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from Suidas is not improbable ; but it in no
way supports the attribution to Tyrtaeus of
these lines, which Dr. Christ recognises as
written ‘in the spirit of’ Callinus, an
admission pointing to their authenticity.
For it cannot be conceded that any of the
other poems which he includes in this
appreciation, that is, any of the undoubted
poems of Tyrtaeus, are written ‘in the
spirit of Callinus’; they are written,
largely, in his words ; his spirit, his inspira-
tion is exactly what they lack.

Having sought to show /Aow Tyrtaeus
made his elegiacs, I have not ventured here
to touch the question when he wrote them ;
a question which has recently been raised
by Dr. Verrall in his interesting articles on
‘Tyrtaeus’ in a form involving the recon-
sideration of historical data, but not
necessarily affecting the discussion of the
literary relationship between Callinus and
Tyrtaeus.

‘Whether Tyrtaeus lived twenty years or
two hundred years after Callinus, his debt
to him is the same. It may, perhaps, be
allowable to say that, as a result of fresh
investigation of the date of Callinus, I am
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inclined to suspect that Tyrtaeus lived
neither in the seventh century, nor in the
fifth, but in the sixth ; a supposition, which,
I think, may possibly meet some of Dr.
Verrall’s objections to the traditionary
view, and at the same time satisfy the
requirements of Mr. Macan’s very able
argument in reply.

But leaving Tyrtaeus, I would return, for
a moment, to Callinus. Whether he actu-
ally invented Elegy, or adopted the form
from some earlier unknown?!poet or minstrel,
he wrote it in words which were part of the
vocabulary of his own native dialect. He
was an original poet. His theme was his
own ; and he said what he said out of the
fulness of his heart. Except the metre
there was nothing artificial in the process.

Of the majestic rhythm and all the musie
of his lines when taken together, it has not
seemed needful to speak. On such a matter
argument is either superfluous or uncon-
vineing.

' J. M. ScavrHor.

1 That is, of cowse, apart from the old claim,

which requires separate discussion, of Archilochus to
the fatherhood of Elegy as well as of Iambies.

UPON AESCHYLUS—L

PRroOMETHEUS

370 Tuvddva Gobpov wagw ds dvréarn Oeols

EveRr since I began to study the phenomena
of texts, I have felt sure that wacw is an
interpolation ; for on the slightest warrant
the text-makers were as ready to insert
wdvres as modern printers to insert commas.
The way to learn the nature of corruptions
that take place is to study various readings ;
the way to understand their reasons is to
study scholia. This is the kind of thing
you find: Eur. Phoen. 685 ¢ida Aapdmp
fed] schol. wiow, Med. 1185=1196 mAyv
76 Texovr kdpra Svopabis deiv] schol. Aefre
70 7o : and thus in Soph. 0.7 118 a late
MS. gives Ojokovor yap wdvres Ty €is Tis.
But it wasonly the other day I discovered that
Blomfield p. 31 quotes from Porson a cloud
‘of examples of this word inserted into texts.
Thus if a word had dropped out after Gotpov,
wdow was ready to their hand to patch the
metre with ; just as a well-known fragment
of Euripides-appears thus in Apostol. XV 81
C 0¥ & & rdxiore wdvrwv Gedv e kévhpdray, 1)
p) 8i8age . . . . "Epws being omitted and wdy-

+wv foisted in. Now what is the likeliest word
to have been omitted here? Nothing would
be easier to omit before OC than T, that
is feds, which gives good rhythm and sense,
for feos bs dvréory Oeots is a peculiarly
Greek manner of expression, as ¢ilos pilots,
pdvos pdve, loov low, kowds &v kowois, &0 dflwy
and so on; eg. in this play, 29 feos fedv
vap..., 92 ola mpos fedv wdoxw Heds, 92, 120.

The doubt will occur whether Typhon or
Typhoeus is properly described as feds.
Hesiod, who ought to know, had no such
doubt : T%eog. 824 kparepod feod, 871 his sons
are é feddpw yeverj. Hesych, gives Tupuweds :
feds Tis ynyerjs, and Aeschylus himself
supposed so too: Theb. 497 Ewvoigerov 8¢
woheplovs én’ domiduv Oeols, & pdv yap
wipmvoov Tvpdy' e, . ..in the schol. on
which, 7ods feods obs & Tais domior popovoy,
cod. M. omits obs for the same reason that
feds was omitted here,

Exactly the same thing I believe took place
in Soph. Philoct. 727

& 6 xdAkagms dvp Oeols
wAdfew wior Oelp mpl wapporis
Olras imép §xfwv.
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The corresponding verses are
Aeboowv & dmov yvoly aratov els Tdwp
aiel mpooevipa.
e

