering at all (and the vases, I may
add, show no trace of his helping Geryon). I have put down on the handout
another solution which I think is much more what one would expect:
remember your promise and do not try to save Geryon from death. This
means that we must suppose that Athena has somehow squared Poseidon
earlier in the poem; I have no notion how she managed to square him, but
I find no difficulty in assuming that somehow she did.

Finally, where does the fragment belong? Again perhaps we may draw an
analogy from the killing of Hektor in the Iliad: after Achilles has come against
Hektor, and Hektor has turned and fled, the gods are all watching them; and
Zeus, whose own sympathies are all with Hektor, inquires of the others
whether they should save him or let him die. Athena protests; and Zeus gives
way. Then (after a little intervention by Athena) the battle begins.

Now our fragment comes from the foot of col. VIII; and fragment K begins
in the middle of col. XI, with Herakles about to join battle with Geryon. If
the two columns are in the same sequence, there will be 73 lines between the
fragments. This would give a divine discussion in much the same position as
in Iliad 22. I would suppose that after rejecting his mother’s plea Geryon goes
off in quest of Herakles and the cattle; and that in the interval between his
going off and his finding them we have this divine interlude. After Athena’s
speech there will be a reply by Poseidon and then I suppose an account of
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how Geryon comes upon Herakles; the 73 lines would accommodate this very
suitably.

The fragment begins with the broken lines ‘stayed with Zeus the king of all’
(the epithet is pretty secure: we knew it from Alkaios and an Orphic hymn).
Who stayed, in the singular? I find it hard to see why one particular deity
should be singled out: is it perhaps none of the gods––ο1 τι &µιµνε παρα� ∆�α

παµβαιλ"α θε3ν? Is their interest in the battle so intense that they desert
Olympos and come down to watch from close at hand? And is it then that
Athena, mistrusting Poseidon’s presence, delivers this reminder to keep him
in order?

Now I revert for a moment to H. Line 19 begins πε�θου τ�κνον: my child, do
as I say. (The initial π is represented only by a speck, but no other letter gives
sense; the form as it stands is Attic, and impossible for Stesichoros, but can
easily be supposed to be a corruption of an original πε�θευ.) This immediately
suggests that again we have Kallirrhoe speaking to Geryon; and the problem is
then to relate this fragment to fragment G.

A moment ago I was supposing that I, the divine interlude, followed after
Geryon’s rejection of Kallirrhoe’s appeal; and I is from col. VIII. Now H is
from the foot of col. VI; if therefore it is Kallirrhoe speaking to Geryon, it will
(on my supposition) come two columns before I. Now G, which is certainly
Kallirrhoe to Geryon, is from an unknown column but not from VI or VII
(and if from VIII, not the same VIII as I); if therefore G comes close to H,
it comes before it, in one of cols. I–V.

So far so good. But now consider the beginning of H, line 15: this looks to
be �δο�ά τε νι�µενον, ‘and seeing him coming’, and this suggests the intro-
duction to a speech, �δο�ά τε νι�µενον ποτ�φα: and seeing him coming she
addressed him. But this is no way to introduce Kallirrhoe’s second speech to
Geryon in the same complex as G; so that if G and H belong together,
G comes after H. But in that case H cannot come two columns before I, since
that leaves no room for G between the two; and either the divine interlude
comes elsewhere or a whole sequence of 13 columns has to be inserted
between H and I.

I do not know the answer to this. It may well be that my notion about
‘seeing him coming she addressed him’ is all wrong; and if it is, my arrange-
ment can stand. But if it is right, I shall have to think again. The problem
serves as a warning about the dangers of reconstructing a text as fragmentary
as this.

Now K: the lower halves of two consecutive columns. In the first, Herakles
has evidently caught sight of Geryon approaching, and is debating with him-
self about the tactics to use. In 18, ν�ωι δι�λεν is presumably ‘decided’ (a
rather odd use); then (20–2) ‘it seemed to him to be by far the better course
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[Homeric, but with an odd Euboian infinitive ε4ν for ε4ναι] to keep his dis-
tance [at a guess: α� πάνευθε κι�ντα or the like] and make war covertly against
this powerful man’. In 23 perhaps ε.ράξ (Homeric, meaning ‘on the side’):
‘taking his stand to his flank he devised for him bitter doom.’ I will stop there
for the moment, and come back to the rest of the column later.

In the second column the text reappears as the poet is talking about an
arrow, in the nominative: it is ‘bearing [or some such verb] the end of a
hateful death, with doom about its head [an extraordinary use of κεφαλά for
the head of an arrow],10 besmeared with blood and (some kind of) gall’ (an
adjective has gone; the gall is the hydra’s, which Herakles traditionally used as
his poison); then, with 6δ/ναιιν strangely in apposition to χολα̃ι, ‘the agony
of the man-destroying sheeny-necked hydra’. That describes the arrow; and
now Herakles uses it. ‘And in silence, stealthily, he drove it into his forehead:
and it cut through flesh and bone by the dispensation of the daimon; and it
carried right through, did the arrow, to the very crown of his head and stained
with crimson blood his breastplate and gory limbs.’

Here there are patent reminiscences of Homeric wounds. At the same
time there are two things which are very strange. One (suggested to me by
Dr. West) is the remarkable trajectory of an arrow which hits someone in the
forehead and comes out at the top of his head; the other is the verb �ν�ρειε,
which suggests not a missile but a thrusting blow (it is what they do to the
stake when they thrust it into the Cyclops’ eye); so that one may be tempted to
wonder whether Herakles is perhaps stabbing Geryon with an arrow. But of
course he cannot be: everything else points to a normal missile arrow––
‘silently and by stealth’, and perhaps above all line 21, ‘it carried right through
to the very crown of his head’, which can be said surely only of a weapon
travelling under its own impetus (the verb is thus used four times in Homer,
always of a missile, whether arrow or spear). I remark also on δα�µονο α,αι:
success with the more chancy missile is what might more readily be ascribed
to the working of the daimon.

So despite the oddities I am confident that the wound is a wound by a
missile arrow. The question now comes: which body? And I would suppose
the first. In our two red-figure vases we saw the first body disposed of by an
arrow in the eye: very much the wound we have here. And in the vase-
paintings Herakles commonly begins with his bow but proceeds to other
weapons for subsequent bodies––in one Chalkidian vase he is attacking the
third body with a sword, in Euphronios the second body with his club. And
this variety would be the natural choice for an epic or quasi-epic poet, so that
the killing of the various bodies should not be repetitious, and should hold

10 <Marginal note in the typescript: ‘No: Bacchyl. 5. 74 χαλκε�κρανον . . . ��ν.’>
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the interest of his audience. My fragment L is of possible interest here: in one
line ‘second’, in the next line ‘club’. But of course it might come from else-
where in the poem; and I would point out that if it follows K there must be at
least 57 lines between the two.

Back now to the end of the first column. In 25 someone seems to be
holding a shield, apparently in front of something, πρ�θε; this can only be
Geryon––Herakles does not carry a shield. Then we have ‘from his head’,
‘horse-plumed helmet’, and ‘on the ground’. Professor Page suggests that
Herakles hits Geryon on a head with a stone and knocks off its helmet, which
clatters on the ground. But this surely is a strange tactic when one has a bow
to use; and it must be noted that the vases at all stages of the fight regularly
show the helmets all in place on their heads. Nevertheless the possibility must
remain in play if no more convincing solution can be found. As an alternative,
I remark that the remains might be compatible with a quite different inter-
pretation: Herakles shoots an arrow, but hits Geryon on a helmet; the helmet
wards it off from the head, and the arrow falls useless to the ground. As still
another alternative: it may be that the body of the second column is after
all the second, and that the first one is being disposed of here; though if so
it would seem to me that the disposal is proceeding rather rapidly for
Stesichoros’ unhurried style.

My fragment O ought perhaps to be considered in this context: it comes
from the head of a col. XII, and might therefore be the top of the second
column of K. But I can make nothing of it: it mentions a head and,
apparently, an ear, �α, so that it might prima facie belong; but I have been
able to extract no sense that fits either this context or any other.

Now finally the last lines of K. Here, in our one bit of continuous narrative,
comes still another Homeric feature, a simile: ‘And Geryon inclined his
neck at an angle, like a poppy, that spoiling its tender form forthwith sheds
its petals and . . .’––and there the fragment ends. Again we have a clear
reminiscence of Homer: in Iliad 8, of a man shot in the chest by an arrow,
‘just as a poppy droops its head to one side, a poppy in a garden, weighed
down with fruit and with the showers of spring, so he let his head sink to one
side all heavy with its helmet’. Though I find Stesichoros’ language here a little
odd: α4ψα passes my understanding.

Now I leave the fight with Geryon, and come to Herakles’ journeying. He
will have gone out by foot to the hither shore of the Okeanos; but at that
point he had the problem of crossing the Okeanos to Erytheia. Stesichoros
solved the problem for him by having the Sun give him the loan of a golden
cup: the cup in which once he had reached the west in the evening he was
carried back along the Okeanos to the east, ready for his next day’s westward
journey. The cup itself was well established in legend: we have it, described
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for its own sake, in the famous lines of Mimnermos <fr. 12 West>. But was its
use by Herakles traditional? Or was it Stesichoros’ own inspiration? I should
certainly like––though I cannot of course prove it––to think the latter.

Herakles has to make two journeys in the cup: out to Erytheia, then back
again with the cattle. Does he keep the cup for the whole period, or does he
borrow it separately and briefly for each of the two journeys? I suspect the
latter. This would certainly be the most convenient course for the Sun; but
in this world of fantasy such practical details might be overlooked. There is
however another consideration that tells the same way. In Apollodoros the
Sun lends Herakles the cup in admiration, after Herakles has threatened him
with his bow for making him too hot: this surely happens towards sunset,
as the Sun comes uncomfortably close to Herakles in the far west as he loses
altitude before setting. And then in Apollodoros Herakles on reaching
Erytheia bivouacs on Mount Abas; that again suggests an evening journey
after which Herakles settles down for the night. But if he crosses to Erytheia
in the late evening, Herakles must then surrender the cup to the Sun for his
eastward journey; then he will borrow it again next evening (or a later one)
for the return.

Now in fragment N we have the Sun embarking in the cup and Herakles
setting off on foot: evidently Herakles has just surrendered the cup to the Sun.
Now if there is only a single borrowing, for the whole round trip, this must be
on the return; but if there are separate borrowings, it can be after either
journey.

Consider now the text of the fragment. (Now that we know the metre, the
transmitted text can be seen to have been slightly corrupt; I have made
what seem to me the most likely changes.) ‘Then did the son of Hyperion
embark in his golden cup, that crossing through the Okeanos he might come
to the depths of holy dark night, to his mother and his wedded wife and his
dear children; but the other, the son of Zeus, went on foot into the wood
shadowy with laurel-trees.’ Is this the landing on Erytheia? Or the return to
the mainland with the cattle? I think surely the former; if the latter, I do not
see how the cattle could be ignored.

Now fragment M. This is again the journeying in the cup: ‘Over the waves
of the deep brine they came to the beautiful island of the gods, where the
Hesperides have their all-golden abode.’ And then in 6 I think καλ/κων, of
the buds on their apple-tree.

Two things here seem certain. One is that the fetching of the cattle of
Geryon and of the apples of the Hesperides are different labours, enjoined
by Eurystheus at quite separate times; we cannot therefore have Herakles
collecting the apples in a poem devoted to the other and quite unconnected
labour. The second is that the island of the gods, where the Hesperides tend
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their apple-tree, is a quite separate island from Erytheia. There is therefore
only one possibility: that in making his crossing to or from Erytheia Herakles
touches at the island of the Hesperides; that is, that Stesichoros takes
the opportunity, with Herakles in the neighbourhood, to throw in simply for
its own sake a brief descriptive passage about this wonderland. We know
that he mentioned in the Geryoneis another Atlantic island, the island of
Sarpedon: it seems not unlikely that the mention came in the same context as
this fragment.

But there is still one problem remaining: the subject of α� φ�κοντο is
plural. Who are ‘they’? One might think of Iolaos and the armed men on the
Euphronios vase; but these are surely only a private venture of Euphronios––
no trace of them anywhere else, the whole expedition reeks of single-
handedness, and I would say that there is strong evidence for the single-
handedness in the last line of fragment N, where it is Herakles (and no other
mentioned) who sets off into the shadowy wood.

I can think of two possibilities. One is that the cup––which was a magic
cup, self-propelled and self-steering––should have a personality and be
included with Herakles in the ‘they’. The other is that this is the return
journey, and that ‘they’ is Herakles and the cattle. I find neither of these
suggestions attractive; but I have no better one to offer.

Finally, I go back to my fragment A. Herakles, besides his major labours,
had all manner of secondary exploits and adventures; and it was inevitable
that these should attach themselves to the periphery of the major ones. One
of them was a fight with the Centaurs that took place when Herakles per-
suaded one of their number, Pholos, to let him drink from a jar of wine
that he was guarding as the Centaurs’ common property. Here we have the
antecedents of the fight: ‘and he took a pot-like cup, of some three flagons
measure, that Pholos had mixed and set before him, and put it to his lips
and drank.’ Evidently therefore Stesichoros took the opportunity to allow
Herakles, whether on the outward or the homeward journey, to perform
some of these minor exploits. But the language here suggests that they were
dealt with summarily: when the giving of the wine that was the casus belli is
mentioned here so casually, I cannot feel that the incident was recounted at
length.

That then is what we know, or can conjecture, about the Geryoneis.
And now I would like first to say very briefly something that I have felt for a

long time and become convinced of after working on these fragments: that I
do not believe for a moment that this was choral lyric, as it has so often been
said to be. Choral presentation of a work of this kind and this length would
surely be intolerable. It will have been delivered, surely, like the epic on which
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it is based, by a single performer, accompanying himself doubtless on the
lyre.11

And then to sum up my impression of the poetry. When so much of
Stesichoros’ effect must have been achieved on the grand scale, by the broad
sweep of his narrative, it would be unfair to judge him more than provision-
ally on these tattered and uncertain scraps; but even from these something
has begun to emerge. One can see now something of the merits that the
ancient critics found: the resemblance to Homer, the dignity of his characters,
the grandeur of his theme. At the same time one can see something of his
faults: a certain lack of control, evinced not merely in the over-fullness or
diffuseness that Quintilian castigates but also, I suspect, in a certain careless-
ness or muddle-headedness in his thought and language. But the faults, so far
as one can tell, weigh little against the merits: my appetite is whetted, and I
hope most earnestly that the papyri will one day give us something that we
can really read and really judge.

APPENDIX: THE HANDOUT

<Barrett’s handout contained: the metrical scheme of the Geryoneis; a table
showing which portions of the triad were contained in each column of the
thirteen-column cycle in the papyrus, and which fragments are assignable to
the head or foot of each column; and the text of the fourteen main fragments,
with some supplements and, where possible, a note of the place of each in the
triad and the column-cycle. I have not thought it necessary to reproduce all
this, as the metrical scheme is the same as printed in SLG, and so are the texts
and supplementation except as noted below. I give therefore just the column-
table and the list of fragments with identifications, placings, and notes of
difference from SLG.>

Columns

13 columns (30 lines each) contain 15 triads (26 lines each), in the sequence
given below. Columns of the same number recur every 13 columns. <S =
strophe, A = antistrophe, E = epode.>

11 <I argued for this view in CQ 21 (1971), 307–14. I must have had the initial idea from B.,
but after working out my own arguments for it I evidently forgot and failed to acknowledge his
title to it, for which I belatedly apologize. MLW.>
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Fragments

A PMGF 181 = SLG 19.––S or A 4–7
B PMGF 184 = SLG 7.––E 1–5
C SLG 9.––<Column> VI–VII; E 3–6, E 7–S 2
D SLG 10.––? S or A 4–8
E SLG 11.––XI; A 6–A 8.––8 π�πον for γ�νο 10 α� γ$

·
[ρω πὰρ µακάρει

θεο� 20 κ
·
ά
·
[λλιον − ∪ ∪ − 23 γε[

F SLG 18.––? (not III, IV, X); S 8–A 9
G SLG 13.––? (I–V, VIII–XI); A 9–S 4
H SLG 12.––VI; S 7–E 6
I SLG 14.––VIII; E 7–S 7.––2 βαιλ"α ∪ − ] 8 θ[αν]άτου | 9+θαι τυγερο+]
K SLG 15.––XI–XII; S 2–E 4.––ii 2 θανάτοι]ο

·
 τ
·
�
·
[λο,] 3 [π�τµον]

L SLG 16.––? (not VI, VIII–X, XII)
M SLG 8.––X; A 2–8.––1 �π�] 6 κ]α

·
λ/κω

·
[ν

N PMGF 185 = SLG 17.––S or A 1–9.––1 τα̃µο δ�  Υ� περιον�δα <µ!ν>
2 -βαινε 3 περάα

O SLG 21.––XII; E 1–5.––4 ]α
·
περ

·
η 5 ]ω

·

·
 �
·
α
·
 [
·
]εδ

·
!
·
[ −

Fragments assignable to

Col. content  (a) head  (b) foot
I S1––S4 . . . . . .
II S5––S8 . . . . . .
III S9––A3 . . . . . .
IV A4––A7 . . . . . .
V A8––E2 . . . . . .
VI E3––E6 42(a) 19, 20
VII E7––S2 42(b) . . .
VIII S3––S6 . . . 3
IX S7––A1 . . . 32
X A2––A5 6 . . .
XI A6––A9 13 4.i
XII E1––E4 1 4.ii
XIII E5––E8 . . . . . .
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2

Stesichoros, Geryoneis, SLG 11

Prefatory note: When I speak of views that I expressed in 1968, I refer to an
unpublished paper which in the September of that year I read to a meeting
of the Hellenic and Roman Societies in Oxford <= above, chapter 1>. Both
before and after that date I had much correspondence about the Geryoneis
with Sir Denys Page, and it was agreed between us that he should make use
of my paper in an article which he published in JHS 93 (1973), 136–54; my
references to ‘Page’ are to that article (in which his contributions and mine
are clearly distinguished).

My main purpose in this present paper is to clear up a point on which we
disagreed, and on which I now believe that both of us were wrong. Since
in doing this I shall be bound to take issue with the arguments he used, I
will record here three things: first, my great personal debt to him and his
scholarship ever since I became in 1932 one of his earliest pupils; secondly,
my knowledge that he would have welcomed any criticism of his views that
might bring us nearer to the truth; and thirdly my regret that neither I nor
others can now have the benefit of his criticism of mine.

In Iliad 12 Sarpedon ends his speech to Glaukos as follows (322–8):

� π�πον, ε� µ!ν γὰρ π�λεµον περ� τ�νδε φυγ�ντε

α�ε� δ= µ�λλοιµεν α� γ$ρω τ� α� θανάτω τε

&εθ�, ο1τ� κεν α.τ- �ν� πρ�τοιι µαχο�µην

ο1τ� κε ! τ�λλοιµι µάχην � κυδιάνειραν·

ν+ν δ� &µπη γὰρ κ"ρε �φετα̃ιν θανάτοιο

µυρ�αι, α>  ο.κ &στι φυγε�ν βροτ-ν ο.δ� @παλ/ξαι,
,οµεν, A� τωι εBχο 6ρ�ξοµεν A� τι Cµ�ν.

In the Geryoneis, the fragment SLG 11 contains the remains of a speech
made by Geryon to Menoites, who has evidently been urging him not to risk
death by fighting Herakles. Geryon begins ‘don’t try to frighten me by talking

<The prefatory note suggests that this piece dates from not long after Page’s death, which
occurred on 6 July 1978.>



of death’; and he then sets out two alternatives which evidently owe at least
their outline to those in Sarpedon’s speech: ‘if I am going to be immortal and
unaging in Olympos, it is better . . . [lacunose]; but if I am destined to old age
amid mortal men, it is a far finer thing for me . . . [lacunose again, but
without doubt ‘to take my chance of death rather than incur disgrace’].’

Now in Sarpedon’s speech the first alternative is a mere pipe-dream,
expressed in the optative, and the whole thing is entirely straightforward and
rational: if we had immortality assured us if we survive the war, then our
obvious course would be to seek to survive the war and to refuse to fight; but
we have not––we are bound to die one day like every man, and since we shall
die in any case, then let us fight, and die (if we must) with honour. But in
Geryon’s speech there is a crucial difference, that the first alternative is
expressed not in the optative but in the indicative:

α� µ!ν γὰ[ρ π�πον α� θάνατ� τ� &ο-
µαι κα� α� γ$

·
[ραο− ∪⎯⎯ ∪⎯⎯ − ∪⎯⎯ ∪⎯⎯ −

10 �ν Ο� λ/µπ[ωι,
κρ�σσον [∪⎯⎯ ∪⎯⎯ − ∪⎯⎯ ∪⎯⎯ − ∪ �-
λεγχ�α δ

·
[ − ∪∪ −

κα� τ[− ∪⎯⎯ ∪⎯⎯ − ∪∪ −−
κερα[ − ∪⎯⎯ ∪⎯⎯ − ∪⎯⎯ ∪⎯⎯ − ∪∪ α� -

15 µετερω[ ∪⎯⎯ ∪⎯⎯ − ∪∪ −−

I have supplied the verb in the protasis as &ο]µαι, ‘if I am going to be
immortal’; but whatever it be, whether this or Page’s π�λο]µαι, the -µαι

makes it necessarily indicative. For Geryon, that is, immortality is not a pipe-
dream but a serious prospect. His father Chrysaor is (as the poet has just
reminded us1) immortal, his mother the Okeanid Kallirrhoe is presumably
immortal too; it is evidently very much on the cards that he will inherit their
immortality. What then ought the first apodosis to be? Rationally, what he
ought to say is this: ‘if immortal, fight, since he can’t kill me; if mortal, fight,
and risk death rather than dishonour.’ So I said in 1968; but I said also (and
I say it now with increased conviction) that the vestiges of the first apodosis
seem to point not to ‘fight, since he can’t kill me’ but (�]λεγχ�α, κερα[ϊζ-) to
‘better to endure dishonour and allow him to make away with my cattle’. Now
this ‘if immortal, better not to fight’ is evidently irrational, and I found the
irrationality unwelcome; but since I could see no way of avoiding it I was
prepared to acquiesce, on the supposition that Stesichoros had been thought-
less or muddle-headed in adapting his Homeric original to a very different
case.

1 In introducing the speech; see my comment below on 3–4. 
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Page (149–50) was not prepared to acquiesce, and supposed that the first
apodosis (which he did not attempt to restore) must in some way have said or
implied that the better course was to fight. Against my own supposition about
this apodosis he advanced three separate objections; I will consider them one
by one.

First: ‘if alternatives are to be propounded (fighting, if mortal; not fighting,
if immortal), a decision must be made between them, and made quickly;
Geryon has to do one thing or the other within the hour. But he has no
means of making that decision: he does not know whether he is immortal or
not, and has no means of settling the question before the conflict with
Herakles. The context requires that the sequel to both propositions be the
same––that he will fight, as indeed he does.’ The context requires, I submit,
no such thing. Geryon has a practical decision to make: to fight, or not to
fight. He could make that decision on a better basis if he could first decide a
question of fact: is he mortal, or is he not? What he has no means of deciding
is the question of fact; the need for the practical decision still remains. That
the question of fact is irresoluble means simply that the practical decision
must be made with it unresolved; it does not mean (how could it?) that if
it were resoluble it would be bound, however resolved, to point the practical
decision in one and the same way––to require, that is, that Geryon should
fight.

Second (in Page’s sequence, third): ‘the sentiment thus ascribed to
Geryon [sc. in my first apodosis] seems quite out of character.’ No sentiment
is ascribed to Geryon: only a factual statement about the advantages to him,
on an unverifiable assumption, of a course of action which he has evidently
no intention of following. It has been clear from the outset (‘don’t try to
frighten me by talking of death’) that he proposes to fight; it will become
clearer still as he considers the second alternative; I do not doubt that at the
end of his speech he will make his intention quite explicit.2 I see nothing here
to detract in any way from his nobility: indeed his nobility can only be
enhanced by his rejection of possible immortality, and I have little doubt that
it was solely in order to enhance it that Stesichoros was moved to introduce
the question of immortality at all.3

Last (in Page’s sequence, second): ‘if Geryon is immortal, the fact seems
a bad reason for letting Herakles make away with his cattle.’ Indeed it does;
and it is here, and here alone, that the problem lies. It was this that I found

2 I shall indeed make him speak thus at the end of our fragment, 27–8.
3 I had better make my ‘introduce’ explicit: I should suppose the whole business of Geryon’s

possible immortality to be an invention of Stesichoros’. He was well known for his καινοτοµ�αι;
many of them became canonical, but by no means all.
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unwelcome in the beginning, the irrationality of ‘if I am immortal, better not
to fight’; and just as I have become increasingly convinced that the apodosis
must be as I suppose, so I have become increasingly convinced of its absurdity
as apodosis to this protasis. I sought to explain it all as incompetent adapta-
tion by Stesichoros of his Homeric model; but can Stesichoros really have
been as incompetent as this?

Now the absurdity lies not in the apodosis but in its combination with the
protasis; and what I now propose to do is to modify the protasis. I suggest
that this was modelled more closely than we had supposed on its Homeric
prototype: that it was not ‘if I am destined to be immortal’ but ‘if I am
destined to be immortal if not killed by Herakles’; after this, an apodosis ‘better
not to fight’ makes perfect sense. Contingent immortality is not, I grant,
a very usual destiny; but so few things about Geryon are usual that I see no
difficulty in mere unusualness. We shall need to suppose that someone has
informed him of it; but I cannot think that there was no potential informant
on Erytheia.4 We shall need to suppose also that the information in some way
left room for doubt; but why should we not?5

I now give the text of the fragment as I believe that it should be restored.
The right-hand margin gives the following information: if no asterisk, the
supplement appeared in the handout accompanying my paper of 1968; if
an asterisk, the supplement appears here for the first time; if an asterisk in
brackets, I have now modified the supplement I made in 1968. My supple-
ments incorporate from Lobel’s editio princeps a number of completions
of broken words (for details, see SLG); a more substantial debt will be
acknowledged below.

χηρ�ν δ[ ∪⎯⎯ ∪⎯⎯  − ∪⎯⎯ ∪⎯⎯  − ∪⎯⎯ ∪⎯⎯  τ-ν

δ� α� παµ[ειβ�µενο

ποτ�φα
·
 [κρατερ- Χρυσάορο α� -

θανάτοιο
·
 [γ�νο κα� Καλλιρ�α·

––
5 “µ$ µοι θά[νατον θρο�ων κρυ�εν- (*)

τα δεδ�κ[ε� α� γάνορα θυµ�ν,

4 Immortality will certainly have been mentioned by Menoites, in the speech to which
Geryon’s is a reply; Stesichoros might well have thought it good economy to make this the first
intimation of his prospects that Geryon received. Menoites, herdsman of Hades, could easily be
supposed to have his sources of information.

5 Euripides, for his own purposes, can make Theseus uncertain (Hipp. 893–8; see my note on
887–9) of the efficacy of the three prayers that Poseidon had promised him to fulfil; and that
promise one may suppose to have been given direct. Stesichoros, for his own purposes, can no
less easily make Geryon uncertain of his prospects of immortality, and the purposes are not far
to seek: the abandonment of certain immortality would be too much to expect of even the most
extreme nobility.
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µηδ� µε λ[άθεθαι κ�λε� α�δ�ο· *
α� µ!ν γὰ[ρ π�πον α� θάνατ� τ� &σο-
µαι κα� α� γ$

·
[ραο α� ν�ρα τ�νδε φυγFν *

10 �ν Ο� λ/µπ[ωι,
κρ�σσον [µε καθ$µενον �νθάδ� �- *

λεγχ�α δ
·
[�χθαι &πεα *

=
κα� τ[ο+δ� @παλε�µενον α� λκὰν *
κερα[ϊζοµ�να �πιδε�ν β�α α� - *

15 µετ�ρω[ν α� πον�σφιν �πα/λων· *
α� δ� � φ�

·
[λε χρ= στυγερ�ν µ� �π� γ"-

ρα [#κ]�
·

·
θαι

·
ζ�[ει]ν

·
 τ� �ν

·
 �
·
[παµερ�οι α� πάνευ- (*)

θε θ
·
[ε]3ν µακάρω[ν,

20 ν+ν µοι πο
·
λ
·
G
·
 κ
·
ά
·
[λλιον α� µφι�πειν *

Hτι µ�ριµ[ον Iι, µ= δυσκλε(α *
––

κα� 6νε�δε[� �µο� τε γ�νηται *
κα� παντ� γ�[νει παρ� α� ειοµ�νων *

6π�ω Χρυ[άο]ρο[ υ]#
·
�
·
ν
·
[ ·

25 µ]= το+το φ[�]λον µακά[ρε]ι θε[ο]�-
ι γ]�νοιτο[.] [ ]

ο1 το]ι
·
 π
·
ο
·
κ� �[γF]ν

·
 περ� βου�ν �µα� *

@παλ/ξω Jρεα] *
]κ
·
λεο

·
[

The comment which follows will be concerned primarily with my new
supplements, but I shall have a few things to say about my earlier ones. In
references to Stesichoros (and Alkman) I omit ‘PMG ’ and shorten ‘SLG ’ to ‘S’;
by ‘Theb(ais)’ I mean the poem of the Lille Papyrus (P. J. Parsons, ZPE 26
[1977], 7–36; whatever its title, I do not doubt that Stesichoros was its
author). When I discuss the papyrus of our fragment I refer to its other
fragments by Lobel’s numbers in the editio princeps (The Oxyrhynchus Papyri,
xxxii, pp. 1–29, with plates i and ii; ‘the plate’ refers to whichever of these
contains the fragment in question).

3–4. ]θανατοιο
·
[ or -οι

·
[ in a designation of Geryon can hardly belong to

anything but ‘the son of immortal Chrysaor’; his mother then fits conveni-
ently into the remaining syllables.6 The designation is intended, presumably,
to reinforce whatever may have been said already about his prospects of
immortality.

6 Since Page ascribes α� ]θανάτοιο[ to Lobel, it may be well if I repeat Lobel’s note: ‘Either
α� ]|θανάτοιο[ or α� ]|θανάτοι[ or θανάτοιο[ possible. In the context the last looks likeliest.’ He was
supposing, I take it, that Geryon’s speech had already begun.
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That Chrysaor was immortal was not everyone’s opinion: in the later
addition at the end of the Theogony (second half of the sixth century? West on
881–1020) he and Kallirrhoe appear (979–83) in what is expressly (967–8,
1019–20) a list of unions of goddesses with mortal men. But I attach no
importance to the discrepancy. It would be quite in character for Stesichoros
to modify an existing tradition; but was there in fact a tradition at all?
Few people will ever have given a thought to Chryaor’s status; and it would
not surprise me that two poets with different purposes should have
come down on different sides of this normally unimportant fence.7 His
genealogy is compatible with either status: his father was Poseidon; on the
one hand his mother Medousa was the one mortal Gorgon of the three, on
the other his full brother Pegasos is acknowledged as immortal by Hesiod
(Th. 284–6),8 by Pindar (O. 13. 92),9 and presumably by Euripides as well
(fr. 312).

5–6. Most of what I supply dates from 1968, and needs I think no dis-
cussion. The one novelty is θρο�ων: we need a participle which begins with
a consonant, scans ∪⎯⎯ ∪⎯⎯ −, and means ‘speaking of’, ‘warning me of’, or the
like; I have found nothing other than θρο�ων which satisfies me. (The verb has
the same object at Soph. OK 1425 K φ3ιν θάνατον �ξ α� µφο�ν [α@το�ν Blaydes]
θροε�.) In 1968 I could do no better than φράζων, which would be more like
‘indicating’, ‘informing me of’ (with an implication, unwanted here, that the
information was accurate); Page preferred προφ�ρων, but I should expect this
to mean ‘reproaching me with’; προλ�γων ‘predicting’ fails both as language
(inappropriate to this near-epic dialect) and as sense (Menoites will not have
predicted death). It must be said that θρο�ω is almost wholly confined to
tragedy, with no instance in epic and only one in lyric, Bacch. 3. 9 θρ�ηε δ!

7 West’s dating of the pseudo-Hesiod is likely to make him later than Stesichoros. Now
Kallirrhoe and Chrysaor are an odd pair to find in his list (‘as an example of a marriage between
a goddess and a mortal man, the myth . . . is somewhat recherché’ West ad loc., writing before
the papyrus of the Geryoneis had appeared); it might I suppose be alleged that he has dragged
them in in order to correct Stesichoros. I do not make the allegation myself.

8 After describing the birth of Chrysaor and Pegasos from the stump of Medousa’s
neck Hesiod continues (284) χL µ!ν α� ποπτάµενο, προλιπFν χθ�να µητ�ρα µ$λων, | Mκετ� �
α� θανάτου, Ζην- δ� �ν δ�µαι να�ει, | βροντ$ν τε στεροπ$ν τε φ�ρων ∆ι� µητι�εντι· | Χρυάωρ
δ� &τεκε τρικ�φαλον Γηρυον"α | κτλ. No indication in the µ!ν . . . δ� that Chrysaor is not
immortal: if you live in fabulous parts you can be immortal (Gorgons, Graiai) without flying up
to the sky.

9 τ-ν δ’ �ν Ο.λ/µπωι φάτναι Ζην- α� ρχα�αι δ�κονται. The present is just like Hesiod’s να�ει:
he has access to the mangers now (464 bc) and always. Not of course historic present (as
foreign to lyric as to epic); though the mistake is an old one (schol. @πεδ�ξαντο), and keeps
recurring.
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λα�; but it is a word of poetry not prose (which has only διαθρο�ω, once
Thucydides, once Xenophon, and Cassius Dio), and in tragedy it is found
predominantly in lyrics.10 Tragedy (and Bacchylides) must have inherited it
from somewhere; I see no reason to deny it to Stesichoros.

8. α� µ!ν γά[ρ: what is written is γα and not (as Lobel) τα; similarly in
23 γε[ and not (as Lobel) τε[.11

8–10. In 1968, supposing the sense to be simply ‘if I am destined to be
immortal’, I supplied (taking my π�πον from Sarpedon) α� µ!ν γὰ[ρ π�πον

α� θάνατ� τ’ &ο]µαι κα� α� γ$[ρω πὰρ µακάρει θεο�] �ν Ο� λ/µπ[ωι. This
involves what must provisionally be called an anomaly, namely that the last
syllable of a word, (α� γ$)ρω, should occupy monosyllabic biceps;12 better
therefore α� γ$[ραο, and in place of πὰρ µακάρει θεο� something beginning
with a vowel.13 I have now desiderated ‘if I am not killed by Herakles’: let this
also be modelled on Sarpedon’s words, π�λεµον περ� τ�νδε φυγ�ντε, and α� ν�ρα
τ�νδε φυγ�ν fits exactly into the slot. When I first thought of this I felt some
doubt over the word-order (�ν Ο� λ/µπωι construing with α� θάνατο . . . &οµαι

and not with the nearer φυγ�ν); I do not now think that my doubts were
justified.

10 Lyric/anapests/dialogue: Aesch. 7/0/0, Soph. 6/0/11, Eur. 9/4/1.
11 The writer normally begins the crossbar of γ to the left of the upright, and sometimes (as

here) so far to the left that the letter begins to resemble an ill-written τ. But the following
observation holds good for all surviving instances of γ and τ: in γ the part of the crossbar to the
left of the upright is always less than half as long as the part to the right; in τ, always more than
half. (The γ of fr. 11. 4 (= S 13) γωνάζοµα[ι is no exception: the plate is deceptive.) In our
instances the approximate measurements (left/right, in mm.) are (8) 0.9/2.2 and (23) 0.9/2.0;
that is, γ. Compare the indubitable γ of fr. 17. 4 (= S 22) αργαλεα, 0.8/1.8, and the indubitable τ
of fr. 13(a). 3 (our fragment) ποτ�φα, 1.0/1.6.

Lobel makes the same mistake in two other fragments: fr. 11. 12 (= S 13) ]ρευγων, where he
reads τ (though with the comment ‘γ may be possible’), and fr. 65. 2 (= S 72) ]εκ�εγ

·
[, where

he reads τ without comment.
I point out a possibility (no more) in this last fragment: there are two lines only, 1 ]α

·
νθνατ

·
ο
·
[

and 2 ]εκ�εγ
·
[; in this, θνατ�[ν and τ]εκ�  might belong to a passage concerned with the

inheritance of immortality. The last trace in 2, described by Lobel as ‘a slightly convex upright; ε
or ο likely’, could just as well belong to ω, and �γ�[ν may deserve consideration (one can devise
sentences in which it would follow a third-person verb).

12 I say ‘provisionally’: the material is inadequate for any firmer judgement.
13 Page provided it by Oστε β�ου πεδ�χειν. This could stand independently of the first part of

his supplement, α� µ!ν γὰ[ρ γ�νο α� θάνατο π�λο]µαι κτλ., in which I find γ�νο unacceptable:
those are the words (like ε� Pθηνα�� ε�µι τ- γ�νο) of a man who assumes that a son inherits
his parents’ immortality but who does not know whether his parents are immortal; Geryon,
presumably, knows that his parents are immortal but does not know whether he inherits their
immortality. But Page’s supplement will lapse in any case if the proposal be accepted to which
I shall now proceed.
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11–12. �]λεγχ�α is so accented in the papyrus, as accusative singular or
neuter plural of the adjective �λεγχ$; the presumption is that the
accentuation is correct, and we have no business without compelling reason
to alter it to �λ�γχεα. The Homeric use of the adjective (always masculine
plural, of men who deserve reprobation or contempt) is clearly irrelevant; but
I do not doubt that Nonn. D. 40. 35 �λεγχ�α µ+θον α� κο/ων, though about a
thousand years later than Stesichoros, is based (as so many things in Nonnos
must be based) on early precedents that are now lost to us.14 I supply therefore
κρ�σσον [µε καθ$µενον �νθάδ� �]λεγχ�α δ[�χθαι &πεα: καθ$µενον of inactivity
as Il. 24. 403 α� σχαλ�ωσι γὰρ οMδε καθ$µενοι, the infinitive δ�χθαι as Il. 1.
23 = 377, its sense ‘accept without protest’ much as Od. 20. 271 κα� χαλεπ�ν

περ ��ντα δεχ�µεθα µ+θον (cf. Il. 18. 115 κ"ρα); in &πεα I have assumed that
Stesichoros would write contracted εα as εα not η (the papyrus may of course
have had η).

13. κα� τ[ο+δ’ @παλε�µενον α� λκάν: Homeric @παλε/οµαι, @παλ/σκω, gives
exactly the right sense (and occurs in Sarpedon’s speech, 327 @παλ/ξαι); the
contraction I posit is found at Thgn. 575 α� λε+µαι, Arch. 231 �ξαλευµ�νο,
Sem. 7. 61 α� λευµ�νη (ευ codd. in every instance; εο West in the last two).
Stesichoros will presumably have spelt it with εο; though I should expect this
to have become ευ in his tradition.15

For the α� λκά of a robber cf. Il. 17. 61 (the lion which, α� λκ� πεποιθ�, seizes
the best cow in the herd).

14. For κερα[ϊζ- cf. h. Herm. 336, where Apollo calls Hermes as cattle-thief
κεραϊτ$. The β�ε must come in somewhere; and since they are feminine
(27, and so normally of a herd) there will also be a masculine or neuter noun
to be qualified by α� ]µετ�ρω[ν (I assume -ω[ν not -ω[ι). There will not, with all
these essentials, be very much scope for choice; I think there is a good chance
that my supplements give not only the general sense but Stesichoros’ actual
words.16

14 An adjective δυελεγχ$ is unparalleled, but would be just as possible as the equally
unparalleled δυκηδ$ of Od. 5. 466. 

15 At S 12. 7 our papyrus has Attic ου in the imperative πε�θου; I suppose this should be πε�θεο
rather than the πε�θευ to which I corrected it in 1968. At Theb. 278 and presumably Eriphyla
S 149. 1 the papyri have Attic ου in the Doric futures δωο+ντι, χηο+[ντι: rather than correct
these to εο I would abolish the Doric futures and read δ�σοντι, χ$οντι. At Hel. ποτερρ�πτουν
<PMGF 187. 1> I prefer Bergk’s ποτ�ρριπτον to Page’s -εον.

16 In fr. 76 <= S 82> there are the letters ]επιδ[, but with blank papyrus in the line below;
nothing else is present. Inspection of the papyrus shows that the surface of the blank papyrus is
undamaged, with no possibility of lost writing; the fragment therefore is quite irrelevant to my
supplement.
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18. �[παµερ�οι will be Stesichoros’ form, and not the �[φαµερ�οι which
I supplied, unthinkingly, in 1968.17

20. ν+ν: it might I suppose be maintained that this is purely temporal,
‘now’ as opposed to the future he has been considering: ‘the nobler course for
me here and now is . . .’. But there is to my ear a strong suggestion of the
‘under present circumstances’ that is especially familiar in the ν+ν δ� common
from Homer onwards as ‘as things are’ after an irrealis (ε� µ!ν . . . ν+ν δ�) or
after ε,θ� Qφελε ‘would that he had’ and the like; and I observe that Sarpedon
uses just such a ν+ν δ� as he returns from fantasy to reality. If that suggestion
was intended, then although Geryon has put forward the two protases as if
the choice between them was open, the ν+ν will imply that he is in fact
adopting the second as the basis for his decision.

20–1. πολG κά[λλι�ν �τι παθε�ν] Hτι µ�ριµ[ον Page; but (a) it would be
better without the �τ�, (b) I expect Geryon to be speaking about the action he
ought to take and not merely about the consequences in which it may involve
him. Hτι µ�ριµ[ον Iι is the destined but humanly uncertain outcome of the
battle; with παθε�ν everything is simple (Aesch. Th. 263 πε�οµαι τ- µ�ριµον,
Soph. Ant. 236 παθε�ν . . . τ- µ�ριµον), but Geryon will be speaking solely
of the consequences, and indeed of the consequences at their worst (for he
will παθε�ν only if defeated). I prefer therefore to suppose that the missing
infinitive is α� µφι�πειν, ‘busy myself with, engage in’. Now what he will α� µφι�πειν

is the fighting (cf. Pind. I. 8. 25a χάλκεον στον�εντ’ α� µφ�πειν Hµαδον) and not
its outcome; but I find α� µφι�πειν Hτι µ�ριµον Iι a not unnatural way of saying
‘engage in an action which will take whatever course is destined’, ‘come to
grips with my destiny, whatever it be’.

21–4. The supplements in 23, which I regard as certain, I owe to Professor
M. L. West (and I am grateful to him for his permission to make use of them

17 The evidence is twofold. (1) Original α� µ�ρα (> Aµ�ρ-) seems to have acquired an aspirate
only in Attic (and West Ionic), and even there not early: inscriptions in the old Attic alphabet
have regularly εµερα, with hεµερα ‘rare and not found before 450 B.C.’ (Threatte, Gramm. Att.
Inscr. i, 500). (2) Manuscript evidence points to unaspirated forms in Pindar; and if in Pindar,
then also in Stesichoros.

I give the facts for Pindar. The only instances that may be used as evidence are the six in which
αµερ- is preceded by an aspirable consonant. If Pindar used no aspirate, one would expect a
certain amount of corruption to the familiar aspirated forms; so that when an unaspirated form
is preserved in four of the six, I think it quite safe to assume that all six were originally
unaspirated. I cannot accept the alternative, that Pindar vacillated between the two forms (why
should he? Not for the reasons imagined by Forssman, Untersuchungen zur Sprache Pindars, 11–
13); and was he indeed acquainted with the aspirated forms at all? We have no reason to
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here);18 the other supplements are mine. For the �µο� . . . γ�νηται with subjects
such as these cf. Il. 17. 556 ο� µ!ν δ$, Μεν�λαε, κατηφε�η κα� Sνειδο | &εται,
23. 342 χάρµα δ! το� α' λλοιιν, �λεγχε�η δ! ο� α.τ3ι | &εται, 3. 242 α,χεα

δειδι�τε κα� 6νε�δεα π�λλ� αT  µοι �τ�ν, Od. 14. 402 ξε�ν�, οUτω γάρ κεν µοι

�υκλε�η τ�  α� ρετ$ τε | ε,η �π�  α� νθρ�που. My one doubt concerns the noun at the
end of 21. I have thought of δυκλε(α, �λεγχε(α, κερτοµ�α; of these, I think
κερτοµ�α less suitable both in itself and in view of the parallels. In �λεγχε(α

I see no difficulty in the -εϊ-: this was a necessary stage in the development
-ε�α > -ε(α > -ε�α; and although in all such nouns from -ε- stems disyllabic
-εϊ- has vanished from our texts of Homer, it was evidently once normal
there. But I do see difficulty in the correption µ= �λ-, for although correption
of µ$ is common in Homer it is found only in certain positions: first biceps, ε�
µ$ 30 (+ 3 Hes.), τ3 µ$ 1, δ- µ$ 1, α, κε µ$ 1, Sφρα µ$ 1; fifth biceps, ε� µ$ 2,
Sφρα µ$ 2, α, κε µ$ 1; otherwise only h. Herm. 92 κα� τε �δFν µ= �δFν ε4ναι κα�

κωφ- α� κο/α. I have therefore preferred δυκλε(α (the converse of epic
�υκλε�η, cited above); the form is strictly anomalous (the development should
be -κλεVε�α > -κλεVε(α > -κλεVε�α (or -κλεε(α?) > -κλεε�α > -κλε�α), but
when Pindar has the equally anomalous -κλ�α, -κλ�ο, -κλ�ϊ, -κλ�α as his
normal forms from words in -κλεη (α� γα-, ε.-, Η� ρα-) I think it safe to allow
the possibility of a δυκλε(α in Stesichoros.19

25–6. What I say from here onwards is based on my own examination of
the papyrus in Oxford. I refer to its other fragments by their numbers in

suppose that his texts of Homer and Hesiod behaved as ours, with �φηµ- Od. 4. 223, 21. 85, �φ�
Cµ- WD 102.

The six instances are these: O. 5. 6 πεµ]π
·
α[µ�ροι pap., πεµπτα- ACNØBLGH, πενθα- E (the

ode, though not by Pindar, is by a contemporary and shares the manuscript tradition of
the genuine odes); P. 4. 130 &ν τ� α� µ�ραι EF, τ� α� - CV, θ� α� - presumably BG (the facts from
Mommsen’s apparatus); P. 8. 95 �πάµεροι codd. (VBEFGH); fr. 182 (manuscripts of Aristeides)
�παµερ�ων ATRs, �φα- DURi; N. 6. 6 �φαµερ�αν codd. (BD), I. 7. 40 �φάµερον codd. (BD).
I disregard fr. 157 �φ$µερε (in sch. Ar., Souda) as flagrantly atticized.

For instances which depend solely on a breathing the manuscripts provide no evidence at all.
Pindar himself distinguished α� - and α� - as A and HA, but the distinction vanished when his
poems were transcribed into the Ionic alphabet; when distinction became possible again with
the invention of breathings continuity had been lost, and the breathings that were written
on Pindar’s αµερα (written, I should suppose, only seldom to start with) represented not the
aspiration of Pindar’s long-vanished autograph but the aspiration that came naturally to the
men who wrote them. The only sensible thing to do in these circumstances is proceed by
inference from the instances for which we do have evidence: if Pindar pronounced �πάµερο,
then he pronounced α� µ�ρα.

18 He communicated them to me in 1968; they included the γ�[νει that was thought of
independently by J. Diggle (Page, p. 140).

19 In late epigrams we have an occasional ε.κλε(ην, α� κλε(ην, in the second half of the
pentameter (Leon. Alex. AP 9. 80 = Page, FGE 1935, IG iii. 1337. 10 <= GVI 1029. 10>, xiv.
1663. 2 <= GVI 658. 2>). The writers presumably had precedent somewhere for this scansion.
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Lobel’s editio princeps (The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vol. xxxii, no. 2617, with
plates i and ii).

το+το might of itself refer either back or forward: back as Od. 7. 316
α� �κοντα δ� � ο1 τι �ρ/ξει | Φαι$κων· µ= το+το φ�λον ∆ι� πατρ� γ�νοιτο,
forward as Od. 1. 82 ε� µ!ν δ= ν+ν το+το φ�λον µακάρει θεο�ιν, | νοτ"αι

Ο� δυ"α πολ/φρονα Hνδε δ�µονδε, | κτλ. Here it certainly refers back, to the
notion of his disgrace; it cannot refer forward as well, and after γ�νοιτο there
will therefore be a strong stop, which would normally be marked by a point
in the papyrus. After the final ο, 3.6 mm. of blank papyrus, with no trace of a
point; the latest position elsewhere for a point at the end of a line is at fr. 4 i. 9,
with 2.7 mm. clear between the final ι and the point.

27–8. I expect Geryon at this point to make an outright declaration of his
intention to fight; περ� βου�ν �µα�, ‘in defence of my cattle’, is consistent
with this expectation (cf. especially Od. 17. 471 Yππ�τ� α� ν=ρ περ� οZι µαχει-

�µενο κτεάτειν | βλ$εται, \ περ� βου�ν \ α� ργενν"ι 6(ειν). Of the rest of
the sentence, only two letters immediately legible, parts or vestiges of three or
four more, and an accent; but enough, I think, for us to be able to recover the
essentials. The traces are on three separate pieces of papyrus, frr. 13(a), 14,
and 15, separated from one another by intervals which are established by their
positions in 24 (the first two) and 25 (all three):

13(a) 14 15

···
´
·
]
···

κε[
··

]
·
[]περιβουινεµαι

c. 12–13 ]

···
´
·
]
···

κε[: most of an acute accent, broken off on the left 1.1 mm. before the
first trace of a letter; then the tops of two uprights (1.4 mm. clear between
them) and above them a crossbar which on the left stops above the middle of
the first upright and is not joined by that upright (clear space between them,
and nothing to suggest that ink has been lost); on the right, thin traces of ink
(discontinuous but clear under magnification) which continue for 1.1 mm.
to within 0.2 mm. of the edge of the papyrus;20 then immediately before κ a

20 Lobel, reading ]
·
[ as ‘the top of a circle’, did not observe this continuation of the crossbar.

Its existence does not disprove his ‘top of a circle’, since he could have taken it as the left-hand
part of the crossbar of a following τ, i.e. ]ετ[, ]οτ[, or ]τ[. But ‘top of a circle’ is ruled out by
another consideration. The writer’s round letters are sometimes flat-topped and sometimes
straight-sided, and their top left corner is occasionally indistinguishable from the angle at the
junction of two straight strokes: indeed is such an angle, for he makes his round letters in two
separate strokes both starting at the top left. But the top right corner is an arc formed by a
change of direction in a single continuous stroke of the pen; and even at its most abrupt this
change of direction gives an arc which however tight is still distinguishable from the angle
formed at the junction of the separate strokes. What we have here is a junction and not an arc.
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small part of a top right arc. Between ε[ and ]π, space for three and a half
average letters; towards the right of this space, ]

·
[ is a tiny speck from the top

of a letter, either from the top left of the letter before ]π or from the top right
of the letter before that; the speck is triangular, broken off on its underside,
and an upper edge (original) slopes down from the left to right for about 0.7
mm. at about 45°.

The first traces are exactly right for ´
·
]ιπ[ (the accent on a diphthong such

as �]ι; of π, the first half) or for ]$π[; there will be some anomaly if they
are from ´

·
]ιτ[ or ]$τ[ (the space between uprights would normally be greater,

1.6 to 2.0 mm.); they are not from ´
·
]π[ (the crossbar would meet the first

upright and project to its left). Between these traces and κ we shall need a
vowel: if ´

·
]ιπ[, then ´

·
]ιποκε[ or ´

·
]ιπεκε[ fits exactly (5.2 mm. between the first

upright of π and the upright of κ; 5.3 mm. in fr. 3. 5 ποκ, 5.1 mm. in fr. 42(b).
3 ποκ), and similarly ]$ποκε[ or ]$πεκε[; if ́

·
]ιτ[, then ́

·
]ιτωκε[ (necessarily ω: ο

or ε too short, no room for two letters), and similarly ]$τωκε[; if ´
·
]π[, I think

only ´
·
]π[ι]ρκε[ (π[ι]cκ too long; ποκ and πεκ are too short, and even πωκ).

Of these possibilities, the only one of which I can make anything is one that
also fits the traces without anomaly, ́

·
]ιποκε[. And what I can make of it is very

suitable indeed: ουτ�]ιποκε[γω]νπεριβουινεµαι (i.e. ο1 το�21 ποκ� �γFν περ�

βου�ν �µα�), in which ουτο and γων are of the right length for their lacunae
and the speck before ]π will be from the top of the diagonal of ν where it
projects beyond the first upright.22 The sense will be (giving the declaration
that I look for) ‘never shall I [avoid battle, or the like] in defence of my cattle’;
περ� βου�ν �µα� will construe of course not after ‘avoid battle’ but after the
notion of fighting (it matters little whether one says after ‘battle’ or after ‘I
shall not avoid battle’ = ‘I shall fight’). The sentence is likely to have been
completed in the ∪⎯⎯ ∪⎯⎯ − ∪∪ − of the next line, with a maximum space avail-
able of 35 mm. or rather less than 13 average letters; my suggestion @παλ/ξω

Jρη (I have found nothing else that is short enough) would occupy about
29 mm.

There are, with this ποκ’ �γ�ν, two other supplements that would fit the
lacuna at the beginning; I am content with neither. First, ο. µ]$ ποκ� , with an

21 The traditional accentuation, with each enclitic throwing an accent back on to the
syllable before. In my text I have printed ο1 τοι ποκ� , for I do not believe that such a series of
enclitics could produce acutes on successive syllables; I have given my reasons in my Hippolytos,
pp. 426–7.

The ambiguity of the letters (ο1 το� ποκ� , ο]το� ποκ� ) is likely to have been removed by lection
signs. The accent on το�, being common to both, does not do this; perhaps it was Sυτ�ιποκ,
perhaps (either would be adequate) 6υτ�ιποκ or �υτ�ιποκ.

22 Rather than from the backward hook at the top of the final stroke of ω. But the two
positions are less than a millimetre apart, and the distance between the speck and ]π, on
separate fragments, cannot be determined with total accuracy.
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aorist subjunctive ‘avoid battle’ (@παλ/ξω Jρη, parsed differently, would do
again). This strong denial with ο. µ$ is evidently appropriate; but is it
possible for Stesichoros? I suppose the most relevant parallels to be not those
in Attic (A. Th. 38 and thereafter) or in Herodotos’ Ionic, but (ignored by LSJ,
ο. µ$ i. 1a) those in the hexameters of Parmenides, Vors. 28 B 8. 61 ο. µ$ ποτ�

τι ε . . . παρελάηι, 7. 1 ο. γὰρ µ$ ποτε το+το δαµ"ι. Perhaps Stesichoros
could have used it; but I should prefer parallels that were not a century or so
after his time.

Second, ν+ν α' ]ι ποκ� : elliptical ε,(περ) ποτε is common in Attic, and in view
of Alk. fr. 38. 11–12 α, ποτα κα' λλοτα, ν[+ν πρ�πει | φ�ρ]ην Sττινα τ3νδε πάθην

τά[χα δ3ι θ�ο (the supplements will give at least the general sense) I should
not wish to deny the use to Stesichoros. But the emphatic ν+ν is unattractive
after the similarly emphatic ν+ν of 20; and the implications of the expression
are unwelcome, namely that Geryon is familiar with the necessity of repelling
marauders. What other marauders could there be in Erytheia? Herakles made
the crossing only with the aid of magic transport provided by the Sun; who
else could be so fortunate?

29. ]κ
·
λεο

·
[ (the 

·
[ is the tip of an upright): κλ�ο is evidently appropriate

in the context; Η� ρα]κλ�ο (Lobel) I think prima facie inappropriate (and does
Geryon know his name?). Lobel made his suggestion before the word (in
fr. 15, with the ends of 25 and 26) had a context at all; before, that is, I had
combined fr. 15 with the main fragment, fr. 13(a).
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Pindar and Psaumis: Olympians 4 and 5

Olympians 4 and 5 were written for a certain Psaumis son of Akron, a citizen
of Kamarina in Sicily. They raise two separate problems: first, the nature and
date of the victories they celebrate; second, the authorship of Olympian 5.
The one poem, Olympian 4, is certainly by Pindar; the authenticity of the
other is open at least to serious doubt.

I propose this evening to discuss these two problems in the order that I
have indicated: first the victories, second the authorship of Olympian 5. And
I must emphasize at the outset that the problems are quite independent of
one another: whether Olympian 5 is by Pindar or not by Pindar, it is obviously
a genuine contemporary ode, and the evidence it affords for Psaumis’
victories and their dating is in no way affected by any uncertainty about its
authorship.

I begin, then, with the victories celebrated in the odes. Very little of what I
am going to say under this head will be novel: the arguments I shall use have
all of them at one time or another been used already. They are in my opinion
conclusive arguments, so that the problem ought not by now to be a problem
at all. But I find invalid arguments still advanced, valid arguments still dis-
regarded, and false conclusions still accepted, in almost every standard work
that is at present current. What I shall try to do this evening is to put together
the valid arguments and rebut––often tacitly––the invalid ones, in the hope of
persuading you that the problem ought long ago to have been relegated to the
status of an ex-problem.

The city of Kamarina in south-east Sicily was founded from Syracuse in
about 598 bc. In about 552 it seems to have been sacked and annexed by
Syracuse; in about 492 it was taken from Syracuse by Hippokrates tyrant of

<Paper read at a seminar of the London Institute of Classical Studies on 24 February 1969 as a
contribution to a series on ‘Problems in Greek Lyric Poetry’ organized by Professors J. P. Barron
and E. G. Turner. Barron wrote to B. the next day, ‘Your paper was received with great enthusi-
asm, and seems to have converted everybody, to judge from the delighted comments which I
have heard today.’ B.’s dating of O. 4 and 5 to 460 or 456 was adopted by H. G. T. Maehler in his
re-edition of Snell’s Teubner Pindar.>



Gela, and formally refounded by him; then in 485 or 484, when Hippokrates’
successor Gelon won control of Syracuse and shifted his government there,
the Kamarinaians were deported by him to Syracuse, and Kamarina itself was
destroyed. τ- α' τυ κατ�καψε, says Herodotos: τ- α' τυ will be the lower town,
the residential parts, with the akropolis and its temples presumably left intact.

Gelon, and after him his brothers Hieron and Thrasyboulos, ruled as
tyrants at Syracuse for nearly twenty years. Their power extended over all the
Greek cities of eastern Sicily, and latterly into western Sicily as well; and while
they ruled, Kamarina continued uninhabited. But then in 466 the last tyrant,
Thrasyboulos, was overthrown. For some years, it seems, the situation in
Sicily remained confused: the tyrants had interfered so thoroughly in the
various cities’ affairs––exiling, deporting (sometimes whole populations),
and importing new citizens from elsewhere––that no immediate settlement
could be reached; and their disbanded mercenaries were a further ingredient
in the confusion. But in the end a settlement was reached, on the basis more
or less of a return to the status quo ante tyrannidem; and at the time of this
settlement Kamarina was once again refounded by the Geloans. Our odes
belong to the period immediately after this refounding.

The refounding is narrated by Diodoros under the year which he designates
by the Athenian archon and Roman consuls of 461/60. This does not,
unfortunately, mean that it took place during that year: although Diodoros’
history appears in the guise of annals, the guise is in places a mere mas-
querade; he will often group together under a single year a sequence of related
events which took place over a longer period. I shall come back to this
problem later; for the moment, on the evidence of Diodoros, all we can say is
that the refounding belongs within a year or two of 461.

Of our victor, Psaumis son of Akron, we know nothing apart from what we
learn from the odes. He was evidently very rich; he seems to have spent his
money generously to meet the needs of his fellow-citizens; but besides that he
kept stables, and from these stables he sent teams and horses to compete at
the Olympic games. I shall now consider what success he met with when he
did so.

The scholia record one victory, and only one, for Psaumis: an Olympic
chariot victory at the 82nd Olympiad, 452. This victory is absolutely secure:
it is recorded, always with the same date, in five different places in the scholia;
in the ancient Life of Pindar from Oxyrhynchos; and in the Oxyrhynchos
victor-list (which is part of a complete catalogue of Olympic victors). It
appears in this last as ^αµ�ου Καµ[αρινα�ου τ�θριππον: the name is misspelt
(^άµιο instead of Ψα+µι), the ethnic is fragmentary (only the first three
letters survive), but there can be no question but that the same man is meant.

Only this one victory is recorded; but we know of another one as well. We
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know of it from Olympian 5; for that ode celebrates an Olympic victory won
not with the chariot but with the mule-car, the α� π$νη. This victory is not
recorded because mule-car victories never were: the event was a short-lived
one at Olympia, instituted in 500 and abolished in 444; and a consequence of
this impermanence was that the compilers of the victor-lists ignored it
altogether. It is not included in the Oxyrhynchos list; and on Olympian 6,
another mule-car ode, the scholiast says expressly α' πορον τ=ν ποτ=ν

Ο� λυµπιάδα �ν�κηεν, ‘there is no way of telling at what Olympiad the victory
was won’.

Olympian 5 does admittedly mention not one event but three: in line 7,
Mπποι Cµι�νοι τε µοναµπυκ�αι τε, ‘with horse-team and mule-team and
single bridle’ (that is, the single horse, the κ�λη); and it has sometimes been
maintained (from the scholia onwards) that it celebrates a triple victory. It
does not. All that the sentence says is that Psaumis competed in these three
events, not that he won them; and we can confirm this, if confirmation were
needed, from the Oxyrhynchos list, which tells us that in the year when
Psaumis won with the chariot the horse-race was won by another man, a
certain Python. Psaumis competed in three events, but he won only in one:
the poem begins with a prayer to Kamarina to receive the garlands that are
‘the gift of the α� π$νη and of Psaumis’; and that prayer is proof complete that
the mule-car, and only the mule-car, was victorious on this occasion.

We know now, then, of a second Olympic victory of Psaumis. He has a
chariot victory in 452; he has a mule-car victory, undated but not in 452. The
next question is: for what victory is Olympian 4?

The scholiast says ‘the chariot victory’. And so does almost every editor
today: either they say ‘chariot’ explicitly, or––what comes, or ought to come,
to the same thing––they date the ode to 452. I shall argue this evening that
this is demonstrably mistaken: that the ode is celebrating not the chariot
victory but the same mule-car victory that is celebrated in Olympian 5. I am
not––as I have indicated already––the first to say this, not by a long way: it
was said by Boeckh in 1821. But Boeckh said another thing at the same time:
first, he said that both odes were for the same mule-car victory; second, he
said that when the scholiast said ‘chariot, 452’ this must be a mistake for
‘mule-car, 452’. All through the nineteenth century almost every editor
followed him, and ascribed both odes to a mule-car victory of 452. But then
in 1899 the Oxyrhynchos victor-list appeared, and showed that Psaumis did
after all win with the chariot in 452. Boeckh’s second thesis, that the victory of
452 was with the mule-car, was thereby disproved; his first thesis, that the
odes are both for the same mule-car victory, was not invalidated at all. But
everybody, with strange irrationality, behaved as though it was, and hardly
any editor in this present century has acknowledged it as valid. I except here
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Schroeder, who decided in 1894 that the odes were both for a mule-car
victory before the chariot victory (so that the new evidence did nothing to
upset anything that he had maintained); and Farnell, who I am afraid did the
truth no service by propounding it amid more than his usual fog of muddle
and mistake.

The first point I want to make is that when the scholiast assigns Olympian 4
to the chariot victory of 452, this assignment is not evidence at all for the
occasion of the ode. It is evidence for two things: it is evidence, and valuable
evidence, for the occurrence and the date of the chariot victory; and it is
evidence apart from that only for the ratiocinative processes of the Alexan-
drian scholar from whom it derives. And on those processes it throws no
favourable light. He had an ode for Psaumis; he had a victory recorded for
Psaumis; without more ado he put the two together and said that the ode was
for the victory. He was wrong, and we can show that he was wrong. I will now
proceed to do so.

(1) The Olympic chariot victory was the greatest of all victories in the
games. If Psaumis had won that victory, Pindar would have left us in no doubt
about it. We have thirteen of his odes for chariot victories, and in every one
the chariot is named explicitly: αT ρµα, Mπποι, τετραορ�α. In this ode it is not: all
we have is in 10–11 Ψα/µιο γὰρ Mκει 6χ�ων.

People have been in trouble from time to time over the construction of
these words; but honestly I do not know why. The subject of Mκει is κ3µο

understood from the sentence before. The two genitives (and they are of
course both genitives: I will not waste your time by dallying with allegations
that Ψα+µι could also be called Ψα/µιο or that 6χ�ων is a participle)––the
two genitives are used predicatively, and they construe independently after
the noun: ‘it comes as Psaumis’ κ3µο, for his Sχεα’. It is Psaumis’ κ3µο, the
victor’s κ3µο, just like Hagesias’ κ3µο in O. 6. 98; it is a κ3µο 6χ�ων, a
κ3µο for his Sχεα, like the κ3µο α� �θλων Πυθ�ων of P. 3. 73.

It is a κ3µο, then, for his Sχεα. Now what are Sχεα? Properly Sχο––a
second-declension noun with a heteroclite third-declension plural––properly
it is a generic term, meaning simply ‘vehicle’: V�χο, the noun corresponding
to V�χω, which is Latin ueho. As a generic term it can of course be applied to a
member of any constituent species of that genus; and it is, quite commonly,
applied to a chariot: Homer, tragedy, and once in Pindar himself (Apollo’s
chariot, in P. 9. 11). But it can be applied just as readily to a mule-car: so
several times in tragedy (for instance, the vehicle Kassandra arrives in in the
Agamemnon: called in one place α� π$νη, and in another, Sχο), and then again
once in Pindar himself. Properly, then, it is a generic term. But it comes also––
it and its synonym Sχηµα––to acquire a more specific meaning, namely mule-
car as distinct from chariot. In Pindar himself, in fr. 106, a catalogue of ‘the
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best so-and-so comes from such-and-such a place’ ends with ‘the best αT ρµα

from Thebes, the best Sχηµα from Sicily’; in a similar catalogue in Kritias
<eleg. 6 West> we have in one line Sχο Σικελ- κάλλει δαπάνηι τε κράτιτο

and then a few lines later Θ$βη δ’ α� ρµατ�εντα δ�φρον συνεπ$ξατο πρ�τη. And
the specific meaning is presupposed by a gloss in Hesychios: Sχο Pκετα�ο·

�πε� α# ̂ ικελικα� Cµ�ονοι πουδα�οι. Now I do not believe that in a chariot-ode
Pindar would describe the winning vehicle with a word at best ambiguous
between chariot and mule-car and at worst specifically mule-car as opposed
to chariot. Everywhere else, as I have said, he speaks of αT ρµα or Mπποι or
τετραορ�α. There is only one other winning vehicle that he calls Sχο; and that
vehicle is the mule-car of Olympian 6.

(2) In lines 11–13 Pindar mentions the present victory, and then immedi-
ately prays that Psaumis’ λοιπα� ε.χα� may be fulfilled. In the context these
λοιπα� ε.χα� can be one thing only, ambitions for further success in the games.
Now when Pindar refers to such hopes for the future they are regularly hopes
for a victory even better than the present one: e.g. O. 1. 109, in a horse-ode,
hopes for a chariot-victory; P. 5. 124, in a Pythian chariot-ode, hopes for a
chariot-victory at Olympia; I. 1. 65, in an Isthmian chariot-ode, hopes for
victories at Pytho and Olympia. But there is nothing better than an Olympic
chariot-victory: when a man has won this, then in Pindar’s own words (O. 3.
43 ff.) he has reached the Pillars of Herakles beyond which no man may go.
This present victory then must be a lesser one: a victory not with the chariot
but with the mules.

(3) There are two things in Olympian 4 that make it clear that the victory it
celebrates is Psaumis’ first victory at Olympia. Now if that victory were the
chariot victory of 452, the mule-car victory of Olympian 5 would be 448 at
the earliest. But there are references in Olympian 5 to Kamarina as a recent
foundation––I will speak of these in a moment––which seem quite incom-
patible with a date that would be about thirteen years after the city was
founded.

The two things in Olympian 4 are these:
(a) In lines 11–12 Psaumis, ‘garlanded with Pisa’s olive, hastens to set glory

afoot for Kamarina’: in κ+δο Sραι the verb––to get it going, set it moving––
implies clearly enough the production of glory where there has been none
before. The victory is Kamarina’s first.

(b) The myth, linked with the γν�µη that it illustrates, again makes it clear
that Psaumis has won no victories before. I will go through it:

I will not dye my words with falsehood: the test of action is the proof of mortals’
worth. That test it was that freed Klymenos’ son from the contempt of the Lemnian
women: victor in the running in brazen armour he said to Hypsipyle as he went to
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receive his garland ‘Such am I for speed; and my arms and my heart are as good. Even
in young men grey hairs often grow at a time of life that is not that proper to them’.
(18–27)

In the myth, Erginos is a young man prematurely grey-haired. He competes in
the race in armour; and the Lemnian women when they see him think him
old and bound to lose. But he wins all the same. And the moral that the myth
illustrates is διάπειρά τοι βροτ3ν &λεγχο, ‘the test of action is the proof of
mortals’ worth’: that is, you must never judge by appearances.

This is obviously all said with reference to Psaumis. The scholiast thought
that the point was that Psaumis was grey-haired; and this view is still quite
commonly maintained. But it is, of course, absurd. In the race in armour a
grey-haired man may reasonably be thought to be an outsider; but did the
Greeks suppose that a man’s mules were less likely to win because the pigment
was vanishing from his hair?

No: Psaumis’ victory has freed him from an α� τιµ�α that he had on some
other and more rational ground than grey hair. And that ground is not far to
seek. Psaumis comes from this obscure corner of Sicily, from a derelict town
that has been re-established only these few years, and has the effrontery to put
in for all three of the purely equestrian events that are competed in at the
time. The audience laughs at him and thinks him a fool. But he wins, and
vindicates himself: διάπειρά τοι βροτ3ν &λεγχο. And from this it follows,
beyond any doubt, that he has won no victories at Olympia before.

The two odes, then, are for one and the same victory with the mule-car.
Two odes for the same victory is nothing unusual: in Pindar and Bacchylides
together we have six instances of this. The two odes will have been performed
on different occasions; and I think it likely––there seems to be at least one
parallel in the other instances––that one ode was performed at the games
and the other at the victor’s home. Olympian 5 was certainly performed at
Kamarina; there are indications––though I shall not have time for them this
evening––that Olympian 4 was performed at Olympia.

Now I have already done a good deal to establish the date of the odes. The
chariot victory was 452; the mule-car victory was not in 452, and it has also
emerged––since this is Psaumis’ first victory, with the chariot victory still to
come––that it was earlier than 452. If Kamarina was founded before 460 we
have two Olympiads at our disposal, 460 and 456. If it was founded after 460
we have only 456; and victory and odes are fixed precisely.

But before I consider this final question I have a promise to fulfil: namely,
to speak of the passages in Olympian 5 that point to a time soon after the
founding of Kamarina. These passages serve a double purpose. First, they
are a necessary part of my third argument for assigning Olympian 4 to the
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mule-car victory: since the victory of Olympian 4 is Psaumis’ first, it cannot
be the chariot victory of 452 unless the mule-car victory, and with it
Olympian 5, is 448 or later; and these passages will indicate that Olympian 5 is
not as late as that. But a possible second purpose––given now that both odes
are earlier than 452––is as evidence in our choice between 460 and 456. I will
add to them, therefore, a passage from Olympian 4: irrelevant for my first
purpose, but perhaps just worth considering for my second.

In Olympian 4, the passage is 11–12, κ+δο Sραι πε/δει Καµαρ�ναι: πε/δει

there is the important word. In Olympian 5, one passage is 8: Psaumis as
victor proclaims his ν�οικο dδρα. I do not know for how long one could go on
speaking of a city as ν�οικο; but anything like thirteen years seems to me to
be very unlikely.

But the most interesting passage––interesting not merely for the date, but
for its own sake too––is Olympian 5. 9–14. Pindar is talking about Psaumis:

Mκων δ� Ο�νοµάου κα� Π�λοπο παρ� ε.ηράτων

ταθµ3ν, � πολιάοχε Παλλά, α� ε�δει µ!ν α' λο α� γν�ν

τ- τε-ν ποταµ�ν τε Ο' ανον �γχωρ�αν τε λ�µναν

––
κα� εµνοG 6χ�του, ΙT ππαρι οZιν α' ρδει τρατ�ν

κολλα̃ι τε ταδ�ων θαλάµων ταχ�ω @ψ�γυιον α' λο,
@π�  α� µαχαν�α α' γων � φάο τ�νδε δα̃µον α� τ3ν.

Coming from the lovely steading of Oinomaos and Pelops, O Pallas who holds the
citadel, he sings of your holy precinct and the river Oanos and the lake of the land,
and the hallowed channels wherewith the Hipparis waters the host, and swiftly
cements a high-limbed grove of firm-set chambers, bringing out from helplessness
into the light this folk of α� το�.

Evidently this is house-building in the new city: the inhabitants have been
having a tough time bivouacking in the open; but now permanent houses
are going up, and things are getting brighter. (φάο, as often, is the light of
deliverance; and στάδιοι θάλαµοι are permanent dwellings as opposed to the
temporary shacks they have been making do with hitherto.) Here again
anything like thirteen years after the foundation, thirteen years of α� µαχαν�α

before the houses are built, is surely out: the ode cannot be as late as 448, and
the mule-car victory comes therefore before the chariot victory of 452.

Now the interesting problem in the lines is this: what is the subject of
κολλα̃ι? And what exactly is that subject doing?

Ancient scholars, and a good many moderns, assume the subject to be
ΙT ππαρι, the river of Kamarina. But what is the river doing? Some ancients
thought it was used as a waterway to bring building-material by. Aristarchos
seems to have thought––the scholia are a bit confused here––that it deposited
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mud that was used for brick-making; Wilamowitz thought that it provided
simply water for brick-making. Farnell suggests that ‘the windings of the river
fold in––“weld together”––the blocks of houses’: he does not tell us how the
river does this ταχ�ω, nor does he tell us how by doing it the river ‘brings
the α� στο� out from helplessness into the light’.

Farnell of course is especially stupid; but none of the other solutions carries
any kind of conviction––whether it provides timber, or mud, or water, is it
really conceivable that one should speak of the river as making the houses? We
must turn to the other possibility. Hermann suggested the subject was not the
river but Psaumis. This view has not on the whole been popular with editors;
but it must surely be right. Psaumis, the richest citizen of Kamarina, builds
houses for the poorer citizens.

To us, the word-order might at first sight suggest Hipparis as subject; but
we do not instinctively know the facts, and the audience did––anyone who
knew that Psaumis was building houses would never think twice about what
was meant. The particles––µ�ν answered by τε––are no trouble: the com-
bination is common in Pindar. And the thing at once makes excellent sense.
The difficulty of house-building in a new π�λι is shortage not so much of
materials (which can always be found locally of one kind or another) as of
labour: the ordinary family will have all it can do to get its land under
cultivation, without spending time on building. Psaumis, the rich man,
provides slave-labour for the building, so that the houses can go up while
the family is in the fields. And one last point about the passage: τ�νδε

δα̃µον α� τ3ν. An α� τ� in Pindar is commonly not simply a ‘townsman’
but a ‘fellow-townsman’: a member of the same π�λι as someone else named
in the sentence, and opposed, not infrequently, to ξ�νο. Now if the river is
subject it cannot be used in this way; if Psaumis is subject it is, and instead of
‘this folk of townsmen’ we have ‘this folk of his townsmen’. There is no firm
criterion here: the use I have indicated, though common, is not invariable,
and α� τ3ν is still possible enough with Hipparis as subject. But with Psaumis
as subject I think there can be no doubt that it does fall much better into
place.

And now the last detail: 456, or 460?
I begin with Diodoros. It is his habit, as I have said, to narrate under a

single year a sequence of related events which occurred over a longer period.
Now he narrates Sicilian events in this period under the following years
<11. 67 f., 72 f., 76>: 466 the fall of the tyranny in Syracuse; 463 wars and
τάι again in Sicily, and a revolt of ex-mercenaries in Syracuse; 461 (this
is the important year for us) the revolt is put down, the Syracusans eject
Hieron’s settlers from Katane, various cities restore their exiles and expel
intruders; Rhegion and Zankle get rid of their tyrants; then, µετὰ τα+τα,
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Kamarina is refounded; and the cities agree together to restore the status quo
and settle the ex-mercenaries in Messania. Then no more Sicilian events till
seven years later, 454, except for a few lines about the Sikels under 459.

The events narrated under 461 pretty evidently belong to a period of some
years; and that period could begin at any time after the preceding Sicilian
section and end at any time before the next––begin, that is, as early as 462
and end as late as 455. I am not maintaining that it does in fact spread
as widely as that, but spread to some extent I am sure it does. Now the
refounding of Kamarina comes fairly well on in the narrative under 461; and
I should think it likely therefore that its real date is appreciably later than
that year.

There is one bit of evidence that may confirm this to some slight extent:
evidence from the scholia. Two of the notes there give the date of the refound-
ing, as in the so-manyeth Olympiad; but each time, unfortunately, the date is
corrupt. In one note the manuscripts either omit the number or give it as the
42nd, which is absurdly 612–08; the other note gives the 85th Olympiad,
which is equally absurdly 440–36. But there is still another note, which runs
thus: ‘we can see as follows that Psaumis won with the mule-car about the
80th Olympiad [460]: the event was abolished in the 85th [440]; he won with
the chariot in the 82nd [452]; therefore he won with the mule-car in the 81st
[456]’. Now something has obviously gone wrong here: as the thing stands
it is a total non sequitur. But the note forms part of the comment on ν�οικον

dδραν; and it seems likely therefore that one of the premises in it before it went
wrong was that Kamarina was refounded in such-and-such an Olympiad.
And since the conclusion is that the mule-car victory belongs to the 81st
Olympiad, 456, one might surmise that the missing premise put the refound-
ing in the 80th, the period from 460 to 456.

This is all, I admit, very tenuous; but my own hunch––it cannot be more––
is that the foundation-date was in fact in the 80th Olympiad, and was perhaps
something like 459, in which case the odes will belong to 456. Now what
about the indications in the odes? πε/δει and ν�οικο are of course compat-
ible with this three-year interval; just as they would be compatible with a year
or two more or a year or two less. The house-building seems to me to give the
best line, and here––this is just a hunch again, of course––three years seems to
me as long a period as I should like to suppose. Plenty of time for the
inhabitants to have acquired a feeling of α� µαχαν�α; but high time, I should
imagine, for Psaumis to be well on with his house-building––which he is
doing, the poet has told us, ταχ�ω.

At this point I abandon my first topic; with its last end, inevitably, left
rather loose. And I proceed to my second topic: the authenticity of Olympian 5.
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Discussion of this problem must begin with the scholia: ‘this ode’, they tell
us ‘was not in the �δάφια, but in Didymos’ commentary was said to be by
Pindar.’

�δάφιον is a diminutive of &δαφο, ‘bottom, foundation, base’. The words
are occasionally used of the text of a medical work as opposed to marginal
additions, or the text of Aristotle as opposed to comment on the text or
discussion of it; and so here it might be, and has been, supposed that the ode
was absent from the text of the Olympians as commented on by Didymos, was
vindicated by him for Pindar in his commentary, and was then subsequently
incorporated into the text. I cannot myself think this likely: a century and a
half before Didymos the ode was commented on in detail by Aristarchos
(the scholia preserve his comment on three widely separated passages); I
would suppose therefore that the ode was included among the Olympians by
Aristophanes of Byzantium, a generation before Aristarchos, when he gave
Pindar’s odes the arrangement (in seventeen books), and the sequence within
the books, which they still retain. But I would suppose that when Aristo-
phanes included it he marked it as doubtful; and that it was doubtful
because it came to him from some source other than the primary source
collections. These collections, whatever they may have been, I would suppose
to be the �δάφια––the basis on which Aristophanes founded his edition:
conceivably the text of his predecessor Zenodotos, more likely perhaps the
collections used by Zenodotos as the basis for his text and still doubtless
preserved in the library at Alexandria.

But whatever exactly the �δάφια may have been, Olympian 5 was absent from
them: its provenance, that is, was not such as to guarantee its authenticity.
And since the Alexandrians seem in general to have erred on the side of
generosity in their dealings with doubtfully authenticated writings, the
doubts from external evidence must remain strong. What we need to do now
is to scrutinize the poem itself for indications of its authorship.

Evidence of various kinds has been adduced to show that the poem is not
by Pindar. Its value is very mixed.

(1) There are so many similarities of detail between this poem and other
epinikia that we must assume the poem to be not by Pindar but by an
imitator. ––I can attach very little weight to this argument. The long lists of
similarities reduce themselves rapidly on inspection: many of them are either
so remote as to be unrecognizable or so trivial as to be without significance.
The reduction does certainly leave a residuum. But in the undisputedly
Pindaric poems we find constant echoes of thought and language between
one poem and another; and if this poem were undisputedly Pindaric, the
echoes are not so many that their number would call for any especial com-
ment. They have indeed been adduced by some to prove that the poem is by
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Pindar. Clearly we shall do well to build nothing on the evidence of mere
similarities.

(2) The metre is unparalleled in Pindar. ––There are two points here:
(a) First, the metre itself: aeolic with a high dactylic content, and with an

ithyphallic at the end of almost every period. Unusual, certainly; but Pindar’s
aeolic metres vary a good deal from ode to ode, with elements common in
one ode that are rare in others; the case here seems to me to be pretty weak.

(b) Second, stanza-length. The shortest stanzas elsewhere in the Epinikia
are those of the monostrophic Nemean 2, with 66 syllables; in Olympian 5 the
strophe has 50 syllables and the epode 43. For stanzas as short as these we
have to turn to the Partheneia (strophe and epode both 46; strophe 45, epode
35) or to the Enkomia (monostrophic, 44). This does seem to me very strange;
the case here is evidently much stronger.

(3) The local colour is impossible for Pindar. We can say with certainty that
Pindar himself was unacquainted with Kamarina: the site was deserted when
he was in Sicily in 476; a special journey there after its refounding is out of the
question. And yet, it is alleged, the local detail in the poem implies that the
poet was familiar with the town and its topography; ergo, the poet is not
Pindar. ––This argument, I think, has force; though not quite in the way that
I have just put it. It can be replied to that, of course, that there is no more
detail in the poem than Pindar could have learned from Psaumis and noted
down in about five minutes. But what cannot be explained so easily is why
Psaumis should have made a point of the detail, or why Pindar should have
thought it worth including: it does surely point rather to a poet who was
familiar with the detail himself and could think of nothing better to put in his
poem.

So far the evidence is pointing away from Pindar: pointing not firmly
enough for there to be anything of a serious case if the ode were not already
under suspicion; but given the suspicion, going some way already to confirm
it.

But what does seem to me to establish the case beyond reasonable doubt is
something I can show only by taking you through the ode in detail: there is a
good deal in it that I should be reluctant to suppose that Pindar had written;
and one or two things that I am quite certain he never could have written. I
will go through the ode, and make my comment as I do so.

The ode consists of three triads, each addressed to a different deity: the first
to the nymph Kamarina, eponym of the city; the second to Athena πολιάοχο;
the third to Zeus.

It begins: ‘Receive, daughter of Okeanos, with smiling heart the sweet
flower of high prowess and of Olympia’s garlands, given you by the tireless-
hooved car and by Psaumis.’ (1–3.)
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α' ωτο is a favourite word of Pindar’s: something very like our figurative
‘flower’––the best or most perfect part, or example, or manifestation, of
something. Twice he has this very phrase τεφάνων α' ωτο, ‘the flower of
garlands’, garlands of surpassing excellence; as these Olympic garlands were.
But he uses α' ωτο with the genitive in another and different way: an ode for
a chariot victory is Mππων α' ωτο (O. 3. 4), the superlative thing pertaining
to horses; in O. 8. 75 the garlands won in the past by a family of wrestlers
are χειρ3ν α' ωτο �π�νικο, the superlative thing pertaining to their hands
and arms that was given them for their victory, �π� τ"ι ν�κηι. In our passage
the garlands are doubly described: with one kind of genitive as τεφάνων

α' ωτο, the flower of garlands; with another kind as @ψηλα̃ν α� ρετα̃ν α' ωτο,
the flower of high prowess. Both descriptions entirely Pindaric. But I have
got all the same a slight niggle of doubt about the combination of the two
different genitives in the same phrase: I cannot help feeling that this suggests
a slight uncertainty of touch. But this may of course be mere prejudice;
I pass on therefore to something that I find more clearly out of character for
Pindar.

‘Who, exalting your city, Kamarina, that nurtures the folk, did honour to
the six twin altars at the greatest festivals of the gods with sacrifice of oxen
and five-day contesting in the games, with horse-team and mule-team and
single bridle.’ (4–7.)

These are the six altars of the twelve gods––two gods to an altar––that we
meet also at Olympia in Olympian 10. Psaumis sacrificed oxen at the altars;
and he competed also in these three events––competed simply, as we have
seen, and won only in one.

This sentence, with all its datives plural, is no very successful one; but it is at
least unambiguous, or ought to be. fορτα� is locative, ‘at the greatest festivals
of the gods’. (It was of course a single fορτά of a single god; the plurals,
I suppose, because the poet is thinking of it as the greatest of all the festivals of
any of the gods.) Then @π- βουθυ�αι, properly ‘to the accompaniment of ’
sacrifice of oxen; what the sense requires is of course an instrumental, for it
was by the sacrifice that he honoured the altars; but after the naked locative a
naked instrumental would have been confusing, and hence the @π�, which can
be used with the dative as virtually the equivalent of the plain instrumental.
Then, parallel with βουθυ�αι, he adds α� �θλων τε πεµπαµ�ροι α� µ�λλαι,
‘and five-day contesting in the games’. But now the @π� is no longer a mere
equivalent of the instrumental, for his contesting did no honour to the altars:
@π� does now indicate merely accompanying activities. And then finally,
qualifying α� µ�λλαι, a further series of datives: contesting ‘with horse-team
and mule-team and single bridle’.

I cannot, as I say, feel this sentence to be very successful. But what makes
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me certain that its author is not Pindar is not its form so much as its content.
What the poet is concerned with here is that Psaumis made a very con-

siderable splash; and by making it increased, as he says, the standing of
Kamarina.

First of all he sacrificed oxen (at six altars, so six of them at least); and after
the sacrifice there would be a feast at which the oxen were eaten. Clearly this is
the feast that Pindar refers to in Olympian 4. 15, when he speaks of Psaumis as
χα�ρων ξεν�αι πανδ�κοι, ‘delighting in hospitality where all are welcome’:
Psaumis after his sacrifice held open house. Now we know of occasions when
rich men entertained the whole Olympic gathering: Anaxilas of Rhegion had
done so, and so had his son Leophron; Alkibiades was to do so later in the
century. Whether we can press Pindar’s πανδ�κοι to quite this extreme of
hospitality I have no idea. But a minimum of six oxen ought to satisfy quite a
number; obviously we are meant to assume that the entertainment was a very
lavish one indeed.

Second, he competed in all three of the purely equestrian events: all of
them of course expensive affairs for the competitor.

Now at this greatest of Panhellenic gatherings the delegations from the
various cities were naturally concerned to show off as much as possible: to
keep up with the Joneses and indeed to go one better than the Joneses if
they could. And it was fair enough for Psaumis to make as much display as
possible, and to remind people that Kamarina was on the map again and
doing pretty well. But what I do not believe is that Pindar would praise, as this
poet does, the mere display. Hospitality he can praise, and does, regularly; but
as an aristocratic virtue, not as a means to increasing one’s status in others’
eyes. And to find cause for congratulation in a man’s merely competing, and
not in winning, seems to me wholly alien to Pindar’s ethos. What this poet
says in these four lines is said by Pindar with far greater reticence, and far
greater effect, in O. 4 (14–15): ‘I praise him, most ready at rearing horses, and
delighting in hospitality where all are welcome.’ That is Pindar’s way; the way
of this ode is not Pindar’s.

I have still one thing to say on these lines: Psaumis engaged in ‘five-day
competing in the games’. Now the contests at Olympia did certainly last
for five days; but the equestrian events appear, as far as our evidence goes, to
have taken place on a single day. That is, the poet applies to Psaumis’ events
an epithet which should apply not to them but to the games as a whole. One
can see why: he is concerned to stress the magnificence of everything; and
accurately or not, the epithet has to come in. This again is not Pindar: it is
some backwoods poet to whom the Olympic games are so grand that their
grandeur has gone to his head.

To continue. ‘And for you’––that is, for Kamarina––‘for you by his victory
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he set up rich glory; and he proclaimed his own father Akron and his
new-founded home.’ (7–8.)

α� ν�θηκε: the victor seems normally to have set up, dedicated, an offering at
Olympia, which would be inscribed with his name and his city’s; since in
setting it up he recorded the city’s distinction, he is said to have ‘set up’ there
the distinction itself. The same turn of phrase occurs twice in Pindar, with the
verb α� νακε�θαι serving as perfect passive of α� νατιθ�ναι: in O. 13. 36 the bright
glory of Thessalos’ feet α� νάκειται by the streams of Alpheios; in I. 5. 18
Phylakidas’ double prowess in the pankration α' γκειται at the Isthmos.
I would regard this as one of the two most striking Pindaricisms in the poem;
though oddly enough it seems to have escaped the net of the parallel hunters.
Not that it proves anything: what Pindar did twice he could have done a
third time; what he did twice might stick more firmly in the memory of a poet
writing under his influence. Then �κάρυξε: he has the herald announce him
as ‘Psaumis son of Akron, of Kamarina’; similarly in Isthmian 3. 12, with
the victor as subject, κάρυξε Θ$βαν #πποδροµ�αι κρατ�ων: again, nothing sig-
nificant for the authorship. But there is one point of prosody that may be
significant. Pindar invariably observes the digamma in the pronoun ο#, f, and
its adjective H. Here there appears to be correption of κα� in front of Hν: that
is, the digamma is not observed. One can avoid this by assuming period-end
after κα�, as Bowra does: Pindar does about half a dozen times have period-
end after a prepositive, and he does so after κα� itself at O. 9. 65. But if one
divides here after κα� one must do the same after the κα� of line 24; and twice
in one ode might seem to be rather much. Also the division itself is not
very welcome: undivided, the second line of the epode begins with the same
element––twelve syllables long––as the second line of the strophe; and in the
very simple metre of this ode the repetition of this element is likely to be
genuine. It looks to me as if we have got correption of κα� before Hν; and if we
have, the ode is not by Pindar.

Now the second triad, addressed to Athena. ‘And coming from the lovely
steading of Oinomaos and Pelops, O Pallas who holds the citadel, he sings of
your holy precinct and the river Oanos and the lake of the land, and the
hallowed channels wherewith the Hipparis waters the host, and swiftly
cements a high-limbed grove of firm-set chambers, bringing out from help-
lessness into the light this folk of the men of his land.’ (9–14.)

I have spoken already of the subject-matter of these lines; and I have
established, I hope, that Psaumis and not the river is the subject of the last two
lines. But now I have other things to say.

‘He sings’, α� ε�δει; evidently in this ode. But is the victor himself conceived
of as singing it? When it hymns his own praises, and when he is himself
addressed a little later? This is evidently impossible. What the poet must
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mean, as Dissen saw, is ‘he is responsible for the celebration in this ode of
your α' λο’ and so on. He must mean this; but he has said it most ineptly.

And there is worse to come. ‘Coming from Olympia’ (I am paraphras-
ing)––‘coming from Olympia he sings of Pallas’ precinct, and swiftly cements
a high-limbed grove of houses’: as though the building were being done on
the triumphal procession. This again is not Pindar: not Pindar, but an
incompetent. And another mark of his incompetence is the words he uses for
the houses: ‘a high-limbed grove of firm-set chambers’. This might fit New
York, or a set of London’s modern tower blocks; but not the ordinary Greek
dwelling-house, which was a very undistinguished affair. This is now high-
falutin stuff that has just got out of hand.

Now he comes back to the victory, and in doing so produces for once a
γν�µη with a real Pindaric ring: ‘Ever in the matter of prowess effort and cost
fight towards an achievement veiled in hazard’ (15 f.). To achieve success you
must put your back into it (that is the π�νο) and spare no expense (δαπάνα);
but even so it is a gamble (κ�νδυνο) whether you will achieve it in the end.
‘But when they succeed, the men of their city too think them wise’ (16).

And then the last triad, this time addressed to Zeus. ‘Saviour Zeus, high in
the clouds, you who dwell on the hill of Kronos and hold in honour broad-
flowing Alpheios and the holy Idaian cave’ (17 f.): the cave is not Cretan, but
at Olympia (Demetrios of Skepsis knows of an Ι� δα�ον α' ντρον in Elis: that will
be this). But for all that one expects the scansion of the word to be the same,
Ι�
--
δαι

�
ον; and if it is, then 9�οντα elides and we have in this dactylic sequence

a long in place of a double short. The alternative is to suppose a scansion
Vgδαι

�
ον, with digamma and short iota. If this were Pindar, I would jib at either

alternative; what this poet might do is another matter.
‘I come as your suppliant, giving tongue with the Lydian flute, to ask of

you that you adorn this city with the glory of manly prowess; and that you,
Olympian victor, delighting in Poseidon’s horses, may bear old age in glad-
ness of heart to its end, with your sons, Psaumis, standing by’ (19–23). Here
the sense requires that ε1θυµον should construe with γ"ρα, not τελευτάν: we
need not a happy death but a happy old age. Word order on the other hand
calls for it to construe with τελευτάν. What this poet may have intended
I cannot tell.

Now a final γν�µη: this time less successful than the last. ‘If a man waters a
wholesome prosperity, giving help with his possessions and adding good
repute, let him not seek to become a god’ (23 f.). The sentence has been
variously interpreted, but I see nothing else that it can be. If when you have
Sλβο you improve it further (‘waters’ ought to mean this: you water a plant
to make it grow) by helping others (�ξαρκ�ων oddly with no dative) and so
acquiring good repute as well (προ-), you have all that mortal man can
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desire; to look for more would be to trespass on the preserves of heaven. The
writer is straining for effect, and straining too hard: Pindar had said the same
thing already more simply, and had said it well.

And that is all. It is not perhaps, in its way, a bad little ode; but I refuse to
believe that it can be Pindar. I would not for a second suppose that its author
is anyone whose name we know: there must, I suppose, have been in the
Greek world a great many minor poets who were prepared to compose an
ode for some local occasion; and here for once an ode by one of them has
been preserved. How it found its way to Alexandria I have no idea: preserved,
I suppose, at Kamarina (where odes for Olympic victories cannot have been
all that common), attracting perhaps as the years went by the name of the
poet of Psaumis’ other ode, and then with the name attached exported some-
how and attracting the attention of the library’s collectors. One can only
guess, and it does not greatly matter. But a fortunate chance in its way: not for
the poem’s own sake, but rather for the light it throws on Psaumis and on the
circumstances of Olympian 4.
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4

Pindar’s Odes for Hagesidamos of
Lokroi: Olympians 10 and 11

I have chosen to talk tonight about two odes of Pindar, Olympians 10 and 11.
I have chosen these odes for two reasons. One is that they are good odes.
The other is that they raise a number of problems which are typical of the
problems that one meets in Pindar.

Pindar is, in my judgment, one of the easiest of Greek poets. He is com-
monly regarded as one of the most difficult; and this also, I think, is true. His
poems are full of allusions: to matters of legend, to contemporary events, to
the personal affairs of himself and his patrons. He wrote for audiences who
were as familiar as himself with the things he was alluding to; and to them the
allusions were crystal clear. But we, for much of the time, are not familiar with
these things; and where Pindar’s audience could interpret his allusions,
immediately, in the light of their knowledge of the facts, we must try, pain-
fully, to reconstruct the facts on the basis of the allusions. This is where the
difficulty comes; it is a difficulty that lies at the door not of Pindar, but of
oblivion.

The odes were written for a victor from Lokroi in Italy: Hagesidamos son
of Archestratos, who won the boys’ boxing at Olympia in 476 bc. The date of
the victory is guaranteed by the Oxyrhynchos victor-list. We may take it to be
quite certain that he won no other victory at Olympia, and that the two
odes both celebrate this one victory that he won as a boy; for two odes to be
written for a single victory is common enough.

The relationship between the two odes is readily established. In O. 10, the
longer ode, Pindar opens with a long apology for his delay; in O. 11 there is
no hint of apology. Evidently the shorter ode was written soon after the
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victory, with a promise of a longer one to come; we may compare Bacchylides
1 and 2, both for the same victor––the one a mere trifle of 114 syllables, in
language compatible only with immediate performance, the other a full-scale
affair of apparently eight triads.

I said this was ‘evident’, and so it is; but for all that it was first realized
only by Mingarelli, at the end of the eighteenth century. In ode 10 Pindar says
that he will make up for his lateness by paying interest. The interest is in fact
to be found in the excellence of the ode itself; but some ancient scholar (I
suspect Didymos, but this may be just malice on my part) decided that the
interest consisted in ode 11––the long ode the capital payment, the short ode
accompanying it as the interest––and in consequence the manuscripts, and all
the editions until 1798, solemnly head ode 11 τ3ι α.τ3ι· τ�κο.

Ode 11, then, was written and performed soon after the victory; ode 10 was
written a good deal later. Before I proceed to talk further about the odes, it
will be as well to consider Pindar’s movements at the time.

At this same Olympiad of 476 Hieron of Syracuse won the horse-race, and
Theron of Akragas won the chariot-race. Both these tyrants commissioned
Pindar to write odes for their victories––Hieron one ode, Theron two; and
Pindar went out to Sicily––this, I think, is quite secure––to see to the per-
formance of these odes. He will have gone first to Syracuse and then to
Akragas.

Now we know that he was at the Olympic games in the August of 476: he
says explicitly that he saw Hagesidamos’ victory, and in O. 1 he implies, quite
clearly, that he saw Hieron’s. At some time between the games and the onset
of winter he will have sailed for Sicily: perhaps with the Syracusan delegation,
perhaps privately. We do not know how long he stayed; all we know is that
he was back in Thebes for 474. But he will certainly have spent the winter of
476/5 in Sicily; most likely, I suppose, he will have returned to Thebes in the
spring or early summer of 475.

I do not know what route he followed in sailing from Olympia to Syracuse.
Warships made a coasting voyage, up to Corcyra and along the foot of Italy;
merchant ships, less tied to land, could sail direct across the open sea; what
horse-transports might do––if he came back with the Syracusan delegation––
I have no idea. Now Lokroi is on the underside of the foot of Italy, near the
toe, about ninety miles from Syracuse; the coasting voyage leads past it, the
direct route might be deflected to Lokroi at the cost of a detour of no more
than fifty miles. It would not have been difficult, and might even have been
inevitable, for Pindar to call at Lokroi on his way to and from Syracuse
and Akragas. But whether he called or not is a question that I must leave for
the moment; I must proceed first to consider the earlier of his two odes,
Olympian 11.
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To begin the ode, Pindar makes use of an effective device of early poetry,
the so-called Priamel. It is an elaboration of the simple paratactic comparison
that we find for instance in O. 2. 98–100: ‘the sand is beyond numbering; and
the joys that he has given to others––who can tell their tale?’ In the priamel
the illustrating elements, prefixed to the illustrated, are multiplied in number;
and they lead up to it, in consequence, as to a climax.

There are times when winds are what most meet men’s needs, and times when the
waters from the sky, the rainy children of the cloud; but should one attain success by
effort, then honey-voiced songs, the beginning of tales in after-time and a sure oath to
his great prowess, is paid him as his due. (1–6)

It is useless to have a ship if there is no wind and you cannot sail; it is useless
to have a farm if there is no rain and nothing will grow; so it is useless to win
a victory if you have no ode to celebrate it, and your triumph is forgotten.
But with the ode it will be remembered: the ode is ‘the beginning of tales in
after-time’––men will still talk of your victory when it is long over; it is
Hρκιον, a sworn testimony, to what you have done, and πιτ�ν, a testimony
that men will believe.

All this is Pindar’s constant theme; we shall meet it again, more forcefully,
in O. 10. Without the ode, men forget, and the victor’s glory is lost to sight:
‘even great valiance’ he says ‘has deep darkness upon it if it lacks a song’ (N. 7.
12 f.). But with the ode the poet kindles a flame that illumines the victory for
long generations to come: kindles a πυρ� (I. 4. 43), a blazing fire, and from it
there shines over land and sea alike the �ργµάτων α� κτ� καλ3ν α' βετο α��ν

(I. 4. 42)––the radiance of fine deeds for ever unquenched.
He continues:

And an Olympic victor has this praise without stint, as a monument consecrate
(7 f.):

an Olympic victor, proudest of all an athlete’s titles, most fruitful of renown.
α' γκειται, says Pindar: the word serves as perfect passive of α� νατ�θηµι, properly
‘set up’ when you dedicate an offering or monument. The praise is not some-
thing transitory, uttered and then forgotten: embodied in the ode it remains
there for all to see, a memorial no less permanent than the statue erected in
the Altis or the offering affixed to the temple wall.

This my tongue is fain to tend (8 f.).

The sentence is still a purely general one: τὰ µ�ν is the praise of victors, or
Olympic victors, in general; and �θ�λει is a statement about Pindar’s general
propensity.

And that a man should blossom with a poet’s wit is the god’s gift no less (10).
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Success in the games comes by the gift of the god: Pindar has not said it here,
but he says it elsewhere often enough; and all his thought––and the thought
doubtless of the audience––was instinct with this belief. So equally (Yµο�ω)
the poet’s excellence is a gift of the god. There is not in this––what some
editors have thought to find––any tone of diffidence (I do my best, but it is up
to the god whether it comes off): there is, on the contrary, a proud confidence
in his own inspiration.

Now at last, with half the poem gone, he speaks directly of the victor. For
the boy himself only a brief word, but enough: it links his name with the
supreme triumph of Olympic victory that has been named already. And then,
to end the ode, an encomium of the Lokrians: they are no boorish colonials,
cut off from civilization and repelling its influences––they are men of high
refinement, and at the same time good fighters. We know little enough of the
Lokrians and their ways: the chances of history have been unkind. But what
little we know gives credence to Pindar’s words. There was an early school of
poetry there: Pindar himself refers to it in a fragment <140b. 4>; a Lokrian
Xenokritos is said to have practised at Sparta in the seventh century;
Stesichoros of Himera is said to have been born in the Lokrian colony of
Matauros, and is connected with Lokroi in anecdote. For the visual arts we
have the evidence of archaeology: in the early fifth century there are clay
reliefs which show that Lokroi was the home of a vigorous artistic school––
one with marked external influences (from Ionia, above all) yet at the same
time with a strong individual quality. It has been maintained, by those com-
petent to judge, that the famous Boston and Ludovisi thrones must be
Lokrian work. Finally their prowess in war: seventy years or so before our ode
the Lokrians had defeated the Krotoniates at the river Sagra, against heavy
odds, in a battle which, for the surprise of its result, passed rapidly into
legend.

I will read this encomium of the Lokrians; and I will then proceed to
discuss the main problem of the ode––the problem of its venue. When
Mingarelli rejected the old absurdity of regarding O. 11 as ‘interest’, and
recognized it as the earlier of the two odes, he supported his recognition by
arguing that Pindar’s promise of a longer ode not merely accompanied O. 11
but was actually contained in it; and it was contained in this passage to which
I shall now proceed.

I tell you then, son of Archestratos: for the sake of your boxing, Hagesidamos, I will
sound forth an adornment of sweet song to add to your garland of golden olive, and
will pay heed to your birth as a Lokrian of the West. Come thither with me, Muses, in
the festal band: I’ll warrant that we shall come to no folk that repels strangers or is
unversed in what is fine––no, high taste they have, and are warriors too. The ways that
are in his blood neither tawny fox nor loud-roaring lion could change. (11–20)
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This is the passage that is to contain the promise: κελαδ$ω future, ‘I will
sound forth’; συγκωµάξατε imperative, to the Muses, ‘come thither with me’;
α� φ�ξεθαι future, ‘we shall come’. Pindar is pledging himself to an ode to be
performed at some future time at Lokroi; the present ode, it follows, is per-
formed not at Lokroi but, presumably, at Olympia itself. This was the view of
Mingarelli; and it has been the view of the majority of editors ever since. ‘The
futures’, says Wilamowitz <Pindaros, 217>, ‘are unambiguous’.

But let us consider them.
First, κελαδ$ω. The future, of course, expresses Pindar’s intention. But it is

perfectly common for the first person future of a verb of speaking to express
an intention that is fulfilled in the utterance of the sentence itself. O. 6. 20:
Hagesias is at once a good seer and a good fighter; το+τ� γε ο# αφ�ω

µαρτυρ$ω, ‘I will bear him sure testimony of this’; the words are themselves
the testimony. P. 10. 69: ‘I will praise (�παιν$οµεν) Thorax’s brothers for
their good governance of Thessaly’; the words are themselves the praise. Nay
more: there is just such a future in the very next lines of our ode, �γγυάοµαι,
‘I’ll warrant you’; the word itself is the warranty. With all these (and there are
many more) κελαδ$ω falls willingly into line: Pindar’s intention to voice
Hagesidamos’ praise is fulfilled in the very words in which he expresses it.

Second, &νθα συγκωµάξατε, to the Muses: ‘come thither with me in the
κ3µο’. This is dealt with very simply, by a single precise parallel. N. 9, written
for Chromios of Aitna for a victory at Sikyon, begins with a similar address
to the Muses: κωµάοµεν παρ’ Pπ�λλωνο Σικυων�θε, Μο�αι, τὰν νεοκτ�ταν

� Α,τναν, ‘let us go in the κ3µο from Sikyon to Aitna’. And that ode is quite
certainly sung at Aitna: the victory is long since over (he speaks of it with a
ποτε), the κ3µο is the κ3µο of the ode itself. The subjunctive of that ode,
κωµάοµεν, and the imperative of ours, συγκωµάξατε, are precisely on a level;
if κωµάοµεν refers to the present κ3µο, so evidently may our συγκωµάξατε

as well.
Lastly, α� φ�ξεθαι: ‘we shall come’. There is no separate issue here: the future

follows inevitably upon συγκωµάξατε. Once you have used an imperative,
then when you proceed to describe the consequences of compliance there is
no tense available except the future.

There is nothing here, in these futures and imperatives, that needs to be
taken as a promise of a second ode: everything can be applied, normally and
naturally, to the performance of O. 11 itself––in which case, of course, O. 11 is
performed at Lokroi.

Is it then performed at Lokroi? I have shown that it can be; to show that it
is, I must prove that Pindar’s language is incompatible with performance at
Olympia. And incompatible, I think, it is. In the first place, I cannot think that
an Olympian audience would have understood: κελαδ$ω they would have
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taken, inevitably, of present praise, and the call for the Muses to go to Lokroi
would have caused mere puzzlement. But suppose they had understood. If
an ode is sung at Olympia, it is sung by the victor’s friends and relatives in
the first exultant moment of celebration, sung in token of present joy and
gladness: its function is to praise the victor in the very moment of his
triumph. Make the epode refer to the future, and the praise has gone: to be
replaced by a mere promise of praise in time to come. Pindar never did that. If
he had written an ode for Olympia, he would have written it for present
celebration: the promise of another ode to come he would have made
privately, and the ode itself he would have devoted to present gladness and
that alone.

Olympian 11, then, was performed at Lokroi. One can easily imagine the
situation: after Hagesidamos’ victory, Pindar is approached by Archestratos
with a request for a full-scale ode. The request is something of an embarrass-
ment: Pindar is already committed to Hieron and Theron; he will gladly write
an ode, he says, but in the circumstances it is bound to be some months at
least before he can get round to it. But Archestratos, of course, wants some-
thing quickly: they will be sailing back soon to Lokroi, and obviously the
boy must be given his celebration fairly quickly after they return. And so a
compromise is reached: Pindar will write a brief ode now for immediate
performance, and a full-scale ode later, once his other commitments are out
of the way.

Pindar may, as I have said, have been able to call at Lokroi on his way to
Syracuse. We have no notion, of course, of his normal practice with his odes:
he had not only the words to communicate but also the music, and, I suppose,
the choreography. If he could, doubtless he would instruct the chorus himself;
if he could not, then in at least one instance (O. 6) it appears that the chorus-
leader came to Thebes and was coached by Pindar there. I should like to fancy
that on this occasion he called at Lokroi and stayed for a brief while to
instruct the chorus; but this is fancy and no more. He does certainly say to the
Muses υγκωµάξατε, which taken literally––with its υν––would imply that
he was there in person for the performance; but any faith in the literal truth of
Pindar’s statements about his presence is shattered by Pythian 2, where he
begins ‘I come (&ρχοµαι) bringing this song from Thebes’ but then later in the
ode (67) says ‘this song is sent (π�µπεται) like Phoenician merchandise across
the sea’. He does, in O. 10, speak of Archestratos (or Hagesidamos) as his
ξ�νο <6 α� λιτ�ξενον>, which might imply that they had entertained him; but
how strictly he may use the word we have no means of telling.

But whatever happened––whether he called at Lokroi himself, or sent the
ode by some intermediary, or even completed it before Archestratos’ depart-
ure––whatever happened, he sailed to Syracuse; and left the promise of
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another ode to come later, when his other commitments were cleared. For
what date he promised it we can only guess; it is not perhaps unreasonable to
suppose that he promised to have it ready for his return, and to call at Lokroi
and deliver it on his way.

But for whatever time he promised it, he failed. Perhaps he called at Lokroi
without it, and without the time to stay and write it; more likely, perhaps,
he never called at all, and a message came through to him later at Thebes
reminding him of his promise. And now at last he writes his ode.

We must pause for a moment and try to imagine the effect of his broken
promise. When Olympian 11 was performed Archestratos will have told his
friends that there was more to come: that the present brief ode was only an
earnest, and that Pindar had promised another and longer ode for a second
and doubtless still grander celebration. No ode arrives; the celebration is
deferred; excuses wear thinner and thinner, and Archestratos loses face. Has
Pindar really forgotten? Or has Archestratos been romancing about the whole
thing?

Pindar will have been alive to all this; and so, when he does at last write the
ode, he begins it with a long apology. The delay is entirely his fault: he had
promised, and then forgotten. Archestratos is absolved, his credit with his
friends restored.

Read out to me the Olympic victor’s name, Archestratos’ son, and say where
on my heart it is written; I owe him a sweet song, and have forgotten that I do
(10. 1–3).

τ-ν Ο� λυµπιον�καν α� νάγνωτ� µοι Pρχετράτου πα�δα: the proud title in the
very forefront of the ode, linked with the father’s name. The father’s, not
the boy’s (that will come later): the father is the prouder of the two, it is to the
father that Pindar must make amends.

Come, O Muse, do thou and Truth daughter of Zeus with hand upraised keep off

the rebuke of sinning with falsehood against a friend (3–6).

He has not belied himself, has not wittingly broken the promise that he made;
he has merely left things too late:

The future came upon me from afar, and brought shame on my deep debt (7–8).

They make rather heavy weather of this phrase in the editions; but it is
entirely simple, and very effective. When he made the promise it was for
an occasion in the future, in Y µ�λλων χρ�νο, an occasion that was still fκά,
still far away; but before he realized it it was no longer fκά––it had come
upon him from afar and was there; his promise was broken, and he was
shamed.
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Yet one may dissolve keen reproach by giving interest: let him see then how the wave
as it flows will deluge the rolling pebble, and how I shall pay a tale of common
concern to render my loving goodwill (9–12).

I shall not in this paper spend time discussing textual problems; but for once
there is a problem that does I think deserve a word. The manuscripts have
τ�κο θνατ3ν, where θνατ3ν is dubious metre, trivial sense, and sheer ruin
to the rhetoric––τ�κο, saved up for effect to the end of the sentence, must
be followed by no other word; and in the next sentence the two indirect
questions with Yπα̃ι are left hanging loose without a construction.
Schneidewin’s Yρα̃τ’ �ν has found favour, and is certainly on the right lines;
but the �ν will not do––inferential �ν (Attic οBν) is unknown to Pindar––he
uses �ν only to strengthen other particles, or with disjunctives (ο1τε, α,τε).
The right solution must be Fennell’s Yράτω, ‘let him see’ (the following ν+ν is
now absolutely in place, second in the sentence after an imperative): not only
better language, but better sense––it is the victor who has been waiting for his
due, the victor who is to have it paid with interest; it is the victor who is to see
what the interest is––the magnificence of the ode that he gets as recompense
for the delay.

The two Yπα̃ι clauses form a paratactic comparison, of the kind I have
spoken of already: ‘let him see then how the wave as it flows will deluge the
rolling pebble, and how I shall pay a tale of common concern to render my
loving goodwill’––the ode in its distinction will swamp criticism just as the
wave swamps the pebble.

He will pay, he says, a κοιν- λ�γο. Now we have just had an amount of
what I suppose we may call commercial language: 6φε�λειν, χρ�ο, τ�κο; now,
with τε�οµεν, most editors have tried to take λ�γο also in its commercial
sense, of ‘reckoning, account’. But it seems to me that the attempts all fail: one
can make little sense out of κοιν� (I cannot believe that it could mean
‘mutually agreed’); and I doubt very much (despite modern analogies)
whether λ�γον τ�νειν ‘pay an account’ is possible Greek. The λ�γο is surely,
as it so often is, what Pindar says in the ode, and more particularly the myth;
and it is κοιν� because it is a λ�γο that is of common concern to all––the
λ�γο of the founding of the Olympic games. This is the τ�κο, the interest,
that Pindar will pay: instead of an ode of purely private or parochial con-
cern, Hagesidamos shall have one whose subject will make it spread through
the whole Greek world; and with it will spread the name and glory of
Hagesidamos himself.

He continues:

For Exactness holds sway in the city of the Lokrians of the West; and they care for
Kalliopa, and brazen Ares (13–15).
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These are the virtues of the Lokrians. Pτρ�κεια, exactness, getting things
right. Did they in fact have a reputation for this, or is Pindar crediting them
with it for his own purposes? There is one known fact, and as far as I am
aware one only, that is relevant: Demosthenes <24. 139> tells us that they
had a very strict and immutable code of laws which they applied with great
exactness––‘they do not pass new ones, but they apply the old ones α� κριβ3,
with exactness’. Music and poetry: I have spoken of this already. Warfare: of
this as well.

But why are these virtues in point here? Notice the γάρ: this list of virtues
in some way explains what Pindar has just said. They are no reason for
his praising Hagesidamos. You might say that the Lokrians are punctilious
people and so are concerned that Pindar should clear his debt properly;
but that would make a very peculiar point. The point I think is a different
one, that may not dawn on the audience at once. The myth, the founding
of the Olympic games, is a myth that has been told in more than one form;
and Pindar, when he tells it, will be found constantly to insist that his
form is true and others false. This list of Lokrian virtues explains why the
Lokrians are suitable recipients of this especially important ode: they
have α� τρ�κεια, a desire to get things right; they are connoisseurs of poetry;
and they are fighters too––not, you may say, a very obvious qualification
in an audience, but the story is concerned in part at least with warfare. And
he has, I shall argue in a moment, another reason too for bringing this
virtue in.

Now Pindar continues:

Before Kyknos’ fighting even the matchless might of Herakles gave way (15 f.).

This is a legend, so the scholiast informs us, that was told by Stesichoros
<PMGF 207>: when Herakles fought with Kyknos, the son of Ares, Ares came
to Kyknos’ help, and Herakles turned tail. Later, though, Herakles fought
Kyknos again and killed him.

Now what is the relevance of this here in Pindar? It ties up, the scholiast
tells us, with what follows, where Pindar proceeds to the praise of a certain
Ilas who has trained Hagesidamos in his boxing:

Before Kyknos’ fighting even the matchless might of Herakles gave way; and for his
victory in Olympia’s boxing Hagesidamos must render thanks to Ilas, even as did
Patroklos to Achilles (16–19).

Hagesidamos, we must understand, like Herakles, had the worst of it at first;
but then Ilas spurred him on to new efforts, and so he won. So the scholiast
tells us (following, of course, an Alexandrian commentator); and so nearly
every modern editor continues to tell us as well.
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Now of course this Alexandrian commentator had no independent
evidence about the details of a boxing match 300 or 500 years before his day:
his explanation is merely a deduction from Pindar’s text. And it is, when you
think about it, a pretty silly deduction. Pindar is writing this ode in praise of
Hagesidamos; and he is paying τ�κο, is doing his very best to please. Are we
really to suppose that he praises him by first excusing him for nearly losing
and then giving the credit for his recovery to his trainer? And more than
that. Herakles ran away from Kyknos: what can Hagesidamos have done at
Olympia that was comparable? And what could Ilas have done to get the
credit for his recovery? Mere exhortation would be absurdly inadequate; any
more active intervention would obviously have been barred. No: the whole
thing, I am afraid, is a mare’s nest. What the victor must thank his trainer for
is what you would expect him to thank him for––his training. One could
prove this, if one needed to, by looking at Pindar’s other odes for boy boxers
and wrestlers and pancratiasts: constantly in such odes he praises the trainer,
and praises him, of course, for his training. But in any case Pindar goes on,
after mentioning Ilas, to make his meaning perfectly clear:

For his victory in Olympia’s boxing Hagesidamos must render thanks to Ilas, even as
did Patroklos to Achilles: by whetting one with a native bent to prowess, to glory vast
indeed might a man set him on, with a god’s hand to aid (16–21).

What Ilas has done, what Hagesidamos must thank him for, is to put an edge
on Hagesidamos’ native talent: the same metaphor as in I. 6. 73, where
another trainer is ‘the Naxian whetstone that tames the bronze’.

So Herakles’ flight before Kyknos is no parallel to Hagesidamos’ fortunes in
the boxing. There is only one other thing for it to be: it coheres not with what
comes after but with what goes before. Pindar has praised the Lokrians: ‘they
care for Kalliopa, and brazen Ares. Before Kyknos’ fighting even the matchless
might of Herakles gave way.’ The Lokrians are splendid fighters; that they
have been defeated by a powerful enemy does not stand to their discredit.
Even Herakles gave way before overwhelming odds.

Our knowledge of the history of the Western Lokrians in the early fifth
century is not extensive: to call it ‘sketchy’ would be a gross overestimate. But
we do know one fact that seems certainly to be relevant here. In his second
Pythian––which I incline to date about 473; it can certainly hardly be
earlier––the theme is gratitude, and gratitude to kings; and Pindar says to
Hieron, ‘and your name, son of Deinomenes, the girl of the Western Lokrians
cries loud before her home; for from the helpless troubles of warfare your
power brought safety into her eyes’ (18–20). The scholiast explains: ‘Anaxilas,
tyrant of Messene and Rhegion, waged war on the Lokrians; Hieron sent
his brother-in-law Chromios and threatened to march against Rhegion if
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Anaxilas did not break off his operations; Anaxilas gave way before the threat,
and the Lokrians had peace.’ Now Anaxilas died, according to Diodoros, in
476/5; and if this attack on Lokroi is still mentioned in Pythian 2, presumably
it came near the end of his reign. It came, that is, not long before our ode.

In Olympian 11 Pindar praised the Lokrians, without qualification, as
α�χµατα� (19). I think it possible that this trouble with Anaxilas occurred
between the odes, perhaps in the spring of 475; and that Pindar now, writing
while their impotence against Anaxilas is still smarting, has chosen not tacitly
to withdraw his former compliment but to repeat it and affirm his faith in
Lokrian valour. Repeated without qualification it would of course ring oddly
at such a time, and would smack of insincerity; qualify it, and all is well.
Anaxilas was too strong for them: yes, but Kyknos (Kyknos and Ares too, but
on that point Pindar tactfully is silent)––Kyknos was too strong even for
Herakles the nonpareil. And Herakles, remember, was victorious in the end.

One thing still remains to be looked into: the connexion of thought. ‘They
are good fighters: even Herakles had to give way before Kyknos. For his
victory in the boxing at Olympia Hagesidamos must give thanks to Ilas . . ..’
This does seem a startling jump––from the Lokrians’ military misfortunes to
Hagesidamos’ debt to his trainer. If the jump be brought up in evidence
against me, I can reply with a tu quoque: on the scholiast’s view also there is an
equal jump, though at a different place. But Pindar in general does not make
violent jumps: he shows, I would say, an especial competence at the smooth
transition (sometimes, perhaps, a smoothness only of the surface; but a
smoothness for all that). What are we to do here?

The position of π/κτα (16) does provide some sort of transition. Pindar
has been talking of the combat of warfare; from that he moves over to the
combat of boxing, with π/κτα to give the key. But this alone is not much of a
transition; and I remain unsatisfied.

In the Hesiodic version of the Kyknos story––in which Herakles suffers
no defeat––Herakles has an ally in Athena <Shield 325 ff.>; perhaps in
Stesichoros too (there is a hint of this in the scholia) she was his ally in his
second and victorious battle. If so, one might seek a connexion with the aid of
a double implication: just as Athena helped Herakles to his victory, and as
Hieron helped the Lokrians to theirs, so Ilas helped Hagesidamos to his
(helped him, I mean, merely by training him: the analogy is not to be pressed
to detail). Granted the implications, the connexion is there; but even for a
contemporary the implications would have put a strain on the understanding,
and it is not Pindar’s habit to write in riddles. I cannot believe that he did
so here.

But another solution does occur to me. Apparent difficulties in Pindar
lie often enough, as I have said, at the door not of Pindar himself but of our
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own ignorance: there is some fact, familiar to Pindar himself and to his
audience, which has perished from human knowledge; and without that fact
in our minds, something simple and straightforward has become sheer
mystery.

When one speaks of a ‘trainer’ nowadays one thinks immediately of a
professional, a paid employee. But the trainers of Pindar’s boy boxers and
wrestlers were not professionals: they were the social equals of their pupils
and the poet and all concerned. One need only think of the Athenian trainer
Melesias whom Pindar praises in three of his odes <O. 8. 54, N. 4. 93, 6. 65>:
Melesias, the father of the Athenian conservative statesman Thucydides. Ilas,
too, will have been a Lokrian aristrocrat; and it occurs to me to wonder
whether he may not perhaps have been a general involved in the Lokrian
defeat. If so, the transition is easy; and there is more point in the rather
unexpected comparison that follows, ‘let him give thanks to Ilas, as did
Patroklos to Achilles’. Ilas perhaps is under something of a cloud at home;
Pindar declares his confidence in him first by the Herakles comparison
(which of course belongs to the Lokrians as a whole, not just to Ilas), then
second, by the Achilles one, which is Ilas’ own.

But all this is pure speculation, based on no evidence whatever; I indulge
in it merely to show how the answers to problems that perplex us may be
utterly simple and yet forever beyond our reach. And now I return again to
the ode.

Without labour few there are that have own delight, that more than any deed
irradiates one’s life (22 f.).

This is the normal condition of human life, that only by effort do you win to
joy and glory; and so with Hagesidamos––his victory has been achieved only
at the cost of π�νο. This implies, I may add, no special struggle: it is not
evidence for the notion that he was nearly beaten. In all his odes for boxers
and wrestlers and pancratiasts Pindar talks of the π�νο and κάµατο

involved: involved, as the context in our ode clearly implies, not merely in the
contest itself but in the training.

The sentence is not very logically expressed. The ‘joy that more than any
deed irradiates one’s life’ is not of course the α' πονον χάρµα: as Pindar says
elsewhere (N. 7. 74), the more the π�νο the greater the delight. It is not the
α' πονον χάρµα: it is the χάρµα that Hagesidamos has attained, the delight of
the Olympic victory. And the delight is supreme because the Olympic festival
is supreme, �ξα�ρετο, in a class by itself; and so now from the χάρµα he moves
over to Olympia and its games.

Of the peerless festival I shall sing, moved thereto by the ordinances of Zeus (24):
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the ∆ι- θ�µιτε that govern the ordering of the festival, and require also that
the poet shall praise it (cf. τεθµ�, O. 7. 88, 13. 29). And from this he proceeds
to the myth: the myth of the founding of the Olympic games.

Pindar’s story of the foundation may be simply told. Herakles cleans the
stables of Augeas, king of Epeians in Elis, and Augeas cheats him of his
promised reward. Herakles comes against Augeas with an army from Tiryns;
but the army is attacked and annihilated by Augeas’ kinsmen the Moliones,
the twins Kteatos and Eurytos. Herakles later ambushes the Moliones and
kills them; then he comes against Augeas again, and sacks his city and kills
him too. Then with the spoils he founds Olympia, with its cult of Zeus, and
the Olympic games.

The interesting thing about Pindar’s account is that it is clearly contro-
versial: he insists on certain features of the account in a way which makes it
evident that he is polemicizing against another version, a version which puts
the foundation of the games before the time of Herakles.

I will go quickly through his account and point out as I proceed the
features which are most obviously polemical; then at the end I will come back
and consider what deductions we may draw from them.

He has just said ‘of the peerless festival will I sing’; and from this he
proceeds, by a relative pronoun, to the myth: he will sing, he says, of the
festival

which by the ancient tomb of Pelops he founded, with its altars six in number, when
he had slain Poseidon’s goodly Kteatos | and had slain Eurytos, that from Augeas
for his service he might exact nothing loath what he was loath to pay, a wage over-
whelming, and in the thickets beneath Kleonai he ambushed and overthrew them too,
did Herakles, on their journey . . . (24–30).

Notice how the subject of the sentence, Herakles, is saved up to the very end,
and acquires thereby a very marked emphasis. To start with we learn merely
that someone founded the games by Pelops’ tomb, his ancient tomb––long
after Pelops was dead; then as the sentence develops we begin to suspect, and
then to realize, that the someone must be Herakles, but even so the sentence
structure keeps us in at least a grammatical suspense until at the end the
name at last is pronounced. This––the emphasis thrown on to the name of
Herakles––is the first indication of polemic.

He killed the Moliones, then, (I continue with the text):

since aforetime they had ravaged his Tirynthian host as it lay in the recesses of Elis,
| they the Moliones overweening. Aye, and that king of the Epeians who cheated
his guest saw not long afterwards his country with all its wealth beneath the relent-
less fire and the blows of the iron sinking, his own city, into a deep gully of ruin.
(31–8)
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βαθGν ε� 6χετ-ν α' τα: 6χετ�, ‘channel’ (normally an artificial channel),
seems at first an extraordinary metaphor; but Herakles cleaned the stables by
diverting rivers into them, that is by constructing 6χετο� in which the dung
was swept away; because he was not paid for these real 6χετο� he constructs
another, a metaphorical one of ruin, in which the whole city is swept away.
But to continue:

When the stronger have a feud with one, there is no way to rid oneself of it. He too by
his folly last of all found himself taken and escaped not sheer death. (39–43)

And now we have the founding of the games:

But the valiant son of Zeus brought together at Pisa his whole host and all the
plunder, and measured out a holy precinct for his mighty father; and he fenced the
Altis about and marked it off in a clear space, and the ground round about he made
a resting-place for the evening meal, paying homage to Alpheos’ course | among the
twelve mighty gods. (43–9)

The Altis, of course, is the precinct of Zeus: Herakles founds his cult. The
Alpheios shared an altar with Artemis: this was one of six double altars in
the Altis (and so twelve gods in all). The six altars were mentioned already
at the beginning of the myth (25 βωµ3ν fξάριθµον: the reading should
never have been disputed): this double mention––first emphatically at the
beginning, and then repeated––is clearly significant.

And he called the hill by Kronos’ name; before that it was nameless, while Oinomaos
was king, and was drenched with much snow (49–51).

Notice the insistence on this: Pindar is clearly denying a belief that the hill of
Kronos had importance––in cult, presumably––before the time of Herakles.

And at this primal birthrite the Moirai stood nigh at hand, and he who alone gives
proof of the very truth, | Time (51–5).

‘This primal birthrite’: he insists that in founding these cults Herakles was
first, with no other before him; and he enforces the insistence by bringing the
Moirai there––the Moirai, who are birth-goddesses. Time is no birth-god:
Pindar brings him there for another reason:

and as he passed onward he showed forth what is sure . . . (55).

It is in the process of time that this version of the legend becomes established as
true, and others as false; hence it is Time who proves its truth, and if he is to
prove it he must know it, and he knows it because he was there in person.

He showed forth what is sure: how he divided the firstfruits of the spoils, the gift of
war, and offered sacrifice; and how he established the four-yearly festival with the first
Olympic games and their victories (55–9).
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Again he insists on the priority: Gν Ο� λυµπιάδι πρ�ται. And now the victors:

Who was it who got for his own the fresh-given crown, with arms, and feet, and
chariot; setting in his hopes a prayer for glory in the games, and in action achieving it?
(60–3)

‘Arms’ of course the field events, ‘feet’ the track events. And again the
insistence on priority: ποτα�νιο τ�φανο––fresh, new, not offered before.

He proceeds now to a list of the victors; but I will leave that for the
moment, and revert to the problem of the founding of the games.

The first question to ask is simply: against what other story of the founda-
tion is Pindar polemicizing? I do not think there can be any real doubt about
this. The hero of Olympia par excellence is Pelops: Pelops it is whose tomb is
in the Altis; Pelops to whom offerings are made before the offerings to Zeus;
Pelops by whose name Olympia, and the Olympic games, are called by Pindar
himself and by Bacchylides (Olympia is Π�λοπο πτυχα� N. 2. 21, Π�λοπο

βα̃αι O. 3. 23, Π�λοπο δάπεδα [precinct] B. 11. 25; the games are Π�λοπο

δρ�µοι O. 1. 94, Π�λοπο α' εθλα B. 8. 31–2); and Bacchylides, in 476, finishes
an Olympian ode (5. 178–82) by celebrating ‘Olympian Zeus, and the
Alpheos, and Pelops, and Pisa’. Yet here Pindar pushes Pelops right out: his
tomb is there, but only by accident––simply as the place where Herakles chose
to found his cult and his games; and Pindar constantly stresses that before
Herakles there was no cult, and no games, at Olympia at all. The story that
Pindar is rejecting is a story that associates the foundation with Pelops.

Now the second question: what is the source of these two different legends,
Pelops and Herakles? I must say at once that the Herakles legend is not
invented by Pindar for this present ode: it appears (or parts of it do) in his
two odes for Theron, O. 2 and O. 3, of 476; and in O. 3 he tells one detail of it
(how Herakles fetched the olive from the Hyperboreans) in a way which
clearly indicates that he is correcting an existing version.

Olympia, in the valley of the Alpheios, in the district known as Pisa, lies
towards the southern fringe of the territory which in the fifth century was
called Elis. The Eleians were a people of Aitolian stock, who came in from the
north at the time of the Dorian invasion. Now the history of Olympia in the
seventh and sixth centuries consists of a series of statements––contradicting
one another, and so most likely deriving from the versions of opposing
sides––about changes in the control of the games between the Eleians on the
one hand and the Pisaians on the other; and these Pisaians, the inhabitants of
Olympia and its district, are people of pre-Eleian, pre-Dorian stock over
whom the Eleians had therefore at first uncertain control. Eleian control of
Olympia seems to have become stabilized in the early sixth century; in 399,
when the Spartans made the Eleians resign control of some of their peripheral
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subject territory, they are alleged by Xenophon <Hell. 3. 2. 31> to have left
them the control of Olympia, ‘although it was not originally Eleian’, on the
ground that the Pisaians were mere peasants and not fit to take over the
control. In 364 the Pisaians do take control, for a single Olympiad, but merely
as the puppets of the Arkadians.

We appear, therefore, to have two contestants waging an unequal struggle
for control of the sanctuary. There was right, perhaps, on both sides––right,
that is, in the sense of a claim to the original control. On the one hand the site
itself seems to go back before the invasions, with a sanctuary of Pelops and
cult-centres on the hill of Kronos; and the games too, in some form, may date
from this time. On the other hand the cult of Zeus may well have been
established there by the invaders. It is easy to see how the two sides may have
had different legends of the foundation: the Pisaian legends connecting the
site and its games with Pelops; the different Eleian legends reflecting their
own claims to the control.

Now if the Eleian claim is to have weight against the Pisaian, it must
necessarily compare with theirs in antiquity: they alleged of course that
Oxylos, who led their invasion, had taken control of the sanctuary and the
games, but Oxylos alone will merely confirm Eleian control as usurpation.
They must find some legendary figure of pre-invasion times, and ascribe the
foundation to him. What better figure than Herakles?

Herakles is of course no Eleian; but in the first place he is no Pisaian either,
in the second place as son of Zeus par excellence he is an appropriate founder
for this festival of Zeus, in the third place he may be said to have an Eleian
connexion of a kind. It was Herakles whom the Dorians used as a means of
legitimizing their occupation of the various parts of the Peloponnese: in
their invasion, they said, they were accompanied by the exiled descendants of
Herakles, the Herakleidai (and one of the three Dorian tribes, the Hylleis,
claimed descent from Hyllos, son of Herakles); it was in virtue of the rights of
the Herakleidai that the Dorians claimed a right to their conquered territory.
Now the Eleians, themselves Aitolians and not Dorians, could make no direct
use of Herakles and the Herakleidai; they invented indeed a comparable exile
of their own, an exile from Elis called Aitolos. But an indirect use they did
make: they linked the story of their invasion with that of the Dorian invasion
and the Herakleidai––their leader Oxylos serves as guide and ally of the
invading Dorians, and in return for this guidance the Herakleidai confirm
him in his possession of Elis.

Now if this is to be called a connexion between Herakles and the Eleians,
it is only, as I have said, a connexion of a kind. The kind, however,
may be significant. Elis seems to have been Sparta’s oldest ally in the
Peloponnese. Sparta, from early times, seemed to have had a strong
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connexion with Olympia: the records of victors in the early centuries show far
more Spartans than any others. And in Sparta, with her Heraklid kings,
and her claims to the leadership of the Dorians, the feeling of descent from
Herakles seems to have been especially strong. May not this perhaps give the
clue to how Pindar’s legend first arose––early perhaps in the sixth century, at
a time when Sparta was strengthening her connexion with a pro-Dorian Elis
that laid claim to control of Olympia?

But why should Pindar now, in 475, make such a point of stressing the
authenticity of the legend? If the Eleians had stabilized their control a century
ago, one might imagine that by now this story of the origins would have
ceased to be a matter of serious controversy: that the two legends would have
arrived at a modus vivendi that no one would need any longer to disturb. The
modus vivendi is easily established: Pelops first, Herakles second, as refounder
or developer of the games. Indeed it clearly was becoming established; for
what Pindar throughout his account is concerned to defend is not the
connexion of Herakles with Olympia but the priority of that connexion. Why,
at this stage, should Pindar wish to disturb it?

It has occurred to me to wonder whether the answer may not perhaps be
found in the political situation in the Peloponnese, and in Elis in particular, in
the period immediately following the Persian wars. During this period a good
deal of disaffection against Sparta became apparent, notably in Arkadia: it
was not many years after our ode that Sparta fought two battles there, at
Tegea against Argos and Tegea, at Dipaia against all the Arkadians except the
Mantineians. And there will have been disaffection in Elis too: there are two
hints that it was there already––the Eleian seer Hegesistratos, arrested and
condemned by the Spartans (at some date before Plataia) for his activities
against them; the Eleian contingent for Plataia arriving late, and their generals
punished. And a few years after our ode, in 471/470, Elis carried out a synoe-
cism; and it is commonly believed––not without reason––that this was
accompanied by democratic reform. All this must have been in the air before
471: there will have been a feeling abroad that Elis was in danger of lapsing
from her Spartan alliance. Now there can be doubt where, in such a matter,
Pindar’s sympathies would lie: Pindar the aristocrat, Pindar the pro-Dorian.
This surely is a time when he might think it proper to bring back to men’s
minds the legends that reflected the supremacy in Elis of a pro-Spartan stock,
that threw the renown of Olympia and its pan-hellenic festival on to the side of
Dorian hegemony. There will have been many to prompt him: with his fame
established as a pan-hellenic poet, he was an obvious as well as a willing
instrument for propaganda.

There at least are some speculations. The cobbler has, I am afraid, done
anything but stick to his last; I can only hope that those on whose province I
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have trespassed will be merciful if I have said anything especially outrageous.
But there are problems here; and they do deserve enquiry.

Now back again to the victors.

Best at the stadion, running straight with legs at full stretch [τ�νον is explained by the
Homeric �τάθη δρ�µο: he was running flat out], was Likymnios’ son Oionos; he came
from Midea, leading his host. At the wrestling it was Echemos who gave glory to
Tegea. Doryklos secured the result of the boxing, he who dwelt in the city of Tiryns.
On the four-horse car | it was Semos, Halirrhothios’ son, from Mantineia. With the
javelin, Phrastor hit the mark. And Nikeus whirling his arm hurled with the stone a
length beyond all others; and the allies wafted from their lips a great shouting. (64–73)

These victors are an undistinguished lot: three of them we know from no
other source; two of them are not even given a city. Pindar must, I think, have
inherited them from an earlier source; one might suggest, perhaps, that their
cities have a certain relevance here––Mantineia, at least, and Tegea, cities
that may now be turning against Sparta, and Pindar shows them with their
members owing allegiance to Herakles. But with two victors left cityless, I can
hardly believe that Pindar set great store by the implications of the list.

That at last is an end of historical speculation. And now, to finish the paper,
I will confine myself to poetry.

And the lovely light of the fair-faced moon lit up the evening; | and the whole grove
was filled with singing in glad festivity, after the fashion of the revel-song (73–7).

The games were held at the time of the full moon, which rises of course at
sunset. There is another description of the Olympian full moon in O. 3. 19 f.,
in a passage every bit as effective as the passage here: Pindar was obviously
deeply affected by the memory of this singing and festivity in the moonlight.

And now he comes back again from the myth to the present and to the
victor. He makes his transition by means of the victory-song: just as they sang
one then, let us sing one now.

Following the beginning made of old, now too let us grace a lordly victory with a song
that bears its name, and sing loud of the thunder and of the fire-handed dart of Zeus
who rouses the thunderclap, the blazing bolt that is fitting in every mastery; and the
rich singing shall to the sound of the pipe meet the songs | that have come forth by
glorious Dirke . . . (78–85).

With this he touches again upon his apology: his ode is late, but a thing
though late may be welcome all the more for its lateness, like a son born at last
to a man in his old age, when he was despairing of an heir:

that have come forth by glorious Dirke––after a long time, but even as a son from his
wedded wife fills the long desire of a father who has come now to the reverse of youth,

Pindar’s Odes for Hagesidamos of Lokroi 71



and greatly does he warm his heart with love; for when a man’s wealth gets to tend it
an alien from outside it is a hateful thing to him when he dies; so . . . (85–90).

And here Pindar, almost unnoticed, leaves the rails. He has said ‘just as a son
born to a man late in life is welcome’; he should go on therefore, ‘so this
ode is welcome’. But as the simile developed it suggested another point of
resemblance, between the man without an heir and the victor without a song;
and it is this point that Pindar takes up as he leaves the simile.

So when a man does noble things and then comes without a song, Hagesidamos, to
the steading of Hades, he has panted in vain and has given his labour but a brief
delight (91–3).

The same point that we had in O. 11: without a song, men forget; the victor’s
glory perishes with him. But with a song it endures. As indeed it does endure:
when we now, eighty generations later, on a winter evening in a barbarian
island, can still picture the young Hagesidamos in the flush of victory on that
hot August day in Greece.

But on you the lyre’s delightful words and the sweet flute sprinkle their grace, and
Zeus’ Pierian daughters nurture your spreading fame; | and I, lending them an eager
hand, have embraced the Lokrians’ famous folk, drenching in honey this city with its
goodly men; and I have praised the lovely son of Archestratos, whom I saw as he won
by strength of hand by the Olympian altar on that day––fair in his form and blended
with youth––youth that once kept ruthless death from Ganymedes with the Cyprian’s
aid (93–105).
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5

 Fragment of a Commentary
on Pindar, Olympian 10

64–6. Best at the single course, running straight with his legs at full stretch,
was Likymnios’ son Oionos; he came from Midea leading his host.

64. �τάδιον: the shortest of the three ordinary footraces of historical times.
All three were run on the stadion, a straight track of c. 190 metres,1 with
turning-posts (one for each competitor) at either end. This race, the stadion,
was a single length of the track; the longer races consisted of a number of legs
out and home along the track, with sharp turns of 180 degrees between
legs (the δ�αυλο two legs, c. 380 metres; the δ�λιχο probably twenty legs,2

c. 3,800 metres.
α� ρ
�τευ�εν: was α' ριτο; equivalent to �ν�κηεν, and followed by the same

accusative of the event (τάδιον) that is normal after νικα̃ν (in Pindar, O. 4. 22
χαλκ�οιι . . . �ν &ντει νικ3ν δρ�µον, O. 13. 30 ταδ�ου νικ3ν δρ�µον; in prose,
e.g. Th. 5. 49. 1 παγκράτιον . . . �ν�κα). Cf., after another synonym, B. 6. 15
τάδιον κρατ$α; after α� ριστε/ειν itself Theokr. 15. 98 τ-ν �άλεµον α� ρ�στευε.

εθ�ν τ�νον: internal accusative after τρ�χων, specifying that in which the
action of the verb consists (his running was an ε.θG τ�νο): ‘running a going-
flat-out in a straight line’. This gives the two characteristics of the stadion:
there were no turns, and it was a sprint with the runners going flat out for the
whole distance. τ�νο is the verbal noun corresponding to τε�νω; for its use

1 There were of course slight local variations: Fiechter, RE iiiA. 1969. At Olympia, the fourth-
century stadion whose remains survive is 191.27 metres long; it may be supposed to have
reproduced fairly closely the length of the earlier and differently sited stadion.

2 Sch. S. El. 684 τιν! δ�λιχ�ν φαιν α� γων�αθαι Ο� ρ�την, H �τιν κ� τάδια, κ� �τ3ν Sντα,
Oτε τ"ι φ/ει ,α τὰ τ�ρµατα το+ δρ�µου �ποι$ατο (so Soud. s.v., &τι δ! Y δ�λιχο κ� τάδια).
There may well be a reference to the δ�λιχο in Ioh. Chrys. Praef. in ep. Phil. (Patrologia Graeca
62. 180) Y τρ�χων �ὰν δ�κα δια/λου δραµFν τ-ν Uτερον α� φ"ι, τ- πα̃ν α� π�λεε, and in Philox.
AP 9. 319. 3 (Gow–Page, HE 3038) δ� δ�κ’ α� π- ταδ�ων. On the other hand sch. Ar. Birds 292
(= Soud. δ�αυλο) has δ�αυλο Y διττ-ν &χων τ-ν δρ�µον �ν τ"ι πορε�αι, τ- πληρ3αι τ- τάδιον κα�
@ποτρ�ψαι, δολιχ�δροµοι δ! ο# fπτὰ τρ�χοντε (where I would suppose fπτά to be fπτὰ δια/λου,
not fπτὰ τάδια).



here of intense physical effort (‘straining every nerve’) cf. the use of τε�νω in
Il. 23. 375 Mπποιι τάθη δρ�µο, 758 (= Od. 8. 121) το�ι δ’ α� π- ν/η τ�τατο

δρ�µο: their running was stretched or strained tight, they ran flat out. πο�,
which would be idle with τρ�χων alone (with what else can a man run?),
becomes meaningful with ε.θGν τ�νον τρ�χων: the all-out effort is made with
the legs.

The manuscripts have (unmetrically) ε.θ/τονον. The correction to ε.θGν
τ�νον3 is certain, and is now generally accepted; but it seems not yet to have
been understood. It is consistently rendered ‘course’ or the like: e.g. LSJ s.v.
III;4 Sandys, ‘running a straight course on his feet’; Dornseiff, ‘eine gerade
Bahn mit den Füssen laufend’; Bowra, ‘who ran a straight stretch on his feet’.5

This alleged meaning is fictitious. The English and German nouns ‘stretch’
and ‘Strecke’, cognate with the verbs ‘stretch’ and ‘strecken’ = τε�νειν, acquire
the meaning ‘a continuous length or distance’; Greek τ�νο does not.

65. Λικυµν
ου: son of Elektryon by Midea, and half-brother of Herakles’
mother Alkmene.

66. Ο�ων��: all else we know about him is the story of his death: he accom-
panied Herakles to Sparta, and was killed there by the sons of Hippokoon; in
revenge Herakles killed the sons of Hippokoon in turn.

Μιδ�αθεν: Midea is a Mycenean fortress about 7 km. north-north-east of
Tiryns, in the foothills at the edge of the Argive plain. Likymnios’ mother
Midea was its eponymn.

66. And at the wrestling it was Echemos who gave glory to Tegea.
The function of such a sentence, with articular participle and with a form

of ε4ναι either (as usually) expressed or (as here) dispensed with, is to identify
the person or thing defined by the participle: S. Ai. 1288 Hδ’ Iν Y πράων

τα+τα, ‘this was the man who did it’; E. Hek. 120–2 Iν δ’ Y τ- µ!ν -ν σπε/δων

α� γαθ-ν . . . Pγαµ�µνων, ‘the man who urged your cause was A.’; Hdt. 2. 171. 3
α# ∆αναο+ θυγατ�ρε Iαν α# τ=ν τελετ=ν τα/την �ξ Α�γ/πτου �ξαγαγο+αι,
‘the daughters of D. were the persons responsible for exporting this ritual’;
Th. 8. 68. 1 Iν δ’ Y µ!ν τ=ν γν�µην τα/την ε�πFν Πε�ανδρο, ‘the man who

3 Bergk, following Thiersch. Hermann (in Heyne, iii. 307 f.) proposed ταδ�ου . . . ε.θGν π�νον
(construed after α� ρ�τευεν, with πο� τρ�χων alone and idle); Thiersch then ταδ�ου . . . ε.θGν
τ�νον (construed as Hermann?); Bergk then (ed. 2) τάδιον . . . ε.θGν τ�νον.

4 They say ‘metaph., tenor of one’s way, course’, and cite two instances: this, and Plu. Dem. 13.
4 Oπερ α� φ’ fν- κα� α� µεταβ�λου διαγράµµατο τ" πολιτε�α dνα τ�νον &χων �ν το� πράγµαιν
α� ε� διετ�λεε. The second instance is as spurious as the first: α� φ’ fν- διαγράµµατο is a musical
term (it appears in the sustained musical metaphor at Mor. 55d), and τ�νο therefore is to be
understood in its musical sense.

5 Lattimore renders ‘keeping the strain of his running in an even course’; this avoids the
common error without suggesting ‘flat out’, and misses ε.θ/ν altogether.
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moved this resolution was P.’6 Here, where Pindar is concerned to identify the
victor at the wrestling as Echemos of Tegea, we might most simply have had
Iν δ! Y πάλα-ι νικ3ν  Ε' χεµο Τεγεάτα, ‘the victor at wrestling was E. of T.’ But
in place of ‘won’ Pindar prefers the more colourful ‘gave glory to his country’;
and this would give Iν δ! Y πάλα-ι κυδα�νων τὰν πάτραν Ε' χεµο Τεγεάτα, ‘the
man who gave glory to his country at wrestling was E. of T.’ Instead of this we
have Y δ! πάλα-ι κυδα�νων Ε' χεµο Τεγ�αν, ‘the man who brought glory to
Tegea at wrestling was Echemos’; where Tegea, properly part of the identifica-
tion, is made to construe as part of the definition. Quite illogical; but succinct
and so effective. The word order helps: though syntactically Τεγ�αν construes
in the definition, placed where it is in the sentence it is felt readily enough to
behave as part of the identification, as if it were ‘the man who gave glory in
the wrestling was Echemos, who gave it to Tegea’.

67–8. And Doryklos secured the result of the boxing; Tiryns was the city
where he dwelt.

67. ∆�ρυκλο�: otherwise unknown. (The same name is borne by four other
minor characters in legend: see RE and Roscher s.v.)

�φερε as in ν�κην φ�ρειν, ‘secure the victory’: I. 7. 21 φ�ρει γὰρ Ι� θµο� | ν�καν

παγκρατ�ου, N. 3. 18 τ- καλλ�νικον φ�ρει.
τ�λο�: ‘issue, outcome, result’. The outcome or result of a contest is

normally the victory of one or other of the contestants: its τ�λο is someone’s
ν�κη. Hence Pindar here, bent on varying his expressions for ‘won’, uses τ�λο
in place of the ordinary ν�καν: the phrase is (and was meant to be) recherché,
but is wholly intelligible.

It needs to be said firmly that τ�λο does not and could not, either here or
elsewhere, mean ‘prize’. That meaning has been supposed here for the past
two centuries (with φ�ρειν of securing a prize as at O. 9. 98), and is alleged by
LSJ s.v. III. 2b both here and in four other places in Pindar and Bacchylides;
but ‘prize’ is no natural development of any of the authenticated meanings of
τ�λο, and in all five passages one or other of the authenticated meanings
makes perfect sense. At N. 7. 57 the context is not even agonistic, and τ�λο is
the ‘consummation’ of having complete ε.δαιµον�α; at B. 11. 6 the goddess
Victory κρ�νει τ�λο α� θανάτοι�ν τε κα� θνατο� α� ρετα̃, determines the issue
of prowess; at I. 1. 27 �φ’ fκάτωι | &ργµατι κε�το τ�λο each event (i.e. each of
the events later comprised in the pentathlon) had its own result; at P. 9. 118,
where the girl’s suitors run a race with the girl herself stationed at the end of

6 People usually speak as if (e.g., in E. Hek.) Agamemnon was subject and Y . . . πε/δων
predicate. I am far from sure that this is the right way round; but I am far from sure that it is
meaningful in such identifying sentences to talk of ‘subject’ and ‘predicate’ at all. In cases like
S. Ph. 114 ο.κ αk ρ’ Y π�ρων . . . ε,µ’ �γ�; the person of ε�µ� is irrelevant to the point at issue.
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the track, τ�λο &µµεν α' κρον, and she is to be given to the first to touch her,
she is τ�λο not qua prize but qua finishing-post (as α' κρον makes clear; for
τ�λο of the end of a course cf. B. 5. 45, the racehorse πρ- τ�λο 6ρν/µενον;
Pl. R. 613c, runners πρ- τ�λο �λθ�ντε). 7

Τ
ρυνθα να
ων π�λιν will be felt as ‘who dwelt in Tiryns as his city’ rather
than ‘who dwelt in the city of Tiryns’. The simple apposition of π�λι to a
city’s name is very rare in early poetry (I find it only at Il. 9. 530 α� µφ� π�λιν

Καλυδ3να, Od. 11. 510 α� µφ� π�λιν Τρο�ην, Pi. P. 9. 106 Ι' ραα πρ- π�λιν);8 and
here the separation of Τ�ρυνθα . . . π�λιν by the verb will help to give the effect
that I suppose. (English can mirror the effect only imperfectly in a dependent
clause; it can do better in an independent one, Τ�ρυνθα &ναιε π�λιν, ‘the city
he dwelt in was Tiryns’.) Simple apposition is very common in Herodotos
(c. 120 instances), but only as a rule when the city is one whose name would
or might be unfamiliar to the average Greek;9 I observe that Pindar’s Ι' ραα

πρ� π�λιν is just such a case.
69–70. And on the four horses it was Semos, Halirrothios’ son, from Manti-

neia. (The verb is left unexpressed; ‘won’ can be immediately understood
from what precedes.)

69. α� ν’ �πποι�ι . . . τετρά�ιν: for ‘on the four horses’ equivalent to ‘on the
four-horse chariot’ see O. 1. 41 n. <But Barrett’s commentary on O. 1 is not
extant.>

70. �α̃µο� " #λιροθ
ου: the man and his father are known to us, but only
from two quotations preserved in the scholia on our passage; and there is
some doubt about his name––Semos (Dor. ^α̃µο) or Seros.

The first quotation is from Hesiod (fr. 49), and shows that our man and his
father were known in legend before Pindar’s time: lτοι Y µ!ν ^"ρον κα�

Pλάζυγον υ#�α �θλο/; the verb obviously ‘begot’, the father named by

7 Jebb, on B. 11. 6, treats of all these instances, ours included (except that he very properly
ignores N. 7), and explains them all correctly: B. 11 ‘issue’, O. 10 and I. 1 ‘result’, P. 9 ‘goal’. Yet
he is so much under the thrall of convention that he fancies ‘prize’ to be ‘a fair rendering’ in
O. 10 and ‘implied’ in I. 1. The answer to this sloppiness (if it needs an answer) is that τ�λο
could be used equally well in either case if no prize were given; as indeed in O. 10 Pindar
indicates by no word that any was.

8 I have checked epic, lyric, Aeschylus, and Sophocles. I say ‘simple apposition’: I do not
count, that is, instances where π�λι (or a synonym) is qualified by an adjective or genitive, as
Il. 2. 501 Μεδε3νά τ’ �υκτ�µενον πτολ�εθρον, Alk. fr. 337 Jντανδρο Λελ�γων π�λι. Nor do I
count Il. 6. 152 &τι π�λι Ε� φ/ρη, 11. 711.

9 In metropolitan Greece he has π�λι with Trachis, Alpenos, Neon, Amphissa, Drymos,
Akraiphie, Anthele. There is a tendency for π�λι to be added more readily in topographical
descriptions in which other features (rivers, mountains, etc.) are named; this may account
for Τρηχ� π�λι at 7. 199 (against five instances without π�λι) and perhaps Jµφιαν π�λιν at 8.
32. 2; also e.g. for ^ητο+ π�λιο at 7. 33 (against six instances without π�λι). There may also
be a tendency for π�λι to be added when it is said that someone founded a city or settled in it:
e.g. 1. 168 κα� �νθα+τα &κτιαν π�λιν Jβδηρα.
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the scholia (evidently from the context in Hesiod) as Halirrhothios son of
Perieres and Alkyone,10 a quite separate person from the Halirrhothios son
of Poseidon of Attic legend. The second quotation is of two scazons from
an ,αµβο by ‘Diphilos author of the Theseis’: τρωφα̃ι δ! π�λου n Y

ΜαντινεG ^"*ο, | K πρ3το αT ρµατ’ lλαεν παρ’ Pλφει3ι; this is of little
value, for it adds nothing to what Pindar says, and since we know nothing of
the author we cannot treat him as independent of Pindar.11

Now the text. The medieval tradition has α̃µ’ Α� λιρ(ρ)οθ�ου, and I do not
think it can be doubted that this (unmetrical nonsense though it is) was in
Aristophanes’ text: the scholia offer three explanations of it (all patently
absurd), and two at least of these can be shown to be ancient.12

What we need is evidently the name of the victor and his father, the two
together to have the scansion − ∪ −− ∪ − or its equivalent. For the victor it
appears from the scholia that three possibilities were canvassed in antiquity:
(a) 83b: ^α̃µο read by Aristodemos (late second century bc), adducing
Diphilos as Y ΜαντινεG ^"µο; (b) 83f: ^"ρο read by τιν�, adducing Hesiod;
(c) 83a: ΗT ρω read by Didymos, adducing Diphilos as Y ΜαντινεG ΗT ρω.
Of these, ΗT ρω (impossible as a proper name, and unmetrical in Pindar) will
be a corruption not of ^"µο but of ^"ρο; presumably Didymos found it
in a text of Diphilos (-ΕΥ^ΗΡΩ^, an easy corruption of -ΕΥ^^ΗΡΟ^) and
incorporated it thence into Pindar.13

10 Iν δ! Y ^"ρο το+ Α� λιρροθ�ου το+ Περι$ρου κα� Pλκυ�νη: I suppose that Alkyone is
intended as mother of Halirrhothios not of Seros.

11 He is referred to twice: once (83a) as τ-ν γράφοντα τ=ν Θηη�δα, once (83b) as ∆�φιλο Y τ=ν
Θηη�δα ποι$α. He may or may not be identical with the Diphilos who wrote a poem attacking
a philosopher Boidas (sch. Ar. Clouds 96); but in any case we know nothing more of that
Diphilos either (not his date: in sch. Ar. the sequence in πρ3τον µ!ν . . . &πειτα is logical not
temporal). Nor do we know whether the Theseis attributed to him is the poem supposed to
belong to the sixth century.

12 Two of them suppose α̃µα to be something like ‘note, distinction’: (a) α̃µ’ Α� λιρροθ�ου =
�π�ηµο qν Α� λιρρ�θιο (84a. 5, 84d. 10) sc. �ν�κα, periphrastic like #ερ= r Τηλεµάχοιο (83a.
12–14 ο#ονε� τ- ηµε�ον κα� C δ�ξα το+ Α� λιρροθ�ου, 83c); (b) �π�ηµο �γ�νετο Y Α� λιρρ�θιο (83b.
6, 84a. 3–4), presumably σα̃µ’ Α� λιρροθ�ου sc. �γ�νετο. (c) The third (84d with 84c and 84e)
supposes σα̃µ’ Α� λιρροθ�ου to be Theseus (sc. �ν�κα), οZον Hµοιο qν Α� λιρροθ�ωι τ3ι α� δελφ3ι (i.e.
the Attic Halirrhothios, like Theseus a son of Poseidon); presumably α̃µα taken as something
like ‘mark, likeness’.

The antiquity of these interpretations: either (a) or (b) was rejected (83b) by Aristodemos; (c)
was supported (84e) by a reference to the historian Aristippos (FGrHist 317 F 4) for Theseus’
participation in the games.

13 I think it less likely that Didymos took over ^"ρο uncorrupted from Diphilos, and that
there has been systematic corruption in the scholia (three instances, only one following -).
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6

Pindar’s Twelfth Olympian and the
Fall of the Deinomenidai

I. THE ODE

The ode celebrates a number of victories (all of them, as we shall see, in the
δ�λιχο, the ‘long’ race) won by a certain Ergoteles, of Himera in Sicily. It is
not in any proper sense an Olympian at all: the first victory mentioned was at
Olympia, which is why the ode was classified by Aristophanes of Byzantium
among the Olympians; but the most recent of the victories, the immediate
occasion of the ode, was won not at Olympia but at Pytho.1

The ode begins with an invocation of Fortune, and a prayer that she should
protect the victor’s city. From this it proceeds, in the regular fashion of
the Greek hymn, to a statement of Fortune’s power; and this statement
then merges into a gnomic passage on the instability and unpredictability
of human affairs, from which in turn we emerge to the victor and to his
changing fortune and final success.

‘I pray you, daughter of Zeus of Freedom, keep in your care Himera in her
widespread might, o saviour Fortune. Yours is the piloting of swift ships on
the sea, and on land of rapid warfare and gatherings where men give counsel;
while men have their hopes tossed often up, and now down, as they cleave a
sea of vain illusion,

‘and none yet on earth has found a sure token from the gods about an
issue that is to be, and their perception of what is to come is blind. Men have
found many a thing fall out contrary to their judgment, to the reverse of
delight; while others have met with grievous squalls and then in a moment
got abundant good in place of hurt.

<Journal of Hellenic Studies 93 (1973), 23–35.>
1 Similarly Olympian 9 is classified as an Olympian because it begins with the Olympic

victory (of 468) and comes only thereafter to the Pythian victory (of 466).



‘Son of Philanor, so it is with you: by the hearth of your kin, like a cock that
fights at home, the glory of your feet would have shed its leaves without
renown, if civil strife that sets man against man had not bereft you of your
native Knossos. But now, instead, you have taken a garland at Olympia, and
twice from Pytho, and at the Isthmos, Ergoteles; and you take in your hands
the hot waters of the nymphs and consort with fields that are your own.’

I I . THE VICTOR

Ergoteles son of Philanor was a citizen of Himera in Sicily––a citizen, but not
a native: as Pindar tells us (16), he was born a Cretan, in Knossos, but had to
leave Knossos as a result of τάι. When he came to live in Himera, no one
tells us; but we can make a very probable guess.

At some time in the late 480s Himera was in the power of a tyrant, Terillos;
and this Terillos was then expelled by Theron tyrant of Akragas. It was
Terillos’ appeal to Carthage that provided the occasion of the Carthaginian
invasion of Sicily in 480, defeated by Gelon tyrant of Syracuse and Theron
at the battle of Himera; the expulsion of Terillos is therefore earlier, but
presumably no long time earlier, than 480.2

We next hear of Himera in Diodoros’ narrative (11. 48. 6–8) under the
year 476/5. Theron had installed his son Thrasydaios as ruler of Himera;
Thrasydaios governed harshly, and the Himeraians, seeing no hope in an
appeal to Theron, looked for help elsewhere. / Now at Syracuse the second of [23/4]
the Deinomenid tyrants, Gelon’s brother and successor Hieron, was at this
time on the brink of war with Theron, who was supporting a third brother
Polyzalos in disaffection against him; and the Himeraians made overtures to
Hieron, offering, if he would attack their city, to revolt and engineer a sur-
render. But Hieron, rather than go to war with Theron, preferred to negotiate
a settlement; and as an earnest of his goodwill he revealed to Theron the
proposals that the Himeraians had made. The gesture succeeded: Theron
investigated, found the information true, and settled his differences with
Hieron. But Himera paid the price: Theron arrested his opponents there and
put them to death. There were, says Diodoros, ‘many of them’ (πολλοG

Sντα). Then, still under the same year in Diodoros (11. 49. 3), Theron, seeing

2 The facts in Herodotos, 7. 165. No other evidence for the date: when Diodoros (11. 1. 5)
says that the Carthaginians spent three years in preparation for the invasion, the three years is
measured not from Terillos’ expulsion (of which no word) but from an alleged agreement
between Persia and Carthage to synchronize their invasions, and need be no more historical
than the agreement.
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that after his executions in Himera the city was short of inhabitants, settled
there ‘Dorians and others who wished’ and enrolled them as citizens.3

Diodoros recounts all this under the year 476/5; and though Diodoros’
dates are not completely reliable, the margin of error is unlikely to be very
great.4 Now it will appear in a moment that Ergoteles’ victories were won
in or about the years 472–464; it is an obviously attractive supposition that
he was one of the Dorians admitted to citizenship at Himera in 476 or
shortly afterwards. The δ�λιχο seems to have been of about 4,000 metres;5 if
Ergoteles came to Himera when of undergraduate age, he would be ripe three
or four years later for his career as δολιχοδρ�µο. Proof of course is out of the
question; but the dates fit so well that I suppose the probability to be very
strong.

I I I . THE VICTORIES AND THEIR DATES

Pausanias, in his description of Olympia, gives the essential facts about
Ergoteles (6. 4. 11): Ε� ργοτ�λη δ! Y Φιλάνορο δολ�χου δ/ο �ν �Ολυµπ�αι ν�κα,
τοα/τα δ! α' λλα Πυθο� κα� �ν �Ιθµ3ι τε κα� Νεµε�ων α� νηιρηµ�νο, ο.χ

Ι� µερα�ο ε4ναι τ- �ξ α� ρχ", καθάπερ γε τ- �π�γραµµα τ- �π� α.τ3ι φηι, Κρ= δ!

ε4ναι λ�γεται Κν�ιο· �κπεFν δ! @π- ταιωτ3ν �κ Κνωο+ κα� � Ι� µ�ραν

α� φικ�µενο πολιτε�α τ� &τυχε κα� πολλὰ εUρετο α' λλα � τιµ$ν.
This account is evidently based on two sources: the inscription on his

statue, for his victories; and Pindar, for his Cretan origins. One source, Pindar,
is here before us; and since 1953 we have possessed a good part of the other
source, the inscription. This (SEG 11. 1223a < = CEG 393>) is the left half of a

3 Θ$ρων δ! µετὰ τ=ν Ι� µερα�ων φαγ=ν Yρ3ν τ=ν π�λιν ο�κητ�ρων δεοµ�νην υν�ικιεν ε�
τα/την το/ τε ∆ωριε� κα� τ3ν α' λλων τοG βουλοµ�νου �πολιτογράφηεν. I can neither construe
the sentence (with its two unconnected verbs) nor understand the article in τοG ∆ωριε�; but
whatever the corruption I do not think that the sense can be in any doubt.

4 There are two controls. (a) Diodoros, after recording Theron’s importation of new citizens,
continues (11. 49. 4) ο]τοι . . . µετ� α� λλ$λων καλ3 πολιτευ�µενοι διετ�λεαν &τη πεντ$κοντα
κα� 6κτ�, until the destruction of Himera by the Carthaginians. He records this destruction
(13. 62) under 409/8; his ‘fifty-eight’ is most likely a miscalculation for ‘sixty-eight’, and that
gives 477/6 or (by inclusive reckoning) 476/5. (b) An ancient commentator supposed O. 2. 95–8,
in an ode for Theron’s Olympic chariot-victory of 476, to allude to the revolt of his cousins
Kapys and Hippokrates (sch. 173 f, g), and that revolt seems likely to have been linked with the
disaffection at Himera (sch. 173 g: Theron defeated them περ� τ=ν Ι� µ�ραν); what matters here is
not whether the commentator was right or wrong in scenting the allusion (I think it likely that
he was wrong; though I believe that there is an allusion in O. 2. 15–20, after a prayer for the
continuance of the dynasty), but that he presumably knew it to be chronologically possible.

5 For the evidence (which shows some discrepancy) see Jüthner, Die athletischen Leibesü-
bungen der Griechen i 1. 108–9, n. 232.
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thin bronze plate inscribed stoichedon in the Ionic alphabet, with letter-
forms appropriate to a date before the middle of the fifth century.6

Ε� ργοτ�λη µ� α� ν�θη[ε ∪ − ∪
⎯⎯

∪
⎯⎯

− ∪∪ −−
ΕT λλανα νικ3ν Π/θι[α δ� δ�λιχον

κα� δ/�  �Ολυµπιάδα, δ[� δ�  �ν Νεµ�αι τε κα�  Ι� θµ3ι,
Ι� µ�ραι α� θάνατον µν[tµ� α� ρετt &µεναι. / [24/5]

There is room for doubt about the detail of the supplements,7 but there
can be no doubt about the general sense. Pausanias’ account is confirmed:
Ergoteles won two victories at each of the four great games.8

But when Pindar wrote his ode the tally was not yet complete: two Pythian
victories, but only one Olympian, one Isthmian,9 and no Nemeian. We may

6 Jeffery, The Local Scripts of Archaic Greece 246: ‘unlikely to be much, if at all, later than 450.’
7 Those in 2 and 4 are due to Kunze, who first published the epigram (Kretika Chronika 7

[1953], 138–45; V. Olympia-Bericht [1956], 153–6); in 3 I replace his δ[/ο δ�  Ι' θµια κα� Νεµ�αι δ�
by a supplement which avoids the bad Greek of δ/ο Ι' θµια and might perhaps account for a
formal ambiguity in Pausanias (see n. 8 below). At the end of 1 I expect Φιλάνορο − ∪∪ −− rather
than e.g. ∆ι� Κρον�ωνι α' νακτι, but do not know how to provide the last five syllables: in Kunze’s
Φιλάνορο α� γλα- υ#� the epithet is at variance with the custom of these epigrams. It may be
that one should consider a different approach, Φιλάνορο, H ποτε διὰ] | ΕT λλανα νικ3ν
Πυθι[άδα δ�λιχον], with the last line e.g. Ι� µ�ραι α� θάνατον µν[tµά µ� &θηκ� α� ρετt]; on this I
observe (a) that the α� ν�θηκε . . . νικ3ν which it abandons is characteristic: Moretti, Iscrizioni
agonistiche greche, nos. 3, 8, 14, 17, 18, and (aorist participle) 4, 5, 9, 16; (b) that ποτε should
refer to what is securely in the past at the time of the dedication (H. T. Wade-Gery, JHS 53 [1933],
71–82), and so will have to construe only with νικ3ν and not with the verb of 4; factually there is
no difficulty, if Ergoteles dedicated the statue some years after his last victory, but I have no
parallel for ποτε . . . νικ3ν (ποτε νικ$α the epigram for Hieron’s posthumous offering, Paus. 8.
42.9; there is of course no reason why if νικ3ν be taken as representing the imperfect �ν�κα it
should not with a ποτε be antecedent to the leading verb).

[Only after my manuscript was with the printer did I become aware of the treatment of the
epigram by J. Ebert, ‘Griechische Epigramme auf Sieger an gymnischen und hippischen
Agonen’, Abh. Sächs. Akad., phil.-hist. Kl. 63:2 (1972), 79–82 (no. 20)’: �Εργοτ�λη µ� α� ν�θηκ

·
[ε

Φιλάνορο, H ποτε πο�ν] | ‘uλλανα νικ3ν Π/θι
·
[α δ� δ�λιχον] | κα� δ/�  Ο� λυµπιάδα, δ[�

δ�  Ι' θµια κα� Νεµ�αι δ�,] | Ι� µ�ραι α� θάνατον µν[tµ� α� ρετt &πορεν]. He anticipates two of my
suggestions (1 H ποτε, 3 δ[�); he neither shares nor dispels my hesitation over H ποτε . . . νικ3ν.
If H ποτε is in fact right, I prefer my own treatment of the rest of the clause.]

8 Pausanias is formally ambiguous: two each at Nemea and the Isthmos, or two at the two
together? I have supposed this to derive from a similar formal ambiguity in the inscription;
but I have no doubt that the ambiguity is no more than formal, and that the writer meant to
indicate two victories at each venue.

9 Another formal ambiguity in Pindar’s κα� δ� �κ Πυθ3νο Ι� θµο� τε: certainly two at Pytho,
but one at the Isthmos, or two? I suppose only one: this seems the more natural interpretation;
and if there had been two I should have expected Pindar to leave us in no doubt. (The notion
that κα� δ� �κ Πυθ3νο Ι� θµοv τε could be said of a single Pythian plus a single Isthmian victory,
making two in all, is perverse; and no less perverse for Wilamowitz’s tacit acceptance, Pindaros
305. The words might conceivably be so used by themselves, but not when they follow Ο� λυµπ�αι:
one might perhaps, if a man had won once at B and once at C, say ‘you have won twice, at B and
at C’; one could not, if he had also won once at A, say ‘you have won at A and twice, at B and at
C’. I say this because apparently it needs to be said; but the need passes my comprehension.)
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ignore the Isthmian and Nemeian victories (which we have no means of
dating), and confine ourselves to the Olympian and Pythian: when the ode
was written, Ergoteles had two Pythian victories and one Olympian; at some
time after the ode he won a second victory at Olympia. If we can date the four
victories, we shall know within what limits the ode must fall.

Our most valuable evidence for the dates is of course the Oxyrhynchos
victor-list (P. Oxy. 222 = FGrHist 415). This gives us the δ�λιχο-victors
at Olympia for 476, 472, and 468; there is then a gap until 452. The victor of
472 is Ergoteles. The victors of 476 and 468 are not Ergoteles; his other
Olympic victory was therefore either 480 (or earlier) or 464 (or later). Two
considerations between them point to 464 as the most likely date: first, if
Ergoteles came to Himera in c. 476, 480 or earlier is excluded; second, an
interval of eight years between his two Olympic victories is on general
grounds more probable than one of twelve or more, so that 464 is more
probable than 460 or later. Neither consideration of course gives certainty:
Ergoteles may have come to Himera at some other time, and an interval of
twelve years cannot be firmly excluded. But 464 is certainly the most likely
of the possible dates.

Our other direct evidence is in the Pindaric scholia, in their preliminary
notice to the ode. This appears in two versions, which I shall call A (the
‘Ambrosian’ version, in A; / inscr. a in Drachmann) and V (the ‘Vatican’[25/6]
version, in BCDEQ; inscr. b in Drachmann):10

A �Ολυµπιάδα µ!ν �ν�κηεν οζ´ (77 = 472) κα� τ=ν fξ" οθ´ (79 = 464),
Πυθιάδα δ! κε´ (25 = 486) κα� Ι' θµια Yµο�ω.

V Aγων�ατο οζ ´ (77 = 472) �Ολυµπιάδα κα� τ=ν fξ" Πυθιάδα κθ´

(29 = 470).

I begin with the Olympic victories. Both versions place one of them in the
77th Olympiad, 472, which we know to be right. The other victory is ignored
by V but dated by A: dated, however, as ‘the next Olympiad, the 79th’. Since
the next Olympiad was not the 79th but the 78th, one or other of these
indications is corrupt. Before the Oxyrhynchos list was published (in 1899)
the natural thing was to accept τ=ν fξ" and to reject ‘79th’.11 But we now
know from the Oxyrhynchos list that this was mistaken: τ=ν fξ" must be
rejected, for the victor in the next Olympiad was not Ergoteles. ‘79th’, on the

10 It appears from Drachmann that A uses alphabetic numerals and that BCDEQ have the
numbers written out in full; for ease of comparison I have converted these latter to alphabetic
numerals.

11 So Tycho Mommsen in 1864, reading οζ´ κα� τ=ν fξ" οη ́ (78 = 468) and in V οζ́
Ο� λυµπιάδα κα� τ=ν fξ", Πυθιάδα <δ! > κθ ´ ; then Bergk (1878), Mezger, Gildersleeve, Schroeder
(1900).
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other hand, is the very date, 464, that I have argued on other grounds to be
the most likely; we have every reason, therefore, to accept it as genuine. The
two Olympic victories belong to 472 and 464.

Now the Pythian victories. A gives the 25th Pythiad, 486, which is out of
the question. V gives the 29th, 470; and this, falling between the two Olympic
victories, is entirely suitable. ΚΘ (29th) and ΚΕ (25th) are very similar to the
eye, and it is safe to assume that the κε´ of A is a corruption of κθ´ and
that κθ´ is genuine; one of the Pythian victories, therefore, falls in the 29th
Pythiad, 470. For the other victory neither version gives a date. All we know
for certain is that it comes before the second Olympic victory of 464; if
Ergoteles came to Himera in 476 we can also assume (what is immaterial to
the dating of the ode) that it is not as early as 478. We have therefore two
alternatives: the 28th Pythiad, 474; or the 30th, 466.12

If 474 is right, the three victories mentioned by Pindar belong to 474
(Pythia), 472 (Olympia), and 470 (Pythia); there is then a gap of six years
before the second Olympic victory of 464, and within that gap comes the ode.
If 466 is right, the three victories belong to 472 (Olympia), 470 (Pythia), and
466 (Pythia); then a gap of two years before the second Olympic victory,
and within this gap the ode. We may expect the ode to have been performed
fairly soon after the last of the major victories it celebrates: either, that is, in
470 or in 466.

Between these alternatives, a performance in 470 and a performance in 466,
we have so far seen no reason to make a choice. That scholars hitherto have
preferred the earlier date is due in part at any rate to considerations of
political circumstances alluded to in the ode.13 I shall come to these in a
moment; but before I do so I shall proceed to the main point of my argument.
It seems to me certain, from a reconsideration of the scholia, that/there are [26/7]
in fact good reasons for anchoring our floating Pythian victory; and that
it should be anchored not in the traditional 474 but in 466, with the ode
therefore in 466.

12 I mention here two aberrant opinions of Boeckh’s, both of them popular in the nineteenth
century but forgotten in the twentieth; I mention them not for their own sakes but so that I can
account below for other aberrations to which they led. First, he contrived to accept both κέ and
κθ´ , so that the victory of the 29th Pythiad was the second at Pytho; second, he dated the
Pythian era four years too early and so put the 29th Pythiad (and its victory) in 474. The first
aberration was killed by common sense; the second by the uncontestable evidence of the
Oxyrhynchos list and Bacchylides and the Pθηνα�ων πολιτε�α.

13 No one indeed seems even to have considered 466. Before 1899 this was natural enough:
those who thought that the second Olympic victory was in 468 had to put the ode before 468;
those who acquiesced in one or both of Boeckh’s aberrations (see above, n. 12) were at least
encouraged to put it as soon as possible after the Olympic victory of 472. Since 1899 inertia will
have played a part: accepted opinions are tenacious of life, even after the evidence on which they
were founded has perished.
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Of the two versions of the scholion, A is patently corrupt: of the three dates
it gives, one certainly is guaranteed, but one is self-contradictory (τ=ν fξ" οθ ´ )
and the third is evidently impossible (the 25th Pythiad, 486). V is not patently
corrupt: of the two dates it gives, one is guaranteed and the other inherently
probable, and the way in which the two are related is internally consistent,
‘the 77th Olympiad and the next Pythiad, the 29th’––the 29th Pythiad, 470, is
the next after the Olympiad of 472. It has therefore become the custom, since
the Oxyrhynchos list was published (and τ=ν fξ" shown to be corrupt), to
disregard A altogether and to build solely on V; and Wilamowitz (Pindaros
305, n. 1) set the seal on this custom when he accounted for the text of the
scholion in A as a corruption of the text preserved in V: κα� τ=ν fξ" Πυθιάδα

κθ´ was corrupted first by a miswriting κε´ for κθ´ , then by the intrusion of
an οθ ´ arising from a θ written in the margin in correction of κε´ ,14 and finally
(when all this had happened) by the deliberate insertion of a δ� to restore
some kind of sense.

It seems to me that this explanation of the two versions of the scholion is
manifestly false, and this for three separate reasons, each of them, in my
judgment, cogent.

In the first place, the οθ´ in A gives what does seem to be the true date of
Ergoteles’ second Olympic victory. I find it very unlikely (to say the least) that
it should be the result of a corruption, however ingeniously explained, and
should give the truth only by accident.

In the second place, the impossible κα� τ=ν fξ" οθ´ of A is not to be
mended by converting it into the κα� τ=ν fξ" Πυθιάδα κθ´ of V; for τ=ν fξ"

Πυθιάδα κθ´ is equally, if less obviously, impossible. The 29th Pythiad, of 470,
is certainly the next after the 77th Olympiad, of 472; next, but not fξ": fξ"

should be used of an item which is next in the same series. An Olympiad is
fξ" after the previous Olympiad, a Pythiad after the previous Pythiad; but a
Pythiad is not fξ" after the previous Olympiad.

In the third place, nobody so far seems to have asked what the original
form of the scholion is likely to have been. Ergoteles won two Olympic
victories and two Pythian; the scholar who wrote the original note had the
victor-lists before him, with all four victories recorded there. Our scholia are
as a rule generous with their information about the Olympic and Pythian
victories of Pindar’s victors; and here, with three of the four victories
mentioned in the text, there was especial reason to give the fullest informa-
tion possible. I am confident that in the original note all four dates were

14 The notion that οθ´ is the corrupt offspring (in one way or another) of κθ´ had been
entertained already by Drachmann (ad loc.) in 1903 and by Schroeder in 1923 (ed. mai.,
appendix, p. 507).
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given; and above all I find it inconceivable that when Pindar speaks of two
victories at Pytho our Alexandrian scholar should have recorded the date of
only one.

The solution, it seems to me, is obvious enough. Both versions of the
scholion contain the words τ=ν fξ" in a position where they make no sense.
The words must nevertheless have belonged to the original form of the
note––they cannot have intruded themselves by accident; if they did so
belong, they must have formed part of the enumeration of two consecutive
victories in the same games. The Olympic victories were not consecutive;
therefore the Pythian victories were, and the scholion recorded the fact. With
that, we have the answer. The note ran originally

Ο� λυµπιάδα . . . οζ´ κα� οθ´ , Πυθιάδα δ! κθ´ κα� τ=ν fξ".

Corruption to our present versions would not be difficult: first, κα� τ=ν

fξ" will have been transposed into the place of the preceding κα� (one might
guess that the words were omitted, perhaps through homoeocatarcton before
κα� Ι' θµια, and then restored in the wrong place):

Ο� λυµπιάδα . . . οζ´ κα� τ=ν fξ" οθ´ , Πυθιάδα δ! κθ´ . / [27/8]

A preserves this unchanged, except for a further independent corruption
of κθ´ to κέ . But in V someone jibbed at the nonsense of οζ́ κα� τ=ν fξ"

οθ´ , and so removed it by deleting οθ´ . The δ� may have been removed as part
of the same deliberate change; or it may have been lost by accident in a
secondary corruption. Deletion of οθ´ , loss (by deletion or accident) of δ�,
and we have what is essentially the scholion as it now is in V:15

Ο� λυµπιάδα . . . οζ´ κα� τ=ν fξ" Πυθιάδα κθ´ .

If my arguments here be accepted, the four victories are 472 Olympia, 470
Pythia, 466 Pythia, 464 Olympia; and the ode will come between the Pythian
victory of 466 and the Olympic victory of 464. Now I judge the arguments to
be cogent of themselves; but they are clinched by a further statement in the
scholia: on 1 πα� Ζην- Ε� λευθερ�ου we have the comment (sch. 1a, in A)
καταλυθ�ντων τ3ν περ� Ι� �ρωνα α� θλ$α lδη �ν�κηεν· Hθεν τ-ν  Ε� λευθ�ριον ∆�α

<. . .>, n τ3ν ^ικελιωτ3ν κατελευθερωθ�ντων τ" τυρανν�δο. Now Hieron
died in or about 467, and the Deinomenid tyranny was finally overthrown
less than a year later, in or about 466. I shall consider later, in the fourth part

15 I say ‘essentially’: V has also shuffled the word-order at the beginning and has a different
(and untypical) verb, Aγων�ατο οζ́  Ο� λυµπιάδα in place of Ο� λυµπιάδα µ!ν �ν�κηεν οζ´ . One
might guess that this happened at the same time as the deletion of οθ́; if so, the loss of δ� is
perhaps most likely to be part of the same rewriting.
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of this paper, the precise dating of these events and the precise sense to be
sought from the scholion, but one thing is clear from the outset: the victory
referred to cannot be earlier than the Pythiad of 466. Now the Alexandrian
scholar who wrote the original note from which the scholion derives will
either himself have been responsible for the list of Ergoteles’ victories in
the prefatory note or will have had that list before him as he wrote; and
the victory he refers to will therefore have been included in that list.
This victory cannot, as I say, be earlier than the Pythiad of 466; it cannot
(assuming, as I think we may, that our man could count) have been the
second Olympic victory of 464; therefore it was won at the Pythiad of 466,
and my reconstruction of the list and my dating of the ode are thereby
confirmed.

IV. THE ODE IN ITS HISTORICAL CONTEXT

The ode begins with an invocation of the ‘daughter of Zeus of Freedom,
saviour Fortune’, who is bidden to keep Himera in her care. Clearly this
rather unusual invocation will have some especial point in the circumstances
of the time.

We know of a number of cults of Zeus Eleutherios in various parts of the
Greek world. Mostly we know merely of their existence, but in a few cases we
know the occasion on which they were established: in Samos, after the fall of
the tyrant Polykrates; at Plataia, after the defeat of the Persians in 479, and so
perhaps at Athens too; at Syracuse, after the overthrow of the last of the
Deinomenid tyrants, Hieron’s brother and successor Thrasyboulos.16 Twice,
that is, after deliverance from domination by a tyrant; once after deliverance
from domination by an invading enemy.

I have said something already of the history of Himera: the tyrant Terillos
was expelled in the late 480s by Theron of Akragas, and Himera was then
ruled, with notable harshness, by Theron’s son Thrasydaios; an appeal to
Hieron in c. 476 brought only betrayal and disaster. The next thing we know
of is after Theron’s death about four years later. Theron was succeeded at
Akragas by Thrasydaios; and Thrasydaios mustered a large army, of mer-
cenaries, Akragantines, and Himeraians, and prepared for war with Syracuse.
Hieron took the field against him; and after a major battle, with heavy
casualties on both sides, defeated him conclusively. Thrasydaios was deposed;

16 Samos, Hdt. 3. 142. 2; Plataia, n. 39 below; Syracuse, n. 20 below. For other cults see Jessen,
RE v. 2348–50.
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the Akragantines established a democracy, sued for peace, and were
granted it.

Diodoros recounts all this, beginning with Theron’s death, under the year
472/1 / (11. 53. 1–5); but he has no Sicilian events again until five years later, [28/9]
and it is likely that he has compressed into the single year the events of a
longer period. Now in Pythian 1, composed for Hieron’s chariot-victory of
470, there is a passage which has often been taken, and in my judgment must
be taken, to refer to the defeat of Thrasydaios. After speaking of earlier battles
in which Hieron had fought, ‘when by the gods’ devising they found them
honour such as none in Hellas reaps, a lordly crown for their wealth’ (the
battles that is in in which the Deinomenidai established themselves as the
leading power in Sicily), Pindar goes on: ‘but now he has gone to war after
the fashion of Philoktetes; and of necessity even one who was lordly has
fawned on him as a friend.’17 In the context this battle, in which Hieron (ill
though he was) took the field in person, must be one of major importance:
inevitably, I think, the battle in which the Akragantines, the one power now
remaining to dispute Hieron’s dominance of the whole of Hellenic Sicily,
were defeated and sued for peace. And the sentence begins ν+ν γε µάν: I should
suppose the battle to have been pretty recent at the time when Pythian 1 was
composed. Hieron’s Pythian victory was won in the late summer of 470, and
the ode I suppose is likely to have been performed in the autumn of that year:
I should judge the likeliest date for the battle to be earlier in 470––at the very
earliest in 471, but preferably in 470 itself.

At this time, then, the Akragantines installed a democracy and sued for
peace. What happened to Himera we are not told, but there can be no room
for doubt: independence at last from Akragas (whom Hieron will inevitably
have deprived of her principal dependency); a new constitution; and a treaty
with Syracuse.

Now by the conventional dating Olympian 12 comes at the same time as
Pythian 1, with Himera not long released from Akragantine domination. And
to this occasion the opening words of the ode can obviously be thought
peculiarly appropriate: Himera is free, Zeus Eleutherios has played his part; it
is now up to Fortune––whom Pindar for the occasion makes his daughter––
to play her part as well, and keep Himera secure in this new-found freedom.
All this appears to fit admirably; and one can see why scholars have been glad

17 P. 1. 47–52 I κεν α� µνάειεν οMαι �ν πολ�µοιο µάχαι | τλάµονι ψυχtι παρ�µειν�, α� ν�χ�
η@ρ�κοντο θε3ν παλάµαι τιµὰν | οMαν ο1τι ‘Ελλάνων δρ�πει, | πλο/του τεφάνωµ� α� γ�ρωχον·
ν+ν γε µὰν τὰν Φιλοκτ$ταο δ�καν �φ�πων | �τρατε/θη, Gν δ� α� νάγκαι νιν φ�λον | κα� τι �Fν
µεγαλάνωρ &ανεν.
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to acquiesce in the date 470.18 But let us next consider the situation four years
later, at the time when I have argued that we must suppose the ode to have
been performed, after the Pythiad of 466.

Under the year 467/6 Diodoros narrates the death of Hieron and the
succession of his brother Thrasyboulos (11. 66. 4); under the following year,
466/5, he narrates the revolution in Syracuse and the overthrow of Thrasy-
boulos (11. 67. 1–68. 7). I will come back in a moment to the question of
Thrasyboulos’ dates and their precise relation to the date of the ode; but first,
in order to form a picture of the situation in Himera at the time, I will
consider briefly both the circumstances of his fall and the situation in Sicily
during the next few years. My account derives wholly from Diodoros.

When the revolution began, Thrasyboulos occupied Ortygia and
Achradina with a strong force of mercenaries and allies; and there he was
besieged by the revolutionaries. These sent a request for help ‘to Gela,
Akragas, and Selinous, and also to Himera and the Sikel cities inland’;
and help was sent by all––help which comprised infantry, cavalry, and
warships.19 /[29/30]

There was a battle by sea and a battle by land; defeated in both, Thrasy-
boulos in the end capitulated. The Syracusans set up a democracy; voted to
erect a colossal statue of Zeus Eleutherios and to establish an annual celebra-
tion;20 and also ‘freed the other cities that were ruled by tyrants or occupied
by garrisons, and restored democracies in the cities’.21

But that was not the end of the troubles. Diodoros again (11. 72–3), under
463/2 (three years later): immediately after the fall of the tyranny, with
freedom restored to all the cities in the island, Sicily was for a while at peace
and prosperous. But then war and τάι began again: and he proceeds to
describe the situation in Syracuse. The τάι there was between the original

18 Those who in the nineteenth century misdated the Pythiads (see above, n. 12) put the ode
soon after the Olympiad of 472; but they supposed the defeat of Thrasydaios to have happened
earlier in the same year, and so were operating with the same historical situation as those who
put the ode in 470.

19 Diod. 11. 68. 1–2 πρεβευτὰ α� π�τειλαν ε� Γ�λαν κα� Pκράγαντα κα� ^ελινο+ντα, πρ-
δ! το/τοι ε� Ι� µ�ραν κα� πρ- τὰ τ3ν ^ικελ3ν π�λει τὰ �ν τ"ι µεογε�ωι κειµ�να, α� ξιο+ντε
κατὰ τάχο υνελθε�ν κα� υνελευθερ3αι τὰ ^υρακο/α. πάντων δ! προθ/µω @πακου�ντων
κα� υντ�µω α� ποτειλάντων τ3ν µ!ν πεζοG κα� #ππε� τρατι�τα, τ3ν δ! να+ µακρὰ
κεκοµηµ�να ε� ναυµαχ�αν, ταχG υν$χθη δ/ναµι α� ξι�χρεω το� ̂ υρακο�οι.

20 Democracy and Zeus Eleutherios appear in Diodoros (11. 72. 2) under the year 463/2, but
as antecedents of the events ascribed to that year; there can be no doubt that they belong
immediately after the capitulation (for which time democracy is at least implicit in 11. 68. 6,
cited below, n. 30).

21 Diod. 11. 68. 5 τὰ δ! α' λλα π�λει τὰ τυραννουµ�να \ φρουρὰ �χο/α �λευθερ�αντε
α� ποκατ�τηαν τα� π�λει τὰ δηµοκρατ�α. By τα� π�λει Diodoros ought to mean the Sicilian
cities in general, and not merely the tyrannized or garrisoned ones (if these were meant, one
would expect α.τα�); but I put no great trust in his linguistic precision.
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citizens and the mercenaries (ξ�νοι) who had been admitted to citizenship
by Gelon; and these mercenaries repeated Thrasyboulos’ behaviour and
occupied Ortygia and Achradina. They were blockaded there, and were finally
defeated in a battle which Diodoros does not describe until two years later,
under 461/60 (11. 76. 1–2). And then, also under 461/60, he describes
further action against the tyrants’ protégés elsewhere (11. 76. 3–6): first the
Syracusans, and also the Sikels, made an attack on Katane alias Aitna (which
since c. 476 had been occupied by settlers installed by Hieron), expelled
Hieron’s settlers, and restored the original inhabitants; and then ‘those who
under Hieron had been expelled from their own cities were restored with
Syracusan support, and ejected those who had wrongfully usurped possession
of cities not their own; these included men from Gela, from Akragas, and
from Himera’.22 Also Kamarina (whose population had been deported by
Gelon) was refounded by the Geloans; and at the same time Rhegion and
Messana threw out their tyrants, the sons of Anaxilas. The cities then con-
certed an agreement with the ξ�νοι: these were all settled in the territory of
Messana, and other cities left to their original inhabitants.

We can put little trust in Diodoros for the chronology of these later
troubles: the events he describes under 463/2 and 461/60 are his only Sicilian
events between 466/5 and 459/8,23 and one may guess that he has con-
centrated under these two years a series of events that were continuous over
a period of several years from 466/5.24 But the general picture seems fairly
clear: first, immediately after the fall of Thrasyboulos, an abandonment of
Syracusan domination of Sicily and a restoration (at least in the more directly
dominated cities) of democracies; second, a period of some confusion

22 Diod. 11. 76. 4 το/των δ! πραχθ�ντων ο# κατὰ τ=ν Ι� �ρωνο δυνατε�αν �κπεπτωκ�τε �κ τ3ν
�δ�ων π�λεων &χοντε τοG <^υρακο�ου> υναγωνιζοµ�νου κατ"λθον ε� τὰ πατρ�δα, κα�
τοG α� δ�κω τὰ α� λλοτρ�α π�λει α� φηιρηµ�νου �ξ�βαλον �κ τ3ν π�λεων· το/των δ� Iαν Γελ3ιοι
κα� Pκραγαντ�νοι κα� Ι� µερα�οι.

23 Under 459/8 only a brief mention (11. 78. 5) of the capture by the Sikel leader Douketios of
the small inland city of Morgantina; thereafter no Sicilian events until 454/3 (11. 86).

24 The only event for whose date we have any control is the refounding of Kamarina, and the
control is pretty vague. Psaumis of Kamarina, who won with the chariot at Olympia in 452, won
at an earlier Olympiad a victory with the mule-car celebrated in Olympians 4 [sic: 11 6χ�ων] and
5, and the refounding was then still recent: 4. 11–12 κ+δο Sραι πε/δει Καµαρ�ναι, 5. 8 τὰν
ν�οικον dδραν, 13–14 the building of permanent houses still in rapid progress. The scholia have
no date for the mule-car victory (the event was not included in the victor-lists); they do in three
places give the Olympiad in which Kamarina was refounded, but every time the figure is corrupt
(sch. O. 5. 16 πέ = 440/36, 19a omitted, 19b µβ´ = 612/08). Another scholion (19d) affects to
infer from certain premises that the mule-car victory was won at the 81st Olympiad, 456; as it
stands the note is inconsequential, but it could be made at least partly consequential if one
assumed the loss of a premise ‘Kamarina was refounded in the 80th Olympiad’ (π´ = 460/56),
and the assumption is encouraged by the fact that the note is part of the comment on 8 τὰν
ν�οικον dδραν.
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which resulted ultimately in the / elimination of the aliens imported into the[30/1]
various cities under Hieron and a restoration, as far as might be, of the status
quo.25

But I am concerned with events after the tyranny not for their own sake but
for the light they throw on the situation under the tyranny; and there can be
no doubt that in the years after 470 Himera, along with the rest of Greek
Sicily, had been firmly under Syracusan domination. The form taken by this
domination is likely to have varied from city to city. There were cities under
more or less direct Syracusan control, ruled by tyrants (puppets, evidently, of
the Syracusan tyranny) or held by Syracusan garrisons, and freed only after
Thrasyboulos had fallen; they would include, presumably, Leontinoi
(crowded by Hieron with the evicted populations of Katane and Naxos),
and doubtless a number of the smaller cities such as Akrai and Kasmenai. For
Himera, Gela, and Akragas we may assume a different situation: these three
cities, along with Selinous,26 could between them send to the Syracusan
insurgents infantry and cavalry and warships, and cities which could send
these against a tyrant were not, when they sent them, under that tyrant’s
direct control. On the other hand all three cities had had an obviously con-
siderable number of their citizens exiled, and had aliens settled in them in
their place: one might conjecture that Hieron had established in them some
kind of less direct control––a government (democratic, apparently, at
Akragas) that owed him its establishment and was ready to serve his purposes
so long as he remained strong, but in the end proved ready to abandon him or
his successor as soon as the régime showed signs of collapse.27

Himera, then, will have been subject to Syracusan domination in the years
following her release from Akragas in c. 470: a pro-Syracusan faction in
power; exile for anyone suspected of anti-Syracusan leanings; aliens––one
may suppose Hieron’s veteran mercenaries––imported into the city in their
stead.28 And then finally, when Thrasyboulos was over-thrown, freedom––real
freedom this time––from Syracuse in turn. Thrasyboulos was overthrown,

25 A papyrus fragment (P. Oxy. 665 = FGrHist 577 F 1) provides a tantalizing scrap of
evidence for this period of confusion: part of a list of the contents of some historical work
(Philistos?) which described various battles between Sicilian cities and the ξ�νοι (or in one case
between the cities themselves).

26 I do not know what control Hieron may have exercised over this far western city.
27 I assume here that the emissaries of the Syracusan insurgents were dealing with established

governments: this is what Diodoros’ language (n. 19 above) would naturally suggest. But I
suppose we must reckon with the possibility that they were dealing with fellow revolutionaries,
and that there was some sort of coup in these cities before help was sent.

28 If we are to trust Diodoros (11. 49. 4, cited above, n. 4) there was no split between the
original citizens and Theron’s new citizens of c. 476.

Pindar’s Twelfth Olympian and the Fall of the Deinomenidai90



according to Diodoros, in 466/5; our ode was written, I have maintained, after
the Pythiad (August or thereabouts) of 466. The supposition is irresistible
that the freedom alluded to in the opening invocation is the freedom achieved
by Thrasyboulos’ overthrow. It is time now to seek to date that overthrow
more accurately.

Actual dates for Hieron and Thrasyboulos are provided only by Diodoros:
478/7 (11. 38. 7), Gelon dies after seven years’ rule, Hieron succeeds him and
rules for eleven years and eight months; 467/6 (11. 66. 4), Hieron dies after
eleven years’ rule, Thrasyboulos succeeds him and rules for one year; 466/5
(11. 68. 4), Thrasyboulos is overthrown. We have also a statement of Aristotle
(Pol. 1315 b 35–8) on the duration of the Deinomenid tyranny: &τη δ� ο.δ� αUτη

πολλὰ δι�µεινεν, α� λλὰ τὰ /µπαντα δυο�ν δ�οντα ε,κοι· Γ�λων µ!ν γὰρ fπτὰ

τυραννε/α τ3ι 6γδ�ωι τ-ν β�ον �τελε/τηεν, δ�κα δ� Ι� �ρων, Θρα/βουλο δ!

τ3ι fνδεκάτωι µην� �ξ�πεεν.
If we accept Diodoros’ dates and the more exact of his two figures for

Hieron’s rule, namely eleven years and eight months, we must say that Hieron
acceded in the first four months of 478/7 and died in the last four months of
467/6; if we then take for Thrasyboulos’ rule Aristotle’s precise ten months
and a fraction, Thrasyboulos will have acceded in the last four months of
467/6 and been overthrown between one and two months earlier in 466/5. / [31/2]
Now Diodoros identifies his years by the Athenian archon; and if we suppose
them therefore to be archon-years (and take 1 July as an approximation to
their beginning), Thrasyboulos will have acceded between March and June
466 and been overthrown between January and May 465. In this case our
Pythiad (c. August 466) will fall well within Thrasyboulos’ period of rule; and
unless the ode was not commissioned until several months after the victory, it
can contain no allusion to his overthrow.

It is possible of course that the ode was written at some interval after the
victory. Nevertheless the natural time for it to be commissioned would be at
Delphi, immediately after the victory was won;29 and if it was, we might
expect it to reflect the political circumstances at Himera as they were when
Ergoteles left home for Delphi, say in July or August 466. I think it does; and
that Thrasyboulos had already fallen by midsummer 466.

I think it likely that Diodoros’ years for the Deinomenidai are the

29 We have of course no evidence for the way in which odes were normally commissioned.
But the difficulty of written communication (if nothing else) would make personal contact
desirable, and the obvious occasion for this would be at the games themselves; I should be
surprised if Pindar did not make a practice of attending the Olympic and Pythian festivals with
this as one of his motives for attending. Our ode is one of two commissioned after a victory at
the Pythiad of 466 (the other is Olympian 9, for Epharmostos of Opous).
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right ones: dates and lengths of rule are at least consistent with one another,30

and we have some sort of confirmation of one of the dates in the Parian
Marble.31 But we have no good reason to equate these years with Athenian
archon-years: the equation elsewhere is constantly breaking down (in favour
of years beginning some months earlier) with events which are reliably
dated from other sources;32 and what is likely to have happened here is that
Diodoros (or perhaps his source) has loosely equated with Athenian archon-
years the possibly very different years used by the original authority for his
Sicilian dates. Nevertheless this supposition will not of itself get us entirely
out of the wood: a year beginning after the vernal equinox will still put
Thrasyboulos’ fall only three months earlier, between October 466 and
February 465; even a year beginning after the winter solstice would put it
between July and November 466, and this (though just reconcilable with my
suppositions) would be cutting things very fine.

It is conceivable, I suppose, that the revolution as Pindar writes is not yet
successful but merely under way––Thrasyboulos pent up in Ortygia, and
troops or ships from Himera already dispatched: freedom is not securely with
us yet, but it is, or may be, on the way, and it depends now on Τ/χα whether it
does in the end arrive. Conceivable, but I think very unlikely: would Pindar
really write thus with Himera still on the razor’s edge? and would Ergoteles
have departed for the games with his city’s future thus at stake, or arranged
to celebrate his victory with that future still obscure?33 I think it far more
probable that Thrasyboulos has fallen already; and the one obstacle to this
supposition is Diodoros’ figure of eleven years and eight months for Hieron’s
rule. Now this figure clashes irreconcilably with Aristotle’s figure of ten years,
and for that reason is already suspect: Aristotle’s ten years is unemendable
(being part of a total: Gelon seven plus, Hieron ten, Thrasyboulos one minus;

30 The consistency continues thereafter: after relating the fall of Thrasyboulos, Diodoros goes
on (11. 68. 6, still under 466/5) <C π�λι> . . . διεφ/λαξε τ=ν δηµοκρατ�αν &τη χεδ-ν fξ$κοντα
µ�χρι τ" ∆ιονυ�ου τυρανν�δο; he records the beginning of Dionysios’ tyranny under 406/5
(13. 96. 4) and his death under 368/7 (15. 73. 5), and in each place gives the duration of his
tyranny as 38 years. All this tallies; except that I do not know why the χεδ�ν (I suppose
‘approximately’ rather than ‘nearly’).

31 Γ[�]λων Y ∆εινοµ�νου ^[υρακο]υ[3ν] �τυράννευεν under 478/7 (FGrHist 239, A 53):
Gelon by error for Hieron? But then Ι� �ρων . . . �τυράννευεν under 472/1 (A 55), which was right
in the middle of his tyranny: so much muddle here that the confirmation of 478/7 is at best very
uncertain.

32 Constantly, but not consistently: A. W. Gomme, A Historical Commentary on Thucydides i
(Oxford 1945), 4–5.

33 There can be no doubt that the ode was performed at Himera, and not at the festival at
Delphi: it is an ode not for a Pythian victory but for Himera and Ergoteles’ whole career. Nor
was this little masterpiece dashed off (and taught to the singers) in a day or two, in the intervals
of a congested social and religious programme.
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total eighteen), and if the clash is to be resolved it is Diodoros’ / figure that [32/3]
must be changed. Changed I think it must be: &τη dνδεκα κα� µ"να 6κτ� will
be an error (whether of Diodoros himself or of a copyist34) for &τη δ�κα κα�

µ"να 6κτ�. Diodoros’ other figure of eleven years will now be a rounding up
(by four months) instead of a rounding down (by eight); Aristotle’s ten years
will be a rounding down.35 This change made, Hieron’s accession will come at
some time in the last eight months of the year, his death and Thrasyboulos’
accession at some time in the first eight months, and Thrasyboulos’ over-
throw at some time in the first seven months. With the Athenian archon-year
we should still be cutting things fine, with Thrasyboulos’ overthrow not
before July; with a year beginning at any earlier point we shall have all the
time we need.

This change was proposed eighty years ago by Beloch,36 when the one
reason for making it was the need to resolve the clash between Diodoros and
Aristotle. I have added a second and I think stronger reason; and I will now
proceed to add a third.

I have referred already, in the third part of this paper, to the scholion (1a, in
A) on the opening invocation: καταλυθ�ντων τ3ν περ� Ι� �ρωνα α� θλ$α lδη

�ν�κηεν· Hθεν τ-ν �Ελευθ�ριον ∆�α <. . .>, n τ3ν ^ικελιωτ3ν κατελευθερ-

ωθ�ντων τ" τυρανν�δο, ‘the games at which he won his victory were sub-
sequent to the overthrow of ο# περ� Ι� �ρωνα; which is why (the poet speaks of)
Zeus Eleutherios, in view of the Sicilians’ release from tyranny’. When the ode
was dated to 470, this comment was of course dismissed as pure muddle; but
once one dates the ode to 466 it becomes important evidence. The victory is
of course the Pythian victory of 466; and the man who made the comment
may be assumed to have had evidence for the fall of the Syracusan tyranny
which either indicated or at any rate was compatible with a date before the
Pythiad of 466. As it stands, unfortunately, the language of the comment
might create a suspicion of confusion (which might be either original, the

34 Most probably, I think, Diodoros: a man who is hesitating between an exact ‘ten years and
eight months’ and an approximate ‘eleven years’ might easily confuse himself into writing
‘eleven years and eight months’.

35 I do not think one can infer from Aristotle’s language (no ‘died in the eleventh’ for
Hieron) that he intended Hieron’s rule to have lasted an exact ten years. In full it would have
been Γ�λων µ!ν γὰρ fπτὰ <&τη> τυραννε/α τ3ι 6γδ�ωι τ-ν β�ον �τελε/τηεν, δ�κα δ� Ι� �ρων
<τυραννε/α τ3ι fνδεκάτωι τ-ν β�ον �τελε/τηεν>, Θρα/βουλο δ! <δ�κα µ"να τυραννε/α>
τ3ι fνδεκάτωι µην� �ξ�πεεν; for brevity and variety he omitted ‘died in the eleventh’ for
Hieron and ‘after ruling for ten months’ for Thrasyboulos. If Gelon died fairly early in his eighth
year the total could be well under nineteen years: say Gelon 7 years 2 months, Hieron 10 years
8 months, Thrasyboulos 10 months; total 18 years 8 months, which Aristotle could then
(neglecting the fraction) give as ‘eighteen years’.

36 Griechische Geschichte, 1st edn., i (Strasbourg 1893), 445 n. 2. In his second edition he
abandoned the suggestion.
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fault of the Alexandrian scholar who first composed the note, or secondary,
the fault of some intermediary who reworded it); and though I do not myself
believe that there is confusion at all, I must at least expound the problem. The
trouble lies in the expression ο# περ� Ι� �ρωνα: this ο# περ� τ-ν δε�να means
originally, of course, ‘X’s associates’, comes commonly to mean ‘X and his
associates’, and ends up as a mere futile periphrasis for ‘X’. And the suspicion
would be that ο# περ� Ι� �ρωνα here is intended to mean simply ‘Hieron’, and
that the writer has confused the death of Hieron (which by any reckoning is
earlier than the Pythiad of 466) with the fall of the tyranny in the following
year. If so, there are two possibilities: first, that he dates the victory after
Hieron’s death and confuses this with the fall of the tyranny (in this case the
confusion is original and gross); second, that he dates the victory after the fall
of the tyranny but describes this mistakenly as the fall of Hieron (in this case
the confusion might only be secondary). Now if either of these possibilities is
true, it seems to me more likely to be the latter: the confusion is not only a
slighter one but is paralleled in these same scholia in A on Olympian 6 (165:
the Syracusan Hagesias α� νηιρ�θη Ι� �ρωνο καταλυθ�ντο; he must of course
have been killed when the tyranny was overthrown). But I incline myself to
think that neither possibility is true, and that the writer is using ο# περ� Ι� �ρωνα

more meaningfully: that he is referring to the fall of the / tyranny in the[33/4]
year after Hieron’s death, but instead of naming the relatively unimportant
Thrasyboulos has preferred to comprise the whole dynasty, or rather the
dynasty after Gelon, under a comprehensive ‘Hieron’s family’.37

There are then, in all, three ways of explaining the note. On one of them,
which presupposes a major muddle by the Alexandrian scholar who first
composed it, the victory is dated after Hieron’s death. On the others, which
presuppose either a minor muddle, perhaps by an intermediary, or no
muddle at all, it is dated after the fall of the tyranny; and this I believe to be
what our Alexandrian scholar intended.38

37 It may be that the same use is behind the mistake in sch. O. 6. 165: that the original note
had τ3ν περ� Ι� �ρωνα in the sense of ‘Hieron’s dynasty’, and that the Ι� �ρωνο of the scholion is
due to someone who misunderstood this τ3ν περ� Ι� �ρωνα as meaning ‘Hieron’.

38 I suppose the same facts to be behind the note in sch. inscr. b (BCDEQ): Ergoteles, leaving
Knossos as a result of τάι, came to Himera, κα� καταλαβFν πάλιν τὰ �ν ^ικελ�αι πράγµατα
ταιαζ�µενα πρ- Γ�λωνο κα� Ι� �ρωνο �κδεξάµενο ε�ρ$νην �ν�κηε. This is part of the same
note in V that we have seen to have been arbitrarily rewritten where it deals with Ergoteles’ dates
(p. 85 with n. 15), and I suppose there to have been similar arbitrary rewriting here (perhaps
with subsequent corruption). I take the last words to derive from a statement of the same facts
as in A’s (1a) καταλυθ�ντων τ3ν περ� Ι� �ρωνα α� θλ$α lδη �ν�κηεν, with the ‘victory’ that of 466
and the ‘peace’ that which supervened on (�κδεξαµ�νη ε�ρ$νη Drachmann) the overthrow of
the Deinomenidai. What I expect before this is a reference to the events which culminated in
that overthrow; what we have is extraordinary stuff: if there was ever τάι between Gelon and
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I consider finally the question of Zeus Eleutherios: that Fortune should be
invoked as his daughter is proper enough in any city whose freedom is or
has been at stake; it may be thought more proper still if in that city Zeus
Eleutherios has an actual cult. We cannot infer a cult from the invocation; but
we may legitimately investigate the possibility of its existence. There are three
occasions on which its institution might be thought appropriate.

First, after the defeat of the Carthaginians at Himera in 480. This sugges-
tion is based primarily on the analogy of Plataia, where after the defeat of
the Persians in 479 the Greeks built an altar to Zeus Eleutherios (being so
instructed by Delphi) and instituted quadrennial games.39 It has been
supported by the existence at Himera of the remains of a temple (of unknown
dedication), imposing for a town of Himera’s size, whose completion has
been dated to 470–460;40 and by the conjecture that this might be one of the
two temples which the Carthaginians were required to build (we are not told
where) as part of the peace terms of 480.41 This is all very flimsy indeed: the
institution of a cult at this time is of course entirely possible; the evidence
adduced does nothing to make it more than possible.

Second, after Himera’s release from Akragas in c. 470. This I do not believe.
That the freedom turned out not to be freedom at all is hardly an objection: as
one escapes the frying-pan one may not be conscious yet of the temperature
of the fire. But I doubt / whether even at the time the deliverance would [34/5]
have seemed enough of a deliverance to call for the institution of such a cult.
The opponents of Akragas had been massacred, six years or so before; the

Hieron (sch. P. 1. 87 φα� δ! τ-ν Ι� �ρωνα [κα�] πρ- Γ�λωνα τ-ν α� δελφ-ν �ταιακ�ναι τ" α� ρχ"
dνεκα) it would be described here very oddly (with πρ�), it will not have been pan-Sicilian
(Himera in particular owed no allegiance yet to Syracuse), and it was never relevant to Ergoteles
if he came to Himera in 476 with Gelon two years dead. It may be that our man has muddle-
headedly thrown back (with καταλαβ�ν) to the time of Ergoteles’ arrival some reference to the
revolution against the Deinomenidai, and in so doing has garbled it: πρ� (whatever he means
by it) out of sheer incomprehension of the facts, Gelon by what confusion I know not (perhaps
by an over-confident expansion of ‘the Deinomenidai’).

39 Plut. Arist. 20. 4, 21. 1; Str. 9. 2. 31 = p. 412; Paus. 9. 2. 5.
40 P. Marconi, Himera 53. His date of 470–460 is based on the style of the lion-head rain-

spouts; from what can be told of the structure of the temple itself he puts the beginning of the
work in the first quarter of the fifth century, and his more precise suggestion of ‘around 480’
seems to be based only on guesswork (‘presumibilmente’) about the length of time likely to have
been taken over the building.

41 Marconi, op. cit. 164–5 (he makes no conjecture about the deity to whom the temple
was dedicated; ‘perhaps to Zeus Eleutherios’ Dunbabin, The Western Greeks 429). The peace
terms are given by Diodoros (11. 26. 2) as follows (the subject is Gelon): �πράξατο δ! παρ�  α.τ3ν
τὰ ε� τ-ν π�λεµον γεγενηµ�να δαπάνα, α� ργυρ�ου διχ�λια τάλαντα, κα� δ/ο ναοG προ�ταξεν
ο�κοδοµ"αι καθ� οw &δει τὰ υνθ$κα α� νατεθ"ναι. I should have guessed myself that the temples
were to be at Syracuse and Akragas: one text of the treaty for each of the two allied powers.
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survivors of the original citizens would be either, one supposes, acquiescent
in Akragantine domination or at any rate unlikely to welcome a switch to the
Hieron who had proved so treacherous at the time of the massacre; and the
new citizens of after the massacre were Theron’s own importation. I cannot
conceive that enthusiasm for the new order would be very marked.

Third, after the fall of Thrasyboulos in 466. Here we have at once the
parallel of Syracuse: whose citizens at this very time voted for a colossal statue
of Zeus Eleutherios and an annual and elaborate festival of the Eleutheria on
the anniversary of Thrasyboulos’ overthrow (Diod. 11. 72. 2). The fall of the
Deinomenidai was the beginning of a new era not only for Syracuse but for
the whole of Sicily; at Himera too a new cult of Zeus Eleutherios would be
easy to understand.

The invocation, as I have said, in no way presupposes a cult; but if there was
a cult, it may well have been instituted in 466. Conceivably it was already in
existence, instituted when the threat of servitude to the barbarian was averted
in 480; but if it was, there can be no doubt that it took on new meaning now
in 466, with the ending this time of no mere threat of servitude but of long
years of servitude itself.

V. CONCLUSION

I will end by running briefly once more through the first two stanzas of the
ode in this new context.

‘I pray you, daughter of Zeus of Freedom, keep in your care Himera in her
widespread might, o saviour Fortune.’ The Himeraians are free at last, after
long years of subjection to tyrants, domestic and foreign; whether or no they
have signalled their gratitude by a cult, it is to Zeus Eleutherios and his aid
that they owe their freedom, and the Fortune who is besought to guard it
hereafter is named for that purpose as his daughter. And Himera is (or is to
be: for this is a prayer) ε.ρυθεν$: no likely word at ordinary times for a city
as undistinguished as this, but it will strike a chord in men who have just
emerged from subjection into real θ�νο (in whatever measure) of their own.

‘Yours is the piloting of swift ships on the sea, and on land of rapid warfare
and gatherings where men give counsel’: the words come well when in the
winning of freedom all these elements have successfully played their part.42

42 Himera was one of the four cities who between them sent ships and troops to the Syracu-
san insurgents (see above, n. 19); I like to think (but have no means of proving) that she herself
sent both.
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‘While men have their hopes tossed often up, and now down, as they cleave
a sea of vain illusion, and none yet on earth has found a sure token from the
gods about an issue that is to be, and their perception of what is to come is
blind. Men have found many a thing fall out contrary to their judgment, to
the reverse of delight; while others have met with grievous squalls and then
in a moment got abundant good in place of hurt.’ In part, of course, this is
looking forward to Ergoteles’ own case: his disaster in Knossos, turning,
against all expectation, into security and distinction at Himera. But in part
it is looking back to Himera herself and to all the unforeseen vicissitudes of
recent years: the expulsion of Terillos turning into subjection to Akragas;
then defeat by Hieron turning into release from Akragas, but this again into
subjection to Hieron instead; and now at last real freedom once again.
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7

The Oligaithidai and their Victories
(Pindar, Olympian 13; SLG 339, 340)

Pindar’s thirteenth Olympian celebrates a double Olympic victory (stadion
and pentathlon) won in 464 by a member of the Corinthian family of the
Oligaithidai, a certain Xenophon son of Thessalos.

The family had won enormous numbers of victories throughout the Greek
world, and at the end of the ode (98–113) Pindar gives a summary catalogue:
three at Olympia, six at Pytho, sixty at the Isthmos, sixty at Nemea, and others
at a long list of venues from Marathon to Sicily. But this final catalogue is only
the second in the ode: towards the beginning (29–46) Pindar has already
listed (what are included in the totals of the final catalogue) the victories
of Xenophon himself, of his father, and of other named persons who are
evidently Xenophon’s closer relatives.

First Xenophon’s present Olympic victories; then his earlier ones at the
Isthmos (two) and Nemea:

32 δ/ο δ� α.τ-ν &ρεψαν

πλ�κοι ελ�νων �ν �Ιθµιάδειν

φαν�ντα, Ν�µεά τ� ο.κ α� ντιξοε�.

Then those of his father Thessalos:1

<Dionysiaca. Nine Studies in Greek Poetry by former pupils, presented to Sir Denys Page on his
seventieth birthday (Cambridge University Library 1978), 1–20.>

1 As of course they all are (Pindar would not hop back and forth between Xenophon and his
father, or leave a double Pythian victory of Xenophon’s till after the Isthmian and Nemeian):
I shall assume this from the outset, and in the course of my discussion the assumption will be
seen to be justified on other grounds as well. It is by a mere slip of the pen that sch. 56c ends a
long account of the Hellotia with καθ� xν φηιν fπτάκι νενικηκ�ναι τ-ν Ξενοφ3ντα (sch. 50c, on
the Pythia, has the truth); when in similar incidental remarks Puech and Farnell speak of the
Athenian victories as Xenophon’s, I suspect (from the punctuation of their translations) that it
is more than the pen that has slipped.



35 πατρ- δ! Θεαλο� � �π� Pλφεο+

9ε�θροιιν α,γλα ποδ3ν α� νάκειται,
Πυθο� τ� &χει ταδ�ου τιµὰν δια/λου θ� α� λ�ωι α� µφ� fν�, µη-

ν� τε ο#

τω.το+ κραναα� �ν Pθάναιι τρ�α &ργα ποδαρκ=

α� µ�ρα θ"κε κάλλιτ� α� µφ� κ�µαι,
40 Ε� λλ�τια δ� fπτάκι.

One Olympic victory: in 504 (sch. la), in a foot-race (α,γλα ποδ3ν) which
was not the men’s stadion (won in 504 by Is(ch)omachos of Kroton); the
date, forty years before his son’s victory, is compatible with a victory either
as man (diaulos, race in armour; hardly, in view of his other victories, the
dolichos) or / as boy (boys’ stadion). At Pytho, stadion and diaulos on [1/2]
the same day. At Athens, in the same month as the Pythian victories, three
foot-races on the same day (evidently in the Great Panathenaia, held every
four years in the same summer as the Pythia2); according to the scholia they
were the diaulos, the race in armour, and the stadion (I shall come back to this
later). Finally, seven victories in the Hellotia at Corinth: individually
unimportant, but notable for their number.

Then Pindar proceeds:

40 �ν δ� α� µφιάλοιι Ποτειδα̃νο τεθµο�ιν

Πτωιοδ�ρωι Gν πατρ� µακρ�τεραι

2 The Panathenaia were held at the end of the first month of the Athenian year, Hekatom-
baion; the Pythia were held in the second month of the Delphian year, Boukatios; and in later
centuries at least the Delphian and Athenian years seem in principle to have coincided, the year
beginning with the first new moon after the summer solstice. Now I take it to be certain that
when Pindar says ‘the same month’ he means the same lunation, and not the same period of
twenty-nine or thirty days: dates with a new moon between them are no more in the same
month than dinner tonight and breakfast tomorrow are on the same day. But we need not in
consequence abandon the Panathenaia and seek some lesser Athenian festival in the following
month: we need only assume that on this occasion the two calendars were a month out of step,
the Athenians having intercalated and the Delphians not, so that the Panathenaia came at the
end of the same month in which the Pythia had been held. Such discrepancies would be
especially easy in years when a new moon came close to the solstice; I remark therefore that this
happened in two of the years that come into question for the Pythian and Athenian victories of
an Olympic victor of 504. In 506 the new moon will have been first visible (weather permitting)
on the evening of 25 June, four days before the solstice (29 June); in 498, suitable if Thessalos’
Olympic victory was as a boy, it will have been first visible on the evening of 27 June, two days
before the solstice.

Pindar of course did not carry in his head the quirks of local calendars of forty years before;
but he will have known the time of month of the various festivals, and Thessalos would not
forget the sequence of his victories. And I shall argue later that Pindar had another source
available to him as well: a source which may well (n.16) have given him the information direct,
without need for inference.
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Τερψ�αι θ�  dψοντ�  Ε� ριτ�µωι τ�  α� οιδα�·

Hα τ� �ν ∆ελφο�ιν α� ριτε/ατε

Aδ! χ�ρτοι �ν λ�οντο, δηρ�οµαι πολ�ιν

45 περ� πλ$θει καλ3ν . . .

Who are these victors at the Isthmos? To us, in our ignorance, the lines
most naturally mean ‘there will attend on Terpsias and Eritimos, together
with their father Ptoiodoros, a longer measure of song’ (the τε after Τερψ�αι

prospective): Terpsias and Eritimos are sons of Ptoiodoros, and their relation-
ship to Xenophon and Thessalos is left unspecified. To us, in our ignorance.
But Pindar was writing not for an ignorant posterity but for a contemporary
Corinthian audience to whom the personalities were all familiar: what we
have to ask is not what relationships the words suggest to the ignorant, but
with what relationships they might be compatible to the knowledgeable.3

They are compatible of course with those I have just mentioned; but they are
compatible with others as well.

I turn now to the scholia; and there (58b–c) we find set forth relationships
which are very different indeed:

Τερψ�ου α� δελφ- Πτοι�δωρο, κα� Τερψ�ου µ!ν πα�δε Ε� ρ�τιµο κα� Ναµερτ�δα,
Πτοιοδ�ρου δ! Θεαλ�, ο] Ξενοφ3ν. τιν! δ! †τ-ν Ναµερτ�δαν† (read υ#-ν

Ναµερτ�δα) Ε� ρ�τιµ�ν φαιν, Ε� ριτ�µου δ! Α.τ�λυκον.

In the last sentence there can hardly be doubt about the sense, ‘that
Eritimos is son of Namertidas’. This was first restored by Boeckh, who
corrected τ-ν Ναµερτ�δαν to το+ Ναµερτ�δα;4 I think my υ#�ν preferable to
his το+.5

I set all this out in a table (the main version in roman characters, the
variant in italic; disputed positions in brackets): /[2/3]

3 The principle which this exemplifies is cardinal, and––once stated––indisputable; I should
have thought it not only indisputable but obvious, if it were not so commonly ignored by
Pindar’s editors.

4 For the Doric genitive of a Doric name cf. sch. N. 6. 21a Pλκιµ�δα, I. 5 inscr.b Πυθ�α, 70 and
75a Φυλακ�δα. The scholia vacillate unpredictably between Doric and Attic forms in their
declension of Doric proper names (all the above appear elsewhere with Attic -ου); one may
guess that some of their more immediate sources were more atticized than others.

5 The article is better away; the emphatically placed υ#�ν (‘son’ as opposed to ‘brother’) is very
much in point. I add (for what little it is worth) that the corruption I suppose is certainly no
more difficult and perhaps even marginally easier.
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About this genealogy there are two questions to be asked: first, can it be
reconciled with Pindar’s language? and second, from what source or sources
is it derived? I consider the questions in order.

To the first question the answer is an unqualified ‘yes’. It is true that many
editors have been reluctant to abandon the ‘natural’ interpretation (with
Ptoiodoros father of Terpsias and Eritimos): Hartung and Mezger rejected the
evidence of the scholia altogether, and Mommsen came very close;6 Boeckh
and Fennell accepted it, but unwillingly; Gildersleeve and Farnell could not
decide. But this reluctance is a matter more of prejudice than of reason. It will
be due in part to a failure to realize (what Pindar of course took for granted)
that the Corinthian audience were in no doubt whatever about whose father
was who; and in part to the retention, with the genealogy of the scholia, of the
same construction as in the ‘natural’ interpretation, ‘there will attend on
Terpsias and Eritimos, together with (Thessalos’) father Ptoiodoros, a longer
measure of song’. One expects the unqualified πατρ� to call Ptoiodoros father
of someone in the same sentence;7 and with this construction, given this
genealogy, it does not. The difficulty is a real one; but the solution is to
abandon not the genealogy but the construction. This was done by Dissen:

6 They justify their rejection (or near-rejection) by arguments which in each case boil down
to the remarkable assertion (which they do not of course put so openly) that because the
Alexandrians could not agree on part of the genealogy we may disregard them altogether even
where they agreed.

7 The rule which I am implying needs qualification (and it does not of course apply to
instances such as 35, where there is no one to dispute the paternity with Xenophon); but it does
I think apply to our present sentence.
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a dative ‘him’ is implicit after dψονται / (as often after this verb, e.g. O. 6. 72, 9.[3/4]
83, fr. 119. 4), and the τε after Τερψ�αι is not prospective but retrospective,
adding Τερψ�αι . . . Ε� ριτ�µωι τε either to Πτωιοδ�ρωι (so Dissen) or to the
implicit α.τ3ι,8 ‘there will attend on him, together with his father Ptoiodoros,
and with/on Terpsias and Eritimos, a longer measure of song’; the implicit
presence of Thessalos in the sentence will give πατρ� its reference as readily as
would his explicit presence.

To construe the passage thus is not a mere shift to accommodate the
genealogy of the scholia: there are other considerations which call for this
construction, and which even without the evidence of the scholia would point
to Ptoiodoros as father not of Terpsias and Eritimos but of Thessalos; though
I have never seen them set out, and I fear that without the evidence of the
scholia I should set them out in vain. The family had won sixty victories at the
Isthmos, a mere eleven km. from Corinth; Thessalos, with his Olympic and
Pythian victories, was their most distinguished athlete, and the competition at
the Isthmos will have been far less severe than at Olympia and Pytho: I cannot
conceive that he had no Isthmian victories, nor if he had them can I conceive
that Pindar here passed over them in favour of the Isthmian victories of his
kinsmen (and spoke too of those victories as surpassing in number any feat
of Thessalos’9). Thessalos therefore must be included among the Isthmian
victors; and so he is if Ptoiodoros is his father: ‘there will attend on him,
together with his father Ptoiodoros, . . . a longer measure of song.’ That
Thessalos is son of Ptoiodoros will be a fact as familiar to the audience as that
Zeus is son of Kronos; they have just heard an account of Thessalos’ victories
at Olympia and Pytho and Athens and the Hellotia; now, when the next
sentence begins ‘and at the Isthmos, Πτωιοδ�ρωι Gν πατρ�, . . .’, they will be
in no doubt at all: these are still Thessalos’ victories, but conjoined this time
with those of his father (and, as the sentence develops, with those of other
kinsmen too).

And now the second question: from what ultimate source does the
genealogy in the scholia derive? The Alexandrian scholars whose work forms
the basis of the scholia had no Burke or Debrett to help them with their
prosopography; and when we find such genealogical statements in the scholia
we must in the first instance suspect that they are based––whether as infer-
ence or as mere speculation––on the text of the ode itself. This is evidently the

8 I have not found a parallel for (α.τ3ι) Τερψ�αι τε with ellipse of α.τ3ι; but word-order
suggests that Τερψ�αι . . . Ε� ριτ�µωι τε construes after dψονται rather than after /ν. Not that it
matters: the sense is not affected, and I suspect that if one had asked Pindar how he construed
the datives he would have dismissed the question (if he understood it at all) as frivolous.

9 µακρ�τεραι . . . dψονται . . . α� οιδα�: i.e. the victories in question outnumber those at any
venue yet mentioned.
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case at sch. O. 8. 106, where for Iphion and Kallimachos the identifications
range from the victor’s kinsmen (inference from Pindar’s γ�νει, 83) to his
father and uncle (speculation: ‘father’ not unlikely, ‘uncle’ hazardous). But it
cannot be the case here in O. 13: as inference from the text I should have
expected the superficial ‘Ptoiodoros father of Terpsias and Eritimos’; but in
any case––and this is conclusive––the genealogy includes two men of whom
Pindar says no / word. The men who first set forth these relationships must [4/5]
without question have had access to a source other than Pindar.

What source? The answer (first given, to my knowledge, by Hartung10)
admits of little doubt: a family with so many victories to its name may be
expected to have had one or more of the others celebrated in another ode or
odes than ours; and in such an ode or odes things would be said or implied
about relationships that might give the Alexandrians the material for their
genealogy. Said or implied, and perhaps not always unambiguously to the
ignorant: precisely the source that might lead to variant opinions such as
those recorded in the scholia.

I come now to P. Oxy. 2623, first published by Lobel in 1967 (The
Oxyrhynchus Papyri xxxii), and included in SLG as 319–86: about seventy
wretched scraps of papyrus, of which in general one can say little more than
that such few as admit of judgment ‘represent compositions of a kind that
might be attributed to Pindar, Simonides, or Bacchylides’ (Lobel). But in two
of them Lobel has acutely observed indications of the Oligaithidai and
their victories: in 21(a), besides πατ�ρο τ� α' πο and Y µ!ν ταδιο[, what may
be Ε� ]|ριτ�µου καιγ[νητ-; in 22, besides Πυθοι, what may be Κοριν[θ- and
νικα]φορ�αν or τεφανα]φορ�αν. Lobel himself advances the identification
only tentatively, but I think it of itself very probable indeed; add the fact that
we already had reason to suppose the existence at Alexandria of such an ode,
and probability begins to give place to certainty.

Nothing in the fragments themselves gives any clear indication of
authorship. But if the ode of which these two Oligaithid fragments were part
was an epinician (and I cannot doubt that it was11), I suppose its author to
have been Simonides. The alternative is that it should be from the lost part
either of Pindar’s Isthmians or of what was apparently Bacchylides’ single
book of epinikia; but it would be strange in that case, since the seventy
fragments look as if they were spread over a wide range of text, that none of

10 He deserves no great credit for his observation, since he used it, perversely enough, in an
attempt to discredit the evidence of the scholia (see above, n. 6).

11 Past victories may be spoken of in other odes than epinikia: Pind. fr. 94b. 44 ff. (a
partheneion); Bacch. fr. 20c. 7 ff. (an enkomion). But they are spoken of in different ways; and
the way in these lines seems to me incompatible with anything but an epinician.
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them should coincide with anything in the part of the book that is
preserved.12

I have examined the fragments in Oxford. I do not doubt that they are to be
combined as I combine them below (on the left, fr. 21(a) = SLG 339(a); on the
right, in lines 5–9, fr. 22 = SLG 340): my supplements between them in 6 and 8
accord in length with the juxtaposition in 7; the fibres are compatible with
the combination; and the fragments thus combined and supplemented have
the makings of acceptable sense.13

I print at this point an articulated and supplemented text; I give later a
diplomatic transcript, with an account of my readings and a discussion of the
detail. /[5/6]

µικτα δεν. .[
6]νάτωρ τεφα[ν

3 π
·
� α� ντ�νατ

·
�  α
· .[

κ]α
·
� µιν παλα[ι.]. [

µ
·
ν
·
[α]θε� χάριν .[|]. .[.].[

6 πατ�ρο τ�  α' πο ν[ι]κ[|α]φορ�αν γ
·
�ρα α. . [ κA-

ριτ�µου και
·
γ[ν]$

·
τ
·
|ου· Πυθ�ϊ γάρ ποτ[

Y µ!ν ταδ�ο[|ιοδρ�]µ
·
ον
·
, α.τὰρ οπ

· .[
9 .].δ· α.[].[.].[.]π· [|. . . . . .]ε�µηι Κοριν

·
[θ

It is evident that in 4–8 the poet is recalling, as precedent for the present
victory, victories won at Pytho in the past by the victor’s father and by his
brother Eritimos. Now in this, ‘his brother’ is manifestly ambiguous: whose
brother? the victor’s, or his father’s? The poet’s Corinthian audience, familiar
with the personalities, will have been in no doubt; we, who are ignorant of
them, can make at best no more than a rational guess. The Alexandrian
commentators, later than the poet by several centuries and as ignorant of the
personalities as ourselves, will have been in no better case; and might well in
their comment have given different answers––‘the victor’s’ perhaps the more
obvious, ‘his father’s’ perhaps suggested if in 4 the victories were called
παλαιὰ &ργµατα or the like.

12 For presumptive indications of the spread of the fragments see Lobel, 66: ‘considerable
variations of script’; fragments found ‘at different times and in different parts of the site’. They
are indeed ‘possibly [from] more than one roll’, and if so my argument is weakened to some
extent; but I think only to some extent, for I see nothing to mark our Oligaithid fragments as
essentially different from all the others.

13 I ignore the two scraps which are included under fr. 21 = SLG 339 as (b) and (c). Both of
them, like (a), have line-beginnings, and Lobel thinks them likely to be from the same column as
(a): (a) is at the head of the column, and (b) will be from its foot and (c) from somewhere
between them. Neither of the scraps contributes anything to the understanding of (a): the next
after it, namely (c), has only a paragraphos with coronis followed by |ο[ and |κ[.
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I will express this possible difference of opinion in another way: if the
victor’s father be X, Eritimos might have been taken either to be X’s brother
or (as the victor’s brother) to be X’s son. But this is precisely the difference
of opinion recorded in the Pindaric scholia: by the one account Eritimos
is Namertidas’ brother (and son of Terpsias), by the other (corrupt, but the
correction seems secure) he is Namertidas’ son. I cannot think that this
agreement is fortuitous: I suppose therefore that our victor’s father is
Namertidas, and that chance has given us the very passage on which this part
of the ancient genealogy depends and from which its uncertainty arose. I
think indeed that we have the end of Namertidas’ name, and that the account
of the victories was much as follows:

Πυθ�ϊ γάρ ποτ[�  �ν�κων

Y µ!ν ταδ�ο[ιο δρ�]µον, α.τὰρ Y πε
·
[ντα�θλιον Ναµερ-

τ]�
·
δα

·
[·]

There remain a number of loose ends. First, the earlier generations: the
Pindaric scholia inform us––what was not deducible from Pindar’s text––
that Terpsias and Ptoiodoros are brothers, and that Terpsias is father of / [6/7]
Namertidas (whether or not of Eritimos too) and Ptoiodoros of Thessalos;
in our fragment, no word of any of this. From what source then did the
Alexandrians acquire their knowledge? In part at least, we may suppose, from
other references in the ode, whether adjacent to our fragment or remote from
it: when Pindar devotes to the family’s earlier victories two separate sections
of a full-scale ode which together amount to a quarter of the whole, it will not
be thought likely that Simonides gave them no greater part of an ode than we
have in these five lines.14 But I have little doubt that there was a third source as
well: yet another ode of Simonides for another victory. Thessalos, the family’s
one Olympic victor until 464, and a double Pythian victor as well, is a priori a
likely recipient of an ode; and I see good reason to suppose that he did in fact
receive one. The Alexandrians knew that his three victories at Athens were in
the diaulos, the race in armour, and the stadion (sch. O. 13. 51d); from what
source would they know this if not from an ode?15 and from what ode if not
an ode for Thessalos himself ? Pindar, writing in O.13 for Thessalos’ own son,
speaks merely of three victories in running on a single day, and it will not be

14 These catalogues of victories were doubtless prompted by the poet’s patrons; a family
which briefed the poet so fully in one case may be expected to have briefed him no less fully in
another.

15 We have no reason to suppose that the Alexandrians had access to a victor-list for the
Panathenaia; and if they did we have good reason to suppose that they never troubled to use it.
In other places where Pindar refers (as here) to a victory simply as ‘at Athens’, the scholia are
expressly unable to identify the festival: sch. N. 4. 30 (on 19) α' δηλον δ! πο�ον α� γ3να �ν�κηε·
πολλο� γὰρ τελο+νται, Παναθ$ναια κα� α' λλοι; sch. O. 7. 151 (on 82) ε,η δ� α' ν lτοι τὰ Παναθ$ναια
νενικηκF l τὰ ‘Ηράκλεια l τὰ �Ολ/µπια l τὰ Ε� λευ�νια, ,ω δ! κα� πάντα· α� δ$λω γὰρ ε4πεν.
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supposed that Simonides gave greater detail when writing, in our present ode,
for his first cousin once removed; but in an ode for Thessalos himself the full
detail of this unusual feat is natural and indeed essential.16 That ode would
certainly name Ptoiodoros as his father; it is likely enough that our present
ode should name Terpsias as our victor’s grandfather;17 the link between the
two sides of the family, the fact that Terpsias and Ptoiodoros were brothers,
might be given by either or indeed by both.

Second, the later generations; and here we have a substantial problem.
On the one hand the Pindaric scholia mention no son of Namertidas who
might be the victor of our ode; and if our ode is a principal source for their
genealogy the omission, given the fullness of that genealogy, is remarkable.
On the other hand they do include in their variant genealogy an Autolykos
whose presence is hard to account for: τιν! δ! *υ#-ν Ναµερτ�δα{ν} Ε� ρ�τιµ�ν

φαιν, Ε� ριτ�µου δ! Α.τ�λυκον. If Autolykos was named in our ode it was as a
victor; but if τιν� are right he is our victor’s nephew, and a victory won
before his uncle’s is unexpected. It is not of course impossible;18 and τιν�
might in any case be wrong. There is however another and more serious
difficulty: in what possible way could Autolykos be mentioned in our ode that
might (a) suggest but not prove (for this is a variant opinion) that he was son
of Eritimos, (b) connect this paternity apparently with the supposition that
Eritimos was son of Namertidas and not of Terpsias––that he was κα�γνητο,
that is, of the victor and not of the victor’s father?19

16 The ode might also have provided Pindar, to whom it was presumably available, with the
facts he needed for his µην- τω.το+: see above, n. 2 (at end).

17 Just as Pindar’s ode names Ptoiodoros as Xenophon’s. And Simonides, we may suppose,
will have had the good fortune to express himself in a way that an ignorant posterity could not
misunderstand.

18 I exemplify: X is born when his brother is twenty, his nephew is born ten years later when
the brother is thirty; the nephew wins as πα� at the age of sixteen, X wins in the same year or the
next at the age of twenty-six or twenty-seven. Of course such things could happen (and things
beyond this, if the brothers were half-brothers); but they will hardly have happened very often.

If a nephew is (as ours would not be) a sister’s son, then since Greek women married at a
much earlier age than Greek men the overlap becomes much easier. Thus in Pind. N. 5. 43
Euthymenes wins as a man at the same Nemead at which his sister’s son Pytheas has just won as
α� γ�νειο (see P. Von der Mühll, Mus. Helv. 21 [1964] 96–7 = Kl. Schr. 227–8; his explanation
admits no rational doubt).

19 I will answer my own question by setting forth the one hypothesis that I have been able to
construct. Assume that Autolykos was in fact the son of our victor’s brother. Then make the
following suppositions: (a) Autolykos was old enough to have won a victory before the date of
his uncle’s ode; (b) Simonides referred to this victory, without naming Autolykos’ father, by
saying of our victor ‘his brother’s son Autolykos has won such-and-such a victory’; (c) someone
at Alexandria forgot that a man may have more than one brother, and concluded that if Eritimos
was the victor’s brother Autolykos was Eritimos’ son. Nothing here is impossible, and indeed
some Alexandrian scholars were capable of worse things than (c); but I should be very surprised
indeed if it all turned out to be true.
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Two difficulties therefore: the absence from the scholia of a name that one
might have expected to be present; the presence of a name that might more / [7/8]
intelligibly have been absent. Two difficulties; but is their origin perhaps the
same? The sentence in which Autolykos is named is certainly garbled at one
point (τ-ν Ναµερτ�δαν in place, presumably, of υ#-ν Ναµερτ�δα); assume a
second garbling, and both our difficulties vanish at a blow: τιν! δ! *υ#-ν
Ναµερτ�δα{ν} Ε� ρ�τιµ�ν φαιν, Ε� ριτ�µου δ! <α� δελφ-ν> Α.τ�λυκον. Autolykos
becomes thereby the son not of Eritimos but of Namertidas; and is thus the
hitherto nameless victor of our ode.

Now if Autolykos is our victor, he will be son of Namertidas in any case––
by the main genealogy as well as by the variant; and from this two con-
sequences follow. First, we can see why the variant is expressed in this way,
and not by the straightforward ‘Eritimos and Autolykos are sons of
Namertidas’: this is the view of those who in Ε� ριτ�µου καιγν$του reject the
interpretation of καιγν$του as ‘brother (of Namertidas)’, and in rejecting it
they assert ‘Eritimos is (not brother but) son of Namertidas; the brother of
Eritimos is (not Namertidas but) Autolykos’. Second, this formulation
implies that Autolykos has already been named, in the main genealogy, as son
of Namertidas; as the scholion now stands he has not, but I believe that as it
originally stood he had:

Τερψ�ου α� δελφ- Πτοι�δωρο, κα� Τερψ�ου µ!ν πα�δε Ε� ρ�τιµο κα� Ναµερτ�δα,
<ο] Α.τ�λυκο,> Πτοιοδ�ρου δ! Θεαλ�, ο] Ξενοφ3ν. τιν! δ! *υ#-ν Ναµερτ�δα{ν}
Ε� ρ�τιµ�ν φαιν, Ε� ριτ�µου δ! <α� δελφ-ν> Α.τ�λυκον.

First all the relationships according to the main genealogy; then the modifica-
tion according to the variant.

I add a brief note about my correction of the scholion. If I were dealing
with a literary text I should be reluctant to treat it thus, for literary texts are
seldom subject to the degree of corruption I have assumed; but by the same
token there is seldom need for correction on this scale. The excerpts from
ancient commentaries which form the basis of our scholia are a very different
matter: not only were they copied with far less care, but they were deliberately
recast and abbreviated by men of little competence;20 and when we find in
these scholia a learned note that seems confused or inconsequent, we may

20 This is evident at once from the constant variation between different forms of the same
note, above all in O. 2–12 (where we have two distinct recensions of the scholia, one in A, one in
the other manuscripts). For variation in a genealogical statement cf. sch. O. 3. 68a (A) = 68d
(BCDEQ); in a list of festivals, sch. O. 7. 153a + 154a (A) = 153e + 154c (BC(D)EQ). I have
written in JHS 93 (1973), 24–8, <above, Chapter 6> about the corruption (first accidental, then
deliberate) of a note concerned with the dates of victories.
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usually assume that in its original form the note (whether right or wrong) was
at least lucid and straightforward, and that the confusion or inconsequence is
the work of those who copied it and adapted it. Usually we must confine
ourselves to saying ‘something seems to have gone wrong’, and so it was here
before 1967; we are now, I believe, able to do rather more.21/[8/9]

I now amend the genealogical table to suit the corrected scholion (I set by
Thessalos and Xenophon the dates of their Olympic victories):

The only difference now between main and variant genealogies is in the
position of Eritimos. I show him, bracketed, in both positions (italics for the
variant); when I come to the detail of the text I shall inquire whether one
position may be thought likelier than the other.

I suppose then that our victor is Autolykos son of Namertidas. The event:
unknown.22 The venue: unknown; but when the two precedents cited for the
victory are both Pythian, so perhaps may be the victory itself (I shall say more
about this below). The date: at latest, before the death of Simonides in 468/7
(how long before? he was still composing odes in the early 470s, and one ode
is securely dated to 477/6);23 at earliest, a date compatible with the fact that

21 It is hardly worth while to speculate about how the omissions happened. That of α� δελφ�ν
will have been pure carelessness; that of ο] Α.τ�λυκο might perhaps have been deliberate
(excision of the irrelevant), though if so the man who omitted it was inconsistent when he came
to Autolykos again.

22 In my discussion below of lines 1–3 I consider the possibility that there was mention of the
victor’s trainer. If there was, that points (n. 27) to wrestling or boxing or the pankration (and
perhaps, though less certainly, to a boys’ event).

23 Victory with a cyclic chorus at Athens in 477/6: Epigrammata Graeca 185< >–90 Page
(Sim. xxviii). Odes concerned with the battles of Artemision, Thermopylai, Salamis: PMG
531–6. Age in 477/6: eighty, according to the epigram (6γδωκοντα�τη; not necessarily exact).
Age at death: eighty-nine the Souda, ninety Mar––. Par. (FGrHist 239 A 57), over ninety Lucian
Makr. 26. Date of death: 468/7 Mar––. Par.; it may be that this rests on a combination of the
epigram’s ‘eighty’, taken as exact, with the same eighty-nine as the Souda, but even so it will
hardly be very far out.
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the victor’s second cousin Xenophon won as a man at Olympia in 464 (which
tells us little: generations can soon get out of step, and between second
cousins a difference in age of thirty years or so would be nothing out of the
way).24

I come now to consider the text in detail.25

The fragments of the papyrus are reproduced in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri
xxxii on plates VI and VII; these two fragments are on plate VI (referred to
below as ‘the plate’).

1 First line of a column . .[, a round letter, then traces on the line
(ink adjoining the round letter on its right is the tip, with ink lost beneath, of
φ in the line below). Of the round letter, the bottom right arc and (on papyrus
displaced to the left) apparently part of a cross-stroke with a vestige of the top
arc above: the bottom right arc thick for ε, but suited to θ; the cross-stroke
high for θ, but suited to ε; conceivably the appearance of cross-stroke and top
arc is illusory, the ink being from an abraded top left arc of ο or θ. On the line,

fr. 21(a) µικτ
·
α
·
δεν

· . .[

.]να.ωρτ
·
ε
·
φα
·
[

3 ]π
·
� αντ

·
ωνα. . .[

.].ιµι
·
ν
·
παλα

·
[. .].[

]. .[.]θειχα
·
ρ
·
ιν.[|]. .[.].[ fr. 22

6 πατ
·
ε
·
ροτάπον[.]κ[.|]φορ�ανγ

·
εραα. .[

ριτιµουκα
· . .[.]. .| ου· πυθ

·
οιγαρποτ

·
[

οµενταδιο[. . . . .|].ο.·αυταροπ
· .[

9 .].δ·α.[].[.].[.]π· [. . . . . .|]ε·ιµη
·
ικορι

· .[

. . . . . . . .

µικτα δεν. .[
6]νάτωρ τεφα[ν

3 π
·
�  α� ντ�νατ

·
� α
· .[

κ]α
·
� µιν παλα[ι.].[

µ
·
ν
·
[α]θε� χάριν .[]. .[.].[

6 πατ�ρο τ� α' πο ν[ι]κ[α]φορ�αν γ
·
�ρα α. .[ κA-

ριτ�µου καιγ[ν]$του· Πυθ�ϊ γάρ ποτ[�  �ν�κων (?)
Y µ!ν ταδ�ο[ιο δρ�]µον, α.τὰρ Y πε

·
[ντα�θλιον Ναµερ-

9 τ]�δα
·
[·] .[.].[.]π· [. . . . . .]ε�µηι Κοριν[θ

24 A point of method which is of no practical importance: I reckon from Xenophon’s victory,
not (as might seem more proper) from Thessalos’, since we do not know whether Thessalos won
as man or as boy.

25 I must thank Dr R. A. Coles for allowing me to consult him about some of the problems
of the papyrus; at the same time I must absolve him from responsibility for what I have written
about them.

For the two scraps (b) and (c) of fr. 21 = SLG 339 see above, n. 13; here again I ignore them, as
completely useless.
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prima facie parts of a horizontal, ζ, ξ, perhaps (but too far from the round
letter?) δ; but perhaps the foot of a strongly serifed upright followed closely by
the foot of another letter, e.g. υµ

2 Before ]ν, a not very wide letter: could be ο]; not µ] Between α and
ω the foot of an upright; suits τ α

·
[, only part, but I think it certain: the

lower arc of the loop, with ink lost at the left, and a thin vestige of the
underside of the upper arc

3 ]π
·

, parts of the second upright (upper third, foot), with the crossbar
protruding to the right at the top Between the tops of π

·
 and α (the

letters almost touch at the foot) a small hole in the upper layer; on the
underlayer a short slanting stroke, clearly defined and quite unlike seepage.
The only writing appropriate to this position is an apostrophe; I should guess
that there was a hole at the time of writing, and that an apostrophe was
written with its downstroke on the underlayer, its hooked end on surface at
the lower edge of the hole that subsequently came away; on the edge of the
undamaged surface on the left, just below the crossbar of π

·
, is a thin vestige of

ink that could be from the tip of the hook . . .[, the foot of an upright,
then the start of a stroke rising to the right, then tiny vestiges of ink level with
the tops (to the right of the lost tail of φ from the line above); if the first letter
was τ the second was α, and the third, overlapping the tail of α, most readily
(unless a lection sign) τ, υ, ψ

4 ]., a speck on the line (tiny, but certain) very close to ι, presumably from
α; the space suits κ]αι α

·
[, vestiges of the left side of the main stroke, at

the top and at mid-letter; apparently not λ (part of the other stroke ought to
be visible) ].[, a trace on the line above the ν of χαριν

5 ]. .[, first the junction of two bottom arcs, from the underside of µ
(second half ) or ω (not I think χ), then a speck rather above the line
(displaced slightly down and to the left) which in ]µν[ could be from the lower
part of the diagonal of ν; a blurred dark mark level with the tops is perhaps
ink from the top left of ν, but I cannot locate it exactly (below the ]. of ]. ιµ, on
papyrus displaced well down and to the right) .[|], a trace on the line in
place for an initial upright; if a wide π or ν, no letter lost; not µ, ι[α], etc. (a
curved foot would show on the right) |]. .[, the lower half of a circle
(ο, θ), then a trace on the line in place for an initial upright ].[, a speck
on the line, above the mid-point of the tops of ια below /[10/11]

6 ]κ[, not (as Lobel) χ: there is more ink from the upright than can be seen
on the plate (concealed by a tiny turnover of papyrus) �α, not ια-: the
accent slants up briefly from ι, then flattens out over α; for its length and
shape compare (almost as flat) frr. 5. 2, 50. 2; contrast the α- of frr. 2. 4, 59. 11
γ, the foot; from the space, certainly not τ, pretty certainly not ι α. .[,
most of α (not the first half of µ: excluded both by remains of the loop and by
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the trace next described), then two small vestiges of bottom edges, the first
from a stroke (angle not determinable) adjoining the tail of α, the second
possibly but not necessarily from a bottom arc (if it is, α. .[ could be e.g.
αι[, αµ[)

7 
· . .

[]. .ου, compatible with ιγ[ν]ητου (ιγ, serifed foot and trace from
foot; ητ, tip of second upright and speck from left of crossbar)

8 ].ο., compatible with ]µον (and the gap before it with [ιοδρο]): of µ, the
first apex, the right edge of the second, and the tip (close to ο) of the final
curved foot; of ν, a speck from the foot of the first upright, then ink from the
top of the second and from the right edge at the foot. The plate may mislead.
My µ: a dark mark 1 mm. below the foot of υ in the line above is not part of
the writing; the edge of the second apex is 1 mm. below this. My ν: of the
specks from the top of the second upright, the farthest left (with the lower
edge of the following point) is on a fibre detached from the surface and
displaced c. 0.5 mm. to the left (it is attached to the papyrus on the far side of
a vertical break after the point, where there is now a slight overlap); if
the displacement be corrected, the specks no longer suggest Lobel’s ‘upper
part of a stroke rising to right’, but are compatible with the second upright of
ν π

·
, the upper edge (hair-thin) of the crossbar along the break, and

part of the top right angle .[, a trace whose shape and position suit the
upper edge of part of a top arc; hardly α, λ, υ

9 The first five letters (.].δ·α.[) were written at an abnormally high level; by
the eighth the level is normal ]., the tip of an upright, presumably
ι with one average letter lost before it .[, two tiny traces on separate
narrow horizontal strips; the possibilities include  (left arc below middle,
top arc towards right, with ink lost from the upper strip to the left of the
trace) [].[, what looks like the right end, high up, of a gently rising
stroke, and beneath its abraded left part c. 1.5 mm. of convex horizontal trace
level with normal tops (with ink lost? edge irregular; discontinuous at the
left); if at normal level, I suppose � or �, but the accent (unless after all
incomplete at the right) will be anomalously short or far to the left; if still at
high level, perhaps a much abraded κ; if preceded by [ ], the spacing in either
case indicates that there was a point between them, [·](points were written as
part of the text, and occupy space) ].[, a vestige of an upper edge
(normal level) below the α of ταδιο[ ]π

·
[, parts of both uprights and

most of the right half of the crossbar (I think not two letters: the uprights too
close for ]ιτ[, the crossbar too far left for ]ιπ[) Between µ and ι, traces
compatible with η: of the first upright, strongly serifed to the left as at fr. 9. 3,
the foot and the serif at the top (suggesting at first sight the end of a
horizontal); of the second, a vestige from the top ι

· .[, of ι
·
 the top third,

then a trace compatible with the angle at the top left of ν / [11/12]
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We know little about Simonides’ metrical practice; and in what metre this
may be I cannot say. The double-short sequences of 6 and (apparently) 7
might suggest dactylo-epitrite, at least of a kind; and 8 would conform if in
ταδ�οιο δρ�µον the scansion were -ο-- δρ-. But with -ο̆δρ- 8 could be aeolic,
and double-short sequences are perfectly in place in some aeolic: in Pindar,
small clusters O. 9 ep., P. 2 str., Pai. 6 str.; a great many N. 6, Pai. 9.

1–3 In 1, µικτά, /µµικτα, etc.; or φορµικτά, -τᾱ? In 2, 6]νάτωρ seems
inescapable: either the appellative (Hesych., Phot., 6ν$τωρ· Sνηιν φ�ρων;
Phot. adds κα� 6νάτωρ Yµο�ω) or a proper name (Ο� ν$τωρ two characters in
mythology, and several Athenians; cf. Ο� νάτα of Aigina, Ο� ν$ιµο). With this,
3 at once restores itself as π

·
�  α� ντ�νατ�  α.[ (the π

·
�  the elided final syllable of a

word begun in the line before26). I suppose the word-play to be as possible
with the proper name as with the appellative: this is the poet who wrote
�π�ξαθ�  Y Κρι� (PMG 507).

Of whom is this said? If (as I shall suppose) µιν in the next sentence is the
victor, the victor must appear in this sentence in a way that will allow him to
be picked up by µιν. If he is subject, I do not know why it should be said of
him that 6νάτωρ α� ντ�νατο (if he is Autolykos, no play on a name). It may be
relevant that when a victor is a young wrestler or boxer or pancratiast the poet
will often praise his trainer:27 the trainer certainly 6ν�νηιν his pupil, and may
be said to α� ντ�ναθαι when the pupil wins.28 If this should indeed be the
trainer, the sentence may I suppose have been so constructed that µιν can have
the reference I desire.

4–7 In 4, other letters than κ] would fit the space, but I suppose a new
sentence here to be very likely (with µιν29 in its customary second place). In 5,

26 This division before the elided syllable is of course normal (and so far as I know
invariable).

27 Pindar, in seventeen odes for wrestlers, boxers, and pancratiasts, mentions a trainer seven
times (and mentions none in any ode for a victor in any other event). Three times the victor is a
boy (O. 8, N. 6, O. 10) and once an α� γ�νειο (N. 5; the one trainer in Bacchylides is in an ode for
this same victory); once perhaps a boy (N. 4: line 90, with the vocative πα�, is corrupt; the same
trainer Melesias as for the boys of O. 8, N. 6); once not certainly a man (I. 5: Phylakidas’ second
Isthmian victory, trained by his brother Pytheas); once a man (I. 4; but the trainer is named after
the mention of an earlier victory as a boy). The ten odes with no trainer mentioned comprise
two for boys (P. 8, O. 11), one most likely for a boy or α� γ�νειο (I. 6: Phylakidas’ first Isthmian
victory), one I should guess for an α� γ�νειο (I. 8), and six for men, either certainly (O. 7, O. 9,
N. 2, N. 10) or presumably (N. 3, I. 7).

28 At O. 8. 65 the thirtieth of his pupils’ victories is a γ�ρα for Melesias.
29 I expect not Ionic µιν but Doric νιν (which I am confident was used by Pindar and

Bacchylides); and my expectation might quite well be right. Papyri of Pindar are not only
equally divided between µιν and νιν but show frequent vacillation: in about two dozen instances
of the pronoun there are four of µιν with ν superscript, one of νιν with µ superscript, one of µιν
in one copy and νιν in another. Evidently there were two opinions in antiquity about the form he
used, and copies were constantly corrected to agree with one opinion or the other. It would not
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for µ.[.]θει or ω.[.]θει beginning with the beginning of a word or syllable
I do not think that µν[α]θε� can be in doubt.30 In 6, anastrophe of α' πο

is given by the papyrus; at the end I have supposed for κα� Ε� - the Doric crasis
κA-.

For the sense, I suppose something on the following lines: ‘and I say of him
[the victor], calling to mind achievements of time gone by, that he has his
winning of victory as a distinction that comes to him from his father and
from his brother Eritimos.’31 παλα[ in this sentence will presumably have to
do with πάλαι not with πάλα;32 if παλαι3ν (�ργµάτων or the like), the trace at
the end of 4 would be in place for the first upright of ν in παλα[ιω]ν[.

This supposition leaves problems whose solution is not immediately
obvious; I will discuss them briefly, lest they be thought to invalidate the
supposition. The wording I shall put forward in doing so is not intended
(though I pay regard to the traces) to do more than exemplify: I am not / [12/13]
seeking to restore Simonides’ text (our ignorance of the metre would in any
case make this an idle pursuit), but merely to establish that the problems are
not insoluble.

First, how is one to incorporate χάριν in the sentence as I conceive it? It was
not followed by τε, so not ‘and evoking χάρι for the family’; the prepositional
use is unlikely in the neighbourhood of genitives dependent on µναθε�; all
I can suppose is that it was governed by a participle agreeing with the object
of µναθε�, ‘that brought about χάρι’ (the χάρι attendant on or resulting
from victory: e.g. Pind. O. 8. 57, 80). Not ‘kinsmen who brought about παλαιὰ

χάρι’, for παλαιάν is excluded by the trace at the end of 4; not ‘kinsmen of old

be surprising if papyri of Simonides behaved in the same way; and though the evidence is quite
inadequate to show that they did, it is not inconsistent with their having done so: three instances
of µιν, one of νιν with µ superscript (I exclude PMG 541. 8 νιν as not certainly Simonidean). The
three instances other than ours are all in P. Oxy. 2430 = PMG 519 (frr. 53. 10, 62(b). 3, 92. 8); this
might well tend to be consistent with itself, and so to make our tiny sample unrepresentative.

For Bacchylides the evidence is overwhelmingly in favour of νιν: in the main papyrus, νιν: µιν
is 21:1; in other papyri, 2:0, 1:0, 1:0. But with nearly all the evidence from a single papyrus, we
cannot be certain that there were not papyri that followed a different practice.

30 If the letters all belong to a single word, I find no alternative to µν[α]θε�. If to more than
one, there is. .[.] θε�; there are also (but they would surely in this manuscript have been
indicated by lection signs) things like ]θ� ε� ] θ� εZ.

31 The notion of athletic excellence as something innate or inherited is of course common in
Pindar; note especially P. 8. 44 φυα̃ι τ- γεννα�ον �πιπρ�πει | �κ πατ�ρων παι� λ"µα (in a
mythological paradeigma, but applied expressly to the victor). When a victor matches the
achievements of named forbears Pindar is inclined to talk rather of ‘footsteps’, but the notion of
inheritance is never far away: P. 10. 12 τ- δ! υγγεν! �µβ�βακεν ,χνειν πατρ� κτλ., N. 6. 15
,χνειν �ν Πραξιδάµαντο f-ν π�δα ν�µων | πατροπάτορο Yµαιµ�οι, P. 8. 35 παλαιµάτει γὰρ
�χνε/ων µατραδελφεοG κτλ. (followed shortly by 44 φυα̃ι κτλ., cited above).

32 And certainly not with παλάω or &πᾱλα.
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who brought about χάρι’, for though a father’s victories of a generation ago
may be called παλαιά, hardly the father himself; I suppose therefore ‘achieve-
ments of old that brought about χάρι’, on the lines of παλα[ι3]ν [�ργµάτων]
µναθε� χάριν πολ[υ]$[ρατον 6ράντων δ�µοι].

Second, γ�ρα in agonistic contexts is little more than an elegant sub-
stitute for ‘victory’ (Pind. O. 2. 49 �Ολυµπ�αι µ!ν γὰρ α.τ- γ�ρα &δεκτο,
P. 8. 78 Μεγάροι δ� &χει γ�ρα): how then do we justify its apposition here to
νικαφορ�αν? Most likely, I think, by supposing it to have been qualified by an
adjective that took the emphasis; as it might be κ]α� µιν . . . [υγγεν!] πατ�ρο

τ�  α' πο νικαφορ�αν γ�ρα α� µ[φα�νειν λ�γω κA]ριτ�µου καιγν$του, ‘I aver that
he displays his winning of victory as a distinction that goes with his birth,
coming from his father etc.’.33

νικαφορ�α, known hitherto only from Pindar, is used by him of the winning
of a single victory, actual (P. 1. 59) or typical (N. 9. 49), or in the plural of a
plurality of such winnings (O. 10. 59, N. 10. 41), though once of the winning
of victories generally (N. 2. 4: Timodemos, by his Nemeian victory, his first in
the great games, καταβολὰν #ερ3ν α� γ�νων νικαφορ�α δ�δεκται); γ�ρα is
applied by Pindar commonly to a single victory (O. 2. 49 and P. 8. 78, cited
above; O. 8. 11, P. 5. 31, 124; similarly Bacch. 7. 8, 11. 36). Here therefore
I should expect νικαφορ�α and γ�ρα to refer to the winning of the present
victory and not to a propensity to victories; on the other hand an adjective
such as υγγεν� would be more appropriate to the propensity. The distinc-
tion is of course of no practical importance; and it might well be that a poet
would blur it.

I come finally to the interpretation of Ε� ριτ�µου καιγν$του: is Eritimos
brother of the victor or of the victor’s father? The expression itself is com-
patible with either relationship; and the poet, writing for an audience who
were in no doubt about the facts, could have used it equally well for either.
The one thing that might give the ignorant a pointer is the description of
these / earlier victories (I have supposed) as παλαιά; and I think it may well be[13/14]
this that made some ancient scholars suppose Eritimos to be brother of the
victor’s father. The pointer is not a certain one: a man’s brother (especially if
he be a half-brother) can be a very great deal older than the man himself; and
I suppose that if Eritimos as the victor’s brother had won say twenty-five or
thirty years before him that might of itself have qualified as παλαι�ν. But in
that case the father’s victory will have been won something like fifty or sixty

33 There are devices that would avoid the apposition altogether, but I think them quite
unacceptable: to read #ερα̃ (but I cannot believe that this was written, and I think it in any case
quite intractable); or to disregard the accentuation of the papyrus and read νικαφορια̃ν γ�ρα
(but I find this a very improbable expression).
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years before the date of our poem: would these two victories, of very different
date and of different generations (one the victor’s own), have been described
together as παλαιά? The answer might depend, I think, on something outside
our knowledge: no, I should incline to say, if Eritimos was still alive; but yes if
he was dead. I suppose, that is, that παλαιά is compatible with either relation-
ship; but compatible with Eritimos’ being the victor’s brother only if he was
both a great deal older than the victor and no longer alive.

7–9 The poet has alluded to victories won in the past by the victor’s father
and by Eritimos; now he specifies them, as won at Pytho in events which he
proceeds to name. (For ‘at Pytho’ I have supposed trisyllabic Πυθ�ϊ, used by
Pindar at I. 7. 51 and P. Oxy. 2442 fr. 51; with Πυθο� disyllabic there would be
an unexpected sequence of six longs, και-γνη--του· Πυ--θοι γα-ρ ποτ� .)

About the first victory there can be no doubt: ταδ�ο[ιο δρ�]µον, as Pind.
O. 13. 30 ταδ�ου νικ3ν δρ�µον. The second will be the π.[ of 8, and this I
suppose to be πε

·
[ντα�θλιον or πε

·
[ντάεθλον (Pindar has both forms; I shall

consider later which may be the likelier here): there are a good many other
events beginning with π (παγκράτιον, πάλαν, π/ξ, and those of πα�δε), but
none with whose second letter I should wish to identify the trace after π (nor
do I think α.τὰρ Yπλ

·
[�τα τρ�χων any more acceptable).

Two things still need to be supplied. One is a verb, evidently at the end of 7;
the obvious one is �ν�κων or �ν�κααν, but perhaps of course a synonym
instead. The tense may have been either imperfect or aorist: in statements of
past victories either the present stem or the aorist may be used, I suppose as
‘be a victor’ and ‘win a victory’; for indicatives cf. Pind. N. 5. 45 �κράτει, 10. 25
�κράτηε.

The other thing is the name of the victor’s father; necessary not for the
audience’s sake (they know it already) but to further the father’s glory. One
purpose of the victory ode, a purpose which Pindar is never tired of pro-
claiming, is to preserve the memory of men’s achievements for generations to
come; and to fulfil this purpose name and achievement must be unmistakably
conjoined. The name, therefore, and no mere designation as ‘his father’.34

And the victory not one or other of two, but one expressly his / own (with the [14/15]

34 Proof of this is to be sought in the first instance not in poets’ practice but in human nature:
what man would be content to have his achievements recorded for posterity under the semi-
anonymity of ‘X’s father’? and if he was named as father in some other part of the ode, that
would hardly alleviate the discontent. And poets’ practice does of course conform: for fathers’
victories cf. Pind. O. 13. 35 πατρ- . . . Θεαλο�ο, P. 10. 12 πατρ� alone for one victory, but
Phrikias in the next sentence for another, P. 11. 43 πατρ� Πυθον�κωι (his name), N. 8. 16 πατρ-
Μ�γα. It sometimes happens that Pindar names a victorious relative without specifying the
relationship (O. 8. 15 Timosthenes, O. 9. 84 Lampromachos); for the converse, relationship
without name, I can think only of O. 2. 49 Yµ�κλαρον . . . α� δελφε�ν (Theron’s brother
Xenokrates; are tyrants a special case?).

The Oligaithidai and their Victories 115



other expressly Eritimos’); so that the place for the name is with one of the
victories––with the pentathlon therefore, in apposition to Y. And there I find
it. I have argued already that the father is Namertidas; and in |.].δ·α.[ at the
beginning of 8 the letters ]ιδα are as good as certain, with |τ] compatible with
the space and [with the traces. This agreement will hardly be fortuitous: I do
not doubt that Ναµερ|τ]�δα is to be restored. And I have one further thing to
add: in the sentence as I have restored it Ναµερτ�δα will be the final word,
and would naturally be followed by punctuation in the papyrus; there is a
narrow lacuna after the 

·
[, but from the apparent position of the following

letter it seems not unlikely that the lacuna contained a point.
No more is needed: the poet has achieved variety of expression by ταδ�οιο

δρ�µον; for the pentathlon, therefore, only the bare name, α.τὰρ Y πεντα�θλιον

Ναµερτ�δα. And if this is all, then metre perhaps may help (however
uncertainly) in the choice between πεντα�θλιον and πεντάεθλον. I think it
right to assume (in default of evidence to the contrary) that Simonides would
have been as chary of single-value θλ in mid-word as was Bacchylides;35 if he
was, the scansion here is likely to have been -ᾰε--θλ- or (common in Pindar)
-α �εθλ-; and with either of these scansions, I suppose that whatever the metre
πεντα�θλιον will contribute to a much likelier sequence of syllables than
would πεντάεθλον.

One might have expected this sentence to end with the end of a verse; it
is odd that it should end with the second syllable of a colon. But there are
worse puzzles than this in the colometry of our papyrus (see Lobel pp. 70–1,
on fr. 5); and my own puzzlement is strongly tinged with suspicion. The
papyrus points after the second syllable of a colon also in fr. 2 (= SLG 320) at
3 and 18, and in fr. 5 (= SLG 323) at 13 and 14 (this in not more than seventy
cola in which punctuation at this point in the colon could be recognized);
I add (for we have no reason to suppose our papyrus exceptional among
Simonidean papyri) that P. Oxy. 2430 (= PMG 519) points after the first
syllable of a colon at fr. 9 ii 4 and after the second in the following line.

The two precedents cited here for our present victory are both Pythian;
though we know from Pindar that Eritimos at least had Isthmian victories
as well. It may be that Simonides is citing simply the most distinguished
victories of the closer relatives; but I think it likelier that he cites the Pythian

35 In Bacchylides’ 6 instances of α� εθλ- the θλ is always double-value; contrast Pindar, in whose
47 disyllabic instances it is 20 times single-value. This is no special case: Bacchylides is much
more reluctant than Pindar to admit single value in mid-word in any combination of so-called
‘mute and liquid’ (percentages of single value, for all combinations in mid-word, are 31 Pindar,
11 Bacchylides; and Bacchylides’ instances are largely confined to combinations with ρ). It seems
prudent to suppose for Simonides the same severer treatment that we find in his compatriot and
nephew.
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victories because our victor too has won at Pytho. We know from Pindar that
in 464 the family had six Pythian victories to its name; two belong to
Thessalos; one each, as we now know, to Namertidas and Eritimos; there are
still two that are unassigned, and I am very willing to suppose that this is one
of them. / [15/16]

9 The one certainty in this last sentence is Lobel’s Κοριν[θ-. Before it,
ν]ε�µηι? there is also δ]ε�µηι (and conceivably ]ειµ� Iι, and I suppose a possi-
bility of ει for v ). The ten letters before this can presumably have contained
something to account for a subjunctive; I should be reluctant to suppose our
copyist to have been given to illiterate iotas, with µηι for µη.
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8

Two Studies in Pindaric Metre

I. SHORT ANCEPS IN DACTYLO-EPITRITES

It has more than once been observed that short ancipitia in Pindar’s dactylo-
epitrites are much commoner in the first triad of an ode than in later triads:
in first triads about one anceps in nine is short, in later triads about one in
forty-six. But this observation gives only part of the picture: there is a further
sharp distinction to be drawn between the ancipitia in later triads. The facts,
for Pindar’s dactylo-epitrite epinikia, are these:1

Short anceps is not uncommon (a) in the first triad of an ode, (b) in respon-
sion, in a later triad, with short anceps in the first triad; in other situations it is
rare, and perhaps always associated with a proper name.

The difference in frequency is very marked: ‘not uncommon’ amounts to
one instance in every eight or nine, ‘rare’ to one in every 235. My ‘perhaps
always’ is short for ‘always, unless one accepts any of the five instances which
I shall exclude as corrupt’.

This statement can with advantage be refined; for within the first triad a

<This paper evidently matured over a long period. B. showed me a version of it in about 1981;
cf. my Greek Metre, viii and 74 n. 102. In 1975 (chapter 11, n. 49) he had already anticipated a
publication corresponding to part II of the present study. Note 132 cannot have been formu-
lated long after 1978, and in n. 211 the year 1980 stands for ‘the present time’. Note 236 was
composed before 1982 and added to after. In n. 23 B. cites my Greek Metre (1982), in n. 4
Maehler’s 1987 revision of Snell’s Pindar, in n. 123 Hainsworth’s commentary on Od. 5–8 (1988
in the English version), and elsewhere SH and PMGF, which appeared in 1983 and 1991
respectively.>

1 I gave a brief and incomplete statement of the facts in 1956, in an article on dactylo-
epitrites in Bacchylides (Hermes 84, 248–9) <below, chapter 14. The fact that short anceps is
most frequent in the first triad of an ode, and often excused by a proper name, was first observed
by Boeckh, Pindari Opera quae supersunt, i. 2. 282. Cf. also Herbert Höhl, Responsionsfreiheiten
bei Pindar (Diss. Köln 1950), 17–21.>.



predominant part is played by the first strophe and epode (i.e. the first
appearance of a stanza within the ode). Refined, it will become:

Short anceps is not uncommon (a) in the first strophe and epode of an ode,
(b) in responsion, in later stanzas, with short anceps in the first strophe or
epode; it is found occasionally without this responsion in the first antistrophe
or in responsion with short anceps in the first antistrophe; in other situations
it is rare, and perhaps always associated with a proper name.

With this formulation, ‘not uncommon’ amounts to one instance in every
seven and a half; ‘occasionally’, for the instances in the first antistrophe, is one
in 54 (for short anceps in responsion with these, one in six of the very few
places where it might occur).

I can offer no convincing explanation of these facts,2 and shall confine
myself to establishing them. Explained or unexplained, they are facts just the
same; and are of the same practical consequence to an editor.3

I will set out the figures in tabular form. They are for the dactylo-epitrite
epinikia, excluding the fragments of the Isthmians lost after I. 8; of the mixed-
metre O. 13 I include only the dactylo-epitrite parts (the last two and a half
verses of the strophe, the whole of the epode). I treat the two odes I. 3 and 4 as
the equivalent metrically of a single ode, but of a single ode beginning with
I. 4 (so that the single triad of I. 3 is treated as the last triad of the composite
ode); I shall justify this in Section E. In the monostrophic odes (P. 12, N. 9)
I include all strophes after the first among ‘later triads’.

I follow no published text, but have made my own decisions everywhere; I
take Snell’s text4 as a basis in the sense that I shall record, and account for, all
my departures from it. In general (but with a few exceptions, which I shall
record in their place) I treat as long all ancipitia whose quantity is for any
reason indeterminate. I exclude all ancipitia which form the last syllable of a
verse.

2 The best I can do is this (which is perhaps not so much an explanation of the facts as a
restatement of them): Pindar in his dactylo-epitrites does not (proper names apart) use short
anceps if his audience is expecting a long; and the audience will expect a long if the first instance
at that place is long (or at least if the first two instances, in strophe and antistrophe, are long).
I do not know why this should be so; and I do not know how many in the audience will have had
ears sensitive enough to register this refinement.

3 I know that the tragedians observe Porson’s law. I do not know why they observe it; but
I find myself in no way disadvantaged by my ignorance.

4 As revised by Maehler (1969, and then 1987); but I say ‘Snell’ except where Maehler differs
from him.
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Of the four figures marked * (instances not in responsion with a first-
strophe or first-epode short) the 18 under (f ) consist of the 10 under (c)
(proper names) plus the 4 and 4 under (h) and (j) (first antistrophe, and in
responsion with these).

I will signal here an innovation in my terminology: if a short anceps
in a later stanza is in responsion with a short in the first triad, I shall
speak of it henceforth as ‘echoing’ that short. Briefer, certainly; and I think
clearer.

I shall now proceed to list the instances of short anceps in Pindar’s dactylo-
epitrites, and to justify my inclusion in those lists, and my exclusion from
them, of any ancipitia whose quantity might be disputed. I shall do this under
seven heads (of which all but G are concerned with the epinikia alone): A, in
the first strophe and epode; B, echoing these; C, in the first antistrophe (with
long in the first strophe), and echoing these; D, non-echoing in later triads;
E, Isthmians 3 and 4; F, the fragments; G, miscellaneous.

In the great majority of the disputable instances the choice will be
between alternative forms of the same word with different scansion, or

Table A. Triads

Total Short One short
ancipitia ancipitia in every

(a) First triad 792 87 9.1
(b) Later triads, in responsion with short

under (a)
383 50 7.7

(c) do., in responsion with long under (a) 2350 10* 235.0

Table B. First strophe and epode

(d ) First strophe and epode 543 73 7.4
( e ) Later stanzas (including first antistrophe),

in responsion with short under (d)
395 56 7.1

( f ) do., in responsion with long under (d) 2587 18* 143.7

Table C. First antistrophe (included under ‘later stanzas’ in Table B)

(g) First antistrophe, in responsion with short
under (d)

34 10 3.4

(h) do., in responsion with long under (d) 215 4* 53.8
( j) Later stanzas, in responsion with short

under (h)
24 4* 6.0
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between different scansions of a single form.5 I shall be guided by the follow-
ing considerations:

(a) In situations where short anceps is permissible, only one anceps in
every 7.3 is short; I suppose this to indicate a fairly strong preference for long
even in these situations.6 I shall in each case consider the alternatives that
were or might have been at Pindar’s disposal, and the use he makes of them
elsewhere (including his use of related forms where these are relevant): if he
admits both forms or scansions readily, I shall assume (except in one or two
special cases) that he intended a long; if he admits only the one, I shall assume
that he intended that; if he shows a preference for one against the other, I
shall make a probable judgement based on the strength of the preference that
he shows.

(b) In situations where short anceps would be anomalous, the same con-
siderations but with a very different emphasis: a long form or scansion, unless
it appears to be one that Pindar may be thought to have avoided entirely.

In the case of anomalous short anceps, we shall need to consider whether
there may be corruption. If an anomaly can be removed by a trivial correc-
tion, then it should be removed; the correction may affect either the anomal-
ous short anceps itself, converting it to long, or the corresponding long
anceps in the first strophe or epode, converting it to short. If on inspection
there prove to be grounds other than the anomaly for suspecting the text, we
should look for a correction that will remove the other difficulties and the
anomaly at a single stroke.

5 What is a different form and what merely a different scansion will depend on one’s
alphabet: to Pindar the difference between κ�ρα and κο/ρα (both of which he spelt ΚΟΡΑ) will
have been identical in kind to that between {ν$ρ and α-ν$ρ.

Whenever I refer to Pindar’s ambiguous alphabet, I shall write as if he used letters of the same
form as the capitals of modern printed texts. In fact, some of his letters will have differed
slightly, and one or two very greatly, from modern forms; but all I am concerned with is the
ambiguity of his E and O (which he wrote in fact in more or less that form), and accuracy over
his letter-forms would serve only to distract the reader and inconvenience the printer. I shall
therefore say that for our ξ�νο and ξε�νο he wrote in both cases ΞΕΝΟΣ, even though he will
have used not Ξ but his equivalent of χ, and not Σ (four bars) but a form with three bars.

6 To the question ‘what proportion of short ancipitia would there be if he had felt equally free
to have either quantity?’ there can of course be no answer. But one can make a sideways
approach. Long anceps is the only means of producing, in normal dactylo-epitrites, a sequence
of three longs within the verse. Now it might be thought that a poet whose language owes so
much to that of Homer, in whom a sequence of three or more longs occurs on average rather
more than once a line, would in any case find it convenient to have a high proportion of long
anceps. But I give the number of such sequences in three dactylo-epitrite and three aeolic odes,
all of much the same length (1535 to 1710 syllables): dactylo-epitrites, 199 (O. 6), 194 (P. 3), 172
(N. 10); aeolic, 0 (O. 1), 13 (P. 2), 0 (N. 7). Quite clearly Pindar can compose at will either with
or without these sequences; and in his dactylo-epitrites the very high proportion of long anceps
even in situations where short would be permissible is a matter not of linguistic convenience but
of metrical or musical principle.
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I shall not in general pay much attention to the manuscripts, for in most of
the matters here at issue their support for one reading or another is of no
account whatever. In some things, such as the choice between κ�ρα and κο/ρα,
they are a priori useless, for when Pindar in either case wrote an ambiguous
ΚΟΡΑ no manuscript on earth can tell us whether he meant the Ο to be short
or long. In other things, such as �τι(ν) or κτ�()ειεν, their uselessness can be
established only a posteriori; but it has long been established beyond all
possible doubt. I shall mention their readings occasionally, in instances where
it might be supposed that they could be of value; but I shall normally do so
only to show that they are in fact of no value at all.

When a short vowel is followed by mute-and-liquid I shall assume that the
syllable is long; but I shall make the assumption explicitly and not tacitly. In
doing so I shall commonly adduce figures for the relative frequency of short
and long scansion before different combinations of mute and liquid. These
are based on my own compilations, for Pindar’s epinikia (in all metres;
but not the fragments); they differentiate between initial and internal mute-
and-liquid, but within internal do not differentiate between genuinely
internal (dδρα) and quasi-initial (&-δραµον, α� πο-δρ�ψαι, #ππο-δροµ�α). They
exclude of course things like �κ-λε�ψειν.

I shall draw attention to the syllable I am concerned with by enclosing the
rest of the word (or words) within brackets: (α� µ)π�λ(ου), χαλκ(άπιδα),
(α' ποι)να κ(α�), (µάκαι)ραν (fτ�αν), (Uπερ)θεν δ(α�τα). The way I do it is quite
unscientific: the part I leave unbracketed is properly speaking not the syllable
at all, which is (α� µ)π�(λου), χαλ(κάπιδα), (α' ποι)να (κα�), (µάκαι)ρα(ν fτ�αν),
(Uπερ)θεν (δα�τα). But it makes I think for intelligibility if I include after the
vowel all the intervocalic consonants, on whose number (and sometimes
nature) the quantity of a short-vowel syllable depends; it has also the
advantage of allowing me to say ‘πατρ(�) is of indeterminate quantity’
(when properly speaking it is πατ(ρ�) if long, πα(τρ�) if short), and of not
requiring me to print things like (διδ�ν)τι κ(ε�νια).

A. Short anceps in first strophe or epode

I list the instances, 73 in number. Those marked * are discussed below; so are
all disputable ancipitia that I exclude as being long. Corresponding ancipitia:
(9) = nine, all long (if disputable, discussed below); (+) = one or more short
(details under section B).

O. 3. 14 (2) (&νει)κεν (Pµφ-)
15 (2) *Ο� λ(υµπ�αι)

6. 18 (4) πάρ(ετι)
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7. 1 (9) *(α� )φνε(α̃)
2 (9) (α� µ)π�λ(ου)
4 (+) νε(αν�αι)
15 (4) *(Pλ)φε(3ι)
16 (4) *(α' ποι)να κ(α�)
17 (+) πατ(�ρα)

8. 1 (7) *Ο� λ(υµπ�α)
16 (3) ! µ(�ν)
17 (3) Κρ�ν(ου)
20 (3) πάλ(α-ι)
22 (3) πάρ(εδρο)

11. 4 (+) π�ν(ωι)
6 (+) (Hρ)κι(ον)
16 (0) (�γ)γυ(άοµαι)
20 (0) (�ρ�)βροµ(οι)

12. 6 (1) τὰ δ(� αB)
14 (0) παρ� (fτ�αι)
17 (0) (Ο� λυµ)π�(αι)

13. 7 (9) ∆�κ(αι)
19 (4) (βοη)λάτ(αι)
20 (4) *(&ν)τε(ιν)

P. 1. 4 (9) προ(οιµ�ων)
14 (4) (α� (ον)τα γ(α̃ν)

3. 18 (4) (παρ)θ�ν(οι)
4. 4 (25) (α�)ετ(3ν)

5 (25) (τυχ�ν)το (#ερ�α)
8 (25) *(α� ρ)γιν(�εντι)
23 (12) (α�)�(αν)

9. 3 (+) (Τελει)κράτ(η)
21 (+) (φαγάνωι) τε µ(αρ-)
21 (4) (κεράϊ)ζεν (α� γρ�ου)

N. 1. 1 (7) (ε)µν-ν (Pλφεο+)
5. 1 (5) (α� νδριαν)τοπ(οι�)

2 (+) γλυκ(ε� � )
13 (+) Y τ(α̃)
13 (2) (Ψαµάθει)α τ(�κτ� )
14 (2) (δ�και) τε µ($)
15 (2) (α' ν)δρα (α� λκ�µου)
16 (2) (αT πα)α κ(ερδ�ων)

8. 2 (5) (παρ)θεν(η(οι)
3 (5) (C)µ�ρ(οι)
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5 (+) (α� ρει)�ν(ων)
5 (+) (�πι)κρατ(ε�ν)
13 (+) @π(!ρ)
16 (+) Μ�γ(α-)
17 (2) (παρ)µον(�τερο)

9. 2 (+) *(νεο)κτ�τ(αν)
10. 1 (+) (α� γλαο)θρ�ν(ων)

4 (+) τὰ Π(ερ�ο)
 6 (+) κολ(ε3ι)

11. 1 (5) (λ�λογ)χα (Ε� στ�α)
12 (2) τε (/γγονον)

I. 1. 2 (+) @π(�ρτερον)
5 (7) τ� φ(�λτερον)
17 (3) (διφρη)λάτ(αι)

2. 1 (5) (Θρα/βου)λε φ(3τε)
4 (5) (ε4)χεν (Pφροδ�τα)
14 (2) (Ξενο)κράτ(ει)

4. 1 (9) θε(3ν)
1 (9) (dκα)τι µ(υρ�α)
2 (+) (&φα)να (Ι� θµ�οι)
14 (+) *(�γ�νον)το, χ(αλκ�ωι)
16 (4) (α� µ�ραι) γὰρ (�ν)
17 (4) (πολ�µοι)ο τ(εάρων)
17 (+) (µάκαι)ραν (fτ�αν)

5. 1 (+) (Α�)λ�(ου)
2 (+) (dκα)τι κ(α�)
2 (+) (µεγα)θεν(")
19 (+) (Πυθ�αι) τε π(αγ-)

6. 22 (+) (�ν) χερ(3ι)

Most of them are unambiguous, but nine of them (marked * in the table) are
open to dispute; I shall here go through the nine in order, and justify my
choice (which in every case is other than Snell’s). I shall then consider the
possible instances of short anceps that I have excluded from my list; only over
one of these do I differ from Snell.

O. 3. 15: Ο� λ(υµπ�αι), and similarly O. 8. 1 Ο� λ(υµπ�α); not Ο.λ(υµπ�αι),
Ο.λ(υµπ�α).7 This Ο.λ- is a metrical lengthening, common in epic (Homer,
Homeric hymns, Hesiod8) as a means of accommodating to the hexameter

7 Pindar himself would in either case have written ΟΛ; what the manuscripts have (in fact
6λ-) is therefore totally irrelevant.

8 There is no significant difference in the practice of the three, and I have therefore lumped
them all together in my figures here.
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forms of Ο' λυµπο which with Ο� λ- would have the scansion ∪ −− ∪ (34
Ο.λ/µποιο, 13 Ο1λυµπ�νδε, but 5 Ο1λυµπ� τε or -�ν τε); but it spreads there
only seldom beyond those limits (1 -�νδ’, 5 -ου, 2 -ωι), and does not spread
at all to the adjective (69 Ο� λ/µπιο, and similarly 7 Ο� λυµπιά; the name
Olympia does not occur). Now Pindar admits Ο.λ- without restriction in
forms of Ο' λυµπο (2 -�νδ’, 1 -�θεν, 1 -ον, 1 -ου, 1 –ωι, as against 7 certainly
and 4 apparently9 Ο� λ-), but has no instance of it in the adjective (8 certainly
Ο� λ- and 3 apparently,10 together with one Ο� λυµπιά ‘female Olympian’, and
if he avoids it thus in the adjective one might expect him to avoid it similarly
in Ο� λυµπ�α and in other formations with Ο� λυµπι- which refer to Olympia
and its games. And so he does. There are 36 instances in all:11 in 27 all the
syllables in responsion with Ο� λ- are short, in 3 more in aeolic metres at least
one is short;12 in 1 more (P. 7. 15) apparently a short Ο� λ-, though there is no
responsion to confirm this. That leaves 5. In 3 of these the first syllable
occupies a dactylo-epitrite anceps in which a short would be permissible: our
present two in the first strophe or epode, O. 7. 10 in responsion with a short
anceps in the first strophe. In the remaining 2 the first syllable occupies, in an
aeolic ode, an element which is elsewhere long; but in each case the element is
theoretically anceps, and in each case there is good analogy for its being
anceps in practice. One is N. 4. 75, at the beginning of a verse, where the
Ο� λ- is in responsion with 11 longs (vv. 3 etc.); the legitimacy of the respon-
sion | ‘∪

⎯⎯
’− ∪ − ∪∪ − . . . is guaranteed by the similar responsion at the similar

beginnings of the two preceding verses, 1 etc. | ‘∪
⎯⎯

’− ∪⎯⎯ − ∪∪ − . . . (2 long,
10 short) and 2 etc. |‘∪

⎯⎯
’− ∪ − ∪∪ − . . . (8 long, 2 mute-and-liquid, 1 short,

1 corrupt). The other is O. 4. 8–9 | Ο� λυµπιον�καν | δ�ξαι κτλ., in responsion
with 17–18 | ο. ψε/δεϊ τ�γξω | λ�γον κτλ. (and with this alone: there is only
the one triad): with Snell’s verse-division (as marked) 8 ~ 17 | ∪

⎯⎯
− ∪∪ −−|

would be exactly matched by the immediately following 9 ~ 18 | ∪
⎯⎯

− ∪∪ − ∪

. . .; if the whole is regarded (as I should prefer) as a single verse, it
will incorporate a duplicate of P. 10. 13 etc., where the first word of 13 is
Ο� λυµπιον�κα and the Ο� λ- is in responsion with 2 shorts and 1 long:

9 ‘Apparently’ in instances where there is no responsion to confirm the scansion: fr. 36, Pai.
22. (b)6, Dith. 4. 37, Thr. 7. 15.

10 ‘Apparently’ in instances where there is no responsion to confirm the scansion: Pai. 21. 3
etc., fr. 75. 1, fr. 96. 3.

11 They are: 17 Ο� λυµπ�α, 7 Ο� λυµπιά ‘Olympic festival’, 1 Ο� λυµπιά adjectival with ν�κα,
8 Ο� λυµπιον�κα, 3 Ο� λυµπι�νικο. The two instances of  Ο� λ/µπιο which refer to Olympia or the
games I have left with the adjective.

12 O. 13. 25 (5 short out of 9), P. 10. 13 (2 out of 3), P. 8. 36 (1 out of 4). In the last of these
Snell prints Ο.λυµπ�αι and in his metrical scheme indicates consistent long: erroneously, for at
76 the corresponding syllable is τὰ δ�.
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O. 4 ||∪
⎯⎯

− ∪∪ − − ∪
⎯⎯

− ∪∪ − ∪ − ∪ − ∪ −−||
P. 10 ||∪

⎯⎯
− ∪∪ − − ∪

⎯⎯
− ∪∪ − ∪ −||

It appears then that in all 5 instances where metre might be thought to
call for Ο.λ- the Ο� λ- is in fact perfectly legitimate, and I have no doubt that
Ο� λ- is to be read in all of them. Only once in the Pindaric corpus do I suppose
Ο.λυµπ�α to occur, and that is in the supposititious O. 5: of the five different
verses in the triad, three (occurring between them twelve times) begin
|−−− ∪∪ − ∪∪ − ∪∪ − . . ., and a fourth (with six occurrences) begins
|−−− ∪∪ − . . .; in all 18 instances, unless in v. 2, the second syllable is long,
and I suppose it to be long there also, | τ3ν Ο.λυµπ�αι Ω� κεανο+ θ/γατερ κτλ.
The poet of this ode has unpindaric prosody at 8 κα� Hν (Pindar would scan
καv (V)Hν) and 18 9�οντα (V)Ĭδα�ον;13 this Ο.λυµπ�αι will make a third
instance.

O. 7. 1: (α� )φνε(α̃), not (α� )φνει(α̃). Of Pindar’s seven instances of the
word, five are certainly α� φνε�; in the other two (this and fr. 122. 2) the
disputed syllable occupies an anceps in the first stanza of a dactylo-epitrite
ode. In epic, always α� φνει� (29 Homer, 2 hymns, 6 Hesiod); thereafter only
α� φνε� in early elegy (Sol. 34. 1, Thgn. 188, 559), lyric (Bacch., four times),
and tragedy (three times), until α� φνει� reappears in Hellenistic poetry.
Pindar does not make use of specifically epic ει for ε before a vowel: no
instance of χρ/ειο, χάλκειο, πνε�ω, κρε�ων, etc.; I do not doubt that to his
ear the ει in the purely literary α� φνει� was on a par with these, and equally to
be avoided.14

O. 7. 15: (Pλ)φε(3ι), not (Pλ)φει(3ι). Pindar has the name thirteen times
elsewhere,15 and always with ε (once indeed with synizesis, O. 9. 18). This time
the ει is not only epic (7 Homer, 5 hymns, 2 Hesiod) but normal in later
Greek,16 and it is strange that Pindar should so prefer the ε; but prefer it he

13 But at 16, where the manuscripts have εB δ! (or δ� ) &χοντε, the sense calls not for Her-
mann’s unpindaric AG δ�  &χοντε but for Boeckh’s εB δ! τυχ�ντε. <On the ‘unpindaric’ scansions
in O. 5 cf. chapter 3 above.>

14 These forms are likely to have different origins: πνε�ω a mere metrical lengthening of
πν�(V)ω; χάλκειο perhaps a different treatment (for metre’s sake?) of the -e-yo- that was
original in χάλκεο; α� φνει� supposed to be α� φνε()ιο from α' φ(ε)νο, like 6ρε()ιο > Sρειο
from Sρο. But it may be thought that to Pindar’s unphilological ear they all seemed merely an
arbitrary substitution, for metre’s sake, of a long vowel for a short. This presupposes, in so far as
the ει was in any instance diphthongal in origin, that the analogy of mere lengthenings had
caused the diphthong in these purely literary forms to give way to a lengthened ε-- (from which it
was in any case already indistinguishable in many dialects); the supposition does not seem
unreasonable.

15 I do not include the Pλφε�ν of the supposititious O. 5; though I include it in n. 17 below,
where I am talking not about Pindar but about his manuscripts.

16 Though ε competes with it in poetry: 4 Bacchylides, 3 Euripides, 1 Theokritos (all three
have ει as well); 1 Telesilla.

Two Studies in Pindaric Metre126



does, and I suppose short anceps here in a permitted place to be a great deal
likelier than a unique divergence from his normal scansion.17

O. 7. 16: for (α' ποι)να κ(α�) see below, on I. 4. 14.
O. 8. 1: Ο� λ(υµπ�α); see above, on O. 3. 15.
O. 13. 20: (&ν)τε(ιν), not (&ν)τε(ιν). In the dative plural of neuter nouns

in -ο Pindar elsewhere has -ει(ν) 37 times, -ει(ν) 7 times (and -�ειν
once); but 6 of the 7 instances of -ει(ν) occur where the preceding syllable is
short (β�λειν, &πειν, θάλειν, ν�φει, πελάγει, τεµ�νει), and where as
here the preceding syllable is long the figures are 30 -ει(ν), 1 -ει (P. 9. 63
χε�λει; also 1 -�ειν, N. 3. 15 �λεγχ�ειν).18 Of &ντει(ν) itself Pindar has
6 other instances; it is also the only form in Homer (7 times), and indeed I can
find no instance of &ντει(ν) in any author. From all this I think it quite safe

17 A word about α� φνε� and Pλφε� in Pindar’s manuscripts. (I ignore the two instances in
fragments, 122. 2 α� φνε(ι)3ι and 124. 8 α� φνε�, both cited by Athenaios with ει.) Wherever ε
might be thought metrically certain, the manuscripts are united in ε (4 α� φνε�, 13 Pλφε�);
but in the two metrically disputable instances in O. 7 they are divided, with ε in A but ει in
others. It might be argued that a variant so selective in its appearances is to be taken
seriously: that to Pindar’s ear the ει of the forms α� φνει�, Pλφει�, was a true diphthong,
spelt by him with ΕΙ not Ε; and that the manuscript ει in the only two places where metre
might admit it is a genuine survival of Pindar’s spelling (so that we should read α� φνεια̃ and
Pλφει3ι). It might be argued, but I should not believe it. Another explanation is possible:
that Pindar intended ε everywhere, writing it of course Ε, and that someone (presumably in
antiquity) substituted the more familiar ει in the few places where metre allowed a long and
might be thought indeed to prefer it. And this hypothesis is supported by the situation at the
one place I have so far ignored in this note: O. 9. 17–18 �ν τε Καταλ�α παρὰ || Pλφεο+ τε
9�εθρον. This παρὰ || Pλφεο+ corresponds to ∪ −|| −− in the seven other instances in the ode,
with verse-end at || guaranteed by hiatus or breuis in longo in four of them; therefore Pλφεο+
is −−, with synizesis and so necessarily -εο+. But the manuscripts, whose colometry (going
back to Aristophanes of Byzantium) happens here to coincide with Pindar’s verses, present
instead the impossible παρ�  α� λ|φε(ι)ο+ (impossible since it puts verse-end in mid-word; I have
no doubt it goes back to Aristophanes himself, who blundered about in total ignorance of the
nature of a verse and of the criteria for establishing its end). With παρ�  Pλ|φεο+ so divided,
Pλ|φεο+ is trisyllabic; -εο+ then gives inexact responsion, -ειο+ exact. Of the manuscripts,
AC have -ειο+ (the others -εο+): this -ειο+ has been introduced, mistakenly, in a place where the
metre, as it was supposed to be, allowed the long and might indeed have been thought to
prefer it. I have no doubt that at O. 7. 4 and 15 it was introduced in just the same way and
just as mistakenly.

Two explanations. At O. 1. 92 I count as α� λφεο+ A’s α� λφαιο+ corrected to -ειο+: αι is a
misspelling of ε not ει, but was corrected (when the mistake was noticed) to the familiar ει. At O.
9. 17–18 my statement that the manuscripts divide παρ’ Pλ|φε(ι)ο+ is based not on the reports
of editors but on an inference (I think a secure one) from early printed texts and the metrical
scholia.

18 Similarly with the much less common dative plural of adjectives in -$: when the preceding
syllable is short, either -�ι(ν) (υγγεν�ιν) or -�ι(ν) (ε.µεν�ι; ?τηλεφαν�ι); when the
preceding syllable is long, only -�ι(ν) (α� λαθ�σιν, ε.τειχ�ιν, τηλαυγ�ιν) or -�ει(ν)
(µεγαλοκευθ�ειν).
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to conclude that &ντειν should return to the text from which Moschopoulos
expelled it.19

P. 4. 8: (α� ρ)γιν(�εντι); so the manuscripts, and so certainly Pindar, with
short anceps (for the synizesis of -οε- cf. O. 9. 58 Ο� π�εντο). Editors have
engaged themselves, inexplicably, in corrupting (α� ργάεντι, α� ργενν�εντι)
what is faultless: the word is Homeric (Il. 2. 647 α� ργιν�εντα Λ/κατον, 656
α� ργιν�εντα Κάµειρον),20 with the same g as in α� ργικ�ραυνο, α� ργι�δοντε.21

N. 9. 2: (νεο)κτ�τ(αν) is my correction of the (νεο)κτ�τ(αν) of the manu-
scripts. Its purpose is to free from anomaly an indisputable short anceps in a
later stanza; I defer discussion of it therefore until section D.

I. 4. 14: (�γ�νον)το, χ(αλκ�ωι) is produced by the conflation of what are
printed by editors generally as separate verses, and so is O. 7. 16 (α' ποι)να
κ(α�); I have (as I shall say in a moment) good reason for the conflation, and
I ought perhaps to have let the same reason prevail in another instance, N. 8.
16 (α' γαλ)µα· σ(/ν). These three are not the only places where short anceps in
the first strophe or epode might be produced in this way: there are four others
as well, and it will be convenient if I deal with all seven together.

In none of the seven is there any guarantee of verse-end: neither hiatus
in any corresponding instance nor anceps iuxta anceps (the other certain
criterion, breuis in longo, is of course inapplicable to a pendant ending). Of
the less certain criteria, the first that one should apply is verse-length:
nowhere in the dactylo-epitrite epinikia, with a total of about 280 to 290
different verses,22 is it necessary to assume a verse of more than 30 syllables;
and only in five places is it necessary to assume a verse of more than 24.
Now three of the seven conflations would result in a verse of more than 30
syllables, and these three I think it safe to reject: O. 8. 2 (α' ν)δρε (�µπ/ροι),
giving 33 syllables; N. 10. 17 (Ο' λυµ)πον (α' λοχο), giving 38; I. 4. 1 (κ�λευ)θο
(�), giving 31. A fourth I reject with less confidence: O. 12. 13–14 (in the sole
epode) has 27 syllables if undivided, and so is most likely to be divided at
one or both of the places which I mark, υ#! Φιλάνορο, I τοι κα� τεά κεν |
�νδοµάχα αT τ’ α� λ�κτωρ | υγγ�νωι παρ’ fτ�αι; if not divided after κεν it will
have short anceps, (τεά) κεν (�νδοµάχα). I see no compelling reason for

19 I say ‘expelled’ because it is in fact the reading of the manuscripts. But that reading is not
to be called in evidence: in all seven instances in the epinikia of -(ε)ει(ν) from nouns in -ο and
adjectives in -$, -(ε)ει(ν) appears either as a variant or (N. 7. 94) as the only reading. (I take my
facts from Mommsen: Turyn, p. xiii, expressly excludes such variations from his apparatus.)

20 And is found also in a historical place-name, the islands called (with the Attic contraction)
Pργινο+αι. In literature, also h. Hom. 19. 12 α� ργιν�εντα . . . ο1ρεα, and (of things other than
places) Ap. Rh. 2. 738 α� ργιν�εαν . . . πάχνην, 4. 1607 α� ργιν�εντα . . . χαλινά.

21 See Risch, Wortbildung d. hom. Sprache, 154: a lengthening of *α� ργιν� (as φαιδιµ�ει of
φα�διµο), with *α� ργιν�: α� ργι- :: πυκιν�: πυκι(µηδ$).

22 I cannot give an exact number: verse-division is not always secure.
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preferring one division to the other: I suppose that ceteris paribus Pindar
would not import short anceps, but in this case I have no means of telling
whether cetera were in fact paria; I have equated my ignorance with a pre-
sumption that they were, but I may well be quite wrong.

Three possible instances remain: the three from which I started, O. 7. 16
(28 syllables if conflated), I. 4. 14 (15 syllables), N. 8. 16 (28 syllables, with
redivision). These three belong together: they form, as customarily divided,
three of the only four exceptions to a rule which I shall establish in part II of
this paper, that except in the ending . . . − ∪ − | no verse in Pindar’s dactylo-
epitrite epinikia ends in a short vowel not followed by a final consonant.
In these three instances, therefore, there is a strong argument in favour of
conflation; and in none of the three would the verse formed by the conflation
be impossibly long. I shall consider the question in more detail in Part II,
where I shall give my reasons for accepting the conflation in O. 7 and I. 4 but
rejecting it in N. 8.

I come now to the disputable instances which I regard as long. There are 20
of them; the great majority are disputable only in theory.23

First, the 8 instances where a short vowel is followed by mute-and-liquid.
Before these combinations Pindar has predominantly long scansion when
they are internal and very commonly long scansion when they are initial; and
I think it safe to assume that we have long anceps in every case. I give the
instances, and append to each the figures for the two scansions (long: short)
for that combination of consonants in that position, internal or initial,
elsewhere in the epinikia: O. 6. 15 νεκρ(3ν) [63:34]; 8. 3 τεκµ(αιρ�µενοι)
[8:10]; 11. 15 Λοκρ(3ν) [63:34]; 12. 16 (α� ντιάνει)ρα Κν(ω�α) [3:1]; P. 4. 18
δ�φρ(ου) [55:14]; 23 &κλ(αγξε) [43:29]; 9. 6 δ�φρ(ωι) [55:14]; N. 8. 15
µ�τρ(αν) [118:86].

I will deal with the other twelve instances in sequence; except that when the
same point is at issue in more instances than one I shall deal with the later
instances together with the first in sequence.

O. 3. 1: (φιλο)ξε�ν(οι), not -ξ�ν-; similarly O. 11. 17 (φυγ�)ξειν(ον), N. 9. 2
ξε�ν(ων). Pindar admits the long form with complete freedom; about three-
fifths of his instances are ξεν- and two-fifths ξειν-.24

23 I count as certainly long, and not even in theory disputable: (a) datives such as P. 9. 20
(α� κ�ν)τε(ιν), since forms like α� νάκτειν (Od. 15. 557) have only a precarious existence in
literature; (b) I. 1. 16 (Κατορε�)ωι (l), where there is hiatus and not correption (correption
cannot give a short in the sequence − ∪ −; the ‘apparent exceptions’ in West, Greek Metre, 11 n.
17, are all resoluble.

24 About 36 and 24 respectively; ‘about’ because one or two instances in fragments are not
secure. My figures exclude the three instances in question here, but include instances of ξειν- in
dactylo-epitrite ancipitia where a short would be anomalous. They exclude also proper names.
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O. 6. 6 and N. 1. 2: (^υρα)κο(α̃ν), or another form with long penult; not
(^υρα)κο(α̃ν) with short penult, like the ^υράκοαι that is printed at P. 2. 1.
This last indeed seems to be the only appearance of a short penult in the
whole of Greek literature;25 and so far from being imitated it should itself
be abolished. What has kept it in the text, in almost every edition from the
Aldine to the present day, is mere illusion (abetted, of course, by inertia):
an illusion not of manuscript authority (for it has none26) but of metrical
necessity, fostered by the fact that all seven corresponding syllables are short.
But there is no metrical necessity: the position is theoretically anceps; the ode
has ∪

⎯⎯
 in three other places; and ∪

⎯⎯
 to admit a proper name is especially easy

(so also 21 Ι� ξ�ονα in responsion with threefold ∪ − ∪∪).
Wherever I can check the quantity of the penult in verse it is long: O. 6. 92

and P. 3. 70, an anceps in dactylo-epitrites where a short would be
anomalous; Bacch. 5. 184, another such anceps in a position where
Bacchylides would not ordinarily admit a short (Hermes 84 [1956], 248–51
<= below, chapter 14>); Kerkidas, fr. 14 Powell <= 65 Lomiento>, a scazon
ending ^υρακο/αι; twice in hexameters, Hermippos fr. 63. 9 K.–A.,
Archestratos SH 142. 1.27

I am confident that Pindar’s only form had a long penult; but what was
that form? His manuscripts have mostly -κο-, but (except in N. 1) a variant
-κου- is respectably attested;28 a papyrus has -κου- at O. 6. 92. I find it
hard to explain the manuscript -κο- except as a transliteration of Pindar’s
ΚΟ^^ (with -κου-)––a banalization; but if he wrote ΚΟ^^, did he mean the
Ο to be short (our -κο-) or long (our -κου-)? I should expect the latter:
there is a good deal of external evidence for the use of -κου-29 and none for
the use of -κο-; and linguistically I do not see how the form -κο- could be
supposed to have arisen.

The name is evidently connected with that of a λ�µνη near the city, called

25 I disregard ^υράκοαι printed in the excerpts from the later books of Diodoros (e.g. 21. 8,
22. 8. 1); on the misspellings in these excerpts see L. Dindorf’s preface to his <Diodori
Bibliotheca Historica (Leipzig 1867–8),> vol. iv, pp. iii–iv.

26 Mommsen reports -κο- only from the Thoman ∆, υρράκοαι (its -κο- no more authentic
than its -ρρ-). Thoman manuscripts have -κο- also at O. 6. 6 and 92.

27 And possibly, but not probably, Euphorion SH 413 i 3 ]. . . .κουη.
28 In A (O. 6) and/or one or more of the ζ manuscripts.
29 In inscriptions and papyri all the instances I have found (I do not assert that there are

no others) are -κου-. Inscriptions: IG ii2. 384 (end of iv a.; the only occurrence of the name in
Attic inscriptions); regularly in the Parian Marble (FGrHist 239; 264/3 bc). Papyri (with the
centuries to which they are assigned by their editors): Pi. O. 6. 92 (v or vi p.); Bacch. 5. 84 (late ii
or early iii p.); a historian (Douris?) P. Oxy. 2399. 11 (i a.). Medieval tradition: in some authors
-κου- is a well-attested variant (Herodotos, Strabo; perhaps others whom I have not checked,
or whose editors do not report such things).
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^υρακ�.30 That name is preserved only by Stephanos of Byzantion (under
^υράκουαι), κα� λ�µνη xτι ^υρακF καλε�ται; the derivation of city-name
from lake-name is asserted expressly by ps.-Skymnos (see n. 30) and pre-
sumably by Douris FGrHist 76 F 59 (= Steph. Byz. Pκράγαντε). Accepting
the derivation, Kretschmer (Glotta 14 [1923], 98 f.), supposes the city-name
to have been formed from ^υρακ� plus –ντjαι (fem. pl. of -ντ-), i.e.
^υρακ�ντjαι ^υράκουαι; that would of course give -- not -- (as e.g.
φερ-οντjα φ�ρουα). I had rather think of ^υρακ�εαι ̂ υράκουαι: the suffix
-ει/-εα is common in place names, especially those formed from the names
of flora or fauna (e.g. ^ελινο+, Ο� φιο+α, Πιτυο+αι, Πιθηκο+αι), and I
suppose that υρακ- (with whatever termination) might be the Sikel name for
a plant that was common there. One thinks of the papyrus plant that is found
there now; if it was there then, it would not be unsuitable.

O. 8. 11: (d)πητ’, not (d)πετ’ (the manuscripts are divided);31 µ�γα τοι

κλ�ο α�ε� | |ιτινι σ-ν γ�ρα dπητ’ α� γλα�ν. The aorist subjunctive is normal:
in sentences of similar content cf. O. 3. 13 θε�µοροι ν�οντ’ �π’ α� νθρ�που

α� οιδα�, | |ιτινι . . . | . . . Ε� λλανοδ�κα . . . | α� µφ� κ�µαιι βάληι γλαυκ�χροα

κ�µον �λα�α,32 P. 10. 24 @µνητ- ο]το α� ν=ρ γ�νεται σοφο� | K α} ν . . . | τὰ
µ�γιτ’ α� �θλων dληι, I. 1. 50 K δ’ α� µφ’ α� �θλοι \ πολεµ�ζων α' ρηται κ+δο

α� βρ�ν, | ε.αγορηθε� κ�ρδο Uψιτον δ�κεται, 7. 27 ,τω . . . Hτι . . . χάλαζαν

αMµατο πρ- φ�λα πάτρα α� µ/νεται | . . . µ�γιτον κλ�ο α1ξων;33 at N. 11. 13 ε�
δ� τι Sλβον &χων µορφα̃ι παραµε/εται α' λλου | &ν τ’ α� �θλοιιν α� ριτε/ων

�π�δειξεν β�αν, | θνατὰ µεµνάθω περιτ�λλων µ�λη κτλ. I am confident that
the first subjunctive παραµε/εται is followed by a second, �πιδε�ξηι (Breyer,
Gildersleeve). Only once does Pindar have an aorist indicative, I. 5. 9 ποθειν-ν

| κλ�ο &πραξαν, Hντιν’ α� θρ�οι τ�φανοι | . . . α� ν�δηαν &θειραν; but there the

30 Behind the north-western shore of the Great Harbour, extending coastwise for two to three
kilometres, as far as the western outskirts of the city in the north, is a tract of low alluvial land
which in antiquity was what I shall call a fen (OED ‘low land covered wholly or partially with
shallow water, or subject to frequent inundations; a tract of such land, a marsh’). Thucydides,
referring to different parts of it, says now dλο (6. 101. 1–3), now λ�µνη (6. 66. 1, 7. 53. 2, 54). In
one place (7. 53. 2) he speaks of λ�µνη C Λυιµ�λεια καλουµ�νη, and Theokritos (16. 84) treats
Lysimeleia as a notable feature of the topography, calling Syracuse Ε� φυρα�ων | . . . µ�γα α' τυ παρ’
Uδαι Λυιµελε�α. It is evidently this fen, or part of it, that is Cυρακ�; and Cυρακ� will be
the name implied by ps.-Skymnos 281–2 α� π- τ" Yµ�ρου λ�µνη λαβο/α το1νοµα | τὰ ν+ν
^υρακο/α παρ’ α.το� λεγοµ�να.

31 I mention the manuscripts since for once there is a theoretical possibility of their reflecting
Pindar’s intention: if he used scriptio plena he would have distinguished the two, ΗΕΣΠΕΤΑΙ
and ΗΕΣΠΕΤΟ. If he elided, both were ΗΕΣΠΕΤ.

32 The α' νθρωποι are the men celebrated in the songs (picked up by |ιτινι κτλ.), not the men
who hear them: this is evident (or should be) from the opposition with θε�µοροι.

33 I do not know whether anyone has yet observed (and I know that many have not) that
α� µ/νεται is aorist subjunctive, with the short vowel proper to the subjunctive of a sigmatic aorist
(*α� µυν- > α� µυ--ν-); cf. Il. 13. 465 �παµ/νοµεν.
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leading verb is aorist, which makes all the difference. Morphologically,
dπητ(αι) is perfectly in order: no reduplication at P. 4. 40 ποµ�ναν, but
reduplication at I. 6. 17 <f>π�θαι,34 5. 36 fπ�µενοι, and (I am confident)
O. 9. 83 dποιτο, P. 10. 17 d<>ποιτο;35 elision of verbal -αι (-µαι, -ται, -νται,
-θαι) 24 times elsewhere in the epinikia.

O. 11. 2: (&)τιν δ’, not (&)τι δ’. Pindar very commonly uses paragogic ν
to produce a long syllable: in the dactylo-epitrite epinikia over 130 times;
30 times the syllable is an anceps which would be anomalous if short.

O. 12. 16: α-µ(ερε) with long anceps. Of verbs beginning with metrically
short {-, I find 19 past indicatives with the temporal augment, 19 without.

O. 12. 19 (last verse of the epode): Yµιλ�ων with synizesis and anceps
suppressed rather than (Yµι)λ�(ων) with short anceps. Certainly Pindar has
verbal -εω(ν) much more often disyllabic (41 times) than monosyllabic
(9 times);36 on the other hand he affects the suppression of an anceps towards
the end of a dactylo-epitrite stanza, and especially of an epode: of the 43
other stanzas in the epinikia, 17 have one or more ancipitia suppressed in the
final verse and 9 others in the penultimate verse; of the 20 other epodes, 9
and 5.37

O. 13. 20: (#π)πε�(οι), not (#π)π�(οι). Pindar has #ππι- more often
(6 times), but twice #ππει- (O. 13. 68, N. 9. 22: each time the second syllable

34 In dactylo-epitrites, ΚλωθF καιγν$τα τε προενν�πω <f>π�θαι κλυτα� | α� νδρ- φ�λου
Μο�ρα �φετµα�: Pauw’s correction of the unmetrical π�θαι is certain.––There was a time
when the English-speaking world learnt its metre from books written in German. It comes
therefore as a shock to find Thummer defending the responsion − ∪∪ − ∪∪

∪ − (= D!) by a
reference to the antiquated rubbish in Farnell, and objecting to the correption -ω̆ fπ- (which he
calls ‘Hiat’, and supposes to be the same phenomenon that he finds in Η� ροδ�τω--ι &πορεν) on the
ground that unlike Ο� λυµπιω̆ι Α,γιναν and �γω̆ Η� ροδ�τωι and Pλφεŏυ &ρνειν it involves no
proper name; presumably he had not yet formulated the rule which this implies when he made
no comment on I. 1. 11 στρατω̆ι �ξ α� �θλων and 4. 47 α�ετŏυ αT  τ�, and had forgotten it by the time
he came to 8. 66 πατραδελφεŏυ· α� λ�κων.

35 At O. 9. 83 and P. 10. 17 (both aeolic) the first syllable of d()ποιτ’ occupies a theoretical
anceps that elsewhere (three time in each ode) is long; in O. 9 variants dπ- and dπ-, in P. 10
dπ- codd. , dπ- Moschopoulos.

To deny the reduplicated forms to Pindar on linguistic grounds is neither practicable nor
justifiable: Maas, Responsionsfreiheiten, i. 20, ‘gesetzt selbst, die reduplizierten Formen bei
Homer beruhten auf falscher Worttrennung, so wüssten wir damit noch nicht, wie Pindar den
Homer interpungierte’.

36 I disregard (a) instances with no responsion to guarantee the scansion, (b) verbal forms
(and their compounds) with no syllables preceding the -�ω(ν), viz. (α� πο)πλ�ων, (α� µ)πν�ων,
τρ�ω, χ�ων. At N. 7. 33, where the manuscripts have βοαθ�ων by mistake for a participle,
I suppose that participle to be βοαθο�ων (sic: Farnell’s βοαθο3ν is the wrong spelling) and not
βοαθ�ων: the denominative from βοαθ�ο should in Pindar be -θο�ω (cf. his α� ντιξο�ω, �πακο�ω,
καταφυλλορο�ω) and not the -θ�ω to which it was cut down in Ionic and Attic (Schwyzer, i. 252).

37 The figures are based on Snell’s colometry; with different colometry one might add one
or two or subtract one or two. I add that of the 50 instances of suppressed anceps in the dactylo-
epitrite epinikia 36 occur in the last two verses of a stanza.
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occupies a dactylo-epitrite anceps in which a short would be anomalous); no
such preference therefore for #ππ- that we should expect it here.38

P. 4. 7: κτ�(ειεν), not κτ�(ειεν). Pindar uses the -- freely (4 κτι-, 3
κτι-; similarly 1 χι-, 1 χι-). From other verbs, α� κοντι-, θεµι-, Lικι-;
often Pindar’s long form is not -ι- but -ιξ-, and this he uses with equal
freedom (4 κοµιξ-, 5 κοµι-).

I. 4. 15: Α'
--
ρ(ει), not J̆ρ(ει). Pindar admits either indifferently.39

B. Short anceps in later stanzas echoing short in the
first strophe or epode

I list the instances of this phenomenon, 56 in number. First, the reference
of the short anceps in the first strophe or epode (cited above in section A);
then s(trophe), e(pode), m(onostrophic ode), and in brackets the number of
short ancipitia (1/9 = one out of nine) in later stanzas. Then a list of all
corresponding ancipitia in later stanzas: if short, cited; if long, line-number
only; if disputable, marked * and discussed below. ‡ = proper name (not used
if name is cited).

O. 7. 4 s (1/9): 10* Ο� λ(υµπ�αι), 23, 29, 42, 48, 61, 67, 80, 86‡.
17 e (4/4): 36 πατ(�ρο), 55 χθ�ν(α), 74* (Ι� α)λυ(�ν), 93
(Καλλιάνα)κτο· (Ε� ρατιδα̃ν).

11. 4 s (1/1): 10* α� ν($ρ).
6 s (1/1): 12 (Α� γη�δα)µε π(υγµαχ�α).

P. 9. 3 s (9/9): 11 �φ(απτοµ�να), 28 (�γ)χ�(ων), 36 κλυτ(άν), 53 (&)ξοχ(ον),
62 φ�λ(α), 78 οφ(ο�), 86 κρατ(η�µαχον), 103 (�πιχω)ρ�(οι), 111
πατ($ρ).
21 e (1/4): 46, 71‡, 96, 121 (Pλε)ξ�δ(αµο).

N. 5. 2 s (5/5): 8* ξ�ν(ων), 20* �λ(αφρ�ν), 26 δ�λ(ωι), 38 θε(�ν), 44 φ�λ(η� ).
13 e (1/2): 31, 49 �π(α/ρεο).

8. 5 s (1/5): 10, 22*, 27‡, 39, 44 Μ�γ(α-).
5 s (3/5): 10 (α� να)ξ�(αι), 22* (χειρ�νε)ι δ�, 27 φ�ν(ωι), 39, 44.

38 But let no one call in evidence the fact that the manuscripts have #ππει-; they have it in six
other places, five times unanimously, and in four of the six #ππι- is guaranteed by metre. Nor is
it relevant that with #ππ�οι as well as &ντειν (see above) there would be two short ancipitia in a
single verse: this happens five times (P. 9. 21, N. 5. 13, 8. 5, I. 4. 1, 5. 2; I shall argue for a sixth at
O. 7. 16–17), and is evidently neither avoided by Pindar nor affected by him.

39 3 Α'
--
ρει, 2 Α'

--
ρεο; 3 'Ăρει, 4 'Ăρη. At I. 8. 37 I read, following Bury, <α' νδρ�> 'Ăρει χ�{ι}ρα

�ναλ�γκιον τεροπα�� τ� α� κµὰν ποδ3ν. Not, with the commonly accepted transposition, χε�ρα
Α'
--
ρε( <τ�> �ναλ�γκιον κτλ.: the misplaced τε is intolerable. And <α' νδρ�> is very much in point,

when his χ�ρε are like a god’s and his feet like lightning.
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13 e (1/2): 30 νε(οκτ�νωι), 47.
16 e (2/2): 33 (δολο)φραδ($), 50 (Iν) γε µ(άν).

9. 2 m (2/10): 7, 12, 17‡, 22*, 27, 32 (�ν)τ� τ(οι), 37, 42‡, 47* (ο.)κ�τ�, 52.
10. 1 s (1/9): 7, 19, 25‡, 37, 43, 55, 61, 73 β�(αν), 79.

4 s (3/9): 10* (γυναι)ξ� κ(αλλικ�µοιιν), 22 (παλαι)µάτ(ων), 28, 40
(Pντ�α) τε (/γγονο), 46, 58, 64, 76, 82.
6 s (1/9): 12, 24 (Θεα�)ο (ε.φ�ρων), 30, 42‡, 48*, 60*, 66, 78, 84‡.

I. 1. 2 s (1/7): 8, 19, 25, 36, 42 (δαπάναι) τε κ(α�), 53, 59.
4. 2 s (4/9): 8, 20‡, 26 (Cικυ3)νο (Qπαεν), 38 (9ά)βδον (&φραεν), 44

�π(άξιον), 56, 62, 3. 2, 3. 8* (χαρ�τε)ι β(ατάαι).
14 e (1/4): 32, 50, 86 (&ρ)γον· (&νθα), 3. 14.
17 e (1/4): 35, 53, 71, 3. 17 (τετραο)ρι(α̃ν).

5. 1 s (4/5): 7 (α� γω)ν�(οι), 22 (ε1)νοµ(ον), 28 χρ�ν(ον), 43‡, 49
(πολυ)φθ�ρ(ωι).
2 s (2/5): 8 (&πρα)ξεν, (Hντιν� ), 23, 29* (dκα)τι πρ(�βαλον), 44, 50.
2 s (3/5): 8 (α� )θρ�(οι), 23 (κ�λευ)θον (α� ν), 29 εβ(ιζ�µενοι), 44, 50.
19 e (2/2): 40 (τράταρ)χον (Α�θι�πων), 61 (δε)ξι(�ν).

6. 22 e (1/2): 47 περ(ιπλανα̃ται), 72.

Two tendencies are apparent:

(a) Echoing short anceps tends to recur. Of the 73 places with short anceps
in the first strophe or epode, there is echoing short anceps in 25. In two of
these (in O. 11, with its single triad) there is nowhere for echoing short
anceps to recur; in the other 23 it occurs as follows (3/9 means ‘in three out
of the nine possible instances’40):

consistently: 5 places (9/9, 5/5, 4/4, 2/2, 2/2);
in effect consistently (one long in a proper name): 1 place (4/5);
more than once: 6 places (4/9, 3/5, 3/5, 3/9, 2/5, 2/10);
once only: 11 places (1 out of 2, 2, 2, 4, 4, 4, 5, 7, 9, 9, 9).

(b) Echoing short anceps occurs more readily in earlier stanzas than in
later: 41

stanza: 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
proportion: 15/15 11/23 9/18 7/18 6/14 2/8 1/8 2/7 3/7 0/1
percentage: 60 48 50 39 43 25 13 29 43 0

40 These figures do not include the first strophe or epode; so that e.g. 3/9, ‘echoing short
anceps in 3 of the 9 possible instances’, is equivalent to ‘short anceps 4 times (including the first
strophe) in the 10 strophes or antistrophes’.

41 These figures indicate only the relative frequency of echoing short anceps in the different
stanzas, and not its absolute probability.
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(By ‘4’ I mean the fourth of the stanzas in responsion: in a triadic ode, the
antistrophe of the second triad or the epode of the fourth. By ‘9/18’ I mean
that of the 25 places with echoing short anceps 18 have a fourth stanza in
which it might appear, and that it does appear in 9, or 50 per cent.)

I proceed now to consider what I have called in my table the ‘disputable’
instances: instances, that is, where either short or long scansion would be
theoretically possible. There are fourteen of them; I have made decisions, of
which I shall now render account, about their quantity (ten short, four long),
and have included them, scanned in accordance with my decisions, in my
figures above.42

O. 7. 10: Ο� (λυµπ�αι); I have argued already, under A, that we should
nowhere credit Pindar with Ο.λυµπ�α.

O. 7. 74: for (Ι� ά)λυ(ον) two scansions come into question, gα-λυ--- as Il.
2. 656 Λ�νδον Ι� $λυ�ν τε, and gα-λῠ- as Ov. Met. 7. 365 et Ialysios Telchinas,
Dion. Per. 505 Ρk �δο �τ�ν, Ι� ηλυ�ων π�δον α� νδρ3ν. I have no doubt that the
second is to be accepted, with consistent short υ throughout the ode; for this
scansion must be supposed also at Anakr. PMG 349 ο]το δηBτ’ Ι� ηλυ�ου |
τ�λλει τοG κυανάπιδα. Metre there would admit either g{λυ--- (giving two
identical glyconics) or gη--λῠ- (giving two different glyconics, just as Anakr.
PMG 357. 4–5 συµπα�ζουσιν, �πιτρ�φεαι | δ’ @ψηλὰ 6ρ�ων κορυφά; but
gᾰλυ--- is ruled out by its ᾰ, since a long second syllable is indicated not
merely by the agreement of Homer, Pindar, Ovid, and Dionysios, but by its
appearance as η in Ionic and Attic (Hdt. 1. 144. 3, Th. 8. 44. 2, and above all
the Athenian tribute-lists, which have always, in the old Attic alphabet,
ιελυιοι = Ι� ηλ/ιοι).43 Irrelevant to our choice is the vᾰλῠ- in an epigram by
an unknown Dionysios (AP 7. 716. 1 = Gow–Page, HE 1447), Hοι π�λιν

Ι� αλυο�ο | να�οµεν.44 Relevant, but corrupt, is the dactylo-epitrite skolion
(PMG 727) of Timokreon of Ialysos, written not more than fifteen years
before Pindar’s ode, with 7 ε� πατρ�δα Ι� αλυ�ν ~ 3 α' νδρ’ #ερα̃ν α� π’ Pθανα̃ν:45

not (with ∪
⎯⎯

∪
⎯⎯

) ε� πατρ�δ� vα-λυ�ν; not (with ᾰ) ε� πατρ�αν gᾰλυ--�ν; I

42 In four of the ten instances my decision for a short is based simply on the tendency shown
by the figures; the figures not as I give them (I do not argue in a circle) but as they would be
if I ignored the four instances altogether. Ignore them, and there is no great difference: (a)
consistently, not 5/5 but 4/4; ‘more than once’, not 4/9, 3/5 (once), 3/9, but 3/8, 2/4, 2/8; (b) 2nd,
13/23 (57%); 3rd, 10/22 (45%); 10th, 2/6 (33%).

43 The fragment of Anakreon is preserved in two citations in Et. gen.; one has �ηλυ�ου, the
other α� λυ�οι.

44 That the epigram is Hellenistic (and not later) is an inference from its occurrence in a
solidly Meleagrean section of the Anthology. In the heading ∆ιονυ�ου Ρk οδ�ου the ethnic tells us
nothing; it may indeed be no more than an inference from the content of the epigram.

45 A third instance of the verse (11) has its own difficulties of responsion.
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suppose that Page will be right with πατρ�δ� gα-λυ
�
-ν ε,ω, though this

Homeric use of ε,ω (as Ι' λιον ε,ω etc.) is surprising.
O. 11. 10: I have little doubt that the α of α� (ν$ρ) is short: in the nominative

singular Pindar elsewhere has it 30 times short to 6 times long;46 and corre-
sponding short ancipitia at 4 ~ 10 are perhaps supported to some extent by the
corresponding short ancipitia at 6 ~ 12.

N. 5. 8 and 20: two disputable instances which if short will give consistent
short anceps throughout the ode (the first strophe plus five echoes). First, 20:
the manuscripts give short anceps with �λ(αφρ-ν Yρµάν), and I have no doubt
that they are right, once their unmetrical �λαφράν is corrected with Erasmus
Schmid to �λαφρ�ν. This �λαφρ�ν will be the only known instance of �λαφρ�

as feminine, and to avoid it Turyn (De codicibus Pindaricis, 88) transposed to
Yρµὰν �λαφράν, giving thus (he does not remark on the metre) a long anceps
Yρµ(άν). But there are a good many isolated instances in Greek poetry
of normally three-termination adjectives treated as two-, or of two- treated as
three-;47 I would far sooner assume an instance here, disguised by an easy and
indeed almost inevitable corruption, than avoid it at the cost of assuming an
unlikely and entirely accidental transposition.48 And it would be an odd
coincidence that that accident should produce the illusion of short anceps at
precisely the place where short anceps might have been expected. Second,
8: presumably ξ�ν(ων). Normally, I have maintained, ξειν- is to be preferred in
ancipitia; but here, with all corresponding ancipitia short, I cannot doubt that
Pindar intended consistent short throughout the ode.

N. 8. 22: �λ(3ν), corresponding to 5 (α� ρει)�ν(ων), will be long. Pindar has
�λ- 30 times elsewhere: short three times certainly (O. 13. 100, P. 3. 66, N. 4.
95) and once uncertainly (O. 2. 19, corresponding to three shorts and one
long, 99), but otherwise long (I count as long the few instances where it
occupies an anceps which in corresponding stanzas is always long). Short
scansion, that is, is rare; and here, where Pindar is not affecting short anceps

46 The existence of α-ν$ρ is overlooked in the summary at the head of Slater’s article in his
Lexicon: the instances are O. 3. 12, 14. 7, N. 2. 3, 3. 72, 9. 15, I. 4. 70. Pindar is even less hospitable
to α-- in other cases: figures for α-νερ-/α� νδρ- are -α 2/21, -ο 0/10, -ι 1/15, -ε 1/11, -α 0/10, -ων
3/60.

47 φανερ� for instance is uniquely feminine at E. Ba. 992, ποθειν� at E. Hel. 623. Pindar’s
tendency is rather to produce unique specifically feminine forms: α� βάταν αT λα, α� κιν$ταν &χε,
α� µετρ$τα α� λ�, πολυξ�ναν �ν (all to give him a long final syllable, just as �λαφρ�ν here will give
him a short one).

48 I do not say unparalleled. The two manuscripts are BD; I find in B (in O. and P., always
with other manuscripts) and in BD together (in N. and I.) very similar transpositions of two
words at the following places (see Douglas Young, GRBS 6 [1965], 256; I ignore a few instances
of misplaced monosyllabic particles, pronouns, and prepositions): O. 6. 82, 7. 94, 10. 35, P. 4.
280, 8. 97, 11. 34, N. 6. 27, 7. 81, I. 4. 73, 7. 8. I do not say unparalleled; but I still say unlikely.
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(the only echoing short is in a proper name in the last stanza of six), we
should evidently regard the syllable as long.

N. 8. 22: (χειρ�νε)ι δ’, corresponding to 5 (�πι)κρατ(ε�ν), rather than
-ιν δ’. There are six stanzas in responsion, and the short in the first is echoed
in the second (10) and fourth (27); I think it probable therefore that it should
be echoed here also in the third, and that this is another instance where my
principle of preferring long in case of doubt should be abandoned.

N. 9. 22, 47: I have myself restored a short anceps in the first strophe, 2
(νεο)κτ�τ(αν) in place of (νεο)κτ�τ(αν), in order to legitimize the indisputable
short anceps at 32 (�ν)τ� τ(οι); see under D (c). This restored short anceps,
which I regard as quite certain, has in responsion with it ten ancipitia in all.
The seventh of the eleven (32) is certainly short; two others, the fifth (22) and
tenth (47), are disputable; I will now discuss these two.

N. 9. 22: Hπλ(οιιν) is disputable only in name: it is long. Internal πλ

elsewhere gives 39 long, 9 short.
N. 9. 47 is a very different matter. The text is corrupt in the manuscripts,

and has been shabbily treated by the editors; it will need to be examined at
length.

Pindar is saying (what he says of others elsewhere)49 that Chromios, or
more strictly a man who has attained to success such as Chromios’, has
reached the ne plus ultra beyond which men cannot pass:

49 The ne plus ultra may be symbolized by the Pillars of Herakles:

O. 3. 43 ν+ν δ! πρ- �χατιὰν Θ$ρων α� ρετα�ιν #κάνων αT πτεται
ο,κοθεν Η� ρακλ�ο ταλα̃ν· τ- π�ρω δ� �τ� σοφο� α' βατον
κα� �φοι.

N. 3. 19 ε� δ’ �Fν καλ- &ρδων τ’ �οικ�τα µορφα̃ι
α� νορ�αι @περτάται �π�βα πα� Pριτοφάνεο, ο.κ�τι πρ�ω
α� βάταν αT λα κι�νων @π!ρ Η� ρακλ�ο περα̃ν ε.µαρ�.

I. 4. 12 α� νορ�αι δ� �χάταιιν
ο,κοθεν τάλαιιν α-T πτονθ�  Η� ρακλε�αι
κα� µηκ�τι µακροτ�ραν σπε/δειν α� ρετάν.

Or there may be a different spatial symbolism, leading up to the myth:

P. 10. 27 Y χάλκεο ο.ραν- ο1ποτ’ α' µβατο α.τ3ι,
Hαι δ! βροτ-ν &θνο α� γλα(αι α� πτ�µεθα, περα�νει πρ- &χατον
πλ�ον· ναυ� δ� ο1τε πεζ- �Fν κεν εUροι
� Υ� περβορ�ων α� γ3να θαυµατὰν Yδ�ν.

Or Pindar may talk, as in our passage, in terms of heights:

O. 1. 113 �π’ α' λλοιι δ�  α' λλοι µεγάλοι, τ- δ’ &χατον κορυφο+ται
βαιλε+ι· µηκ�τι πάπταινε π�ριον.

The same notion is behind a number of other passages which are less directly comparable
with ours: N. 11. 13–16, I. 5. 12–16, 6. 10–13, 7. 43–4, and the supposititious O. 5. 23–4.

I. Short anceps in dactylo-epitrites 137



45 ,τω λαχFν πρ- δαιµ�νων θαυµατ-ν Sλβον·

ε� γὰρ αT µα κτεάνοι πολλο� �π�δοξον α' ρηται

47 κ+δο †ο.κ�τι π�ρω (so B; ο.κ &τι πρ�ω D)†
θνατ-ν &τι σκοπια̃ α' λλα �φάψαθαι ποδο�ν.

The manuscript text is too short by a syllable; and to restore this nearly all
editors since 1900 have corrupted the text with a monstrous invention of
Boehmer, ο.κ &τι πρ�ω<θεν>.50 I say ‘monstrous’ because in this context
of proceeding further the ablatival51 πρ�ωθεν is absurdly out of place;52 what
we need is the π�ρω/πρ�ω which appears in two of the parallels cited in
n. 49 (with its comparative π�ριον in a third); and π�ρω/πρ�ω is what the
manuscripts here provide.

The solution is simple: combine the variants of B and D, and read ο.κ�τ’
�τ� π�ρω. This gives a short anceps, (ο.)κ�τ’; I have no doubt that this is
right, but before it can be accepted there is another problem that must be
cleared up.

The reading is no novelty: it goes back to Kallierges (1515), and indeed
in essence to Triklinios;53 after Kallierges it was the vulgate, and it appears in
texts as late as 1869 (Christ’s editio minor). But some of those who put it in
their texts, as well as those who did not, were dissatisfied with it, and sug-
gested other things (all worthless) that might be read in its stead.54 In so far as
their dissatisfaction was aroused by the short anceps, it was idle. But there is
also a real difficulty, in the recurrence of &τι, four words later, in the same
sentence; the repetition is intolerable, and must not be imputed to Pindar.55

50 I except Turyn, who prefers Rauchenstein’s <α� νδρ� > ο.κ &τι π�ρω; bad, but not
monstrous.

51 As of course it is: no question in this word of the quite different locatival suffix -θε(ν) of
e.g. πρ�θε(ν), Uπερθε(ν).

52 It is irrelevant that Pindar twice has τηλ�θεν where we should have expected τηλ�ε: each
time we are concerned with the distance travelled by (figurative) light or sound, and Pindar
thinks of the distance from the recipient’s end in contexts where we should think of it from the
source’s: O. 1. 94 τ- δ! κλ�ο | τηλ�θεν δ�δορκε (shines) τα̃ν Ο� λυµπιάδων, N. 6. 48 π�τεται . . .
τηλ�θεν | Sνυµ� α.τ3ν. And another unrelated use of -θεν is equally irrelevant: at Il. 16. 634
the wood-cutters make a great din, dκαθεν δ� τε γ�νετ’ α� κου$: this is the notion of hearing
proceeding from the ear to the source of the sound (as ib. 515 δ/νααι δ! G πάντο� α� κο/ειν).

53 ο.κ�τ� �τ� πρ�ω Triklinios (ο.κ<�τ� > by conjecture? He did not know B), ο.κ�τ�  �τ� π�ρω
Kallierges (who did know B).

54 Gerber, Emendations in Pindar, lists eighteen proposals by fourteen scholars.
55 I know of no parallel (apart from Eustathios’ text of Od. 11. 623, where he remarks on the

double &τι: i.e. ο. γὰρ &τ�  α' λλον | φράζετο το+δ�  &τι µοι κρατερ�τερον ε4ναι α' εθλον). Boeckh cites
S. Tr. 829 π3 γὰρ α} ν Y µ= λε/ων &τι ποτ� &τ� �π�πονον &χοι θανFν λατρε�αν: anadiplosis, and
irrelevant. Hermann (who does not himself read the first &τι) thinks that the duplication would
be unremarkable: ‘in duplici &τι non est haerendum, quod saepius ita positum inuenitur’; he
cites no instance, and I do not believe him. It is irrelevant that W. Dindorf at S. Ph. 1133 and
Verrall at E. Med. 1077 produce duplicated &τι by bad conjectures; it is very relevant that the
only parallel which either cites is our passage in Pindar.
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But to avoid it we need not abandon the first &τι: we may equally well (what
hardly anyone has considered)56 remove the second. And that has two
advantages: First, it brings the passage into line with Pindar’s practice else-
where: &τι in a negative sentence is always (nine times) contiguous with the
negative, ο.κ�τι57 or µηκ�τι.58 Second (and more important), it enables us
to remedy a further difficulty which no one seems to have observed, the use
of the unqualified instrumental ποδο�ν. The unqualified instrumental is in
point, of course, at N. 3. 52 πο� γὰρ κράτεκε and at N. 3. 81, where the eagle
seizes its prey πο�ν, in its talons; but it has point also at N. 1. 50 κα� γὰρ α.τὰ

πο�ν α' πεπλο 6ρο/αι’ α� π- τρωµνα̃ κτλ. (Alkmena has just given birth,
but jumps out of bed to protect her babies when the snakes attack them; the
very fact of her being on her feet at all is remarkable) and at O. 10. 65 ε.θGν
τ�νον πο� τρ�χων (of the victor in the stadion at a legendary Olympiad;
Pindar’s point is not that he ran with his legs but that it was with his legs that
he made the all-out effort, the τ�νο).59 But here it would be absurd to insist
that this figurative progress to a figurative mountain-top is made on foot;
what ποδο�ν needs is an epithet to carry the weight and to indicate some
quality of a progress which would in any case be made on foot. And that is
what we can have in place of &τι; read ο.κ�τ’ �τ� π�ρω θνατ-ν fο�ν σκοπια̃

α' λλα �φάψαθαι ποδο�ν: a mortal man cannot by his own power attain to
greater eminence; fο�ν ποδο�ν insists still further on the limit set by human
capacity to human achievment. And fο�ν . . . ποδο�ν is what the scholiast is

56 Only Bothe, with �π� κοπια̃ (impossible, of course, after �φάψαθαι). I do not count W.
A. Stone, who left the sentence without any &τι at all; not of set purpose (and without even
acknowledging the fact), but as a by-product of his mistaken pursuit of other ends (CR 49
[1935], 124).

57 I write ο.κ�τι, of course, as a single word. So normally did Boeckh, but at N. 9. 14 he prints
it old-fashionedly diuisim, ο.κ &τι. Careless; but what does one say of later editors, who one and
all have copied him exactly?

58 I do not of course assert, on the basis of a mere nine instances, that Pindar could only make
them contiguous; merely that he had a strong tendency to do so. I have checked the Iliad and
Odyssey (my figures are fairly exact): 104 times contiguous; 83 times separated by postpositives
(e.g. ο.δ�  &τι, ο. γάρ τι µοι &τ�  α' λλο); 16 times separated by something more substantial (e.g. ο1τ�
�ΟδυεG &τι ο4κον �λε/εται and ο.δ�  α' ρ�  &µελλεν | τάφρο &τι χ$ειν).

59 No one has yet understood the passage, though it is quite straightforward. The stadion
was a single length of the track (c. 190 metres), without any of the 180-degree turns involved
in longer races; and it was a sprint, with the runners going as fast as they could for the
whole distance. ε.θGν τ�νον, internal accusative after τρ�χων, gives both these facts: his
running was ‘a going all out in a straight line’; the sense of τ�νο is best illustrated by the
use of the verb τε�νεθαι at Il. 23. 375 Mπποιι τάθη δρ�µο, 758 (= Od. 8. 121) το�ι δ’ α� π-
ν/η τ�τατο δρ�µο. Most scholars fancy that τ�νο, like English ‘stretch’ and German
‘Strecke’, can come to mean ‘a continuous length or distance’; it cannot. <Cf. above, pp. 71 and
73f.>
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paraphrasing with το� fαυτο+ πο�ν: his fαυτο+ is the regular paraphrase for
f� or H.60

The one thing about which there is room for doubt is the case-endings.
Pindar makes very little use of the dual; and I can see no reason why he
should have used it here, twice over, when either fο� . . . πο�ν61 or f3ι . . .
ποδ�62 would have suited his metre.63 If both dual forms were in the manu-
scripts, I should acquiesce in them without more ado; when one of them is
conjectural, I think it proper to consider whether a number other than the
dual might be restored.

I do not think that it could. We may dismiss the singular: το� fαυτο+ πο�ν

might be paraphrasing either the plural or (just as properly64) the dual, but
not the singular; so that if Pindar did not write the dual he wrote the plural.
Between dual and plural, no difficulty over &τι: if a simple visual corruption it
might indeed have arisen more easily from fο� (its  lost before κ-) than
from fο�ν; but it might have come from an &τι written in the margin to resolve
the muddle over ο.κ�τ’ �τ� and mistakenly supposed to refer not there but
here, and in that case it might have replaced either fο� or fο�ν with equal ease.
But the corruption of πο�ν to ποδο�ν is another matter. It is not unthinkable
(if πο�ν were so written as to look like ποο�ν, it would be easy to take it as a
miswriting of ποδο�ν); but I can only call it unlikely, and I cannot persuade

60 I give reference to text and [scholion], followed by (text) and paraphrase, in each case
excerpted from a paraphrase of the whole sentence: O. 6. 59 [93f, 97d] (Kν πρ�γονον) τ-ν fαυτο+
πρ�γονον, 7. 63 [123 (fα̃ι κεφαλα̃ι) τ"ι fαυτο+, το+ Η� λ�ου, κεφαλ"ι, P. 4. 122 [213a] (α> ν περ�
ψυχάν) κατὰ τ=ν fαυτο+ ψυχ$ν, 9. 36 [67] (µ"τιν fάν) κατὰ τ"ν fαυτο+ διάνοιαν, N. 1. 45 [67]
(δια�ι . . . χερ�ν fα�) τα� δ/ο χερ�ν fαυτο+, 6. 15 [21a] (fὰν π�δα) τ-ν fαυτο+ π�δα, I. 4. 37
[58f] (|ι φαγάνωι) τ3ι fαυτο+ ξ�φει, 5. 42 [48a] (f3ι δορ�) τ3ι fαυτο+ δ�ρατι, 6. 69 [97] (α' τει
. . . f3ι) τ"ι fαυτο+ πατρ�δι.

61 Pindar would hardly have been troubled by the collocation -οι κοπ-. I have counted the
instances where he has - followed directly (no verse-end or sense-pause intervening) by κ- χ-
τ- θ- π- φ- (i.e.  + plosive); there are twenty-seven, e.g. O. 9. 30 Η� ρακλ�η κ/ταλον,
51 Uδατο θ�νο, P. 2. 85 Yδο� κολια�.

62 For the singular cf. e.g. Parth. 2. 66 ∆αµα�να πά[τε]ρ,.[. . .]ωι ν+ν µοι ποδ� τε�χων α� γ�ο,
Od. 9. 43 διερ3ι ποδ� φευγ�µεν Cµ�α | Aν�γεα.

I shall establish in Part II of this paper that Pindar avoids at verse-end a syllable ending in a
short vowel. But he avoids it much less rigorously in verses ending . . . − ∪ − |, which have one
such syllable in every twenty instances.

63 I can see an actual objection to the dual at O. 13. 95 �µ! δ� ε.θGν α� κ�ντων | #�ντα 9�µβον
παρὰ κοπ-ν ο. χρ= | τὰ πολλὰ β�λεα καρτ/νειν χερο�ν |. Pindar’s figurative β�λεα are not arrows,
which one needs two hands to discharge, but expressly javelins, and one throws a javelin with a
single arm; so that one might think of reading χερ�. But although Pindar throws a javelin
παλάµα-ι at P. 1. 44, he speaks of the young Achilles at N. 3. 44 as χερ� θαµινὰ | βραχυ�δαρον
α' κοντα πάλλων.

64 Paraphrasts, rendering their author’s text into the Greek current in their own day, naturally
replace the dual (dead by then) with the plural.
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myself that the chances of its occurring are greater than the chances of
Pindar’s using the dual.

N. 10. 10: (γυναι)ξ� κ(αλλικ�µοιιν), rather than -ξιν κ-. Very much the
same situation as N. 8. 22 (χειρ�νε)ι δ’: ten stanzas in responsion, with the
short in the first echoed in the third and fifth; I suppose another echo here in
the second. ––In the seventh stanza, 64, long anceps is given by the dual
(�ξικ�)θαν, its subject the two Apharetidai. This is the first of eight verbs (in
nine verses) of which they are the subject, and the other seven are all plural
(metrically guaranteed); a plural here would have given another echoing
short, (�ξ�κον)το κ(α�). I have no idea why Pindar should have preferred the
dual.

N. 10. 48 and 60: χειρ(3ν) and (&τρω)εν χ(αλκ�α). No reason to
suppose either to be short: in the nine stanzas corresponding with the
first the only echoing short, 24, is in a proper name, (Θεα�)ο (ε.φ�ρων);
and although Pindar admits χερ- freely in the singular, he has otherwise
only two instances of χ�ρα and one of χερο�ν as against 1 χε�ρε, 6 χε�ρα, 4
χειρ3ν.65

I. 3. 8: (χαρ�τε)ι β(ατάαι) rather than -ιν β-. Ten stanzas in responsion;
short in the first, fourth, fifth, and sixth, so probably here in the tenth.

I. 5. 29: (dκα)τι πρ(�βαλον): six stanzas in responsion; short in the first, 2
(dκα)τι κ(α�), and in the second; that this, the fourth, should be short is
suggested (a) by its being the same syllable of the same word as the first, (b)
by the figures for initial πρ, which gives long scansion 34 times, short 63.

Finally I list the places where short anceps in the first strophe or epode has
in responsion with it ancipitia of which one or more are of indeterminate
quantity, the others long; I have little doubt that those of indeterminate
quantity are to be regarded as long. By ‘O. 13. 7 (9) ~ 15 α' κρ(αι) [63:34]’
I mean ‘the short anceps at O. 13. 7 has in responsion with it 9 ancipitia which
are all certainly long except for 15 α' κρ(αι); internal κρ gives long scansion 63
times, short 34’.

The places are these: O. 8. 16 (3) ~ 82 κεν Κ(αλλιµάχωι); O. 13. 7 (9) ~ 15
α' κρ(αι) [63:34]; P. 4. 4 (25) ~ 27 (α� ν)πά(αντε) ~ 35 µάτ(ευε) [there is
also a form µάτευε]; P. 4. 5 (25) ~ 28 (�π"λ)θεν φ(αιδ�µαν) ~ 97 ξε�ν’ ~ 143
(τρ�ται)ιν δ’ ~ 220 πατρ(ω(ων) [118:86]; N. 5. 1 (5) ~ 19 χειρ(3ν); N. 5. 13
(2) ~ 31 (&)κεν· π(ολλά); N. 5. 15 (2) ~ 33 πατρ(�) [118:86]; I. 4. 1 (9) ~ 61
(Uπερ)θεν δ(α�τα) ~ 3. 7 (α' ποι)να χρ($) [26:26]; I. 4. 7 (4) ~ 3. 17 (Λαβ-

δακ�δαι)ιν (/ννοµοι).

65 My ‘4 χειρ3ν’ excludes the present instance; it includes two instances in which
χειρ- occupies a presumably long anceps in dactylo-epitrites. At I. 8. 37 I read χ�ρα: see n. 39.

I. Short anceps in dactylo-epitrites 141



C. Non-echoing short anceps in first antistrophe

It happens but seldom that short anceps occurs in the first antistrophe
without a corresponding short anceps in the first strophe. I list the instances.
For each item all corresponding ancipitia are noted; cited if short, line-
number only if long, except that the long anceps of the first strophe is cited, in
[square brackets]. Symbols etc.: (3/8) = three short in the eight stanzas later
than the first antistrophe; * = quantity or reading disputable (discussed
below).

P. 9 (3/8) 1 [χαλκ(άπιδα)], 9 (@π�δε)κτο δ�, 26 λ�(οντι), 34, 51, 59 (πα�)δα
τ(�ξεται), 76*, 84, 101 (Ο� λυµ)π�(οιι), 109.

P. 9 (0/8) 8 [θάλλ(οιαν)], 16 Κρ�(οι�), 33, 41*, 58, 66, 83, 91, 108, 116.
N. 5 (1/4) 5 [(Νεµε�)οι], 11* � (α�θ�ρα), 23, 29, 41, 47 (µάρ)νατ(αι).
I. 2 (0/4) 3 [(�τ�)ξευ(ον)], 8* (πρ�ω)πα µ(αλθακ�φωνοι), 19, 24, 35, 40.

Two instances are certain (one of them in a proper name), two disputable
(I think one of them as good as certain; the other I think is probably corrupt).
This figure, three or four out of a possible 215, is too small to afford a case for
treating the instances as a special category; though I shall add to it later
(under F) two further instances, and a presumable third, in the fragments.
What does afford a case is the situation at P. 9. 9 etc.: after long anceps in the
first strophe (1), short anceps in the first antistrophe (9) is echoed by short in
three of the eight corresponding stanzas, that is, the short here in the first
antistrophe has the same influence on following stanzas as does a short in
the first strophe; and I do not think it can be denied that this circumstance
does raise the first-antistrophe instances into a category of their own. The
disputable instance which I accept is similarly echoed by a short in a later
stanza.

I will now consider the instances in order.
P. 9. 9 (@π�δε)κτο δ’, with three further shorts in responsion:66 it would be

welcome if we could normalize these by importing a short into the first
strophe, at 1; but the long there seems quite unassailable. It is (�θ�λω)
χαλκ(άπιδα Πυθιον�καν | . . . Τελεικράτη . . . γεγωνε�ν): the sole statement in
the ode of Telesikrates’ victory, in the race in armour at Pytho, and for that
statement χάλκαπι is exactly right. The competitors in this race were
equipped with helmet, shield, and greaves (at some stage the greaves will have

66 Three, not four: 76 α�(ε�) is safe against α� (ε�). Pindar elsewhere has 18 α�-, 5 α� - (plus 2 α�-
in an anceps where a short would be anomalous).
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been abandoned, but hardly by now).67 Of these the shield will have been the
most awkward to run with, being both heavy and clumsy, and χάλκαπι

brings out its weight68 (just as its clumsiness is brought out at I. 1. 23 &ν τ’
α� πιδοδο/ποιιν Yπλ�ται δρ�µοι). The only attested compound of α� π�

which would give a short anceps here is φ�ραπι, and I regard this as
evidently inferior; we need not of course restrict ourselves to attested
compounds, but I have quite failed to think of any possibility that might be
suitable here.

P. 9. 16 Κρ�(οι� ): a proper name; and, as I shall say later (under D (a)),
Pindar admits non-echoing short anceps in a proper name in any stanza; as
indeed he admits it in Κρε(οντ�) ‘daughter of Kreon’ at I. 4. 64 (fourth
antistrophe). It may be that here in P. 9 he admitted Κρ�(οι’) as much as a
proper name as because of its position in the first antistrophe; but I have
no doubt that this is the proper place to list it, as I shall explain below under
D (a).

Erasmus Schmid ought not to have changed here to Κρε�(οι’), and in I. 4
to Κρει(οντ�): the forms with κρει- are epic, and I think them impossible
for Pindar (who elsewhere has only κρε-: κρ�ων four times, P. 5. 29
θεµικρε�ντων, and at N. 6. 40 the victor’s relative Kreontidas appears even as
Κρεοντ�δαν trisyllabic; similarly Bacch. 3. 1 κρ�ουαν, 18. 15 Κρεο/α). Epic
will certainly have had Κρε�ουα <now in Hes. fr. 10a. 20>, like its invariable
κρε�ουα (Il. 22. 48, Hes. fr. 26. 7, 31a), κρε�ων, Κρε�ων, Κρειοντιάδη; but it
has these of necessity, since its metre excludes δε-- κρε̆ων and its prosody
resists δε̆ κρε̆ων. Their ει is indeed specifically epic, like that of πνε�ω,
α� φνει�, etc., and I have said already (section A, on O. 7. 1 α� φνεα̃) that Pindar
appears never to make use of this specifically epic ει for ε before a vowel.

The corresponding long in the first strophe, 8 θάλλ(οιαν), seems quite

67 Paus. 6. 10. 4, on the statue at Olympia of Damaretos (victor 520 and 516): πεπο�ηται . . .
α� π�δα τε κατὰ τὰ α.τὰ &χων το� �φ� Cµ3ν κα� κράνο �π� τ"ι κεφαλ"ι κα� κνηµ�δα �π� το� πο�ν·
τα+τα µ!ν δ= α� νὰ χρ�νον @π� τε Η� λε�ων κα� @π- Ε� λλ$νων τ3ν α' λλων α� φηιρ�θη το+ δρ�µου.
Presumably Pausanias’ τα+τα is both helmet and greaves; from vase-paintings it appears that
the greaves were abandoned before the helmet (Jüthner, Die athletischen Leibesübungen der
Griechen, ii. 1. 116–21), but I should hesitate to use the date of the vases (no greaves after the
middle of the fifth century) as evidence for the date of the abandonment, especially as different
games will hardly have abandoned them all at the same time. Telesikrates’ own statue at Delphi
is described (sch. P. 9, inscr. b) as α� νδριὰ &χων κράνο; whether or not it had greaves we neither
are told nor can infer. His victory was in 474; Pindar’s plurals elsewhere might suggest (if
uncertainly) the maximum accoutrement in 490 (P. 10. 13 Ο� λυµπιον�κα δ� �ν πολεµαδ�κοι
Jρεο Hπλοι, of the victor’s father) and in 460 or 456 (O. 4. 22) χαλκ�οι� τ’ �ν &ντει νικ3ν
δρ�µον; of a legendary contest, but Pindar would describe it in terms of the real contest of his
own day).

68 Bronze also in O. 4. 22 (cited at the end of n. 67); and we may have χ[αλκ�]α
·
ν
·
 ~
·

·
[π]�

·
[δ]α

·
with reference to the race in armour in a fourth-century epigram (Ebert, Griechische Epigramme
auf Sieger, no. 48 <= CEG 849. 4>).
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secure: one could indeed remove it by changing a single letter, θαλ(�οιαν),
but we have no reason to suppose that θαλ�ω was known to Pindar,69 and the
contraction is one that I should not wish to import into his text without
necessity.70

The corresponding anceps at 41, τ- πρ(3τον), is formally of indeterminate
quantity, but I assume it to be long: when a short vowel precedes πρ the
figures for long: short scansion are <vacat>, <vacat>.

N. 5. 11 � (α�θ�ρα) could of course be normalized easily as ε�; whatever
we read, we are merely interpreting Pindar’s ambiguous Ε^. But after
examining Pindar’s practice elsewhere I have no doubt that we can only
read �. Before a vowel (where alone one can tell the quantity) not only
is � much commoner than ε� (preposition + compounds: � 37 + 9, ε�
10 + 1)71 but ε� is found only when the next syllable is short72 (at Pai. 9. 9
I read � Sλβον73); here therefore, before the initial long of α�θ�ρα, certainly �
not ε�.

69 It occurs in late authors (Q.S. 11. 96 θαλ�ουι, Nonn. D. 16. 78 θαλ�ει, 34. 110 θαλ�ουιν),
and here and there as a variant for θαλ�θω (Od. 6. 63, Ap. Rh. 2. 843, Mosch. 2. 67, and perhaps
elsewhere). This does not mean that it was not used in early poetry; but it certainly creates no
presumption that it was.

70 I do not doubt that Pindar would have admitted the contraction if anywhere he felt the
need: he admits it freely enough in datives plural (θεο�ι, χαλκ�οι, etc.); but from verbs in -�ω
I find no instance of contracted -εοι(-), as against 8 instances of uncontracted (I include two of
-ε̆οιι which ought to be -ε̆οντι, but exclude one of πνε̆οιαν). In other o-forms of these verbs
I find the following (I count only instances whose scansion is certain, and exclude 19 of
uncontracted forms of πν�ω, ν�οµαι, etc.): -εο-, 3 contracted out of 32 (plus one remarkable
πν� �ον); -εω(-), 10 contracted out of 52.

Contraction of -εοι- is commonly supposed at O. 14. 15 �πακοο�<τε> ν+ν (Bergk, to provide
both a missing syllable and a missing verb; better spelt �πακο�οιτε), but I believe that Pindar
wrote �πακοε�τε: the ν+ν should go with an imperative not an optative. I add that the paraphrase
of the sentence in the scholia (21d), which contains the present imperative �π$κοοι γ�νεθε, may
well be based on the uncorrupted text (sch. 21a, with its ‘ellipse of γ�νεθε’, is on the defective
text, but that is another matter): the colon which appears in the mss. (with the traditional
colometry) as �πάκοοι ν+ν Θαλ�α τε �- is called by the metrical scholia, meaninglessly,
Pλκµαι�νειον (-�νειον, -�νιον) δεκα/λλαβον, and if as I suppose Irigoin is right with Pλκαικ-ν
fνδεκα/λλαβον (it is certainly not an Alcaic decasyllable), that is ε̆πα-κο̆εvτε̆ νυ--ν Θ{λῐα- τε̆ ε̆-, and
the corruption will be later at any rate than the metrical scholia.

71 I exclude ε(ι)ω: 1 &ω, 1 ε,ω.
72 Contrast �ξ(-) (always of course before a vowel; I exclude &ξω): next syllable short, 26 + 23;

long, 19 + 40. I think it clear from this that the absence of ε� + long syllable is due to deliberate
avoidance.

After �, the next syllable may be of either quantity: short, 7 + 3; long, 29 + 6; indeterminate,
1 + 0.

73 The beginning of a colon and of a verse, �� Sλ �βον τινά. That both quotation and (to
judge from the space) papyrus have � means of course precisely nothing; and people print ε�
because the corresponding syllables are long, 20 \ γ(α�αν κατα-), 39 Μοι(α�αι α� να-), 49
Ε.ρ(�που τε συν-). But the first syllable of a verse is of variable quantity in this ode at 1 α� κτ(�)
~ 42 �ν (|ι) and at 6 �λ(α/νει) ~ 16 \ π(�ντου) ~ 36 α� γ(αυ�ν) ~ 46 �π(�τρεψα), and perhaps at
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The unavoidable (µάρ)νατ(αι) of 47 will be legitimized by this � (α�θ�ρα).
I have considered whether it might be legitimized even more fully by a short
anceps in the first stanza, where in place of 5 (ν�κη Νεµε�)οι one might think
of (ν�κη Ν�µει)α π(αγκρατ�ου στ�φανον); but although νικα̃ν can take more
than one accusative at a time (I think three different ones in the epigram for
Pindar’s Ergoteles <CEG 393>, soon after 463, [διὰ] | ΕT λλανα νικ3ν

Πυθι[άδα δ�λιχον] | κα� δ/’ Ο� λυµπιάδα: for the supplements see JHS 93
[1973], 25 n. 7 <above, p. 81>), Ν�µεια νικα̃ν seems to me to belong to
the language of prose and formal inscriptions rather than to Pindar’s lyric,
and to consort especially ill with the very unprosaic νικα̃ν στ�φανον.

I. 2. 8 is (ο.δ� �π�ρναντο γλυκε�αι µελιφθ�γγου ποτ� Τερψιχ�ρα |
α� ργυρωθε�αι πρ�ω)πα µ(αλθακ�φωνοι α� οιδα�), and I think it unassailable:
πρ�ωπον of course has been suggested (first by Thiersch in 1820), but I
cannot think it possible.74 In the first strophe the long of 3 (�τ�)ξευ(ον) seems
to me equally secure: the word itself is certainly unassailable, and though it is
true that a scansion �χνε̆υων is at least probable at P. 8. 35, I should suppose
that a short that is to be echoed in later stanzas needs to be unambiguously
short (see my remarks in the penultimate paragraph of E below).

D. Non-echoing short anceps in later triads

The instances here are the exceptions to my rule. I list them under four
sub-heads.

Under each heading, on the left, the short anceps. On the right, all corre-
sponding ancipitia: first (cited) the long in the first strophe or epode, then
the line-numbers of the others (including that of the short anceps itself,
bracketed and marked ––). If a line-number is unmarked, the anceps is
certainly long; if marked *, presumably long (quantity or reading disputable).
A cited instance marked * is similarly disputable. Everything marked * is
discussed below.

 3 �ν (α� µ�ραι) ~ 13 α�](3νο) ~ 43 κ�ρ(α) or κο/ρ(α); I see no reason therefore to prefer ε�
(Sλβον) on grounds of responsion, and on the basis of Pindar’s usage elsewhere I have no doubt
at all that we should read �.

74 Any more than I should think τ=ν κεφαλ$ν possible at X. An. 2. 6. 1 α� ποτµηθ�ντε τὰ
κεφαλὰ �τελε/τηαν. There are certainly circumstances in which a singular is possible
(Hp. π. δια�τη 73. 1 πάχουι δ� τινε κα� τοιάδε α� π- πληµον"· τ=ν κεφαλ=ν α� λγ�ουι κα�
βαρ/νονται), but I have never seen them defined; in this last instance the writer is clearly
thinking of the symptoms as manifested in the individual case, and it may be (or may not)
that in our passage πρ�ωπον would be possible if Pindar were thinking of each individual
α� οιδά with its face besilvered. But of course he is not: the plural is simply a collective ‘song,
poetry’.
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(a) Proper names

(b) Postpositives appended to proper names

(c) Corrigible instances

(d) Resistant instance

(a) Proper names

Seven of the exceptions occur in proper names. It is a commonplace that
poets will diverge from their normal metrical or prosodic practice in order to
admit an otherwise intractable proper name; Pindar indeed goes further than
that, in that all but one of the names could be admitted without the use of
short anceps (some easily, some rather more awkwardly),75 but from the very
number of the instances it is evident that the justification of the short anceps
lies in each case in the mere fact of its occurring in a proper name, tractable or
intractable.

O. 8. 54 Μελ(η�α) 3 τεκµ(αιρ�µενοι), 10, 25*, 32, 47, (54 ––), 69, 76.
N. 10. 65 (Pφαρη)τ�δ(αι) 5 (α' )τη τ(α�), 11, 23, 29, 41*, 47, 59, (65 ––), 77, 83.
I. 2. 27 (Ο� λυµ)π�(ου) 11 (λει)φθε�, (27 ––), 43.
I. 3. 15 Κλε(ων/µου) 4. 15* Jρ(ει), 33, 51*, 69, (3. 15 ––).
I. 4. 64 Κρε(οντ�) 4 θάλλ(οντε), 10, 22, 28, 40, 46, 58, (64 ––), 3. 4, 3. 10.
I. 4. 72 (Ο� ρ)�(αι) 18 µην(3ν), 36, 54, (72 ––), 3. 18.
I. 6. 63 (Ψαλυχι)αδ(α̃ν) 4 (α' ω)τον δ(εξάµενοι), 13, 29*, 38, 54, (63 ––).

O. 3. 26 (Ι� τρ�αν) νιν· (&νθα) 11 κρα�ν(ων), (26 ––), 41.
N. 9. 13 (Pµφιάρη) ποτ(! θραυ-) 3 δ3µ�, 8, (13 ––), 18, 23, 28, 33, 38, 43, 48, 53.
I. 6. 57 (Φυλακ�δαι) γὰρ (Iλθον) 7 νικ(3ντο), 16, 32, 41, (57 ––), 66.