Hermann was the first to eject wdc: and
restore the omitted feds, reading wAdfe. feos
Ocip . . . (feds | mAdfer feots Schneidewin).
This is very simple ; though it has occurred
to me that émov yvofy was—it certainly
might be—an interpolation, and wdot feiw
insertions to correspond, in which case we
should have

Aeboowy 8¢ oTatov eis Udwp

alel Tpooevdpa

= feos mAdfer mupt wapdas

Olras tmép oxbwv N
mere glyconic metre. I confess that I
prefer this, and it affords a reason for the
choice of the word orardy, to lengthen &é
Lucian i. 746 Hermot. 7 dvépxeroar damrep
¢act 7ov ‘Hpaxdéa é&v T Olry raraxovbévra
Ocov yevéolarr kai yap éxeivos GmoPalow
dméoov dvfpdmeov elxe wapd Ths unTpos kal
xabfapdy Te kal dxijpaTov Pépwv 1o Oeiov dvén-
Tato & Tols Oeods Sievkpumlfty Ima Tob TUpds.
i. 402-405.

561 As at present advised, it appears to
me that metre requires the following ar-
rangement :
bép’ Smws xdpis 4 xdpis, & pilos, elmé, wov

Tis dAkd!;

Tis épapeplov dpynfis; odd édépxbns
SAvyoSpaviav drucvv jodvepor ¢ 7O putdy
dNadv yévos éumemodiopuévov ; ovmore
Ovardv Tov  Aws dppovioy mapeflaot

BovAal.

Here I have altered the position of fvardv.
In the concluding verses of the antistrophe
I eject &vois and read wembov for welffwv or
mldv :

565

575 768 éxevd & 81’ dpi Aovrpd xal Aéxos
adv tpevaloww
i6rare ydpwv e Tav Spomdrpiov
dyayes Hawdvay wem 0 & v Sdpapra kowd-
AexTpov.
Exact correspondence would be given here
by &@vois dyayes ‘Hodvay Sduapra xowdhecrpov:
but that degree of exactness is not required
with a dactylic phrase ; and it appears more
likely that &vois (as Lachmann thought) is
an explanatory interpolation, for the schol.
i8 welfuwv ddpapra : Evors welbwv v Eoopémy
aou Sdpapra KowdlexTpov.

The rhythm is of that delightful lilting
movement found in fragments of Cratinus,
239 dwaldv 8¢ owipuBplov % Hédov 3 xplvov
map’ obs éfdker, 238 dyavddpovos SuAéyov
coplas Spdow mepirookaddeis: cf. 231, 322,
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323 (Archilochian, Hephaest. 15).1 565-6
should be, as I have printed them, one
verse. Other verses where the division in

the MSS. still remains to be corrected are
Theb. 729-30 (="T722-3)

wapPaciav dximowov aldva & & Tpirov péver
Cho. 5956 (=586-T7)
’ > ¥ 4 ~
mwavréApovs dputas drator cuvvdpovs BpoTdv.

596 Schol. GAN’ odk émol... is rightly re-
ferred by Kueck to dmvodérav in 597 ¢ sleep-
giving—but not to me.’

599 ol p’ dyovor <xfovés> would seem
the natural thing to write; and the
reason for the omission would be that the
scribe was looking for the subject of
dyovar.

778 7 Bvomerds &v Tovs <y > éuods dBAovs
Pépos
v is habitually omitted, and after the letter
C is particularly easy to omit. So in Eur.
Hipp. 413 G&rav yip ailoxpo roiow éoflolow
Sox, % kdpra 3éfe Tols kakols 7y elvar xald
I find what I expected, ¢kaxois y AB,
omissum ¥’ in ceteris,” But where ye has
been used in the first clause, perhaps it is
less readily wused in sthe second : Soph.
Ant. 66
el yap 8 7d ¢ éyyevi} Ppioe
dxoopa Gpéfw, kdpra Tovs éfw yévovs
though there too it has a place prepared for it.

910 The schol. may be corrected from
schol. rec.

PERSAE.

13 véov & dvdpa Padle: since Padlew
means ‘to growl at’, latrare, I do not see
who can be referred to by véov dvdpa except
Xerxes, who véos éov véa ¢povet T84, 746.

276-80 ... 0éyeas pépecbar... ; ATTEAOQOC
oldtv yap fpket téfa... All the editions I
have seen put a full stop at 280, making it
a statement. If it had been so, we should
have had ¢epdpeva: the infinitive shows it
is a question. This does not appear to have
been recognised. Thus the critics have been
troubled with Ar. Pluz. 705

TY. Méyes dypowov dpa av ¥ elvar Tov Gedv ;
KA. pa AL odx &yoy dAAG okaToddyov.

because they have all taken it to be a com-
ment. In that case we should have had

Aéyes dypowcov (70v) fedv without the verb.
Similarly 4g. 545-51

1 Add Ar. 4w 1313—22,
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XO0. épws marpdas Thode yis o éyip-
vaoev ;

KH. dor’ &daxpiew vy Supacw xapis
vmo. '

550 KH. wofetv wobodvra Tijvde yiv erpatdv

Aéyas;

XO0. &s woAN dpavpds & Ppevds <y >
dvagrévew.

‘Do you mean that you longed for the army
as it longed for home}’ ¢So much that oft
I sighed...” When it is seen that 551 is
the answer to a question (as Heath took it),
it is plain that the natural supplement is 4/,
¢ Ay’ which is besides most easily omitted.
This has been proposed by Herwerden al.
ready, but as I have not seen his note, I do
not know whether he takes mjyde yjv, as I
do, to be governed by wofotvra.

561 wrelods 8 kal Balacoiovs
ai 8" dpémrrepor kvavdmides
vies pév dyayov, womal

~ LI ) ’ ~
vaes & amrdAeoav, Toror

The smallest alteration in v. 562 gives us

Sidvpdmrepot kvavdmdes

‘and this rings true to.me. The Chorus are
lamenting the disastrous naval ambitions of
their sovereign, and this is their description
of his battle-ships. These are called triremes
in v. 681, épOwrar Tplokalpor vies dvaes
dvaes—and ‘ the trireme carried two masts’
(Dr. Warre in Dict. Ant. ii. p. 218). Since
ordinary vessels had but one, the epithet
would be distinctive.

I had doubts at one time whether the
metre would admit such variations; but I
do not doubt it now. It was an habitual
practice with the Greeks, and the study of
1t reveals most interesting niceties,—to suit
their rhythms to their themes. That is the
reason that in the Persae we find the trochaic
tetrameter employed so largely, because it
was an Ionic metre ; so of course was the
Ionicum o minore, which is freely used in
this play and for the Oriental Dionysus in
the Bacchae and Ar. Ran. 323 sgq., 340 sgq.
Now this iambic dimeter also was a metre
of Anacreon ; Hephaestion says that whole
songs of his were written in it : and among
the few fragments that remain (Bergk iii.
p- 279) two out of eight lines have just this
variation

8id. Sevre Kapikevpyéos
dxdvoto yetpa Tilépevar.

1 Eur. Or. 1122, Phoen. 1349, Cycl. 215, El. 666,
Ar. Nub, 469.
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In Comedy, where iambic dimeters were
freely used, this anapaest in the first foot
occurs in Cratin. fr. 256. 3, Ar. fr. 192. 1,
Eq. 371, 372, 442, 917, Nub. 1108, 1450,
Ach. 1040. There is another example in
Tragedy if the right reading in ZTheb. 842

Tav doTovoy peldyxpokov
vekvooTéAov fewpida

as Butler inferred from the schol. rjv dud-
yoveav Tovs vexpovs : certainly this gives a
point which is lacking in the MS. vadorolov.
But vexvordhov is a possible form.

The other variation, an anapaest (rxvave-
mides) beginning the second half of the line,
is much less common; I have noted only
two examples: Ar. Eg. 921 1év Saliwv
dmapvoredy and Ran. 984 fs v kedpadiy
dmedjdoxev. 1t is possible, as I have observed
before, that Aeschylus made one compound
of the whole, 3dvuomreporvavdmides.

601 The normal form of sentence would
be

Peb Peb, Ppilot, kaxdv piv bs Sray KAUSwy

Bporois éréldy, wdvra Sepalvew Phet,

drav 8 & daduwr edpof, . .

as Eur. Supp. 464 ¢ed ped kakolow bs drav Sai-
pov 8388 kalds, SBpifove’ &s del mpdéovres €b.
This ¢ped ¢peli . . . . s is very common later;
Soph. 0.7" 316, Ear. Hee. 1216, Med. 332,
Ale. 739, fr. 25, 211, 218, 329, 333, 536,
637, 684, 739, 961, 1034, Ar. Plut. 782,
802, Apollonid, /. 1 p. 825 Nauck ; and we
have ¢eb.... ds in Pers. 288. ° Such an
exclamation is commonly followed by an
application, introduced by ydp, to the pre-
sent case, as here we have éuot yap in v. 606 :
Soph. O.7. 317, Ar. Plut. 786, 804, Plat.
Tim. 26 B; or it follows merely a general
reflective statement, Theognis 968, Soph. 4.
650, Ant. 178, 1161, Trach. 298, Plaut.
Persa 471. But the addition doris éumopos
kvpel émioratar will seem idle, I think, and
out of place to any one who compares the
passages 1 have cited ; the point is not that
an ¢umopos knows it, but ‘how true it is
that . ..’ Besides, the xkAvSwv here is en-
tirely metaphorical, and there is no reason
why an &umopos should know it better than
any one else. I believe the original stood
practically as I have written it, and that
the words T have ejected were merely an
unskilful bit of patchwork—unskilful beyond
what I have remarked, because to eke out
the measure of the lines another xaxdv is
interpolated ! The reason may simply have
been that ¢ed peb had been omitted.
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816 koDdérw Kakdv
kpvis dwéonx’s GAN’ & Ekmidverar
corr. Housman.

xpnmls UmeoTiv: emardeveTar

corr. Schuetz.