P. 4. 180 (θ�µε)θλα ν(αιετάοντε)
[read θεµ�θλοι]

19 (�κτελευ)τά(ει), 42, 65, 88, 111, 134, 157,
(180 ––), 203*, 226, 249, 272, 295.

P. 12. 31 (α� ελ)πτ�(αι)
[read α� ελπε�αι]

7 (θραει)α̃ν Γ(οργ�νων), 15, 23, (31 ––).

N. 9. 32 (�ν)τ� τ(οι)
[read νεοκτ�ταν in 2]

2 (νεο)κτ�τ(αν), 7, 12, 17, 22*, 27, (32 ––), 37, 42,
47 *(ο.)κ�τ�, 52.

I. 4. 57 (πορ)θµ-ν (Cµερ�αι)
[read πορθµο/]

3 Uµν(ωι), 9, 21, 27, 39, 45, (57 ––), 63, 3. 3, 3. 9.

O. 8. 42 α� λ(�κεται) 20 (Α,)γιν(αν), (42 ––), 64, 86.

75 Easily: Κρεοντ�, Ο� ρ�αι (and the Κρ�οια of C). More awkwardly (in each case with
correption of the final syllable): Μελη�α, Ο� λυµπ�ου, Κλεων/µου in (− ∪)∪ − ∪∪(−), Pφαρητ�δαι
in (−)∪∪ − ∪∪(−). Intractable: Ψαλυχιαδα̃ν.
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I draw attention to P. 9. 8 Κρ�(οι�), in the first antistrophe with no other
short in responsion. I have thought it proper to list it under C, as admissible
because it is in the first antistrophe; but Pindar may I suppose have been
influenced also by its being in a proper name.76

I have excluded from my list a proper name that is ordinarily printed with
short anceps, I. 6. 63 (Λαοµεδον)τι(α̃ν); I shall justify my exclusion below.

I will now go through the instances in order.

O. 8. 54 Μελ(η�α): the form of the name is quite secure. This man
Μελη�α appears twice elsewhere in Pindar; and outside Pindar he is familiar
as the father of Thucydides son of Melesias (H. T. Wade-Gery, JHS 52 [1932],
208–11).77

N. 10. 60 (Pφαρη)τ�δ(αι): the form is not found elsewhere, but is not to be
doubted. Idas and Lynkeus, sons of the man commonly known as Pφαρε/,
have otherwise a patronymic Pφαρητιάδαι (Ap. Rh. 1. 151; cf. St. Byz. s.v.
Φαρα�); this -ιάδαι is the normal means of fitting into the dactylic hexameter
patronymics which with the linguistically regular -�δη would be intractable
(Πηλη-�δη, Τελαµων-�δη, etc.), and Pφαρητ�δαι here is therefore a proper
and linguistically more original equivalent of Pφαρητιάδαι. The -τ- (which is
surprising: from Pφαρε/ one would expect Pφαρη(δη, and in epic
Pφαρηϊάδη, like Πηληϊάδη) may be explained as from a by-form Pφάρη

-ητο, which appears in [Plut.] Parallel. min. 40A (Mor. 315e) Ι' δα Y

Pφάρητο,78 and as the name of another man (son of Oineus) at Bacch. 5. 129
Pφάρητα; so the similar τ-forms Pρητιάδη (Hes. Shield 57) and Pρητιά

(Ap. Rh. 2. 966), ‘son/daughter of Ares’, are said (Hdn. Gr. ii. 639 L., cited by
Eustath. 518. 25 on Il. 5. 31) to derive from a form Jρη -ητο (and sch. Hes.
loc. cit. has Jρη, Jρητο, Pρητ�δη κα� Pρητιάδη, with an Pρητ�δη

precisely parallel to Pindar’s Pφαρητ�δαι). We have now in Stes. Eriph. PMGF

76 Of the 3,525 ancipitia (of whatever quantity) in the dactylo-epitrite epinikia, 450 are in a
proper name: one in every 7.8. Of short ancipitia admitted under my primary rule (first strophe
or epode, or echoing a short there) there are 129; if these were distributed at random between
proper names and other words I should expect a similar proportion, with about 16.5 in a proper
name. There are in fact 18 (1 in 7.2); so close to the proportion for ancipitia in general that
evidently the distribution is indeed random, and whether a short anceps is or is not in a proper
name makes no difference to its admissibility. I should expect the same to be true of short
ancipitia admitted under my secondary rule (non-echoing in first antistrophe, or echoing such a
short). But the numbers there are so small that I can argue only from analogy; and cannot
therefore exclude the possibility that when Pindar admitted Κρ�(οι�) he was influenced at any
rate in part by its being in a proper name.

77 I assume that the corresponding 3 τεκµ(αιρ�µενοι) and 25 τεθµ(�) are both long: else-
where internal κµ gives (long:short) 8:10, internal θµ 14:12.

78 The author bases his account on ‘Dositheos’ (FGrHist 290. 1). His Y Pφάρητο is altered by
editors to Y Pφαρ$ϊο; it ought not to be.
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S148 i 7 another τ-form from a similar name, Pµφιαρητειδα (from Pµφιάρη

or -ρε/: see below, n. 87), and this -ει- (in Stesichoros doubtless -εϊ-) might,
if one took it seriously, suggest the possibility in Pindar of (Pφαρη)τε�δ(αι)
with long anceps. I should be reluctant to take it seriously: it ought of course
to be -ια-, Pµφιαρητιάδα (like Pφαρητιάδα, Pρητιάδη), and I should like to
lay the -ει- at the door of Stesichoros’ copyists; but if indeed it is Stesichoros’
own (and in the jungle of the poetical patronymic it would be rash to say that
any strange growth was impossible), I should think of it rather as an isolated
aberration than as a possible paradigm.

I. 2. 27 (Ο� λυµ)π�(ου): straightforward.
I. 3. 15 Κλε(ων/µου): the same Κλε- in the name of the family, the

Κλεωνυµ�δαι (I. 4. 4, guaranteed by metre). Not Κλει-: I suppose a possible
epicism,79 and Pindar is prepared to epicize the names even of contem-
poraries80 (Xenokrates of Akragas appears in I. 2 both as Ξεν- and as Ξειν-),
but Pindar does not use epic ει for ε before a vowel.

The stanza counts as the fifth epode of I. 4 (see section E). The correspond-
ing syllable of the first epode is 4. 15 Jρ(η), which I have supposed to be
long; if it were short, Κλε(ων/µου) would be a normal echo of it.

I. 4. 64 Κρε(οντ�), not (with Erasmus Schmid) Κρει(οντ�): the issues are
the same as with P. 9. 16 Κρ�(οι’), discussed above under C.

I. 4. 72 (Ο� ρ)�(αι): a contemporary, the victor’s trainer (presumably a
Theban). We may suppose that he himself pronounced his ΟΡ^ΕΑ^ with the
middle syllable short (-�α is a common name-ending, -ε�α is not); and if
he did, Pindar will not have epicized it to -ε�α. As elsewhere before a vowel,
he does not admit epic ει for ε in names in -�α: he has Α.γ�α, Α�ν�α

(a contemporary Stymphalian, not the Trojan, but the name is the same), and
Πυθ�α (of Aigina, a contemporary: five times, once indeed <I. 6. 58> with
contracted -�αι).

I. 6. 63 (Ψαλυχι)αδ(α̃ν): the Ψαλυχιάδαι, the victor’s family, are known
from no other source; they are spelt thus in both manuscripts, once in the text
and twice in the scholia (except that once in the scholia B has Ψαλυχ�δαι,
doubtless by a mere slip). Any name in any manuscript may of course be a
misspelling, but we have no reason to suppose that this one is; and certainly

79 Not apparently in literature before Ap. Rh. 2. 239 Κλειοπάτρη; but a sixth-century inscrip-
tion begins a hexameter with Κ]λεανδρο (CEG 366, found near Nemea; Mycenaean lettering?
c. 525 bc?).

80 I do not suppose that Kleonymos was very far from being a contemporary: the audience
are expected to know of his δ�ξα παλαιὰ αT ρµαιν, but παλαιά need mean no more than ‘in an
earlier generation’. He will not be the eponym of the Kleonymidai, but merely a namesake; at
Athens, we know of several members of the family of the Alkmeonidai who bore the name
Alkmeon.
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the possibility of an -ε�δαι to give long anceps may be ignored, when the
-ιάδαι recurs in two other family names in Aigina, the Βλεψιάδαι of O. 8. 75
and the Χαριάδαι of N. 8. 46.81

At I. 6. 29 the manuscripts give (Λαοµεδον)τι(α̃ν), with the short anceps in
responsion with that of (Ψαλυχι)αδ(α̃ν); but I have no doubt that Bergk was
right to make the trivial change to (Λαοµεδον)τει(α̃ν). From proper names
with consonant stems Pindar has on the one hand Pγαµεµν�νιο (-εο epic;
-ιο tragedy, but -ειο E. IT 1290, dialogue), Pπολλ�νιο, Ποειδάνιο; on the
other hand Κατ�ρειο, Νετ�ρειο (-εο epic), Ω� αρι�νειο,82 and apparently
Κυκλ�πειο (fr. 169. 7; tragedy mostly -ιο, but -ειο E. El. 1158).83 I do not
see therefore why he should not have felt at least as free to use Λαοµεδοντεια̃ν

as -ια̃ν (both forms are attested in other authors);84 and if he did feel free to
use it, it would have been perverse of him to create an unnecessary short
anceps by using -ια̃ν (I cannot feel that responsion with (Ψαλυχι)αδ(α̃ν)
affects the issue).

(b) Postpositives appended to proper names

Three instances show an unexpected extension of the licence with proper
names: O. 3. 26 (Ι� τρ�αν) νιν· (&νθα), N. 9. 13 (Pµφιάρη) ποτ(! θραυµ$δεα),
I. 6. 57 (Φυλακ�δαι) γὰρ (Iλθον). In each of them the short anceps occurs in
a postpositive (twice an enclitic) appended to a proper name and forming a
metrical unity with it; I cannot suppose that their agreement in this feature is
fortuitous.85

81 Ψαλυχιαδα̃ν involves a double licence: resolution (-�χg-) as well as short anceps. Erasmus
Schmid (and many after him, as Heyne, Mommsen, Bowra) removed the resolution (not the
short anceps) by Ψαλυ--χιδα̃ν: irrationally, for families do not acquire their names to suit
the convenience of poets who may one day write about them in dactylo-epitrites. Nor do
individuals: at I. 4. 45 Τε̆λε̆gᾰδα involves Pindar in a quite remarkable resolution.

82 I. 4. 49, with (Ω� αριω)νε�(αν) an anceps in dactylo-epitrites (the four corresponding
syllables are all long).

83 At O. 9. 112 not of course Α�άντεον but Α4αν, τε�ν.
84 No instance earlier than Pindar. After him: -ιο E. Tro. 822 Λαοµεδ�ντιε πα�; -ειο (said to

be regular by Herodian, ii. 417 L. = Et. mag. 226. 52) Kall. fr. 21. 4 &γρετο ΤιτF (= the Dawn) |
[Λαοµεδοντε�ωι] παιδ� χροϊαµ[�νη (Tithonos was son of Laomedon; ‘non video’, says Pfeiffer,
‘quo modo patris nomen aliter suppleri possit’, and the supplement is of course completely
certain); -ēus twice in Vergil (also -ı̆us twice), then in Ovid and later poets.

85 Lest anyone suppose that it is fortuitous, I will calculate the chances of its happening
fortuitously. I find, in the epinikia, that of short syllables following a long, and separated by two
or more syllables from verse-beginning and -end, about one in every 96 is in a postpositive
appended to a proper name. Now I have remaining (after disposing of the short ancipitia in
proper names themselves) eight anomalous short ancipitia, these three and five more which
I shall consider under (c) and (d). If we suppose that in each of these eight instances, taken
individually, the chance that it will be provided by a postpositive appended to a proper name is
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In two of the three instances the text is secure; but N. 9. 13 needs discus-
sion. Pindar is explaining how Adrastos came to be king in Sikyon and so to
found the Pythian games there; the manuscripts have φε+γε γὰρ Pµφιάρη�ν

(πο)τε θραυµ$δεα κα� δεινὰν τάιν | πατρ�ων ο,κων α� π� τ’ Jργεο, with ποτε

in B and τε in D. Now Amphiareos is named by Pindar twice in other odes
(O. 6. 13, P. 8. 56),86 and each time he has (as in Homer and Hesiod) five
syllables, Pµφιάρηο.87 If he has five here also, we must accept B’s τε, and the
anceps will be long: (Pµφιάρη)�ν τ(ε). But in this same ode, at 24, his dative has
four syllables (α� µφιάρηϊ both manuscripts, Pµφιαρε� Schroeder): if we give him
four syllables at 13 also we can accept B’s ποτε, and the anceps will then be
short (as I have shown it). The question turns on the relative merits of the
sense given by τε and ποτε, and about this I can feel no doubt: Amphiareos
and the τάι between him and Adrastos are jointed not by τε . . . κα�, as if
they were separate things (‘the combination of Amphiareos and τάι’), but
by κα� alone, and τε therefore is out of place;88 ποτε on the other hand is
exactly what we need. For the name, therefore, a four-syllable form here as at
24, and with it short anceps. I suppose these four-syllable forms to be Pµφιάρη

here and Pµφιάρει in 24.89

1 in 96, the chance that three or more of the eight will be so provided is 1 in 16,430. And that
assumes that all the other five are genuine; if, as I shall maintain, four of them are to be
corrected away, three or more out of eight becomes three or more out of four, and the chance of
that is 1 in 222,925. If one had a bet every day on such a probability, one might expect to win, on
average, once in every 45 years in the first case, in every 610 years in the second.

86 In Pindar’s manuscripts he appears also at I. 7. 33, Pµφιάραον; but there (as I shall argue in
Excursus I) he is monstrously out of place, and the name will have arisen by corruption.

87 Pindar will have used this, the original form, and not the Pµφιάραο which became normal
in late Greek (whence Latin Amphiaraus). That his manuscripts are in both places divided
between the two forms will be due to the tendency of copyists to replace unfamiliar forms by
familiar; it will hardly be a reflexion of divergent opinions at Alexandria about the proper form
in Homer (sch. Od. 15. 244: -ηο Zenodotos, -αο Aristarchos).

That -ηο (< -ηVο) is original and not an Ionicism is shown (a) by αµφιαρεο and α<µ>φιαρεο
on a sixth-century Corinthian krater (GDI 3140 = Schwyzer, Delectus, 122. 8) on which other
names have exclusively Doric forms, (b) by the stem PµφιαρηV- in the four-syllable form of the
name, whether Pµφιάρη or Pµφιαρε/ (see below n. 89). Mycenaean a-pi-ja-re-wo (KN X 94),
evidently the same name, is not necessarily direct evidence for PµφιάρηVο, since it might
possibly (Ventris–Chadwick, Documents in Mycenaean Greek, 416) be -ηVο as genitive of the
four-syllable form. <B.’s citation is of the first edition (1956). In the second edition (1973,
p. 532) the entry appears as a-pi-ja-re[.>

88 Let no one be misled by Jebb to cite against me S. Ai. 1147 οUτω δ! κα� ! κα� τ- -ν λάβρον
τ�µα | . . . τάχ’ α' ν τι . . . | χειµFν καταβ�ειεν: the first is ‘you too’, you like the man in the
parable I have just rehearsed.

89 When Schroeder wrote, the only external evidence for a tetrasyllabic form was Herodian’s
allegation (ii. 850. 21 L., from Et. mag. Pφαρε/; first adduced here by Bergk) that a form
Pµφιάρη was a compound of Jρη; but since 1964 we have had in some scraps of epic
(Antimachos, Thebais? <fr. 198 Matthews>), an accusative Pµφιαρηα, SH 912 ii 1. Whatever the
nominative (Schroeder preferred to suppose Pµφιαρε/), we have evidently a stem PµφιαρηV-,
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(c) Corrigible instances

The paradosis gives further instances of non-echoing short anceps, all
completely anomalous. Four of them can be removed by minimal corrections,
and I think it right to remove them; I consider them below (and then, under
(d), the fifth).

There are no others. There are ancipitia in this situation that would of
themselves admit either long scansion or short (such as ξειν-/ξεν-, πα-τρ-/
π{τρ-); I dismiss these as without question long.90 I dismiss also the
anomalous short ancipitia that could be produced by the conflation of what
are ordinarily printed as separate verses:91 I think it evident that the verses are
not to be conflated.

P. 4. 180: (α� µφ� Παγγα�ου θ�µε)θλα ν(αιετάοντε) the manuscripts
(except that the first hand of B and GH omit θ�µεθλα, the last word of a
colon); (θεµ�)θλοι Boeckh and most editors since. (In the first epode
(�κτελευ)τά(ει), securely long.) Accusative and dative are equally possible as
language; for the dative cf. N. 4. 85 α� µφ’ Pχ�ροντι ναιετάων (also, of events
or activities, N. 9. 40 βαθυκρ$µνοιιν α� µφ’ α� κτα� Ε� λ�ρου, Pai. 2. 97 α� µφ� . . .
Παρνα�αι π�τραι). Pindar, that is, had no conceivable reason to prefer the
metrically anomalous accusative; therefore he did not prefer it.

P. 12. 31: (α� ελ)πτ�(αι) many editors, with short anceps; in the first strophe a
secure long, 7 (θραει)α̃ν Γ(οργ�νων). The manuscripts have α� ελπτ�α (VFGH)
and α� ελπ�α (B); short anceps apart, α� ελπτ�αι would seem obvious (from the
common α' ελπτο, and itself cited from Archilochos, fr. 105. 3 �ξ α� ελπτ�η).

with the same -ηV- that is original both in Jρη (Schwyzer, i. 576) and in -ε/, and with an
accusative and dative originally -ηVα, -ηVι. These cases can appear in Pindar as -η--{ (3 instances)
and -η--g (1), -ε̆{ (6) and -ε̆g (2), and –η-- (4) and –εv (20); the four in -η are Ν. 8. 26 Ο� δυ",
N. 4. 27 and I. 6. 33 Pλκυον", and O. 13. 21 βαιλ" (βαιλ"α the manuscripts, unmetrically; the
other instances point to -", first suggested by Schneidewin, rather than Hermann’s -�α). Here
therefore -η and -ει. The only question remaining is the accentuation: Pµφιάρη will presumably
give -άρη -άρει, like Jρη Jρει, while Pµφιαρε/ would give -αρ" -αρε�; in default of other evidence
I would sooner accept Herodian’s nominative than disregard it.

Ovid’s patronymic Amphiareiades = Pµφιαρηϊάδη (Fast. 2. 43) is prima facie a formation from
-ρε/ (as Πηληϊάδη, Καπανηϊάδη, etc.) or perhaps -ρη (as Pρηϊάδη, which would be the
masculine equivalent of Quintus’ Pρηϊά of Penthesileia); but I would not assert that it might
not have been formed from -ρηο. The problem of patronymics is in any case complicated by the
existence of forms with -τ- (see (a) above on N. 10. 60). I remark that although we have these
forms in the patronymics Pφαρητ- Pρητ- and Pµφιαρητ-, and although in the names we have a
corresponding Pφάρη -ητο and a grammarian’s allegation of a corresponding Jρη -ητο, no
corresponding Pµφιάρη -ητο appears to have raised its head. Whether it ever existed, or was
supposed to exist, I have no idea: it may be that analogy affected the patronymics without
similarly affecting the names.

90 I do not list them: it would be mere waste of time and paper.
91 O. 13. 99, 109; P. 9. 31 ~ 56; N. 10. 88; I. 1. 35; I. 2. 24 ~ 40, 36 ~ 41; I. 4. 21.
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But α� ελπ$ is found at Od. 5. 408 γα�αν α� ελπ�α δ3κεν �δ�θαι (cf. also Nik. Al.
125), and an α� �λπεια formed quite regularly from this will give us long anceps
with (α� ελ)πε�(αι); so Mommsen. This α� ελπε�αι would be easily corrupted (a
single letter) to the more familiar-looking α� ελπτ�αι; and whether or not it is
half-preserved in B’s α� ελπ�α (which might be no more than a miswriting for
α� ελπτ�α), I think it certain.

N. 9. 32: (λα�ν. �ν)τ� τ(οι φ�λιπποι) in responsion with (first strophe) 2 (τὰν

νεο)κτ�τ(αν � Α,τναν) would be not only anomalous but perversely
anomalous, when Pindar had (ε�)�ν τ(οι) at his disposal;92 but to put ε��ν τοι
into the text (with Boeckh) would imply that someone at some stage had
replaced the familiar ε��ν by Doric �ντ�, and I find this no less perverse
and indeed wholly incredible. There is a simple way out: in 2 correct
(νεο)κτ�τ(αν) to (νεο)κτ�τ(αν), and (�ν)τ� τ(οι) is anomalous no more.
Compounds with -κτιτο and -κτιτο were evidently felt to be indifferent
alternatives, and both are used of cities: -κτιτο in νε�κτιτο (Hdt. 5. 24. 4,
Th. 3. 100. 2, Cic. Att. 6. 2. 3, Cass. Dio 6. 6), and cf. Lyk. 29 βουπλανοκτ�των

λ�φων of the site of Ilion; -κτιτο in ��κτιτο (Il. 2. 592 = h. Ap. 423, Bacch. fr.
20c. 7), θε�κτιτο (Sol. 36. 8), νε�κτιτο καλλ�κτιτο βο/κτιτο (Nonnos).
Verse has both, but prose only -κτιτο, and corruption to -κτιτο was there-
fore especially easy: [A.] Prom. 301 α.τ�κτιτ’ α' ντρα (α.τ�κτιτ’ many
manuscripts),93 h. Aphr. 123 α' κτιτον (α' κτιτον LE), and probably S. fr. 332
(cited by Hesychios as α.τοκτ�του δ�µου; if from dialogue, necessarily
α.τοκτ�του).94 I do not doubt that we have the same trivial corruption here
in Pindar.

Correction of 2 to νεοκτ�ταν has a further consequence: in the correspond-
ing 47, which is corrupt, the remedy for the corruption may now involve a
short anceps as legitimately as a long. I have discussed the passage already
under B; and I have found that we must in fact assume a short anceps,
(ο.)κ�τ’ (�τ�).

I. 4. 57: (πορ)θµ-ν (Cµερ�αι) corresponds to an unshakable long in the
first strophe (3), (&τι µοι θε3ν dκατι µυρ�α παντα̃ι κ�λευθο, | � Μ�λι�,

92 He has �ντ� ten times but ε��ν once, P. 5. 116; and he can use the ν of these forms to
produce a long syllable, N. 11. 5 φυλάοιιν Τ�νεδον.

93 Dawe, The Collation . . . of Manuscripts of Aeschylus, 210: α.τ�κτιτ� MQKPV, α.τ�κτιτ�
BHC.∆OYI (other corruptions in Ya and N).

94 The components of a two-word lemma in Hesychios are not necessarily either contiguous
or in the same order in the author from whom the lemma is taken: his γλα+κε Λαυριωτικα�
is Ar. Birds 1106 γλα+κε Uµα ο1ποτ’ �πιλε�ψουι Λαυρειωτικα�, his δακτ/λωτον &κπωµα is Ion,
TrGF 19 F 1. 2 &κπωµα δακτ/λωτον. For the Sophoclean fragment therefore the possibilities
extend beyond Pearson’s α.τοκτ�του | δ�µου to Nauck’s δ�µου α.τοκτ�του and to e.g.
α.τοκτ�του ∪

⎯⎯
− ∪ − ∪

⎯⎯
− δ�µου.
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ε.µαχαν�αν γὰρ &φανα Ι� θµ�οι | @µετ�ρα α� ρετὰ) Uµν(ωι δι�κειν);95 the
alternatives are to accept the anomaly or to change with Erasmus Schmid to
(πορ)θµο/. Schmid’s only motive was to secure a long anceps; but the first
question to be asked is how well πορθµ�ν and how well πορθµο/ may suit the
context. To answer this question will take some time: the passage is a trouble-
some one that has had shabby treatment from the editors, and I shall need to
deal with it at length.

Pindar is speaking of Herakles:

K Ο.λυµπ�νδ’ &βα, γα�α τε πάα

κα� βαθυκρ$µνου πολια̃ α� λ- �ξευρFν θ�ναρ

ναυτιλ�αι� τε πορθµ-ν Cµερ�αι.

Now Herakles was the great benefactor of mankind who made the world a
safe place for men to live and travel in: what had been α' γριον before he made
xµερον, both by land and by sea: E. Her. 851 α' βατον . . . χ�ραν κα� θάλααν

α� γρ�αν | �ξηµερ�α, and similarly ib. 20 �ξηµερ3αι γα�αν. He did this above
all by killing the dangerous creatures that infested land and sea:96 N. 1. 62 (his
career generally) Hου µ!ν �ν χ�ρωι κτανFν | Hου δ! π�ντωι θ"ρα

α� ϊδροδ�κα; and cf. the ‘cleansing’ of sea and land at S. Tr. 1012, E. Her. 225.
The sea creatures recur at N. 3. 23: he set up the Pillars of Herakles to mark
the limit of his seafaring, δάµαε δ! θ"ρα �ν πελάγεϊ | @περ�χου, �δ�αι τ’
�ρε/ναε τεναγ�ων | 9οά, Yπα̃ι π�µπιµον κατ�βαινε ν�του τ�λο | κα� γα̃ν

φράδαε. And his services to seafarers recur at E. Her. 400: (he took the apples
of the Hesperides,) ποντ�α θ’ α� λ- µυχοG ε��βαινε, θνατο� γαλάνειαν τιθε�

�ρετµο�. What we have here, ναυτιλ�αι� τε πορθµ-ν Cµερ�αι, will be in
some sort a description of these services; but before I consider this more
closely I must go back to the clause before.

In that clause, γα�α τε πάα | κα� βαθυκρ$µνου πολια̃ α� λ- �ξευρFν θ�ναρ,
the construction, and up to a point the meaning, are entirely clear: Herakles
‘discovered the θ�ναρ of the whole earth and of the deep-cliffed sea’. They are
entirely clear, that is, once one gets rid of the misconceptions with which the
editors have befogged them. The fundamental misconception is the constant
equating of �ξευρε�ν with ‘explore’: the word means of course not ‘explore’

95 Cf. Bacch. 5. 31 τF ν+ν κα� �µο� µυρ�α παντα̃ι κ�λευθο | @µετ�ρα α� ρετὰ @µνε�ν,
κυανοπλοκάµου θ� dκατι Ν�κα | χαλκεοτ�ρνου τ� Jρηο.

96 Cµερ3αι expressly of his killing dangerous animals at Diod. 1. 24 . 6 Cµ�ρωιν τ" χ�ρα
(at Max. Tyr. 32. 7 τ-ν Cµερωτ=ν τ" γ" the reference is not explicit). The same verb for
Theseus’ killing of the various perils along the road from Trozen to Athens: S. fr. 905 K
παρακτ�αν | στε�χων α� νηµ�ρωα κνωδάλων Yδ�ν (the sow of Krommyon was a κν�δαλον, but the
word is oddly applied to Periphetes, Sinis, Skiron, Kerkyon, Prokroustes); similarly Apollod. 3.
16. 1 (of Theseus) τ=ν Yδ-ν Cµ�ρωε.
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but ‘find, discover (something one has been looking for)’.97 A secondary
misconception (secondary because it depends on ‘explore’) is the common
notion that γα�α is accusative plural: Herakles might perhaps be said to
have explored all lands, but he could not be said (when a good many at least
of the more central ones were familiar already) to have searched for them and
discovered them. And in any case a plural γα�α is unknown to surviving
Greek literature;98 the audience would instinctively take γα�α as the familiar
genitive, and would forthwith be confirmed in this by γα�α . . . κα� . . . α� λ� as
the common ‘land and sea’.99 Herakles discovered, then, the θ�ναρ of the
whole earth and sea. So much is clear; but we must now ask what this θ�ναρ

may be.
The θ�ναρ is the palm of the hand (Arist. HA 493b32 χειρ- . . . τ- . . . &ντο,

sch. Pind. (here, 92b) τ- κο�λον τ" χειρ�) or the sole of the foot (Hp. Mul. 2.
116, Arat. 718, Nonn. D. 25. 546), and its natural application in a metaphor
will be to something hollow or concave.100 The common explanation is
(Dissen) ‘maris aequor litoribus cinctum’, (Farnell) ‘the whole of the Medi-
terranean basin closed in by high land’; but once again this depends on
the misinterpretation of �ξευρ�ν: Herakles may have explored the whole

97 Captain Cook, in the course of his voyages of exploration in the Pacific between 1768 and
1779, discovered a great many islands. It could be said of him presumably that πολλὰ ν$ου
�ξη+ρε, for he was looking for islands (and could reasonably suppose that there would be islands
there); it could not ordinarily be said that he �ξη+ρε some individual island or island-group
(New Caledonia, say, or Hawaii), unless he had heard reports of its existence and was making a
specific search for it; it could not in any circumstances be said, unless by an editor of Pindar, that
he �ξη+ρε the Pacific Ocean.

98 There is a partitive genitive γαιάων three times in the Odyssey (8. 284 x ο# γαιάων πολG
φιλτάτη �τ�ν α� πα�ων, 12. 404 = 14. 302 ο.δ� τι α' λλη | φα�νετο γαιάων) and once in Kallimachos
(Hy. 4. 270 ο.δ� τι α' λλη | γαιάων το�νδε . . . πεφιλ$εται), and a non-partitive one in Dion. Per.
882 γαιάων P�η; I find no other plural of γα�α. There are a number of instances of a plural of γ"
(LSJ s.v. ad init.), but mostly of types of land or soil or of parcels of land considered as property;
I find a plural ‘countries’ in (?pseudo-)Demokritos (date ?), Vorsokr. 68 B 299 γ�α and in
Krinagoras (late first century bc), AP 9. 430 = Gow–Page, GP 1994 γ�αι (but this author even
has χθ�νε, 9. 235. 1 = 1911). I do not know what Aeschylus wrote at Pers. 736, where the
manuscripts have γ�φυραν �ν δυο�ν (δο̆ιο�ν M) ζευκτηρ�αν, but I do not think it likely to be γα�ν
δυο�ν. (Nor can I accept Page’s �ν δυο�ν ζευκτ$ριον. I should look rather for a single genitive with
the scansion − ∪ −, but have thought of nothing better than Aι�νοιν.)

99 I read of course βαθυκρ$µνου with the manuscripts; Heyne’s βαθ/κρηµνον, making
βαθ/κρηµνον πολια̃ α� λ- . . . θ�ναρ into a self-contained unity, would be desirable with γα�α
accusative but is certainly impossible with γα�α genitive. For the double epithet with α� λ�
cf. P. 4. 249 κτε�νε µ!ν γλαυκ3πα τ�χναι ποικιλ�νωτον Sφιν, O. 6. 57 τερπνα̃ . . . χρυοτεφάνοιο
λάβεν | καρπ-ν ΗT βα, and perhaps N. 6. 43 δακ�οι | Φλειο+ντο @π� Lγυγ�οι Sρειν (so the
paradosis, but Lγυγ�οι�  Bergk); in none of these do the epithets add anything more essential than
ours do here. (They are more purposeful at N. 4. 27 τ-ν µ�γαν πολεµιτὰν &κπαγλον Pλκυον".)

100 So at P. 4. 206 νε�κτιτον λ�θων βωµο�ο θ�ναρ, explained as the upper surface of the altar,
recessed (rimmed?) to receive the sacrifice.

Two Studies in Pindaric Metre154



Mediterranean basin, but he did not (beginning somewhere near its centre)
search for it and discover it. Now what he did notoriously search for and
discover, whether on his quest for the apples of the Hesperides or on that for
the cattle of Geryon, was the western world’s-end that took its name from the
pillars he planted there; and I do not doubt that it is to this that Pindar is
referring here. And that indeed was supposed by someone in antiquity; for
the scholia (92b) paraphrase with πάη τ" γ" κα� τ" πολυβαθο+ θαλάη

α� νερευν$α κα� κατειληφF τ- τ�λο. What we do not learn from the scholia
is how θ�ναρ could be supposed to mean or to imply τ- τ�λο,101 and it is into
this that we must now inquire: either the western world’s-end is in some
way the θ�ναρ of land and sea, or θ�ναρ must (however unexpectedly) be a
corruption of a word that will give us the sense we need.

Neither ‘palm’ nor ‘sole’ is an intelligible metaphor for the extremity of
a horizontal extent, and we are bound, I think, to start from the palm as
something hollow. Now the straits of Gibraltar form the single outlet to the
Mediterranean:102 everywhere else the sea is hemmed in by land, land that is
commonly high (the sea is βαθ/κρηµνο103) and that behind the coast
stretches away in land-masses that for Pindar had no known limit.104 Only at
this one point is there a break in the land-masses; only at this one point does
the surrounding land sink down in a concavity that is backed by no extent of
land but gives access (by the straits it contains) to the emptiness beyond.
Could this perhaps be the θ�ναρ, the hollow or concavity, of the whole earth
and deep-cliffed sea? Perhaps it could. But there are concavities and con-
cavities, and this particular concavity has no very evident similarity to that of
the human palm; unless the metaphor of the θ�ναρ had antecedents now lost
to us, I am reluctant to suppose that Pindar perplexed his audience with this

101 Appended to the paraphrase is a professed explanation: θ�ναρ µ!ν γὰρ κυρ�ω τ- κο�λον τ"
χειρ� . . ., ν+ν δ! α� π- τ" κοιλ�τητο �π� το+ πυθµ�νο &ταξε. This explains, of course, nothing at
all: to say that θ�ναρ is used of the sea-bottom (a quite extraordinary notion: Herakles a
precursor of Jacques Cousteau?) throws not light but blackest darkness on an interpretation of it
as ‘end (of the earth)’. As it stands, pure muddle; but the muddle may of course have arisen
during transmission, whether by the garbling of a single explanation or (more probably?) by the
conflation of two inconsistent ones.

102 The Hellespont is not an outlet: the Black Sea is not external to the Mediterranean basin,
but merely an appanage or extension of the Mediterranean itself. 

103 A κρηµν� is βαθ/ as you look down from the top, @ψηλ� as you look up from below; the
@ψ�κρηµνον π�λιµα of [A.] Prom. 421 is built at the top of high cliffs, the βαθ/κρηµνο αT λ lies at
the foot of high cliffs (just as in N. 9. 40 βαθυκρ$µνοιιν . . . α� κτα� Ε� λ�ρου the river flows at the
foot of high banks). The rendering πολυβαθ$ in the scholion, as though the κρηµνο� went down
deep into the water, is certainly mistaken. Nor do we want deep water at the world’s end: rather
shallows, N. 3. 24 τεναγ�ων (and see also my note on E. Hipp. 744–5).

104 At P. 4. 251 π�ντωι . . . �ρυθρ3ι he has some faint inkling of the existence of the Indian
Ocean; I do not regard this as a ‘known limit’.
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obscurity. If θ�ναρ is indeed what he wrote, the obscurity is inescapable: I see
no other way of extracting an acceptable sense. To escape it we shall need to
replace θ�ναρ by some other word; and a word I suppose that was unfamiliar
enough to lend itself to this prima facie not very probable corruption. Now a
word that would give straightforward sense here is π�ρα,105 and that word has
an unusual history: originally π�ρVαρ, it develops in epic quite regularly into
πε�ραρ, and in Attic and Doric it ought to develop just as regularly into π�ραρ.
But in Attic this π�ραρ has been converted, presumably by dissimilation of the
ρ (and perhaps with τ�ρα -ατο to help106), into π�ρα. We have no business
to assume the same dissimilation for Doric,107 and I see no reason whatever
why Pindar should not be credited with π�ραρ;108 and if that word did appear
in his text, the corruption of the oddity to the more familiar θ�ναρ109 is not
unthinkable.

As another possible replacement of θ�ναρ I have considered τ�κµαρ, of
which Aristotle says (Rh. 1357b9) τ- . . . τ�κµαρ κα� π�ρα τα.τ�ν �τι κατὰ

τ=ν α� ρχα�αν γλ3αν; but in the first place the instances of τ�κµαρ (τ�κµωρ)

105 Common in the plural of the ends of the earth: Hes. Th. 518 Atlas holds the sky πε�ραιν �ν
γα�η πρ�παρ Ε� περ�δων λιγυφ�νων, Alk. 345 γα̃ α� πG περράτων, Th. 1. 69. 5 �κ περάτων γ", etc.
For the singular I have found only Xenoph. Vorsokr. 21 B 28 γα�η . . . τ�δε πε�ρα of the upper
extremity (= surface) of the earth as opposed to the lower; but I do not doubt that the singular
would be perfectly possible of an ‘end of the earth’ in one particular horizontal direction.

106 So long as τ�ρα had already acquired its -τ- (which was not original).
107 Or indeed for any dialect other than Attic. I find a form πε�ρα in texts of Xenophanes and

Parmenides, Vorsokr. 21 B 28 and 28 B 8. 42; but one can put little trust in the dialect forms
of quotation fragments, and this need only be a copyist’s (or quoter’s) assimilation of epic
πε�ραρ to Attic π�ρα. In Xenophanes, variants -α and -αν (-αρ Maass); Orph. fr. 66b <= 111
Bernabé> is cited twice with πε�ραρ and once with πε�ρα.

108 The nominative or accusative singular occurs in two other places in Pindar, and each time
the manuscripts have in effect π�ρα: at O. 2. 31 the first syllable is long, and π�ρα is universally
corrected to πε�ρα (Moschopoulos); at N. 7. 19 it is short, π�ρα (the manuscripts have one
letter wrong, παρὰ α̃µα stupidly for π�ρα αT µα; there is no doubt about the correction, as I show
in Part II). It could be that Pindar was inconsistent, and sometimes used -α and sometimes -αρ;
it could be that he always used -αρ and that his ΠΕΡΑΡ, here corrupted to θ�ναρ, was elsewhere
normalized to π�ρα. One may suspect that Pindar’s dialect forms underwent at an early stage a
good deal of more or less systematic normalization: I cannot think it fortuitous that the only
traces in his manuscripts of an accusative τε = ε are at O. 1. 48, where it was mistaken for the
particle, and at N. 6. 60, where it was corrupted to τ�. If Pindar did indeed write π�ραρ, then that
of course may be what the paraphrase is interpreting with its τ�λο (just as at O. 2. 31 πε�ρα . . .
θανάτου is paraphrased in sch. 55b τ- τ�λο το+ θανάτου); but I cannot exclude the possibility
that this τ�λο should belong to a paraphrase, whether irrational or inscrutably rational, of a text
with θ�ναρ.

109 I say ‘the more familiar θ�ναρ’: familiar not from its occasional appearances in literature
but as a presumably workaday term for a part of the human body. There are not a great many
words in -αρ: about eighty (excluding compounds) in Buck–Petersen, Reverse Index, 299, many
of them unlikely to have been in current use and only about a quarter disyllabic with the first
syllable short. If π�ραρ was to be corrupted to one of them, θ�ναρ is a likely candidate.
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‘end’ provide no analogy for a spatial γα�α τ�κµαρ ‘end of the earth’,110 and
in the second place τ�κµαρ would be nothing like as vulnerable to corruption
as would my supposed π�ραρ.

I come back at last to the anomalous short anceps, (ναυτιλ�αι� τε πορ)θµ-ν

(Cµερ�αι); and I will first consider the meaning of πορθµ�. This, related to
περα̃ν ‘cross (the sea)’, is properly (a) an action noun, a crossing of the sea111

(over any distance112) from one place on land to another; from this it moves
easily into (b) ‘route across the sea’ (compare Yδ�, both ‘journey’ and
‘route’), and is then applied especially to (c) routes across narrow waters and
then the narrow waters themselves. I exemplify: (a) E. IA 1379 κα� ν �µο�

πορθµ� τε να3ν κα� Φρυγ3ν κατακαφα�, Hel. 532 (Menelaos’ wanderings)
πορθµοG . . . α� λα̃θαι µυρ�ου (internal accusative), ib. 127 (of the return from
Troy to Greece) ο. πα̃ι πορθµ- α@τ- Pργε�οιιν Iν;––Iν, α� λλὰ χειµFν

α' λλο’ α' λλον Oριεν (not ‘didn’t they all cross by the same route?’ but ‘didn’t
they all make the crossing together?’); (b) E. Cy. 108 (to Odysseus, who has
just said that he has come to Sicily from Troy) π3; πορθµ-ν ο.κ lιδηθα

πατρ�ια χθον�; (the route from Troy to Ithaka); (c) sometimes indeter-
minate between ‘route across narrows’ and ‘narrows’, but often clearly
‘narrows’, e.g. Hdt. 8. 76. 1, 91. Now which of these meanings can we suppose
here, in ναυτιλ�αιι . . . πορθµ-ν Cµερ�αι? It is not the action noun: first,
what is made xµερο is not the action of crossing the sea, not the journey
across it, but the sea itself or the route or routes across it;113 secondly, even if
that were invalid and πορθµ-ν Cµερ3αι could be ‘make sea-crossing safe’, one
could never say ‘make sea-crossing safe for seafarings’ (for seafarers, yes; but
this is not ‘seafarers’114). It is not ‘the narrows’, i.e. the straits of Gibraltar:
Herakles did not open up to navigation the straits that to Pindar are the very
type of the ne plus ultra, the limit beyond which no man may go (I cite the

110 The semantic development of τ�κµαρ (τ�κµωρ), as ‘end’ and ‘sign’, and of the related
τεκµα�ρεθαι, is obscure. But in the instances where the noun is ‘end’ it seems to be the end of
an activity or situation, and I find nothing in the least like γα�α τ�κµαρ: even at Il. 13. 20 Mκετο
τ�κµωρ, | Α,γα, the τ�κµωρ is the end of an activity, his journey, and not of an extent of space;
of a situation at Il. 16. 472 (horses and harness are in a tangle) το�ο . . . εUρετο τ�κµωρ, Od. 4. 373
(to Odysseus, becalmed at Pharos) ο.δ� τι τ�κµωρ | ε@ρ�µεναι δ/νααι; of existence at Pind.
fr. 165, the hamadryads �οδ�νδρου τ�κµαρ α�3νο . . . λαχο�αι, and presumably Il. 7. 30 (cf. 9. 48,
418, 685) ε� H κε τ�κµωρ | Ι� λ�ου εUρωιν (the end of Ilios = the end of its existence); of activity at
P. 2. 49 θε- αT παν �π� �λπ�δει τ�κµαρ α� ν/εται. I will not pursue a commentator’s equating of
τ�κµωρ with τ�λο in Alkm. PMGF 5. 2 ii: it is certainly irrelevant to the present question.

111 Or of a river that needs to be crossed by boat (or by Centaur: S. Tr. 571).
112 See my examples. And this applies equally to derivatives: πορθµ� ‘ship carrying

passengers’ E. Hipp. 753 from Crete to Athens, IT 355 from Greece to the Taurians; πορθµ�ε
‘crew of such a ship’ Hdt. 1. 24. 4, 7, from Taras to Corinth.

113 Just as in S. Fr. 905 (n. 96 above) the Yδ� that Theseus made xµερο is ‘route’ not
‘journey’.

114 A surprising number of translators pretend that it is.
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instances above, n. 49,115 one of them from this very ode). It must therefore
be ‘route across the sea’;116 and what we must now ask is, why the singular? At
this point my inquiry into the previous clause bears fruit; if that clause is
concerned with Herakles’ discovery of one particular place, the western
world’s-end, the singular will be understood inevitably as the route to that
place: he discovered the world’s end and made the route there safe for
navigation.

Unambiguous sense; but not the sense we need. What Herakles made safe
for navigation was not this single route (one which by Pindar’s time was no
longer open to the Greeks117) but routes in general: references to his Cµ�ρωι

of the sea are always expressed in purely general terms (I give the references
above;118 from Latin one might add Sen. HF 955 perdomita tellus, tumida
cesserunt freta, Med. 637 (Herakles’ death) post terrae pelagique pacem,
Ov. Her. 9. 15 se tibi pax terrae, tibi se tuta aequora debent). If we are to have
the same general Cµ�ρωι here we need not πορθµ�ν but πορθµο/; and if we
read this to satisfy the sense, we shall at the same time get rid of the metrical
anomaly. Pindar did not introduce that anomaly in order to spoil the sense:
I regard the correction as certain.

(d) Resistant instance

I have listed 147 acceptable instances of short anceps in the epinikia:

(a) under my primary rule: first strophe or epode, 73, echoing them, 56;
(b) under my secondary rule: first antistrophe, 3; echoing them, 4;
(c) legitimate exceptions: in proper names, 8; in postpositives appended to

proper names, 3.

There remains one short anceps, and only one, which does not fall into any of
these categories: O. 8. 42 α� λ(�κεται), corresponding to 20 (Α,)γιν(αν) in the

115 I do not cite (irrelevant to my purpose there) N. 4. 69 Γαδε�ρων τ- πρ- ζ�φον ο. περατ�ν.
When he substitutes Gadeira for the straits Pindar will have been quite unaware that Cádiz is
about fifty miles outside the straits; indeed in fr. 256 he calls the straits π/λαι Γαδειρ�δε.

116 It is not of course ‘the sea’, as alleged by LSJ s.v. (I. 1b, citing this passage alone); they
appear to owe this fiction to Dissen.

117 By the late sixth century the Mediterranean west of Sardinia was virtually a Carthaginian
lake: ‘the Greek share of the far west dwindled to the coasts of Gaul and north-east Spain, and
. . . the way thither lay through waters controlled by the hostile Etruscans’ (Dunbabin, The
Western Greeks, 344).

118 I will speak further about one of them: E. Her. 400 from a selective account of the feats of
Herakles. A stanza begins with the Hesperides; then ποντ�α θ� α� λ- µυχοG ε��βαινε, θνατο�
γαλάνειαν τιθε� �ρετµο�; then Atlas. The Mediterranean has many µυχο�; but it may be that
Euripides in this context is thinking of its western ones and therefore of the Cµ�ρωι of these in
particular. But whatever his thoughts, his language remains purely general.
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first epode. Naturally I should like to get rid of this unique exception; but
there is no simple correction available, and my rule, with its primary and
secondary stages, is not straightforward enough for me to be willing to make
a violent change for its sake alone. I must consider therefore whether there is
any other reason to suspect corruption.

Apollo and Poseidon are building the walls of Troy; and since Troy is
fated to be sacked, and wholly god-built walls would be impregnable, they
call Aiakos in to help them. When the walls are finished, three snakes try to
get over them into the city, and two fail (and die) but one succeeds; this
symbolizes of course the impregnability of the parts built by the two gods and
the inadequacy of the part built by Aiakos.119 Then Apollo declares, according
to the manuscripts,

Π�ργαµο α� µφ� τεα�, xρω, χερ- �ργα�αι α� λ�κεται,
n �µο� φάµα λ�γει Κρον�δα

πεµφθ!ν βαρυγδο/που ∆ι�,
ο.κ α' τερ πα�δων �θεν, α� λλ� αT µα πρ�τοι α' ρξεται

κα� τετράτοι.

Two generations of Aiakos’ descendants will be involved in the taking of Troy:
his sons (Telamon, and perhaps Peleus120) as helpers of Herakles, his great-
grandsons (Neoptolemos, Epeios) in the final sacking under Agamemnon.121

119 The symbolism was understood aright in antiquity (sch. 49b, 53d), but also wrongly
(sch. 52a, 53e: the failures are Aias and Achilles, the successful snake Neoptolemos). The wrong
interpretation is absurd, in that it bears no relation to anything in Apollo’s prophecy (neither
to the penetrability of the wall nor to the two generations of successful Aiakids); I find it
remarkable (and disheartening) that there are still scholars who accept it.

120 Usually it is only Telamon who is said to have accompanied Herakles; and so presumably
Pindar himself at N. 3. 37, 4. 25. But Pindar includes this attack on Troy in a list of Peleus’ early
exploits (fr. 172), and similarly Euripides, Andr. 797.

121 The Greeks suffered from a custom of counting inclusively: a festival held every four years
was πενταετηρ�, every two years τριετηρ�; ‘every other day’ was διὰ τρ�τη Cµ�ρη (Hdt. 2. 37. 2,
Hp. Fract. 48); the archon of 452/1 was seventh after the archon of 458/7 (Life of Pindar, P. Oxy.
2438); a man’s grandson was τρ�το α� π� α.το+ (Hdt. 3. 55. 2, Pl. Rep. 391c, Kall. Hy. 6. 98), his
great-great-grandson π�µπτο α� π�γονο (Hdt. 1. 13. 2). So that τετράτοι was for a Greek the
proper number to define Aiakos’ great-grandsons. But even a Greek could not call a man’s own
sons his πα�δε δε/τεροι; and Pindar abandons inclusive counting with his πρ�τοι. (So for the
day two days before the nones the Romans said a.d. iii nonas, but for the day one day before
them not a.d. ii nonas but pridie nonas.)

I do not suppose that Pindar gave a thought to the fact that he was counting in two different
ways, or was even aware that he was; any more than people who fancy that the twenty-first
century will begin on 1 January 2000 are aware that their fancy entails the equation 20 × 100 =
1999. But scholars, starting with the scholiast (59, 60a), have been aware of it. The more sensible
ones have contented themselves with remarking on the fact. But Ahrens wanted Pindar’s
counting to be consistent, and to this end made a foolish conjecture which has imposed on a
good many editors since: τερτάτοι, to mean ‘third’. The form, which is Ahrens’ own invention,
is intended to be an expansion of Aeolic τ�ρτο comparable to epic τρ�τατο expanded from
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And of each generation it is said that, with their assistance, Π�ργαµο . . .
α� λ�κεται at the place where the walls have been built by Aiakos.

Now what this naturally means is that the walls will be breached in this part
by an assaulting enemy, who will then go on to capture the city. That is what
happened when Telamon came; we are told indeed that he pulled down part
of the wall before Herakles could do so himself.122 But it is not what happened
at the later capture of Troy; which was notoriously achieved not by an assault
on the walls but by the stratagem of the wooden horse,123 which was left
outside the city by the Greeks and introduced into it not by the Greeks but by
the Trojans themselves.

Now if the Trojans had simply brought the horse into the city through a
gate, it would have been impossible for Pindar to associate the capture of the
city with a weak place in the walls. But the horse was too big to be drawn in
through a gate, and the Trojans demolished part of the walls in order to bring
it in (Little Iliad, in Proklos’ summary, διελ�ντε µ�ρο τι το+ τε�χου; Verg. A.
2. 234 diuidimus muros); and it must be to this that Pindar is referring. But
can you really say that the city α� λ�κεται at the point where the Trojans
demolish their own walls in order to admit the horse?124 I should have

τρ�το, and I find this wildly improbable: when epic poets wanted to use a case such as -ων, -η,
-οι, the form τρ�τατο enabled them to avoid the prosodic anomaly of e.g. δε̆ τρ�των; but τ�ρτο
can involve no such anomaly, and I think τ�ρτατο no more likely to have been formed than
π�µπτατο or dκτατο. But even if the form were acceptable, Ahrens would not achieve his end
by ‘third’; he would merely make Pindar say ‘grandsons’, which he does not mean, in place of
‘great-grandsons’, which he does.

122 Hellanikos, FGrHist 4 F 109; Apollod. 2. 6. 4. 2, Diod. 4. 32. 5, Serv. on Aen. 1. 619.
123 ‘Notoriously’ in Pindar’s day: the story was told in cyclic epic (Little Iliad, Sack of Troy)

and by Stesichoros, and is brought up three times in the Odyssey as something completely
familiar (4. 266 ff., 8. 492 ff., 11. 525 ff.); for its appearances in ancient art see Hainsworth on
Od. 8. 492–3.

124 If the main Greek army, when they returned that night, had entered the city through the
gap made for the horse, it might make rather more sense to say that the city α� λ�κεται there. But
it seems that they did not: we are told that the men from inside the horse opened the gates to let
them in (Apollod. Ep. 5. 20, Verg. A. 2. 266). I envisage the traditional story as follows.

The gates will not have extended to the full height of the wall, which will have continued
uninterrupted above them; they will presumably have been of the same sort of size as the Lion
Gate of Mycenae (gateway c. 3.2 metres high, 3.1 to 2.9 metres wide). The horse was not too
wide to go through them, but much too tall; and so the Trojans demolished the wall above the
gate which the horse was to enter. So Serv. on A. 2. 234 (diuidimus muros), muros superpositas
Scaeae portae; nam sequitur ‘quater ipso in limine’; Plaut. Bacch. 955 (it was disastrous for Troy)
quom portae Phrygiae limen superum [i.e. the lintel] scinderetur, 987 (symbolizing a develop-
ment of the action of the play) superum limen scinditur. The horse was then brought in through
the gate: Verg. A. 2. 242, it stopped four times ipso in limine portae; Triph. 335–9, it was a tight fit
through the gate, and Hera and Poseidon had to help it through. Presumably we are to think
that the gate was closed again at nightfall; though since its leaves will have been supported on
pivots in threshold and lintel, I do not know how this was done.

It looks as though we have the horse’s entry into Troy in a fragment of Stesichoros’ Sack
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expected rather (to suit both the captures) something meaning ‘have its
wall demolished’ or ‘admit the enemy’; and since the word containing the
anomalous short anceps is now seen to give a sense which is not the sense that
I should expect, I suppose the case for assuming corruption to be now very
strong.

I can think of nothing suitable that has any visual similarity to α� λ�κεται;
I suppose therefore that we should regard α� λ�κεται as a mistaken gloss that
has replaced the original text. A text glossed by α� λ�κεται was presumably in
the present (i.e. the not very common oracular present); but we have no hope
of recovering the actual words. My requirements would be met by Περγάµου

. . . τε�χο π�τνει (which might easily have been glossed α� λ�κεται); but I give
that not as a proposal but as an exemplification.

There is one other thing to be considered here: namely 45 α' ρξεται. If this is
what Pindar wrote, I can understand it only as a very harsh zeugma: it will
begin125 when your sons are there and (be repeated) when your great-
grandsons are. But what is ‘it’? It must be a verbal noun understood from
α� λ�κεται or its replacement: the αT λωι, or e.g. the destruction of the wall.
Two difficulties here: first, the supplying of the subject, which I find very odd
indeed;126 second, that the two quite separate and unconnected sackings of
Troy should be treated as a kind of continuum which ‘begins’ with the first of
the sackings. It may be that the replacement of α� λ�κεται could provide a
more straightforward subject: if for instance Pindar had written something
like Π�ργαµο . . . λ/µαν &χει or πάχει φθοράν (again, I do no more than
exemplify), the subject of α' ρξεται would be there before us. We should still be
left with the zeugma and the continuum; but we might now abolish these by
changing α' ρξεται to another verb (most simply, &εται; or perhaps some-
thing such as Mξεται or dψεται).127

of Troy, PMGF S105 (nothing survives to indicate entry through a gate, but Poseidon’s help does
tally with Triphiodoros). I supplement on these lines: [ο.δ� ποκ� α} ν ∆α]ναο� µεµ[α�]τε &κθορον
M[π]π[ου, | ε� µ= κλυτ- Ε� ]ννο�δα γαιάοχο α� γν- &[ω | συνε�ρυεν· ο. γ]ὰρ Pπ�λλων | Π�ργα-
µον ε� #]αρὰν ο.δ� Jρταµι ο.δ� Pφροδ�τα | [ε�ι�ναι νιν &ακον.] (My text depends on a combin-
ation, which has been disputed, of fragments of two papyri; for the last line there is room for
only c. 12 letters, and I suppose corruption.)

125 The word could also of itself be used as a passive, ‘will be ruled’; one can only deplore the
pretence that that is equivalent here to ‘will be subdued’.

126 I know of nothing comparable; I have got no help from KG i. 32–6 ‘Ellipse des Subjekts’.
127 There have of course been attempts at so emending α' ρξεται that Π�ργαµο may be its

subject; they have failed completely, and often absurdly. Two of them have deluded, or half-
deluded, a number of editors, viz. Bergk’s 9$ξεται and Wilamowitz’s 9άξεται (more or less ‘will
be broken’ and ‘will be smashed’); I cannot suppose for a moment that Π�ργαµο could be
subject of either. (Certainly τε�χο 9ηγν/ναι, or usually 9$γνυθαι, is common in Il. 12; but that
τε�χο is not a city wall but the structure built by the Greeks to protect their ships.)
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I can of course make no attempt at restoring Pindar’s actual words; but
I am confident that neither α� λ�κεται nor α' ρξεται is what he wrote, and I
should print them both with obeli. And to return at last to my original
purpose: if α� λ�κεται is corrupt, the anomalous short anceps disappears; if a
metrical anomaly occurs in a word which does not give satisfactory sense, it is
quite safe to assume that the remedy which puts the sense to right will at the
same time remove the metrical anomaly.

E. Isthmians 3 and 4

These two odes, composed for one and the same victor, Melissos of Thebes,
are composed also with one and the same metrical scheme: five identical
triads, of which one forms I. 3 and four form I. 4. That two separate odes
should be metrically identical is unparalleled; and a number of editors
have maintained therefore that the odes are not separate, but were intended
to form a continuous whole. I have never understood how anyone could
suppose this to be even possible; and I will now adduce the incidence of short
anceps as further evidence that it is false. But first I will briefly rehearse the
other evidence.128

First, the form of the odes. Each of them has its own beginning and its own
end; if either of them had been lost and only the other preserved, no one
could for a moment have supposed that the survivor was in any way defec-
tive.129 Put them together, in whatever order, and they fall apart immediately at
the join.

Second, the victories. I. 3 is concerned with a pair of victories won by
Melissos (9 διδ/µων α� �θλων), one at the Isthmos (event not named), the other
with the chariot at Nemea. I. 4 is concerned with a single victory, in the
pankration at the Isthmos, and Pindar speaks of it as the family’s first victory
of any note for many a long year: the family had once been distinguished in
the games,130 but then for a long interval (after the death of four of its
members in a single battle) its distinction had been dormant; now with

128 There is a useful account of the problem and its history in A. Köhnken, Die Funktion des
Mythos bei Pindar, 87–94. (I use ‘problem’ to mean ‘question propounded for discussion’; I do
not mean ‘question difficult of solution’, for it is not.)

129 With both preserved, there have of course been such fancies: Köhnken, 89–90.
130 Not in fact as distinguished as Pindar pretends: the only actual victories he can cite are at

Athens (presumably in the Great Panathenaia) and Sikyon; he makes up by speaking of their
competing in the major games, and by suggesting (with an analogy from legend: Aias’ defeat by
Odysseus over Achilles’ arms) that they ought by rights to have had the success they did not
achieve: κα� κρ�ον� α� νδρ3ν χειρ�νων | &φαλε τ�χνα καταµάρψαια (the aorist gnomic, but with
the implication of course that that was what happened in this actual case).
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Melissos’ Isthmian victory, and with this ode to celebrate it,131 it is awake
again. Pindar insists on this at great length and with elaborate imagery
(spring after winter, awakening after sleep): his language is inconceivable
unless the Isthmian victory is Melissos’ first major victory and his only major
victory to date.132 It follows that I. 4 was composed before the Nemean
victory, and that I. 3 was composed when I. 4 was already complete: I regard
this conclusion as inescapable, and can see no rational argument that might
be advanced against it.

Those who suppose the odes to form a whole are divided between two
opinions. According to one, the whole was conceived as a whole from the
very beginning; the opinion flies in the face of reason, and I shall not waste
time by considering it further. The other opinion is at least rational: that I. 4
was composed as an independent ode for the pankration victory, and that
when Melissos won his Nemean victory, some fifteen months after the
Isthmian,133 I. 3 was prefixed to it, so that the whole might form a single
ode.134 This takes proper account of the victories; where it breaks down (and
at this point reasoning from the facts must be reinforced by an understanding
of thought and poetry) is over the total lack of coherence between the end of
I. 3 and the beginning of I. 4: ‘carmina uno quasi spiritu cantari potuisse

131 The ode is given by Poseidon (21): no victory other than the Isthmian can be meant.
132 He had some minor ones, which Pindar names at the end of the ode (67–72): three of

them, two as a man and one as a boy, in the Theban Herakleia (= Iolaeia). But these, won in his
own city, can do nothing of course to revive the ancient glory.

That this is his first major victory is obvious; that it is his only major victory to date is
of course another point, but I think it equally obvious. Nottingham Forest, after winning
the Football Association cup in 1898, had no major distinction until they won the Football
League cup on 22 March 1978 and then became league champions on 18 April 1978. If I
wrote an ode in which I congratulated them at length on reviving past glories by winning
the Football League cup, and said no word of their being champions, would anyone doubt
for a moment that I wrote the ode before 18 April? But Nottingham Forest are a real club
consisting of real men, and Pindar and his victors are only the subject-matter of classical
scholarship.

133 The Isthmia were held in the spring or early summer of the even-numbered years bc, the
Nemeia in the high summer of the odd-numbered years; if (what I do not doubt) the Nemean
victory was at the Nemeia next following the Isthmian victory, the interval was of a year plus
about three months. The arithmetic is simple enough but seems to have caused trouble:
Schroeder speaks of the Nemean victory as coming three months before the anniversary of the
Isthmian, and Wilamowitz says (Pindaros, 336) ‘als etwa dreiviertel Jahre später Melissos . . . bei
Nemea siegte’; for Thummer (Die isthmischen Gedichte, ii. 56) the interval appears to have
shrunk still further, to ‘einige Monate’.

134 This is supposed by some to have been done when I. 4 had already been performed; by
others, when it had been composed but not yet performed. Since I am confident that it was
never done at all, I have no need to resolve their disagreement. But I remark that fifteen months
would be a surprising time-lag for an ode by a Theban poet for a Theban victor.
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et negaui . . . et nego’, says Schroeder (ed. mai., 71); equidem et nego et
negabo.135

Human error is often to be laid at the door of accident or irrelevance; and
so here it can be laid at the door of both. The accident is that though at
Alexandria the odes were recognized to be separate,136 in one of the two
independent medieval manuscripts, D, they were run together,137 and
appeared so combined in D’s descendants, including the editio princeps (the
Aldine); B, in which they were kept separate, left no progeny here but the
editio Romana (of Kallierges) and was itself lost to sight, and until it was
rediscovered by Tycho Mommsen the unitarians had an illusion of authority
behind them (and when the illusion vanished, their view persisted: falsehood,
once established, will commonly survive the loss of the evidence that estab-
lished it). The irrelevance is that I. 3 precedes I. 4 in the tradition: it does so
for perfectly intelligible reasons, but reasons which are quite unconnected
with the order of composition of or performance (to which Aristophanes,
when he classified and arranged the odes, demonstrably paid no attention
whatever).138 Within each book of Pindar’s epinikia the odes are arranged in
four categories according to event: first, equestrian; second, boxing, wrestling,
pankration, and (presumably) pentathlon; third, foot-races; fourth, at Pytho,
musical.139 I. 3, in which the only named event is the chariot-race, will have

135 Indeed the prefixers themselves are not wholly at ease with their prefixing: Wilamowitz
<Pindaros, 336> (after citing the opening of I. 4) ‘das ist . . . hinter dem Schlusse der ersten
Triade [= I. 3] wirklich kaum zu ertragen und konnte in einem Zuge nicht ausgesprochen
werden’; Farnell (i. 256) ‘the juncture . . . has not been effected with perfect skill’; Bowra
(Pindar, 317) ‘the joints are not very neat’.

136 Evidence from the scholia in Köhnken, 87 n. 1.
137 Certainly by accident not design, for in fact D runs together not just I. 3 and 4, but the

three odes I. 2, 3, 4. The common ancestor of BD omitted the headings of all the Isthmians, and
left in each case simply a blank space; B preserves the spaces, but D in these two places closed
them up.

138 Of two odes for a single victory, O. 11 was performed before O. 10, Bacch. 2 before 1; of
Phylakidas’ two victories in the pankration at the Isthmos, that of I. 6 was at an earlier Isthmiad
than that of I. 5.

The normal principle in such cases seems to be that the longer ode is put first. This is true of
O. 10 and 11 (5 triads, 1 triad) and Bacch. 1 and 2 (8 triads, 1 triad); it is true also in two cases of
two odes for a single victory where we cannot say which of them was performed first, O. 2 and 3
(5 triads, 3 triads) and P. 4 and 5 (13 triads, 4 triads). If there is no marked difference in length
the order is arbitrary: I. 5 and 6 (each 3 triads), Bacch. 6 and 7 (each 2 strophes).

139 See the table in Thummer’s commentary on the Isthmians, ii. 115; though he tries to be
too precise (within each category the order is evidently arbitrary). For the pentathlon, I have
supposed the second category to be more suitable than the third, but the instances are not
decisive: N. 7 comes where the two categories meet; O. 13, placed between two foot-race odes, is
for a double victory in stadion and pentathlon, and may have been categorized by either (I have
assumed the stadion).
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been treated as equestrian,140 and I. 4 was treated of course as pankration;
doubtless the odes were placed last and first within their respective categories
so that they might come together, but the order in which they come together
is determined by their category and by nothing else.

I come at last to the incidence of short anceps. I can best show this by
means of a table, in which I set out all instances of ancipitia which either are
short or correspond to a short at any point in either ode.

Horizontally: all corresponding instances of the anceps in question, first
those in I. 4, then those in I. 3; if an instance is short, the line number is
(bracketed); ‡ indicates a proper name; * indicates disputable (i.e. suscep-
tible of either scansion); if long, the line-number is unadorned.

Vertically: triad by triad, with the epode placed beneath the antistrophe.

Table D

Isthmian 4 Isthmian 3

(1) 7 19 25 37 43 55 61 1 7
(1) 7 19 25 37 433 55 61* 1 7*
(2) 8 20 (26)‡ (38) (44) 56 62 2 8*
3 9 21 27 39 45 57 63 3 9
4 10 22 28 40 46 58 (64)‡ 4 10

(14) 32 50 (68) 14
15* 33 51* 69 (15)‡

(16) 34 52 70 16
(17) 35 53 71 17*
(17) 35 53 71 (17)
18 36 54* (72)‡ 18

Disputable: I. 4. 15 Jρ(ει), 51 δ’ α� κµ(α̃ι), 54 Sφρ(α), 61 (Uπερ)θεν δ(α�τα); I. 3. 7 (α' ποι)να χρ($), 8
(χαρ�τε)ιν β(ατάαι), 17 (Λαβδακ�δαι)ιν (/ννοµοι).

140 But it will have been classified as Isthmian not Nemean because the Isthmos (with its
unspecified victory) is named before Nemea: when an ode celebrates victories at more than one
venue, it is classified according to the victory that Pindar mentions first. So O. 9, with Olympia,
Pytho; O. 12, with Olympia, Pytho, Isthmos; I. 2 (not a true epinician, but that does not affect
the issue), with Isthmos, Pytho, Athens, Olympia; I. 8, with Isthmos, Nemea. P. 7, with the order
(including earlier victories of the family) Isthmos, Olympia, Pytho, is classified as Pythian
because the list of victories is preceded by a mention of the Alkmaionidai’s building of the
temple at Pytho (doubtless it is rightly so classified, for the Pythian victory of 486 accords with
the evident reference in 18–19 to Megakles’ ostracism of 487/6). In I. 6 a Nemean victory is
mentioned before the Isthmian; but it is expressly said to have been celebrated already in an
earlier ode (viz. N. 5), and there is a clear implication that it was won (as it was) by an older
member of the family.

I should perhaps issue a warning against Thummer’s statement (op. cit., i. 26), ‘das Lob des
aktuellen Sieges steht immer an erster Stelle des Siegeslobes, auch dann, wenn dieser Sieg nicht
der ranghöchste Sieg des Gefeierten ist’. If by ‘der aktuelle Sieg’ he means ‘the victory by which
Aristophanes classified the ode’, his statement is false for P. 7 and for I. 6 (and in so far as it is
true it puts the truth very oddly). If he means ‘the most recent victory’, it is false for O. 9, where
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It will be seen immediately that the incidence of short anceps in the first
strophe and epode of I. 4 is compatible only with their belonging to the
first triad of an ode: three instances in the strophe and four in the epode, and
two of them with echoing short anceps in later triads. That this triad should
be the second triad of an ode beginning with I. 3 is out of the question: the
arrangement would create in I. 4 an impossible collection of anomalous short
ancipitia; even if the disputable ancipitia in I. 3 were all treated as short, the
arrangement would create in I. 4 three instances of completely anomalous
short anceps and five in the uncommon category of short anceps echoing
short anceps not in the first strophe but in the first antistrophe, a category
with only four instances in all the rest of the epinikia.

Now this establishes only what in any case was not open to rational dis-
pute: that I. 4 was composed as an independent ode. But short anceps will
establish also that I. 3 was not intended to be prefixed to I. 4. Whatever the
reason for Pindar’s practice with short anceps, he did not intend it as a kind
of cryptogram to be cracked by scholars two and a half millennia later: it
must have been related in some way to the performance of the ode. He
must have thought it proper that if an anceps was to admit short scansion in
any instance the possibility of short scansion should be made evident to his
audience at the very first instance in the ode: I do not know why, and I do not
know how many of his audience would have had ears sensitive enough to
register what he intended; but that he did intend this I cannot doubt. It
follows that if I. 4 and 3 were intended for performance on a single occasion,
then (unless perhaps the interval between the performances was very long;
and in that case one cannot talk of ‘prefixing’) I. 4 must have been performed
first and I. 3 second. And I should have thought indeed that that would be the
more effective order: first the earlier and by now familiar ode, then as a climax
the novelty to celebrate the latest victory.

I say ‘if they were intended for performance on a single occasion’, for I
cannot be certain that they were: the identity of their metre may be either
connected with their performance or independent of it. It may be that
Melissos was so captivated by the tune of I. 4 that when he commissioned a
short ode after his second victory he asked that the tune should be the same: I
can see nothing inherently improbable in such a request. Or it may be that
Melissos proposed a combined performance of the old ode with the new, and
that either he or Pindar felt that the performance would go better if metre

 the order is Olympia (468), Pytho (466), and for O. 12, where it is Olympia (472), Pytho (470,
466) –– see JHS 93 (1973), 24–8 <above, chapter 6>, where I corrected the commonly held
opinion that the Pythian victories were in 474 and 470 (even by that opinion the second Pythian
victory is later than the Olympian).
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and music were the same.141 But when I say ‘combined performance’ I do not
mean performance as a single ode: I mean a performance of one ode followed
at whatever interval by a performance of the other. Just as the odes could be
no continuous whole in the order I. 3, I. 4, so they could be no continuous
whole in the other order.

F. The fragments

We have too few fragments with responsion for this part of my investigation
to give any very useful results; but I will set out the facts for what they are
worth.

I will first list the instances of short anceps which we know to come in the
first strophe of an ode (there are none that we know to come in a first epode).
By each of these I list such corresponding ancipitia as survive: if short, cited; if
long, line-number only. An asterisk indicates that an instance is disputable
and will be discussed below.

I. 9. 1 (Α�)ακ(ο+).
8 (α� γω)ν�(ων).

Dith. 2. 10 (α�θοµ�να) τε (δα(), 28*.
12 (Να)(δ(ων), 30.
13 6ρ(�νεται).
15 (παγ)κρατ($).
15 (κεραυ)ν- (α� µπν�ων).

fr. 78. 2 *προ(ο�µιον).
3 *τ-ν (#ρ�θυτον).

fr. 89a. 1 *(α� ρχοµ�νοι)ιν (l).
fr. 120. 1 Yµ(�νυµε).
fr. 122. 1 πολ(/ξεναι), 6, 16 διδ(άξαµεν).

1 νε(άνιδε), 6 �π(αγορ�α), 16.
2 *(α� )φνε(3ι), 7.
4 (θυµια̃)τε π(ολλάκι), 9, 14, 19*.
5 νο($µατι), 15 ξυν(άορον), 20 �π(άγαγ’).
5 πρ- (Pφροδ�ταν), 15, 20.

141 There may of course have been practical considerations of which we are ignorant: not
much time available before the performance, or before Pindar’s departure from Thebes on
another commission; so that (whether I. 3 was to be performed alone or together with I. 4) the
use of the same metre and music might either have saved Pindar time in composition or have
made it easier to train a chorus already familiar with I. 4. We have, and can have, no idea; but
such possibilities can never be excluded.
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fr. 124a. 1 Sχ(ηµ� ), 4, 7.
Thr. 3. 6 (α� )χ�τ(αν).

7 γάµ(οιι).

Disputable instances above (marked *): Dith. 2. 28 κεδν(άν) is Bury’s supple-
ment (adopted by Snell) [κεδ]|νάν; fr. 78 is not certainly dactylo-epitrite (and
I suppose not quite certainly the beginning of an ode); fr. 89a. 1 should
perhaps have α� ρχοµ�νοι with no anceps (for the manuscript evidence, in any
case hardly reliable, see Ed. Fraenkel, Beobachtungen zu Aristophanes, 205 n. 2;
for the sequence D D with no intervening anceps cf. O. 13. 17 etc.); fr. 122. 2
(α� )φνε(3ι) I have discussed in A (on O. 7. 1 α� φνεα̃); fr. 122. 19 is trans-
mitted (in Athenaios) as κορ(α̃ν), but I suppose κουρ(α̃ν) to be the right
interpretation of Pindar’s ΚΟΡΑΝ.

There are two instances of short anceps in the first antistrophe142 in respon-
sion with a long in the first strophe:

Dith. 2. 1 [(dρ)πε χ(οινοτ�νεια)], 19 (ε4)ιν (Jρτεµι).
fr. 123. 5 [(κεχάλ)κευτ(αι)], 10 *(dκα)τι κ(ηρ�).

I mark fr. 123. 10 as disputable because τα̃ dκατι is conjectural for δεκατιτα;
but though τα̃ might be questioned (τα̃δ’, θεα̃), dκατι seems unshakable.

There are of course a number of short ancipitia, in unlocated fragments
and with no responsion preserved, of which we are quite unable to say to
what category they belong, first triad or echoing or even anomalous; I see no
purpose in listing them, and shall not do so.143 There is however one set of

142 I have assumed that Dith. 2 is triadic; if it is monostrophic, the stanza will be its second
strophe.

143 But I will say something about two instances which I think may be illusory.
 (a) Fr. 42. 3 (in Stobaios) καλ(3ν µ!ν �ν µο�ράν τε τερπν3ν � µ�ον χρ= παντ� λα3ι δεικν-

/ναι): as the words stand, certainly short anceps; I do not know why Pindar denies to original
καλV- the epic lengthening that he allows so readily to original ξενV- κορV- νοV- ανV- etc., but
deny it he undoubtedly does––45 instances of κ{λ- and none of κα-λ-. But can the words stand
thus? I think not: the dislocation in καλ3ν . . . µο�ράν τε τερπν3ν is intolerable. It might have
been avoided (at the cost, unless at verse-end, of another short anceps) by τερπν3ν τε µο�ραν;
but why should that have been so improbably corrupted? I think it much likelier that what
Pindar wrote was καλὰ µ!ν �ν µο�ράν τε τερπν3ν (with ∪∪∪ − = e): the variation would be very
much in his manner (O. 6. 79, with a different sort of genitive, K α� γ3να &χει µο�ράν τ’ α� �θλων),
its removal very much in a copyist’s.

(b) Fr. 93. 3, at the end of a fragment (in Strabo) about Typhon, (�ν Pρ�µοι) ποτ(ε); Pindar’s
exemplar is Il. 2. 783, traditionally ε�ν Pρ�µοι, Hθι φα� Τυφω�ο &µµεναι ε.νά. As I have given
the words, they are necessarily (with either e.g. ποτε· τ- or e.g. ποτ� · ο.) ∪∪∪ −‘∪’− . . . = e ‘∪’
(e) or e ‘∪’ (D). But Pindar wrote ΕΝΑΡΙΜΟΙΣ: did he scan the E short or long? He scanned
the E of his ΕΝΑΛΙΟΣ long in six of the seven surviving instances (yet �ν- always the manu-
scripts; read of course epic ε�νάλιο, not Schroeder’s �νν-); did he do the same in ΕΝΑΡΙΜΟΙΣ
here, with the metre − ∪∪ − ∪∪ (−) = D? If he did, I do not suppose that he intended Boeckh’s
ε�ν Pρ�µοι (his preposition EN before a vowel is c. 120 times short and never long), but rather
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fragments in which there are short ancipitia which may perhaps be relevant to
the reconstruction of the ode to which they are assigned: the fragments
assembled by Snell under Hymn 1 (vol. ii, 9–12). I shall attempt no coherent
inquiry into the ode as a whole,144 and shall not inquire whether all the
fragments that are assigned to it are correctly assigned: I shall simply consider
to what extent, on the assumption that they are correctly assigned, the
incidence of short anceps might give a guide to their arrangement.

One verse in the strophe, | − e − D ∪
⎯⎯

 e − D − D − |, occurs in five separate
fragments.145 The anceps which I mark ∪

⎯⎯
 is long in what we know to be the

first strophe, fr. 29. 5 (τι)µάν, and in three other instances, fr. 33a (α� )ι[(-,
fr. 33c. 5 (Ο� λ/µ)πωι τ(ηλ�φαντον), fr. 33d. 3 (L)δ�ν(ει), but short in the fifth,
fr. 30. 5 (&µ)µεν· (α� -). If the short in fr. 30 is not to be anomalous, there must
be a short in the first antistrophe, and the short in fr. 30 must either itself be
that short or be an echo of it. I see no means of deciding between the
alternatives except on the basis of the content of the two fragments:146 fr. 29
contains the first 73 syllables of the first strophe, and fr. 30 the first 78
syllables of a strophe or antistrophe; if fr. 30 is from the first antistrophe,

that he took the expression in the Iliad to be what we should write Ε�ναρ�µοι: that inter-
pretation of the letters certainly lies behind Vergil’s Inarime Iouis imperiis imposta Typhoeo
<Aen. 9. 716>, and why should it not lie behind it by four or five centuries or more? No one in
antiquity knew (though some tried to guess) who or what the Jριµοι or Jριµα might be (see
West on Hes. Th. 304); given this ignorance, Ε�ναρ�µοι was at any period just as reasonable an
interpretation as ε�ν Pρ�µοι of a series of syllables articulated neither in speech nor in writing
(articulation in writing did become possible when Alexandria devised on the one hand να�  or ν,α
or ν’α, on the other ν�α; but that was long after Pindar’s day, and even then how many will have
bothered?). If we had responsion to guide us, or if Strabo’s quotation had not stopped where it
did, we should know whether to credit Pindar with �ν Pρ�µοι and a short anceps or with
Ε�ναρ�µοι and no anceps; without that guidance we can only say that either is possible. What we
must not do is appeal to manuscript authority: the authority for the two alternatives is exactly
the same.

144 The reconstruction begun by Boeckh and continued by Wilamowitz (Pindaros, 189–92)
and Snell (‘Pindars Hymnos auf Zeus’, in Die Entdeckung des Geistes, 4th edn., 82–94), goes a
good way beyond what can be inferred with certainty from the evidence: there is a good deal in
it that may well be right, but not nearly so much that must be.

145 ‘Separate’ except that two are linked by a papyrus. The responsion extends over 78 syl-
lables, and cannot possibly be fortuitous.

146 The first verse of fr. 30 is cited by Hephaistion (Ench. 15. 11) as the first of his two
instances of the iambelegos; I should not wish to infer from this that the verse came near the
beginning of the ode. When Hephaistion is dealing with stichic or distichic metres, his normal
habit is to cite the first verse of a poem (or the second component of the first distich); I should
suppose that he does this simply as the natural and obvious thing to do, and not as a matter of
principle or system. When he is dealing with choral lyric I see no reason to suppose that he was
systematic in his choice of instances (and certainly he was not in this case, else he would have
cited the first verse of the first strophe), but rather that he cited simply the first instance that
caught his eye or came into his head.

When in choral lyric he cites two instances of the same verse, they are likely enough to be 
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the gap between them will be of between 46 and c. 120 syllables;147 can the
transition from one to the other be effected within that space?

Next, two fragments cited by Hephaistion (Ench. 15. 13) as instances of τ-
Πινδαρικ-ν καλο/µενον: fr. 34 K κα� τυπε� α� γν3ι πελ�κει τ�κετο ξανθὰν

Pθάναν and fr. 35b σοφο� δ! κα� τ- µηδ!ν α' γαν &πο α' ινηαν περι3, both |
∪

⎯⎯
 e ∪

⎯⎯
 D − e −|, with two short ancipitia in fr. 35b but none in fr. 34. If

the fragments are in fact both from our ode,148 and if (as would then be

from the same ode in responsion. Likely enough, but not certain; in Lesbian lyric his two
varieties of the Alcaic hendecasyllable (15. 3: Alk. frr. 307, 331) are evidently from different
poems (and it would be surprising if this was because the hymn to Apollo had no instance with
initial short); and if he quarried an ode which had the same verse (as sometimes happens) in
two unrelated places, he might easily choose two instances that were not in responsion with one
another.

His lack of system can be seen in his instances of the four varieties of the elegiac pentameter
(− ∪

⎯⎯
∪

⎯⎯
− ∪

⎯⎯
∪

⎯⎯
−. . .), all from Book 1 of Kallimachos’ Aitia (of which the first 40 lines are preserved

as fr. 1). For three of them he gives the first instance that occurs in the book (citing them in the
order of their occurrence: 2, 6, 20); but for the fourth he skips the instances at 26, 30, 36, 38 (and
I dare say others as well), and cites fr. 3. 2, an unknown but considerable distance further on.

147 My figures are based on a strophe-length of between 119 and c. 193 syllables. Fr. 33d gives
us a minimum length of 119 syllables, and this might well be the whole of the strophe: the
maximum stanza-length for the dactylo-epitrite epinikia is 129 syllables. But Dith. 2 (dactylo-
epitrite) has a strophe of 192 syllables (and Pai. 6, in another metre, has a strophe of 194); we
have no reason to suppose that our hymn could not have had a strophe of similar length.

148 The only evidence is the content of fr. 34, which seems well suited to the θεογον�α
which the ode is not unreasonably supposed to have contained (on the basis, primarily, of Luc.
Ikarom. 27). If fr. 34, then not improbably fr. 35b as well: the Πινδαρικ�ν, despite its name,
appears to be very rare (it is virtually non-existent in the epinikia), and I think it very unlikely
that Hephaistion, having an instance to hand in a given ode, would for his second instance go
farther afield than the verses in responsion with his first.

That Hephaistion cites these two verses in the same chapter in which he cites the two
instances of the iambelegos (of which fr. 30. 1 is certainly, and fr. 34 very probably, from our
ode) affords no presumption whatever that the Πινδαρικά also are from this ode. Wilamowitz
appears to think that it does (Pindaros, 190 n. 2), ‘Hephaestion 15, wo die pindarischen Verse
alle [i.e. alle vier!] aus diesem Gedichte stammen’: I think it very likely that they do, but the only
way to establish this is to establish for each pair of verses independently that they are from the
ode. Hephaistion had to fetch his verses from where he could find them: the iambelegos is not
particularly common (the Alexandrian colometry has an iambelegos as a colon only in 7 of the
23 dactylo-epitrite epinikia), the Πινδαρικ�ν is very rare; if he found both of them in the same
ode he would doubtless not be averse to using them, but there could be no possible point in his
consciously searching for one of the very few odes that will have happened to have them both.

I will justify my statement about the rarity of the Πινδαρικ�ν. It is too long of course for a
normal Alexandrian colon; and has therefore to be produced from more than a single colon. In
I. 3/4 one can produce it from one and a half cola: I. 4. 3–4 etc. | (@µετ�ρα α� ρετὰ Uµνωι δι�κειν,
| αZι Κλεωνυµ�δαι θάλλοντε α�ε� |; of the 10 instances there 7 are self-contained (i.e. are
preceded by, and end with, word-end), but only at I. 4. 45 does the result approximate to a
coherent linguistic whole. One can produce it similarly at O. 8. 9 and N. 5. 23 (each the only self-
contained instance at its place in the ode); a few other self-contained instances might be devised
(e.g. N. 9. 7), but they would bear no relation to Alexandrian or to any rational colometry.
Nowhere in the epinikia is there a verse (in the strict sense) that has this form.
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virtually certain) they are in responsion with one another,149 then unless
there is anomaly the first occurrence in the ode may be expected to have
had the two ancipitia short;150 that both shorts should be echoed in the
same later verse is perfectly possible but not (statistically) very likely,151 and
the simplest hypothesis will be that fr. 35b is itself the first occurrence.
This simplest hypothesis is not necessarily the true one; but it is certainly
the one that on purely metrical grounds one should consider first. Now
fr. 35b has the sound of a breaking-off formula (the so-called κ�ρο-motif),
and I observe that a natural place for such a formula would be at the end
of the initial list of Theban glories: cf. N. 10. 19, at the end of the long
initial list of Argive glories, βραχ/ µοι τ�µα πάντ’ α� ναγ$αθ’ Hων Pργε�ον

&χει τ�µενο | µο�ραν �λ3ν, &τι δ! κα� κ�ρο α� νθρ�πων βαρG α� ντιάαι. To
put the fragment at this point would mean abandoning one feature of
Snell’s reconstruction: that Pindar, having designed and arranged his list
of Theban glories for this purpose, moves at its end from the wedding
of Harmonia to the singing of the Muses at that wedding, and that their
song is the θεογον�α which is thought to have bulked large in the ode;
but the feature is one that I should wish to abandon in any case.152 The

149 The Πινδαρικ�ν can hardly have appeared in more than one place in the ode.
150 I say ‘may be expected to have had’, not ‘will have had’; there will be a slight possibility

that one of the shorts (hardly both) did not appear until the first antistrophe.
151 In the epinikia, six verses in the first strophe or epode contain two short ancipitia; between

them, they have 29 other verses in responsion. Only once does one of these corresponding verses
echo both the shorts (I. 5. 7, first antistrophe); 9 of them echo one short only, 19 echo neither.

I observe however that the chances (calculated from the epinikia) are not the same through-
out an ode: the earlier in the ode the better the chance. A short in the first strophe or epode is
echoed in one later instance in 7.6; the chance that two should be echoed together is the square
of this, 1 in 58. But in the first two triads a short is echoed in one corresponding instance in 4.8,
and the square of this is 1 in 23; for the first antistrophe alone the figures are 1 in 3.8 and 1 in 14.

152 We know of course that the Muses sang there: Thgn. 15, Pi. P. 3. 89–91. But Snell would
have us suppose ‘dass Apoll (mit den Musen) bei der Hochzeit des Kadmos ein grosses
mythisches Gedicht vortrug, das vom Werden der Götter und Menschen erzählte’ (op. cit., 84).
This of itself is perfectly possible: at N. 5. 22 Apollo and the Muses at Peleus’ wedding sing a
song that turns imperceptibly into mythical narrative by Pindar himself. But if a song sung
(however nominally) by Apollo and the Muses is to include fr. 33b �ν χρ�νωι δ’ &γεντ’ Pπ�λλων
and then (fr. 31) the creation of the Muses, I become incredulous.

It is likely enough that fr. 32 (Kadmos heard Apollo µουσικὰν 6ρθὰν �πιδεικνυµ�νου) should
come from our ode; but I see no reason why Pindar should not have come back to Harmonia’s
wedding (I dare say only briefly) at a later stage in the ode. That indeed is what I should have
supposed from Aristeides’ language when he cites the fragment: (Π�νδαρο) �ν το� Uµνοι
διεξιFν περ� τ3ν �ν αT παντι τ3ι χρ�νωι υµβαιν�ντων παθηµάτων το� α� νθρ�ποι κα� τ"
µεταβολ" τ-ν Κάδµον φη�ν α� κο+αι το+ Pπ�λλωνο µουικὰν 6ρθὰν �πιδεικνυµ�νου. An odd
way of putting it if Apollo’s theme is what Pindar himself has just been said διεξι�ναι: I should
have expected rather that Kadmos’ wedding belonged to an account of his career as a paradigm
of µεταβολ$, of the vicissitudes of human fortune. That is exactly what we have in Pindar’s other
reference to the Muses at the wedding, in P. 3. 86 ff.: he consoles the ailing Hieron with the
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positioning raises other problems as well;153 but I should certainly wish to
keep it in play.

G. Miscellaneous

One consequence of the extreme rarity of anomalous short anceps is that it
will be very unwise to seek to introduce further instances of it by conjecture;
and there is one passage where this consequence may be thought unwelcome.

In I. 6 Pindar tells how Herakles, coming to invite Telamon to join him on
his expedition against Troy, arrives to find a feast in progress. Telamon asks
him to open the proceedings with a libation; and Herakles thereupon prays to
Zeus that Telamon may have a valiant son by Eriboia (Zeus then sends an
α�ετ� as a sign, and Herakles announces that the son will be born and must
be named Α,α). Now the sentence describing Herakles’ arrival has lost two
syllables, an anceps and a long: 35–6 α� λλ’ Α�ακ�δαν καλ�ων | � πλ�ον <× −>
κ/ρηεν δαινυµ�νων. A great many unconvincing stopgaps have been pro-
posed (as πλ�ον <κε�νον> or <λα3ν> κ/ρηεν); only Von der Mühll (Mus.
Helv. 14 [1957], 130–1 = Kl. Schr. 198–9) has proposed a supplement after first
inquiring what word may be lacking to the sense. On what occasion should
Herakles pray unprovoked for a son for Telamon? At his wedding-feast:
<γάµον> (or <γάµου>) κ/ρηεν δαινυµ�νων. I should find this completely

thought that not even Peleus and Kadmos had an α�Fν α� φαλ$––after their κάµατοι they won
through to Sλβο @π�ρτατο, with the gods and the Muses at their wedding, but then from this
they fell into misfortunes once again.

153 I can see two principal difficulties that might be alleged. First, it may be said that the
signing-off formula is less in place after a list of alternative possibilities (phrased as questions)
than after the straight factual catalogue of N. 10. On the face of it, yes; but the difference
between the two kinds of list is more formal than essential, and it would not be difficult to
devise a transition that would make the signing-off entirely natural. Second, what of the gap
between the end of the list (as we have it) and fr. 35b? The earliest that fr. 35b could come is in
responsion with fr. 33d. 11, which would leave a gap of 41 syllables, and the gap might easily be
appreciably longer: with a longer strophe (n. 147 above) it might be of anything up to c. 100
syllables. But I see no difficulty in this: fr. 35b (with its κα�) is clearly only the second part of the
signing-off formula; that formula may have been preceded by a transition of some kind; and we
have no reason to suppose that the list of Theban glories in fr. 29 did not continue beyond the
point at which Lucian stopped quoting it (Pindar could not go on indefinitely with a series of
accusatives before producing a verb to give them a construction, and once he has produced it he
can still extend the list , \ γάµον λευκωλ�νου Α� ρµον�α @µν$οµεν, <\ ∪∪ −−| κτλ.>).

I do not think it a difficulty that Hephaistion will be citing the first instance second. His order
might have been purely fortuitous, depending on which instance happened to be the first to
catch his eye or come into his head. Or there might have been a reason for it: in the original
uncondensed form of his work he might well have commented on the different forms of the
verse (long or short anceps; in other places such comment survives even into our condensation),
and if so he might have preferred to put first the more normal form.
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convincing if it were not for the one thing: it gives an anomalous short
anceps, γάµ(ον κ/ρηεν), in responsion with an unassailable long at 2
κρατ("ρα).

I can find only one near-synonym of γάµον that would give the right
scansion, κα̃δο. But this of course is not ‘marriage’ but ‘marriage-alliance’,
the connexion established by the marriage between the bridegroom (and his
family) and the family of the bride;154 and whereas in γάµον (or τάφον)
δαιν/ναι or δα�νυθαι the internal accusative can be used because the feast is
an integral part of the wedding (or the funeral), and similarly with a straight
synonym of γάµον like @µενα�ου, the κα̃δο is parallel not to the wedding but
to the married state: the feast is not a part of it, and I should think κα̃δο

δα�νυθαι impossible.
I am troubled. It may be that there is a way out that will give the right sense

and a long anceps, but I have no notion what it might be; and if in the end
there is a conflict between sense and the quantity of the anceps, then sense
must prevail.

I I . SHORT VOWELS AT VERSE-END

I am concerned in this part of my paper with the incidence at verse-end of
syllables ending in a short vowel: (α.τ�)κα, (πο)δ�, (�φάψα)το, and the like. It
is a commonplace of Greek metre that such a syllable, although prosodically
short, may stand at verse-end as the equivalent of a long, and instances are
common, in blunt and pendant endings alike:

π�λλ’ ο4δ’ α� λ�πηξ, α� λλ’ �χ�νο �ν µ�γα <Archil. 201>.
ε.ρε�αν Π�λοπο ν"ον α� φικ�µεθα <Tyrt. 2. 15>.
α' νθρωπον ε]ρε τ=ν τ�γην 6φ�λλοντα <Hippon. 79. 19>.
κα� λάκιδε µ�γαλαι κατ’ αBτο <Alk. 326. 8>.
α' νδρα µοι &ννεπε Μο+α πολ/τροπον, K µάλα πολλά <Od. 1. 1>.

I have taken samples of a few hundred lines to establish the approximate
frequency of this phenomenon in early Greek poetry. I have counted as
ending in a short vowel only syllables which necessarily end in one: if a
syllable admits movable ν I have treated it always as -εν or -ιν and never as

154 There are one or two instances where κ"δο and κηδε/ειν seem to be no more than
‘marriage’, ‘marry’, with reference to the bride alone and not her family: S. Tr. 1227 το+το
κ$δευον λ�χο, E. Med. 1341 γ"µα� ε, κ"δο �χθρ-ν 6λ�θρι�ν τ’ �µο� (Iole is captive and her
family dead, Medeia’s family could never come into question). I cannot think that this makes
any difference in Pindar.
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-ε or -ι, however it may appear in the manuscripts and editions.155 My find-
ings are these (by ‘76 in 400 = 1 in 5.3’ I mean that of the 400 verses in my
sample 76 have a final syllable ending in a short vowel, and that the phenom-
enon therefore occurs in one verse in every 5.3):

Different samples would doubtless give rather different figures, but hardly
very different, and I have no need for any great precision: it is enough for my
purposes to indicate that the frequency ranges, according to the ending,
between something like one in five and something like one in ten.

My purpose is to establish that Pindar’s practice is very different from that
of the poets I have sampled. I can do this very simply, by setting out the facts
once again in a table (using the same conventions as before; I put in brackets
two proportions which are based on too few instances to be reliable); my
figures this time are not for a sample, but for the whole of Pindar’s epinikia
(except that I exclude the fragments of the lost Isthmians which followed I. 8;
I exclude also the supposititious O. 5). On the right I repeat, for ease of
comparison, the proportions I have just given for my other poets.

These figures leave no room for doubt: a short vowel at verse-end is
avoided by Pindar in a way in which it is not avoided by my other poets. The

. . . − ∪ −|| Archilochos 64 in 347 = 1 in 5.4

. . . − ∪∪ −|| early elegy 32 in 337 = 1 in 10.5

. . . −−−|| Hipponax; 22 in 202 = 1 in 8.4

. . . − ∪ −−|| Lesbians156 11 in 44 = 1 in 4.0

. . . − ∪∪ −−|| Homer and Hesiod 76 in 400 = 1 in 5.3

Dactylo-epitrites Other metres [Other poets]

. . . − ∪ −|| 33 in 638 = 1 in 19.2 39 in 822 = 1 in 21.2 [1 in 5.4]

. . . − ∪∪ −|| 0 in 607 = –– 5 in 264 = 1 in 52.8 [1 in 10.5]

. . . −−− || 0 in 20 = (––) 0 in 20 = (––) [1 in 8.4]

. . . − ∪ −−|| 2 in 369 = 1 in 184.5 4 in 216 = 1 in 54.0 [1 in 4.0]

. . . − ∪∪ −−|| 2 in 212 = 1 in 106.0 3 in 223 = 1 in 74.3 [1 in 5.3]

155 The manuscript tradition of Homer follows a rule that movable ν is added at the end of a
line if the next line begins with a vowel, not added if it begins with a consonant; the rule is
patently silly, and deserves only contempt. In Pindar the tradition appears (from Mommsen’s
apparatus; Turyn is silent on principle, p. xiii) to follow the same rule; and here, where the
manuscript lines are not verses but Alexandrian cola, of which about half end at verse-end and
half in mid verse, the rule is not merely silly but disastrous: at colon-end in mid verse it can
destroy the metre, e.g. λ�λογχε θαµινά for λ�λογχεν θαµινά. But even at verse-end it is (as will
appear) equally if less obtrusively destructive.

156 The material is scanty; I have taken three fragments with line-ends, all apparently
. . .− ∪∪ −∪ −− || (Sappho, frr. 58 and 60; Alkaios, fr. 48).
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avoidance is not equally pronounced in all endings; but even at his most
tolerant (in . . . − ∪ −) Pindar admits the phenomenon only a quarter as often
as Archilochos.

As far as Pindar is concerned, the facts are all that matter. But these facts
do throw light on a question of Greek prosody on which scholars have not
seen eye to eye; and a consideration of that question will serve also to make
Pindar’s practice more intelligible.157

The rule for the quantity of short-vowel syllables has been formulated in
two ways; common to both is the proviso that mute + liquid may, with certain
restrictions (which vary according to dialect and to genre), count either as
two consonants or as one. The common formulation is this: ‘a syllable whose
vowel is short is long if the vowel is followed (whether or not within the
same word) by two or more consonants, but otherwise is short.’ The alter-
native formulation is this: ‘a syllable whose vowel is short is long if it ends
with a consonant (i.e. is “closed”), short if it does not (i.e. is “open”)’; this
presupposes a rule of syllabification that ‘if there is a single consonant
between vowels it belongs (without regard to any word-boundary) to the
following syllable; if there are two or more consonants, then (without regard
to any word-boundary) the first belongs to the preceding syllable and the last
to the following syllable’158 (thus π�|νο| &|χει ∪∪∪ −, but πάν|τα| µ�|νει
−− ∪ −, πάν|τα |τ�|νει −− ∪ −). For short-vowel syllables in mid verse the
two formulations come to the same thing (and the first has the pedagogic
advantage of simplicity). But for short-vowel syllables at verse-end they have
very different effects: both make (�ναλ)λάξ|| long and both make (α' λ)λο||
short, but (α' λ)λο|| will be short according to the first and long according to
the second.159

A priori, I expect the second formulation to be right: only thus will the
quantity of a syllable depend, as it should depend, on the constitution of
the syllable itself. A posteriori, we now have the evidence of Pindar’s practice
to support it: when at verse-end he admits e.g. α' λλο|| as readily as α' λλων|| and

157 I must thank Professor M. L. West for causing me to consider it: in the first draft of this
paper I had confined myself to a statement of the facts.

158 What, when there are three or more consonants in all, of those between the first and
the last? The question is neither certainly resoluble nor of any relevance metrically. The ancient
rule for dividing a word between lines puts the division before any sequence of consonants that
can stand at the beginning of a word; if (as this formulation requires) we reject its νυ|κτ�,
α' |τυ, in favour of νυκ|τ�, α' |τυ, it may yet incline us to α' ρ|κτο, καµ|πτ�, rather than α' ρκ|το,
καµπ|τ�. For a different approach (on phonetic principles) see W. S. Allen, Accent and
Rhythm, 209.

159 See Allen, op. cit., 204–7 (for the second formulation), against A. M. Dale, Wiener Studien
77 (1964), 20 n. 9 = Collected Papers, 191 n. 1.
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α' λλοι|| and (�ναλ)λάξ||160 yet is reluctant to admit α' λλο||, what conclusion can
we draw except that he feels (α' λ)λο|| to be short but (α' λ)λο||, like (α' λ)λων||
and (α' λ)λοι|| and (�ναλ)λάξ||, to be long? That what he is avoiding is not a
short open syllable as opposed to a short closed syllable or a long, but simply
a short syllable as opposed to a long?161

A. Dactylo-epitrites

First I list the instances of SVE in epinikia. I follow Snell’s arrangement
of the verses,162 and also (except in one instance, discussed below) his text.
By * I mean ‘in the first strophe or epode’, by ~ ‘in responsion with’, by
† ‘disputable; discussed below’.

(a) . . . ∪
⎯⎯

∪
⎯⎯

∪ −| (109* + 529 = 638 endings163), 10* + 23 = 33 instances: O. 3.
9 α' πο, 13* ποτε; O. 6. 68 πατρ�; O. 8. 4* π�ρι; O. 13. 20* µ�τρα ~ 43 α� ριτ-
ε/ατε ~ 66 α.τ�κα ~ 112 κατά; P. 1. 16* ποτε; P. 3. 78 θαµά ~ 94 dδνα τε, 5*
ποτε ~ 74 ποτε, 40 ο.κ�τι; P. 4. 53 δ�µατι, 40 θαµά ~ 86 τ�δε ~ 224 κ�µψατο

~ 247 κα� τινα ~ 293 ποτε; P. 12. 3* α' να, 6* ποτε; N. 5. 3* Hτι, 40 π�ρι ~ 46 Hτι;
N. 8. 28 χρο(; N. 9. 17† ποτε, 3* πράετε; N. 10. 31 περ� ~ 85 π�ρι; I. 6. 55
α.τ�κα, 8* κάτα ~ 33 φε�ατο.

160 To complete my argument I must substantiate this statement; I will do so by giving, both
for Pindar’s epinikia and for my samples from other authors, the number of verse-end syllables
ending in short vowel plus single consonant expressed as a fraction of the number of all
verse-end syllables other than those ending in a short vowel alone; bracketed figures depend on
too few instances to be reliable:

− ∪ −|| − ∪∪ −|| −−−|| − ∪ −−|| − ∪∪ −−|| average
Pindar 1 in 2.5 1 in 3.8 (1 in 4.2) 1 in 3.8 1 in 4.3 1 in 3.6
Others 1 in 3.0 1 in 3.8 1 in 3.3 (1 in 3.2) 1 in 3.0 1 in 3.2

It is evident that Pindar shows no tendency to avoid at verse-end syllables such as (α' λ)λο||: such
variations as there are between him and my samples may be due in part to differences of dialect
and vocabulary, in part simply to chance.

161 Allen, op. cit., 205–6, has looked for evidence of this kind, but reports
nothing of any significance except in tragic trimeters with resolved fifth longum (all . . .
∪∪∪∪ −||). I give my own figures (including satyr-plays and trochaic tetrameters): total, 58;
ending in short vowel plus consonant, 11; ending in short vowel, 1 (S. Ai. 459 κα� πεδ�α τάδε||).
This 1 in 58 is far below the figure for all trimeters, which appears from samples to be of the
order of 1 in 6.

162 There are not many places where I should prefer a different arrangement. If I followed
those preferences there would be no significant change in my total numbers for the various
endings; there would however (as I shall indicate below) be a small but significant change in my
figures for the rarer types of SVE.

163 All . . . e | (10 of them with the first longum resolved), except for 10 in O. 6 that are . . .
D ∪ −| and 3 in N. 8 that are . . . e ∪ −|; SVE once in . . . D ∪ −| (O. 6. 68), otherwise only in
unresolved . . . e |.
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(b) . . . − ∪∪ −| (92* + 515 = 607 endings), 0* + 0 = 0 instances.
(c) . . . −−−| (2* + 18 = 20 endings164), 0* + 0 = 0 instances.
(d) . . . ∪

⎯⎯
∪

⎯⎯
∪ −−| (53* + 316 = 369 endings165), 2* + 0 = 2 instances: O. 7.

16*† α' ποινα; P. 4. 21*† διδ�ντι.
(e) . . . − ∪∪ −−| (35* + 177 = 212 endings), 2* + 0 = 2 instances: N. 8. 16*†

α' γαλµα; I. 4. 14*† �γ�νοντο.

The most important fact revealed by this list is that SVE in dactylo-epitrites
is almost entirely confined to the ending . . . − ∪ −|. In that ending it is not
uncommon; though it is still only about a quarter as common as in
Archilochos.

I consider first these instances of SVE in . . . − ∪ −|. They show two ten-
dencies: first, to occur in responsion with one another (19 are in responsion
with at least one other instance, 14 are not); second, to occur in the first
strophe or epode (where they account for one such ending in 10.9; elsewhere
for one in 23.0). But these are no more than tendencies, and the situation is
not the same as with short anceps: of the 33 instances, 17 are neither in the
first triad nor in responsion with an instance in the first triad.

Only one instance out of the 33 is disputable: N. 9. 17. For the part of 17–18
which should be D−e−e || D−D− the manuscripts have ξανθοκοµα̃ν ∆ανα3ν

Iαν µ�γιτοι· κα� ποτ’ � fπταπ/λου Θ$βα α' γαγον τρατ-ν α� νδρ3ν: three
syllables too few. Snell (as many before him) puts the lacuna at the end of 17,
Iαν µ�γιτοι <− ∪ −> || κα� ποτ’ � fπταπ/λου κτλ., but I cannot think this
right: the sense is complete with µ�γιτοι, and nothing added after it could be
tolerable; with a stop after µ�γιτοι, nothing tolerable could be fixed to κα�

ποτε.166 In the next verse, on the other hand, an epithet for τρατ�ν is not
merely tolerable but welcome; I divide therefore κα� ποτε ||, with SVE (for κα�

ποτε isolated at verse-end cf. O. 3. 13 τάν ποτε ||, P. 1. 16 τ�ν ποτε ||, 12. 6 τάν

ποτε ||). The epithet might come in either of two places, || �λ-ν � fπταπ/λου

Θ$βα κτλ. (Boehmer; or another adjective in the same position167) or ||

164 Of these, 10 in P. 1 are . . . D −−|, 10 in P. 9 are . . . e −−|.
165 All . . . e −|; the first longum resolved only at O. 13. 69 || κα� ∆αµα�ωι νιν θ/ων τα+ρον

α� ργάεντα πατρ� δε�ξον ||. If indeed it is resolved: I remark that deletion of πατρ� would remove
(a) an awkward and indeed confusing hyperbaton, (b) a genealogical self-contradiction by
Athena (Bellerophon cannot be at once Α�ολ�δα and son of Poseidon), (c) the resolution with
its irregular responsion. I do not know why πατρ� should have intruded; and I cannot be sure
that Pindar would have felt ∆αµα�ο alone to be a sufficient designation of Poseidon (but at
Corinth? and he is identified as Γαιάοχο a few lines later).

166 Gerber lists a dozen or so supplements at verse-end; they provide horrid confirmation of
what I say. I get no encouragement from O. 13. 55, 87, N. 10. 25.

167 λεκτ�ν W. R. Hardie, λάβρον Turyn, πλε�τον Von der Mühll (and one might think
of others, e.g. θο+ρον); none is clearly what we want, and λάβρον at least is clearly not what we
want.
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fπταπ/λου κριτ-ν � Θ$βα κτλ. (Erasmus Schmid); Schmid’s solution gives
what is perhaps the aptest epithet,168 and presupposes (despite appearances) a
rather easier corruption.169

I do not accept four further instances which appear in Turyn’s text but not
in Snell’s.170 At O. 7. 14–15 etc. (epode; five triads) we have, with consistent
word-end at A, B, and C, || e−e−D−(A)∪∪(B)− ∪∪ − ∪∪(C)∪D∪

⎯⎯
D ||. Snell

divides only at B, making the first verse ||e−e−De ||, with no SVE; Turyn
divides only at C, making the first verse || e−e−DD∪ − ||, with SVE four times
out of five, 15 Sφρα, (44 βρ�χεν), 53 βαθ/, 72 οφ�τατα, 91 άφα;171 it would be
possible also to divide at both B and C, with ||d∪ −|| between divisions (SVE as
Turyn). Whatever we do, the metre will be to some extent anomalous;172 the
best criterion to adopt will therefore be that of sense-pause. In the five epodes,

168 Twice in Pindar, each time to denote simply excellence: P. 4. 50 of Euphamos’ descendants,
I. 8. 65 of the victor’s father. (But when at Bacch. 9. 11 the same men as here are Pργε�ων κριτο�,
the original ‘picked out, chosen’ is still clearly apparent.)

169 ‘Despite appearances’: if one looks only at words, Boehmer’s corruption is simple (�λ�ν
lost) and Schmid’s complicated and improbable (κριτ�ν lost and � transposed). But unless one
supposes the omission to be pre-Alexandrian, one must look also at the colometry; which will
have been originally | Iαν µ�γιτοι· κα� ποτε | �λ-ν � fπταπ/λου (or fπταπ/λου κριτ-ν �) |
Θ$βα α' γαγον τρατ-ν α� νδρ3ν κτλ. The manuscripts divide κα� ποτ’ � | fπταπ/λου; when
therefore Boehmer supposes that �λ�ν was lost before � he must also suppose that � was
transferred to the end of the preceding colon, and this in its turn is complicated and improb-
able. It will be much simpler to suppose that what was lost was �λ-ν �, and that Θ$βα, left thus
without a construction, was given one by the insertion of a conjectural � in the easiest place.
But this is equally the simplest explanation of how Schmid’s reading would have been cor-
rupted; and Schmid’s was more exposed than Boehmer’s to such a corruption. With Boehmer
the lost words are the first two of their colon, with Schmid the last two; and it is at colon-end
that these accidental omissions are commonest, whereas colon-beginning is more or less
immune. Omissions common to all manuscripts occur as follows (I disregard omissions of
monosyllables): colon-end, P. 12. 7 Γοργ�νων, N. 1. 52 φάγανον, 6. 25 πλε�νων, 10. 84 να�ειν
�µο�, I. 8. 13 βλ�πειν (and cf. O. 11. 10, P. 11. 57); mid-colon, P. 5. 118 Yµο�α, I. 2. 10, 6. 36 (at N.
6. 18 they suppose | &ρνεα πρ3το <&νεικεν> α� π’ Pλφεο+ |, but why not | &ρνεα πρ3το α� π’
Pλφεο+ <α' γαγεν> |? Cf. O. 13. 29 α' γει, P. 9. 75 α� γαγ�ντα); colon-beginning, none (though at
P. 4. 64 Oτε is omitted by all but B). Normally the omissions at colon-end come when a colon
projects (as ours would not) beyond the colon above; but cf. P. 4. 180, where BGH omit θ�µεθλα
at the end of a colon shorter than the one above.

I derive my knowledge of the manuscripts’ colometry solely from Mommsen, who says
‘µ�γιτοι· κα� ποτ’ � | f. Θ. B recc.’ and ‘µ�γιτοι κα� ποτ’ � | f. Θ. D’. I do not know whether a
further fault in early printed editions (they divide Θ$βα | instead of | Θ$βα) goes back to BD
or only to Triklinios; I think it unsafe to assume that Mommsen’s report was meant to imply
anything about this division.

170 It would be possible to fabricate still another instance by dividing O. 6. 81 πατρ� | κρα�νει
(word-end in all stanzas); no one does, and I trust that no one will.

171 Four out of five is not of itself suspicious: the same at O. 13. 20 etc., and in another metre
at O. 10. 20 etc.

172 With division at C, the anomalous . . . D ∪ −| or || d ∪ −|| is paralleled at O. 6. 5 etc. . . .
D ∪ −||; cf. also N. 8. 14 etc. . . . e ∪ −|| (and P. 1. 2 etc. . . . D −−||, P. 9. 2 etc. . . . e −−||). With
division only at B, the anomaly comes in the second verse; I consider it below.
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no pause at all at A (unless a very light one at 14);173 at B, a fairly strong pause
three times (14, 33, 52); at C, a strong pause at 53, but otherwise division here
would separate words which cohere either closely (15, 34) or very closely
(71 οφ�τατα | νο$µατα, 91 άφα | δαε�). I follow Snell, therefore, and divide
only at B; metrically, after a straightforward first verse, his second verse will be
|| d∪∪∪D∪

⎯⎯
D ||, with three intervening shorts (which I treat as ∪∪ ∪); the

anomaly will be comparable to that at N. 10. 1 etc., || ∪∪ − ∪∪ − ∪ −∪
⎯⎯

 e−D ||,
which I should set out as |∧D∪ −∪

⎯⎯
 e−D || with intervening ∪ − ∪

⎯⎯
.174

I come now to the instances of types other than . . . −∪−||; these are so few
that they may reasonably be called anomalous, and deserve close investigation
lest any be illusory. It would indeed be possible to abolish them altogether;
I therefore draw attention to the fragments (to which I shall come in a
moment), with one certain instance in . . . −∪∪−−|| and one prima facie
instance in . . . −∪∪−||.

I will first clear out of the way three possible instances (not in my list)
which I regard as certainly illusory.

(a) Only one of them is in Snell’s text, P. 9. 88 Ι� φικλ�α || (type . . . −∪∪−|).
Pindar’s normal accusative of -κλ�η (-κλε$) is -κλ�ᾰ (9, plus 2 probable),175

his normal dative -κλ�ϊ (3) or -κλε� (3); but he has one accusative in –κλεα-

(P. 12. 24 ε.κλεα̃) and one dative in -κλ�ει (Parth. 2. 38 Pγαικλ�ει). How-
ever seldom he avails himself of -κλεα- and -κλεει, he does avail himself of
them; and I have no doubt that it was -κλ�α- that he intended here, and not,
with Ι

--
φgκλε̆ᾰ |, an SVE unparalleled in the dactylo-epitrite epinikia.176

(b) The other two, both . . . −∪∪−− |, are in Turyn’s text but not in Snell’s.
Both result from Turyn’s making two verses out of what Snell treats as a single
verse, and dividing O. 3. 18 φ/τευµα | ξυν�ν and O. 12. 16 α� ντιάνειρα |
Κνω�α; in neither case is there any sense-pause where Turyn divides (this is
true of all six corresponding verses in O. 3; O. 12. 16 is in the only epode), and
the anomalous SVE merely reinforces the case against a division that was
never probable.

Now the four instances in my list. These share two peculiarities: first, each
of them is in the first epode of its ode; second, for none of them is verse-end

173 No one will think seriously of dividing at A. Boeckh did divide there, but out of mere
inertia: he sets out (i. 382–3) the alternative possibilites, A or B or C, finds no ‘certa argumenta’
to guide him, and adopts A on the ground (I will not call it a reason) that there was colon-end
there in the traditional colometry, ‘[rationem] Hermannianam [i.e. Alexandrinam] licet ceteris
haud meliorem retinui’.

174
∧D (= acephalous D, ∪∪−∪∪−) at stanza-beginning just like ∧d (∪∪−) at stanza-

beginning at O. 7. 1 etc., P. 9. 1 etc.
175 I cite the instances in n. 220 below.
176 But -κλεᾰ in the ending . . . −∪−| is a different matter: for an instance (perhaps two) in

non-dactylo-epitrite fragments, see n. 220 below.

II. Short vowels at verse-end 179



established by any of the three certain criteria (no anceps iuxta anceps, no
hiatus in any stanza; no question of course of breuis in longo in what would be
pendant endings). Prima facie therefore it might appear that one has only to
deny verse-end in order to abolish all four instances of SVE and replace them
by four instances of legitimate short anceps. But in fact things are not as
simple as that; and I shall need to examine the instances one by one to see
whether or not verse-end ought properly to be supposed.

I shall give in each case the total number of verses in responsion
(’instances’), including the verse in question, and the number of syllables: x (in
this verse, assuming there to be verse-end) + y (in the next verse) = z (in the
verse resulting if the two are combined). By ‘conflate’ I shall mean ‘assume
there not to be verse-end at the point where Boeckh (and Snell) assumed it’;
by ‘juncture’ I shall mean ‘the point at which verse-end is in question’.

O. 7. 16: 5 instances; 8 + 20 + 28. Conflation gives a long verse (two syllables
less than the known maximum); but nowhere is there any appreciable
sense-pause at the juncture, and twice the juncture separates epithet and
noun (54/5 παλαια� | 9$ιε, 92/3 κοιν-ν | π�ρµα). I have little doubt that we
ought to conflate. We shall then have short anceps, (α' ποι)να κ(α�), in the first
epode (16), but long anceps in the other four epodes; I have included these in
my count of ancipitia in Part I.

P. 4. 21: 13 instances; 16 + 12 = 28. Conflation would not give short anceps
at 21/2 (first epode), (διδ�ν)τι ξ(ε�νια), but it would on the other hand give
short anceps at 90/1, (κραι)πν�ν, (�ξ); that is, by avoiding an anomalous SVE
we should involve ourselves in an anomalous short anceps. I suppose the
anomalous SVE to be the more acceptable, and I add that consistent diaeresis
in thirteen epodes creates a certain presumption of verse-end (though there is
a heavy pause only twice, at 274 and 298); I do not therefore conflate.

N. 8. 16: 3 instances; 20 + 19 = 39, but redivisible as 28 + 11. Conflation
(with redivision) would give short anceps at 16/17 (α' γαλ)µα· (/ν), and also
at 33/34 (Sνει)δο, (αT ), but not at 50/1; all quite legitimate. But I think on the
whole that one should not conflate: with Boeckh’s verse-division there is
twice a heavy or heavyish pause at the juncture, with the redivision there
is little or no pause at the juncture anywhere; given the length of the first
verse produced by redivision, the sense-pauses give what I think is a strong
indication that Boeckh’s division is right.

I. 4. 14: 5 instances (including I. 3); 8 + 7 = 15.177 The very shortness of the
two separate verses tells in favour of their conflation: the dactylo-epitrite

177 Snell ought not, in his metrical analysis, to mark certain verse-end at the end of 14 etc.
He has presumably supposed 3. 14/15 κατελ�γχει. | ,τε to involve hiatus, but it does not: (V)�τε,
just as P. 3. 29 πάντα (V)ιάντι.
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epinikia have only one parallel for a sequence of two verses as short as this, O.
8. 5–7 etc. (though this is rather more than a parallel: three verses of 7 + 7 + 7
syllables with verse-ends certain, as 71–3 || γ$ραο α� ντ�παλον· || �Α(δα τοι

λάθεται || α' ρµενα πράξαι α� ν$ρ ||). There is punctuation every time at the
juncture: three times heavy (32, 86, 3. 14) but twice light (14, 68, between two
elements which combine to give unity to the conflated verse). The case for
conflation is evidently disputable, but I incline (if hesitantly) in its favour. It
gives short anceps at 14/15 (�γ�νον)το, χ(αλκ�ωι) and 68/69 (&ρ)γον· (&νθα)
but long anceps in the other three epodes; I have included the five in my
count of ancipitia in Part I.

My judgment therefore on whether to conflate in these four instances is
this: once yes; once probably yes; once probably no; once no. Others may
differ from me, at any rate over the ones where I have said ‘probably’. But
whatever one’s judgement, it must be observed that any of these instances
that are regarded as SVE are in the first epode of their ode; and I think it
reasonable to suppose that the first strophe and the epode of a dactylo-
epitrite ode may extend to SVE the same relative hospitality that they extend
to short anceps.

I come now to the fragments.
Of . . . −∪− | , five possible instances (in papyrus fragments my | marks

colon-end). (1) and (2) Pai. 13 (a) 18 and 20 (papyrus; prima facie but
perhaps not certainly dactylo-epitrite) | α�θεριελικ[. . . .]δε πορφυ|ρ�αι σGν

κρ�κ[αι. .]τ· ι·ν·  ~· ε� πρ[ (margin lost)]| ευανπυκιεν[. . . . .]µωι ελα[: I should
suppose verse-end after α�θ�ρι and ε.άµπυκι to be prima facie likelier than
alternatives such as α�θ�ρι� or (V)ελικ[, (V)�ν[νυτο.178 (3) Dith. 2. 13 (papyrus)
. . . 9ιψα/χενι | Gν κλ�νωι, | �ν δ� Y παγκρατ= κεραυν- . . .: the alternatives are
(a) . . . −e || e || e ∪ e ∪ . . ., with SVE in 9ιψα/χενι, and (b) . . . − d ∪− || e ∪ e
∪ . . .; for the three-syllable verse in (a) cf. N. 1. 15b etc. (also || e ||: 51b . . .
&δραµον || α� θρ�οι, || �ν . . ., 69b . . . χρ�νον || <�ν> χερ3ι || Cυχ�αν . . .),179 for
the . . . d ∪−| in the latter cf. O. 6. 5 etc. . . . D ∪−||, N. 8. 14 etc. . . . e ∪−||.180

No help from responsion: at 31–2 (~ 13–14) the end of 31 is lost, and of 32
(~ Gν κλ�νωι) we have only | µατε

·
[, apparently µατ�[ρο (or -α, -ι, etc.).

178 Verse-end in mid colon is nothing out of the way: in the dactylo-epitrite epinikia, about
one verse-end in eleven (counting corresponding verses as one, and ignoring the final verse of
a stanza). In the non-dactylo-epitrite epinikia the Alexandrian colometry was even more
incompetent (about 1 in 4: see n. 219 below).

179 Snell conflates the verse with the previous one, scanning the -ον of &δραµον and χρ�νον as
long; I am incredulous. No other three-syllable verse in the epinikia (unless––but I doubt it––
the first three syllables of N. 6. 1 etc.); but an unshakable four-syllable one, ||−e ||, at O. 7. 3 etc.

180 I have considered above, and rejected, the possibility of dividing O. 7. 14–15 etc. so as to
produce . . . D ∪−|| or || d ∪−||.
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(4) Thr. 4 (fr. 128d, papyrus) 8 ]α· α' λλο[τε δ’ α� λ]λο�αι περι | (beginning of
next line lost): possibly verse-end after preposition (O. 10. 20, N. 10. 31; cf.
O. 9. 17, 14. 10) or preverb (O. 1. 57, 6. 53), possibly not (if the next colon
began with two consonants, or indeed if Aristophanes divided D between two
cola181). (5) Thr. 6 (fr. 128f) 8 (quotation, with a few letters in a papyrus) . . .
Y δ�! χλωρα �� �λάταιι τυπε� | ο,χεται Κ�αινεG �χ�αι 6ρθ3ι ποδ� | γα̃ν

(nothing preserved after this): so Snell prints it,182 but verse-end is evidently
quite uncertain (why not 6ρθ3ι ποδ� γα̃ν ∪∪−, as −D?).

Of . . . − ∪∪ −|, one prima facie instance and one quite uncertain possibility.
(1) Fr. 133. 2 (quotation) . . . κε�νων �νάτωι &τεϊ | α� νδιδο� ψυχὰ πάλιν, �κ τα̃ν

βαιλ"ε α� γαυο� . . .: the sole source is Plato, Men. 81b (whence Stobaios has
taken it at second hand). Either Plato has quoted accurately, and we have
a unique instance of SVE in . . . − ∪∪ −| in dactylo-epitrites; or Plato has
garbled his quotation. There is nothing on the face of it to suggest garbling,
so provisionally a genuine instance; but in any quotation-fragment there
must always be some measure of doubt, and the anomalous SVE must be
judged with that doubt in mind.183 (2) Pai. 13 (b) 19 (papyrus) ]ω

·
ν Yπ�

·
τε | at

colon-end, with the beginning of the next colon lost; no need for verse-end if
e.g. Yπ�τε [τάαιεν or Yπ�τ’ �[χατια�.

Of . . . − ∪ −−|, one very unstable instance: fr. 165 (quotation) | �οδ�νδρου |
τ�κµαρ α�3νο θε�φρατον λαχο�α(ι) |; verse-end after λαχο�α(ι) almost
certain.184 Snell reads λαχο�α; but this is no better authenticated than the

181 He is perfectly capable of dividing D at − ∪∪|− ∪∪ −: O. 11. 19, N. 5. 16 etc., N. 8. 13 etc. |
#κ�τα Α�ακο+ εµν3ν γονά|των π�λι� θ’ @π!ρ φ�λα |. He is even more capable of dividing it
− ∪∪ −|∪∪ −: O. 7. 18 etc., 13. 6 etc., 7 etc., P. 1. 17 etc., 3. 5 etc., 17 etc., 22 etc., 9. 5 etc., 19 etc.,
N. 10. 4 etc., I. 4. 2 etc., 6. 8 etc.

182 In Snell–Maehler most of the supplements have dropped out of the text by accident. ––I
add that I am distrustful of ο,χεται: since Pindar, like Homer, has no historic present, ο,χεται
could belong only to a report of Kaineus’ fate by someone speaking in the ode; but this sounds
like narrative, and if it is we shall need Qιχετο (which is a variant in the source, sch. Ap. Rh.).

183 Only a minor lapse of memory would suffice, e.g. from . . . &τεϊ ψυχὰ πάλιν || α� νδ�δω’, �κ
τα̃ν . . . or from . . . &τεϊ <πραε� ν�ωι> || α� νδιδο� . . .; these are not proposals (if they were, I should
wish to do better than the second), but indications of the kind of possibility that we must bear
in mind.

184 Verse-end, and indeed stanza-end; and verse-end also after �οδ�νδρου (Maehler) is very
probable. We have the sequence e − e − e ∪

⎯⎯
, preceded by and ending at word-end, and evidently

with a sense-pause at the end. Elsewhere in Pindar this sequence occurs: (a) as a complete verse,
at stanza-end and not elsewhere (O. 3 str. and ep., P. 12, I. 2 str., I. 3/4 str., Dith. 2 str.); 30
instances in all, mostly with sense-pause; (b) as the end of a longer verse, five times at stanza-end
(42 instances, but only 4 preceded by word-end), once earlier in a stanza (I. 3/4. 1 etc.; only I. 3.
1 preceded by word-end, and no adequate sense-pause); (c) not at verse-end, in c. 20 places with
c. 140 instances, in 20 of the instances preceded by and ending at word-end, but in none of them
with any sense-pause at the end.
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plural,185 and I should certainly (accepting the word as verse-end) allow
avoidance of SVE to turn the scale in favour of λαχο�αι.186

Of . . . −∪∪−−|, one instance: Pai. 5. 45 (papyrus) ε.µενε� δ�ξαθε ν�ωι

θεράποντα | @µ�τερον κτλ. The ode is monostrophic, with a very short stanza,
and this stanza is unique in having only a single epitrite, −D−| D−| e−D−| D−|
D D−; may the exceptional SVE have been admitted more easily in
exceptional dactylo-epitrites? Hardly, for this type of SVE is very rare at any
metre; in the epinikia I have found in dactylo-epitrites one probable instance
in 216 endings, and shall find in other metres three instances in 239 endings.

B. Other metres

First I list the instances of SVE (conventions as in the previous list); I
exclude the supposititious O. 5.187 I have diverged in a few places from Snell’s

185 Sch. D Il. 6. 21 (cited by Snell) α� µαδρ/αδε . . . α>  Π�νδαρο �οδ�νδρου τ�κµωρ α�3νο
θε�φρατον λαχε�ν <φηιν>; Plut. Mor. 415d Π�νδαρο . . . ε�πFν τὰ ν/µφα ζ"ν �οδ�νδρου
τ�κµωρ α�3νο λαχο/α; ib. 757e ν/µφαι τιν! . . . �οδ�νδρου τ�κµωρ α�3νο λαχο+αι . . . κατὰ
Π�νδαρον; a long note on hamadryads, in much the same form in sch. Ap. Rh. 2. 476 and in Et.
gen. α� µαδρυάδε, ending in sch. Ap. Rh. κα� Π�νδαρο δ� φηι, περ� νυµφ3ν ποιο/µενο τ-ν λ�γον,
“�οδ�νδρου τ�κµαρ α�3νο λαχο+α” and in Et. gen. κα� Π�νδαρο “�οδ�νδρου τ�κµαρ α�3νο
λαχο�α(ι)” (-ο�α A, -ο+αι B). It is true that writers talking about hamadryads in the plural
might easily pluralize a singular to suit their context; on the other hand one can set little store by
the presence or absence of ι in copies of a grammarian’s citation, and περ� νυµφ3ν might be
thought to point to a citation with -αι rather than with -α.

It is commonly assumed that the fragment belongs to a recounting of the story of Rhoikos
and his hamadryad; and Snell inserts it in the middle of a citation from the Theokritos scholia in
which that story is told. In inserting it he has allowed it to displace the words in the scholion on
which its inclusion at this point depends: after C δ! ν/µφη θεααµ�νη χάριν α.τ3ι nµολ�γηεν
the scholion continues Cλικι3τι γὰρ &φη ε4ναι το+ φυτο+. That is, the fragment is supposed to be
the hamadryad’s statement that her life is coextensive with that of the tree; and this was urged
by Schroeder (ed. mai., fr. 165) as a reason for reading the singular. Not I think a valid reason:
I am not convinced that the fragment is to be pinpointed in this way; but even granted the
pinpointing, the nymph might say ‘we hamadryads’ just as easily as she might say ‘I’.

It should be said that the association of the fragment with the Rhoikos story is not as
arbitrary as it might seem from Snell’s edition, for it depends on two facts of which he makes no
mention: first that the citation in sch. Ap. Rh. and Et. gen. comes after a résumé of the story of
Rhoikos; second, that in Snell’s ‘Plut. qu. nat. 36’ (= Aetia physica 36, vol. v. 3 of the Teubner
edition, p. 28), from the part of the work known only in the Latin rendering of Gybertus
Langolius, ad 1542, we have ‘et Pindarus “paruula fauorum fabricatrix, quae Rhoecum
pepugisti aculeo, domans illius perfidiam”’ (Erasmus Schmid in 1616, iv. 161, says that he has
seen no Greek text of this part of the work, ‘sic autem Latina accepi: | Tu molitrix fauorum
parua, perfidum | Quae puniens Rhoecum stimulo pepugisti eum |’: whence he got this different
rendering seems to be unknown).

186 I do not suppose the nominative to be inexpugnable: a committed adherent of the
singular might consider a dative.

187 Its endings are . . . −∪−| 1* + 5 = 6 (no SVE), . . . −∪−−| 4* + 14 = 18 (one SVE, 5* δ3ρα).
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colometry (or from his text), in order to rid the list of instances of SVE which
I think certainly illusory; I discuss all these divergences below.188

(a) . . . ∪
⎯⎯

∪
⎯⎯

∪ −| (134* + 688 = 822 endings), 7* + 32 = 39 instances:189

O. 1. 86 �φάψατο; O. 2. 23 βαρ/; O. 9. 17 παρά; O. 10. 86 πατρ�, 4* χερ� ~
25 �κτ�ατο ~ 88 ποιµ�να, 27 α� µ/µονα, 36 πυρ� ~ 57 α' ρα, 59 νικαφορ�αι� τε,
20* ποτ� ~ 62 αT ρµατι ~ 83 α� ραρ�τα ~ 104 ποτε; O. 13. 72 ποδ�; O. 14. 10*
παρά; P. 2. 36 παρελ�ξατο, 31 Hτι; P. 5. 94 µ�τα, 7* α' πο ~ 69 Λακεδα�µονι,
19 φρεν� ~ 101 φρεν� ~ 112 &πλετο, 20 Hτι ~ 51 φρεν�; P. 10. 6* Sπα, 51 χθον� ~
69 Hτι; N. 3. 9 α' πο, 2* Νεµεάδι ~ 23 πελάγεϊ ~ 44 θαµινά; N. 4. 69 α� π�τρεπε;
N. 7. 53 Pφροδ�ια, 5* �π� ,α; I. 7. 32 ΕT κτορα; I. 8. 18 βαιλ�ϊ.

(b) . . . − ∪∪ −| (46* + 218 = 264 endings), 1* = 4 = 5 instances: O. 2. 94
χ�ρα; O. 10. 98 µ�λιτι; P. 2. 61 κενεά; N. 6. 22* γ�νετο; I. 8. 20 α� γεµ�να.

(c) . . . −−−| (4* + 14 = 18 endings), 0* + 0 = 0 instances.190

(d ) . . . ∪
⎯⎯

∪
⎯⎯

∪ −−| (42* + 174 = 216 endings), 0* + 4 = 4 instances:191 O. 2. 100
δ/ναιτο; N. 6. 28 Μο�α; I. 8. 16 τραφ�ντα ~ 36 τυχο�α.

(e) . . . − ∪∪ −−| (37* + 186 = 223 endings), 0* + 3 = 3 instances:192 O. 1. 62
α� µβρο�αν τε; O. 9. 51 α� λλά; O. 14. 51 Θαλ�α τε.

Once again, SVE is largely confined to the ending . . . −∪−|, though not so
rigorously: instances in other endings, though still uncommon (1 in 55.7), are
not so very uncommon as in dactylo-epitrites.

In the ending . . . − ∪ −|, I observe that the instances of SVE
(a) tend to be in responsion with one another (21 are in responsion with at

least one other instance, 18 are not);
(b) show no recognizable preference for the first strophe and epode (they

account there for one ending in 19.1, elsewhere for 1 in 21.5);
(c) are commonest in . . . − ∪∪ − ∪ −| (19 in 190 = 1 in 10.0), next common-

est in . . . ∪ −− ∪ −| (15 in 329 = 1 in 21.9), least common in . . . − ∪ − ∪ −| (5 in
303 = 1 in 60.6);193

188 I have not diverged otherwise. If I did diverge wherever I should arrange the verses
otherwise than does Snell, the figures for the endings would not be significantly different; the
instances of SVE would remain the same.

189 Including, with ∪∪ at ∪
⎯⎯

∪
⎯⎯

, 20* + 119 = 139 endings with 2* + 3 = 5 instances.
190 Including, with ∪∪ at ∪

⎯⎯
∪

⎯⎯
, 5* + 16 = 21 endings with 0* + 1 = 1 instance. I include also a

verse (N. 6. 6b etc.) which Snell presents as |− ∪∪
⎯⎯

∪
⎯⎯

−|, with 3 − and 3 ∪∪ (no SVE); I should
wish myself (there are considerable problems in any case) to conflate it with the following
verse.

191 One of these endings appears in the manuscripts as . . . − ∪∪∪∪− | (N. 3. 14, in responsion
with 7 instances of . . . − ∪∪ −−|; no SVE).

192 I exclude the corrupt I. 7. 33 and the two verses in responsion with it: I do not think that
this is verse-end at all. See Excursus I.

193 I include inessential variations: resolution of a longum; long anceps in . . . − ∪
⎯⎯

− ∪ −|. I treat
O. 10. 13 etc. as if . . . −(∪)− ∪∪ ∪ −|.
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(d ) are unevenly distributed between odes: over half are in the two odes
O. 10 and P. 5, which have 12 and 8 respectively instead of an expected 5.2
and 4.4.194

I proceed now to consider my divergences from Snell. First, the places
where his instances of SVE depend on nothing more than an arbitrary verse-
division; I reject the division, and have excluded the instances from my list.

O. 4. 19–21 (the only epode; no responsion): ||| αT περ Κλυµ�νοιο πα�δα (A)
Λαµνιάδων γυναικ3ν (B) &λυεν �ξ α� τιµ�α (C); Boeckh divided at A, B, C, and
so do editors generally (except that Snell divides only at A, C). But division at
A gives SVE (type . . . − ∪ −−|); therefore do not divide there, but only at B, C.

O. 4. 24–5 (the same epode): (A) ο]το �γF ταχυτα̃τι, (B) χε�ρε δ! κα� Iτορ

,ον· (C) φ/ονται δ! κα� ν�οι (D) �ν α� νδράιν κτλ. Everyone divides at A
(rightly, no doubt) and at B; then either at C (most editors) or at D (Snell).
But division at B gives SVE (type . . . − ∪∪ −−|); therefore do not divide there.
I should divide only at A and D; the verse will then be − ∪∪ − ∪∪ − ∪ −, twice,
plus − ∪ − ∪ −.

O. 9. 77–8 (one of 4 epodes): ||| παραγορε�το µ$ ποτε (A) φετ�ρα α' τερθε

ταξιο+θαι | δαµαιµβρ�του α�χµα̃; everyone divides at A, with SVE (type . . .
− ∪ −|). The division should be abandoned. There is nothing whatever to call
for it: without it, the final syllable of ποτε is long (-ε φ-), corresponding to
longs elsewhere; there is no sense-pause at all here or at 21 or at 49, and only a
light one at 105. And the undivided verse is so similar to the final verse of the
epode as to create a presumption that it should be left undivided:

this verse: ∪ − ∪ − ∪ − ∪ − ∪∪ − ∪ −∪ − ∪ −−
final verse: −− ∪ − ∪

⎯⎯
− ∪ − ∪∪ − ∪

⎯⎯
− ∪ − ∪∪ − ∪ −−

I. 8. 42 (monostrophic; 7 stanzas): || µηδ! Νηρ�ο θυγάτηρ νεικ�ων π�ταλα

(A) δ� �γγυαλιζ�τω || ~ 52 || 4να �κταµFν δορ�, τα� νιν 9/οντ� ποτε (A) µάχα

�ναριµβρ�του ||; division at A was introduced by Turyn and then adopted from
him by Snell. It gives SVE (type . . . − ∪∪ −|) in these two instances; I see
nothing it its favour, and am confident that it is mistaken (even supposing it
to be possible at all; for it depends on a conjectural reading in 32 which I am
sure is false195). No sense-pause in any stanza, except for a light one at 62.

194 ‘Expected’ on the basis of the numbers in each ode of the different varieties of the ending.
Conversely, P. 8 has 0 instead of an expected 5.0.

195 At 32 the manuscript has | εMνεκεν (read οUνεκεν) πεπρωµ�νον Iν φ�ρτερον γ�νον α' νακτα
πατρ- τεκε�ν | ποντ�αν θε�ν. A short syllable is lacking, and Turyn and Snell provide it by
conjectures which give word-end at A: Turyn by Bury’s φ�ρτερ�ν <γε> γ�νον (A), Snell by
Ahlwardt’s φ�ρτερον πατ<�>ρο α' νακτα γ�νον. Neither of these will do at all: Bury’s γε is idle;
Ahlwardt turns awkward language into intolerable (we feel the noun-complex to be complete
with φ�ρτερον πατ�ρο α' νακτα, and γ�νον added after its completion is feeble beyond endurance).

‘Awkward language’, I say of the manuscript text: the two nouns γ�νον and α' νακτα are uneasy
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Without division the verse consists of two straightforward aeolic cola,
− ∪ − ∪ − ∪∪ − plus − ∪ − ∪∪∪∪ −∪∪ − ∪ −; the resolved longum in the second
is characteristic of the ode, which has consistent resolution in five other places
(7 etc., 8 etc. thrice, 10 etc.) and ∪

⎯⎯
∪

⎯⎯
 in two besides.

Next the instances of SVE (excluded from my list above) which depend on
a reading adopted by Snell but rejected by me. There are six of them: twice
I reject a conjecture, once I adopt a different variant, once I change an accent,
once I change a letter (a letter changed by most editors since 1843); once I can
say no more than that the text is certainly corrupt.

O. 9. 43: | Π/ρρα ∆ευκαλ�ων τε Παρναο+ καταβάντε | δ�µον &θεντο

πρ3τον, α' τερ δ’ ε.να̃ Yµ�δαµον || κτιάθαν λ�θινον γ�νον |: so Snell, reading
καταβάντε (SVE, type . . . − ∪∪ −−|) with all manuscripts but A; but read
instead καταβάντε with A. It may be said that corruption of dual to plural is
likelier than the reverse; I think it more pertinent to start from the text, not
from its transmission, and to say that the participle should agree in number
with the nearer &θεντο rather than with the remoter κτιάθαν. I add that
�θ�θαν would be just as possible metrically as &θεντο (of the syllables corre-
sponding to -το πρ- three are long, three short, and one -να πρ-): why, if Pindar
put καταβάντε, did he not also put �θ�θαν?196

bedfellows in any order; and when linguistic awkwardness coincides with metrical impossibility,
we may expect them both to result from the same corruption. Now of the two nouns γ�νον is the
one we need and α' νακτα is not: the prophecy was simply that Thetis’ son would be more
powerful than his father (Ap. Rh. 4. 801 n δ$ τοι π�πρωται α� µε�νονα πατρ- fο�ο | πα�δα τεκε�ν),
and the absolute level of his power (including any status as α' ναξ) will depend on the level of his
father’s power; we come to that only in what follows––if she consorts with Zeus or Poseidon, the
son will overtrump the thunderbolt or the trident. I am confident therefore that the corruption
resides in α' νακτα, and that this has replaced something with the scansion ∪∪−∪. But what? We
have syllables to fill but nothing needed for the sense. In the same situation at O. 1. 104 (an
unmetrical and unwanted αT µα) Maas’s ��ντα is palmary; and on those lines I propose φ�ρτερον
γ�νον &τ’ ��ντα πατρ�. I should have preferred this without the &τι, with its implication of a
powerful father; but I can think of no alternative, and this &τι at least slips far more easily into
the prophecy than would the description of the son as α' ναξ.

α' νακτα can hardly have intruded from the margin, where it had no business to be (impossible
as a gloss; and a variant on 47 would be 34 ancient lines away); for a guess (no more), ετεον was
omitted in the colon

|τερονγονονετεονταπατροτεκειν ||, 

and the residual τα was then expanded to α' νακτα. Whatever happened, the corruption can
hardly have been simple. But let no one suppose that Ahlwardt’s transposition has the merit of
simplicity to set against its faults: for the extreme improbability of a transposition ABC > CBA,
see n. 203 below.

196 A poet’s fluctuations between dual and plural are likely to be occasioned more by metrical
convenience than by other considerations; and metrical convenience is enough to account for
the switch to dual in κτιάθαν. But it may not be out of place if I say that of the three actions
here described––descending from Parnassos, setting up house, and procreating issue––the one
most suited to the dual is the procreation (however unconventional its means), and the one least
suited to it the descent.
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O. 14. 19: α�  Μιν/εια |; so the manuscripts, proparoxytone (except for a
correction in C), and hence with -{ and with SVE (type . . . − ∪∪ −−|). But
this -{ is linguistically anomalous,197 and Boeckh printed Μινυε�α with -α-

(‘scripsi Μινυε�α pro uulgari Μιν/εια ratione destituto omni’). Bergk recalled
Μιν/εια to the text, saying without reason ‘uidetur poeta Aeolicam198 formam
praetulisse’;199 and there it has stayed, first in Schroeder and then in Snell.
I hope that the addition of metrical anomaly to linguistic may help to drive it
out again.

P. 11. 1: ||| Κάδµου κ�ραι, ^εµ�λα µ!ν Ο� λυµπιάδων α� γυια̃τι, | Ι� νF δ! Λευ-

κοθ�α ποντια̃ν Yµοθάλαµε Νηρη(δων, || ,τε κτλ.; Snell prints Christ’s conjecture
α� γυια̃τι, with SVE (type . . . −−−|). But there is nothing the matter with
α� γυια̃τι: attributes of a vocative can be in the nominative (Il. 4. 189 φ�λο �

Μεν�λαε; at O. 6. 103 δ�ποτα ποντοµ�δων is the proper interpretation, before
a vowel, of Pindar’s ambiguous -ΟΝ), and the converse can happen too, as it
does here immediately in Ι� νF . . . Yµοθάλαµε;200 instances in Schwyzer, ii. 63,
and in West’s note on Hes. Th. 964. I assume that ^εµ�λα is felt as vocative;
the conjuction ^εµ�λα (voc.) µ!ν . . . Ι� νF (nom.) δ� will presumably be a
development of the use in Il. 3. 276–7 Ζε+ πάτερ . . . Η� �λι� τε (which, with τε
and only with τε, may be supposed to be an inheritance from Indo-European:
Wackernagel, Vorlesungen, i. 7; Schwyzer, loc. cit.).

N. 7. 19: || α� φνε- πενιχρ� τε θανάτου παρὰ | α̃µα ν�ονται; so the manu-
scripts, with SVE (type . . . − ∪ −|). But the reading is certainly wrong, and
must be corrected (with most editors) to Wieseler’s palmary θανάτου π�ρα ||

197 A feminine -ει{ from an adjective in -ειο is guaranteed by metre at O. 10. 15 Κ/κνει{
(Pindar’s only feminine nominative singular of such an adjective; though he has an accusative
Ω� αριωνε�α-ν, I. 4. 49); but otherwise all I find is Ar. Ekkl. 1029 α� νάγκη . . . ∆ιοµ$δει{, [E.]
Rh. 762 Ε� κτ�ρει{ χε�ρ. All three in adjectives from proper names, and so perhaps under the
influence of the -ει{ common in feminine proper names (and helped perhaps by the coexistence
in -ε- stems of current -ει{ and epic -ε�η = original -ε�α-: α� λάθεια, α� ληθε�η); but however
occasioned the -ει{ is very odd, and other instances are not to be supposed without a compelling
reason.

Other unexpected instances of -{: Π�λλαν{ O. 7. 86, 13. 109; τάµι{ O. 13. 7 (certainly the
singular, of Peace), &ερ{ N. 3. 78. Both τάµι{ and &ερ{ have the -{ elided before α- (τάµι’
α� νδράι, &ερ’ α� µφ�πει); one might I suppose consider an alternative anomaly, the normal ταµ�α-,
��ρα-, with synecphonesis of -α- α-.

198 So called because of grammarians’ statements about Aeolic -{ for -α-; but these statements
seem in fact to have no basis other than Lesbian -{ in vocatives (only) of names in -α- (Page,
Sappho and Alcaeus, 5–6).

199 I say ‘without reason’, for there is no shred of evidence for his ‘uidetur’: an accent added
at earliest some 300 years after the poem was written is evidence for nothing at all. Anyone who
wishes against reason to put trust in this illusion of authority ought first to ask himself what he
makes of the manuscripts’ unanimous κυκν�α for Κ/κνεια in O. 10 and πελλάνα for Π�λλανα in
O. 13 (and in O. 7; but there there was confusion with the dative πελλάνα(ι)).

200 It is odd that Christ did not, while he was about it, conjecture Ι� νο�.
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αT µα ν�ονται: (a) θανάτου α̃µα is unintelligible, θανάτου π�ρα exactly right
(O. 2. 31 πε�ρα . . . θανάτου; adapted from epic θανάτοιο τ�λο); (b) αT µα is
necessary to Pindar’s point, that riches are no defence against death (not ‘rich
and poor are mortal’ but ‘rich and poor alike are mortal’); (c) αT µα ν�ονται

(there is correption of the -αι before �γ�) corresponds exactly with the
∪∪∪ − ∪ of the other four epodes, α̃µα ν�ονται involves (as well as an
unusual synizesis)201 the responsion ∪

⎯⎯
∪

⎯⎯
 in an ode which otherwise deviates

from exact responsion only twice,202 each time in a proper name (− for ∪∪ in
35 Νε �οπτ�λεµο, unless indeed Νε̆ο̆π�λεµο; ∪∪ for − in 70 Ε.ξε̆νgδα). The
corruption involves a single letter, περααµα mistaken for παρααµα; and
I point out (lest modern texts mislead) that all this was on a single line: before
Aristophanes, no colometry; thereafter, with his colometry (I give it with the
uncorrupted reading), | α� φνε- πενιχρ� τε θανάτου | π�ρα αT µα ν�ονται |.
I add that the corruption is earlier than the ancient metrical scholia; for these,
following their normal slovenly practice of analysing a colon on the basis
simply of its first appearance in the ode, without regard to its subsequent
appearances, say ‘pherecratean, or hypercatalectic anapaestic monometer’, i.e.
∪∪ − ∪∪ −−, παρὰ α̃µα ν�ονται.

N. 7. 37: || ^κ/ρου µ!ν αT µαρτεν, Mκοντο δ’ ε� Ε� φ/ραν πλαγχθ�ντε ||; so the
manuscripts, but the metre elsewhere is || −− ∪∪ − ∪ −− ∪ − ∪∪ − ∪ −− |, and . . .
− ∪

⎯⎯
−−|| at the end is unthinkable; the final word therefore is not πλαγχθ�ντε.

Boeckh sought a remedy in transposition, || ^κ/ρου µ!ν αT µαρτε, πλαγχθ�ντε δ�

ε� Ε� φ/ραν Mκοντο |, and most editors (Snell included) have followed him; but
(a) the corruption supposed is vastly improbable (scarcely credible as an

201 Synizesis of -εο- in a verb of monosyllabic stem is not unparalleled: Il. 18. 136 νε+µαι, and
Pindar even has monosyllabic πν�ον, P. 4. 225 (‘even’, since one might expect the original -εVο-
of πν�ον etc. to be more resistant to synizesis than the original -εο- of ν�οµαι). Not unparalleled;
but nevertheless very uncommon.

202 In Snell’s text it deviates in two other places, in each with ∪
⎯⎯

. In one, 37, it deviates by
virtue of a conjecture which also imports SVE and which I shall be condemning in a moment. In
the other, 65 ~ 86, his readings are unacceptable as language; correct the language, and exact
responsion is restored at the same time. First, 64–5 �Fν δ’ �γγG Pχαι- ο. µ�µψετα� µ’ α� ν=ρ ||
Ι� ον�α @π!ρ α� λ- ο�κ�ων· κα� προξεν�αι π�ποιθ’· &ν τε κτλ.: what we need is explanatory asyn-
deton (προξεν�αι π�ποιθα gives Pindar’s reason for asserting that the Achaian will have no fault
to find), and the κα� is in the way; remove it (the manuscripts constantly intrude unmetrical
particles into asyndeta), and responsion, with ο�κ�ων trisyllabic, is exact. Second, 84–6: they
say that Zeus begot Aiakos, λ�γοντι . . . Α�ακ�ν νιν . . . φυτε+αι || fα̃ι µ!ν πολ�αρχον ε.ων/µωι
πάτραι, || Η� ράκλεε, �ο δ! προπρε3να †µ!ν ξε�νον α� δελφε�ν τ’; in any case of course correct
προπρε3να to προπράονα, but the nonsensical µ�ν is not to be saved by converting it to an
unwanted &µµεν (and indeed worse than unwanted, when we have already construed πολ�αρχον
without its aid) but to be ejected: read, that is, not προπρά �ον’ &µµεν ξε�νον (as Snell), but
προπρα-ο̆να ξε�νον, again with exact responsion.
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accident,203 purposeless as a deliberate change), (b) a responsion ∪
⎯⎯

 is
imported into . . . − ∪

⎯⎯
− ∪∪ − ∪ −−||, blameless in itself but suspect in an ode

which has no other instance of this responsion (see above, with n. 202). I
should be reluctant to accept the conjecture in any case; that it imports SVE
(type . . . − ∪ −−|) is a further reason for rejecting it. I suppose the truth to be
πλανα̃τε (or πλαν"τε?);204 its predicative use (in which it is tantamount to
a participle) is well paralleled at E. IT 417 (where it is coordinated with a
participle), Sλβου βάρο ο� φ�ρονται πλαν"τε �π’ ο4δµα π�λει <τε> βαρ-

βάρου περ3ντε.
I. 7. 33: || Pµφιάρα�ν τε |; as it stands, this requires verse-end (the next word

is ε.ανθ�’) and gives SVE (type . . . −−−|); but I am confident that it is corrupt.
(See Excursus I.) I have therefore excluded it from my list above; I have also
excluded the corresponding verses, 16 || α� λλὰ παλαιὰ γὰρ | (the next word is
εUδει) and 50 | τεα�ιν α� µ�λλαιιν | (the next word is ε.ανθ�α), since I observe
that if our verse ended with short vowel plus consonant there would be no

203 The accidental transposition of two adjacent words (AB > BA) is one thing, the accidental
interchanging of two words at a distance (ABCDE > EBCDA) is another. And unless this
interchange was pre-Alexandrian it would not be encouraged by Aristophanes’ colometry,
which I now indicate: we have | Σκ/ρου µ!ν αT µαρτεν, Mκον|το δ’ ε� Ε� φ/ραν πλαγχθ�ντε |, and we
should have to suppose that this arose from | Σκ/ρου µ!ν αT µαρτε, πλαγχθ�ν|τε δ’ ε� Ε� φ/ραν
Mκοντο |. I know that anything can be corrupted to anything, but the obstacles here seem pretty
severe. Douglas Young (cited in n. 48) produces only one parallel for such an interchange,
in a single manuscript at P. 9. 24; and that would actually be helped by the colometry, which I
mark: for | πα+ρον �π� γλεφάροι | Uπνον V has | Uπνον �π� βλεφάροι | πα+ρον. His report that at
P. 1. 42 C has χερ� κα� οφο� for οφο� κα� χερ� is true but misleading: more fully, it has κα�
χερ� κα� οφο� for κα� σοφο� κα� χερ�, which is a very different thing. At I. 8. 32 he rejects
Ahlwardt’s transposition (πατ�ρο α' νακτα γ�νον for γ�νον α' νακτα πατρ�) because he fancies the
unmetrical reading of the manuscripts to be metrical; I have given my own reasons for rejecting
it in n. 195 above. At I. 7. 29 Snell’s apparatus records another instance, but wrongly: his
note, taken over from Schroeder’s editio minor, inverts the facts (the α� τ3ν . . . α1ξων of his text
is the reading of the manuscripts, and α1ξων . . . α� τ3ν is merely a foolish conjecture of
Hartung’s).

I add that when a single word is several words out of place, ABCDE > BCDEA (or the
converse), as I. 8. 38–9 γ�ρα, O. 1. 60 ο#, this is of course no analogy whatever for an interchange
of the type ABCDE > EBCDA.

204 πλάνατε Ahlwardt, πλάνητε suggested (but not adopted) by Bergk. The word survives
elsewhere only in Attic and Ionic (a Euripidean chorus for this purpose is Attic); what was
it in Doric? Is the Attic η original (as in π�νη -ητο) or secondary (from an original α- like that
of Attic νεοκρά -α̃το? Schwyzer, i. 499, supposes the word to be formed from πλάνο, with the
-ητ- suffixal, i.e. original η; Ernst Fraenkel, Nomina agentis (see his index), supposes it to be
formed from πλάνη, with only the -τ- therefore suffixal and the η that of πλάνη, i.e. secondary η.
I find it hard to suppose that the Dorians said πλανη -ητο alongside πλάνα- and πλανα-́τα-
(Attic πλαν$τη), and have preferred to follow Fraenkel; there is no exact analogy (I do not
know whether Pindar’s adverb α� βοατ� might be relevant), and my preference can only be
tentative. I have also followed Fraenkel (op. cit., ii. 200) in putting the accent on the -η (or -α-);
but I do not share his rejection of Herodian’s πλάνη, and suppose rather that in Attic the accent
shifted (when?) under the influence of π�νη etc.

II. Short vowels at verse-end 189



need to assume verse-end at all: || − ∪∪ − −∪|− − ∪∪ − − ∪ −∪∪ −||, with exact
responsion, would be a perfectly acceptable single verse.

I next consider five instances of SVE which appear not in Snell’s text but in
Turyn’s. Three of them (all multiple) are produced by a different verse-
division, two by a different reading; all of them may be dismissed. I will
consider first the three with different verse-division.

O. 10. 16 Ο� λυµπιάδι | ~ 58 Ο� λυµπιάδι | ~ 79 κελαδη�µεθα |, with SVE
(type . . . − ∪∪ −|) in three epodes out of five. From certain verse-beginning to
certain verse-end, 16–17 are || Η� ρακλ�α· π/κτα δ’ (A) �ν Ο� λυµπιάδι (B) νικ3ν

(C) Ι' λαι φερ�τω χάριν ||, with consistent diaeresis throughout the ode at B and
C, and consistent except in this one epode (no diaeresis after elision) at A.
Boeckh divided at A (impossibly)205 and at C, Snell (with editors generally) at
C alone; Turyn divides at B alone. But division at B is intolerable: first, in all
five occurrences the words from A to C form a coherent phrase which division
at B disrupts, 16 �ν Ο� λυµπιάδι | νικ3ν, 37 βαθGν ε� 6χετ-ν | α' τα, 58 Gν
Ο� λυµπιάδι | πρ�ται, 79 κελαδη�µεθα | βροντάν, 100 κρατ�οντα χερ- | α� λκα̃ι;
second, division at B abolishes a characteristic feature of the metre of this
ode, the sequence (−)∪∪∪− (four times in the strophe, at 3 and 4; five times
elsewhere in the epode, at 13, 15, 21).206 Avoidance of SVE would provide a
further reason for not dividing, if there were not reason and to spare already.

P. 5. 49 µναµε�α· | ~ 80 Καρνε�ε, | ~ 111 γλ3άν τε |, with Boeckh’s verse
so divided as to give SVE (type . . . −−−|). Boeckh’s verse appears in seven of
its eight occurrences as ||−− ∪ −−∪∪ − ∪ −||, but at 100 the third syllable is long
in the manuscripts, 9ανθεια̃ν κ�µων; Turyn follows Hermann’s attempt to
dispose of the inexact responsion by isolating the first three syllables as a
separate verse, so that the syllable in question shall become final and admit
either quantity indifferently.207 All quite mistaken; for I find 100 corrupt as

205 One cannot have verse-end after elision, for the elided syllable coheres with the vowel
before which it is elided: δ’ and �- belong both metrically and orthographically to the same
syllable. Division at π/κτα | δ’ might have been more arguable: it might have been alleged that a
poet who several times has verse-end after a prepositive (twice in this very stanza, 18 n | Pχιλε�
Πάτροκλο, 20 ποτ� || πελ�ριον . . . κλ�ο) might occasionally have it before a postpositive; at P.
4. 179/180 (where verse-end is certain) I can see no non-metrical case for the deletion of δ’.

206 I am in general opposed to attempts to divide Pindar’s verses into elements with names
(in dactylo-epitrites I use D e etc. as shorthand symbols which represent not metrical elements
but sequences of syllables); but in O. 10, with its very unusual metre, I find it hard not to
recognize (in combination with aeolic elements) iambic metra, many syncopated and many
with resolution of the first longum. This (−)∪∪∪ − I suppose to be (except for the first instance
in 13) an iambic metron − ∪∪∪ − or ∧∪∪∪ −; 16–17 I treat as a single verse, divided neither at B
nor at C, in which the syncopated metron -πg{δ� νv- is followed by an aeolic colon –κω--ν Ι

--
λα-ι

φε̆ρε̆τω-- χ{ρvν (which in this case happens to have a name, glyconic).
207 Hermann (Opusc. vii. 151–3) alleges other advantages for his arrangement; they are illu-

sory. He objects to Boeckh’s using three forms in -$ϊο (49 µναµ$ϊ � , 69 µαντ$ϊον, 80 Καρν$ϊ � ;
Boeckh could easily in fact have got rid of the first two), ‘epicae istae formae a quibus abstinuit
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language, and to heal the corruption will at the same time dispose of the
inexact responsion. Arkesilas’ dead ancestors, buried before the palace, can
hear the songs that celebrate his victory; the manuscripts have (my | divides
not their cola but the verses) µεγάλαν (-α̃ν) δ’ α� ρετὰν (-α̃ν) | δρ�ωι µαλθακα̃ι |
9ανθε�αν (-α̃ν) κ�µων θ’ (om. Φ) @π- χε/µαιν | α� κο/οντ� ποι χθον�αι φρεν�, |
φ-ν Sλβον υ#3ι τε κοινὰν χάριν | &νδικ�ν τ’ Pρκε�λαι. ‘They hear his great
prowess besprinkled with δρ�ο µαλθακά (and) by the χε/µατα208 of the
κ3µοι’: clearly the ‘and’ must go (δρ�ωι and @π- χε/µαιν are not parallel).209

But what are κ�µων χε/µατα? Songs can be poured (I. 8. 8 �π� θρ"νον . . .
χ�αν), κ3µοι cannot; therefore ‘what is poured by the κ3µοι’?, with a subject-
ive genitive which I neither can parallel nor think credible. I accept therefore
the old conjecture Uµνων, and read δρ�ωι µαλθακα̃ι | 9ανθε�αν Uµνων @π-

χε/µαιν; and with this we have our short syllable, so long as we make α� ρετὰν

. . . 9ανθε�αν accusative and not genitive. I have found no parallel in early
poetry for ‘hear his achievements praised’, and so cannot substantiate my
feeling that the accusative is the natural case;210 but the accusative is certainly
indicated by the following accusatives Sλβον and χάριν. These accusatives are
not of course in apposition to α� ρετάν itself, but are internal accusatives in
apposition to the actio uerbi, to the besprinkling of his prowess, and I think it
evident that the apposition will be more readily intelligible after α� ρετὰν . . .
9ανθε�αν than after α� ρετα̃ν . . . 9ανθεια̃ν (indeed with α� ρετα̃ν it would be
more natural to take the accusatives to be in apposition not to the
besprinkling but to their hearing it; and this, though it would be χάρι and
perhaps even Sλβο for themselves, would certainly be no χάρι for Arkesilas).

I. 8. 11 µ�χθον. α� λλά | ~ 61 &υται τε |, with SVE (type . . . − ∪ −−|) in two
instances out of seven: Turyn (following Boeckh and Schroeder) splits Snell’s
verse into two, and at 11 has to make an unlikely change in order to do so.
That verse (with part of the next) is this: α� τ�λµατον Ε� λλάδι µ�χθον. α� λλ� �µο�

δε�µα µ!ν παροιχ�µενον211 | κρατερὰν &παυε µ�ριµναν. Boeckh split it at α� λλά |

Pindarus’; Pindar has O. 2. 42 α� ρ$ϊον, N. 8. 2 παρθενη(οι <+ Parth. 2. 34 παρθεν$ϊα>, and now
(papyrus, not verifiable by metre) fr. 59. 6 µ

·
αν
·
[τ]$

·
ϊον. He objects to Boeckh’s deletion (after

Pauw) of κα� in 69 µαντ$ϊον· τ3ι {κα�} Λακεδα�µονι; I should not regret its departure (I think
it less obviously in place than other instances of κα� after a relative; Slater, Lexicon to Pindar,
259, κα� C.3.c.α), but one could preserve it easily by µαντε�ον· |ι (Christ, 1869).

208 Some mss. have @ποχε/µαιν as a single word; but what could it mean?
209 Nor is @π� used α� π- κοινο+: δρ�ωι must be instrumental.
210 Pl. Rep. 366b �παινουµ�νη (sc. τ" δικαιο/νη) α� κο/οντα; but that is not early poetry.
211 Benedictus (παροιχοµ�νων the mss., i.e. ΠΑΡΟΙΧΟΜΕΝΟΝ Pindar): his fears

(of 480–79) are over, and their passing (for the Caesar occisus construction cf. P. 11. 22) has
brought his preoccupation to an end; I have never understood how anyone could take the
passage otherwise. We are told by Thummer ad loc. ‘Schadewaldt S. 279 liest mit Benedictus
παροιχ�µενον. Inzwischen hat P.Oxy. 26, 2439 die Lesung παροιχοµ�νων gesichert’. No papyrus
ever ‘sichert’ a reading: it merely shows that the reading, true or false, was current at the time
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µοι, but the enclitic is wrong and division before it is wrong; Boehmer’s α� λλὰ |
�µ� (and then κρατερα̃ν . . . µεριµνα̃ν) keeps the pronoun orthotone, but
resolves (with ε̆µε̆) a longum that elsewhere is unresolved except in the
proper name Ε̆λε̆ναν (51). Undivided, the verse is flawless. Yet the division is
not frivolous, for it seeks to remove an irregular responsion which the
editors have found disturbing: in Snell’s verse, ||∪ − − ∪ − ∪∪ − ∪ − ∪⎯⎯ −
∪

⎯⎯
∪

⎯⎯
∪ − ∪∪ − ∪ −||, the eleventh syllable is five times short and twice long, 21

(�νεγ)κ�ν and 41 (ε.)θG Χ(�ρωνο); and the irregularity vanishes if one
divides at this point and lets the syllable be final. I myself find the long
syllables disturbing,212 and believe that Turyn is right in seeking to remove the
irregularity; but the way to remove it is not to split the verse and to that end to
make changes in a flawless text at 11: it is to make changes in 21 and 41
themselves, for in each of them the text is defective for reasons other than
metrical. At 41 the solution is very simple: in (��ντων δ’ � α' φθιτον α' ντρον

ε.)θ/ Χ(�ρωνο α.τ�κ’ α� γγελ�αι) replace ε.θ/ by ε.θ/,213 ‘straight to Chiron’s
cave’; that of course would be the sense with ε.θ/ as well, but an audience
would naturally take ε.θ/ as ‘immediately’ until they were brought up short
by α.τ�κα, whereas ε.θ/ is unambiguously local. At 21 the solution is far from
simple, but the defects of the text are clear: in (! δ’ � να̃ον Ο�νοπ�αν

�νεγ)κFν κ(οιµα̃το, δ�ον &νθα τ�κε || Α�ακ�ν), the tense of κοιµα̃το is odd, one
misses παρὰ ο� or the like (‘he took you to Aigina and lay in bed’), and
though one may infer from what has gone before that � is Aigina (the girl)
she has not yet been addressed and one would expect a vocative. All this will
not do as it stands, and when a metrical anomaly is located in a corrupt text,
the healing of the corruption may be expected to dispose of the anomaly.

when the papyrus was written, in this case the first half of the first century ad, when Pindar had
been dead for about as long as Christopher Columbus or Maximilian I or Leonardo da Vinci has
been dead in 1980. But that by the way: Pindar wrote ΠΑΡΟΙΧΟΜΕΝΟΝ, and the question is
whether he meant the last Ο to be pronounced long or short; unless we can summon up his
ghost to tell us, we shall never resolve the question by any appeal to authority of any kind.

212 I must attempt to say why; though my attempt will at the moment be only provisional.
Long anceps (whether consistently long or only occasionally) is common enough in the early
parts of an aeolic colon, but uncommon in the part following the double-short (or, if there be
more than one, in the part following the last double-short); when it does appear in that part
there seems always to be a bridge between it and the following longum, so that the long anceps
may not be formed by the last syllable of a word.

I must say in what sense I use the term ‘aeolic colon’ (an ‘anceps’ may be consistently long, or
consistently short, or variable; ‘may’ means ‘may’, not ‘must’): a sequence of syllables in which
longa alternate with elements of which one or more may be double-short and the others are
anceps, and which is demarcated at either end either by verse-beginning or -end or by the
juncture between the two juxtaposed longa. Thus our verse will consist of what I will call a
‘basis’ (×−, here ∪ −) plus a colon − ∪ − ∪∪ − ∪ − ∪

⎯⎯
− plus a colon ∪

⎯⎯
∪

⎯⎯
∪ − ∪ − ∪∪ −.

213 At S. OT 1242 ε.θG πρ- τὰ νυµφικά the majority of Dawe’s manuscripts (including L before
correction) have an unmetrical ε.θ/.
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Everything was set to rights by Maas:214 (! δ’ � να̃ον Ο�νοπ�αν *&νει)κεν,
(Α,γινα,* δ�ον &νθα τ�κε || Α�ακ�ν); set to rights, but how does one explain the
corruption? Maas’s own explanation (κοιµα̃το is the ‘Rest eines Scholions, das
das Beilager erzählte’) will not persuade many. Explanation might be easier if
one changed the verb, and instead of &νεικεν, Α,γινα read κοµ�ξατ�, Α,γινα:215 a
half-attentive copyist with the seduction more in his mind than the construc-
tion might well have thought that in κοµ�ξατο (or a mis-writing κοµ�ατο) he
saw κοιµα̃το; and the meaningless ! δ� � να̃ον Ο�νοπ�αν κοιµα̃το might then
invite (to provide some sort of sense and metre) the insertion of �νεγκ�ν216

and the consequent extrusion of Α,γινα.217

Now the two places where Turyn has a different reading.
P. 6. 13 παµφ�ρωι χεράδι | (so the manuscripts), with SVE (type . . .

− ∪∪ −|). But Beck’s χεράδει (accepted by editors generally) is evidently right:
χερά is known only from a plural χεράδε in Hesychios; χ�ραδο is in Homer
(Il. 21. 319), Sappho (fr. 145), and Alkaios (fr. 344. 1); and its dative is
expressly attested for Pindar (apparently for another place than this: fr. 327)
by Sch. T on Il. and by Et. gen. and Et. mag.

P. 2. 79 αT τε γὰρ �νάλιον π�νον �χο�α βαθ/ | κευα̃ fτ�ρα, α� βάπτιτ� ε�µι

κτλ. (so the manuscripts), with SVE (type . . . − ∪ −). We need ‘in the depths’;
an adverbial βαθ/ is impossible, and the choice is between Bergk’s βαθ/ν and
Wilamowitz’s βυθο�. With either of them, SVE will disappear; between them,
I do not doubt that βυθο� is right.

Finally, the fragments. The difficulty here is that we are seldom able to
identify verse-end with certainty. In quotation-fragments we have commonly
no guide at all, nor can we put much confidence in the text.218 In papyrus
fragments we are better off in that the text is in general reliable and that we
may have some degree of guidance from responsion; but from the colometry
we get little more than help in establishing the responsion and an assurance

214 Reponsionsfreiheiten, ii. 16 n. 2. This was when he was forty; when he was seventy-five he
was still of the same mind (I own his copy of Snell’s second edition, marked ‘traf ein 11/2/56’;
at I. 8. 21 he wrote in the margin ‘&νεικεν Α,γινα Maas Resp II 16’).

215 It will be irrelevant that Pindar elsewhere has only active forms of κοµ�ζω: the middle here
will be exactly that of γυνα�κα α' γεθαι.

216 I should like to adduce the form �νεγκ�ν as evidence that the word is not Pindar’s (who
would have used �νε�κα) but the corrector’s; but I cannot, for Pindar’s manuscripts credit
him not only with lνεγκ’ (O. 13. 66: merely an extra crossbar) but with προενεγκε�ν (P. 9. 36,
at verse-end; incredibly, when they have �νε�και a few lines below at 53).

217 It would have been even easier for the half-attentive copyist to think he saw κοιµ$ατο; but
it would have then been a good deal harder for a corrector to produce what is now in the
manuscripts.

218 Editors divide the fragments into the semblance of verses, but their divisions are
inevitably more or less arbitrary. Avoidance of SVE (unless in . . . −∪−|) ought henceforth to
provide one criterion; I should think it right to apply it in frr. 95, 105(a), 155, 203.
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that hiatus after a short vowel at colon-end is in fact hiatus and not scriptio
plena at elision. Stanza-end apart, we may expect (on the analogy of the non-
dactylo-epitrite epinikia) that only half the cola will end with verse-end and
that one verse in four will end in mid colon.219

I will list the certain and the possible instances of SVE that I have been able
to discover. I mark colon-end by | (by |[ if the beginning of the next colon is
lost), and verse-end not at colon-end by ...

.
; I add in brackets the evidence of

responsion (N means that there is none).
(a) . . . −∪−|: eight apparently certain instances, a few that are probable,

and a number that are possible but quite uncertain.
Certain: at stanza-end, Pai. 7b. 40 dατο |; hiatus at colon-end, Pai. 4. 36

α� να[�νετο] | α.ταρχε�ν, 43 τρι�δοντ� τε | � (~ 12 α� γακλ�{ | rather than –�α-220 ),
45 ε.ερκ�α· | &πειτα, 9. 8 α� π$µονα | ε� ~ 38 fκαβ�λε |, fr. 140a. 57 κοτ�ων

θαµά, | α� ρχαγ�ται; hiatus in mid-colon, Pai. 8. 78 µελ�φρονι ...
.
α.δα̃ι (~ 90

καθαρ-ν δ[∪ × ...
.
).

Possible at colon-end: Pai. 4. 12 α� γακλ�α | (see above), 58 ] π�ρι |[ (~ 27
α� δα�τερο· | α� λλ’), 7b. 49 Α�γα�ον θαµά· | τα̃ (N), 8. 67 �φα�νετο; | χάλκεοι

(N; probable221), 84 γεγενηµ�να |[ (N; probable222), 9. 34 δαιµον�ωι τιν� | λ�χει

(~ 4 Yδ�ν, | �π�κοτον, 14 θ�νο | @π�ρφατον, 44 π�λιν, | α� κερεκ�µα), 43
Π/θι[ε. | τ3ι] (~ 3 α� µάχανον | �χ/ν, 13 τιν�, | l), 22 (b) 9 τ�ν ποτε |[ (N),
fr. 59. 11 τριπ�δε� τε | κα� (N), Dith. 1. 35 ].να�ατο |[ (21 ]ρ

·
ωµενο

·
ν
·
· |[), Parth.

2. 47 [ε.κλ�]α | (see above, n. 220), fr. 140a. 15 ]αν τρ�χα |[ ~ 67 lρχετο |

219 Alexandrian colometry was doubtless just as incompetent in the other books as it is in the
epinikia. For the non-dactylo-epitrite epinikia the figures are as follows (31 stanzas, each
counted once only; in each stanza the last verse and last colon, which are bound to end together,
are excluded from the count): verses, 194; cola 319; verse-end at colon-end, 147; verse-end in
mid-colon, 47. I have not included in my figures the single-triad O. 4 and P. 7, the supposititious
O. 5, and the two-strophe O. 14 (where Aristophanes was not even aware that the two stanzas
were in responsion). Of the mixed-metre O. 13 I have included only the first six verses of the
strophe.

The incompetence is quite erratic in its effect: in the strophe of O. 1, all ten verses end at
colon-end; in the epode, five of the seven end in mid-colon.

220 Compounds in -κλε$ have their accusative normally in -�{: α� γακλ�{ P. 9. 106, I. 1. 34;
ε.κλ�{ O. 6. 76, P. 8. 62, 9. 56, N. 5. 15, 6. 46, Pai. 2. 103; Η� ρακλ�{ O. 10. 16; elision or synizesis
likely or supposed at N. 6. 29, fr. 51d, fr. 75. 5. In -�α-, one mid-verse instance, P. 12. 24 ε.κλεα̃;
cf. also the mid-verse dative Pγαικλ�ει at Parth. 2. 38. At verse-end we have α� γακλ�α here,
Ι� φικλ�α at P. 9. 88, and at Parth. 2. 47, by a not unlikely supplement, να-ν Ι� των�α ~

·
[µφ’ ε.κλ�]α.

At P. 9. 88 I have thought Ι� φικλ�α- preferable to a very rare type of SVE; but in . . . −∪− | I see no
reason to avoid the normal -κλ�{.

221 If there is no verse-end, then prima facie the three cola 67–9 will form a single verse of 23
or 25 syllables (we do not know whether χάλκεοι and χάλκεαι have two syllables each or three).
In the non-dactylo-epitrite epinikia there are only four verses with more than 22 syllables: 28 in
O. 10. 3, I. 7. 5; 24 in N. 2. 4; 23 in O. 4. 24–5 (discussed above). I count P. 11. 3–4 as two verses.

222 A supplement involving hiatus seems very probable: φωνα̃ι τά τ’ ��ντα τε κα[�] | πρ�θεν
γεγενηµ�να |[[αT  τ’ &ε]ται (Lobel; or [Hα τ’ &]ται Snell).
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µ�ροιο (improbable223), 169a. 18 �ελθFν µ�γα· |[ (~ 5 Η� ρακλ�ο, | �πε�, 45
µ�νον | α' νευ), fr. 173. 5 ]α�αι φρεν� |[ (N).

If there are other instances in mid-colon,224 they do not reveal themselves
on present evidence. But I remark on two places where verse-end is necessary
somewhere in mid-colon, and where there is a possibility that it might give
SVE; the possibility cannot be verified, since not all the corresponding cola
are preserved. (1) The last four cola of the strophe of Pai. 4 have 37 syllables in
all; they contain no verse-end at colon-end, and must therefore contain at
least one in mid-colon. I suspect that there is one after the seventeenth syllable
(39 f-ν ...

.
ε4πεν, 49 &µπεδον ...

.
ε,η κεν); there might also be one after the fifth

(with the first five syllables forming a verse with the preceding colon), and
this would give SVE at 48 µ�γαν α' λλοθι ...

.
κλα̃ρον &χω. (2) So also in the strophe

of Pai. 6: five cola (12–16 etc.) with 54 syllables and no verse-end at colon-
end; verse-end is necessary after the 21st (hiatus in 95) and after the 49th
(hiatus in 138; Snell has brought this to colon-end by transferring the last five
syllables to the following colon), but another verse-end seems very likely in
between. Most likely, perhaps, after the 36th; but alternatively after the 30th,
and this would give SVE at 136 α� νερ�ψατο.

Three quotation-fragments deserve mention; one of them, 75. 16, I con-
sider below under (b). I give the other two as divided by Snell, 105(a) /νε H

τοι λ�γω, | ζαθ�ων #ερ3ν �π�νυµε | πάτερ, κτ�τορ Α,τνα, 107(a) Πελαγ-ν

Mππον \ κ/να | Pµυκλα�αν α� γων�ωι | �λελιζ�µενο ποδ� µ�µεο κτλ.; the divisions
after �π�νυµε and κ/να seem to me neither impossible nor convincing. In
105 ε̆πω--ν�µε̆ would not cohere ill with the double ∪ −− which follows.225 In
107 \ κ/ν’ Pµυκλα�αν would give . . . − ∪∪ −−− ∪ − ∪ −, with an unusual
sequence after the double short,226 but a verse ∪ −−− ∪ − ∪ −227 is hardly less
unusual;228 the tradition is in any case appalling (Snell’s apparatus does not tell
the whole story), and corruption is a very real possibility.

223 The next colon has only five syllables, and is the last of the stanza: lρχετο | µ�ροιο κάρυξ.
In the non-dactylo-epitrite epinikia there are only two verses as short as this, P. 5. 6 / τοι νιν
κλυτα̃, 10. 14 Jρεο Hπλοι (I do not believe in the four-syllable verse supposed at N. 6. 6b).

224 There may well be; of my 51 instances of SVE in non-dactylo-epitrite epinikia, 15 occur in
mid colon. Ten of these are revealed immediately by hiatus (in four after unelidable -g, in six
after -{, -ε, -ο; the tradition mostly preserves the hiatus and does not elide); in the other five the
verse-end is established only by responsion.

225 Aristophanes (Birds 926) makes the poet address Peisetairos with σG δ! πάτερ, κτ�τορ
Α,τνα, ζαθ�ων #ερ3ν Yµ�νυµε, δ- �µ�ν κτλ.; I should not wish to make any metrical inference
from the transposition.

226 Similar sequences in I. 7. 10 . . . καρτερα̃ Jδρατον �ξ α� λαλα̃ α' µπεµψα 6ρφαν�ν, O. 9. 56
κο+ροι κορα̃ν κα� φερτάτων Κρονιδα̃ν, �γχ�ροιο βαιλ"ε α�ε�; though in each case with a
diaeresis after − ∪∪ − (in I. 7 it might indeed be verse-end).

227 I do not accept the Pµυκλ{ιαν which Snell adopts from Schroeder.
228 Cf. however P. 5. 11 καταιθ/ει µάκαιραν fτ�αν (clausular to the stanza; does that make a

difference?).
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Finally, two potential instances at colon-end which I have consciously dis-
regarded: at Parth. 2. 66 ν+ν µοι ποδ� | τε�χων verse-end is not excluded by
36–7 εγ|κειµαι (cf., across verse-end, O. 1. 57 Uπερ | κρ�µαε, 6. 53–4 �ν |
κ�κρυπτο), but it does seem to be excluded by 91–2 ]|ηρα[ (no appropriate
word could begin thus);229 Pai. 7b. 50 is printed by Snell ]ο

·
 dατο | at stanza-

end, but I shall cast doubt on this under (g) below. <Section (g) is missing.>
(b) . . . − ∪∪ −|: no certain instance, and few possibilities.
At colon-end in papyri: Pai. 13 (b) 19 ]ων Yπ�τε |[ (N); Dith. 3. 9 �λθ! φ�λαν

δ= π�λεα |[ (N), but π�λεα = π�λιν is incredible (and the whole line in the
papyrus is a mess of correction and recorrection, with no certainty indeed
that π�λεα was intended: see Snell’s apparatus).

In a long quotation-fragment from a dithyramb, fr. 75, we have in 15–16
ε1οδµον �πάγοιιν &αρ φυτὰ νεκτάρεα. τ�τε βάλλεται κτλ.; and it seems likely
enough that we should suppose verse-end after νεκτάρεα. But how is this
to be scanned? Pindar is quite ready to admit synizesis in adjectives of
material in -εο, and has (from χρυ-, χαλκ-, α� ργυρ-, φοινικ-) homosyllabic 2
-εα, 3 -εαι(ιν), 2 -εωι, 1 -εων, 6 -εοι(ιν); he has no instance of -ε{ either
with or without synizesis,230 but early lyric has synizesis at Sapph. 44. 9–10
πορφ/ρα, α� ργ/ρα (the scansion is certain, even though the spelling has been
atticized), and presumably at Anakr. PMG 388. 10 χρ/εα φορ�ων καθ�ρµατα.

(c) . . . −−−|: no certain instance; two dubious possibilities.
At colon-end in papyri: Pai. 8a. 25 προµάθεια |[ (N), Dith. 4. 14 ]φ/τευεν

µατρ� |[ (but probably {ν}: see Excursus II).
(d) . . . − ∪ −−|: no certain instance; a few possibilities.
At colon-end in papyri: Pai. 7. 1 θεπε�ων δοτ"ρα | κα� (N), 7b. 13 π]ταν-ν

αT ρµα | Μοια[, 12. 8 and 9 κρηµν�ν, &νθα [ ] | κελαινεφ�’ α� ργιβρ�νταν λ�γο[ντι]
| Ζ"να καθεζ�µενον (N; neither &νθα nor λ�γο[ντι] necessarily colon-end, but
the sense seems complete; if verse-end after λεγο[, presumably paragogic ν,
i.e. not λ�γο[ντι] but λ�γο[ιιν]), Dith. 4. 12 ]ο

·
µον[. . .]αντε |[ ~ 39 ,δον τ’

α' ποπτα |[ (for the responsion, see Excursus II), 14 ]φ/τευε{ν} µατρ� |[ (~ 41
α� ντ� φωτ3ν |[; major problems, but verse-end perhaps not unlikely: see
Excursus), fr. 140a. 63 dατο α' [ν]ακτι | βωµ�ν (~ 11 ]µ

·
επ
·
ερλ

·
ι
·
|[; inscrutable,

but hardly verse-end.
In quotation-fragments, a few apparent instances in Snell’s text; but the

divisions are arbitrary, and we ought provisionally to divide the fragments
otherwise. I give the fragments with Snell’s divisions (at |): 5 Α�ολ�δαν δ!