- &mdeerar has been generally approved,
but the other alteration may appear so bold
that approval will not be superfluous, and
I shall therefore permit myself the rare
pleasure—which only a reviewer or an editor
enjoys by right—of commending rather than
opposing. The metaphor is a natural one
in Greek; compare for instance Supp. 478,
Max. Tyr. ii. xai 7ot Badietrac 76 xaxdv xai
- w0b oTioeraL; otk oied dTi wyNY dévaov kwvels
wovypias ;1 There is no place for xpywis here,
and mature consideration persuades me that
Mr. Housman’s reading is correct. The
verb was liable to be corrupted; thus in
Plut. Mor. 1090 ¢ (quoting Eur. fr. 971. 2)
for domp dméoBn there is a v.l. dwéory: in
)

T
Aesch. Ag. 879 f gives karesSyxacw.
984 pwpla pupla meumwaordv as Plat. dpol.
18 B 7d 7¢ peréwpa dpovrioris.

N\ 3/, ’

1008 XO. io iw, daiuoves,
P 3 ’,
0eal’ dedwrov Kaxdv

7 2 ¥
Swampémov olov 8édopkev dra.

, s o s am ’
wexAiyped olaw 8¢ aldvos TixaL.

werhijyped’, ebdnha ydp.

1011 EE.
XO.

1011, because of wexAijyuel’ in the following
line, was accidentally omitted, and is sup-
plied in the margin by m together with
another reading, yp. dainovos rvxac. This
I believe is right, the king re-echoing their
exclamation in a most natural phrase; Pind.
0. viil. 67; Med. 666 and 17" 850 Saipovos
Tuxe Twos, Hipp. 82T rixav Sapdvew, fr. 37
Tas O Sawudvov Tixas, Rhes. 719 iv id dalpovos
sixa Bapeta. Further, riyar will appear to
be the dative on comparison of Eur. H.F.
1381 "Hpas peg whyyévres abiio ixy, dle. 417
and 868 Bapela Euudopg memAijypeda, Aesch.
Eum. 512 fupdopg tervupévos, Ag. 1660 dai-
poves xAp Bapeia Svorvxds wemhyypévor,  1f
this is so, what remains to be restored is
something which does not affect the con-
struction ; and I am led therefore to suppose
the original was
merhijypel, old’ olda, Saipovos Tixe

¢We are stricken, I know it, I know, by a
stroke of fate.’ olda parenthetical is com-
mon, as Soph. 45. 560, 938, 0.C. 1615, fr.
237, Eur. El 683; and ol§' olSa repeated
occurs in Ar. Plut. 1080, Ran. 580, 584,
Eq. 998, and in Soph. ZI. 846, Euar. 4lc. 887,
emotional passages that may be compared
with ours.

1 Com. Frag. adesp. 353 Kock.

109
Taes.

10 It'is worth, I think, suggesting that
v. 12 is an illustrative quotation, and that’
the passage can be constructed very well
without it :

vpas 3¢ qu vvv,—xat. OV e}\hemow én
7),31;; dkpaias, Ka.c 7oV efq,BoV Xpove
dpav exov() —exao"rov, ds T gupTpemés,
woher T dpiyew kal . . . .

‘in the offices that befit your ‘several ages.’
‘When Dem. 38. 16, speaking of duties to
the country, says 7ot wowctv 7098" § T Kkal
WAixiav ékaoros &xor kal Srov kawds €y, that
is @s 1t ovpmperés. Phrynichus Bekk. 4n.
37 observes "E&yBov: Tobro kowdv. xabopi-
Apévov 76 Ewpov. 1If, as I suggest, it was
an epithet of dpav, that supplies at once a
reason for the coinage. wv. 12 Blacmyuov
dAdalvovra odparos moAdy means ¢ supporting
much issue of his body’ (subolem), and the
only point that I can find in it is this, that
the aged father of many sons can contribute
them to the service of his country. That
may have been what the annotator meant ;
but it seems to me that if the line had been
contrasted with &&yBov, the antithesis would
have been pointed by a 8¢, rov é&gBov (uev)
Xpove BlacTnuév dAdaivovra & aiparos mwoldy.