229 ‘The first letter is plainly  and not θ’ say Grenfell and Hunt. From the plate, I doubted
them; from the papyrus itself I confirm that  is completely certain.

230 Except for βρ�τε̆{, O. 9. 34; but whatever the linguistic facts this will hardly have been felt
to be parallel. κενε̆{ of course is quite irrelevant.
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^�υφον κ�λοντο | |ι παιδ� τηλ�φαντον Sραι | γ�ρα φθιµ�νωι Μελικ�ρται (it
will be κ�λοντο (V)3ι), 95 µατρ- µεγάλα 6παδ�, | εµνα̃ν Χαρ�των µ�ληµα |
τερπν�ν, 203 . . . κε�µενον �ν φάει, κρυφα̃ι δ! | κολια� γ�νυιν κτλ.

(e) . . . −∪∪−−|: no instance.
At fr. 111. 4 (papyrus, supplemented from quotation), if �πάραξε is at

verse-end it will be -εν. At fr. 169a. 47 Snell has Ι� �λαο[ �]ν fπταπ/λοιι µ�νω[ν
τε | Θ$βαι] Pµφιτρ/ων� τε α̃µα χ�ων, but whatever the responsion (it is
problematic) I find τε in this position unacceptable as language (‘at Thebes’
should construe only after µ�νων, and this τε makes it construe after χ�ων

as well, ‘staying, and raising Amphitryon’s tomb, at Thebes’). In fr. 155
(quotation) the division καρτερ�βρεντα | Κρον�δα is arbitrary.

(f ) Of unknown type (and mostly uncertain as well): Dith. 3. 4 ]ποδα |[ (N;
π�δ{, or e.g. –π�δα-, α� ]ποδά|[µου, @]π- δα|[κ�οι), fr. 104 b. 3 �]πεφρά[ατο] |
τ3ν (not necessarily colon-end; and -ε--φρ{[ατο or -ε̆φρ{[ατο or
–φρα-[ατο?), P. Oxy. 841 fr. 144 ]λ

·
ε
·
α
·
|[ (N), P. Oxy. 1792 fr. 32. 4 ]ατο· |[ (N).

EXCURSUS I

I. 7. 33 and the death of Strepsiadas

Pindar is concerned with the Theban victor’s maternal uncle and namesake,
Strepsiadas. I will print the whole passage in I. 7 concerning him. As it begins,
the subject is the victor:

µάτρω( θ� Yµων/µωι δ�δωκε κοιν-ν θάλο,
25 χάλκαπι |ι π�τµον µ!ν Jρη &µειξεν,

τιµὰ δ� α� γαθο�ιν α� ντ�κειται.
,τω γὰρ αφ! Hτι �ν τα/ται νεφ�λαι χάλα-

ζαν αMµατο πρ- φ�λα πάτρα α� µ/νεται,
λοιγ-ν <α� ντιφ�ρων> �ναντ�ωι τρατ3ι,
α� τ3ν γενεα̃ι µ�γιτον κλ�ο α1ξων

30 ζ�ων τ� α� π- κα� θαν�ν.
τG δ! ∆ιοδ�τοιο πα� µαχατὰν

α�ν�ων Μελ�αγρον, α�ν�ων δ! κα� ΕT κτορα,
†α� µφιάρα�ν τε†
ε.ανθ�� α� π�πνευα α� λικ�αν

35 προµάχων α� ν� Hµιλον, &νθ� α' ριτοι
&χον πολ�µοιο νε�κο �χάται �λπ�ιν.

Pindar speaks of Strepsiadas’ death in battle and of the τιµά given to the
valiant dead; then of the κλ�ο gained for his city by one Hτι �ν τα/ται
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νεφ�λαι χάλαζαν αMµατο πρ- φ�λα πάτρα α� µ/νεται. Then he apostrophizes
him: τG δ! ∆ιοδ�τοιο πα� κτλ.

Whatever battle this may have been, it is clear from πρ- φ�λα πάτρα

α� µ/νεται that it was fought in defence of Thebes;231 and Strepsiadas died
α�ν�ων Μελ�αγρον, α�ν�ων δ! κα� ΕT κτορα, ‘commending’ them in that his own
choice was the same as theirs: death in defending his city from foreign
assault.232 To this very relevant pair of heroes the manuscripts add the wholly
irrelevant Amphiareos; they cannot possibly be right. So far from dying in
defence of his city, Amphiareos met his end as an invader, and an invader
attacking the very Thebes that Strepsiadas died to defend;233 and his end was
not death as he resisted the enemy, but to be swallowed up in the earth,
chariot and all, as he fled before the enemy.234 It would be hard to think of a
hero less suited to comparison with Strepsiadas.235 It will not do to say that
the point of the comparison is that ‘they all fell valiantly in the front line of
battle’236 or that ‘der Gedanke an das Kampf für das Vaterland . . . ist . . .
bereits durch das Lob der Tapferkeit im allgemeinen und des Heldentods
verdrängt’;237 not only does this do nothing to explain the inclusion of
Amphiareos (who did not ‘fall valiantly in the front line of battle’ or meet a

231 One can of course engage in a defensive battle in the course of an aggressive campaign,
and α� µ/νεθαι could be used of one who fights in such a battle; but not I think πρ- πάτρα.

232 We may assume that the version of the Meleagros story that Pindar is following is that of
the Iliad, 9. 529–99.

233 ‘Since they assign Pindar the role of an extreme patriot here, scholars express surprise that
Pindar should cite Amphiaraus as the model of a man who died fighting for Thebes’: so David
C. Young, Pindar Isthmian 7, 21. What on earth has ‘extreme patriotism’ got to do with it? I
reject Amphiareos because (and solely because) I believe Pindar to have been a rational human
being.

234 N. 9. 24–7 Y δ’ Pµφιαρε� χ�εν κεραυν3ι παµβ�αι | ΖεG τὰν βαθ/τερνον χθ�να, κρ/ψεν
δ’ αT µ’ Mπποι, | δουρ� Περικλυµ�νου πρ�ν ν3τα τυπ�ντα µαχατὰν | θυµ-ν α�χυνθ"µεν· �ν γὰρ
δαιµον�οιι φ�βοι φε/γοντι κα� πα�δε θε3ν.

235 His end apart, Amphiareos is spoken of always as an excellent fighter; and as fighter
and µάντι combined he is ideally suited to comparison with the soldier and µάντι Hagesias of
Syracuse (O. 6. 12–21). But that is another matter altogether.

236 Young, 22. His next words are ‘they knew not the shame of flight’; since he has just
referred to N. 9. 24–7, I can only suppose that he takes Pindar there to mean that Zeus caused
Amphiareos to be swallowed up before he could be seized by the δαιµ�νιο φ�βο and so expose
his back in flight to Periklymenos’ spear. I am not aware that anyone has ever taken the passage
thus before; and I cannot think that anyone will ever take it thus again. Cf. Apollod. 3. 6. 8
Pµφιαράωι . . . φε/γοντι, Paus. 2. 23. 2 γενοµ�νη . . . τ" τροπ" α� π- το+ Θηβα�ων τε�χου, Str. 9.
1. 22 φε/γοντα (Radt on S. fr. 958; φυγ�ντα the manuscripts); I add that the three sanctuaries of
Amphiareos which were locally supposed to be on the site of the swallowing-up were distant
from the walls of Thebes by perhaps 1 km. (Paus. 9. 8. 3), by c. 17 km. (id. 9. 19. 4), and by c. 50
km. (Str. loc. cit.). [I leave this note as I originally wrote it. But I was too sanguine: the
interpretation which I imputed to Young has subsequently appeared in Privitera’s edition of
1982.]

237 Thummer ad loc.
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‘Heldentod’),238 but it entirely ignores the train of thought. From his general
statement about the glory of death in defence of one’s country Pindar pro-
ceeds with τG δ! ∆ιοδ�τοιο πα� to Strepsiadas’ death as exemplifying the
general truth; we need some indication that it does exemplify it (the Theban
audience of course will know already that it does, but praise must be explicit),
and the indication comes precisely (and, as the text stands, solely) in this
comparison with the legendary defenders of their city. Amphiareos can have
no place in the comparison; and he must go.239

In his place I look for some explicit indication of the defence of Thebes,
which I expect (since the corruption can hardly have been other than visual)
to have been α� µφ� #ερὰν (--ν) −∪

⎯⎯
 (with −∪

⎯⎯
 some equivalent of Thebes). This

α� µφ� in a context of fighting will certainly retain its original local sense
(however much it may be coloured by ‘to secure/keep possession of’);240 and
here where the verb is not ‘fought’ but ‘died’ the local sense must certainly
predominate. Couple this with Meleagros and Hektor, and we have a pre-
sumption that the engagement took place in the immediate neighbourhood
of Thebes itself.

What I suspect that Pindar wrote is α� µφ� #ερ-ν τε�χο; with this, the τε
will be the residue of τε<�χο>. Do this, and there is no reason to suppose
verse-end at this point: α� µφ� #ερ-ν τε�χο ε.ανθ�α corresponding to 16 α� λλὰ
παλαιὰ γὰρ εUδει χάρι and 50 τεα�ιν α� µ�λλαιιν ε.ανθ�α. The metre will be
−∪∪− −∪− −∪∪− −∪−∪∪−.

238 Other attempts at explanation are equally futile. Christ suggests that Strepsiadas was a
µάντι; if he was, this is not Pindar’s way of referring to the fact. Fennell supposes that he was
killed ‘near Amphiaraus’ shrine’: as if the mere fact of being killed near Assisi would justify ‘he
died commending St. Francis’. Wilamowitz <Pindaros, 412> weaves a tissue of implication that
no one could possibly have understood: Amphiareos met his end ‘mit dem Wissen . . ., dass sein
Sohn siegreich werden würde’, and so the Thebans too may hope for �π�γονοι who one day will
restore their fortunes.

239 I make two subsidiary points. First, the rhetoric is far better with Amphiareos absent: the
anaphora in α�ν�ων Μελ�αγρον, α�ν�ων δ! κα� ΕT κτορα is effective; add Pµφιάρα�ν τε and the effect
is spoilt. (It would be unimpaired if and only if––what the τε indeed would suggest––Hektor
and Amphiareos formed a natural pair; and of course they do not. α�ν�ων δ! κα� Πολυδε/κεα
Κάτορά τε would pass muster rhetorically; but Hektor and Amphiareos are chalk and cheese.)
Second, the paraphrase in the scholia (44) runs G δ�, ∆ιοδ�του πα�, �ν �πα�νωι τιθ�µενο
Μελ�αγρ�ν τε κα� ΕT κτορα κα� τὰ το/των ζηλ3ν α� ρετὰ κατὰ π�λεµον �τελε/τηα προµαχ-
�µενο τ" πατρ�δο: one can build little enough, of course, on such a paraphrase, but it may be
thought more likely that the writer had no Pµφιάρα�ν τε in his text than that he had it and
ignored it.

240 As it is notably in Tyrt. 5 W.: in telling his contemporaries how their grandfathers won
Messene, Με$νην α� γαθ=ν µ!ν α� ρο+ν α� γαθ=ν δ! φυτε/ειν, he says α� µφ� α.τ=ν δ� �µάχοντ� �νν�α κα�
δ�κ� &τη: not a nineteen-year siege of a city, but nineteen years of fighting to win rich territory.
The sense of ‘to secure possession of’ is here predominant; but the fighting was of course on
Messenian soil, and the local sense remains.
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EXCURSUS II

Dithyramb 4 (P. Oxy. 2445; fr. 70d)

The first thing to be said about this fragment is that it is almost certainly from
the same roll (containing Pindar’s Dithyrambs) as P. Oxy. 1604: the hand is
the same, and the writing of the same size (10 letters = 31 mm., 10 lines = 47
or 48 mm.), and the content of our fragment may be thought to be appropri-
ate to a dithyramb.241 Lobel, cautious as ever, speaks of the identification as
‘reasonably likely’; I shall assume, with an easy conscience, that it is in fact
correct.

What this identification contributes to my present inquiry is the fact that
in 1604 fr. 1 (= Dith. 1 and 2 Snell) we have evidence for the height of
the column. That fragment has, on a single piece of papyrus, parts of two
columns, extending over 38 lines (col. i) and 32 lines (col. ii); we have no
reason to suppose that either the head or the foot of a column is preserved. So
far, therefore, we have merely (from col. i) a minimum height of 38 lines. But
we can do better than this.

Of col. ii the left-hand margin is preserved throughout; it has the normal
slight slope, with the lines beginning progressively farther to the left as one
descends the column.242 Of col. i the left-hand margin is lost, but the ends of
lines are largely preserved; and from these it can be seen that 11–24 and 25–38
are in responsion. This fact was observed by Grenfell and Hunt in the editio
princeps, but is treated as doubtful by Snell; to demonstrate its truth I will set
out the remains of the two stanzas side by side (Figure 5).

The left-hand edge of the papyrus is broken off very irregularly. One
may suppose the lost margin to have been more or less parallel to the margin

241 Lobel speaks of the fragment as ‘congruent in contents with what may be supposed to
have characterized a dithyramb, being a lyrical narrative on a considerable scale of the story of
Perseus’. For the content of a dithyramb our best evidence is of course in Bacchylides: the poems
of his which were classified as dithyrambs consist predominantly or even wholly of mythical
narrative, with commonly only the scantiest reference, or even no reference at all, to the occa-
sion of their performance; in the Alexandrian text they had titles giving the subject of the
narrative, with or without the name of the city for which they were composed (Ι� �, Pθηνα�οι;
Ι' δα, Λακεδαιµον�οι; Pντηνορ�δαι \ Ε� λ�νη α� πα�τηι; Η� �θεοι \ Θηε/). For Pindar we have far
less evidence; and from our best preserved fragments (Dith. 2 and fr. 75), each from the
beginning of an ode, it appears that it was Pindar’s practice to provide his dithyrambs with a
long non-narrative opening. But that they did have an important narrative content may be
thought to follow from the title appended to one of these (Dith. 2) in the papyrus: κατάβαι
Η� ρακλ�ου \ Κ�ρβερο, Θηβα�οι.

242 <B. intended to add a footnote here, but it is missing. Perhaps he meant to say that the
scribal habit in question is sometimes known as Maas’s Law. Cf. E. G. Turner, Greek Manuscripts
of the Ancient World, 2nd edn. rev. P. J. Parsons (BICS Suppl. 46, London 1987), 5.>
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of col. ii; I have based my transcription on a pseudo-margin, parallel to
these, beginning immediately before the ]δ of 11, and have indented the first
surviving letters of other lines according to their distance from this pseudo-
margin (reckoning one letter to every 3.1 mm.). To bring out the relative
lengths of the lines in the two stanzas I have printed a vertical line at an
interval of 25 letters from the pseudo-margin;243 the real margin will have
preceded the pseudo-margin by a constant interval which I should guess to be
not far short of 10 average letters.

It will be seen that the line-lengths tally, with no more variation than
is to be expected in lines of over thirty letters,244 and that wherever the

Figure 5

243 The 25 letters will be a mixture of real letters (where the text is preserved) and notional
average letters (in lacunae). Since real letters, unlike notional letters, are of variable width, my
vertical line will not accord with the alignment of letters preserved in the papyrus.

244 The number of letters seems to vary as a rule between something like two and two and a
half times the number of syllables. The first verse of the strophe of N. 3 (15 syllables) has in its
eight appearances the following letter-counts (I give them in order of magnitude): 29, 31, 32, 34,
37, 37, 38, 39 (i.e. from 1.9 to 2.6 times the number of syllables). A much greater variation is of
course perfectly possible: C Λυκ�ων �ωά (10 letters) has the same scansion as πλάγχνα πρ�πειν
πρ- α' ντροι (26 letters).
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scansion can be verified it agrees; I do not believe that this can be
fortuitous.

Now the consequences of this responsion. The two stanzas, being con-
secutive, will of course be strophe (11–24) and antistrophe (25–38); after
these will come an epode, ending in col. ii in the line level with i 5 (a new
poem begins in the following lines). Now a triad which begins in i 11 and
ends in the following column level with i 5 must occupy five lines less than a
column. If the epode was of the same length (14 lines) as the strophe, the
triad was 42 lines long and a column contained 47 lines. If the epode was
shorter or longer than the strophe by x lines, a column contained 47 ± x lines.
It appears from the analogy of other odes that x is unlikely to be greater than
3; the highest figure for which there is a parallel is 6.245

If the same copyist is responsible for two manuscripts of different authors,
there is of course no reason why the columns in these two manuscripts should
be of the same height. It may nevertheless be worth remarking on the situ-
ation in P. Oxy. 1788, a manuscript of Alkaios (The Oxyrhynchus Papyri xv,
with addenda in xxi; best consulted in PLF Alk. frr. 115–28); this was written
by the same copyist as our manuscript, with (to judge by the one fragment
reproduced in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri xv) the same letter-size, line-spacing,
and margin-slope. It had a column of at least 46 lines (the foot preserved,
but not––or not visibly––the head): fr. 117 (a) + (b) + 118. 1–2, with 6 + 39 +
2 = 47 lines but perhaps (Lobel is not explicit) a one-line overlap between 117
(a) and (b). The next column had two lines more than a multiple of 4: e.g. 46,
50.

I come now to P. Oxy. 2445 fr. 1. The fragment consists of two detached
parts, (a) and (b), each with part of a single column; Lobel prints them with
(a) on the left (= col. i) and (b) on the right (= col. ii), and says ‘I have not
succeeded in establishing the relative levels of the two columns put together
under this number, but I do not doubt that they were consecutive in the order
shown’. I shall accept his judgement.

245 I give the figures for all the triadic odes of Pindar and Bacchylides for which the length of
both strophe and epode is known (except that I have ignored Pindar’s Partheneia, with their
exceptionally short stanzas.) For Pindar’s Epinikia I have of course counted not the Boeckhian
verses but the Alexandrian cola, preserved in the medieval manuscripts. I have not differentiated
between instances where the strophe is (a) longer and (b) shorter than the epode; they are about
equally common.

Difference 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
Pindar 6 11 10 8 3 2 2 42
Bacchylides 3 5 3 3 0 1 1 15

Instances where the difference is greater than 3 amount to one-sixth of all Pindar’s instances
and one-fifteenth of Bacchylides’.
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It was observed by R. Führer, ZPE 9 (1972), 41–2, that there is partial
responsion between the two columns. I have no doubt that he is right in
principle (though I shall differ from him slightly over the detail). But I think
also that it is possible to take this observation a good deal further than it was
taken by Führer himself; and to do this is the purpose of the present note.

I will first set out the complete text of the fragment (Figure 6), with the two
columns so arranged that corresponding lines are at the same level. (I must
stress that this is not the vertical relationship in which I suppose the two to
have stood in the papyrus; I shall argue below that that relationship was very
different indeed.) I have supposed for each column a left-hand margin with
the same slope as in 1604 fr. 1 (see above). In col. ii the position of this margin
is established by the three certain supplements in 12–14; my other supple-
ments accord with the margin so established. In col. i I have made a rough
estimate of the position of the margin; it will not be far out, and if it is out in
one line it will be out by the same amount in all other lines.

In the lacunae I have reckoned the missing letters at 3.1 mm. each; these of
course are notional average letters, and the number of actual letters missing in
any line may be slightly greater or slightly smaller. To simplify the comparison
of line-lengths I have printed a vertical line after the tenth letter (where
relevant) and after the twentieth. In col. i the position of these lines depends
of course on my estimate of the position of the margin, and it may be that the
lines are misplaced (throughout the column) by a letter or so in one direction
or the other.

Where lines are broken off at the beginning or the end, I have printed the
normal square brackets. But where there are lacunae in mid-line I have not
used square brackets, since to do so would have destroyed the alignment; a
wholly missing letter is represented (like an illegible letter) by a dot; a missing
letter supplied by a letter with a dot beneath.

It will be seen that from (–18) to (–1) the line-lengths and scansion
are consistent with responsion; and that from (–7) to (–1) the agreement
is so marked as to be inconceivable if there were no responsion. The only
recalcitrant line is (–3), where nine syllables cannot possibly be accom-
modated in the c. 9 letters available at the beginning of i 14; the conclusion
I draw is not that the responsion is illusory but that the text of i 14 is in some
way defective.

Responsion ceases after (–1); new stanzas therefore, not in responsion,
will begin with i 17 and ii 18. If the whole text is from a single poem the
two junctures will be, in whichever order, S(trophe)/A(ntistrophe) and
A(ntistrophe)/E(pode); two possibilities therefore, which I will now consider.
But first I will make an observation which is crucial to the inquiry: high up on
the right-hand edge of col. i is the vestige of a coronis (the mark of triad-end)
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appertaining to the following column. Comparison of the vestige with the
coronis surviving in P. Oxy. 1604 fr. 1 shows that a new triad will have begun
in that column with a line level with (or fractionally higher than) i 3; since i 3
is 14 lines higher than the beginning of a new stanza at i 17, we know that

Figure 6
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from i 17 to the end of a triad there were 14 lines fewer than in a column. But
I have argued above that a column contained 47 ± x lines, where x is the
difference in length between strophe and epode in Dith. 1; therefore from i 17
to the end of a triad there were 33 ± x lines. In this, x will not be large:
probably not greater than 3, certainly not greater than 6.

I come now to consider my two possibilities.
(a) In col i, A/E; in col. ii, S/A. This can be ruled out immediately. From the

beginning of E (i 17) to the end of a triad there will be 33 ± x lines, This might
happen in two ways. (i) E = 33 ± x. Out of the question: Pindar’s longest
stanza is of 22 lines, Bacchylides’ of 21.246 (ii) E + S + A + E = 33 ± x, with an
average stanza-length of 8 or 9 lines. Again out of the question: the lengths are
possible enough of themselves, but the scheme requires responsion where
there is none. The metre of i 19–22 (beginning of A) would need to recur, as
it does not, at something like i 8 ff. and ii 10 ff.; the metre of the lines up to
i 16 (end of A) and ii 18 (end of S) would need to recur, as it does not, in the
lines up to something like i 7.

(b) In col. i, S/A; in col ii, A/E. With this, we shall have A + E = 33 ± x.
Now if an A begins at i 17 and an A ends at ii 18, the earliest possibility of
responsion between these two stanzas is with i 20–5 ~ ii 1–6, and with this an
A will have 21 lines. But if A + E = 33 ± x, E will be 12 ± x, an unless we
assume a high value for x we shall have too great a discrepancy in the lengths
of A and E. If we take x = 4, we shall have a column of 51 lines, an A of 21
lines, and an E of 16 lines: the difference between the strophe and epode will
be 4 in Dith. 1 (14 and 18) and 5 in our poem (21 and 16). Neither difference
is impossible, but an arrangement which requires us to assume two such
differences must be regarded with some suspicion.247 One could reduce the
differences by assuming a slight variation in column-height: with a 50-line
column in Dith. 1 and a 52-line column here they would come down to 3 and
4. But the more ad hoc assumptions one needs to make the less likely an
arrangement becomes.

There is however a third possibility: that a new poem begins at ii 19,
and that the junctures are E/S in col. i and E/new poem in col. ii. We shall
then have S + A + E = 33 ± x: a perfectly normal length for a triad.248 The
responsion (–16) to (–1) will belong in part to A and in part to E, the juncture
occurring somewhere about (–12). The 27 lines i 17–25 plus ii 1–18 will

246 <Footnote missing.>
247 Pindar has a difference of 4 or more in one ode in six, of 5 or more in one in ten and a

half; the chance that the two would occur in two given odes is the product of these figures, one
in 63.

248 With a column of 47 lines and a triad of 33, the two columns would overlap by 8 lines: ii 1
would be level with i 18.
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contain the beginning of S and the end of A plus the whole of E, and there
will be a metrical overlap between the two parts; either of 3 lines (i 23–5 ~ ii
1–3), giving S + E = 24, or of 6 lines (i 20–5 ~ ii 1–6), giving S + E = 21. I see
no reason to prefer either of these alternatives to the other: with the former
we might have S = 11, E = 13, triad = 35 (with a difference of 2 in Dith. 1),
with the latter S = 11, E = 10, triad = 32 (with a difference of 1 in Dith. 1);
there would be other acceptable possibilities as well.

With this arrangement everything is so straightforward that I feel pretty
confident that it is right.

There is still one alternative to consider: either the triad beginning i 17 is
the same as the triad ending at ii 18, the last of the poem; or the two triads are
not the same, the former being the penultimate triad of the ode. I do not
doubt that the second alternative is right. With the first alternative ii 19 would
be level with i 3, so that col. ii would continue for at least 19 more lines after ii
22. But the appearance of the bottom of col. ii strongly suggests that the
column ended either with ii. 22 or a line or so later. If the text continued in
the column after 22, we should have two lines of at most 15 average letters
followed by four of at most 20; I cannot call this impossible, but it does seems
to me very unlikely. Suppose the additional triad, and the column could
perfectly well end with 22 or the following line.

Two Studies in Pindaric Metre206



9

Bacchylides 3. 63–77

I publish this note for the sake of my restoration of 76–7. I should have
liked at the same time to offer a restoration of the problematic 72–4, but I
have quite failed to arrive at even a tentative proposal; since however my
examination of the papyrus in London (in the British Museum, now officially
the British Library, inventory no. 733 <= P. Lit. Lond. 46>) has enabled me
to add something to earlier reports of its readings, I have thought it worth
while to print a transcript of the whole of 63–77 with a detailed account of
what I have been able to read. I give this first; I shall come only at the end to a
restoration which is the real purpose of my publication.

οο
·
[ . ]µ�ελλαδ

·
�εχουιν[ ´

·
]υτι[

ωµεγάινητεϊερωνθεληει[
65 ]ενεοπλ�ιοναχρυον[

]α-ιπεµψαιβροτων
·
[ ] [

]γεινπαρετινY [ ] [
]ηφθονω�π́ ϊαινεται[ ] [
]ληφιλιππονανδραρηϊον [

70 ]ιουκα̃πτρ[ . ]νδιο· [ ] [
´]κωντεµερο[ ]αµουα̃ν· [
]µαλ�αιποτ[ ´ ]ι

·
ων[ ] [

] .οεφα-µερονα.[ ] . [ ] [
´]ακοπει/βραχ[

75 ] .εαδ�ελπιυπ[
]εριων·οδ�αναξ[

´]λοειπεφερη[

65. ]ε: vestige of cap, and most of cross-stroke; unambiguous.
69. αρηϊον: the papyrus now has α[ρ]ηϊον; but the whole loop of ρ was there

when the facsimile was made (see the second plate of fragments).

< This piece dates from after the establishment of the British Library in 1973, and probably from
before 1977, as Sophocles fragments are cited from Pearson.>



71´]: the right-hand half, centred over the upright of κ, of an acute accent;
the vowel it pertains to is wholly lost.

72. π: not (as Jebb, Snell) π changed to κ, but rather (Kenyon) ν changed to
π: in the original ink, two uprights and a diagonal; in different ink, the cross-
stroke and a thickening of the top of the second upright. (But an original ν
will have been anomalous: the diagonal not meeting the second upright, the
second upright descending unusually low.)

´]ι
·
: parts of an upright, and high above the line, on the edge of the papyrus,

a vestige of ink (0.2 mm.) at the right height for the right-hand tip of an
acute accent. The position of the accent, its right-hand edge directly above the
left-hand edge of the upright, excludes ´]ν ´]µ ´]π, admits ά]ι �]ι �]ι /]ι (and
I suppose $]ι �]ι), and only doubtfully admits ]$.1

73. ] .  (at the beginning): an upright almost complete, with ink joining it
on the left 0.7 mm. above the foot: ]ν or ]αι (or I suppose ]λι ]δι ]κι ]χι ]ξι ]ζι,
if supplements could be found with v).

α.[: α complete except for the tip of its tail; then at mid-letter faint vestiges
of ink which suggest (rather uncertainly) part of an upright or shallow arc
which just below them would have been in contact with the tip of the tail.

] .  (at the end): below the upright at the end of 72, part of a vertical stroke
across the whole height (0.8 mm.) of a narrow strip of papyrus projecting
from the right;2 no subsequent ink at this level, so presumably from a final
upright (not I think from the sometimes straight main stroke of : cap and
toe could be lost above and below the strip, but the letter would then I think
be too high). After this, apparently no point at the end of the line: no point
preserved;3 a lost point would need to be clear of the final upright either by
not more than 0.2 mm. or by not less than 7.0 mm., and I can produce no

1 The writer commonly puts an acute well to the right of the vowel to which it pertains, and it
normally overlaps a following ν or µ or π; but I have found only two places where the overlap is
for more than half the letter (3. 82 /π, 5. 126 �µ), and even there it is far less than we should need
to suppose here. On a diphthong with ι an acute normally extends appreciably beyond the ι,
but exceptions are not very uncommon: our instance would be paralleled by 1. 84 �ι, 3. 64 άι, 5.
88 άι, 9. 43 άι, 13. 109 �ι, 151 �ι, 14. 11 άι, 18. 26 άι. On η an acute normally goes beyond the right
of the letter; exceptions at 12. 1 (an anomalously short accent) and 17. 23 (the accent extends
just beyond the middle of the second upright, i.e. farther than it would here).

2 The trace, and the strip on which it appears, can be seen in their right position not on the
papyrus itself but on the facsimile (fr. 12b, on the second plate of fragments; for once the
painting-out of the background has not trespassed on the papyrus, but has left a slight edging of
background all round the strip). On the papyrus the strip is now folded over to the right, and
one can see only its underside superimposed on the main body of the papyrus. In the top half
of the strip (c. 0.4 mm.), the papyrus is so very thin that the ink shows clearly through, and gives
at first sight the illusion of a dot on the main body of the papyrus. There is no such dot; and
Maehler’s ]· (for Snell’s ].) is mistaken.

3 It can be seen from the facsimile that there is no point on the part of the surface now
obscured by the folded-over strip.
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parallel for either (the clear space before a point at line-end is normally
between 1 and 5 mm.; the least I have found is 0.7 mm., the greatest 6.5 mm.).4

74. ´]α: of α, the right-hand 1.5 mm. of the main stroke; 1.0 mm. from its
end, a tiny protrusion from its upper side, in place for the not uncommon
overrunning of the understroke at the junction. Above the line, a clear trace
suiting the right-hand 0.5 mm. of an acute accent on the letter before α; on its
underside, at the edge of the papyrus, a tiny smudgy vestige of ink which
I assume to be casual (if it is not, one will need to suppose the whole to be
part of a superscript letter; I have no idea what letter, and I do not think the
supposition likely).

/: a tall diagonal stroke, occupying the space of a letter; it resembles the
stroke used in deletion, but there is no deleted letter there.

75. ]´
·
: the right-hand part of an acute accent; below it, on a single project-

ing fibre 0.6 mm. above the foot of ε, 0.4 mm. of ink 2.8 mm. clear of ε;
compatible with (among other things) the bottom arc of ο.

77. ´] . : the right-hand half of an acute accent pertaining to a letter wholly
lost; then λ or δ (most of the right-hand stroke, and clear traces of its junction
with the left-hand stroke).

Hο[ι] γε µ!ν Ε� λλάδ�  &χουιν, [ο]1τι[,
� µεγα�νητε Ι� �ρων, θελ$ει

65 φάµ]εν �ο πλε�ονα χρυ-ν 

Λοξ�]αι π�µψαι βροτ3ν.
εB λ��γειν πάρετιν, H-

τι µ]= φθ�νωι πια�νεται,

····
]λη φ�λιππον α' νδρ� α� ρ$ϊον

70
····

]�ου κα̃πτρ[ο]ν ∆ι-[
)––
�οπλ�]κων τε µ�ρο[ &χοντ]α Μουα̃ν·

····
]µαλ�αι ποτ[

······
´
·
]ι
·
ων

····
] .ο �φάµερον α.[·····]·

···
´
·
]α κοπε�· βραχ[G� α' µµιν α��ν,

––
75 πτε �ρ]�εα δ� �λπ� @π[ ν��ηµα

�αµ]ερ�ων· Y δ� α� ναξ[ιφ�ρµιγξ

fκαβ�]λο ε4πε Φ�ρη[το υZι

“θνατ-ν εBντα χρ= διδ/µου α� �ξειν

––
γν�µα, Hτι κτλ.”

4 After final α (of which there is no question here) the clear space is to be reckoned from the
apex: the tail of the letter (which is often prolonged) may continue beneath and beyond the
point.
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69. Apollo saved Kroisos because of the magnificence of his gifts to Pytho
(61–2). From Kroisos’ gifts Bacchylides has moved over immediately to
Hieron’s; in the praise of Hieron that follows, Herwerden’s θεοφι]λ" is
evidently appropriate, and I cannot doubt it, despite the juxtaposition of
(θεο)φιλ" and φ�λ(ιππον). I find no other word that might suit: the only sense
I could give to �ντε]λ" (and that with no confidence) would be ‘of full
excellence’ or the like,5 and I look for something more specific in this list
of Hieron’s merits; δαψι]λ" ‘lavish’ (of a person) I suppose to be out of the
question for early lyric.

70. This is Zeus as the source and guarantor of Hieron’s royal power, as Il.
9. 98–9 κα� τοι ΖεG �γγυάλιξε | κ"πτρ�ν τ’ Aδ! θ�µιτα. We need an epithet
appropriate to him in this function: certainly not Nairn’s ξειν]�ου, but rather
Blass’s τεθµ]�ου (even though it be unexampled of Zeus); except that I should
expect the form in Bacchylides to be not Pindar’s τ�θµιο but θ�µιο (cf. now
the lyric fragment [Simonides?] SLG 390. 7 ]θ�µιον).

72–3. I have no idea what is being said. At the end of 73, ]. (from the last
letter of the line) is 0.7 mm. of vertical stroke, towards the bottom of the
letter; of possible final letters it would fit not only ι η ν but also  (one of the
writer’s narrow sigmas, the main stroke mostly upright, the cap and foot
narrow enough to fall wholly within the lacuna). After this letter, no point is
preserved (Maehler’s ]· is a misprint for ] . ); it is not perhaps quite impossible
that a point was written and has been lost, but I think it very unlikely indeed.

74. I can account for the ερευνα| of the commentary only on the
supposition (suggested by Lobel) that it is the imperative �ρε/να paraphrasing
an imperative κ�πει, with the κοπει of the text a miswriting. I can do
nothing with other interpretations of ερευνα| (the noun &ρευνα; a verbal form
such as �ρευνα̃|[τε, �ρευνα̃|[θαι6).

In the text −∪ ]α κοπ-, in the commentary ] .ατα ερευνα: one neuter plural
paraphrased by another? Lloyd-Jones (CR 8 [1958], 18) suggests δυ]ν

·
ατά as a

paraphrase of Jebb’s καιρι]α: not a very exact paraphrase, but I have nothing
better to offer.

Apart from the diagonal stroke described above, no sign of punctuation
after κοπε�. I should expect the last words to be an independent ‘life is
short’, whether Blass’s βραχ[/ �τιν α��ν or Jebb’s βραχ[G α' µµιν α��ν.7 If
they were, then either a point has been swallowed up in the deletion (the

5 Not the ‘in authority’ argued for by Fraenkel at A. Ag. 105: Bacchylides would not anticipate
here the indication of Hieron’s power in 70.

6 The writer is unlikely to have meant �ρευνα̃ι: eight such iotas written correctly, one perhaps
intrusive (fr. 7. 10 ουτωι[), none omitted (unless fr. 20. 7 ]λ

·
λωδια[ is ]λ

·
λω<ι> and not ]λ

·
λω).

7 I have restored the commentary as Hτι 6λιγοχρ�|[νιο xµιν �τ�ν Y β�ο]
·
; I should think this

xµιν as compatible with Blass’s supplement as with Jebb’s.
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top of the deleting stroke comes exactly where a point might be) or the
punctuator made the deletion and was distracted thereby from punctuating.
I should not wish to infer anything from the commentator’s Hτι: that he
subordinates ‘life is short’ in his commentary need not indicate that it was
similarly subordinate in his text.

75. The commentary, with C πτε|[ and ] .ηµα, confirms H. Fränkel’s
suggestion of πτερ]�

·
εα and ν�ηµα. What verb @π[ ∪∪ − can be paraphrased

as διαφθε�ρει I do not know: I do not find Snell’s @π[ολ/ει convincing.8

76. Jebb’s �φαµ]ερ�ων9 seems evident, and has been universally adopted.10

But if it was indeed written it was written anomalously, since with normal
writing the whole of ε would project into the margin;11 I find the anomaly
unacceptable, and suppose therefore that we must restore the only word that
will fit the space, �αµ]ερ�ων. Bacchylides had used �φάµερον immediately
before, in 73, and this would be likely to make him seek a different word here.
I find �αµ�ριο an unexpected choice: the poets can call men ‘creatures of a
day’ (�φάµεροι, �φαµ�ριοι, α� µ�ριοι); but to say that they are equal to a day is
something for which I have no parallel.12 Sophocles uses the word in fr. 593 P.
<= 879a R.> , τανυφλο�ου γὰρ �αµ�ριο †Hτι† α�γε�ρου βιοτὰν α� ποβάλλει; but
that is a very different matter––a man is equal in the number of his days to,
is as short-lived as, the leaves (presumably: φ/λλοιιν Gleditsch) of the black
poplar.

76–7. Kenyon’s Y δ’ α' ναξ [Pπ�λλων has become textus receptus, but it
cannot be right: Apollo is of course very commonly α' ναξ, but for the article in
Y α' ναξ Pπ�λλων I neither know a parallel nor should expect to find one.13 I
am confident therefore that we have a compound beginning α� ναξ[ι-,14 such as
α� ναξιφ�ρµιγξ,15 and then in the next line fκαβ�]λο (Jebb): Y δ� α� ναξ[ιφ�ρµιγξ

| fκαβ�]λο ε4πε Φ�ρη[το υZι. For Y α� ναξιφ�ρµιγξ fκαβ�λο I offer as exact

8 If it were not for διαφθε�ρει I should have wondered about @π[άγεται.
9 First (in Kenyon’s edition) as �παµ]ερ�ων, then (in his own) as �φαµ]ερ�ων.

10 Ellis had doubts about it (CR 12 [1898], 64): ‘after �φάµερον in 73 it seems unlikely that
�παµερ�ων should be the word of which -ερ�ων survives in 76.’

11 This with �φ-; with �π- the word would be even longer.
12 <vacat>
13 I do not know whether this was in Herwerden’s mind when he proposed to read H, ‘quod

. . . dixit’ (CR 12 [1898], 210).
14 First proposed in 1927 by Edmonds (Lyra Graeca, iii. 140), with α� ναξ[�χρηµο. The light-

hearted irresponsibility of Edmonds’s treatment of papyrus texts makes everyone forget him;
and I forgot to look at him myself until this note was almost in its final shape. I hereby record his
priority with α� ναξ[ι-; but I cannot suppose that he is right with -χρηµο (see below).

15 Or α� ναξ�φορµιγξ? The ι of the last syllable is presumably short (cf. +ριγξ, µ"νιγξ, etc.), and
I should have expected the accent to be recessive. But I am not minded to sort out the apparently
inconsequential accentuation of nominatives in -ξ (of which a good many appear in any case
only as lemmata in lexicons, or in grammars and the like).
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parallels (in each case, as here, the first mention of the god in the context16)
Pi. Pai. 6. 111 ο.δ� [α� ]ν�µου &[λ]α[θ]εν ο.δ! τ-ν [ε].ρυφάρετραν fκαβ�λον, Pai.
9. 47 κα� γὰρ Y π�ντιο 6ρ[ιτ]ρ�αινά νιν | περ�αλλα βροτ3ν τ�εν.

α� ναξι- compounds are characteristic of Bacchylides. Before 1897 the lexica
knew only the α� ναξιφ�ρµιγξ of Pi. O. 2. 1.17 Bacchylides has already added six
more instances (one more of α� ναξιφ�ρµιγξ, 4. 7, and one each of five other
compounds not previously attested: 20. 8 α� ναξ�αλο, 17. 66 α� ναξιβρ�ντα,
6. 10 α� ναξ�µολπο, 14B. 10 α� νάξιππο, fr. 65. 11 α� ναξ�χορο18): here therefore
α� ναξι- is welcome enough as a seventh instance. For its second element I
suppose -φ�ρµιγξ to be much the likeliest possibility: the spheres in which
Apollo most notably excels are lyre-playing, archery, and prophecy, but only
in lyre-playing can he really be said to α� νάειν (all lyre players owe their craft
to him and to his associates the Muses; but not all archers, and not all
µάντει).19 I add that when we have archery in fκαβ�λο I do not expect it in
this epithet as well.20

An arthrous adjective before a god’s name is common in Bacchylides: 3. 28
Y χρυάορο . . . Pπ�λλων, 4. 2 Y χρυοκ�µα Pπ�λλων, 5. 199 Y µεγιτοπάτωρ

Ζε/, 9. 7 α�  λευκ�λενο ΗT ρα, 13. 194 α�  χρυάρµατο σεµνὰ µεγάθυµο Pθάνα,
19. 49 τ-ν 6ρ�βακχον . . . ∆ι�νυον, 28. 10 Y τοξοδάµα [ f]κάεργο Pπ�λλων;
in every instance the first mention of the god in the context.21 In our instance
we shall have, in place of the god’s name, an appellation unique to the god
and serving therefore as a sufficient designation. The nearest to this in
Bacchylides is the metronymic of 11. 15 Y ∆αλογεν= υ#- βαθυζ�νοιο Λατο+;
but my two parallels from Pindar can leave no doubt about the propriety of
the locution.

The two parts of the compound may or may not have been linked by a
hyphen beneath them. Three instances of α� ναξι- are verifiable for this in our
papyrus: no hyphen at 17. 66 or 20. 8; at 6. 10 αναξιµολπου a hyphen

16 In Pai. 6 the earlier mention of Apollo at 79 is quite unconnected with the mention of him
at 111.

17 I disregard α� ναξιδ�ρα (Hesych., and now appearing as S. fr. 1010 on the not very secure
basis of Phot. Berol). <α 1576> α� ναξιδ�ρα· C α� νάγουα κα� α� νιε�α τοG καρποG �κ γ" ∆ηµ$τηρ.
^οφοκλ" δ! κα� α� ναγαγε�ν α� µπελ3νά φηιν.

18 The attribution of the fragment to Bacchylides rests in large part on α� ν]αξ�χοροι itself.
19 Against Edmonds’s α� ναξ[�χρηµο I add the further point that no compound in -χρηµο

is found in any author; nor has poetry any compounds in χρηµ- apart from χρηµωιδ�,
χρηµολ�γο, and a synonym or two.

20 Pindar, I grant, has archery twice over, τ-ν ε.ρυφάρετραν fκαβ�λον. But this is the vengeful
Apollo who is sworn to Neoptolemos’ destruction, and who a few lines later will kill him at
Delphi: his archery is very much in point.

21 I disgregard 11. 106 α� ριτοπάτρα θηροκ�πο (= Artemis): no article; and Artemis has been
named already.
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beginning towards the right of the ξ (1.6 mm. from the end of its bottom
stroke, which is 5.2 mm. long). In our instance the right-hand part of the
letter is lost, and a hyphen written as at 6. 10 would be likely to have been lost
with it.
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Bacchylides 10. 11–35

I deal here only with the central part of the ode, in which the poet is con-
cerned with the achievements of his Athenian victor. I give no account of the
severely damaged beginning, with the problem of the victor’s name, or of
the sententious end.

I shall be concerned for much of the time with fitting supplements into
the lacunae in 20–35 (all of them in the same column, 18 Kenyon = 22 Snell).
My procedure has been to make tracings of the supplements from the same
sequences of letters elsewhere in the papyrus, and to superimpose these on a
tracing of the surviving parts of the column. Since the width and spacing of
letters in the papyrus shows some variation, I have worked on the assumption
that the writing in a lacuna will not in general have been tighter or looser
than in its neighbourhood, and have chosen my exemplars accordingly; if a
supplement appears to be at variance with the assumption (which has, of
course, no absolute validity), I say so in my comment.1

My tracing (covering lines 20–41), with supplements incorporated into the
lacunae, is reproduced on the next page (Figure 7).

I have made my tracings from the facsimile published by the British
Museum (London, 1897); but whenever I have been in doubt I have examined
the papyrus itself in London.2 I make the following obvservations:

(a) Col. 18 K. is made up of separate fragments which are not positioned
quite accurately on the facsimile: in lines 20–42 the left-hand part is set, in
relation to the right-hand part, c. 1 mm. too high and c. 1.5 mm. too far to the

<B. was working on this paper in 1974–5, as appears from some dated schedae. It was com-
municated to H. G. T. Maehler, who acknowledges his use of it in the first volume of his
commentary (1982, p. 179).>

1 Whenever I speak of the writer’s ‘tightest’ writing, I disregard the exceptionally crowded
writing at the end of some of the longer lines; since all the lacunae in our passage occur early in
the line, these end-of-line instances are irrelevant.

2 In the British Library (formerly, and still <no longer> in the buildings of, the British
Museum), inventory no. 733 <= P. Lit. Lond. 46>, frame 2 (with cols. 13–22 K.).
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left, so that the gap between them is shown as slightly wider than it really is;3

in my tracing I have put the two parts in what I judge to be the right relative
position.

(b) The plates in the facsimile show slight variations of scale. Mostly they
are slightly reduced (by an average of perhaps 1 per cent); but the plate with
cols. 17 and 18 K. has been slightly enlarged (by about 1 per cent). This means
that writing traced from other plates will be fractionally too small in relation
to writing traced from this, by an average of perhaps 2 per cent;4 in our
lacunae, of c. 25 mm., the discrepancy will amount to c. 0.5 mm. Normally
this is not enough to matter; in marginal cases it needs to be taken into
account, and I have tried to do so.

(c) The facsimile is useless as a representation of the edges of the papyrus:
the background has been painted out, and the painting has everywhere
encroached slightly on the papyrus itself. I have examined all these edges on
the original, and anything I say about them is based on this examination.

First of all I transcribe the lines. I articulate and add or regularize accents
and breathings; I follow the papyrus both in punctuation (it uses only a high
point, which I represent by a colon) and in colometry;5 l give supplements
where they are both certain and already acknowledged as certain (viz. in 25–7
and 29–35), but otherwise leave the lacunae blank (with figures indicating
the approximate number of letters for which there is space, reckoned at the
column’s average of 3.6 mm. per letter).

The victor’s brother-in-law has arranged for Bacchylides to compose the
ode.

Mν� α� θάνατον Μουα̃ν α' γαλµαCol. 21 S. (=17 K.)
ξ
·
υ
·
ν-ν α� νθρ�ποιιν ε,η

χάρµα τε
·
ὰν α� ρετὰν

µαν+ον �πιχθον�οιιν

Yα† Ν�κα dκατι α' νθειν ξαν-15
θὰ
·
ν
·
 α� ναδηάµενο κεφαλὰν

κ+δο ε.ρ
·
ε�αι Pθάναι

3 In 40, where the facsimile appears to show the two fragments in contact, the protruding
part of the right-hand fragment, with the letter δ, has the upper layer only; the left-hand
fragment here has the underlayer only, and should be moved c. 1.5 mm. to the right so as to
underlie the other.

The left-hand part of the column is on two separate fragments, with lines 20–42 and 43–53;
these two fragments are not accurately related on the facsimile, and need to be adjusted differ-
ently (where they join, the upper one is shown too far to the left in relation to the lower).

4 The effect can be observed on the facsimile itself. A vertical strip of papyrus shown to the
right of col. 18 K. is shown also on the next plate to the left of col. 19 K.; fibres which are 202.5
mm. apart on the first plate are 198 mm. apart on the second (discrepancy c. 2.25 per cent).

5 The colometry is misconceived at (5/6 ~) 15/16 ~ 33/34 (~ 43/44).
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θ"κα Ο�νε�δαι τε δ�ξαν

�ν Πο<ε>ιδα̃νο περικλειτο� α� �θλοι

10–11 ]α ΕT λλαιν ποδ3ν ταχε�αν Yρµάν·Col. 22 S. 20

. . .[ 6–7 ]ροιιν &πι ταδ�ου(=18 K.)
θερµ[ 5–6 ]πν�ων α' ελλαν

&τα [ 5 ]ν
·
 δ� αBτε θατ$ρων �λα�ωι 

φάρε[ 6–7 ]ν �µπ�τνων Hµιλον

τετρ
·
[α�λικτο]ν �πε�25

κάµψ
·

[εν δρ�]µον Ι� θµιον�καν

δ� ν[ιν α� γκ]άρυξαν ε
·
.βο/-

λων [ 6–7 ]ων προφα̃ται·

δ� δ� �[ν Νεµ�]αι Κρον�δα Ζην- παρ’ α� γν-ν

βωµ�[ν· α�  κλει]νά τε Θ$βα30
δ�κτ[ο νιν ε].ρ/χορ�ν

τ� Jργο[ ̂ ικυ�]ν τε κατ’ α4αν

οM τε Π[ελλάν]α
·
ν ν�µονται· α� µφ� τ� Ε1βοι-

αν πολ
·
[υλάϊο]ν

·
· οM θ� #ερὰν

να̃ον
·
 [Α,γιν]αν·35

The following changes were made by the corrector (A3):6 14 µαν�ο�`υ´ον,
23 α�ϊξ�`υτ´ε and θ`ε´ατηρων, 27 ευβο�ι� `υ´, 28 �α�`λ´ων.

The immediate occasion of the ode is a double victory at the Isthmos, in
the τάδιον (c. 200 metres) and the Mππιο (a double δ�αυλο, out and home
twice over, making four stadia in all;7 c. 800 metres).8 The poet describes these
victories at some length; then in 29 he proceeds to a summary account of
earlier victories at Nemea and elsewhere. The summary account is straight-
forward; the problems come in the description of the Isthmian events. But
even here there are one or two details that admit no doubt or are irrelevant to
the main problems; and I will dispose of these, and of one other triviality, at
the outset.

20. ταχε�αν Yρµάν gives a short anceps (long elsewhere) in | e e − e ‘×’ e × ||;
perfectly all right, and no need to change to Yρµὰν ταχε�αν. 9

25. τετρ[α�λικτο]ν (Platt) means ‘such that there are four turns’ (for fλ�ω
cf. Il. 23. 309, to a charioteer in a race, ο4θα γὰρ εB περ� τ�ρµαθ� fλι�µεν).

6 My �ο�`υ´ may mean either ‘ο deleted, υ written above’ or ‘ο altered to υ’.
7 Hesych. <ι 790> Mππιο δρ�µο· τετρατάδιο τι, Paus. 6. 16. 4 δρ�µου δ� ε�ι το+ #ππ�ου

µ"κο µ!ν δ�αυλοι δ/ο, κτλ.; cf. E. El. 825 διοG δια/λου #ππ�ου.
8 I use round figures; more exactly, the lengths are likely to have been c. 192.2 and c. 768.8

metres (O. Broneer, Isthmia, i Appendix I, summarized ib. ii. 63–4).
9 See my account in Hermes 84 (1956), 248–51 <below, chapter 14>, of short anceps in

Bacchylides’ dactylo-epitrites: not uncommon in . . . ‘×’ e (×) |, though normally avoided
elsewhere.
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Applied to the turning-post this would be equivalent to ‘four-times-turned’,
as Pi. O. 3. 33 δωδεκάγναµπτον . . . τ�ρµα δρ�µου | Mππων; applied to the
δρ�µο it is equivalent to ‘in which there are four turns’ and so ‘of four legs’
(the arithmetic is imprecise, for in running four legs one makes not four turns
but three; but the imprecision is natural, and precision would only distract).10

26. κάµψ[εν δρ�]µον (Jebb, in Kenyon)11 might be either (a) when he had
run the turning course or (b) when he had run the last leg of the course;
the difference here is immaterial, and Bacchylides need not have had one in
mind more than the other (though if either predominated, perhaps the
latter). (a) κάµπτειν δρ�µον, to bend one’s running, = ‘run a turning course’,
and τετρα�λικτον �πε� κάµψεν δρ�µον ‘when he had run the turning course of
four legs’. (b) κάµπτειν acquires (presumably first in respect of the two-leg
δ�αυλο) the sense ‘run the final leg (of)’: with the leg as object, A. Ag. 344
κάµψαι δια/λου θάτερον κ3λον πάλιν (= make the return journey from Troy);
with the whole course as object, as it would be here (‘when he had run-the-
final-leg-of the four-turn course’), no instance, but the use is presupposed by
the figurative use, in which one can κάµπτειν not only the τ�λο of life
(E. Hipp. 87, El. 956; τ�λο ‘final stage’ rather than ‘final point’, as the equiva-
lent of the last leg) but life itself (E. Hel. 1666, S. OK 91; run-the-last-leg-of
life = complete its final stage).12

27. ν[ιν α� γκ]άρυξαν (Jebb, in Kenyon): the vox propria for announcing a
victory (Hdt. 6. 103. 2, Th. 5. 50. 4, Ar. Wealth 585, and e.g. Luc. Anach. 36).

28. ε.βο/|λων [∪ −−]ων προφα̃ται: the heralds who announce the victor’s
name are ‘the spokesmen of the judicious ––s’; evidently of the α� γωνοθ�ται

alias α� θλοθ�ται. The only proposals to give this sense are Platt’s [α� εθλάρχ]ων

and [α� γωνάρχ]ων (cf. S. Ai. 572 α� γωνάρχαι; our ]ων would be from -αρχοι, in
any case the likelier form in lyric). In these, [αγωναρχ] is much too long;

10 Another application Antip. Sid. AP 7. 210. 4 (= Gow–Page, HE 603) τετρα�λικτο Sφι, a
snake that forms itself into four coils.

11 κάµ[ψεν Jebb, but in fact κάµψ
·

[εν: of the ψ, the tip of the left arm. In the lacuna, certainly
[ενδρο] not [εδρο]; though I doubt whether the -ν is right (unnecessary before δρ-), and at 15
α' νθειν ξ- I am confident that it is wrong.

12 I now think I was wrong in the explanation of κάµπτειν which I gave on E. Hipp. 87; the
explanation I give above is in effect that of Kannicht (on E. Hel. 1666–9). But Kannicht ought
not to import into his account of the word a notion of spurting (‘den Endspurt laufen’, ‘im
Spurt beenden’) which there was no reason for it to acquire and which it clearly did not acquire:
quite apart from the instances with ‘life’ (in which ‘spurt’ would be absurd), A. Ag. 344 is not
‘wenden und die zweite Teilstrecke zurückspurten’ but merely an elaboration of ‘(they still need
to) get safe home again’, and any implication of acceleration or enhanced exertion would be
irrelevant and ruinous. I have no doubt that Bacchylides’ victor did in fact put on a spurt at
the end of his 800 metres, but Bacchylides neither needed to say this nor said it: Kannicht’s
‘nachdem er den vierfachen Stadienlauf im Spurt beendet hatte’ is not a rendering of
Bacchylides’ Greek.
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[αεθλαρχ] could be accommodated, but with writing rather tighter than the
average. I have sought in vain for an equivalent that might fit the space, and
suppose that Bacchylides did write α� εθλάρχων; but I think it likely that what
stood in the papyrus, written rather loosely, was the trivial corruption
[αθλαρχ]ων.13

[Κορινθ�]ων (Fennell, Drachmann) would fit the space comfortably14

(and is metrically unexceptionable: n. 9 above); but it will not satisfy as sense.
It might be thought to be supported by Pi. N. 2. 20 Κορινθ�ων @π- φωτ3ν |
�ν �λο+ Π�λοπο πτυχα� | 6κτF τεφάνοι &µειχθεν lδη, N. 10. 42 Κλεωνα�ων

πρ- α� νδρ3ν (sc. at Nemea); but (a) both these passages belong to catalogues
of past victories, in which the ethnics serve to define the venue, whereas in
our passage the victories are present ones and their venue already indicated
in 19 and repeated in this very sentence with Ι� θµιον�καν), (b) the laudatory
ε.βο/λων belongs to the α� γωνοθ�ται in virtue not of their nationality but
of their office (as Pi. O. 3. 12 α� τρεκ= Ε� λλανοδ�κα), (c) the construction
of our sentence continues into the next, δ� δ’ �ν Νεµ�αι sc. νικ3ντά νιν

α� γκάρυξαν, and the ellipse there, straightforward if our subject is equally
appropriate to Nemea, becomes very awkward if that subject is specific to the
Isthmos.15

35. The space requires not [αιγ{ε}ιν]αν (Snell, as 12. 6) but [αιγιν]αν (as
9. 55, 13. 78). But in 37 it requires τ<ε>ιχ]ων (as 18. 36 τ<ε>ιχειν).

I come now to the main problem. The misfortunes of the passage began
when Blass adduced an epigram of the first century bc from Thera (Kaibel,
Epigr. Gr. 942 = IG xii. 3. 390 = Moretti, Iscrizioni agonistiche greche 55):

α�  ν�κα π/κταιι δι�  αMµατο· α� λλ�  &τι θερµ-ν

πνε+µα φ�ρων κληρα̃ πα� α� π- πυγµαχ�α

&τα παγκρατ�ου βαρGν � π�νο[ν], α�  µ�α δ� α� F

δ� ∆ωρικλε�δαν ε4δεν α� εθλοφ�ρον.

13 With average writing, [αεθλαρχ] would be c. 1 mm. too long, [αθλαρχ] c. 2 mm. too short.
Either could be accommodated without anomaly; what inclines me to the looser [αθλαρχ] is the
fact that before ]ω there appear to be 0.3 mm. of blank papyrus (in all, 0.6 mm., but the outer
0.3 mm. seems to have lost its surface; as far as I can tell the surface of the inner 0.3 mm. is
intact). I have found eleven measurable instances of χω, and only in one is there clear space
between the letters (3. 11, with 0.6 mm.); in nine the χ actually overlaps the ω. That is, the
spacing of χ]ω in our line will have been unusually loose; I think this more readily compatible
with a loosely written [αθλαρχ] than with a tightly written [αεθλαρχ].

14 Whereas Schwartz’s [δ�κα ψάφ]ων is hopelessly too long (even [δικαψα] would be
improbably tight); so that I need waste no time on expounding its equal hopelessness as sense.

15 Of the specific Ι� θµιον�καν in our sentence, only the general ‘victor’ carries through to the
next: easy enough, when �ν Νεµ�αι is there to keep the ‘Isthmian’ from accompanying it. But we
must not ask too much of �ν Νεµ�αι: if it is required to deny access to Κορινθ�ων as well, the
burden will be more than it can bear.
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The resemblance is noteworthy, with &τι θερµ-ν πνε+µα φ�ρων16 matched by
our θερµ[ὰν. . .]πν�ων α' ελλαν and then with &τα matched by our &τα. Blass
supposed therefore that the two situations were the same, and that it was
said of our victor that he took his position (&τα) for the Mππιο before his
breathing was back to normal after the τάδιον. He made a new sentence
begin with 19:

�ν Ποειδα̃νο περικλειτο� α� �θλοι

20 ε.θG &νδειξ]α ΕT λλαιν ποδ3ν Yρµὰν ταχε�αν,
�κφανε� ο1]ροιιν &πι ταδ�ου·

θερµ[ὰν δ� &τι] πν�ων α' ελλαν

&τα[, βρ�χω]ν δ� α' ϊξε θατ$ρων �λα�ωι

φάρε[� � Mππιο]ν �µπ�τνων Hµιλον.
25 τετρ[α�λικτο]ν �πε�

κάµψ[εν δρ�]µον, Ι� θµιον�καν

δ� ν[ιν α� γκ]άρυξαν ε.βο/-
λων [∪−−]ων προφα̃ται·

That is: ‘In Poseidon’s famous games you showed the Greeks the swift onrush
of your feet forthwith, when you came forth clear at the bounds (i.e. the
finishing-line) of the τάδιον; and still breathing forth a hot gust he took
his stand (sc. at the starting-line), and darted off drenching the robes of
the spectators with oil as he dashed into the throng (sc. of the runners) in the
Mππιο. When he came to the end of the four-turn course, the spokesmen of
the judicious ––s proclaimed him twice an Isthmian victor; . . ..’

Jebb was conscious of some at any rate of the defects of this reconstruction,
and produced a variation on it (still based on the situation suggested by the
epigram):

�ν Ποειδα̃νο περικλειτο� α� �θλοι

20 ε.θG &νδειξ]α ΕT λλαιν ποδ3ν Yρµὰν ταχε�αν,
δε/τερον δ� ο1]ροιιν &πι ταδ�ου

θερµ[ὰν &τι] πν�ων α' ελλαν

&τα[· βρ�χω]ν δ�  αk ιξ�  αBτε θατ$ρων �λα�ωι

φάρε[� � ε1θροο]ν �µπ�τνων Hµιλον,
25 τετρ[α�λικτο]ν �πε�

κάµψ[εν δρ�]µον. Ι� θµιον�καν

δ� ν[ιν α� γκ]άρυξαν ε.βο/-
λων [α� εθλάρχ]ων προφα̃ται·

16 Cf. �κ ν�κα &τι θερµ� in a fragmentary inscription from Thebes, assigned to the second
half of the fourth century bc (Ebert, Epigramme auf Sieger, 47 = IG vii. 2533 <= CEG 786>); the
situation there may be the same.
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He renders this: ‘In Poseidon’s renowned games thou didst show thy rushing
speed to the Greeks at the outset:––then a second time did he take his stand at
the bounds of the course,––still breathing a storm of hot breath,––and again
he darted forward, the olive-oil from his body sprinkling the garments of the
spectators as he rushed into the cheering crowd, after finishing the fourth
round of the course. Twice have the spokesman of the prudent judges
declared him a victor at the Isthmus, . . . .’

There is a good deal that is unsatisfactory in each of these reconstructions,
but I will confine myself for the moment (I will mention other things later) to
four major difficulties which in one way or another are apparent in both alike:

(a) the asyndeton which they suppose, whether after 24 Hµιλον (Blass) or
after 26 δρ�]µον (Jebb) is intolerable;

(b) it is equally intolerable that the two victories should be described
in different persons, second person for the first and third person for the
second;

(c) in 23 A3 has corrected the original αϊξε to αυτε, and the prima facie
likelihood is that A3 is right and that we should read &τα [∪−−]ν δ� αBτε κτλ.;
it is no recommendation of the two reconstructions that they assume the
correction to be either mistaken (Blass) or confused (Jebb);

(d ) both reconstructions are at variance with the punctuation in the
papyrus (which hardly ever omits a point between sentences): a heavy point
where the papyrus has none at the end of 18 (both) and either after 21 ταδ�ου

and 24 Hµιλον (Blass) or after 26 δρ�]µον (Jebb); no heavy point (Blass) where
the papyrus has a point at the end of 20.

There is one approach, and one only, that will avoid these difficulties. 26–8
Ι� θµον�καν δ� νιν α� γκάρυξαν κτλ. must be the apodosis of a sentence whose
protasis contains the description of the victories; this protasis will take the
form of a when-clause beginning at the beginning of 21 and describing first
the victory in the τάδιον (down to 23 &τα) and secondly the victory in the
Mππιο (from 23. . . . .]ν δ� αBτε down to 26 δρ�]µον). Restore the passage thus,
and the difficulties all disappear: no asyndeton; third-person verbs for each
victory (with the second person ]{ of 20 now in the previous sentence); αBτε

in place of α' ϊξε not only possible but necessary; the papyrus’s punctuation
vindicated. What we shall have is this:

ε
·
υk
·
τ
·
[ε γὰρ τ�<ρ>θ]ροιιν &πι ταδ�ου Barrett

θερµ[ὰν α� πο]πνε<�>ων α' ελλαν Platt (< > Barrett)
&τα[, δ�ανε]ν

·
 δ� αBτε θατ$ρων �λα�ωι Barrett

φάρε[� � α� θρ�ο]ν �µπ�τνων Hµιλον Barrett
25 τετρ

·
[α�λικτο]ν �πε� Platt

κάµψ
·

[εν δρ�]µον, Ι� θµιον�καν Jebb
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δ� ν[ιν α� γκ]άρυξαν ε
·
.βο/- Jebb

λων [α� <ε>θλάρχ]ων προφα̃ται· Platt

In the case of each victory, what is described in the protasis is the moment
when the race is over and the result is ready to be announced: ‘when at the
end of the τάδιον he came to a halt, breathing forth a hot gust, and then again
wetted with oil the robes of the spectators as he tumbled into the thronging
crowd after the four-turn course’s final leg, . . .’ Each time, in the protasis, no
statement or indication of the victory (which we are expecting after the
implications of 19–20)––that statement is saved up for the apodosis, where
the distinction of a double victory can be made explicit: ‘. . . twice did the
judicious masters of the games proclaim him Isthmian victor.’

The ‘hot gust’ is now simply the victor’s panting breath at the finish of his
200-metre sprint, and the analogy of the epigram disappears. It was never a
very good analogy, and its disappearance is welcome: boxing and sprinting
are very different exercises and cause very different degrees of exhaustion.
An athlete in training will take very little time to get his breath back after a
200-metre sprint; so negligible an interval between races would be incon-
ceivable in practice and absurd as a poet’s exaggeration.17

Now the detail of my supplements.

21–3. The first victory, in the τάδιον.
21. ε

·
υk
·
τ
·
[ε: three traces from the feet of letters (see Figure 8).18 The first

trace is in position for the foot of an initial upright; its triangular shape is
compatible with its being the sharply-hooked foot of ε. The second trace is at
the right distance from the first for ευ, and its level is suitable: υ in ευ may end
well below ε (14. 1), or slightly above it (5. 196), or anywhere between. The
third trace suits τ, which commonly descends well below the line; the space
between the legs of υτ will be slightly wider than elsewhere, but I do not think
this a difficulty.19

17 Nor would one expect the Mππιο to be the next race after the τάδιον: rather the δ�αυλο?
18 On the facsimile, only a single speck (the bottom of the third trace); everything else

obliterated in the painting-out of the background.
19 The clear space between the traces of υ and τ is 5.0 mm.; but the trace of υ is only of the

tapered tip, and if the tapering was to the left (as often) the space between the full strokes of the
legs need not have been more than 4.8 mm. I have measured this space in 56 instances of υτ, and
the widest I find is 4.6 mm. (13. 183; perhaps also 12. 42, in a Florentine fragment [to judge
from the plate: PSI xii, pl. v]); that is, our instance has 0.2 mm. more space than any other.
I am not troubled by this: I observe (a) that the space in our instance is increased by the
uprightness of the leg of τ (its more usual slight slope would bring it closer to υ, as has happened
at 13. 183 and 12. 42), (b) that the three factors that contribute to the space (the length of the
right arm of υ and of the left arm of τ, and the width of the space between them) can each as
I show them be matched with ease elsewhere, and it is presumably only by chance that they do
not elsewhere occur in combination.
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The sentence is amplifying the brief mention of the Isthmian victories
in 19–20; after εBτ[ε, therefore, γάρ. After this,. . .]ροιιν &πι ταδ�ου will be
‘at the end of the τάδιον’, in which the τάδιον must be understood not as
‘race-track’ but as ‘(race over) a single length of track’: the context requires
this, since the event must be specified in contradistinction to the Mππιο (four
lengths of the same track) specified in 25–6; usage agrees, for elsewhere in
epinician poetry τάδιον seems always to be the race (or track-length20) and
never the track.

I have sought in Buck–Petersen and Kretschmer–Locker for disyllables in
-ρον or -ρο that might fit the space and give or imply the meaning ‘end’, and
have found only three that seemed to merit any consideration: βάθρον, µ�τρον,
and τ�ρθρον. I will examine them in order.

βάθ]ροιιν is an easy fit; but I can see no way to make βάθρα ταδ�ου mean
‘the end of the τάδιον’, whether as race or even as track. I could understand it
only of a stepped or terraced slope for spectators to stand on;21 and to say that

Figure 8

20 Pi. N. 8. 16 δι3ν ταδ�ων = δια/λου.
21 Greek stadia were normally surrounded by banking (natural or artificial) for the

spectators. In the fifth century, all still very simple––seating came only later; but to shape the
banking into rough steps or terraces would be natural at any time. For the Isthmian stadion see
O. Broneer, Isthmia, ii. 46–66: the ‘earlier stadium’ an enlargement (c. 470–460?) of its ‘archaic’
predecessor, has at its inner (north-west) end, 5 or 6 metres behind the starting/finishing line,
‘where the rocky ground rose steeply toward the west, . . . a series of four very irregular
steps’, too narrow for seats, which ‘may also [sc. besides serving as stairs] have accommodated
spectators standing up’; I suppose they may have been continued upwards by an embankment
subsequently removed (when a stoa was built here after the stadion was abandoned).

βάθρον, that on which one βα�νει or β�βηκε, is used especially of steps: E. Ph. 1179 (rung of a
ladder), Hdt. 7. 23. 1 (the spoil from a deep excavation passed upwards by a chain of men
standing �π� βάθρων: evidently a series of ledges cut in the sloping side), and perhaps S. OK
1591. That the steps formed in spectators’ embankments were (or could be) called βάθρα is
indicated by the use of the word βάθρωι in a third-century inscription from Delphi (BCH 23
[1899], 564–9; 247/246?) giving a list of contracts for work on the gymnasion, stadion, and
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the victor came to a halt at (or indeed on) this slope has two defects which
exclude it here: first, any mention of overrunning in the first race would spoil
by anticipation the vivid description of the overrunning in the second race;
second, it would require us to take ταδ�ου as ‘race-track’, and thereby
would leave the second race unspecified.

µ�τ]ροιιν I find doubly unsatisfactory. In the first place I cannot think that
[εγαρµετ] was written in the lacuna: with average writing it would be too long
by c. 1.5 mm., and with looser writing by anything up to 4.5 mm.; certainly at
the writer’s tightest it could be accommodated, with up to 0.75 mm. to spare,
but in ευτ[ and ]ροιιν the writing is noticeably loose, and I think it very
unlikely that in [εγαρµετ] between them it should have been noticeably tight.
In the second place, I cannot persuade myself that µ�τροιιν &πι ταδ�ου is
a possible way of saying ‘at the end of the τάδιον’. µ�τρον, of a delimited
amount or extent of something measurable (or thought of as measurable), is
naturally used in express or implied contrast to amounts or extents outside its
limits,22 and since in contexts of exceeding (or falling short) one may say
indifferently ‘exceed the delimited amount’ or ‘exceed the limit’, it would
not be surprising if µ�τρον came by way of such contexts to acquire the
meaning ‘limit’. But I find only one place where this has evidently happened,
Sol. 27. 17 W. τ=ν δεκάτην (sc. �τ�ων fβδοµάδα) δ� ε, τι τελ�α κατὰ µ�τρον

Mκοιτο, | ο.κ α} ν α' ωρο �Fν µο�ραν &χοι θανάτου;23 and though this might justify

hippodromos in preparation (evidently) for a Pythian festival. The items are of the form ‘so-
and-so [�πρ�ατο understood] such-and-such work for so many staters’, and include 27 τὰν
βάθρωιν τ[ο+ ταδ�]ου το+ Πυθικο+ Μελι�ων for 28 staters and 29–30 τὰν βάθρωιν �ν [τ3]ι
Πυθικ3ι ταδ�ωι Ν�κων π�δα [ . .] for 5 staters; the βάθρωι is not at these prices anything very
major (compare 110 staters for τ]ὰν κάψιν τ[ο+] Πυθικο+ ταδ�ου κα� τ3ν α� λµάτων τὰν κ[άψι]ν
κα� Yµάλιξι[ν, 23–24), and I do not see what it could be but the work of restoring the steps in the
banking after four years’ weathering (LSJ’s ‘stand in the Delphic stadium’ is absurd: the word is
a nomen actionis specifying the work contracted for, like �κκάθαρι κάψι Yµάλιξι πο�ηι
φράξι πα̃ξι of other items).

22 With a partitive genitive, the right amount as opposed to too much, Thgn. 475 µ�τρον γὰρ
&χω µελιηδ�ο ο,νου, 479 K δ� α} ν @περβάλληι π�ιο µ�τρον, or to too little, 876 µ�τρον &χων
οφ�η; with a genitive defining the measured amount, xβη µ�τρον is that delimited period
which is one’s prime, as opposed to immaturity (xβη µ�τρον #κ�θαι, Od. 4. 668 etc.), to old age
(µ�τρ� xβη τελ�αι, Thgn. 1326, though I cannot construe the sentence as a whole), or to both
(xβη µ�τρον &χειν, Hes. WD 438, Thgn. 1119).

23 Not adduced by LSJ under µ�τρον I. 3b ‘limit, goal’. The instances which they do adduce
I find unacceptable:

(a) xβη µ�τρον #κ�θαι, explained as ‘the term [i.e. the point of demarcation] which is
puberty’. No: this will not fit the instances with &χειν and τελ�αι (n. 22 above).

(b) Od. 13. 101 (of ships) Hτ’ α} ν Hρµου µ�τρον Mκωνται, explained as ‘the goal which is the
mooring-place’; i.e. the limit (of their journey) which is the mooring-place. But one expects a
genitive after µ�τρον to indicate in some way what is delimited, and its replacement by a genitive
identifying the limit itself seems to me mere confusion. What I should expect Hρµου µ�τρον to
mean is ‘the right distance for mooring’ (Hρµο ‘mooring’ rather than ‘mooring-place’: so
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‘reach the µ�τρον of the τάδιον’ = complete the τάδιον, it seems to me a good
step further to say ‘come to a halt at the µ�τρον of the τάδιον’, and ‘at the
µ�τρα’ (in the plural) I think a good deal harder still.

τ�ρθ]ροιιν, ‘end’, gives straightforward sense, but again there are difficul-
ties of space: with average writing [εγαρτερθ] it would be too long by c. 2 mm.
(and with looser writing by up to 5 mm.); and though with the writing at
its tightest it could be accommodated with c. 1 mm. to spare, I think the
tightness quite unacceptable between the loosely written ευτ[ and ]ροιιν. But
if the word was written τεθ]ροιιν it will fit perfectly; and the misspelling is
one that we need not hesitate to assume. Not only is the sequence -ερθρ-
obviously vulnerable:24 the word is in fact subject to this very misspelling
elsewhere. Of the four instances of τ�ρθρον and its adjective τ�ρθριο in liter-
ary texts, two appear as τεθρ- in part of the manuscript tradition (in a third it
is the second ρ that has gone, in a corruption of ΤΕΡΘΡ to ^ΤΕΡΕ);25 and

Aeschylus and Herodotos, and I think also the other Homeric instance, Il. 1. 435 = Od. 15. 497
τ=ν δ� ε� Hρµον προ�ρεαν �ρετµο�), a position neither too close in nor too far out. But that
would be possible only with ships moored clear of the shore, and of that there can be no
question here. The harbour (which purports to be a real one, in Ithaka) is so well sheltered
that α' νευ δεµο�ο µ�νουι | ν"ε �/ελµοι, Hτ� α} ν Hρµου µ�τρον Mκωνται: they are not floating free
(else they would drift, however calm the harbour), but have their stern run ashore with the rest
of the ship afloat, as was the normal Homeric practice; ordinarily when this was done they
would be secured against dislodgement by wind and wave by means of stern-cables fastened
ashore and anchors dropped from the bow, but in this sheltered harbour no such precautions
are needed. That must be the situation (as in the harbour of the Cyclopes’ island, Od. 9. 136–9),
and in that situation there can be no question of distance from the shore. It could be that the
phrase has been taken over unthinkingly from a description of mooring clear of the shore, but
I doubt it: mooring clear of the shore will never have been more than an emergency procedure,
and Hρµου µ�τρον #κ�θαι (even without the Hτ� α' ν) has the sound of normal practice. More likely
perhaps the phrase has been coined, even more unthinkingly, on the analogy of xβη µ�τρον
#κ�θαι.

(c) Sol. 13. 52 W. (the poet) #µερτ" οφ�η µ�τρον �πιτάµενο, 16 W. (cited as περ� θεο+)
γνωµουν́η δ� α� φαν! χαλεπ�τατ�ν �τι νο"αι | µ�τρον, K δ= πάντων πε�ρατα µο+νον &χει. Of
course not ‘limit, goal’: I suppose the measured composition, or delimited pattern of behaviour,
that characterizes the poet’s craft or the divine purpose.

24 τ�ρθρον itself would be wholly unfamiliar to a copyist, and Greek has no other words in
-ερθρο-; the copyist would be familiar with words in -εθρο- (notably Sλεθρο, πλ�θρον,
πτολ�εθρον, (-)9�εθρον), and his subconscious would be an easy prey to these (and conceivably
even to τ�θριππον).

25 I cite the texts below. The behaviour of the manuscripts is reported as follows: Emp.
(in Arist. Resp. 473b12), ‘τ�ρθρα LGaHa et corr mo, lacunam M: ceteri τ�θρα, ambiguo V’ Bekker;
Ar., ‘τερθρ�ου RM: τεθρ�ου VAΓ ’ Coulon; Hp., ‘τ- τερε-ν (τ�ρθρον Θ) Iι vulg.’ Littré; h. Hom.,
no corruption recorded by Allen (only a variant form of the line, with δ� Mκοντο κάρηνα for δ!
τ�ρθρον Mκοντο).

I do not bring into the reckoning the three instances in literary fragments cited by
lexicographers (Erotian, Et. magn.): copyists are less likely to misspell a word which is what their
text is about (and which recurs in that text a number of times).
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in Hesychios the derivative τερθρηδ�ν is misspelt, and misalphabeted, as
τεθρηδ�ν.

τ�ρθρον (related presumably to τ�ρµα) is ‘extreme point’, whether ‘end’ or
(of a vertical object) ‘top’; it is defined as τ- &χατον κα� �π� τ�λει (Erotian: see
below) and τ- α' κρον κα� @ψηλ�ν (Hesych.). Of its derivatives, τ�ρθριοι (sc.
κάλωι) are the outermost brailing-ropes, attached to the end (τ�ρθρα) of a
ship’s yard;26 τερθρωτ$ρ is the station of the πρωιρε/ as lookout (at the
forward extremity of the ship), and τερθρηδ�ν the πρωιρε/ himself. 27

τ�ρθρον itself occurs five times in literature: h. Herm. 322 α4ψα δ! τ�ρθρον

Mκοντο θυ�δεο Ο.λ/µποιο (summit); Emp. Vorsokr. 31 B 100. 4 κα� φιν �π�

τοµ�οι πυκινα� τ�τρηνται α' λοξιν | 9ιν3ν &χατα τ�ρθρα διαµπερ� (per-
forations at the ‘extreme [= innermost] ends of the nostrils’,28 forming the
orifices of the air-carrying tubes); Hp. Mul. 2. 125 (on ‘hysterical’ affections
supposed to be due to displacements of the womb) Hταν δ! n πρ- τὰ

@ποχ�νδρια προπ�ωι (sc. α# @τ�ραι), πν�γουιν, �π=ν �νθάδε τ- τ�ρθρον

Iι το+ πάθεο, κα� �πιλαµβάνει &µετο κτλ. (‘le terme de l’affection’ Littré29);
E. fr. 371 and Apollodoros30 PMG 701 cited by Erotian τ 29 τ�ρθρον γὰρ &λεγον

ο# παλαιο� τ- &χατον κα� �π� τ�λει, n κα� Ε.ριπ�δη �ν Ε.ρυθε� ποιε� τ-ν

Η� ρακλ�α λ�γοντα οUτω, “π�µψει δ� � ΑT ιδου ζ3ντα κο. τεθνηκ�τα, | κα� µοι

τ- τ�ρθρον δ"λον ε�πορε/οµαι”·31 κα� Pπολλ�δωρο Y τοG Uµνου γράψα φη�

26 Hesych. <τ 526, 525> τ�ρθρον· . . . τ- α' κρον το+ κ�ρω, and τ�ρθρ<ι>οι· ο# ε� τ- κ�ρα το+
#τ�ου fκατ�ρωθεν δεδεµ�νοι <κάλοι>, �ν οZ τ- α' ρµενον dλκουι; Gal. xix. 145 (Gloss. Hipp.)
τ�ρθρον· κυρ�ω µ!ν οUτω 6νοµάζεται τ- α' κρον τ" κερα�α, κα� τ�ρθριοι ο# κάλοι <ο#> �ντε+θεν
�π� τὰ α' κρα το+ #τ�ου παρ$κοντε. Cf. sch. Ar. Knights 440a ο# &χατοι κάλοι, οw �κφ�ρου
καλο+ιν ο# να+ται. I have repaired two evident omissions: <κάλοι> in Hesych., <ο#> in Gal.

27 Hesych. <τ 527> τερθρωτ$ρ· Hπου Y πρωιρεG προορα̃ι τὰ �ν τ"ι θαλάηι, and <τ 338>
τε<ρ>θρηδ�ν· πρωιρε/. Cf. <τ 522> τερθρε/ειν· τηρε�ν, κοπε�ν, λιπαρε�ν, where I suppose the
sense τηρε�ν, κοπε�ν to derive from ‘act as lookout’; I cannot account for λιπαρε�ν. (Nor can
I trace any semantic connexion between τ�ρθρον and τερθρε/εθαι ‘be disputatious’, τερθρε�α
‘disputatiousness’.)

28 Certainly ‘ends of the nostrils’ and not ‘surface of the skin’: M. Timpanaro Cardini, Parola
del Passato 12 (1957), 250–70, N. B. Booth, JHS 80 (1960), 10–15, G. A. Seeck, Hermes 95 (1967),
41–53; cf. W. K. C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy, ii, 219–24.

29 So just above, of another variety of these affections, 2. 123 Yκ�ταν � τ=ν κεφαλ=ν τραπ3ιν
α# @τ�ραι κα� τ"ιδε λ$γηι Y πνιγµ� (‘se fixe’ Littré): τ"ιδε λ$γηι and �νθάδε τ- τ�ρθρον Iι will
correspond in sense, and the context requires ‘when the trouble/choking settles here’––‘settles
being ‘reaching the end of its movement through the body’. τ�ρθρον here is rightly explained by
Erotian τ 29 as α� ντ� το+ τ- τ�λο, wrongly by Galen (loc. cit. in n. 26) as �ν ,ωι τ3ι τ- α' κρον κα�
α� ν�τατον κα� �πιµελε�α µάλιτα δε�µενον.

30 Whoever he was, who wrote lyric in epic dialect. He is commonly identified with the
Apollodoros said by some to have taught Pindar at Athens (Ambrosian Life, i. 1. 11–15 Dr.,
whence Eust. Proem. Pind. 27, iii. 300. 1–5 Dr.); may be, but the name is a very common one.

31 The end of his journey? Of his life? Of his labours? The sentence is not necessarily
complete. And statement, or question? Conjecture (οZ πορ- Erfurdt, ε� πορ- Bothe; -οµαι
Herwerden) must remain in suspense.
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“τ� τοι"ιδε Oρηι Iλθεν �π� τ�ρθρον θυράων;” α� ντ� το+ �π� τ�λει τ3ν θυρ3ν. The
adjective τ�ρθριο occurs twice: Ar. Knights 440 τοG τερθρ�ου παρ�ει· τ-

πνε+µ� &λαττον γ�γνεται (τερθρ�ου sc. κάλω: see above, with n. 26); S. fr. 333 P.
<= R.> in Et. magn. (under τερθρε�α) “τερθρ�α” µ�ντοι “πνο=” διὰ το+ v C

6πιθ�α· Σοφοκλ" Κηδ(αλ�ωνι).32

A rare word, but I have no qualms about restoring it to Bacchylides: for all
the general simplicity of his adaptation of epic language (I include in this his
compound epithets, which though often novel are formed straightforwardly
from familiar elements), he is willing enough to admit a recherché word from
time to time: e.g. α� ϊ�ν, α' νδηρα, βληχρ�, ε4ρεν, Iρα c. gen., θεληµ�, �ει. I say
‘recherché’: the words as he used them belong evidently to high poetry, but
at the same time some of them were still part of the living language in
some dialects and in some senses. So βληχρ� is common in Hippokratic
Ionic; and α' νδηρα (in Bacchylides of the sea-coast) is used by Hypereides
of raised dikes.33 Of τ�ρθρον it may be said that it has epic precedent, that
like βληχρ� it is known to be Hippokratic Ionic, and that like α' νδηρα it is
still in use in vernacular Attic (at least in its adjective) in a special sense: I
do not think its legitimacy here can be doubted. For the plural used in
place of the singular (τ�ρθρα in Empedokles is a true plural) cf. the precisely
similar use of τ�ρµατα at Pi. P. 9. 114 πρ- τ�ρµαιν . . . α� γ3νο ‘at the end of
the race-track’.

22. α� πο]πν�ων (Platt) is evidently suitable (and fits the space):34 cf. Il. 6.
182 (the chimaira) δειν-ν α� ποπνε�ουα πυρ- µ�νο. But I have corrected
]πν�ων to ]πνε<�>ων: Bacchylides in his dactylo-epitrites ordinarily avoids
short anceps in the position |(×) e ‘×’ . . . at the beginning of a period, even in
dimeters of the form | (×) e ‘×’ e (x) | (see my remarks in Hermes 84 [1956],
250 <below, chapter 14>).

23. &τα: came to a halt; so e.g. Il. 10. 354 Y δ� α' ρ� &τη δο+πον α� κο/α (he
had been running until he heard them: 350).

23–8. The second victory, in the Mππιο. At the end of the final leg the victor
cannot stop in time to avoid the spectators crowding beyond the finish: he
runs on into them, and his oily body smears their clothes as he bumps or
brushes against them. (An unusual incident? Or a regular occurrence which
the poet describes only for the second race, just as he describes the panting

32 I understand neither the alleged equivalence nor the sense intended.
33 Wackernagel’s �ξα/αα at 5. 142, ‘taking out’ the firebrand from the chest, will if right (as

I think it is) be another instance: �ξα/ω is vernacular Attic (Pl. Com. fr. 38 <= 37 K.–A.>) for
taking meat from the poet with an �ξαυτ$ρ = κρεάγρα.

34 Whereas ετι] would (with normal spacing) be too short (and δετι] far too long).
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only for the first?35 No clue in αBτε, which merely marks the transition to a
different race.)

23. δ�ανε]ν δ� αBτε is Jebb’s, considered by him (p. 478) but rejected in
favour of βρ�χω]ν δ� αk ιξ� αBτε.36 It is certainly right, and βρ�χω]ν δ� αk ιξ� αBτε and
Blass’s βρ�χω]ν δ� α' ϊξε are certainly wrong:

(a) one expects that αυτε, as A3’s correction of A’s αϊξε, should be right and
αϊξε wrong: it is not uncommon for A to write nonsense and A3 to correct it,
and there is no reason to suppose anything else to have happened here (ΑΪΞΕ

for ΑΥΤΕ is a not very difficult visual error); 37

(b) αk ιξε/α' ϊξε is no verb for a runner at the end of his 800 metres;38

(c) αBτε is necessary: δ� αBτε makes it clear from the outset, as δ� alone
would not, that this is now another race than that of 21–3; 39

(d ) the runner did not, with the oil on his body, ‘drench’ or ‘soak’
(βρ�χειν)40 the spectators’ clothes, but wetted or moistened them, and that is
δ�ανε]ν;41 compare Aristotle’s distinction between the cognate διερ� and
βεβρεγµ�νο, Gen. corr. 330a16–18 διερ-ν µ�ν �τι τ- &χον α� λλοτρ�αν @γρ�τητα

�πιπολ", βεβρεγµ�νον δ! τ- ε� βάθο.
24. The lacuna will contain an epithet for Hµιλον, presumably with �

(the simple accusative would be unexpected):42 φάρε[� � . . .ο]ν �µπ�τνων

35 If it did happen only at the end of the Mππιο, it was presumably because the crowd was
closer (the runner’s own speed would be lower after the long race). If (as is supposed to have
been normal practice) all races finished at the same end, this could only be random
misbehaviour. Perfectly possible; but I remark that if at these games all races started at the same
end, τάδιον and Mππιο would finish at opposite ends, and crowds and space at the two ends
might be different. (At the inner end, next to the entrance from by the temple, only 5 or 6 metres
clear space beyond the finish; at this end also an elaborate set of starting-gates, of perhaps
c. 470–460 bc. The outer end is destroyed. Cf. Broneer, loc. cit. in n. 21 above.)

36 Of ]ν, parts of the right upright, with ink joining it on the left just above the foot.
37 When (very occasionally) a correction by A3 is mistaken, it offends against metre or dialect

but not against sense (so in this same line θεατ$ρων for θατ$ρων). Anyone who defends αϊξε
must suppose either that A3 for once altered sense to nonsense or that he also altered an original
-ω]ν to -ε]ν.

38 So Jebb himself (478): ‘the word suits a runner darting forward from the starting-point’. It
does occur to him that the result is nonsense: βρ�χων δ� αk ιξε κτλ. ‘he drenched the spectators
[after passing the finishing-line] as he darted forward [from the starting-line]’; in his rendering
the nonsense is obscured by the looseness of the English participle. Blass, concerned only with
the start of the race, produces not nonsense but only absurdity: how does a runner at the start of
a race drench the spectators with oil?

39 Jebb’s βρ�χω]ν δ� αk ιξ’ αBτε does keep the αBτε (though the order would need to be δ� αBτ�
αk ιξε), but at the cost of a contracted αk ιξε which is improbable in lyric (Pi. N. 8. 40 α' ιει is
corrupt).

40 Jebb’s rendering of βρ�χων as ‘sprinkling’ is doubly mistaken, both linguistically (the word
does not mean that) and factually (it is not what happened).

41 From the spectator’s point of view he soiled them; but the censorious µ�ανε]ν (Platt, with
misgivings) is not the word of a poet praising his victor.

42 All I have found is S. OK 942, E. IA 808, with the subjects ζ"λο and &ρω.
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Hµιλον. Not Jebb’s ε1θροο]ν (in any case improbably tight): even if this could
indicate ‘cheering’ (which Jebb believes and I do not), the epithet should not
add a new detail irrelevant to the incident but should either be conventional
or give some quality of the Hµιλο conducive to the collisions. My α� θρ�ο]ν
does give such a quality: close-packed spectators (unlike scattered ones) have
little chance of dodging when a man comes suddenly among them at a run.

I move back now to the preceding lines, 11–20. The ode has been composed

Mν� α� θάνατον Μουα̃ν α' γαλµα

ξυν-ν α� νθρ�ποιιν ε,η

χάρµα, τεὰν α� ρετὰν

µαν+ον �πιχθον�οιιν,
15 H*ον αB* Ν�κα dκατι

α' νθει{ν} ξανθὰν α� ναδηάµενο κεφαλὰν

κ+δο ε.ρε�αι Pθάναι

θ"κα Ο�νε�δαι τε δ�ξαν,
�ν Πο<ε>ιδα̃νο περικλειτο� α� �θλοι

20 α� ν�κ� α' µφαν]α ΕT λλαιν ποδ3ν ταχε�αν Yρµάν.

I have no doubt whatever that 19–20 are to be restored (as I have restored
them above) as a clause subordinate to what goes before them. I have little
doubt about the detail of the restoration: the subordination will evidently be
by ‘when’,43 and for ‘when’ (with εBτε disqualified by its presence in the next
line) the obvious word is α� ν�κα; after this, α' µφαν]α is the right word for
‘displayed’ (Il. 20. 411 ποδ3ν α� ρετ=ν α� ναφα�νων), and ανικαµφαν] fits the
lacuna exactly.44

There is a theoretical alternative of restoring 19–20 as an independent
sentence, on the lines of . . . δ�ξαν. | �ν Ποειδα̃νο περικλειτο� α� �θλοι |
[πα̃ιν α' µφαν]α ΕT λλαιν ποδ3ν ταχε�αν Yρµάν· | εBτε γάρ κτλ.;45 but this will
never do. That the papyrus has no punctuation after δ�ξαν tells strongly

43 Not ‘where’ (Kenyon &νθα): with this, ‘you have by winning brought glory to Athens’ is
qualified in 19 by ‘at the Isthmia’ and this in its turn by 20 ‘where you showed your speed’:
hopelessly disjointed. With ‘when’ the whole of 19–20 forms a single unit qualifying ‘you have
brought glory’, and qualifying it the more closely in that ‘when you showed’ is tantamount to a
modal ‘by showing’. I say ‘a single unit’, for I have no doubt that 19 ‘at the Isthmia’ is felt as
belonging within the when-clause, construing after the ‘when’ but thrust in front of it because
the importance of the venue is what gives the victory its distinction. (No one should object that
Bacchylides never postpones a conjunction ‘by four words’, for �ν Ποειδα̃νο περικλειτο�
α� �θλοι is the equivalent of a single word: the same postponement as Pi. P. 4. 122 α> ν περ� ψυχὰν
�πε� γάθηεν, 188 � δ�  Ι� αολκ-ν �πε� κτλ.)

44 Blass’s &νδειξ]α is not the right word; Kenyon’s προ/φαν]α (I correct his -φην-) is far too
long, as much with his own &νθα as with α� ν�κ�.

45 [πα̃ιν α' µφαν]α would be too long for the lacuna, and one would need to find an alterna-
tive; I have thought it a waste of time to seek one.
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against it;46 but what clinches the matter is the second person ]α,47 which
will cohere with the second persons of 11–18 (13 τεάν, 18 θ"κα)48 and
not with the third persons of 21–35 (23 &τα[, 23 δ�ανε]ν, 26 κάµψ[εν, 27
ν[ιν, 31 [νιν]).49 The change of person between 20 and 21 must coincide with a
major break in the sense; with 19–20 subordinate, the break is where it should
be. With 19–20 independent, the major break would be between 18 and 19,
with 19–20 serving to introduce the detailed account which follows and
thrown thereby into close connexion with it; a change of person across that
connexion is inconceivable. If Bacchylides had intended such a structure, he
would without question have written not ]α but ]εν.

I come finally to 15, where before Ν�κα the papyrus has Yα in place of
− ∪ −. The accepted remedy is Yά<κι>; and if 15–18 were a general state-
ment of all the victor’s successes, ending at 18 and succeeded in 19–35 by a
detailed catalogue, Yάκι would embrace all the victories in that catalogue
(ten, at the least) and would be well in place. But if the statement of 15–18
extends, as it must, to 20, it will be concerned only with the Isthmian victories
of 19–20 (which will be the immediate occasion of the ode); and those victor-
ies, two in number, are inadequate for Yάκι. Yά<κι> therefore is wrong,50

and Yα must be emended to something compatible with this narrower
scope. What we need is not the frequency of the glory but its greatness,
i.e. Hον . . . κ+δο; and the metre then gives us Hον αB (Richards, CR 12
[1898], 76), ‘what great glory once again you have brought about for Athens’
(‘once again’ because there have been other victories, and their glory,
before):51 the κ+δο is that of the Isthmian victories alone, and all is well.52

Nor is that all: Hον αB has other merits. In the first place, Hον . . . κ+δο:
the hyperbaton binds the long clause firmly together, to its great advantage;
and what would otherwise be two idle verbal devices acquire a purpose––the
periphrastic κ+δο . . . θ"κα to provide the noun the hyperbaton requires,
and δ�ξαν synonymous with κ+δο to extend the hyperbaton, and its binding

46 Anyone determined to point heavily after δ�ξαν might I suppose explain the absence of
punctuation in the papyrus by alleging that the punctuator mistook the indicative -{ for a
participle -α-.

47 Other interpretations of ]{ are out of the question.
48 They were preceded, presumably, by a vocative addressed to the victor.
49 No word is complete, but none is in any doubt.
50 To make it possible one would need to make 19–20 independent, against the papyrus

punctuation, and to that end to alter ]α to ]εν; the price is far too high.
51 Richards himself did not understand what his conjecture would mean: ‘αB’, he says ineptly,

‘would be explained by 27.’
52 I do not know how the corruption happened (via οον with suprascript αυ, or via a

lipographic οονικα, or as a simple one-stage blunder), nor do I greatly care: it is possible
enough in one way or another, and if a conjecture is certain in itself, nice questions of
palaeographical probability become irrelevant.
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effect, to the clause’s very end. In the second place, αB: with this we are freed
from what would otherwise be a difficulty at the transition in 29 to the list of
earlier victories. With 15–20 concerned with the Isthmian victories alone, one
would expect after the detail of the Isthmian victories (in 21–8) a fresh start in
29 for the list of earlier victories, as for a new topic not previously suggested;
instead the poet links that list to the Isthmian victories in one unbroken
sequence, with the construction continued across the link (29 δ� δ� �ν Νεµ�αι

sc. νικ3ντά νιν α� γκάρυξαν). This close linking might indeed have seemed
an argument for Yά<κι>, with 15–18 a preliminary statement of all the
victories present and past; but now with Hον αB the αB takes over, and by
implying at the outset that there were earlier victories too enables the poet to
move over from the present victories to earlier ones with no sharp transition,
as to something already foreshadowed.
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Bacchylides, Ode 13

This article had its origin in my dissatisfaction with a number of commonly
accepted supplements in the ode, and was at first intended to be brief and
selective; uires acquisiuit eundo, and it is now long and comprehensive. I have
based it on two things: first, an attempt (primarily with the aid of Kenyon’s
facsimile) to relate every supplement exactly to the available space; second,
an examination of the papyrus itself in London.1 This second exercise has
given me more than I had expected: in seven places I can now correct state-
ments made about the smaller vestiges, and I have found nine such vestiges
that no one before me had observed at all.

Since the article is now comprehensive, I have thought it best to print first
the whole text of the ode (arranged, for convenience of metrical comparison,
with a complete triad on each page) and then a continuous commentary.
This commentary is deliberately limited in scope: it is directed solely at the
restoration of the text, and discusses other questions only in so far as they are
relevant to this end.

TEXT

I give below an account of the conventions I follow in printing my text.
But I will account here for an innovation in the use of prosodic symbols: I
indicate the value (single or double) of mute-and-liquid not by separating the
letters (π´ λ) when they are double-value but by linking them (π�λ) when they
are single-value. Economy and reason point the same way: the exceptional
should be marked, the normal left unmarked.

<Dated to 1975 by the note on line 167. At one point B. implies that the paper is being published
‘in a papyrological journal’; I presume he had ZPE in mind. He communicated the paper to
Herwig Maehler, who acknowledges his use of it in the first volume of his commentary (1982,
p. 258).>

1 In the British Library, inventory no. 733 <= P. Lit. Lond. 46>, frame 3. I have been greatly
helped by the use of an admirable binocular microscope which the Library has recently
acquired, and which is far superior to the predecessor which Snell in 1936 described as
‘ausgezeichnet’.
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In Attic, where single value is normal, print single-value πλ and double-value
π´ λ; in choral lyric, where double value is normal, print double-value πλ and
single-value π �λ. My text contains nine indications of single value; it would
have needed twenty-two indications of double value.2

In my text, I have thought it proper in a papyrological publication to adopt
two practices which I should deprecate in a text intended for reading: I follow
the colometry of the papyrus,3 thereby breaking up Bacchylides’ periods into
artificial cola (though I mitigate the effect, as is customary, by indenting
all cola that are not the first of their period); and I indicate all divergences
from the letters of the papyrus,4 by <α> (inserted), {α} (deleted), and α with
subscript asterisk (substituted for another letter).

In the margin I indicate:
(a) all lection signs, and all corrections, in the papyrus (I do not distinguish

between hands); letters added or substituted by the corrector I put above the
line, whether in the papyrus they are above the line or in the text;

(b) the authorship of supplements and corrections (except for those
made by Kenyon in the editio princeps; my silence therefore means ‘Kenyon’);
‘Palmer, Jebb’ are jointly or independently responsible for a supplement;
‘Palmer/Jebb’ are responsible respectively for the first and second supplement
(or part of a supplement) in a line; ‘/Jebb’ is responsible for the second
supplement in a line (the first being Kenyon’s); ‘*Jebb’ is responsible for a
correction.

METRE

I give below, on the left, an analysis of the metre in Maas’s notation (in str. 3,
my D̄̄ = −−− ∪∪ −), arranged according to the colometry of the papyrus
but with braces joining cola which form part of the same period; | marks
consistent word-end (diaeresis), || consistent word-end which is demonstrably

2 It is also free of an inconsistency which I find unwelcome. Dialects which pronounced
mute and liquid as double-value presumably pronounced them thus whatever the quantity of
the preceding vowel. If therefore in such a dialect one prints single-value πατρ�, δ! πλ�ον, and
double-value πατ´ρ�, δ! π´ λ�ον, it will be inconsistent to print µατρ� and δ= πλ�ον with the
consonants unseparated; yet to print µατ´ρ� and δ= π´ λ�ον would be wasteful and inelegant. If
however one prints single-value πατ�ρ�, δ! π�λ�ον, and double value πατρ�, δ! πλ�ον, then µατρ�
and δ= πλ�ον will be accurate without more ado. (In Attic poetry the corresponding result will
be achieved by double-value πατ´ρ�, single-value πατρ�; µατρ� again will be accurate without
more ado.)

3 Except in the two places (84/5, 159/60) where it conflates two cola.
4 If the papyrus has µ`π´ατρο, I treat neither µατρ� nor πατρ� as a divergence.
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period-end (followed by the numbers of the lines which provide the demon-
stration). I give also, below, a table showing the quantities of the
ancipitia in every instance (except before ||), arranged according to their
position in relation to the diaereses. In the headings, ‘|’ except in the final
column includes ||; ‘?’ means ‘of ambiguous quantity. In the table, * means
‘excluding a supplement proposed or defended in this article’.

In 1956 (Hermes 84, 248–51 <below, chapter 14>) I examined the
incidence of short anceps in Bacchylides’ dactylo-epitrites, and found that
the odes fall into two categories, which I will call ‘free’ and ‘strict’: free, ode 13
and the epode of ode 3 (the strophe is not dactylo-epitrite); strict, all other
odes.5

In the strict odes, short anceps is almost wholly confined to the position . . .
‘×’ e (×) | (where the diaeresis is normally, and perhaps always, period-end);
in other positions, four instances at most and perhaps even fewer. In the free
odes, short anceps is both much commoner (in proportion) and positioned
much more freely.

Table E

|‘×’. . . Medial . . .‘×’e(×)| . . .‘×’|
−?∪ −?∪ −?∪ −?∪

Str. 1 �×D . . . . . . . . 10 – – . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
×e×|| 101, 200 . . . . . . . . . . 4 – 6 . . . . .

3 �D̄̄×| . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 1 6*
e×e×|| 103, 115 . . . . . . . . . . 7 – 3 . . . . .

5 ×D×|| 104 8 – – . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
6 ⎧e×e . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 – – . . . . . . . . . .

⎨×D . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 – – . . . . . . . . . .
⎩×e×|| 185 . . . . . . . . . . 5 – 4 . . . . .

9 D×|| 153 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
10 D×| . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 1 3*
11 �D . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

×e×e×|| . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 – –* 9 – 2 . . . . .
Ep. 1 ×D×e| . . . . . . . . 4 – –* . . . . . *2 – 2 . . . . .
2 �×D . . . . . . . . *5 – – . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

∪e×| . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . *– – 4* *5 – –
4 �e×D . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 1 – . . . . . . . . . .

×e×e 95, 128 . . . . . *5 – – *4 1 – . . . . .
6 �×D× . . . . . . . . *4 1 – *2 – 3 . . . . . . . . . .

e×e×e|| 64, 97 . . . . . 2 – 3* 4 1 1 . . . . .
8 �D× . . . . . . . . . . . . . *4 – 1 . . . . . . . . . .

e×e×|| . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5−1 . . . . .

5 Odes represented only by tatters can be so classified only provisionally.
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I can best set out the facts in tabular form;6 by ‘2(–) in c. 160’ I mean that
there are c. 160 instances of anceps in this position and that two of them at
most are short (the ‘at most’ as explained in the relevant footnote).

I think it evident that when Bacchylides in this ode allows long and short
anceps to correspond with such unusual freedom, we should set no embargo
on supplements which introduce further instances of the licence. I analyse the
situation thus:

(a) . . . ‘×’ e (×): freedom apparently complete.11

(b) Medial anceps: moderate freedom, with a tendency for short instances
to correspond;12 of the eight places in my analysis with medial anceps, the
seven preserved shorts are concentrated in three. In the other five places, 7
ancipitia preserved (none short), 19 lost: I should expect a strong preponder-
ance of long among the 19, but if other considerations in any instance point
to a supplement involving a short I should admit it without hesitation.13

(c) Initial anceps: in this ode, no short instance preserved (out of 32); but
the five instances in ode 3 are guarantee enough that short initial anceps is as

strict odes ode 3 ode 13
Initial: || ‘×’ . . . 2(–)7 in c. 160 5 in 7 0 in 27
Initial or medial:8 | ‘×’ . . . 0 in c. 90 –– 0 in 5
Medial9 2(–)10 in c. 310 3 in 31 7(+7) in 52(+8)
. . . ‘×’e(×) | 42 in c. 350 3 in 30 23 in 65

6 Minor discrepancies between my figures here and in my Hermes article are due in part to
the accession of new papyri since 1956, in part to an occasional change of mind about details of
the text.

7 Apparently certain, 27. 44 || φgλα[ι] (a paragraphos above the line); but the ode is not
certainly strict. Assailable, 15. 45 || θε̆οι δ’: I said in 1956 (loc. cit., 250 n. 2) that short anceps
‘could have been, or could be, avoided by || θε �ο�ιν δ�, and Snell (1961) put θεο�<ιν> δ�  in his text
(I should myself have put it only in the apparatus; and I add that I have since found it to be the
property not of me but of Housman, cited by Platt in CR 12 (1898), 134).

8 Initial if diaeresis is period-end, medial if it is not.
9 I normally exclude from my reckoning instances of . . . ‘×’ |, in which the diaeresis could

be period-end. But in 13 str. 3 I believe it not to be period-end (see my note on 81–2), and
I therefore include the instances there as (+7) in (+8).

In the other two places in my analysis of 13 where I give . . . ‘×’ |, the diaeresis is likely to
be period-end: pretty certainly at ep. 3 (a period ep. 2–5 would be unacceptably long), very
probably at str. 10 (see below, n. 16).

10 Certain, 8. 12. Possible, 7. 1 θ/γατερ Χρο̆νου τε κα� Νυκτ�: could be medial, but will be . . .
‘×’ e (×) | if one supposes period-end after κα�.

11 The freedom will work both ways: in ep. 3, where the four preserved instances are all short,
we need not hesitate to supply a long. I shall in fact supply a short at 159 but a long at 60.

12 The tendency is a commonplace: it is found with . . . ‘∪’ e (×) in the strict odes; it is found
also in Pindar’s dactylo-epitrites. <Above, chapter 8.>

13 In my two supplements among these 19 I have a long at 161 and a short at 186 ο̆ναα]ρ
·
; this

Sναα]ρ
·
 seems inevitable, and the short anceps should cast no doubt upon it whatever.
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legitimate as short medial.14 Once again, I should expect a strong preponder-
ance of long among the 17 lost ancipitia, but should not hesitate to admit a
short in a supplement that I thought probable for other reasons.15

COMMENTARY

Col. 28 S. lines 1–7

Lost.

Col. 29 S. = 23 K.: lines 8–43

Exiguous remains of the ends of five lines, on papyrus projecting to the
left from that containing col. 30 S. (24 K.): from the top of the column, ends
of 9, 10, and 12, on papyrus integral with that of col. 30; from the foot, ends of
40 and 42, on papyrus published by Kenyon as a separate fragment (fr. 30 K.)
but now joined to the papyrus of col. 30 (the join is certain: edges and fibres
tally exactly).

9. Of κ
·
, the extreme tip of the leg; of λ

·
 the right leg (up to the junction)

and vestiges from each end of the underside of the left leg (meeting the leg
of κ at the edge of the papyrus). Κλει� can be in no doubt: a Muse near
the beginning of an ode 3. 3 Κλεο�, 4. 8 and 5. 13 Ο.ραν�α, 12. 2 Κλειο�, 16. 3
Ο.ραν�α nom. (as well as Muses in the plural, e.g. 1. 1–3). Kleio recurs in our
ode at 228.

10. Six traces survive (A–F on Figure 9; DEF not previously reported).
To the right of F, no ink, and the surface apparently intact: that is, we
have the end of the line, and from the situation in the corresponding
lines it is very probable that this is also the end of a word.16 I suppose that

14 Compare also the instances in other odes discussed in n. **. <There seems to be no such
note.>

15 At 162 (ep. 6) I supply a long anceps; at 158 (ep. 2), where I suppose the papyrus to have
had πνε]οντε, I am confident that this will have been a miswriting for πνειοντε (as 10. 22
]πνε<ι>ων, in a strict ode). <Cf. above, p. 227> But at 157 (ep. 1) I think short anceps no obstacle
to my preferring χαλ�φ]ρονε to the orthographically anomalous α� α�φ]ρονε; and at 58 (also ep.
1) I do not think that the quantity of the anceps should lead one to reject the claims of τ�θεν
against �κ το+. That these last two instances are in responsion makes it all the easier to supply a
short in both.

I observe that the short initial ancipitia of ode 3 (in responsion with one another) and of 27.
44 form in each case the first syllable of a stanza; so of course do the initial ancipitia of 13 ep. 1.

16 Of the thirteen corresponding lines (str. 10) we know that twelve had diaeresis at the end;
the thirteenth (22) is lost. There is no hiatus anywhere to give proof of period-end: a strong
sense-pause in four stanzas (76, 110, 154, 220) makes it probable but is not conclusive (cf. 5 str.
1: in ten instances, a strong sense-pause at 41 and 96, but no word-end at 16).
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at this point we are still in the personal part of the ode, concerned with
the victor or his victory; if so, the word must be compatible with such a
context.

DE will be from a horizontal: D (rubbed) suits its beginning, E (1.2 mm.)
its upper edge. If from a letter, then τ, but the downward slope would be
unusual; the line would end ´

··
ρτι, and of this I can make nothing at all.17

Therefore not a letter but a makron; in which a downward slope is not
uncommon. Of the 84 makra in the epinikia, 81 are on α and 60 on final
syllables, viz. 44 -α-ι (the long-vowel diphthong), 6 -α-ν, 6 -α-, 3 -α-,18 1 -ωι;19 I
do not doubt that our makron was written over α in a final syllable. F (a tiny
speck, 0.2 mm.) is not part of the makron (I find none longer than 3.7 mm.),
and will be either from ι (α-ι) or from a point (α-·). As a reading, α-· is perhaps
the easier, since nowhere else in -α-ι does the ι rise above the line of the upper
edge of the makron; but the anomaly is very slight,20 and I think the very
common final -α-ι much likelier than the uncommon final -α-.

Before α-ι, C is either β or ρ. Its height in relation to the other letters might
make β the easier, but I can do nothing with ´

··
βα-ι;21 I think therefore an

unusually high ρ, with B before it from τ (τρ correctly spaced, and A in the

Figure 9

17 -ρτι might give δάµαρτι, �γερτ�, α' τερ τι-, @π!ρ τι-, @περτι-, but none of these could have
been written: B is incompatible with α and with Snell’s ε (indeed the only vowel which is
convincingly possible is ω); the acute accent (A) is incompatible with all but δάµαρτι (on άτερτι
it would need to be farther to the left).

18 Or 2 -α- (1. 49 ]αγορα-, 2. 1 φηµα-)? At 2. 14, Πανθειδα-ι with the final ι deleted: was the
makron written before or after the deletion?

19 In the dithyrambs (a different roll) the same preponderance of α-, but the distribution is
different.

20 It results from the combination of three factors which individually are easy to parallel:
makron low (presumably) over α; downward slope of makron; ι higher than α. Closest to our
instance is 3. 66 λοξι]α-ι (beginning of line); replace the ι there by the high line-end ι of e.g. 3. 79
οψεαι, 11. 57 λιπουαι, 11. 115 τυχα-ι, and the parallel would be exact (or more than exact). Cf.
also 10. 24 φα-ρε[, 15. 43 αγορα-ν.

21 Only fκατ�µβα-ι, in which µ (with B as its right apex) would be unusually close to β; and
the word seems very unlikely in the personal part of the ode. πολυφ�ρβα-ι (cf. Hes. Th. 912) is
likely neither in the context nor as a reading: B ill suited to ρ, and too close to β; the accent too
far to the left for �ρβ.
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right place for an acute on the vowel before τ).22 If .́τρα-ι, I find two words that
might be in place in the personal part of the ode:23 µ�τρα-ι, the victor’s head-
band (196 below; Pi. O. 9. 84, I. 5. 62 λάµβαν� ο# τ�φανον, φ�ρε δ� ε1µαλλον

µ�τραν), and πάτρα-ι, either ‘country’ or ‘clan, family’. Pindar has πάτρα

six times of the victor’s country and five times of his clan; two of the six
instances, and all the five, are in odes for men of Aigina, and at I. 6. 63 he says
of Pytheas (the same Pytheas as our victor) and his brother τὰν Ψαλυχιαδα̃ν

. . . πάτραν Χαρ�των | α' ρδοντι καλλ�ται δρ�ωι.
40. ]. (not previously reported) is a minute speck of ink c. 1.3 mm. clear of

ι and c. 0.6 mm above its foot.

Col. 30 S. = 24 K.: lines 44–78

The column is split between two fragments, upper and lower, which are not
accurately related on the facsimile (or on the papyrus itself as mounted); the
lower one should be c. 1.8 mm. farther to the left, and slightly higher.

Supplements printed by Snell and Maehler on the left agree (if I make no
comment below) with the margin given by the complete lines at the head and
foot of the column.

44–57. The latter part of a speech by a spectator of Herakles’ struggle with
the Nemeian lion; it is delivered during the struggle (which is described in the
present tense), and foretells first of all Herakles’ suppression of other threats
to civilized existence (the end of this in 44–5) and finally (54–7) the future
contests in the pankration at the Nemeian games.24

22 I can offer some analogy for the height of ρ in τρα-: (a) 0.9 mm. above τ: in c. 60 instances of
τρ I find 12 with ρ higher by 0.5 mm. or more; 0.9 mm. is matched at 3. 92 τρ[εφει, nearly
matched (0.7 mm.) at 13. 196 µιτραιιν; (b) 0.1 mm. above the makron: in 16 instances of ρα- the
nearest is 15. 43, 0.2 mm. below the upper edge of the makron; but if the upper edge of our
sloping makron be produced to the left, the ρ will come 0.1 mm. below its line; and I add that
the makron is likely (see n. 20) to have been lower than usual above the α.

As well as τρ, γρ would be possible, but I think not υρ: in c. 50 instances of υρ I find only four
with ρ rising more than 0.3 mm. above the right arm of υ, and none with it rising more than
0.5 mm. (3. 2, 5. 184).

For the position of the accent, cf. άτ at 5. 129, 7. 3, 13. 51, �τ at 5. 76, 140.
23 And others that might not: π�τρα-ι, 9$τρα-ι, φαρ�τρα-ι, φράτρα-ι, and the compounds

6βριµοπάτρα-ι, χαλκεοµ�τρα-ι. With γ, α' γρα-ι; with υ (but I think it impossible) e.g. κο/ρα-ι,
α� ρο/ρα-ι.

24 Who is speaking, and to whom? We can presumably rule out the possibility of human
spectators; the normal candidates, both of whom have good reason to be present, are Athena
(Jebb) and the nymph Nemea (Blass and Wilamowitz, more probably). I have considered Zeus,
who as παν�πτη has no need to be physically present and who has a strong personal interest
both in his son and in his own cult-seat; but if he calls Herakles Περε�δα he will be denying his
own paternity, and––more important––it would accord ill with his omniscience that he should
base his forecast of Herakles’ future successes on a mere rational inference (οMαν κτλ.) from his
present prowess. I suppose the rational inference to be most appropriate to Nemea.
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46. Not an ‘eager exclamation’ (Jebb), but the causal use of exclamatory
οZο, as e.g. Od. 18. 73 I τάχα Ιk ρο Jϊρο �π�πατον κακ-ν dξει, | οMην �κ

9αχ�ων Y γ�ρων �πιγουν�δα φα�νει, Il. 8. 450. A comma therefore after 45
κρα�νων.

53. Of ]µ
·
, a tiny vestige (not previously reported) in position for the right-

hand edge of the second apex.
58. In ∪

⎯⎯
− παρ]ὰ βωµ-ν κτλ. Blass’s παρ]ά admits no doubt. The two

syllables before it, in rather less than the space of five average letters, will need
to make it clear that the speech has ended and to effect a transition from the
mythical past to the present; and Wilamowitz’s �κ το+ does both.25 But it
involves one serious difficulty: it will naturally mean ‘from that time
onwards’, as if the games were founded forthwith; yet the speaker, with ποτε,
has spoken of them as belonging to the indefinite future, and an immediate
founding is evidently out of the question. 26

In early epic and lyric �κ το+ and �ξ ο] are almost always purely temporal,
and indicate that a course of action or state of affairs supervenes immediately
on, and proceeds continuously from, the occasion specified:27 ‘continuously
from that time’ (�κ το+, �ξ ο]) or ‘continuously from the time when’ (�ξ ο]).
With present or perfect, or negatived aorist, it is ‘ever since that time’, or ‘ever
since the time when’, continuously from then until now: e.g. Il. 8. 295 �ξ ο] δ=
προτ�  Ι' λιον Lάµεθ�  α.το/, | �κ το+ δ= τ�ξοιι δεδεγµ�νο α' νδρα �να�ρω, Od. 1.
212 �κ το+ δ�  ο1τ�  Ο� δυ"α �γFν ,δον ο1τ� �µ! κε�νο.28 (Similarly with past or

25 R. Führer, Formproblem-Untersuchungen zu den Reden in der frühgriechischen Lyrik, 41,
compares the demonstratives of Od. 19. 413 τ3ν dνεκ�  Iλθ � Ο� δυε/ and Pi. O. 6. 17 τ- κα� | α� νδρ�
κ�µου δεπ�ται πάρετι ̂ υρακο�ωι.

26 Mythographically, an immediate founding by Herakles would be perfectly possible (Kall.
fr. 59. 6, with Pfeiffer’s note; references to scholia etc. there and on fr. 54), nor would it matter
much that Bacchylides elsewhere ascribes the founding to the Seven on their way to Thebes
(9. 11 πρ�τιτον . . . α' θληαν, immediately after a mention of Herakles and the lion), for a poet
is not bound to be consistent from ode to ode. My case against an immediate founding is based
wholly on the prophecy with its ποτε, but I find the basis secure enough. (I have asked myself
whether one might consider for the lost beginning something like ‘I celebrate a victory in the
Nemeian games, which Herakles founded after killing the Nemeian lion. He had a hard struggle
with the lion, and as he struggled Nemea was moved to prophesy’ etc. I have asked myself, and
I have answered no: either a foundation-legend or a prophecy, but hardly both; and if both, then
certainly not in this unconnected form––one would expect a ring-type reversion from prophecy
to founding.)

27 I am not concerned here with the time-reckoning instances (in which of course �κ το+ and
�ξ ο] are purely temporal), ‘it is now the twentieth year since . . .’ and the like: Il. 1. 493, 24. 31,
776, Od. 2. 90, 19. 233, 24. 310.

28 I list the instances (pr. = present, pf. = perfect, n. = negatived aorist): Il. 8. 295 pr., 9. 106 pr.,
13. 779 pr., 24. 638 n., Od. 1. 74 pr., 212 n., 2. 27 n., 8. 540 n., 11. 168 n. + pf., 14. 378 pf., 16. 142
n. + pr., 17. 103 pf., 19. 596 pf., 23. 18 n., Hes. Th. 556 pr., Pi. O. 2. 38 pr., 6. 71 pr. (and Sim. 103.
1 D. <= epigr. 45 Page> n., but not genuine). At Od. 18. 181 α� γλα(ην γὰρ �µο� γε θεο� . . . | Qλεαν,
�ξ ο] κε�νο &βη κτλ. the �ξ ο] clause is used after the aorist as after the ‘I have no α� γλα(η’ which
it implies; I suppose the use may be the same at Sem. 7. 117.
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future verbs it is ‘thenceforth’ or ‘from the time when’, continuously from
then until a time which may be either specified or left unspecified.29) What we
need here is a looser ‘that was the origin of what happens now at Nemea,
namely . . .’; and although �κ το+ and �ξ ο] are once or twice used in this
looser way, I cannot think it likely that �κ το+ should be so used in a sentence
where it would readily bear the normal temporal meaning (at h. Ap. 272 �ξ

ο] ν+ν ΠυθF κικλ$κεται, ‘that was the origin of the present name Pytho’,
the temporal meaning is excluded by ν+ν).30 I look therefore for another
demonstrative or relative expression that could bear the looser meaning: α� φ�

ο] might do so,31 but is too short; Bruhn’s &νθεν is too long; all I find of the
right length is τ�θεν, and I suppose this to be the likeliest supplement.32 I
think it no objection that it involves an initial short anceps: see my prefatory
remarks on the metre.

29 Past, Il. 1. 6, h. Ap. 343, Hes. Th. 562, Pi. O. 9. 76; future, Il. 15. 69, 601.
30 There are two other instances of the looser use: h. Dem. 440 �κ το+ ο# πρ�πολο κα� 6πάων

&πλετ� α' ναα (that was the origin of her function as Persephone’s πρ�πολο), Od. 21. 303 �ξ ο]
Κεντα/ροιι κα� α� νδράι νε�κο �τ/χθη (that was the origin of the feud); in each case the normal
temporal meaning is excluded by the tense (in h. Dem. I suppose the aorist &πλετο to be
tantamount to a present ‘is’, as in 24 of its 45 occurrences in the Iliad and Odyssey; but it could
be tantamount, I think, only to a here-and-now present and not to the continuous present of
‘from then until now’).

I add that in three passages that I have classified under the normal use a looser use has
sometimes been supposed: Od. 1. 24 �κ το+ δ= Ο� δυ"α Ποειδάων . . . | ο1 τι κατακτε�νει, πλάζει
δ� α� π- πατρ�δο α,η (ever since he blinded the Cyclops, or in consequence of his having done
so); Hes. Th. 556 �κ το+ δ� α� θανάτοιιν �π� χθον� φ+λ� α� νθρ�πων | κα�ου� 6τ�α λευκά (ever since
Prometheus tricked Zeus into taking the bones, or in consequence of his having done so);
ib. 562 �κ το/του δlπειτα δ�λου µεµνηµ�νο α�ε� | ο.κ �δ�δου κτλ. (from then onwards, or in
consequence of that). In none of them do I see any reason to suppose the sense to be other than
temporal (at Th. 562 cf. the purely temporal �κ το/του δlπειτα of h. Ap. 343). At Th. 556 a good
many people behave as if an α,τιον called for ‘in consequence’; but in fact it calls rather for ‘ever
since that time’. An Englishman may perhaps be allowed to cite the aetiological formulae of
Kipling’s Just So Stories: e.g. ‘and from that day to this every rhinoceros has great folds in his skin
and a very bad temper, all on account of the cake-crumbs inside’; ‘and from that day to this, Best
Beloved, three proper Men out of five will always throw things at a Cat whenever they meet him,
and all proper Dogs will chase him up a tree.’

31 Cf. 9. 21–4 κε�νων α� π� ε.δ�ξων α� γ�νων | �ν Νεµ�αι κλεινο� βροτ3ν | ο� τριετε� τεφάνωι
ξανθὰν �ρ�ψωνται κ�µαν. Bacchylides has just described the first Nemeian games held by the
Seven for Archemoros; κε�νων must necessarily refer back to this, and the sense will therefore be
‘as the consequence of those glorious games [viz. those held by the Seven], glory at Nemea
comes to those men who . . .’. (With α� π�, no need for ‘ever since’; nor did anyone suppose the
games to have been biennial ever since their legendary foundation.)

32 τ�θεν (not common in any author) is used once by Bacchylides, 5. 197, as ‘in consequence
of this’ (sc. of their praise in poetry). In an aetiological passage, Ap. Rh. 4. 990 ∆ρεπάνη τ�θεν
�κλ$ϊται | ο1νοµα Φαι$κων #ερ= τροφ�: that (sc. the presence of Kronos’ δρ�πανον) is the origin
of the name Drepane. With Hθεν, cf. Kall. Hy. 3. 197 Hθεν µετ�πειτα Κ/δωνε | ν/µφην µ!ν
∆�κτυναν, Sρο δ! . . . | ∆ικτα�ον καλ�ουιν, 203 Hθεν µ�γα χ�ατο µ/ρτωι.
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59–63. Supplements are in general straightforward: in φ
·

[ε]ρ
·
[ε]κ

·
υδεο, φ

·is a very long tail, ρ
·
 a long tail, κ

·
 the upper edge of the tip of the arm, with the

spacing right for φ
·

[ε]ρ
·
[ε]κ

·
; for its noun, ν�κα] is the right word and fits

the space;33 χρυ�]αν (Richards, CR 12 [1898], 76) fits the space34 and is very
suitable (χρ/εο of anything precious or highly esteemed, e.g. 10. 40 �λπ�δι

χρυ�αι, Pi. P. 3. 73 @γ�ειαν . . . χρυ�αν); α�|[3νι] is inescapable.
There can be no doubt about the construction: the flowers of victory (i.e.

the victors’ garlands) nurture glory for αν[. . . . .]ι·ιν. Blass’s α� ν|[θρ�πο]ι
·
ιν

fits the space, and I think it certain: some case of ‘men’ (α' νθρωποι, βροτο�,
α' νδρε) is common in general statements in Bacchylides and Pindar; in
general statements about victors cf. 9. 22 κλεινο� βροτ3ν | ο� τριετε� τεφάνωι

ξανθὰν �ρ�ψωνται κ�µαν, Pi. O. 3. 10 Π�α . . . τα̃ α' πο | θε�µοροι ν�οντ� �π�

α� νθρ�που α� οιδα�, | |ιτινι κτλ.35

Housman in 1898 proposed α� ν|[δεθε]�
·
ιν (CR 12. 72 = Classical Papers,

450), saying ‘α' νθεα is the subject of τρ�φει’; this had its vogue (Jebb,
Wilamowitz), but it is in fact much too short, and Snell therefore replaced it
by α� ν|[τεφθε]�

·
ιν, saying ‘α' νθεα est subi.’36 But this in its turn is much too

long, and I do not think that any participle with this sense could be found
to fit.37 Nor if one could be found should I wish to supply it. In the first place,
there is no need for such a participle: that the flowers are the flowers of
victory makes it evident that αν[. . . . .]ι·ιν are the victors, and there is no need

33 Ν�κα (Merkelbach, ZPE 12 [1973], 91) is too short; nor would word-order (or for that
matter sense) allow φερεκυδ�ο to construe with ∆ι�.

34 Jebb’s α� γλα]άν is much too short.
35 �π� α� νθρ�που, i.e. to the victors (the word is picked up and explained by |ιτινι κτλ). The

scholiast understood it aright (17i, 19c), the moderns mostly misunderstand it (supposing the
α' νθρωποι to be ‘mankind’ as audience; the opposition of god and man should have warned
them that they were wrong).

36 In full he says (he has just referred to Wilamowitz, Pindaros, 173 n. 1) ‘α' νθεα est
subi.: “flores alunt famam victoribus” Wil. 1.1.’; this is not quite accurate as an account of
Wilamowitz’s interpretation (see below n. 40).

37 α� ν|[τεφε]�
·
ιν would fit; but we cannot suppose a pair τεφη-/τεφθη- on the analogy of

γραφη-/γραφθη-, 9ιφη-/9ιφθη-, κρυφη-/κρυφθη-. If a verb has ε in its present stem, the vowel
of an -η- aorist is normally zero-grade: thus (with ρα or αρ < sonant r) (τρ�φω) τραφη-, (δ�ρω)
δαρη-, and (with λα or αλ < sonant l) (πλ�κω) πλακη-, (τ�λλω) ταλη-; but zero-grade *τφη- is
impossible, and τ�φω therefore can have no -η- aorist. Certainly there are a few -η- aorists with
an ε taken over from the present, but in all of them (apart from one or two very late instances,
presumably pseudo-archaisms) zero grade would have been possible, and I think it likely that
they are secondary modifications (to conform with the present) of original zero-grade forms: so
evidently (πλ�κω) πλεκη- Timotheos, doubling πλακη-; and so I should guess (τ�ροµαι) τερη-
Homer, (θ�ροµαι) θερη- Homer, (τ�ροµαι) τερη- Euripides, (ξυλλ�γω) ξυλλεγη- Aristophanes
and Attic.

I add that an aorist τεφη- would be welcome at Alkm. PMGF19, where the active participle
�πιτεφο�αι is unintelligible and a passive participle �πιτεφε�αι (Kaibel on Ath. 111a) would
make sense; but I think a solution must be sought in some other way.
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for the word to define them further as ‘men who are garlanded’. In the second
place, I think the participle not merely otiose but unsuitable: if a phrase
begins ν�κα φερεκυδ�ο α� ντεφθε�ιν one expects the word on which the
genitive will depend to construe after α� ντεφθε�ιν, ‘garlanded with (the
flowers) of glorious victory’; the natural case for these flowers would be
dative, but if I heard ν�κα φερεκυδ�ο α� ντεφθε�ιν α' νθεα I should assume not
that α' νθεα did not after all construe after α� ντεφθε�ιν but that the poet had
used an accusative in place of the normal dative.38 And thereupon there are
two difficulties: first, the abnormality of the accusative;39 second, the fact
that as subject of τρ�φει we shall now have to supply a nominative α' νθεα from
the accusative α' νθεα, and I cannot think this tolerable.40 I have no doubt
therefore that a participle is impossible, and that what Bacchylides wrote was
α� νθρ�ποιιν.

The main purpose of the sentence is to characterize Nemeian victories as
distinguished. Then πα/ροι βροτ3ν, in apposition to α� νθρ�ποιιν, adds the
new point that there are only a few who achieve this distinction; in delivery
there will be a pause before the new point, and a comma therefore should be
printed after τρ�φει.41

67–76. I have found no satisfactory restoration of the sentence as a whole;
but I have things to say about some of the details.

38 So (reading αν|[δεθε]�
·
ιν) Jebb and, apparently, Wilamowitz; see below, n. 40.

39 To account for it one would have to say, I suppose, that after a participle in the dative plural
the poet felt an accusative more intelligible than another dative plural; and that he might
have been encouraged by the analogy of double accusatives after verbs of dressing. One could
not adduce the accusative of 91–3 τεφανωάµεναι φοινικ�ων | α� νθ�ων δ�νακ� τ� �πιχωρ�αν
α' θυριν, for α' θυριν is internal accusative: they do not garland themselves with an α' θυρι, their
garlanding themselves is an α' θυρι making use (as is the local custom) of purple flowers and
reeds.

40 Jebb and Wilamowitz, both reading α� ν|[δεθε]�
·
ιν, have otherwise the same text as mine

except for the first two syllables of 58. Jebb (p. 484), ignoring Housman’s ‘α' νθεα is the subject’,
assumes without question the construction ‘for men who have been crowned with the flowers of
victory’, says ‘there is no evident subject for τρ�φει’, is unwilling ‘to supply the nom. α' νθεα from
the accus.’, and so reads K ν+ν at the beginning of 58. Wilamowitz (Pindaros, 173, n. 1), reading
�κ το+ (or &νθεν) at the beginning of 58, says ‘die Konstruktion hat Jebb nicht richtig gefasst’ and
then renders ‘denen, welchen die Blumen am Zeusaltar in den Haarschopf gesteckt sind, nähren
sie für ihr ganzes Leben den goldenen Ruhm; aber deren sind immer nur wenige’; that is,
presumably, he construes α' νθεα after α� νδεθε�ιν and then supplies α' νθεα again as subject. Both
were right in assuming that if one read a participle α' νθεα would have to construe after it. Faced
then with the alternatives of finding another subject than α' νθεα or supplying α' νθεα as subject
from the accusative, one chose one and the other the other; but both alternatives are impossible,
and the only solution is to abandon the participle which alone entails them.

41 This is not a consequence of supplying α� ν[θρ�πο]ι
·
ιν: the same apposition, and the same

pause, would be there even with a participle. I add that the presence of βροτ3ν in an apposition
to α� νθρ�ποιιν seems to me to raise no difficulty when α� νθρ�ποιιν and the apposition are
separated by seventeen syllables and a pause.
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70. ανθ]ε[ων is represented only by part of the cap of ε; but space, sense,
and metre leave no possible doubt.

72. Of ]ε
·
, a minute speck of ink (not previously reported) in place for the

tip of the cross-stroke.
73–4. I have no doubt that A and B (see Figure 10) are to be identified as

ω[: two vestiges (0.5 and 0.8 mm., with 1.0 mm. between) from the underside
of a stroke, with a light upward curve at the outer ends that excludes ζ or ξ;
not two letters, since each vestige has the sharp continuous edge of the side of
a stroke, and the space between them is not enough for them to belong to two
separate horizontals.

In 74 there can be no doubt that Bacchylides wrote κ�µων πατρ�ιαν; there
can equally be no doubt that this was not written in the papyrus (at any
rate by the first hand; what correction there may have been we cannot tell).
Certainly κ�µαν (an easy error for κ�µων with πατρ�ιαν following): the
traces CDEF are spaced correctly for µαν, and E has the slope appropriate
to α. Between ν and π a rather wide space (of c. 2.8 mm.), but such spaces do
occur now and then between words42 (at * in e.g. 3. 91 φερει*κοµον, 10. 11
αθανατον*µουαν, and in this very column 47 ωµηται*λεοντι; all at least as
wide as ours, and the last actually 3.6 mm.); under π a rather blurred mark
(G) which is much too far to the right for the left leg of π, and whatever it
is (it may not be ink at all) is clearly not part of the writing. At the end, no
room for πατρ[ωια]ν but only for πατρ[ωα]ν: the same error 90 θρωκου’,
166 θνακοντε.

If κ�µων, there can hardly be doubt that in 73 ]οων is the end of an
adjective qualifying it. We have ]α.[. . . .]οων, where.[ is the top 0.6 mm. of

Figure 10

42 Doubtless they are inadvertent: I suppose they happen when the copyist pauses to look
back to his exemplar (which he will do most naturally at the end of a word).
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an initial upright joined on the right by ink which belongs not to the cap
of ε or  but to the loop of β or ρ: on the edge of the papyrus, a vestige of the
inner edge of the lower part of the loop. Clearly α� βρο- would be in place:
α� βρ� of a victor’s κ+δο Pi. I. 1. 50, of his τ�φανο I. 8. 66; a victor’s α� βρ�τα

P. 8. 89. But Blass’s α� β[ροπν]�ων will never do: no room for [ροπν], which
would not need only the lacuna but the space of the following ο as well; and
α� βρὰ πν�ουιν ο# κ3µοι is incredible.43 What is in question is of course the
vocal utterance of the κ3µοι, their song (Pi. P. 8. 70 κ�µωι . . . α� δυµελε�, N. 3.
5 µελιγαρ/ων . . . κ�µων); that is, α� β[ροθρ]�ων, in which the [ροθρ] fits the
lacuna exactly.

Before ]α the papyrus is preserved, over the whole height of the writing, for
1.8 mm. to the left of the toe of α; the surface appears to have been lost from
the area stippled in my drawing, but elsewhere to be intact. This rather wide
space does not exclude any of the likeliest final letters: it is equalled or
exceeded at * in e.g. 10. 21 πνεων*αελλαν, 44 και*αµφι, 13. 78 διναντο*αιγιν� ;
what it does make unlikely is Jebb’s θ� ]. In the only instance of θ�α in the
papyrus, at 16. 17, the space between θ and α is 0.8 mm.; in mid-word the
protruding cross-stroke of θ may actually overlap the α, and the greatest clear
space I find is 1.2 mm. at 13. 63. 44

76. παµµαχǵαν the papyrus, as accusative:45 i.e. παµµαχ�αν α' να φα�νων.46

Accentuation of course is only interpretation, and we may disregard it at
will; nevertheless I suppose this to be right against Jebb’s παµµαχια̃ν

α� ναφα�νων (in which I like neither the plural nor the genitive). α� ναφα�νων

certainly is suitable (Il. 20. 411, and I restore α' µφαν]α at Bacch. 10. 20
<above, p. 229>); but so is φα�νων (9. 31).

43 And the single-value πν (with the nasal) would be unwelcome: see my remarks on the
suggestion τ[�κνωι at 227 below.

44 The loss of surface in my stippled area deprives me of a further argument: that in θ� α I
should expect the apostrophe both to have been written and (with so much papyrus preserved)
to be visible.

45 Not the -χ�α-ν reported by Snell, but a -χ�
-
αν which the writer will have meant as -χǵαν;

this -ǵαν also 4. 1, 14, 10. 41, 11. 94, 13. 93, 18. 4, 37. The arc of the writer’s breve when combined
with acute is often very shallow, and sometimes is so flattened that it ceases to be an arc at
all and becomes a straight line (3. 46, 5. 22, 70, 13. 57, 19. 1, 2) or indeed becomes convex
(19. 3); there are other instances where the curvature is so slight that one sees it only if one looks
for it.

46 Despite Wackernagel’s defence (Kl. Schr. 1195–6) I have not followed the grammarians’
rule that α� νά and διά when they follow their noun are not subject to anastrophe: when we are
told that there is no anastrophe διὰ τ=ν πρ- τ-ν ∆�α . . . υν�µπτωιν and Mνα µ= ηµα�νηι τ-ν
α' νακτα . . . \ τ- 9"µα “α� λλ� α' να” (Hdn. i. 480 L.; cf. sch. Il. 5. 824) I suppose this to be not a
foolish explanation of a genuine linguistic phenomenon but a genuine explanation of a foolish
orthographic convention (a convention which in any case was not universally accepted: sch. Il.
loc. cit.).
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Col. 31 S. (25 K.): lines 79–114

<I have here suppressed a paragraph in which B. described a tracing he had
made showing the relative positions of the fragments of this column more
accurately than the published facsimile. The tracing is missing.>

81–2. I am confident that these two cola, the third and the fourth of the
strophe, form a single period: in the eight stanzas where their juncture is
preserved, (a) the anceps at the end of the third colon is short47 except in a
proper name at 102, and this apparently conscious affectation of short
anceps would be very unlikely in an indifferent syllable at period-end, (b)
the two cola are commonly closely linked in sense. The junctures are 48/9
�φ�ηι | χε�ρα, 69/70 πανθαλ�ων τεφάνοιιν | [α� νθ]�[ων], 102/3 ε.ειδ�ο τ�

Ε� ριβο�α | πα�δ� @π�ρθυµον, 114/15 [πολ/πυργο]ν | Ι� λ�ου θαητ-ν α' τυ, 135/6
µ�µνο[ντ� ] �ν κλι�αιιν | εMνεκ[ε]ν ξανθα̃ γυναικ�, 147/8 Λυκ�ων τε | Λοξ�α

α' ναξ Pπ�λλων, 180/1 κατὰ γα̃ν [τε] | κα� πολ/πλαγκτον θ[άλααν, 200/1
α�νε�τω οφ-ν α' νδρα | Gν δ�και: only at 135/6 and 200/1 is a pause in delivery
even possible, and even there it is in no way necessary and could only be slight.

In view of this situation in the other stanzas, I suppose (a) that the final
syllable of 81 is very probably short, (b) that it is likely on the whole to be
followed by no pause at all or by only the slightest of pauses.

The two supplements needed are at the end of 81 (a dative plural to
complete �ν πάντειν [ ∪ −∪) and at the end of 82.

In 81, Kenyon suggested [α� �θλοι and Blass [α� γ3ιν; and a word meaning
‘games’ is evidently suitable.48 I find α� γ3ιν the better word (‘games’ in the
sense of ‘games-meetings’: Olympia, Pythia, Nemeia, Isthmia, and so on;
α� �θλοι rather of athletic events: running, boxing, wrestling, and so on); and
my desire for a short final syllable will be met with α� γ3ιν shorn of its final ν

to become α� γ3ι.
My desire for no pause at the end of 81 will be met if we put a comma after

τιµάν and construe �ν πάντειν [α� γ3ι in the participial clause. I see no

47 At 48 I assume the papyrus to be right with �φ�ηι (as against �φ�ηιν), but my assumption
is a matter of faith rather than reason, for the papyrus is not to be trusted over paragogic ν at
colon-end (always written if the colon is blunt or if the next colon begins with a vowel; if the
colon is pendant and the next colon begins with a consonant, it is written or omitted quite
haphazardly, and omitted wrongly at 5. 115, 11. 43). At 114 [πολ/πυργο]ν is not of course a
certain supplement; but the word is in any case an epithet of α' τυ, and its final syllable therefore
is almost bound to be short.

48 Blass proposed α� γ3ιν ‘um die Schlachten wie die von Salamis einbeziehen zu können’
(Rh. Mus. 53 [1898], 295 with 285–6); I do not believe this for a moment. Certainly not Salamis,
which has not yet been fought (it is spoken of as recent in Pi. I. 5. 48–50, for another of
Lampon’s sons and demonstrably at least three years later than our ode); but whatever battles
one supposes, who in this athletic context would understand α� γ3νε to mean anything but
‘games’? Yet wrong reasons for a proposal do nothing to invalidate the proposal itself, if there are
other genuine arguments in its favour; and so here.
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objection to this and indeed some advantage: the τιµά first unqualified, τιµά

in all respects and of every kind; then in the participial clause the poet selects
the agonistic eminence with which he is immediately concerned.

The πυρ�, the beacon that is seen afar, is an image for glory or for the
things that spread it: Pindar kindles a πυρ- Uµνων for his victor (I. 4. 43);
the κλ�ο of the Olympic games τηλ�θεν δ�δορκε (O. 1. 94); the garlands won
by Hieron are τηλαυγε� (P. 2. 6); the glory of the Aiakidai is a τηλαυγ!

φ�γγο (N. 3. 64). What Zeus φα�νει like a πυρ� is therefore ‘glory’ or the
like; and if we supplied the object of φα�νων at the end of 82 it would not be
Kenyon’s α� λκάν. But with τιµάν already in the sentence we have no need for
a further ‘glory’ in 82, and indeed could not endure it: the object of φα�νων

is τιµάν itself, and at the end of 82 we need something adverbial or quasi-
adverbial to qualify the ‘making it shine’. Blass’s τ"λε adds nothing to the
πυρ�, and I find it feeble;49 Jebb’s παντα̃ι is much better in itself, but hardly
in the same clause as πάντειν five words before.

To either of these I prefer α�ε�; to α�ε� I should myself prefer λαµπράν,50 but
with average writing λαµπράν would be slightly too long for the lacuna, and it
may well be that Bacchylides would have preferred the simpler α�ε�.51

83. τ� γε -ν
·
 [κλ�ο α�]νε� Kenyon, Snell; far too short. At the end, α�]νε�

(unquestioned, apparently, since the editio princeps) is an unlikely word in
itself, and should evidently be @µ]νε�. But even with @µ]νε� there is too much
space for κλ�ο; and I find no suitable disyllabic neuter of the right length but
κράτο (θ�νο is of the right length, but hardly suitable). The preceding
sentence, given α� γ3ι in 81, has been concerned with the athletic victories of
the men of Aigina that give distinction to their country and (what is here
indistinguishable from the country) its eponymous heroine. The new sen-
tence of 84, added in asyndeton, ought to be enlarging on the same theme; it
will not be inappropriate therefore that the girls should sing of Aigina’s
κράτο.

49 Metrically also it offends my ear; and I observe that of the five instances in Bacchylides of a
disyllable ending in a short open vowel at a pendant period-end, four certainly and probably the
fifth cohere closely with the preceding word: 5. 117 ε.πο�ητον αT ρµα, 11. 12 θε�τιµον α' τυ, 13. 68
Λάµπωνο υ#�, 115 θαητ-ν α' τυ, 3. 43 ]ν α' τυ. This may of course be fortuitous. But my
suggestion is not fanciful: I have observed (and intend to publish my findings in detail <above,
chapter 8>) that in Pindar short open syllables at period-end are rare, and in dactylo-epitrites
very rare indeed, in endings other than . . . − ∪‘−’||; Bacchylides behaves differently, and admits
them not infrequently in . . . − ∪ −‘−’||, but it would be perfectly possible that he should subject
their use to certain restrictions.

50 Not λαµπρ�ν, which I see was suggested by E. Piccolomini in 1898 (Rendic. R. Accad. Linc.
7. 165; it is at least metrical, which is more than one can say of all his suggestions).

51 I can just accommodate λαµπραν by using exemplars which are compact without being
crowded (ελλαι 10. 20, λαµπ 13. 226, ραν 13. 85); it would involve no actual anomaly, but for all
that I think it rather unlikely that it was written.
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84–5. The papyrus has (as corrected) καιτιυφαυχηκο[. . . . . . . .]ρα-ν: the
two cola run together on to a single line and with a good part of the second
colon omitted: eight syllables to be supplied, and room for no more than
eight average letters in the lacuna. The omission will have come within the
lacuna, and not at the end of 85: the lacuna is too wide for κο[ρα |. . . . . .]ραν

<∪∪ − ∪∪ −> and too narrow for κο[ρα | −− ∪∪]ραν <∪∪ −>.
86. 

·
[: ink from the bottom angle; its shape would be consistent also with

the first foot of ν, but its position (its lowest point 1.3 mm. above the foot of
ε) is consistent only with .

87. The grave accent on the ε of απενθη is by correction from an acute.
88. φοιν]ι

·
κ
·
�ων: of ι, the extreme top (c. 0.1 mm.); then three vestiges in the

right positions (in relation both to one another and to the adjacent letters)
for κ, viz. the top 0.3 mm. of the upright, the extreme 0.3 mm. of the arm (the
trace suggesting a slanting stroke), and the extreme 0.2 mm. of the leg.

94. Evidently τ[ε�ν with a neuter noun in -ο]; and for the noun the
context points the way. The poet is here beginning the praise of Aigina’s
descendants, and will forthwith give the names and relationships of all the
persons (save Zeus and Aigina) whom I list below:

Zeus = Aigina
|

Aiakos = Endais
|

Telamon = Eriboia
|

Peleus
|

Achilles

With Aigina’s descendants thus in view he will begin in a way which indicates
that they are her descendants; therefore τ[ε-ν λ�χο], the union with Zeus
from which all of them are sprung. I say ‘indicates’: the indication is by
implication and not by statement; but no more than implication is needed––
the audience in Aigina has known from childhood that it was Aiakos who was
conceived in Aigina’s bed.

λ�χο] appears never so far to have been proposed, though two other
proposals do seek to indicate Aigina’s maternity:52 τ�κο] ‘your child’,
Housman;53 γ�νο] ‘your issue’ (in all generations), Edmonds. I have no

52 Others, less percipient, ignore the context altogether: κράτο] Blass (in any case too long),
κλ�ο] Jebb.

53 His first suggestion, made in ignorance of the ] (which Kenyon did not report), was τ[ε-ν
γάµον] with an alternative of τ[ε-ν γ�νον] (CR 12 [1898], 72–3 = Classical Papers 450; γ�νον also
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doubt that λ�χο is to be preferred:54 it alone takes us back to the beginning of
it all, and alone alludes to Zeus as ancestor of the Aiakidai (an ancestry that
was matter evidently for local pride).55 And the alternatives suffer each from a
further disadvantage: τ�κο, that it anticipates what is surely the first mention
of Aiakos in 99; γ�νο, that it might as readily (and I think more readily) mean
‘your ancestry’ (Od. 19. 162).

97–8. These two lines, naming Peleus and Telamon as sons of Endais
and Aiakos, are each divided between the upper and lower fragments of the
column. On the papyrus as mounted, and similarly on the facsimile, the
lower fragment is set 3.1 mm. too far to the right in relation to the upper;56

lacunae between letters contained in different fragments are consequently
wider or narrower, by 3.1 mm., than they there appear. My Figure 11 shows
the remains of the two lines with the fragments properly adjusted.

Figure 11

Thomas, ib. 79). When he became aware of the ] he might have been expected to change to
τ[ε-ν λ�χο] with an alternative of τ[ε-ν τ�κο]; instead he proposed only τ[ε-ν τ�κο] (ib. 140 =
464).

54 Space is no criterion: any of the three would fit.
55 Once again, an allusion will do: no need in Aigina to name the partner of her bed. Though

normally the poets are more explicit: so, in other odes for men of Aigina, 9. 55 Α,γιναν,
µεγ[�τ]ου | [Ζην]- [α>  πλαθε�α λ]�χει τ�κεν xρω κτλ., Pi. N. 5. 7–8 (only Zeus), 7. 86 λ�γοντι
γὰρ Α�ακ�ν νιν (sc. Zeus) @π- µατροδ�κοι γονα� φυτε+αι, 8. 6 the ∆ι- Α�γ�να τε λ�κτρον from
which Aiakos was born, I. 8. 21–2 (the subject is Zeus) ! δ� � να̃ον Ο�νοπ�αν �νεγκFν κοιµα̃το,
δ�ον &νθα τ�κε | Α�ακ�ν, Pai. 6. 134 ff. (including 140 λεχ�ων �π�  α� µβρ�των).

56 The alignment of the margin, and the space needed for the necessary µ
·
[ω]ν

·
 in 98, indicate

a displacement of c. 3 mm. Allow for this, and a speck of ink on the lower fragment comes into
position for the toe of the α of ]ν

·
α[ in the upper fragment; from this the displacement can be

measured as an exact 3.1 mm.
Since the papyrus is mounted on a backing of cardboard, it is impossible to verify the

matching of the vertical fibres on the verso; but such indications of these fibres as appear on
the recto are consistent with my placing.

In the preceding column, which is divided between the same two fragments, I estimate the
displacement as c. 1.8 mm. The two figures are not incompatible: the lower fragment is in bad
condition between the columns, and may easily have stretched.
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97. α� το
·
[. . .]´·[ . . ].νετι[: ο

·
[, no alternative but the unmetrical ω; ] ´

·
[, a speck

from the top of a letter with an acute accent above; ]. (on damaged surface
obscured by dark incrustation), what appears to be ink consistent with an
upper arc, easily ο, possibly υ (right arm) or ε, certainly no other vowel.

No doubt about &τι[κτε(ν) Πηλ�α (Jebb, with -εν, but presumably rather
-ε);57 before it an epithet, evidently with τ�[ν. This epithet will scan −−− or
−∪−, will begin with a vowel, and will have a long vowel in its final syllable;
and it will have to be fitted into . .]´·[ . . ].ν, in which the accent (given the long
vowel in the final syllable) will be on the second syllable. I find one word (and
am confident that there is no other) that fits the metre and space and traces:58

�]�
·
[θε]ο

·
ν. The contraction of final -εον is not uncommon in Bacchylides:

seven instances (including ��θεον itself at 156 below); contraction of θεο- also
at 5. 30 θε� and in θεο- compounds at 10. 41, 11. 12, 11. 60 (and perhaps 8.
28).59

The adjective is a conventional epic one, applied in Homer (always in the
formula ��θεο φ�) to men of great distinction (Priam, Menelaos, Aias,
Patroklos) and of no great distinction (Ereuthalion, Sokos). But it may be
thought especially appropriate here to Peleus (who is α� ντ�θεο in Pindar, fr.
172. 2): Peleus who married Thetis and had the gods attend his wedding;

57 The choice is not between short and long anceps as such, but between short and long
anceps as the last syllable of a word in this position. For . . . ‘×’− ∪ − in Bacchylides’ dactylo-
epitrites I give the following figures in Hermes 84 (1956), 251–3 <below, chapter 14> (excluding
dimeters, which are a special case and do not affect the issue): long ancipitia 127, word-end 9
(= 1 in 14); short ancipitia 27, word-end 6 (= 1 in 4.5). Given word-end in this position we may
admit long anceps as readily as short if the sense requires it; if nothing is at issue but metre, the
greater relative frequency of word-end after short anceps may suggest that we opt for short. It
may also be argued that Bacchylides would not use paragogic ν to lengthen an anceps that might
just as well be short: he uses it (in other positions) to lengthen ancipitia at 1. 153, 5. 115, 11. 43,
fr. 4. 41, but all of them need to be long (in 5. 115 and 11. 43 the papyrus omits the ν, but at
colon-end: see above, n. 47).

Two of the five lines in responsion with this have word-end in the same position: in 64 the
anceps is long, in 156 it is short.

58 The speck from the first ο (beneath the accent), measuring 0.2 × 0.15 mm. (about half the
width of a stroke), has its edges preserved at the top and right, and they form a fairly sharp
angle. This is perfectly possible in ο: the join of the circle comes at the top, and it is common
enough for the two ends not to meet or to meet irregularly; what we have is presumably part of
the end of the left-hand stroke, either not meeting the other or overriding it.

59 Since ]υν is perhaps not impossible as a reading, I had better say that ��θευν would be
a very unlikely spelling: although contracted -εο- is occasionally spelt -ευ- in papyri of
Bacchylides, this -ευ- is not only less common (except in verbal endings) but is never found in
second-declension -εο and -εον. Figures for εο: ευ are these: verbal ending, 2:5; third-declension
genitives, 4:2; compounds, 3:1; second-declension -εο and -εον, 7:0 (I disregard 3. 7, where the
spelling is unknown, and include 5. 53 -ειον and 13. 156 -εων as corruptions of -εον and not of
-ευν). The spelling -ευ or -ευν for second-declension -εο or -εον is very rare in texts of any
author; I find only Kall. Hy. 6. 57 α�  θε/, fr. 731 τ=ν θε/ν, Herodas 4. 62 and 65 α� ργ/ρευν, Leon.
AP 6. 211. 2 (Gow–Page, HE 1960) πορφυρε+ν (but α� ργυρο+ν in the line before).
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Peleus to whom (Il. 24. 534) θεο� δ�αν α� γλαὰ δ3ρα | �κ γενετ"· πάντα γὰρ

�π� α� νθρ�που �κ�κατο | Sλβωι τε πλο/τωι τε.60

98. καιτελα.[ . ].α[ . . ]. .[: no doubt about κα� Τελαµ
·
[3]ν

·
α; after that,

evidently, an epithet. The traces are two tails of letters; configuration and
spacing suit ]ρυ[, and the space before them is right for [κο]. That is,
[κο]ρ

·
υ
·
[τάν,61 proposed by Jebb in ignorance of the traces; the [κρα]τ[α]ι[�ν

printed by Maehler fits neither traces nor space, and is out of the question.
99. At the end, ευ[ by correction from ει[. Of course ε.[να̃ι (Sitzler), not

ε.[να� (Jebb): the singular after the pattern of epic µ�γη φιλ�τητι κα�

ε.ν"ι; I add (following Maehler, Akad.) <= M.’s Bakchylides: Lieder und
Fragmente, published by the Akademie-Verlag in Berlin> that the misreading
of ευναι as the word ειναι is likelier than the misreading of ευναι as the letters
ειναι.

100. υιεααεριµάχ[ the papyrus. At the end, not -µάχ[ου (Kenyon, and
editors generally) but -µάχ[α (Wilamowitz):62 cf. 5. 105 α� ναιδοµάχαν, 16. 28
α� ταρβοµάχα nom., Pi. O. 7. 15 ε.θυµάχαν, 12. 14 �νδοµάχα nom., P. 2. 65
πεζοµάχαιι, N. 4. 30 α� πειροµάχα nom.; from -µαχο the only masculine
I find in Bacchylides and Pindar (apart from α' µαχο, πρ�µαχο, /µµαχο,
π/γµαχο) is Pi. P. 10. 3 α� ριτοµάχου . . . Η� ρακλ�ο (otherwise -µαχο is
feminine or neuter, B. 15. 3 Παλλάδο 6ριµάχου, Pi. P. 9. 86 κρατη�µαχον

θ�νο). At the beginning, υZα (Wilamowitz;63 the more normal form64) may
be restored at once if the metre requires it, as it does with {ε--ρg-:65 the papyrus
is apt on occasion to introduce poetical dialect-forms against the metre (I give
instances on 135 below).

But the main problem is α� ερι-; from which I can extract no suitable sense,
and which I therefore suppose is corrupt. People render α� εριµάχ(α) by
‘rousing the fight’ or the like,66 as though µάχην α� ε�ρειν or α� ε�ρεθαι could
mean ‘rouse the fight’; but it could not. To µάχην α� ε�ρειν I can attach no

60 And cf. e.g. Hes. fr. 211. 7 τρ� µάκαρ Α�ακ�δη κα� τετράκι, Sλβιε Πηλε+ (with what
follows), Pi. P. 3. 88–9 (of Peleus and Kadmos) λ�γονται µὰν βροτ3ν | Sλβον @π�ρτατον ο� χε�ν.

61 Not κ
·
[ο]ρ

·
: a darkness on the corner of the papyrus seems to first sight to suit the tip of the

leg of κ, but under magnification it can be seen not to be ink at all.
62 GGA 160 (1898), 133: τ3ν υZ[α] α� εριµάχα, printed thus (negligently, with the brackets

wrong) and with no comment.
63 Loc. cit.; also Christ, Sitz.-Ber. Bayr. Akad. 1898, 50. They will have thought of it independ-

ently, but Wilamowitz seems to have been the first in print: the offprints (now in my possession)
which they sent to Kenyon are inscribed by him as received in February (Wilamowitz) and
March (Christ).

64 Early epic has 36 υZα to 11 υ#�α.
65 {ε--ρg- five times in early epic; contraction only h. Aphr. 211 α-ρg-. I can see no reason

why Bacchylides should have preferred a doubly unusual υιε̆{ α �ερg- to a doubly normal υι{
{ε--ρg-.

66 So LSJ; similarly Jebb ‘kindlers of battle’, Passow–Crönert ‘kampfbeginnend’, Maehler
‘schlachterregend’.

Bacchylides, Ode 13 257



meaning.67 To µάχην α� ε�ρεθαι I can attach a meaning, but not the meaning
that is supposed. α� ε�ρεθαι (α,ρεθαι) is properly to pick something up so as to
carry it (e.g. Il. 6. 293, Ar. Frogs 525); it is then used with an activity or the like
as object, as ‘take upon oneself’ or ‘undertake’, and indicates that the subject
commits himself to the activity (and may imply, where this is relevant, that he
can be held responsible for what is done).68 So especially when the activity is
burdensome or troublesome: E. Hek. 105 α� γγελ�α βάρο α� ραµ�νη (cf. Or. 3
υµφορα̃ α' χθο), Isok. Ep. 1. 3 οUτω �µβριθ! α,ροµαι πρα̃γµα (cf. Pl. Rep.
274e); also π�νου (E. Ion 199), and commonly κ�νδυνον (at least six times,
Euripides to Demosthenes).69 The commonest object is π�λεµον (from
Aeschylus onwards), and here similarly the word indicates not the mere
inception of hostilities but the subject’s commitment to them, often in con-
texts which imply that they will be difficult or burdensome.70 (Similarly with
νε�κο, δυµ�νειαν, &χθραν: commit oneself to.71) µάχην α� ε�ρεθαι therefore

67 At E. El. 2 Hθεν ποτ� α' ρα ναυ� χιλ�αι α' ρη the α,ρειν is the ‘lead forth an expedition’ of
α,ρειν τ�λον (A. Pers. 795, Ag. 46, E. Hek. 1141; cf. τὰ να+ α,ρειν and elliptical α,ρειν ‘put to sea’,
‘set forth’). Ar. Birds 1188 π�λεµο α,ρεται, π�λεµο ο. φατ�, πρ- �µ! κα� θεο/ presupposes no
π�λεµον α,ρειν of a contestant, for the two contestants, birds (�µ�) and gods, are precluded from
being the agent; simply therefore α,ρεθαι ‘rise’ (what metaphor? Winds can α,ρεθαι, ‘get up’,
E. El. 749, Plut. Ant. 65. 7; so can waves, dust, smoke; I do not know whether it may be relevant
that the action of the play is high up in Νεφελοκοκκυγ�α).

68 Not well dealt with by LSJ α� ε�ρω IV. 4, 5, and Passow–Crönert α� ε�ρω B. 1, 2. Passow–
Crönert give more instances, but some are intrusive (not from α� ε�ροµαι but from α' ρνυµαι;
even if Sophocles confused the words, lexicographers should not). 

69 At E. Med. 852 φ�νον οZον α,ρηι the murder will weigh heavy on her; at A. Pers. 481 α,ρονται
φυγ$ν the Persian ships are committing themselves to an unwelcome course. At [E.] Rh. 54
α,ρεθαι φυγ$ν, 126 α,ρωνται φυγ$ν, no more than ‘take to flight’ would be possible (Hektor is
concerned with rumoured evacuation solely from his own point of view and not the Greeks’);
but φυγ$ν each time is only Stephanus’ conjecture for the φυγ"ι of the manuscripts, and
α,ρεθαι φυγ"ι is a perfectly proper ‘put to sea in flight’ that calls for no change (the passive as
A. Su. 2, Hdt. 1. 165. 5, 170. 2).

I add that υνα�ρεθαι (τι or τινο), to take a share of a burden = take part jointly in an
undertaking, is normally used with the same kind of object as α,ρεθαι; but at A. Pr. 650
υνα�ρεθαι Κ/πριν the notion of joint participation has taken control, and the object is of a kind
(a pleasurable activity) that I cannot parallel with the simple verb.

70 I cite the instances I have found. The implication of difficulty etc. is specially clear in
instances marked * (and of responsibility in those marked †): A. Su. 342* βαρ�α / γ�
ε4πα, π�λεµον α,ρεθαι ν�ον, 439*, 950, E. fr. 50*, Ar. Ach. 913, Pl. Com. fr. 107 <= 115 K.–A.>,
Hdt. 6. 14. 2, 7. 156. 2†, 8. 140. 3 (α� ντ-), Th. 1. 80. 3*, 82. 6, 118. 2, 125. 2, 3. 39. 3†, 4. 60. 2, 6. 9. 1,
D. 5. 5*, 14. 3, X. Mem. 4. 14. 14, Kyr. 1. 6. 45*.

71 LSJ IV. 4 say ‘raise, stir up, νε�κο α� ειράµενο Thgn. 90, cf. E. Heracl. 986, 991’; nothing of
the kind. Theognis rebukes a seeming friend whom he suspects of insincerity: l µε φ�λει καθαρ-ν
θ�µενο ν�ον, l µ� α� ποειπFν | &χθαιρ� α� µφαδ�ην νε�κο α� ειράµενο, ‘committing yourself openly to
hostility’ (cf. Th. 1. 125. 2 πρ�ν �βαλε�ν � τ=ν Pττικ=ν κα� τ-ν π�λεµον α' ραθαι φανερ3,
‘committed themselves openly to’ the war they were planning); Eurystheus says �γF δ! νε�κο
ο.χ fκFν τ�δ� Aράµην, it was Hera who constrained me to undertake this feud (and then
δυµ�νειαν Aράµην, assumed this hostility towards him). So D. 21. 132 &χθραν τηλικα/την,
committed yourself to such violent hostility towards the Athenians.
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should be ‘take up the task of fighting’, ‘commit oneself to fighting’; and
an α� εριµάχα based upon this seems to me impossibly unenthusiastic as an
epithet of the two greatest warriors among the Greeks at Troy. 72

I can think of three compounds that would give more acceptable sense
at the cost of no great change: (with υ#�α) 6ρι-; (with υZα) �γερι- and
α� <δ>ειι-.73 All are close enough to the papyrus reading for ease of corrup-
tion to be no criterion,74 and we need consider only their sense; and this I
believe to point to α� δειι-, which is matched (both of Herakles) by 16. 28
α� ταρβοµάχα and 5. 155 α� δειιβ�α (also 11. 61). In the others, µάχην �γε�ρειν

and 6ρν/ναι are both possible enough; but the verbs are used (with µάχην,
φ/λοπιν, α' ρηα, π�λεµο, νε�κο) of rousing the fighting as a whole, by gods, by
commanders exhorting others, or by the fighters collectively, and to indi-
vidual fighters therefore I suppose their derivatives to be much less suitable
than α� δειιβ�α.75

108. Incendere rather than urere; therefore πρ"αι rather than κα+αι

(Blass; better κ"αι76) or κα�ειν (Kenyon). With πυρ�, hardly π�ρθειν (Page).77

72 I find one instance of µάχην α,ρεθαι, Ar. Ach. 913: the Theban has birds for sale in Athens,
and the informer denounces them as contraband, φα�νω πολ�µια τα+τα; to which the Theban, τ�
δ! κακ-ν παθFν | 6ρναπετ�οιι π�λεµον lρα (= Att. lρω) κα� µάχαν; here π�λεµον lρα is of itself
perfectly normal; but the notion of war with birds (dead ones) is an oddity of comedy; µάχαν is
then added to increase the comic effect (the notion of fighting with them is even odder). Clearly
the passage is no evidence for a normal µάχην α,ρεθαι.

This is not the same as ‘begin the fight’, but it does of course in some sort approximate to it. It
will be well therefore if I say (since English ‘begin the fight’ is ambiguous) that it approximates
to it not in the sense of α' ρχειν τ" µάχη, to initiate the fighting, but of α' ρχεθαι τ" µάχη, to
engage in the fighting for the first time. It may be praise of a warrior to say that he α' ρχει τ"
µάχη; it is not praise to say that he α' ρχεται τ" µάχη.

73 6ρ�µαχο is in Buck–Petersen’s Reverse Index with a reference to this passage; I have not
identified its author. �γερι- I have not seen proposed. α� δειι- is Housman’s (CR 12 [1898],
140 = Classical Papers, 464), ‘perhaps υ#�� α� δειιµάχω (or -α)’; all that matters in this is the
α� δειι- (the dual will be no more than a misguided attempt to account for the ε of υ#�α, and
belongs to oblivion).

74 It matters little that 6ρι- keeps υ#�α and the others need υZ{ε}α. For the rest, I incline to
think corruption of α� δειι- to be the easiest; but the margin is too slight and too uncertain for
me to base argument on my inclination.

75 Instances (* = 6ρν/ναι, others �γε�ρειν): gods, Il. 4. 15*, 17. 544, 20. 31, and Athena is
�γρεκ/δοιµο (Hes., Lamprokles), �γρεµάχη (h. Dem. 424 etc.; see Richardson ad loc.),
�γεριµάχα (Nikias), 6ρ�µαχο* (B. 15. 3); commanders, Il. 2. 440, 5. 496 = 6. 105 = 11. 213, 9.
353*, 13. 778, and presumably Theseus �γρεµάχα at S. OK 1054; fighters collectively, Il. 4. 352, 8.
531 = 18. 304, 17. 261, 19. 237. Of an individual fighter I find nothing before Antip. Sid. AP 7.
424. 4 (= Gow–Page, HE 373), �γεριµάχα of a fighting-cock.

76 Blass himself, in proposing κα+αι, added ‘oder κα̃αι?’ (Rh. Mus. 53 [1898], 297); he sup-
posed the η of epic κ"αι to be secondary, but it seems more likely to be original (Frisk, Gr. etym.
Wörterb. s.v. κα�ω).

77 The aorist is the expected tense. Page (CR 13 [1963], 109) sought with his present to make
a single period of 108/9; but they are shown to be separate periods by the situation at 153/4,
where Page’s attempt at conflation is inadmissible (see my note on 152–3).
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109. χαλ[κεοµ�τρα]ν
·
 (Kenyon) is much too short; Blass’s χαλ[κοκορυτά]ν

·
(nine times in the Iliad, in eight of them of Hektor) is exactly right.
For χαλκοκορυτάν eleven lines after 98 κορυτάν cf. 5. 28 λεπτ�τριχα, 37
ξανθ�τριχα; 11. 58 θεοδµάτου α� γυιά, 60 θεοφιλ! . . . Jργο; 11. 97
φοινικοκραδ�µνοιο, 105 φοινικ�τριχα; 13. 182 φερεκυδ�α, 190 �ρικυδ�α; 14. 4
βαρ/τλατο, 12 βαρυπενθ�ιν.

111. Blass’s original Pργε�οιι is too short, his later Pτρε�δαιι of the right
length. Neither is strictly accurate, when the µ"νι was in fact directed against
Agamemnon alone, but neither inaccuracy is in any way disturbing: the
former at Il. 1. 423, when Thetis says to the already resentful Achilles µ$νι�

Pχαιο�ιν; the latter, coupling the two commanders, might be thought the
easier of the two.

112–13. ∆αρδαν�δα] τ� &λυεν α' [τα Housman (the α' [τα only exempli
gratia),78 ‘freed the Trojans from their α' τα’; cf. Od. 5. 397 α� πάιον δ� α' ρα τ�ν

γε θεο� κακ�τητο &λυαν, Pi. P. 3. 50 λ/α α' λλον α� λλο�ων α� χ�ων, I. 8. 6 �κ
µεγάλων . . . πενθ�ων λυθ�ντε. His ∆αρδαν�δα] is certainly right, and is
indeed ∆αρδαν�δα]

·
: a speck of ink (not previously reported) on the edge

of the papyrus, in place for the tip of the cap of . But α' [τα will never do: the
α' τα of the Trojans was the final catastrophe of their city’s destruction (Ibyk.
PMGF S151. 8; of another city Pi. O. 10. 37), and from that destruction
Achilles’ inactivity brought them not release but only reprieve; what it
‘released’ them from was the need to skulk at home in terror because of their
inferiority in the field, and that need, however irksome or distressing, could
never conceivably be described as α' τα. But what it was, or rather what it
involved, was α' λγεα, distress (mental or physical; in this case the mental
distress of men who α� τ/ζονται); Bacchylides will have written ∆αρδαν�δα]
τ� &λυεν α� [λγ�ων.79

114. None of the Homeric standing epithets for Troy will fit metre and
lacuna. Blass’s [πολ/πυργο]ν will do provisionally, and may well be right: it

78 Jebb and Snell ascribe ∆αρδαν�δα] and α' [τα to Desrousseaux. But the history is: 1897,
Jebb (in Kenyon) ∆αρδανιδα̃ν] τ� &λυεν α� [λκάν with Aias as subject (fr. 18 K. with µ]α̃νιν was not
yet attached); February 1898, Platt (CR 12, 61–2) ∆αρδανιδα̃ν] τ� &λυεν α' [λγο or α' [ταν (but he
liked neither noun) with Achilles as subject, with the comment ‘Professor Housman improves
further to ∆αρδαν�δα τ� &λυεν α' τα, or whatever the genitive may have been’; later in 1898,
Desrousseaux (in his translation, preface dated 10 March; not in his review of Kenyon in Revue
Universitaire of 15 February) ∆αρδαν�δα] τ� &λυεν α' [τα. For ∆αρδαν�δα], Housman’s priority
is indisputable; for α' [τα he might well have disclaimed reponsibility.

79 Platt, in proposing ∆αρδανιδα̃ν] τ� &λυεν α' [λγο or α' [ταν (see previous n.), said ‘neither
α' λγο nor α' ταν seems right’. I agree with him in disliking α' λγο in the singular, which is hardly
appropriate to this protracted and general affliction; the plural (six times as common in Homer
as the singular) is another matter. I observe (I am not suggesting an allusion by Bacchylides) that
the Trojans are freed from their α' λγεα by the same wrath � µυρ�� Pχαιο� α' λγε� &θηκε.
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is of the right length,80 and an adjective indicating the security of Troy is here
in point.

π/ργοι in poetry are commonly not ‘towers’ so much as city walls, and
I find the πολυ- therefore unexpected81 (at Il. 7. 71 Troy is �/πυργο: the
strength of the π/ργοι); but h. Ap. 242 Ω� καλ�ην πολ/πυργον may be an
adequate answer to my doubts.

Bacchylidean epithets are often not in point, so that a wide field is open,
but I have hit on no alternative that I can commend. Of words that would fit
the space, I observe that πολ/χρυο applies to Troy only in the days before the
war (Il. 18. 289; cf. 9. 401–3); and that θε�τευκτο, used by Simmias (Pelekus
2) of the π/ργοι of Troy (the walls built by Apollo or Poseidon), will not so
readily suit the α' τυ.82

Col 32 S. = 26 K.: lines 115–49

Few problems; all of them at line-end, with lacunae of indeterminable length.
124. θ[υµ-ν α� ν�ρων Schwartz (Hermes 39 [1904], 637), and θ[υµ�ν is

necessary, since the object of δα(ζει must be not the men but their faculties;
for the genitive I prefer the more explicit ‘sailors’:83 the very involved word
order seems to me less awkwardly involved if the hyperbaton κυανανθ�ϊ . . .
π�ντωι results from the intrusion of a key-word in the simile (which ναυτ�λων

would be and α� ν�ρων would not). I have put ναυτ�λων, which has epic
precedent in ναυτιλ�η and ναυτ�λλοµαι; but there are also ναυβατα̃ν and I
suppose ναυπ�ρων, and there might be others. For word end after long anceps
at −‘−’− ∪ −| see above, n. 57: relatively less common in Bacchylides than after
short, but entirely legitimate in any ode.

127. The first hand wrote ανταανυµ[; the corrector (A3) added the second
α of ανταα, and in ανυµ[ changed υ to α, deleted µ, and wrote above µ what
I am pretty sure is τε

·
[ and not π[ (the stroke running to the right from the top

of the second downstroke is not a continuation of the crossbar, but a separate
stroke at an appreciably lower level).84 ανατε

·
[ can hardly be anything other

than α� νατε
·
[λλοµ�να: I am willing to suppose that Bacchylides could speak of

night as rising (Nonnos can, D. 33. 225 νGξ α� ν�τελλε); in a celestial rising

80 Jurenka’s [θε�τιµο]ν is not: hopelessly short.
81 fπτάπυργο of Thebes (Euripides, five times) is on the basis of one tower per gate; and Troy

was not πολ/πυλο.
82 The π�λι of Troy is θε�δµατο at 163 below; but so is the π�λι of Aigina (12. 11) and the

α� γυια� of Tiryns (11. 58; Cyclopes are not gods). Bacchylides, that is, can use θε�δµατο loosely
with no implication of divine masonry; I doubt whether the same would be true of θε�τευκτο.

83 Sailors have appeared long since in the accusative (ναυτ�λου Blass, ναυβάτα Herwerden);
I am not aware that anyone has yet proposed them in the genitive.

84 Shown more clearly on plate iii in Jebb’s edition than in the facsimile.
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I suppose the middle of α� νατ�λλω (used by Pindar of a flame, I. 4. 65 φλ-ξ

α� νατελλοµ�να) to be as possible in poetry as the middle of �πιτ�λλω.
130. The papyrus has ουρανια with αν deleted, ι added at the end, and an

acute accent (impossible until the correction was made) over ου: that is,
ουρανια was corrected to a feminine nominative plural adjective ο1ριαι

qualifying what the corrector must have taken to be a feminine nominative
plural noun (evidently πνοα�) at the end.

There can be no doubt that we must read not ο1ριαι but ο.ρ�α (Kenyon):
we need a subject for τ�ρεεν (it is not the βορ�α that smooths the sea); and
in ο1ριαι ν�του δ! κτλ. the position of δ� would be intolerable. This leaves
ν�του δ! κ�λ[πωαν πνοαι |] #τ�ον, where πνοαι might be either πνοα� (as the
corrector supposed) or πνοα̃ι (Housman85). Bacchylides wrote an unaccented
ΠΝΟΑΙ, and what the corrector supposed tells us nothing about what
Bacchylides intended; for this the only evidence lies in usage and the require-
ment of the context.

Usage allows either πνοα� or πνοα̃ι: nominative Luc. VH 1. 9 α' νεµο . . .
κολπ�α τ=ν 6θ�νην (and cf. Nonn. D. 15. 223 π�πλον Hλον κ�λπωεν � α� �ρα

κο+φο α� $τη), dative AP 9. 363. 1086 πνοι"ι α� πηµάντωι ζεφ/ρου λ�να κολ-

π�αντε <-ντο Hecker>, Nonn. D. 4. 228 (Κάδµο) ε�αριν3ι κ�λπωεν

α� χε�µονι λα�φο α� $τηι; plural e.g. B. 5. 28 ζεφ/ρου πνοια�ιν, singular e.g. Il. 5.
697 πνοι= βορ�αο. The context points firmly to πνοα̃ι. Each δ�-clause should
bring a new development in the situation: to begin with, two stages in the
change of weather––first the north wind drops, and then the ο.ρ�α smoothes
the sea; but that the south wind fills the sails is no further stage in the change
of weather, for the south wind is only the ο.ρ�α under another name. After
τ�ρεεν δ� τε π�ντον ο.ρ�α, therefore, we are done with the change of weather,
and what follows will be what the sailors make of it (as a single development,
with their two actions linked by τε):87 their sails had been furled while the
storm was blowing, but now they spread them to the wind and ride before it
to the shore.

135. �ν κλι�ηιιν the papyrus, with an evident epic reminiscence. The

85 Published in May 1898 (CR 12, 217 = Classical Papers, 464); in April 1898 (ib. 152, under
the false heading ‘XVII. 95–99’) Jebb had published πνο"ι. Evidently they thought of the dative
independently, but Housman thought of it in the right dialect and Jebb in the wrong; accuracy
matters more than a month’s priority, and I therefore give πνοα̃ι to Housman and not to Jebb.

86 A hexameter poem; ascribed to Meleagros in the codex Palatinus, but the ascription has
been doubted.

87 Snell’s text, α� ρπαλ�ω <τ� > α' |ελπτον, is misleading (though his apparatus is not): the
brackets mark τ� as a conjectural addition (and hence uncertain against δ� ); in fact it is part
of the original writing. Originally αρπαλεωτα|ελπτον, with the  of α� ρπαλ�ω omitted; the
corrector then mistakenly converted τ into , giving αρπαλεωα|ελπτον, when he ought instead
to have left the τ and added the  before it.
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editors suppose the reminiscence to be by the poet;88 I have no doubt
whatever that it is not by the poet but by his copyist, and that we must restore
�ν κλι�αιιν.

The convention of choral lyric is that despite its almost total dependence
on epic vocabulary and its ready admission of certain epic inflexions, it
eschews the Ionic η of epic and uses only its Doric equivalent: normally α-,
in datives plural -αιι or -αι. When in Bacchylides the papyrus offers an
occasional exception in the body of a word, I regard it with mistrust but not
with incredulity: the ear of an Ionian poet may not have distinguished
securely between secondary and original η in his native dialect,89 and it is at
least not inconceivable that he should have slipped into (perhaps even con-
sciously preferred) an occasional α� δµ$τα or παραπλ"γι.90 But a casual Ionic η
in a case-ending, which the papyrus offers us here and only here (out of about
500 possible places), is a different matter:91 case-endings fall under a simple
and obvious rule, and they account also for nearly two thirds of the potential
instances of Doric α- in Bacchylides; to a casual Ionicism in a case-ending my
attitude is one of unqualified disbelief.

It is no good to say, as does Jebb, that ‘the Homeric colouring of the passage
sufficiently accounts for it’ (what ‘colouring’, unless he is begging the
question? I suppose he means ‘the Homeric subject-matter’). In the two

88 Except that Blass had reservations (ed. 1, ‘epica forma incertum num poetae debeatur’)
and that H. W. Smyth had rather more than reservations (Greek Melic Poets [London 1900],
426, ‘probably a blunder for κλι�αιιν’).

89 I have no idea how closely by the 480s secondary η in Keos had approximated to original η.
A Keian inscription of the last quarter of the century (IG xii. 5. 593 = Schwyzer, Delectus 766)
still distinguishes secondary η (written Η) from original (written Ε); but not quite accurately
(Η twice for original η), and inscriptions are often conservative in their orthography.

90 By ‘not inconceivable’ I do not mean ‘probable’. And it must be remembered that the
papyrus is six centuries later than the poet (as remote from him in time as we are from
Chaucer), and that during those centuries the text had undergone both the hazards of trans-
mission and in the middle of those hazards the editorial activities of the Alexandrians: we
must not pretend that the papyrus can provide secure evidence for all the detail of the poet’s
autograph.

There are 19 of these mid-word Ionic η’s in our papyrus (against about 200 α-’s). That they
show some vestiges of consistency (Snell–Maehler, xviii; cf. Jebb, 79–80; notably 5 -ζηλ-, 0 -ζαλ-)
may tell in their favour; though if the consistency points to a conscious preference for η in
certain words or situations, was the preference the poet’s or the Alexandrians’?

91 I say ‘a casual Ionic η’: we have one case (an enkomion, in another papyrus) where
Bacchylides appears to have affected η throughout a poem, viz. fr. 20A with κ]αθηµ�νη, µο/νη,
κ�ρη, Μ]αρπ$η, α� νάγκηι (corrected to -αι), κ�ρην, xρ[παεν, καλλικρηδ�µνου (though κατ-
άρατ[ον, χαλκεοµ�τραν, κρατερά). I do not know why this should be (and am mystified by the
three instances of α- purum, if indeed they are genuine: why Attic, of all dialects?); but whatever
the explanation, consistent η (or at least consistent η impurum) is no analogy whatever for a
single inconsistent η.

 (Consistent η perhaps also in fr. 20G? Also frr. 17 and 19, assuming them to be rightly
ascribed; but these belong to a different genre.)

Bacchylides, Ode 13 263



triads dealing with Troy (100–65) the text, excluding supplements, would
admit 30 instances of Ionic η (18 of them in case-endings), including
α�χµητ$ν and κρατερ=ν @µ�νην and θ�να θαλάη and διν$εντα ^κάµανδρον,
but all, apart from κλι�ηιιν, are doricized; what possible effect, other than
incongruity, could a poet expect to be produced by a single variation from an
otherwise invariable norm?92

92 We are told that the appearance of casual Ionic η may be justified by ‘literary associations’
(K. J. Dover, Theocritus, xxxv–vi, citing our passage); that the poet ‘sich bewußt eine Stelle aus
einem ionisch schreibenden Dichter zum Vorbild genommen hat und diese Anlehnung durch
Beibehaltung der Lautform hat deutlich machen wollen’ (B. Forssman, Untersuchungen zur
Sprache Pindars, 104). I find this notion incredible; it rests on what I can only describe as a total
misconception of the art of early choral lyric. The minds of men like Pindar and Bacchylides
were saturated with epic words and phrases, familiar to them not merely from the poems that
survive in our day but from the whole mass of early epic that has perished (and from elegy too,
and the lyricized epic of Stesichoros, and we know not what other lyric besides); these words
and phrases were the common stock of poetic diction, and they used them, as had their
predecessors, with no sense of borrowing or imitating or echoing , but as men making a normal
and unquestioned use of the traditional idiom of their craft. They gave these words and phrases
a Doric dress because to do so was the fixed convention of their genre; they composed, without
thinking about it, with Doric and not Ionic vocalism, and what tripped off the epic poet’s
tongue as Aγαθ�η tripped off the lyric poet’s as α� γαθ�α. The supposition that in a tiny haphazard
minority of instances they abandoned a vocalism which was second nature to them in order to
acknowledge a debt which they never regarded as a debt seems to me to merit no consideration
whatsoever. When Bacchylides had need to speak of Achilles inactive in his quarters, epic diction
provided him with �ν κλι�ηιι(ν) (six times in the Iliad, and �ν� κλι�ηιι(ν) eight times more);
he used it not as a conscious borrowing from the Iliad (which in fact never uses it of an inactive
Achilles, though it would make no difference if it did) but as a familiar expression that was
natural and convenient in his context; and he made it -αιιν not -ηιιν not by any conscious act
of modification but by an instinctive and unthinking use of the natural vocalism of choral lyric.
And that was that; or would have been that, if a copyist with the Homeric instances teeming in
his subconscious had not inadvertently written κλι�ηιιν and thereby started a hare which I fear
may continue to outrun the hounds of reason.

This is no place to deal at length with Forssman’s allegations of Ionic η in Pindar; but since
I have quoted him above I will cite two of the allegations to show their quality (they are on
pp. 113–14 and 118–19). At O. 6. 10 µατ�ρ� ε.µ$λοιο λ<ε>�ποντ� Pρκαδ�α the two closely related
manuscripts NO offer Pρκαδ�η (and µητ�ρ� as well, but this he does not tell us), the other
manuscripts Pρκαδ�α; we are invited to suppose this Pρκαδ�η to be an indication by Pindar
that he is here imitating (‘nachahmte’ Forssman) h. Herm. 2 = h. Hom. 18. 2 Κυλλ$νη µεδ�οντα
κα� Pρκαδ�η πολυµ$λου (plus a Delphic oracle Τ�ρυνθο . . . κα� Pρκαδ�η πολυµ$λου)––the
same Pindar who (to take only proper-name phrases from the same ode) writes πετρα�α . . .
Πυθ3νο regardless of Πυθο� �ν� πετρη�ηι and @π- Κυλλάνα Sρο regardless of @π- Κυλλ$νη
Sρο α�π/. At P. 1. 10 ε.κάρποιο γα�α µ�τωπον the lemma of the scholion in DGQU has γα�η
(and D in its text has γα�η), all manuscripts but D (and with them the lemma in EF) have γα�α;
no epic Vorbild extant, ‘also bleibt nur die Vermutung, daß Pindar [sc. with γα�η] sich an eine
verlorene Stelle im Epos anlehnte’.

I end this note by adducing one passage in which there lies a moral. In this same context in
Bacchylides, at 110–12, the copyist wrote Yπ�τε Πη[λε(δα] τρα[χ]ε�αν [�ν τ$θει µ]"νιν Lρε�ν-
ατ[ο, and µ"νιν is the first word of the Iliad; yet no one comments on the economy with which
a single non-Doric vowel evokes the whole of 16,000 hexameters. No one comments because
the corrector noticed the error (he might easily have missed it, as he missed Yπ<π>�τε and
Lρ{ε}�νατο) and restored Bacchylides’ µα̃νιν.
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Consider now the evidence for this anomalous κλι�ηιιν: the reading of
the papyrus. It is a familiar fact that Greek copyists of every period are apt on
occasion to stumble into a wrong dialect form: most often of course an Attic
form for a non-Attic, but other instances are by no means uncommon. Our
papyrus has epic reminiscences at 1. 170 νο/ων, 5. 78 προ�ειπεν, 115 το/
(relative), 8. 27 τελ�αι, 16. 11 τ�α: they are all unmetrical, and no one
ascribes them to anyone but the copyist.93 Yet when this same papyrus offers
an anomalous κλι�ηιιν which (inevitably) is metrical, everyone ascribes it to
the poet. If the ascription is to continue, it will be well to make explicit the
principle on which it is founded: that a copyist’s tendency to stumble into
false epicisms is selective, and leads him only into such false epicisms as are
also unmetrical. To anyone who can accept this principle I have nothing more
to say.

Col. 33. S. (27 K.) = lines 150–84.

The column is broken into two main parts: an upper part, with lines 150–69,
and then (after a gap of five lines) a lower part, with lines 175–84. The upper
part is made up of a number of fragments of which three were not located
until the facsimile was being made; these three appear among the fragments
at its end, identified, but with line-numbers less by 33 than those now in
current use.

150. παρα<�>: first Housman, Athenaeum, 25 December 1897, 887 (saying
‘so also Platt’).

151. There is a vestige of ink, not previously reported, in place for the first
apex of µ in �ναριζ[ο]µ

·
[�ν]ων.

152–3. The black earth was reddened with blood: both colour terms are
conventional (‘black earth’ passim; to �ρε/θειν the earth with blood Il. 11. 394,
18. 329), but I suppose Bacchylides to have opposed them deliberately in a not
ineffective contrast.

Page (CR 13 [1963], 109), in an attempt to combine 153–4 in a single
period, proposed µελα[νθε�� . This does not commend itself as language:
blood can be µ�λαν, and a Greek uses colour words in a way which is other
than ours; but would even a Greek have had the same earth both reddened
and blackened by the same blood in the same clause? But the word is in any

93 All these, of course, are forms that could perfectly well have been used (metre permitting)
by Bacchylides himself. But the copyist will have been influenced by his familiarity with them
not in Bacchylides but in epic: it must be remembered that a professional copyist is likely to have
spent something like a third of his time copying texts in the epic dialect (of the 1916 literary and
sub-literary papyri in Pack2, 611 are texts of Homer and about 230 others are texts of other
hexameter and elegiac poems in the epic dialect).
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case excluded by another consideration: µελανθε�� elided before Ε� κτορ�α

would have been divided between lines, µελανθε�|� Ε� κτορ�α,94 and at the
beginning of 154 there is room for no more than | εκτορ].

155–6. . . . .]εγ� Cµιθ�οι[

. . . .]. �ο· θ�ων δι� Yρµάν.

In 156, ]. is 0.6 mm. of the right-hand edge of a more or less vertical stroke,
slightly below the tops of the letters;95 of final consonants (which alone can
come into question96) it could belong to ρ (with a flat-sided loop, easily
paralleled) or to ν but not to . Then ϊο

·
θεων, as the original and unaltered

reading.97 Then δι ορµαν (between ι and ο a gap of 7 mm., enough for two
average letters) corrected to δ� �ι�=ρµαν (the gap closed by two roughly
horizontal strokes, ι struck out, an apostrophe added after δ): all very odd, but
δι� Yρµάν is not in any doubt.

The lacunae on the left are very small: for 155 − ∪], the equivalent of just
over four average letters; for 156 ∪

⎯⎯
− ∪], including the ]., of just over five.

I shall produce a supplement of the right length for 156; in 155 I see no hope
at all of making do with the space available, and think it necessary to assume
corruption (so that ‘too long’ in my comment on earlier supplements is an
objection only in so far as it applies to 156).98

94 To the best of my belief the rule is invariable. In our papyrus, 5. 106–7 καλυδω|ν� , 12. 1–2
υµνοανα|� , 16. 15–16 φω|θ� , 17. 41–2 θελοι|µ� ; plus about a dozen instances of elided | τε and | δε.

95 On a slight leftward protrusion of the surface, now bent back at right angles and visible
only when looked at from the side.

96 Not elision (no trace of an apostrophe, which if written should be visible); not correption
in the sequence −‘∪’−.

97 Snell says ‘ι[ . ]θεων: ο supra v. add. A3?’; in fact, simply ϊο
·
θεων. Between  and θ is a

damaged area, with the surface mostly gone, but towards its right it contains a clear part of
a right arc, and there is no reason to suppose this to be anything other than the remains
of ο written by the original hand as part of the text; the only anomaly (to which I attach no
significance) is that the ο will have been rather lower than usual, descending at least as low as the
preceding  (though not as low as the following θ). I see no trace of superscript writing: well
above the left-hand side of the θ there is a dot contiguous with the damaged area, and this could
be the left-hand side of a stroke; but two similar dots in the neighbourhood are evidently casual
(one above it and to the right, under the µ of the line above, and the other under the ε of
ϊοθεων), and if two dots are casual the presumption is that the third is casual too. Other dark
markings are not ink but exuded resin.

The facsimile is misleading: a scrap of papyrus with the beginnings of the preserved parts of
155–7 has twisted anticlockwise, pivoting at its top, and has obscured the trace of ο and part of
θ. On the papyrus itself the scrap is now in its proper place.

98 The congestion in 156 might be eased by supposing in 155 ηµιθεοι[ι(ν) | written in error
for ηµιθεοι|ι(ν), with only −∪ lost at the beginning of 156; the edge of the papyrus is close
enough to the  for [ι to be physically possible. But I think the supposition very unlikely: the
error would be very unusual in our papyrus; and I expect word-end after -οι not -οιι(ν) (it
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What sense are we to seek? Jebb proposed (as an accusative in apposition to
the bloodshed of the preceding sentence) [π"µα µ]�γ� Cµιθ�οι [|6ξε�αν]
�οθ�ων δι� Yρµάν: too long,99 but what in any case does it mean? ‘A great woe
to the Cµ�θεοι through the onslaught of the ��θεοι’, and the poet leaves us
to infer that the Cµ�θεοι are the Greeks and the ��θεοι the Trojans: I find
inexplicitness and contrast equally incredible,100 and I suppose Bacchylides
to have written ��θεον δι� Yρµάν (Tyrrell),101 through the onslaught of one
(Hektor, that is) who �π�υτο δα�µονι 4ο.102 Better therefore Schwartz,103

[Iν δ! µ]�γ� Cµιθ�οι[ιν π�νθο] ��θεον δι� Yρµάν; but once again too long,104

nor was  the letter before ϊοθεων.
Now Jebb and Schwartz both assume that the Cµ�θεοι are the Greeks and

that the lines describe their distress; and I am not aware that anyone has
questioned their assumption. But look at the context. The Trojans have been
in effect the subject since 115: they stayed in Troy while Achilles was active;
but when he withdrew, then in relief like sailors’ after a storm they left Troy
and scoured the plain and struck terror into the Greeks, with Ares and Apollo
urging them on, and they reached the shore and fought by the ships, and
the ground grew red with the blood of men slain by Hektor. Then our lines,
155–6. And then again the Trojans as subject (157–67): poor fools, they were

comes after the syllable corresponding to -οι in ten of the eleven other instances of the line, and
in the eleventh comes one syllable earlier not later).

In lyric papyri in general it is not uncommon that a writer faced with a division such as
ηµιθεοι|ιν, with a single syllable left over to the next line, should inadvertently complete the
word on the first line. But our papyrus is remarkably free from this error: only 17. 95/6 and
perhaps 9. 101/2 (102 lacks a syllable, end of 101 lost) as against over forty instances correctly.
I suppose the divergences in 1 str. 1/2 and 5 ep. 5/6, which might add four more instances, to be
a matter of more than a copyist’s inadvertence; at 9. 72/3 I think it unlikely that the difficulties
should be due to false colometry. The converse error at 5. 13/14, | κλειν� for κλει|ν�, and
presumably (but with other corruption too) at 17. 37/8.

99 In 156, space not for |οξεια]ν
·
 but only for |ξεια]ν

·
. In 155, one would need to suppose

π"<µα> µ]�γ� : the |πηµ] would be right for space.
100 I cite Platt (CR 12 [1898], 62): ‘Did ever any poet out of Bedlam talk of Cµ�θεοι in one line

and ��θεοι in the next?’
101 CR 12 (1898), 82, as part of an otherwise worthless proposal. ��θεο (in Homer only

of men) can of course be used quite properly of an action in which the agent acts like a god
(it means ‘such that there is equality with a god’; cf. E. Tro. 1169 τ" �οθ�ου τυρανν�δο); cf.
e.g. 13. 44 Uβριο @ψιν�ου, 17. 23 µεγαλο+χον . . . β�αν.

102 This formula from the Iliad (adduced by Schwartz, not Tyrrell) is never in fact used of
Hektor; but twice when he leads an attack he is βροτολο�γωι Zο Jρηϊ (11. 295, 13. 802), and he
is α� τάλαντο Jρηϊ in the fighting in 8. 215.

103 Hermes 39 (1904), 637.
104 Even with the false colometry Cµιθ�οι[ι(ν) | π�νθο (and disregarding the ]. in 156)

the space before ϊοθεων would contain not πενθο but only πενθο. In 155 one would
need to suppose Iν <δ!> µ]�γ�: the | ηνµ] would be right for space. Pfeiffer’s Iε µ]�γ�,
cited by Snell, is too short (as well as being an unlikely form and involving an unlikely
asyndeton).
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buoyed up to hope that they would destroy the ships and hold festival in Troy;
whereas instead they were to dye Skamandros with their blood. Throughout,
the Trojans: the Greeks only as their victims, 145 �ράν τε φ�βον ∆αναο� and
(not even named) 152–3 �ναριζοµ�νων . . . φ�των. I can feel no doubt that in
the middle of all this the Cµ�θεοι of 155 are not the afflicted Greeks but the
victorious Trojans: the Greeks are far at the back of our minds, the Trojans are
in its forefront; and only if the Cµ�θεοι are the Trojans will the following lines
be intelligible from the outset.

That the Cµ�θεοι are the Trojans makes it no whit easier to accommodate
�οθ�ων,105 and ��θεον will still be necessary; we have therefore | − ∪ ]εγ�

Cµιθ�οι[| ∪
⎯⎯

− ∪ ]. ��θεον δι� Yρµάν. In this, ]εγ� (unless corrupt106) is pre-
sumablyµ]�γ(α) or φλ]�γ(ε); if the lines form a separate sentence (as I think they
must107) the two preceding syllables will include a connective, most naturally
δ�. For the rest, we shall need with µ�γα a neuter noun and a verb; with φλ�γε,
a noun either as its subject (if intransitive: LSJ φλ�γω B) or as its object (with
Hektor understood as subject). I see no hope of a monosyllabic noun in the
first lacuna;108 the noun therefore will come in the second lacuna, and in
the first lacuna we shall have with µ�γα a monosyllabic verb, as Iν δ! µ]�γ(α),
with φλ�γε some other monosyllable, as �ν δ! φ]λεγ(ε). Both these supple-
ments are far too long for the space available, and we shall need to assume

105 I do not believe that the Cµ�θεοι (however widely Bacchylides may use the term: 11. 62)
could be the main body of the Trojans as opposed to the ��θεοι who lead the attack.

106 Edmonds conjectured | lλυθ]� τ�, and corruption of Τ to Γ would be trivial; but it would
be not τ�  but θ� , and corruption of Θ to Γ is a different matter. The corruption could still be trivial
if it was an early one, made in copying from an exemplar that still used scriptio plena; but γε for
a necessary τε would hardly be likely to survive for long the normal processes of collation and
correction.

107 The only alternative seems to be an apposition on the pattern of Jebb’s π"µα µ]�γ� ; one
might think of χάρ<µα> µ]�γ� , in which the |χαρµ] would be right for space. But I find appos-
ition unacceptable both for more general and for more particular reasons. More general: Hek-
tor’s ��θεο Yρµά is hardly to be distinguished from his slaughter of the Greeks; I find ��θεον δι�
Yρµάν out of place therefore in a clause in apposition to that slaughter (whereas in a new
sentence it will pick up his achievement effectively). More particular: ∪

⎯⎯
− ∪]. would presumably

be an adjective qualifying Yρµάν (so Jebb, and I see no alternative); but I find no suitable
adjective compact enough for the space (�θε�α]ν

·
 and––if possible as feminines––β�αιο]ν

·
 and

α� ρε�ο]ν
·
 as a misspelling of the too long α� ρ"ιο]ν

·
: all in various ways inadequate or inappropriate).

I add that although Bacchylides has a fondness for the asyndetic accumulation of adjectives
(c. 50 instances; two adjectives in contact in c. 15) I do not think this a likely place for it, where
any preceding adjective will detract from the effect of ��θεον (mostly the adjectives are purely
decorative; the closest parallel would be 11. 20 κρατερα̃ Iρα πανν�κοιο πάλα, but I do not find it
cogent); to keep �οθ�ων would of course be more impossible than ever in a clause in apposition
to an achievement ascribed to Hektor alone.

108 In Bacchylides, ‘light’ is φάο not φ3; nor is φάο (light after darkness = relief after
distress) in question by now––their φάο has come already at 139–40.
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corruption or omission; if δ� was omitted, the remaining letters would in each
case fit the space, | ηνµ] or | ενφλ].109

For the noun, we need ∪
⎯⎯

− ∪ in the space of rather over five average letters,
with the last letter ρ or ν but not  : I think there can be no possibility but the
exceptionally compact Sνεια]ρ, or in choral lyric rather Sναα]ρ (either form
will fit exactly).110 With this, φλ�γε cannot come into question; µ�γα on the
other hand is eminently suitable (µ�γ�  Sνειαρ Od. 4. 444, Hes. Th. 871, WD 41,
346, 822; µ�γιτον . . . Sνεαρ h. Dem. 268–9).

The obvious supplement will now be Iν <δ!> µ]�γ� Cµιθ�οι | [Sναα]ρ
��θεον δι� Yρµάν. This admits two constructions: ‘there was an Sνααρ’ (Qνηντο

ο# Cµ�θεοι) and ‘he (Hektor) was an Sνααρ’ (Qνηε τοG Cµιθ�ου). Of the two,
I suppose the second to be more natural: of the nine instances of the singular
Sνειαρ in early poetry,111 six are predicative after ε4ναι or the equivalent with a
person or thing as subject, and a seventh with an infinitive-clause as subject;
I note especially one instance with Hektor himself as subject, Il. 22. 423–5
(Hekabe addressing him after his death: ευ . . .) H µοι ν/κτα τε κα� Iµαρ |
ε.χωλ= κατὰ α' τυ πελ�κεο πα̃� τ� Sνειαρ | Τρω� τε κα� Τρωι"ιι κατὰ πτ�λιν,
οM ε θε-ν � | δειδ�χατο (both Sνειαρ and comparison with a god: was this
in Bacchylides’ mind when he composed our sentence?).112 I add further
that ‘his ��θεο Yρµά’ comes more readily in a sentence of which Hektor is

109 I have said ‘the equivalent of just over four average letters’: η, ν, and µ are all of them wide
letters (and need wide spaces between them, since in each case there are adjacent uprights), and
the three letters fill the space comfortably.

110 The word is not found elsewhere in choral lyric, so that we have to proceed not from
parallels (no one will adduce Theokr. 13. 34 Sνειαρ as evidence for Doric) but from more general
considerations. Related words have original 6να-- (note the many Doric proper names in Ο� να--),
with 6νη- in Ionic: originally therefore 6να-Vαρ. In Ionic, this would give first Sνηαρ and sub-
sequently (by metathesis in spoken Ionic) Sνεα-ρ; with Sνεαρ in existence, the long second syllable
in epic will have been felt as a lengthening of vernacular ε to ει, and so Sνειαρ. In choral lyric on
the other hand one might expect the original vocalism, Sνα-αρ (with -α-{- from -α-V{- preserved
just as in να̃α). For Stesichoros I should have no doubts about Sνααρ, nor indeed for Pindar;
I am not quite so confident of the purity of Bacchylides’ Doric, but in default of evidence I
should think it folly to credit him with a form originating in Ionic epic.

I do not know what to make of Choiroboskos’ statement (An. Ox. ii. 245) that the form
6ν$ατα was Aeolic; we must now consider with it the opening words of an ode, possibly but not
certainly Aeolic, SLG 286 ii 10 lδη [µ� ] Sνηαρ. Of related words, Alkaios is credited with (in a
quotation) fr. 368 �π�ναιν and (in papyri; I suppose �πον- not -ε πον-) fr. 5. 9 επονάµε[ν]ο

·
ι
·

(with α by correction from η), fr. 33 (c) 4 �πονα--́µε
·
[, fr. 119. 17 επον$µ

·
[ενοι.

111 I disregard SLG 286 ii 10 (see previous n.), since we have no idea how the word
construed.

112 The other predicative instances (subjects in brackets): Il. 22. 485 (Hektor), h. Dem. 268
(Demeter), Hes. Th. 871 (winds, personified; if apposition, Sνειαρ is still tantamount to
predicate), WD 346 (a good neighbour), 822 (days); Od. 15. 78 (infinitive clause). The other
two early instances: Od. 4. 444 �φράατο µ�γ� Sνειαρ, Hes. WD 41 Hον �ν µαλάχηι τε κα�
α� φοδ�λωι µ�γ�  Sνειαρ.
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subject.113 There is no difficulty about supplying Hektor as subject: he could
be supplied readily enough from ΕT κτορο @π- χειρ�, and in Ε� κτορ�α @π-

χειρ� the adjective is felt as the equivalent of the genitive: cf. the anaphoric
α.τ�ν after the adjective, just as after the genitive, at Il. 2. 416–18, where
Agamemnon prays that he may Ε� κτ�ρεον . . . χιτ3να περ� τ$θει δα(ξαι |
χαλκ3ι 9ωγαλ�ον, πολ�ε δ� α� µφ� α.τ-ν fτα�ροι | . . . 6δὰξ λαζο�ατο γα�αν. 114

I have considered the possibility of other monosyllabic verbs than Iν, in
case the formal ambiguity of the construction could be removed. Most of
these verbs are quite unsuitable, but βα̃ might be thought a possibility: in βα̃

δ! µ�γ� Cµιθ�οι Sνααρ115 there could be no question of taking Sνααρ as subject,
but only Hektor (the construction as Pi. O. 13. 97 Μο�αι . . . Ο� λιγαιθ�δαι�ν τ�

&βαν �π�κουρο, N. 4. 74, Ap. Rh. 4. 1432 µ�γα πάµπαν �φ� @µετ�ροιιν Sνειαρ |
δε+ρ� &µολεν καµάτοιιν Y κ/ντατο). But this βα̃ would have to be taken of
Hektor’s movement against the Greeks; and I think it impossible that it could
stand in the same sentence as ��θεον δι� Yρµάν referring to the same
movement.

157–67. I give first a text with the minimum of supplementation, and with
the lineation of the papyrus (which has 159 and 160 mistakenly combined
in a single line). The unidentified traces which I show in 159–60 and 162
have not been previously reported: they are tiny vestiges of ink from the tops
(159–60) and bottoms (162) of letters, all of them quite inadequate to suggest
a reading but enough to verify the possibility of a reading suggested on other
grounds.

157 . . . . .] .ονε I µεγάλαιιν �λπ�ιν

. . .]οντε @περφ[�α]λον
159–60 6–7 ] . .[. .]. .[. . .] #ππευτα� κυαν�πιδα �κ-

15–16 ] ν�α

c. 8 ].[.]. .[ε�λα]π�να τ� �ν

113 My two arguments are different in kind: the first is meant as an indication that the
audience would be likely to take Sνααρ as predicate, the second as an indication that Bacchylides
expected them to do so.

114 The equivalence is most evident in the apposition of genitive to adjective, Il. 2. 54
Νετορ�ηι παρὰ νη� Πυλοιγεν�ο βαιλ"ο, 5. 741 Γοργε�η κεφαλ= δεινο�ο πελ�ρου (the use
continues with pronominal adjectives, which alone in later Greek are equivalent to possessive
genitives: e.g. E. El. 366 π�ι �µ- τ" α� θλ�α, Ar. Clouds 1202, Pl. Sym. 194a–b); cf. also the
demonstratives at S. Tr. 259 π�λιν | τ=ν Ε.ρυτε�αν· τ�νδε [sc. Ε1ρυτον] γὰρ κτλ., E. Hek. 23
πατρ�ια . . . fτ�α κατεκάφη, | α.τ- [sc. Y πατ$ρ] δ! κτλ.

115 The position of βα̃ (beginning of both clause and period) would agree with the positional
tendency of monosyllabic unaugmented aorists in epic (Wackernagel, Kl. Schr. 148–51) and
with the position of the one other instance in Bacchylides, 5. 152 γν3ν.

In the papyrus, there would be space for |αδεµ]; corruption of βαδε to αδε would not be
difficult, when αδε is a recognizable word or words.
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. . . . .]ρο· ι dξειν θ[ε�δ]µατον π�λιν.
µ]�λλον α' ρα πρ�τε

·
[ρο]ν δι-

165 ν]α̃ντα φοιν�ξε
·
ι
·
[ν ̂ κ]άµανδρ

·
[ον

θ]νά<ι>κοντε @π� [Α�α]κ�δαι

�ρειψ[ι]. ´·[

The passage is evidently descended from passages in the Iliad where the
poet describes a man’s hopes or confidence, then calls him ν$πιο and states
the very different outcome that was to be: e.g. 2. 36 ff., 12. 110 ff., 494 ff.
Usually the person called ν$πιο is the grammatical subject of the preceding
sentence, whose construction the word may then be taken to continue;
sometimes he is not, as 17. 233 ff. ο# δ� �θG ∆ανα3ν βρ�αντε &βηαν, |
δο/ρατ� α� ναχ�µενοι, µάλα δ� φιιν &λπετο θυµ- | νεκρ-ν @π� Α,αντο �ρ/ειν

Τελαµωνιάδαο· | ν$πιοι, I τε πολ�ιν �π� α.τ3ι θυµ-ν α� πη/ρα. Our passage is
of the latter kind: ].ονε will be the equivalent of the epic ν$πιοι; the Trojans,
to whom it refers, are in the preceding sentence not in the nominative but
in the dative Cµιθ�οι. The passage differs from its parents in that in them the
order is always hopes–fools–outcome, whereas here it will be fools–hopes–
outcome; the variation does not of course affect the affiliation.

157. ].ονε, as the equivalent of ν$πιοι, will certainly be -φ]ρονε.116 Of
compounds with the sense we need, I find only two that will fit the lacuna:117

α� �α�φ]ρονε and χαλ�φ]ρονε. As sense, they are equally suitable: α� α�φρων,
as a derivative of α� άω, is evidently appropriate; χαλ�φρων in each of its two
occurrences in Homer is actually coupled with ν$πιο, Od. 4. 371 ν$πιο ε�, �
ξε�νε, λ�ην τ�ον A<δ>! χαλ�φρων, 19. 530 πα� δ� �µ- �ο &ην &τι ν$πιο Aδ!

χαλ�φρων. Metrically, again equally suitable: the short initial anceps given by
χ{λ�φ]ρονε would be suspect in other odes, but is unexceptionable in this
(see my prefatory remarks on the metre). But α� α�φ]ρονε involves one
anomaly which I cannot suppose to be admissible; I therefore reject it in
favour of χαλ�φ]ρονε.

α� α�φρων in the manuscript tradition of Homer and Hesiod appears as
α� ε�φρων, because of a mistaken derivation from α� �αι; but it is rightly
α� α�φρων in Photios (= φρενοβλαβ$) and Apollonios’ lexicon (= βλαβε-

�φρων). In our passage only ααιφ] (and not αειφ]) would fill the lacuna. But
here comes the anomaly. In epic, the word is scanned {{ι-. For Bacchylides

116 Of ]ρ, only the lower part of the tail. (‘]ρ vel ]υ vel ]ϊ esse vid.’ Snell, as if there were a high
vestige to the right compatible with loop or arm or dot; there is no such vestige.) Snell is wrong
to exclude φ]ρ on the ground that the tail of φ would be visible: to the left of the tail of ρ, 2.9
mm. of clear papyrus; I have measured twenty-three instances of φρ, and find three with clear
space between the tails of 2.9 mm. (3. 87, 11. 103) or 3.0 mm. (11. 124).

117 Wrong sense: αk  δ/φ]ρονε (Blass), of mental processes unpleasant either to oneself or to
another (despondent, malignant, perverse); αk  πάρφ]ρονε (Jurenka), ‘demented’ (and too long).
Too long: βλαψ�φ]ρονε (Schwartz), κεν�φ]ρονε.
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to contract the αα- would be perfectly in order; but if he did so the expected
spelling would be α� �-.118 That two vowels should contract in scansion yet be
written as when uncontracted is common enough in lyric when they are
dissimilar (so 13. 128 φα�ειµ[βρ�τωι ~ epic φ{ε̆�µβροτο);119 but when they
are similar, contraction in scansion is regularly marked by contraction in
spelling.120 That is, α� ι- and α� �ε�- would both be acceptable here but α� �α�-
would not; yet if the papyrus had the word it spelt it ααι-. It is not of course
inconceivable that an original αι- (less probably αει-) should have been
corrupted to ααι-; it is vastly more probable that an original χαλι- was
transmitted accurately.

157–63. The sense of the whole sentence (157–63) is evidently that the
Trojans in their overweening confidence expected to destroy the ships
(κυαν�πιδα . . . ν�α121) and hold festival in Troy (162 ]πινα can only be
ε�λα]π�να); we begin with a description of their confidence in a participial
clause (158 ]οντε). Now 158–9 form a single period, and in other epodes
these two cola are closely linked in sense (59–60, 125–6, 191–2, 224–5): it is
likely that here also they should be closely linked, and that the participial
clause should extend to the end of 159. Then in 160 the subject, Τ

·
[ρ3ε]

#ππευτα�; followed (down to 163) by their expectations.
157–60. For 159 and the beginning of 160 we know the total space avail-

able, since the papyrus has the two cola combined on a single line; but we do
not know how this space is to be divided between the cola.122 Nevertheless
I think that Τ

·
[ρ3ε] (for the τ

·
[ see below) is in fact certain at the beginning

of 160,123 so that in 159 we have the equivalent of 11–12 average letters for
∪⎯⎯ − ∪ −−; supplements can be controlled by three vestiges of ink from the
tops of letters.

In 158, ]οντε will be a participle stating or implying the Trojans’ con-
fidence: πν�]οντε (Blass), α.χ�]οντε (Richards), χα�ρ]οντε (Kenyon) will fit;
πνε�]οντε (Ludwich) is too long; κλάζ]οντε (Kenyon) is far too long.

Now if 158–9 are closely linked in sense, @περφ�αλον will not construe
adverbially with the participle (πν�]οντε @περφ[�α]λον, Blass, Schwartz,

118 {{- > α-- as in epic α-ε, α-ατο alongside {{α, {{αν <immo α-α-αν; also α-{εν>; and indeed
{{τα > α-τη.

119 In Bacchylides, mostly in terminations; but cf. also 2. 2 # �εράν, 11. 41 θε��τιµον, 60 θε �οφιλ�,
14. 19 Κλε�οπτολ�µωι, fr. 20A Ε.]ε�αν�[ν.

120 I know of one potential exception, Pi. P. 3. 5 ν� �ον; but perhaps νο̆ο̆ν (for ∪
⎯⎯

∪
⎯⎯

∪− at the
beginning of a period cf. O. 12. 112, P. 1. 17, 9. 25).

121 ‘Ship’ elsewhere in Bacchylides and Pindar always has να--; but an alternative νε- will be as
legitimate as in epic (in Homer, one ν�α to every twelve ν"α). To derive ν�α here from ν�ο is
merely perverse.

122 Snell ought not therefore to have printed . . . .] at the beginning of 160.
123 Τρ3ε] Kenyon, in the notes in his edition; not, as Snell, ‘Nairn alii’.
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continuing with the main clause in δ�κεον Pχαι3ν or µάταν &φαντο124) but
will qualify a noun in the lacuna of 159. One possibility is that this noun
should be the object of ]οντε, on the lines of α1ξοντε @περφ�αλον µάταν

φρ�νηµα; but I have thought of nothing that would fit the space in 159 (let
alone the traces).125 The alternative is that µεγάλαιιν �λπ�ιν | [ . . . . ]οντε
should be complete in itself, most likely I think with πν�]οντε (but read
πνε<�>]οντε126), much as Pi. P. 10. 44 θραε�αι . . . πν�ων καρδ�αι, and that the
noun qualified by @περφ�αλον should be the object of a second participle.
Participles with their wide ντ are extravagant use of space, which is here at a
premium, and I have been unable to accommodate any but the exceptionally
short #�ντε; with that, @περφ�αλ�ν | θ� #�ντε α.δάν will give a sense which is
evidently very appropriate.

It remains to relate this supplement to the traces (Figure 12). It appears to
be compatible with them, as θϊεντε]α

·
υ
·
[δα]ν

·
τ
·
[ρωε].

The stippling above A and B represents irregular smudgy ink, occurring
especially on the raised parts of the surface, which I suppose to be offset on
the papyrus from other writing with which it has been in contact. (A and B
themselves are quite different in appearance; I have no doubt that they are
part of the writing.) The hatched area between B and C has its surface
stripped; for the hatched areas to the right of F and at the top right, see below.
<B.’s finished disegno is missing, and I have had to reconstruct it from two of

Figure 12

124 Both too long (even with Blass’s να̃α], accepted by Schwartz, at the beginning of 160);
and incompatible with the traces.

125 µάταν φρ�νηµα is too long by about two average letters, and is incompatible with the
traces.

126 Initial anceps in this ode may be short if necessary, but is long for preference (see my
prefatory remarks on the metre); I am confident that Bacchylides would not have written
πν�οντε with πνε�οντε available. The papyrus can only have had πνε], not πνει] (room for four
average letters, but the wide π and ν, with wide space needed between verticals, leave room only
for ε); but πνε- for πνει- is a very easy copyist’s error (I believe there to be another instance at
10. 22 ]πνε<�>ων). <Cf. above, p. 227.>
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his preliminary drawings. They do not show where his stippling and hatching
was to go.>

At the beginning, A is too wide for a single upright and has an irregular
upper edge as at the junction of strokes; it suits the apex of α. If α, the space
before it is compatible with θϊεντε] written economically but quite normally.

At the end, D is the top of an upright and E (0.7 mm. long) and F suit the
upper edge of a horizontal. I think there can be no doubt that EF are from the
crossbar of the τ in τ[ρωε] : the word will occupy almost exactly the same
space as at 13. 133 and 15. 50. D could then be either ν (second upright) or ι.

The identification of B to D as υ
·
[δα]ν

·
 needs more discussion.

(a) B is the final 1.0 mm. of a stroke rising gently to the right, and is readily
identifiable with the right arm of υ; it follows A at the right distance for αυ.
All that is in question is the form of the υ: if ink has been lost at the left
of the trace, a plain shallow-topped υ as e.g. 13. 115 (ατ)υ, 154 υ(πο); if no
ink has been lost, there will be a bulge at the upper edge of the stroke.127

This bulge comes normally at the junction with the upright, e.g. 13. 179
(βρυο)υ(α), which would put the upright towards the right of the letter,
with a short right arm: an unexceptionable υ, but it would not be able to
overlap a following δ, and I could not then find room for [δα]ν (see (b)
below). Occasionally, however, there is a purely casual bulge well clear of the
upright, as 13. 182 (ε)υ[; if there is in fact a bulge here I should assume it to
be thus casual.

(b) υ[δα]ν will need to have been written tightly: from right of υ to right of
ν we have 10.6 mm., and with average writing I should expect 12 to 12.5 mm.
But 10.6 mm. can be achieved, with no appearance of abnormality, by
allowing υ to overlap δ (as it does occasionally: 15. 43, 17. 44) and by using the
more compact forms of letters from normal writing: thus 15. 43 (α)υδ(αει)
combined with 11. 74 (δ)αν(αου), both perfectly normal in appearance, gives
c. 10.5 mm.128 This compactness will not I think be purely casual, and to
assume it therefore will be legitimate: the line, with two cola conflated, is
exceptionally long, and if the conflation was there already in our writer’s
exemplar it would have been natural for him to economize in space from the

127 The main part of the trace occupies the right-hand half of a narrow strip of papyrus, c. 2.0
× 0.3 mm., which is detached except at its left end and twisted downwards at an angle of 40°; if it
be supposed to be twisted back to its original position, it will appear that a tiny vestige of its
upper edge and another of its right-hand tip are still on the main body of the papyrus. At its left-
hand end the ink has a sharp edge; I cannot tell whether this is original or due to the flaking-off
of the surface (which might happen the more easily on such a narrow strip).

128 With the αν of κυανωπιδα from the end of our line one could get below 10 mm.; but the
crowded writing common in the protruding end of a line is no analogy for writing earlier in the
line.
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beginning: both θϊεντε] and τ[ρωε] will have inclined to compactness,129

and so does the surviving ]ιππευται (after this the protruding κυανωπιδαεκ

is very cramped indeed; but this may happen in the protruding part of any
long line).130

(c) C raises a problem: vanishingly thin traces of ink along 0.5 mm. of the
edge next to the stripped area, 1.4 mm. clear of D and 0.4 mm. below its top;
the diagonal of a normal ν would be appreciably lower than this at this
distance from the second upright. There are three possibilities: (i) C is not
part of the writing but offset ink like that above A and B; (ii) it is part of
the writing and not part of ν, in which case D will be ι and C belong to the
preceding letter (ο, ω; low for ε; not α; of consonants e.g. , τ); (iii) it is part of
an anomalously written ν. I am reluctant to assume (i); I have failed to think
of an approach that would accommodate any word that (ii) might offer; and
from initial disbelief I have come to suppose that (iii) is easier than at first
appears and is probably the truth. I have found a number of instances of ν
that would come very close to having ink in this position: the figures corre-
sponding to my 1.4 and 0.4 mm. above are no more than 1.5 and 0.5 mm. in
13. 35 θνατοιι, 87 νεβρο, 124 εν, 128 ληξεν, 229 πανθαλη, 16. 25 µητιν, and
scarcely more than that in 5. 84 θαµβηεν, 16. 26 ταλαπενθεα, 18. 2 αναξ. Some
of these instances (and some instances of ν generally) have convex or irregular
diagonals; such a diagonal could account for the fact that C appears to be
virtually horizontal.

Finally, I remark on two places where further traces may be concealed; both
are indicated by hatching on my drawing. First, in υπερφ[ια]λον: a narrow
strip of papyrus from the upper part of the lacuna is folded over to the right,
obscuring the upper part of λ and the upper edge of ο; if it were folded back
into place I should expect it (if the surface is intact) to have traces of the
missing ια. Second, to the right of F: the lower edge of the papyrus has
curled over upwards, and any traces on it are now invisible; it is conceivable
that it should show the upper edge of the ρ of τ[ρωε].

160–3. The Trojans’ hopes; somewhere in the lacuna will be a verb ‘they
expected’ or the like. In 162, supplements can be controlled by three tiny
vestiges from the feet of letters.

129 τ[ρωε], with 15.6 mm. from left of τ to left of , is actually marginally longer than the
other two instances of the word; but these are themselves compact. 11. 95 (µηλο)τρ(οφον) with
81 (η)ρωε would give 17.0 mm.

130 I had better say that I have rejected the possibility of ]αχ[α]ν: A and B are improbably
close for ]αχ[, B and D are impossibly far apart for χ[α]ν . Nor can I think α� χάν appropriate as a
word: true, an Aχ= θεπε�η is commonly ascribed in the Iliad to the advancing or fighting
Trojans; but @περφ�αλο, applicable to an articulate α.δά just as in Homer to an &πο or to µ+θοι,
could hardly be applied to the inarticulate α� χά.
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At the end of 162 will be the beginning of a verb (infinitive or participle) to
govern ν�α: ‘burn’ or ‘destroy’. Cf. the two, �κ- is at home with ‘destroy’ but
hardly with ‘burn’: with ‘burn’ verbs �κ- seems to give the notion of starting a
fire in much the same sense as English ‘kindle’, and to look forward not to the
effect of the fire on what is burnt but to the mere establishment of the
burning. The natural ‘burn’ verb here would be �µπ�µπρηµι (twelve times in
the Iliad of setting fire to the ships); the two ‘burn’ verbs with �κ- which
might come into question here are �κκα�ω and �κφλ�γω, and in the two relevant
tenses (future and aorist) these are metrically equivalent to �µπ�µπρηµι;
I think it inconceivable that Bacchylides should have used either of them here
in preference to �µπ�µπρηµι. Therefore ‘destroy’; presumably �κπ�ρθω131 (so
Blass, ed. 2, with �κπ�ραντε).

One might think of supplying the future infinitive, 160–1 κυαν�πιδα �κ|
[π�ρειν �δ�ξαζον] ν�α, and making 162 turn to the revelry at Troy, on the
lines of (what itself is excluded by the traces in 162) [µολπὰ δ� α' φαρ

ε�λα]π�να τ� �ν | [ . . . . . ]ρ
·
ο
·
ι dξειν θ[ε�δ]µατον π�λιν. But I think it much more

likely that Bacchylides had in mind Hektor’s words to the Trojans at Il. 8. 498
ν+ν �φάµην ν"ά τ� 6λ�α κα� πάντα PχαιοG | α} ψ α� πονοτ$ειν προτ� Ι' λιον

Aνεµ�εαν· | α� λλὰ πρ�ν κν�φα Iλθε (so that instead they bivouac in the plain);
and on those lines one may supply κυαν�πιδα �κ|[π�ραντε Qϊθεν] ν�α |
νε�θαι π]ά

·
[λ]ι

·
ν, [ε�λα]π�να τ� �ν | [ . . . . . ]ρο

·
ι dξειν θ[ε�δ]µατον π�λιν. This

supplement does accord with the traces: the three vestiges, over 163 ξειν, are
in the right position (in relation both to one another and to the rest of the
line) for π]α

·
[λ]ι

·
ν
·
 (α, left angle; ι, foot; ν, foot of second upright).132 It accords

effectively with the µ�λλον α' ρα πρ�τερον κτλ. of 164–7: the Trojans did not go
back to the city either on the night of Iliad 8 or on the following night (Il. 18.
243–314), and on the day after that Achilles drove them (properly half of
them, Il. 21. 7–8) into the bed of the river and killed them there, �ρυθα�νετο

131 Homer has π�ρθω (and �κ-, δια-) only of sacking cities, but later writers extend it to other
destructions (so Pi. O. 10. 32 &περαν . . . τρατ�ν); the extension in our case, to the destruction
of the Greek ships drawn up within their fortified encampment, will be minimal.

132 None of the vestiges is more than 0.2 mm. (half the thickness of a stroke) in any dimen-
sion; nevertheless their configuration, and their relation to the generally horizontal edge of the
papyrus, allows something to be said about what they might or might not have been, and that
something is compatible with π]α

·
[λ]ι

·
ν
·
[. The first vestige is from the foot of an upright or stroke

slanting upwards or perhaps most readily (with an upright left edge and slanting right) from
the left angle of α; the second from its position (on a small corner of papyrus) looks to be from
the foot of an upright or stroke slanting downwards or from the right end of a horizontal; the
third is partly abraded, but from the amount of abrasion involved I should suppose a horizontal
to be excluded and the foot of a single stroke, at whatever angle, to be the likeliest identification
(the second upright of ν is often joined by the diagonal well above its foot, so that the foot itself
is as of a single stroke).
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δ� αMµατι Uδωρ (ib. 21).133 And it has a further considerable advantage: that the
mention of festivity in the city follows especially well after νε�θαι πάλιν.

For the main verb I looked first for an imperfect, which might consort
more readily with present participles in 158–9; but I find nothing of anything
like the right length. �ξα/χεον, ‘they were confident’, might just be squeezed in
in conjunction with �κ|[κ$αντε; but besides my objection to �κκα�ω there
is a further difficulty in the inelegance of the double �κ-. The aorist Qϊθεν will
be ‘they conceived the thought’ (in consequence of Hektor’s successes); it
occurs three times in Homer (L(θην, L(θη, 6ϊθε�).

In 162, [ . . . . . ]. .ι can hardly be other than a dative construing after �ν,
and ought therefore to end in -αι or -οι. Not -αι, for α is out of the
question; ο is not only possible but actually suggested by the position of the
trace (in place for the lower edge of the bottom arc),134 and I think that -οι
may be considered certain. Before the ο

·
, the ]. is the tail of ρ, τ, υ, or φ (of

which the spacing makes φ the least likely).
What I expect in �ν [. . . . .].ο· ι is an indication of the place where the

ε�λαπ�ναι will be: hardly, in the plural, the time. The proper place for such a
public festivity is the streets: B. 3. 15–16 (Hieron’s victory-celebrations at
Syracuse) βρ/ει µ!ν #ερὰ βουθ/τοι fορτα�, | βρ/ουι φιλοξεν�α α� γυια�,135 E.
Her. 781–2 (after the killing of the tyrant Lykos) Ι� µ$ν� � τεφαναφ�ρει, ξετα�

θ� fπταπ/λου π�λεω α� ναχορε/ατ� α� γυια�, Ar. Knights 1320 (the celebration of
good news with a public holiday) τ�ν� &χων φ$µην α� γαθ=ν xκει �φ� Hτωι

κνι3µεν α� γυιά (cf. Birds 1233 κνια̃ν α� γυιά); also in celebrations enjoined
by oracles, D. 21. 51 χοροG #τάναι κατὰ τὰ πάτρια κα� κνια̃ν α� γυιὰ κα�

τεφανηφορε�ν, and the oracles136 in D. 21. 52 κατ� α� γυιὰ κρατ"ρα #τάµεν κα�

χορο/, 43. 66 τὰ α� γυιὰ κνι"ν κα� κρατ"ρα #τάµεν κα� χορο/.
What I believe to have been written is λα �οφο]ρ

·
ο
·
ι (with λαο- contracted as

Pi. I. 6. 29 Λα �οµεδοντια̃ν, and commonly in the vernaculars: Doric Λατυχ�δα,
Ionic λε�ωφ�ρε Anakr. PMG 346. 13);137 λαοφο] fits the space, and the second ο

133 I do not mean that other supplements proposed do not accord with the πρ�τερον: I mean
that ‘before ever they returned home’ is more effective then ‘before ever they destroyed the ships
and feasted in Troy’.

134 Snell’s ε is unlikely as a reading (it would be anomalously high) and offers no prospect at
all of any sense.

135 Cf. B. fr. 4. 79 (the blessings of peace) υµπο�ων δ� �ρατ3ν βρ�θοντ� α� γυια�. Here
υµπ�ια sound private, α� γυια� sound public: it may perhaps be relevant to adduce the (κατ�
α� γυιὰ) κρατ"ρα #τάµεν in the public ceremonies enjoined by the two oracles I cite just
below.

136 The formulae of these two oracles are presumably traditional and authentic, whatever the
status of the oracles themselves.

137 For contraction in Bacchylides (principally in terminations, but not avoided elsewhere)
see on 157, with n. 119.
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could easily fall clear of preserved papyrus.138 It is true that the word is
commonly used of highways across the country, and for a street in town I
have found in literature nothing closer than the adjectival use at Hdt. 1. 187. 1
τ3ν µάλιτα λεωφ�ρων πυλ�ων το+ α' τεο; but it would be reasonable that it
should be used also of the main thoroughfares in a town, and Pollux indeed
says that it was: 9. 37 (of the π�λι) τὰ µ!ν ε.ρυτ�ρου YδοG λεωφ�ρου α} ν κα�

α� µαξιτοG καλο�η κα� #ππηλάτου, τὰ δ! τενὰ τενωποG κα� λα/ρα. It
would be natural that public festivity should be concentrated in any such
wider thoroughfares; and a poet was of course at liberty to suppose them to
have existed in his legendary city.

167. Kenyon proposed �ρειψ[ιτο�χοι, presumably because it was the one
�ρειψι- compound in the lexica of his day, cited from A. Th. 882 δωµάτων

�ρειψ�τοιχοι. It cannot be right, for the Aiakidai demolish not house walls
but city walls. I cite Tucker on A. Th. loc. cit. (his 886 sq.), ‘since το�χο is the
wall of a house and not a city, perhaps �ρειψ[ιπ/ργοι may be approved’: this
was in 1908, and his hope has remained unfulfilled for sixty-seven years.
I now fulfil it: the papyrus has ερειψ[ι]π

·
ύ
·
[, as I show in Figure 13, and quite

certainly not Snell’s ερειψι
·
τ
·
ο
·
ι
·
χ
·
[ or Maehler’s ερειψ[ιτ]ο�[,139 and we must read

�ρειψ[ι]π
·
ύ
·
[ργοι.

Figure 13

138 I have been unable to find any other noun in -ρο/ον, -το/ον, -υο/ον, -φο/ον that might
fit metre and space and sense. 

139 The letters as I show them are all written and spaced quite normally. In particular, the first
upright of π often protrudes above the crossbar (sometimes more than here, e.g. 13. 82, 160),
and the crossbar is often slightly convex; that the hyphen should intersect π (as is suggested
by the configuration of its surviving part) is easily paralleled, e.g. 11. 35, 61, 108, 13. 162,
14. 4, 10.

In Snell’s ψι
·
τ
·
ο
·
ι
·
χ
·
[ (Hermes 71 [1936], 124–5) the equivalences will be ψ = A, ι = B, τ = C, ο = D,

ι an inference from the space (‘so schmal, dass wohl nur ι in Frage kommt’), χ (left arm) = E.
The traces individually might suit, but in combination are excluded by the spacing.

In Maehler’s ψ[ιτ]ο
·
�
·
[, presumably ο = D, ι = E; possible of itself, but B and C (which he

ignores) would need to be ιτ as in Snell’s reading, with the same impossible spacing of ψιτο.
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Col. 34 S. = 28 K.: lines 185–219

190. Asyndeton, as Bacchylides breaks off from the praise of Aigina to
celebrate the victory once more; and the τε after ν�καν is prospective. I find
this τε disturbing, and for two reasons. First, one is tempted as one hears it
to take it as retrospective, joining this sentence to the sentence before; and
though one soon realizes that one cannot, a competent poet will not set his
hearers, however briefly, on a false trail. Second, the ode is an ode for
Pytheas and his victory; fair enough that Bacchylides should diverge to praise
his trainer, and praise him (as he does) at length, just as Pindar praises
another Athenian trainer at length in O. 8; but to put victor and trainer
formally on a level of importance by this double τε seems to me to detract
from the victor’s praise without adding to the trainer’s. The abolition of
asyndeta by the interpolation of connecting particles is a very common error
in the manuscript tradition of Greek poetry; I believe that we have an
instance here, and that the τε was interpolated (as retrospective) by someone
troubled by the asyndeton.

199. From the ε of ε
·
ι, two specks, from the cap and the tip of the cross-

stroke. Of the second ε of θερ�
·
!
·
πη, the upper edge of the cap (not previously

reported).
202–3. The extreme ends of these lines are on a separate small fragment

not shown on the facsimile but now attached in its proper place; the break
runs vertically through the  of µωµο and the ι of εργοι (with one edge of
the ι on either side). There is no possible doubt: both ink and fibres tally
exactly across the join, and the combination is completely certain.140

204–8. We are concerned with the praises of Pytheas’ trainer, Menandros.
He was an Athenian, and evidently had detractors in Aigina; and Bacchylides’
generalities are concerned to belittle this detraction. First (202–3) one
commonplace, that people will find fault with anything that a man achieves;
and now the sentiment that truth will always prevail and time give glory to
fine achievement, whereas (208–9) the empty carping of ill-wishers fades
away and is lost to sight. The linking of α� λαθε�α and χρ�νο, with the notion
that truth establishes itself with the passing of time, is another commonplace:
Pi. O. 10. 53 H τ� �ξελ�γχων µ�νο | α� λάθειαν �τ$τυµον | Χρ�νο, Men. Monost.
13 α' γει δ! πρ- φ3 τ=ν α� λ$θειαν χρ�νο, X. Hell. 3. 2. 2 Y α� ληθ�τατο

140 I stress this in order to get rid of a confusion inspired by Edmonds (CR 37 [1923], 148)
and inherited by Snell (1934 and subsequently) in his apparatus on 203: ‘huc fr. 30 K. traxit
Edm., sed cf. v. 40.’ There are two fragments: fr. 30 K. (the fragment reproduced with that
number in the facsimile, on the second page of fragments) has the ends of lines 40 (].ι and 42
(]·); our fragment (not in the facsimile) has the ends of lines 202 (]c) and 203 (]ι). The two are
quite distinct; each of them is now attached in its proper and indubitable place in the papyrus,
and there are no uncertainties or problems whatsoever.
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λεγ�µενο χρ�νο ε4ναι;141 cf. Pi. fr. 159 α� νδρ3ν δικα�ων ωτ=ρ α' ριτο, S. OT
614.

Context and parallels make it I think certain that νικαν is infinitive (so the
papyrus, νικα̃ν) and not the accusative ν�καν (Merkelbach, ZPE 12 [1973],
90–1: ‘α� λαθε�α loves victory’ to be equivalent, with α� λαθε�α = ‘Unverborgen-
heit, Nicht-Vergessen’ > ‘Ruhm, Uberall-bekannt-sein’, to ‘wer im Wettkampf
gesiegt hat, dessen Andenken wird nie vergessen werden’).

205. πανδ[α]µατω
·
ρ
·
: of ω

·
, part of the left-hand arc and the upper tip of

the right-hand arc; of ρ
·
 (read by Snell but not by Blass–Süss or Maehler), the

outer edges of the top and right-hand side of the loop.
208–9. Restored by Blass with the aid of an incomplete citation in Cramer,

An. Ox. i. 65. 22 <= Epimer. Hom. α 291 Dyck>: see Snell.

Col. 35 S. = 29 K.: lines 220–31

220. �α�ν[ is paroxytone in the papyrus; I suppose the order of probability
to be �α�ν[ει, �α�ν[ων, �α�ν[ειν.

221–2. No one hearing these words could possibly construe τα̃ι (= �λπ�δι)
otherwise than after π�υνο, ‘trusting in which’; therefore φοινικοκραδ�µνοι

[ τε not -οι[ι.142

223–4. The final ∪ −×− ∪ − of 223 will contain a feminine noun in the
accusative, describing the ode or its performance as ‘an X of Uµνοι’; pre-
sumably, with a total of six syllables, there will be another word as well. Now
the noun is qualified by two pronouns: τάνδε will identify the X with the
present ode (English would use something adverbial; ‘herewith’, ‘in this ode’,
or the like); τινα therefore, applied to something known and identified, will
not be the τινα of uncertain identity but will serve another purpose. It might
I suppose apologize for a metaphor or the like (e.g. A. Ag. 735 #ερε/ τι Jτα

of the lion cub); more likely perhaps it will have the intensive force that it
often has, predominantly with adjectives (e.g. Od. 13. 391 I µάλα τι τοι θυµ-

�ν� τ$θειν α' πιτο, Ar. Birds 924 [parodying lyric] α� λλά τι Lκε�α Μουάων

φάτι). What I think likeliest in the lacuna is noun plus intensifiable adjective;
but whatever we have it must give τινα a function.

All we have of the missing expression is .[, the foot of an upright (ι, γ, κ, π,
etc.), and above this, written by a corrector, ν[; it is likely enough (but
unverifiable) that .[ was deleted, to be replaced by ν[, and that the missing
expression therefore was ν[∪ −×− ∪ −.

141 Applied differently in Xenophon (period of gestation as evidence of paternity), but with
an evident allusion in λεγ�µενο to the normal use.

142 What �λπ�? Lampon had ambitions for further victories by his sons; but those ambitions
would be oddly linked with the Muses as in some way sponsoring the present ode.
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Blass proposed ν[εοπλ�κων δ�ιν,143 and Jebb improved this to ν[ε�πλοκον

δ�ιν, but neither will do: δ�ιν is the wrong word, for the poet does not ‘give’
his odes (see on 224–31, with n. 149); τινα is quite pointless with Blass’
supplement and near enough pointless with Jebb’s (νε�πλοκον, meaning in
effect nothing more than ‘new’ is too common a metaphor to need apology
and too trivial for intensification). For the noun I suppose Schwartz’s χάριν to
be a fitting word; for the adjective (if ν[ is right) a compound of νεο- seems
probable (there will be few other adjectives of the form ν[∪ − . . .), but what
compound I do not know. Pindar’s νεο�γαλον is meaningful enough to bear
the τινα; I have not thought of a comparable compound to fill the ∪ −×− here.

224–31. ξεν�αν τε [φιλά-
225 γλαον γερα�ρω,

τὰν �µο� Λάµπων [ ∪∪ − ∪∪ ο.

βληχρὰν �παθρ$αι τ[ ∪ −
τὰν ε�κ �τ/µω α' ρα ΚλειF

πανθαλ= �µα� �ν�ταξ[εν φρα�ν,
230 τερψιεπε� νιν ~

·
[ο]ιδα�

παντ� καρ/ξοντι λα[3]ι
·

So the passage stood after the first crop of supplements: φιλά]|γλαον Kenyon;144

ο. Housman; �ν�ταξ[εν φρε�ν Jebb, corrected to φρα�ν by Housman. The
decisive contribution was then made by Schwartz (Hermes 39 [1902], 638–9);
with �παθρ$αι second-person optative,145 Λάµπων must be vocative and a /
will be needed to establish it as vocative;146 there must also be a verb to govern
τάν (= ξεν�αν) in 226, a noun to be qualified by ο. βληχράν (and to be
antecedent to τάν in 228), and a mention of Pytheas so that νιν in 230 may
have a reference. He supplied these requirements by

143 Blass’s notion of ι
·
[οπλοκ- corrected to ν[εοπλοκ- does nothing to probabilify his supple-

ment: ι
·
[ is only one of several possibilities for the original letter; and the errors made by our

writer are normally much less sophisticated than this would be (they produce as a rule either
common words or meaningless sequences of letters).

144 φιλάγλαο elsewhere of persons or cities, but of course perfectly possible of ξεν�α (‘such that
there is a love of α� γλα(α’). I have considered the possibility of πανά]|γλαον (Bacchylides is not
averse to coinages with παν-); but α� γλα� is strong enough of itself, and to strengthen it further
with παν- would be overdoing it.

145 As of course it is. On the analogy of 5. 4 Μοια̃ν and 19. 13 λαχο�αν we might think of a
participle in -αι (copyist’s rather than poet’s) if a participle led to clearly superior sense; but it
does not. Nor may we divide �παθρ$αι τ[: the νιν of 230 is certainly Pytheas (it is Pytheas, not
Lampon, whose fame the ode will spread abroad); Pytheas therefore must be mentioned in 226–
7, and he can be mentioned only in τ[ and not in τ[.

146 ‘Also ist Λάµπων Vokativ und / nothwendig’: necessary, that is, so long as there is
nothing else before �παθρ$αι to tell us that Λάµπων is vocative and not nominative. If Λάµπων
were followed directly by a second-person verb, there would be no need for /; but that would
mean splitting the sentence into two, and I cannot believe that to be right.
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τὰν �µο�, Λάµπων, [G ν�µων δ�ιν ο.

βληχρὰν �παθρ$αι τ[�κνωι,

and was right in everything but the detail. I will revert to this in a moment;
but first I will comment on a trace in the papyrus that has not been previously
reported: the ν of λαµπων is followed, after a space of 1.7 mm., by 0.4 mm. of
the left-hand edge of an upright, compatible with  (but compatible also with
eleven other letters, so that we are not greatly advantaged by its presence).

The trace is low in relation to the ν: it comes wholly below its second
upright, and is broken off at the bottom on a level with the foot of the first.
This may not at first sight suggest the possibility of ; but first sight is mis-
leading. The ν is written well above the ordinary level of the line (the pecked
line on my drawing) <the drawing is missing>; this happens with ν from time
to time, and when it does happen the next letter will commonly revert to
normal level (so, in this column, 14. 5 νη, 14. 23 νι; and especially 14. 11
(φρε)νε(ιν), where the edge of ε has vertical ink at exactly the same height in
relation to the ν as in our case). That the left-hand edge of  should be vertical
almost to its foot is not uncommon: so 13. 197 (ετεφανω)(εν), and so (very
nearly, if not quite) the first  of 14. 11 φρενειν just discussed.

In [υ, the tail of a long-tailed υ would be visible (my drawing shows the
limit of intact surface; there is papyrus in places beyond this limit, but under-
layer only, with the surface gone). But there is room for υ to have descended c.
0.5 mm. below the  without reaching surviving surface, and tails as short as
this are not uncommon; cf. indeed 13. 188 ευ, with the feet of all three letters
exactly on a level.

I revert now to the detail of Schwartz’s supplement. I should correct it as
follows:

(a) ν�µειν, ‘dispense, distribute, allot, assign’, is not the likeliest verb with
ξεν�αν, and the tense I expect is not present but aorist (the hospitality thought
of in its completeness and not as something still in progress); rather than
ν�µων, therefore, πορ�ν.

(b) τ[�κνωι is prosodically unwelcome, and I should replace it by τ[�κει.
Bacchylides, though he is ready enough to give mute + liquid147 single value
initially (47 instances, or about 3 in every 5; much the same proportion as
Pindar), is chary of doing so internally: 30 instances, or about 1 in every 9
(Pindar about 1 in 3).148 But there is more to it than that: these internal

147 Throughout this paragraph my figures for mute + liquid exclude the combinations β δ γ +
λ µ ν, which are double-value even in Attic.

148 I have not distinguished between fully internal instances (πατρ�) and quasi-initial ones
(παρα-τρ�ψαι, µηλο-τρ�φον). Of the instances with ρ, 12 are fully internal (5 in proper names)
and 13 quasi-initial; of the instances with λ, 1 is fully internal (proper name) and 3 quasi-initial.
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instances are almost wholly confined to combinations with ρ (25 instances, or
1 in 5.6), plus a few of π τ κ + λ (4 instances, or 1 in 12); in combinations with
nasals (which in Homer are never single-value, even initially) Bacchylides has
only one internal instance, 17. 34 α� φ �νεο+ (1 in 23).149 The scansion τε̆κνωι,
that is, while not impossible, would have been very unusual; I do not believe
that Bacchylides made use of it when the synonymous τ�κει was at his
disposal.

(c) Bacchylides’ point is that the ode for Pytheas serves as a requital of
Lampon’s hospitality, so that in place of δ�ιν I expect some word meaning
α� µοιβ$ν; nor does the poet ‘give’ his ode to the victor,150 but pays it him as his
due. Snell’s χάριν would of itself be appropriate, but the dative τ[�κει, easy
enough after the nomen actionis δ�ιν,151 will hardly be possible after χάριν;
Snell himself supplied χάριν . . . τ�κνου, but χάριν τ�κνου is no way of saying
‘the grateful favour paid to your son’ when its natural and obvious meaning
would be ‘your son’s grace or beauty’. I look therefore for another nomen
actionis; and I find it in τ�ιν. The verb τ�νω (and α� πο-, �κ-), of a payment
made in return or under an obligation (τ�νω τι ‘pay’, occasionally ‘pay for’;
τ�νοµαι or τ�νυµα� τινα or sometimes τι, ‘requite’), is predominantly used of
payments made as penalty or compensation for wrong or injury; but the
original neutral sense was never extinguished, and the verb is used from time
to time of payments made in requital for a service or meritorious action. So
e.g. Il. 18. 407 Θ�τι . . . ζωάγρια τ�νειν (repay her for saving his life), Od. 22.
235 ε.εργε�α α� ποτ�νειν, Hdt. 3. 47. 1 ε.εργε�α �κτ�νοντε, A. Th. 548 Jργει

. . . �κτ�νων . . . τροφά, X. Mem. 1. 2. 54 το� �ατρο� . . . µιθ-ν τ�νειν; and so
in Pindar O. 10. 12 κοιν-ν λ�γον (the legend told in the ode, of concern
to all) | φ�λαν τε�οµεν � χάριν, P. 2. 24 τ-ν ε.εργ�ταν α� γανα� α� µοιβα�

�ποιχοµ�νου τ�νεθαι. The noun τ�ι is similarly used ordinarily of the
payment or exaction of a penalty, but its original neutral sense appears at
Thgn. 337 Ζε/ µοι τ3ν τε φ�λων δο�η τ�ιν οM µε φιλε+ιν κτλ.152 (So also the

149 I exclude, as certainly corrupt, fr. 4. 70 {ρ{χνα-ν (~ − ∪ −).
150 At Pi. I. 1. 45 the κο/φα δ�ι is not the poet’s praise of the victor in his ode (nor is the

α� ν=ρ οφ� the poet), but the praise accorded to the victor by right-thinking men in general, by
the plurality of persons indicated by the plural γν�µαι immediately before: the same as the
πολιατα̃ν κα� ξ�νων γλ�α α' ωτον of 51.

151 I have found no parallel with a noun in -ι before Attic prose: e.g. Th. 5. 35. 2 τ=ν τ3ν
χωρ�ων α� λλ$λοι ο.κ α� π�δοιν, Pl. Ap. 30d τ=ν το+ θεο+ δ�ιν @µ�ν. Datives after other ‘gift’ or
‘giver’ words: A. Pr. 612 πυρ- βροτο� δοτ"ρα, S. Tr. 668 τ3ν 3ν Η� ρακλε� δωρηµάτων (cf. E. IT
387 τὰ Ταντάλου θεο�ιν fτιάµατα), E. Ba. 572 τ-ν τα̃ ε.δαιµον�α βροτο� 6λβοδ�ταν, Ar.
Clouds 305 ο.ραν�οι τε θεο� δωρ$µατα (but not Il. 24. 458, where the dative goes with the
sentence as a whole). Instrumental datives in Pindar: P. 6. 17 ε1δοξον αT ρµατι ν�καν, I. 2. 13
Ι� θµ�αν Mπποιι ν�καν, P. 1. 95 τ-ν . . . τα/ρωι χαλκ�ωι καυτ"ρα.

152 The genitive would not provide an analogy for τ�ιν . . . τ[�κεο: Theognis wants to requite
his friends; Pindar is paying the ode to Pytheas but requiting Lampon.
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cognate ποινά,153 ordinarily of a penalty paid, can be used in a neutral sense: at
Pi. P. 1. 59 the ode is ποινὰ τεθρ�ππων, at N. 1. 71 Herakles’ final bliss is
καµάτων µεγάλων ποινά.) In our context τ�ιν will naturally indicate a pay-
ment made to Pytheas in return for Lampon’s hospitality; at the same time
the ode is Pytheas’ own due from the poet for his victory, and I suppose that
Bacchylides would be willing enough for this second sense to be felt as well.

153 The fifth century, knowing nothing of labio-velars, will have been unaware that the words
were cognate. That does not affect my point.

Bacchylides, Ode 13284
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Bacchylides 18. 52–3

Aigeus, in Bacchylides 18, gives an account of Theseus’ equipment and
clothing as reported by the κάρυξ.1 (I retain the misguided colometry of the
papyrus; I indent all cola which are not the first of their period.)

46 δ/ο ο# φ3τε µ�νου α� µαρτε�ν

λ�γει, περ� φαιδ�µοιι δ� Qµοι

48 ξ�φο &χειν <�λεφαντ�κωπον>,
ξετοG δ! δ/� �ν χ�ρε� α' κοντα,

50 κη1τυκτον κυν�αν Λάκαι-
ναν κρατ- {υ}περ<�> πυροχα�τα,2

χιτ3να πορφ/ρε �ον
53 τ�ρνοι τ� α� µφ�, κα� ο.λ�αν

Θεαλὰν χλαµ/δ(α).

In χιτ3να πορφ/ρεον τ�ρνοι τ� α� µφ�, ‘and a purple χιτ�ν about his breast’,
the position of τε is impossible;3 the passage therefore is corrupt, and
emendation must restore τε to its proper place.

<This paper in its present form (there is an earlier draft) dates from after 1990, as my Aeschylus
is cited in n. 1. The typescript is formatted as if for ZPE.>

1 I accent the word as does West (Aeschyli Tragoediae, xlviii); the υ-- of the oblique cases has no
business to be shortened in the nominative, any more than the η in µ/ρµηξ. I add that the
statement in Bekker’s Anecdota (iii. 1148) that one accents κ"ρυξ �τ� (!), not κ"ρ/ξ �τι, points
the same way: the true accentuation κ$ρυξ �τ� conflated with the fictional κ"ρυξ.

2 πυροχα�τα Maas, πυροχαιτου the papyrus. Forms in -χαιτο appear twice (and late), each
time in the neuter plural (α� µφ�χαιτα Diod., ε1χαιτα Herm.); forms in -χα�τη (-χα�τα) are
common, and Bacchylides’ genitive of -τα is -τα. <The ‘Herm.’ cited here is from Stob. i. 465. 4
Wachsmuth = Corp. Herm. fr. 26. 5 Nock–Festugière, where Nock reads ε.χ/τοι.>

3 The rule of course is that τε follows the first word in its clause or word-group, with the
proviso that prepositives need not (though they may) count as separate words. Exceptions are
rare: Denniston, Particles 517–20, (iv) with (viii); his list is not complete (add at any rate Pi. N. 7.
97, E. Ph. 332, Ar. Th. 325; see also Fraenkel on A. Ag. 229 f.).

I am not aware that anyone has distinguished (as I think one should) between exceptions with
prospective and (as here) with retrospective τε: one might expect greater freedom with the
former, where the sentence-structure is still developing, than with the latter, where it is already
determined. Denniston’s prose instances are all in fact with prospective τε (except for one or



I know of only one serious attempt at this,4 the transposition proposed
independently by Platt and Wilamowitz (and accepted by Jebb): τ�ρνοι τε

πορφ/ρε�ον | χιτ3ν� α� µφ�. But this does no more than replace one anomaly by
another, namely the initial short in 53. It is not merely that the line (a com-
plete period) is elsewhere | −−− ∪∪ − ∪ −| (four stanzas in all, this included):
all eight periods in the stanza begin with, or consist of, a glyconic or (in one
case) a phalaecean, and in none of them is the first syllable treated as anceps.
The second syllable is anceps (long in three periods, short in two, variable in
three); the first is always either long or (in two periods, and once in another)
long resolved into ∪∪.

χιτ3να then must stay where it is; the τε must follow it directly, and πορ-

φ/ρεον therefore is corrupt and to be replaced by τ� − ∪ − (or of course by τε
∪ −, with τε followed by a double consonant). The replacement is not far to
seek: Bacchylides wrote χιτ3νά τ� α� ργ/φεον | τ�ρνοι α� µφ�. The corruption of
ταργυφεον to πορφυρεον would not be difficult; I shall return to the detail of it
in a moment.

α� ργ/φεο occurs three times in Homer, twice in the Homeric hymns,
and twice in Hesiod; in four of the seven instances it is applied to clothing
(Od. 5. 230 = 10. 543, the α� ργ/φεον φα̃ρο µ�γα . . . λεπτ-ν κα� χαρ�εν of
Kalypso and of Kirke; Hes. Th. 574, the �θ$ of Pandora; Hes. fr. 43(a). 73,
the εZµα of Eurynome). Its meaning is hardly separable from that of other
epic adjectives in α� ργ-, which seem in general to convey a ‘white-shining’
moving over sometimes to a mere ‘white’ (cf. h. Dem. 196 α� ργ/φεον . . .
κ3α)5 and sometimes to ‘bright’ (cf. Il. 18. 50 τ3ν δ! κα� α� ργ/φεον π�λετο

two with prepositives); though one must remember that retrospective τε is in any case rare in
prose.

I list exceptions I have found with retrospective τε. (I have not sought systematically;
I discount, of course, instances with prepositives, with which I include Ar. Frogs 1009 Hτι
βελτ�ου τε). In all of them τε follows a word-group forming a close unity, Hes. Th. 272 χάµαι
�ρχοµ�νων τ� α� νθρ�πων, 846 πρητ$ρων α� ν�µων τε, A. Su. 282 Κ/πριο χαρακτ$ρ τε, [E. Al. 819
µελαµπ�πλου τολµο/ τε; interpolated], Tr. 1064 µ/ρνη α�θερ�α τε καπν�ν, Ar. Th. 325
Νηρ�ο ε�ναλ�ου τε κ�ραι; or part of a close unity, E. Her. 1266 &τ� �ν γάλακτ� τ� Sντι. If in
our passage we had χιτ3να πορφ/ρεον τε, some kind of defence might be offered; insert also the
non-coherent τ�ρνοι, and the thing becomes indefensible.

Snell in his apparatus says ‘τε inusitate quarto loco ut vox τ�ρνοι extollatur’; presumably ‘be
given prominence’. But there would be no such prominence; and why in any case should the
poet wish to make τ�ρνοι prominent?

4 And of one other, which can hardly be called serious, by Housman (CR 12 [1898],
74 = Classical Papers, 453): κη1τυκτον κυν�αν Λάκαιναν, κρατ� <θ� > Uπο πυροχα�του χιτ3να
πορφ/ρεον τ�ρνοι {τ� } α� µφ�. That is, he had (to disregard the epithets) ‘a sword about his
shoulders, and two javelins in his hands, and a helmet, and beneath his head a tunic about his
breast’; one sees why Housman in later life deprecated the publication of his collected papers.

5 And h. Hom. 6. 10, the τ$θεα α� ργ/φεα of Aphrodite?
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π�ο, of the cave of the Nereids under the sea);6 of clothing, it is probably
rightly taken to denote the white, slightly glistening smoothness of fine
linen (in which sense it will give an effective contrast here with the rough
woolliness of the ο1λιο χλαµ/). It is not used elsewhere (in early poetry at
any rate) of a man’s χιτ�ν;7 but there is good precedent in the χιτFν ιγαλ�ει

of Od. 15. 60 and especially of Od. 19. 225–35 (was this passage perhaps
in Bacchylides’ mind?), where Odysseus wore both a χλα�ναν πορφυρ�ην ο1λην

. . . διπλ"ν and a χιτ3να . . . ιγαλ�εντα | οZ�ν τε κροµ/οιο λοπ-ν κάτα

�χαλ�οιο· | τ3 µ!ν &ην µαλακ�, λαµπρ- δ� Iν A�λιο O.
I return now to the corruption; which we must presumably think of as

taking place in two separate stages. The obvious sequence would be: (1)
ταργυφεον miscopied as πορφυρεον; (2) the essential τε restored in the one
place where metre would admit it. But I think it likelier that it happened thus:
(1) αργυφεον miscopied as αργυρεον (a very easy error);8 (2) someone faced
with the absurdity of a silver χιτ�ν was moved (not thinking of the rare
α� ργ/φεον) to make a deliberate change of ταργυρεον to πορφυρεον, and to
transfer the τε that was thus abolished to the one place where metre would
now admit it. I think this likelier because I find the second stage more credible
so: if a man were inserting τε into a text from which it had already vanished
I should expect him to pay heed rather to language than to metre and to
insert it after χιτ3να; a man who was himself abolishing the τε in his change
of ταργυρεον to πορφυρεον might more readily in replacing it have looked for
another home (perhaps he avoided τε πορφ- because it changed the metre,
perhaps he simply felt subrationally that if τε is emended away here its
replacement must come elsewhere).

Epimetrum: Ibykos, PMGF 285

Ibykos, as cited by Ath. 58a, described the Moliones as γεγα3τα �ν L�ωι

α� ργυρ�ωι. For α� ργυρ�ωι M. L. West has proposed α� ργυφ�ωι (CQ 20 [1970],
209); he adduces the L�ω π�λυ λευκοτ�ρα of Sappho fr. 167, the whiteness
of Helen’s egg (E. Hel. [258], Eriphos fr. 7), and the egg of Orph. fr. 70 <= 114
Bernabé> &πειτα δ� &τευξε µ�γα Χρ�νο Α�θ�ρι δ�ωι | Qεον α� ργ/φεον. These
parallels give us good reason to regard α� ργυφ�ωι as probable, but no reason

6 Cf. also Emp. Vorsokr. 31 B 100. 11 Uδατο . . . α� ργυφ�οιο. The lexicographers explain
α� ργ/φεον as λαµπρ�ν (Hesych., Et. magn., Souda) and as λευκ�ν (Hesych.).

7 In Ap. Rh., Medeia’s καλ/πτρη at 3. 835, 4. 474. Of a man’s clothing I have not found it
before Opp. H. 5. 233 (‘white’: the εMµατα of a herald bringing good news). Not that this matters:
if the fabric is the same, the wearer’s sex is irrelevant.

8 It is found in some manuscripts of Od. 5. 230, 10. 543, and Ap. Rh. 4. 474; at Nonn. D. 10.
190, 12. 312; and in Ibykos, PMGF 285 (see Epimetrum below).
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(so long as α� ργυρ�ωι is not impugned) to regard it as certain. But a reason
is to hand: silver is no material for eggshells, which must be fragile (even
fabulous ones) if the young are to hatch; no nascent creature, whether a bird
or reptile or human, can be supposed to burst its way through a metal shell.

Bacchylides 18. 52–3288
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 Bacchylides, Asine, and Apollo Pythaieus1

I . THE TEXT: FRR. 22  AND 4

Ep. στα̃ δ� �π� λάϊνον ο.- fr. 22 D
δ�ν, το� δ! θο�να� &ντυον, |δε δ� &φα· – e – D ||
‘α.τ�µατοι δ� α� γαθ3ν D
<��> δα�τα� ε.�χθου� �π�ρχονται δ�καιοι – e – e – e –
φ3τε�.� −−− ∪ −− e – e –

(desunt epodi uersus 6–10)
(incertum an desit trias tota)

Str. (desunt strophae uersus 1–8) fr. 4
− ∪ ∪ − ∪ ]τ

·
α Πυθω[ − ∪ − −

− ∪ − − ]ε
·
ι
·
 τ
·
ελευ

·
τ
·
 [ −

Ant. (.). . . . . .] κ�λ
·
ευσεν Φο�βο� [Pλ- – e – e

κµ$να�] πολεµα�νετον υ
·
[#-ν – D –

(.). . . ∪ . . .] �κ ναο+ τε κα�
·
 π
·
αρ[ − ∪ − 5 e – e – e ||

(.). . ∪. . ∪. . .]ι δ� �ν� χ�ρα<ι> D –
(.). . . . . . . .]χ

·
ισεν †τανφυλλο.[ e – e – e ||

(.). . ∪. .. . .στ]ρ
·
�
·
ψα� �λα�α� e – e –

(.). . ∪. . ∪. . .σ]φ� Pσινε�� D
(.). . . . . ∪ . . .]λε . .�  �ν δ! χρ�ν[ωι 10 – e – e
(.). . . ∪ . . .]ε� �

·
ξ Α� λικ3ν τε.[ − ∪ − − D – e –

µάντι]� �ξ Jργευ� Μελάµ[που� e – e –
Ep. Iλ]θ

·
� Pµυθαον�δα� D

βω]µ�ν τε Πυθα<ι>ε� κτ�σε[ − ∪ ∪ − – e – D ||
κα�] τ�µενο� ζάθ

·
ε
·
ον. 15 D

κε�ν]α� α� π- 9�ζα� τ�δε χρ[ – – ∪ – – – e – e – e –
�ξ�]χω� τ�µασ� Pπ�λλων∪ e – e –

Hermes 82 (1954), 421–44.
1 I am indebted to Professor Paul Maas and Mr. E. Lobel for their help on various points; and to

the Librarian of Victoria University, Toronto, for providing me with a photograph of the papyrus.



α' λσο]�, Mν� α� γλα(αι D
τ� α� νθ]ε+σ[ι] κα� µολπα� λ�γ[ειαι· – e – e[ –

(.). . . . . .]ονε
·
�, � α' να, τ..[ 20 – D[

(.). . . . . .]τι· σG δ� 6λ[β – D[
(.). . . . . .].α· ιοισιν[ (–)e – e[

Str. τ�κτει δ� τε� θνατ �ο�σιν ε�-
ρ$να µεγαλ�άνορα �πλο+τον |[421/2]

κα� µελιγλ��σσων α� �οιδα̃ν α' νθεα, 25
δαιδαλ�ων τ�� �π� βω �µ3ν

θε �ο�σιν α,θε�σθαι βο �3ν ξανθα̃ι φλογ�

µ$ρι� ε.�µάλ]λων τε �µ$λων

γυµνασ�ω�ν τε ν�οι ��

α.λ3ν τε κα�� κ�µω �ν µ�λειν. 30
�ν δ! σιδαρο�δ�τοι� �π�ρπαξιν α�θα̃ν

α� ραχνα̃ν #στ�ο� π�λ �ονται,
Ant. &γχε�α τε λογχωτὰ ξ�φε�α

τ� α� µφάκεα δάµναται ε.ρ��

− ∪ − − − ∪ − − − ∪ −
− ∪ ∪ − ∪ ∪ − −
χαλκεα̃ν δ� ο.κ &στι σαλπ�γγων κτ/πο�, 35
ο.δ! συλα̃ται µελ�φρων

wπνο� α� π- βλεφάρων

α� 3ιο� K� θάλπει κ�αρ.
συµποσ�ων δ� �ρατ3ν βρ�θοντ� α� γυια�,
παιδικο� θ� wµνοι φλ�γονται. 40

Ep. (deest epodus)

Fr. 22: Athen. 5. 5 (p. 178b).
Fr. 4: 1–32, P. Oxy. 426;2 23–40, Stob. 4. 14. 3 (Βακχυλ�δου Παιάνων);

31–7, Plut. Num. 20. 6 (quoted anonymously).
Cf. B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, part 3, 1903,

2 The papyrus is now in Toronto, at the Library of Victoria University, where original num-
bering (Oxyrhynchus Papyrus no. 426) is retained. I have used two photographs: one (a very
clear one, but covering only lines 1–21) in the possession of Ashmolean Museum at Oxford;
and one, covering the whole fragment, which was sent to me by the Librarian of Victoria
University. I refer to the collations of Grenfell and Hunt (‘G.–H.’), made from the papyrus, and
of Snell, made from a print of the same photograph as my first and covering therefore only lines
1–21 (Snell, Bacch., p. 13*).

The text of the poem is written on the verso of the papyrus, in what G.–H. call ‘a rather
uncultivated uncial hand which may be assigned to the third century’. There are no accents or
lectional signs except for an apostrophe in 10 and 21 (but not 6, 17, 18; 9 unverifiable) and a
trema twice in 18 (ϊναγλαϊαι: the only instances in the papyrus where is initial or begins a new
syllable internally).
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pp. 68, 72–3; F. Blass, Archiv für Papyrusforschung, 3 (1906), 267–8; O. Höfer,
in Roscher iii. 3366–7 s. v. ‘Pythaeus’, with footnote (1909); B. Snell, ‘Das
Bruchstück eines Paians von Bakchylides’, Hermes 67 (1932), 1–13; p. Maas
‘Zu dem Paean des Bakchylides’, ibid., 469–71 <= Kl. Schr. 33–5>; Bacchylidis
carmina cum fragmentis . . . sextum edidit Bruno Snell (Leipzig, Teubner,
1949). / [422/3]

1. ]τ
·
: only the right-hand part of the cross-stroke; perhaps γ, ε.

2. ]ε
·
ι
·
τ
·
ελευ

·
τ
·
[: ]σ

·
ι
·
τ
·
 G.-H.,] ο

·
ι
·
τ (or ‘]ουγ, ]εργ, ]σιτ sim.’) Snell; ειπ

·
 [G.–H.,

Snell. My ευ
·
 looks fairly certain as against ει, and if ευ then τ

·
ελευ

·
τ
·
[

seems necessary. If ]. .τ· , then probably ].ι·τ· ; and if ].ι· (a long syllable)
most likely ] ε

·
ι
·
 (see p. 443).

4. υ
·
[: the top left-hand tip; a vowel, so υ is certain.

6. ]ι: a long syllable; the form of the ι and what may be traces of a ligature
suggest ε]ι or α]ι.

7. ]χ
·
: ].κ·  G.–H., ]κ

·
 Snell. The right-hand tips as of χ or κ; before these, and

separated from them by a damaged area, a longish stroke beginning
almost horizontally on the left and curving gradually down to the right.
If the tips are κ, I can see no explanation of this stroke; if they are χ,
I can explain it only as the upper left-hand arm of the χ itself, on the
assumption that the damage has displaced the upper layer of the
papyrus slightly over the lower. .[: the top of a slanting stroke; prima
facie α, δ, λ, or υ; ν (G.–H., Snell) not excluded.

8. ]ρ
·
ε
·
: ]ρ

·
ι G.–H., ]ρι ]σι or ]ει Snell. Of the ρ, the right-hand edge

(I should exclude σ or ε); of the ε, the upright part of the main stroke
(an odd shape for ι) and the tip of the cross-stroke contiguous with that
of ψ, the ink being lost from the rest of the letter.

10. ε. . � (the apostrophe is written, as in 21 but not elsewhere): ετ
·
� G.–H.,

Snell. After ε, a hole with some adjacent damage; then what may be
the left-hand tip and right-hand half of the cross-stroke of τ, with the
surface abraded between and below. ετ

·
� seems excluded by the spacing

(ετ would cover the same space as ετο in 4 and 31). The photographs
seem to allow either ε[ι]τ

·
� or εσ

·
σ
·
� (the top of the second σ unusually

horizontal, but the form of the letter varies enough for this to be no
obstacle); one might perhaps have expected to see the bottom of the ι or
of the second σ, but it is hard to judge the extent of abrasions from the
photographs.

11. .[: the foot of a slanting stroke; prima facie λ, µ, or χ; an irregular upright
perhaps not excluded.

12. ]�: the preceding letter (a short vowel) was too far from the � for any-
thing but ι]� or ο]� (Snell).

Bacchylides, Asine, and Apollo Pythaieus 291



αργευ�: originally αργου�; the ο then altered (in the text) to ε.
13. ]θ

·
 (so Snell): the upper part of the right-hand edge, too much for

ρ (G.–H.) or an apostrophe.
For αµυθ the papyrus has οµοθ with the second ο altered currente

calamo to α; above the first ο another hand has written α.
19. [ι]: the gap would admit either ι or ε. /[423/4]
20. ε

·
 (so G.–H., Snell): the top left-hand edge. ο

·
 may also be possible, but

I do not think it very likely (see pp. 443 f.).

. .[: οι
·
 [G.–H., ει[. .]. Snell. For the first letter, ρ (the top of the upright

and the upper arc of the loop) seems more likely than ο; the upper arc
ends clear of the edge on the right (hence Snell’s ε, from the photo-
graph), but in view of G.–H.’s ο (from the papyrus) it seems reasonable
to assume abrasion at the edge. For .[, a trace high above the line and
hard to reconcile with any possible letter in the text (neither shape nor
spacing suit the tip of a high ι); it may be part of a superlinear letter, in
which case ο (part of the left-hand edge) might be one possibility. Snell’s
final ].[ (a dark patch on the edge of the papyrus, very high above the
line) seems not to be ink at all.

22. ].α· : ]ι
·
δ G.–H.; Snell had no photograph of the line. Of the first letter, an

upright on the very edge: ι, ν, or possibly η (there is no example of η
elsewhere in the papyrus). Of the second, the outer strokes of α, δ, or λ; α
seems most likely.

28. ]λ (so G.–H.): this (and not ]χ) is quite certain.

I I . THE IDENTIFICATION

The foundation for the study of fr. 4 was laid in 1932, when Snell first
identified the end of the papyrus fragment with the beginning of Stobaios’
excerpt from Βακχυλ�δου Παια̃νε�. In this paper I am chiefly concerned to
establish four further things: (a) the responsion in fr. 4, (b) the myth, (c)
that fr. 22 is also part of the paian, (d ) the place where the paian was
performed.

The responsion in fr. 4

A responsion str. 23–32 ~ ant. 33–40 (and, perhaps, 1–2 ~ 31–2 ~ 39–40) was
recognized by Maas and denied by Snell. The difficulties were (a) the need for
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assuming a lacuna of two cola between 34 and 35,3 (b) the responsion 32
{ρ{χνα-ν ~ 40 παιδgκοι, (c) that the epode (3–22) would be twice the length of
the strophe; these difficulties apart the responsion is exact.

Maas is right; for the metre of his strophe recurs also in 3–12. The lacuna
must therefore be admitted,4 and the responsion α� ραχνα̃ν ~ παιδικο� / either [424/5]
accepted or emended away.5 The third difficulty (which is the most serious)
disappears, for the epode is now 13–22, of the same length as the strophe.

The responsion in 3–12 is in four places incompatible with the text as
printed by Snell, but in none of them is it incompatible with the letters
preserved in the papyrus. In three places all one need do is replace or
reinterpret the papyrus text: in 3 read κ�λευσεν (for the conjecture κ�λευσε);
in 9 divide ]φ�  �Ασινε�� (not ]φασιν ε��); in 10, where the papyrus is damaged,
read ]λε[ι]τ

·
�  or ]λεσ

·
σ
·
�  (for ]λετ� ). In the fourth place (7) the ]χ

·
ισεντανφυλλο.[ of

the papyrus is consistent with the responsion but is likely to be corrupt on
other grounds; the conjecture ταν<ι>φυλλ- is (if one keeps ]χ

·
ισεν) inconsist-

ent, and either a different or a more extensive emendation will be needed.

The myth

Line 9, which becomes ]φ�  �Ασινε��, now gives the clue: Bacchylides is telling
how Herakles, on Apollo’s instructions, removed the Dryopes from Delphi
to Asine in the Argolid, marking their frontier with a twisted olive or olives,
and how Melampous later established at Asine an altar and precinct of Apollo
Pythaieus.

The principal evidence for Bacchylides’ narrative is to be found in three
passages of Pausanias:

(a) For the removal of the Dryopes, cf. 4. 34. 9: �Ασινα�οι δ! τ- µ!ν �ξ α� ρχ"�

Λυκωρ�ται� Hµοροι περ� τ-ν Παρνασσ-ν Qικουν, Sνοµα δ! Iν α.το��, K δ= κα� ��

Πελοπ�ννησον διεσ�σαντο, α� π- το+ ο�κιστο+ ∆ρ/οπε�. γενεα̃ι δ! Uστερον

τρ�τηι, βασιλε/οντο� Φ/λαντο�, µάχηι τε ο# ∆ρ/οπε� @π- Η� ρακλ�ου� �κρατ$θη-

3 Or possibly between 35 and 36 (25 and 27 are metrically identical, and 35 might correspond
to either); but there is a natural connexion of thought between 35 (trumpet calls) and 36 (being
woken in the dawn).

4 It occurs in both Stobaios and Plutarch. It is incredible that such an omission should have
become established in the book texts; therefore we must assume that both Stobaios and Plutarch
reproduce the passage from the same early florilegium (in which the omission would be nothing
out of the way). So Maas, Hermes 67 (1932), 469 n. 1 <= Kl. Schr. 33 n. 1>.

5 This raises the whole problem of Responsionsfreiheiten in dactylo-epitrites, which cannot
be discussed here. Wilamowitz accepts the licence (Griech. Versk. 423 with n. 1; cf. Pindaros,
311 n. 2), Maas rejects it (Die neuen Responsionsfreiheiten, 1. 23 n. 3, and then––with a different
solution––Hermes 67, 469 n. 4 <= Kl. Schr. 33 n. 4>). The question is important for me here only
in so far as it affects the metre of line 12; see below, p. 433 n. 2 <= 19>.
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σαν κα� τ3ι �Απ�λλωνι α� νάθηµα lχθησαν �� ∆ελφο/�. α� ναχθ�ντε� δ! ��

Πελοπ�ννησον χρ$σαντο� Η� ρακλε� το+ θεο+, πρ3τα µ!ν τ=ν πρ-� Ε� ρµι�νι

�Ασ�νην &σχον, �κε�θεν δ! �κπεσ�ντε� @π- �Αργε�ων ο�κο+σιν �ν τ"ι Μεσσην�αι

Λακεδαιµον�ων δ�ντων. (For other accounts of the removal cf. schol. Ap. Rh. 1.
1212–19, Et. gen. s. v. �Ασινε�� [see Pfeiffer, Callimachus, i p. 34], Strab. 8. 6. 13
[p. 373], Diod. 4. 37. 1–2. Kallimachos told the story in his Aitia [frr. 24, 25 Pf.;
cf. 705], but the part that would concern us here is lost.)6 /[425/6]

(b) For the olive(s), cf. 2. 28. 2 (I quote the passage, and discuss it, on
p. 430 below): Herakles marked the Asinaian frontier at some place or places
with an olive, possibly (Pausanias is not explicit) a στρεπτ= �λα�α.

(c) For the sanctuary of Apollo Pythaieus at Asine, cf. 2. 36. 5 (the destruc-
tion of Asine by the Argives in the eighth century): Pργε�οι . . . �� &δαφο�

καταβαλ�ντε� τ=ν �Ασ�νην κα� τ=ν γ"ν προσορισάµενοι τ"ι σφετ�ραι, Πυθα�ω�

. . . �Απ�λλωνο� @πελ�ποντο <τ-> #ερ�ν, κα� ν+ν &τι δ"λ�ν �στι.
According to Pausanias, Herakles brings the Dryopes to Delphi to dedicate

them to Apollo, and Apollo instructs Herakles to take them from there to
the Peloponnese, where they settle in Asine; Herakles marks their frontier
with one or more (?στρεπτα�) �λα�αι; at Asine there was later a precinct of
Apollo Pythaieus. In our text we have Delphi (1); Apollo instructing some-
one’s son renowned in war (3–4); ‘from the temple’ (5); ]ρ

·
�
·
ψα� �λα�α� (8);

the Asinaians (9); Halieis, another town in the Argolic peninsula (11); and
the foundation of an altar and precinct of Apollo Pythaieus (14–15). The
identification is, I think, beyond doubt.

Fragment 22

This fragment is quoted by Athenaios as from a description of Herakles’
arrival at the house of Keyx. But Herakles called on Keyx immediately before
his subjugation of the Dryopes: cf. [Apollod.] 2. 7. 7. 1 διεξιFν δ! Η� ρακλ"�

τ=ν ∆ρυ�πων χ�ραν, α� πορ3ν τροφ"�, α� παντ$σαντο� Θειοδάµαντο� βοηλατο+ν-

το� τ-ν dτερον τ3ν τα/ρων θ/σα� ε.ωχ$σατο. n� δ! Iλθεν ε�� Τραχ�να πρ-�

Κ$ϋκα, @ποδεχθε�� @π� α.το+ ∆ρ/οπα� κατεπολ�µησεν (cf. also Diod. 4. 36. 5–
37. 1). Bacchylides is unlikely to have told the story of the Dryopes at length in
another ode than ours; unless therefore he fits the visit to Keyx into another
context, fragment 22 will be part of our ode.

6 The story may have been told or alluded to in a choral lyric poem of which a scrap is
preserved in a papyrus (PSI 146 = Pi. fr. dub. 335 Snell): two consecutive lines beginning
θειοδάµον[ and πεφνεδρυ

·
[ may have contained some case of ∆ρ/οψ or ∆ρ/οπε� and of the Dryo-

pian Θειοδάµα� (Wilamowitz, Pindaros, 134 n. 3). Enough can be seen of the metre to make it
certain that the fragment does not belong to our poem.
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The metre will correspond in one position only, namely as the opening
lines of an epode. To secure this responsion one needs to make two changes in
the received text,7 στα̃ for the MS. &στη in 1 and <��> δα�τα� in 4; neither
change is such as to be any obstacle to the combination.

The combination has one important consequence for fr. 4: it establishes the
metre at the end of 14 and 16.

Asine: the performance of the ode

In fr. 4. 16 ff. τ�δε [α' λσο]�, the sanctuary where the ode is performed, can only
I think be the sanctuary of Apollo Pythaieus at Asine itself. I shall discuss that
passage in more detail below; at this point I will consider briefly such other
evidence as we have for Asine and its sanctuary in historical times. / [426/7]

Asine is on the east shore of the Gulf of Argos, about five miles south-east
of Nauplia and twelve miles south-east of Argos. The site is one of great
antiquity: the Swedish excavations of 1922–30 (Frödin and Persson, Asine,
Stockholm 1938) show it to have been inhabited from Early Helladic times.
But at some date in the latter part of the eighth century bc the town was
taken by the Argives and razed to the ground (Paus. 2. 36. 4–5, 3. 7. 4); the
inhabitants escaped, and were settled by the Lakedaimonians on the west
shore of the Gulf of Messene, where they called their new town Asine after the
old (Paus. 4. 14. 3, 4. 34. 9).

Its inhabitants before its destruction belonged to a stock called Dryopes.
These Dryopes were said to have lived originally in Central Greece, in a
district variously defined as the neighbourhood of Parnassos, of Delphi,
of Oita, of the Spercheios, and so perhaps embracing all of them;8 for
Herodotus, the Dryopis is synonymous with the later Doris (1. 56. 3, 8. 31, 8.
43). From here they were said to have migrated after defeat by Herakles (the
migration is sometimes, as in our ode, represented as a transplantation by
Herakles, sometimes––as in the Messenian Asinaians’ own version, Paus. 4.
34. 10––as a voluntary flight after defeat); this story has the air of representing
an actual movement of population in a period preceding the Dorian invasion
of the Peloponnese. In the Argolid, Dryopes settled not only in Asine but in
Hermione, and also at other places on the intervening stretch of coast; there is

7 The corrections &ντυον and &φα (Neue, for &ντυνον and &φασ� ) are necessary in any case, and
have long been accepted.

8 For the evidence, see J. Miller, RE v. 1747 f.; add sch. Ap. Rh. 1. 1212–19a, p. 111. 1–3 Wendel,
περ� Τραχ�να τ=ν Θεσσαλικ=ν π�λιν κα� τ=ν Ο,την τ- Sρο� πρ-� το�� Hροι� τ"� Φωκ�δο� (these
words, displaced in the MSS., look very like a description of the original home of the Dryopes)
and sch. Amh. on Call. Hy. 3. 161 Τυφρ]ηστ-ν Sρο� (suppl. Pfeiffer).
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evidence for Eion, Halieis, and a Dryope near Hermione, and it is a reasonable
assumption that the whole coast from Asine to Hermione was Dryopian.9

But Asine was destroyed by the Argives in the latter part of the eighth
century;10 and thereafter it disappears from history. Strabo (8. 6. 11 = 373) /[427/8]
calls it a κ�µη, Pausanias (2. 36. 4) speaks only of �ρε�πια. The Swedish
excavations confirm the literary evidence: after c. 700 bc the town was des-
erted, and it remained deserted until c. 300 bc, when it was reoccupied by
‘fishermen and peasants’ and subsequently had a brief spell of importance as
a fortress in the time of the Achaian League (Frödin and Persson, Asine,
437).11 At the time of our ode, therefore, Asine had been uninhabited for over
200 years.

But when the Argives sacked the town they spared the temple of Apollo
Pythaieus. We know of this from Pausanias (2. 36. 5); who also tells us that
they buried by its walls a leading Argive who had been killed in the fighting,
and that in his own day the temple was ‘still δ"λον� (which suggests a
ruin). Apart from this there is no explicit reference to the temple in ancient
literature; there are nevertheless considerations which suggest that after the
sack of the town the temple was not merely left standing but continued in use.

In the first place, the very fact that the temple was spared and a leading
Argive buried there suggests that the Argives meant its cult to continue,
presumably (the Asinaians being gone and the territory now Argive) under

9 Hermione: Hdt. 8. 43, 8. 73. 2 (in the latter passage he names Hermione and the Messenian
Asine as the Dryopian towns in the fifth-century Peloponnese). Eion (site not known for
certain): Diod. 4. 37. 2 τρε�� π�λει� Qικισαν �ν Πελοπονν$σωι, �Ασ�νην κα� Ε� ρµι�νην &τι δ�  Η� ι�να.
Halieis: Call. fr. 705 Pf. ε�� �Ασ�νην 'Αλυκ�ν τε κα� α} µ π�λιν Ε� ρµιον$ων (Jλυκο� probably one of
the many aliases of Halieis, for which see Bölte, RE vii. 2246; the context of the line is unknown,
but it is a fair guess that it belongs to Kallimachos’ account of the Dryopian migration). Dryope:
St. Byz. ∆ρυ�πη· π�λι� περ� τ=ν Ε� ρµι�να. The district generally: Nic. Dam. FGrHist 90 F 30
(speaking of Deiphontes son-in-law of Temenos) πρ3τον µ!ν @ποπ�µψα� πρ�σβει� κρ/φα
Τροιζην�ου� κα� �Ασινα�ου� κα� Ε� ρµιονε�� κα� πάντα� Hσοι τ"ιδε ∆ρ/οπε� Qικουν α� φ�στησι τ3ν
�Αργε�ων �θελοντὰ� κα� α.το/�, µ= τ3ι χρ�νωι Yµο+ κε�νοι� @π- ∆ωρι�ων �ξαναστα�εν.

10 Pausanias puts the sack of Asine in the generation before the first Messenian War (4. 8. 3;
similarly in 2. 36. 4–5, 3. 7. 4 it follows soon after a Spartan invasion of the Argolid in the reign
of King Nikandros, father of the King Theopompos of the first Messenian War); the Asinaians
then come as suppliants to Sparta and fight on the Spartan side in the war; when it is over they
are settled by the Spartans in the Messenian Asine (4. 14. 3). The date of the settlement in
Messenia can hardly be questioned, but the date of the sack has been doubted: an interval of a
generation between exile and resettlement seems long (cf. Busolt, Gr. Gesch. i2 603 n. 1).

11 To this period belong two inscriptions, one at Epidauros recording a dedication (c. 229–5;
IG iv2. 1. 621) of statues of Argive tyrants by τ- κοιν-ν τ3ν �Ασινα�ων, one of Hermione (third or
second century?; IG iv1. 679) recording a renewal of συγγ�νεια κα� φιλ�α with α�  π�λι� τ3ν
�Ασινα�ων and admitting them to participation in the ceremonies of Demeter. (The latter
inscription has usually been considered to refer to the Messenian Asinaians; now that the
archaeologists have proved a renascence of the Argolic Asine, it seems more natural that it
should refer to that.)
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their own control. But there is other evidence than this. When the Argives
went to war with the Epidaurians in 419 bc they did so on a pretext that the
Epidaurians had neglected their religious duties to a temple of Apollo
Pythaieus (Th. 5. 53): προφάσει µ!ν περ� το+ θ/µατο� το+ �Απ�λλωνο� το+

Πυθαι3�, K δ�ον α� παγαγε�ν ο.κ α� π�πεµπον @π!ρ βοταµ�ων Ε� πιδα/ριοι

(κυρι�τατοι δ! το+ #ερο+ Iσαν �Αργε�οι). This temple has often been thought
to be that of Apollo Pythaieus alias Deiradiotes at Argos itself; but if it were,
there could be no point in saying κυρι�τατοι το+ #ερο+ Iσαν �Αργε�οι. The
temple will certainly have been away from Argos, though presumably in a
district under Argive control; and presumably also in a position reasonably
accessible from Epidauros as well as from Argos. Further, the fact that
Thucydides leaves the site anonymous suggests that it was at a place of no
importance except for the temple. With all this Asine fits perfectly; and the
identification has been suggested long since (cf. Poppo–Stahl and Classen–
Steup ad loc., and Farnell, Cults, iv. 215 n. b). / [428/9]

And now the evidence of the site. About 600 yards north-west of the small
peninsula on which Asine lay is a hill (Varvouna) about 300 feet high, the
highest point in the immediate neighbourhood of Asine. On its summit
the Swedes have excavated a building which they identify as ‘a temple . . .,
probably the one mentioned by Pausanias’ (Frödin and Persson, Asine, 151).
In giving the results of their excavations there, Frödin and Persson themselves
draw no conclusions about the period when the temple was in use; but the
results seem incompatible with its being derelict between 700 and 300 bc.
The temple itself they appear to date (on the evidence of the finds there) ‘to
the Archaic period, probably to the 7th century’, they speak of ‘Archaic and
Hellenistic roof-tiles’, describe a few other finds as ‘Archaic’, and found close
to the building ‘a vast quantity of sherds (Geometric, Proto-Corinthian,
Corinthian)’ (op. cit., 149).

All in all, the evidence suggests that after the destruction of Asine the
sanctuary of Apollo Pythaieus continued in use as a centre of Apolline
worship in the neighbourhood, embracing at any rate the towns of Argos and
Epidauros. If therefore our ode appears on internal evidence to have been
performed there in the first half of the fifth century bc, we have no reason to
doubt that in fact it was; and the ode will in fact become a further piece of
evidence for the continuance of the cult.
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I I I . COMMENTARY

Fragment 22

4. <��> δα�τα� . . . �π�ρχονται: ‘arrive at, turn up at’; without the �� it would
be ‘visit’ (LSJ III. 1).

Between fr. 22 and fr. 4. 3 Herakles is entertained by Keyx, defeats the
Dryopes, and dedicates them at Delphi. All this will occupy either 16 cola
(end of epode plus strophe) or 46 (end of epode, a complete triad, strophe).

Fragment 4

1. − ∪ ∪ − ∪ ∪ ]τ
·
α- Πυ--θω-- [ ∪ − − would also be possible. If ]τ

·
{ Πυ--θω-- [− ∪ −

−, then Πυθω[ is likely to be trisyllabic (Πυθω[νο--�, Πυθω[να- or the like): the
lex Maasiana is never infringed by Bacchylides in the position . . . ‘ − ’ e − |
(see p. 442 n. 3).

3–4. Apollo’s instructions to Herakles. The supplements υ[#�ν (Edmonds)
and [�Αλ|κµ$να�] are I think inevitable. The infringement of the lex Maasiana
in 3 (|| − − ∪ − − − � − . . .) is venial; see p. 442 n. 3 <= here p. 311, n. 35>.

5.  The removal of the Dryopes from Delphi. At the end, either Παρ[νασ-

σ�α� (-�δο�) ‘the region of Parnassos’ or παρ[(α) c. gen., e.g. παρ� 6µφαλο+ (the
position of τε as in 10. 44 �π� &ργοισ�ν τε κα� α� µφ� βο3ν α� γ�λαι�). The former /[429/30]
alternative is obviously attractive, but I am not certain that Bacchylides would
have formed such a noun from the name of a mountain (Th. 5. 64. 3 has ��
�Ορ�σθειον τ"� Μαιναλ�α�, but Mainalia, the territory of the Μαινάλιοι, had a
political existence); if Parnassos was to be mentioned I should rather have
expected something like �κ ναο+ τε Παρνασσο+ θ� dδρα�.

6–7. The settlement of the Dryopes in Asine. The χ�ρα is that of Asine
(or a larger district containing it: the Argolid or the like). ]ιδ is presumably δ�
preceded by a dative adjective defining or describing the χ�ρα; the alternative,
that it should be τα̃]ιδ� , seems to me impossible (the deictic Hδε has no place in
the middle of the mythical narrative).

7–8. Herakles marks the Asinaian frontier by twisting an olive or olives.
The evidence for this is in Pausanias, 2. 28. 2 (following his account of the
Epidaurian Asklepieion): �� δ! τ- Sρο� α� νιο+σι τ- Κ�ρυφον &στι καθ� Yδ-ν

στρεπτ"� καλουµ�νη� �λα�α� φυτ�ν, α�τ�ου το+ περιαγαγ�ντο� τ"ι χειρ�

Η� ρακλ�ου� �� το+το τ- σχ"µα· ε� δ! κα� �Ασινα�οι� το�� �ν τ"ι �Αργολ�δι &θηκεν

Hρον το+τον, ο.κ α} ν &γωγε ε�δε�ην, �πε� µηδ! fτ�ρωθι α� ναστάτου γενοµ�νη�

<τ"�> χ�ρα� τ- σαφ!� &τι οZ�ν τε τ3ν Hρων �ξευρε�ν. It appears from this that
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Herakles was said (a) to have twisted a certain olive near Mount Koryphon, in
the mountains between Epidauros and Asine, (b) to have marked the Asinaian
frontier at some place or places with an olive; the twisted olive of (a) may or
may not have been an olive of (b) (Pausanias gives no opinion, on the ground
that here as elsewhere the limits of Asinaian territory are no longer known12).

First of all, there can be no doubt that �λα�α� in Bacchylides is the olive or
olives with which Herakles was said to have marked the Asinaian frontier.
Second, Pausanias’ στρεπτ= �λα�α does not necessarily imply that the olives
in the frontier legend were traditionally στρεπτα�; but since we have]ρ

·
ε
·
ψα� in

our text, the supplement στ]ρ�ψα� seems very nearly (though not quite)
inevitable. Finally, Pausanias gives no indication whether Herakles marked
the frontier with an olive at one place or at more (the µηδ! fτ�ρωθι clause
would fit well with the latter assumption, but does not require it); �λα�α�

therefore may be either gen. sing. or acc. plur.
3–8. I have dealt with some of the detail of these lines, but I have left the

real difficulties untouched. They centre on line 7: this as it stands is reconcil-
able with the metre (− ∪ − − −]χ

·
gσε--ντα-νφυ--λλο̆ .[–– ||), but I can see no way of

making it give acceptable sense. / [430/1]
(a) I can articulate the latter part only as τὰν φ/λλ� ο̆ .[− ||. This gives a

relative clause τὰν φ/λλ� ο.[− || − ∪ − στ]ρ�ψα� �λα�α�, and of this I can make
nothing: the sense ‘which he bounded by twisting an olive-tree’ might suit,
but I cannot see how it could be achieved (in particular, φ/λλα �λα�α� is ‘olive
foliage’ not ‘leafy olive’), nor if it could be achieved would the sentence 6–8
bear much resemblance to Bacchylides’ normal style. The accepted conjecture
ταν<ι>φυλλ- (probably -ου

·
 or -ου

·
[�) would remove the difficulties, replacing

the relative clause and φ/λλα by a participial clause and an ornamental
epithet for �λα�α�;13 to reconcile it with the metre one would need to
change ]χ

·
ισεν to − ∪ and to admit a licence (∪

⎯⎯
∪

⎯⎯
) which is rare in Bacchylides’

dactylo-epitrites14 (only 3. 40 Ᾰλ�αττα, 3. 83 ŏσgα, and perhaps 13. 64 κ�{νεον).
I have thought of ]χ

·
ισ� ε.φ/λλου

·
[(�), corrupted as a result of the

12 This (which requires Facius’ <τ"�>) is surely the meaning. Editors normally take it
as a purely general statement about the uncertainty of the frontiers of any χ�ρα α� νάστατο�
(Frazer ‘for when a country has been depopulated it is no longer possible to ascertain the exact
boundaries’; so Hitzig–Blümner and others whom they cite) ; I doubt whether Pausanias would
have said that in these words (µηδ! fτ�ρωθι seems to me natural only of other points on the
same frontier) or indeed at all (for it is false: only when a country has been α� νάστατο� for a long
time are its frontiers forgotten).

13 ταν/φυλλο� �λα�η Od. 13. 102 (cf. 23. 190).––Here ταν<υ>- G.−H., ταν<ι>- Maas;
cf. ταν�φυλλο� B. 11. 55, ταν�σφυρο� 3. 60, 5. 59 (dissimilation of υ?).

14 Nor is it common in Pindar’s: cf. Snell, Pindari Carmina, p. 313. It is perhaps worth
remarking that Bacchylides’ instances occur in two poems which also admit the responsion with
unusual freedom: see p. 442 n. 3 <= here p. 311, n. 35>.
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superscription of ταν to denote a variant τανυφυλλ- (much the same thing
seems to have happened in Stobaios’ text of line 28: see below); but this is
mere speculation.

(b) At the beginning of 7, ]χ
·
ισεν will be an aorist indicative and its subject

will be the same as that of στρ�ψα�, i.e. Herakles; the natural thing will
be to construe it with 6,]ι δ� �ν� χ�ρα<ι> [− ∪ − − −]χ

·
ισεν, and to look for a

sense such as ‘he settled them in Asine’ (cf. Et. gen. [s. v. �Ασινε��] Η� ρακλ"�

τοG� ∆ρ/οπα� . . . �ν τ"ι Πελοπονν$σωι µετ�ικισεν; similarly sch. Ap. Rh. 1.
1212–19). But in the first place I can see no possibilities for ]χ

·
ισεν other than

σ]χισεν and τε�]χισεν, and neither is obviously suitable (nor can I see an
alternative to ]χ

·
: Q(ι)κισεν seems to be quite incompatible with the traces); in

the second place there is very little room for five syllables at the beginning of
the line. One might just find room for ]ι δ� �ν� χ�ρα<ι> [�Απ�α� �ντε�]χ

·
ισ� ,

ε.φ/λλου
·
[� κτλ.: but �ντειχ�ζω is a verb of the historians, and a series of

twisted olives round a frontier is not a τε�χο�. Since there is already reason to
find corruption in the line, it is hazardous to speculate about the solution
of its difficulties.

(c) The remaining problem centres on line 5. At first sight I should expect
this to give the content of Apollo’s instructions of 3–4, e.g. κε�νου�] κ�λευσεν

Φο�βο� [�Αλκµ$να�] πολεµα�νετον υ[#-ν στ�λλεν] �κ ναο+ κτλ.15 But if 6–7
belong to the narrative of Herakles’ actions, two difficulties arise. First, if
Apollo is subject of 3–5 and Herakles of 6–7 we expect a pronoun to mark the
change of subject; but I can see no way to work a pronoun in. Second, as
Professor Maas has pointed out to me, it would be remarkable if the oracle /[431/2]
(especially in this foundation legend) merely sent the Dryopes away without
saying where they were to go (and cf. Paus. 4. 34. 9 α� ναχθ�ντε� δ! �� Πελοπ�ν-

νησον χρ$σαντο� Η� ρακλε� το+ θεο+). One solution of the difficulties would
be to continue the oracle into 6 and 7; but (whatever the corruption in 7)
I cannot see how to do this if Herakles is to be subject of στρ�ψα� in 8, nor
would there be room after the oracle for a statement (which I should expect)
that Herakles did as he was told. The alternative would be to make the
narrative begin with 5, and to supply a pronoun there, e.g. τοG� δ� H γ� ] �κ ναο+

τε κα� παρ[ − ∪ − | σε+(ε); in that case I should expect the strophe to have
contained Apollo’s oracle and 3–4 to be its résumé, but no likely supplement
occurs to me.

9–10. The Dryopes are now called �Ασινε��. Cf. Et. gen. (s. v. �Ασινε��) ε,ρηται

γὰρ Hτι �Ηρακλ"� τοG� ∆ρ/οπα� ληιστε/οντα� α� π- τ3ν περ� ΠυθF χωρ�ων �ν

τ"ι Πελοπονν$σωι µετ�ικισεν, Mνα διὰ τ=ν πολυπληθ�αν τ3ν �νοικο/ντων

15 For the infinitive in -εν cf. 17. 41, 88, 19. 25. These are Bacchylides’ only examples (I
exclude 16. 18 θ/ε--ν βαρυ-); it is presumably only coincidence, though an odd one, that they follow
κ�λοµαι, κ�λευσε, κ�λευσε.
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ε,ργοιντο το+ κακουργε�ν (cf. sch. Ap. Rh. 1. 1212–19a Mνα τ"ι πολλ"ι τ3ν

α� νθρ�πων �πιµιξ�αι το+ ληιστρικο+ lθου� α� π�σχωνται). κα� διὰ το+το �Ασινε��

α.τοG� Lνοµάσθαι n� µηκ�τι κατὰ τ- πρ�τερον σινοµ�νου�. Bacchylides must
I think intend this same etymology from α� σιν$�; there is no room in our text
for the πολυπληθ�α, but resettlement and delimitation would presumably be
enough to make them ‘harmless’.

�Ασινε�� can as it stands only be nom. plur.; the acc. plur. of �Ασινε/� with the
scansion ∪ ∪ − would be �Ασιν� �α� (or possibly �Ασιν"�).16 The verb (whether
-λε�το or -λεσσε) is singular; with �Ασινε�� nom. pl. the construction must be
that of e.g. Hdt. 4. 23. 5 ο1νοµα δ� σφ� �στι �Αργιππα�οι. In that case I see no
alternative to ο1νοµα δ� σ]φ�  �Ασινε��17 in 9; then perhaps / λοιπ-ν κα]λε[�]τ� [432/3]
(the construction as in E. Hec. 1271–3 τ/µβωι δ� Sνοµα σ3ι κεκλ$σεται . . .
κυν-� ταλα�νη� σ"µα; cf. also Pl. Polit. 279e, Crat. 385d, 419e).

This solution has the disadvantage of requiring two contiguous epicisms,
neither directly paralleled in choral lyric: the metrical lengthening ο1νοµα and
the elision of the dative σφι. They are common enough in Homer (ο1νοµα four
times, σφι elided 21 times), and there are analogous epicisms in choral lyric
(Pindar has ο1ρεσι, Ο.λυµπ-; Bacchylides has συ--νεχ�ω� 5. 113, and elides
χ�ρεσσι 18. 49), so that the supplement remains possible; it must however be
regarded with suspicion. The alternative (suggested to me by Mr. Lobel) is to
treat �Ασινε�� as acc. and to read κά]λεσ

·
σ
·
� . This will enable us to treat σφ�  as σφε

(where the elision is of course unexceptionable: Pi. P. 5. 39), and will give a
reason for the apostrophe (to distinguish κάλεσσ� �ν from κάλεσσεν); it will
involve the assumption that the late accusative �Ασινε�� (normal in the κοιν$)
has replaced an original �Ασιν��α� or -"�.

16 I have no doubt that the forms �Ασινε�� (nom.), -��α� (acc.) are legitimate in Bacchylides.
Pindar and Bacchylides normally decline -ε/� with -ε- (seldom -η-), and contract readily (I use
the term to include synizesis): -η- 14, -ε- uncontracted 35, contracted 30; whereof in proper
names -η- 5, -ε- 24 and 24 (over half the instances of -η- belong to the one word βασιλε/�, which
has -η- 8, -ε- 3 and 5; this may be a reflexion of Homeric practice, which virtually excludes -ε- in
appellatives but admits it in certain proper names, or may be due merely to the metrical
convenience of forms in βασιλη-). There is a direct parallel for the nom. �Ασινε�� at Pi. P. 1. 65
∆ωριε�� (-ε�� EF, -"� CGH); otherwise -�ε� (P. 5. 97 βασιλ�ε� B. 21. 2 Μαντιν�ε�) or -"ε�
(βασιλ"ε� thrice, α� ριστ"ε� once; all Pindar). There is no parallel for the acc. �Ασιν��α� (only
α� ριστε̆́{� I. 8. 55, βασιλ"α� P. 3. 94); but this is likely to be mere chance, in view of the frequency
with which the same vowels are contracted in the acc. sing. (-"α 3, -ε̆́{ 7, -��α or -" 7).

For the orthography of the contracted forms, I should expect in a text of Bacchylides -ε��
(not -"�) as nom., -� �α� (not -"�) as acc. (in the sing. we have -� �α at B. 13. 101, 134, whereas in
Pindar -" N. 4. 27, 8. 26, I. 6. 33, and probably (-"ον MSS.) N. 9. 13; at O. 13. 21 the MSS. -"α is
perhaps rather -� �α than -"). In our passage, where there is a play on the adj. α� σιν$�, -ε�� or -��α�
seems necessary: cf. B. 13. 230 τερψιεπε��, 14. 14 λιγυκλαγγε��, 8. 27 µεγαλοκλ� �α�.

17 Or rather ο<1>νοµα δ� σ]φ� : ουνοµαδεσ] is rather long for the probable space. The mis-
spelling would be nothing unusual in a lyric text.
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10–15. Melampous comes from Argos to Asine, and founds an altar and
τ�µενο� of Apollo Pythaieus. The greater part of the sentence is plain sailing:
χρ�ν[ωι and Μελάµ[που�18 (G.–H.) and βω]µ-ν and κα�] (Blass) are
inevitable, and there is not much doubt about Iλ]θ

·
�  (Edmonds); the first word

of 12 ((.). . . .ι]� or perhaps (.). . . .ο]�) is most likely a nominative agreeing
with Μελάµπου�, and Snell’s µάντι]� is entirely suitable.19

The difficulty comes in 11, (.). . . . . .]ε� �ξ Α� λικ3ν τε.[ − ∪ − −. This seems
to consist of a dependent clause coextensive with the line; in which case it
looks as if − ∪]ε� should be a neuter adjective and τε.[− ∪ − − comprise (in
whatever order) a neuter noun and a masculine participle. ‘Αλικ3ν is the
genitive of ‘Αλικο�, the inhabitants of the town of ‘Αλιε��:20 this town is near
Hermione, on the coast of the Gulf of Argos near its mouth and about twenty
miles south-east of Asine (its inhabitants were quite likely regarded as
Dryopes who migrated along with the Asinaians,21 but it need not follow that
Bacchylides so treats them here). /[433/4]

What the clause is about I have no idea. Melampous comes �ξ Jργευ�,
and Halieis is twenty miles the other side of Asine from Argos; the clause
cannot therefore merely describe his route (Höfer had suggested something
on the lines of τεµ

·
[Fν κ�λευθον).22 If the Halikoi are in some way relevant to

the foundation of the sanctuary at Asine, there is nothing to tell us what that
way may be; it is possible, I suppose, that they are of themselves irrelevant,
and that the line merely explains how Melampous happened to come to Asine
while bringing something from them or on his way to bring it.

14. Πυθαιε/�, not Πυθαε/�, is the original form of the word; it is found in
two early Lakonian inscriptions, one assigned to c. 500 (Th. A. Arvanitopou-
lou, Polemon 3 (1948), 152–4, J. and L. Robert, RÉG 63 (1950), 158: Πυθαιει)
and one to the fifth century (IG v 1. 928: Πυθαιει). Professor Snell has drawn my
attention to these inscriptions, and suggested that the form be restored here.23

18 Or Μ�λαµ[πο�: that is Pindar’s form (P. 4. 126, Pai. 4. 28, the latter guaranteed by the
metre).

19 I assume the scansion –– ∪. The word corresponds to the first two syllables of 32 and 40,
where Stobaios has the anomalous responsion {ρ{χνα-ν ~ παιδgκοι. Bacchylides has the element
∪ ∪ –– only once, in the first line of the strophe of 1 (∪ ∪ –– –– D ∪

⎯⎯
 e); I therefore assume that if

the anomaly is to be removed the scansion is –– ∪ ––, and that if the anomaly is to be accepted it
is –– ∪ –– that is the norm and ∪ ∪ –– that is the licence.

20 The inhabitants as well as the town are ‘Αλιε�� in literary prose (Xenophon and later), but
fourth- and third-century inscriptions at the Epidaurian Asklepieion have ‘Αλικ��, ‘Αλικο�:
IG iv2. 1. 42. 11; 121. 120; 122. 19, 69 (all ‘so-and-so ‘Αλικ��� ); 122. 74, 80 ([τα̃�] π�λιο� τ3ν
‘Αλικ3ν, [α�  π�λι]� α�  τ3ν ‘Αλικ3ν).

21 See above, p. 427 n. 2 <= 9>.
22 τεµ�ν would have to be a copyist’s Atticism: in Bacchylides, as in Pindar, the verb is τάµνω.
23 In Attic Πυθαιε/� presumably declines like Πειραιε/�, so that Dobree and Hude will

be right in reading Πυθαι3� in Th. 5. 53 (MSS. mostly Πυθ�ω�; Πυθαιω� a first-hand correction
in C).
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κτ�σε[(ν) − ∪ ∪ −: presumably an adjective qualifying βωµ�ν.
16–18. As far as language goes, one could construe ]α� α� π- 9�ζα� with the

preceding sentence, reading τ- δ� to start a new one; but this leads, as far as
I can see, nowhere. The 9�ζα would be the source or origin from which the
altar and τ�µενο� derived, and the word would have to refer back to some-
thing in the text before it;24 there is nothing in the surviving text, nor I think
could 11 contain anything that would justify the word.

It must therefore go with the following sentence (where τ�δε must be read
as one word); and the sentence will be κε�ν]α� α� π- 9�ζα� τ�δε χρ[ − − ∪ − − |
�ξ�]χω� τ�µασ�  �Απ�λλων | [α' λσο]�. The supplements are little short of certain.
First, − ∪]�: this can only be the noun agreeing with τ�δε (the noun might
of itself come in the end of 16, but in that case I cannot see anything to do
with − ∪ ]�); since it is a place (Mνα) and one honoured of Apollo and the
scene of α� γλα(αι and songs, α' λσο]� (Snell) seems inevitable. Then −]α�: we
need an adjective that will serve as a connective; κε�ν]α� (Blass) is entirely
suitable and (though tightish) will fit the space, Snell’s το�]α� is less suitable
and much too short. Finally �ξ�]χω� (Blass) is obviously the sense required:
cf. Pi. P. 11. 5 θησαυρ�ν, Hν περ�αλλ� �τ�µασε Λοξ�α�. The only difficulty is χρ[
− − ∪ − −: when the metre was still uncertain a χρυσο- epithet of Apollo
seemed probable, but I can do nothing with χρ[υσ − ∪ − −, either as one word
or as two.25 Perhaps, as Professor Fraenkel has suggested / to me, χρ[ησµ- as an [434/5]
epithet of the α' λσο� (χρησµωιδ�ν, or a two-word phrase with χρησµο��,
χρησµ3ν): a sanctuary of Apollo Pythaieus founded by a µάντι� can hardly
be other than oracular, and we know that the temple of Apollo Pythaieus at
Argos was the seat of an active oracle in the third century bc (Schwyzer, Dial.
Gr. exempl. epigr. 89; ib. 89g = Vollgraff, BCH 33, 450 ff.) and in the time of
Pausanias (2. 24. 1: µαντε/εται . . . &τι κα� �� Cµα̃�).

‘From that root sprang this precinct, and Apollo gave it honour passing
great.’ We return from the myth to the present: τ�δε α' λσο� is the precinct
where the ode is being performed. It can only, I think, be the precinct at
Asine itself, which has grown from Melampous’ original foundation as a
plant grows from its root. The alternative, that it should be another α' λσο�

regarded as a foundation from Asine (which would be its 9�ζα as a man’s
forbears are his)26 seems to me impossible: not because we know of no such

24 It cannot be a literal root: neither altar nor τ�µενο� is vegetable.
25 The only hope for χρ[υσ- seems to lie in the possibility (suggested to me by Professor

Maas) that Athenaios has misquoted: one might think e.g. of �π�ασι δ�καιοι ~ τ�δε χρυσοφαρ-
�τρα�. But when �π�ρχονται is of itself blameless I am loath to suspect it.

26 I am not at all certain whether it would in fact be possible to use the 9�ζα metaphor in a
case like this––whether, that is, the 9�ζα could be a separate entity from the offshoot. The
metaphor is used nearly always of human descent; but there the family is the entity, the growing
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α' λσο�27 (where we know so little it is unsafe to argue from our ignorance) nor
because of the allusiveness of the language (if the ode were constructed on
the common ring-composition pattern, Bacchylides could have described the
foundation already, and an allusion would suffice), but because this is no way
for a Greek poet to talk about the relationship between two sanctuaries. A
modern can call one sanctuary an ‘offshoot’ or ‘branch’ or ‘Filiale’ of another,
as though the relationship between the two were direct; a Greek poet will
think always of the human agency involved and express the relationship in
terms of someone coming from A to found B (as Pythaieus in Telesilla comes
from Delphi to Argos,28 / Melampous in Bacchylides from Argos to Asine),[435/6]
and this mode of thought admits no shorthand of the ‘offshoot’ type.29

18–19. Mν� α� γλα(αι [(.). . . .]ευσ[.] κα� µολπαι λιγ[. We have emerged from the
myth with τ�δε α' λσο�, and the clause will describe what habitually happens
there; cf., in the transition from the myth to the present, Pi. O. 1. 94 ff. . . . �ν
δρ�µοι� Π�λοπο�, Mνα ταχυτὰ� ποδ3ν �ρ�ζεται α� κµα� τ� �σχ/ο� θρασ/πονοι, N. 5.
37 ff. γαµβρ-ν Ποσειδάωνα πε�σαι�, K� Α�γα̃θεν ποτ� κλειτὰν θαµὰ ν�σεται

�Ισθµ-ν ∆ωρ�αν, &νθα νιν ε1φρονε� 4λαι σGν καλάµοιο βοα̃ι θε-ν δ�κονται κα�

σθ�νει γυ�ων �ρ�ζοντι θρασε�. The verb, therefore (which can only be ]ευσ[.]),
will be not the aorist -ευσε but the present -ε+σι. It is I think intransitive:
if transitive, the probable sense would be ‘honour Apollo’ (with e.g. Blass’
@µν]ε+σ[ι],30 Snell’s κοσµ]ε+σ[ι]), but with Apollo there in 17 he could come
again only as a pronoun (I cannot believe Snell’s θε�ν at the end of 19), and

plant, whose branches are the living members and whose roots the forbears. The closest parallel
to our passage is Pi. P. 4. 14–16 φαµ� γὰρ τα̃σδ�  �ξ α� λιπλάκτου ποτ! γα̃� (= Thera) Ε� πάφοιο κ�ραν
(= Libya) α� στ�ων 9�ζαν φυτε/σεσθαι µελησ�µβροτον ∆ι-� �ν 'Αµµωνο� θεµ�θλοι�. Now the Greek
towns of the Cyrenaica (Apollonia, Barke, Euhesperides, Teucheira) seem all of them to have
been in one way or another founded from Cyrene; and editors usually take 9�ζα of Cyrene, α' στεα
of the other towns (cf. schol. 26 α� στ�ων 9�ζαν· τ=ν Κυρ$νην, �ξ α.τ"� γὰρ κα� Pπολλων�α κα�
Τε/χειρα �κτ�σθησαν). This I think is wrong. The dominion of Arkesilas IV appears to have
embraced, in fact or pretension, all the towns of the Cyrenaica, and Pindar makes a point of
speaking of these towns (Cyrene with the others) as a kind of unity: P. 4. 19 f. Thera is µεγαλα̃ν
πολ�ων µατρ�πολι�, P. 4. 56 the oikist Battos I is bidden by the Pythia νάεσσι π�λι� α� γαγε�ν
Νε�λοιο πρ-� π�ον τ�µενο� Κρον�δα, P. 5. 15 f. Arkesilas is βασιλεG� µεγαλα̃ν πολ�ων. In each
case the π�λιε� are Cyrene plus the others, and so here are the α' στεα; the 9�ζα, the root with
which Libya is planted, is not Cyrene as metropolis of the others but the original settlement
out of which the modern towns (Cyrene herself included) have now grown. (9�ζαν so under-
stood is not easily qualified as µελησ�µβροτον, and it may be better to interpret Pindar’s
ΜΕΛΕΣΙΜΒΡΟΤΟΝ as µελησιµβρ�των.)

27 Except of course at the Messenian Asine; but that is out of the question.
28 See below, p. 439.
29 The relationship between cities can be expressed directly in genealogical terms (in Pi. Pai.

2. 28 ff. the city of Athens is mother of Teos, mother of the Abderite chorus: µατρ-� . . . µατ�ρ�
�µα̃�); but cities are personifiable, and the relationship is expressed as one between persons.

30 This verb seems to me in any case downright impossible: I cannot believe in α� γλα(αι as its
subject or in α� γλα�α-ι instrumental with it.
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there is no possible place for νιν (Blass suggested σ� @µν]ε+σ[ι], but the transi-
tion to second person is impossible at this point). The nouns α� γλα(αι and
µολπαι are more likely nom. pl. than dat. sing. (the plural is obviously very
suitable). If they are, there are not many verbs to which they could both be
subject: the obvious sense to look for will be ‘flourish’ or ‘abound’, and I
think that Bacchylides may have written Mν� α� γλα(αι [τ� α� νθ]ε+σ[ι] κα� µολπα�

λ�γ[ειαι. (If datives, then (e.g. Mν� α� γλα(αι [(.). . . .]ε+σ[ι] κα� µολπα̃ι λιγ[υφθ�γ-

γωι χορο�; again a verb meaning something like ‘abound’, but this time α� νθε�ν
will hardly do, and I can think of no alternative.)

20–1. (.). . . . . .]ονε
·
� � α' να τ.[ | (.). . . . . .]τι. The limits of the sentence are

fairly clear. At the end, ]τι is followed by σG δ�; unless it is a vocative (which
is hardly possible) it must be the last word of its sentence. For the beginning,
the alternatives are the beginning of 20 and � α' να: the latter seems to me
excluded both by the difficulty of fitting ]ονε

·
� into the -ε+σι clause and by

the abruptness of the transition at � α' να.31 (The words do, I think, / form [436/7]
an independent sentence; it is I suppose possible that they should be a sub-
stantival or adjectival phrase forming or qualifying the subject of -ε+σι, but
this––especially in view of the vocative––seems much less likely.)

The following suppositions seem not improbable: (a) that 20 begins with a
connective plus a dactylic word in -ονε�; (b) that ]τι is a third plural indicative
in -οντι, probably with a sibilant before the termination (Bacchylides else-
where has -οντι unelided only after a sibilant, viz. 5. 22 πτάσσοντι, 13. 231
καρ/ξοντι; Snell, Bacch. p. 15*); (c) that the sentence contains some case of the
pronoun σ/ or of its adjective. A possible restoration on these lines might be

31 The second difficulty would not exist if one accepted a hypothesis of Snell’s (Hermes 67, 10
ff.) that the words � α' να introduce a paian within the paian. He points to a ‘Prinzip archaischer
Chorlieder’ by which the myth ends with an account of how in the mythological scene a song of
some kind was sung, and then we get an actual song, though when we get it it is one which
belongs not to the mythological but to the present situation––the two situations have as it were
fused into one. His instances are (besides a half-parallel in Sappho, 55 D. <= 44 Voigt>) Bacch.
17. 124 ff. ‘the κο+ραι raised the 6λολυγ$, the A(θεοι the paian’, and then (ending the poem) the
paian ‘∆άλιε, χορο�σι Κη(ων φρ�να �ανθε�� Sπαζε θε�ποµπον �σθλ3ν τ/χαν� ; Timoth. Pers. 210 ff.
<= 196 ff. Page> ‘they raised the paian’, and then (215–53 <= 202–40 Page>, ending the poem) a
private paian of Timotheos’ own; he later adds (cf. Bacch. p. 102) Bacch. fr. dub. 60. 30 ff.
‘everybody raised cries of gladness’ and then (ending the poem) ‘�= �$�. So of this passage he says
(p. 10) ‘Bakchylides gibt also in seinem eigenen Paian, der einen aitiologischen Mythos erzählt
hat, einen Paian, der in der mythischen Szene gesungen wird’: this paian starts at 20 � α' να, and
has to last till 40, which he considers to be the end of the ode.

This hypothesis must, I think, be rejected. If the songs are sung at τ�δε α' λσο� and described in
the present tense, they have nothing to do with the ‘mythische Szene’ (the ‘historic present’ is as
unknown to Bacchylides as it is to Homer and to Pindar): the myth has ended already, and the
songs are what normally happens now, in the fifth century, in the α' λσο� where the ode is being
performed. One could avoid this only by dividing τ- δ! and by completing ]ευσ[.] as an aorist
singular in -ευσε, but I see no hope of a solution along those lines; the habitual -ε+σι, supported
as it is by the parallels I have adduced, seems to me to be secure.
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τα̃ν αMµ]ονε�, � α' να, Τρ[οζην� �ων σε κο+ροι | κλε�ζον]τι. For αMµονε� cf. Il. 5. 49
αMµονα θ$ρη�, explained by Apollonios as �πιστ$µονα, &µπειρον; for κλει-
(-κλεϊ- B. 6. 16, Pi. O. 1. 110, P. 9. 91) cf. Ar. Birds 905, 950 (parodying choral
lyric), etc. (MSS. generally κληι-, but cf. Schulze, Quaestiones epicae 283 ff.);
for the synizesis of -ι �ων cf. B. 17. 39 Κνωσ� �ων. The supplement Τρ[οζην� �ων is
not certainly compatible with the papyrus, and is in any case a mere guess;
but an ethnic is suitable (cf. 17. 130 χορο�σι Κη(ων, also a paian) and Trozen
would be geographically apt, and if the traces on the papyrus could be
interpreted as τρ.°[ the superscript letter could be explained as the remains
of a variant spelling οι for ο (MSS. regularly have Τροιζ-, but it appears
from inscriptions that Τροζ- is the earlier and original spelling: Ernst Meyer,
RE viiA. 618–20).

21. The metre must be σ� δ�  ο--λ[ ∪ ∪ − [, and a prayer for prosperity (or, less
probably, a statement ‘thou givest prosperity’) is the right sense: 6λ[β (G.–H.)
may be taken as certain.

22. The line presumably concludes the prayer begun with σG δ�; since 23–40
consist of a description of the blessings of peace, one might conjecture that
peace is mentioned or alluded to here in 22.

There are in Bacchylides 23 dactylo-epitrite strophes or epodes whose metre is
preserved at the end; of these, 21 end in an epitrite sequence of at least e ∪

⎯⎯
 e (−)

(the other two are 8 [monostrophic], ending in D − e −, and 7 / [mono-[437/8]
strophic], ending apparently in e − D −). The present line also, if the reading
].α· ιοισιν[ is correct, will consist of epitrites: either (−) − ∪ − αι οισgν −[ or (−)
− ∪ αι οισιν ∪ −[. If ].δ· ιοισιν[ were read it would still perhaps be possible to
restore the line as epitrites, but it would certainly be difficult.

28. µηρ�ταν ε.τρ�χων Stobaios; Blass took this to be a conflation of the
variants µηρ(ι)α τανυτρ�χων and µηρ� � ε.τρ�χων. Of these, µ"ρα τανυτρ�χων is
much too long for the space in the papyrus; µηρ� � ε.τρ�χων would fit (if rather
loosely). But the papyrus has ]λων not ]χων, and µηρ� � ε.µάλ]λων would fit the
space exactly. Furthermore a short anceps in the dimeter ||e ‘∪’ e − | would be
unusual (see p. 442 n. 3 <= 35>); ευµα-λλων replaces it by a long.

41–50. It can hardly be doubted that the missing epode was the last. It will
presumably have ended with a final invocation of Apollo (Maas, Hermes 67,
470 f.).

IV. THE CULT OF APOLLO PYTHAIEUS AT ASINE

I have dealt already with the direct literary evidence for this cult, but I
will briefly repeat it here. There are three items only to be considered. (a)
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Pausanias 2. 36. 5: when in the eighth century the Argives sacked the town
they left the temple standing, and buried a leading Argive by its walls. (b)
Thucydides 5. 53: when in 419 the Argives declared war on Epidauros they
did so προφάσει µ!ν περ� το+ θ/µατο� το+ Pπ�λλωνο� το+ Πυθαι3�, K δ�ον

α� παγαγε�ν ο.κ α� π�πεµπον @π!ρ βοταµ�ων Ε� πιδα/ριοι (κυρι�τατοι δ! το+ #ερο+

Iσαν �Αργε�οι); this temple, I argued, cannot have been at Argos, and was very
probably at Asine (I shall assume below that it was in fact there). (c) Our ode:
a paian performed at Asine in the lifetime of Bacchylides (say in the first half
of the fifth century bc).

All that we can say with any certainty is that the cult was as old as the
eighth century, that after the sack of Asine it was under Argive control, and
that the Epidaurians as well as the Argives participated in it. The state for
which our ode was written participated in it, but what that state was we do
not know (it may of course have been Argos or Epidauros); my conjecture
(on 20–1) that it was Trozen is a mere guess, and a guess that may not even be
consistent with the papyrus.

Nevertheless we can go tentatively a little farther. The evidence is vague and
unsatisfactory in the extreme; but such as it is it suggests that the cult at Asine
may have been very ancient, perhaps the oldest cult of Apollo Pythaieus in the
Peloponnese, and that it may have been an object of veneration for a number
of states in the neighbourhood.

(a) The Argives after destroying Asine in the eighth century not merely
spared the sanctuary but continued its cult for three hundred years and
more: / this suggests that in the eighth century the sanctuary was especially [438/9]
venerable and of some importance outside Asine itself.

(b) Thucydides sees no need to define the sanctuary more closely than as
το+ �Απ�λλωνο� το+ Πυθαι3�; this suggests that he assumed that his readers
would know at once which sanctuary he meant, which again suggests that the
one he meant may have been better known than any other which he might
have meant (such as the one at Argos).

(c) Thucydides says κυρι�τατοι το+ #ερο+ Iσαν �Αργε�οι: the superlative
might suggest that there were more than two states concerned in the cult. (Cf.
K. O. Müller, Die Dorier, i2. 85 with n. 3: ‘Es war ein gemeinsames Heiligtum
der Umgegend, doch den Argeiern besonders eigen. Dies geht hervor aus
Thukyd. 5. 53 κυρι�τατοι το+ #ερο+ Iσαν �Αργε�οι.’)32

(d ) The cult at Asine existed when its inhabitants were Dryopes, and was
taken with them by these Dryopes when they migrated to Messenia. Paus. 4.
34. 11 τ3ν #ερ3ν τὰ α� γι�τατά ε�σι δ"λοι κατὰ µν$µην πεποιηµ�νοι τ3ν ποτε

32 Despite this, Müller misidentified the temple as the Argive one. Of that, more in a
moment.
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�ν Παρνασσ3ι σφισιν #δρυµ�νων· το+το µ!ν γὰρ �Απ�λλων�� �στιν α.το�� να��,
το+το δ! ∆ρ/οπο� #ερ-ν κα� α' γαλµα α� ρχα�ον· α' γουσι κα� παρὰ &το� α.τ3ι

τελετ$ν, πα�δα τ-ν ∆ρ/οπα �Απ�λλωνο� εZναι λ�γοντε�. Now the Dryopes who
settled at Asine lived originally in Central Greece, in the neighbourhood of
Delphi, in a district which coincided in part at any rate with the later Doris;
they were driven out, in all probability, by the Dorians, who then traditionally
settled in Doris for a period before moving south into the Peloponnese. If
one can believe that the Pythian cult was established at Delphi before the
Dorian invasion, then one might conjecture that the Dryopes (as Pausanias
here evidently believes) brought it south with them from Delphi into the
Peloponnese.

(e) The Argives claimed that the sanctuary of Apollo Pythaieus on the
Larisa at Argos was the oldest: according to the Argive poetess Telesilla <PMG
719> it was established by Pythaieus son of Apollo coming from Delphi, and
the Argives were the first Greeks to whom he came (Paus. 2. 35. 2 with 2. 24.
1); the Hermioneans, says Pausanias, must have learnt the cult-title from the
Argives (2. 35. 2); and now in our ode the sanctuary at Asine is founded by
Melampous coming from Argos. This Argive claim is valueless as evidence.
The shadowy figure of Pythaieus, known from no other source, suggests a late
invention. Argos had physical control of the cult at Asine; nothing is more
natural than that she should have sought to invent a de jure basis for that
control. For that purpose the obvious means was a legend that made the
Argive sanctuary original and the Asinaian one a secondary foundation. The
legend could of course have been invented if the Argive sanctuary was in fact
the older; but it is no less possible if the Argive sanctuary was the younger. /[439/40]

(f ) With the legends of Pythaieus and Melampous there goes another,
namely the legend of the Asinaians themselves. In part this legend appears to
be no more than a reflection of a historical event: the migration of the
Dryopes from Central Greece to the Argolid, driven out by the southward-
moving Dorians. But in part it is manifestly not historical; and that part
can best be explained as an attempt, concomitant with the temple legends, to
discredit Asinaian claims to precedence in the cult.

This unhistorical part of the legend consists in an accusation against the
Dryopes of impiety towards the Delphic Apollo. Their king (who is variously
named) was sacrilegious towards the Delphic temple: Diod. 4. 37. 1 Φ/λαντο�

το+ ∆ρυ�πων βασιλ�ω� δ�ξαντο� ε�� τ- �ν ∆ελφο�� #ερ-ν παρανενοµηκ�ναι,
[Apollod.] 2. 7. 7. 3 α� π�κτεινε δ! (sc. ‘Ηρακλ"�) κα� Λαογ�ραν µετὰ τ3ν

τ�κνων, βασιλ�α ∆ρυ�πων, �ν �Απ�λλωνο� τεµ�νει δαιν/µενον, @βριστ=ν Sντα

κα� Λαπιθ3ν σ/µµαχον (the τ�µενο� admittedly is not said to be at Delphi).
The Dryopes themselves were brigands (Pherec. FGrHist 3 F 19 <= 19
Fowler>, Et. gen. s. v. �Ασινε��, schol. Ap. Rh. 1. 1212–19a), and after their
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defeat by Herakles were dedicated by him to Apollo at Delphi (Paus. 4. 34. 9;
they were then on Apollo’s instructions transplanted to Asine to keep them
from further mischief; see above, p. 432); crime and punishment taken
together suggest that the brigandage was practised against travellers going
to Delphi, and this suggestion becomes irresistible when one considers
that crime and punishment are then precisely paralleled in the case of the
Krisaians in the Sacred War of c. 590 bc. For the crime, cf. schol. Pi. hyp. Pyth.
a (p. 2. 18 ff. Drachmann) πολλὰ τ3ν Κρισα�ων �ργαζοµ�νων �π� τοG� ΕT λληνα�

κα� α� ποσυλο/ντων τοG� �π� τ- χρηστ$ριον βαδ�ζοντα�, ib. b (p. 3. 7 f.) ληισ-

τρικ"ι �φ�δωι χρ�µενοι �φ�νευον τοG� παραβάλλοντα� ε�� τὰ το+ θεο+,
Aeschin. Ctes. 107 γ�νη παρανοµ�τατα, ο� περ� τ- #ερ-ν τ- �ν ∆ελφο�� κα� τὰ

α� ναθ$µατα Aσ�βουν (Strab. 9. 3. 4 = 418, more mildly, πικρ3� �τελ�νουν τοG�

�π� τ- #ερ-ν α� φικνουµ�νου�); for the punishment, cf. Aeschin. Ctes. 108 τ=ν

χ�ραν α.τ3ν κα� τ=ν π�λιν �κπορθ$σαντα� κα� α.τοG� α� νδραποδισαµ�νου�

α� ναθε�ναι τ3ι �Απ�λλωνι τ3ι Πυθ�ωι κα� τ"ι �Αρτ�µιδι κα� Λητο� κα� �Αθηνα̃ι

Προνο�αι �π� πάσηι α� εργ�αι.
This charge against the Asinaians is manifestly a late fabrication. It was, of

course, absent from the Asinaians’ own account of their origins (Paus. 4. 34.
10, citing the Messenian Asinaians): while admitting the defeat by Herakles
they denied the dedication at Delphi and the forced transplantation, and
represented themselves as having fled to Eurystheus and been given Asine by
him (this same version appears in Diod. 4. 37. 2); evidently they will have
denied the brigandage as well. The charge of impiety must therefore have
been fabricated by the Argives (by whom else?), and its purpose becomes
obvious if one considers it as a concomitant of the Argive claim that their
temple is the earliest: the Argives are concerned to prove, by legends both
positive and negative, that they and not the Asinaians had the earliest cult of
Apollo / Pythaieus. They do this while the Asinaian cult, preserved by them, is [440/1]
under their own control. Their purpose, surely, is to establish that they have a
right to that control; and that purpose is probable only if the control is of
some importance and their right to it uncertain. The legends suggest, I think,
that the Asinaian cult embraced a number of states, and that it had at any rate
a serious claim to independence of, and perhaps to seniority over, the Argive
cult.

This is the evidence, so far as I can discover it, for the age and importance
of the cult of Apollo Pythaieus at Asine. Some parts of it are weaker than
others, and I do not pretend that any part of it is conclusive; taken together it
does, I think, create a presumption that the cult at Asine was an old one, older,
not improbably, than the cult at Argos, and that it had an importance which
in all likelihood extended beyond the immediately neighbouring states of
Argos and Epidauros.
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It remains to consider an opinion that has been a commonplace of Greek
historians since the time of Karl Otfried Müller: namely, the opinion that
the temple of Apollo Pythaieus on the Larisa at Argos was the centre of an
ancient religious league embracing, under Argive suzerainty, the cities of the
Lot of Temenos. (Cf. Müller Die Dorier, i2. 154, i2. 85; then e.g. Busolt, Die
Lakedaimonier, 82–90, Griechische Geschichte, i2. 222; Meyer, Geschichte des
Altertums, iii2. 254. The opinion is rejected by Beloch, Griechische Geschichte,
i2. 1. 205 n. 1.)

For the existence of the league, and for Argive suzerainty, the primary
evidence is an incident at the beginning of the fifth century, reported by
Herodotus (6. 92. 2). In the campaign of Sepeia, Sikyon and Aigina supported
Sparta against Argos; Argos, after her defeat, imposed a fine on them both,
and Sikyon actually paid. Now Argos in her defeat had no political authority
by which she could exact a fine; this suggests that her authority was grounded
in religion, and that she claimed some kind of religious suzerainty over
Sikyon and Aigina. If she claimed it over these, presumably she claimed it
also over the whole Lot of Temenos. So far, at any rate, the traditional view is
sound enough.

But for the belief that the league centred on the temple of Apollo Pythaieus
at Argos there is, as far as I can see, no valid evidence at all. For Müller based
his opinion on the passage in Thucydides that we have considered already: the
Argive war against Epidauros because of Epidaurian neglect of sacrifices due
to Apollo Pythaieus. It is admittedly tempting to combine this incident with
the Herodotean one, and to assume that Argive authority in the two incidents
rested on the same foundation. But if this combination is valid, the religious
centre of the league will be the temple of Apollo Pythaieus mentioned by
Thucydides. Müller, when he made the combination, believed Thucydides’
temple to be at Argos; he therefore concluded that the Argive temple was the
/ centre of the league (and was able to find an additional piece of evidence in[441/2]
the Argive claim that their temple of Apollo Pythaieus was the oldest). But
Thucydides’ temple, I have maintained, was not at Argos; it was in fact in all
probability at Asine. If therefore the combination is valid the religious centre
of the league must also have been at Asine;33 if the combination is invalid (and

33 This view, or something like it, was advanced by Farnell (Cults, iv. 215 with n. b). But he
goes too far: he thinks that Asine was ‘the shrine which the Dorians of the Peloponnese elected
as the central point of the common worship of the god who had inspired and directed their
migration’. He says ‘Dorians of the Peloponnese’ because of what Diodoros (12. 78. 1) says in
describing the origins of the war in 419: �Αργε�οι . . . �γκαλ�σαντε� το�� Λακεδαιµον�οι� Hτι τὰ
θ/µατα ο.κ α� π�δοσαν τ3ι �Απ�λλωνι τ3ι Πυθ�ωι π�λεµον α.το�� κατ$γγειλαν. If this were right it
would mean that the Lakedaimonians had obligations at Asine. But Λακεδαιµον�οι� is a manifest
mistake for Ε� πιδαυρ�οι�.
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it is in fact quite arbitrary) the centre of the league may well have been at
Argos, but we have no evidence for connecting Apollo Pythaieus with the
league at all.34 All we have is the Argive claim that their cult of Apollo
Pythaieus was the oldest; but that claim, though it makes adequate supporting
evidence, of itself leads nowhere.35

ADDENDUM

I must refer here briefly to an article which appeared when my own was
already complete: F. M. Heichelheim, ‘The Bacchylides Paian in Toronto’,
Symbolae Osloenses 30 (1953), 77 ff. This article comprises first a list of new
readings of the papyrus (which was examined by H. in Toronto), second,
a few speculations about the poem, with tentative restorations. About the
second part I need say nothing; but since the /first part is based on an autopsy, [442/3]
I think it proper to say explicitly that where H.’s statements can be verified
from the photographs some of them are certainly inaccurate, and that
I therefore consider it unsafe to rely on them where they cannot be so verified.

There are in all six places where H.’s new readings differ significantly from
my own;36 I discuss these six below, giving in each case H.’s reading and any
comment he makes, then my own comment. In the two cases (2, 20) where
I cannot exclude H.’s reading I have modified my own account (pp. 423 f.) to
include a reference to this discussion.

2. ]ο
·
ι
·
; ‘ο

·
 is the only possible letter, albeit fragmentary’.––The ο

·
 itself I

cannot verify: the photographs show one speck of ink, and perhaps a second,
on the very edge of the papyrus; these do not suggest ο, but I cannot tell what

34 Another piece of evidence adduced by Busolt (Die Lakedaimonier, 84) is bogus: the treaty
of 420 made by the Athenians with the Argives, Mantineians, and Eleians, each side on behalf of
themselves and their allies, is to be set up by the Argives �ν α� γορα̃ι �ν το+ �Απ�λλωνο� τ3ι #ερ3ι
(Th. 5. 47. 11). This has nothing to do with Apollo Pythaieus: his temple was on the way up to
the Larisa (Paus. 2. 24. 1); the temple in the α� γορά was of Apollo Lykeios (S. El. 6 with schol.;
Plut. Pyrrh. 32. 8 with Paus. 2. 19. 7).

35 I have in several places in this paper anticipated the conclusions of a short article on
Bacchylides’ dactylo-epitrites which will appear in a forthcoming fascicle of Hermes <= chapter
14 below>. I shall maintain there (a) that except in two ‘free’ poems (3 and 13) Bacchylides
normally admits short anceps only in the position . . . ‘∪� e (––)|, and avoids it in | (––) e‘∪� . . .
(even, as a rule, in dimeters of the form | (––) e × e (––) |); (b) that he does not observe the lex
Maasiana with equal rigorousness in all positions (notably, in . . . ‘×’ e –– | word-end is never
found after ‘×’, whether long or short, while in | –– e ‘––’ . . . word-end after ‘––’ is quite
common).

36 The seven other readings which he gives are these: 3 ]κ
·
ε
·
λ
·
, 4 π

·
[or τ

·
[‘slightly more likely

than υ
·
�, 5 και

·
π
·
αρ[, 11 µ

·
[, α

·
[, or λ

·
 [, 24]α

·
, 25]λ, 29 ]ν

·
.
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abrasion there may be. The following ι has a tail descending well below the
line; all I would say is that if the letters are]οι the tail descends unusually far,
whereas the descent is common in the ι written in ligature with α (but α seems
impossible here) and probable also in the similar ι written in ligature with ε.

7. ]κ
·
τ
·
ισεν; ‘κ

·
τ
·
 is written similarly as in l. 14, but difficult to read owing to

breaks in the papyrus’.––It is not κτ; it is not even remotely like κτ. The
papyrus is undamaged for a little way to the left of the ι, and the right-hand
part of the previous letter is perfectly clear. I describe this as ‘the right-hand
tips as of χ or κ’; there is the tip of a stroke (very nearly horizontal) level with
the top of the ι, and below it a good part of a downward-sloping stroke which
actually joins the ι at a point level with the bottom of the line (the ι continues
rather lower). It is unquestionable that this second stroke belongs to the letter
immediately preceding the ι, and that it is quite irreconcilable with any part of
τ; the κτι of κτισε in 14 bears no resemblance whatever to the letters here, and
what H. means by his comparison I cannot conceive.

13. ]ρ.; ‘not the longish rounding of a θ
·
 as in the same line, too low and

not of the right rounding for an apostrophe either, but only the short and not
always closed rounding of a ρ is visible here’.––θ in this hand varies a good
deal; the surviving trace, though quite unlike the right-hand curve of the θ in
the same line (which bulges towards the bottom), is exactly like that of the
θ in 23 (which is smaller and bulges towards the top). The loop of ρ is
everywhere (seven instances) much smaller than the loop one would have to
suppose in a ρ here.

16. Not ν]α or ι]α, possibly τ]α or γ]α; ‘a tiny protruding part of the
papyrus on the outer left shows that the last of the lost letters on the left had
not a straight stroke going down to the right, but left an empty space there’;
i.e. if the letter preceding α ended in a vertical stroke, the bottom of that
stroke would be visible.––I see no reason to exclude ν]α. The spacing of the
letters in this text is irregular: ν]α would be spaced more loosely (by varying
amounts) than in 25, 22 (if that is ]ν

·
α
·
), 23, 18, but not I think more loosely

than in 20 (the spacing in 5 is not accurately verifiable, but looks nearly as
loose). H.’s τ]α or γ]α, on the other hand, do involve a serious difficulty of
spacing, and I should judge them to be impossible: the cross-stroke of a τ or γ

ought actually to join the upper part of a following α, but here it would be
separated from it by a wide gap.

20. ]ο
·
 and ]ω

·
 both possible.––I cannot from the photographs exclude ω

·
,

though it would surprise me. But metre does, I think, exclude it (or at least
makes it very improbable): we should have to suppose − ∪]ω

·
--νε̆�ω--{νᾰ̄τρ

·
[ (or

conceivably −− ∪]ω--νε̆� κτλ.), i.e. | (−)e ∪ D[ or |(−)e ∪ e [∪
⎯⎯

 . . . (the latter
longer than a dimeter); but a short anceps in this position would be
abnormal (see p. 442 n. 3 < = 35>).
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νε
·
� and νο

·
� both possible.––A long vertical tear in the papyrus, from 16 to

23, passes to the left of the �, and at this point some papyrus is broken off on
its left; all that remains / of the ε

·
 is the upper left-hand edge. This looks more [443/4]

like ε than ο, but I cannot exclude ο. If, as seems likely, the two edges of the
papyrus actually join above and below the letter (as they are now joined,
though on my earlier photograph there is a gap), I should have expected part
of an ο to come on the right of the tear; I find this difficult not so much
because there is nothing visible there (this might be due to abrasion, which
I cannot judge) as because the spacing of ο� would then be unusually close.
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14

Dactylo-epitrites in Bacchylides

I shall examine here two questions of Bacchylides’ metrical practice in his
dactylo-epitrites: (a) the admission of short anceps, (b) the observance of the
lex Maasiana.

I exclude from consideration 1. the ten minor fragments preserved in
quotation, as being unreliable material,1 2. the fragmenta dubia, 3. conjectural
supplements, except for a very few which appear inevitable. Under (a) I also
exclude all ancipitia which are the last syllable of a period (the possibility of
brevis in longo for any syllable in this position clearly makes this a special
case).

By | I denote a diaeresis (word-end) invariable throughout a poem; by ||
I denote period-end. I use the symbol ∪ (in isolation) in the ad hoc sense of
‘short anceps’. By ∪

⎯⎯
 I denote a particular anceps whose quantity varies;

by × I mean either (in general formulations) ‘anceps of whatever quantity’
or (in lacunae etc.) ‘anceps of uncertain quantity’. A ‘place’ comprises all
corresponding ‘instances’ of a syllable, line, etc.

I should emphasize that all general statements which I make about the
practice of Bacchylides and Pindar are made with reference only to their
dactylo-epitrites, and not to their works as a whole.

A. SHORT ANCEPS IN BACCHYLIDES’

DACTYLO-EPITRITES

I will first deal briefly with two points of which one is well known, the other
(on present evidence) irresoluble.

Hermes 84 (1956), 248–53.
1 As they stand they have no instance of short anceps and no necessary exceptions to the lex

Maasiana (fr. 13. 1–3 could all be one period).



First, short ancipitia in Bacchylides tend to correspond: a place which
admits ∪ tends to admit it in more instances than one (though not normally
in all). Pindar, in whom ∪ is relatively only half as common, has the same
tendency to correspondence, though it is in general less strongly marked; he
has however several places with consistent ∪.2

Second, in Pindar’s dactylo-epitrites a high proportion (about three-
fifths) of the instances of ∪ occur in the first triad of their poem, and there
are (seven proper names apart) scarcely any instances of ∪ in a triad later
than the first without a corresponding instance in the first triad: the only
exceptions in the / epinicia are O. 3. 26, O. 8. 42, I. 4. 57, I. 6. 57. Whether [248/9]
Bacchylides has any similar tendency cannot be properly determined for lack
of long poems preserved entire; if he has, the evidence suggests that it is at
least less marked3.

I will now come to the point with which I am chiefly concerned (it has not,
I think, been observed hitherto): Bacchylides does not admit ∪ with equal
freedom in all positions in the line; he has, in fact, a strong tendency to
confine it to one position only. His practice is as follows: short anceps is not
uncommon in the position . . . ‘∪’ e (×) | (where the diaeresis is normally, and
perhaps always, period-end); in other positions (except in two ‘free’ poems, 3 and
13) it is very rare indeed.

Pindar’s practice is quite different: he admits ∪ readily in a variety of
positions, and . . . ‘∪’ e (×) | accounts for only about a third of his instances.4

a) Four-fifths of all instances of ∪ in Bacchylides occur in the position . . .
‘∪’ e (×) |: total instances of ∪ 85 (in 44 places), of . . . ∪ e (×) | 68 (in 34

2 Bacchylides: of 44 places which admit ∪, 22 have it in 2 or more instances (of places with 4
or more instances preserved, 20 out of 32); 37 out of the 44 places have – in at least one instance
(of the other 7, 4 are preserved in only 1 instance, 2 in 2, 1 in 4; of the last, 13 ep. 3, a fifth
instance is probably to be restored as –).

Pindar (epinicia only): of 80 places which admit ∪, 55 have it in only 1 instance, and only 10
in more than 2; the 10 include 4 or 5 with ∪ in all instances (10, 6, ?5, 3, 3).

3 Pindar’s preference for the first triad has several times been remarked (most recently
H. Höhl, Responsionsfreiheiten bei Pindar, Diss. Köln 1950); I do not know that anyone has
formulated the rule I give for triads other than the first. (It does not apply to the monostrophic
N. 9; at N. 10. 82 &µπα-ν?; in I. 3/4 the independent composition of I. 4 is betrayed by 5 instances
of ∪ in its first triad with none corresponding in I. 3.)

In Bacchylides the rule is certainly not observed at 3 ep. 2, 3, 5, 5, 6, probably not at 1 str. 6,
11 ep. 8, possibly not at 1 str. 2, 5 str. 8 (readings at 1. 10 and 5. 8 uncertain; for 1. 2 see p. 253 n.
2 <here = n. 21>).

4 My figures (for the epinicia only) are these: (a) . . . ∪ e (×) | 45 instances (+ . . . ∪ d1 | 4),
| (×) e ∪ . . . 43 (+ | d2 ∪ . . . 14); (b) . . . ∪ D (×) | 10, | (×) D ∪ . . . 11 (+ 28 and 8 instances
respectively coming also under (a)); (c) || ∪ . . . 6; (d ) others 6. Whether this shows any
preference for one position as against another can be determined only if the figures are com-
pared with those for long anceps in corresponding positions; I doubt if anything of importance
would emerge from such a count, and have not attempted it.
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places).5 Bacchylides has 340 instances of . . . – e (×) |; i.e. . . .∪ e (×) | occurs
in one out of every six instances of . . . × e (×) |.6

The diaeresis in . . . ∪ e (×) | is certainly period-end7 in 25 of the 34 places;
I am willing to believe, but unable to prove, that it is period-end in all.8

b) Of the 17 instances (10 places) of ∪ in other positions, 14 (7) occur
in two passages (in each place I add in brackets the number of instances
of ∪):

3 ep.: || ∪
⎯⎯

 (5) D –– e ∪
⎯⎯

 e || e ∪
⎯⎯

 (1) e –– e –– e || e ∪
⎯⎯

 (1) e ∪
⎯⎯

 (1) e e ∪
⎯⎯

 e ||
13 ep. 6–9: || –– D ∪

⎯⎯
 (2) e ∪

⎯⎯
 (3) e ∪

⎯⎯
 e || D ∪

⎯⎯
 (1) e ∪

⎯⎯
 e –– ||

Both poems are unusual in other respects. In 3, the strophe is not
dactylo-epitrite, and the epode itself is almost exclusively epitrite; the epode
contains, besides the unusual instances of ∪, the only two certain instances in
Bacchylides’ dactylo-epitrites of the responsion ∪

⎯⎯
∪

⎯⎯
; both ∪

⎯⎯
∪

⎯⎯
 and ∪

⎯⎯
 in the epode

may be due to / the influence of the strophe (which admits both freely).9 In[249/50]
13, instances of the normal . . . ∪ e (×) | are unusually common: 23 (8 places)
out of 64 (9 places) of . . . × e (×) |; that is, the ode (which is an early one, c.
489) shows an exceptionally free technique in both frequency and position of ∪.

c) Otherwise, ∪ occurs in only 3 places (1 instance each): 7 str. 1 || D ‘∪’ e ––
e –– e ∪

⎯⎯
 e | (perhaps to be eliminated by assuming period-end after τε κα�,

as twice in Pindar, which would give || D ‘∪’ e ||); 8 str. 12 | ∪∪ e ‘∪
⎯⎯
� (D ––?) |;

15 str. 3 || ‘∪
⎯⎯
� e –– D |.10

d ) Bacchylides avoids ∪ in the position | (×) e ‘∪’ . . ., which is the second
commonest in Pindar; this avoidance extends even to dimeters of the form
| (×) e × e (×) |, in which . . . ∪ e (×) | might have been expected to be
common. His instances of | (×) e ∪ . . . are these:

5 Other possible instances: 7. 1 (see (c) below); 14 B. 4 | η-µε̆να- µ‘ε̆ ’σα-ι-� {γυιαι� || (but read
µε--σσαι� ? σ A, σσ L with σ written above); fr. 20 B. 23 |− ∪ ∪ ]φη-�

·
| σ
·
κο̆το̆�· | ο-

·
λ
·
[βg − ∪ − −| (but

ο
·
λ
·
[ is uncertain: ‘ολ[, εχ[, θα[sim.’ Snell). At 1. 75, 9. 42 scan ευνα-η, ευνα-ει; at 9. 5, 14 B. 8 ευθα-λε�,

ευθα-λεα.
6 Excluding odes 3 and 13 the proportion is about one in eight.
7 I regard period-end as certain when there is at least one instance of hiatus or brevis in

longo, or when two ancipitia are juxtaposed, or when the alternative is a period of more than six
metra.

8 The proportion 25 out of 34 proves nothing: it differs very little from the proportion (79
out of 104) for all places in Bacchylides with . . . × e (×) |.––The 9 uncertain places are 5 ep. 3, 8;
one of 7 str. 2 and 3; 7 str. 6; 11 ep. 2, 8; 12 str. 4; 13 ep. 1; one of fr. 20 B str. 1 and 2. In 5 ep. 1–4 I
should arrange the periods || – d1 e – e ∪

⎯⎯
 || D | – D ∪

⎯⎯
 e – || e – e – ||.

9 The strophe is ||1 ∪
⎯⎯

− ∪ ∪
⎯⎯

∪
⎯⎯

∪
⎯⎯

∪
⎯⎯

∪
⎯⎯

∪ − ∪ − − ||2 ∪
⎯⎯

− ∪ ∪ − ∪ ∪ − ∪ − − ||3 ∪
⎯⎯

− ∪ ∪ − ∪ ∪ − ∪

− ∪ − ∪ − ∪
⎯⎯

− ∪ ∪ − ∪ − − ||. The proportion of ∪∪ to − in the two cases of ∪
⎯⎯

∪
⎯⎯

 is 2:11, 9:3;
of short to long in the five cases of ∪

⎯⎯
, 9:2, 10:3, 8:5, 4:8, 10:2.

10 It is perhaps worth remarking that the last instance (15. 45) could have been, or could be,
avoided by || θε--ο� ισι-ν δ�  in place of || θε̆οι� δ�.
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(i) excluding dimeters, 3 (3) out of 156 (53); of these, 2 in the ‘free’ ode 3
(ep. 3 and 5, both || e ‘∪

⎯⎯
� . . .), the other 8. 12 (str. 12) |ο̆ πο̆]λ�α-µπ‘ε̆ � λ[––

. . .11

(ii) in dimeters, 5 (3) out of 75 (23); of these, 3 (1) in the ‘free’ ode 13
(str. 4, | e ∪

⎯⎯
 e ––||), the others 5. 38 (ep. 8) |Α

--
λφε̆ο--ν π � {� ρ� ευ--ρ�δι-να-ν | and

10. 22 (ep. 2) || θε--ρ[µα-ν ε̆τι-] πν � ε̆ � ω--ν {ε--λλ{ν || (conceivably πνει-ων, but
there is no parallel for this epicism in choral lyric).12

e) At 13 ep. 6 (see (b) above) the 2 instances of ∪ (63, 129), and a possible
third instance (96), precede the caesura which Bacchylides affects in the
middle of his longer periods.13 Now there are also 8 places where ∪ precedes a
diaeresis which may be either period-end or an invariable caesura. These
places clearly cannot be taken with 13 ep. 6 to prove ∪ normal before a
caesura, and I should prefer to assume (though I cannot prove it) that in most
of them at any rate the diaeresis is period-end; I have excluded them all from
my totals for ∪ in / Bacchylides. It nevertheless remains possible that in some [250/1]
of the places the diaeresis may be caesura.14

My observations have one principal consequence for the text of
Bacchylides: supplements, conjectures, and variants involving ∪ in a position

11 For 13 ep. 7 see below, n. 5 <= 13>.
12 I exclude 14 B. 4 (see p. 249 n. 3 <= 5>) and fr. 4. 28 (where I read µη-ρ�� ε--υ-- �µα-λ]λω--ν ∪τε̆

�µη-λω--ν; see Hermes 82 (1954), 438 <= above, p. 306>). – There are several instances of � (×) e ∪ e
(×) | (where � is a variable caesura); it is possible (see p. 251 n. 1 <= 14>) that the diaeresis
preceding 5. 38 and perhaps 13 str. 4 should be regarded as caesura rather than period-end
(though this of course may be the case with other dimeters as well).

13 I have assumed that it is caesura; but period-end cannot be entirely excluded. In 5 of
the 6 instances there is word-end. The sixth is 162/3, . . . ε�λα]π�να� τ� �ν [. . . .∪. .]ρ

·
ε
·
ι� dξειν

θ
·
[ε�δ]µατον π�λιν, where I do not (despite Snell ‘ε pot. qu. α� ) see how �ν can be other than a

preposition governing a dative such as [fσπ�]ραι� (Schwartz). Now Pindar has period-end
between preposition and its case (O. 10. 20/21 ποτ� || πελ�ριον Yρµάσαι κλ�ο�, N. 10. 31/2 περ� ||
�σχάτων α� �θλων κορυφα��) and between preverb and verb (O. 1. 57/8 @π�ρ || κρ�µασε, O. 6. 53/4
�ν || κ�κρυπτο; I. 3. 18 is not certain) as well as after κα� (4 times) and l, n�, H� (once each); but
Bacchylides has no certain parallel (5. 74/5 �ξ || εMλετο probable to avoid a seven-metron period;
for the possibility of κα� || Νυκτ�� at 7. 1/2, see above, (c)). If �ν || [fσπ�]ραι� here, we have || −
D ∪

⎯⎯
 || e ∪

⎯⎯
 e ∪

⎯⎯
 e ||; this removes 2 instances of exceptionally placed ∪, but transfers 3 (1) to the

rare category | (×) e ‘∪’. . . .—I should add that the papyrus offers an instance of ∪ before
caesura at 5. 14 (str. 14), || − D − D ‘∪’ �e − e ||. But here the ‘∪’ (δ�) is superfluous to the
responsion, and must be removed (Maas, Responsionsfreiheiten, i. 14, ii. 18).

14 They are: 5 ep. 1 (1 instance), 7 (1), 8 (1), 7 str. 4 (1), 10 str. 2 (1) or 4 (3) (one at least of
these must be period-end), 13 str. 3 (7), 10 (4), fr. 20 B str. 1 (1).

For 5 ep. 1 (period-end?) see above, p. 249 n. 6 <=8>. Caesura seems most likely at 5 ep. 7:
period-end there as well as after 8 would give two very short periods, || − D ∪

⎯⎯
 || e ∪

⎯⎯
 e ∪

⎯⎯
 ||; the

syllable occurs at the junction of two proper names, Φερ�νικο̆ν | � Αλφε�ν. It is perhaps also worth
remarking that 13 str. 3 and 10 occur in a ‘free’ poem, and that it is arguable that the apparently
conscious affectation of ∪ (at 81 supply α� γ3σg |? cf. 48 �φ�ησg|) is more likely in the middle of a
period than in an indifferent syllable at period-end. (For 5 ep. 7/8 and 13 str. 3/4 see also p. 250
with n. 4 <=12>.)
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other than . . . ∪ e (×) | should be regarded with suspicion, unless in a poem
which shows signs of a free technique. In particular, I hesitate to accept Snell’s
text at the following places: 1. 139 || πŏλ[gν ε--� ν‘ε̆ ’α-]ν

·
 β{θ�δειε̆λŏν κτλ.

(Edmonds); 7. 13 –– –– ∪ ––]χ
·
‘ε̆ � Χαιρο

�
λα-ν[–– –– ∪ –– –– | (I have assumed

–– –– ∪ –– –– –– ]χ
·
ε̆ Χα-ι-ρο̆λα-ν [∪ –– |); fr. 20 B. 8 | Κυ--πρgδο--� τ<‘ε̆ ’> ε--λπ �g�

αιθυ--σση-ι- φρε̆�να-� || (Maas; I prefer, following Erfurdt, Κυ--πρgδο--� τ� ‘ε--’λπ �ι-�

<δg >αιθυ--σση-ι- φρε̆�να-�: this involves only a small departure––<∆Ι>ΑΙ––from
the presumed reading of the papyrus, and accounts better for Athenaios’
Κ/πριδο� �λπ�� δ� α�θ/σσει). A second consequence is that syllables of doubtful
quantity in positions abnormal for ∪ should be treated as long: 8. 24 | παι�

ε �ων {νη-ρ τ‘ε--’ π[λευ]ν{� ε̆δε--ξ{τŏ νι-κα-� ||; similarly at 14. 19 | Κλε�οπτο̆λε̆µω·--ι

(not || Κλε̆ο--πτο̆λε̆µω--ι).

B. THE LEX MAASIANA IN BACCHYLIDES’

DACTYLO-EPITRITES

This law, first propounded by P. Maas in Philologus 63 (1904), 297 ff. <= Kl.
Schr. 9 ff.> is worded by him in his Griechische Metrik (§ 48) as follows:
‘Für mehrere Metra des Rhythmus × −∪− × gilt folgende Regel: nach langem
anceps außerhalb der Mittelzäsur soll kein Wort schließen.’ The principal
application of this to Bacchylides’ dactylo-epitrites is to syllables in the
positions . . . ‘−’e × |, . . . ‘−’e |, | × e ‘−’. . ., | e ‘−’. . .15

I am concerned here to make two points about Bacchylides’ practice: first
that the law is not observed with equal rigorousness in all positions; secondly
that in one position at any rate it applies to short anceps just as much as to
long.

I state my figures in each case proportionately: instances with word-end
as a proportion of total instances. Since instances with word-end have a
tendency to correspond, I add in brackets, after the figures for instances, the
number of places in which these instances are found. I give separate figures
for dimeters of the form | (×) e × e (×) |, inasmuch as these dimeters (a) have
each to be included under two heads, (b) contain no instance of word-end
after the central anceps. In, for example, “. . . ‘−’ e |: word-end 9 (8) out of 127
(34) + 19 (6)”, 127 instances (34 places) is the figure for . . . − e | excluding
dimeters, 19 (6) the figure for dimeters (| (×) e − e |); the 9 instances (8 places)
of word-end after ‘−’ are all contained in the 127 (34).

15 The diaeresis is not required to be period-end.
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Under (e.g.) . . . ‘×’ e | I give instances where it can be determined whether
or not there is word-end after ‘×’, but where the quantity of ‘×’ is indeter-
minable. / [251/2]

(a) . . . ‘––’ e × |: word-end 0 (0) out of 143 (40) + 51 (17).
. . . ‘∪’ e × |: word-end 0 (0) out of 36 (15) + 5 (3).
. . . ‘×’ e × |: word-end 0 (0) out of 7 (7) + 2 (2).
Total: word-end 0 (0) out of 186 (43) + 58 (18).

In this position the law is observed without exception, for long and short
syllables alike. In two instances ‘−’ is followed by elision; this is evidently not
felt as word-end.

(b) . . . ‘−’ e |: word-end 9 (8) out of 127 (34) + 19 (6).
. . . ‘∪’ e |: word-end 6 (5) out of 27 (16) + 0 (0).
. . . ‘×� e |: word-end 4 (4) out of 8 (8) + 3 (3).
Total: word-end 19 (12) out of 162 (37) + 22 (6).

In this position exceptions are not uncommon: commonest with short
syllables, but by no means rare with long. In at least two places exceptions
with ‘−’ and ‘∪’ correspond.

In one instance ‘∪’ is followed by elision; this will not be felt as
word-end.

(c) | × e ‘−’ . . .: word-end 8 (4) out of 33 (17) + 21 (9).
| × e ‘∪’ . . .: word-end 0 (0) out of 0 (0) + 1 (1).
| × e ‘×’ . . .: word-end 3 (2) out of 5 (3) + 0 (0).
Total: word-end 11 (6) out of 38 (18) + 22 (9).

In view of the extreme rarity of ‘∪’ in this position it is probably safer to
treat instances of ‘×� as long.16

In this position exceptions are quite common with long syllables.17 One
might guess that after any short syllables which did occur word-end would
be no less legitimate.

(d) | e ‘−’. . .: word-end 3 (3) out of 120 (36) + 49 (14).
| e ‘∪’ . . .: word-end 0 (0) out of 3 (3) + 4 (2).
| e ‘×� . . .: word-end 0 (0) out of 5 (4) + 5 (5).
Total: word-end 3 (3) out of 128 (36) + 58 (15).

16 That Bacchylides here prefers − to ∪ even with word-end is indicated by the fact that in 2
instances (1. 153, fr. 4. 3) the quantity of – before word-end is due to paragogic ν.

17 Therefore at 5. 155/6, 195/6, || D ...
A

− e − ...
B

 e ∪
⎯⎯

 e ||, I incline (pace Maas, Philologus 63, 302 n.
12- <= Kl.Schr. 13>) to put the caesura at A not B, and to regard word-end at B as an exception
to the law.
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In this position exceptions are very rare with long syllables; whether they
would be legitimate with short one cannot tell.18

In one instance ‘−’ is followed by elision; this will not be felt as word-end.
It should be observed that the two positions in which word-end is most

rigorously avoided are those where it would isolate the group e × at the
beginning or end of a line.19

How far dimeters should be taken into account in determining the pro-
portions of word-end is debatable. The position in which they would most
influence the proportion is (c), and here I incline not to take them into
account: / most of them are | × e ‘×� e × |, and here word-end after ‘×� is[252/3]
rigorously excluded under (a); in the others, | × e ‘×� e |, it might also be
thought to be excluded under (b) rather than under (c).20

I add a list of the instances of word-end under the various heads. Instances
which are connected by ~, or to which the same letter is appended,
correspond.

(a) . . . – e × |: none; elision 12. 37 (dimeter, | e – e – |), 13. 78.
(b) . . . – e |: 1. 221 ~ 148, 6, 8; 7. 2; 9. 50 (A); 13. 64 (B); 15. 2 (C); fr. 4. 25.

(5. 12 is corrupt.)

. . . ∪ e |: 5. 4 ~ 19; 12. 4; 13. 157 (D), 196 (B); 15. 51 (C); elision 13. 190
(D).
. . . × e |: 7. 18 ατεκνo×ν [− ∪ − ||; 9. 76 (A) × ]προ--ξε̆ν[– ||; 13. 97 (B)
ετι[κτε

×(ν) Πη-λε̆α- ||, 124 (D) probably θ[υµο̆ν α-νε̆ρω--ν | or θ[υµο--ν

ναυβ{τα-ν |. (At 15. 4 − − ∪ − × χ]ρυ--σε̆α-� | word-end is not certain:
perhaps παγχ]ρυσ�α�.)

18 For an exception after ∪ conjectured at fr. 20 B. 8 see above, p. 251.
19 We do not however know whether Bacchylides would have avoided word-end after e ∪.
20 The figures for the different types of dimeter are as follows: | × e ‘×‘ e × | 16 (7) with ‘−’,

1 (1) with ‘∪’, total 17 (7); | e ‘×’ e × | 35 (10) with ‘−’, 4 (2) with ‘∪’, 2 (2) with ‘×’, total 41 (11);
| × e ‘×’ e | 5 (2) with ‘−’; | e ‘×’ e | 14 (4) with ‘−’, 3 (3) with ‘×’, total 17 (4).

21 I owe this reference to Professor Maas. He has seen that the new fragment in the
Kallimachos scholia (fr. 2a Pf., vol. ii p. 103) forms the beginning of the first ode, and that fr. 16a
Kenyon does not belong here (nor fr. 14 Kenyon to 7–9):

�–Κλυτοφ�ρµιγγε� ∆ι-� @-
ψιµ�δοντο� παρθ�νοι�

�νν�α (or δε+ρ� ,τε) Πι]ε
·
ρ�δε�

− − ]�νυφα�[νετε − −
5 − ∪ ∪ ]ο

·
υ�, Mνα κ[υ-

δα�νητε] γα�α� �Ισθµ�[α�
− − ∪]ν, ε.βο/λου Π. [οσει-

δα̃να γαµ]βρ-ν Νηρ�[ο�

(κυδα�νητε is Jebb’s). I am very grateful to Professor Maas for pointing this out to me, and for
his permission to use it here.
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(c) | × e − . . .: 1. 122 ~ 145 ~ 153 ~ 168; 8. 14 ~ 30; 10. 51; fr. 4. 3.
| × e × . . .: 8. 8 || –]ι

·
οι� {γω--ν[o×� − ∪. ∪ ]ταν κτλ. ~ 24 || παι� ε--ω--ν {νη-ρ τε

×

π[λευ]να� κτλ.; 15. 3 || ∪
⎯⎯

− ∪ − ×] Παλλαδο� ορσιµαχου. (For 15. 4 see
above, under (b).)

(d) | e − . . .: 9. 25; 10. 6; 14. 17; elision 12. 37 (see (a)).

Dactylo-epitrites in Bacchylides 321



15

Seven Against Thebes: the Final Scene

In Dionysiaca: Nine Studies . . . presented to Sir Denys Page (Cambridge 1978),
R. D. Dawe considers on pp. 87–103 ‘the end of Seven Against Thebes yet
again’. He has taken up the challenge of H. Erbse1 that ‘die Gegner des
überlieferten Textes’ (i.e. those who believe the end of the play to be spurious)
should ‘ihr Unbehagen präzisieren’; and he sets forth what he supposes to be
‘enough concrete linguistic and metrical fact to convince all but the most
obdurate that the end of the play which we possess is not the end that
Aeschylus wrote for it’.