79 The Chorus hear and see—or rather,

" being in hysterical alarm, imagine that they

hear and see—the signs of an approaching
army :

e ~ A Y QS A ’ IS L3 ’
pet modbs 8¢ Aéws mpodpopos irméras:
aiflepia xovis pe el {0et paveis
dvavdos o-adm; érupos dyyehos:
I\ e 8¢ Tds duds wedl® SwAdurun drixplumra
of

wordrar Bpéper &
3 4 . 8/ 98 3 4
dpayérov dikav vdatos dporvmwov

3N 3N \
—i0 o feol

7 3 3 7’ \ E] 4
Beai T Spdpevov xakov dAevoaTe—
Bod tmep Teryéwr.

The MS. version and the scholia (which
are necessary here) mav best be seen in
Wecklein. The point I wish definitely to
urge is that é\e is correct : ‘I am persuaded
of 1t by the dust rising to the sky I am
convinced by the thunder of hoofs upon the
plain’ That is the main meaning of it
here ; it is a meaning which the dictionary
will illustrate. But the suggestion of the
word goes further, ‘I am overborne, with
no room left for doubt or hope, my spirit is
overcome.” That seems to be the sense in
Supp. 794 where the Chorus are in a similar
condition. Hitherto, under their father’s
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encouragement, they have borne up bravely ;
but now that he has viewed the enemy and
plainly told them so, they give .way to
piteous despair ; ‘There is no escape; my
heart is throbbing in agony, warpds okoral
3¢ i’ eihov oixopar $p6Bq.” At any rate that
confirms the reading ée.

vas épas has been restored on the
authority of the scholiast’s paraphrase; rds
éuas is more likely, I think to be original :
but I do not feel convinced that either is
the truth. The chief difficulty in what
follows is caused by the uncertainty of
punctuation. The reading in 88 is Bog vmép
Teixéov & Aedkagmis Spyurar Aads . . Could
you say ‘the enemy is advancing over the
walls: with a shout’? or ‘the enemy is
advancing with a shout (which comes) over
the walls’? If not, & Aelkaoms opvvrar
Aaos...must be the beginning of a new
sentence.

206 pnd &rldoyue vdvd
dorvdpopovpévay méAw kai oTpdrevy
dmrrépevov wupt daly.
T0v duafxavoy
> -~ » o Y ’
kix xaherds Sdas Vwepd’ Sppdrov
xpypvapevdv vederdv dpdol.

=213

It is absurd to talk about an army being
get on fire; but you may apprehend an
enemy setting fire to your town, and this I
take to be the sense. Rhythmical phrases
would be

dmrépevoy mupl daty yav

= kpypvapevav vedpeldv dvopfol

or anrdpevov wupl daty wipyovs

= xpypvopeviy vepeldy dvdplucer.
&mwrépevov is not passive, but middle; the
use however s so rare that the following
accusative may have been omitted on that
account, and the antistrophic verse arranged
to correspond.

2567

Tols woMogovyots Geols
wediovipois Te kdyopls émokémots

~ 3 ~
Adpkys e mypyals ovd dn’ Topnrot Adye.

From the numerous conjectures for v, 259
Wecklein adopts that of Abresch, o038 dn’
Topgdv AMéyo ‘nor do I exclude Ismenus.’
I have never been able to satisfy myself
that dzoAéyw in this sense is Greek of
Aeschylus at anyirate. ¢ Mirum in modum’
says Blomfield ‘hallucinantur interpretes,
qui &wo et Aéye coniunctim sumunt pro
dmoléyw, excipio, inaudito Tragicis verbo.’
But what support can be found either for
008’ am’ ’Iopnvod in the sense ‘ not excluding
Ismenus’?  The reading I propose is not
open, I think, to objection on the score of
language :

THE CLASSICAL REVIEW.

Aldprns Te mypyais, fwvd T 'lopnvod Aéyw,
¢ the founts of Diree, and withal of Ismenus.’
The rivers had a common source (Jebb 4nt.
103). For the adverbial &wvd cf. 0.€. 1752,
kowd Ant. 546; and for the use of Aéyw
Trach. 739 Tov dvlpa rov aov lob, Tov & Euov
Aéyo watépa, raroxrelvaca, P.V. 1005 kai ot
& & rodrois Aéyw. The first step in the
error would be CYNOTT since £v in MSS.
becomes habitually giv: in O.C. 1752 for
instance owvaréxerrar s v.l. for &0V dmikerar,
and in Pind. 7. vii. 46 ovwaléyew had to be
corrected by Hermann to &’ dAéyew. Then
perhaps zyyaiocowd dn’ 'lTouyrod Aéyo.—
Similarly in 437 the true reading would
appear to be "Apréuidos edvolaior obv ¥ EA wv
Ociv (Heimsoeth): one MS. indeed gives

wv Bedv

adv 7’ d\Aows feois : cf. schol. Med.

563 mpooudpar is possibly for mpds p’ Gpdv :
ef. Phoen. 1369,

567 is perhaps an interpolation, and the
speech should begin kaAdv y° drodoar... See
Blaydes’ collection on Ar. 4v. 139,

620 olas dpdrar kal karedyerar Tixas, ...

aoi Evpdpépeolar kal kravdv Gavely wélas,
622 3 [&vr drypaotipd v Hs dvSpyhardv

vy Tov abrov Tévde ricacbas Tpémov.
622 for dripactipa rds (altered to 7ag)
dv8pnAardy (corrected by Blomfield). ¢ Poly-
nices prays that he may meet thee and die
by thy side if he may slay thee, or if thou
escape with thy life, that he may at any
rate expel thee as his disfranchiser and
punish thee with banishment in the self-
same fashion.’

751 The necessary emendation reledr,
which I lately published as my own, had
been made before by Dindorf, vol. I p.
xxvii., which I found out from the ZT%esaurus
8.v. Té\eos, p. 1988, I had not failed to
consult Wecklein's Appendix, but these
Addenda of Dindorf’s have escaped him.

809 Since M had jecfar at first, fvect’
a? would be a plausible correction; but I
think Dr. Verrall is very likely right in
judging the passage to be a later inter-
polation. Certainly the dialogue immed-
iately preceding is spurious in its present
form. I do not however consider it to be
spurious altogether, but made up for greater
emotional effect out of an original speech of
the messenger which ran as follows :

805 wolhis céowarar Bacihéow & Spoomdpow
7 * ~ e 3 s 4 7
mérwkey alpa yal v’ GANGAwy Pive.

799 roadra yaipew xal Saxplerbar wdpa,
wé\w pev & wpdooovaar, of & émordrat,
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Siwad arparyyd, Siéhaxov adupyrdre
Skify odjpw kmpdrey TapTyoiov.

So much only, but certainly so much, ap-
pears to my judgment to be genuine
Aeschylus,

981 schol. o 8¢ od perovmold oddt vaTepov
énafes <dA\' > dvricpus.

976 Stvypa 'rpura)\'rwv myp.arwv schol. 8
¢ {ovra mipate xebpeva kai woAdd. I
ought not to have wavered in believing the
original to have been Siepd (Hiemsoeth), as
long ago I had independently inferred ;
because Swypds and (dv were the generally
accopted explanations of Siepds (see Thesaur.
or Ebeling Lex. Hom. sw.). The epithet
would suit well with my conjecture rpowaia
(cf. Eur. El. 1174) if referred to the slain
bodies of the combatants, ¢ tropbies each of
flesh and blood.” &wcpa may have been
scanned as a dissyllable like iepd : and pos-
sibly a mysterious gloss in Hesych. 8elpa :
[ e]{popa may be a mistaken explanation of
“this placa.

It seems to me impossible that 7piwaira
should be true, or 7p-- in any form ; the
calamity was not triplex but duplex, and
that is what the sisters harp upon con-
tinually : 8fralra therefore might have been
applied.

SUPPLICES.

Fifty daughters of Danaus fly oversea
from Egypt to avoid being forced into
marriage with their fifty cousins. This
raises two questions : why do the men wish to
marry these women? and why do the women
regard the prospect with such horror? The
second question has been differently
answered ; the first, so far as I can find, has
never occurred to any one to ask. Yet surely
it is a curious thing that the inclinations
of fifty brothers should be so alike, and so
monotonous, and so unenterprising; plus-
quam-fraternal unanimity.

Idonot propose todiscuss the question fully,
but merely to contribute one material fact.
It is a general custom in the Levant to marry
the first cousin ; and cousins thus married
continue to call each other ¢ cousins’ even
after marriage, and not ¢husband and
wife’; because the tie of first-cousinship is
universally regarded as more sacred than
that of matrimony, which may be, and
frequently is, dissolved at the momentary
caprice of either party. Thus the man
calls his wife in the house ‘O daughter of
my uncle’ [of my father’s brother]; and
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the wife says to her husband ¢ O son of my
uncle’ [of my father’s brother] I am
quoting from Burckbardt’s drabic [Cairene]
Proverbs No. 620 ; what he says is entirely -
corroborated by Lane and Burton. Now
that is precisely the relationship between
the partles in the Supplzces, our Egyptlan
play : wplv wore Aékrpwv &v BGéus elpye,
operepifdpevor watpadédldperav THE,
dexdvrov émiBivar v. 37.