Unfortunately a good deal of what Dawe offers us as linguistic and metrical
fact turns out on investigation to be linguistic and metrical fiction; and if
I were an ally of Erbse I should rejoice. But I am not an ally of Erbse: I share
Dawe’s conviction that a great part of the end of the play is from the hand not
of Aeschylus but of an interpolator––of a man who, I should suppose in the
fourth century, recast the end in order to bring it into line with the dispute
over burial which Sophocles had popularized in his Antigone.

Now if a thesis is supported by bad arguments as well as good, the refuta-
tion of the bad arguments does nothing whatever to weaken the efficacy of
the good. But the human mind unfortunately does not work in this way:
people suppose, foolishly and irrationally, but they suppose it none the less,
that to destroy a bad argument that has been advanced in support of a thesis
makes the thesis itself in some way less probable than it would be if the
argument had never been advanced at all. I think it may be well therefore if
I undertake myself the exposure of the more patent errors in what Dawe has
written; for in doing so I can stress that their exposure leaves me just as
convinced as I was before that Dawe is right in maintaining that rather over a
hundred lines in the last quarter of the play are the work not of Aeschylus but

<Composed not long after 1978, the date of Dawe’s paper. A handwritten addition to n. 28
refers to a part of Chantraine’s Dictionnaire étymologique that appeared in 1980. For n. 19 B.
may have used TrGF ii (1981). In n. 79 I think he would have mentioned my Greek Metre (1982)
if it had been available.>

1 In <J. L. Heller (ed.),> Serta Turyniana, 198.



(the words are mine, but I think that Dawe will not disagree) of a third-rate
hack. But that hack was writing in Athens at a time when nondum obliti erant
Athenis loquier lingua Graeca; and if I show him to use that language without
the solecisms that Dawe would suppose, I am merely showing him to possess
the natural birthright of a fourth-century Athenian. His linguistic incom-
petence will manifest itself not in solecisms but in straining the language in
what he mistakenly supposes to be the manner of Aeschylus, or in falling
flat where Aeschylus would have risen; and to demonstrate that kind of
incompetence, to a reader who is predisposed to be deluded, will seldom if
ever be possible.

What follows is not intended as a systematic investigation of the language
of the spurious parts of the play, nor even as a systematic investigation of
the questions raised by Dawe: my primary purpose, as I have said, is to
purge the case for the prosecution from such errors of Dawe’s as might be
in danger of discrediting it. I have not kept rigorously within these limits (in
particular, I have added a few points of my own to the case for the prosecu-
tion); but in general I have dealt only with those objections of Dawe’s which
I have found to be demonstrably and seriously mistaken. I have as a rule
said nothing (a) about incidental trivialities of which I disapprove, (b) in
places where there may be room for doubt, (c) in places where I think
there is more to be said than Dawe has realized,2 (d ) in places where I agree

2 But I will mention the most important: 854–60 α� λλὰ γ�ων, � φ�λαι, κατ� οBρον | �ρ�ετ� α� µφ�
κρατ� π�µπιµον χερο�ν | π�τυλον, K α�!ν δι� Pχ�ροντ� α� µε�βεται | τὰν α' τολον µελάγκροκον
θεωρ�δα, | τὰν α� τιβ" Pπ�λλωνι, τὰν α� νάλιον, | πάνδοκον ε� α� φαν" τε χ�ρον. In the language here
Dawe finds (pp. 89–90) two especial flaws: the causal use of α� µε�βεται, and the ineptness of the
epithets τὰν α� τιβ" Pπ�λλωνι, τὰν α� νάλιον (inept if applied to Charon’s boat, yet not in this
sentence construable with χ�ρον, the shore to which the boat is sailing). The objections are
entirely valid; yet they can be disposed of by a means which Dawe does not so much as mention,
the interpretation of θεωρ�δα not as θεωρ�δα να+ν but as θεωρ�δα Yδ�ν. This was proposed by
Hermann and accepted by Weil; and I am confident that it was what the writer intended.
Hermann adduced Hesych. θ 447 λ�γουι δ! κα� τ=ν Yδ-ν δι� � ,αιν �π� τὰ #ερὰ θεωρ�δα; and the
scholia in M, after a note identifying the θεωρ� as Charon’s boat, have a garbled comment λ�γει
δ! Hτι τα/την Yδ-ν θεωρητικ=ν Oπερ ο4δεν Y τ�νο τ=ν �π� τ-ν Pχ�ροντα––too far gone to be
unscrambled, but evidently talking about a Yδ- θεωρικ$ that takes one to Acheron. Now Yδ�
is indeterminate between ‘road’ and ‘journey’, and I expect θεωρ� (Yδ�) to be similarly
indeterminate; for ‘journey’ cf. Hesych. θ 446 θεωρ�· . . . θεωρ�α, and in our passage ‘journey’ is
indicated by the adjectives. It is µελάγκροκο, a journey for which black fabrics are worn; it
is α� τιβ= Pπ�λλωνι (α� τιβ$, ‘such that there is no treading’, could be applied as well to the
journey as to the road––for the range of meaning of such adjectives see my note on E. Hipp.
677–9; I throw in the remark that at S. Ai. 670 νιφοτιβε� χειµ3νε are winters in which one
treads on snow); and I suspect that when the writer calls it α' τολο he is intending θεωρ�
α' τολο as a variant on τ�λο α' τολο (τ�λο ‘journey’), with the ‘α-pejorative’ (D. Fehling,
Hermes 96 [1968], 142–55) of ν�µο α' νοµο, π�τµο α' ποτµο, etc.

The writer might have saved posterity a good deal of trouble if instead of θεωρ�δα he had
written θεωρ�αν. Perhaps he did: ΙΑΝ and Ι∆Α are not difficult to confuse. I do not find the
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with him (which I do most commonly when his objection is not to
the language as a matter of grammar or semantics, but to its content and its
style).

My comment is confined to the final scene of the play, from the entry of
the herald (1005) to the end. It is when he reaches this scene that Dawe says
(not quite accurately, but nearly so) ‘discussion is now confined to points
of language and metre’; and it is here that I have found his errors to be
concentrated.

Before I proceed to my comment I will stress once more that it is not my
intention to defend the ascription of these parts of the play to Aeschylus: if I
am defending anything (other than the truth) I am defending the writer’s
knowledge of his native language; and a man can know his native language
and yet be a very indifferent poet and a very incompetent dramatist. As this
man was.

1005–6. δοκο+ντα κα� δ�ξαντ� α� παγγ�λλειν µε χρ=

δ$µου προβο/λοι τ"δε Καδµε�α π�λεω.

Dawe: ‘τ"δε Καδµε�α π�λεω has been objected to on the grounds that
we already know where we are. το�δε (Wilamowitz), parallel to τ3ιδε in
1025, would imply the presence of a number of silent πρ�βουλοι, but where
they sprang from there is no knowing. The τ3ιδε of 1025 can be taken as
anaphoric, not deictic, and is not necessarily support for το�δε here. The
problem of 1006 is however not one that we need take too seriously, and
Nicolaus may be right in saying of the expression “dass sie zur Formel eines
amtlichen Erlasses gehören muss”.’

I do not know who it may have been who objected to τ"δε Καδµε�α

π�λεω ‘on the grounds that we already know where we are’. Nor do I know
whether he made the same objection at Pers. 761 τ�δ� α' τυ ^ο/ων, Su. 292
τ"ιδ� �ν Pργε�αι χθον�, 912 α� νδρ3ν Πελαγ3ν τ$νδ� α� τιµάζει χθ�να, 1023 π�λιν

τάνδε Πελαγ3ν, Ag. 506 τ"ιδ� �ν Pργε�αι χθον�, S. Ai. 434 τ"δ� α� π� Ι� δα�α

χθον�, Ant. 733 Θ$βη τ"δε, 1162 τ$νδε Καδµε�αν χθ�να, E. Alk. 476 Φερα�α

τ"δε κωµ"ται χθον�, 480 Φερα�ον α' τυ προβ"ναι τ�δε, Med. 702 τ"δε γ"

Κορινθ�α, 916 τ"δε γ" Κορινθ�α, 1381 γ"ι δ! τ"ιδε ^ι/φου, Hkld. 198
Pθ$να τάδε, Andr. 664 τ"δε γ" Φθι�τιδο, Her. 271 τάδε Θ$βα, Tro.
1261 Πριάµου τ�δ� α' τυ, Ph. 563 α' τυ Θηβα�ων τ�δε, 635 τ"δε Θηβα�α

χθον�, 776 τ"ιδε Θηβα�αι χθον�, 1045 Θηβα�αν τάνδε γα̃ν, Or. 1601 �ν Jργει

τ3ιδε τ3ι Πελαγικ3ι, Ba. 172 α' τυ Θηβα�ων τ�δε, 450 τάδε Θ$βα, 660

sentence a particularly successful one (and nothing of course can defend the anomalous syniz-
esis or prodelision in α� τιβ" Pπ�λλωνι; on which see below, n. 85). But this interpretation does
at least allow the writer’s incompetence to stop short of the irrational confusion of which Dawe
finds him guilty.
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τ"δε Θηβα�α χθον�, 1043 τ"δε Θηβα�α χθον�, 1247 Θ$βα τάδε.3 If
Dawe thinks that these instances may not provide adequate analogy for τ"δε

Καδµε�α π�λεω, he should tell us why; if he thinks that they do, he should
not speak of the objection as ‘not [to be taken] too seriously’, but should
condemn it outright as purely frivolous (or for preference be silent about it
altogether).

The unwary might infer from Dawe that the objection was made, or sub-
scribed to, by Wilamowitz; it was not. He did indeed object to τ"δε, but
on other grounds:4 ‘der Ausdruck “der dem Volke vorberatende Ausschuß
des Kadmeerstaates” . . . erträgt es eigentlich nicht’ (Aisch. Interpr., 89 n. 1). I
think this objection just as frivolous as the other: the presence or absence of
τ"δε seems to me to make not the slightest difference to this perfectly
straightforward expression. But the objection in any case is secondary:
Wilamowitz’s real reason for his change was not his dislike of τ"δε but his
desire for το�δε; it was not, as Dawe might seem to suggest, that he suffered
the presence of the πρ�βουλοι for the sake of avoiding τ"δε, but that he
rejected τ"δε for the sake of the presence of the πρ�βουλοι. He started by
inferring from 1025 τοια+τ�  &δοξε τ3ιδε Καδµε�ων τ�λει that the πρ�βουλοι are
on the stage (if they are not, then τ3ιδε is a great deal odder than Dawe seems
to suppose5), and because of this changed τ"δε to το�δε (which is indeed
unavoidable if the πρ�βουλοι are present when spoken of). There is certainly a
serious problem here; but it does not arise from any linguistic oddity in 1006.

1007. Ε� τεοκλ�α µ!ν τ�νδ� �π� ε.νο�αι χθον-

θάπτειν &δοξε γ" φ�λαι κατακαφα�.

Dawe: ‘�π� ε.νο�αι χθον� gives the reason why Eteocles may be buried. It
cannot therefore mean “accompanied by the good-will of the land”. But that

3 I do not vouch for the completeness of this list. I have deliberately excluded one or two
instances that come soon enough after the first indication of the scene for it to be alleged that
they are intended to reinforce it (as E. Hipp. 29 τ$νδε γ"ν Τροζην�αν after 12 τ"δε γ"
Τροζην�α).

In some instances one can see a good rhetorical reason for the use of both name and
demonstrative: Ag. 506 is spoken by the Argive, just back from Troy, who had never hoped to
survive the war and be buried at home in Argos; Or. 1601 is Orestes’ answer to Menelaos’ ‘where
could you rightly be king?’. But in most instances one or the other (not necessarily either) could
be omitted without detriment to anything but the metre.

4 That he calls τ"δε ‘müssig’ (as it certainly is) is not of course an objection, but merely an
indication that if altered it will not be missed: he speaks of ‘das nicht nur müssige τ"δε’, and
then proceeds to his reason (foreshadowed by the ‘nicht nur’) for actually wishing it out of the
way.

5 And will need more justification than an assertion that it ‘can be taken as anaphoric’.
Dawe might have done better to attack the language of 1025; where the difficulty of the
singular τ�λει may also be thought greater than he supposes (p. 97: ‘the point is not of much
weight’).
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is what it ought to mean according to the ordinary rules of language. �π� with
a dative, or indeed any other case, never means the same as α� ντ� with a
genitive. ε1νοια, meaning good-will towards some one, does not take a
genitive but a dative.’ These ‘ordinary rules of language’ are not the rules of
fifth- and fourth-century Attic.

First, Dawe’s second rule: ‘ε1νοια, meaning good-will towards some one,
does not take a genitive but a dative.’ This is false: it take a genitive.6 Dawe cites
one passage as an instance of what he calls ‘the regular construction with the
dative’, and it is not an instance at all: D. 18. 273 ο. γὰρ �π� ε.νο�αι γ� �µο�

παρεχ�ρει �λπ�δων κα� ζ$λου κα� τιµ3ν, where �µο� construes not after
ε.νο�αι but after παρεχ�ρει.7 Of the genitive he says ‘the only instance of
ε1νοια with an objective genitive cited by LSJ is Xen. Anab. 4. 7. 20’ (they cite
also Pl. Gorg. 485a, but of this he says no word), and he proceeds to abolish
this instance by means of a novel misinterpretation. But his initial certainty
abates as he proceeds (‘the point may require further investigation than I have
been able to give it’), and he ends by saying (n. 10) ‘I shall certainly remain
open to persuasion if incontrovertible examples can be found’. Well here are
some: Hdt. 6. 108. 3 (the Lakedaimonians have advised the Plataians that they
will find an alliance with the Athenians more advantageous than one with
themselves) τα+τα υνεβο/λευον ο# Λακεδαιµ�νιοι ο. κατὰ τ=ν ε.νο�ην οUτω

τ3ν Πλαται�ων n βουλ�µενοι τοG Pθηνα�ου &χειν π�νου υνετε3τα

Βοιωτο�ι; Th. 1. 22. 3 �πιπ�νω δ! η@ρ�κετο (sc. the precise facts of the
operations in the war), δι�τι ο# παρ�ντε το� &ργοι fκάτοι ο. τα.τὰ περ�

τ3ν α.τ3ν &λεγον, α� λλ� n fκατ�ρων τι ε.νο�α \ µν$µη &χοι (sympathy for
one side or the other), 7. 57. 10 κα� Pκαρνάνων τιν! αT µα µ!ν κ�ρδει, τ- δ!

πλ�ον ∆ηµοθ�νου φιλ�αι κα� Pθηνα�ων ε.νο�αι ξ/µµαχοι Sντε �πεκο/ρηαν;
Lys. 10. 27 &τη δ! γεγονF fπτὰ κα� fξ$κοντα �ν 6λιγαρχ�αι δι� ε1νοιαν το+

@µετ�ρου πλ$θου α� π�θανεν, 22. 11 ,ω δ� �ρο+ιν . . . n �π� ε.νο�αι τ" π�λεω

υνεωνο+ντο τ-ν �τον, Mν� n α� ξι�τατον Uµιν πωλο�εν, 33. 1 α' λλων τε πολλ3ν

κα� καλ3ν &ργων dνεκα, � α' νδρε, α' ξιον Η� ρακλ�ου µεµν"θαι, κα� Hτι τ�νδε

τ-ν α� γ3να πρ3το υν$γειρε δι� ε1νοιαν τ" Ε� λλάδο; Pl. Plt. 262c πειρατ�ον &τι

αφ�τερον φράζειν ε.νο�αι τ" " φ/εω, � Σ�κρατε, Gorg. 485a Hπου δ�

6 It can also (and in the fourth century more commonly) take a prepositional phrase,
e.g. D. 6. 10 τ=ν ε� τοG ΕT λληνα ε1νοιαν, 20. 50 τ=ν πρ- @µα̃ ε1νοιαν. A genitive can occasionally
be subjective (D. 18. 153 θε3ν τινο ε.νο�αι, [D.] 10. 50 υµµάχων ε.νο�αι), though here again
more often a prepositional phrase, e.g. D. 18. 3 τ" παρ� @µ3ν ε.νο�α.

7 In citing it he says ‘e.g. Dem. De Corona 273’; I do not know what may be latent under the
‘e.g.’. But I remark that at E. Tro. 6, (ever since that day) ο1ποτ� �κ φρεν3ν | ε1νοι� α� π�τη τ3ν �µ3ν
Φρυγ3ν π�λει, and Or. 868 3ι γὰρ ε1νοιαν πατρ� | α� ε� ποτ� ε4χον, the datives construe not after
ε1νοια(ν) but after ο1ποτ� �κ φρεν3ν ε1νοι� α� π�τη = ε.νοϊκ3 α� ε� διάκειµαι and after ε1νοιαν ε4χον
= ε1νου I.
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α} ν φα+λο Iι, �ντε+θεν φε/γει κα� λοιδορε� το+το, τ- δ� dτερον �παινε�, ε.νο�αι

τ"ι fαυτο+, Cγο/µενο οUτω α.τ- fαυτ-ν �παινε�ν; D. 15. 11 �γF νοµ�ζω,
πράττοντο µ!ν �ν Α�γ/πτωι πάνθ� n Oρµηκε βαιλ�ω, φ�δρ� α} ν Pρτεµι�αν

πειραθ"ναι περιποι"αι Ρk �δον α.τ3ι, ο. τ"ι βαιλ�ω ε.νο�αι, α� λλὰ τ3ι

βο/λεθαι πλη�ον α.τ" διατρ�βοντο �κε�νου µεγάλην ε.εργε�αν καταθ�θαι

πρ- α.τ�ν. Finally, Xenophon, loc. cit: they came to a π�λι called Gymnias;
�κ τα/τη τ" χ�ρα Y α' ρχων το� ΕT λληιν Cγεµ�να π�µπει, Hπω διὰ τ"

fαυτ3ν πολεµ�α χ�ρα α' γοι α.το/. �λθFν δ� �κε�νο λ�γει Hτι α' ξει α.τοG

π�ντε Cµερ3ν ε� χωρ�ον Hθεν Sψονται θάλααν· ε� δ! µ$, τεθνάναι �πηγ-

γε�λατο. κα� Cγο/µενο �πειδ= �ν�βαλλεν ε� τ=ν πολεµ�αν, παρεκελε/ετο α,θειν

κα� φθε�ρειν τ=ν χ�ραν· |ι κα� δ"λον �γ�νετο Hτι το/του dνεκα &λθοι, ο. τ" τ3ν

Ε� λλ$νων ε.νο�α––that the reason for his coming was this, and not their
goodwill towards the Greeks.8 The article τ" (‘not accounted for’ according
to Dawe) is exactly like the articles in Herodotos9 and Demosthenes cited
above; the effect is presumably ‘not because of their (her) goodwill’: the
author, in denying that the goodwill provided the motive, either admits its
existence or implies that it was professed.

Now Dawe’s other rule. ‘�π� with a dative . . . never means the same as α� ντ�
with a genitive’: no, but there are occasions (as I shall show below) when the
difference in meaning is immaterial and the two are in practice indifferent
alternatives. The �π� here will be the �π� found commonly after verbs of
honouring: τιµα̃ν, τεφανο+ν, δωρειὰ διδ�ναι �π� τινι. The dative after it
most commonly gives the actions which occasion the honour: neuters plural
D. 18. 114 �φ� οZ α� π- τ3ν �δ�ων προε�το πολλάκι �τεφάνωται @φ� @µ3ν, 23.
185 �φ� οZ εB πεποι$καιν Uµα τετ�µηνται, 20. 72 τὰ �π� το/τοι δοθε�α

δωρειά (cf. 3. 36, 18. 4, 83, 117, 118, 19. 147, 20. 83, 137); nouns Pi. Parth.
fr. 94b. 41–6 τ�µαθεν . . . πολυγν�τοι �π� ν�και; D. 20. 81 τ3ν �π� τα� . . .
ε.εργε�αι . . . δοθ�ντων, 154 τὰ �π� τα� ε.εργε�αι δωρειά; in our passage
we have instead the virtue manifest in the action, and so Aischin. 3. 226
τεφανο+θαι �π� α� ρετ"ι and (combined with a neuter plural) Gorg. Vorsokr.
82 B 11a (Palamedes) 16 �τιµ�µην γὰρ �π� το� �ντιµοτάτοι @π- τ3ν �ντιµο-

τάτων, @φ� @µ3ν �π� οφ�αι. (The action, or the virtue manifest in it, that

8 ‘On this view το/του dνεκα denotes purpose, and dνεκα with the second phrase has to
denote cause’: so Dawe, with the suggestion apparently that this shift in the sense of dνεκα is
unwelcome. It is nothing out of the way: Hdt. 3. 79. 1 they left the wounded behind κα�
α� δυνα�η εMνεκεν κα� φυλακ" τ" α� κροπ�λιο, Th. 7. 57. 9 Pργε�οι . . . ο. τ" υµµαχ�α dνεκα
µα̃λλον \ τ" Λακεδαιµον�ων τε &χθρα κα� τ" παραυτ�κα dκατοι �δ�α Lφελ�α . . . Aκολο/θουν,
Lys. 22. 20 χρ= δ! . . . µ= µ�νον τ3ν παρεληλυθ�των dνεκα α.τοG κολάζειν, α� λλὰ κα� παραδε�γ-
µατο dνεκα τ3ν µελλ�ντων &εθαι, Aeschin. 1. 178 ο1τε κ�ρδου dνεκα α� δ�κου ο1τε χάριτο ο1τε
&χθρα.

9 In Herodotos the article is present in a but absent in d; I think it likelier that it was omitted
by someone who thought as Dawe than that it was inserted by someone who thought as I.
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occasions an honour may equally be thought of as requited by it; so that �π�

τινι and α� ντ� τινο may, as I have said, be used in such contexts as in effect
indifferent alternatives. So D. 18. 83 τεφανωάντων το�νυν @µ3ν &µ� �π� το/τοι

τ�τε, 222 α� νθ� |ν δικα�ω �τεφανο/µην @π- τουτων�; 297 ε4τά µ� �ρωτα̃ι α� ντ�

πο�α α� ρετ" α� ξι3 τιµα̃θαι; Aischin. 3. 226 αυτ-ν δ� ο.κ α� ντερωτα̃ι τ� α} ν ε,η

δηµαγωγ- τοιο+το Hτι . . . α� ξιο�η τεφανο+θαι �π� α� ρετ"ι.) I see, that is, no
strictly linguistic objection to the phrase.10 The objection which I do see is
founded rather in fact and custom than in language: one expects that what
is given to Eteokles �π� ε.νο�αι χθον�, for his patriotism, will be some signal
honour, the equivalent for a fallen Theban of τ�φανοι or δωρεια� given to
living Athenians; and if 1008 described some such honour I should be well
content. But it does not: it tells us merely that he will be buried in Theban
soil;11 and that burial is no exceptional honour but the natural right of any
Theban, however inglorious, who is neither a traitor nor tainted with some
intolerable pollution. 12

1008 (cited in full above, with 1007): κατακαφα�.

Dawe: ‘This word normally means “destruction”. But here and at 1037, and
also at Soph. Ant. 920, it bears a different meaning. Now Ant. 920 comes at the
end of the famous section condemned by A. Jacob . . . In any case, whether
Ant. 920 ζ3� � θαν�ντων &ρχοµαι κατακαφά is genuine or not, the choice of
the word κατακαφά can be explained by the unusual nature of Antigone’s
tomb, a cave-like formation in which she is immured. It is something “dug
out”. . . . By analogy φ�λαι κατακαφα� in Sept. 1008 ought to mean some-
thing like “welcome excavated chambers” which it transparently does not. It is
difficult to resist the idea that Ant. 920 has been our interpolator’s imperfectly
understood model’; and on 1037, where the word occurs again, he speaks of

10 I discount Fraenkel’s objection (Mus. Helv. 21 [1964], 62) that ‘mit Ausnahme der
Wendung �παιν�αι �π� τ"ι ε.νο�αι scheint �π� ε.νο�αι nur so gebraucht zu werden, dass die ε1νοια
dem eignet, der das Subjekt des dabeistehenden Verbums ist’. Prepositional phrases that are
common with one meaning are not thereby debarred from bearing other meanings that accord
with the normal use of the preposition: ‘over the road’ in English most commonly means ‘on or
to the other side of the road’, but that does not prevent my saying ‘there is flood-water over the
road’ (i.e. covering it) or ‘they went to law over the road’ (i.e. litigated about it).

11 Reading γ" φ�λη κατακαφα�; with the φ�λαι of the manuscripts it tells us even less.
(I discuss the reading below.)

12 This same �π� that gives the ground for awarding an honour can equally give the
ground for imposing a penalty: A. Su. 6 ο1τιν� �φ� αMµατι δηµηλα�αν ψ$φωι π�λεω γνωθε�θαι,
Th. 1. 138. 6 �π� προδο�αι φε/γοντο (in exile), D. 21. 12 �ν γὰρ ο.δ�ν �τιν �φ� |ι τ3ν πεπραγµ-
�νων ο. δ�καιο qν α� πολωλ�ναι φαν$εται. But whether honour or penalty it gives the ground for
treating a man exceptionally; whereas in our passage it affects to give the ground for treating
him as he would have been treated in any case.
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it as used ‘catachrestically’ here at 1008. This will not do at all: there is no
catachresis; it is in no way ‘unusual’ for a grave or tomb to be ‘dug out’; and
κατακαφα� says nothing about ‘chambers’.

It is true that κατακάπτειν, with its cognates, is used normally as ‘raze to
the ground’; but the word is literally ‘dig down’, and there can be no reason
a priori why it should not be used, with perfect propriety, of the excavation
of a grave or subterranean tomb.13 And (what Dawe does not mention)
Sophocles in a certainly genuine passage provides us with good reason a
posteriori to accept the use: Ant. 891 κατακαφ= ο,κηι, of the chamber in
which Antigone will be immured; described also as πετρ�δη κατ3ρυξ (774),
and evidently, from the account in 1215 ff., a tomb of some kind, whether
chamber or tholos, cut into the rock of a hillside.14 It is indeed an ‘excavated
chamber’, but ‘chamber’ is given only by ο,κηι, and κατακαφ$ is simply
‘excavated below the ground’.15 There we have one certain case in fifth-
century tragedy of a cognate of κατακάπτειν with the sense ‘excavate’, and
if we have one we can have others: I can attach no suspicion whatever to
κατακαφ$ as ‘excavation’, whether of the act of excavating, or of the result.
About the nature of the excavation the word itself can tell us nothing: in
Antigone we know it to be very large, at 1037 below it will be the simplest of
graves; here therefore at 1008 we have merely the digging of a grave or tomb,
with no indication of its kind.

I find then no evidence for interpolation in the use of κατακαφα� here and
at 1037. But once one admits that we have interpolation, and interpolation
inspired by Sophocles’ Antigone, it becomes of course quite evident that the
word was put into the interpolator’s head by its appearance in Antigone; I
suppose not simply by κατακαφ= ο,κηι but by the word itself in θαν�ντων

κατακαφά, which is likely enough to have established itself in the text by the
time when our man was writing.

One thing more: for γ" φ�λαι κατακαφα� I read γ" φ�λη κατακαφα�

13 κάπτειν most commonly of tilling; but Th. 4. 90. 2 τάφρον &καπτον as a fortification.
14 It is clearly something large internally, and enough is said of it, in one place or another, to

have prompted inquiry into the precise nature of its construction. But Sophocles was not an
archaeologist, and I think it mistaken to expect from him a consistent and accurate picture of a
particular kind of Mycenaean tomb.

15 Both chamber- and tholos-tombs, when constructed in the slope of a hill, consisted of a
subterranean tomb proper approached by a more or less horizontal passage (dromos). Both
were made by digging downwards (κατα-): although the chamber-tomb had its chamber cut
horizontally into the rock at the end of the dromos, the dromos itself was cut out of the hillside
by excavation from above (and would often, for economy of construction, be made with a
downward slope towards the chamber); the tholos-tomb was all of it excavated from above, and
a vaulted chamber then constructed within the excavation and covered with a mound of soil.
See the diagram in Wace and Stubbings, Companion to Homer, 492–3.
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(Blomfield),16 the digging of a grave in the land that was dear to him. γ"

κατακαφα� without φ�λη would be merely digging in the earth, with the
place of burial neither named nor implied (and the whole expression
the merest padding); γ" would be otiose (in what else can one dig a
grave?),17 and φ�λαι (i.e. satisfying his desire to be buried, not left unburied)
inept.18 That φ�λαι should arise by accident (a copyist’s unthinking assimila-
tion to κατακαφα�) would be easy;19 that it should, with φ�λη to hand, be
any writer’s deliberate choice is more than I can believe. Our man was
incompetent yes; but this would be not incompetence but perversity.

1009. τ�γων γὰρ �χθροG θάνατον εMλετ�  �ν π�λει.

Dawe raises two objections against the language of this line: the first is valid,
but not stated correctly; the second (which has been felt by others before
Dawe, and has led some of them to make bad conjectures) I believe to be
illusory.

First, τ�γων. I agree with Dawe that this (Wakefield’s correction) is certain,
with τυγ3ν a simple corruption and ε,ργων a gloss (the same gloss at 216,
Su. 135). I agree with him also that whereas city walls can properly be said
to τ�γειν the enemy, Eteokles cannot: the interpolator, basing himself on
216 and 234, has overstepped, as Aeschylus would not, the line between the
effective and the inept. But Dawe misstates the case against τ�γων when he

16 He did not put it in his text: after suggesting it he continued ‘sed in Agam. [507] µεθ�ξειν
φιλτάτου τάφου µ�ρο’. But Ag. 507 provides not an analogy for φ�λαι but a contrast: ο. γάρ ποτ�
η1χουν τ"ιδ�  �ν Pργε�αι χθον� | θανFν µεθ�ξειν φιλτάτου τάφου µ�ρο: the τάφο is φ�λτατο
expressly as being τ"ιδ�  �ν Pργε�αι χθον�, whereas in our passage ‘at Thebes’ would be neither
expressed nor implied.

17 E. Andr. 1160 γ" τε κοµ"αι τάφωι, El. 1277 γ" καλ/ψουιν τάφωι; but there the word
suggests the mound of earth (Su. 53 τάφων χ�µατα γα�α).

18 I can understand φ�λαι only thus (‘humatio mortuis exoptabilis’ Schütz), and not in the
active sense by which some avoid the ineptitude: C. E. S. Headlam ‘kindly interment in the
earth’, Tucker ‘a grave dug kindly in its soil’ (he pays unwitting tribute to φ�λη by smuggling in a
substitute in ‘its’; similarly Smyth). φ�λο is certainly used occasionally with nomina agentis (or
rei actae) in much the sense of English ‘affectionate’, to indicate that the agent is a φ�λο acting
in conformity with his φιλ�α: E. Tro. 1184 φ�λα προφθ�γµατα (the grandson at his grandmother’s
tomb), [E.] IA 1229 φ�λαιιν @ποδοχα� δ�µων (the married daughter giving a home to her aged
father), A. Th. 934 διατοµα� ο. φ�λαι (the brothers hacking one another to pieces). But I do not
find φ�λαι κατακαφα� (‘affectionate digging’, the action of those who κατακάπτουιν out of
φιλ�α) a very likely concept, and I cannot suppose that a writer would have expected the words to
be taken thus, especially when θάπτειν has no subject expressed and the identity of the diggers
(or of those responsible for the digging) is left unspecified; and whoever they be, what place has
their mental attitude in the provisions of the edict?

19 Trag. adesp. 281 (about burial) appears in Stobaios (3. 40. 8) with γ" φ�λη Sχθοιι, in
Diogenes Laertios (4. 25) with φ�λοι (BP; φ�λει F). But in each case the line is quoted by a
philosopher (Teles, Krantor) for his own purposes; how far do the variants (there are others)
depend on copyists, how far on quoters?
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says that the verb ‘is used only of things’ (i.e. with things as subject): there are
at any rate four instances in later Greek where a body or line of soldiers is said
to τ�γειν an enemy attack,20 and if I found the same use in tragedy I should
think it unexceptionable. These instances must not however be supposed
(as they are by Headlam, loc. cit. in n. 20) to be adequate justification
for τ�γων here: the real objection (which Dawe combines with his mistaken
one) is that τ�γειν is ‘keep out’ not in the sense of ‘fend off’ but in the sense
of ‘be impervious to, impenetrable by’ (as a ship’s hull is impervious to the
sea, or a roof to the rain); and whereas a line of soldiers or a city wall can be
impervious to the enemy, a single man cannot. 21

Second, �ν π�λει. Dawe: ‘�ν π�λει is a serious embarrassment to the
defenders of authenticity, for the simple reason that it is not true that Eteocles
chose death in the city––and there is nothing else that �ν π�λει can mean.
The enemy never got inside the city gates.’ Our writer will have been well
aware that they never got inside, and incompetent though he was we must
credit him at least with ordinary sanity: if he wrote �ν π�λει (and I am
confident that he did, when there is an effective contrast between �χθρο/

and π�λει) what he meant by it was not ‘inside the city’. What he did mean is
not far to seek.

The enemy, as Dawe says, never got inside the gates. Yet they died �ν
Θ$βηιι (Il. 6. 223 Hτ� �ν Θ$βηιιν α� π�λετο λα- Pχαι3ν; Od. 15. 247 Sλετ� �ν
Θ$βηιι, of Amphiareos); their leader Adrastos at their funeral spoke �ν
Θ$βαιι (Pi. O. 6. 16); when their sons the Epigonoi came against Thebes
they fought �ν fπταπ/λοι . . . Θ$βαι (Pi. P. 8. 39 ff.; they took the city in the
end, but this is the fighting before it was taken22). In all these �ν Θ$βαι is

20 LSJ cite Plb. 3. 53. 2 (of a rearguard) &τεξεν τ=ν �πιφορὰν τ3ν βαρβάρων, 18. 25. 4 ο.
δυναµ�νου τ�γειν τ=ν τ" φάλαγγο &φοδον; Headlam, On Editing Aeschylus, 95, adds Diod. 11.
32. 4 ο. µ$ν γε τ=ν Yρµ=ν κα� β�αν τ3ν Ε� λλ$νων &τεγεν ο1τε τ- κατεκευαµ�νον τε�χο ο1τε τ-
πλ"θο τ3ν βαρβάρων, Parmenion AP 9. 304 (= Gow–Page, GP 2604–7) τ-ν γα�η κα� π�ντου
α� µειφθε�αιι κελε/θοι | να/την Aπε�ρου, πεζοπ�ρον πελάγου, | �ν τρια� δοράτων fκατοντάιν
&τεγεν α' ρη | ^πάρτη· α�χ/νεθ� , ο1ρεα κα� πελάγη.

21 A single man could be said to ε,ργειν the enemy (so at 416 Melanippos, one of the Theban
champions, is bidden ε,ργειν τεκο/ηι µητρ� [= Θ$βαι] πολ�µιον δ�ρυ); and our writer will have
felt, mistakenly, that τ�γειν could be used as in all ways equivalent to ε,ργειν ‘keep out’. I scent
another way in which the two are not equivalent (I will put it in the plural, so as not to risk
confusion with the first): you could say of a body of soldiers that they chose death ε,ργοντε the
enemy, in fending them off, but could you say that they chose it τ�γοντε the enemy, in being
impenetrable by them? I expect the participle to denote an activity; ε,ργοντε does, τ�γοντε
does not.

22 That is evident from the passage as a whole. I add that the fighting is observed by
Amphiareos, and that he will be observing it from the place outside the city where as one of the
Seven he had been swallowed up in the earth and thereafter had a shrine; for its location see
Schober, RE vA. 1451–2 (with plan, 1425–6).

Seven Against Thebes: the Final Scene 331



equivalent not to ‘in Thebes’ but to ‘at Thebes’; the same use, ‘at’ or ‘in the
neighbourhood of ’, is familiar with other city-names (e.g. Th. 4. 5. 2 &τι �ν
τα� Pθ$ναι Qν of the Peloponnesian army in 425), and is indeed normal in
giving the location of a battle.23 Now if the Seven are said to have died �ν
Θ$βαι, so might Eteokles be; and all that happens in our passage is that a
Theban speaking of a Theban’s death in battle is made to replace �ν Θ$βαι by
�ν π�λει. I cannot think that on the face of it there are serious grounds here for
dissatisfaction with the language.

I have no direct parallel to offer: no instance, that is, of �ν (τ"ι) π�λει used
of fighting at (as opposed to in) a city.24 But I have found the following
instances which are variously relevant:

(a) Thucydides’ ο# �ν τ"ι π�λει, which in contexts of a siege is the besieged
as opposed to the besiegers (e.g. 2. 73. 2), is used also of citizens at home as
opposed either to an army away on a campaign (e.g. 4. 65. 3) or to exiles (e.g.
4. 2. 3, Kerkyraian exiles �ν τ3ι Sρει; 4. 75. 1, Samian exiles on the adjacent
mainland); and these citizens at home are certainly not thought of as
confined within the city walls.

(b) Two instances where π�λει has a qualification (I do not know what
difference this may make): Hdt. 6. 74. 2 (he wanted to take them to Nonakris
and bind them by an oath on the water of the Styx;) �ν δ! τα/τηι τ"ι π�λει

λ�γεται ε4ναι . . . τ- Στυγ- Uδωρ (for its location see Paus. 8. 17. 6, ο. π�ρρω

23 Battles: e.g. Th. 1. 18. 1 �ν Μαραθ3νι, 57. 1 τ=ν �ν Κερκ/ραι ναυµαχ�αν, 73. 4 �ν ^αλαµ�νι
ξυνναυµαχ"αι, 100. 3 �ν ∆ραβηκ3ι, 108. 1 �ν Τανάγραι, 108. 3 �ν Ο�νοφ/τοι, 113. 2 �ν
Κορωνε�αι.

This use of �ν Θ$βαι etc. is commonly explained as a shift in the meaning of �ν (KG i. 464,
Schwyzer ii. 458); it may also be explained (Bölte, RE iiiA. 1269) as the extension of the name
of a π�λι to the territory inhabited by its πολ�ται. If the use began in this latter way it has
lost touch with its origins in e.g. Hdt. 8. 46. 1 �ν ^αλαµ�νι �ναυµάχηαν and in X. Hell. 7. 5. 11
(cited below, with n. 25); but this does not mean that such an origin might not have been felt in
other instances, and we must bear both explanations in mind. (The two processes of shift and
extension might easily have been interrelated.)

In support of his explanation Bölte adduces two kinds of evidence. (a) The use with other
prepositions: e.g. Hdt. 5. 76 ��βαλον � Pθ$να of a Peloponnesian invasion that got no farther
than Eleusis; Th. 5. 77. 2 �ξ Ε� πιδα/ρω �κβ3ντα stipulating, in a treaty, the abandonment of an
investment of Epidauros. The argument is not conclusive, for there may have been a shift in the
meaning of the other prepositions as well; but evidently such instances are in some sort relevant
to the use with �ν. (b) Instances such as Od. 3. 278 ^ο/νιον . . . α' κρον Pθην�ων. I add Pi. N. 10. 42
Κορ�νθου . . . �ν µυχο�, of victories at the Isthmos, 11 km. from Corinth; and I find a good
instance in E. Hkld., whose scene is the Marathonian tetrapolis (32): Iolaos not only says τ�ρµιον
| κλειν3ν Pθην3ν τ�νδ� α� φικ�µεθ� Hρον (37–8; τ�ρµιον Wecklein, for an unconstruable τ�ρµονα; cf.
Hesych. τ 541 τ�ρµιον· &χατον) but summons the inhabitants to his aid with � τὰ Pθ$να
δαρ-ν ο�κο+ντε χρ�νον | α� µ/νετε (69).

24 For fighting in the city cf. Th. 5. 82. 2 µάχη γενοµ�νη �ν τ"ι π�λει (an attack by the Argive
δ"µο on the 6λ�γοι): presumably street-fighting in the city itself.
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from the ruins of Nonakris); X. Hell. 7. 5. 11 �γ�νετο . . . �ν τ"ι π�λει τ3ν

^παρτιατ3ν ‘arrived at’ (he had still to enter it).25

(c) One instance of ε� τ=ν π�λιν (for its relevance, see n. 23): X. Hier. 2. 10
(the sentence is a general one, about the inhabitants of any city) �ὰν δ! . . .
α' λλοι τρατε/ωιν ε� τ=ν π�λιν κρε�ττονε, �ὰν &ξω το+ τειχο+ Sντε ο#

xττονε �ν κινδ/νωι δοκ3ιν ε4ναι, α� λλ� �πειδάν γε ε,ω το+ �ρ/µατο &λθωιν, �ν
α� φαλε�αι πάντε νοµ�ζουι καθετάναι.

No direct parallel for Eteokles’ death when fighting �ν π�λει. But enough
in the way of indirect parallels to confirm me in my belief about what the
writer intended; and if it could be intended by a fourth-century reviser of the
play, I cannot think it axiomatic that it could not have been intended by
Aeschylus.

1022–4. κα� µ$θ� Yµαρτε�ν τυµβοχ�α χειρ�µατα

µ$τ� 6ξυµ�λποι προ�βειν ο�µ�γµαιν,
α' τιµον ε4ναι δ� �κφορα̃ φ�λων Uπο.

The general sense is perfectly clear: it has been decreed that Polyneikes is
to be cast out unburied for dogs and birds to devour, and here we have an
elaboration of the ‘unburied’––no heaping of a mound, no lamentation, but
a denial of funeral rites (of the �κφορά, the carrying of the corpse from home
to tomb). The general sense is clear, but there are difficulties in the detail;
and Dawe’s treatment of these difficulties does not always accord with the
facts of language.

First, 1022: no τυµβοχ�α χειρ�µατα are to accompany Polyneikes. Now
Yµαρτε�ν is ‘go with, accompany’; and in a context of funeral rites one expects
this to be ‘go with him (in the �κφορά)’.26 What then are the χειρ�µατα? The
word ought to be (and is elsewhere) a derivative of χειρο+θαι ‘overpower,
subdue’;27 but in our passage it is ordinarily supposed to be connected directly

25 At 3. 5. 17–18 Lysandros &φθη τ-ν Παυαν�αν �ν τ3ι Α� λιάρτωι γεν�µενο, and then lιει πρ-
τ- τε�χο and attempted to take the town by storm; i.e. �ν τ3ι Α� λιάρτωι �γ�νετο = ‘arrived at
Haliartos’. At 7. 5. 11 we have �πε� δ� �γ�νετο Ε� παµειν�νδα �ν τ"ι π�λει τ3ν ^παρτιατ3ν, Hπου
µ!ν &µελλον �ν . . . �οπ�δωι µαχε�θαι . . ., ο.κ ε�$ιει τα/τηι . . ., &νθεν δ! πλεονεκτε�ν α} ν �ν�µιζε,
το+το λαβFν τ- χωρ�ον κατ�βαινε κα� ο.κ α� ν�βαινεν ε� τ=ν π�λιν; here also �ν τ"ι π�λει τ3ν
^παρτιατ3ν �γ�νετο will be ‘arrived at the city of the Spartans’.

26 I add that in ‘he shall have neither A nor B, but shall be denied an �κφορά’ the δ�
(Denniston, Particles 167–8, B(3), first paragraph) seems to presuppose that A and B are
ingredients in an �κφορά. I do not mean that an audience would interpret Yµαρτε�ν in the light
of a δ� that they have not yet heard: I mean that the δ� is an indication of how the writer
expected them to have understood Yµαρτε�ν.

27 Ag. 1326 ε.µαρο+ χειρ�µατο, an easy overpowering; S. OT 560 (the killing of Laios)
θανα�µωι χειρ�µατι, a lethal overpowering. Jebb is wrong on OT; but he is right on OK 698,
α� χε�ρωτον ‘unconquered’ of the olive.
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with χε�ρ28 and to be more or less ‘handiwork’ (schol. τὰ . . . διὰ χειρ3ν

�ργαζ�µενα), in one or other of the senses of the English word.29 Dawe
subscribes to this opinion, takes χειρ�µατα to be ‘something created by the
hand’ (of a burial mound), and paraphrases the whole as ‘burial mounds
shall not go hand-in-hand with, or otherwise accompany, Polyneices’;30 in
which he castigates the misuse both of χειρ�µατα and of Yµαρτε�ν (and if the
writer did mean this, the castigation would be well deserved). Now at one
point Dawe is in fact making the worst of a bad job: verbal nouns in -µα

are not infrequently used as nomina actionis, and the writer might with that
use in mind have intended χειρ�µατα as ‘doing things with the hands’
(Smyth ‘service of hands . . . to pile his barrow’, Groeneboom ‘grafheuvel
opwerpende handreikingen’); which might be thought to abate the oddity of
Yµαρτε�ν.31 It does not however remove it, and the misuse of χειρ�µατα is
not abated at all; if the writer intended even this, he was still a bungler.

I do not believe that he did intend it: both the misuses disappear if one
accepts an interpretation advanced by Tucker (and approved by Erbse), that
χειρ�µατα means ‘slaves’ (�µατα κεχειρωµ�να).32 That nouns in -µα should
be applied to persons is not uncommon in tragedy; suppose this application
here, and χειρ�µατα becomes a regular derivative of χειρο+θαι and Yµαρτε�ν

is straightforwardly ‘accompany him (in an �κφορά)’. But Dawe will have
none of it: ‘τυµβοχ�α cannot readily mean τ/µβον χ�οντε [sic], so τυµβοχ�α

28 I say ‘connected directly’ in case χειρο+θαι be itself derived not from χε�ρων (cf. �λα�ω,
etc.) but from χε�ρ; cf. J. Kerschensteiner, Münchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft 15 (1960),
39–64, ‘sich ein Objekt mit der Hand zu eigen machen’. Neither derivation is without its
difficulties; but a derivation from χε�ρ is accepted in the etymological dictionaries of Frisk and
Chantraine.

29 Working with the hands, or the product or result of working with the hands.
30 He says ‘go hand-in-hand with’ because that is how he has just rendered Yµαρτε�ν at

S. fr. 260 α� λλὰ τ3ι γ$ραι φιλε� | χL νο+ Yµαρτε�ν κα� τ- βουλε/ειν α>  δε�; the metaphor there is
perfectly straightforward, equally possible for English ‘accompany’ or ‘go with’, and needs none
but a literal rendering.

31 The work of mound-raising does not ‘accompany’ Polyneikes any more than does the
mound itself; but it might, unlike the mound, be said to ‘attend’ him, and that, though not the
meaning of Yµαρτε�ν (and no part of the �κφορά), is perhaps close enough to that meaning to
give only incompetence instead of absurdity.

I see no support for such a use of Yµαρτε�ν in A. fr. 355 µειξοβ�αν πρ�πει διθ/ραµβον Yµαρτε�ν
/γκωµον ∆ιον/ωι (/γκωµον Tyrwhitt for /γκοινον). If (as has been supposed) it is Dionysos
whom the dithyramb Yµαρτε�, then the dithyramb that ‘joins him in the κ3µο’ might be said
to ‘accompany’ him with little if any distortion of the original meaning. But I think it evident
from the word order that ∆ιον/ωι construes only after /γκωµον, and what I then expect the
dithyramb to Yµαρτε�ν is dancing or the like: Plutarch begins his quotation with the µειξοβ�αν
for whose sake he makes it, and would not have scrupled to omit a preceding dative (as it might
be <ταχυπ�δων δ! κροτηµάτων χάριτι>); or a dative might be supplied from what went before,
with our sentence beginning e.g. <Gν δ!> µειξοβ�αν κτλ. A satyr-chorus?

32 One might compare δµ3ε, if the word is indeed related to δάµνηµι and not to δ�µο.
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χειρ�µατα must be “mound-heaping slaves”, a concept that most of us will
view with dismay’––a dismay occasioned by ‘the strangely drab and narrowly
circumscribed life of τυµβοχ�α χειρ�µατα’. Most of us, if we care to think for
a moment about ancient slavery (or indeed about grave-diggers today), will
feel no such emotion; but in any case the allegation that τυµβοχ�α ‘cannot
readily mean τ/µβον χ�οντε’, and must therefore (it is implied) denote the
sole and permanent occupation of these men, is unfounded. Such expressions
may of course be concerned only with a permanent or habitual occupation or
activity (so, for instance, if one said δο/λων τυµβοχ�ων ο. πάνυ �λειν� �τιν Y

β�ο); but ordinarily they will be relevant to what the persons concerned are
doing (or were doing, or will do, or would do) on a given occasion, and when
they are so relevant it is only from our knowledge of the circumstances and of
normal practice that we can tell (if we think about the matter at all) whether
what they are doing now is also what they do normally or habitually.33 In our
passage therefore there can be no need whatever to understand more than
‘slaves to heap a mound’, δο/λου τ/µβον χ�οντα. I do not doubt that that
is what the writer intended: interpret his words thus, and we absolve him of
two bizarre misuses. At the same time, however, we credit him, in χειρ�µατα

= ‘slaves’, not only with an unwelcome piece of bombast but with a use
for which I find no adequate parallel in tragedy: although it is common
there for verbal nouns in -µα to be used of persons, they appear in general not
to be used (as χειρ�µατα would be here) to designate them, but only to
characterize them, or to predicate something of them, when they are already
designated by other means. The anomaly, if it be one, is venial in comparison
with the misuses in the alternative; but it is one that I would sooner credit to
the interpolator than to Aeschylus. (I will go into detail in an excursus at the
end of this paper, and will consider there a number of real and apparent
exceptions to my suggested rule.) <B. later decided to make the excursus an
independent piece; it is chapter 16 below.>

Now the second difficulty: 1023 προ�βειν. Dawe: ‘In order to understand
this infinitive––once we eject the imaginary slaves from 1022––we have to
supply <τινα> as subject. This is an awkwardness, and another is the inappo-
site use of such a compound in προ-.’ The first awkwardness, that προ�βειν

33 At Il. 9. 544 Meleagros kills the boar πολλ�ων �κ πολ�ων θηρ$τορα α' νδρα α� γε�ρα,
i.e. α' νδρα τ-ν κάπρον θηρ$οντα: the words would be compatible with their being full-time
professional huntsmen, but we happen to know that they were not. At A. Th. 36 κοποG δ! κα� γF
κα� κατοπτ"ρα τρατο+ | &πεµψα Eteokles has sent α' νδρα τ-ν τρατ-ν κατακεψοµ�νου: no
question of a full-time occupation. The closest parallel I have found to our passage is A. Cho.
769 α' γειν κελε/ει δορυφ�ρου 6πάονα, ‘come with an armed retinue’; whether or not we sup-
pose them to be permanently armed full-timers, ‘the spearmen who form his retinue’, depends
not on the Greek but on our preconceptions about the behaviour of Mycenaean kings.
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has no subject expressed, is not an awkwardness at all: Aischin. 3. 11 ν�µον . . .
α� παγορε/οντα τοG @πευθ/νου µ= τεφανο+ν, [D.] 40. 49 τ3ν ν�µων

α� παγορε/οντων µηδ! τοG τ3ν α' λλων πατ�ρα κακ3 λ�γειν τεθνε3τα;
the edict of the πρ�βουλοι is following the same natural linguistic practice as
is followed by Athenian laws and decrees.34 (Whether or not we have slaves
as subject of the preceding clause is irrelevant: the decree is not that the
slaves shall not lament him, but that nobody shall. I add, lest this be part
of the supposed awkwardness, that there is no difficulty in the switch
from expressed subject in one clause to indefinite unexpressed in the next:
E. Hipp. 654–7 χρ"ν δ� ε� γυνα�κα πρ�πολον µ!ν ο. περα̃ν, | α' φθογγα δ� α.τα�

υγκατοικ�ζειν δάκη | θηρ3ν; Or. 512–15 καλ3 &θεντο τα+τα πατ�ρε ο#

πάλαι· | ε� 6µµάτων µ!ν Sψιν ο.κ ε,ων περα̃ν | ο.δ� ε� α� πάντηµ� Hτι αZµ� &χων

κυρο�, | φυγα�ι δ� Yιο+ν, α� νταποκτε�νειν δ! µ$.35)
The second awkwardness, on the other hand, is indisputable: I see no way

of making satisfactory sense of this προ-. I add that I also find -�βειν

unexpected: �βα is no necessary constituent of lament; and though it may of
course be conjoined with it if the dead man merits reverence, what the
πρ�βουλοι are forbidding is simply the ordinary funeral rites that might be
given to any man, and the notion of �βα seems to me to be alien to their
decree. This combination in a single word of a futile προ- and an inapposite
-�βειν might be thought to point to corruption from another compound
with προ- in which the προ- was in point; but I can think of none that

34 I do not mean that the use has a specifically legal flavour: it is in laws and decrees that
general prohibitions are most commonly to be found. Nor do I mean that such subjectless
infinitives are confined to general prohibitions (and injunctions): they can be used anywhere
where there is no need to specify the subject. At random: Is. 3. 58 Y δ! ν�µο π�ντε �τ3ν κελε/ει
δικάαθαι το+ κλ$ρου �πειδὰν τελευτ$ηι Y κληρον�µο, [A.] Th. 1013 (&δοξε) Πολυνε�κου ν�κυν
| &ξω βαλε�ν α' θαπτον, A. Ag. 928 6λβ�αι δ! χρ= | β�ον τελευτ$αντ� �ν ε.ετο� φ�ληι, Th. 5. 41. 2 ο.κ
��ντων Λακεδαιµον�ων µεµν"θαι περ� α.τ", E. Ba. 653 κλ$ιειν κελε/ω πάντα π/ργον �ν κ/κλωι.
Greek no more feels the lack of a subject with such infinitives than English feels the lack of an
agent with a verbal noun (forbids the crowing of those still subject to audit; were opposed to
there being any mention of it) or with a passive (have decreed that his body shall be cast out).

35 I am not aware that anyone has ever suggested that in Or. the subject is unexpressed
throughout, with the Hτι-clause construing as dative (as of itself it could: S. Ant. 35, Ar. Wasps
586, Peace 371); but since the construction might be thought possible on paper, I remark that
I think it impossible to the ear.

I add two further instances, in a real decree and an imaginary law, of the switch from
expressed subject to unexpressed: IG i3. 78 = Meiggs–Lewis 73 (probably c. 422 bc; I transliter-
ate from the Attic alphabet into the Ionic), 54–7 τ-ν δ! βαιλ�α Yρ�αι τὰ #ερὰ τὰ �ν τ3ι
Πελαργικ3ι, κα� τ- λοιπ-ν µ= �νιδρ/εθαι βωµοG �ν τ3ι Πελαργικ3ι α' νευ τ" βουλ" κα� το+
δ$µου, µηδ! τοG λ�θου τ�µνειν �κ το+ Πελαργικο+, κτλ.; Pl. Laws 958d–e θ$κα δ� ε4ναι
τ3ν χωρ�ων Yπ�α µ!ν �ργάιµα µηδαµο+ . . ., α>  δ! C χ�ρα πρ- το+τ� α.τ- φ/ιν &χει, τὰ τ3ν
τετελευκηκ�των �µατα µάλιτα α� λυπ$τω το� ζ3ι δεχοµ�νη κρ/πτειν, τα+τα �κπληρο+ν (the
sense of the second part is clear, though not its construction; I should have expected πεφυκ�τα
for φ/ιν, and then δεχ�µενα).
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satisfies both sense and metre. I am reluctant to lay προ�βειν at the door of
any writer; but if I must, then it was not Aeschylus.36

1033–4. τοιγὰρ θ�λου� α' κοντι κοιν�νει κακ3ν,
ψυχ$, θαν�ντι ζ3α υγγ�νωι φρεν�.

‘α' κοντι’, says Dawe, ‘does not fit the situation. How can Polyneices, who
urgently needs burial, possibly be described as α' κων?’ Precisely for this rea-
son, that he needs and craves for the burial that he is denied: from that denial
come his κακά, and he suffers them α' κων. Antigone will help him, and in
doing so may expect to be afflicted with κακά herself, κακά that she will incur
with her eyes open and of her own will, θ�λουα: ‘fratrem inuitum in mala
incidisse, se ultro discrimen adire dicit’ (Weil). That is certainly what the
interpolator intended, and it makes perfectly adequate sense.37 But it makes a
very bad antithesis. With θ�λου� α' κοντι and the like one expects that what one
of the two persons approves and the other disapproves should be the relation-
ship between them which the sentence itself expresses: Od. 5. 154 �α/εκεν . . .
παρ� ο.κ �θ�λων �θελο/ηι, Pi. O. 10. 28 n Α.γ�αν λάτριον | α� �κονθ� fκFν

µιθ-ν @π�ρβιον | πράοιτο, S. Tr. 198 ο.χ fκFν fκο+ι δ! | ξ/νετιν. And so
here one would expect that what Polyneikes disapproves should be what
Antigone approves, the κακ3ν κοινων�α on which she is bent; whereas what
he disapproves is not this at all,38 but simply his own κακά. It is not that
Polyneikes cannot be described as α' κων: he can be (and is), but only in respect
of the wrong thing for a genuine antithesis. It is in its falseness that I judge the
incompetence of the antithesis to lie, and to defend it it will not be enough to
adduce antitheses which are genuine and merely empty (e.g. Il. 7. 197 ο. γάρ

τι µε β�ηι γε fκFν α� �κοντα δ�ηται, where fκ�ν serves merely to underline the
α� �κοντα; similarly Pi. O. 10. 28 above): we shall need antitheses which like
ours do not even fit the proper pattern at all. 39

36 Sophocles’ Antigone, who makes much play with her ε.�βεια, can say of her burial of her
brother (511) ο.δ!ν γὰρ α�χρ-ν τοG Yµοπλάγχνου �βειν. What is appropriate to Antigone
there is not appropriate to the πρ�βουλοι here; but the interpolator, finding �βειν and its
cognates so frequent in Sophocles’ play, may have taken the word over without giving thought to
its appropriateness.

37 Perfectly adequate, that is, for the theatre. If one thinks about it one realizes that by
incurring her own κακά Antigone will free Polyneikes from his, so that there will be no κοινων�α
(except of course in that death itself is a κακ�ν); but the audience in a theatre will not think so
far.

38 Unless we assume that he had told Antigone (either presciently while he was alive or
supernaturally after his death) that she was on no account to get herself into trouble for the sake
of burying him. I make a free offer of this possibility to my opponents; I am not so uncharitable
as to think that any of them will accept it.

39 It may be that I have done no more than formulate more precisely the same objection
that was felt by Dawe. If so, this was nevertheless worth doing; for as Dawe formulates it it can be
countered at once as I have countered it above.
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1035–6. το/του δ! άρκα ο.δ! κοιλογάτορε

λ/κοι πάονται· µ= δοκηάτω τιν�.

Whatever one says about these lines one must not speak, as Dawe does, of ‘the
interpolator’s insecure handling of language in his use of ο.δ� where ο. would
be correct’: this was a man who, incompetent though he may have been, at
least spoke Greek as his mother-tongue; and that such a man should have
written ο.δ� when all he meant was ο. is something which if Dawe had not
thought of it I should have called unthinkable. If he wrote ο.δ�, then he
meant ο.δ�; and that (unless one supposes a lacuna, ‘<not birds . . .> and not
wolves’40), is ‘not even wolves’,41 with the implication, which might be
thought not unreasonable, that the wolf is more capable than any other
carrion-eater of disinterring a corpse.42 And not only ‘not unreasonable’:
in this context the ‘not even’ is actually to be desired. The traditional corpse-
scavengers are dogs and birds (from the Iliad onwards: 1. 4–5), and the herald
has spoken of dogs (1014) and birds (1020). It would be remarkable that
Antigone should ignore these and speak only of wolves; if she says ‘not even
wolves’ she does not ignore them.

But this ‘not even’ underlines the difficulty which the wolves in any case
entail: the notion that Antigone intends, unaided, to bury her brother so
thoroughly that no wolf can dig him up. I see no defect whatever in the
language:43 I do see a vast improbability in its content.

1037–40. τάφον γὰρ α.τ3ι κα� κατακαφὰ �γF

γυν$ περ οBα τ3ιδε µηχαν$οµαι,
κ�λπωι φ�ρουα βυ�νου πεπλ�µατο,
κα.τ= καλ/ψω· µηδ� τωι δ�ξηι πάλιν.

I share Dawe’s belief that these lines could never have been written by
Aeschylus, and I have in general no quarrel with his strictures on the shifts
resorted to by their defenders. What I do have is something of my own to say
about them; and I will take the opportunity to say it. In their concern on the

40 This gives good Greek, but not the Greek I should have expected; which is not ο. . . . ο.δ�
but ο1τε . . . ο1τε, ‘neither birds nor wolves’. <Such a lacuna was supposed by C. Prien and is
accepted in my edition.>

41 To Dawe’s ‘ο.δ� means “not even” or “and not” ’ one must add of course ‘or “not . . .
either” ’, the negative of κα� ‘also’. But that meaning does not come into question here: Tucker’s
pretence of finding it is idle (and ought not to have half imposed on Denniston, Particles, 195).

42 Dawe does think it unreasonable (he does not say why). Webster might not have done so
(The White Devil, V. iv): ‘Call unto his funeral dole | the ant, the field-mouse, and the mole, | to
rear him hillocks that shall keep him warm | and (when gay tombs are robbed) sustain no harm;
| but keep the wolf far thence, that’s foe to men, | for with his nails he’ll dig them up again.’

43 None, that is, in the language of the sentence itself, from το/του to πάονται. But it may
be thought that µ= δοκηάτω τιν�, which follows naturally enough after a simple negative
statement, does not follow so naturally after a statement with ‘not even’.
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one hand to find, and on the other hand to demolish, interpretations that
might be passed off as Aeschylean, people seem never to have asked them-
selves what the lines will most naturally mean. Yet they are in fact (if one
makes one necessary assumption) simple, straightforward, and immediately
intelligible to an audience; they are also inept.

Antigone is explaining (γάρ) how she will ensure that Polyneikes’ body is
not devoured by wolves: she will dig him a grave and bury him in it. Not easy
for a woman, but nothing else will be wolf-proof (no mere sprinkling with
earth), and her language is quite explicit: κατακαφα�, digging down, can in
this context be nothing but the excavation of a grave;44 καλ/ψω, of itself less
explicit (merely ‘cover’), is of course entirely appropriate to her filling in the
grave above him.45 That is what she will do, and she tells us how she will do it:
τ3ιδε is instrumental, and refers (this is my ‘one necessary assumption’) to a
digging-tool that she shows as she speaks and that she has been carrying (and
will carry) in the bosom of her dress.46 I can see nothing else that the writer
can have intended, and if he intended this he was certainly not Aeschylus:
such a verbally unexplained τ3ιδε might pass muster in comedy, but is not
the way of fifth-century tragedy. Antigone would need to have brought the
tool with her before she heard the edict, and with no knowledge therefore
(unless she had been reading Sophocles) that it would be needed; and what
adequate tool could be carried in this not very commodious space?47

I can see, as I say, nothing else that the writer can have intended. What else
could τ3ιδε mean? It is not ‘for Polyneikes’, for he is already there in α.τ3ι,
and α.τ3ι is not to be touched;48 and to construe τ3ιδε . . . κ�λπωι is mere
desperation. And what, if not the tool, is the object of φ�ρουα? Not earth to

44 I have discussed the word already, on 1008.
45 καλ/πτειν of a normal burial e.g. E. El. 1277 τ�νδε δ� Α�γ�θου ν�κυν | Jργου πολ�ται γ"

καλ/ψουιν τάφωι, Hel. 1066 χ�ρωι καλ/πτειν τοG θαν�ντα �ναλ�ου.
46 The κ�λπο of the π�πλο is its front part between collar-bone and girdle, arranged

ordinarily so as to overhang the girdle: sch. Il. 14. 219 τ- κατὰ τ- τ"θο κ�λπωµα το+ π�πλου,
22. 80 τ- �πάνω τ" ζ�νη κ�λπωµα το+ π�πλου. It would be the natural place for a woman to
secrete or carry things: Il. 14. 219, 223, Aphrodite’s κετ� taken by Hera; Od. 15. 469, three gold
cups; E. Ion 888, Hel. 244, flowers (Ion ε� κ�λπου = Hel. &ω π�πλων).

47 The interpolator will have had his reasons for making her carry it there: he was writing for
the stage, and could not allow the audience to see it before she speaks of it. 

48 Pierson changed it to α.τ$, and many have followed him; but the change is indefensible. In
the first place, α.τ3ι is right: what we need, after το/του δ! άρκα two lines before, is the
anaphoric α.τ3ι and not τ3ιδε. In the second place, α.τ$ is wrong: the mere repetition α.τ= . . .
κα.τ$ is not of itself objectionable (cf. E. El. 307–9 α.τ= µ!ν . . . α.τ= δ�), but the first α.τ$
would on the one hand need (in such a repetition) more prominence than this would have and
on the other hand would take the wind out of the sails of the emphatic �γ� (cf. P. Nicolaus, Die
Frage nach der Echtheit der Schlußszene von Aischylos’ Sieben gegen Theben [Diss. Tübingen
1967], 71; though he ought not to fancy that words can derive emphasis from being at the end of
a verse).
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sprinkle on him, for that is neither the meaning of κατακαφά nor (if it could
be supplied from nowhere) compatible with it, nor in any case would it give
protection against wolves;49 and not Polyneikes, for he is no burden for a girl
to carry in the κ�λπο of her fine-linen dress.50

1040. µηδ� τωι δ�ξηι πάλιν (cited in its context above, on 1037–40).

Dawe finds this both stylistically and linguistically unacceptable. With his
stylistic objection I agree: I should not wish to credit Aeschylus with this
expression ‘following so closely on [1036] µ= δοκηάτω τιν� ’––and worse than
closely, when the second has in effect the same reference as the first.51 But his
linguistic objection is ill-conceived and idle.

It runs thus: ‘nor, so far as we know, could δ�ξηι πάλιν mean “entertain the
opposite opinion” as if πάλιν were in some way equivalent to το.ναντ�ον.
Homer (e.g. Iliad 9. 56) may say πάλιν �ρ�ει, just like English “gainsay” or the
German “widersprechen”; and Sophocles can say �κβαλε�ν πάλιν at OT 849 of
some one who might retract his story. But nothing comparable to πάλιν δοκε�ν

exists, and it is hard to see how it could, any more than “gainseem” or
“reseem” could exist in English.’

The writer uses πάλιν here as equivalent not to το.ναντ�ον but to �ναντ�ω.
The use at Il. 9. 56 is exactly the same: Diomedes has spoken against
Agamemnon’s proposal to abandon the war, and Nestor says to him ο1 τι τοι

τ-ν µ+θον 6ν�εται, Hοι Pχαιο�, | ο.δ! πάλιν �ρ�ει (schol. τ- δ! πάλιν . . . α� ντ�
το+ &µπαλιν �ρε�, �ναντ�ω); the relation between πάλιν �ρ�ει and δ�ξηι πάλιν is
identical with that between e.g. E. Ph. 359 K δ� α' λλω λ�γει and Th. 6. 23. 4 ε�
δ� τωι α' λλω δοκε�. Dawe actually cites this �ρ�ει πάλιν, yet denies the analogy
between it and δ�ξηι πάλιν; he does not tell us why he denies it, and I can only
speculate about the misunderstanding responsible for the denial.

49 I may add that one would not expect her to carry the earth stuffed into the bosom of her
dress: rather to hold up the hem of her skirt to make a receptacle, which is not what would
ordinarily be meant by κ�λπο.

50 It is true that according to one version (the evidence is cited by Lloyd-Jones, CQ 9 [1959],
98) Antigone drags the body away and puts it on Eteokles’ pyre. I cannot think that cremation
before burial was in our writer’s mind (no hint of it in the text; the burial is described as a
protection against wolves, and wolves are not interested in ashes; and how and when, from a
shared pyre, would she sort out Polyneikes’ ashes for burial?); but in any case I do not believe
that this dragging, however performed, could be described as ‘carrying him in the κ�λπο of my
π�πλωµα’.

51 ‘Not even wolves shall devour him (let no one suppose it); for I shall bury him myself
(and let no one suppose otherwise)’; my condensation enhances the incompetence, but it does
not create it. But such arguments from style are directed in vain against those who can say (Erbse
<as n. 1>, 184) ‘derartige Wiederholungen gehören zur Kraft der Sprache, die das mutige
Mädchen hier führt, um die Unumstösslichkeit ihres Entschlusses zu bekräftigen’.
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The one objection that might reasonably be raised against πάλιν is the
rarity of the use in which it defines one event (condition, etc.) as the converse
of another:52 apart from Il. 9. 56 (above) I find only Pi. O. 10. 87 Mκοντι

νε�τατο τ- πάλιν lδη, ‘the reverse of youth’ = old age,53 and it might be
alleged that one Homeric54 and one Pindaric instance are doubtful precedent
for tragic dialogue. But no worse than doubtful; and the doubt is largely
dispelled by the use of the nearly synonymous &µπαλιν:55 adverbially, S. Tr.
358 Kν ν+ν παρ�α ο]το &µπαλιν λ�γει,56 Hdt. 2. 35. 2 τὰ πολλὰ πάντα

&µπαλιν το�ι α' λλοιι α� νθρ�ποιι �τ$αντο lθεα κα� ν�µου, Pi. O. 12. 11
&µπαλιν . . . τ�ρψιο, P. 12. 32 &µπαλιν γν�µα, X. Hier. 4. 5 το� δ! τυράννοι

κα� το+το &µπαλιν α� ν�τραπται,57 and with an article Hdt. 1. 207. 3 &χω

γν�µην . . . τὰ &µπαλιν \ ο]τοι, 2. 19. 3, 9. 56. 2, E. Hel. 310; substantivally with
an article A. Pers. 223, Ag. 1424 �ὰν δ! το1µπαλιν κρα�νηι θε�, Prom. 202,
E. Hek. 789, Hdt. 2. 121. 1, X. Kyr. 8. 4. 32.

52 I stress ‘defines’: I exclude instances in which the second event (etc.) is defined by other
means, and πάλιν is added merely to draw attention to the fact that it is the converse, or
reciprocal, of the first, e.g. Pl. Phil. 14c–d Hταν τι �µ! φ"ι Πρ�ταρχον dνα γεγον�τα φ/ει
πολλοG ε4ναι πάλιν τοG �µ! κα� �ναντ�ου α� λλ$λοι, Gorg. 482d κα� ου κατεγ�λα, O γε µοι
δοκε�ν, 6ρθ3 τ�τε· ν+ν δ! πάλιν α.τ- τα.τ-ν το+το &παθεν, S. El. 371 ε� G µ!ν µάθοι | το� τ"δε
(sc. λ�γοι) χρ"θαι, το� δ! ο� αUτη πάλιν.

53 But the use is presupposed by Pi. N. 1. 58 παλ�γγλωον δ� ο# α� θάνατοι | α� γγ�λων 9"ιν
θ�αν. The α' γγελοι will have said ‘there are snakes killing the baby’, but what happened was that
the baby (Herakles) killed the snakes: the report turned out to be the converse of the truth.
Cf. also E. Ion 1096 παλ�µφαµο.

54 Dawe’s ‘Homer (e.g. Iliad 9. 56)’ implies other Homeric instances; there are none. At Il. 4.
357 πάλιν δ� H γε λάζετο µ+θον is ‘took back his words’, retracted his accusation. At Od. 13. 254,
when the disguised Athena tells him he is in Ithake, Odysseus is overjoyed and speaks to her, ο.δ�
Hγ� α� ληθ�α ε4πε, πάλιν δ� H γε λάζετο µ+θον (and pretends to be Cretan): odd, but presumably
‘took back’ (before even uttering it) the true story that he was on the point of telling her.

55 See Solmsen, Beitr. z. griech. Wortforschung, i. 157 ff.: πάλιν accusative of *πάλι ‘turning,
reversal’ (cognate with περι-τελλ�µενο, π�λο, τ�λον, etc.), used as internal accusative with
verbs of motion; &µπαλιν < �ν (= ε�) πάλιν. He supposes (158 n. 0) that the words were
originally identical in meaning and differentiated only in the fifth century, ‘indem für das
inhaltsschwere “umgekehrt, im Gegenteil” das lautvollere &µπαλιν bevorzugt wurde, für die
anderen Bedeutungen πάλιν, das seit Platon auch für das wenig gewichtige satzverbindende
“hingegen, dagegen” auftritt’. I think it likelier that there was an original distinction in the
primary use, πάλιν of the way one moves and &µπαλιν of the way one faces: the early instances of
the primary use seem compatible with this supposition, and one can see why &µπαλιν should
have acquired more readily the sense ‘the other way round’ and why πάλιν not &µπαλιν acquired
the sense ‘again’ (going back to where one started). But the distinction was certainly sometimes
blurred or disregarded: instances in nn. 56–7 below.

56 Just like πάλιν �ρ�ει: he told one story to the Trachinians in the α� γορά, now he is telling a
different story to Deianeira. Different audiences for the different stories; not therefore retraction
but self-contradiction.

57 Is turned back to front, upside down: honour instead of punishment for killing them. But
πάλιν in the same sense E. Med. 412 κα� δ�κα κα� πάντα πάλιν τρ�φεται, Hipp. 982 τὰ γὰρ δ=
πρ3τ� α� ν�τραπται πάλιν.
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1042–3 Herald: α.δ3 π�λιν ε µ= βιάζεθαι τάδε.
Antigone: α.δ3 ε µ= περιὰ κηρ/ειν �µο�.

Dawe suggests that περιά is unaeschylean: ‘The word is a favourite of
Sophocles and Euripides, and it occurs in [Aesch.] PV 383. It does not
occur in Aeschylus, or anywhere before Aeschylus, except in a fragment of
Empedocles.’ The word, or a derivative, occurs at Hes. Th. 399 περιὰ δ!

δ3ρα &δωκεν, fr. 278. 4 (Melampodia) εZ δ! περιε/ει, τ-ν �πενθ�µεν ο1 κε

δ/ναιο, Alkm. PMGF 50(a) περι�ν, Thgn. 769 ε, τι περι-ν | ε�δε�η, 1369 (to
Aphrodite) ο� τ� περι-ν | ΖεG τ�δε τιµ$α δ3ρον &δωκεν &χειν; I do not
know why the fragment of Empedokles58 is said to be ‘before Aeschylus’
(Empedokles’ birth is commonly put at c. 492,59 which would make him
about 24 to Aeschylus’ 5760 when the Seven was produced early in 467);
it might have been more to the point to mention the four instances in
Aeschylus’ close contemporary Pindar,61 P. 2. 91 (for Hieron of Syracuse, who
died in 467) τάθµα . . . τινο fλκ�µενοι περια̃, N. 7. 43 βάρυνθεν δ!

περιὰ ∆ελφο� ξεναγ�ται, fr. 35b, fr. 110.
Dawe prefixes to his comment ‘see LSJ s.v. II. 2’ (i.e. A. II. 2), where under

‘II. more than sufficient, superfluous’ we have ‘2. in bad sense, superfluous,
useless’; and he might with more justification have said not that the word
‘does not occur’ but that it does not occur in this sense.62 But though this be
true, I cannot think it significant. The different senses of περι� are not
more than different applications of a single basic meaning: τ- περι�ν is what
goes beyond a limit, whether the limit is that of what is normal, or of what is
proper, or of what is necessary or sufficient or effective; and its going beyond
it may be regarded (according to circumstances and to the nature of the limit)
favourably or unfavourably or neutrally. We have far too little evidence for the
early use of the word to be able to say that any one of these applications was
impossible before the date at which it happens to be first exemplified; and I
add that the application supposed here is exemplified no more than 25 years

58 Vorsokr. 31 B 13 ο.δ� τι το+ παντ- κενε-ν π�λει ο.δ! περι�ν: Dawe says ‘“over-full” is the
translation given by Kirk and Raven: a meaning clearly inappropriate to our context here’.
Whatever the translation given by Kirk and Raven (they are following, presumably Diels’s
‘übervoll’), the meaning is ‘in excess, superfluous’: the totality of matter is precisely equal in
volume to the totality of space, so that there is neither space without matter (κενε�ν) nor matter
without space (περι�ν).

59 Guthrie, Hist. of Greek Philosophy, ii. 128: ‘the general opinion is well founded that [his
dates] must have been approximately 492–32.’ H. Dörrie, Der kleine Pauly, ii. 258, puts his birth
‘um 483/2 v. Chr.’ (which would make him about fifteen in early 467).

60 Born 525 (Marmor Parium).
61 Born probably 522 (see F. Schwenn, RE xx. 1610).
62 But he cannot have meant to say this, when he goes on ‘except in a fragment of

Empedocles’ and then maintains that the word in that fragment is not used in this sense.
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or so after the date of the Seven at S. Ant. 780 π�νο περι� �τι τα� ν ΑT ιδου

�βειν. I am in any case far from convinced that this ‘useless’ which everyone
supposes here was in fact the sense intended: the edict to which the herald is
demanding obedience in 1042 is one that Antigone clearly regards as going
beyond the proper limits of the state’s authority, and that this should be the
point of her περιά seems to me both to be more likely in itself and to make
the line a far better riposte to the herald’s demand.63

1044–5. Herald: τραχ/ γε µ�ντοι δ"µο �κφυγFν κακά.
Antigone: τράχυν�· α' θαπτο δ� ο]το ο. γεν$εται.

Dawe: ‘When Antigone echoes [the herald’s] τραχ/ with τράχυν� , she ought to
be saying: “let them be as rough as they like: this man is still not going to go
without burial.” But instead of τραχυν�τω she uses the second-person
imperative, “be rough”. This cannot be excused by saying that in Antigone’s
mind the δ"µο and the herald are all one, since the herald’s γε µ�ντοι is there
expressly for the purpose of dissociating himself from the δ"µο . . . To invent
a new meaning for τράχυν�, as commentators often do, “to use the word
τραχ/”, is dishonest and grotesque.’ But τραχ/νειν is not ‘be rough or harsh’
but ‘make rough or harsh’, with the factitive meaning that is normal in
denominative in -/νω formed from adjectives:64 Dawe has himself invented a
new meaning for τράχυνε,65 and has thereby laid himself open to a sharp
rebuke from the opposition.

63 That I am interpreting the work not of Aeschylus but of an interpolator puts me under no
obligation to make the worst of it: even a bad poet is likely to have intended the more effective
rather than the less.

64 Ernst Fraenkel, Griech. Denominativa, 30–41, 58–61; A. Debrunner, IF 21 (1907), 74–88.
One or two do move over, exceptionally, from ‘make such-and-such’ to ‘be such-and-such’:
βραδ/νειν, ταχ/νειν (Fraenkel, 31–2; and cf. κρατ/νειν).

65 I say ‘invented’, since he clearly intends his ‘be rough’ to be the normal meaning; which it is
not. If the meaning ‘be rough’ is found at all, it is aberrant; LSJ do cite two instances (both late),
but one is illusory and I think it likely that the other is corrupt.

Both of them have to do with turbulent rivers. One is Diod. 1. 32, on the cataracts of the Nile:
they are formed where the river passes through a τ�πο . . . τραχG κα� φαραγγ�δη (8), with
many large rocks which give rise to δ�ναι θαυµατα�; but when the river is in flood it is possible to
sail a boat down them, παντ- το+ τραχ/νοντο τ�που τ3ι πλ$θει το+ 9ε/µατο καλυπτοµ�νου
(10). The normal transitive sense is entirely suitable, and is therefore what Diodoros intended
(if he had meant simply ‘rough’ he had the unambiguous τραχ�ο to hand): the rocks, when
they are exposed, τραχ/νουι τ-ν ποταµ�ν, make it turbulent.

The other is Plut. Cat. mai. 20. 6, where Cato teaches his son τὰ διν�δη κα� τραχ/νοντα το+
ποταµο+ διανηχ�µενον α� ποβιάζεθαι. This of course can only be intransitive. But at Plut. Rom. 3.
5 we have �δFν . . . κατι�ντα (sc. τ-ν ποταµ�ν) πολλ3ι 9ε/µατι κα� τραχυν�µενον (the river is the
self-same Tiber as in Cat. mai.); rather than accept in Cat. mai. a remarkable divergence from
normal usage, I should prefer to regard its τραχ/νοντα as a corruption (no very difficult one) of
τραχυν�µενα.
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But that rebuke will not resolve the issue. τράχυνε ought to mean ‘make
them harsh’; the scholia allege that it means not this but λ�γε πολλάκι,
τραχG &ται Y δ"µο,66 and a good many editors have acquiesced. But none, to
my knowledge, cites a parallel for this oddity; and until I am given a parallel
I shall remain incredulous. We get no help from Ernst Fraenkel (Griech.
Denominativa, 31 n. 4), ‘lediglich eine Bildung des Augenblicks is das äschyl.
τράχυν� = “sprich nur dein τραχ/” (Sept. 1045). Ein Grund zur Änderung
liegt nicht vor’; assertion uncontaminated by argument. Groeneboom does
better, ‘maak het volk (in uw woorden) zoo grimmig als ge wilt’, i.e. ‘make
them harsh’ becomes ‘represent them as harsh’; but still no parallels. I have
therefore sought for parallels myself; and I do indeed find a few factitive or
quasi-factitive67 verbs in -/νω which are used as ‘regard or represent as such-
and-such’ (all of them are used also as a simple ‘make such-and-such’68),
α�χ/νω καλλ/νω µεγαλ/νω εµν/νω, and in later Greek µεγεθ/νω µικρ/νω.69

But all I have found are concerned with the attribution of what I will
categorize as ‘value’ (importance, merit, and the like, or their converse), and
are used thus only where ‘make such-and-such’ would be nonsensical or
absurd and there could therefore be no ambiguity;70 the same is true also

66 Their πολλάκι will be intended to give (accurately enough) the force of the present
imperative: go on speaking of them as τραχε� (as you are doing now); so e.g. E. Med. 603 Uβριζε.

67 Of the six verbs which I shall list, only µεγαλ/νω εµν/νω µικρ/νω are strictly factitives
(from µ�γα εµν� µικρ�). α,χυνω καλλ/νω are not factitives from α�χρ� καλ� but instru-
mentatives from α4χο κάλλο; but they can of course have exactly the same meaning as
factitives (with ‘furnish with α4χο’ equivalent to ‘make α�χρ�ν’), and a Greek would doubtless
have been unconscious of any formal difference (especially as the α�χ- and καλλ-, though at
variance with the positive adjective, agree with the comparatives and superlatives, α,χιτο
κάλλιτο). µεγεθ/νω, an instrumentative from µ�γεθο (and possibly only as a late formation:
Fraenkel, op. cit. 34), is much further from being a factitive; but I have included it in my list
since it behaves exactly as do the others.

68 Commonly in a different sense of ‘such-and-such’.
69 I list a few instances: α�χ/νω (‘make’ commonly) Pi. P. 3. 22 Hτι α�χ/νων �πιχ�ρια

παπτα�νει τὰ π�ρω; καλλ/νω (‘make’ S. fr. 871. 6) S. Ant. 496 χQταν �ν κακο�� τι | α� λοG &πειτα
το+το καλλ/νειν θ�ληι; µεγαλ/νω (‘make’ Plut. Them. 27. 6) Th. 8. 81. 2 (Alkibiades in the
assembly) �µεγάλυνε τ=ν fαυτο+ δ/ναµιν παρὰ Τιαφ�ρνηι (his influence with T.), Plut. Kim. 16.
3 µεγαλ/νων τ=ν Λακεδα�µονα πρ- Pθηνα�ου; εµν/νω (‘make’ D. 19. 238) Pl. Phil. 28c fαυτοG
. . . εµν/νοντε (the οφο�, when they maintain that νο+ is βαιλεG ο.ρανο+ τε κα� γ");
µεγεθ/νω (‘make’ as LSJ I. 1) Longin. 9. 5 µεγεθ/νει τὰ δαιµ�νια (of Homer, as when he makes
the gods’ horses cover vast distances in a single bound); µικρ/νω (‘make’ Luc. Gall. 14) Demetr.
Eloc. 236 �µ�κρυνεν τ- πρα̃γµα.

70 There might be thought to be an ambiguity in the case of εµν/νω; but it would be a purely
formal ambiguity, affecting not the meaning but the means by which it is achieved. I have
supposed the word to be based on εµν� (< εβ-ν�) in the sense ‘worthy of reverence’, and to
be used as ‘regard or represent as worthy of reverence’; it might I suppose be alleged that it is
based on εµν� in the sense ‘revered’ and is used as ‘(seek to) make revered’ (the use I am
discussing seems everywhere to be confined to the ‘imperfective’ tenses, the present and
imperfect). But I should not believe the allegation: the deponent use of εµν/νεθαι, ‘give oneself
airs’, is certainly based on εµν� as ‘worthy of reverence’.
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of two factitives in -�ω that I have found used in the same way, µει�ω

εµν�ω.71 I have found no factitive so used that is concerned with the attrib-
ution of a specific quality such as τραχ/τη; and I add that in our passage
the normal meaning of τράχυνε, ‘make rough or harsh’, would give perfectly
good (if quite inappropriate) sense.72 I cannot think therefore that the
verbs I have found will serve as parallels; and unless real parallels can be
found I shall regard the alleged meaning of τράχυνε as impossible. But
no less impossible for the interpolator than for Aeschylus himself: the word
will be corrupt, and will not therefore be relevant to the question of
interpolation.

I know of two conjectures that have some claim to be considered. First,
τραχ/ γ� · α' θαπτο δ� ο]το ο. γεν$εται (Burges): but this use of γε ‘where a
word is echoed in agreement’ (Denniston, Particles, 131) is at best unusual,
and Denniston (who does not mention the conjecture) provides no very
adequate parallels; also I should expect this Antigone to say not ‘I know’ but
‘who cares?’. Second, τραχG δ� α' θαπτο ο]το ο. γεν$εται; (L. Schmidt): a
perfectly good sentiment (Isok. 14. 55: to prevent the burial of the dead is
δειν�τερον το� κωλ/ουιν \ το� α� τυχο+ιν), but one which will involve
Antigone in a certain inconsequentiality: the logic of the argument requires
her to mean by τραχ/ what the herald implied by it, τραχ/ towards herself;
but with that her motive will shift from sisterly love and duty (as it has been
hitherto) to mere avoidance of the consequences of neglect. But I do not set
much store by this consideration: the line makes an effective rhetorical point,
and the audience are unlikely to think beyond this and concern themselves
with the precise implications of the second τραχ/. I have no doubt that the
interpolator could have written the line as thus emended; I should not wish to
maintain that Aeschylus could not have written it as well.

71 µει�ω (‘make’ Plut. Cat. mai. 21. 8) X. Kyr. 6. 3. 17 (to a spy) µηδ!ν �λάττου το+ α� ληθο+
µηδ! µε�ου τὰ τ3ν πολεµ�ων (text? see below); εµν�ω (not cited as ‘make’) Hdt. 1. 95. 1 ο# µ=
βουλ�µενοι εµνο+ν τὰ περ� Κ+ρον, α� λλὰ τ-ν ��ντα λ�γειν λ�γον. –– I cite X. Kyr. according to the
παράδοι; but this is intolerable, when �λάττου and µε�ου mean the same, and one or other of
the doublets must go. It is easy to see which: �λάττων (etc.) is the regular gloss on µε�ων (etc.),
and I suppose therefore that {µηδ!ν �λάττου το+ α� ληθο+} is a gloss on µηδ!<ν> µε�ου; the
absence of µηδ! µε�ου from DF will be due simply to an attempt to abolish the tautology in what
somebody mistakenly supposed to be the simplest way.

I find three other factitives in -�ω, α� ξι�ω, δικαι�ω, α� φοµοι�ω, used as ‘regard or represent as
α' ξιον, δ�καιον, Yµο�ον’. These belong evidently to a different category from the other verbs I have
found; but however one defines the category it is obvious that it will not embrace τραχ/νω.

72 I say ‘the normal meaning of τράχυνε’. Uncompounded τραχ/νω seems in fact not to be
found in the active in relation to harshness of mood, but only in relation to physical roughness;
but this will be fortuitous. τραχ/νεθαι as a deponent is commonly ‘be or become harshly
disposed’; and cf. App. BC 2. 12 Y . . . Κα�αρ �ξετράχυνε τ- πλ"θο, Plut. Marc. 6. 2 �ξετράχυνε
τ-ν δ"µον.
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I add one further point: I have quite failed to understand why Dawe should
say ‘the herald’s γε µ�ντοι is there expressly for the purpose of dissociating
himself from the δ"µο’. The γε µ�ντοι is there for the purpose of ‘intro-
ducing an objection in dialogue’ (Denniston, 412): Antigone has just
indicated (however one takes περιά) her lack of concern for the official
edict, and the herald objects that the δ"µο will not take disobedience
lightly. So at Ag. 938, when Klytaimestra has urged him not to concern
himself with public opinion, Agamemnon objects φ$µη γε µ�ντοι δηµ�θρου

µ�γα θ�νει; and at E. Hipp. 103, when Hippolytos has expressed his lack of
concern for Aphrodite, the old man objects εµν$ γε µ�ντοι κα� π�ηµο �ν

βροτο�. Neither the herald nor Agamemnon nor the old man is dissociating
himself from anyone or anything (unless of course from his interlocutor’s
attitude).

1053. α� λλ� α.τ�βουλο ,θ�, α� πενν�πω δ� �γ�.

After strictures (which I think justifiable) on the feebleness of the line,73 Dawe
continues: ‘More objectively we may draw attention to the fact that this verse
contains an elision exactly in the middle––the “quasi-caesura”. Similar in this
respect are 1005, 1007, 1012, 1020, 1030, four of which involve τ�νδ� , το+δ� , or
τ$νδ� . Six occurrences in 48 lines is not credible for Aeschylus. Lammers, cited
on p. 247 of Groenboom’s edition, had commented on the very high number
of elisions in general in this suspect section of the play.’ This ‘more objective’
consideration is not objective at all: it is founded not on the observation of
Aeschylus’ practice but on unverified assumptions about that practice; the
assumptions are mistaken, and the objection is invalid.

I observe first that by ‘quasi-caesura’ Dawe does not mean (what the
expression might suggest) elision after the third longum serving as caesura in
the absence of a penthemimeral or hephthemimeral caesura: he means simply
elision after the third longum, without regard to the presence or absence of
caesura elsewhere in the line. His six instances are these:

1005 δοκο+ντα κα� δ�ξαντ� α� παγγ�λλειν µε χρ$

1007 Ε� τεοκλ�α µ!ν τ�νδ� �π� ε.νο�αι χθον�

1012 οUτω µ!ν α� µφ� το+δ� �π�ταλται λ�γειν

1020 οUτω πετην3ν τ�νδ� @π� ο�ων3ν δοκε�

1030 &χου� α' πιτον τ$νδ� α� ναρχ�αν π�λει

1053 α� λλ� α.τ�βουλο ,θ�, α� πενν�πω δ� �γ�.

73 I should guess that the interpolator, whose Antigone has just said �γF δ! θάψω τ�νδε, based
the present verse (whether consciously or subconsciously) on S. Ant. 71 α� λλ� ,θ� Yπο�α οι δοκε�,
κε�νον δ� �γF | θάψω.
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In 1005 there is no caesura elsewhere. But each of the other five lines has a
penthemimeral caesura; a weak one in 1012, but cf. Ag. 326 α� µφ� | �µαιν, E.
IT 321 α� ντ� | �µατο, Or. 114 α� µφ� | τ-ν Κλυταιµ$τρα, Cy. 5 α� µφ� | γηγεν".

‘Six occurences in 48 lines [he means 49 lines: 1005–53] is not credible for
Aeschylus.’ On the contrary, entirely credible.74 Aeschylus has elision after the
third longum in about 1 line in every 12;75 the mean number of instances in
49 lines will therefore be 4.1, and (given random distribution) the probability
that in any 49 lines there will be 6 or more instances will be 0.221, i.e. a chance
of about 1 in 4.5.76 I give examples of what we actually find: in our passage
there are 6 instances in 49 lines (1 in every 8.2); in the Seven itself there
are instances at 537, 538, 544, 549, 554 (5 in 18 lines; 1 in every 4.3);77 in
Agamemnon there are 17 instances in the 108 (sic) lines 1197–1306 (1 in every
6.7), 6 of them being in the 19 lines 1236–54 (1 in every 3.6); in Eumenides
there are 21 instances in the 153 lines 591–743 (1 in every 7.6), 6 of them
being in the 21 lines 643–63 (1 in every 4.0) and 6 in the 29 lines 707–35 (1 in
every 5.6). Elision of τ�νδ� etc. in this position is common, and to have 4
instances in 49 lines is unremarkable: there are 5 instances in 14 lines at Ag.
493 τ�νδ� , 499 το�δ� , 501 τ"ιδ� , 504 τ3ιδ� , 506 τ"ιδ� .

When Dawe says ‘is not credible for Aeschylus’, his words need not
imply that he supposes elision at this point in the line to be less common in
Aeschylus than in fifth-century tragedy generally; but in case they are taken by
anyone to imply this, I remark that I have no reason to believe it to be true.78

74 If the elision in each case provided (as it does not) the only caesura, 6 instances in 49 lines
might certainly be thought improbable; but I should not wish even then to call it incredible,
when there are 4 instances of such caesura in 35 lines at Ag. 921, 929, 946, and 955, and perhaps
a fifth instance without even the elision, if 943 is κρατε� µ�ντοι παρε� fκFν �µο�.

75 I have made simply a crude count of elisions, and have not attempted to differentiate
according to the coherence or non-coherence of the words involved. I observe that the pro-
portion varies from play to play (Pers. 1 in 14; Th., excluding our passage, 1 in 21; Su., Ag.,
and Cho. 1 in 11; Eum. 1 in 10); I observe also, lest the variation be thought significant, that in
E. Or. the first 594 trimeters have a proportion of 1 in 22, the remaining 519 a proportion of
1 in 9.

76 If the probability of there being an instance in any one line be p, then the probability of
there being x instances in n lines is px(1–p)n-xn!/x!(n–x)!; with p = 0.08333 (i.e. 1/12) and n = 49,
calculate this for values of x from 6 to 49, and the sum of the results is 0.221.

77 18 divided by 5 is of course 3.6, but I calculate the frequency on the basis of 4 in 17 lines;
i.e. I disregard (here and subsequently) both the first instance and the line in which it occurs.
(Suppose that a phenomenon occurred in every fifth line: it would clearly be wrong to take the
instances in 25, 30, 35, and 40, and to say ‘4 instances in the 16 lines 25–40 is 1 in every 4 lines’.)
But I do not do this for Th. 1005–53: the limits of that passage are not set (as are those of the
others) by the first and the last instance, and it is only by chance that these instances come in
the first and the last line.

78 For Aeschylus (1 in every 12 instances) see n. 75 above. For Sophocles and Euripides I have
taken only samples (rapidly, but I think my figures are substantially correct): Ai. 1 in 10, Ant. 1 in
11, Ph. 1 in 10, Med. 1 in 12, Tro. 1 in 14, Or. 1 in 13, Ba. 1 in 17.
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That the caesura should be provided by this elision seems indeed to be rather
more common in Aeschylus than in Sophocles or Euripides: from the tables
in J. Descroix, Le trimètre iambique, 262–3 and 46–7, one can extract the
following proportions (complete plays only): Aeschylus (excluding Prom.), 49
in 3,501 = 1 in 71.4; Sophocles, 78 in 7,540 = 1 in 96.7; Euripides (excluding
Cy., IA, Rh.), 155 in 16,009 = 1 in 103.3; these figures are in need of revision,
but I should be surprised if the revision disturbed the relation between the
three tragedians.79

J. Lammers, Die Doppel- und Halbchöre in der antiken Tragödie, 33 n. 2,
alleges that ‘die Zahl der Elisionen in besagtem Teile [sc. 1005–53] überragt
das Mittel anderer Teile der Septem bedeutend’; the allegation (repeated by
Dawe at third hand80) is quite untrue. For 1005–53 Lammers reckons 31
elisions in 48 lines = 65 per cent (actually in 49 lines = 63%); he contrasts this
with 1–38, 245–86, 568–625, with 17, 21, and 21 elisions, which he reckons
as 59 in 136 lines = 44 per cent (actually in 138 lines = 43%). If he had been
less selective over his anderen Teile he would have discovered that for all
trimeters before 1005 the figure is 56 per cent and more especially that in
369–416 there are 44 elisions in 48 lines = 92 per cent.81

1075–8. Hδε Καδµε�ων lρυξε π�λιν µ= α� νατραπ"ναι 

µηδ� α� λλοτρ�ων κ/µατι φωτ3ν 

κατακλυθ"ναι τὰ µάλιτα.

Dawe makes two objections to lρυξε.
First: ‘�ρ/κω does not occur in forms with the temporal augment before

the time of Xenophon.’ I should think this hardly significant if it were true.

79 Revision in two ways: first, I should exclude some lines that Descroix includes (inter-
polations) and include some that he excludes (spoken trimeters associated with lyrics); second,
I should aim at a more consequential treatment of postpositives and prepositives. For Aeschylus,
my figures would be more like 43 in 3,508 = 1 in 81.6; I have not worked through Sophocles and
Euripides, but samples suggest that for these also I should arrive at a rather lower frequency than
Descroix’s.

I should perhaps draw attention here to a serious and quite uncharacteristic confusion in
Maas’ Gr. Metrik and Greek Metre, §103 (echoed by Snell, Gr. Metrik, 13, and taken over in
detail by Korzeniewski, Gr. Metrik, 48): ‘Die Zäsur kann auch hinter dem 3. Longum eintreten,
und zwar bei Aischylos und Sophokles insgesamt etwa 25mal; bei Euripides etwa 100mal, jedoch
bei diesem nur vor einer elidierten Silbe.’ The facts are rather (I keep the figures approximate):
‘the caesura can also occur after the 3rd longum: without elision, about 20 times in Aeschylus,
about 10 times in Sophocles, and perhaps never in Euripides; before an elided syllable, about
once in every 100 lines in all three alike.’

80 He takes it from Groeneboom, and Groeneboom knows the book (n. 1113) only from
W. Morel’s review in BPhW 51 (1931), 1409–15.

81 I assume that he used Wilamowitz’s text. With Page’s there are 42 = 87%.
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But it is false: Aρ/κακε Il. 5. 321, 20. 458, 21. 594; lρυκε Eleg. adesp. 28. 9 West
<now = Simon. eleg. 21. 9>; �ξ$ρυκε S. Ph. 423.82

Second: ‘Nor is it the mot juste. �ρ/κω means “to restrain”, or “to keep off”
an enemy, i.e. to check them in their onslaught. Now if the citizens of Thebes
had been hell-bent on suicide, on flinging themselves on a numerically
superior enemy, Eteocles could reasonably be said to have “restrained” them
from being overwhelmed. But what he did was to defend, and save, an
invested city. �ρ/κω is entirely unfitted to such a context.’ In S. Tr. 119–21
the chorus, after singing of the vicissitudes of Herakles’ career, continue
α� λλά τι θε3ν α�!ν α� ναµπλάκητον ΑT ιδα φε δ�µων �ρ/κει. Dawe prints the text
thus in his own edition: does he suppose that Herakles was hell-bent on
suicide?

1076. µ= α� νατραπ"ναι. To write µ= α� να- with the manuscripts83 and call it
synizesis, and to write µ= �να- (as Dawe) and call it prodelision, are merely
different interpretations of the same phenomenon, and I am not concerned
here with the choice between them: I am concerned simply with Dawe’s
statements about the legitimacy of the phenomenon, whatever it be called.

He says (p. 90 with n. 3) ‘the interpolator did not know . . . that prodelison
of α� να- was illegitimate’, and ‘the only known exception is from Soph.
Ichn.160: ε� µ= �νανοτ$αντε �ξιχνε/ατε’;84 and again (p. 100) ‘prodelision of
α� να- is nowhere found in tragedy, unless we count the satyr-play Ichneutae
(v. 160)’. If the facts were as he alleges, I could attribute them only to chance:
when µ= α� πο(-) and µ= α� ντι(-) and µ= α� δ�κειν etc. are all acceptable,85 what

82 The word is common only in Homer (84, plus 2 �ρυκάνω); thereafter I find (before
Xenophon) hexameters 7 (Hymns, Hesiod, Empedokles), elegy 6, iambus 1, lyric 9, tragedy 7
(not counting ours), Old Comedy 2, Herodotos 5. The Homeric instances include 9 of &ρυκε,
&ρυξε, etc. with none of lρυκε, lρυξε, etc. (and 11 of κατ�ρυκε etc. with none of κατ$ρυκε etc.);
this accords with a general Homeric tendency to avoid the temporal augment in words of this
scansion (so α' κου()ε etc. 49 + 9 compounds, lκου()ε etc. 12, and α' ειρε etc. 14 + 5, lειρε etc. 1;
cf. J. A. J. Drewitt, CQ 6 [1912], 50–9).

83 Dawe, Collation and Investigation, 296: µ= ανατραπη*ναι C, µ= α� νατραπ"ναι rell.
84 The papyrus has µηανανοτηαντε (P. Oxy. 1174 vii. 2).
85 I do not assert that the following list is complete (* = \ α� -, all others µ= α� -, unless I record

the words; satyr-plays in brackets). α� πο(-): A. Su. 209, (Theoroi fr. 17. 90 M. = 276. 90 Ll.-J.
<= 78c. 54 Radt>); Prom. 651; S. El. 1169, OT 1388, Tr. 239*, Ph. 933, (Inachos fr. 269c. 42),
(Ichn. fr. 314. 376* [314. 367 P.]), fr. 730d. 1* (?); E. Med. 35, Hkld. 882, Hipp. 803*, Andr. 843 (?)
α� π�δο � φ�λα, α� π�δο, Su. 639 (?) µακρο+ α� ποπα/ω, IT 731, Hel. 832, 1011, IA 817*. α� ντι(-):
E. Andr. 808, Su. 362, fr. 654. α� - privative: α� δικ- A. Eum. 85, 691, 749, E. (Cy. 272), Hipp. 997,
Hek. 1249, Su. 304; α� µαθ- E. Hkld. 459, Su. 421, Tro. 981; α� µελ- A. Su. 725, 773, Eum. 86; α� τελ-
S. Ph. 728 (?); α� φρον- E. El. 383 (?).

When Dawe, in disapproving (very properly) of 859 α� τιβ" Pπ�λλωνι, says (p. 90) ‘such
initial alphas are prodelided only with α� πο- compounds’, it may be that the fault lies less in his
knowledge of the facts than in his expression of it: i.e. that ‘such initial alphas’ is an opaque way
of saying ‘the alpha of initial α� π-’, and that by ‘α� πο- compounds’ he means ‘α� π� and words
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possible reason could there be for avoidance of µ= α� να(-)? But the facts are
not as he alleges: E. Su. 591 µ= α� ναµε�γνυθαι, Ba. 1072 µ= α� ναχαιτ�ει� νιν,
Cretans fr. 82. 52 Austin <= 472e. 52 Kannicht> µ= α� ναβάλλεθαι.

compounded with it’; but even so he will be denying the legitimacy of a hypothetical µ= α� παθ$
for which the three instances of µ= α� µαθ($) might be thought to provide adequate analogy.

On 859 I remark (since Dawe does not) that the anomaly of an instance’s involving Pπ�λλωνι
is compounded by its involving α� τιβ": instances in which the first word is longer than a
monosyllable are at least very rare in tragedy (in my list above, E. Su. 639 λ�γου δ� ε | µακρο+
α� ποπα/ω is certainly corrupt, since α� ποπα/ω gives defective sense; but the defect is most easily
removed by Herwerden’s α� πολ/ω). Neither anomaly is necessarily impossible of itself (with
�-, which is normally subject to similar restrictions, cf. on the one hand e.g. A. Th. 714 µ= &λθηι,
Cho. 919 µ= &λεγχε, on the other e.g. A. Cho. 162 β�λη �πιπάλλων, S. Ph. 591 λ�γω· �π� το+τον);
what I cannot credit is the combination of the two.
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16

A Detail of Tragic Usage: The Application
to Persons of Verbal Nouns in -µα

This article was originally conceived as an excursus to be appended to my
article ‘Seven Against Thebes: the final scene’ <above, chapter 15>. But as I
worked on it it outgrew the limits proper to an excursus, and I have converted
it therefore into an independent article; since it follows immediately after the
other article it will still discharge its original function.

That function is to justify an observation which I make in discussing Th.
1022 (in the edict forbidding the burial of Polyneikes) µ$θ�  Yµαρτε�ν τυµβοχ�α

χειρ�µατα. I maintain that the only meaning the writer can have intended
is ‘no slaves shall go with him to heap a mound’; and I observe that this use
of χειρ�µατα as a designation is one for which I find no adequate parallel
in tragedy (and would sooner therefore impute to an interpolator than
Aeschylus); ‘although it is common [in tragedy] for verbal nouns in -µα to be
used of persons, they appear in general not to be used (as χειρ�µατα would
be here) to designate them, but only to characterize them, or to predicate
something of them, when they are already designated by other means’. It is
this statement (I shall call it ‘my rule’) that I am now concerned to justify.

The article betrays its origin by restriction of its scope: I ignore a good deal
that would be germane to the inquiry if I were conducting it for its own sake
but was not germane to the purpose for which I instituted it. I have not
concerned myself with the semantic development of forms in -µα;1 I have
confined my investigation to tragedy (the richest source, but not the only
one); and I have not inquired into the comparable use of verbal nouns that
are formed in other ways.2 I give therefore only a partial picture: a landscape,

<Presumably written soon after chapter 15. Two works that appeared in 1981 are cited, but TrGF
iii (1985) was evidently not yet available.>

1 Only in this footnote, for instance, do I remark on the fact that a person described as
δο/λευµα is one who δουλε/ει, whereas a person described as φ�νευµα is one who φονε/εται.

2 So, for instance, E. Ph. 1021 (apostrophizing the Sphinx) Καδµε�ων α� ρπαγά = � Καδµε�ου
xρπαζε, E. El. 896 Kν . . . θηρ�ν α� ρπαγ=ν πρ�θε = α� ρπαθη�µενον.



if you will, that shows only one side of the wood; and I remark that I have
found the interest of the painting to lie not in the wood itself but in the trees.

That verbal nouns in -µα should be applied to persons is certainly common
in tragedy: I find over 150 instances.3 But with rare exceptions (which I shall
seek to justify) they are used in accordance with my rule: they characterize, or
predicate something of, persons already designated by other means. They are
used thus in apposition, or as vocatives (the person being designated not by
the vocative but by being addressed), or predicatively.4 I give a few typical
instances: A. Th. 186 βρ�τη πεο/α πρ- πολιο/χων θε3ν | α1ειν λακάζειν,
ωφρ�νων µι$µατα, Cho. 235 � φ�λτατον µ�ληµα δ�µαιν πατρ�, 1028
κτανε�ν τ� φηµι µητ�ρ� ο.κ α' νευ δ�κη, | πατροκτ�νον µ�αµα κα� θε3ν τ/γο,
S. Ant. 320 ο,µ� n λάληµα δ"λον �κπεφυκ- ε4, 756 γυναικ- qν δο/λευµα µ=

κ�τιλλ� µε, E. Med. 594 φ+αι τυράννου πα�δα, &ρυµα δ�µαιν, Hipp. 11
Ι� ππ�λυτο, α� γνο+ Πιτθ�ω παιδε/µατα, Tro. 1106 Ι� λι�θεν Hτε µε πολ/δακρυν

Ε� λλάδι λάτρευµα γα̃θεν �ξορ�ζει (sc. C α' κατο), Ion 748 γυνα�κε, #τ3ν τ3ν

�µ3ν κα� κερκ�δο | δο/λευµα πιτ�ν, Or. 836 βεβάκχευται µαν�αι, Ε.µεν�ι

θ$ραµα. There is also a small category of instances which cannot be defined
syntactically, but in which the noun is nevertheless used evidently not to
designate but to describe; I will come to these in a moment.

I find in tragedy only two verbal nouns in -µα that provide clear exceptions
to my rule: θ+µα ‘sacrificial victim’,5 and π�ρµα in the sense ‘offspring’ or
‘race’ (e.g. S. OK 600 γ" α� πηλάθην | πρ- τ3ν �µαυτο+ περµάτων, E. fr. 285. 4
χQτωι π�ρµα γεννα�ον παρ"ι, Ba. 35 πα̃ν τ- θ"λυ π�ρµα Καδµε�ων).6 In
each case there are special considerations: θ+µα is the vox propria for a
sacrificial victim, and can be used as readily of a human victim as of any
other; π�ρµα appears in early poetry as a metaphor for ‘offspring, issue’ (in
any generation), Hes. fr. 43(a). 54 α� λλ� ο1 πω lιδει Ζην- ν�ον α�γι�χοιο, | n

ο1 ο# δο�εν Γλα/κωι γ�νο Ο.ραν�ωνε | �κ Μ$τρη κα� π�ρµα µετ� α� νθρ�ποιι

λιπ�θαι,7 and the tragic poets will have felt themselves to be simply taking

3 I exclude all instances of θ+µα and π�ρµα (see below). I say ‘about’ (a) because in a few
places the reading or construction is disputable, (b) in case I have missed anything; I have
checked my own list of tragic nouns in -µα (compiled from Buck–Petersen and the individual
indices and lexica) against the lists in D. M. Clay A Formal Analysis of the Vocabularies of
Aeschylus, Sophocles and Euripides (Diss. Minnesota, Athens 1958), but even so I cannot be
certain that no relevant instance has slipped through my net.

4 These constructions cannot always be sharply distinguished from one another.
5 E. Her. 453, IT 329, 596, 1163 (and cf. Ba. 1246); none of these, unless perhaps IT 1163, falls

under my rule. IT 212 does fall under it; Hel. 357 (and perhaps Her. 995) is internal accusative.
6 There are instances that do fall under my rule (e.g. A. Th. 474 Μεγαρε/, Κρ�οντο π�ρµα,

S. Ph. 364 � π�ρµ� Pχιλλ�ω); that of course would be inevitable with any word meaning ‘child’.
7 This appears to be the only pre-tragic instance to survive (Pi. O. 7. 93, of 464 bc, is not an

instance; I explain it below). But there must have been others: when Thucydides (5. 16. 2) says
that the Pythia in the years before 427 designated the Spartan king Pleistoanax by ∆ι- υ#ο+
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over a traditional metaphor and not to be making independent use of a verbal
noun.

I come now to the instances where the noun’s descriptive and non-
designatory function is indicated not by the syntax but by the context. In
E. Erechth. fr. 360 N. = 50 Austin <= 360 Kannicht>, where Praxithea is
consenting to the sacrifice of her daughter for the city’s safety, she says (50)
χρ"θ� � πολ�ται το� �µο� λοχε/µαιν; but she has already said (38) τ=ν ο.κ

�µ=ν <οBν> πλ=ν φ/ει δ�ω κ�ρην | θ+αι πρ- γα�α, and in το� �µο�

λοχε/µαιν we have therefore not a designation (we know already whom she
means) but an emotive description (with a suggestion of the pains of child-
birth: ‘the fruit of my travail’ or the like).8 In E. Su. the mothers’ sole concern
throughout the play is the recovery of their sons’ bodies; and here again it is
not designation but description when they say at 371 (the subject is Theseus)
ε� γὰρ . . . α' γαλµα µατ�ρο φ�νιον �ξ�λοι and at 631 (to Zeus) τ- -ν α' γαλµα,
τ- -ν Mδρυµα π�λεο �κκοµ�ζοµαι πρ- πυρὰν @βριθ�ν.9 (In both these
instances the word retains its original status as a verbal noun, |ι τι

α� γάλλεται;10 in two similar instances it seems to be losing that status to
become a mere ‘idol, ornament’.11) Finally, an instance which is of my own

Cµιθ�ου τ- π�ρµα, this π�ρµα will be the Pythia’s word not Thucydides’; it will not be supposed
that she acquired it from tragedy, nor that she had only a single non-tragic precedent. Pindar has
π�ρµα (also of human semen) in the related sense of ‘descent’, O. 2. 46, 7. 93 µ= κρ/πτε κοιν-ν
π�ρµ� α� π- Καλλιάνακτο (to any member of the victor’s clan: ‘do not conceal the fact that you
share with him descent from Kallianax’); Hesiod twice has περµα�νειν as ‘procreate’. In tragedy
the metaphor is common also in πε�ρειν (as E. Ph. 22 &πειρεν xµιν πα�δα) and πορά.

8 In other instances where the word is used of persons (always in accordance with my rule:
E. Her. 252, Ph. 803, 1019, and presumably the corrupt Ph. 816) it seems to be no more than
a colourless ‘child’ (of the mother), ‘issue’ (of a female ancestor); unless at Her. 252 � γ"
λοχε/µαθ�, οw Jρη πε�ρει ποτ� we are meant to picture the actual parturition as the Sown Men
sprang forth from the earth.

9 They have just called on Zeus to help the Athenian army, and now they explain why
he should help: ‘it is the α' γαλµα, the Mδρυµα, of your city that I am seeking to have brought
free to burial’ (�κκοµ�ζοµαι with the manuscript, and not Musgrave’s �κκ�µιζ� µοι). Mδρυµα
I suppose = δι� |ν C = π�λι α� φαλ3 Mδρυτο; but I find this strained, and remark that
unexceptionable sense would be given by the anomalous &ρυ--µα with which Wilamowitz sought
to put A. Eum. 701 to rights (&ρυ--µα for the intolerable &ρυµά τε; see Arist. u. Athen, ii. 336 n. 13).

10 It retains it also, when applied to a person, at A. Ag. 208, S. Ant. 1116, E. Su. 1164, Tro. 193,
fr. 282. 10, fr. 968 <= 62h Kannicht>, and Trag. adesp. 126. 3, all in straightforward accordance
with my rule, and at E. IT 273, which I shall consider later at greater length.

11 E. Hipp. 631 (Hippolytos is railing against that pernicious thing a wife, and α' γαλµα is a
mere description of her) Y δ� αB λαβFν α� τηρ-ν ε� δ�µου φυτ-ν | γ�γηθε, κ�µον προτιθε�
α� γάλµατι | καλ-ν κακ�τωι; fr. 386 α� ν�νητον α' γαλµα πάτερ ο,κοιι τεκ�ν (no context preserved,
but evidently α' γαλµα is characterizing some real or hypothetical child).

At E. El. 388 (interpolated), where the word is certainly not felt as a verbal noun, it is used
predicatively: α# δ! άρκε α# κενα� φρεν3ν | α� γάλµατ� α� γορα̃ ε�ιν. At E. Hel. 705 νεφ�λη α' γαλµ�
&χοντε �ν χερο�ν λυγρ�ν (also I think interpolated) it is simply ‘image’, not a real person but the
dummy Helen made of cloud.
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making, in that it depends on supplements proposed by me in S. Niobe fr. 445.
5 (I deal with the fragment at length in my contribution to Richard Carden’s
Papyrus fragments of Sophocles, 192–9; most of my results are reported in
Radt’s edition, TrGF iv, whose numeration I use): Apollo and Artemis are on
the roof-top, with Apollo spying out the girls in the house for Artemis to
shoot them (we know this from fr. 441a = P. Oxy. 2805; in Carden, pp. 175 ff.),
and he says to her what I restore as κα� µ=ν τρ�ται] αB τάδ� Yρ3 [θ$ραν

βολα�, | τ=ν µ!ν κρ�κου]αν τ=ν δ! [κνάπτουαν φάρη· | ∪
⎯⎯

−∪−∪
⎯⎯

ε].
·
άγρ[ο]υ

φω[ράµατο.12 I do not think that ε.άγρου φωράµατο can be in any real
doubt: I find nothing else either ending -άγρου or beginning with φω- that
has any serious chance of being appropriate to the context, and these two
words are each of them very appropriate indeed (φ�ραµα ‘a thing found in
the course of a search’, ε1αγρο ‘which is an easy prey’). The words will
construe, presumably, after something which expresses or implies a request
for Artemis to shoot at them (so fr. 441a. 6 ο. τενε� ταχGν | [�-]ν κατ� α.τ$ν;),
as it might be τ�ξευε, /γγον�, ε.άγρου φωράµατο;13 and they will once again
be a description of persons already designated.

I have not included in my reckoning instances in which a noun in -µα is
qualified by a personal genitive or adjective, as E. Ion 1473 Qµοι, ν�θον µε

παρθ�νευµ� &τικτε �ν = (G) παρθ�νο οBα &τικτε, Her. 546 τ� ταρβ3ν

6ρφάνευµ� �µ3ν τ�κνων = τὰ τ�κνα 6ρφανευ�µενα, Or. 1196 Ε� λ�νη Μεν�λεω

πτ3µ� �δFν �ν αMµατι = Ε� λ�νην �ν αMµατι πεπτωκυ�αν,14 Hek. 390 ο. ! . . .

12 Since not everyone will have Carden’s book on his shelves, I will explain my reconstruction
of 3. Analogy requires αB to be preceded by a word meaning (in some sort) ‘other’; metre then
points to a case of τρ�το, and since ‘third girls’ is impossible language we shall need something
like what I have written (for τρ�ται βολα� cf. E. Su. 389 οMδε δε/τεροι λ�γοι). Now τάδε after
Yρ3 must necessarily be predicative, ‘I can see here . . .’, and so should be in agreement with the
object of Yρ3; as τ$νδε would have been if the text had been τ$νδ� Yρ3 θ$ραν. I supposed that
Sophocles (who submits the Greek language to stranger contortions than this), needing a plural
for the sake of the following apposition, wrote τάδ� Yρ3 θ$ραν with the intention that τάδε
should nevertheless be felt as predicative, with an effect which I explained as ‘I can see here in a
plurality of females a quarry for your third shooting’. I did not consider the possibility of
a plural θ$ρα (S. Ph. 1146 � πτανα� θ"ραι), nor does it merit consideration: two girls shot in a
single salvo are not θ"ραι but θ$ρα.

13 <Note missing.>
14 π�πτειν is often used as ‘die a violent death’. Tragedy has πτ3µα and π�ηµα four times

(2 + 2) of such a death (A. Su. 662, 937 πολλὰ γ�γνεται πάρο | πε$µατ� α� νδρ3ν, S. Ai. 1033, E. fr.
728. 2; cf. E. Ph. 1482, El. 686), twice (0 + 2) of the dead person, each time in accordance with my
rule (E. Hek. 699 apposition, Ph. 1701 vocative), and five times (3 + 2) with a dependent genitive
(E. Andr. 652 νεκρ3ν, Her. 1131 τ�κνων, Ph. 1482 νεκρ3ν τρι3ν, 1697 Ε� τεοκλ�ου, Or. 1196
Ε� λ�νη). LSJ (πτ3µα II. 1, π�ηµα) find of course in these last instances a meaning ‘corpse’;
which they even extend to A. Su. 662 µηδ� �πιχωρ�οι <&ρι> πτ�µαιν α#µατ�αι π�δον γα̃ (as if
you bloodied the ground with corpses: you bloody it by their violent deaths). In later Greek this
use of πτ3µα with a genitive continues: Dion. Hal. Ant. 4. 70. 5 λαβFν τ- ξιφ�διον |ι διεχρ$ατο
fαυτ=ν C γυν$, κα� τ3ι πτ�µατι προελθFν α.τ", Plut. Aem. 21. 5 n δ! µ�λι �ν πολλο� Hπλοι

A Detail of Tragic Usage354



κατθανε�ν Pχιλλ�ω | φάνταµ� PχαιοG . . . Aιτ$ατο = PχιλλεG φανταθε�:15

it is not that the noun is applied to a person, but that the whole complex
is equivalent to name (or pronoun, or other designation) plus participle.16

I observe that exactly the same use is found with other kinds of verbal noun,
as E. Hel. 1321 µατε/ουα . . . θυγατρ- α� ρπαγὰ δολ�ου = θυγατ�ρα δολ�ω

α� ρπαθε�αν, Or. 1357 πρ�ν �τ/µω ,δω τ-ν Ε� λ�να φ�νον καθαιµακτ-ν �ν

δ�µοι κε�µενον = Ε� λ�νην πεφονευµ�νην.17

I proceed now to a number of passages that call for rather more detailed
comment.

A. Karians (= Europa), fr. 143. 18–20 M. <= 99. 17–19 Radt> (also
Wilamowitz, Aisch. Interpr., 235, and Lloyd-Jones, Addendum to Appendix
[1957] to Loeb Aeschylus, ii. 599–603; mishandled by Nauck, fr. 99), κλ�ο γὰρ

xκειν <Ε� λλάδο> λωτ�µατα | πάη, @περφ�ροντα α� λκ�µωι θ�νει, | α.χε�ν

δ! Τρ�ων α' τυ πορθ$ειν β�αι; as it stands, a clear exception to my rule.18

κα� πτ�µαι νεκρ3ν κε�µενον α� νευρ�θη). But it begins to be used also without a genitive, Plb. 15.
14. 2 H τε γὰρ τ3ν νεκρ3ν Sλιθο . . . x τε τ3ν χ/δην �ρριµµ�νων Hπλων Yµο+ το� πτ�µαιν
α� λογ�α δυχερ" τ=ν δ�οδον &µελλε ποι$ειν, Plut. Alex. 33. 8 οM τε τροχο� υνε�χοντο πτ�µαιν
πεφυρµ�νοι τοο/τοι, οM θ� Mπποι καταλαµβαν�µενοι κα� †α� ποκρυπτ�µενοι† τ3ι πλ$θει τ3ν
νεκρ3ν �ξ$λλοντο; each time the writer was doubtless encouraged to omit νεκρ3ν by its proxim-
ity in the same sentence, but it is clear that πτ�µατα was coming by now to mean simply ‘bodies
of the fallen’. And so Phrynichos indicates (Ekl. 352 Fischer): πτ3µα· �π� νεκρο+ τιθ�αιν ο# ν+ν,
ο# δ! α� ρχα�οι ο.χ οUτω, α� λλὰ πτ�µατα νεκρ3ν \ ο,κων.

15 This I think rather than = Pχιλλ�ω ε,δωλον (we must not automatically equate φάνταµα
with English ‘phantasm’; and I observe that this Pχιλλ�ω φάνταµα Aιτ$ατο refers to the
same incident as 37 @π!ρ τ/µβου φανε� . . . PχιλλεG . . . α�τε�); similarly 94 (interpolated)
and 54. At 54 the speaker is the ghost himself, Polydoros; he has just said (30) ν+ν δ� @π!ρ µητρ-
φ�λη | Ε� κάβη α� (ω (I infer that he is speaking from the roof-top), and now speaks of
Hekabe as φάνταµα δειµα�νου� �µ�ν. I do not assert that an audience would feel it incongruous
if a phantom (with a very solid presence) spoke of ‘my phantom’ as appearing to someone out
of their sight; but I think that what he means is not ‘my phantom’ but �µ! φανταζ�µενον.

16 But at E. Hel. 204 Κάτορ� τε υγγ�νου τε διδυµογεν! α' γαλµα πατρ�δο . . . #ππ�κροτα
λ�λοιπε δάπεδα the genitive is evidently appositional, ‘K. and his brother, the α' γαλµα of their
homeland’.

17 Here also LSJ (I. 5) give a sense ‘corpse’ (and also at 1491, where it is ‘killing’). At Or. 990
Μυρτ�λου φ�νον δικFν � ο4δµα π�ντου (where ‘corpse’ would be absurd: Myrtilos was killed
by being thrown into the sea) one might, I suppose, equate Μυρτ�λου φ�νον with Μ/ρτιλον
φονευθ�ντα in the sense ‘Myrtilos who was thereby killed’; but I prefer to think δικ�ν intransitive
(Pi. O. 10. 72) and φ�νον internal accusative, ‘making a throw which consisted in the killing of
M.’. A close analogy at E. Ph. 639–41 τετρακελ! µ�χο α� δάµατο π�ηµα δ�κε (the cow
Kadmos was following lay down, and thereby indicated the place where he was to found his
city): instead of an object ‘its body’ (Ba. 600 δ�κετε πεδ�ε . . . �µατα) we have an internal
accusative π�ηµα. ––I have accepted Bergk’s correction of the τετρακελ$ and α� δάµατον of the
mss.: ‘four-legged heifer’ must certainly go; α� δάµατο is then suggested both by concinnity and
by Ovid’s description of the same animal at Met. 3. 11, 16. Though α� δάµατον has of itself a
certain attraction: the animal lies down where it lists, free of the spatial constraints and habits of
domestication.

18 λωτ�µατα is used quite regularly at E. Hel. 1593 τ� µ�λλετ�, � γ" Ε� λλάδο λωτ�µατα,
| φάζειν φονε/ειν βαρβάρου κτλ.
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But the whole fragment, copied by a semi-literate schoolboy19 with his
mind evidently on other things, is monstrously corrupt;20 there has been an
omission (of half a verse and more, starting in mid-verse) only a few verses
before, and my rule will not be infringed if we suppose, for reasons inde-
pendent of the rule, another omission here, e.g. κλ�ο γὰρ xκειν <Pιάδ� ε�

πολ/πορον | α' νδρα δορυο+, Ε� λλάδο> λωτ�µατα | πάη, @περφ�ροντα

α� λκ�µωι θ�νει. My reasons: Europa, speaking presumably in Lycia (Aeschylus’
Κα̃ρε = Λ/κιοι21), will be some 500 km. south-east of Troy, farther from Troy
(by the best part of 100 km.) than is Mycenae,22 and that she should say ‘the
Greeks xκουιν and are confident of sacking Troy’ would be a remarkable use
of xκειν;23 but xκειν is easy enough if what they have come to is the land-mass
of which both Troy and Lycia are part, and for that we need the land-mass in
the text, ‘have come <to Asia>’.24 I add that though the concord λωτ�µατα

. . . @περφ�ροντα is not impossible (n. 34) its replacement by <α' νδρα> . . .
@περφ�ροντα seems to me to give further gain.

I will digress to say that I think there is another omission immediately
after these lines: . . . α.χε�ν δ! Τρ�ων α' τυ πορθ$ειν β�αι· | <and Sarpedon
has gone there to help repel the invading army;> | πρ- ο] δ�δοικα µ$ τι

µαργα�νων δορ� | @π�ρφατον δράηι τι κα� πάθηι κακ�ν. If the text as we have it
is continuous, Europa simply takes for granted (and leaves the audience to
take for granted) Sarpedon’s involvement in this faraway war; I do not believe
that so essential a point was not made explicit. Nor with the text continuous
can I find a satisfactory explanation of πρ- ο];25 whereas after e.g. α� πε�ρξων

πολ�µιον π/ργων τρατ�ν we could take it as ‘at whose hands’, construing

19 We even know his name (Apollonios) and his age (not more than thirteen or fourteen):
Wilcken, referred to by Lloyd-Jones.

20 His text here is κλεογαρηκειενλοτιλοτιµατο | παηυπερπερωντεαλχιµουτενη |
αυχειδετρωανατυπαρθηηβιον: every word garbled except γάρ, πάη, δ�, α' τυ.

21 Str. 14. 3. 3 ο# ποιητα� δ�, µάλιτα ο# τραγικο�, υγχ�οντε τὰ &θνη, καθάπερ τοG Τρ3α κα�
τοG ΜυοG κα� τοG ΛυδοG Φρ/γα προαγορε/ουιν, οUτω κα� τοG Λυκ�ου Κα̃ρα.

22 Distances as the crow flies: Xanthos–Troy 485 km., Mycenae–Troy 398 km., Xanthos–
Mycenae 612 km. Aeschylus’ notion of the relative distances will have been, naturally, very
vague, but will hardly have been wildly at variance with reality; and he will have been well
familiar with Sarpedon’s words to Hektor (Il. 5. 478; cf. 2. 877), κα� γὰρ �γFν �π�κουρο �Fν
µάλα τηλ�θεν xκω· | τηλο+ γὰρ Λυκ�η, Ξάνθωι &πι διν$εντι.

23 As if someone in Cape Town should say ‘the Venezuelans have come and are confident of
taking Tangier’: in the triangle Cape Town–Tangier–Caracas the three sides are in the same
proportion (each about 17 times as long) as in the triangle Xanthos–Troy–Mycenae.

24 As if my man in Cape Town should say ‘the Venezuelans have come to Africa’.
25 The best one can do is to take πρ- ο] δ�δοικα as ‘this makes me afraid’. I am not convinced

that this is possible as language (I get no comfort from LSJ πρ� A. II. 2); and this is not in any
case the connexion I should have expected (rather the simple δ� of e.g. δ�δοικα δ� α�ν3 or φ�βο
δ� &χει µε).
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after πάθηι (as the predominant verb:26 Europa’s fears are concerned not with
the δρα̃µα but only with the πάθο).27

[A. Myrmidons], fr. 225 M. = 286 Ll.-J. <= 132c Radt>, 13–14 (Achilles
speaking of Atreidai): [τ� γὰρ] τοιο/τ[ο]υ ε.γενετ�ρου �µο+ | [α� ρχοG α} ]ν
[ε,]ποι κα� τρατο+ ταγ[ε]/µατα. So it is printed (except for minor variations
of supplement) in all editions hitherto, with ταγε/µατα an exception to my
rule. But ταγε/µατα is a ghost, for what is written in the papyrus is κα�

τρατο+ τὰ β�λτατα: first recognized (from the papyrus itself) by J. Rea, ZPE 7
(1971), 93–4, and once recognized quite evident even from the plate (in PSI xi
and in Mélanges Bidez <= Annuaire de l’Institut de Philologie . . . de l’Université
libre de Bruxelles 2, 1934>).28

S. OT 97 α' νωγεν xµα Φο�βο �µφαν3 α' ναξ | µ�αµα χ�ρα n τεθραµµ�νον

χθον� | �ν τ"ιδ� �λα/νειν µηδ� α� ν$κετον τρ�φειν: I suppose the µ�αµα to be not
the murderer as the source of pollution (‘a defiling thing’ Jebb) but the
pollution inherent in him;29 in any case we do not yet know as Kreon speaks
that the source of pollution is in fact a person.30

S. OT 1167 τ3ν Λα(ου το�νυν τι Iν γεννηµάτων: the shepherd, as Oedipus
gradually worms out of him the identity of the baby he gave to the man from
Corinth. I do not see how else the words could be understood but as ‘one of
the children begotten by Laios’, and with that meaning they might be thought

26 For δράηι intruding into πρ- ο] . . . πάθηι cf. e.g. Ag. 634–5 π3 γὰρ λ�γει χειµ3να . . . |
�λθε�ν τελευτ"α� τε δα�µονο κ�τωι, with Fraenkel’s note on 318; the first verb is the intruder at
Theokr. Epigr. 21. 1 Pρχ�λοχον κα� τα̃θι κα� ε,ιδε.

27 If it be thought that Sarpedon’s κακ�ν will be inflicted rather πρ- τ3ν Ε� λλ$νων than πρ-
το+ τρατο+ (we are to think, presumably, of Homeric warfare), one might I suppose make the
antecedent Jρη ‘warfare’; or one might change πρ- ο] to πρ- |ν (on the few occasions in this
copy when the letters actually make Greek words, this is of course no guarantee that the words
are the right ones). One could read πρ- |ν, of course, without positing a lacuna; but I posit a
lacuna not because of the problem of πρ- ο] but to remedy the defectiveness of Europa’s
exposition.

28 Since the instance has vanished, I have no need to speak about the authorship of the
fragment; but since I have indicated by square brackets my disbelief in the attribution to
Aeschylus, I had better say that when Snell speaks of the attribution as ‘jetzt gesichert’ (Szenen
aus griech. Dramen, 2 n. 1) he is mistaken. The fragment (225 <132c R.>, on PSI 1211) is not, as
he alleges, ‘von der gleichen Hand geschrieben wie die Oxyrhynchos-Stücke der Myrmidonen
[sc. P. Oxy. 2163]’; and the publication by Bartoletti in 1966 of a new fragment belonging to the
same roll as P. Oxy. 2163 is irrelevant to the attribution of fr. 225.

29 I do not mean that the murderer cannot be called a µ�αµα; I mean merely that this seems
not to be the natural interpretation here. When he is so called, the instances accord with my
rule: S. OT 241 n µιάµατο | το+δ� �µιν Sντο, A. Cho. 1028 κτανε�ν τ� φηµι µητ�ρ� ο.κ α' νευ
δ�κη, | πατροκτ�νον µ�αµα κα� θε3ν τ/γο (at Ag. 1645 µ�αµα is rather internal accusative: see
Fraenkel).

30 Kreon of course knows it. But the sentence was composed not by Kreon but by Sophocles,
who wished the nature of the pollution to emerge only after another question by Oedipus.
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an acceptable variation on the regular Λα(ου Iν γ�ννηµα.31 But the dialogue
which follows is possible only if the words mean not this but ‘a child from
Laios’ household’: Oedipus immediately inquires (1168) I δο+λο, \ κε�νου τι

�γγεν= γεγ�; so that 1167 must be compatible both with the child’s having
been sired by Laios and with its being a slave-child not sired by him; at 1169
the shepherd is well aware that he has not yet revealed the paternity, and he
comes out with it only at 1171 κε�νου γ� τοι δ= πα� �κλ$ιζετο.32 I add that the
question the shepherd is answering is not expressly about the paternity, 1164
τ�νο πολιτ3ν (sc. �δ�ξω τ-ν πα�δα) κα� κ πο�α τ�γη; and since he is utterly
reluctant to reveal the truth, he will not go a word beyond the inevitable ‘from
Laios’ house’. That sense is not to be extracted from 1167 as it stands
(attempts to extract it are wholly idle33), and it follows that 1167 is corrupt;
the corruption will lie in γεννηµάτων (whose removal will rid us also of the
remarkable concord τ3ν Λα(ου . . . τι . . . γεννηµάτων34), and in its replace-
ment I look for ο,κων or δ�µων or the like. One might think simply of ο,κων

α' πο; but how should this be corrupted to γεννηµάτων? I observe however that
γ�ννηµα is a common gloss on words meaning ‘offspring’ (Hesych. s. vv.
γ�νεθλα, γ�νο, θάλλο [i.e. θάλο?], φ�τυµα); and I suppose that in a verse such
as τ3ν Λα(ου το�νυν τι Iν βλάτη δ�µων the writing of γ�ννηµα above βλάτη

31 S. Tr. 315 (Lichas, answering Deianeira’s question about Iole’s parentage) ,ω | γ�ννηµα
τ3ν �κε�θεν ο.κ �ν @τάτοι.

32 I have asked myself whether with 1167 ‘a child of Laios’ Oedipus might in 1168 be
accepting the paternity and inquiring into the maternity (a bastard by a slave-girl, or �γγεν$ as
in effect ‘legitimate’), with 1171–2 ‘he was said to be Laios’ child, and your wife can best fill in
the details [sc. about the maternity]’. I have asked myself, and have answered ‘no’; the shepherd
could not, after revealing the paternity, say (1169) πρ- α.τ3ι γ� ε�µ� τ3ι δειν3ι λ�γειν (the
maternity, with its incest, is no more terrible than the paternity with its parricide).

33 Wilamowitz renders ‘dem Laios gehört’ es an’, supposing (see Bruhn ad loc.) that the
genitive might just as well be possessive as genetiuus auctoris: on paper, yes, but only on paper.
Jebb fancies that in τ3ν Λα(ου . . . γεννηµάτων the τ3ν Λα(ου might be felt as genitive of ο#
Λα(ου: not even on paper. In any case the words would at best be ambiguous between this and
the obvious ‘child of Laios’, and we do not want ambiguity. We want imprecision: men who are
reluctant to utter the truth do not use language which might or might not be taken as an explicit
statement of the very thing they are struggling to conceal: they use vague language which neither
admits the whole truth nor yet denies it.

34 More remarkable than the editors suppose. Those who comment on it at all (no word in
Jebb) suppose it to be defended by things like Od. 6. 157 λευ�ντων τοι�νδε θάλο χορ-ν
ε�οιχνε+αν, E. Su. 12–14 τ�κνων . . . οw . . . lγαγε, Tro. 735 � φ�λτατ�, � περιὰ τιµηθε� τ�κνον,
Ba. 1305 τ" " τ�δ� &ρνο . . . νηδ/ο | . . . κατθαν�νθ� Yρ3, Pl. Lach. 180e τὰ . . . µειράκια τάδε
πρ- α� λλ$λου ο,κοι διαλεγ�µενοι; in all of which a neuter noun used of a person or persons
(either properly or by an easy metaphor) is followed or preceded, naturally enough, by a
masculine or feminine adjective or participle or relative. These do not seem to me to provide
adequate analogy for a masculine τι sandwiched between the components of a neuter partitive
dependent on it. Nor does S. OK 1693 διδ/µα τ�κνων α� ρ�τα, where the concord would be
normal even if we were not concerned with persons: Il. 22. 139 κ�ρκο . . . �λαφρ�τατο
πετεην3ν, Hdt. 4. 85. 2 (Y Π�ντο) πελαγ�ων . . . α� πάντων π�φυκε θωµαι�τατο.
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(or whatever word it might have been) might well have resulted in
γεννηµάτων.35

S. Ph. 170 µ$ του κηδοµ�νου βροτ3ν µηδ! ξ/ντροφον Sµµ� &χων: before I
consider this I must talk about other passages with Sµµα. The word is
properly a verbal noun from the stem 6π- (Sψοµαι, Sπωπα, Qφθην), originally
*Sπµα, and part of the same group as 6πτ$ρ, -�πτη, -οπτο, -οπτρον, Sψι;
and as such it will be basically either an act of seeing (look, glance, gaze), like
βλ�µµα, δ�ργµα, or a thing seen (a sight), like θ�αµα, Hραµα. Now from ‘look’
etc. it moves over to ‘eye’ (originally not the eye as the physical organ, which
is 6φθαλµ�, but the eye as the seat of vision or the mirror of emotion, though
the distinction is often blurred); and this ‘eye’ becomes so common that
scholars tend to ignore the word’s origins and start their interpretation from
‘eye’.36 Yet the meaning ‘look, gaze’ is evident in e.g. Il. 3. 217 κατὰ χθον-

Sµµατα π$ξα (his eyes remained in his head);37 and there are in fact instances
(often misinterpreted) where Sµµα in this sense is used as internal accusative
(Prom. 903 µηδ! κρει�νων θε3ν &ρω α' φυκτον Sµµα προδράκοι µε,38 E. Su.
322 γοργ-ν Sµµ� α� ναβλ�πει | = πατρ�, Her. 221 &θηκε Θ$βα Sµµ� �λε/θερον

βλ�πειν).39 Similarly the meaning ‘thing seen, sight’ is commonly ignored;40

yet there are places where it is perfectly clear, and in these places it is applied
to persons. A. Cho. 238 (Elektra to the newly recognized Orestes) � τερπν-ν

Sµµα τ�αρα µο�ρα &χον | �µο�, προαυδα̃ν δ� �τ� α� ναγκα�ω &χον | πατ�ρα ε

κτλ.: a quite straightforward ‘sight’, in accordance with my rule; it follows
closely after her first words, three lines before, � φ�λτατον µ�ληµα δ�µαιν

πατρ�. S. Ai. 977 (Teukros, on first seeing Aias’ shrouded corpse) � φ�λτατ�

35 Or one might find all the letters in a paraphrase γ�ννηµα τ3ν Λα(ου ο,κων.
36 They may perhaps be encouraged in this if in their own language the development has

been in the reverse direction; as it has in English, where the original use of ‘eye’ is as the organ of
vision, and the other uses have developed therefrom.

37 Sµµατα here is naturally rendered in English by ‘eyes’ (e.g. Lang, Leaf, and Myers ‘with eyes
fixed upon the ground’); and this may delude native speakers of English into a belief that the
word here actually means ‘eyes’ (as opposed to ‘gaze’). The truth is of course that English ‘eye(s)’
has taken over the function of a verbal noun (OED 5 ‘With reference to the direction of the eye;
hence often equivalent to: Look, glance, gaze’); sometimes a synonym is available (‘gaze’, for
instance, if one is looking fixedly or intently, and so here one might say ‘with his gaze fixed on
the ground’), but often ‘eye(s)’ has acquired a monopoly: in ‘keep your eye on the ball’ there is
no other noun that we might use in place of ‘eye’. I should suppose that a German with his Blick
and a Frenchman with his regard is better equipped than an Englishman to understand this use
of Sµµα.

38 So (in effect) the manuscripts. The text needs correction in detail, but the correction will
not affect the use of Sµµα. I suspect that what the author wrote was µ$ µε κρει�νων &ρω
α' φυκτον Sµµα προδρακε�η; I will give my reasons in the excursus at the end of this article.

39 See Diggle, Studies on the Text of Euripides, 12–13. At Su. 322 γοργ-ν Sµµ� is Wecklein’s
correction of the nonsensical γοργ�ν� � of the manuscript.

40 Commonly, but by no means invariably: it is recognized e.g. by Kaibel on S. El. 902 and by
Weil on E. Alk. 1133; they both cite as parallels A. Cho. 238 and S. Ai. 1004.
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Α,α, � ξ/ναιµον Sµµ� �µο�: I will come back to this later. 1004 (Teukros, when
the corpse is uncovered) � δυθ�ατον Sµµα κα� τ�λµη πικρα̃, | Hα α� ν�α µοι

καταπε�ρα φθ�νει: a variation on θ�αµα δυθ�ατον; to start with the sight is
not Aias the person but the condition of his body, the outcome of a τ�λµα

πικρά, but then Teukros moves on to address him as a person. El. 902 κε.θG

τάλαιν� n ε4δον, �µπα�ει τ� µοι | ψυχ"ι /νηθε Sµµα, φιλτάτου βροτ3ν | πάντων

Ο� ρ�του το+θ� Yρα̃ν τεκµ$ριον: the ‘sight familiar to her soul’ (sch. Hραµα K α� ε�

�φανταζ�µην κατὰ ψυχ$ν) is of course Orestes;41 but she changes her con-
struction, and the Sµµα is only implicitly defined. E. Alk. 1133 (Admetos, to
Alkestis newly restored to him) � φιλτάτη γυναικ- Sµµα κα� δ�µα, | &χω �

α� �λπτω, ο1ποτ� Sψεθαι δοκ3ν: ‘Sµµα équivaut ici à θ�αµα, et répond à
Sψεθαι, comme δ�µα répond à &χω’ (Weil). Ion 1261 � ταυρ�µορφον Sµµα

Κηφιο+ πατρ�, | οMαν &χιδναν τ$νδ� &φυα: effectively the same as � πάτερ

Κηφι�, ταυρ�µορφε �δε�ν, and the function of �δε�ν there is served by Sµµα here;
the genitive as in the Homeric periphrases with β�η, ,, θ�νο, etc.42 Or. 1082
(Orestes to Pylades) α� λλ� � ποθειν-ν Sµµ� Yµιλ�α �µ", | χα�ρε: I have no doubt
that we should read Sµµα (ΠVL) and not Sνοµα; that the following genitive is
‘companionship’ and not ‘companion’ would not surprise me even if 1233
were not (Pylades speaking) � υγγ�νεια πατρ- �µο+, κα� µὰ λιτά, | Pγάµεµ-

νον, ε�άκουον (cf. Ph. 291). ––I revert now to S. Ai. 977 � φ�λτατ� Α,α, �

ξ/ναιµον Sµµ� �µο�. That the body is still shrouded does not tell against the
interpretation of Sµµα as ‘sight’, since it is still shrouded when Teukros at
992 says � τ3ν α� πάντων δ= θεαµάτων �µο� | α' λγιτον |ν προε�δον 6φθαλµο�

41 Jebb renders Sµµα as ‘image’, and then contradicts his rendering by saying ‘Sµµα is the
“face” or “form” of her brother’; on the scholion he says ‘the writer took Sµµα to mean “sight”, a
sense possible for it only when, as here, it denotes the human face or form (Ai. 977: ib. 1004:
Aesch. Ch. 238)’. If Jebb is prepared to say that Sµµα cannot have meaning A except when it has
the very different meaning B, he must not expect me to take his pronouncements seriously; nor
do I. It appears to be true, however (and this may be what he was trying ineffectually to say) that
in all the instances where Sµµα is interpretable as ‘sight’ the sight is a person (whether alive or
dead, whether human or divine). This is hardly likely to be fortuitous (θ�αµα behaves in no such
way); I suppose therefore that the association of Sµµα with the human eye and its functioning
and expressions had become so strong that the use as ‘a sight’ was confined to instances where
the sight was a human being (or a god). Jebb supposes these instances to be an extension of the
meaning ‘eye’; I suppose them to be survivors of a very different meaning after its restriction by
the influence of the meaning ‘(human) eye’.

42 In two passages where Sophocles uses Sµµα periphrastically it seems to be ‘eye’ as the
mirror of emotion: Ai. 140 πεφ�βηµαι πτην" n Sµµα πελε�α, Tr. 527 (Deianeira awaiting the
outcome of the fight between Herakles and Acheloios) τ- δ� α� µφινε�κητον Sµµα ν/µφα �λειν-ν
α� µµ�νει (�λειν�ν predicative, of her pitiable expression; the iambic dimeter is not to be com-
pleted by �λειν-ν α� µµ�νει <τ�λο>, for the outcome will be �λειν�ν only if Acheloios wins, but
rather by �λειν-ν <α� µφ�> α� µµ�νει, of Deianeira waiting well away from the struggle, τηλαυγε�
παρ�  Sχθωι).
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�γ�.43 Now Sµµα is qualified by an adjective describing Aias not as a sight but
as a person; and the instance will therefore be particularly relevant to Ph. 171
µηδ! ξ/ντροφον Sµµ� &χων. The commentators there proceed in general from
Sµµα ‘eye’, either directly (Radermacher, ‘einen mit ihm zusammenlebenden
Freund . . ., dessen teilnehmendes Auge seine Leiden milderte’) or by way of
‘face’ (Jebb ‘the face of a man who lives with one’, Webster ‘the eye or face
of someone who lives with him’). But I have no doubt that the scholiast is
right in paraphrasing µηδ! Yρ3ν ε� α' νθρωπον /νοικον: where again Sµµα will
be ‘a sight’ and will be qualified, as in Ai. 977, by an adjective describing the
man not as a sight but as a person. Now I have maintained that a verbal noun
in -µα is not used in tragedy to designate a person, but only to describe him;
and here we have ξ/ντροφον Sµµα indubitably designating a man who shares
one’s subsistence. But I do not think that this can be seriously supposed to be
an exception to my rule: just as in Ε� λεν́η πτ3µα = Ε� λ�νην πεπτωκυ�αν it is
Ε� λ�νη that designates and πτ3µα that describes, so here I take /ντροφον Sµµ�

&χων as = /ντροφ�ν τινα &χων Yρ�µενον (or, if I may use an ‘eye’ word
without confusing the issue, /ντροφ�ν τινα �ν 6φθαλµο� &χων), so that it is
/ντροφον that designates and Sµµα that describes.

E. IT 273: a credulous herdsman is reported as saying to the shipwrecked
Orestes and Pylades � ποντ�α πα� Λευκοθ�α, νε3ν φ/λαξ, | δ�ποτα Παλα�-

µον, Mλεω xµιν γενο+, | ε,τ� οBν �π� α� κτα� θάετον ∆ιοκ�ρω | \ Νηρ�ω

α� γάλµαθ�, K τ-ν ε.γεν" | &τικτε πεντ$κοντα Νηρ$ιδων χορ�ν. This Νηρ�ω

α� γάλµατα is predicated (‘or if you are the Dioskoroi who are sitting on the
shore, or Νηρ�ω α� γάλµατα’) of persons already designated by their being
addressed, and to that extent falls under my rule; but it would not fall under it
satisfactorily if Νηρ�ω α� γάλµατα were a sufficient designation of some
known deities. I cannot think that it is (and no editor has produced a rational
explanation of who such deities might be): the only familiar young male
marine deity is Palaimon, and hence the herdsman’s first guess (a bad one:
who then is his companion?); then the Dioskoroi (not marine, but at least like
Palaimon they save ships at sea); then his thoughts revert to marine deities
proper, and he supposes that there may be other young male ones, unknown
to him and so unnameable, whom he describes as ‘darlings44 (not ‘the
darlings’) of Nereus’. He may I suppose be thinking that the father of fifty
daughters (why else mention them?) might well have male issue of some kind,
whether sons or daughters’ sons, but we have no business to tie him down to

43 It might be thought to tell against Jebb’s interpretation as ‘the “face” or “form” of a
kinsman’; though I suppose he would say that Teukros is thinking of Aias as he was when alive.

44 Not a very accurate rendering of Νηρ�ω α� γάλµατα = persons in whom Nereus α� γάλλεται;
but I need something simple with a plural.
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one or the other or indeed to issue at all: why else should Euripides make him
use such imprecise language except to indicate an equal imprecision in his
thought?

E. Or. 928: Orestes deserves a τ�φανο for killing Klytaimestra, � κε�ν�

α� φ$ιρει, µ$θ� Yπλ�ζεθαι χ�ρα | µ$τε τρατε/ειν �κλιπ�ντα δ�µατα, | ε� τα' νδον
ο�κουρ$µαθ� ο# λελειµµ�νοι | φθερο+ιν, α� νδρ3ν ε1νιδα λωβ�µενοι.45 Editors
are apt to take ο�κουρ$µατα to mean γυνα�κα ο�κουρο/α; which gives a clear
exception to my rule. But I have no doubt that Di Benedetto is right in taking
it to mean not the women but their performance of their duties as ο�κουρο�, a
performance wrecked by their seduction (‘chi corrompe la moglie di chi è
in guerra in realtà distrugge la custodia e la buona amministrazione della
casa’46). His objection to the usual interpretation is that Euripides would
not have used φθε�ρειν in the sense ‘seduce’, and with this I agree (though
for reasons other than his);47 and I find it myself intolerable that τα' νδον
ο�κουρ$µατα φθερο+ιν should bear a meaning to which α� νδρ3ν ε1νιδα

λωβ�µενοι adds nothing whatever.
I will end by giving, for the sake of anyone who may wish either to verify

my facts or to pursue the question further, a list of all the verbal nouns in
-µα that I have found to be applied in tragedy to persons. I indicate the
authors in whom I have found them as follows (I disregard any questions of
authenticity): all except those in brackets are from Euripides; other authors

45 φθερο+ιν Wecklein, followed by Weil; φθε�ρουιν the manuscripts. Klytaimestra’s adultery
is thought of as potentially (α� φ$ιρει, not α� φε�λε) establishing a precedent, and the envisaged
universal acceptance of that precedent is expressed, necessarily, in the future indicative (if the
stay-at-homes are going to seduce the wives of those away with the army); so 566, and cf. 936
(with which in turn cf., in the law courts, Lys. 14. 11 �νθυµηθ"ναι δ! χρ= Hτι ε� �ξ�ται Hτι α' ν τι
βο/ληται ποιε�ν ο.δ!ν Sφελο ν�µου κε�θαι \ @µα̃ υλλ�γεθαι \ τρατηγοG α#ρε�θαι). Most
editors acquiesce in φθε�ρουιν; they do not explain it to their readers, and I do not know how
they explain it to themselves.

46 Though this puts too much emphasis on mere housekeeping, in a sentence where
only adultery is really in point. The duty of the ο�κουρ� is to ensure that the returning husband
shall find everything at home just as he left it; and the prime ingredient in this is that she
herself shall be οMανπερ οBν &λειπε (A. Ag. 607), loyal to him in every way and loyal sexually above
all.

47 He says simply ‘non esistono in epoca classica attestazioni dell’uso di φθε�ρειν nel senso
di “corrompere”’; which is true, but not conclusive. In ordinary spoken Attic φθε�ρειν has given
way (except in φθε�ρεθαι ‘go to the devil’) to διαφθε�ρειν, but tragedy makes much use also of
the simple φθε�ρειν as a convenient (and elevated) synonym of διαφθε�ρειν; if therefore
διαφθε�ρειν ‘seduce’ was legitimate for Euripides, I do not doubt that he would have felt free to
use φθε�ρειν in the same sense. But although διαφθε�ρειν occurs as ‘seduce’ in classical Attic
(Lys. 1. 4, 8, 16, 37, 13. 66, D. 45. 27; cf. Men. Pk. 499 S. = 249 Kö., fr. 5), it is never so used in
tragedy (E. Ba. 318 διαφθαρ$εται of the woman is just like Hipp. 1008 διεφθάρην of the man,
and is not ‘be seduced’ but ‘abandon one’s virtue, take to immorality’). I infer from this that
the use was not dignified enough for tragedy, and if διαφθε�ρειν is excluded on that score, so
also a fortiori will φθε�ρειν be. What is in question is not the date of the use but its stylistic
level.
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are indicated by A(eschylus), S(ophocles), M(inor tragedians), and T(ragica
adespota).

α' γαλµαAST, α� γλάϊµα, (αT γνιµα)A, α� δ�κηµα, (α' ληµα)S, α� νάθηµα, α� π�χθηµα,
βλάτηµαA, (β�κηµα)A, (γ�ννηµα)S, (δε�µα)S, δο/λευµαS, (δ�ρηµα)A, dλκηµα,
�π�χαρµα, &ρυµα, εUρηµαS, Cγεµ�νευµα, θα+µαS, θ�αµαAS, θ$ραµα, θηα/ριµα,
πο�ναµα, θρ�µµαS, θ+µα, Mδρυµα, καλλ�τευµα, κ$δευµαS, (κ�νυγµα)A,
(κρ�τηµα)S, κτ"µαSM, λάληµαS, λάτρευµαS, λ�χευµα, λ�τιµαA, (µε�λιγµα)A,
(µ�ληµα)A, µ�αµαAS, µ�µηµα, µ�ηµαAS, ν/µφευµα, SµµαAS, Sχηµα, πα�δευµαT,
(παραγκάλιµα)S, π�ηµα, (π�τωµα)A, πρ�βευµα, (πρ�βληµα)S, πρ�θυµα,
προπ�λευµα, προηγ�ρηµα, πρ�πτυγµα, πρ�φαγµα, (προφ�νηµα)S, (9+µα)S,
π�ρµαAS, τ/γηµα, υγκο�µηµα, χ"µα, (τ�χνηµα)S, τρ/φηµα, τ/µβευµα,
Uβριµα, @παγκάλιµα, φάµα, (φ�τυµα)A, φ�νευµα, (φρο/ρηµα)A, (φ�ραµα)S,
χάρµα, χ�ρευµα, Lφ�ληµαAT.

I cannot guarantee that I have omitted nothing by mere oversight. But I will
justify a few exclusions, and inclusions, that are deliberate. I have excluded
verbal nouns that have lost touch with their origins (as λ"µα, χρ"µα). I have
included words about whose construction I cannot be completely certain
(apposition or internal accusative), and words which occur in lines or
passages that I believe to be interpolated (even E. Andr. 937 λαληµάτων); but
I have excluded E. Tro. 1121 δ�κηµα as certainly internal accusative, and
[A.] Th. 1022 χειρ�µατα as being the starting-point of the whole discussion.
For φ�ραµα see above on S. Niobe fr. 441a. In the tragic adespota (all
references to Snell–Kannicht, TrGF ii) there are a few possible instances on
papyrus fragments too broken for certain diagnosis (if they are indeed
instances, I see no indication that they conflict with my rule): 646. 12 &ρυµα,
651. 11 ]µα, 679. 11 α� γκάλιµα. Of the quotation fragments, two come into
question. The single line 349 � µηχάνηµα λυγκ- α�ολ�τερον (no context
preserved)48 will not be addressed to a person, but will be exclaiming at the
craftiness of a scheme: there is no analogy in the τ�χνηµα of S. Ph. 928,
addressed to Neoptolemos, � π+ρ G κα� πα̃ν δε�µα κα� πανουργ�α | δειν"

τ�χνηµ� &χθιτον, for there the addition of the genitive makes all the dif-
ference.49 But in 515a. 1–5 (= S. fr. dub. 1019 Nauck, 1120 Pearson <= Adesp.

48 Plutarch (Mor. 16d) borrows the line for an address to ποιητικ$, and continues with τ�
πα�ζουα τὰ 6φρ+ υνάγει, τ� δ� �ξαπατ3α προποι"ι διδάκειν; This creates of course no
presumption that in its original context the line introduced a similarly personal address.

49 Comparison with a lynx does not point to a person: the lynx is α��λη because of its spotted
fur (βαλιά E. Alk. 579, uaria and maculosa Verg. G. 3. 264, A. 1. 323), like the dog at Kall. Hy. 3.
91; a Greek will presumably have felt in α��λη λ/γξ and α��λον µηχάνηµα two different applica-
tions of a single sense ‘variegated’ (so that the line is quite untranslatable into English). α��λο
is regularly glossed by ποικ�λο; which is used of a leopard-skin at Il. 10. 80, of a µηχάνηµα at
S. OK 762.
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515a Sn.–K.>), where I cannot stomach the punctuation (Wachsmuth’s)
adopted in all three editions, I observe that the lines are quite straight-
forward if one assumes that παιδε/µατα is applied to persons:50 �πε�

π�πρακται πα̃ν τ- το+ θεο+ καλ3, | χωρ3µεν lδη, πα�δε, ε� τὰ τ3ν οφ3ν |
διδακαλε�α, µουικ" παιδε/µατα· | προλαµβάνειν δ! δε� καθ� Cµ�ραν α� ε�, |
dω α} ν �ξ"ι µανθάνειν, βελτ�ονα. The writer will have intended µουικ"

παιδε/µατα to be equivalent to µουικ" µαθητα�, µουικ=ν παιδευθη�µενοι:51

very bad, but he was evidently a very bad poet;52 at any rate he conforms to
my rule.

EXCURSUS

Prometheus Bound 901–3

This excursus has its origin in my citation of the passage above as an instance
of the use of Sµµα, in a sense such as ‘look, gaze’, as internal accusative with a
verb of seeing. My discussion below will be concerned not with the use of
Sµµα, about which I have no more to say than I have said already, but with the
restoration and interpretation of the sentence in which the use occurs; unless
that sentence is set to rights, its problems may be felt to cast doubt (‘in a
corrupt context’ or the like) on the use itself.

The passage comes in a short ode of three stanzas. In the strophe (887–93)
the chorus approve of the maxim that τ- κηδε+αι καθ� fαυτ�ν is best, and that
a χερν$τη ought not to desire marriage with the rich or nobly born; in the
antistrophe (894–900) they pray, alarmed by Io’s fate, that they may never
enter the bed of Zeus or of any τ3ν �ξ ο.ρανο+. Then our passage, at the
beginning of the epode; no responsion therefore to help us in considering it.

I give first the manuscript text. The colometry is that of M (I have no
information about the colometry of other manuscripts); I have incorporated
one obvious correction (προδράκοι Salvinius for προδάρκοι, -δ�ρκοι,

50 I do not know whether this has ever been said before; no indication that it has in any
of the three editions (of which Pearson’s has quite a long discussion), and I have not looked
further.

51 Euripides, when he uses πα�δευµα of a person, has it with a genitive of the παιδευτ$ at
Hipp. 11, El. 887; so also fr. 939, and I suppose also fr. 897, πα�δευµα δ�  Ε' ρω ^οφ�α κτλ. Now
µαθητ$ can take a genitive either of the teacher or of the subject learnt (or both at once:
Pl. Smp. 197d); our writer has evidently supposed the same two uses to be possible with
πα�δευµα. I have little sympathy with him.

52 Though not so bad (no man could be) as to write at 8–9 and 11–12 the nonsense which the
manuscripts impute to him.
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-δράµοι); I ignore the trivial errors of isolated manuscripts (they are reported
by Dawe, Collation and Investigation, 238).

�µο� δ� Hτι µ!ν Yµαλ- Y γάµο

α' φοβο, ο. δ�δια· µ= δ! κρει-
�νων θε3ν &ρω α' φυ-
κτον Sµµα προδράκοι µε.

A good many things are wrong here: Hτι could be said only by a woman
already married (or contemplating a specific marriage) to an equal; ο.

δ�δια after α' φοβο is silly;53 adversative µηδ� is impossible; θε3ν is at
least undesirable (what is contrasted with marriage between equals should
be marriage with one’s superiors,54 not marriage with superior gods; nor
indeed do the chorus think of themselves as θεα�55); finally the metre is
astray.

Headlam cured all these faults by restoration which he published first in
1907 (JPh 30, 314–15) and then in 1908 (in a footnote to his translation):

�µο� δ� Yπ�τε µ!ν Yµαλ- Y γάµο

α' φοβο· Kν δε δ�δια, µ$ τι κρει�νων

&ρω α' φυκτον Sµµα προδράκοι µε.

The metre (disguised by the eccentric colometry) is straightforward
unsyncopated iambic (the last metron catalectic), with much resolution at the
beginning but none at the end (I mark the metra and the resolutions): �µοι

δ� οπο̆τε̆| µεν ο̆µ{λο ο̆γ{|µο {φο̆βο· ον | δε δε̆δgα, µη | τι κρειονων | ερω

αφυκ|τον οµµα | προ|δρακοι µε |. Exactly the same pattern (with fewer metra)
in the next period, | απο̆λε̆µο ο̆δε̆| γ� ο πο̆λε̆µο, {πο̆|ρα πο̆ρgµο, ου|δ� εχω τι

αν | γενοιµαν |; the final period moves over to lekythion (unresolved) plus
pherecratean A.

For the Hτι of the manuscripts most editors accept Arnaldus’ Hτε, which

53 It would be just as silly if one got rid of the asyndeton by ο.<δ!> δ�δια. <So Elmsley.>
I have not therefore listed the asyndeton as a separate fault.

54 Superiors not simply in status but (κρει�νων) in power, so that one cannot fight against
them (904 α� π�λεµο Hδε γ� Y π�λεµο). With only κρει�νων in the text (and θε3ν gone) the
passage falls into line with other statements of the futility of conflict with the stronger (I specify,
weaker first, the conflicts which prompt them): Hes. WD 210 (nightingale v. hawk) α' φρων δ�  H κ�
�θ�ληι πρ- κρε�ονα α� ντιφερ�ζειν; Il. 21. 485 (Artemis v. Hera) β�λτερ�ν �τι . . . \ κρε�οιν 4φι
µάχεθαι; Pi. O. 10. 39 (Augeas v. Herakles) νε�κο δ! κρε�νων | α� ποθ�θ� α' πορον, N. 10. 73
(Apharetidai v. Zeus) χαλεπὰ δ� &ρι α� νθρ�ποι Yµιλε�ν κρε�νων.

55 They are thinking of their own case as parallel to that of the mortal Io. And earlier in
the play (529) they have said µηδ� �λιν/αιµι θεοG Y�αι θο�ναι ποτινιοµ�να βουφ�νοι παρ�
Ω� κεανο+ πατρ- α' βετον π�ρον; gods do not offer sacrifice to gods.
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gives a syncopated first metron, �µο� δ� Hτε = | ∪ − ∧ ∪∪ |.56 The sole purpose
(I am in sympathy with it) of Headlam’s Yπ�τε will be to avoid the syncopa-
tion; indeed he wavered between Yπ�τε and two other words which have the
same effect, printing in 1907 ‘Hπου (or Hταν or Yπ�τε)’ and in 1908, with
brackets to indicate uncertainty, ‘(Yπ�τε)’. Certainly not Hταν (with ellipse of
the subjunctive Iι); between Hπου and Yπ�τε I suppose his second thoughts to
be wiser (the chorus are thinking of their own case, or rather cases, and Hπου

would extend their thoughts beyond this). If οποτε were read as οτιοτε its
corruption to οτι would be easy enough.

Headlam’s Kν δ! δ�δια I regard as palmary: exactly the words we need, and
the corruption involved would be very easy.57 But I do not believe that Head-
lam himself ever understood it aright. In 1907 he appears to take it as an
example of a relative clause preceding its grammatical antecedent, i.e. ‘the
&ρω I fear’.58 In 1908 he shifts to a rendering (without comment) ‘For me,
when equal, marriage hath no terrors; but may the kind I fear, the love of
greater Powers, never cast its fatal eye on me’. In this English sentence ‘the
kind I fear’ can be understood only as ‘the kind of marriage I fear’, and that is
certainly what the Greek must mean: I do not see how anyone, when Kν δ!
δ�δια comes in express (µ!ν . . . δ�) and immediate contrast to the γάµο

α' φοβο, could have understood it otherwise than as ‘the one I fear’ = ‘the
γάµο I fear’. But Headlam appears to construe this as in apposition to the
following &ρω, and this I cannot accept: &ρω (sexual desire) and γάµο (its
fruition) are not to be equated; and though the κρει�νων &ρω (= �ρ3ντε ο#

κρε�ονε) may look on one with inescapable gaze, I cannot think that a
γάµο could be said to do so. I construe Kν (γάµον) δ�δια therefore as internal
accusative, of the kind that is called (and often miscalled) ‘in apposition to
the sentence’, discussed in my note on E. Hipp. 752–7. It would have been
simple enough if they had said something on the lines of Kν δ! δ�δια, µ$ µε

κρε�ονε /νευνον θ�λοιεν ποι$αθαι; I find it scarcely less simple with this
more elaborate and more effective expression. (No difficulty about the two
internal accusatives: γάµον and Sµµα are not on the same level.) I can give no

56 Not | εµοι δ� οτε̆ µε̆ν | οµ{λο̆ ο γ{µο̆ | αφο̆βο̆ κτλ. (a) In the lyric iambics and trochaics of
tragedy resolutions of the type οµ{λο̆ (∪ ∪∪) are a good deal less common than those of the
type ο̆µ{λο (∪∪ ∪); a string of the commoner is to be preferred to a string of the rarer. (b) This
analysis can be combined with Headlam’s Kν δ! δ�δια only at the cost of a metron | {φο̆βο̆· ο-ν |
with syncopation following immediately on resolution, whether | ∪ ‘∪∪ ∧’ − | or ‘(∪∪) | ∧’ ∪∪

∪ − |; if Dale (Lyric Metres, 39) goes too far in regarding the sequence as wholly inadmissible
(cf. E. Hipp. 1145), it is certainly unwelcome in metrical contexts as simple and homogeneous as
ours. Of the possible instances collected by Diggle (Studies on the Text of Euripides, 18–21) the
great majority come in metrical contexts which are anything but simple and homogeneous.

<Notes 57–60 are missing. In n. 60 B. will have justified the form προδρακε�η by reference to
Pindar’s usage and his own emendation of Pi. N. 4. 23, for which see below, pp. 466 f.>
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literal rendering, for the resources of English are often inadequate to the
rendering of Greek internal accusatives;59 best perhaps to take refuge in
anacoluthon: ‘but the one I fear––never, I pray, may the desire of those more
powerful than I look on me with inescapable gaze.’

But one thing in Headlam’s proposal will never do: the idle τι in the µ$ τι

which he substitutes for µηδ� (and worse indeed than idle, with so many
accusatives already in the sentence). I should not wish simply to omit the τι
(i.e. to read µ$ alone in place of µηδ�), for I am reluctant to import a synco-
pated metron, and I look therefore for another monosyllable. I do not see
what else this could be but µε: its position here will not only be appropriate
(the enclitic second in its clause) but advantageous, in that it will help under-
standing to have the external µε preceding the internal Sµµα. But if we read
µ$ µε we must abolish the µε of προδράκοι µε, and if we merely remove it we
destroy the metre: either we must make the last metron a full one, and to that
end must retain θε3ν, so that we shall have | θε3ν &ρω | α' φυκτον Sµ|µα

προδράκοι |, or if we remove θε3ν (and I cannot believe that it can be
kept) we must find a replacement for µε in the final catalectic metron of
| &ρω α' φυκ|τον Sµµα προ|δράκοι µε |. I see only one way of replacing it: read
προδρακε�η.60
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New Identifications in P. Oxy. 2180
(Sophocles, Oedipus Tyrannus)

This papyrus, the tattered remains (about 1,000 letters) of an elegant roll, was
edited by C. H. Roberts (hereafter ‘R.’) in vol. xviii of The Oxyrhynchus
Papyri, published in 1941. Out of a total of 53 fragments he located 29;1 the 24
which he left unlocated are mere scraps, averaging 6 1–2 letters (maximum 12,
minimum 2), with about a third of their letters represented by ambiguous
and sometimes minimal remains.

I have worked first on a photograph and then on the papyrus itself, which
is in the Ashmolean Museum at Oxford. <It is now in the Sackler Library.> I
have been able in the end to locate a further 17 fragments (in three instances
location was impeded by an unfamiliar reading), and to relocate one that had
been wrongly located. This leaves seven; I will give an account of these at the
end of this article.

The exercise turns out to have been worthwhile. I summarize the readings
I have elicited:

(a) hitherto unknown, and I think true: 524, 528;
(b) hitherto unknown, and evidently false: 109, 438;
(c) agreeing with a true variant against a false: 294, 461, 525;
(d ) agreeing with the medieval tradition in a reading which is commonly

corrected: 200.

I have also elicited presumptive support for a deletion (8); and in a related
papyrus (PSI 1192; see below) I infer at 188 another reading hitherto
unknown (and very possibly right).

<Not earlier than 1986 (see on fr. 41 with n. 26). B. communicated his results to Hugh Lloyd-
Jones in September and October 1988; cf. Lloyd-Jones and Wilson, Sophocles (OCT, 1990),
xvi, and Sophoclea (Oxford 1990), 79, 80–3, 92.>

1–8 <Notes 1–8 were left to be written on separate pages that are now missing from the best
copy. (The subsequent notes are accommodated at the foot of each page of the main text.) I have
located drafts of notes 2, 4, and 5 in another folder.>



All 56 located fragments are from the first 600 lines of the play (more
precisely, from lines 60–587); it seems likely therefore that any of the
unlocated fragments that belong to this manuscript (I do not believe that all
of them do) should be from the same part of the play.

The roll, as I have said, was elegant. The hand is ‘an extremely fine and
careful book-hand’ (R.); and––I shall consider this in detail later––the text is
laid out in regular columns of exactly 20 lines, the lines being spaced at a
constant 5.6 mm. The column of writing was thus 11 cm. in height (its width,
in trimeters, will have been much the same); the upper and lower margins
survive (in one place each) to a height of 4 cm. but were doubtless originally
higher.2

There is another papyrus which falls to be considered along with ours: PSI
1192, published in 1935. (Hereafter I shall discard its number, and call it
simply ‘PSI ’; similarly our fragments will be simply ‘P. Oxy.’.)

PSI, also from Oxyrhynchos, has on its single fragment parts of the text of
OT which are not preserved in P. Oxy. but are from the same part of the play:
the upper parts of two columns (and above them unwritten papyrus for
6 cm.), the first having remains of 178–90 and the second the beginnings of
197–200. Column-heads, that is, at 178 and 197; and these fit exactly into the
sequence, which I shall give in a moment, of the column-heads in P. Oxy.

From the editors’ description of it, coupled with its provenance, R. thought
it ‘very likely’ that PSI was from the same roll as P. Oxy.; and I, because of the
columniation, was prepared to strengthen this to ‘almost certain’. I then saw a
photograph of PSI; and the hand is without question the same.

That, one might suppose, is that; but it is not. In favour of the identifica-
tion: same provenance, same hand, same columniation, same part of the play.
But against it: PSI is written with a broader pen (with the corollary that the
letters are rather larger: a given sequence will have taken up about a sixth
more space), and the lines are spaced slightly more widely (PSI, 5.8 mm. a
line; P. Oxy., 5.6 mm.). I cannot discount these differences: the fragments of P.
Oxy., spread over more than 500 lines, both before and after those contained
in PSI, show no appreciable variation in width of pen and no deviation from
the regular 5.6 mm. I do not believe that PSI and P. Oxy. can be from the same
roll.3

2 They reach 4 cm. below 416 and above 417; the papyrus is broken off irregularly, and in
each case the 4 cm. is attained on a width of only a few millimetres. Roberts’ figure of ‘not less
than 7 cm.’ for the upper margin will be based on fr. 43; but the unwritten papyrus in that
fragment turns out to be intercolumnar (see below, on 118).

3 <Note missing.>
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I suppose therefore that the same copyist produced two identical copies of
the play (identical except for the thickness to which he cut his pen and for a
minute difference in the spacing of the lines).4 I know of no parallel for this,
but I see no reason to think it improbable: this was a first-class professional
copyist, producing rolls of the highest quality: why should he not have pro-
duced two near-identical copies of the same well-known play, whether on
commission or in the confidence that it would be easy to find buyers?

The chance that fragments of both copies should survive is obviously
very slight; but I have no doubt that it has happened. There are no other
improbabilities: it is natural that both should be found in the same place,
since the copyist’s clients are likely to have lived locally; and given that a
fragment of PSI was to survive, there is about a 40% chance of its coming
from the first 30 columns (lines 1–593), and about a 30% chance of its doing
so without coinciding with a fragment of P. Oxy.5

That the two manuscripts are not the same is of course of no practical
importance: two copies made with the same layout by the same very careful
copyist will have had no significant differences from one another. In par-
ticular, they will have had in the lyrics the same colometry; which I have no
doubt was the standard colometry established by Aristophanes of Byzantium.

I come now to the columniation: every column an exact 20 lines. I give the
sequence of column-heads: unbracketed figures are known from the preserva-
tion either of the column-head itself or of the preceding column-foot
(those marked † are known from PSI); <122> and <574> are half-known;6

bracketed figures are inferences from the sequence. In lyrics I append to the
figure the first word of the line; except that at 159/60 we do not know at what
point the lines were divided.

62, (82), 102, <122>, (142, 159/60), †178 α� κτάν, †197 Θρ$ικιον, (217, 237,
257, 277), 297, (317, 337, 357, 377), 397, 417, 437, 457, 476 α' νδρα, (494 �π�

τάν), 513, (534, 554), <574>, (594, 614, 634).
That these figures do not always proceed by increments of 20 is due to

irregularities not of column-content but of numeration. (a) In two places
(one in 1–59, the other at 533) the papyrus text does not include a line that
is present in the medieval tradition; I shall come back to these lines later.

4 The writer evidently kept his pen trimmed to a constant width; it is inconceivable, given his
elegance and regularity in other respects, that he should have written part of the roll with a
broader pen. And there is a more direct proof than this: of 200 τ-ν � πυρφ�ρων PSI has τον[, and
I have located P. Oxy. fr. <40?> so that it contains ]πυρ[; the two sets of letters, in the same line,
each show the width of stroke that is characteristic of their manuscript.

5 Of the 30 columns, 17 are not represented at all in P. Oxy., and five others only minimally
(between 4 and 12 letters).

6 <Note missing.>
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(b) In the choral odes (151–215, 463–512) the numeration of modern texts
does not accord with the papyrus colometry, but follows that of Brunck; and
the two are very different.7 I make the following assumptions about the
papyri:

(1) The first choral ode, 65 lines in Brunck, had 70 lines; the three strophic
pairs will have had stanzas of (a) 10 lines (8 Brunck, 11 Pearson), (b) 12 lines
(12 and 11 B., 11 P.), (c) 13 lines (13 B., 13 P.). For (b), 12 is guaranteed by PSI,
which has line-beginnings for the whole antistrophe (179–89); the figures for
(a) and (c) will then give 20-line columns.

(2) The second choral ode, 50 lines in Brunck, had 54 lines; the two
strophic pairs will have had stanzas of (a) 11 lines (10 B., 11 P.), (b) 16 lines
(15 B., 15 P.). For (b), 16 is in effect guaranteed by P. Oxy., and the remains of
(a) point strongly in the direction of 11.

I have not continued the sequence beyond 634: lyrics set in at 649, and we
cannot be certain of their colometry.8

8. My comment on this line stems from the fact that fr. 42, with letters from
60–1, comes at the foot of a column. We know that a column contained an
exact 20 lines (not only in P. Oxy., but also in PSI); it follows therefore that
the 60 lines of the first three columns corresponded to the first 61 lines of the
medieval text.

I discount altogether the possibility that one of the first three columns had
21 lines. I discount also the possibility that the copyist omitted a line by
accident: he could hardly have made the same mistake in two separate copies.9

I cannot of course disprove the possibility of an accidental omission in his
exemplar.10 But much the likeliest explanation is that he was reproducing a
traditional text that was one line shorter than the medieval;11 and there is one
obvious candidate for the exclusion (one, I think, and only one12):

7 <Note missing.>
8 <Note missing.>
9 Unless one copy was made from the other, without the mistake’s having been corrected

first; but I do not believe this for a moment.
10 But an omission would hardly have remained unrepaired unless it left coherent sense; and

there are very few single lines in 1–59 that could be so omitted.
11 Interpolations established in the medieval tradition are as a rule already established by the

second century. But not always: E. Ph. 1–2 are absent from two papyri, P. Oxy. 3321 and 3322,
assigned respectively to the first/second century and to the second/third; cf. M. W. Haslam,
GRBS 16 (1975), 156. And at 531 below I shall come to another instance: the line is absent from
the papyrus, and I have no doubt that it is rightly absent.

12 I wondered at first about 51, but I am now confident that the deletion of a single line is not
the way to solve the difficulties of 46–57. I consider the passage in an excursus at the end of this
article. <Not found.>

New Identifications in P. Oxy. 2180 371



6 α� γF δικαι3ν µ= παρ� α� γγ�λων, τ�κνα,
α' λλων α� κο/ειν α.τ- |δ� �λ$λυθα

8 [Y πα̃ι κλειν- Ο�δ�που καλο/µενο].13

The line was deleted by Wunder, and his case against it has been restated by
M. D. Reeve, GRBS 11 (1970), 286–8: the character who opens a Sophoclean
play does not identify himself, and the audience learn his name when he is
addressed with it.

I shall probably have spoken in vain. Wunder spoke, and Bruhn said ‘die
Nennung des Namens ist notwendig, damit der Zuschauer weiss, wen er vor
sich hat’: notwendig? Can he have read what Wunder wrote? Reeve spoke, and
Dawe said ‘Wunder, and others after him, who prefer their heroes to be more
modest, have sought to remove this essential line’: essential? Can he have read
what Wunder wrote, and what Reeve wrote? Now I have spoken, and the next
defender of the line will doubtless pretend that I was moved solely by dislike
of the self-exaltation. If the defenders of interpolated lines were more honest,
honest men might pay more attention to what they say.

One other line in the medieval tradition is absent from the papyrus, 531
α.τ- δ�  Hδ�  lδη δωµάτων &ξω περα̃ι; and I believe that the papyrus is right.
The line is a mere metrical stage-direction, useful perhaps to a reader but
quite purposeless on the stage:14 Oedipus is no stranger either to the audience
or to Kreon. Perhaps indeed worse than purposeless, if it detracts from the
immediacy of Oedipus’ anger at the sight of Kreon.

60–1 = fr. 42

νοε�τε πάντε, κα� ν]οο[+ντε, n �γF60 ]οο
·
[

ο.κ &τιν @µ3ν Hτι] �ξ [,ου νοε�.]
·
εξ[

foot of column] [
] [

60 ο
·
[, left arc 61 ]

·
, speck from end of cap

13 The construction will be ‘I who am called Oedipus famous in the eyes of all’, with πα̃ι
κλειν� attributive to Ο�δ�που (the datiuus iudicantis as e.g. 40 κράτιτον πα̃ιν, Ai. 1363). The
attribute ought to be part of what he is called, but will instead be his own addition to the name;
so E. Hek. 1271–3 τ/µβωι δ� Sνοµα 3ι κεκλ$εται . . . κυν- ταλα�νη "µα, where the name is
Κυν- "µα (the scene of the naval battle of 411) and ταλα�νη the speaker’s own addition. So
also E. El. 118, I am daughter of Agamemnon and Klytaimestra, κικλ$κουι δ� µ� α� θλ�αν
Η� λ�κτραν πολι"ται: I have little doubt that she means that they call her not ‘poor Elektra’ but
simply Elektra (cf. E. Tel. 102. 11–12 Austin <= fr. 696. 11–12 Kannicht> Τ$λεφον . . . καλο+� µ�
α� το�), and that α� θλ�αν is her own addition.

14 Nobody in antiquity had thought of equipping a text with directions such as ‘enter
Oedipus’; I suppose that when texts were produced for private reading there might have been
a tendency to interpolate lines such as this to suit the convenience of a reader. But this opens up
a much wider question than I have any desire to consider here.
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The fragment fits the end of no other column down to 633 (the latest point
at which we can be sure of the limits of the columns). We might in theory
have the ends of two long lines with two shorter lines below; but I find no
possibility of this in the first 700 lines (I have looked no further). It would in
any case be very unlikely indeed in trimeters, in which �ξ could not come
later than the tenth element.

91–5 = fr. 30

ε� τ3ν]δ[ε χρ$ιζει πληιαζ�ντων κλ/ειν,91 ]δ[
fτο�]µο [ ε�πε�ν, ε,τε κα� τε�χειν &ω.]µ

·
ο
·

·
[

� π]άντα[ α1δα. τ3νδε γὰρ πλ�ον φ�ρω]α
·
ντα

·
[

τ- π�]νθο[ \ κα� τ" �µ" ψυχ" π�ρι.]νθο
·
[

λ�γοι]µ[� α} ν οZ �  lκουα το+ θεο+ πάρα.95 ]µ
·
[

92 ]µ
·
, a trace on the line from the central arc 93 ]α

·
, the tip of the tail 94 θ,

the remains now resemble ε (shaped like a roman lower-case e), except that there is a
tiny trace of the right arc continuing below the cross-stroke ο

·
[, two traces, from

the top left and bottom left arc, with the surface lost between them 95 ]µ
·
[, the

top (both tips)

109. In place of δυτ�κµαρτον the papyrus had δυτεκµάρτου, an
unmetrical assimilation to the enclosing genitives.

ο# δ� ε�� πο+ γ"; πο+ τ�δ� ε@ρε]θ$[εται

,χνο παλαια̃ δυτεκµάρτο]υ α�[τ]�α[;
110 �ν τ"ιδ� &φακε γ"ι· τ- δ! ζητο/]µενο[ν

The remains of 109 are divided between two established fragments: ]υα
·
[

(tops: of υ, both arms) below 108 η; ]ι
·
[.]ι·α· [ (bottoms; the first a minute

speck) above 110 µεν. The two sets of letters are in the right position in
relation to one another and to the beginning of the line.15

117 (on an established fragment)

116 ο.δ� α' γγελ�] τι ο.[δ! υµπράκτ]ωρ Y[δο+
κατε�δ�, Hτου] τι �κ[µαθFν �χρ]$ατ� α' ν;

The medieval manuscripts have variants κατε�δ� and (unmetrically)
κατε�δεν. In the papyrus, κατειδ fits the available space; κατειδεν is much too
long.

118 = fr. 43

15 R.’s ]κ
·
µ
·
[ (for ]υα

·
[) is the best that can be done to accommodate the traces to the true text.

But ]κ was not written, nor would the letters be in the right position.
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The fragment has only two letters, ]ων [; it is broken off below them, but
above them has unwritten papyrus for the space of 11 lines. We have three
fragments with letters from near the ends of 106–21. I show them as far as
119, with fr. 43 to their right; its location is confirmed by the horizontal fibres,
which continue across the gap. The edges of fr. 43 are very irregular; I have
not attempted to represent them exactly.

121. In this line, the last of eight (114–21) from which letters are preserved
on an established fragment, there are problems for which I can find no solu-
tion. I print the line together with the line before it.

120 ]υ
·
ροιµαθ[ τ- πο�ον; �ν γὰρ π�λλ� α} ν �ξε]/ροι µαθ[ε�ν,

]. .µ.[ α� ρχ=ν βραχε�αν ε� λάβοιµεν �λπ�δο.

121 ]. ., two tiny specks from letter-tops, with the papyrus broken off below them

.[, a speck just below the level of the tops

First, the content of the lacuna on the left. In 114–20 the letters of the
medieval text will give an even margin. (In 114–17 another fragment has
letters from mid-line; everything tallies). But if in 121 one equates the µ of the
papyrus with the µ of λάβοιµεν, the medieval text gives a supplement which is
about five letters too short.

One might think simply of a five-letter intrusion in the papyrus text;16 but
there is a second difficulty. Although the trace after µ might be reconciled
with ε (top left arc), the traces before µ cannot readily be reconciled with

106 ]τελλ
·
[ειαφω 

]ειντ
·
[ινα ] [

]θη[εται ] [
]υα

·
ι
·
[τ]ι

·
α
·
[ ] [

110 ]µενο[ν ] [
]ενον[ ] [

]ο [ ] [
]ονω[ι ] [

]ν
·
παλ

·
[ιν ] [

115 ]ταλ[η ] [
]ωρο[δου ] [

]ηατα� [ν ] [
]οφοβω[ιφυγ]ων [

119 ]ιδωφ[ρααι

16 The copyist started to write the wrong word, realized his mistake after five letters, deleted
the letters, and continued: such things do happen, but not very often. I had wondered about a
dittographic expansion of ειανει into ειανειανει; but that would still leave us a letter short.

New Identifications in P. Oxy. 2180374



οι: they are closer to µ than they should be (and if the second were from ι
I should expect the foot also to be preserved); they are also slightly high. They
might more readily be assigned to the two arms of υ: they are in the right
position, and the arms of υ do sometimes rise slightly above neighbouring
letters.

I am quite unable to find a solution; nor indeed have we enough evidence
to do so. If in place of �λπ�δο (for which I should shed no tears) the papyrus
had ε]υµ (or α]υµ, or ο]υµ), the medieval text down to λάβοιµεν is of the right
length for the space before it; but I find nothing that would give an acceptable
solution on those lines.

187–91. These lines are not in P. Oxy. but in PSI. My comments are based
on the photograph (murky, and not always easy to read) in the Ashmolean
Museum.

I transcribe the lines from ed. pr. I do not dispute the reading of any of the
surviving letters (most of them are clear enough on the photograph); what I
do dispute is the indication given of the content of lacunae.

187 παιωνδελαµ[πειτονοε

ατεγηρυο[µαυλο

ω]νυπερωχ[ρυεαθυγατερδιο

190 ευω]παπεµψο[ναλκαν

. . . . .]ον. .[

In 189 the lacuna at the beginning is not nearly filled by ω], and I do not
doubt that the papyrus had τω]ν; for τ3ν in place of |ν in lyrics without
metrical necessity cf. Ai. 226 τάν, 256 τ�ν, Ant. 1137 τάν, Ph. 708 τ3ν, 1127
τάν. In more detail: I can see περωχ[ on the photograph, but before that the
papyrus is damaged and the photograph unclear, and I can identify nothing;
presumably ]νυ can be identified on the papyrus, but from the photograph
all I can say is that there is space for υ preceded by part of ν. I should judge the
surviving part of ν to be less than half; but whatever part survives, ω plus
the other part is quite inadequate to fill the lacuna on the left. Indeed ω
plus the whole of ν would be inadequate: if one makes a tracing of ων in 179
or 185 or 187 (all three are of exactly the same width) and superimposes it
here with the ω aligned with the margin, the ν falls short of the edge of the
fragment––so far short that one would expect the beginning of the letter after
ν to fall within the lacuna. But supply τω]ν, and the supplement will fit
without difficulty.

In 191 the count of five letters missing on the left is misleading. Before ]ον
(which is identifiable on the photograph) the space available is much the
same, certainly, as that which will have been occupied by the five letters of
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ευω]πα; but it is also much the same as that occupied by the seven letters
of ατεγηρ. A tracing of αρεατετ] (no wide letters, and some narrow) shows
that it fits the space.

426 = fr. 48 ]τακαιτ.[, joining the end of the line preserved on an estab-
lished fragment, ]τ

·
[.]υµοντοµα. When the fragments are placed together the

join is unmistakable; there are indeed two tiny overlaps where fibres have
separated from the surface beneath.

πρ- τα+τα κα� Κρ�ον]τα κα� το.µ-ν τ�µα

τ.[, most of τ (the right-hand tip on the other fragment), then the outer edge of a left
arc.

(In 425 there has been a parablepsy in ed. pr.: read το]ι
·
 οι τεκνοι.)

437–41. To the four fragments already located I have added five more, 35,
37, 39, 45, 52.

head of column

437 πο�]οι[ι; µε�]ν[ον· τ� δ�] µ� �κ[φ/ει] βροτ3ν;

[––
x[δ�  C]µ�[ρα] φ/ει [ε κα]� διαφθερ[ε�.
––
n[ πάντ� α' ]γαν [α�νι]κτὰ κα� αφ[" λ�γε]ι.
––

440 ο1[κ]ουν [G τα+τ� α' ρι]τ[ο] ε@ρ�[κειν &]φυ;

––
441 τ[οια]+[τ� 6νε�διζ� οZ &µ� ε@ρ$ει µ�γαν.

[––

437 ]µ
·
�., the right foot of µ, and above it a trace too far to the right for top of µ;

between µ and ε, the tip of the φ below κ
·
[, an initial upright, too close to ε for τ

to be likely 438 ]φ, half the body of the letter, and its tip three letters to the left
of the ν above ]ι

·
, specks on the very edge |θ

·
, a bottom left arc ε

·
, ink

52
35 | 39

37 ] [
437 ]ν[ ]µ

·
�.εκ·

[
]φυει

·
[ ]ι

·
διαφ|θ

·
ε
·
ρ
·
[

45 ]γ
·
α
·
ν
·
[ ]κτακ|α

·
αφ

·
[

440 ]ουν ]τ
·
[.]·ε·|υρι·[

441 ]υ
·
[
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from the bottom edge ρ
·
[, foot of an upright 439 ]γ

·
, the right-hand half of

the crossbar meeting (as in 513 γαρ) the top of α α
·
, the top third, descending at

a slight slant from just above the crossbar of γ to the point (just visible) where the two
strokes diverge ν

·
[, the top left corner (broken) and the tip of the second upright

]κ, the ends of arm and leg and a speck from the upright φ
·

[, part of a left arc
440 ]

·
, a trace from the end of the cap ε

·
 |, a speck from the top left arc ι

·
[,

the very top 441 ]υ
·
[, the left arm; the foot is at the top of an established

fragment

In 438 the papyrus has φ/ει for the φ/ει of the medieval tradition. But
there can be no doubt that the future φ/ει, linked with διαφθερε�, is right: the
revelation of Oedipus’ parentage, and his destruction, are indissolubly the
same. That φ/ει picks up the tense of �κφ/ει is not an argument in its favour
but an explanation of how it arose.

460–7. I have no new fragments to add; but from the fragments already
identified I can establish that in 461 the papyrus had κα} ν λάβηι µ� �ψευµ�νον

(with all manuscripts but L), and did not agree with L in omitting the µ�.
The lyrics are indented by the space of about three letters; their colometry

can be established with the help of 474–5 (see below). Except for 463 ]Yντ[
their remains are on two narrow vertical strips, of which the left-hand one
has lost most of its surface; I use round brackets instead of square, e.g. )ιπ(,
to mean ‘the letters I expect here are ιπ, but the traces are too scanty for
verification’. I put the margin of error in my expectations at about 1 mm.

460 Yµ�πορ� τε] κα� φ[ονε/·] κα� τ[α]+τ� �F[ν
ε,ω λο]γ�[ζο]υ· κα} ν λ[άβηι µ�] �ψε[υµ�νον,
φάκε]ιν &[µ�] lδη µ[αντικ"ι] µη[δ!ν φρονε�ν.

τ�] Hντ[ιν�) α�  (θεπι�πεια] [
∆ελφ� ε)4π(ε π�τρα,

465 α' ρρητ� α� ρρ)$τ(ων τελ�αν]τα [
φοιν�αιι] χε[ρ�ν;
Oρα νιν α� ε)λ(λάδων . . .

461 ]γι[, on broken and abraded papyrus, the crossbar of γ, a speck from near its
foot, and a speck from ι near its foot; the traces are compatible also with ζ, but they
are in the right place for γι and the wrong place for ζ The length of the lacuna
between λ[ and ]εψ can be established accurately from the supplements in the lines
above and below, and without question it held [αβηιµ] and not [αβηι]: the lacuna is
of c. 25 mm., and without µ (which is wide) the letters would fall short of filling it by
between 4 and 5 mm.17

17 Dain and Dawe both say that µ� is omitted by the papyrus. This falsehood is presumably a
mistaken inference from the supplement [αβηι] printed in ed. pr.; that supplement is mani-
festly (else there would have been a note) no more than a transcription of Pearson’s text,
without any implication as to its suitability to the lacuna.
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473–5. I print the lines simply for the sake of the colometry; which will be
the same as that of the corresponding 463–5.

[&λαµψε γὰρ το+ νιφ�εντο]
α� ρτ�ω φα]ν[ε�α

475 φάµα] Παρν[αο+ τ-ν α' δηλον

The content of 475, as printed above, is established by that of 465. In 474 the
only trace, a serifed foot above the first upright of ν in ]παρν[, can be
accounted for only as the first upright of ν in φα]ν[εια, with a division
νιφ�εντο | α� ρτ�ω; from this it follows that in 463–4 the division was
θεπι�πεια | ∆ελφ�. Finally, we may safely suppose 476 α' νδρα πάντ� �χνε/ειν |
~ 466 φοιν�αιι] χε[ρ�ν |: a heavy stop at the end of each, and metrically they
are the same as 464 ~ 474.

501–4 (500–3 by Pearson’s numbering).18 I place here fr. 29, which R.
assigns to 971–4. On the left, his readings; then my readings; then the text of
501–4 (in 504 there are two letters from the fragment with 504–12).

501 Lower part of an upright: τ and π equally possible (also γ, η, ι, κ, ν, ρ) 502 κ
complete. Below it the surface is damaged, and R. supposes a paragraphos (required
by his location) to have been entirely lost; but I should have expected its right end to
be visible beyond the damage 503 Left arc: ο and  equally possible 504
Either π or τ: a crossbar (at the wrong level for a paragraphos19) extending left into the
margin (as is normal20); beneath it, aligned with the uprights of 501 and 502, an
upright, lost except for ink from its foot (R.’s η

·
) and perhaps a hint of its junction

with the crossbar.

I find no place in the dialogue of the play in which a κ at line-beginning
is preceded and followed by initial letters compatible with the traces here; not
962–5, with ν, κ, φ, τ, since there would need to be a paragraphos not only

501 τ
·
[ π

·
π[λ�ον \ �γF φ�ρεται

[ κ[ κ[ κ[ρ�ι ο.κ &τιν α� ληθ$·

ο[ 
·
[ [οφ�αι δ� α} ν οφ�αν

504 η
·

[ π
·

[ π[αραµ]ε�[ψειεν α� ν$ρ.

18 There is bound to be some inexactitude when with a sensible colometry one’s numbering
has to be based on a colometry as aberrant as Brunck’s; but Brunck’s 500 is | ε�δ�τε· α� νδρ3ν δ�
Hτι µάντι |, and Pearson’s 500 ought to be one line higher. <Lloyd-Jones and Wilson number as
Pearson.>

19 It is 2.8 mm. below the bottom of 
·
. This is the normal spacing between lines of

writing; a paragraphos would come at about half the distance.
20 π or τ as first letter of a line is aligned, more or less, by its (initial) upright, so that the

crossbar protrudes into the margin by about the same amount as a paragraphos. So in all
surviving instances: 441 |τοια+τ�, 454 |τ"ι, 505 |πρ�ν, 508 |πτερ�εα, 509 |ποτ�.
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under κ but under ν as well. I am less certain about the lyrics, where search is
harder; but when my placing puts the fragment not only in the right part
of the play but close to another fragment, I have not much doubt that it
is right.

I have supposed (except in one detail) that the papyrus had the same
colometry as Pearson, just as it does in the seven lines from 504 | παραµε�ψειεν

to 509 | ποτ�. Here in 501–4 Pearson’s colometry is also that of LA, except that
where Pearson divides µάν|τι LA divide µάντι | πλ�ον; since Alexandrian
colometry likes to divide at word-end rather than in mid-word, I have pre-
ferred |πλ�ον to µάν|τι (the choice does not affect my identification: the trace
of 501 suits either |π or |τ).

520–30. To the seven fragments which contribute to these lines I have
added five more: 31, 33, 36, 44, 49.

There are vestiges (in some cases minute) of all paragraphoi but that below
524.

520 ]γ, speck of upright, end of crossbar 521 ]ι
·
, the trace rising to the left from

its foot is a serif (it stops just short of the edge) κ
·
[, on the line, ink from the

serif; most of the rest of the letter is on the adjoining fragment 522 α
·
[, traces

consistent with α or λ ]κ
·
, tips of arm and leg A fibre lost just below mid-

letter from fr. 36 αι[ is the fibre projecting to the left from fr. 49 ]. .φ λ
·
], the left

foot; the right foot (with part of ω) is on an established fragment, above ]ου (and the
ν, tops only, on a third fragment, below µε) 524 δ

·
�, top of δ followed by an

undamaged apostrophe ο
·
[, left arc ]µ

·
α
·
[, vestiges, above 525 θη, of the

underside of µ and the toe of α; not ]ε
·
ν
·
[, and the position is right for ]µε[ 525

See below 528 δ
·
[, bottom left and top; most of the rest of the letter is on an

established fragment ]α-, the tail, with the last 1.0 mm. of a makron above the
letter ο

·
[, ink from the left arc 530 No breathing above α[: the high ink is

the top of α itself In the following lacuna the space requires [αγ], with scriptio
plena, not [γ] From the space, δρ3ι [ο# not δρ3ι[ν ο#

36 + 49
31 ]γ

·
ο[ C] ζηµ�α µ[οι το+ λ�]γο[υ] το/του φ�ρε[ι, 520

α[ ]ικακ
·
[ α� λλ� ε� µ�[γιτον, ε]� κακ- µ!ν �ν [π�λει,

κα
·
[ ]κ

·
αιφιλ

·
[ κα[κ- δ! πρ- ο+] κα� φ�λων [κεκλ$οµαι.

αλ[ α� λ[λ� Iλθε µ!ν δ= το+το τ]ο1ν[ειδο, τάχ� α} ν

δ
·
�ο
·
[

[
δ� 6[ργ"ι βιαθ!ν] µα̃[λλο]ν \ γν�[µηι φρεν3ν.
το1]πο δ[� �φάν]θη τα�[ �µα� γν�[µαι Hτι 525

44 π]ειθε� [Y] µάντι τοG λ[�γ]ου ψ[ευδε� λ�γοι;

]νταδ
·
[ 33 η.δα̃το [µ!ν] τάδ[�,] ο4δ[α δ� ο. γ]ν�[µηι τ�νι.

]νδ
·
[ ]α-πο

·
[ �]ξ 6µµάτ[ω]ν δ� 6ρθ3[ν τε κ]α� π� 6[ρθ" φρεν-

]ατο[ κατη[γορε�]το το.[π�κληµ]α το[+τ� µοι;

]υ
·
ν[ ο.κ ο4δα[· α>  γ]ὰρ δρ3ι [ο# κρατο]+ν[τε ο.χ Yρ3.
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In three places in these lines the readings of the papyrus are of importance
for the establishment of the text.

(a) 523–4. The placing of fr. 31 can admit no doubt. It fits no other position
in the play; and the reading it gives, δ� 6ργ"ι, is not only an intelligible variant
on the 6ργ"ι of the medieval tradition but a superior variant. As a variant it is
new, but as a conjecture it is old: <δ�> was proposed by Moriz Schmidt in
1861, and was placed by Bruhn in the text of his revision (1897) of Schnei-
dewin–Nauck.

There are, this passage apart, eight instances in Sophocles of an elided
postpositive at verse-juncture (6 δ�, 2 τε); five of them are in this play. (The
ancient practice, continued by medieval tradition, is to put the postpositive,
as here, at the beginning of the second verse.) For the order τάχ� α} ν δ� (and not
the τάχα δ� α' ν of e.g. Ar. Wasps 281, Pl. Phdr. 265b) cf. Th. 6. 2. 4, and in
tragedy τάχ� α} ν γάρ at E. Alk. 1101, Hkld. 462.21

With this text the µ!ν . . . δ� correspond (the δ$ insisting on the truth of the
µ�ν-clause), and α� λλά introduces the whole complex (in which the weight
is of course on the δ�-clause) as a correction of Kreon’s assessment of the
situation: ‘Oh, but it’s not quite like that: this imputation was made, certainly,
but I dare say in compulsive anger rather than as a considered judgement.’

In the text without δ� the τάχ� α' ν has of course to be taken, as in this
text, only with 6ργ"ι βιαθ!ν κτλ. (that the imputation Iλθεν is a matter of
knowledge, not surmise), and τάχ� α} ν κτλ. will have to carry the weight of the
sentence: ‘Oh, but this imputation was made, I dare say, in . . .’. I find two
difficulties. First, the (µ!ν) δ$ ought to stress the truth or certainty of the
statement it introduces, and this consorts very oddly with the mere surmise of
τάχ� α' ν. Second, I do not believe that τάχ� α} ν κτλ. could be felt as carrying the
weight: one would naturally articulate before it, with τάχ� α' ν in its normal
position at the beginning of its colon, and that would give a sentence like OK
964 θεο� γὰρ Iν οUτω φ�λον, | τάχ� α' ν τι µην�ουιν ε� γ�νο πάλαι, where
Oedipus’ main point is simply ‘it was the will of the gods’, and his speculation
about their motives is only secondary. If our sentence be treated thus, the
result is of course impossible.

To the question utrum in alterum abiturum erat? there can only be one
answer. It is common enough for a particle to be interpolated into an
asyndeton, but who, in a text without δ�, would have suspected asyndeton?
And how likely is it that a particle should be interpolated in this position?
Whereas for a particle to be lost in this position might be thought especially
easy.

21 <Footnote intended but not written.>
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(b) In 525 the papyrus has not ]π
·
ρ
·
ο
·
δ[ but ]π

·
ο
·
δ[, i.e. το1]πο δ[’ �φάνθη. The

]π
·
ο
·
δ[ (bottoms of πο, most of δ) is on the top edge of a fragment, above 526

]ε
·
ιθει[. To the left of ο (bottom left arc) are the feet of two uprights; the first

has a serif to the left (just visible between the upright and the edge of the
papyrus), the second is not serifed but curls round to the right. The only
uprights which curl round to the right are the final uprights of π and η (all
others, including that of ρ and the first upright of π, are serifed22); these two
uprights therefore are the two uprights of π. The space agrees: the first
upright is directly above the left-hand side of the  of π]ε

·
ιθ, and |του fits

exactly into the same space as |πει.

(c) In 528 the κα� π� of the papyrus seems to me clearly preferable to the κα� ξ of
the medieval tradition. If you accuse a person in his absence, the accusation
cannot be said to proceed from your eyes or facial expression; and in �ξ
6µµάτων 6ρθ3ν the �ξ will be used as in Tr. 875 β�βηκε ∆ηιάνειρα τ=ν

πανυτάτην | Yδ3ν α� πα3ν �ξ α� κιν$του ποδ�, Ph. 91 ο. γὰρ �ξ fν- ποδ- |
Cµα̃ τοο/δε πρ- β�αν χειρ�εται, El. 455, OK 848, in a sense which I
suppose to be something like ‘on the basis of’.

If we continue with κα� ξ 6ρθ" φρεν�, the same preposition will necessarily
be understood in the same sense. Perfectly possible, of course. But whereas
the accusation cannot be said to proceed from the eyes, it can very properly
be said to proceed from the mind in which it originated; and the use of the
different preposition would serve to bring this out. Only a nuance; but a
nuance that seems to me more worthy of Sophocles.

And once again, utrum in alterum abiturum erat? Easy enough to write κα� ξ

for κα� π� under the influence of the preceding �ξ; no such inducement to write
κα� π� for κα� ξ.

575–7 = fr. 34. The fragment comes immediately above another fragment
(parts of 577–80), with which it shares two letters; a third fragment has the
end of 574–7.

µαθε�ν δικ]αι3 [τα1θ� αT περ κα� µο+ G] ν+ν.575 ]α
·
ι
·
ω[

�κµάνθαν]ε· ο. γ[ὰρ δ= φονεG α� λ�]οµαι.]ε
·
ουγ

·
[

τ� δ"τ�; α� δελφ]=ν τ=[ν �µ=ν γ$µα &χ]ει;]η
·
ντη[

α' ρνηι ο.]κ &νετιν [|ν α� νιτορε�.

575 ]α
·
, the tip of the tail ι

·
, the lower half ω[, almost intact, but broken

off at the top; if the expected circumflex was written, it will have been wholly lost

22 The serif projects to the left (usually rising fairly sharply, and sometimes with a downward
extension to the right); it is often pronounced (overall it may be half as long as the upright
itself), though occasionally it degenerates into a mere slight clubbing of the foot.
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576 ]ε
·
, a vestige of the tip of the bottom arc, not reconcilable with ν γ

·
[, a trace

of the serif at the foot and a speck from the top left 577 ]η
·

, tips of the two
uprights; most of the letter, from the cross-stroke downwards, is on the other
fragment ν, complete except for the lower half of the first upright; a speck from
the foot of this upright is on the other fragment

In 575, εκµανθανε was written with scriptio plena: even if the final ε had
vanished entirely its presence could be inferred from the space, which would
not be filled without it. But in 576 the α of δ"τα was not written: there is no
room for more than δητ�.

UNPLACED FRAGMENTS

There are seven fragments which I have not been able to locate. At least two of
them (47, 53) are not from our text; two others (50, 51) are too small to be
locatable, or worth locating, unless they can be related physically to adjacent
fragments.

Fr. 32. There is nothing to suggest that it is not in the same hand as the main
bulk of the fragments. The obvious clue to its location is the point in ]ν·ε[ (or
]ν·θ[); I have searched the play for places where there might be a point in this
position, but have found none that fits. I have found one that comes so near
to fitting that I will give it here; but there are too many difficulties for me to
regard the identification as more than a very uncertain possibility.

τ-ν χρυοµ�τρ]α[ν τε κικλ$κω1 ].[
τα̃δ� �π�νυµ]ο[ν γα̃, 210]ο[
ο�ν3πα Βάκχο]ν, ε[1ιον]ν·ε

·
[

µαινάδων Yµ�]τ[ολον,].τ· [
πελαθ"ναι φλ�]γ[οντ� . . .5 ]ι

·
[

1 ].[, part of the tail of α or λ, or perhaps of the leg of κ 3 ε
·
[, or θ: the left edge,

with a vestige of the cross-stroke 4 ]., on the edge of the papyrus, a minute
speck on the line, just clear of ; before τ it could only be from α τ

·
[, part of the

crossbar; π perhaps not excluded, but unlikely 5 ]ι
·
[, an upright, lacking only its

very foot; to its left at the bottom vestiges of a serif (ν perhaps not excluded, with the
last trace not from a serif but from the diagonal); to its right, at the top, clear papyrus
for 0.6 mm., with nothing to suggest that ink has been lost (i.e. that γ might have been
written)

This identification would put the fragment lower down in the same col-
umn as 197–201 (PSI plus fr. 40). The colometry is secure: the line-beginning
of 209, preceded by a strong pause here and a moderate one in the strophe
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(196), is not to be doubted; those of 210–13 are guaranteed by those in the
strophe (197–200).

The first question to ask is whether a point would have been written here; it
is by no means an obvious place. But modern editors have varied in their
punctuation, some putting a comma after Βάκχον but some after ε1ιον, and
I could sympathize with a man who inserted a point to insist on the former
phrasing. It may perhaps be relevant that the point seems to have been added
after the text was written (above the tops of the letters, which have normal
spacing); unlike those at 451 ν·ο, 515 ν·ε, and 461 υ·κ, which look to have been
written as part of the text.23

The difficulties which deter me are these:
(a) whereas the initial supplements in 209, 211, 212 are consistent with one

another for length, that in 210 is short by about the equivalent of an average
letter; one would need to suppose that (unless the reading was different; but
why should it be?) ταδε was written with scriptio plena, and I think this very
unlikely; 24

(b) the speck before  is incompatible with ο; one would need to suppose it
to be casual ink;

(c) in 213, ]ι
·
[ is in the right place for the upright of the γ in φλ�γοντ�;

one would need to suppose either that I am wrong in thinking that γ was not
written, or that the text of the papyrus was not that of the medieval
manuscripts.25

If the identification could be established, we should add to the authority
for 212 Yµ�τολον (certainly right in any case): the µον�τολον of the
generality of medieval manuscripts would be too long.

Fr. 41

]υντ
·
[

]λ
·
ει
·
[

23 As part of the text also, I should think, at 446 ·; but at 430 ν·ο the point looks to be the
same as ours.

24 Scriptio plena occurs twice at a strong pause, 530 and 576 (I should expect a point to be
written, but in neither case can I verify it); otherwise only once, 530 δρ3ι [ο#. The elided vowel
is omitted 22 times; the apostrophe, where verifiable, is more often written than not. (I have not
investigated instances where both the letters adjoining the vowel are in a lacuna, even where the
available space would be decisive for the presence or absence of the vowel.)

25 There are discrepancies between strophe and antistrophe which people resolve as follows
(I mark what I judge to be the Alexandrian colometry):

200 str. | τ-ν � <τα̃ν> πυρφ�ρων α� τραπα̃ν | κράτη ν�µων, � Ζε+ πάτερ, |
213 ant. | πελαθ"ναι φλ�γοντ� α� γλα3|πι <−∪−> πε/και �π� τ-ν |

It may be that this is not the right approach; but I can think of no approach that will resolve
our difficulty.
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1 τ
·
[ rather than the left-hand half of π; it may be indeed, but I cannot be sure, that

the crossbar actually ends at the edge 2 ]λ
·
, the main stroke; or α? ι

·
[, the

lower two-thirds of an upright; conceivably ρ, hardly ν or π

I am confident that this is not by our copyist. Anomalies: the top of the
second upright of ν, normally unadorned, is hooked right round to the left;
the crossbar of τ

·
 droops down to the right, thickening as it goes (even more

anomalous if π); the λ
·
 does not have the curving tail normal in λ and α; the

ε is abnormally small.

Fr. 46

].χ[
]. .λ[

]ι[

1 ]., a dot on the line 2 ]. ., a speck on the line, then the lower half of an
upright, the foot neither serifed nor curved; between them 1.8 mm., with (except at
the very left) unwritten papyrus up to mid-letter. The two might be combined as π, or
possibly η; otherwise ι preceded by a final upright

I greatly doubt whether this is by our copyist. The χ (right half, with left
foot and part of leg) is unusually narrow and anomalously shaped; the ι in 3
has an excessive leftward serif at the top. In 2, if ].ι, the lack of a serif at the
foot would be surprising; if ]π or (especially) ]η, the straight foot rather
less so.

T. F. Brunner (ZPE 66 [1986], 295), working on the ]χ[, ]ιλ[, ]ι[ of ed. pr.,
locates the fragment at 798–800. I should expect this to be mistaken (the
wrong part of the play), and so it is: one would need to read ]

·
χ[ and ]α

·
ι
·
λ[,

and neither of these is possible.26

Fr. 47
]ν[

]ψεν[
]. .[

3 ]. .[, the tip of an upright, then the upper edge of an arc

Not from this play: it fits none of the three instances of ψεν (306, 739, 789);
nor, if ψεν was written in error for final -ψε, does it fit any of the three

26 Brunner’s other suggestions also are mistaken (fr. 39 = 119–21 or 1246–8, fr. 48 = 1215): I
have now anchored the fragments securely at 438–40 and 426. One of the suggestions indeed
was stillborn: at 119–21 he assigns to fr. 39 letters already known to be on another fragment,
securely located by R.
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instances of final -ψε (323, 473, 827). Nor I think is it by our copyist: the hand
is similar, but much less carefully executed.

Fr. 50

]κε.[. .]. .[

κ, tips of arm and leg .[, serif from the foot of an upright ]. .[, traces on a
single fibre, projecting for c. 14 mm. from above ε, from where it will have sloped
gradually downwards

Not from 440 or 462.

Fr. 51

]υµ[
]. .[

2 ]., on the line, the very end of a stroke, sloping down fairly steeply to the right;
above it, at and above the height of a letter-top, confused traces of ink (the position
suits an apostrophe, but I cannot verify it) .[, on the very edge of the surface
(which is lost beyond it), ink apparently from the edge of a left arc

I have looked at 54 instances of υµ in the first 600 lines. Four are preserved
on other fragments; of the remaining 50 none, on a cursory inspection, seems
likely to have had below it letters that might be reconciled with the traces
here. I should have liked to place the fragment at 435–6 (in a well represented
column), where εφ]υµ[εν would be above ]δ� ο[ι; but this would be a wildly
anomalous δ: in the twelve verifiable instances, the two strokes at the right-
hand angle merge and continue as an extension of the bottom stroke.

Fr. 53

Broken and uncertain traces of one or two letters from each of four lines of
writing; the lines are spaced at intervals of 3.7 mm. Quite certainly not from
the text of our play, in which the lines are spaced at intervals of 5.6 mm.
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Lyric-and-iambic Duets in Euripides

I propose in this paper to examine those scenes in the plays of Euripides
which consist of a duet or dialogue conducted partly in excited lyric metres
(predominantly dochmiac) and partly in iambic trimeters similar to the
spoken iambics of dialogue. For brevity I shall refer to these two types of
metre simply as ‘lyric’ and ‘iambic’.

The alternation of metre is not haphazard: in each scene the lyrics belong
predominantly or exclusively to one character, the iambics predominantly or
exclusively to the other. Now this distinction in metre corresponds in general
with a distinction of mood: in each scene the lyric character has given way to
strong emotion, the iambic character is (relatively at any rate) calm and self-
possessed. The lyrics, that is, are, as one might a priori expect, the medium of
emotional expression, the iambics a mark of relative calm. Pretty certainly the
contrast was emphasized by a distinction in delivery, only the lyrics being
sung. <Cf. Barrett’s Hippolytos, pp. 266–7 and 319.>

Nevertheless there are exceptions to the general distinction of metre: on
occasion the lyric character uses iambics, on occasion the iambic character
uses lyric. It is with these exceptions that I am primarily concerned in this
paper. If, as seems certain, the distinction in metre is in general meant to
express a difference in mood, any exception to the general distinction cannot
be arbitrary: iambics uttered by the lyric character must mark a temporary
calming-down, lyrics uttered by the iambic character a momentary yielding
to emotion. This I shall attempt to establish as a rule.

<This paper seems to have been originally intended for a lecture and then to have developed as a
written disquisition, which never achieved its final form. Parts of it exist in several drafts, the
latest of which contains pencil corrections and additions and lacks the concluding section of the
Appendix. The absence of reference to G. W. Bond’s Hypsipyle of 1963 provides a terminus ante
quem, but the work may date from many years earlier than that. In the earlier drafts B. does not
yet use lunate sigmas (which he was already using, though not consistently, in 1951, as appears
from the typescript of a paper on ‘Some Interpolations in Euripides’ Hippolytus’ which he
read to the Oxford Philological Society in that year); he uses the radical spellings Hippolutos,
Hupsipule, etc., rather than the Hippolytos, Hypsipyle, which he used in his Hippolytos and
thereafter.>



First (after two prefatory sections), I shall classify certain ‘licences’––that is,
divergences, real or apparent, from the strict distinction of complete iambic
trimeters on the one hand and lyric metres on the other––and maintain
that these licences do not constitute exceptions to the general distinction.
Second, I shall examine, scene by scene, the surviving exceptions to the
distinction, and attempt to show that each of them either has a motive or is
to be removed by the correction of a false ascription in the manuscripts or the
current texts. If (as I think I can) I can do this plausibly for each exception,
I shall have established my rule; thereby I shall also have confirmed my
arguments over the individual exceptions.

The greater part of these lyric-and-iambic scenes in Euripides have no
strophic correspondence. Of these astrophic scenes there are eighteen in all,
and it is to these that I shall confine myself in the main part of the paper. In
an appendix I shall deal with seven other scenes in which there is strophic
correspondence: these scenes contain the same alternation between lyrics and
iambics, and so are obviously relevant here, but they differ in so many ways
from the astrophic scenes (e.g. many are monodies) that they need separate
treatment. My generalizations in the main part of the article will not (unless
explicitly) include the strophic scenes.

The eighteen astrophic scenes are: Hipp. 565–600, 874–84, Andr.
825–65, Hek. 681–720, Supp. 1072–9, Her. 909–21, 1178–1213, Tro. 235–91,
1209–50, IT 644–56, 827–99, Ion 763–99, 1437–1509, Hel. 625–97, Ph. 103–92,
1335–55, Hyps. lxiv. 2. 13–54 <= fr. 759a. 1590–1632 Kannicht>, Bacch.
1024–42.

The seven strophic scenes (dealt with in the appendix) are: Alk. 244–79,
Med. 1271–81 ~ 1282–92, Hipp. 817–33 ~ 836–51, Hkld. 75–94 ~ 95–110
(+ lacuna), Her. 735–48 ~ 750–61, Or. 1246–65 ~ 1266–85, Or. 1353–65
~ 1537–48.

DELIVERY

That the lyrics are sung is hardly disputable. That the iambics are not sung is
to be assumed on two main grounds: (a) their similarity to the iambics of
ordinary dialogue, (b) the emotional difference in the content of the lyrics
and the iambics. An additional ground, for what it is worth, is the fact that the
manuscripts show no Doric forms in the iambics.

The most obvious form of distinction is that of sung lyrics and spoken
iambics (so e.g. Wilamowitz on Ion 763, ‘der Alte spricht, Kreusa singt’). But
I doubt whether the distinction is always as clear-cut as that:
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(a) A character can switch in mid sentence from one metre to the other.
(Iambics to lyrics IT 827/8, Ion 1440/1, Hel. 658/9, Ph. 145/6; lyrics to iambics
Hel. 640/1. In the strophic scenes: iambics to lyrics Or. 1356/7, lyrics to
iambics Med. 1283/4, 1287/8, Hipp. 818/9, 822/3, 837/8, 845/6, Or. 1344/5,
1348/9.) Normally at the change of metre there is a pause, of a particular
kind: as a rule the part of the sentence preceding the change makes complete
sense by itself, and the part following is only an inorganic addition to it
(twice, conversely, the part preceding the change is an inorganic prefix––viz. a
vocative––to the part following). But even so the two parts are closely enough
connected for a complete change in delivery from song to speech––or speech
to song––to seem improbable; and twice (Hel. 640/1, Or. 1354/5) the change
in metre comes in the very middle of the sentence, between subject and verb,
with no possibility of a pause.

(b) A line (either an iambic trimeter or a lyric unit beginning iambically)
divided between the two characters can be delivered partly as iambics, partly
as lyrics (see below); again a complete change in delivery, from speech to
song, seems improbable.

This seems to indicate for the delivery of the iambics some kind of accom-
panied declamation or recitative; very likely the παρακαταλογ$ of [Plutarch]
de Mus. 1141a (he ascribes its invention to Archilochos; a little later he seems
to be referring to the same thing with τ3ν �αµβε�ων τ- τὰ µ!ν λ�γεθαι παρὰ

τ=ν κρο+ιν, τὰ δ! α' ιδεθαι). [Aristotle] Probl. 19. 6 may well be referring
to these scenes: διὰ τ� C παρακαταλογ= �ν τα� Lιδα� τραγικ�ν; \ διὰ τ=ν

α� νωµαλ�αν; παθητικ-ν γὰρ τ- α� νωµαλ�, κα� �ν µεγ�θει τ/χη \ λ/πη· τ- δ!

Yµαλ-ν &λαττον γο3δε.
There is, however, no reason to think that the iambics were necessarily

delivered in the same way in all the different scenes (or indeed in the whole of
any individual scene); e.g. plain speech would seem to be the most suitable
medium for Talthybios in Troades 235–91. To beg no questions I shall avoid
‘sung’ and ‘spoken’, and speak of ‘lyric’ and ‘non-lyric’ delivery.

USE OF THE CHORUS

(a) Lyrics

Normally in these scenes the lyric character (almost invariably a woman) is a
principal character in the play who has given way to emotion at some crisis
in the action: either the principal character of the scene (the scene centring
on her emotion) or one of the two principal characters (the scene centring on
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the contrast between the emotions of the two). But there are a number of
scenes where lyrics are dramatically necessary to bring out the tension and yet
the principal character’s mood is such that he must use iambics: in these
scenes Euripides makes use of the chorus as a convenient emotional pressure-
gauge, and gives them lyrics which serve to bring out at once the tension of
the scene and, by their contrast, the mood (resolution, utter despair, and the
like) of the iambic character.

The scenes in which the chorus acts as the lyric character are seven: Hipp.
565–600, Supp. 1072–9, Her. 909–21, Tro. 1209–50, IT 644–56, Ph. 1335–55,
Bacch. 1024–42. In five of them (Hipp., Supp., Tro., IT, Ph.) the iambic char-
acter is the principal character of the scene; the use of the chorus’ lyrics as
a foil to his mood is especially clear in Hipp., Tro., and Ph. In the other two
scenes the iambic character is a messenger, and there can be no question of
the use of the chorus as a foil: in the Herakles the purpose of their lyrics
is solely to bring out the tension, in the Bacchai the chorus are important
in their own right and so may count here as the principal character of the
scene.

(b) Iambics

The chorus have an iambic part in three scenes: Hipp. 844–84, Hek. 681–720,
Ion 763–99. In the Ion they play a special part in answering the questions of
the Old Man, who is the principal iambic character. In the Hippolytos and the
Hekabe they are simply a foil to the lyric character.

(c) Significance of ‘Chorus’

It seems highly improbable that the iambic lines should be delivered in uni-
son by more than one person; that is, when iambic utterances are assigned to
the chorus, it should be assumed that the lines are delivered (as in ordinary
dialogue) by the chorus-leader alone. The same I think is true (though less
obviously so) of the lyric utterances assigned to the chorus: these short
excited utterances forming part of an emotional dialogue are ill suited to the
formality of delivery in unison; and in the two scenes (Hipp. 565–600,
Bacch. 1024–42) where the chorus as lyric character also have iambic lines,
it is unlikely that if the iambics are delivered by the leader alone the
lyrics should be delivered by the whole chorus together. A little more evidence
in support of this hypothesis is provided by the strophic scenes; see the
Appendix.
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LICENCES

(1) Iambic trimeters delivered by the lyric character may have either a non-lyric
or a lyric delivery.

Obviously lyric trimeters are found elsewhere among dochmiac systems
(e.g. Hipp. 371 ~ 676, Her. 880): therefore one might reasonably expect to
find them among these dochmiacs. To a certain extent it is possible to use
mechanical criteria for the distinction of lyric and non-lyric trimeters.

(a) Isolated trimeters (i.e. trimeters, of whatever number, comprising the
whole of an utterance of the lyric character) are likely to be non-lyric. There
are nine instances of such trimeters (three in Hipp. 565–600, one at Hipp. 874,
three in Ph. 103–92, one at Hyps. lxiv. 2. 48 <= 1627>,1 one at Bacch. 1029); all
are explicable, and will be explained below, as deliberate exceptions to the
distinction of metre.

(b) Single trimeters appearing in the middle of a lyric utterance (i.e. with
lyrics both before and after) are likely to be lyric. There are six instances of
such trimeters (IT 837, 843, 845, Ph. 129, 148, 168). Four of these lines are so
embedded that lyrics both before and after belong to the same sentence; one
(IT 845) belongs to the same sentence as the following lyrics; one only
(IT 837) is syntactically independent of the surrounding lyrics.2 In no case
is it conceivable that the line coincides with any change in the character’s
mood or in the delivery. They may all therefore be regarded as purely lyric
iambics.

These criteria leave a third category still undecided: trimeters which come
at the beginning of an utterance continued by lyrics, and trimeters which
come at the end of an utterance begun as lyrics. Of these, the greater part are
indubitably non-lyric. (I include in my consideration trimeters occurring
in mixed lyric-and-iambic utterances of the iambic character, all in the
Helen.)

1 This instance is only a half-line.
2 After dochmiacs there comes:

� κρε�ον \ λ�γοιιν ε.τυχ3ν τ/χαι.
τ� φ3; θαυµάτων π�ρα κα� λ�γου
πρ�ω τάδ� �π�βα.

(So Elmsley, Museum Criticum 2 [1826], 296–7, for the meaningless and unmetrical ε.τυχ3ν
�µο+ ψυχα̃ι.) The line cannot be given to Orestes (Seidler): first, his τ- λοιπ-ν ε.τυχο�µεν of
841 is clearly answering the ε.τυχ3ν of 837; second, κρε�ον \ λ�γοιιν . . . λ�γου πρ�ω is
natural enough when one character is repeating herself, but intolerable if a second character
is repeating the words of a first.
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(c) Trimeters at the end of a lyric utterance: all non-lyric. There are six
instances, all single lines except for Ph. 133 (a half-line); in every case the
iambic line forms a new sentence (or, in one case, is preceded by a pause in
the delivery).3 Four of these instances come in the Phoinissai, in the mouth of
the lyric character (Antigone); three of them (133, 158, 179) are obviously
parallel to certainly non-lyric lines of the same character, and so must be non-
lyric, and the fourth also (138) is explicable as non-lyric. The other two
instances come in the Helen (641, 660), in the mouth of the iambic character
(Menelaos); non-lyric delivery is for him a priori likely, and the variation is in
fact explicable in each case.

(d) Trimeters at the beginning of the first utterance of the lyric character:
all non-lyric. There are four instances; in two of them (Ion 1445–6, IT
827(–8?)) the following lyrics belong to the same sentence but are preceded
by a pause; in two (Hek. 681–3, Hel. 675–6) they start a new sentence. Non-lyric
delivery is explicable in every case on the same ground, namely that the lines
are uttered before the character has completely given way to her emotion.

(e) Trimeters at the beginning of a lyric utterance other than the first
utterance of the lyric character: some non-lyric, some lyric.

(i) Explicable as non-lyric: Ph. 145 (followed by a pause; parallel to
certainly non-lyric lines), Ph. 161–2 (followed by a pause),4 Hel. 658 (uttered
by iambic character; sentence completed, with no pause, by the following
lyrics).

(ii) Probably lyric: three instances in the Hekabe (689, 699, 714). Apart
from her initial utterance (see (d) above) Hekabe has six lyric utterances;
three of these are introduced by a single iambic line (689, 699, 714).5 Clearly
all three of these lines will have the same delivery, and in two cases there are
reasons for thinking that the delivery is lyric: 689 has a double anadiplosis
(α' πιτ� α' πιτα, καινὰ καινὰ δ�ρκοµαι);6 699 has only a single dochmius after
it to complete the utterance, and the content of that dochmius justifies
no increased agitation in the delivery (&κβλητον, \ π�ηµα φοιν�ου δορ- | �ν
ψαµάθωι λευρα̃ι;).7

3 Hel. 641; see below.
4 Despite the lack (in the current texts) of punctuation at the end; see below.
5 The following lyrics begin a new sentence only after 689; but both 699 and 714 form a

complete sentence in themselves, the additions of the lyrics being inorganic.
6 Anadiplosis is very common in Euripides’ lyrics (statistics in Breitenbach, Untersuchungen

zur Sprache der euripideischen Lyrik, 214–21), and double anadiplosis occurs eleven times
(op. cit., 220); in his dialogue it is much less common.

7 The variant φον�ου has led to attempts to emend 699 into two dochmii (�κβλ"τ� Hartung,
&κβολον Weil); but φ�νι(ο) is a regular variant or error for the much rarer φο�νι(ο)––about four
times in five in Euripides––and the analogy of 689 and 714 guarantees the iambics.
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(2) When an iambic trimeter is divided between the two characters, then (under
certain conditions) the iambic character’s part may be delivered non-lyrically
and the lyric character’s part lyrically.

There are seven trimeters (Her. 910, 911, 914, Ion 763, 765, 1452, 1497) for
which this mixed delivery may be assumed. All but one (Her. 911) fulfil, and
are alone in fulfilling, certain conditions:

(a) The iambic character has the first part of the line.8

(b) The division is made at the hepthemimeral caesura.9

(c) The lyric character’s part of the line is the beginning of an utterance
continued by lyrics.10

The assumption that the first part of the line is delivered non-lyrically is an
obvious one. The assumption that the second part is delivered lyrically may

8 It seems obviously proper that in these mixed-delivery trimeters the non-lyric part should
come first. It is natural enough that the iambic character should stop in the middle of one of his
normal units, and that the lyric character should then begin by completing that unit (lyrically);
it would not be natural for the lyric character to deliver (lyrically) an incomplete part of a unit
abnormal in his lyrics in order to permit its non-lyric completion by the iambic character.

Thus in two instances (Ph. 133, Hyps. lxiv. 2. 48 <= fr. 759a. 1627>) where a normal iambic
line is so divided (at the penthemimeral caesura) that the first part goes to the lyric character,
it is a priori likely that the lyric character’s part should be delivered non-lyrically; and in fact
non-lyric delivery is in each case explicable and can in each case be argued on other grounds
(see 1 (c) and (e) above).

In one instance (Ion 1500) a line which is probably some form of an iambic trimeter is so
divided but has both parts delivered lyrically: (Κρ.) &κτεινά � α' κου�. (Ιω.) �ξ �µο+ τ� {ο.χ Hι� }
&θνηικε (ο.χ Hι� del. Wilamowitz). Here there is no justification for non-lyric delivery by
Kreousa (at the end of a dochmiac utterance) and every justification for lyric delivery by Ion;
Maas (Griech. Metrik, §76) proposed to restore a normal trimeter by reading &κτεινά � α' κου�. | �ξ
�µο+ τ� ο.χ Hι� &τλη, but (apart from the question whether &τλη makes acceptable sense) a
normal trimeter is not wanted. (There is a parallel to this division of a syncopated trimeter at
S. El. 1276 (Orestes is iambic, Elektra lyric): Ορ. τ� µ= ποι$ω; Ηλ. µ$ µ� α� ποτερ$ηι | τ3ν 3ν
προ�πων Cδονὰν µεθ�θαι.)

9 At Ion 763–5 I follow Wilamowitz and divide 763 with Victorius and 765 with L:

763 Πρ. Qµοι θάνοιµι θ/γατερ. Κρ. � τάλαιν� �γ�,
&λαβον &παθον α' χο α� β�οτον, φ�λαι.

765 Πρ. διοιχ�µεθα τ�κνον. Κρ. α�α� α�α�.

The alternative is to divide with Boissonade:

763 Κρ. Qµοι θάνοιµι. Πρ. θ/γατερ. Κρ. � τάλαιν� �γ�,
&λαβον &παθον α' χο α� β�οτον, φ�λαι.

765 διοιχ�µεθα. Πρ. τ�κνον. Κρ. α�α� α�α�.

Wilamowitz’s division has the disadvantage that the Old Man should anticipate Kreousa with a
cry of grief, and then in 768 (µ$πω τενάξηι) show so sudden a change of front. But Bois-
sonade’s has at least an equal disadvantage in the bathos of διοιχ�µεθα after Kreousa’s agonized
cry and before the second agonized cry introduced by α�α� α�α�.

10 In the three instances (Ph. 123–4, 161–2, 171–2) where the lyric character has the second
part of a trimeter and continues with a full trimeter, non-lyric delivery is to be assumed for the
whole; see (1) (a) and (e) (i) above.
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be made on three grounds (apart from the ground of the character’s mood,
which demands lyric delivery in every case):

(a) Ion. 765 is διοιχ�µεθαι τ�κνον. || α�α� α�α�, i.e. a trimeter with the anceps
of the last metron suppressed, and so a lyric unit; the second part (containing
the suppression) must be delivered as lyrics.

(b) Herakles 910 is � λευκὰ γ$ραι �µατ�. | ’|| α� νακαλε� µε τ�να, where
∪∪∪−∪∪∪ is of itself analysable as a dochmius and calls out for lyric
delivery.

(c) The second part of the line is in every case the beginning of an utterance
continued by lyrics (dochmiacs in every case but Her. 910, for which see
below); except at Ion 765 (for which in any case see (a) above) the lyrics
belong to the same sentence.

One line (Her. 911), as I have said, does not conform to these conditions; it
is βοάν. || α' λατα τα� ν δ�µοιι. || µάντιν ο.χ (the central part belongs to the
iambic character). It does, however, approximate to them: to (a) and (b) in so
far as the iambic character’s part, considered by itself, could be the beginning
of an iambic trimeter to the hephthemimeral caesura; to (c) in so far as βοάν

is a continuation of the lyric part of the preceding line, and µάντιν ο.χ is
continued by a dochmius.

There is one interesting fact about the lyric parts of these lines which
may or may not be accident: namely that they tend to be susceptible of an
alternative scansion as dochmii or related units. It would (if not accident)
explain the regularity of the apparently arbitrary break at the hephthemime-
ral caesura, and perhaps allow also an explanation of the exception at Her.
910–11.

(a) The division at the hephthemimeral caesura leaves the lyric character
with −∪−∪−; this can equally be scanned as a hypodochmius (common
enough among dochmiacs, and beginning a dochmiac utterance at e.g. Ion
719).11 In all the examples in Ion the following lyrics are dochmiac. In two
cases, however, synaphea is not preserved: 763 � τάλαιν� �γ�, | &λαβον &παθον

α' χο, 1452 τὰ γὰρ �λπ�δα | α� π�βαλον πρ�ω.
(b) Of the two lyric fragments of Her. 911 the second (−∪−) is, as a cretic,

in place before the dochmius which follows; but the first (∪−) is impossible as
an independent unit. But if the messenger’s words are neglected the chorus’
scan throughout as dochmii (I indicate the position of the Messenger’s words
by A): {ν{κ{λεv µε̆ τgν{ | βο̆α-ν; A µα-ντgν ου--χ | ε̆τε̆ρο̆ν α-ξο̆µα-ι | A αvαv A δα-gοv

| φο̆νο-ι, δα-gοv | δε̆ το̆κε̆ων χε̆ρε.

11 At Ion 765 the lyric character is left with −−∪−; this begins a dochmiac utterance at e.g.
Hipp. 866, Hyps. lxiv. 2. 15, 23 <= 1593, 1601>.
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(3) A lyric unit may be divided between the two characters in such a way that
the part given to the iambic character (always the first part) is equally susceptible
of scansion as the beginning of an iambic trimeter; the iambic character’s part is
then delivered non-lyrically, the lyric character’s part lyrically.

The assumptions that the two parts are so delivered are obvious ones.
There are in all eleven units so divided.

(a) Syncopated iambic trimeter (∪−∪− ∪−∪|−−∪−): Ion 765 (see (2) (a)
above).

(b) Syncopated iambic dimeter (∪−∪− ∪|−−): Her. 912–13.
(c) Iambelegus (×−∪−× | −∪∪−∪∪−): Ion 769, 770, 1478–9.
(d ) Iambelegus ‘klingend’ (−−∪−− | −∪∪−∪∪−∪): Hyps. lxiv. 2. 31

<= 1609>.12

(e) Iambelegus + spondee (×−∪−× | −∪∪−∪∪−−−): Her. 1185, 1186,
1187–8, Ion 1483–4.

( f ) Dochmiac dimeter: Ion 1471 Ιω. π3 ε4πα; Κρ. α' λλοθεν γ�γονα,
α' λλοθεν. Wilamowitz, following Dindorf, produces an iambic trimeter by
inserting / before γ�γονα. This is impossible: Kreousa’s part of the line must
be delivered as lyrics, and if the line is converted into a trimeter it will be
unique (a) in that Kreousa’s part will form a complete lyric utterance, (b) in
the position of the break. Furthermore, α' λλοθεν γ�γονα, α' λλοθεν calls for
dochmiac scansion. There are two possible solutions. (a) −−∪−∪− can be
swallowed as an abnormal form of a dochmius. The manuscripts offer a
number of examples of ∪−∪−∪− in certainly dochmiac contexts in Euripides
(cf. Hek. 715, 1084, Hipp. 593, 840, 841, Ion 692, 1472, Ph. 183); but even
if ∪−∪−∪− can be swallowed it does not follow that −−∪−∪− can. (b) It
can be emended into a normal dochmius. If this is done it is Ion’s π3 ε4πα

that must be changed; it may be that π3 ε4πα has replaced an original
τ� φ$ι, and that τ� φ$ι written in the margin has come thence into the
previous line (� τ�κον, τ� φ$ι; οZον οZον α� νελ�γχοµαι), where its excision
would leave two dochmii in place of cretic + two dochmii. The fact that L has
ον τ� φ$ι in rasura gives some ground for suspecting τ� φ$ι in its present
position.13

12 So the papyrus: ο,µοι κακ3ν 3ν. | µ= τ�ν� �π� ε.τυχ�αιιν. The unit appears also at Hipp.
1280; nevertheless it is much less common than the iambelegus, and so ε.τυχ�αι may be right
(Maas, BPhW 31 [1911], 331; the same reading is given, with no comment in his critical
apparatus, by Robert, Hermes 44 [1909], 378).

13 Sophocles has a similar division of a dochmiac dimeter at OK 836 ~ 879: Κρ. ∪
⎯⎯

− Χο.
−∪−∪∪∪−∪−. Kreon in that scene is elsewhere iambic.
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HIPPOLY TOS 565–600

Phaidra, listening at the palace door, hears her nurse and Hippolytos talking
inside.

Iambic: Phaidra
Lyric: the chorus.

Before the scene begins Phaidra is in a state of physical collapse and mental
exhaustion, the outcome of a long period of brooding on, and ineffectual
struggle with, her passion; she is already (401) rationally convinced that death
is the only way out, but she has no initiative left for suicide or for anything
else. So she has made no more than a half-hearted attempt to interfere with
the schemes of her nurse, who has initiative enough and sees the need for it.
And now, listening at the door, she hears that Hippolytos has been told and is
cursing her; her nurse has gained her nothing and lost her even honour.

In the Andromache (825–65; see below) Hermione, resolved on suicide,
uses lyrics to her nurse’s iambics. But Hermione’s despair has come suddenly,
in a violent revulsion from self-confident arrogance, and is a wild and
irrational thing of the emotions. Phaidra’s has been there long enough, and
this latest disaster serves only to crystallize her resolution and give her at last
the initiative for suicide (599); there is no burst of emotion, for her emotions
are exhausted, but only the quietude of utter and resolved despair. <Cf.
Barrett’s Hippolytos, p. 267.>

Therefore Phaidra uses iambics. As a foil to her resolve, and to bring
out the full tension of the scene, the chorus breaks out in the agitation of
dochmiacs. As Phaidra each time utters vague words of disaster, the chorus
press her in agitated uncertainty for the truth, drawing the tension tighter and
tighter with the greater explicitness of Phaidra’s answers till in 589–90 the
truth is out.

Licences. none.
Exceptions. At one point only Phaidra deserts iambics, for a cry of despair

at 569.14 This is soon after the beginning, once she is satisfied of the full
purport of what she hears. This one short cry has its definite function: it sets
the chorus’s agitation afoot. They at the beginning, their alarm roused but
still hesitant, have twice uttered an iambic trimeter; but now that Phaidra

14 This cry in L scans as a dochmius (�� µοι α�α�), in MBVL2 as a syncopated iambic dimeter
(�� µοι α�α� α�α�). Whether it should be treated as lyric or as extra metrum is not a matter of any
importance; it is equally justified in either case.
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calls out in despair their agitation breaks out to the full, and they question her
hereafter in dochmiacs.

At the end, when the chorus know the worst and have bewailed it in a
dochmiac passage (591–5), their uncertainty (an uncertainty of knowledge
rather than expectation) is over; thus their last question of Phaidra (598: what
will you do now?) is iambic again.

Corrupt exception. In the middle of the last lyric utterance of the chorus the
manuscripts insert an interjection of Phaidra: Χο. τὰ κρυπτὰ γὰρ π�φηνε, διὰ δ�

Sλλυαι . . . Φα. α�α� � &. Χο. πρ�δοτο �κ φ�λων. Such an interjection in the
middle of the chorus’ sentence is of itself possible enough (cf. Tr. 580, 1229),
but it would imply an extreme of emotion in Phaidra; and for her at this stage
the emotion of an interjection in any position is impossible. Deletion is
scarcely legitimate (‘auch für die schauspieler war ein wehruf an dieser stelle
deplaciert’ Wilamowitz); the interjection can be left there in the chorus’s
mouth.15

HIPPOLY TOS 874–84

Theseus has just read the tablet in the hand of the dead Phaidra.

Lyric: Theseus, in horror at its content.
Iambic: the chorus-leader.

Licences. None.
Exceptions. Theseus’ first utterance is iambic, before the horror has taken

full hold of him.
Before Theseus’ first utterance the chorus make a short dochmiac utterance

(866–70; the manuscripts add three iambic lines, but these are to be
excised).16 These lyrics, uttered to empty air while Theseus is reading the
tablet, are no part of the dialogue, which begins only at 874. The chorus’
previous utterance (852–5), at the end of Theseus’ long lyric lament, was
dochmiac, and showed them to be in a horror of anticipation (855 τ- δ� �π�

τ3ιδε π"µα φρ�ω πάλαι); now, when Theseus has noticed the tablet (in ten

15 Scanning as an iambic metron; the preceding line is two dochmii, where ∪−∪−∪− must
either be swallowed as a dochmius or be emended into a more normal form. Wilamowitz
(Griechische Tragödien, i. 188) scans the lines as iamb. dim. cat. + anap. (= dochm.) + cret. +
dochm.; this is not very convincing.

16 B has the scholion &ν τιιν ο. φ�ρονται ο]τοι: and in fact their content (‘I suspect mis-
fortune; may the house escape ruin’) is intolerable bathos after the lyrics (‘it is all over with the
house’). They are likely to be not so much interpolation as an actors’ alternative to the lyrics
(Wilamowitz, Hippolytos, 219–20).
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iambic lines, 856–65) and is reading it, this horror grows greater, and they
break again into dochmiacs as they see final ruin dawning.17 Then the
dialogue begins: first Theseus touches the first fringes of his horror in
iambics; the chorus remain silent (any further lyrics from them would blunt
the edge of Theseus’ lyrics that are coming), and their leader restrains herself
to ask a direct and deferential question in iambics. Then Theseus’ lyrics burst
out (with another iambic line from the chorus-leader at 881 to throw them
into relief); and then, the first violence of his horror over, he calms down into
iambics to report Phaidra’s message and to pronounce his curse on Hippolytos.

ANDROMACHE 825–65

Lyric: Hermione, in a sudden suicidal despair now that her father has
deserted her and left her to face alone the consequences of her scheme and its
failure.

Iambic: her nurse, being firm with her.

No licences and no exceptions.

HEKABE 681–720

Hekabe’s servant has brought in the body of Polydoros.

Lyric: Hekabe, breaking down at the sight of the body of the one son whom
she had believed safe.

Iambic: the servant and the chorus.

Licences and exceptions. The first of Hekabe’s utterances is introduced by
three iambic lines (681–3). These are certainly non-lyric, uttered before her
emotion has overcome her: her next (lyric) sentence is explicitly the begin-
ning of her lament (685 κατάρχοµαι γ�ων).

17 Their sense of ruin implies (especially in their present mood) no very great leap to conclu-
sions. They know from Phaidra’s last words on the stage that she was devising evil for Hip-
polytos (728–31: κακ�ν γε χα� τ�ρωι γεν$οµαι θανο+α . . . τ" ν�ου δ! τ"δ� µοι κοιν"ι µεταχFν
ωφρονε�ν µαθ$εται), and this tablet is obviously the means of that evil. Theseus’ demeanour as
he reads may well confirm them. 

In 867–8 (�µο� µ!ν οBν α� β�οτο β�ου τ/χα πρ- τ- κρανθ!ν ε,η τυχε�ν), which from their
meaninglessness are certainly corrupt, there is pretty certainly an intrusion from 821 (κατακονὰ
µ!ν οBν α� β�οτο β�ου); so Maas, BPhW 31 (1911), 329.
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Of her remaining six utterances, three are introduced by a single iambic
line (689, 699, 714). These lines are probably all lyric (see above).

SUPPLIANTS 1072–9

Euadne has just thrown herself into the flames of Kapaneus’ pyre.

Iambic: Iphis, too old (and too broken by the recent death of his son
Eteoklos) for any violence of emotion.

Lyric: the chorus, in horror and then in sympathy for Iphis. (Lyrics are
needed at this moment, and only the chorus can utter them.)

No licences and no exceptions.

HERAKLES 900–21

Herakles, inside the palace, has killed his children, in full hearing of the
chorus; now a messenger comes out to tell them the whole story.

Lyric: the chorus, violently agitated.
Iambic: the messenger, agitated too but striving to keep control of himself.

Licences. Iambic lines divided: 909–10, 910–12, 914. Lyric unit divided: 913
(syncopated iamb. dim.).

The fragmentary nature of the messenger’s utterances serves to mark his
agitation, until in 916 an unbroken line comes as he regains control.

Exceptions. None.

HERAKLES 1178–1213

Theseus has arrived to find Amphitryon and Herakles with the bodies of
Megara and the children.

Lyric: Amphitryon, in an agony of grief for his son.
Iambic: Theseus, full of horror and sympathy, but calm.

Licences. Lyric units divided: 1184–5, 1186–7, 1188–9 (all iambelegus
+ sp.).

Exceptions. None.
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TROADES 235–91

Lyric: Hekabe, distraught.
Iambic: Talthybios, a mere matter-of-fact messenger, with some human

sympathy (267), but taking it all very much in the day’s work.

No licences and no exceptions.

TROADES 1209–50

Iambic: Hekabe, in the calm of utter hopelessness, deliberately proceeding
with the last rites for Astyanax.

Lyric: The chorus, breaking down at the sight and at her words (cf. 1216 � &,
φρεν3ν &θιγε &θιγε).

Licences. None. At 1238 the manuscripts give Hekabe only part of an
iambic line (� φ�λταται γυνα�κε); but after this there is certainly a lacuna
(probably of several lines) which has swallowed up the latter part of Hekabe’s
utterances and the beginning of the chorus’, which as it stands has neither
sense nor motive.

Exceptions. Twice (1229, 1230) Hekabe answers with a single cry of grief
(α�α� and ο,µοι) the chorus’ bidding to lament.

IPHIGENEIA IN TAURIS 644–56

Orestes has persuaded Iphigeneia that he, not Pylades, should be sacrificed.

Lyric: the chorus, registering the necessary pity.
Iambic: Orestes (resolute) and Pylades (unhappy at the thought of Orestes’

self-sacrifice and pondering the exchange which he suggests at 674).

No licences and no exceptions.

IPHIGENEIA IN TAURIS 827–99

Orestes has convinced Iphigeneia of his identity.
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Lyric: Iphigeneia, filled with emotion (down to 849, joy at the reunion;
then, to 872, grief over the past; then fear for the present).

Iambic: Orestes, calm throughout.

Licences. Lyric iambic trimeters to Iphigeneia: 837, 843, 845.
Exceptions. Iphigeneia begins with one non-lyric iambic line, before her

emotions take control, and then in mid-sentence switches to lyrics.
Corrupt exceptions. At 832 Orestes is given two dochmii sandwiched

between two iambic lines and forming a sentence with the second:

κα� γF �, τ=ν θανο+αν n δοξάζεται.
κατὰ δ! δάκρυ, κατὰ δ! γ�ο αT µα χαρα̃ι

τ- -ν νοτ�ζει βλ�φαρον, nα/τω δ� �µ�ν.

This cannot be sound. Orestes betrays little emotion throughout, and says
little that is not prompted by Iphigeneia’s excited words: so most noticeably
his κα� γF �, τ=ν θανο+αν (831) picks up her &χω � Ο� ρ�τα, τηλ/γετον (828),
his τ- λοιπ-ν ε.τυχο�µεν α� λλ$λων µ�τα (841) is inspired by her � κρε�ον

\ λ�γοιιν ε.τυχ3ν τ/χαι (837). Similarly here he could never broach the
subject of tears and weeping: Iphigeneia must do that in the dochmiacs of
832 (‘I am shedding tears of joy’), with Orestes replying in 833 (just as in 831)
‘so am I’. This assignment is that of Maas (Hermes 61 [1926], 240 <= Kl. Schr.
49>), and is certainly right. But what is less certain than the assignment is the
reading. Merely to assign 832 as it stands to Iphigeneia makes her sentence
end in mid-course, for Orestes to finish it with his iambic line. But the flood of
Iphigeneia’s emotion cannot dry up in mid sentence; and even less can the
flood be interrupted by a staid iambic line. Most likely a dochmius is missing
after (or in) 832 to complete Iphigeneia’s sentence.

ION 763–99

The chorus have told Kreousa that she shall have no children.

Lyric: Kreousa, distraught by the shattering of her hopes.
Iambic: the Old Man, keeping his head (after a moment’s initial

despondency) and investigating the facts.

The chorus also take part in the latter part of the scene (771–99), which
is formed by the fourfold repetition of the following pattern: question by
the Old Man (two iambic lines), answer by the chorus (two iambic lines),
outburst by Kreousa (lyrics).
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Licences. Lyric units divided: 765 (sync. iamb. trim.), 769 (iambel.), 770
(iambel.). Iambic line divided: 763.

Exceptions. None.

ION 1437–1509 1 8

Kreousa has just convinced Ion that she is his mother.

Lyric: Kreousa, overcome by joy (tinged from time to time with sorrow for the
past).
Iambic: Ion, his emotions under control.

Licences. Iambic lines divided: 1452, 1497. Lyric units divided: 1471
(dochm. dim.), 1478–9 (iambel.), 1483–4 (iambel. + sp.).

Exceptions. Kreousa begins with two spoken iambic lines (1445–6),
before her emotions take control, and then in mid-sentence switches to
lyrics.

At 1500 a lyric unit (probably a syncopated iambic trimeter) is so divided
that the second part is given to Ion: (Κρ.) &κτεινά � α' κου�. Ιω. �ξ �µο+ τ�  {ο.χ
Hι� } &θνηικε. Ion’s part of the line must certainly be delivered as lyrics (and
so, therefore, must Kreousa’s be; it is not, it should be noted, isolated, but
comes at the end of a short lyric utterance). This, Ion’s one lyric utterance
(and, incidentally, his last utterance in any metre) in this scene, comes when
the emotional pressure on him is at its greatest; he gives way for the moment
when he thinks how near he came to matricide.

HELEN 625–97

Eighty lines (541) before the beginning of the scene, Helen and Menelaos
have met. Helen recognizes Menelaos as soon as she sees him clearly (560),
but Menelaos, confident in the genuineness of the ε,δωλον whom he has left
with his crew, rejects the real Helen’s advances in a long stichomythia (up
to 593). Then a sailor appears and announces the vanishing of the ε,δωλον

(597–621); Menelaos recognizes the truth and takes Helen in his arms
(622–4).

18 For this scene I assume the colometry of Wilamowitz’s edition; Murray’s colometry
obscures the facts.
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Helen (lyric) is in a transport of joy, accentuated by the dejection into
which, a moment before, she had been thrown (594–6) by Menelaos’ refusal;
for her the present is everything. Menelaos (iambic) is in a very different
way: it is not simply that he is a man, with a strong sense of dignity, and so
has more self-control, but rather that bewilderment is uppermost in his
mind. True, his wife is his again; but he has thought her his already for seven
years, and so cannot feel––as Helen does––the sudden change from misery to
joy. His mind is concentrated, not on what has happened now, but on how it
has happened and on the events––which as yet he scarcely understands––
which have brought it about. But for Helen these events are only too well
known; they are past misery which she would forget to give rein to present
joy.

There is, unfortunately, a good deal of confusion (both in the manuscripts
and in the current editions) in the attribution of the lines. I shall here work
right through the scene, discussing the attributions as I go; at the end I shall
give a résumé of exceptions.

625–9. Helen: two iambic lines at first, before her emotions take control;
then (in a new sentence) an outburst of lyrics––‘Menelaos is mine at last’.

630–1. Menelaos, iambics: three syllables only to the present, then his mind
turns to the past and his bewilderment.

632–5. Helen, lyrics: her joy.
636–41. Menelaos.19 Lyrics at first: his emotion appears, brought out by

Helen’s. (ο.κ �µ�µφθην: this is not churlishness or meiosis, but rather an
apology for his coolness.) His thoughts turn from the reunion to their first
union, their marriage; then from this to the separation, and the tone drops
suddenly (in mid-sentence, with a pause in delivery) to an iambic line––τ-

πρ�θεν, �κ δ�µων δ� �ν�φιαν θεο�.20

642–3. Lyrics. L shows no change of speaker, but this cannot still be
Menelaos: it must be Helen.21 It is rejecting the past and looking to the
present and the future: things will become better now; the κακ�ν has become
α� γαθ�ν and brought us together. 644–5 are τ- κακ-ν δ� α� γαθ-ν � τε κα� µ!

υνάγαγεν, π�ι, χρ�νιον, α� λλ� Hµω 6να�µαν τ/χα: the ms. π�ιν, as useless and
cumbersome as a word could be, must give place to π�ι (Hermann).

646–7. Iambics. L gives them to Helen, but is clearly wrong: 648 sqq. are
certainly Helen and certainly a new speaker (L originally had a paragraphus

19 L shows the change of speaker after πρ�οψι; but it is obvious that � φιλτάτη πρ�οψι is to
be transferred to Menelaos (Reisig, Coniectaneorum in Aristophanem libri duo, i. 280).

20 Deleting the meaningless � Yµο+ after θεο� (Reisig, loc. cit.; he also––wrongly––changed
δ�  to � ); otherwise the text is as in L, and in the next line δ�  remains after α' λλαν.

21 So Tyrwhitt (ap. Musgrave, Exercitationum in Euripidem libri duo [Leiden 1762], 162).
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there; it was later removed, presumably by someone who realized that Helen
must speak the lines and did not question that 646–7 were hers). Wilamowitz
gives the lines to the chorus (Griechische Verskunst, 564 n. 2: ‘646 ist evident,
daß der Chor spricht, nicht Helene, wie in den Codd.’); but the chorus are
Helen’s friends, and would never pray for Helen’s happiness as a mere means
to Menelaos’. Menelaos, however, can make the prayer––‘may you be happy:
I shall never be if you are not’ (a shade self-centred; but then, Menelaos is);
the lines are his.22

648–51. Helen, lyrics: she forswears sadness for the past in the face of
present joy.

652–3. Menelaos, iambics: five syllables to the present, then the past and his
bewilderment.

654–5. Lyrics. No change of speaker in L. ‘My tears spring from joy and
have more gladness in them than pain’; this cannot be Menelaos, contrasting
his tears of joy (�µά emphatic) with Helen’s tears of grief. The joy, and the
lines, are Helen’s;23 �µά is emphatic because of the change of speaker, and
need imply no tears of Menelaos’.

656. Iambic: ‘who would ever have thought this possible?’. Helen would:
τάδε (which on her lips must be the reunion) was prophesied by Hermes long
ago (56 sqq.), and although Teukros dismayed her for a while, Theonoe has
just assured her (530 sqq.) that Menelaos is alive and not far away. So the line
cannot be Helen’s, as L makes it; it is Menelaos,24 still intent on the past, and
scarcely able to conceive what has happened (τάδε on his lips is the whole
sequence of events).

657. Lyric. No change of speaker in L. ‘I hold you, unexpected, to my
breast.’ This, with the next line Menelaos’, must be Helen. She comes as close
to echoing Menelaos’ words as she can in truth: α� ν�λπιτο she cannot call
him, but α� δ�κητο she can, and does.

658–60. Menelaos: iambics, but breaking into lyrics for one line at the
memory of his misery at Troy. Kretschmar gave the lyric line to Helen, but
this cannot be right. Helen is deliberately not thinking of the past, and shows
the extremest reluctance when in the next lines Menelaos tries to force her to
speak of it. A violent interruption, finishing Menelaos’ sentence for him, is

22 So Tyrwhitt (loc. cit.).
23 So Lachmann (De mensura tragoediarum, 54; it is clear from p. 82 that he continues the

following lines also to Helen).
24 So A. A. Kretschmar. I have not had access to his work on this scene, which is contained in a

Halle dissertation of 1825 (In Euripidis Helenae carmine melico vs. 653–704 sententiae
loquendique genera explicata tum metra ordinata) and in an Eisleben programme of 1830
(Comment. de carmine melico quod est in Euripidis Helena inde a vs. 625 usque ad 697 ed. Matth.).
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unlikely on any account; it is impossible for Helen here, for she refuses to
speak of the past even when pressed and so a fortiori would never break in
with it unbidden.

661–5. Helen, violently agitated at the memory of the past, tries (in lyrics)
to stave off Menelaos’ demands; Menelaos presses her in iambics.

666–79. Helen begins her story in agitated lyrics, in an emotional rush of
single facts, with no connected narrative; Menelaos continues to draw out the
facts with questions in iambics.

680–90. Still the same; except that Menelaos, his own emotions now raised
(over the past again), makes three utterances in lyrics, completing Helen’s
dochmii, but all so short (three syllables, or two) as to give little impression of
lyrics.

691. Menelaos: iambic, an angry apostrophe of Paris. The line is clearly not
a vocative prefixed to 692–3, but an apostrophe complete in itself (and so to
be printed with a full stop at the end), venting the hatred that at this moment
is the thought uppermost in Menelaos’ mind.

692–3. Lyrics. Normally these are continued to Menelaos: L has no note of
a new speaker, and a note of Helen (by a late hand?) at 694. But they greatly
weaken the force of 691. And their sense is strange: for Menelaos will be
saying that τάδε (the whole course of events, adumbrated in 691) has brought
destruction (a) to Paris as well (κα�: as well as to Menelaos’ house) and (b)
to a myriad Greeks; but the destruction of Paris is, for Menelaos, condign
retribution for his sins, whereas that of the Greeks is no small part of the
sins themselves, so that their coupling here, and their coupling by τε at that,
is scarcely conceivable. Rather, I think, the lines are Helen’s; then � in
692 becomes Menelaos, with whose ruin that of the Greeks can rightly be
coupled. The text, however, is corrupt: the metre is hardly possible, and the
κα�––which even with the attribution to Menelaos is awkward––is now
downright impossible. Wilamowitz <Griech. Verskunst, 563>, who gave the
lines to Menelaos, read τάδε <π�λιν τε ὰν> κα� ! δι�λεεν µυριάδα τε

χαλκε�πλων ∆ανα3ν (3 dochm. + anap.). On the same lines one might
make Helen say τάδε <δ�µον τε -ν> κτλ.; she will be picking up Menelaos’
words.

694–7. Helen, lyrics: she has dealt with Menelaos and the Greeks, and
comes back at the last to herself and her own sorrow and innocence.

Licences. None.
Exceptions. Helen: iambics (625–6) at the very beginning, before she gives

way to her emotion. Menelaos: lyrics at 636–40, on the one occasion when he
lets himself think of his happiness (though even here he ends despondent
with an iambic line), and again at 659, when (between two iambic lines) the
thought of past misery overcomes him for a moment. Otherwise only three
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brief scraps of lyric in excited questioning and comment: 680 π3; α1δα,
681 � τλα̃µον, 685 τ� φ$ι;

PHOINISSAI 103–92

Antigone, in the care of the Paidagogos, is being shown the Argive army
gathered around Thebes.

Lyric: Antigone, full of a wild childish excitement.
Iambic: the Paidagogos, the steady and respectful old slave in charge of his

young mistress.

Licences. Lyric iambic trimeters to Antigone: 129, 148, 168.
Exceptions. Her three lyric trimeters apart, Antigone uses iambics no less

than nine times. This is quite exceptional; but so (for these scenes) is Antigo-
ne’s character, and the whole variation of metre is extraordinarily effective
in its indication of her mood. She is not a woman overcome by deep emotion
of joy or grief or fear: she is a young girl violently and naively excited by
the strangeness and scarcely-understood importance of the occasion and the
things she sees, now giving play to her excitement and now––especially as she
asks questions of the old man––bringing it momentarily under some sort of
control.

Of the nine instances of non-lyric iambics, seven come in questions to the
old man: after his vague answer (123) to her first lyric question she drops into
iambics (123–4) for a more explicit question, and thereafter all her questions
are iambic (133, 141, 145, 158, 171–2, 179).25 An eighth instance (161–2 Yρ3

δ"τ� ο. αφ3, Yρ3 δ� πω | µορφ" τ/πωµα τ�ρνα τ� �ξηικαµ�να) comes
effectively as she peers into the distance striving to distinguish Polyneikes.
The remaining instance (138) comes at the end of a brief lyric utterance made
as she looks at Tydeus (ο]το Y τα̃ Πολυνε�κεο, � γ�ρον, α.τοκαιγν$ται

ν/µφα Yµ�γαµο κυρε�; n α� λλ�χρω Hπλοιι, µειξοβάρβαρο); the lyrics are
the vehicle for her excitement as she recognizes him for a marriage-connexion

25 I do not count the lyric question of 135–7, which expects no answer. The lyric question of
156–7 (πο+ δ� K �µο� µια̃ �γ�νετ� �κ µατρ- πολυπ�νωι µο�ραι;) is in much the same case: it is
more an expression of her emotion and her eagerness to see her brother, addressed to empty air,
than a request for information; and she shows that it expects no answer, when she turns at once
to the old man with a cajoling iambic question (� φ�λτατ�, ε�π�, πο+ �τι Πολυνε�κη, γ�ρον;).
Finally in 145 (τ� δ� ο]το α� µφ� µν"µα τ- Ζ$θου περα̃ι;) the content of the question is complete
with the iambic line, and the lyrics which follow are not part of it but merely her excited
comment; in the current texts the absence of punctuation after περα̃ι is misleading, and I would
point περα̃ι; −| καταβ�τρυχο κτλ.

Lyric-and-iambic Duets in Euripides 405



of her own, the iambic line seems to mark her sobering-down as she appraises
him for that position and finds him strange.26

PHOINISSAI 1335–55

This short scene occurs just after the death of Kreon’s son Menoikeus;
the messenger is delivering to Kreon and chorus the news of the deaths
of Eteokles and Polyneikes and of Iokaste. It raises several problems of
attribution.

The messenger delivers his news in two instalments: 1339 the deaths of
Eteokles and Polyneikes, 1349 the death of Iokaste. Each instalment is greeted
first by a short lyric utterance from the chorus, then by iambics from Kreon.
The distinction in metre corresponds as usual to a difference in mood. At first
sight one might expect Kreon to show the greater emotion, for it is his sister
and nephews who are dead, whereas the chorus are not even from the same
city. But in fact the case is very different. Twenty-five lines before the scene
begins Kreon has appeared on the stage coming straight from the body of his
son, and seeking Iokaste to lay it out; he is so broken by his own disaster that
the new disasters, bad as they are, can cause him no violent outburst of grief.
The chorus on the other hand are ripe for an emotional outburst. Through-
out the siege they have shared the emotions of the Thebans (cf. 243–9); and
now their ode (1283–1307) before Kreon appears, as they wait for news of
the duel between Polyneikes and Eteokles, has revealed their emotions as
strung up to the highest pitch: α�α� α�α�, τροµερὰν φρ�και τροµερὰν φρ�ν� &χω

. . . �� µοι π�νων . . . τάλαιν� �γF τάλαινα, π�τερον α' ρα ν�κυν 6λ�µενον �αχ$ω

. . . βοα̃ι βαρβάρωι τενακτὰν �αχὰν µελοµ�ναν νεκρο� δάκρυι θρην$ω.
Naturally, therefore, the chorus break out in lyric lament as soon as the
news is announced; Kreon, equally naturally, lets the news sink in and only
then breaks silence, not (as the chorus) with lament for this one disaster, but
with a deeper grief that relates it to the whole history of calamity in the
house.27

26 The nine instances of non-lyric iambics are very varied in their metrical composition and
their relation to adjoining lyrics. (a) Single trimeter. Isolated: one (141). At end of lyric utter-
ance: three (138, 158, 179). At beginning of lyric utterance: one (145). (b) Beginning of trimeter
(completed by Paidagogos). At end of lyric utterance: one (133). (c) End of trimeter (begun by
Paidagogos) plus full trimeter. Isolated: two (123–4, 171–2). At beginning of lyric utterance: one
(161–2).

27 So explicitly in 1352–5; less explicitly, and so more powerfully, in 1342. Cf. sch. MA ad loc.:
ο. µάτην α' ρα, φη�ν, Y Ο�δ�που κατηράατο· ε� &ργον γὰρ �χ�ρηαν α# α� ρα�.
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But the attribution is confused in the editions: normally both the lyrics
(1340–1) and the iambics (1342–3) after the first announcement are given to
Kreon. It is maintained that this has manuscript authority; for L at 1340 notes
that Kreon is the speaker and at 1342 has no note. The authority is however of
little value; L has equally (despite the silence of Prinz–Wecklein and Murray)
no note of a new speaker at 1344 or 1345 or again at 1352, so that the absence
of a note at 1342 is worthless as evidence. And it is in fact obvious that there is
a change of speaker at 1342; quite apart from the manuscript evidence, and
quite apart from the emotional difference of the lines, the apostrophe of the
δ�µατα Ο�δ�που must be the beginning of a new utterance. Now 1342 cannot
be the messenger (V, followed by certain early editors); it must be elicited by
news just heard, and be spoken either by Kreon or by the chorus, not by the
bringer of the news. Therefore either (a) 1340 is the chorus (MABVP) and 1342
Kreon (MABP),28 or (b) 1340 is Kreon (L) and 1342 is the chorus (no ms.). Of
these alternatives, (a) is certainly right: it gives after 1339 reactions in the
chorus and Kreon which are parallel to their unquestionable reactions after
1349 and which (as there) are explained and indeed demanded by the dif-
ferent emotional states of the two.29 Against it may be alleged the content of
1341: that the deaths are πάθεα to Kreon rather than the chorus,30 that µοι κα�

π�λει (to me personally and to the city collectively) is fitting only on Kreon’s
lips (cf. also his words of 1310–11, π�τερ� �µαυτ-ν \ π�λιν τ�νω δακρ/α;).
But the chorus, identifying themselves emotionally with the Thebans, can feel
the deaths as πάθεα (indeed they have almost prepared the way for the word
in 244: κοινὰ δ�, ε, τι πε�εται fπτάπυργο αT δε γα̃, Φοιν�αι χ�ραι); and
the disjunction µοι κα� π�λει is proper enough on a foreigner’s lips.

This leaves the attribution of 1344–8 to be considered. 1348 is guaranteed
as Kreon’s by α� δελφ= $ of 1349; 1347 is obviously the messenger. That leaves
1344–6. Of these, 1344 is given by all manuscripts to the chorus; but this will
never do. It belongs in fact to the messenger.31 In the first place the sobriety of
its grief accords ill with the chorus’s emotional state. In the second place
the scene is primarily a dialogue between the messenger and Kreon. Nearly
every messenger-scene in Euripides opens with a brief dialogue between the
messenger and the primary recipient of the news; the chorus, except of course
when they take part themselves as the primary recipient, do not intrude into

28 Prinz–Wecklein and Murray do not report the behaviour of B at 1342; it does in fact note
that Kreon is the speaker.

29 But 1343 is intolerable and must go.
30 π�νθεα (L) would avoid this difficulty only to produce another: π�νθο is not violent

enough. α' χεα would be better; but in any case πάθεα can stay.
31 The messenger ignores the chorus and addresses all his remarks to Kreon: second person

singular in 1339, 1347, 1349, 1357.
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this dialogue.32 Exceptionally here they intrude with their cries of lament, but
these cries are needed to produce the proper tension in the scene and by their
contrast to bring out to the full the weight of Kreon’s grief; apart from these
cries they have no business in the scene. The messenger on the other hand is a
principal character in the dialogue; yet with the manuscript attribution he has
no line between 1339 and 1347. This line will fit him perfectly; he is (1335,
1337) filled with grief at the news he brings, and expresses here his share in
Kreon’s grief exactly as does the messenger in the Herakles (916).

Finally 1345–6; of which 1346 is contained in the text of AP and the margin
of MB and is omitted in VL. The manuscript attribution (not counting
L, which is silent between 1340 and 1347; see above) is to Kreon.33 Certainly
1347 shows that the line preceding it (whether 1345 or 1346) is uttered by
Kreon. I would argue that 1345 is in fact not uttered by Kreon; and that
therefore 1346 is genuine34 and is uttered by him. It is again a matter of
Kreon’s mood; of the grief at his son’s death that makes this further calamity
one which to him must be secondary to his own. The υµφορά, says 1345,
is βαρυποτµωτάτα; but what in the context can the υµφορά be but the death
of Eteokles and Polyneikes? And how for Kreon can that be βαρυποτµωτάτα,
with Menoikeus only freshly dead? The line could be his only if it were (which
it is not) ο,µοι υµφορα̃ν βαρυποτµωτατα̃ν, with the plural embracing all the
deaths together; and a plural he does use in 1346, ο,µοι κακ3ν δ/τηνο.35

1346 must alone be his. 1345 then can go only to the chorus; for whom the
death of Eteokles and Polyneikes is the one real disaster, and so properly
βαρυποτµωτάτα.36

HYPSIPYLE lx iv. 2 . 13–54 (Arnim)3 7

Amphiareos has just departed, leaving Hypsipyle together with her sons
(Euneos and Thoas).

32 They intrude for special reasons at Andr. 1076, as Peleus collapses with the shock of the
news: αk  αk  τ� δράει � γεραι�; µ= π�ηι· | &παιρε αυτ�ν.

33 Certainly in MB; presumably (Prinz–Wecklein and Murray say nothing to the contrary) in
AVP.

34 Its omission is easily accounted for by homoeocatarcton.
35 When in 1348 he says κα� π3 γ�νοιτ� α} ν τ3νδε δυποτµ�τερα; the τ3νδε covers the same

area as the κακ3ν.
36 The attributions for which I have argued were first proposed by Kvičala (Zeitschrift für die

österreichischen Gymnasien 9 [1858], 624–5). His principal argument is the insufficient one that
‘wir gewinnen dadurch die beste Symmetrie’.

37 lxiv. 2. 70–111 Grenfell–Hunt <and Bond, Eur. Hypsipyle (Oxford 1963)>, 305–41 Page
<Select Papyri, iii: Poetry (Cambridge Mass. 1941); fr. 759a. 1590–1632 Kannicht>.
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Lyric: Hypsipyle, breaking down after the strain of her recent experiences
and under the joy of the reunion and memory of the past.

Iambic: Euneos,38 calm.

Licences. Lyric unit divided: 31 (iambel. ‘klingend’).
Exceptions. At 48–9 <1627> Υψ. I γὰ[ρ] �[ω]τ[α]ι; Ευ. Βα[κ]χ[�ου] γε

µηχανα� an iambic trimeter is divided at the penthemimeral caesura, the
first part being given to Hypsipyle and the second part to Euneos. The
second part is certainly non-lyric. It seems certain enough that the first
part is as well: it is the first part of the line and a complete utterance (see
above, (a)).

This will be Hypsipyle’s one non-lyric utterance. There is, I think, a reason.
The version of the Λ$µνια &ργα used by Euripides in this play is by no means
clear; but from this half-incredulous question I γὰρ �ωται it is obvious
that Hypsipyle either believes or fears that her father is dead. Consequently
Euneos’ casual implication (47 <1626>) of his survival comes to her as an
utter shock;39 and this shock, for the moment of her question, sobers her
down completely––only for her to break again immediately into lyrics40 when
the first impact of the shock is over.

BACCHAI 1024–42

The messenger has come with news of Pentheus’ death.

Lyric: the chorus, exultant at the news and at the triumph of Dionysos.
Iambic: the messenger, saddened by the news.

38 The papyrus, after ο#  Υ� ψιπ(/λη) @ο� at 12 <1590> and Υ� ψιπ(/λη) at 15 <1593>, has only
paragraphi; that Euneos alone is the speaker is clear from 43–4 <1622–3>. Grenfell and Hunt
gave 54 <1632>, for no reason at all (there is still only a paragraphus), to Thoas; Italie restored it
to Euneos.

39 The shock will be greatest if she believes him dead; that belief would follow if Euripides’
version is that of sch. Pind. hyp. Nem. b lines 9–15 Drachmann: Υ� ψιπ/λη τ-ν πατ�ρα Θ�αντα
�νε�ρξαα κιβωτ3ι �φ/λαττεν· Uτερον δ! µετὰ τ- τοG Pργονα/τα �κπλε+αι φανερο+ γενοµ�νου
τα� Ληµνιάι το+ κατὰ τ-ν Θ�αντα α.τ-ν µ!ν κατεπ�ντωαν �νε�ρξααι τ"ι κιβωτ3ι,
�ψηφ�αντο δ! κα� κατὰ τ" Υ� ψιπ/λη θάνατον· C δ! µαθο+α φε/γει. �ν τοο/τωι δ! ληιτα�
περιτυχο+α πιπράκεται Λυκο/ργωι. Alternatively (I would say less probably) she may have
embarked him in a chest herself (Ap. Rh. 1. 622–3 λάρνακι δ� �ν κο�ληι µιν Uπερθ� α� λ- �κε
φ�ρεθαι, | α, κε φ/γηι) and felt little confidence in his survival.

40 Of these lyrics (four lines in all) only the last words of each line have survived, and their
content can only be guessed; but πρ]οδοκ�α βιοτα̃ (51 <1629>) may be the remnant of a belief
or fear that her father was dead.
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Licences. None. At 1036 the manuscript gives the messenger only two
iambic metra, but the sense as well as the trimeter is incomplete, and a lacuna
is certainly to be assumed.

Exceptions. The chorus’s first utterance (1029) is an iambic line. This
is before the messenger has announced (1030) Pentheus’ death; immediately
that is announced their lyrics begin.

APPENDIX

Strophic Lyric-and-iambic Scenes

I have considered above only those scenes which have no strophic responsion.
There remains another small group of scenes in which there is responsion of
one kind or another: these scenes deserve the separate treatment which I am
here giving them, since they all differ in other ways also from the astrophic
scenes.

They are of two types, which I shall call the simple-strophic and the
complex-strophic.

Tabulation of Exceptions

Iambics to lyric character Lyrics to iambic character

Total First utterances Others Total Interjections Others

Hipp. 565–600 3 2 1 1 1 ––
–– 874–84 1 1 –– –– –– ––
Andr. 825–65 –– –– –– –– –– ––
Hek. 681–720 1 1 –– –– –– ––
Supp. 1072–9 –– –– –– –– –– ––
Her. 909–21 –– –– –– –– –– ––
–– 1178–1213 –– –– –– –– –– ––
Tro. 235–91 –– –– –– –– –– ––
–– 1209–50 –– –– –– 2 2 ––
IT 644–56 –– –– –– –– –– ––
–– 827–99 1 1 –– –– –– ––
Ion 763–99 –– –– –– –– –– ––
–– 1445–1509 1 1 –– 1 –– 1
Hel. 625–97 1 1 –– 5 –– 5
Ph. 103–92 9 –– 9 –– –– ––
–– 1335–55 –– –– –– –– –– ––
Hyps. lxiv. 2. 13–54 1 –– 1 –– –– ––
Bacch. 1024–42 1 1 –– –– –– ––

Total instances 19 8 11 9 3 6
Scenes concerned 9 7 3 4 2 2
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Simple-strophic

There is only one instance of this type: Alk. 244–79. Its pattern is similar to
that of the simpler astrophic scenes (e.g. Andr. 825–65, Tro. 235–91), with
alternate utterances in lyrics by one character and in full iambic lines by the
other. The difference is that this scene is arranged as strophe, antistrophe,
strophe, antistrophe, epode; each strophe or antistrophe consists of a lyric
utterance plus an iambic one (of two lines). This (in the earliest of the plays)
is Aeschylean technique: Aeschylus’ lyric-and-iambic duets are regularly
arranged in similar strophic form (Su. 344–417, 736–64, Pers. 256–89, Sept.
203–44, 686–711, Ag. 1072–1172).41

The distinction in metre between the characters corresponds with a clear
difference in mood. Alkestis, on the verge of death, has come out for the last
time into the open air: she, with the horror of death on her, is lyric. Admetos,
controlling himself, is iambic: only in his last utterances (see (b) below) does
he give way at all.

The scene differs from the astrophic scenes in two other ways:
(a) In the lyric metres. In the astrophic scenes (and also in the complex-

strophic scenes) these metres are always predominantly dochmiac: in this
scene they are predominantly iambic. (This again is Aeschylean technique.)

(b) In the metre of Admetos’ last utterance. This, the one exception to
the normal lyric-iambic distinction, is in anapaests, which otherwise never
appear in these scenes; they seem to indicate a degree of emotion inter-
mediate between the restraint of iambics and the complete abandonment of
lyrics.

Complex-strophic

In these scenes the strophic correspondence is (with minor variations) of the
same kind: there is one strophe only, balanced by one antistrophe, each con-
sisting of a group of at least four utterances, which as a rule are alternately
lyric and iambic. There are six such scenes: Med. 1271–81 ~ 1282–92; Hipp.
817–33 ~ 836–51; Hkld. 75–94 ~ 95–110 (+ lacuna); Her. 734–48 ~ 749–61;
Or. (a) 1246–65 ~ 1266–85 (+ 1286–1310), (b) 1353–65 ~ 1537–48.

Of these six scenes, one (Hipp.) is a monody by an actor. Of the other five,
four occur in place of a normal stasimon (or of part of a stasimon), and one is

41 With a few minor variations (multiplying or omitting the iambics at the end of the last
antistrophe, Su. 344–417, Pers. 256–89; mixing lyrics with the iambic utterances or iambics with
the lyric, Su. 734–64, Ag. 1072–1172).
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a parodos. This explains two peculiarities of the scenes: first the prominent
or predominant part played by the chorus in all but Hipp.; second, the
greater metrical regularity (the lyric metres are more straighforwardly
dochmiac,42 and the iambic lines almost always go in pairs43).

For my present purpose the important difference between these and the
astrophic scenes is that in at least six strophes or antistrophes out of the
twelve the different utterances are not distributed according to metre between
two characters; i.e. one person may use both lyrics and iambics. This runs
counter to the basic principle of the astrophic scenes, in which one person
uses, with a limited number of clearly motived <sic> exceptions, one metre
only. It may happen in two ways:

(a) The whole strophe or antistrophe (both lyric and iambic parts) is
delivered by one person: actor, Hipp. str. and ant.; chorus, Med. ant., Or.b str.

(b) The strophe or antistrophe is divided between the chorus and an actor
without any distinction of metre between the two: Or.a str. and ant.

What I am concerned to maintain here is that this apparent abandonment
of the metre–character correlation does not invalidate the general rule
I sought to establish for the astrophic scenes, and that the use of different
metres, here as in the astrophic scenes, does in fact reflect a difference in
mood. In the astrophic scenes this difference was clear-cut, being normally
that between the moods of two different characters differently affected by
events. Here, however, where the different metres are regularly used by one
and the same character, all that the difference between them can reflect is
a momentary difference in that one character’s mood, a slight temporary
shifting of his emotions. All therefore that in these cases I can hope to do is
to establish a relation between the content of the individual utterances and
their metre; I maintain that this relation is there, and that although not as a
rule marked enough for the passages to be used as an argument for the
contrasted use of the metres, it is nevertheless clear enough for the passages to
be reconcilable with the general rule.

The six scenes fall into three classes, which deserve separate treatment: (1)
scenes which occur in the place of a normal stasimon (Med., Her., Or.ab): these
scenes I shall call ‘stasimoid’; (2) monody by an actor (Hipp.); (3) parodos
(Hkld.).

42 Except for Or.a and the last utterance (e) of Or.b, it appears that only cretics and iambi are
mixed with the dochmiacs.

43 Exceptions: Or.a 1260 ~ 1280 (one line); Her. 754 (one line). Her. 760–2 is three lines in the
manuscript, but the third is interpolated; Hkld. 77 is one line in the manuscript, but a second is
missing.
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(1) Stasimoid scenes

These four scenes resemble one another in that they take the place of a
stasimon or of part of a stasimon (hence, clearly, the strophic form) and in
that the chorus plays in them a predominant or at any rate important part.

Two of them (Med., Her.) are delivered principally by the chorus (which is
alone on the stage), but include also trimeters delivered off the stage by
characters who are being murdered. Each of them takes the place of only part
of a stasimon, Med. being preceded by a normal strophic pair and Her. being
followed by two normal strophic pairs.

The other two (Or.ab) replace the normal stasimon entirely, Or.b with the
peculiarity that between strophe and antistrophe is interposed the long
monody of the Phrygian and his trochaic dialogue with Orestes. Or.a is a duet
divided evenly between the chorus and Elektra (and followed by a short
astrophic passage including lines delivered by Helen off the stage); Or.b is
delivered entirely by the chorus, but the antistrophe at any rate is divided
between different choreutai.

The function of these scenes is quite different from that of the astrophic
scenes. The astrophic scenes occur for the most part after some critical
happening in the play, and are concerned with a character’s reactions to that
happening; to convey that character’s mood as clearly as possible it is con-
trasted with another character’s, and it is to bring home this contrast that the
two metres are used and are each confined to one character. The stasimoid
scenes, on the other hand, occur while something critical is happening, viz.
during violent action off the stage, action whose culmination they either
accompany (Med., Her.) or await (Or.); they are not concerned with a
character’s reactions (only Or.a in fact contains a character on the stage), but
have the function of maintaining the tension or suggesting appropriate emo-
tions during the inaction. The reason for the mixture of lyrics and iambics
seems in part to be that an unevenness of mood is best suited to moments of
tension: παθητικ-ν τ- α� νωµαλ�. This is clearest in the two scenes of waiting,
the Orestes scenes (especially Or.a, the emotional ups-and-downs of women
all on edge); to a lesser extent it fits also Med. and Her., but here other reasons
also come into play.

When dealing with the astrophic scenes I argued that the utterances of the
chorus, whether lyric or iambic, were delivered by one member of the chorus
only. The same can be argued, partly on additional grounds, for the utterances
of the chorus in the strophic scenes.

(a) If one assumes that the iambics are delivered by one person only, then
the lyrics also must be delivered by one person only in those scenes where
iambics and lyrics are syntactically inseparable: Med. ant., Or.b str.
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(b) The content of many of the lyric utterances is such as to require delivery
by one person: e.g. the questions which the chorus asks of Iolaos in Hkld., the
cries as things are heard or seen (Med. str. a, Or.b ant. c), the deliberation of
action in Med. str. c.

(c) In Or.a two of the lyric utterances of the chorus clearly cannot be by the
same person.

(d) The speaker of an utterance of the chorus is addressed in the second
person singular at Hkld. 78, 85, 94, 98, 99, 100, 105 (all but 78 in reply to lyric
utterances), Or. 1275.

(e) When separate utterances of the chorus have to be assigned to separate
persons, the iambics are certainly to be assigned to one member only
(probably the leader); the lyrics may be the rest of the chorus (i.e. minus the
leader), but they may equally well be a single singer (Her., Or.b ant.).

(f) The lyric utterances of Her. certainly had no dance accompaniment: cf.
(at the very end of the antistrophe, 761) πρ- χοροG τραπ�µεθα.

Medeia 1271–8144 ~ 1282–92

Medeia has left the stage to kill her children.
The strophe (a | B | c | D | e) is divided between the chorus and Medeia’s

children (behind the scenes): the iambics are the children’s, crying out as
Medeia comes to kill them;45 the lyrics are the chorus’, in ineffective horror.

The antistrophe (a : B | c : D | e) is all the chorus’. The iambics each time
belong closely to the preceding lyrics (there is a pause between, but no
new sentence), so that there can be no change of singer with the change of
metre.46 The pattern is similar to that of Hipp. 817–33 ~ 836–51 (see below):
two utterances of which each begins violently as lyrics and then sobers down
into a pair of trimeters, and then finally a lyric utterance. The content of the
different metres does to some extent balance the difference in delivery: a]
I know of only one woman who in past time killed her children (lyrics for the
infanticide); B] Ino, when Hera drove her forth in madness (iambics for
the antecedents); c] she fell into the sea, killing her children (lyrics again

44 I adopt the now generally received order of the lines: (interjection), 1273, 1274, 1271, 1272.
So Seidler (tentatively, in De versibus dochmiacis [1811], 293) and then Schenkl (Jahrbücher für
Philologie, 85 [1862], 849–51); this is now partly confirmed by the Strasbourg papyrus (N.
Lewis, Études de Papyrologie, 3 [1936], 52 sqq.; Snell, Hermes Einzelschriften 5 [1937], 70 sqq.; cf.
Page, Euripides: Medea, ad loc.).

45 These behind-the-scene cries of the murdered are regularly either interjections or iambic
trimeters: cf. Hek. 1035, 1037, Her. 749, 754, El. 1165, 1167, Or. 1296, 1301. Lyrics would not be
possible: you do not sing when you are being murdered.

46 There might, however, (though I doubt it) be a change of singer between aB and cD and
again between cD and e.
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for the infanticide),47 D] leaping over the cliff, and died with her two children
(the substance already told in the lyrics, the singer relaxes into iambics for
the detail and the résumé); e] lyrics for the final despairing comment on the
troubles that come from women’s sexual relations.48

Herakles 734–48 ~ 749–61

Lykos has gone in to his death; the chorus remain alone on the stage.
The pattern is a || (L) || B || c || D: alternating lyrics and pairs49 of iambic

lines from the chorus, and (in the antistrophe only)50 a behind-the-scenes
iambic line of Lykos (L).51 The content of the lyrics and iambics is quite

47 π�τνει δ� α�  τάλαιν� � αT λµαν φ�νωι τ�κνων δυεβε�: i.e. Ino jumped with her two children
into the sea (φ�νωι is modal). The scholiast explicitly contradicts this interpretation: ο# µ!ν οBν
#τορο+ι τ3ι παιδ� [sc. Μελικ�ρτηι] υγκατενεχθ"ναι τ=ν Ι� νF ε� τ=ν θάλααν· Ε.ριπ�δη δ�
φηιν α.τ=ν α.τ�χειρα τ3ν δ/ο πα�δων γενοµ�νην, Λεάρχου κα� Μελικ�ρτου, α@τ=ν Uτερον ε�
τ=ν θάλααν 9�ψαι: in this case φ�νωι is causal, but he must be wrong: for on his theory
υνθανο+α (1289) would be false and the four lines on her suicide largely irrelevant.

48 That is, Ino, like Medeia, killed her children as a result (ultimately at any rate) of jealousy
against a rival (for λ�χο cf. Med. 568 ο.δ� α} ν G φα�η, ε, ε µ= κν�ζοι λ�χο, 571 \ν δ� αB γ�νηται
ξυµφορά τι � λ�χο). This indicates that the version of the legend presupposed here is similar
to that of Hyg. Fab. 4 (headed Ino Euripidis), in which Ino’s infanticide is post (though not
explicitly propter) the marriage by Athamas of another wife, Themisto, and a plot of Themisto’s
in which she attempts to kill Ino’s children but, by Ino’s devising, kills her own instead.

49 D in the antistrophe has three lines (760–2) in the manuscript, but 762 is to be deleted
(Nauck).

50 Unless a line of Lykos’ is missing in the strophe (between 739 and 740). This was proposed
by Dziatzko in Rh. Mus. 21 (1866), 308–10, and has found no favour since; nevertheless there is a
good deal to be said for it.

(a) The responsion requires it. Wilamowitz (Herakles ii.2 164–5 = 373–4) admitted that it was
strange for 754 to be ignored in the responsion, but maintained that behind-the-scenes utter-
ances could be so ignored; he adduced the analogy of S. El. 1398–1441, where the strophe
contains two behind-the-scenes cries of Klytaimestra not answered in the antistrophe. But the
solution in Sophocles is to assume a lacuna in the antistrophe: (i) an on-the-stage line of
Elektra’s also is unanswered, (ii) other behind-the-scenes lines of Klytaimestra’s are answered
(see Kaibel’s commentary, p. 287).

(b) 740–1 (str. B) is an apostrophe of Lykos uttered out of the blue, with no vocative to
indicate the addressee. This is odd; it would not be odd if Lykos had just made an utterance. So
the corresponding apostrophe of Lykos in the antistrophe (755–6) is called forth by Lykos’ own
words.

Against an utterance here by Lykos it might be argued: (i) the chorus in c (742–6) give no sign
of having heard such an utterance, but continue as in a to exult at Herakles’ return; (ii) by
D (747–8), where the leader has to draw the chorus’ attention to events inside (‘let us see
whether Lykos is meeting his deserts’), nothing can have given a clue to Lykos’ fate; (iii) τ�δε
κατάρχεται µ�λο κτλ. (749–51) seems to indicate that �� µο� µοι (749) is Lykos’ first utterance.
But all this comes to very little if Lykos’ utterance before 740 was ‘what’s all this’ (e.g. αk  πο� ποτ�
Iλθον; τ� τ�δ� Yρ3 κατὰ τ�γα;); which would neither distract the chorus nor give the leader a
clue nor begin a µ�λο.

51 Lykos also has a behind-the-scenes interjection at 749, between strophe and antistrophe.

Lyric-and-iambic Duets in Euripides 415



different: the lyrics are exultant (in the strophe over Herakles’ return, in the
antistrophe over Lykos’ death), the iambics restrained (B in each case bitterly
addressed to the absent Lykos, D exhortations of the chorus). From this
difference in content a division between different singers may certainly be
assumed; there is additional evidence for the division in the intrusion of
Lykos’ line between a and B in the antistrophe, and in the probable survival of
traces of two paragraphi in the manuscript.52

Orestes 1246–65 ~ 1266–85 (and 1286–1310)

Orestes and Pylades have just gone into the palace to kill Helen. Elektra
remains outside on guard, the chorus with her.

The scene comprises, as well as strophe and antistrophe, an astrophic part
at the end. In no part of the scene is there a consistent distinction of metre
between the characters; but throughout the metre corresponds with the
momentary emotions of the characters.

Both strophe and antistrophe consist of a dialogue between Elektra and
the chorus (or rather different individual singers from the chorus). Elektra
and the chorus are equally on edge; therefore the dialogue is conducted
predominantly (on both sides) in dochmiacs. But in both strophe and anti-
strophe Elektra makes one of her four utterances, and the chorus two of their
five utterances, in iambics. Each time the iambics accompany a temporary
lessening of the tension.

Strophe. In 1251 Elektra’s iambics come as she controls herself to give clear
instructions to the chorus. When the purport of her instructions is under-
stood and the chorus divide into two bodies to guard the two approaches, one
woman from each body speaks in iambics as they go to their place.

Antistrophe. A member of the chorus raises a false alarm: Elektra’s tension
breaks, and she falls into iambics (1271–2) to say ‘it’s all up’. Then, when the
alarm is disposed of (in lyrics), one woman from each body assures her
(calmly, in iambics) that no one can be seen.

At the end of the antistrophe Elektra listens at the palace door (1281–2),
and the chorus-leader calls out to Orestes and Pylades within (1283–5);53 with

52 I.e. the notes Αµφ. and Χορ. at 740 and 742 (str. B and c); these (which are certainly false)
are very likely misinterpretations of original paragraphi denoting a change of singer in the
chorus.

53 The mss. give all of 1281–5 to Elektra; Wilamowitz gave 1283 to the chorus in order to
secure the same division of persons in strophe and antistrophe. I suspect that the chorus-leader
is here the singer, having remained in the centre when the two halves of the chorus moved away
to the sides: cf. Krieg, De Euripidis Oreste, 80 ‘nec fieri potest ut chorus ad parodos dispositus in
aedes vocem mittat’.
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that the antistrophe ends. No answer comes. And then Elektra speaks. First
she has two iambic lines (despair: ‘they give no heed: has her beauty paralysed
them?’). Then the delay makes her fearful again, and she breaks out in doch-
miacs: ‘someone will come’. Then she controls herself and reverts to iambics
(1291–2) to instruct the chorus to keep closer watch; the chorus reply in
lyrics.

Then a woman’s voice (Helen) calls out from within as Orestes and Pylades
attack her (iambics, as usual). Then two iambic lines and a short lyric
utterance: 1297 (iambic) ‘Do you hear? They have begun a murder’; 1298
(iambic) ‘Presumably it is Helen who is calling out’; 1299–1300 (lyrics) ‘Zeus,
Zeus, come to the help of my φ�λοι’. The manuscripts make 1297–8 Elektra
(except that B originally had Χορ.), 1299–1300 the chorus (Ηµιχορ. MAB,
Χορ. P, no note in L). This of course is wrong: 1298 can only be a member of
the chorus, and 1299–1300 must be Elektra; probably then 1297 is another
member of the chorus.54 That is, when the cry is heard the two halves of the
chorus give the usual stolid comment: Elektra, caught unprepared, pauses
for the full meaning to sink in and then breaks out with a wild prayer to Zeus
for support. Then (1301) Helen calls out for a second time (iambics again);
and Elektra at once breaks out (1302–10; lyrics) in a frenzy of vindictiveness.

Orestes 1353–65 ~ 1537–48

The strophe and antistrophe come nearly 200 lines apart; between them is the
long monody of the Phrygian and the trochaic scene between him and
Orestes. Each of the two is delivered by the chorus, at a point in the action
when they are waiting alone outside the palace: the strophe as they wait
for the news of Helen’s murder, the antistrophe as they wait (with Helen
vanished and Hermione a prisoner) for the next development.

The antistrophe (a || B || c || D || e) is divided between different singers.
This is clear enough from the content, and is in part indicated by the manu-
scripts:55 these have Χορ. at 1537 (a), Ηµιχορ. at 1539 (b), Ηµιχορ. at 1541 (c),
and then Χορ. again after the end, in front of the trochaic tetrameters which
begin at 1549. There is a fairly clear distinction of mood between lyrics and
iambics: a agitation at the crisis; B reflection––what shall we do?; c agitation
again at the first sight of smoke rising from the palace; D more considered

54 So, in effect, Hermann (1297 Ηµιχ., 1298 Ηµιχ., 1299–1300 Ηλ.).
55 MABVLP; I give their readings as reported by Murray and Prinz–Wecklein. I have checked

MBL by the facsimiles; for these Murray and Prinz–Wecklein are inaccurate at 1541 (Ηµιχορ. B,
paragraphus L, nothing at all in M) but otherwise correct. Whether Ηµιχ�ριον is a satisfactory
note is another matter: I suspect rather individual singers (see above).
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explanation of the smoke; e lyric comment on the power of the gods and the
curse on the house.

The strophe (a B : c : D | e ) can have no division between singers.56 But
even here there is some kind of distinction of mood between the metres: a
(vehemently) make a noise; B (less vehemently, giving the reason), so that the
Argives shall not come along; c (excited by the thought) before I see Helen’s
bloody corpse; D (the less exciting alternative) or hear the news from a
servant––since I am still uncertain about what has happened. Then in e the
final lyric comment.

(2) Monody

Hippolytos 817–33 ~ 836–51

Theseus, as Phaidra’s body is revealed.

Strophe: a : B | c : D | e | F | g
Antistrophe: a : B | c | D | e : F | g

There is a pause at every change of metre. But the pauses are of different
kinds: after the iambics the pause is every time heavy, after the lyrics the pause
is light (four times the sentence continues across it, the other two times there
is, despite a new sentence, a close connexion of thought). That is, the strophe
and antistrophe each fall into four utterances; of which the first three begin as
lyric and end as iambic (the fourth being entirely lyric).

The effect of this pattern is clear enough. Theseus’ emotion comes in
bursts: each burst begins violently with dochmiacs, and then (with a slight
pause) sobers down for a pair of trimeters; then, after a more marked pause,
comes another burst. With this the content of the different metres agrees
conclusively: the dochmiacs are in each case pure emotion, the iambics more
collected and reflective.57

The use of this metrical and emotional pattern is entirely appropriate to
the dramatic circumstances. Theseus has just suffered one blow in Phaidra’s
suicide; a second blow is to come in a moment with the revelation of her
charge against Hippolytos. Therefore Euripides is at pains to suggest a grief

56 Except possibly that whereas aBcD (directly concerned with the facts of the present
situation) are one singer, e (lyric comment on the nemesis coming to Helen) may be the whole
chorus. This may be indicated by the note Χορ. in all mss. at 1361 (e); at 1353 (a) they have no
note (except that M once had Χορ., now erased). Similarly at the end of the strophe, after the
individual utterances of a–D, e contains lyric comment that the whole chorus might deliver.

57 Cf. the analysis of the scene by Schadewaldt, Monolog und Selbstgespräch, 147–51; e.g. (149)
‘den Dochmien die explosive-entfesselte Äußerung, den iambischen Trimetern die intellectuell-
gebändigte Rede zufällt’.
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which is violent yet partly under control: violent, so that the second blow shall
bring him to breaking-point; under control, so that that breaking-point
shall still be left to reach. Similarly from the other side, that of the audience,
the tension must be drawn tighter without breaking altogether, and that again
is achieved by the alternation of dochmiacs and iambic, of emotion and
restraint: once again, παθητικ-ν τ- α� νωµαλ�.

<(3) Parodos

Herakleidai 75–94 ~ 95–110 (+ lacuna)

Barrett does not appear to have completed his Appendix with the pro-
grammed discussion of this scene.>
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Review of Turyn on the
Manuscripts of Euripides

Alexander TURYN: The Byzantine Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies
of Euripides. (Illinois Studies in Language and Literature, 43.) Urbana:
University of Illinois Press, 1957.

This is a book of which I have much to say in praise but more in blame.
I begin with the praise. T. has given us an immensely valuable repository of

fact: we have now for the first time a catalogue of every surviving manuscript
of Euripides, described with (so far as I can judge) commendable accuracy,
and with enough readings cited to give us at least an indication of its
character. He has made one discovery of the first importance about the
most valuable of all Euripidean manuscripts, L. He has done the spadework
for an investigation of the Palaeologean editions of the Byzantine triad, and
has arrived at results which will at least provide the starting-point for the
fuller treatment which this dreary but inevitable problem should one day be
given.

But the purpose of a work on the manuscript tradition of an author is not
merely to discover facts but to make use of them: to establish the relationship
of the manuscripts, to discover whence they derive their readings, and to
determine thereby which of them deserve our respect, which our suspicion,
and which our total disregard. In this aspect of his work T. has not succeeded.
His views on the relationship of the manuscripts are often not merely wrong
but perversely wrong: they are inquinated by a desire to find simplicity in
a tradition that is at all stages tangled and confused, to explain in terms of a
tidy Lachmannian stemma facts which cry aloud that they are due to

<C. J. Fordyce sent Turyn’s book to B. in September 1957 for review in the Classical Review, with
the request to submit the review by 1 February 1958 and a suggested limit of 1600 words.
I cannot say whether B. completed the review on time or ever sent it in. More likely he wrote at
some point asking to be allowed much more space and was refused. At any rate the review did
not appear. B. summarizes his case against Turyn on p. 429 of his Hippolytos.>



contamination. In pursuing these views he makes use of arguments which
seem to me not only mistaken but in many cases not arguments at all: facts
which are merely compatible with his hypothesis he adduces in proof of it
(as if there were validity in the syllogism ‘if p, then q; but q; therefore p’);1

facts that can be squared with it with difficulty he squares, without a hint
that they point more readily another way; facts that cannot be squared with it
he ignores. He sees only one side to a question, and in support of it parades
a vast mass of material set forth in a manner (assured, prolix, repetitive,
and ill-arranged) which may bludgeon or benumb the unwary reader into
acquiescence. Let the reader be wary: in the parts of his work where I have
ready access to the material I have no doubt that T. reaches false conclusions
by invalid arguments based often on a partisan selection of the facts; in the
parts where I have not (namely in his treatment of the later tradition of the
triad) I can merely say that I find his method equally unsatisfactory and that
I have no confidence that his selection of facts is more reliable than it is
elsewhere.

The plays of Euripides may be divided into three groups, each of which
presents its own problems to the editor:

(1) the nine ‘alphabetic’ plays, Hel., El., Her., Hkld., Su., IA, IT, Ion, Cy.,
preserved only in the two closely related manuscripts L and P;

(2) seven of the ten ‘select’ plays, Alk., Andr., Ba., Hipp., Med., Rh., Tr.,
preserved as a rule both in LP and in other unrelated manuscripts;

(3) the other three select plays, Hek., Or., Ph., (the ‘triad’), preserved not
only as (2) but in large numbers of late manuscripts of which many derive
from the recensions of the Palaeologean scholars Moschopoulos, Thomas,
and Triklinios.

I will deal first with T.’s discussion of L and P in plays other than the triad.
He begins with a full account of L. This account is extremely valuable, and

includes one discovery of major importance: the corrector l, whose alterations
have played such havoc with this manuscript, is no other than Demetrios
Triklinios (né Triklines). The identification is based first on a close resem-
blance of handwriting, second, on an identity of habit (the same interest in
metre, manifesting itself in brief metrical notes, in revision of the colometry,
and in textual changes for the sake of responsion); it may be regarded as
certain. Not only this, but there is evidence which suggests that the pro-
duction2 of this manuscript was organized by Triklinios: the signatures on the

1 For instance, p. 236: if L in copying Ba. had a complete exemplar but gave up half-way, he
would probably stop at the bottom of a page; he does stop at the bottom of a page; therefore
he had a complete exemplar.

2 T. himself (p. 233) inclines to prefer ‘completion’.
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gatherings (to indicate the order of binding) are in Triklinios’ hand, and the
hand of one of the two scribes (responsible also for a metrical manuscript
corrected by Triklinios) is identified by T. with that of Nikolaos Triklines,
whom he reasonably conjectures to have been a relative of Demetrios.

He next considers at length the relationship of L and P. Vitelli, followed
notably by Wecklein and by Maas, had contended that P was a descendant of
L; T. attempts to controvert him, and to establish that P is not a descendant
of L but its twin. He fails.

The hypothesis of P’s descent from L needs to be elaborated thus (follow-
ing Vitelli): P’s exemplar was a copy of L which in the select plays had been
corrected and supplemented from an independent manuscript (the most
notable of the supplements being Tr. and the end of Ba., which are lacking in
L). The evidence is as follows. In the alphabetic plays P nowhere preserves the
truth where L is in error, and must here be a straightforward copy of L,
whether direct or indirect; there is additional evidence (adduced by Wecklein)
in the fact that some of P’s more bizarre errors can be accounted for as
misreadings of ambiguous writing in L.3 In the select plays L and P are still
closely related (they share a large number of errors found in no other manu-
script), but here P is salted with readings (true and false) which are not in
L but are known from other manuscripts; the assumption of an exemplar
copied from L and corrected (in these plays only) from another source pro-
vides an economical and convincing explanation of all the facts.

In combating this hypothesis T. has first to clear the ground by showing
that errors of P need nowhere be explained as due to a misreading of L: he
alleges that in most of the instances adduced by Wecklein L’s writing is
unambiguous, and that the few where it is ambiguous can be explained by
supposing L’s exemplar to have had a script very like that of L. This argument
is of course (though essential for him) an entirely preliminary one: if he
succeeds he does nothing to show that P is not descended from L. In my
opinion he does not succeed: I would say that in about half of Wecklein’s
forty-odd instances L could easily be misread as P, in about a quarter might, in
the remaining quarter could not;4 and though many of the genuine
instances are admittedly trivial, I do not believe that coincidence could

3 <A couple of years after B. wrote this, Günther Zuntz made his famous and conclusive
discovery that a spot of reddish straw adhering to the surface of L was the source of a non-
sensical colon written in P. See Zuntz, Inquiry, 14 f.>

4 T. does not discuss every instance, but exemplifies by eighteen where, ‘contrary to the
statements of Wecklein, the writing of L is entirely distinct’. Of six of the eighteen Wecklein is
innocent: IT 11, 91, 192, 281, 552, 1350 were adduced by him as instances not of L’s ambiguity
but of P’s carelessness in copying abbreviations. Of the other twelve I should myself see ambigu-
ity (whether ‘could’ or ‘might’) in eight.
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account for one and all (note especially Su. 171 δε+ρο.κα� L, �ξωρο�κα� P: it
would be remarkable if two manuscripts had δε+ρο.κα� looking so very like
�ξωροικα�).

He then proceeds to positive arguments for P’s independence of L. He
produces four; none of them is valid.

(a) P (in the alphabetic plays) preserves the truth, or near-truth, where L is
in error. T. adduces (from nine plays, with over 12,000 lines) seven instances:
in three (I would say four) P is evidently wrong; in the others the truth could
easily have been restored by divination, conscious or subconscious.

Her. 149 n /γγαµ� οι ΖεG τ�κοι ν�ον L, n /γγαµ� οι ΖεG τ�κοι ν�ον

γ�νον P. This γ�νον is not ‘the correct authentic conclusion of the line’ but
the most miserable of stopgaps: Amphitryon boasted that Zeus was (Heath,
Murray) his /γγαµο . . . <τ�κνου> τε κοινε�ν.5

IA 109 κατ� ε.φρ�νη L (-ην L2), κατ� ε.φρ�νη κιάν P. There is no reason
to think κιάν other than a stopgap; it is not even a very good one (the shadow
of night? Rather κν�φα, as Ph. 727).6

IT 692 λ$ειν β�ον L, with γ superscript above ; λ/ειν β�ον P. λ$γειν will be
right (whether β�ον or β�ου), and the impossible λ/ειν a trivial corruption
of λ$ειν.

Arg. IT Ο� ρ�τη κατὰ χρηµ-ν �λθFν ε� Τα/ρου τ" ^κυθ�α µετὰ

Πυλάδου παραγεν�µενο τ- . . . τ" Pρτ�µιδο ξ�ανον @φελ�θαι προηιρε�το:
�λθFν erased by l; παραγεν�µενο L (now), παρακινηθε� P. P’s ‘taking leave of
his senses’ is impossible in this sentence, and not ‘authentic’ but corrupt. I see
no reason to think it corrupted from something other than L’s reading; if that
was παραγεν�µενο the corruption is certainly strange, though no stranger
than the reverse corruption supposed by T.; but if we may trust Prinz L’s
reading was not παραγεν�µενο but παραγενηθε�, and the corruption an easy
one.7

IT 1006 α� ν=ρ µ!ν �κ δ�µων | θανFν ποθειν�, τὰ δ! γυναικ- α� θεν": γυναικ-

P, γυναικ3ν L. The fourteenth century knew nothing of Porson’s law; but it
was easy to write γυναικ� to balance α� ν$ρ (not, I think, a conscious change:

5 This, and not (Wilamowitz) ΖεG �κοιν�νει τ�κνου: the stylistic merits of κοινε�ν, here as
in the similarly corrupt 340, seem to me to outweigh any doubts about the form (with which
cf. S. Ai. 572 λυµε�ν). In any case the sense (‘joint father’) is in no doubt.

6 <Cf. Hippolytos, p. 429 n. 1.>
7 T. does not trust him: where Prinz said ‘παραγεν***** L (fort. fuerat παραγενηθε�),

παραγεν�µενο l ’, T. maintains that the �µενο is original. The facsimile shows �µενο in a hand
which is more like l but might be L; the issue turns on whether there has been an erasure, and
this can be determined only from the manuscript itself (the facsimile shows a spacing, and a
conceivable vestige of ink, which are compatible with an erasure but do not require it). Prinz
made his collation from the manuscript; whether T. made his from manuscript or facsimile I do
not know.
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rather that a man expecting the singular never noticed that the compendium
over γυναικ was 3ν not -).8

Hkld. 494 κα� µο� δ! λ�γει L, κα� µο� λ�γει P. An obvious correction.
Hel. 741 �κπλ�ξαι LPac, �κκλ�ψαι Prc (the original scribe currente calamo,

according to T.). T. supposes a superscript variant ignored by L and noticed
by P at the last moment; but the correction is obvious, and P could easily have
divined it while writing (or there might, if you will, have been a superscript
conjecture in the copy of L which I posit as P’s exemplar).

(b) P. commonly agrees with L against l, and therefore does not derive from
L after correction by l; it occasionally agrees with l against L, and therefore
does not derive from L before correction by l; therefore it does not derive from
L at all. ––The argument would be valid only if we knew that l’s corrections
and additions were all made at the same time; we do not know this, and have
no reason whatever to think it true. The converse is entirely probable: T.
elsewhere makes much of Triklinios’ habit of returning to an author after
long intermission; and if, as T. surmises, it was Triklinios who organized the
production of L, one might actually expect him to carry out a rapid δι�ρθωι

while the exemplar was still to hand. His first concern would be to repair
major omissions: this would account immediately for T.’s pièce de résistance,
the argument to Hkld. (om. L, add. l, habet P),9 and for titles, subscriptions,
and dramatis personae; but he might equally well make scattered corrections
to the text.

(c) P agrees with L against corrections made by the original hand. ––T.
makes much play with this argument (pp. 271 f., 282 f., 283, 284, 287). It is
based on three instances. One is Su. 111: λ�γον LP, but in L λ�γον is corrected
to γ�ον; T. tells us that Wecklein’s ‘γ�ον l ’ is misleading, and that ‘the correc-
tion γ�ον was made . . . by the original scribe L’. What T. is identifying so
confidently is the single letter γ, written in by the corrector after he had erased
the original λ and γ; it is of a shape which I cannot match on this page of L
but which I can match in autographs of Triklinios.10 The other instances are
Alk. 376 and Hipp. 190, which are omitted by LP but added in the margin of
L; T. believes them to have been added by the original scribe. Even if he is
right11 he proves nothing: a copyist can easily overlook a marginal addition
(as T. acknowledges when it suits him to do so: p. 320 lines 7 ff.).

8 I do not mean that he misread the compendium, but that he never read it at all; one reads
words not letters.

9 Similarly, in the select plays, the arguments to Med. and Andr. (added by l; P agrees closely).
10 It is perhaps unfortunate that T. should ‘take this opportunity to warn the reader that in

his apparatus Wecklein occasionally twisted the notation of the manuscript evidence to make it
fit his theory’.

11 In Hipp., at least, I am far from certain that he is. If either line was added by the original
hand, it was added at a different time and with a different pen.
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(d) P has an argument to Hel. which is lacking altogether in L, and must
therefore come from another source.––This would be evidence only if the
argument were prima facie ancient. It is not: it is not of a type with the normal
(and certainly ancient) Euripidean arguments; and its first part in particular
has a strong Byzantine flavour.

Now the select plays. Here T. maintains that Vitelli’s thesis (of contamin-
ation in the manuscript intermediate between L and P) is incompatible with
the fact that LP so often conspire in error; and that instances where L stands
alone in error can be explained, without assuming contamination in P, as
mere private errors by L. The first of these arguments is arrant nonsense.12

The second is idle: of course they can (in theory, at least); but the instances
which require us to assume contamination are those where P diverges from L
to agree in error with other manuscripts, or to agree with them in truth where
L agrees in error with other manuscripts. These instances are very frequent
indeed (e.g. Andr. 52, 53, 82, 83, 133, 154, 217, 220, 241, 242), and are cardinal
to any consideration of the relationship of L and P in the select plays;
yet I find in T. no acknowledgement even that they exist. Contamination is
not a hypothesis to be debated but a fact to be accepted; the question that
T. should consider is not whether it exists, but where. That it has affected P
not L depends, I grant, not on the situation in the select plays but on the
presumption (on the evidence of the alphabetic plays) that P derives from L;
but on any account it has affected either P or L, and Vitelli’s thesis that it has
affected P is not to be sneered at as an ‘accommodating device’ (p. 283) but to
be acknowledged as a rational application of an unquestioned fact.

In pp. 288–98 T. discusses another relative of LP, which he calls Q
(Harleianus 5743; A in Kirchhoff). This manuscript has the end of Alk., Rh.,
and the beginning of Tr. in a text which is evidently closely related to LP;
by comparing their treatment of a mutilated passage in Tr., T. establishes that
P and Q are descended independently from a common source. T. himself
believes this to be identical with his ‘common source of LP’; the facts as he
cites them are entirely compatible with its being the corrected copy of L from
which I assume P to descend. Q is in any case not a sincere descendant of its
source, but is heavily contaminated from outside: some instances in T., others
in Kirchhoff’s apparatus (cf. Lloyd-Jones Gnomon, 30 [1958], 507 f.).

12 It is so extraordinary that I cite it in full: ‘The fact that common errors of LP or of LacP
or of L1P in so many cases appear in P without being removed by P (or by the imaginary
intermediate copy) proves that there is no basis at all for the assumption voiced by Vitelli,
Wecklein, and Maas, that P (or that intermediate copy) did a systematic comparison with some
other manuscripts for the purpose of removing the errors appearing in the text. This idea is,
therefore, to be discarded’ (pp. 284 f.). What does T. think Vitelli said? Or that a fourteenth-
century contaminator could do?
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I proceed next to T.’s treatment of the manuscripts of the select plays. On
p. 308 he gives a stemma:13

Of these, λ is disregarded in the triad, O in Alk., Andr.; ρ and C concern
only the triad;14 A is A1 in the triad, Hipp., Med. 1–231, A2 in Med. 232–1419,
Andr.

This stemma is worthless. I will convict it first out of T.’s own mouth, then
out of mine.

(a) To establish his stemma, T. adduces, for each of his Greek-letter classes,
a list of errors characteristic of the manuscripts of that class. I repeat the list
for the class he calls ζ (p. 319; I omit references and readings, and give simply
the manuscript groupings in each case––first those with the reading T. regards
as true, then those with the reading(s) he regards as false; I put members of
ζ in heavy type):15 BAMpcCOVRS ~ HMac; BOVRS ~ A ~ HMC; BOVRS
~ AHMC; BOVRS ~ AMC; BACOVRS ~HM; Bva ~ ORS ~ AMC; BMVaRS
~ AHCO; BMVaRS ~ A ~ HC ~ O; BAMVaRSa ~ HCOS; BHVaRS ~ AMCO;
BAMOVRS ~ HC; BCVRS ~ AMO; BVS ~ HM; BVLP ~ AMO; BVLP
~ AMO; BOVLP ~ AH; BOVLP ~ AH. This is the list which purports to
‘prove that the manuscripts A and H and the group µ derive from a common
source’.

Figure 14

13 <B. gives a slightly reduced version of what Turyn prints. I reproduce B.’s version.>
14 C = Turin, Bibl. Naz. B.IV.13 (14th cent.); R = Vat. gr. 1134 (ad c. 1300); S = Salamanca,

Bibl. Univ. 31 (ad 1326); Sa = Vat. gr. 1345 (14th cent.).
15 Va = Vatican, Pal. Gr. 98 (14th cent.); apparently a copy of V (though not quite sincere),

and cited by T. where leaves are now missing from V.
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(b) Since I possess complete collations of Hipp. I adduce from that play
the behaviour of the eight manuscripts used by T. (BAHMOVLP) in the first
49 lines for which they are all available. There are (to consider only first
hands, and to ignore errors found in a single manuscript) twenty places where
these manuscripts are at variance; in no single one of them is their grouping
consistent with T.’s stemma. True readings first: 321 BMH ~AOVLP; 325
BAMOLP ~ HV; 326 BHMOLP ~ AV; M ~ BAHOVLP; 328 AHOVLP~ MB;
330 AHL ~ M ~ BOVP; 330 BHVLP ~ AM2O (om. M); 333 H ~ O ~
BAMVLP; 339 HVLP ~ BAMO; 345 BMV ~ AHOLP; 349 BHMLP ~ AOV;
BAMV ~ HOLP; 351 BAMOVL ~ HP; 359 HMVLP ~ BAO; 361 BAMOPL ~
HV; 364 (corrupt) BOLP ~ AHMV; 365 BAO ~ HMVLP; AHMVLP ~ BO;
BAMO ~ LP~ HV; 366–7 BAMOLP ~ HV.

T. is right, of course, in grouping MBOA in one class (his β) and LP in
another (his λ); but this had been common ground since Kirchhoff first
began to sort the manuscripts out a century ago. The details of the affiliation
within the classes are in general no more than a desperate attempt to account
stemmatically for a state of affairs which can be due only to contamination.
For instance, T. evidently places V (and A2) in a separate sub-class of α
because of the many instances where V agrees with λ against β; this placing
will account for any of the three situations (true reading first) βV ~ λ, λ ~ βV,
λV ~ β, but it will not account for the fourth and equally common situation
β ~ λV (e.g. Hipp. 885, 919, 965, 984, 992). When these four situations are all
found, there can be no explanation but contamination: V is a hybrid, deriving
its readings sometimes from β and sometimes from a relative of λ. Similarly
the divergences which make him treat B as a separate branch of β are due to
contamination: his placing will account for λB ~ ζ but not for the equally
common ζ ~ λB (e.g. Hipp. 821, 825, 830, 854, 877, 884). His placing of H is
out of the question at least for Hipp., where it is in the main a descendant of
the same relative of λ from which V is contaminated; though it does at the
same time show a number of striking affinities with M.

Finally the triad. One feature of T.’s stemma here is his production of a
new class of a dozen or more ‘recentiores’, ρ (all fourteenth century or later,
typified by RSSa), which is to be ‘of the same stemmatic rank’ as the
‘vetustiores’ α. If this were true it would be a fact of the first importance; but
I do not believe it for a moment. T. provides us with so few significant facts
about these manuscripts that it is impossible to form a clear picture of them;
but none of the facts goes against the assumption that they are highly con-
taminated manuscripts which add little or nothing (other than new error) to
our evidence for the text. I find it significant that one of them is the wretched
Haun. (Copenhagen 417), which in Hipp. is a descendant (direct or collateral)
of the hybrid V with extensive further contamination from mostly worthless
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sources; none of T.’s evidence suggests that it and its fellows are of greater
value in the triad.

But the main feature of T.’s work on the triad is an extensive discussion of
the three Palaeologean recensions of Moschopoulos, Thomas, and Triklinios.
These recensions were produced in the years around 1300, and are therefore
(in part at least) earlier than all our extant manuscripts save HMB certainly
and AV less certainly; since their editors resorted to conjecture, we must needs
investigate the recensions not because of their own value (which is slight) but
to discover what traces there are of their having affected other manuscripts.

In one respect T.’s work on this dreary problem seems likely to be of great
value to scholars working on it hereafter. He begins with a manuscript
(Angelicus Graecus 14) which he identifies as Triklinios’ own master-copy of
his recension: it is heavily corrected in Triklinios’ own hand, and has many
leaves replaced by a fresh transcript entirely in Triklinios’ hand. This manu-
script contains scholia of Moschopoulos, Thomas, and Triklinios himself,
appropriately distinguished; T. uses these distinctions as evidence for the
identification, in other manuscripts, of purely Moschopoulean or Thoman
scholia, and by this means identifies the recensions of these scholars. He
lists the manuscripts which carry them: about 100 of Moschopoulos, 20 of
Thomas, 20 of Triklinios.

But this investigation is only a preliminary to the assessment of the text of
the recensions and of their influence on later manuscripts; and here I find T.’s
treatment wholly unsatisfactory. His belief is that the only manuscripts which
are free from Palaeologean interpolations are HMBV (the three manuscripts
which are, and one which may be,16 earlier than the recensions); all other
manuscripts are interpolated, the other vetustiores (ACO) and the recentiores
lightly, LP so heavily that he discards them altogether in the triad. This is his
belief (though he nowhere states it so succinctly), and his whole interminable
discussion of the recensions is built about it; yet he produces no shadow of
argument in its support.

What he does produce is long lists of ‘interpolations’ initiated by each
of the recensions, some found in the recensions alone and others shared

16 T. puts V ‘c. 1280’ and Moschopoulos ‘c. 1290’, but these dates are little more than guesses;
it is chronologically quite possible that V should have been contaminated at any rate from
Moschopoulos. On p. 83 T. appears to recognize this possibility, but dismisses it with ‘but we did
not discover in it [i.e. in V] any Palaeologean interpolations’. From a few samples I have taken of
T.’s representative Moschopoulean manuscripts (XXa) it appears that agreements of V with
Moschopoulos are not uncommon: Hek. 88 κα� MALP, \ V Mosch.; Or. 150 λ�γον α� π�δο
MABLP, λ�γον δ� α� π�δο V Mosch.; Or. 200 6λ�µεθ� �ον�κυε 6λ�µεθα fere MABLP, 6λ�µεθ� 6λ�µεθ�
�ον�κυε fere V Mosch. (�ον�κυε XXa, 4ονν�κυε V, �ονν�κυε Xas). I do not myself believe that
V took these readings from Moschopoulos, but I have no idea why T. is so sure that it did not,
nor why he breathes no word of their existence.

Turyn on the Manuscripts of Euripides428



with later manuscripts (ACOLP and the recentiores); and it appears that he
imagines these lists to be evidence for his thesis. But before we can accept
them as evidence we must have proof that they are interpolations; what
qualifies a reading for inclusion in the lists? T. nowhere sees fit to tell us;17 but
as far as I can see it is the very fact that the reading is not found in any of
HMBV.18 The lists are not evidence for the thesis but merely a reassertion
of it.

The whole thesis depends, in fact, on the tacit assumption that a reading
found first in a recension was initiated by it; and for this assumption there is
of course no justification whatever. If, for instance, a reading found first in
Moschopoulos appears also in L, two explanations are possible: either L has
taken it from Moschopoulos, or Moschopoulos has taken it from a congener
of L. T. never even considers the second alternative, yet on all grounds it is the
more likely. In other plays L constantly diverges from other manuscripts as
the representative of a separate and sincere branch of the tradition; when it
does the same in the triad we may expect it to do so in the same capacity. Nor
do such readings differ in kind from readings carried by L (against MBV) in
other plays: some are true, others are mere blunders of a kind that appears
at all stages in the Euripidean tradition; nothing requires us to assume
contamination from the recensions.

More than this: some of the readings cited by T. as interpolations tell
strongly against his thesis. Hek. 734 α� ργε�ον LPS Thom., α� ργε�οι MBR1,
α� ργε�ων AR2 Mosch.: -ον and -ων are not conjectures based on -οι; -ον is
genuine and beyond the conjectural capacity of Thomas, -ων is a corruption
not of -οι but of -ον. Ph. 1597 µητρ- �κ γον" µολε�ν MBAVRS Mosch. Trikl.,
�κ γον" µολε�ν L, �κ γον" µολε�ν ποτ� P, �κ γον" µολε�ν &τι Thom.: L has the
first stage of the corruption, P and Thomas have made different attempts to
fill out the line. Vita Euripidis in A and Moschopoulos (= the Souda article on
Euripides, with a slightly different text): @ποτάντα κινδ/νου δι� αT περ κτλ.
Souda, @ποτάντα (c. 9 letters blank) δι� αT περ κτλ. A, @ποτάντα δι� αT περ κτλ. all

17 He only tells us what disqualifies it (p. 106): its appearance in one or more vetustiores (he
gives this the lie at once by including readings found in the vetustiores A and O); its appearance
in one or more recentiores, unless the recentiores seem to have derived from the recensions
(I forbear to comment).

18 It may also be necessary for it not to be found in both of RS (the only recentiores which
T. consistently cites in these lists): at least he cites only two ‘interpolations’ in which both RS
agree with a recension (Hek. 1119, a stupid blunder; Ph. 636, the truth), and each time prefers to
think it not an interpolation at all but a reading acquired by Moschopoulos from an earlier
recentior. Whether there are other instances where RS agree with a recension against (H)MBV,
T. does not say, and I have no means of telling (do they perhaps do so at e.g. Hek. 691 α� δάκρυτον
α� τ�νακτον LP Mosch., Ph. 646 γα̃ fere A Mosch.? These are readings which one might have
expected T. to cite as interpolations; are they exculpated by RS? Or has T. merely overlooked
them?).
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Moschopoulean manuscripts: A has the first and pre-Moschopoulean stage
of the corruption.19 Other readings not cited by T. are equally telling: Hek.
352 γάµων ALP, γάµου O Mosch., β�ου MV; γάµων is genuine and not the
corruption of a Moschopoulean conjecture.

I do not of course deny that some of T.’s ‘interpolations’ are conjectural
restorations: Triklinios’ conjectures in particular are common and unmistak-
able. But a great many of the Moschopoulean and (especially) the Thoman
readings are no different from the ordinary errors and blunders that infest
Greek manuscripts of any period, and I see no reason to father them on the
editor rather than on his manuscript sources; by the same token, when
Moschopoulos (more rarely Thomas) has the truth against (H)MBV I shall
not assume without more ado that he has it by divination and not by
inheritance.20 If I find a reading in Moschopoulos alone I shall regard it with
suspicion but not with contempt; if I find it in Moschopoulos and a later
manuscript (or manuscripts) I shall ask myself, before suspecting it, whether
that manuscript is one that normally carries genuine readings.21

For a true assessment of the nature of the recensions we need full colla-
tions, not merely the one-sided selection of readings presented by T. In the
first place we need to inquire into the question (which T. never considers) of
the affiliation of their manuscript sources. Soundings I have made suggest
that Moschopoulos’ basic text was thoroughly mixed, agreeing now with one
manuscript and now with another: T. has given agreements with L, A, and O;
I have cited (n. 16) some agreements with V, and I note also e.g. Hek. 720
Qικτια ABVLP, Lικτ�ω fere M Mosch., Ph. 1038 �πετ(τ)�τυζε MAVLP,
�πωτ(τ)�τυζε B Mosch. It would be remarkable if such a text carried no early
readings that are not preserved in (H)MBV; it would be equally remarkable if

19 No word in T. of this explanation: to him it is ‘obvious’ (p. 103) that the omission was an
error of Moschopoulos’ own, and the situation in A ‘shows’ (p. 104) that A, transcribing the
Moschopoulean @ποτάντα δι� αT περ κτλ., felt the lack of an object for @ποτάντα and so left a gap
for it to be filled in later.

20 T. does occasionally give reasons for thinking a given reading to be conjectural, but the
reasons are often unconvincing. At Or. 439 Moschopoulos’ &χει ε�πε�ν is a ‘metrical correction’
of ε�πε�ν &χει; this is the same Moschopoulos whom at Ph. 560 T. supposes to have corrupted
the metrical π�λιν 3αι to 3αι π�λιν. At Or. 415 Thomas’s omission of µ�ν is a deliberate
change to reduce the line from thirteen syllables to the Byzantine twelve; yet of the next five
Thoman ‘interpolations’ listed, three expand a line from twelve syllables to thirteen and one
contracts a line from twelve to eleven.

21 I would not exclude the possibility that even in Triklinios there may be an occasional
vestige of otherwise unattested truth. At Or. 823 he has ποικ�λη, otherwise recorded only as a
variant in MC. At Hek. 453 (φαιν Pπιδαν-ν πεδ�α λιπα�νειν MAVLP, φαιν Pπιδαν-ν τὰ γυ�α
λιπα�νειν Trikl.) I incline to believe that τὰ γυ�α is a pseudo-metrical rewriting not of πεδ�α but
of an otherwise unattested γ/α (far superior to πεδ�α both as metre and as language; and if
Triklinios had started from πεδ�α I should have expected δ= π�δον or the like). <γ/α was read by
Hermann and Prinz–Wecklein.>
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a good many of these readings were not preserved independently in one or
more of AOLP. For Thomas and Triklinios I have made no soundings, and
will not speculate.22 In the second place, if we are to determine whether later
manuscripts have been influenced by the recensions, we need again complete
collations: constant coincidence will give a presumption of dependence,
but sporadic coincidences must be weighed, not counted, in an attempt to
determine whether they suggest dependence or merely community of source.

I have not liked to speak thus harshly of another scholar’s work; and indeed
I must stress once more that with all its faults the book contains much that
merits praise. But T.’s own language in speaking of those with whom he
disagrees, and disagrees wrongly, is not such as to encourage a reviewer to
mince his words. And above all I fear that this book may, if its failings are
not exposed, prove a serious handicap to Euripidean scholarship. The investi-
gation of manuscript affiliations is a wearisome business for which there are
few who have either the leisure or the stomach; when a scholar who has
investigated them for years sets out his results at length and with every
appearance of complete assurance, the world at large will believe him right. If
they find details of his argument obscure or unconvincing, they will blame
this rather on the complexity of the subject-matter than on any weakness in
the argument itself; and their belief will remain unshaken. It is to shake it that
I have written this review.

22 Save to say (what T. himself observes, but interprets differently) that Thomas shows
frequent agreements with one or both of LP.
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20

A Note on the Jerusalem
Palimpsest of Euripides

The purpose of this note is to establish the original order of the plays con-
tained in the Jerusalem palimpsest. This is perhaps a trivial question, but
it is one which admits of a quite certain answer; I have been moved to
deal with it here by the fact that a different answer is at present current
(J. A. Spranger, CQ 32 [1938], 198; cf. A. Turyn, The Byzantine Manuscript
Tradition of the Tragedies of Euripides, 87; A. Lesky, Die tragische Dichtung der
Hellenen, 154) and has been used as evidence in considering the relationship
of the palimpsest to the other manuscripts.

This manuscript of Euripides, written in the tenth or eleventh century,
was broken up within about two hundred years of its being written, and its
parchment reused (after the erasure of the Euripidean text) for the writing
of other manuscripts. Thirty-four leaves from it are preserved (mixed in
at random with palimpsest leaves from other sources) in a twelfth- or
thirteenth- century manuscript of a commentary on the prophets, manu-
script 36 in the Greek Patriarchal Library of Jerusalem.

Since the Euripides manuscript was of much smaller format than the
new manuscript, a whole sheet (two leaves) of the Euripides manuscript
was in each case flattened out and used (after the necessary trimming) to
make a single leaf of the new manuscript. Each leaf contains an average of
50 lines of text (25 lines on each side). The text on the two leaves comprising a
sheet is sometimes consecutive, sometimes separated by an interval of 100 or
200 lines: it is evident therefore that the sheets were originally made up in
gatherings of at least three sheets, the inner sheet having its text consecutive,
the middle sheet having its leaves separated by the inner sheet (100 lines), and
the outer sheet having its leaves separated by the inner and middle sheets

<Written after Turyn’s book on the manuscript tradition (1957), but before B.’s Hippolytos
(1964), where its results are briefly stated on p. 68 n. 3. S. G. Daitz, The Jerusalem Palimpsest of
Euripides: a facsimile edition (Berlin 1970), 3, knows of B.’s engagement with the problem only
from that footnote.>



(200 lines). If one then attempts to reconstruct the gatherings of a play in
sequence, it becomes apparent that they all comprised not three sheets but
four (i.e. were quaternions); that no outermost sheet survives is evidently the
result of damage to the outside of the fold in binding, which will have made
these sheets unsuitable for flattening out.

The manuscript therefore was originally made up of quaternions
(gatherings of 4 sheets = 8 leaves = 16 pages) which each contained 400 lines
of text (50 to a leaf, 25 to a page); and we can, with only a small margin
of error (due to our uncertainty about the lineation, especially in the lyric
passages), deduce from the surviving sheets the pagination of the whole of
every play of which these sheets preserve a part. From this it is easy to proceed
to the sequence in which these plays stood in the manuscript: at whatever
point in a quaternion a given play ends, the next play must be one that begins
at the same point in a quaternion; or rather, since the play will have been
preceded by a hypothesis, the text of the play must begin at a point slightly
later in the quaternion (by about one to two pages, 25–50 lines).

It will soon be found that only one sequence satisfies these conditions.
I give that sequence below in tabular form. Each horizontal row gives the
content of a quaternion; the eight figures in each row are the eight leaves of
the quaternion (surviving leaves in heavy type), the figure being in each case
the line-number of the last line of the play contained on the leaf in question.
The brackets drawn at the top of the table serve to link the two leaves com-
prised in the same sheet. The content of a quaternion divided between two
plays is given on three lines (bracketed in the right-hand margin): the first
line gives the end of the first play, the second line gives the number of lines
available on each leaf for the hypothesis of the second play, the third line gives
the beginning of the second play.

All these figures (except those in heavy type, and those immediately
preceding them) are subject to a slight margin of error: in the first place
the manuscript admits slight variations from its norm of 25 lines to a page, in
the second place its lineation will have differed slightly from that of the texts
on which our modern line-numbering is based. But the error is unlikely, over
a number of consecutive leaves, to average more than one line a leaf: over the
longest sections that can be checked the average content of a leaf never falls
below 49 or exceeds 51 (for Ph. 807–1700, 18 leaves, it is 49.7; Or. 105–1556,
29 leaves, 50.1; Andr. 80–1091, 20 leaves, 50.6; Hipp. 320–1336, 20 leaves,
50.85; Med. 51–1376, 27 leaves, 49.1). In estimating the content of leaves
preceding the first surviving leaf of a play, or following the last, I have there-
fore assumed a content of 50 lines by our numbering; except that at the
beginning of Hek. I have assumed an average content of 51 (in order that
the first quaternion may begin with line 1, not line 19) and that in Ph. I have
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assumed that the 22 divided tetrameters 603–24 were written each on two
lines (as those of Or. 774–98 must certainly have been, to make 130 lines
occupy three leaves).

The space available for hypotheses, according to this reconstruction is as
follows. The first line gives the number of lines available if the copyist began
immediately after the end of the preceding play, the second line gives the
number available if he began at the head of the next new page (he may well
have fluctuated between the two practices); the ‘plus-or-minus’ figures in
brackets indicate the likely margin of error, on the assumption that the aver-

Hek. (text) 50 103 153 204 254 304 354 404 1
455 506 556 606 662 715 768 818 2
868 920 971 1022 1073 1124 1173 1223 3
1273 1295

Ph. (hyp.) 28 22
⎫
⎬
⎭

4

 (text) 28 78 128 178 228 278
328 378 428 478 528 578 615 656 5
706 756 806 853 899 950 1000 1050 6
1100 1150 1200 1250 1300 1350 1400 1450 7
1500 1550 1600 1650 1700 1750 1766

Or. (hyp.) 30
⎫
⎬
⎭

8

(text) 4 54
104 154 213 263 313 362 412 463 9
514 564 614 666 717 766 795 846 10
896 946 997 1048 1099 1151 1200 1250 11
1302 1355 1407 1464 1508 1556 1606 1656 12
1693

Andr. (hyp.) 13 21
⎫
⎬
⎭

13

(text) 29 79 122 169 220 270 321
371 422 472 523 573 624 674 725 14
776 830 886 936 986 1041 1091 1141 15
1191 1241 1288

Hipp. (hyp.) 3 31
⎫
⎬
⎭

16

(text) 19 69 119 169 219
269 319 368 418 468 518 569 620 17
672 723 775 826 878 929 981 1032 18
1084 1135 1186 1237 1289 1336 1386 1436 19
1466

Med. (hyp.) 20
⎫
⎬
⎭

20

(text) 50 100 151 203 255 304 353
401 450 499 547 596 645 693 742 21
791 839 888 937 985 1034 1083 1131 22
1180 1229 1277 1327 1376 1419 23
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age content of lost leaves in the neighbourhood may have been up to one line
higher or lower than the 50 I have assumed.

I compare these figures with the number of lines occupied by the hypoth-
eses in the four manuscripts MABV (using the lineation not of the manu-
scripts but of Murray’s text, and allowing two lines in each case for the
dramatis personae):

It remains possible, of course, that the manuscript contained other plays
than the six from which leaves have been preserved, and that one or more of
these other plays may have been located between the surviving six. The four
plays which come into question, with their lengths, are as follows: Alk., 2
quaternions + 363 lines; Tr., 3 qu. + 132; Rh., 2 qu. + 196; Ba., 3 qu. + c. 250.

It is evident that Alk., occupying with its hypothesis nearly an exact three
quaternions, could be fitted at any point into the sequence I have proposed;
since its position in most existing manuscripts (OBVDL) is immediately in
front of Andr., that is the place which I should expect to find it here also. But
since we have leaves preserved of all but two of the quaternions containing Or.
and Andr. (and of these quaternions at least two leaves), the odds are perhaps
against the disappearance without trace of three consecutive quaternions
from the series.

Since Alk. might occupy slightly less than three quaternions, the possibility
of the sequence Or.–Med. (unlikely as it stands because of the scanty space
available for the hypothesis of Med.) would be increased by its conversion
into a sequence Or.–Alk.–Med. (which would leave 50 lines available for the
two hypotheses of Alk. and Med.). But in this case there would be a gap
between Med. and Andr. of x quaternions + 178 lines, which would need to be
filled, rather loosely, by Tr. (no other combination of Tr., Rh., and Ba. would
suit). This gives a sequence Hek.–Ph.–Or.–Alk.–Med.–Tr.–Andr.–Hipp., which
is on all counts scarcely a likely one.

Hek. Ph. Or. Andr. Hipp. Med.

Following immediately 0 50(±20) 30(±4) 34(±5) 34(±11) 20(±4)
––on next page 0 47(±17) 21(±2) 21(±2) 31(±6) 0

Hek. Ph. Or. Andr. Hipp. Med.

M 0 48 44 19 30 ––
A 18 48 44 26 30 38
B –– 55 29 19 30 29
V 0 55 44 26 30 23
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Finally, Tr. and Rh. together occupy very nearly six quaternions; this
suggests the possibility that these two together might be inserted at any
point into the sequence I have proposed. It is, I suppose, a possibility; but
again I think it very unlikely.

I should judge therefore that the original sequence was most probably Hek.
Ph. Or. Andr. Hipp. Med., with the possibility that Alk. occurred at some point
in the sequence. It remains of course possible that there were other plays after
Med.
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The Epitome of Euripides’ Phoinissai:
Ancient and Medieval Versions

I. THE THREE VERSIONS

We now know that the epitomes prefixed to the plays of Euripides in the
medieval manuscripts were written not for this purpose but as part of a
complete collection of Euripidean epitomes, arranged alphabetically by
initial, and intended presumably to make the subject-matter of the plays
available to persons unable or unwilling to read the plays themselves. The first
direct proof of the existence of this collection came with the publication in
1933 of a fragment containing Rhesos, Rhadamanthys, Skyrioi (Gallavotti, Riv.
Fil. 61 [1933], 177 ff.; now PSI 1286); we now have parts of it in three other
papyri as well (P. Mil. Vogl. 44, with Hippolytos ; P. Oxy. 2455, with over twenty
plays, including Medea, Orestes, Troades, Phoinissai ; P. Oxy. 2457, with Alkestis
and Aiolos), and may reasonably suppose that P. Oxy. 420 (Elektra; published
in 1903) is also from the same work.

The medieval texts of the epitomes are substantially identical with the
ancient (save in Medea, where the medieval version follows an abnormal
pattern), but show a good many minor discrepancies of wording: that of
Alkestis has been much condensed, but in Rhesos, Hippolytos, Orestes, Troades,
and Phoinissai the differences, though numerous, are relatively trivial.

My concern in this paper is with the epitome of Phoinissai. The part of this
published in P. Oxy. 2455, fr. 17, amounts to fifteen lines of the papyrus text,
covering the last two-fifths of the epitome; it contains nineteen discrepancies
from the medieval vulgate. Since I was interested at the time in the later
medieval tradition of Euripides, it occurred to me to compare the two
versions with that in the Moschopoulean manuscripts of Euripides; and I
discovered that in eight of the nineteen discrepancies Moschopoulos sided
with the papyrus against the medieval vulgate. At this point Dr. J. W. B. Barns

Classical Quarterly 15 (1965), 58–71.



communicated to me a transcript of fragments of the first half of the epitome
from P. Oxy. 2544, and it was evident that the situation here was the same; I
then succeeded in identifying two further fragments of P. Oxy. 2455, belong-
ing to the gap between P. Oxy. 2544 and the main fragment of P. Oxy. 2455,
and here again the situation was the same. We now have, therefore, papyrus
fragments of the epitome ranging over the whole of the ancient text; and it is
evident that the Moschopoulean version is far closer to that text than is the
version found in the principal medieval manuscripts. One consequence of
this is that we are now able to reconstruct the original text of the epitome
with tolerable certainty. But a more important consequence is the proof that
Moschopoulos made use of sources independent of (and, it will appear,
superior to) those of our earlier medieval manuscripts.

I shall first transcribe, in parallel columns, the three versions of the
epitome; I shall then discuss the problems raised by their comparison.

I I . THE TEXT OF THE THREE VERSIONS

My symbols for the three versions, and my sources for them, are as follows
(line-numbers are those of my parallel texts): /[58/9]

P: the papyrus version. Lines 1–36 are in P. Oxy. 2544 (published by Mr.
R. A. Coles and Dr. Barns, pp. 52–55 above); lines 32–77 are in P. Oxy.
2455 (50–77 edited by E.G. Turner in Oxyrhynchus Papyri, xxvii,
pp. 46 f.; 32–64 edited or re-edited by me in section VI below, with the
aid of three fragments printed by Turner as unassigned).

M: the Moschopoulean version. I give this from my own collations of two
manuscripts in the Bodleian Library at Oxford, Auct. F. 3. 25 and Barocci
120; these are the manuscripts used by Turyn, The Byzantine Manuscript
Tradition of the Tragedies of Euripides, as his principal representatives of
the Moschopoulean recension, and called by him X and Xa.1

V: the medieval vulgate, as it appears in the four manuscripts MBAV
(in L and P, the other two manuscripts currently used by editors of
Euripides, the epitome is lacking). There are full collations of these in
Prinz–Wecklein; Murray does not record all variants.

Where the manuscripts of any one version are not agreed, I indicate this in
my transcript by brackets (enclosing words or letters not present in all of

1 The version is already in print (from a Wolfenbüttel manuscript, Gudian. Gr. 15) in the
apparatus to Dindorf ’s edition of the scholia.
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them) or by asterisks, and give an account of the variants (save for those
involving paragogic ν) at the end of the transcripts; I ignore altogether one or
two minor errors of single manuscripts.

[59/60]

P M V
[Ε� ]τ

·
εοκλ" π

·
[αραλαβ]F

·
ν Ε� τεοκλ" παραλαβFν Ε� τεοκλ" παραλαβFν

τ=ν �ν Θ
·
$
·

[βαι βαιλε�αν] τ=ν (τ3ν) Θηβ3ν βαιλε�αν τ=ν (τ3ν) Θηβ3ν βαιλε�αν

[τ]-
·
ν α� δελφ

·
[-ν Πολυ]ν

·
ε�κην τ-ν α� δελφ-ν Πολυνε�κην α� ποτερε� το+ µ�ρου

α� π
·

[ετ�ρηε το+ δικ]α
·
�
·
ου. α� ποτερε� το+ µ�ρου. τ-ν α� δελφ-ν Πολυνε�κην.

5 φυγὰ[ δ� ε� Jρ]γ
·
ο φυγὰ δ! �κε�νο ε� φυγὰ δ! *ε� Jργο

παραγε[ν�µενο �κε�νο]
·

Jργο παρεγ�νετο κα� �κε�νο* παραγεν�µενο

&γηµεν
·
 [θυγατ�]ρ

·
α &γηµε θυγατ�ρα &γηµε(ν) (τ=ν) θυγατ�ρα

τ
·
[ο+] β

·
α
·
σ
·
ι
·
[λ�ω Pδράτ]ου. το+ βαιλ�ω Pδράτου. το+ βαιλ�ω Pδράτου,

κ[α]τε
·
[λθε�ν δ�  ε� τ=ν] κατ"λθε δ! ε� τ=ν κατελθε�ν ε� τ=ν

10 [πατρ�δα φιλοτιµο/µ]ενο
·
[] πατρ�δα φιλοτιµο/µενο πατρ�δα φιλοτιµο/µενο,

κ
·
[α� τ-ν πενθερ-ν πε�α] τ-ν πενθερ-ν πε�α κα� πε�α τ-ν πενθερ-ν

[τρατ.......]ονιδων τρατε�αν α� ξι�χρεων υν$θροιεν *α� ξι�χρεων

υ
·
[ν$θροιεν �π� Θ$βα.] υναθρο�αι �π� τὰ Θ$βα. τρατ-ν �π� Θ$βα

κατὰ το+ α� δελφο+*.
15 [C δ! µ$τηρ α.]τ3ν C δ! µ$τηρ α.τ3ν C δ! µ$τηρ �Ιοκάτη

&πει
·
ε
·
[ν α.τ-ν @π�πονδον] &πειεν α.τ-ν @π�πονδον &πειεν α.τ-ν @π�πονδον

[ε� τ=ν π�λιν] ε�ελθε�ν

π
·
αραγεν�θα

·
[ι,] παραγεν�θαι. ε� τ=ν π�λιν

κα� διαλεχθ"ναι πρ�τερον

20 πρ- τ-ν α� δελφ-ν

περ� τ" α� ρχ"·

[δεινοπροωπ$αντο δ!] δεινοπροωπ$αντο δ! δεινοπροωπ$αντο δ!

[@π!ρ τ]"
·

·
 τυρανν�δ[ο] τ" τυρανν�δο @π- τ" τυρανν�δο

[Ε� τεοκλ�ου] Ε� τεοκλ�ου (το+) Ε� τεοκλ�ου�

25 [ο.κ Aδ/νατο] C µ!ν �Ιοκάτη C µ!ν �Ιοκάτη

[τὰ τ�]κνα υναγ
·
α
·
γ
·

[ε�ν] Τὰ τ�κνα υναγαγε�ν υναγαγε�ν τὰ τ�κνα

[ε� φιλ�αν·] ε� φιλ�αν ο.κ Aδ/νατο, ε� φιλ�αν ο.κ Aδ/νατο*,
[Πολυνε�κη δ!] Πολυνε�κη δ! Πολυνε�κη δ!

n πρ- πολ�µιον λοιπ-ν*
30 [πα]ρ

·
αταξ�µεν[ο] @ποταξάµενο παραταξάµενο

[�χωρ�θη.] �χωρ�θη. α� νεχ�ρηε(ν) τ" π�λεω.
[Τειρε]�

·
[α] δ

·
[! &χρηεν] Τειρε�α δ! &χρηε &χρηε δ! Y Τειρε�α

* [νικ$ειν] νικ$ειν ν�κην θ�θαι

τοG �κ τ" [π�]λ
·
ε
·
ω* τοG �κ τ" π�λεω το� Θηβα�οι

35 [�ὰν Y Κρ�οντο .. .]
·

�ὰν Y Κρ�οντο υ#- �ὰν Y πα� Κρ�οντο

Μεν[οικεG φ]άγιον
·

ΜενοικεG φάγιον ΜενοικεG φάγιον

[Jρει ...........·] Jρει γ�νηται*. Jρει γ�νηται. / 
[Y] µ

·
 [!ν οBν] Y µ!ν οBν Y µ!ν οBν

Κρ�ων Aρν$ατο

40 �πιδο+ναι τ"ι π�λει

τ-ν πα�δα· Y δ!

 [νε]α
·
ν
·
�
·
σ
·
κ
·
[ο �βο/λετο κα�] νεαν�κο �βο/λετο κα� νεαν�κο �βο/λετο κα�

το+ πατρ- φυγ=ν το+ πατρ- α.τ3ι φυγ=ν

µετὰ χρηµάτων διδ�ντο µετὰ χρηµάτων διδ�ντο
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P 33–34 νικηειν] το[υ εκ | τη πο]λ
·
ε
·
ω 2455: το]υ εκ τη [πολεω νικηειν 2544

M 2 τ3ν X 37 γεν$εται Xa
V 2 τ3ν B 5–6 �κε�νο ε� α' ργο B 7τ=ν MA 12–14 α� ξι�λογον

τρατε�αν κατὰ το+ α� δελφο+ κα� ε� θ$βα �λ$λυθε B 24 το+ MB 27 �δ/νατο

A; ,χυε V 29 λοιπ-ν MB: �χθρ-ν AV 50 µονοµαχηάντων A 60 οM τε B
71 τ" πατρ�δο A

III . THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE THREE VERSIONS

I propose to establish the following stemma:

45 [fαυτ-ν α� π�φ]α
·
ξ
·
ε
·
[ν·] fαυτ-ν &φαξε· fαυτ-ν α� π�φαξε(ν)

κα� δ= κα� &πραξε(ν).
[Θηβα�οι δ! τοG Cγεµ�να] Θηβα�οι δ! τοG Cγεµ�να Θηβα�οι δ! τοG Cγεµ�να

τ3ν Pρ
·
[γε�ων ..........·] τ3ν Pργε�ων &φαξαν· τ3ν Pργε�ων &φαξαν·

[Ε� τεοκλ" δ! κα� Πολυ-] Ε� τεοκλ" δ! κα� Πολυ- Ε� τεοκλ�ου δ! κα� Πολυ-
50 [νε�κη µονοµαχ$αν]τε νε�κη µονοµαχ$αντε νε�κου µονοµαχ$αντο*

~
·
[λλ$λου α� νε�λον.] α� λλ$λου α� νε�λον. α� νε�λον α� λλ$λου.

[C µ!ν οBν µ$τηρ] α.τ[3ν] C µ!ν οBν µ$τηρ α.τ3ν C µ!ν οBν µ$τηρ α.τ3ν

Ι� οκ[άτη]
[νεκροG ε@ρο+α] νεκροG ε@ρο+α ε@ρο+α νεκροG

55 [τοG] πα�δα τοG υ#οG τοG υ#οG

fαυτ
·
[=ν προ]

·
ε[π]�φ[αξ]εν, fαυτ=ν κατ�φαξεν, &φαξεν fαυτ$ν,

Y
·
 [δ!] τα/τη α� δελ

·
[φ-] Y δ! τα/τη α� δελφ- Y δ! τα/τη α� δελφ-

Κρ�ω
·
ν
·
 π
·
αρ�λ

·
[αβεν] Κρ�ων παρ�λαβε Κρ�ων παρ�λαβε

τ=ν βα
·

·
ιλε�αν· τ=ν δυνατε�αν· τ=ν βαιλε�αν·

60  [ο]#
·
 δ!

·
 P<ρ>γ

·
ε
·
�οι ο# δ! Pργε�οι ο# δ!* Pργε�οι

τ
·
"
·
ι
·
 µ
·
ά
·
χ
·
η
·

[ι τ]ρ
·
[ε]φθ�ντε τ"ι µάχηι Cττηθ�ντε νικηθ�ντε τ" µάχη

α� πε[χ�ρ]η
·

·
[αν.] Κ

·
[ρ]�ων

·
 δ! α� νεχ�ρηαν. Κρ�ων δ! α� νεχ�ρηαν. Κρ�ων δ!

παρ
·
ρ
·
η
·

·
ιατικ�τερο

·
[ν] δυχερ3 φ�ρων δυχερ3 φ�ρων

τ
·
"
·
ι
·
 τ
·
ύ
·
[χη]ι

·
 χ
·
ρ
·
�
·
µενο

65 τοG @π- τ
·
=ν Κ

·
αδµε�αν τοG µ!ν @π- τ"ι Καδµε�αι τοG µ!ν @π- τ"ι Καδµε�αι

τ3ν πολεµ�ων πε
·
[�]ν

·
τ
·
[α]

·
τ3ν πολεµ�ων πε�ντα τ3ν πολεµ�ων πε�ντα

ε� τ[α]φ=ν ο.κ [&]δωκεν, ε� ταφ=ν ο.κ &δωκε, ο.κ &δωκεν ε� ταφ$ν,
Πολ

·
υ
·
νε�κη

·
ν δ� Πολυνε�κην δ! Πολυνε�κην δ!

α� κ
·
$
·
δ
·
ε
·
υτον &ρει[ψε]ν

·
, α� κ$δετον &ρριψεν, α� κ$δευτον &ρριψεν,

70 Ο�δ�ποδ[α] δ! φυγάδα Ο�δ�ποδα δ! φυγάδα Ο�δ�πουν δ! φυγάδα

τ"
·

·
 π
·

[�λεω] ~
·
π
·
�
·

·
τειλε[ν], τ" π�λεω α� πεπ�µψατο, τ" πατρ�ια* α� π�πεµψεν,

�φ� |[ν µ!ν ο].
·
 φυλ

·
ά
·
ξ[α] �φ� |ν µ!ν ο. φυλάξα �φ� |ν µ!ν φυλάξα

[τ-]ν α� νθρ�πων
·
 ν�

·
[µο]ν, α� νθρ�πων ν�µου, τ-ν α� νθρ�πινον ν�µον,

[�φ� |. ν δ! τ=ν 6ργ=]ν �φ� |ν δ! τ=ν 6ργ=ν �φ� |ν δ! τ=ν 6ργ=ν

75 ο. λοιπογραφ$α λογοποι$α λογοποι$α

[ο.δ! τοG] παρα[ ]ν
·

ο.δ! παρὰ τ=ν ο.δ! παρὰ τ=ν

[δυτυ]χε� �λε$[α]. δυτυχ�αν �λε$α. δυτυχ�αν �λε$α.
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In establishing it, I shall constantly have to assume that one of two variants [60/1]
is right and the other wrong: my justification of these assumptions will be
found in section IV below.

That MV share a common source which is not a source of P is shown by
their frequent coincidence in error where P has the truth. The most notable
instances are 63–64 (δυχερ3 φ�ρων for παρρηιατικ�τερον τ"ι τ/χηι

χρ�µενο) and 75 (λογοποι$α for ο. λοιπογραφ$α). I add 3–4 (α� ποτερε�),
25–27, 30, 48, 71, 76–77; less certain are 2, 3–4 (µ�ρου), 37, 55. That the
common source of MV was not P itself or a descendant of P will hardly
need demonstration;2 though demonstration is at hand in occasional errors
of P where MV have the truth (notably 43–44; cf. 53, 65).

It follows that unless there is contamination M or V can never inherit the
truth alone against the consensus of PV or PM. If we do in such a situation
find the truth in M or V alone, then unless we can assume conjecture we
must acknowledge contamination; if we do not find it, we may provisionally
accept the stemma as a complete statement of the relationship.

M against PV is clearly wrong at 6, 9–13, 13, 23, 30, and 69, and pre-
sumably wrong at 45 and 73. Only at 59 might one think of preferring M’s
δυνατε�αν, as lectio difficilior, to PV’s βαιλε�αν; but βαιλε�αν is faultless, and
the case against it uncertain.

V is at variance with PM in twenty-five places; they fall into four clearly
defined categories.

(a) In seven places where PM have the verb after its object, or other
complement, or subject, V has it before it: 3–4, 12–13, 26, 32, 56, 61, 67. I have
no doubt that V’s order is a late modification: it is in general inferior to
the other (notably at 3–4), and at 61 it produces a hiatus µάχηι α� νεχ�ρηαν

(or would produce it, if V had not further corrupted τ"ι µάχηι to τ" µάχη).3

2 Since P is represented not by one manuscript but by two, only one of them could be an
ancestor of MV (unless one were an apograph of the other). But it would in any case be
fantastic to suppose that a single Egyptian manuscript should have become, before it was
consigned to a provincial rubbish-tip, the ancestor of the whole medieval tradition.

3 The author seems to be strict in his avoidance of hiatus. For instances after prepositives
(where it is venial) see below, n. 4; apart from these I find it, in the papyrus texts, in two passages
only. One is PSI 1286 A i. 16 f. (Rhes.) δι� α.

·
[το+ ΕT κ]τορ

·
ο τ-ν φ[�νο]ν �νηργ"θα[ι �]π

·
ινοε�; here

I observe (a) that the first hiatus could be made venial by reading α.το+ <το+>, (b) that �πινοε� is
an odd verb and the wrong tense (the author seems not to use the historic present), (c) that the
medieval tradition has its verb after α.το+ (and so may avoid hiatus): δι� α.το+ (. . .) ΕT κτορο τ-ν
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I add that where P is lacunose, and M and V are at variance in this way, there
can be no doubt that P had the order as in M: 11, 51, 54 (again V’s order is
inferior, notably at 54). Similarly at 17–18, where P and V are at variance, M
will have omitted the words ε� τ=ν π�λιν from before, not after, παραγεν�θαι.

(b) In five places V has a surplus over PM, ranging in length from three
words to nine: 14, 19–21, 29, 39–41, 46. At first blush one might expect
the longer version to be original, and the shorter to be due to deliberate /[61/2]
abbreviation; but on examination the surpluses suggest themselves as
intrusive. None of them adds anything to the narrative: four of them merely
make explicit what is already adequately implied; the fifth (46) is absurd.
It is conceivable that an abbreviator should have excised precisely the
passages that were dispensable; it is more likely that an expander should have
elaborated where the less intelligent reader might find an implication obscure.
I remark further (a) that 19–21 seem to presuppose the MV version of 22–27
(the P version, with the subject of 25–27 carried over from 15, will scarcely
brook the presence of 19–21), and that the P version seems to be original,
(b) that 14 and 46 each contain a hiatus, το+ α� δελφο+ and κα� &πραξεν (both
venial, but the epitome is otherwise free of hiatus).4

(c) In five places V has an expression approximately synonymous with that
of PM: 17–18 ε�ελθε�ν (παραγεν�θαι PM), 31 α� νεχ�ρηε τ" π�λεω

(�χωρ�θη PM), 33 ν�κην &εθαι (νικ$ειν PM), 34 το� Θηβα�οι (τοG �κ
τ" π�λεω PM), 71 πατρ�ια (π�λεω PM). In none of these is V’s reading
superior; in two at least (31, 34) the reading of PM is more in accordance
with the author’s usage.

(d) Eight miscellaneous variants: 15 α.τ3ν PM, �Ιοκάτη V (shown by
hiatus to be intrusive); alternative forms etc. at 70, 73; false word-order at 35;
omissions at 9, 72; wrong cases at 49–50, 61.

In the great majority of these instances the discrepancies between PM and

φ�νον γεγεν"θαι (for the verb Harl. has, corruptly, φαιν, V leaves a blank). The other is P. Oxy.
2455. 85 (Skiron) ατυ[ρ]οι ει

·
η[: I should expect corruption, but the text is too fragmentary for

speculation. (I do not include P. Oxy. 2455. 215 (Phaethon) θεο
·
+
·
 υ
·
#
·
 [�]: for υ

·
ι
·
 Turner reports ‘the

lower parts of two verticals: ν would also be possible’; perhaps therefore, space permitting,
π
·

[α�], but the context is fragmentary and the sense may be quite different.)
4 Only the strictest practice eschews hiatus after κα� or the article. But our author seems to

be chary of it; and he seems also (what tallies) to have it predominantly before proper names.
I find the following instances, or possible instances, in the papyrus texts (all in P. Oxy. 2455): 118
το+ Ο�

·
ξ
·
ύ
·
λου

·
, 123 (?) ο# �Αριτο]δ$µ[ου] πα�δε, 133 αρ

·
αθενει και ο

·
ρ[ (proper name? one expects

Ε.ρυθενε� κα� Προκλε�), 140 (?) το+ �Αγαµ�]µ
·
νονο, 228 ]αδετωα[ (conceivably τ3ι �Αθάµαντι),

254 κα�
·
 ΕT λενο (why the κα� ?), 280 ]τω επιβο

·
[υλ]ευοµε

·
ν
·
[ω], 283 Φρ�ξον τε [κ]α� ‘uλλη[ν

τ]=
·
ν
·
 α� δε[λ]φ[$]ν (‘uλλην intrusive? we have been told already that she is his sister; τ=ν α� δελφ$ν

therefore pointless with ‘uλλην, but in place instead of ‘uλλην). Turner’s articulation is
uncertain at fr. 115 ] ο# α� δελφ[ο� (]οια δελφ[?) and fr. 109 ] και ο[ (και�, και�µενο?);
similarly fr. 54 π]ε

·
ρι αρ[ (περιαρµ�αι, fπ�ρια?).
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V are evidently due to deliberate revision; and wherever a choice can be made
between the readings, it appears that it is V and not PM that the revision
has affected. This is precisely what we should expect. While the epitomes were
still an independent book, their text is likely to have remained stable; once
an epitome was prefixed to the text of a tragedy its status fell to that of mere
exegetical material, and it became liable to modification in the same way as
the scholia with which it was now on a level. A revised and expanded text in V
is natural enough ; a revised and abbreviated text in P is scarcely credible.
Even less credible would be the subsequent course of the tradition: full
and abbreviated versions circulating side by side from the second century
onwards, to become the sources respectively of V and M; the errors now
shared by V and M arising in one version only, and transmitting themselves
to the other by contamination. There are few processes in the transmission of
a Greek text that I would call impossible ; but there are some that I would call
very improbable indeed, and this is one.

So far, in this survey of the variants, there has been nothing to suggest
contamination. There are clear instances of MV wrong with P right; there
are no clear instances of PV wrong with M right, or of PM wrong with
V right. / The stemma may therefore stand unaltered, and wherever in the [62/3]
situations PM ~ V or PV ~ M the two readings seem equally possible, we
may safely assume that the reading private to V or M is false.

It does for all that seem necessary to assume some minor degree of con-
tamination, though of a kind that does not affect the conclusions I have just
drawn. The grounds for the assumption are to be found at 29–30: παραταξ-

�µενο P, @ποταξάµενο M, n πρ- πολ�µιον λοιπ-ν παραταξάµενο V. The
man who inserted n πρ- πολ�µιον λοιπ�ν can have inserted it only in a text
which had the future participle; yet the error -άµενο is shared by V with M, and
ought therefore to have been the reading of V before expansion. Contamin-
ation from V to M and from M to V seems equally improbable: M would not
take a variant from the long text and ignore the adjacent surplus; V would not
accept from the short text a variant which made especial nonsense in the long.
But there is a third possibility which explains the situation more readily:
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I assume, that is, that the insertions originated not in a direct ancestor of V
but in a collateral (γ), and were taken over from this collateral into a direct
ancestor (δ) ; that the error -άµενο arose in the common source (β) of M and
δ, and so was absent from γ but present in δ ; and that when the insertions
were taken over from γ into δ the error was left uncorrected.

There is no need to assume that all the revision apparent in V was the work
of a single hand. If the insertions, as I have suggested, were made in γ and
incorporated thence into δ, it does not follow that the changes of order and
the substitution of synonyms had a similar career: they may just as well have
occurred in the direct ancestry of V, at any point or points in the descent
from β. Some of them at any rate occurred at at least one remove from V, for
in two cases there has been subsequent corruption: at 33 ν�κην &εθαι has
become ν�κην θ�θαι; at 61 τ"ι µάχηι has (presumably after transposition)
become τ" µάχη.

Any attempt to date the various stages in the transmission can only be
speculative. We do not know when it became customary to prefix an epitome
to a tragic text; I would myself surmise that it happened in late antiquity
(say the sixth century), at the time when it became customary to fill the
margins of the codex with the copious extracts from commentaries that
became the basis of the medieval scholia. If one assumes (as I think one must:
see my Hippolytos, pp. 59 f.) that the medieval tradition of Euripides is
founded on a unique transliteration of ancient manuscripts, made in the
ninth or tenth century (to be subsequently corrected from other ancient
manuscripts that were never themselves transliterated), then either α or β

could be that unique transliteration; if α, the insertions are medieval; if
β (which I should prefer to assume), the insertions belong to late antiquity,
and γ is an ancient manuscript from which they were culled by δ. /[63/4]

IV. NOTES ON THE VARIANTS

These notes are concerned primarily with instances where P is at variance
with M and V ; I discuss other variants only where I need to supplement what
I have said already in section III.

2. �ν Θ$βαι: cf. P. Oxy. 2455. 270 (Phrixos II) Pθάµα �ν Ο� ρχοµε
·
[ν3ι βαι]

λ
·
εύ
·
[ω]ν.

3–4. α� πετ�ρηε: the author seems not to use the historic present; the space
in M is better filled by the aorist. [See Addendum.]

3–4. το+ δικα�ου: not demonstrably superior to το+ µ�ρου.
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5–6. �κε�νο seems to be rightly placed in M: in P it is awkwardly late; in V
there is a variant order (B) agreeing with M, and this presumably was the
order of the common source of M and V. [See Addendum.]

9–13. P is clearly right; independent corruptions in M (κατ"λθε, om. κα�,
υναθρο�αι) and V (om. δ�).