Here then we get some very pretty little
problems, which will afford the ingenious
food for speculation. One or two points
may be remarked. The sons of Aegyptus
appear to be claiming this marriage as a
legal right. The question is put in the
most practical manner by Pelasgus 392, ¢ If
the sons of Aegyptus are your masters by
law of the land, as claiming to be the
next of kin, who would care to contest their
right? You must plead according to the
laws of your own country that they have no
authority over you.” But the only answer
that the women give is that they won't
hear of becoming subject to the mastery of
males! As regards their motive, it is
plain that they dislike their cousins, and
dread being forced into the position of their
bondslaves ; but considering certain phrases
used of the relation which they shun, I am
unable to accept the view of those who see
no more than a revolt of Hellenic liberty
of action against Oriental or barbarian
tyranny. These phrases are the following :
v. 8 adroyevi} ydpov doefi} T voraldpevar, 37
Aékrpov v Béus elpye, 237 éxbpav Spalpwv
Kal pawdvrwy yévos with the same metaphor
of hawks and doves as in P.V., where we
have 881 ¢edyovoa avyyeri ydpov aven[uuw,
884 Oypedoovres ob Oypacipmovs ydpovs.
According to the view so strongly urged by
‘Weil p. vi, there is no suggestion here of
anything incestuous : I confess I am at a
loss to see in that case what is the meanmg of
‘sinful marriage of the same blood,’ ¢ enemies
of the same blood who would poIlute the race,’
or of the references to consanguinity at all.
‘When, however, the King enquires their
Teason for objection, 338 wdrepa xar’ exapu.v
7 70 iy Oéus )\e‘yag ; ¢ hate or unlawfulness?’
their answer is again evasive, ‘And who
would object to masters that they loved ?’!

It can hardly be that this obscurity is
other than designed. We have traces, I
think, of an ancient conflict of ideas upon
this question of legitimate degrees; and
perhaps it was a question Aeschylus did not

1 That dvoiroe is the true text, and this the meaning
of the line, is shown by the order of the words.
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care to argue. We may remember that
Hypermestra took a different line.

The scholiast also is in the conspiracy to
baffle us. Paley p. 4 remarks that he
‘ always evades this interpretation of yduov
doeff}, 70 py) Gépuis &e.’  Thus his explanation
of doeBij v. 9 is bv od oéBopev fuels 0d8 TLud-
pev, and of v. 37 dv 76 Sixatov Huas elpyer, Sia o
py Gavarwbivar Tov warépa (‘t.e. me pater a
genero interficiatur, ex oraculo, ab Aeschylo
alieno, quod memorant schol. Hom. A 42 et
schol. A Aesch. Prom. 853’ Weil); and
of 76 py s v. 338 3 Grv dBéuiros 6 ydpos ;
dero yip adras éxdeddabar %0y dANows dvdpdow.
A Levantine, as I have shown, might have
his reasons for misunderstanding.

My prose translation of this play repre-
sents my view in most things of the text,
and I need add little to what is said upon
readings that are given there :

8 AN adroyer} THY dAvfayopdv
vdpov Alytmrrov waibwv doefh
dvoralipevar

‘but in abhorrence of kindred and sinful
wedlock with the folly-prating sons of
Aegyptus.” (1064 yduov Alyvmwroyery, P.V.
1064 ¢evyovoa qvyyeri} yduov, 884 od Oypaci-
povs ydpovs): M has adroyéryrov Puladd-
vopav ! with an accent erased over the last o
and the letters vlaf written in erasure
(according to an examination of the MS,
which I made some years ago). In the
margin is written yp. ¢védvopav, and the
schol. was written on this reading ¢ov)\.afa-
vopay : ydpov dvyyv ) pov 'q,u.w éumor-
obvra. Other compounds of -aydpas are
Aafpaydpys, Saydpas (Lobeck Phryn. p. 703),
and a large number of proper names (given
by Pape-Benseler p. xxvii), as Ilpafaydpas,
“YBpaydpas. What I am unable to decide is
whether the form was ¢Aviayopdv or $Avia-
yopav : either, so far as I can judge, was
possible. ¢Avéayopdv would imply ¢Aiéis
from $ASL- as piis, 1€, Bdéis and the like.
But the compound ¢Avfoypddos is recorded
by the schol. on Nicand, Alex. 214 p.aw"q;
vmro ;wpl.a gb)\.vlwv] ¢Kv§wv, Pruapdv v Ths
pavias: kal of Traldrar Tovs pAvapoypaodv-
tas  pluvloypddovs ékdhoww. In the first
volume of his edition of the Greek Comic
fragments p. 184 Prof. Kaibel remarks upon
this scholium ‘inepte hoe, quoniam ¢pAv{ds
nomen nec fuit nec potuit esse’; which, if
I understand him rightly, means that the
compound is impossible, because there could
be no such noun as ¢Avids. If it existed, it
would probably be an adjective as Bufds,