12. α� ξι�ξρεων is feeble, and P’s ]ονιδων brings it under strong suspicion;
but ]ονιδων is itself unsatisfactory. It can be restored only as a patronymic,
the letter before ο (which begins a line) being necessarily a vowel; the two
candidates are Ταλαϊονιδ3ν and Pµυθαονιδ3ν, the descendants of Talaos and
of his grandfather Amythaon. Now in the first place such literary allusiveness
is unexpected in our author (who assumes scant mythological learning in
his reader); in the second place neither patronymic is accurate––of the six
champions (other than Polyneikes) Euripides makes only Adrastos Talaionid
and only Adrastos and Amphiaraos Amythaonid. It is true that other authors
have other Talaionidai: Hippomedon (in Ph. ‘a Mycenaean by birth’, 125) is
sometimes son (or son’s son) of Talaos, sometimes replaced by Mekisteus son
of Talaos; Parthenopaios (in Ph. ‘son of Atalante’, 150) is sometimes son of
Talaos. But Tydeus and Kapaneus (invariable members of the Seven) belong
firmly to other families, and are connected with the Talaionidai only by
marriage or by mother: the Oineid Tydeus marries Adrastos’ daughter (as
does Polyneikes; similarly the Amythaonid Amphiaraos marries Talaos’
daughter Eriphyle); the Proitid Kapaneus is sometimes son of Talaos’ daughter
Astynome. If we are to justify Ταλαϊονιδ3ν (or Pµυθαονιδ3ν) here, we must
say that our author not only diverged from Euripides’ account but used the
patronymic, improperly, to include marriage-connexions and descendants in
the female line. This is not easy; and since the patronymic is in any case out of
character, I prefer to regard ]ονιδων as corrupt. In this case I should expect
]ονιδων and α� χι�χρεων to be independent corruptions of some third (and
uncommon) word. Conceivably α� ξι�νικον: not unsuitable in this author,
and trivialized easily to α� ξι�χρεων; P might perhaps have had αξι|ονιδων (an
odd corruption, but fairly close; and any corruption to -ονιδων is likely to be
odd). The preceding word was most likely τρατε�αν in the common source of
MV (M has τρατε�αν, V the variants τρατ�ν MAV, τρατε�αν B); the gap
in P would admit τρατειαν before αξι|ονιδων, but hardly before any longer
word.

15. If Iokaste is to be named at all, she must be named here where first
mentioned; but the name is not merely private to V but involves a hiatus
before &πειεν. It is therefore intrusive; and it will be intrusive also in 25 (MV)
and 53 (P). / [64/5]

19–21. The interpolation in V would fit ill into the original form of 15–27
as preserved (see below) in P.
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23. @π�ρ (restored by Wecklein) was presumably corrupted to @π� in the
source of MV, and then omitted by M.

25–27. P’s text was appreciably shorter than MV’s. Iokaste’s name will be
intrusive (see on 15); in its absence the subject may carry over from 15, and
P can be restored with fair certainty as I have restored it. The postponing of
ο.κ Aδ/νατο (in MV) was presumably a consequence of the intrusion of C µ!ν

Ι� οκάτη.
30. -άµενο an error in the source of MV; @πο- a further error of M’s own

(intended to mean ‘submitting’?).
31. �χωρ�θη: cf. P. Oxy. 2455. 84 (Skiron), Rh. 13.
33. V’s ν�κην θ�θαι is evidently (Barns) a corruption of ν�κην &εθαι; this,

with the dative, may have been intended to remove a fancied ambiguity
(subject or object) in the accusative with νικ$ειν.

34. τοG �κ τ" π�λεω is more our author’s style: he affects an occasional
harmless synonym. Note the different word-order in the two papyri: that of
2455, agreeing with M, is evidently superior.

35. P apparently had the same word-order as M (Coles and Barns, p. 55
above); its . . .]

·
 might be either υ#� or πα�, but υ#� is more our author’s

habit in identifying X as son of Y.
37. P had space for more than Jρει γ�νηται (see section VI); presumably a

longer verb.
43–44. P’s omission can only be accidental (some indication of Kreon’s

reluctance is needed to give point to �βο/λετο); note that it produces a hiatus.
48. &φαξαν was seen to be corrupt by Hermann; P seems to have had

another and longer verb (see section VI).
53. Ι� οκάτη is intrusive: see on 15.
55. πα�δα is more our author’s habit than υ#ο/ (though cf. Hek. 13); this

may, however, be due in part to his avoidance of hiatus (which is here
irrelevant to the choice).

56. M and V have obvious trivializations (V’s perhaps secondary) of the
more informative and effective προεπ�φαξεν (for which cf. arg. S. Ant. 3. 18).

59. δυνατε�αν, the less obvious word (but acceptable to our author: P.
Oxy. 2455. 20 [Melanippe] δυνάτου, 39 [Or.] δυνατε/ειν, PSI 1286 A ii. 16
[Skyrioi] δυνάτηι, Her. 6 δυνάτην), might appear the more likely to be genu-
ine; but βαιλε�αν is of course faultless (cf. 2), and the appearance may well be
illusory.

61. τρεφθ�ντε is evidently the right word (the others trivializing? note that
Cττηθ�ντε gives a hiatus).

62. α� πο- rather than α� να- in describing their complete departure.
63–64. παρρη�α, properly ‘speaking without restraint’, moves over to

‘acting without restraint’ (LSJ 3); hence ‘showing too little restraint in his
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good fortune’. This is obviously genuine; but the preciosity caused difficulty,
and so was removed by the mistaken paraphrase δυχερ3 φ�ρων.

65. Two errors in P: omitted µ�ν (µ!ν . . . δ� is very much our author’s
habit); the accusative (normal in later Greek) in place of the more elegant
dative.

70. V has substituted Attic Ο�δ�πουν for the Ο�δ�ποδα of the κοιν$; perhaps
under the influence of the poetic text?/ [65/6]

71. α� π�τειλεν: common in our author (An. 16, Or. 6, Ba. 6; cf. P. Oxy. 2455.
146, 158), and evidently genuine.

75. λοιπογραφε�ν is an accountant’s term, ‘carry over’ (in allowing payment
to be deferred); so here Kreon, acting impetuously in the first flush of his
anger against Polyneikes, does not allow that anger to stand over, does not
defer its settlement. Another preciosity that was misunderstood; the result of
the misunderstanding, λογοποι$α, is this time a mere nonsensical garbling.

76–77. ο.δ! παρὰ τ=ν δυτυχ�αν �λε$α is an absurdity. P is restored by
Turner as [ο.δ! τοG] παρὰ [καιρ-]ν

·
 [δυτυ]χε� �λε$[α]; I should have

expected rather παρ�  α� ξ�αν. (I have not verified the space.)

V. MOSCHOPOULOS’  TEXT OF THE OTHER EPITOMES

We can compare the versions of P, M, and V in one other epitome, that of
Orestes; but here the situation is quite different. In the fifteen5 5 lines of which
parts are preserved in the papyrus, there appear to be seven discrepancies
between P and V; in all but one of them M agrees with V, and the exception
may not be significant. Where V has Ο� ρ�τηι (BA; Ο� ρ�την MV) δ! ‘Ερµι�νην

�π�ταξε λαβε�ν and P has Ο� ρ�[τηι δ! �π�ταξεν |. . . .]. µ!ν ‘Ερµι�νη[ν λαβε�ν

γυνα�κα] (suppl. Turner),6 X has Ο� ρ�την δ! ‘Ερµι�νην �π�ταξε λαβε�ν but Xa
has Ο� ρ�την δ! ‘Ερµι�νην �π�ταξε γυνα�κα λαβε�ν.

For the only other play included in Moschopoulos’ recension, Hekabe,
there is no papyrus of the epitome. The medieval evidence is also defective:
the epitome is not preserved in MBVLP,7 but only in A, Moschopoulos, and a
number of non-Moschopoulean manuscripts of the fourteenth century and
later. (It is quite evidently a genuine early epitome, derived from the same
collection as the others; Schwartz, and following him Murray, ought not to

5 Turner prints twelve, but I can add three more: see section VI.
6 Or ‘Ερµι�νη[ν λαβε�]ν γυν[α�κα]: see section VI.
7 I say ‘is not preserved’: it must be remembered that the beginnings of B (up to Hek. 522)

and V (up to Hek. 31: Turyn, op. cit. 90) are later replacements.
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have stigmatized it as ‘late’.) Moschopoulos and A are in close agreement;
there are about nine discrepancies between them and the other manuscripts,
and in at least three of these their reading is manifestly inferior.8

VI. NEW IDENTIFICATIONS IN P. Oxy. 2455

I have been able to assign to the Phoinissai epitome three fragments (48, 56,
125) printed by Turner as unassigned. I print below the part of the epitome
affected by these identifications.

Before the part which I print there will (if one assumes the text to have
agreed with P. Oxy. 2544) have been 412 letters, which can be arranged in
14 lines averaging 29.4 letters (the extant lines average 29.2; the seven lines at
the end of the preceding epitome average 29.7); before this there will have
been three lines of heading.9 I number the lines accordingly, assigning 1–3 / to[66/7]
the heading and 4–39 to the epitome proper (of which I print 18–31; my
numbers on the left, Turner’s on the right).

I identified the fragments, tentatively, on the basis of Turner’s transcripts;
Dr. Barns then examined them for me in London, and was able to confirm the
identifications and to verify a number of doubtful readings. My notes on the
readings are based on his reports; supplements are my own.

[τειρε]ι
·
[α]δ

·
[εεχρηεννικηειν]το[υεκ]

[τηπο]λ
·
ε
·
ω[εανοκρεοντουιο]µεν[οι]

20 [κευφ]αγιον
·
[ ·ο]µ

·
[εν]

[ουννε]α
·
ν
·
ι
·

·
κ
·
[οεβουλετοκαιεαυτον]

[απεφ]α
·
ξ
·
ε
·
[ν·θηβαιοιδετουηγεµο]

[να]τωναρ
·
[γειων ·ετεο]

[κληδεκαιπολυνεικηµονοµαχηαν]
25 τεα

·
[λληλουανειλον·ηµενουνµητηρ] 291

αυτ[ων]ιοκ[ατηνεκρουευρουατου]
παιδαε̈αυτ

·
[ηνπρο]

·
ε[π]εφ[αξ]εν[·]ο

·
[δε]

ταυτηαδελ
·
[φο]κρε

·
ω
·
ν
·
π
·
αρελ

·
[αβεν]

τηνβα
·

·
ιλειαν[·ο]ι

·
δε
·
αγ
·
ε
·
ιοιτ

·
η
·
ι
·
µ
·
�χ
·
η
·

[ιτ]ρ
·
[ε] 295

8 Line 2 (Murray) φαγ"ναι Aξ�ου A, Mosch. (against φάγιον lιτει), 8 δυτυχο+ (against
δυτυχο/η),14 τ3ν 6φθαλµ3ν (against τ" Yράεω).

9 The epitome will thus have occupied, without the heading, 36 lines of the papyrus. If the
first and last lines are on a level (Turner, p. 33) a column of text will have contained 35 lines
(columns which include a heading, whose three lines occupy the space of five or six lines of text,
will have had 32 or 33 lines in all); Turner’s estimate (loc. cit.) of ‘between 43 and 45 lines’ must
therefore be reduced, and calculations depending on it must be revised.
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30 φθεντεαπε[χωρ]η
·

·
[αν·]κ

·
[ρ]εων

·
δεπαρ

·
ρ
·
η
·
 


·
ιατικωτερο

·
[ν]τ

·
η
·
ι
·
τυ
·
[χη]ι

·
χ
·
ρ
·
ω
·
µενο

18–23, left: fr. 48 (its lateral position ensured by the vertical fibres). 18–20,
right: fr. 125. 25–31: the main fragment (fr. 17), with fr. 56 inserted into 27–30.

18. ι
·
: an upright, with a trace of a serif at the foot. δ

·
: almost certain (though with

a puzzling mark above the base line). 19. λ
·
: indeterminate traces. ε

·
: traces of

the horizontal stroke touching ω. 20. The gap is 2–3 letters too long for
[αρειγενηται·ο]: the ν[ is half a letter to the right of the [ above, the ]µ half a letter to
the left of the ]µ above. µ

·
: the traces fit well. 21. α

·
ν
·
ι
·

·
κ
·
: much rubbed, but

the traces fit well (though the  will have been unusually cramped). 22–23. The
lines are separated only by the normal space: there can (pace Turner) have been no
line between them. 23. ]δ

·
ωντωναν

·
[ Turner, but the δ

·
ων is on a separate scrap of

papyrus that has been wrongly attached. After αρ
·
[γειων apparently not εφαξαν but a

longer verb (up to c. 11 letters): with εφαξαν there would be room in 23 for the whole
of ετεοκλη, which would leave 24 too short. 26. Perhaps ]ιοκατ[: fr. 64.
1 ]κ

·
ατ[ would fit after ]ιοκ[. (The other two lines of fr. 64 are on a separate scrap of

papyrus that has been wrongly attached.) 27. ]
·
 (fr. 17): a trace touching the

back of ε over half-way up.  ]εφ[: fr. 56. 28. ω
·
ν
·
π
·

: fr. 56 (the π shared with fr. 17
π
·
αρελ

·
[). 29. γ

·
 (fr. 17): the writer seems to have omitted the ρ. ε

·
ιοιτ

·
η
·

: fr. 56.
ρ
·
: the foot of a descender. 30. ]κ

·
[.]εω: fr. 56.

I have also been able to assign to the Orestes epitome one fragment printed
by Turner as unassigned: fr. 113 belongs just before the part printed by him as
32–39.

(top of column)
[εδωκεν ει χειρα α]υ

·
τ
·
οι· οι δε ταυ-

[την φονευειν εµελ]λον· επιφ
·

[ανε]ι
·
[]

[δε µενελαο και βλεπων] ε
·
[α]υ

·
τ
·
ο
·
ν
·
 [αµα]

[γυναικο� και τεκνου τερουµενον]
[υπ αυτων επεβαλλετο τα βαιλεια]
[πορθει]ν

·
 κτλ.(32)

This identification also was suggested by me on the basis of Turner’s
transcript, and verified in London by Dr. Barns; I give the readings in accord-
ance with his report. The ]αιτρ[ printed by Turner as the first line of fr. 113
is on / a separate scrap of papyrus which has been wrongly attached; the [67/8]
fragment begins with his line 2, which is the first of a column.

I add (this has not been verified from the papyrus) that the scrap stuck on
to the surface of fr. 18 (Turner, p. 67) might be incorporated in 36–37 so as to
confirm Turner’s γυναι

·
κα:

[. . . .]. µεν ερµιονη[ν λαβει]ν γυν[αικα]
[πυλ]α

·
δ
·
η δε ηλεκτρα

·
[ν υνοικ]ι[αι]
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VII . THE AUTHORITY OF THE BYZANTINE RECENSIONS

Since Kirchhoff ’s edition of 1855 it has been customary for editors to dis-
regard all the many manuscripts of the triad (Hekabe, Orestes, Phoinissai)
which appear to derive from the recensions of Byzantine scholars of the
Palaeologean age; their readings, when cited at all, are cited as conjectures, not
as evidence for the tradition. More recently, these manuscripts have been
investigated at length by A. Turyn (The Byzantine Manuscript Tradition of the
Tragedies of Euripides, Urbana, 1957): he sorts them out into those deriving
from the recensions of Moschopoulos, Thomas, and Triklinios, and gives a
good deal of miscellaneous information about their readings. But he con-
tinues to regard them as worthless for the constitution of the text, and indeed
goes far beyond Kirchhoff in that he rejects as ‘interpolations’ not only
readings peculiar to the recensions but also, in general, readings found first in
the recensions and shared by them with later manuscripts hitherto regarded
as sincere (viz. A, O, L, and P);10 when this happens we are to regard the
later manuscripts as ‘interpolated’ from the recensions, and to ignore their
testimony.11 L and P, indeed, agree so frequently with the recensions that
Turyn discards them altogether.

This wholesale rejection of the recensions is based on an assumption that
any reading found first in a recension may be supposed to have originated
in it (unless––for Kirchhoff but not for Turyn––it be found also in a later
manuscript that can be regarded as sincere). This assumption is entirely
arbitrary. No recension produces its text out of thin air: it uses manuscript
sources. A reading found first in a recension may have originated in that
recension, but may equally have been inherited by it from its manuscript
sources; a reading found first in a recension and then in a later manuscript
may have been taken by the later manuscript from the recension, but may
equally have been inherited by recension and manuscript from the same
ultimate source.

As far as the Phoinissai epitome is concerned, the assumption is now shown
to be not merely arbitrary but false: if we consider the places where, with M
and V at variance, we can be certain of the reading of their common ancestor,
we find that M has nine times corrupted a reading preserved by V but has
twenty-five times preserved a reading corrupted by V. Moschopoulos’ source

10 Turyn’s dating of A; I accept it here ad hominem.
11 Turyn never formulates this explicitly as a principle, but he appears (with rare exceptions)

to adhere to it in practice.
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was not only independent of the source used by earlier manuscripts but was
far superior.

If Moschopoulos had an independent source for this one epitome, it does
not of course follow that he had an independent source for the text of the
plays; nevertheless the situation here should serve as a sharp warning against
the assumption that readings appearing first in Moschopoulos (or, similarly,
in Thomas or even Triklinios) are necessarily ‘interpolations’. Certainly these / [68/9]
scholars did indulge in conjecture; but we have never had reason to suppose
that all their readings not found in older manuscripts are conjectural.
We cannot fancy their texts to be dependent on precisely those few older
manuscripts that have chanced to survive (by Turyn’s dating, only M, B, V,
and the fragmentary H); nor can we fancy those four manuscripts to
have preserved between them all the variants that were current in the early
medieval tradition. It would be strange, therefore, if the recensions did not
preserve early variants unknown to us from older manuscripts. We must not
reject their readings out of hand as worthless: we must weigh them, and
attempt to determine how far they are likely to be conjectural and how far to
have been inherited from earlier sources.

My own impression is that whereas Triklinios manifestly indulges in
wholesale conjecture, Moschopoulos and Thomas present texts which
look very little different from the eclectic texts that are familiar at all
periods of the tragic tradition: that there is no reason to credit them with
any large degree of conjecture, and that where they agree with later manu-
scripts such as A, O, L, and P the agreement will commonly be due to
community of source. This is only an impression: a considered verdict
can be based only on complete collations, of the recensions themselves (in
representative manuscripts), of earlier manuscripts and representative
later ones, and of the indirect tradition; those collations are lacking (Turyn’s
lists of readings are confessedly only a selection), and any judgment
formed in their default will be at best provisional. Nevertheless I cite a
few instances, collected casually, which go some way to support my case,
and at least indicate the kind of evidence that will be required to establish it.
All the instances are concerned with readings found in one (or more) of
the recensions but not in earlier medieval manuscripts of the plays;12 if I

12 I have taken the readings of the recensions from Turyn if he cites them, from manuscripts
if he does not: Moschopoulos from the Oxford manuscripts X and Xa; Thomas from the
Cambridge manuscripts Z and Zd (Cambridge University Library, bound together as Nn. 3. 14;
Zd does not include Phoinissai). For the readings of other manuscripts I follow Prinz–Wecklein,
but have verified those of MBHLP from the facsimiles.
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give no reference to Turyn’s book, the reading is one which he does not
mention.13

(a) There is earlier evidence for the reading.

Hek. 996: το+ πλη�ον Eustathios, Thom., P; τ3ν πλη�ον MBAL, Mosch.
Or. 61 (Turyn, p. 109): υµφορά P. Oxy. 1616, Mosch.; υµφοράν MBAVLP,

Thom.
Or. 1182: λ�γειν Vatopedi gnomology (12th cent.),14 Thom., P; µ�λλειν

MBAVHL, Mosch.
Or. 1335: α� ξ�οι� τα' ρ� (variously accented) P. Oxy. 1370, Mosch., Thom. (Z),

A; α� ξ�οι τ�  α' ρ�  P; α� ξ�οιιν γάρ MB; α� ξ�οιιν αk ρ�  Thom. (Zd), L; α� ξ�οιιν α' ρ�  B2.
Ph. 1215: ο.κ Vatopedi gnomology, Mosch., Thom.; κο.κ MBAVLP. /[69/70]

(b) The reading is a depravation of a reading preserved in a later manu-
script (so that recension and manuscript must be supposed to depend on a
common source):

Life of Eur. (= the Souda article on Eur.), p. 14. 6–7 Dindorf (Turyn, pp. 103
f.): @ποτάντα κινδ/νου δι� αT περ Soud. (rightly); @ποτάντα (blank space for
c. 9 letters) δι� αT περ A; @ποτάντα δι� αT περ Mosch.

Hek. 352: see (c) below.
Ph. 1597 (Turyn, p. 178): µητρ- �κ γον" µολε�ν MBAV, Mosch., Trikl.

(rightly); �κ γον" µολε�ν L; �κ γον" µολε�ν ποτε P; �κ γον" µολε�ν &τι

Thom. L has the first stage of the corruption (omission of µητρ�); P and
Thomas have two varieties of the second stage (filling out the line by a
stopgap at the end).

(c) The reading is one which the editor of the recension would not, or
could not, have arrived at by conjecture:

Hek. 352: γάµων Thom., ALP (rightly); γάµου Mosch.; β�ου MV. This instance
belongs both here (γάµων not conjecturable from β�ου) and under (b):
Moschopoulos’ γάµου is a corruption of γάµων (and Moschopoulos, Turyn
has argued, is earlier than Thomas).

13 Where he does mention a reading, it will be found that he deals with the evidence very
differently: at Or. 61 the agreement of Moschopoulos with the papyrus is ‘certainly fortuitous’
(it could be, of course, but why ‘certainly’?); in the Life he supposes that A, in copying
Moschopoulos’ text, ‘felt the lack of an object after @ποτάντα and left a blank space for the
missing word to be filled in later on’ (no suggestion that there might be another, and more
credible, interpretation of the facts); at Ph. 1597 he does not report the readings of L and P;
at Hek. 734 he merely states that α� ργε�ων and α� ργε�ον are alike ‘interpolations’.

14 See G. A. Longman, CQ n.s. 9 (1959), 129 ff.
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Hek. 734 (Turyn, p. 108): α� ργε�ον Thom., LP (rightly); α� ργε�οι MB; α� ργε�ων

Mosch., A. The corruptions are evidently due to incomprehension of the
difficult α� ργε�ον; to restore this α� ργε�ον was certainly beyond the conjectural
capacity of Thomas.

Or. 186: φ�λα Mosch. (rightly); | φ�λα MBAVHLP, Thom. Moschopoulos has
no awareness of responsion in the lyrics (cf. Turyn, p. 117; seventeen viola-
tions of it in this parodos, mostly inherited); he had therefore no motive
for making a change.

ADDENDUM

I have at the last minute identified a further fragment of the Phoinissai epit-
ome in P. Oxy. 2455; it is printed by Turner as part of the epitome of Tennes,
fr. 14, col. xiii, 172–4, and is reproduced by him on plate iv (where it appears
as a small scrap in tenuous contact with the main body of the fragment).
It contains the blank end of line 3 and a few letters from the ends of 4–6; it
fits just below fr. 17, col. xx, 289–90, where traces of 1–2 (title and first line of
the play) are preserved.15 My readings, made from the plate, have been con-
firmed by Dr. Barns from the papyrus; he reports also that the colour of the
fragment, and the superficial appearance of the back fibres, accord well with
the new location.

[ ηδυποθει ] [
[ετεοκληπαραλαβωντηνενθη]β

·
αιβα[ι]

5 [λειαντοναδελφονπολυνεικη]ναπε[τε]
[ρηεντουδικαιου·φυγαδεκ]εινοει[

4. �ν Θ$βαι: so P. Oxy. 2544; Θηβ3ν, or τ3ν Θηβ3ν, MV. / [70/1]
5. α� πε[τ�ρηεν: my conjecture is confirmed. After α the writer first wrote µ,

then superimposed on it a π; next comes a sprawling ε, connected to the π by
an awkward ligature, in an apparent attempt to disguise the projecting right-
hand hook of the µ. (Turner reads απ

·
ο
·

·
[: his ο

·
 is the hook of the µ and the

ligature just above it, his two sigmas are the ε.)
6. �κε�νο: the word-order of M and B is confirmed against that of MAV and

that of P. Oxy. 2544.

15 In line 1, φ[οι]ν
·
ι
·

·
αι[ωναρ]χηι (fr. 17, col. xx, 289), we should probably insert fr. 20 ]ωναρ[.

Dr. Barns reports that the fibres seem to suit this location.
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22

The Epitome of Euripides’ Auge

This fragment (P. Colon. 1, inv. 264), with the beginning of the epitome of
Auge, was first published by L. Koenen in ZPE 4 (1969), 7–18 with Tafel iii(a)
and iv, under the title ‘Eine Hypothesis zur Auge des Euripides und tegea-
tische Plynterien’. I have been greatly advantaged by Koenen’s exposition of
the literary and iconographic evidence for the Euripidean play; but I shall
differ from him first in my reconstruction of the text of the epitome and
second (and in consequence) about the implications of Euripides’ version
of the legend for ritual practices at Tegea. In particular, I think that by the end
of my discussion the Tegeate πλυντ$ρια will have disappeared.

I begin by transcribing the papyrus text. Side by side with the transcript
I put Koenen’s reconstruction, so that it may be seen (a) what I am differing
from, (b) what borrowings I am making. Since Koenen expressly sets no store
by the detail of his reconstruction, but aims only to give the general sense (‘Im
einzelnen sind die Ergänzungen sehr unsicher, aber der Gedankengang ist im

<Intended as the first part of a paper ‘Three Euripidean Epitomes (Auge, Alexandros, Elektra)’.
The other two parts are not extant. The typescript dates from after 1979, but makes no reference
to W. Luppe, Archiv für Papyrusforschung 29 (1983), 19–23; however, pencil additions were made
after the appearance of P. Oxy. 3651–2 in 1984, updating an initial list of papyrus epitomes
which I give here as revised:>

Π1 P. Oxy. (iii) 420
Π2 PSI (xii) 1286
Π3 P. Mil. Vogl. (ii) 44
Π4a P. Oxy. (xxvii) 2455
Π4b P. Strasb. 2676 (same roll; Schwartz, ZPE 4 [1969], 43; Mette, ibid. 173)
Π5a P. Oxy. (xxvii) 2457
Π5b P. Oxy. (lii) 3650 (same roll; previously published, more fully and with plate, by R. A.

Coles, BICS Suppl. 32)
Π6 PIFAO 248 (Recherches de papyrologie 3 [1964], 37)
Π7 P. Oxy. (xxxi) 2544 (more fully, CQ 15 [1965], 52)
Π8 P. Colon. 1 (inv. 264)
Π9 P. Mich. inv. 1319 (Turner, Papyrologica Lugd.-Bat. 17 [1968], 133)
Π10 P. Oxy. (lii) 3651
Π11 P. Oxy. (lii) 3652



ganzen . . . kenntlich’), I shall offer no criticism of detail, except where I think
it relevant to the establishment of my own proposals; my criticism of the
general sense will emerge in the course of my exposition of these proposals.

top
Α1γη,] � α� ρχ${ι}·]ηηαρχηι[

Pλ�α Pθά]ν
·
α Hδε πολ

·
[/χρυο δ�µο.]ναοδεπολ

·
[ 2

C δ� @π�]θει·]θει [
Jλεο Y βαιλεG] Pρκαδ�α δ[/ο ε4χεν υ#οG κα� θυ-]αρκαδιαδ[ 4
γατ�ρα Α1γην π]ά

·
α κάλλει

·
 [τε κα� ωφρο/ν� διαφ�-].ακαλλει

·
[

ρουαν κα� #�ρει]αν τ" Pλ�α[τ" �ν Τεγ�� Pθάνα α.-]αντεηαλεα[ 6
τ=ν κατ�τηεν.] C δ! τ" πα[ννυχ�δο τ" τ"

·
 Pλ��]ηδετηπα[

τελουµ�νη �πι]τάη χο[ρ3ν Cγ$αθαι �ρ�θη. �δFν]ταηχο
·
[ 8

δ!

α.τ=ν Y Η� ρακλ"] Qλιθεν [ε� �πιθυµ�αν κα� α.τ=ν]ωλιθεν[
τ=ν τ" θεα̃ �θ]"τα πλ/ν[ουαν – – –]ηταπλυν[ 10
�β�αεν λάθρ� π]λη�ον κρ$

·
[νη – – –]λ

·
ηιονκρη

·
[

] δ! κατὰ τ=
·

[ν]δεκατατ.[ 12
θ]οιν�µενο[Ιοινωµενο[

]τ� εν[]. .εν[ 14
. . .

First, the heading: this is the normal form in texts of these epitomes, and its
three-line layout also is normal.1

The fragment is from the head of a column. If (the natural assumption) it
comes from a roll containing the complete corpus of epitomes, then either
Auge was the first epitome in the corpus or it begins at the head of a column
by mere chance. We know that the epitomes were arranged alphabetically by
initial only (plays with the same initial coming in an apparently arbitrary
order); there were fifteen plays whose titles began with A, and of these we
know that Aiolos, Alexandros, and Andromache were preceded by others;2

there is one chance in twelve that the Auge was first. The chances of its coming
at the head of a column fortuitously are not calculable.3

1 On three lines, Π2, Π4, Π5; same form with a simplified layout, Π3 (everything written
continuously) and Π6 (n. 5 below); no other headings survive: Π1 is a fragment from mid-
epitome; for Π7 and Π9 see n. 4 below.

2 Π5 has Alkestis–Aiolos; Π5b (same roll) has Alexandros–Andromache with Alexandros
beginning at least nine lines down a column which was not the first.

3 It might happen fairly easily (especially near the beginning of a roll) if (a) the column was
of the right height for one average epitome, (b) the copyist, when a new epitome began at about
the turn of a column, shortened or lengthened the earlier column to make the new epitome
begin at column-head. I say ‘if’: we have no reason whatever to suppose that in our case either
part of my protasis is true.
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I do not suppose that this single epitome was copied in isolation (why then
the heading?);4 but we cannot perhaps exclude the possibility that the frag-
ment is not from a complete collection: Π6, which has the normal heading
(though not the normal layout),5 seems likely to have contained a selection
only.6

In the title-line, the papyrus has ]ηηαρχηι = � C α� ρχ${ι} (and not, as
Koenen reports, ]ηαρχηι = � α� ρχ${ι}. But the article must go: it is absent
from the formula in four other papyri,7 and present in none; it will certainly
therefore be intrusive in ours.8

The instrusive ι in the nominative α� ρχ${ι} is of course a common error:
the copyist of Π4 writes αρχηι consistently in his headings. Its interest here
is that it gives a clue to the copyist’s practice in writing the long-vowel
diphthongs α-ι ηι ωι (of which no instance is preserved); it suggests that like
the copyist of Π4 he may write or omit their ι at random. In my supplements
therefore I have felt free to assume whatever form seems best suited to the
space available.

The first line of the play was convincingly restored by Merkelbach (in
Koenen): Pλ�α Pθά]να Hδε πολ

·
[/χρυο δ�µο. This is based not merely on

general probability but on an apparent citation in Men. Heros 84 Pλ�α

Pθάνα [ (shown by the form Pθάνα to be a citation from tragedy) and an

4 I add that the copying of a single epitome is unlikely except in, or for, the schoolroom. Our
one certain instance of a schoolroom copy, the semi-literate Π9, is not even of the whole
epitome (it began in the middle). We may or may not have another in Π7 (Phoinissai), with the
epitome proper beginning at the head of a column; perhaps from a complete collection, with
the heading at the foot of the column before, but from the informality of the hand Coles and
Barns (CQ 15 [1965], 53) are inclined to think rather of a schoolroom copy. In our papyrus the
hand certainly suggests the professional and not the schoolroom.

5 Two lines only: first, title and � α� ρχ$; second, first line of the play, with comfortable room
at the end (which is missing) for C δ(!) @π�θει.

6 Before the title (Μ$δεια) the numeral β
--
. Near the end of the preceding epitome (only a

scrap survives) the name Iolkos, which is not in place in any play beginning with Μ or Λ (unless
conceivably Melanippe C οφ$, but in Π4 that seems to come next after Medeia); but it would be
very much in place in Peliades, and it may be that we have the three plays concerned with
Medeia, Peliades, Medeia, Aigeus, arranged, with Medeia second (β

--
), in order of dramatic date

(so Papathomopoulos, Rech. de pap. 3 [1964], 41–2, though he ought not to suggest that the
Medeia epitome is actually worded as a continuation of Peliades: its opening words, τ-ν Πελ�ου
φ�νον δ[ιαπραξάµενο Ι� άων κτλ.], are just like those of Orestes, Ο� ρ�τ �η τ-ν φ�νον το+ πατρ-
µετα�πορευ�µ �ενο κτλ.). Medeia begins with the third line of its column, and will have con-
tinued for a few lines into the next; if Peliades began at the head of the previous column, it will
have had the very similar length of two lines more than a column.

7 Π2, Π4, Π5, Π6 (lacuna in Π3); also an epitome of Menander’s Ι' µβριοι (Körte,
<Menander: Reliquiae [Leipzig 1938]>, i. 149, reproduces the layout of the papyrus; Sandbach,
<Menandri Reliquiae Selectae [OCT 1972]>, p. 306, does not).

8 Different authors might differ in their usage; our epitomes are all by the same man, and he
will have been consistent.
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apparent adaptation in Favorinus (= E. fr. 264a Snell, Suppl. to Nauck
<= Kannicht>) Pλ�ου το+ πολυχρ/ου δ�µοι.

The first sentence of the epitome proper can be restored with complete
confidence (except for the detail of the very last words). The writer begins,
after his wont, with a straightforward and succinct statement of the essential
relationships and circumstances: cf. especially9 Aiolos, Α,ολο παρὰ θε3ν &χων

τ=ν τ3ν α� ν�µων δ[υνατε�]αν Qικιεν �ν το� κατὰ Τυρρην�αν ν$ο[ι υ#οG �ξ]
κα� θυγατ�ρα τὰ ,α γεγεννηκ�; Hipp., �ΘηεG υ#- µ!ν Iν Ποειδ3νο�,
βα �ιλεG δ! Pθηνα�ων· γ$µα δ!� µ�αν �τ3ν Pµαζον�δων Ι� ππολ/την Ι� �ππ� �λυ-

τον �γ�ννηεν, κάλλει τε κα�� ω �φρο/νηι διαφ�ροντα�; Mel., �ΕT λληνο το+ ∆ι-

Α,ολο τεκνωθε� ��κ µ!ν Ε �.�ρ �υδ�κη �γ�ννηεν Κρηθ�α κα�� ^αλµων�α κ �α�

^�υφον, �κ δ! τ" Χ�ρων�ο θυγατρ- � ΙT ππη κάλλει διαφ�ρου�αν Μελαν�ππην;
Sthen., Προ�το � Jβαν�το µ!ν Iν υ#- �Pκρι�ου� δ! α� δε �λφ�,� βαιλεG δ!

Τ�ρ �υνθο·� ^θεν ��βοιαν δ!� γ$µα �ξ α.τ" � �γ�ννηεν πα�δα�; Phrix. B,
Pθάµα �ν Ο� ρχοµε[ν3ι βαι]λε/[ω]ν [Ι� ν]ο� τ"ι Κάδµου θυγατρ[� υν"ν,]
πα�δα [�κ Ν]εφ�λη προγεγεν[νηκF ΕT λλην τε κα� Φ]ρ�ξον.

Aleos is king of Arkadia. ‘King’ in these initial statements is commonly
expressed by βαιλε/ or a cognate, but the writer can use δυνάτη as its
equivalent: initially only in Aiolos, cited above,10 but also, in later places, Or.
J�ργου δυνατε/ε �ιν, Skyr. τ3ι ̂ κυρ�ω[ν δυνά]τηι, Mel. �το+� δυνάτο �υ�, Alex.
το+ δυνάτου (Priam), Her. τ-ν δυνάτην Κρ�οντα. Here therefore Pρκαδ�α

δ[υνατε/ων.
Auge is his daughter. Parentage in these initial statements is regularly

expressed with the aid of the verb γεννάω (above, passim; also Phaethon,
Her.); here therefore γενν]$

·
α. (Koenen reads ]α

·
α; the plate shows a tiny

trace, c. 0.5 mm., which might certainly be the tip of the foot of α but might
just as readily be the tip of the foot of η, which in this hand is strongly
hooked.)

Auge’s beauty will have been expressed in the same way as Melanippe’s and
Hippolytos’ (see above): κάλλει [διαφ�ρουαν.

We know that Aleos made Auge priestess of Athena Alea; therefore #�ρει[αν

τ" Pλ�α[ Pθηνα̃. Article and order just as Hdt. 1. 66. 4 and 9. 70. 3 τ"

Pλ�η Pθανα�η, Str. 8. 8. 2 τ" Pλ�α Pθηνα̃ (Pausanias has C Pθ. C Pλ., or
Pθ. C Pλ., or Pθ. Pλ.).

Put all this together, and we have the sentence almost complete: [Jλεο ]
Pρκαδ�α δ[υνατε/ων θυγατ�ρα γενν]$α κάλλει [διαφ�ρουαν Α1γην

#�ρει]αν τ" Pλ�α[ Pθηνα̃ (κατ�τηεν or the like). These supplements will

9 All from papyri; supplements in half-brackets are made with certainty from the medieval
sources.

10 δ[εποτε�]αν Kassel (followed by Austin). But the winds were his subjects, not his slaves;
therefore δ[υνατε�]αν.
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give us the column-width, of c. 31 letters;11 but the division between lines is
still to be established, and will depend on the initial supplement in 4. Now if
the left-hand margin be aligned on 2 Pλ�α Pθά]να we shall have in 4
Jλεο. . .] Pρκαδ�α δ[υνατε/ων, and of this . . .] I can make nothing at all.12

I suppose therefore that the missing word is (α� )πάη], which has a purpose:
Aleos was king not of a single Arkadian city but of the whole country, united
in legendary times under a single ruler.13 With α� πάη], 5 and 6 will begin,
with an even margin, |γατερα and |αυγην; the first line of the play (2) will have
been indented by about two and a half letters, and the title and C δ� @π�θει by
a further four.

After Pθηνα̃ we have . . . . .|. . . . . . . . . . to be filled, the end of the lacuna
being also the end of the sentence, and in it we need a verb meaning ‘made’;
this will not by itself fill the whole of the space, and for the rest I expect �ν
Τεγ�α(ι). That will leave us some seven or eight letters for the verb; I suppose
therefore that it was �πο�ηεν, the same verb that is used of a similar appoint-
ment in Ion, τ-ν δ� �κτραφ�ντα @π- τ" προφ$τιδο ο# ∆ελφο� νεωκ�ρον

�πο�ηαν. The order, to avoid hiatus, will be �πο�ηεν �ν Τεγ�αι; and this,
divided εποιη|ενεντεγεαι, will fit excellently, giving even margins.

To put all this together:

Α1γη,] � {C} α� ρχ${ι}·
2 Pλ�α Pθά]να Hδε πολ

·
[/χρυο δ�µο.

C δ� @π�]θει·
4 Jλεο α� πάη] Pρκαδ�α δ[υνατε/ων θυ-

γατ�ρα γενν]$
·
α κάλλει

·
 [διαφ�ρουαν

5 Α1γην #�ρει]αν τ" Pλ�α[ Pθηνα̃ �πο�η-
εν �ν Τεγ�αι.]

The establishment of this sentence is not of itself of any great importance;
but we do now have a known column-width to aid us in reconstructing
the remaining lines. That width, of c. 31 letters, is very much what I should
have expected (and Koenen’s width of c. 41 letters is not): the other three
papyri with three-line headings have widths of c. 25–27 letters (Π2), c. 28–30

11 From the beginning of ] to the middle of ]η, directly below, is 31 letters plus half of η;
from the middle of ]η to the beginning of ]α, directly below, is 31 letters less half of η.

12 Let no one suggest τ"] Pρκαδ�α. Not only is τ"] too short for the space: the article is
impossible as language. Our author puts no article with unqualified proper names when they
are first mentioned: articles infringing this rule, which is normal in Greek, occur only in the
medieval sources (where in some cases they can be shown to be intrusive) and in supplements in
the lacunae of the papyrus texts. If there are indeed exceptions, there will be special reasons.

13 I do not know whether the extent of his empire might be responsible for the choice of
δυνατε/ων rather than βαιλε/ων (as ‘holding sway over’ or the like).

The Epitome of Euripides’ Auge458



letters (Π4), and c. 29–30 letters (Π5);14 and Π1, which was perhaps a
fourth,15 has c. 24–26.16 It may be that the width is conditioned by the three-
line layout: the first line of a Euripidean play, in the 34 known instances,
ranges from 26 to 35 letters (average 30), and the copyist may have wanted
this line not to end appreciably short of the right-hand margin (no difficulty
if it was too long for the column: the end could be run over on to the line
containing C δ� @π�θει, as has happened several times in Π4).17

I add that although we know the width of the column we have not got a
precisely defined left-hand margin. A copyist may begin his lines in exact
vertical alignment, or he may as he descends the column begin them
increasingly farther to the left; and we clearly cannot infer the angle of the
margin from four ten-letter supplements (however certain) in consecutive
lines. I remark, however, that as one descends the column the lines acquire a
progressively greater upward slope (so that line 13 is 10° out of parallel with
line 2); and my impression, which is purely a priori, is that this would happen
more readily with a margin more or less perpendicular to the opening lines:
the upward slope of the lower lines gives them the same sort of angle with a
vertical margin that horizontal lines would have with a slanting margin, and I
should guess therefore that slant and increasing slope are more likely to occur
separately than in conjunction. I have worked on this assumption; but it is
only an assumption and nothing more.

What remains is the following (with margins perpendicular to the lines at
the top there will be c. 10–11 letters missing on the left, c. 12–13 on the right):

]ηδετηπα[
8 ]ταηχο

·
[

]ωλιθεν[

14 Π5b has columns of c. 28–30 letters (Alexandros) and c. 29–31 (Andromache). Π5a (same
roll) has an average of 34 letters in Aiolos, but with rather smaller writing; in Alkestis (above
Aiolos in the same column) the writing is of the same size as in Π5b, with presumably c. 29–30
letters.

15 The fragment begins at the head of a column in mid-epitome and mid-sentence; this is at
least compatible (and so is the writing) with its being from a book text, and so most likely from
a text of the whole corpus, which one would expect (no certainty, of course) to have had the
normal layout.

16 But in Part II <on Alexandros: not extant> I shall suggest that the exemplar of Π5, certainly
a text of the whole corpus and presumably (like Π5 itself) with a three-line heading, had c. 35.
Other widths: Π3 (full heading, but written continuously) apparently c. 25–28; Π6 apparently
c. 40–45 (but with a two-line heading, and apparently containing only a selection of epitomes;
see above, nn. 5–6); Π7 c. 35–36 (but it may not be a book text: see above, n. 4).

17 In the three other papyri with this layout the first and third lines are heavily indented but
the second, the first line of the play, begins flush with the margin; it is unexpected that in ours it
should be indented slightly. Presumably the copyist felt that if the two short lines were to be
indented the longer line between them should have some indentation too; this will have meant
more frequent overruns (room for only c. 29 letters instead of c. 31), but overruns will have been
common enough for this to be a matter of indifference.

The Epitome of Euripides’ Auge 459



10 ]ηταπλυν[
]λ
·
ηιονκρη

·
[

12 ]δεκατατ
·
[

]οινωµενο[
14 ]. .εν[

We expect an account of the rape of Auge by Herakles; and that is what we
have, with traces of all the details that we know from other sources. Auge was
dancing, at a festival of Athena ([Sen.] Herc. Oet. 366 Palladios choros | dum
nectit Auge uim stupri passa; Moses of Choren, cited in a Latin version of his
Armenian by Nauck, TGF 436, dum in Arcadiae quadam urbe festum Mineruae
celebraretur, cum eiusdem sacerdote Augea Alei filia choreas in nocturnis sacris
agitante rem Hercules habuit): 8 χορ

·
[.18 The festival was at night (Moses,

above); 7 presumably πα[ννυχ-. The rape was at a spring near the temple
(Paus. 8. 47. 4): 11 κρη

·
[ν-. Auge was washing some woven fabric in the spring

(Pompeian paintings, reproduced by Koenen): 10 �θ]"τα πλυν[. Herakles was
drunk (E. fr. 265): 13 ] ο�νωµ�νο[.

What is Auge washing? Koenen assumes without more ado that it is the
goddess’s clothing; and he erects on this assumption a theory of a festival of
πλυντ$ρια at Tegea, and of a #ερ- γάµο of Athena and Herakles, connected
with the festival, in whose legend the priestess has replaced the goddess. I
think that the assumption can be disproved, and the theory thereby deprived
of its foundation, by a consideration of the text of our fragment with its
column-width of c. 31 letters.

I begin with 9 Qλιθεν. According to Koenen the subject is Herakles: when
he saw Auge he Qλιθεν [ε� �πιθυµ�αν. The expression is to be parallel to what
is said of Phaidra in the Hippolytos epitome: θεα �άµενη δ! τ-ν νεαν�κον� C

Φα ��δρα ε� �πιθυµ�αν Qλιθεν,� ο.κ α� �κ�λατο ο]α πληρο+α δ! P�φροδ ��τη

µ"νιν.19 Now an expression appropriate to Phaidra’s reluctant and unhappy
passion is not necessarily appropriate to Herakles’ vigorous promiscuity; and
indeed I think it completely inappropriate. But no matter: with a 31-letter
column it becomes quite impossible to make Herakles the subject of Qλιθεν.
Auge is subject of the sentence beginning with 7 ] C δ�; if Herakles is to be

18 χο[ Koenen; but the plate seems to show a vestige of ink in place for the top left angle of
ρ (with the upright bending back slightly as in 1).

19 A few letters (line-beginnings) in Π3, the rest from the medieval manuscripts; all seems to
tally here, though there are marked discrepancies elsewhere. But I am unwilling to impute to our
author the hiatus in Φα�δρα ε�: a perverse hiatus, since with the same words it could be avoided
by θεααµ�νη δ! C Φα�δρα τ-ν νεαν�κον. It may be that he did avoid it thus, and that both the
papyrus and the medieval tradition have inherited the same early dislocation; or it may be that
he used words that differed slightly from those in the medieval manuscripts. I have seen no
photograph of the papyrus, and cannot judge the possibility of accommodating κατ�λιθεν ε�
�πιθυµ�αν; I do not think its word order an improvement.
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subject of 9 Qλιθεν, then between the two we must provide a verb for C δ�, a
transition to the new sentence, and a subject (Herakles) for Qλιθεν. It is
evident that 7–8 τ" πα[ to ]τάη is a genitive absolute, so that none of our
desiderata can be inserted within it: all we are left with, for verb, transition,
and subject, is 8–9 χορ

·
[ c. 22 ] Qλιθεν. I can think of only one way of doing

this, χορ[ε/ουα @φ�  Η� ρακλ�|ου fωράθη, K] Qλιθεν [ε� &ρωτα; perhaps just
suitable for length20 (and the hiatus -η H would I suppose be permissible at a
pause), but the transition by the relative is so totally at variance with the
elegant lucidity of our author that one has only to suggest it to reject it.

All that remains therefore is to make Auge the subject of Qλιθεν, with
Herakles becoming subject only with the new sentence of 12 ] δ�. And once
Auge is subject everything becomes straightforward: she slipped not figura-
tively, into some error or misfortune,21 but literally––she had a fall when
dancing, and in falling dirtied her clothes and had to leave the dancing tem-
porarily to get them clean again. And that she should do so makes excellent
narrative sense. She is raped, so the story goes, when dancing in honour of
Athena. But not even Herakles will assault her in public: he must find her
somewhere in temporary seclusion. The fall and the consequent laundering
are a natural and effective way of achieving this seclusion.22

20 |ουεωραθη] fits perfectly; but [ευουαυφηρακλε| would project beyond the preceding lines
by most of λε (and with υποηρακλε| by even more). Not ηρα|κλεου, which would leave no room
for a verb: Qφθη would be too long (and would the author have used it? Yραθε� in Hek.).

21 Koenen considers the possibility that Auge Qλιθεν [ε� Sλεθρον] (he does not favour it, and
it would in fact be intolerable); a literal slipping he does not consider.

22 I mention three features of the Pompeian paintings (which are evidently all adaptations of
the same original, and may therefore be treated as one):

(a) Auge has a companion. This is natural enough on any account (what Greek girl would
go alone to a spring at night?); there is no need therefore to draw an analogy with the two
πλυντρ�δε or λουτρ�δε at the Athenian πλυντ$ρια.

(b) Auge is wearing an apparently quite normal garment (A), which Herakles is in process of
tearing off her; she is washing a quite separate garment (B). If B is her own garment, she will
have changed into A before washing it; why, if she can change into A, does she not go on dancing
in A and leave the washing of B until the festival is over? One could easily think of a reason: that
B was some special vestment, A a mere workaday garment unsuitable for the dance. But I should
suppose rather that the artist is unconcerned with the realities: he needs B to indicate the
washing; he needs A to indicate the imminent rape, with Herakles tearing it off a reluctant girl.
With only a single garment he would have found it hard either (with Auge wearing it) to
indicate the washing or (with Auge already naked) to indicate the imminent rape.

 (c) It looks from the paintings as if the whole garment is being dipped in the water; clothing
does not dry well at night, and if Auge puts the garment on again for the dancing it will still be
soaking wet. I do not suppose that either the poet or the artist gave much thought to this
practical detail; though I should guess that Euripides spoke merely of her going to the spring to
get the garment clean again, leaving his audience free to think (if they thought at all) of a mere
localized cleaning of the dirtied parts, with the garment as a whole remaining dry. But the artist
had to indicate that the garment was being cleaned; and he could not do so without suggesting
total immersion.
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I consider now the detail. If Auge be subject from 7 until Herakles takes
over in 12, her sentence will fall naturally into two parts, the first part ending
with Qλιθεν. This part will have been much as follows:

]C δ! τ" πα[ννυχ�δο τ" �-
8 νιαυ�α περι]τάη χορ[ε/ουα �π� πηλ�-

δου �δάφου] Qλιθεν·

For the genitive absolute I have considered two possibilities: τ" πα[ννυχ�δο

. . . -]τάη and τ" πα[ννυχ�ου . . . -]τάη χορ[ε�α: I opt for the former
because we need to be told that Auge herself is dancing, and this information
will be given most readily by χορ[ε/ουα. Now in τ" πα[ννυχ�δο . . . -]τάη

the article requires there to be some definition of the παννυχ� (the author
cannot speak simply of ‘the παννυχ�’ as if his readers knew all about it); the
aorist participle -τάη will mean in some way ‘when the festival occurred’
(not ‘during the festival’, which would have the perfect, -ετ�η); I suppose
therefore ‘when the annual παννυχ� came round’ (LSJ περι�τηµι B. II. 1).
In the rest I expect to be told what she slipped on, with ] most likely the end
of a genitive, presumably governed by �π�; my �π� πηλ�|δου �δάφου] gives a
suitable sense and is of the right length.

For the rest of Auge’s sentence I suggest:

[καταµιάναα δ!

10 �λ/ϊ τ=ν �θ]"τα πλ/ν[ειν ε.θG Oρµη-
εν �π� τινα π]λη�ον κρ$[νην µεταχωρ$-

12 αα.

‘A nearby spring’ is exactly right23 (Paus. loc. cit., &τι δ! �ν το� πρ- α' ρκτον

το+ ναο+ κρ$νη, where the rape is said to have taken place). Perhaps �π� τ=ν

π]λη�ον κρ$[νην, but the article is hard to justify (‘the nearby spring’, as if the
author supposed either that his readers were familiar with the topography or
that every temple had a spring in its purlieus); the grammars admittedly (as
KG i. 609) offer me no better parallel for �π� τινα πλη�ον κρ$νην than Pl. Laws
639b ο.δαµ3 α� νδρ3ν α' ρχοντα α� λλά τινων φ�δρα γυναικ3ν,24 but I should
expect the attributive use of the adverb, common when it is sandwiched
between article and noun, to be easy enough when it is sandwiched between
indefinite and noun.

I must enter one caveat about the reading. The final upright of the ν of
πλυν[ has ink descending to the right from its tip: this occurs also in 2 να

23 Not Koenen’s π]λη�ον κρ$[νη, ‘near a spring’: it was not near the spring but at it; and on
Koenen’s reconstruction (as she was washing the �θ$ he raped her near a spring) one would
need the article, ‘raped her near the spring’ (the spring where she was doing the washing).

24 X. Oik. 19. 18 Hταν &χηι τι πλη�ον δ�νδρον is ‘has a tree near it’.
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(a ligature running from the ν to the top of the loop of α), but not in 6 ντ,
9 ν[, 11 νκ, 13 νω, νο, 14 ν[ο. What I have supposed here is ν[ε: we have no
instances of νε, but I see no reason to deny the possibility of a concave ligature
from the tip of ν to the top of the downstroke of ε; nevertheless I should point
out that the only actual parallel is in να. If this were ν[α, we should have
presumably the aorist πλ+ν[αι; this is not the tense I should have expected,
and I find it difficult (since the next word would begin with a consonant) to
think of a convincing supplement.

Finally, Herakles. At this point supplementation becomes a good deal more
speculative; I hazard the following:

12 αα. Η� ρακλ"] δ! κατὰ τύ
·
[χην παρὰ τ3<ι> Pλ�-

ω<ι> καταλ/α] ο�νωµ�νο[ α� π- τ" ε.ωχ�α

14 ε� τα.τ- παραγεν]�
·
µ
·
εν[ο . . .

Some explanation of Herakles’ presence in Tegea seems to be called for. For
κατὰ τύ

·
[χην cf. (of fortuitous presences) Med. Α�γ�α κατὰ τ/χην �π[ιφαν�ντα,

Or. κατὰ τ/χην δ! Μεν�λαο �κ τ" πλάνη @ποτρ�ψα . . . Iλθεν; for
καταλ/α cf. Alk. κα]τ

·
�λυεν πα[ρά (Herakles lodging with Admetos),25

Hyps. καταλ/αντε παρὰ τ"ι το+ Λυκο/ργου γυναικ�.26 (For my τυ
·
[ Koenen

reads τ
·
[ and supplements τ$[ν; from the plate the trace seems at least as

compatible with the left arm of υ as with the tip of the left upright of η.)
In 13, ] ο�νωµ�νο[c is certain.27 Then in 14 ]. .εν[ (of ]. . only the tops): I am
incredulous when Koenen says ‘am ehesten: ]τ

·
η
·
 εν[’,28 and suppose from the

plate that ]ο
·
µ
·
εν[ is at the least very likely (the first trace seems not to be the

straight crossbar of Koenen’s τ but the top arc of ο or ; of the second letter
the traces look more like the apexes of µ than the tips of η). For ]οµεν[ or
]µεν[ a participle seems most promising;29 there will be a good case at this

25 I correct Turner’s ε]κλυεν πα[ (Π4, ed. pr.; where see Plate iv).
26 <Pencilled in the margin: ‘Diod. 4. 33. 7 (of Her. at this time) καταλ/α παρὰ Pλ�ωι τ3ι

βαιλε�.’> In τ3ι Pλ�ωι the hiatus between article and proper name is permissible: in papyri,
Archelaos το+ Ο� ξ/λου and (quite certain) [ο# Pριτο]δ$µ[ου] πα�δε, Temenidai [το+ Pγαµ-
�]µνονο, Phrix. A (probably) τ3<ι> P[θάµαντι; and cf. Rhes. δι� α. �το+ <το+> ΕT κ�τορο τ-ν
φ ��νο�ν �νηργ"θα[ι †�]πινοε�†, where το+ is of itself desirable, would easily be lost, and removes
an improper hiatus (of the two medieval manuscripts, V has a space between α.το+ and
ΕT κτορο, Q has an absurd φαιν; the verb, ‘he alleged’ or the like, is missing in VQ and corrupt
in the papyrus––wrong sense and wrong tense, as well as an improper hiatus).

27 I do not know why Koenen, after saying that Herakles was drunk, should supply θ]οιν-
�µενο[. The form ο�ν�µενο (as against Lιν-) is common in manuscripts: invariable in those of
Aristotle (according to LSJ s.v.); S. Tr. 268, E. Ba. 687, 814; Poll. 6. 21; also (if one may trust the
editors’ silence) Plut. Mor. 1d, 712b, Alkiphr. 3. 21. 1.

28 The hiatus would be venial if τ"<ι> were the article; Phrix. B τ3<ι> �πιβουλευοµ�ν[ωι.
29 Other possibilites: in one word, @π]οµ�ν[ειν, προ]µ�ν[ειν, etc.; in two words, µ�ν (or µεν-)

preceded by Y, τ�, το+το, -ατο, -ετο, etc., or by -. Our author is fond of µ�ν . . . δ�; but this does
not seem a very likely place for them.
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point in the narrative for παραγεν]�µεν[ο, of Herakles’ arrival, and with it
‘from the feasting’ to explain his drunkenness (‘the feasting’ as being an
expected ingredient or concomitant of the παννυχ�). The author’s normal
aorist participle of (παρα)γ�γνοµαι seems to be (παρα)γενηθε�, five times in
papyri (three with παρα-, two without);30 but for παραγεν�µενο cf. (also in
papyri) perhaps Alex. 30 π

·
[α]ρ

·
α[γεν�]µενο,31certainly Alk. γεν�µεν[α (see n.

31) and Med. γεν�µενο, and perhaps Philokt. [γεν�µ]ε
·
ν
·
ο
·
ν.32 The three parti-

ciples in the sentence I have produced need cause no hesitation, since they are
not on a level (‘H., who had been received as a guest by A., came along drunk
from the feast and . . .’); compare the similar accumulation on different levels
in Rhes., �το/τοι� δ� �πι �φανε� Pλ�ξανδρο,� �πηιθη[µ�νο τ=ν] �πολεµ�ων

παρ�ου�αν, ��ξαπατηθε�� @π- τ" Pθηνα̃ �n Pφροδ�τ�η α' πρακτο

@π�τρε[ψεν.33

I give finally a continuous text of my restoration of the fragment, and
append to it a drawing (figure 15) on which I have traced the surviving letters
directly from the plate and my supplements from the same letters elsewhere
on the plate (except for γ and φ, of which no example survives).

Α1γη,] � {C} α� ρχ${ι}·
2 Pλ�α Pθά]να Hδε πολ

·
[/χρυο δ�µο.

C δ� @π�]θει·
4 Jλεο α� πάη] Pρκαδ�α δ[υνατε/ων θυ-

γατ�ρα γενν]$
·
α κάλλει

·
 [διαφ�ρουαν

6 Α1γην #�ρει]αν τ" Pλ�α[ Pθηνα̃ �πο�η-
εν �ν Τεγ�αι.] C δ! τ" πα[ννυχ�δο τ" �-

8 νιαυ�α περι]τάη χορ
·
[ε/ουα �π� πηλ�-

δου �δάφου] Qλιθεν, [καταµιάναα δ!

30 παραγενηθε� Alex. 26, Rhes., Phaeth.; γενηθε� Aiolos, Phaeth.
31 I say ‘perhaps’, since I am not wholly convinced by π

·
[α]ρ

·
α as a reading; though the word is

certainly what the context requires. I do not cite παρ]αγεν�µεν[ο from Alk. (Π5, ed. pr): it will
be &]µαθεν πα[ρὰ (θεράποντ� τινο) τ]ὰ γεν�µεν[α.

32 In medieval sources (-)γεν�µενο is much the commoner: παραγενηθε� IT (-γεν�µενο
Trikl.), γενηθε� Hkld.; παραγεν�µενο Andr., Hek., Ph. (παραγε[ pap.), Rhes. (παραγενηθ�[ντο]
pap.), γεν�µενο Or., Sthen., περιγεν�µενο Her.

Other aorist forms: indicatives (papyri) [πε]ριεγεν$θη Med., �γ�νετο Temen(idai? = Π9),
(medieval sources) περιεγ�νετο Peir., �γ�νετο Ion; infinitive (3 pap., 1 med.) and subjunctive (1
pap., 2 med.) are always middle.

I should have expected our author to be consistent (is he avoiding sequences of short syl-
lables? That would account for an acquiescence in γεν�θαι, γ�νηται; it would also weight the
scales especially against π{ρ{γε̆νο̆µε̆νο); and I should not be surprised to learn that instances of
(-)γεν�µενο in papyri are due not to author but to copyist (as one certainly is, and doubtless
others, in the medieval sources). But that is irrelevant to my present purpose; which is to restore
the text as written not by the author but by a copyist.

33 Papyrus text, with one mistake (�π�τρε �ψεν) corrected from the medieval tradition (in V,
Haun., and Q) and with supplements based rather loosely (but securely) on that tradition,
which is badly garbled.
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10 �λ/ϊ τ=ν �θ]"τα πλ/ν[ειν ε.θG Oρµη-
εν �π� τινα π]λ

·
η�ον κρ$

·
[νην µεταχωρ$-

12 αα. Η� ρακλ"] δ! κατὰ τύ
·
[χην παρὰ τ3<ι> Pλ�-

ω<ι> καταλ/α] ο�νωµ�νο[ α� π- τ" ε.ωχ�α

14 ε� τα.τ- παραγεν]�
·
µ
·
εν[ο . . .

Figure 15
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Shorter Notes

1. PINDAR, NEMEAN 4. 23 1

Our texts give Pindar three instances of �δράκην (all participles: P. 2. 20 -ε�α,
N. 7. 3 -�ντε, fr. 123. 3 -ε�) and one of &δρακον (N. 4. 23 κατ�δρακεν); but
I suppose the last (at the end both of a verse and of an Alexandrian colon:
κατ�δρακεν | Η� ρακλ�ο) to be in all likelihood a fourth instance of �δράκην,
viz. κατεδράκη.

Pindar used a non-Ionic alphabet (I shall represent it by capitals); his
poems were before long transcribed into the Ionic alphabet (I shall represent
the transcription by unaccented lower-case). Pindar’s alphabet used E for
all varieties of e, our ε and η and non-diphthongal ει; the transliterator had
to choose every time, and sometimes chose wrongly, between these three
possibilities. If Pindar intended κατ�δρακεν he wrote ΚΑΤΕ∆ΡΑΚΕΝ,
if κατεδράκη ΚΑΤΕ∆ΡΑΚΕ; of the former the transliterator will have
made κατεδρακεν, of the latter inevitably not κατεδρακη but the more familiar
κατεδρακε, which before η- will then have acquired a paragogic ν and
become κατεδρακεν (colon-end is irrelevant: in the transliterator’s day a
stanza was written continuously, like prose; at Alexandria the practice at
colon-end was to put ν if the next colon began with a vowel). Whether
therefore Pindar intended κατ�δρακεν or κατεδράκη, our manuscripts will
have the same κατ�δρακεν; all that their reading tells us is that he intended
one or other of these two forms, and we delude ourselves if we fancy that it
can give any vestige of authority to one against the other. The only rational
course is to proceed by analogy from Pindar’s practice elsewhere; and since
elsewhere he has forms of �δράκην three times and of &δρακον never, we must
read κατεδράκη. We may of course be wrong: three instances are too few to

1 <This chapter is put together from notes written at various times. I remember B. telling me
of his emendation of Pi. N. 4. 23, and I later communicated it to W. B. Henry, who records and
discusses it in his Pindar’s Nemeans: A Selection (Munich–Leipzig 2005). Cf. B.’s conjecture of
προδρακε�η at [A.] Prom. 903 in the Excursus to chapter 16 above, p. 367.>



give certainty. But we shall be a good deal more likely to be wrong if we read
κατ�δρακεν.

I do not expect to make many converts: people are likely to go on printing
κατ�δρακεν and to justify themselves by saying that this is the reading of the
manuscripts. The mirage of authority is always a more alluring guide than the
wavering compass of reason.

2 . AESCHYLUS, CHOEPHOROI 973–1006 2

In Appendix C of his edition of the Agamemnon (vol. iii, 809–15) Professor
Fraenkel argues for the deletion (with Wecklein) of Choephoroi 991–6 and
1005–6.

I am certain that this deletion is right: other considerations apart, only thus
does νιν in 997 become intelligible, and (more important still) only thus, with
the vacillation between φα̃ρο and mother removed, is the passage reinstated
as a unity of rhetoric and stagecraft, the whole of it concentrated on this huge
crimson cloth, instrument and proof of murder, spread out in a compelling
spectacle across the stage.

But I have two points to add.
First, the more important point: given that 991–6 are interpolated, so also

are 989–90. For these two lines have no purpose but to lead up to 991–6. They
are an inorganic addition to the previous sentence, of a kind common in
interpolations; and being so added to it they destroy its rhetoric (it reaches its
climax, and should end, with 988). More than that, this mention of Aigisthos
and his deserts is out of place in the passage as a whole. From 980 to 1004
Orestes is concerned only with the φα̃ρο and Klytaimestra’s deed: first, while
the attendants are unfolding it (983–8), he calls upon the sun3 to witness it as
evidence of her crime and the justice of her death; then, the unfolding com-
plete, he passes straight to his denunciation τ� νιν προε�πω (997; the φα̃ρο––
witness the anaphoric νιν––has been uppermost in his mind throughout).
A mention of Aigisthos here, even to dismiss him, spoils the whole effect: it
weakens the concentration on the φα̃ρο at the very climax of its full display.
Aigisthos has had all the mention he needs in the plurals of 973–9; after that

2 <This and the following note appear to be early, from the 1940s or 1950s. The paper is
10″ × 8″, B. is not yet using a Greek typewriter, and in the Sophocles note he has not yet adopted
the lunate sigma.>

3 <B. later realized that Y πάντ� �ποπτε/ων τάδε (985) must be Zeus, not the sun, and that 986
is interpolated. See my Studies in Aeschylus (Stuttgart 1990), 262–3.>
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Orestes has done with him, and from now to the end of the play is concerned
only with his mother’s deeds and death.

My second point concerns the origin of the interpolation. Professor Fraen-
kel regards it as expansive: a producer inserted it to give actor and audience
an extra piece of rant. I should suggest that it was rather an alternative: that
989–96 and 1005–6 were put together as a single whole to replace 997–1004,
and that the present form of the passage is the work not of the interpolator
but of an editor concerned to incorporate both versions in a reasonably
intelligible text. This hypothesis has one marked advantage. The interpolator
was able to write pseudo-Aeschylus well enough to deceive nearly every editor
of the play; it is hard to believe this same man incompetent enough to leave
an unintelligible νιν at 997 and to produce an almost equally harsh jump from
φα̃ρο to mother at 1005. But given that the interpolation was to replace
997–1004, neither of these is the interpolator’s work: they are both the
editor’s, and the interpolator’s standard of competence becomes consistent.

3 . SOPHOCLES, ANTIGONE 411 f .

καθ$µεθ� α' κρων �κ πάγων @π$νεµοι

6µ=ν α� π� α.το+ µ= βάληι πεφευγ�τε.

It seems desirable to give an explanation of this passage for the sake of
undergraduates, who are (not unnaturally) either misled or perplexed when
they read the remarks of Jebb (ad loc.) and Pearson (CQ 22 [1928], 181 f.).

The first essential (attained neither by Jebb nor by Pearson) is an under-
standing of the English words ‘windward’ and ‘leeward’. You are to windward
of an object when the wind is blowing from you to it, to leeward when the
wind is blowing from it to you. The windward side of an object is the side
nearest the source of the wind, the leeward side farthest from it: if the object is
such as to provide shelter from the wind the windward side is exposed and the
leeward side sheltered.

The second essential (attained by Pearson––though without the first it
avails him little––but not by Jebb) is the relation of the English words to their
Greek equivalents. For this Jebb quotes the evidence which he cannot use: X.
Oik. 18. 6 f. (if you start winnowing �κ το+ προην�µου µ�ρου of your
threshing-floor, the wind will blow the chaff all over the floor and mix it
up with the unwinnowed corn; if you start �κ το+ @πην�µου the chaff will be
carried straight into the α� χυροδ�κη); Thphr. CP 3. 6. 9 (a πνευµατ�δη κα�

προ$νεµο τ�πο opposed to τὰ @π$νεµα). προ$νεµο is ‘(to) windward’,
@π$νεµο is ‘(to) leeward’.
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Now the guards are sitting @π$νεµοι, to leeward. To leeward of what? Not of
the corpse: if you want to avoid a smell you do not sit to leeward of its source,
so that the wind (and with it the smell) is blowing from the source to you. To
leeward, clearly, of the hill-tops; which is why Sophocles says �κ and not �π�:
α' κρων �κ πάγων @π$νεµοι. And since the guard, wherever they are, must be in
full view of the corpse, it follows (so obviously that Sophocles need not say it)
that the hill-tops, and with them the guards, are to windward of the corpse.
Diagrammatically (A is the hill-tops, B the guard, C the corpse; the wind is
blowing with the arrow):

→ → → → → → → → →
A B C

All this was understood by Campbell, and explained by him with perfect
lucidity: ‘supposing the corpse to be exposed in a hollow of the high ground,
surrounded by hillocks, they would select a point of observation on the
lee-side of one of these hillocks, and to the windward of the corpse, which
they would have full in view.’ But he assumed in his readers a knowledge of
the meaning of the words ‘lee-side’ and ‘windward’; lacking that knowledge,
Pearson can say: ‘Though struggling hard, I have failed altogether to under-
stand Campbell . . . I can only suppose that ‘lee-side’ and ‘windward’ are
not used in pari materia. There is no mystery about this matter: the simple
meaning is that they selected a spot to leeward [his italics] of the corpse for
the reason given in 412.’ Did they, indeed!

4 . EURIPIDES, ALKESTIS 208 = HEKABE 412 4

The same interpolation has affected two passages, one in Alkestis and one in
Hekabe.

In Alkestis the maidservant, speaking to the chorus-leader, has described
Alkestis’ desperate state; then

205 Hµω δ�, κα�περ µικρ-ν �µπν�ου� &τι,
βλ�ψαι πρ- α.γὰ βο/λεται τὰ Cλ�ου,

207 = A n ο1ποτ� αBθι, α� λλὰ ν+ν παν/τατον

208 = B [α� κτ�να κ/κλον θ� Cλ�ου προ�ψεται].

Here she breaks off: α� λλ� ε4µι––I will go inside, and tell them you are here.

4 <Austin’s Nova Fragmenta Euripidea in papyris reperta is cited, so after 1968; before vol. i
of Diggle’s OCT (1984).>
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In Hekabe Odysseus is about to take Polyxene away to her death. Hekabe
threatens resistance, but Polyxene dissuades her; then

409 α� λλ� � φ�λη µοι µ"τερ, Cδ�την χ�ρα

δ- κα� παρειὰν προβαλε�ν παρη�δι,
411 = A n ο1ποτ� αBθι, α� λλὰ ν+ν παν/τατον

412 = B [α� κτ�να κ/κλον θ� Cλ�ου προ�ψοµαι].
τ�λο δ�χηι δ= τ3ν �µ3ν προφθεγµάτων·

414 � µ"τερ, � τεκο+�, α' πειµι δ= κάτω.

Each time the same pair of lines, A + B; each time Euripides wrote A, as an
elliptical relative clause with n = ‘as’––‘as [she (you) will do] never again, but
now for the last time of all’; each time the interpolator, with B, expands it into
a causal clause with n = ‘since, for’––‘for never again, but now for the last
time of all, will she (shall I) look on the rays and orb of the sun’.

Before I examine the two passages separately, I adduce one consideration
that is relevant to both: namely that ο1ποτ� αBθι with ellipse of a future verb
occurs in three other passages in which a doomed person’s last actions are
described by himself or by another. These passages lend evident support to
my suppositions of that ellipse in Alk. and Hek.; to my contention, that is,
that A was intended to stand alone without B following. The passages are
these: S. Ant. 806–10 Yρα̃τ� µ�, � γα̃ πατρ�α πολ�ται, τὰν νεάταν Yδ-ν

τε�χουαν, ν�ατον δ! φ�γγο λε/ουαν α� ελ�ου, κο1ποτ� αBθι; E. Tro. 761–3
ν+ν, ο1ποτ� αBθι, µητ�ρ� α� πάζου �θεν, | πρ�πιτνε τ=ν τεκο+αν, α� µφ� δ� Lλ�να

| dλι� �µο� ν�τοιι κα� τ�µ� αT ρµοον; and an interpolation5 at S. Ai. 856–8 !

δ�, � φαενν" Cµ�ρα τ- ν+ν �λα, | κα� τ-ν διφρευτ=ν xλιον προενν�πω,
| παν/τατον δ= κο1ποτ� α]θι Uτερον.

I proceed now to consider the two passages separately; and first Alkestis.
Here interpolation is palpable and generally acknowledged: B is intolerable
after 206. All that has been doubted is the extent of the interpolation:
Valckenaer (on Hipp. 682) expelled both A and B (‘duo mihi uersus . . .
ex Hecuba male uidentur collocati’); Lachmann expelled B alone. And
Lachmann of course was right: A is flawless,6 and not only flawless but
effective and (I would say) essential. The pathos of ‘for the last time of all’ is
very much in place; the line provides (what 205–6 alone do not) a proper and

5 In general, of course, one ought not to adduce linguistic parallels from interpolations: an
interpolator’s notion of acceptable Greek will not be that of a fifth-century poet. But in this case
we know already that the use was legitimate in fifth-century tragedy, and I cite the interpolation
as evidence not of its legitimacy but of its familiarity: the interpolator (in the fourth century?)
will have had access to far more tragedies than have survived to our day, and one may guess that
he knew other instances of the use than the few which remain to us.

6 Pace Dale ad loc.: I have no notion why she should say ‘the order becomes a little artificial
with this addition’ (i.e. with 207, alone, ‘added’ to 205–6).

Shorter Notes470



satisfying clausula to the maidservant’s account of Alkestis’ state; finally the
passage is intended to prepare us for Alkestis’ imminent appearance on the
stage, and the expectation of that appearance is created not by the mere
announcement of her wish but by the suggestion7 (‘as [she will do] now for
the last time’) that the wish is shortly to be fulfilled.

In Hekabe, on the other hand, interpolation is commonly not acknow-
ledged: no one has ever assailed A and B together; B was deleted by Wecklein,8

but later editors have ignored his deletion.9 Yet it must be right. The pathos is
greater if 412 is attached to 410–11, ‘embrace me, for the last time of all’, just
as at Tro. 751–3 (cited above); the ellipse after ο1ποτ� αBθι is suggested by the
parallels. But what clinches the issue is the action on the stage. At some point
Polyxene and Hekabe must embrace, and Polyxene must pause in her utter-
ance as they do so. When do they do this if 412 is in the text? Not, evidently,
after 410: 411–12, explaining the request, must come before not after its
fulfilment. Only therefore after 412; but for the ‘embrace me’ to be separated
from the embrace by two lines of explanation is manifestly bad theatre.
Remove 412, making 411 part of the request, and they embrace naturally and
effectively after 411: ‘embrace me, for the last time of all’, and then they do so.

The interpolator’s motive will in each case have been dislike, or incom-
prehension, of the ellipse. The same motive is notorious in the interpolation
prevalent after elliptical α� λλ� Hµω:10 Or. 1022–4 ο. �γ� α� φε�α τοG γυναικε�ου

γ�ου | τ�ρξει τὰ κρανθ�ντ� ; ο�κτρὰ µ!ν τάδ�, α� λλ� Hµω | [φ�ρειν � α� νάγκη τὰ

παρετ�α τ/χα] (the scholiast comments on a text without 1024); Ba.
1027–8 O ε τενάζω, δο+λο qν µ�ν, α� λλ� Hµω | [χρητο�ι δο/λοι υµφορὰ

τὰ δεποτ3ν] (1028 lifted ineptly from Med. 54); Her. 1364–6 γ"ι δ� �π=ν

κρ/ψηι νεκροG | ο,κει π�λιν τ$νδ�, α� θλ�ω µ�ν, α� λλ� Hµω | [ψυχ=ν βιάζου τα� µὰ

υµφ�ρειν κακά] (del. Nauck; ψυχ=ν βιάζου is bizarre,11 υµφ�ρειν is inapposite

7 I had almost said ‘implication’; but strictly, I suppose, 207 is part of the wish (she wishes to
take what will be her last look at the sun), and so implies nothing as to its fulfilment. But the
distinction is purely formal: whether implication or suggestion, the effect on the audience is just
the same.

8 Its omission in M can only (as Wecklein recognized) be accidental: interpolations in tragedy
establish themselves early and securely, and by medieval times their status had long ceased to be
precarious. M in fact has the line written by the first hand in small letters between the lines,
corrupted into the guise of a scholion: α� ντ� το+ κ/κλον θ� Cλ�ου προ�ψοµαι. It will have been
omitted in M’s exemplar (or an ancestor of that exemplar) and then inserted again in its proper
place in letters small enough to make the insertion possible; so written it will have had the
appearance of annotation, and the mistaking of α� κτ�να for α� ντ� το+ was then an easy error.

9 <It is reported by Diggle and accepted by Kovacs.>
10 Protected from interpolation by the stichomythia at El. 753 lκουα κα� γ�, τηλ�θεν µ�ν, α� λλ�

Hµω; cf. also Ar. Ach. 956 and IA 904.
11 Its author intended it as ‘force yourself to’; Wilamowitz’s ‘zwinge dich zum Leben’, with

the infinitive epexegetic, is impossible.
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when Herakles himself will not be in Thebes); at Tro. 366 and Hkld. 319 the
case is less certain. In Hekabe, something not dissimilar at 1085–7 � τλ"µον,
O οι δ/φορ� ε,ργαται κακά· | δράαντι δ� α�χρὰ δεινὰ τα� πιτ�µια | [δα�µων

&δωκεν Hτι �τ� οι βαρ/] (1087 lifted from 723).
The current treatment of the passages (delete A + B in Alkestis, delete

neither in Hekabe) is evidently encouraged by the belief that Alkestis, where B
is most obviously intrusive, is interpolated from Hekabe. But the encourage-
ment is irrational: if B came from one play to the other, this creates not the
slightest presumption either that A came with it (Euripides could certainly
use the same line in two different plays)12 or that B was genuine in the play
from which it came. And in any case, if the line did come from one to the
other (which is anything but certain: why not from a third source to both?),13

I should expect it to have come from Alkestis to Hekabe: not simply because
sunlight is already in the context of Alkestis but not of Hekabe, but because
of the future προ�ψοµαι (-εται). The tense is necessary in Alkestis, where
the looking is still to come; in a line devised for Hekabe I should expect
the present προδ�ρκοµαι––she is looking at it now, and the tense would
more naturally be accommodated to the nearer ν+ν than to the remoter
ο1ποτ� αBθι.

5 . EURIPIDES, HEKABE 599–602 1 4

Talthybios has ended his account of Polyxene’s death, and of the nobility with
which she met it. Hekabe begins with a few words on the multiplicity of her
troubles; then she continues:

12 A priori, I should have thought this obvious. A posteriori, I have compiled the following list
(aided by an 1882 Strassburg dissertation of F. Schröder, De iteratis apud tragicos Graecos);
I exclude instances where a line is certainly interpolated in one of the two plays, and mark with *
instances where interpolation has been suspected; and I remark that the list would presumably
be much longer if we had all Euripides’ plays instead of about a fifth: identical, Med. 270 = Tro.
708, Med. 693 = Peliades fr. 602, Hek. 805 = fr. 1048. 1; virtually identical, *Hek. 279 = Or. 66,
Telephos fr. 149. 24 Austin <fr. 727c. 48 K.> = IA 818, Med. 1030 = *Tro. 760, Med. 1310 = Hel.
779, Andr. 884 = IT 238; closely similar, well over a dozen pairs, e.g. Hipp. 281 and Ba. 215, Med.
1310 and Hipp. 353, Med. 546 and Su. 427, El. 14 and Or. 63.

13 The line’s first appearance might perfectly well have been (to look no further afield) in
one of Euripides’ sixty-odd lost plays; where of course it might have been either genuine or
interpolated.

14 <On 10″ × 8″ paper; in one draft the Greek is still written in by hand. B. mentions
his condemnation of Hek. 599–602 on p. 199 of his Hippolytos. He was anticipated in it by
G. M. Sakorraphus, Mnemosyne 21 (1893), 199.>
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κα� ν+ν τ- µ!ν -ν Oτε µ= τ�νειν πάθο

590 ο.κ α} ν δυνα�µην �ξαλε�ψαθαι φρεν�,
τ- δ� αB λ�αν παρε�λε α� γγελθε�ά µοι

γεννα�ο. ο1κουν δειν�ν, ε� γ" µ!ν κακ=

τυχο+α καιρο+ θε�θεν εB τάχυν φ�ρει,
χρητ= δ� α� µαρτο+� |ν χρεFν α.τ=ν τυχε�ν

595 κακ-ν δ�δωι καρπ�ν, α' νθρωποι δ� α� ε�

Y µ!ν π�νηρο ο.δ!ν α' λλο πλ=ν κακ-

Y δ� �θλ- �θλ�, ο.δ! υµφορα̃ Uπο

φ/ιν δι�φθειρ�, α� λλὰ χρητ� �τ� α� ε�;

[αk ρ� ο# τεκ�ντε διαφ�ρουιν \ τροφα�;

600 &χει γε µ�ντοι κα� τ- θρεφθ"ναι καλ3

δ�δαξιν �θλο+· το+το δ� lν τι εB µάθηι

ο4δεν τ� γ� α�χρ�ν, καν�νι το+ καλο+ µαθ�ν.]
κα� τα+τα µ!ν δ= νο+ �τ�ξευεν µάτην·

G δ� �λθ! κα� $µηνον Pργε�οι τάδε,
605 µ= θιγγάνειν µοι µηδ�ν�, α� λλ� ε,ργειν Sχλον,

τ" παιδ�.

599–602 are absurd here. The trouble is not that Hekabe is made to
philosophize παρὰ καιρ�ν (that is common enough in Euripides); it is that the
lines are utterly and disastrously irrelevant to her first and genuine point of
592–8.

I begin with 600–2. These lines are likely enough to be Euripidean; but
Euripidean or not, they come from a context very different from ours. The
speaker is talking about the source of our knowledge of right and wrong
(with the emphasis, I think, on wrong), and has just said something like ‘the
naturally virtuous have an innate sense of right and wrong, and an innate
abhorrence of the latter’. Then he goes on: ‘yet (γε µ�ντοι adversative, as
usually) a good upbringing too (κα�, as well as natural virtue) can teach one
what is right, and so by implication what is wrong (γε emphatic, because τ-
α�χρ�ν is what is really in point)’.

But what happens in our context? In 592–8 she has said ‘the behaviour of
land depends on circumstances as much as on its nature (bad land can on
occasion be fruitful, good land unfruitful), but the behaviour of men depends
on their nature alone: whatever his circumstances, the bad man is always bad
and the good man good’. Her theme, that is, is consistency in virtue and vice;
and for that theme the source of our knowledge of good and ill is neither
here nor there. Not only that: when one tries to make sense of the lines in our
context, one fails.
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6. EURIPIDES, ELEKTRA 1185–9 ~ 1201–5 1 5

Two utterances of the chorus are in responsion:

1185 �F τ/χα, α̃ τ/χα is ∪−∪− −∪−; 1201 πάλιν πάλιν φρ�νηµα �ν

is ∪−∪− ∪−∪−. Before we accept this as an instance of the correspondence
of syncopated and unsyncopated metra (Murray, Denniston) we should
scrutinize the lines for signs of corruption. I find none in 1185;16 I do find one
in 1201. The repetition of the verb φρονε� . . . ο. φρονο+α is rhetorically
effective; the effect is undermined if φρονε� is picking up a preceding
φρ�νηµα. I suppose that Euripides wrote λ"µα, and that this has been sup-
planted by its regular gloss: in the Euripidean scholia cf. Med. 119 (λ$µατα)
φρον$µατα, 348 (λ"µα) φρ�νηµα, Alk. 982 (α� ποτ�µου λ$µατο) το+ κληρο+

ου φρον$µατο, Rh. 499 (λ"µά τ� α� ρκο/ντω θρα/) κα� #κάνω τ- φρ�νηµα

θρα/, Or. 1625.

7 . EURIPIDES, IPHIGENEIA IN TAURIS 28–41 1 7

α� λλ� �ξ�κλεψεν &λαφον α� ντιδο+ά µου

Jρτεµι Pχαιο�, διὰ δ! λαµπρ-ν α�θ�ρα

30 π�µψαά µ� ε� τ$νδ� Qικιεν Τα/ρων χθ�να,
ο] γ" α� νάει βαρβάροιι βάρβαρο

Θ�α, K LκGν π�δα τιθε� ,ον πτερο�

1185–9 (strophe) 1201–5 (antistrophe)
�F τ/χα, α̃ τ/χα, πάλιν πάλιν φρ�νηµα -ν

µα̃τερ τεκο+� α' λατα, µετετάθη πρ- α1ραν·

<α' λατα> µ�λεα κα� π�ρα φρονε� γὰρ Hια ν+ν, τ�τ� ο.
παθο+α 3ν τ�κνων @πα�· φρονο+α, δεινὰ δ� ε�ργάω,
πατρ- δ� &τεια φ�νον δικα�ω. φ�λα, κα�γνητον ο. θ�λοντα.

15 <After 1969 (n. 16), before vol. ii of Diggle’s OCT (1981).>
16 Pace J. Diggle, PCPS 15 (1969), 55 <= Euripidea, 28>: he finds the repetition with α̃

‘banal’, and seeks to remedy this by <κληρ>α̃ or <τερρ>α̃ or <τυγν>α̃. I do not myself find
the repetition banal; I do not desiderate another adjective as a prelude to α' λατα and µ�λεα κα�
π�ρα; and finally I doubt the appropriateness, when the τ�ι is δικα�α, of any of Diggle’s
adjectives except conceivably the last.

17 <After 1969, as it cites Diggle, PCPS 15; not later than 1977, as there is no reference to
T. C. W. Stinton’s discussion of the passage in JHS 97. 149–51 (= Collected Papers on Greek
Tragedy [Oxford 1990], 304–7). But pencil additions to the typescript take note of the 1981
OCT.>
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ε� το1νοµ� Iλθε τ�δε ποδωκε�α χάριν.
ναο�ι δ� �ν το�δ� #ερ�αν τ�θη� µε·

35 Hθεν ν�µοιιν οZιν xδεται θεὰ

Jρτεµι fορτ", το1νοµ� � καλ-ν µ�νον––
τὰ δ� α' λλα ιγ3, τ=ν θε-ν φοβουµ�νη·

θ/ω γάρ, Sντο το+ ν�µου κα� πρ�ν π�λει,
K α} ν κατάχηι τ$νδε γ"ν ΕT λλην α� ν$ρ.

40 [κατάρχοµαι µ�ν, φάγια δ� α' λλοιιν µ�λει

α' ρρητ� &ωθεν τ3νδ� α� νακτ�ρων θεα̃.]

35 ν�µοιιν οZιν Herwerden: ν�µοιι το�ιδ� L (το�ιν Triclinius) uersum deleuit
Monk 39 κατάχηι Barrett: κατ�λθη L 40–1 uersus deleuit Stedefeldt

In 38–41 various deletions have been proposed: in particular, of 38–9 by
Murray (in his text) and then by J. Diggle in 1969 (PCPS 15, 56–9 <= Euripidea,
28–32>, and with 41 in his text of 1981), of 40–1 by H. Stedefeldt (as one of
the sententiae controuersae appended to a dissertation De Lysandri Plutarchei
fontibus, Bonn 1867), of 38–41 by H. Usener. My purpose here is to show that
38–9 are genuine and 40–1 intrusive.18

First, that 38–9 are genuine. It is crucial to the plot that every male Greek
who arrives in the country must be sacrificed; and when a fact is thus crucial,
it is Euripides’ practice to set it straightforwardly before the audience in the
prologue-speech. These lines do precisely this; without them, the information
trickles out casually and incompletely from remarks that follow.

Delete the lines, and how are the audience told? In 36–7, merely a dark hint
of something not καλ�ν. In 40–1 they hear of φάγια α' ρρητα, sacrifices whose
description is taboo: this implies nothing as to their nature (what is α' ρρητον

may be wholly innocent). From 53–4 (Iphigeneia describing her dream) they
learn at last that she is concerned with the killing of ξ�νοι: κα� γF (sc. &δοξα)
τ�χνην τ$νδ� �ν &χω ξενοκτ�νον | τιµ3� @δρα�νειν α.τ-ν n θανο/µενον; but in
fact this τ�χνην τ$νδ� �ν &χω ξενοκτ�νον is no way of giving information, but
natural only as an allusion to information already given. The next fact, that
it is Greeks who are killed, will emerge only when Iphigeneia has gone, when
Orestes and Pylades appear: ‘Is this the temple?’ says Orestes, and then (72)
κα� βωµ�, ΕT λλην ο] κατατάζει φ�νο; Once again, natural enough when the
audience know the facts already, but no way of apprising them of the facts.
And that is all: of one essential, that every male Greek who arrives here is
sacrificed, no mention at all.

18 Others since Stedefeldt have supposed this (as Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea, 33, and,
in their texts, Bruhn, Weil, England, and Strohm); but I have nowhere seen the case fully
argued.
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We know Euripides’ way: with the lines, we have it; without them, we do
not (nor indeed do we have even a workable alternative). Deletion is out of
the question.

What has caused difficulty, of course, is Iphigeneia’s supposed incon-
sistency: τὰ δ� α' λλα ιγ3, she says, and then at once proceeds to tell us every-
thing. But the difficulty is illusory: her ιγ3 is a suppression not of the facts
(they are well known, and she can speak of them without a qualm) but of
her judgment on them. Her το1νοµ� � καλ-ν µ�νον19 is building up to a
forthright condemnation, τὰ δ� &ργ� α� ν�ια or the like; she suppresses it, ιγα̃ι,
and contents herself with a mere statement of the facts.20 This statement was
what she had originally intended to give as the completion of the sentence
beginning Hθεν; now, after suppressing her condemnation, she breaks her
construction and adds the statement instead with γάρ, as an indication of
what her judgment would have been and why therefore (hence the γάρ) it
must be suppressed.

The parallel of El. 1244–6 is very nearly exact: (Kastor speaking to Orestes)
δ�καια µ�ν νυν xδ� &χει, G δ� ο.χ� δρα̃ι· | Φο�β� τε, Φο�βο––α� λλ� α' ναξ γάρ �τ�

�µ�, | ιγ3· οφ- δ� qν ο.κ &χρη� οι οφά. Kastor, like Iphigeneia, was
building up to a forthright condemnation; like her he suppresses it, ιγα̃ι,
breaks his construction, and contents himself with more tactful words––not
this time with a statement of the facts (which are notorious), but with the
λιτ�τη of ‘his oracle was not in accordance with his wisdom’.

Second, that 40–1 are intrusive. The prologue-speech falls into two parts:
first the factual background, then (beginning with 42) Iphigeneia’s dream;
between the two parts the actor will pause. Before that pause the monstrous
fact of 38–9 forms a natural and effective climax; the climax is destroyed if
40–1 with their palliative detail tag on lamely after them (their lameness
enhanced by what is by any account an awkward asyndeton). This alone
should damn them; but they damn themselves for another reason too, that
what they say is false: the φάγια take place not within the temple but at the
altar that stands in front of the temple in full view of the audience, to be
discussed and described by Orestes and Pylades in 72–3.

19 το1νοµα is the word fορτ$, a fair name concealing practices that are foul: so Badham,
rightly approved by Diggle, 58 <= 32>.

20 <Pencilled addition in typescript:> When I speak of Iphigeneia as suppressing, intending,
and so on, I mean of course that Euripides gives her the words of a person who suppresses,
intends, and so on, and that he means the audience to understand them thus. My way of
speaking is much more convenient; but we must remember always that it is only a kind
of convenient shorthand; I cannot think that anyone will be misled by it here. But there are
certainly places where people use this shorthand without thinking back <these two words
doubtfully read> in (what alone matters) the poet’s intention.
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It is easy to see whence 40–1 are derived, and how the falsehood arose. In
617 Orestes asks θ/ει δ! τ� µε, and Iphigeneia replies �γ�. Then 621–4:

Ορ. α.τ= ξ�φει θ/ουα θ"λυ α' ρενα;

Ιφ. ο1κ, α� λλὰ χα�την α� µφ� =ν χερν�ψοµαι.
Ορ. Y δ! φαγεG τ�; ε� τάδ� #τορε�ν µε χρ$.
Ιφ. ε,ω δ�µων τ3νδ� ε��ν οZ µ�λει τάδε.

There we have the content of the lines and a good deal of the wording, with
the falsehood in the content based on a misunderstanding: the acolytes of
624 are indoors as Iphigeneia speaks, not when they sacrifice. There is more of
the wording in 56 (Iphigeneia interpreting her dream) τ�θνηκ�  Ο� ρ�τη, ο]

κατηρξάµην �γ�, and then in 65–6 ε4µ� ε,ω δ�µων | �ν οZι να�ω τ3νδ�

α� νακτ�ρων θεα̃.21

The purpose of the interpolation? I suppose it to be a ‘pedantic’ one, of the
kind I have discussed on Hipp. 625–6, 663, 871–3: Iphigeneia must not be
allowed the imprecision of θ/ω22 (even though she says the same at 618), but
must give the same detail as in 621–4, at whatever cost to the dramatic effect.
It may be that the interpolator intended his lines as an addition to the original
text; I think it more likely that (as I suppose in all three passages in Hipp.) he
intended them as a replacement of the lines he disliked,23 and that the two
versions were later conflated by an editor (doubtless with an indication in his
margin that they were alternative): it is perhaps symptomatic that here as at
Hipp. 625–6 and 871–3 the false version has been deleted by some modern
scholars and the genuine one by others. I add that this supposition accounts
for the asyndeton between 39 and 40: 40–1 as a replacement of 38–9 con-
strued as part of the main sentence (Hθεν . . . κατάρχοµαι κτλ.) and needed no
connecting particle; the asyndeton arose only by accident, when the two
versions were put together.

The lines to be replaced were presumably 38–9. I have considered the
possibility that they were 37–9 (for it might be that the interpolator felt
the same qualms about ιγ3 as have been felt in modern times, and indeed
that these qualms contributed to his distaste for 38–9); in this case one might
say that α' ρρητα was his substitute for the abandoned ιγ3. But I think it more
likely that he left 37 in his text, and that α' ρρητα was intended not as his
substitute for ιγ3 but as his explanation of it.

21 The three passages between them provide the words which I here bracket: (κατάρχοµαι)
µ�ν, (φάγια) δ� α' λλοιιν (µ�λει) | α' ρρητ� (&ωθε τ3νδ� α� νακτ�ρων θεα̃). I doubt whether α' ρρητα
(which I shall mention below) derives from 1198.

22 Imprecision, not inaccuracy: the person in charge of the sacrifice may naturally be said to
θ/ειν even though others do the actual killing.

23 That he was thereby removing something indispensable will have occurred to him no more
than it has occurred to modern scholars who have deleted the lines.
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I comment on various details.
In 35, Herwerden’s ν�µοιιν οZιν24 is rightly resuscitated by Diggle in place

of the vulgate ν�µοιι το�ιν: Euripides would not have used το�ιν as relative
except under metrical constraint. το�ιν is only Triklinios’ correction of L’s
το�ιδ� ; and that το�ιδ�  presumably arose when a copyist’s eye slipped from
οZιν to το�δ�  directly above.

In 35–6, objection has been raised to the ‘hyperbaton’ ν�µοιιν . . . fορτ"

(so Bruhn ad loc., Diggle p. 56 <= 29>). But the word order is not hard to
parallel: cf. (with genitives of various kinds) Th. 2. 67. 4 τοG �µπ�ρου οw

&λαβον Pθηνα�ων, 4. 12. 1 τ- τροπα�ον . . . K &τηαν τ" προβολ" τα/τη, 7.
43. 3 τ- τε�χιµα K Iν α.τ�θι τ3ν ̂ υρακο�ων α#ρο+ι, E. Hel. 1026–7 ΗT ρα δ!

(sc. ε1χου) τ=ν &ννοιαν �ν τα.τ3ι µ�νειν | �ν ε� ! κα� -ν π�ιν &χει ωτηρ�α.
A genitive so placed seems to be felt as construing rather within the relative
clause than outside it: so evidently in many of my parallels, and such a
construction is unquestionable (a) with similar genitives placed inside the
relative clause, e.g. Th. 6. 100. 1 τοG 6χετοG α.τ3ν ο� ε� τ=ν π�λιν @πονοµ-

ηδ-ν ποτο+ Uδατο Aγµ�νοι Iαν, (b) with nouns placed at the end of the
relative clause in agreement not with the antecedent but with the relative,
e.g. IT 63–4 Gν προπ�λοιιν α>  &δωχ� xµιν α' ναξ | Ε� λλην�δα γυνα�κα. I
suppose therefore that our passage would be delivered with no pause before
fορτ"; it may well be the assumption of such a pause (which in English or
German would be inevitable with this word order) that lies behind the
objections.

I have considered a further possibility: that Monk was right in deleting 35,
and so leaving ναο�ι δ� �ν το�δ� #ερ�αν τ�θη� µε | Jρτεµι fορτ", το1νοµ� �

κτλ. The deletion has certain advantages: the subject of τ�θηι, which with the
manuscript text is formally unclear between Artemis and Thoas,25 is now
unambiguously Artemis; the construction becomes completely regular;
and there is now only one reference to the ν�µο of the sacrifice (certainly
Iphigeneia must make it clear to the audience that the sacrificing of Greeks is
established custom and no innovation of her own; but once may be thought
enough). But it has two disadvantages which I am unable to discount. First,
Iphigeneia is evidently in full charge of the temple and all its ritual and
cult-objects, and not merely of this single infrequent rite of sacrificing Greeks:

24 Thought of, but never adopted, before Herwerden: Musgrave, reading ν�µοιι το�ιν, speaks
of the insuauis sonus of ν�µοιιν οZιν; Matthiae, reading Hθ� �νν�µοιι τοι�δ�, says of ν�µοιι το�ιν
that it is hard to see why Euripides should have preferred it to ν�µοιιν οZιν.

25 I suppose not more than formally: the mention of Thoas may be thought too brief and
subordinate to give him much chance of being felt as subject of what follows. If one thinks of
practical details, Thoas may be a likelier subject (how does a goddess install a priestess?); but in
a context of miracles practical details may presumably be ignored.
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she is κληιδο+χο (131), πυλωρ� (1153); at 1199 she has an unquestioned
right to cleanse the polluted cult-image. If 34 construes alone it gives her this
full charge; 36 construing with it limits her office, both improperly and
awkwardly (for the audience will already have assumed #ερ�α to have its
normal unrestricted sense).26 Second, what motive was there for the inter-
polation? We should need I think to suppose that the man who replaced
38–9 by 40–1 inserted 35 at the same time so that his 40–1 might have a
construction: unlikely behaviour, when he might more easily have put the
substance of 40–1 into lines which construed without further modification of
the text.

In 39 Diggle objects to κατ�λθηι that in tragedy the verb means either
‘descend’ or ‘return (as from exile)’; and he takes its use here as ‘arrive at’ (‘for
which LSJ can find no better authority than Od. 24. 115 κατ$λυθον Cµ�τερον

δ3, an unhomeric passage bristling with abuse of language’) to be a mark of
interpolation. Its use here will in fact rather be as ‘put into, land in’, with
κατα- as in καταπλε�ν, κατάγεθαι, καταχε�ν; LSJ cite (what Diggle missed: it
is under κάτειµι) Od. 16. 472 f. ν"α θο=ν �δ�µην κατιο+αν | � λιµ�ν� Cµ�τερον.
It remains true that the use is unexpected, when Euripides had the metrically
equivalent κατάχηι at his disposal (cf. Cy. 223 ληιτα� τινε κατ�χον \

κλ3πε χθ�να; Hel. 1206 π�θεν κατ�χε γ"ν; fr. 846. 3 Jργο καταχ�ν);
corruption of κατάχηι to κατ�λθηι would equally be unexpected, but is
certainly on the cards.

8 . EURIPIDES, HELEN 335–7 2 7

335 �F µ�λεο α� µ�ρα·

τ�να τάλαινα τ�ν� α' ρα δακρυ-
337 �εντα λ�γον α� κο/οµαι;

336 τ�να τάλαινα τ�ν� α' ρα Barrett: τ�ν� α' ρα τάλαινα τ�να L

The manuscript reading in 336–7 gives four iambic metra with the second
and third | ν{ τgν{ δ{κρ�ο̆ε--ντ{ λο̆γο̆ν |; these admit of two treatments. (My

26 Normal, but I think not invariable: I suppose #ερ�α fορτ" to be possible Greek. At Hek.
223–4 θ/µατο δ� �πιτάτη | #ερε/ τ� �π�τη το+δε πα� Pχιλλ�ω it would not be easy to
dissociate #ερε/ from θ/µατο; cf. Ba. 1114 πρ�τη δ! µ$τηρ Iρξεν #ερ�α φ�νου, where φ�νου,
construing primarily after Iρξεν, may be felt also to construe to some extent after #ερ�α.

27 <This and the two following notes on Helen all postdate Kannicht’s commentary on the
play (1969). The note on 352–3 is still on 10″ × 8″ paper, the other two on A4.>
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| delimits the metra, my ...
.
 marks word-end.) One, | ∪ ...

.
∪∪ ...

.
∪ ∪∪ | ∧ − ∪ ...

.

∪∪ |, involves syncopation following a resolved longum: Dale’s absolute
prohibition of this phenomenon is perhaps unjustified, but it is at least very
rare indeed, and there can be no doubt that this instance is exceptionally
harsh.28 The other, | ∧ ∪...

.
∪ ∪ ...

.
∪∪ | ∪ − ∪ ...

.
∪∪ |, involves split resolution

following syncopation: this also is vanishingly rare.29 Metrically, that is, the
manuscript text invites suspicion; if there is no simple and obvious remedy
we must keep the text on probation, if there is such a remedy we should adopt
it.

Dale herself <Euripides: Helen> adopts Hermann’s transposition | τgν�

{ρ{ τ{λα-ι|ν{ τgν{ λο̆γο-ν | δ{κρ�ο̆ε--ν|τ� {κο-υο̆µα-ι |. Metrically this is un-
exceptionable, but its word order is clearly inferior to that of the manuscript
(the important δακρυ�εντα should precede the neutral λ�γον): metrical
normality is bought at too high a price.

My own transposition of α' ρα does seem to me the simple and obvious
remedy that we require. The metre is now absolutely regular (I have printed it
as four iambic metra with the first anceps suppressed; it could equally well be
four trochaic metra with the last anceps suppressed);30 the same sequence
thrice in this κοµµ� in utterances of the chorus (338–9, 346–7, 360–1).
No violence is done to the word order: when the first word of a sentence is
doubled, words which tend to second place (enclitics, vocatives, particles)
may either follow the first instance (e.g. Ph. 103 Sρεγ� νυν Sρεγε γεραιὰν χ�ρα,
Or. 971 β�βακε γὰρ β�βακεν) or follow the second instance (e.g. Hel. 331 βα̃τε

βα̃τε δ� ε� δ�µου, 370 βοὰν βοὰν δ�  Ε� λλὰ α4α κτλ.) or be distributed between
the two positions (Ph. 819 &τεκε � γα� �  &τεκ� ποτε κτλ., S. Ai. 1215 τ� µοι, τ�
&τ� οBν τ�ρψι �π�ται). Finally the corruption that I suppose––the appending
of the (α' )ρα to the wrong τ�να––may be thought to be an exceptionally easy
one.

28 Kannicht ad loc. cites four instances: Andr. 1219, Hek. 1093, Ion 1449, IT 864–5. I put no
great trust in the last three (all in mixed metrical contexts, and in IT at least I have no confidence
in the text); Andr. 1219 seems inescapable (| α-µπτ{‘µε̆ν{’ | φρο-υδ{ πα-ν|τ{ κε--ιτα-ι | ~ ω-- φgλο- |
δο̆µο̆ν ε̆λgπε̆ | ε̆ρη--µο-ν |). The problem is complicated by the issue of ‘cretics’: are we to exclude
Hek. 1100–1 | α-µπτ{µε̆νο̆ | ο-υρ{νgο̆ν | υ--ψgπε̆τε̆ | ε--ι µε̆λ{θρο̆ν | in the belief that ‘cretics’ in
sequence are not to be regarded as syncopated iambic or trochaic metra? Finally does word-end
after the resolution (in Andr. and Hek. 1100–1) make any difference?

29 On split resolution see L. P. E. Parker, CQ 18 (1968), 241 ff. Her ‘more probable examples’
of split resolutions in the iambics, trochaics, and cretics of drama include no instances after
syncopation, unless three instances of ‘cretics’ be taken into account: in Euripides only Ph. 1525
| τgν ε̆πg πρω--|το̆ν {πο̆ χα-ι|τα- π{ρα-|γµο-ι {πα-ρ|χα- β{λω-- |.

30 The resolved longum τgν�  {(ρα) is not of course split resolution: there is no ‘split’ when the
first of the shorts is a non-postpositive monosyllable; and here the two syllables are further
welded by the postpositive nature of α' ρα and by the elision.
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9. EURIPIDES, HELEN 352–3

Helen, with Menelaos believed dead, intends to kill herself, either by the rope
or by the sword. The former alternative she expresses thus:

φ�νιον α��ρηµα διὰ δ�ρα 6ρ�ξοµαι.

These words have never yet, to my knowledge, been understood. The
renderings in current editions and lexica are quite wide of the mark: Pearson
‘I will stretch out for my own behoof a murderous hanging noose across my
neck’; Grégoire ‘d’un nœud de mort; d’un nœud suspendu; j’enlacerai mon
cou’; Kannicht ‘ich werde mir ein tödlich durch den Hals (schneidendes)
Gehänge langen’, and ‘α��ρηµα . . . die herabhängende Schlinge’; LSJ
α��ρηµα 2 ‘hanging cord, halter, E. Hel. 353’; Passow–Crönert α��ρηµα

‘= τ- α�ωρο/µενον, schwebende Last, Eur. Hel. 353’; Dale gives the passage up
as hopelessly corrupt.

α�ωρε�θαι is used of anything that stays clear of the ground with no
support beneath it; it may be suspended from above, it may be floating free.
6ρ�γειν is to stretch out a part of one’s body (normally a limb), or anything
held by it, as far as possible from the body’s centre or vertical axis; 6ρ�γεθαι

as a deponent is to stretch oneself out (normally again by extending a limb,
but the limbless snake can 6ρ�γεθαι, Il. 11. 26). Here Helen, by hanging
herself, will (a) α�ωρε�θαι, swing or hang free in the air, (b) 6ρ�γεθαι,
stretch herself out––by extending not a limb but her neck.31 α��ρηµα is not
‘noose’ but a nomen actionis, construing as internal accusative (the miscalled
‘apposition to the sentence’ that I have discussed at length on E. Hipp. 752–7):
διὰ δ�ρα 6ρ�ξοµαι α�ωρουµ�νη, ‘I will stretch myself out all through my neck
in a lethal hanging’.32

The case of α��ρηµα is the same in the other two passages in Euripides
where it occurs.33 At Su. 1045–7 Euadne, poised on a rock and about to
leap down into the pyre, says xδ� �γF π�τρα &πι | Sρνι τι nε� Καπαν�ω

31 In such photographs or paintings as I have seen of persons hanged the elongation of the
neck is very noticeable.

32 It is perhaps relevant to say that in colloquial or vulgar English the words ‘swing’ and
‘stretch’ have since the sixteenth century been euphemisms for death by hanging.

33 The word is rightly understood (in all three passages) by V. Di Benedetto, Maia 13 (1961),
298 f.; but he misconstrues it both at Su. 1047 (‘accusativo di oggetto interno di κουφ�ζω, che mi
pare sia da intendere come intransitivo’) and at Hel. 352–3 (‘anche se l’oggetto normale di
διὰ δ�ρη 6ρ�ξοµαι dovrebbe essere qualcosa come βρ�χον o simile, egli [sc. Euripide]
preferiva sostituere alla menzione della cosa quella dell’effetto, provocato dall’azione espressa
dal verbo’).
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@π!ρ πυρα̃ | δ/τηνον α��ρηµα κουφ�ζω, with α��ρηµα κουφ�ζω = κο/φω

α�ωρο+µαι (as E. El. 861 π$δηµα κουφ�ζουα = κο/φω πηδ3α, S. Ai. 1287
αT λµα κουφιε�ν = κο/φω α� λε�θαι); at Or. 984 τὰν ο.ρανο+ µ�ον χθον� τε

τεταµ�ναν α�ωρ$µαι π�τραν the rock τ�ταται α�ωρο/µενη, with the dative
α�ωρ$µαι as at e.g. Ba. 169 κ3λον α' γει ταχ/πουν κιρτ$µαι βάκχα.

A final detail: everyone so far seems to have overlooked the correction
(necessary in a case-ending) of Attic δ�ρη to lyric δ�ρα. <Diggle prints this
in his OCT (1994), claiming it as his.>

10. EURIPIDES, HELEN 898–9

Helen asks Theonoe not to tell her brother of Menelaos’ arrival:

µ$ µου κατε�πηι 3ι καιγν$τωι π�ιν

τ�νδ� ε� �µὰ xκοντα φιλτάτα χ�ρα.

I should have supposed the construction scarcely to need elucidation, if it
were not that one misunderstanding or another has induced Pearson, Dale,
and Kannicht all to replace µου by Lenting’s (and Seidler’s) µοι.34

898 means ‘do not denounce my husband to your brother’: so Hek. 243
(Hekabe reminding Odysseus of the time when he came to Troy as a spy)
&γνω δ� � Ε� λ�νη κα� µ�νηι κατε�π� �µο�, Andok. 2. 7 κατειπε�ν τοG τα+τα

ποι$αντα. The word order µου . . . π�ιν, with the enclitic genitive second in
its clause, and separated from the noun on which it depends, is abundantly
illustrated by Wackernagel, Kl. Schr. 32 (= IF 1 [1892], 364): his examples
include (as well as our line) e.g. Il. 14. 95 ν+ν δ� ευ Lνοάµην πάγχυ φρ�να,
Ar. Frogs 573 οZ µου κατ�φαγε τὰ φ�ρτια, Knights 708 �ξαρπάοµα� ου το�

Sνυξι τα' ντερα, Pl. Rep. 327b κα� µου Sπιθεν λαβ�µενο Y πα� το+ #µατ�ου;
with a quasi-enclitic (op. cit. 34 [= 366]), e.g. E. Hkld. 12 �πε� γὰρ α.τ3ν γ"

α� πηλλάχθη πατ$ρ. In the participial clause, 899 ‘(denounce my husband)
as present here’, τ�νδε is of course predicative with xκοντα, ‘has arrived (and
is) here’ (so, just before, 874 xκει π�ι - Μεν�λεω Hδ� �µφαν$; and e.g.
IT 236 Hδε . . . βουφορβ- xκει).

Pearson’s misunderstanding is complete: he reads µοι ‘since (1) there is
no other instance of κατειπε�ν c. gen. in Euripides, (2) the complex idiom, by

34 For the priorities, see Kannicht: Lenting in his edition of Med. (1819), Seidler in the
commentary of Hermann (1837; for Hermann’s use of Seidler’s conjectures see his preface,
vi–vii).
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which κατειπε�ν is followed by gen. of person and object clause, is more
suitable to prose’; i.e. he supposes µου to involve an absurdity which is
presumably ‘lay against me an information that my husband has arrived’.
Dale at least does not parade the absurdity, but is equally unconscious of the
truth: ‘the gen. is hard to construe.’ Kannicht rejects the absurdity and con-
templates the truth, but only to reject it in turn: ‘der Genitiv läßt sich [nicht],
wegen τ�νδε, possessiv auf π�ιν . . . beziehen.’ Presumably he regards τ�νδε
as attributive; but it is predicative, and predicative τ�νδε is no more incom-
patible with µου than at 874 (cited above) predicative Hδε is incompatible
with � (cf. e.g. Alk. 1126 τ$νδ� Yρα� δάµαρτα $ν, Or. 1013 κα� µ=ν Hδε -

/γγονο dρπει).
I have printed the φιλτάτα of the manuscript not because I believe it to be

right but in order not to distract attention from my defence of µου. In fact
I have no doubt that Cobet (Novae Lectiones, 196), followed by Kannicht,
is right with φ�λτατον: Menelaos’ affection for Helen is not in point, only
Helen’s for Menelaos. Assimilation to the case of the neighbouring χ�ρα was
a very easy error.

11 . EURIPIDES, KYKLOPS 290–5, 318–19 3 5

Odysseus pleads with the Cyclops not to kill and eat men who have done such
service to his father Poseidon:

290 ο� τ-ν -ν �ναξ πατ�ρ� &χειν να3ν dδρα

�ρρυάµεθα γ" �ν Ε� λλάδο µυχο�·

#ερα̃ τ� α' θραυτο Ταινάρου µ�νει λιµ=ν

Μαλ�α τ� α' κροι κευθµ3νε, x τε Σουν�ου

δ�α Pθάνα 3 @πάργυρο π�τρα

295 Γερα�τιο� τε καταφυγα�.

290 να3ν Canter: νε3ν L 291 �ρρυάµεθα Matthiae: ε�ρυάµεθα L 292 #ερα̃

Barrett: #ερε/ L α' θραυτο Triclinius: α' θαυτο L 293 x Triclinius: οM L

The Cyclops rejects the plea:

318 α' κρα δ� �ναλ�α αZ καθ�δρυται πατ=ρ

χα�ρειν κελε/ω· τ� τάδε προυτ$ω λ�γου;

318 αZ Paley: α>  L 319 λ�γου Barrett: λ�γω L

35 <After 1965 (n. 36); perhaps before 1973 (ibid.).>
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290. The four shrines of Poseidon are all associated with anchorages,
and anchorages might be called νε3ν dδραι; but from 292 α' θραυτο and
from 318–19 it is evident that we want not ‘anchorages’ but ‘temples’,
and ‘temples’, in tragedy is not νε3ν but να3ν (Björck, Das Alpha impurum,
103 f.).

291. #ερε/ is nonsense. Editors commonly accept a Byzantine conjecture
#ερ� (found in copies of L); but α' θραυτο predicative cannot be thus pre-
ceded by a descriptive epithet of λιµ$ν. We must read #ερα̃; cf. Pi. P. 4. 44
Τα�ναρον ε� #εράν. In L the ligature for ευ is often very similar to α; it is likely
that L’s exemplar was another minuscule manuscript in which it was equally
similar.36

318. αT  is absurd: Poseidon has not ‘set up’ or ‘established’ or ‘founded’ the
headlands. It is he himself who, in his cult-statue, is set up on the headlands,
with καθ�δρυται passive: cf. SIG 1020. 5 (Halikarnassos, first century bc)
Ποειδ3νο το+ καθιδρυθ�ντο @π- τ3ν τ=ν α� ποικ�αν �κ Τροιζ"νο α� γαγ�ντων,
Plut. Rom. 29. 1, Plb. 10. 10. 8 (νε�); with the uncompounded verb E. Hipp.
32 f. Ι� ππολ/τωι δ� &πι | τ- λοιπ-ν 6νοµάουιν #δρ+θαι θεάν, Isokr. 12. 92 το�
θεο� το� @π� �κε�νων #δρυµ�νοι, Lykourg. 1 το� xρωι το� κατὰ τ=ν π�λιν κα�

τ=ν χ�ραν #δρυµ�νοι.
319. Odysseus began his speech with the plea of services rendered to

Poseidon; hence προυτ$ω, ‘put in front’, made it the first or principal argu-
ment (the order implied by προ- may be either of sequence or of emphasis).37

After this, λ�γωι will of course construe, ‘in what you have said’; but λ�γου

is the natural case, ‘set in front of, in the front of, what you have said’, and L is
so full of careless errors of this kind38 that one need not hesitate to ascribe the
deviation to copyist not poet. For the genitive cf. D. 18. 15 το+ α� γ3νο Hλου

τ=ν πρ- &µ� &χθραν προ(ταται (‘puts foremost in (at the head of) his whole
suit’, Goodwin), Pl. Rep. 599a–b το+το προτ$αθαι το+ fαυτο+ β�ου n

β�λτιτον &χοντα (‘set this in the forefront of his life as his best possession’,
Adam).

36 Cf. G. Zuntz, An Inquiry into the Transmission of the Plays of Euripides, 180 ff., especially
181, last paragraph. <#ερα̃ was also conjectured, on similar grounds to B.’s, by R. Kassel, Maia
25 (1973), 104 = Kl. Schr. 204.>

37 LSJ are of course quite wrong with their rendering (A. II. 3) ‘put forward as an excuse or
pretext, use as a screen’: the word can bear this meaning in other contexts, but not in this. In
putting a thing in front one may or may not mean it to conceal what lies behind; if one does, it is
a screen or excuse (D. 5. 9, Antiphon 2. 3. 1), if one does not, it is not.

38 So in this neighbourhood, besides the errors cited in the apparatus above, 258 το/τω
for το/των, 273 το+δε for τ3ιδε, 274 πολλὰ for µα̃λλον, 297 κοινο+ for κοινο�, 299 ν�µοι for
ν�µοι.
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12. EURIPIDES, MELEAGROS f r. 515 3 9

ΚαλυδFν µ!ν xδε γα�α, Πελοπ�α χθον-

�ν α� ντιπ�ρθµοι πεδ�� &χου� ε.δα�µονα·

Ο�νεG δ� α� νάει τ"δε γ" Α�τωλ�α,
Πορθάονο πα�, H ποτ� Pλθα�αν γαµε�,
Λ$δα Hµαιµον, Θετ�ου δ! παρθ�νον.

For this opening cf. Hel. 1 sqq. Νε�λου µ!ν αMδε καλλιπάρθενοι 9οα� κτλ.
The speakers in E.’s prologues have two main things to say as soon as

possible: who they are and where they are. In the Helena, Helen begins by
saying where she is, and in 16 sqq. says who she is; the µ�ν in 1 looks forward
to the second statement (so in the Hippolytos πολλ= µ!ν �ν βροτο�ι κο.κ

α� ν�νυµο θεὰ κ�κληµαι Κ/πρι looks forward to something like xκω δ� �π�

τ$νδε γ"ν Τροζην�αν τιµωρη�µενο Ι� ππ�λυτον H µ� α� τιµο�; though by the
time this idea is reached in 10–22 the whole connexion of thought has
changed, so that it is no longer co-ordinated with the idea it answers).

Here therefore ΚαλυδFν µ!ν xδε γα�α looks forward to an announcement
by the speaker of his identity. Now the genealogy of lines 3–5 is clearly leading
up to the birth of Meleagros; and it therefore seems likely that the prologue
should be spoken either by Meleagros himself (who will proceed to some-
thing like the το+ δ� &φυν �γ� of IT 4) or by some retainer of his (who will
qualify Meleagros’ name by e.g. δεπ�τη �µ�; cf. the nurse’s δ�ποιν� �µ=

Μ$δεια in Med. 6–7).
This is not certain; for in the Helena the genealogy of Proteus’ family in

4 sqq. does not lead up to an announcement of Helen’s identity. But it is hard
to see what other human speaker would do (Althaia, and Oineus if he was a
character, are ruled out by their mention in 4–5; Atalante does not a priori
seem at all a likely speaker). And a god or goddess (e.g. Artemis) is not likely,
for Euripides’ prologizing gods hasten to announce their identity at the very
beginning; Apollo in Alk. by θε� 2 and πα�δα τ-ν �µ-ν . . . Pκληπι�ν in 3–4;
Aphrodite in Hipp. by Κ/πρι 2; Hermes in Ion by Ε� ρµ"ν 4; Poseidon in Tr. by
Ποειδ3ν 2; Dionysos in Bacch. by ∆ι- πα� 1 and ∆ι�νυο 2.

39 <The two notes on Euripidean fragments are handwritten on pages from a notepad,
and certainly early, probably from the 1940s. B. still uses the spellings Hippolytus and (incon-
sistently) Dionusos, and not yet the lunate sigma. I have slightly expanded the second note
from an elliptical original.>

Shorter Notes 485



13. EURIPIDES, PHOINIX f r. 804

Transmitted thus (Stob. 4. 22. 109):

µοχθηρ�ν �τιν α� νδρ� πρεβ/τηι τ�κνα

δ�δωιν Hτι ο.κ�θ� nρα�ο γαµε�ν (A; γαµε� M)
δ�ποινα γὰρ γ�ροντι νυµφ�ωι γυν$.

Restore perhaps:

µοχθηρ�ν, Hτι α� νδρ� πρεβ/τηι ν�αν

δ�δωι θυγατ�ρ� ο.κ�θ� nρα�ωι γαµε�ν·

δ�ποινα γὰρ γ�ροντι νυµφ�ωι γυν$.

I suppose that Hτι slipped into the place of θυγατ�ρ�, and was replaced by
�τιν; that nρα�ωι then changed to nρα�ο; and that ν�αν > τ�κνα was a
separate corruption.

14 . THUCYDIDES 7 . 68 . 1 4 0

Gylippos is exhorting the Syracusans before the final battle in the Great
Harbour:

πρ- οBν α� ταξ�αν τε τοια/την κα� τ/χην α� νδρ3ν fαυτ=ν παραδεδωκυ�αν πολεµιωτάτων

6ργ"ι προµε�ξωµεν, κα� νοµ�ωµεν αT µα µ!ν νοµιµ�τατον ε4ναι πρ- τοG �ναντ�ου

ο� α} ν n �π� τιµωρ�αι το+ προπε�ντο δικαι�ωιν α� ποπλ"αι τ" γν�µη τ-

θυµο/µενον, αT µα δ! �χθροG α� µ/ναθαι �κγενη�µενον xµιν κα� τ- λεγ�µεν�ν που

xδιτον ε4ναι.

Construe πολεµιωτάτων with 6ργ"ι: let us engage with them in the state of
mind of utter enemies, in a mood of utter hostility.

The editions I have consulted are unanimous in construing πολεµιωτάτων

with α� νδρ3ν and taking 6ργ"ι as ‘in anger’: so the scholia, Krüger, Poppo–
Stahl, Classen–Steup, Marchant, Bodin–de Romilly, Dover. None of them
manifests any disquiet at the word-order; but it is, surely, intolerable, with its
interlacing of τ/χην . . . fαυτ=ν παραδεδωκυ�αν and α� νδρ3ν . . . πολεµιωτάτων,
and with πολεµιωτάτων tagging on lamely and unconvincingly after a phrase
already to all appearances complete. Construe as I do, and the word-order is
entirely natural.

40 <After 1965, as Dover’s commentary on book 7 is cited.>
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I need say no more: word order alone should be decisive. But I make two
further points. One is that the rhetoric is better thus, with the longer colon
πολεµιωτάτων 6ργ"ι προµε�ξωµεν to carry the exhortation. The second is
that the sense is better. Gylippos has described the Athenians’ situation at
some length––their past defeats, their unpromising prospects, their present
desperate plight: the nouns here in the opening colon recapitulate that plight,
and in that recapitulation the degree of hostility between the Syracusans and
Athenians has no place. Where it has a place is in the exhortation to the
Syracusans; and that is where Thucydides has put it.

I add that although Thucydides normally uses 6ργ$ as ‘anger’, he does in
four other places use it in its original sense of ‘disposition, mood’. In two of
them (the others are 1. 130, 4. 83, 3) he uses it as a synonym of γν�µη

elsewhere in the same sentence: 1. 140. 1 ε�δF τοG α� νθρ�που ο. τ"ι α.τ"ι

6ργ"ι α� ναπειθοµ�νου τε πολεµε�ν κα� �ν τ3ι &ργωι πράοντα, πρ- δ! τὰ

υµφορὰ κα� τὰ γν�µα τρεποµ�νου, 3. 82. 2 �ν µ!ν γὰρ ε�ρ$νηι κα�

α� γαθο� πράγµαιν αM τε π�λει κα� ο# �δι3ται α� µε�νου τὰ γν�µα &χουι διὰ

τ- µ= � α� κου�ου α� νάγκα π�πτειν· Y δ! π�λεµο @φελFν τ=ν ε.πορ�αν το+ καθ�

Cµ�ραν <β�ου> β�αιο διδάκαλο κα� πρ- τὰ παρ�ντα τὰ 6ργὰ τ3ν πολλ3ν

Yµοιο�; so in our passage πολεµιωτάτων 6ργ"ι is picked up by τ" γν�µη τ-

θυµο/µενον.

15 . MENANDER, DYSKOLOS 923–5 4 1

The papyrus has the following text (I articulate and accent, add speakers’
names where the papyrus has a dicolon, and import two obvious corrections
made in the ed. pr.):

922 ^ικ. δάπιδα �νν�� xµιν

. . . . .].ε. Κν. π�θεν; ^ικ. κα� παραπ�ταµα βαρβαρικ-ν @φαντ-ν

. . . . . .] ποδ3ν τ- µ"κο fκα{}τ�ν. Κν. ε,θε µοι γ�νοιτο

925 . . .].[.]θεν. γρα+· πο1τιν <C> γρα+;

In 1959 I made the following proposals (published by Lloyd-Jones in CR 9
[1959], 191):

922 ^ικ. δάπιδα �νν�� xµιν

χρ$α]τ
·
ε. Κν. π�θεν; ^ικ. κα� παραπ�ταµα βαρβαρικ-ν @φαντ-ν

fκατ-ν] ποδ3ν τ- µ"κο. Κν. fκατ�ν; ε,θε µοι γ�νοιτο

925 fν�] π
·

[ο]θεν. γρα+· πο1τιν C γρα+;

41 <After 1960; a first draft with Greek written in by hand, so before 1964; a later draft on A4
with typed Greek.>
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In 923 χρ$α]τ
·
ε has been generally accepted. In 924 and 925 my proposals

were adopted by Lloyd-Jones in his edition of 1960, but have not I think been
adopted by anyone since. None of those who reject them shows any awareness
of my reason for making them; I had supposed that the reason would be
evident, but since it has proved not to be I had better set it forth explicitly.

Quite simply, I do not believe that Menander could have expressed ‘a
hundred feet long’ by ποδ3ν τ- µ"κο fκατ�ν: I find the dislocation of normal
word order inexplicable and intolerable. I see only one way to remove the
abnormality, and that a very simple one: move the dicolon, and fκατ�ν;

becomes Knemon’s indignant protest at what will now be fκατ-ν] ποδ3ν τ-

µ"κο, with the normal word order of e.g. Hdt. 7. 109. 2 τρι$κοντα ταδ�ων

µάλιτά κηι τ=ν περ�οδον, X. An. 1. 7. 15 n ε,κοι ποδ3ν τ- εBρο, Isokr. 12.
136 ο.δ� \ν µυρ�ων �π3ν Iι τ- µ"κο.

16 . SENECA, HERCULES 1–21 4 2

I give the text as it was printed by Leo; my disagreements with it will emerge
in the course of my discussion.

Iuno. Soror Tonantis (hoc enim solum mihi
nomen relictum est) semper alienum Iouem
ac templa summi uidua deserui aetheris
locumque caelo pulsa paelicibus dedi;
tellus colenda est: paelices caelum tenent. 5
hinc Arctos alta parte glacialis poli
sublime classes sidus Argolicas agit;
hinc, qua recenti uere laxatur dies,
Tyriae per undas uector Europae nitet;
illinc timendum ratibus et ponto gregem 10
passim uagantes exerunt Atlantides.
ferro minax hinc terret Orion deos
suasque Perseus aureus stellas habet;
hinc clara gemini signa Tyndaridae micant
quibusque natis mobilis tellus stetit. 15
nec ipse tantum Bacchus aut Bacchi parens
adiere superos: ne qua pars probro uacet,
mundus puellae serta Cnosiacae gerit.

42 <This and the following piece on Seneca’s Medea were probably written around the same
time. The Medea piece can be dated after 1977, as Radt’s Sophocles fragments (TrGF iv) are
cited; but B. has not yet seen Zwierlein’s 1978 article, which he does cite in this Hercules piece
(n. 60). Both antedate Zwierlein’s OCT (1986).>
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sed uetera querimur––una me dira ac fera
Thebana tellus sparsa nuribus impiis 20
quotiens nouercam fecit!

An excellent notion, that she should be crowded out of the sky by her
husband’s catasterized paramours. Now in fact she is not: only two of her
catasterisms are of the paramours, of Kallisto who became the Bear (6–7) and
of Maia Taygete Elektra among the seven Pleiades (10–11); the others are of
an agent in the seduction (8–9 the Bull), or of the offspring of the paramours
(13 Perseus of Danae, 14 the Twins of Leda, 15 Apollo and Artemis––nitentes
as sun and moon––of Leto), or of the crown of the paramour (18 Ariadne) of
a paramour’s son. But no matter: her complaint is designed to bring out her
hostility not so much to her rivals as to the stepchildren they have inflicted on
her, with her hatred of the stepchild Hercules to come as climax; well enough
therefore that it should be the stepchildren who bulk largest among the
catasterized.

5. Viansino suggested deletion; and he was right. The interpolator will
have sought to make even more explicit what was explicit enough already;
and in doing so he made it too explicit, for when so few of the catasterisms
are of the paramours themselves locum . . . paelicibus dedi is sailing near
enough to the wind without the open exaggeration of paelices caelum
tenent.

7. I can think of no way in which the Bear might be said to agere a fleet. The
Bear is what the sailor steers by, and that fact is expressed by regit: Prop. 2. 28.
24 haec (sc. Callisto) nocturna suo sidere uela regit, Ov. Tr. 4. 3. 1–2 magna
minorque ferae, quarum regis altera Graias, | altera Sidonias, utraque sicca,
rates,43 Germ. Arat. 40–1 dat Graiis Helice cursum maioribus astris, | Phoenicas
Cynosura regit, Luc. 8. 174–6 qui non mergitur undis | axis inocciduus gemina
clarissimus Arcto, | ille regit puppes, Avien. Arat. 125 Helice Graios, Tyrios
Cynosura per altum | parua regit.

43 That the Greeks steered by the Great Bear, the Phoenicians by the Lesser, is a common-
place: first Arat. 37–9 Ε� λ�κηι γε µ!ν α' νδρε Pχαιο� | ε�ν α� λ� τεκµα�ρονται Mνα χρ= ν"α α� γινε�ν,
| τ"ι δ� α' ρα Φο�νικε π�υνοι περ�ωι θάλααν (cf. also Kall. fr. 191. 54–5); then Ov. Her. 17. 149,
Fast. 3. 107, Man. 1. 296–302, and hence, in our passage, Seneca’s Argolicas.

We should not suppose that Greek or Phoenician sailors treated their Bear as bearing con-
sistently due north (that way would lie shipwreck): the merest layman could see that they
diverged appreciably east or west of due north according to hour and season (the Great Bear,
in the eastern Mediterranean in Aratos’ day, by up to about 25°, the Lesser by up to about 10°),
and the sailors will presumably have used their Bear as a guide to the position of the celestial
pole (which was marked by no star: our present Pole Star, now less than 1° from the pole, was
in Aratos’ day about 13° away); the Lesser Bear will have been simply a better guide to this than
the Great.
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If we keep agit, we shall need to say that it means here, like regit, ‘directs the
course of, guides’; and I am incredulous. Properly speaking, nauem agere is
to impart motion to a ship (as do wind, current, rowers), nauem regere is to
control and direct that motion: Lucr. 4. 901–3 quippe etenim uentus subtili
corpore tenuis | trudit agens magnam magno molimine nauem, | et manus una
regit quantouis impete euntem. The man in control of the ship may be said to
do either: nauem regere in that he controls and directs its motion, nauem agere
in that he is responsible (by having the crew set the sails, or row) for its being
in motion at all.44 Now when he directs the ship on a particular course, he sets
that course (at night) by the stars; and since the stars are thus responsible for
the course the ship follows, they may be said nauem regere. But the stars are in
no way responsible for the fact that the ship is in motion; and that they could
be said nauem agere I do not believe.

I am similarly incredulous at Val. Fl. 5. 44–6 (Iason lamenting the dead
Tiphys), te sine, Thespiade, nos ulla mouebimus ultra | aequora? nec summa
speculantem puppe uidebo | Pleiadumque globos et agentes noctibus Arctos?:
indeed doubly incredulous, for even if agentes noctibus could mean ‘which
guide one in the nights’, that sense is not the sense that I should look for here.
Not merely do the words add nothing to the picture (why else, and when else,
should a helmsman watch the stars?), but appended thus to the Bears and not
to the Pleiades they actually disturb: if only the Bears are supposed to give a
bearing and not the Pleiades, why should Tiphys watch the Pleiades at all?45

What I expect here is some observable characteristic of the Bears, parallel to
Pleiadum globos (the cluster-formation which alone makes a notable object of
these insignificant stars);46 and their obvious and notorious characteristic is

44 So also currum agere. English has, for land vehicles, a similar use: an Englishman ‘drives’
the car that a German ‘führt’ and a Frenchman ‘conduit’.

45 You can perfectly well get a bearing from the Pleiades: if you know your stars well enough,
you can get from any star a bearing at least as good as you can get in daytime from the sun. You
use the Bears not as the only source of a bearing but as the easiest and most accurate.

I can produce an explanation of why both Pleiades and the Bears should be watched but
agentes noctibus applied to the Bears alone: the poet thinks of Tiphys as setting his course by
the Bears, but as observing also the relative bearing of the Pleiades so that if the Bears are
temporarily obscured by cloud he may use the Pleiades to keep himself on the same Bear-set
course until the Bears appear again. I can produce this explanation, and I think it entirely
rational; but I do not for a moment suppose that Valerius’ mind would have worked in this way.

46 As Roman poets were well aware: Prop. 3. 5. 36 Pleiadum spisso cur coit igne chorus, Sen.
Med. 96 et densi latitant Pleiadum greges. They form of course a single cluster; Valerius’ globos
means no more than globum, just as Seneca’s greges means no more than grex. (Langen’s ‘globi
singulae stellae dicuntur’ is a remarkable misconception, and his comparison of lunai (lunae)
globum in Lucretius and Vergil is more remarkable still; one may doubt whether he had ever
looked at the Pleiades. That some natural philosophers supposed the stars to be spherical is
neither here nor there.)
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that they never set. So in the earliest description of a sailor’s star-watching,
Od. 5. 274, the Bear x τ� α.το+ τρ�φεται κα� τ�  Ω� ρ�ωνα δοκε/ει, | ο,η δ� α' µµορ�

�τι λοετρ3ν Ω� κεανο�ο; and this ‘never dipping into the sea’ becomes a com-
monplace of Latin poetry: Ov. Tr. 4. 3. 1 (cited above) utraque sicca (and 1. 2.
29 sicca . . . Arcto, 4. 9. 18, Sen. Med. 404 sicca . . . Arctos), Luc. 8. 174 (cited
above) qui non mergitur undis, and e.g. Verg. G. 1. 246 Arctos Oceani metuentes
aequore tingi, Ov. Met. 13. 293 immunemque aequoris Arcton, 726 Arctos
| aequoris expertes, Fast. 2. 191 (at the catasterization) saeuit adhuc canamque
rogat Saturnia Tethyn | Maenaliam tactis ne lauet Arcton aquis, 4. 578
aequoreas numquam cum subeatis aquas, Ibis 472 liquidis quae caret Arctos
aquis, Tr. 3. 10. 3 stellis numquam tangentibus aequor, Sen. Oed. 507 dum
Nerea nesciet Arctos, Thy. 867 Plostraque numquam perfusa mari. There is one
fairly simple change that will produce this sense in Valerius: for et agentes
noctibus Arctos read et egentes fluctibus Arctos. It will not produce it well:
egentes, unlike Ovid’s caret, suggests that their never dipping into the sea is a
deprivation (for which Fast. 2. 191, cited above, is no very adequate parallel,
since Iuno’s malice makes that a special case); and a deprivation ought also
to be rather of water than of the waves. But I think ill enough of Valerius to be
ready to credit him with this.47 I do not think so ill of him as to suppose that
he could have written et agentes noctibus Arctos.

8. recenti uere (ΕΣ) is impossible; tepenti uere (AE2) is excellent.
(a) Seneca is referring to the sun’s passage through the Bull, which it

entered on either 16 or 23 April (the dates depend on alternative delimita-
tions of the signs of the zodiac: see Excursus I) and left on either 17 or 25 May.
Spring will have been thought of as beginning at latest by the vernal equinox
(see Excursus II), which was on 23 March; from mid April to mid May it was
certainly no longer recens. <The Excursuses are not extant.>

(b) There is an evident contrast between glacialis and tepenti. The contrast
is purely verbal, and corresponds to nothing in the nature of things: the
extreme celestial north is imagined to be cold (a commonplace of Roman
poetry) because of the coldness of the extreme terrestrial north; the Bull is

47 There are of course plenty of other ways in which the sense ‘that never set’ could be
achieved; but I can think of none that has any adequate resemblance to the reading of the
manuscripts.

Since I have considered expressions with nec in place of et (on the lines of nec tinctas fluctibus
arctos), I remark that these have another disadvantage than mere remoteness from the
manuscripts: I should expect globos in place of globum to be occasioned by metrical necessity,
and that necessity is provided by et but not by nec.

<Liberman in his Budé edition (2002) ascribes egentes fluctibus to Fontius (c. 1500) and
Heinsius. Michael Reeve and I, on reading B.’s discussion, independently wondered if egentes
lotibus should be considered––an unattested but possible and intelligible word.>
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associated with tepor for the quite unrelated reason that the sun is passing
through it in the warm weather of established spring. But that Seneca
intended the contrast, and plumed himself on it, I cannot doubt.

Since there has been misunderstanding, I elaborate what I say under (a).
Seneca is talking about a part of the sky where (hinc qua etc.) the days grow
longer in spring. That can only be the zodiacal sign of the Bull through which
the sun is then passing; the days grow longer (from 13 hours 12 minutes to
14 hours 29 minutes)48 as a direct consequence of its movement through the
sign, which takes it increasingly far from the celestial equator. He is not talking
about the first rising of the Bull before sunrise (from about 28 May to
27 June), or about its last setting after sunset (from about 27 March to
6 May):49 before sunrise and after sunset on any day there are constellations
rising along the whole 180° of eastern horizon and setting along the whole
180° of western, and the phenomena of the changing year cannot be located
in any one of the several constellations with whose rising or setting they
happen to coincide.

10–11. The morning setting of the Pleiades on about 10 November marked
the beginning of stormy weather when it was dangerous to sail; whence their
cluster is, properly and intelligibly, timendus ratibus. But other things in these
lines are not so intelligible:

48 On the basis of 16 April to 17 May. On the basis of 23 April to 25 May they grow from
13 hours 31 minutes to 14 hours 43 minutes.

49 Not that anyone would be likely to talk of the rising or setting of ‘the Bull’ as a whole, when
it was a process which lasted about a month (rising, from η Tauri in the Pleiades to ζ Tauri on
the tip of the outer horn; setting, from ο Tauri to β Tauri on the tip of the inner horn): one
observed risings and settings to get a precise date, and so observed normally either single
stars or small groups of stars. In the Bull, one normally observed either the Pleiades (spoken of
always not as part of the Bull, but under their own name) or the Hyades (the Bull’s head, and
sometimes so called).

A date which Ovid alleges for the rising of the Hyades has been called in evidence on our
passage (Korzeniewski, Gymnasium 75 [1968], 295 f.): Fast. 5. 603, the Bull raises his ora on
14 May. It is quite irrelevant; but it may at least arouse a proper contempt for Ovid’s
astronomy if I give the facts about the Hyades (my own dates are calculated for their one
bright star, Aldebaran). Their evening setting was about 18 April, and the Roman calendars
are accurate enough: e.g. 17 April in Ov. Fast. 4. 677. Their morning rising was about
11 June, and the Roman calendars are absurdly wrong. All of them are agreed on 2 May;
and on 2 May, so far from being seen to rise before the sun, the Hyades at the moment of
sunrise were still between 7° (Aldebaran) and 4° (ε Tauri) below the horizon. Most of the
calendars give other dates as well for this one phenomenon, and Ovid excels himself by
giving five dates in all: 2 May (Fast. 5. 164; misdescribed as the evening rising, which was in
October); 14 May (5. 603: the Bull’s ora); 30 May (5. 734); 2 June (6. 197); 15 June (6. 711).
One may excuse a poet for not being wholly accurate; but this is actually to cock a snook at
accuracy.
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(a) timendum . . . ponto: the sea is put at no risk by its own storms; the
ships may fear the Pleiades, but why should the sea?

(b) passim uagantes: how can this be said of a cluster of perfectly
ordinary fixed stars, whose only motion is to be carried around daily (or
rather in about four minutes less than a day) with all the rest of the starry
sphere?50

(c) exerunt: the word might most naturally be used of their rising:51 but
their rising (in May) marked the beginning of the safest sailing weather, and it
was their setting (in November) that brought the storms.52 I cannot believe
that Seneca means their evening rising in late September,53 when the weather
was becoming uncertain (this is not what anyone would understand by
‘rising’ unqualified, and why this rather than their much more notorious and
storm-fraught setting?);54 I am reluctant to think him merely confused;

50 What can properly be said to uagari are the planets (πλάνητε, ‘wanderers’) and the sun
and moon, all of which are in constant motion in relation to the fixed stars; e.g. Cic. ND 2. 80
uagas stellas [= planets] et inerrantes [= fixed stars], 103 luna . . . iisdem spatiis uagatur quibus sol
. . . iisdemque spatiis eae stellae quas uagas dicimus [= planets] circum terram feruntur (then 104
stellarum inerrantium maxima multitudo). The fixed stars collectively may be said to uagari, in
virtue of the daily revolution of the celestial sphere: Sen. Thy. 833–4 terras et mare cingens et
uaga picti sidera mundi. But if one star-group in a list of seven is said passim uagari, the uagatio
ought to be peculiar to that one group; and there is no uagatio that is peculiar to the Pleiades. It
is not even that their route across the sky ranged especially widely: it was the same route that the
sun follows on about 6 May and 8 August (Gregorian); and although this route ranged more
widely than that of southern or circumpolar stars, nearly a quarter of the stars that were visible
at Rome followed a route that ranged more widely still (including, from those in Seneca’s list,
the Twins and Perseus).

51 Luc. 8. 160 (of the sun, half-set) nec quibus abscondit nec si quibus exerit orbem | totus erat;
Avien. Arat. 1262 et matutino cum surgit Aquarius orbe | os Equus atque pedes nouus exerit
(and cf. 1145, 1547).

52 Their setting as the beginning of the close season for sailing is a commonplace from
Hesiod onwards (WD 619–29).

53 Calculable as 24 September. Roman authors put it later, about 10 October.
54 Their evening rising is alleged to mark the beginning of winter in sch. Arat. 259 (p. 392. 5

Maas <= 207. 9 Martin>); but the note is foolish and should be ignored. Aratos says of the
Pleiades (264–7) 6νοµατα� | Iρι κα� fπ�ριαι, ΖεG δ� α,τιο, ε#λ�ονται, | H φιι κα� θ�ρεο κα�
χε�µατο α� ρχοµ�νοιο | ηµα�νειν �κ�λευεν �περχοµ�νου τ� α� ρ�τοιο: of the three occurrences which
he says they herald, one (summer) is traditionally associated with their morning rising, two
(winter and ploughing) with their morning setting; so that he mentions no occurrence to justify
his fπ�ριαι. But the commentator, more tidy-minded than sensible, persuaded himself that
Aratos must have associated one of his occurrences with an evening phase, and to this end he
transferred the beginning of winter from the traditional morning setting to the evening rising:
ηµα�νουιν α# Πλειάδε καιρο/· f3ιαι µ!ν γὰρ α� νατ�λλουαι ηµα�νουι θ�ρου α� ρχ$ν, f3ιαι δ!
δ/νουαι α� ντ�ληψιν τ3ν κατὰ π�ρον &ργων, fπερ�αν δ! α� νατολ=ν ποιο/µεναι χειµ3νο α� ρχ=ν
ηµα�νουιν. τ" δ! fπερ�ου δ/εω ο.κ �µν$θη, διὰ τ- υµβα�νειν α.τ=ν περ� τ=ν �αριν=ν
�ηµερ�αν κα� µηδ!ν �ξα�ρετον περι�χειν ηµε�ον. The last sentence betrays the way his mind was
working.
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I suppose therefore that he uses exerunt, without thought of its ambiguity in
the context, to mean simply ‘disclose, reveal’.55

One might get rid of the difficulty under (a) by reading e ponto; but if one
does this there will be inescapable difficulty under (c).56

12. The line is surely intrusive:
(a) Orion has no place in this list: he is neither paelex nor son of a paelex

nor in any way connected with a paelex. True, he is (by the common version)57

son of Zeus as to one third; but son without the assistance of a mother. When
Hyrieus had entertained Zeus and Poseidon and Hermes, they asked him
what gift he would like in return. When he asked for a son, the three dis-
charged their urine (or their semen) on to the hide of the beast he had killed
for them, and told him to bury it; and from this in due season Orion was
born, Ο.ρ�ων . . . διὰ τ- ο.ρ"αι.58

(b) With 12 in the text, we have (12–13) ‘here are Orion and Perseus’: two
constellations which are set well away from one another, with the Bull
between. Remove 12, and we have (11, 13) ‘there are the Pleiades and Perseus’:
adjacent to one another, and naturally conjoined.

(c) The structure of the catalogue is much improved if 12 is removed: hinc
the Bear, hinc the Bull (the two animals, set against one another in a contrast

55 Cf. Avien. Arat. 516 (he is talking of the faintness of the stars of the Ram, and rising is not
in question; = Arat. 228 α.τ- µ!ν νωθ= κα� α� νάτερο οZα ελ$νηι | κ�ψαθαι): nam quanti
luminis astra | esse solent, aciem quibus aurea luna retundit, | marcida Lanigeri tantum se forma
sub auras | exerit, in tenui quamquam primordia Phoeben | orbe habeant nulloque decus dea
proferat ore. The Pleiades, like the stars (in general) of the Ram, are faint, being notable simply as
a cluster; to say that they disclose or reveal themselves may be thought to suggest their faintness.

At Luc. 10. 211–12 rapidos qua Sirius ignes | exerit Housman (p. 335, n. †) leaves open the
choice between ‘rises’ (the ‘more natural’ meaning; nonsense in the context, but Lucan is badly
muddled) and ‘scintillates, blazes forth’; this ‘blazes forth’ is I think strongly supported by Stat.
Th. 6. 581 Hesperos exertat radios (where ‘rises’ is excluded not only by the context and the
facts of nature but by the intensive verb). But ignes exerit and exertat radios are no parallel for
gregem (= sese) exerunt; nor are Sirius (brightest of the fixed stars) and Venus (far brighter even
than that) any parallel for the feeble Pleiades.

56 <Ex ponto was conjectured by H. T. Karsten, Spicilegium Criticum (Leiden 1881), 45,
a ponto by J. G. Fitch, Seneca’s Hercules Furens (Ithaca 1987), 122.>

57 Familiar from Ovid, Fast. 5. 493–536; also sch. A <D> Il. 18. 486 and elsewhere. By a
version ascribed to Hesiod (fr. 148(a)) and Pherekydes (FGrHist 3 F 52 <= 52 Fowler>) he is son
of Poseidon by Euryale daughter of Minos.

58 Nobody ever called him Ο.ρ�ων: the story belongs to a dialect in which the words were
Ω� ρ�ων and Lρ�ω. Since Orion, and the story, are localized in Boiotia, that dialect was Boiotian;
in which the ο- of lengthening and contraction (ου in Attic; ο.ρ�ω < *Vορ�ω?) is ω. The story
cannot have arisen until spoken Boiotian had reduced original Ω� αρ�ων to a trisyllabic Ω� ρ�ων; all
we know is that the name is shown by metre to be trisyllabic in all three instances in Korinna
(even though it is spelt Ω� ρ- only in one, PMG 655 i. 14, and Ω� αρ- in the others, 654 iii. 38, 662.
2). <B. might also have cited Pi. N. 2. 12; perhaps he thought Pindar less relevant to ‘spoken
Boiotian’.>
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of cold and warm); illinc the Pleiades and Perseus (adjacent to one another),
hinc the Twins and the sun and moon (two pairs of twins).59

Removal will involve changes of punctuation to accord with (c): full point
after 9 . . . nitet.|, no point at all after 11 . . . Atlantides |.

The interpolator’s motive? I suppose that his knowledge of mythology
(Orion part son of Zeus) and of the stars (Orion the most conspicuous of all
the constellations), and his desire to air that knowledge, will have outrun his
sense of relevance (Orion motherless).60

20. E’s Thebana tellus nuribus sparsa impiis is grossly unmetrical; A’s
Thebana nuribus sparsa tellus impiis is metrical (the word-divisions as 698 non
prata uiridi laeta facie germinant), but is hardly more than a device to restore
metre at the expense of diction.61 We should presumably start from E; but not
(as Leo) with Bücheler’s Thebana tellus sparsa nuribus impiis (unmetrical:
Seneca does not admit short anceps in the fifth foot except very occasionally
in a final tetrasyllable, nepotibus or the like), and not with Baehrens’s Thebana
tellus nuribus a! sparsa impiis (intolerably affected). I do not know whether
anyone has yet proposed Thebana tellus nuribus aspersa impiis, but if not I do
not know why not; I doubt whether the word will carry any connotation of
‘stain, sully’, but if it does it will not be a disadvantage.62

17. SENECA, MEDEA 652–69

The third choral ode in Medea falls into two parts: the first, seven ordinary
Sapphic stanzas; the second, seven expanded Sapphic stanzas, consisting each

59 The sun and moon, circling the ecliptic once in every year or every month, have no fixed
location to determine their place in this catalogue; and I take it therefore that Seneca’s placing
of them was determined as I have said. The location it supposes (at the moment when Iuno
speaks) is perfectly possible: the Twins are a zodiacal constellation in which sun and moon alike
spend a twelfth of their yearly or monthly circuit.

60 I find it hard to set limits to Seneca’s capacity for overstatement, and I have not therefore
adduced as evidence of interpolation one feature of the line which I should nevertheless be glad
to lose: the notion that Orion should frighten the gods. That he should frighten the stars (Stat.
Silu. 1. 1. 45) is a proper enough conceit; but that he should frighten the gods (including
Artemis who killed him?) is another matter. One thing that in any case is certain is that ‘gods’
means ‘gods’ and does not mean ‘stars’ (why should it? and how should anyone understand the
catachresis?), both here and in the passages adduced by O. Zwierlein, Würzburger Jahrbücher
4 (1978), 145; the familiar divinity of the sun and moon does not affect the issue.

61 <B. has taken his information from Leo’s apparatus, but in fact A omits this verse; the
reading quoted is found in a number of other manuscripts.>

62 <The same conjecture was proposed by J. G. Fitch in TAPA 111 (1981), 66. But Fitch later
adopted Axelson’s matribus for nuribus.>
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of eight hendecasyllables plus an adonian. This second part (I label its stanzas,
in sequence, A to G) recounts the untoward deaths of the Argonauts, suffered
by them (it is supposed) as a penalty for their violation of the sea: A sum-
marizes (607–15 quisquis audacis tetigit carinae | nobiles remos . . . | exitu diro
temerata ponti | iura piauit); B to E give accounts of individual deaths
(B Tiphys; C Orpheus; D Zetes and Kalais, Periklymenos, Herakles; E Ankaios,
Meleagros, Hylas); F and G give more such accounts, but something has gone
seriously wrong with the text. I print F and G in full: on the left, in the form
they take in the manuscripts; on the right, in the form in which I suppose
Seneca to have composed them.

F Idmonem, quamuis bene fata nosset, Idmonem, quamuis bene fata nosset,
condidit serpens Libycis harenis; condidit serpens Libycis harenis;
omnibus uerax, sibi falsus uni, omnibus uerax, sibi falsus uni,

655 concidit Mopsus caruitque Thebis. concidit Mopsus caruitque Thebis.
ille si uere cecinit futura, ille si uere cecinit futura,
exul errauit Thetidis maritus; exul efflabit Thetidis maritus;
igne fallaci nociturus Argis fulmine et ponto moriens Oilei
Nauplius praeceps cadit in <pro suo natus> patrioque pendet

profundum;
660 patrioque pendet crimine poenas crimine poenas;
G fulmine et ponto moriens Oileus; igne fallaci nociturus Argis

Coniugis fatum redimens Pheraei Nauplius praeceps cadet in
profundum;

uxor impendens animam marito. coniugis fatum redimens Pheraei,
ipse qui praedam spoliumque iussit uxor, impendes animam marito.

665 aureum prima reuehi carina ipse qui praedam spoliumque iussit
ustus accenso Pelias aeno aureum prima reuehi carina
arsit angustas uagus inter undas. arsit angustas uagus inter undas.
iam satis, diui, mare uindicastis: iam satis, diui, mare uindicastis:

parcite iusso. parcite iusso.

657 errauit E PCS: errabit Gruter: efflabit Barrett 659 cadit E CS: eade~ P: cadet
Gruter 660–1 uersus inter se transpositos post u. 657 collocauit Peiper 660
lacunam indicauit Peiper, suppleuit Barrett pendet E PS: pendit C 661 Oileus
E PCS: Oilei D. Heinsius 663 impendens E: impendit PCS: impendes
Gronouius 666 uersum deleuit Barrett

I will speak first of one matter that admits no serious dispute: the events
of 657–63 must all be recounted in the future tense. Two futures survive
uncorrupted, pendet and the uncorruptible nociturus; the others, lost by
trivial corruptions, can be restored with certainty. The exile (and death in
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exile) of Peleus comes at the end of the Trojan war,63 the death of Aias son of
Oileus as the Greeks sailed home from Troy, the death of Nauplios at least no
earlier; I do not suppose that Seneca had any very precise notion of the
dramatic date of Medea, but it cannot possibly have been as late as this.64

63 Not of course his earlier exiles (from Aigina after killing Phokos, from Phthia after
killing Eurytion), but an exile late in life: E. Tr. 1126–8 (Neoptolemos has sailed away) καινά
τινα | Πηλ�ω α� κο/α υµφορά, O νιν χθον- | Jκατο �κβ�βληκεν; Peleus came to the
little island of Ikos (by Peparethos) and died there (sch. ad loc., sch. Pi. P. 3. 166 with Kall.
fr. 178. 24, Antip. Sid. AP 7. 2. 10 = Gow–Page, HE 223; sch. Pi. says he died ο�κτρ3 κα�
�πωδ/νω). The exile seems to have been the subject of Sophocles’ Peleus; see the editions of
Pearson and Radt.

64 The Argonauts are a generation earlier than the men who fought at Troy; it is inconceivable
that Iason’s troubles should be thought of as outlasting the Trojan war.

At 622–4 the chorus, after recounting the death of Tiphys, say Aulis amissi memor inde regis
[sc. Tiphyos] portibus lentis retinet carinas stare querentes; and people take this to mean that
Agamemnon’s fleet is weatherbound at Aulis as the words are uttered. If they were right in so
taking it it would make no difference for my present purpose: events at the end of the war would
still be in the future. But they are wrong: such a casual synchronization of incidents in two
unconnected legends is incredible; and I should call it incredible even if it accorded (which
I deny) with the relative chronology of the legends. There is no problem: the present is not the
true present, ‘is detaining (at the present moment)’, but the habitual present, ‘detains (as a
regular thing)’; Aulis, deprived of its king by a ship, takes its revenge by imposing delays on any
ship that comes that way. And so it does. Aulis is on the Boiotian shore of the Euripos, the strait
between Euboia and the mainland, and sailing-vessels in that strait were subject (and are still
subject) to constant delays, occasioned in part by the notorious tidal streams of the Euripos,
in part by winds. Seneca is giving the α,τιον (with a typical inde: Ov. Fast. 2. 473, 3. 695) of
phenomena familiar in his own day.

The strait comprises, over a distance of about four miles, three narrow channels separated by
two wide basins. Aulis, with its two harbours, lies south of the middle channel, and the tidal
streams are a serious problem only in the very narrow northern channel, the Euripos proper,
where at springs <= spring tides> they rush through at 6 to 7 knots (11 to 13 km. an hour),
changing direction four times daily and with slack water only for about ten minutes at the
change; in the other channels they are much weaker (about 2 knots at their strongest). But
Seneca will not have had any exact knowledge of the topography and hydrography: it was
enough for him that Aulis was in the same neighbourhood as the tidal streams, and (more
important) was associated with them in literature (A. Ag. 191 παλιρρ�<χ>θοι �ν Α.λ�δο τ�ποι,
E. IT 6–9). Winds are likely to have been a serious problem in all three channels: ‘on entering
Búrji [i.e. the southern] and Stenó [i.e. the middle] channels it is necessary for a sailing vessel to
have a fair or leading breeze . . .; on running up from the southeastward in summer with the sea
breeze she should be prepared to anchor at any moment, for it frequently happens that the wind
does not blow home to the head of Évripos strait, and on rounding Cape Búrji it will be found
blowing from the northward . . .’ (Mediterranean Pilot, vol. iv). I suppose that Greek sailors, if
delays seemed likely to be long, would try to beach their ship; why not then, if they could reach
them, in one of the harbours at Aulis?

<Ink addition in lower margin:> For an excellent oblique aerial photograph of the
whole neighbourhood see R. V. Schroder, Ancient Greece from the Air <London 1974>, 91
(cf. also p. 44).
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Necessarily therefore the deaths are recounted in the form of a
prophecy.65

Next, before I come to the main problem of the stanzas, I will consider
another and unrelated problem which seems to have escaped attention. The
seven stanzas A–G contain what is expressly a list of exitus diri; and with one
exception66 the chorus give for every man in the list both the fact of his exitus
(whether past or future) and the circumstances that make it dirus (normally
its manner, but for Tiphys and Mopsus its remoteness from their home). The
exception is Peleus, for whom we have only (657) exul errabit: the diritas
is there in exul, but of his death while in exile there is not a word. This will
never do: errabit (which adds little enough to exul) will have replaced a verb
meaning ‘will die’; and that verb will be efflabit (not very different to the eye,
and the copyist mistook the unfamiliar locution for the familiar).67 In Latin of
every period animam efflare is a normal way of saying ‘breathe one’s last’; and
three times in verse efflare is used in this sense with no object expressed (Cic.
Div. 1. 106, Stat. Th. 9. 899, Claud. 28. 188; cf. the similar use of exspirare).
Like its English equivalent, (animam) efflare is often used of the death of
someone known to be already at death’s door (Gracch. Orat. 46, when being
flogged; Varr. RR 1. 69. 3, after being stabbed; Nep. Paus. 5. 4, as a result of
starvation); Peleus before his exile was already very old (Il. 18. 434 γ$ραϊ

λυγρ3ι . . . α� ρηµ�νο; cf. S. Peleus fr. 487), and if we suppose his death, what-
ever its proximate cause, to be consequent on his senile frailty, efflabit may be
thought especially appropriate.68 But it would not be inappropriate to other

65 It is not so obvious why Alkestis’ death should be put in the future; I suppose that if Seneca
thought of her as still unmarried when Pelias was killed he may have felt the interval to be too
short for her to be dead already. ––I observe that his dating makes it impossible for her to be
rescued by Herakles, who has just been spoken of as already dead. There was, it is true, a version
in which she was not rescued by Herakles but sent back to life by Persephone; but any thought of
her return to life would be contrary to Seneca’s purpose here. That might indeed be a reason for
making Herakles predecease her; but I greatly doubt whether Seneca would have thought along
these lines.

Of the manuscripts’ redimens . . . impendens (I disregard the unmetrical impendit) one or
the other must be made finite, and I suppose Gronovius to be right with impendes. I find the
vocative better placed with impendes than with redimes, and redimes indeed would involve a
vocative without necessity (redimet would be metrical, and would give, pace Housman, a wholly
acceptable text; but it involves a greater change).

66 Admetos (662–3) I reckon of course not as an exception but as a special case.
67 Herc. 452 exul errauit, Phoen. 372 ut exul errat, Med. 20 per urbes erret ignotas egens exul,

Thy. 237 exul erraui; Cic. Clu. 175 cum uagus et exul erraret. A similar association of exul with
uagus etc. has led to a corruption comparable with ours at Oed. 13 curis solutus exul, intrepidus
uacans (caelum deosque testor) in regnum incidi, where for uacans A has uagans; this time most
likely a deliberate change, by a man who mistook the gender of uacans (which is neuter: the
office of king was vacant).

68 <Pencilled addition in typescript:> A note (still to be written) on how Peleus may have
died; did onions have something to do with it (Kallimachos <fr. 178. 23–6>)?
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deaths: exul Hannibal . . . exspirauit (Liv. 39. 52. 8), and Hannibal at the age
of sixty-five took poison to avoid extradition from Bithynia to Rome.

Now the questions whose solution is still not generally agreed. There can be
no doubt that 660 is to be divided as I have indicated: half a hendecasyllable
(its beginning lost) plus an adonian. This done, the manuscript text poses
three major problems: (a) F has (including the defective line) one hendecasyl-
lable too many; (b) the sentence of 660–1 is both defective and (in at least one
detail) corrupt; (c) this same sentence continues without a pause from one
stanza into the next, whereas every other stanza ends with sentence-end
before the transition to another Argonaut.

First, the surplus hendecasyllable: if we keep the lines in the manuscript
order, we must remove a single hendecasyllable from (F). W. R. Hardie (JPh
33 [1914], 95–101) deleted 656; but we cannot thus dispense with the
chorus’s authority for their knowledge of events that are still to come.69 Leo,
followed by Housman (CQ 17 [1923], 166–7 = Classical Papers, 1077–9),
deleted 657; but the line is blameless, and the death in exile of the aged Peleus,
familiar to antiquity (though not to Housman),70 is a natural ingredient of
this catalogue of disasters. But no other single line can be removed; if we keep
the manuscript order we are forced into the abandonment of 657. I shall have
more to say in a moment.

I consider next the defective 660–1: <− ∪ −−−> patrioque pendet | crimine
poenas | fulmine et ponto moriens Oileus. First, the man who died fulmine et
ponto was not Oileus but his son Aias––Aias whose death is here considered as
retribution for patrium crimen, for Oileus’ offence in violating the sea in the
Argo; we must therefore convert Oileus into the genitive Oilei, and the lacuna
will contain a word meaning ‘son’ on which Oilei will depend. Second, Aias’
own offence of sacrilege, when he assaulted Kassandra at Athena’s altar, was
too notoriously the cause of his disaster for his father’s offence to be allowed
simply to replace it; the two offences must be conjoined, and the -que of
patrioque will join ‘his father’s’ to a ‘his own’ in the lacuna. Two requirements

69 Hardie thought he could dispense with it by dispensing also with all the future indicatives
(he read errauit, cadit, pendit, redimis . . . impendens); he explained the presents as a timeless use
(‘the interest lies in the question what happened to the Argonauts, not when it happened’).
Wholly unconvincing; and I add that errauit lands him with the wrong exile for Peleus (he has
never heard of the right one) and that he is still left with nociturus (of which he says no word). It
would not of course be absurd to explain nociturus as future in relation only to cadit, supposing
Nauplios to have drowned when his beacon was already alight but the ships only on their way
towards the cliffs; but I should call the supposition very improbable, and I add that in Hyginus
(Fab. 116) Nauplios was still there when the few survivors swam ashore and a Nauplio
interficiebantur.

70 ‘errabit . . . is absurd . . ., for Peleus had already suffered both his exiles.’
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then for the lacuna, and both are provided by Housman: patrio <gnatus
proprio>que pendet | crimine poenas | fulmine et ponto moriens Oilei. Yet for
two reasons he is wrong. First, cases of patrius and patria in Seneca’s tragedies
have their first syllable invariably short.71 Second, the naked ablative crimine
is no way of indicating the offence for which the penalty is paid.72 At Med. 925
uos pro paternis sceleribus poenas date one could not dispense with the pro,
nor can one here: <pro suo natus> patrioque pendet | crimine poenas.73

I see no other way in which the lacuna might be filled: five syllables, and
we need pro, ‘his own’, and ‘son’; no room for manoeuvre. But even so the
sentence still has one defect: <pro suo natus> patrioque pendet | crimine
poenas | fulmine et ponto moriens Oilei has Oilei at an intolerable distance
after the natus with which it must cohere. The remedy is simple: transpose the
lines (with Peiper), and we have fulmine et ponto moriens Oilei | <pro suo
natus> patrioque pendet | crimine poenas, with Oilei . . . natus close together.
And the one stone has killed a second bird as well: we now have sentence-end
at stanza-end.

Has killed, indeed, a third bird, for the question of the intrusive line is now
re-opened: the transposition gives us ten hendecasyllables in F (two too
many) and seven in G (one too few). The only course now will be to transfer
two hendecasyllables from F to G, namely 658–9 (so Peiper; there can be no
alternative), and to delete one from G; and I cannot doubt that this is right,
for there is one hendecasyllable in G that cries out to be deleted. But before I
come to this deletion I will remark that the transpositions I have supposed are
not nearly as complicated as my piecemeal treatment might suggest: omission
and misplacement have affected only the three lines about Aias, 660–1, and in
the rest of the passage nothing whatever has been disturbed. What I suppose
to have happened is that these three lines were inadvertently omitted and
subsequently restored, and that in the course of their absence and restoration
three things went wrong with them: the half-line was lost; 661 was transposed
from beginning to end; and the lines were reinserted in the wrong place, after
659 instead of after 657. Lines that are copied as part of a continuous text are

71 The observation is not my own, but I can find no record of the source from which I took it.
I have verified it: 64 instances, plus 9 in Herc. Oet. and 14 in Oct. It does not apply to the oblique
cases of pater.

72 One can say furti crimine damnari, ‘on a charge of theft’, and I suppose one might say furti
crimine poenas pendere. But the behaviour of crimen as ‘accusation, charge’ is irrelevant to its
behaviour as ‘wrongdoing, offence’; in default of a preposition the proper case would be the
genitive, as Phoen. 589 fraudis alienae dabo | poenas.

73 <O. Zwierlein, Würzburger Jahrbücher 4 (1978), 151, supplemented <pro suo gnatus>.
J. G. Fitch in the Loeb Seneca viii(1) (2002) modifies this to <pro suo natus>.>
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protected from such mishaps; omitted lines that return first into the margin
and thence into the text are at hazard in every way.74

Finally, the removal of a hendecasyllable from G. I have said that one line
there cries out to be deleted, and here it is:

ipse qui praedam spoliumque iussit
aureum prima reuehi carina

666 [ustus accenso Pelias aeno]
arsit angustas uagus inter undas.

Seneca is saying ‘Pelias was dismembered and boiled in a cauldron’; he says
it far better, and more characteristically, without 666. Pelias is designated
unambiguously in 664–5, and we need his name no more than we need,
elsewhere in the ode, the names of Orpheus, Periklymenos, Hylas, Peleus,
Admetos. The cauldron is indicated by angustas inter undas, the boiling by
arsit, the dismemberment by uagus (of the pieces of flesh as they drift about
in the seething water): this is admirable stuff, a piece of typically Senecan
allusiveness; and the whole thing is spoilt by the uoces propriae of 666.75

Seneca himself can never have so spoilt it: the line belongs not to him but to a
man who was bent on clearing up an allusiveness that he found obscure.76

74 The omission of half a line was evidently accidental; since we know that it happened, there
is not much point in guessing just how it happened. The insertion of 660–1 in the wrong place
was presumably the result of a well-meant but mistaken guess (or they may of course have been
in the margin of a page that ended with 659). The transposition of 660 with 661 I suppose to
have been deliberate.

661–60 will have appeared in the margin, I take it, on two lines, with the half-line already lost:
fulmine et ponto moriens Oilei | patrioque pendet crimine poenas. If the copyist had met this
nonsense in the body of the text he would have transcribed it without a thought; meeting it in
the margin, and faced with the problem of replacing it in the text, he was constrained to think,
and thought declared it to be gibberish. A moment’s further thought suggested that written in
the reverse order, with Oileus in place of Oilei, the lines would cease to be gibberish; and so
when he inserted them in the text he reversed their order and wrote Oileus. Mistaken; but who
shall blame him?

75 My opinion is not shared by Richter and Peiper: they delete 665 except for arsit, which they
put in place of ustus; i.e. [ustus] accenso Pelias aeno | arsit [angustas uagus inter undas]
rearranged as arsit accenso Pelias aeno. Untidy, but why not? Interpolators are under no obliga-
tion to be tidy, and an untidy interpolation will have an untidy cure; I make no objection to the
deletion on this account. I merely describe it as monstrous; I have no need to repeat myself by
saying why.

76 He had a brother who depraved the text of Juvenal in the same way. For instance
<3. 93–7>: an melior cum Thaida sustinet aut cum | uxorem comoedus agit uel Dorida nullo |
cultam palliolo? [mulier nempe ipsa uidetur | non persona loqui:] uacua et plana omnia dicas |
infra uentriculum et tenui distantia rima.

<Zwierlein in his OCT prints the Medea passage as B. recommends except that he has errabit
and leaves a gap instead of a supplement in 660a. Fitch’s text in his Loeb is the same as
B.’s except for errabit.>
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18. SENECA, NATURALES QUAESTIONES 3. 29 . 7 7 7

Quem ad modum in morbum transeunt sana et ulceri uicina consentiunt,
ut quaeque proxima terris fluentibus fuerint, ipsa eluentur stillabuntque,
deinde decurrent; et hiante pluribus locis saxo fretum saliet et maria inter se
componet. Nihil erunt Hadria, nihil Siculi aequoris fauces, nihil Charybdis,
nihil Scylla: omnes nouum mare fabulas obruet et hic qui terras cingit
oceanus extrema sortitus ueniet in medium.

fretum Madvig: per fretum codd.

At the end of the first sentence, whether or not Madvig’s conjecture is
correct, the sense is clear: Seneca is describing the opening-up of new straits
as a stage in the progress of the final cataclysm. He proceeds in the next
sentence to the supersession and disappearance of the ancient straits. Of
his two examples, one, the strait of Messina (its description expanded by
the mention of Scylla and Charybdis), is genuine enough; but the first, the
Adriatic, is not a strait. What is a strait, however, is the strait of Otranto; that
and the strait of Messina are the two straits whose crossing was most familiar
to a Roman, and that is what Seneca is talking of here: nihil erunt Hadriae,
nihil Siculi aequoris fauces. He describes it as does Valerius Maximus (9. 8. 2,
of Caesar’s attempted crossing from Epirus to Brundisium): nauiculam
conscendit et e flumine Aoo maris Hadriatici saeua tempestate fauces petiit.
(Cf. also Florus, Epit. 1. 18. 3, 4. 2. 31.) The verb erunt is plural because its
subject is fauces; with Hadria nominative the plural in the anaphora is
scarcely credible.

77 <An early note, on 10″ × 8″ paper.>
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Pλφε(ι)�  126–7
Pµφιάρηο  150
Pµφιαρητε(δα  148, 151 n. 89
α� ναξι- compounds  212
α� ργ/φεο  286–7
Pρητι(ά)δη  147
α� στ�  45
Pφαρητ�δαι  147–8
α� φνε(ι)�  126, 127 n. 17
α' ωτο  49
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γ�ρα  114

(δ�ρκοµαι) �δράκην  466–7
διαφθε�ρω 362 n. 47

-�α, names in  148
�δάφιον  47
-ειᾰ fem. of -ειο  187 n. 197
-ειο, -ιο  149
ε�, �  144
�λεγχ$  32
&µπαλιν  341
�ν (π�λει, Θ$βαι)  331–3
-εν infinitive  300 n. 15
ΕΝΑΡΙΜΟΙ^  168 n. 143
�ντελ$  210
�ξευρ�κω  153–4
�ξ ο], �κ το+  246–7
-εοι-, scansion  144 n. 70
-εο adjectives, scansion  196
�π� (τινι, τινο)  327–8
�ρ/κω  348–9
fπ�θαι  132
-ε()ι  127, 129 n. 23
ευ written for contracted εο  256

n. 59
ε1νοιά τινο  326–7

-ε/, declension in Pindar and Bacchylides
301 n. 16

-εω(ν), scansion  132

-$ϊο  190 n. 207
Aµ�ρα, α� µ�ρα  33 n. 17

θ�ναρ  154–5, 156 n. 109
θεο- contracted  256
θεωρ�  323 n. 2
θρο�ω  30–1

Ι� άλυο  135–6
Mππ(ε)ιο  132–3
�αµ�ριο  211

κάµπτω  218
κατακάπτω, -καφ$  328–9
κ"δο  173
κ$ρυξ, accent  285 n. 1
-κλ�η, -κλε$, declension in Pindar  179, 194

n. 220
-κλε(α  34
κ�λπο  339 n. 46
Κρε(�)ων, -οια  143
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-µα of persons  351–64
-µάχα, -µαχο  257
µ�τρον  224–5
µιν, νιν  112 n. 29

ξε(ι)ν-  129, 148

Yµαρτ�ω  334
Sµµα  359–61
Sνειαρ  269
6ργ$  487
Ο.λυµπ-  124–6, 301
ο. µ$  37
ο1νοµα  301
Sχεα  41–2
-�ω  345

πάλιν  340–1
πάτρα  245
*π�ραρ, π�ρα  156



περι�  342–3
π�πτω, πτ3µα, π�ηµα  354 n. 14
πλαν$ (-ά?)  189
ποινά  284
π�λι in apposition  76
πορθµ�  157
Πυθαιε/  302
π/ργο  261

9�ζα  303 n. 26

π�ρµα  352–3
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τ�φη- aorist?  248 n. 37
^υράκο()αι  130–1
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τ�κµαρ, τ�κµωρ  156–7
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τ�ρθρον  225–7
*τ�ρτατο  159 n. 121
τ�νω  283
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-/νω  344

φθε�ρω  362 n. 47
φ�λο  330 n. 18
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adjective from name equivalent to genitive
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Apollodoros (lyric poet)  226 n. 30
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Aristophanes of Byzantium  47, 77, 78,

127 n. 17, 164, 182, 194 n. 219, 370
article + adj. + god’s name  212
Asine  295–9, 307–10
Auge  460–2
Aulis  497 n. 64

Bacchylides
dialect  263–4, 269 n. 110
dithyrambs  200 n. 241
metrical practice  116 n. 35, 241–3,

253 n. 49, 298, 299, 311 n. 35, 314–21
recherché vocabulary  227

Bears (constellations)  489–91

caesura in iambic trimeter  346–8
calendars  99 n. 2
chamber tombs  329 n. 15
Chrysaor  12–13, 26, 30
colometry  116, 127 n. 17, 170 n. 148,

178 n. 169, 181 n. 178, 189 n. 203,
193–4, 370, 371

contracted vowels written as uncontr.  272,
301 n. 16

correption  34, 132 n. 34
internal  145

Cyrene  304 n. 26

dative construed with nomen actionis in -ι
283

Dawe, R. D.  322–50
dedications by victors in games  51

Deinomenids  79–80, 86–96
diaulos  73
Didymos  47, 55, 77
Diodoros, chronology  39, 45, 79–80, 87,

88 n. 20, 89, 91–3
Diphilos, author of Theseis 77
dithyrambs  200 n. 241
dochmiacs  390, 391, 393–4, 396–7, 400, 416,

417, 418–19
Dorians  69–70
Doric futures  32 n. 15
Doric names in Pindar scholia  100 n. 4
Dryopes  295–6, 300, 302, 307–9
dual in Pindar  140, 141, 186

Edmonds, J. M.  211 n. 14
Elis, Eleians  68–70
elision  190 n. 205, 266, 347–8, 380
ellipse

after α� λλ� Hµω  471
of future verb  470
of subject  336

epicisms, scribal  262–5
Epidauros  297, 307, 310
epinicians

Alexandrian arrangement  78, 164,
165 n. 140

instruction of chorus  59, 167 n. 141
two odes for same victory  43, 164 n. 138
victor’s father celebrated  115

epithets
inserted in statement of name  372 n. 13
two with same noun  154 n. 99

Ergoteles  79–82
Erytheia  4, 21–2
etymology  300–1
Euphronios  8, 19, 22
Euripides

epitomes (hypotheses)  437, 444, 447–8,
454–9

Jerusalem palimpsest  432–6
lyric–iambic duets  386–419
manuscript tradition  420–31, 450–3
prologues  485
same line used in different plays  472

Euripos  497 n. 64
Eurytion  4–6, 8, 11–13
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gender concord  358 n. 34
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Halirrhothios  77
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Himera  79–80, 86–8, 90, 92, 95–6
historic present foreign to lyric  30 n. 9,

305 n. 31
Hyades  492 n. 49

Ilas  62–3, 65
inclusive counting  159 n. 121
inherited excellence  113 n. 31
Ino  415 n. 48
interjections from behind the scene  414 n. 45,

415, 417
interpolations in tragedy  322–50, 371–2, 396

n. 16, 412 n. 43, 467–8, 469–73, 475–9
antiquity of  371 n. 11, 471

Isthmian Games  163 n. 133

Kamarina  38–9, 42–6, 48, 89
Kirchhoff, A.  450
Krisaians  309
Kyknos  62–4

Lokroi, Lokrians  55, 57, 59, 62–4
lyric–iambic duets in Euripides  386–419

in Aeschylus  411

Maas’s Laws
dactylo-epitrite  298, 314 n. 1, 318–21
sloping margins in papyri  200 n. 242, cf.

459
Mantineia  71
Melampous  302
Melesias  65, 147
Menoites  13
messenger scenes in Euripides  407–8
metre

changing to express mood  386–419
see also aeolic colon, Bacchylides, caesura,

correption, dochmiacs, lyric–iambic,

Maas’s Laws, Pindar, prodelision,
resolution, responsion, Stesichoros,
syllabic quantity

Midea  74
Moschopoulos  428–30, 437–48, 450–3
movable nu  173–4, 252 n. 47
mule-car races  40–2
Müller, K. O.  310
mute + liquid  116, 122, 129, 144, 147 n. 77,

240 n. 2, 282–3

Nemean Games  163 n. 133
foundation myths  245–6

ne plus ultra motif  137

Oligaithidai  98–117
Olympia  68–70
Olympic Games  40, 42, 50, 56

foundation myth  66–70
omissions in manuscripts  178 n. 169
Orion  494–5
Oxylos  69
Oxyrhynchus victor-list  39–40

Page, D. L.  25
Panathenaia  99, 105 n. 15
participle + article = ‘the one who’  74–5
Peleus  159, 256–7, 497, 499
Pelops  68–9
Pillars of Herakles, metaphor  137 n. 49
Pindar

Alexandrian scholarship  41, 44, 47, 62–3,
102–3

alphabet of autograph  34 n. 17, 121 n. 5,
127 n. 17, 168 n. 143

aristocrat, pro-Dorian  70
attendance at festivals  91 n. 29
chronology  39–44, 45–6, 55, 79–86,

89 n. 24, 91–4
dialect  264 n. 92
dithyrambs  200 n. 241
easy poet  54
metrical practice  48, 51, 52, 118–97, 315,

317 n. 13
metrical scholia  188
Sicilian visits  55
stanza-length  48, 202, 205
transitions  64
verse-length  128

Pisa  68–9
Pleiades  490, 492–3
Plynteria  460
Pompeian paintings  460, 461 n. 22
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Priamel  56
prodelision  349–50
proper names, metrical licences associated

with  118–19, 141, 143, 146–50, 188
Psaumis  39–46, 50
Pythian Games  99

race in armour  142–3
racetracks  73, 217–18, 223
recitative  388
resolution in lyric iambic/trochaic  366 n. 56,

479–80
responsion, problematic  293, 474

Semos or Seros  76–7
ships’ mooring  224 n. 23
Sikyon  310
Simonides  3, 103–17
song, mythical-actual  305 n. 31
Sparta  69–70
stadion  73, 139 n. 59, 223
stage directions  372 n. 14
Stesichoros  1–4, 22–3, 57

Boar-Hunters 2
dialect  3, 32 n. 15
Eriphyle 2
Geryoneis 1–37
metre  2–3, 31
Nostoi 2
Oresteia 2
performance  22–3
Sack of Troy 2
strophic structure  2

use of direct speech  4
use of Homer  15, 16, 17–18, 20, 25–8
works (‘books’)  1–2

stichometry  11
street festivities  277
Sun’s cup  20–2
syllabic quantity  175
Syracuse  79, 86–90, 130–1

Tartessos  11–12
Tegea  71, 460
Telamon  159–60, 172
Theron  79, 86–7
tholos tombs  329 n. 15
Thomas Magister  428–31, 450–3
Thrasyboulos  88–93, 96
Thrasydaios  79, 86–7
three-termination adjectives treated as two-

136
trainers, athletic  62–3, 65, 112, 279
transposition of words  189 n. 203
Triklinios  421–2, 424, 428, 430–1, 450–1
Turyn, A.  420–31, 450–3

vocative in apposition to nom.  187

windward, leeward  468–9
Wooden Horse  160
word spacing in papyri  250, 251

Zenodotos  47
Zeus Eleutherios  86, 87, 88,

95–6

General index 515


	Contents
	Abbreviations
	1. Stesichoros and the Story of Geryon
	2. Stesichoros, Geryoneis, SLG 11
	3. Pindar and Psaumis: Olympians 4 and 5
	4. Pindar’s Odes for Hagesidamos of Lokroi: Olympians 10 and 11
	5. Fragment of a Commentary on Pindar, Olympian 10
	6. Pindar’s Twelfth Olympian and the Fall of the Deinomenidai
	7. The Oligaithidai and their Victories (Pindar, Olympian 13; SLG 339, 340)
	8. Two Studies in Pindaric Metre
	9. Bacchylides 3. 63&#8211;77
	10. Bacchylides 10. 11&#8211;35
	11. Bacchylides, Ode 13
	12. Bacchylides 18. 52&#8211;3
	13. Bacchylides, Asine, and Apollo Pythaieus
	14. Dactylo-epitrites in Bacchylides
	15. Seven Against Thebes: the Final Scene
	16. A Detail of Tragic Usage: the Application to Persons of Verbal Nouns in -&#956;&#945;
	17. New Identifications in P. Oxy. 2180 (Sophocles, Oedipus Tyrannus)
	18. Lyric-and-iambic Duets in Euripides
	19. Review of Turyn on the Manuscripts of Euripides
	20. A Note on the Jerusalem Palimpsest of Euripides
	21. The Epitome of Euripides’ Phoinissai: Ancient and Medieval Versions
	22. The Epitome of Euripides’ Auge
	23. Shorter Notes
	Books cited and alluded to
	Greek index
	Index of passages
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	G
	H
	I
	J
	L
	M
	P
	S
	T
	V
	X

	General index
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	G
	H
	I
	K
	L
	M
	N
	O
	P
	R
	S
	T
	V
	W
	Z