! Similarly in Hesych. s.v. xavkahis ii p. 452 ¢pv-
Adkrava is a mistake for pAbxTawa.
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knifds,? knads, pvods: though Hesych. gives
PAvads: orvfy (arofh Mus.) ol 8¢ prouds,
and poilos is a substantive. But I can see
no reason why there should not have been a
substantive PAILa, -which it will be seen
upon comparison is a perfectly legitimate
formation :

phopar  piais piad — piua
xvbw — rvélat xvbos Kvipa
PA b — ? pAdla dAdos —
Al (w 2 OADELs — —
BAtw BAbats —_ — —_
BAb w — — — BAboua
Bptw Bpios —_ — Bpuouds
KA (w kAbois — — K boua
Pbw Pbaois — — Piua
Tebxw ThEts — — —
pedyw  PiLis qn?{a — —
Yoxw Yukis — Yoyua
pudoow — a(a — pdypn
axfw oxfois  oxila, oxl(n —- oxlopa

Besides these we have dfa and oxile
(Hesych. Skifns : wapd ddyrd ¢ mavow oe Tijs
oxifys’ drri Tob Ths xdmpas) and Y@la or
yola (Lob. Proll. 359, Com. Att. Kock I
311). The diminutive ¢pAvidxiov is not open
to suspicion, nor the adjective oxii{dmrrepos.

860 aipoveshoérdudo

The schol. Huaypévor oe kabilw means that
he took his text to be afuor’ &ew o’ ... It
is true that xafifw was collogquially used in
similar phrases, k\afovra xefilew ‘to reduce
to tears’ Xen. Cyr. iil. 2. 14, 15 (ter),
Symp. 3. 11, Plat. Jon 535 E, cf. Theocr. 1.
51 ; and in the passive Ar. Ach. 840 olpudwy
xafedetrar, fr. 620 oludlwv xdfov, Cratin. 277
v xeipa py ‘wifadde, w3y xAdov xdfy.? But
a future éow is not known, and to my mind
the sigmatismus tells against it strongly
here. The threat would be equally well
conveyed by what I read, aiuov’' éyd o’ ér
dp(t)da—For according to my restoration of
what follows, the herald breaks his sentence
off : cf Ar. Thesm. 569 1rpoa'0es' povoy, xdyd
ge v-q 'n)v Ap're;uv——I‘Y 7l Spao'as, Vesp.
643 N py éyd oe n]p.epov O'Kv'r'rl B/\ewcw
1ron]cra) 1443 N’ apapevos‘ éyd oe— @I f
wouels ; Herodas iii. 66 éyd oe 0170'0) Kooyuw—
Tepov  Kovpys. Ag 1666 4AN" éyw o é&v voTé-
paow fuépaus péreys’ &re.  The error is most
easy : Mr. Tucker restored éw for éyd in
v. 461, as I did lately in Pind. fr. 168.

890 Possibly ds éog (vomif) yds 6 péyas
Nethos ©fBpilovras or 6 o’ épdaas: cf. Bergk
Poet. Lyr. iii p. T14.

2 Tobeck Rhem. 277, Pamll. 207.

3 Hesych, ‘Péa : Bla. 4 Tob TéEov Tdas.

4 Anacr. fr. 87 Bergk: spelt xvvoa in Herodas
vii. 95.

5 Kock is plainly mistaken in desiring to read

radjs.
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A GAMEMNON,

49  rpomov alyvmov of T’ éxmdylois
dAyeor malday SwaTyrexéov
orpododwotvrar
wreplywy éperpoiow épeaadpevol

‘in exceeding anguish for their lofty-cradled
children.” Mr. Housman (Journ. Philol. xvi
247) first pointed out in his tremchant and
effective style that Jraror Aexéwy could not
mean ‘high above their eyries,’ and there
cannot be any question he is right. Jraros
means Wuoros, and is always a superlative :
Pware xpedvrov Hom. ® 31, oov 8¢ xpdros
wdvrov éod’ Swarov Theognis 376, Ap. Rhod.
iv. 146 @edv dmarov, hymn. ap. Aristid. i
452 Ala tov wdvrov dmarov, Pind. 0. x. 10
waldwy. The genitive is of the partitive
nature, as in dvrvf % wvudry Oéer donidos
Hom. Z 118, 7ov & dJorarov elpev Suirov
éoradra N 459, olaxes dordrov veds Aesch.
Supp. 725, 6 & Jorards ye rod xpévov Ag.
1299, éoxdry xfovés P.V. 8712, 7oy yip &pg
Zevs & éoxdry Oedv; Soph. fr. 821: so
Ymards Te xdpas Zevs Ag. 514 means ¢ supreme
in the land,’ as Pind. 0. xiii. 24 Jmar’ edpv-
avacawy "‘Olvpmias, and in Tim. Locr. 100 A
s 7dM\a  pépea Umyperelv ToUTw Kabdmwep
mdry 16 oxdveos dravros, translate it as you
may, it will be seen that fmdre is still su-
perlative, and 75 oxdveos a partitive genitive ;
and this is the sense which is impossible in
vmaror Aexéwv. That can no more be a
synonym of dmwéprepor than mpdror of wpdrepor
or Joraro! of vorepor. It mever occurred
even to the scholiast to take it so, desperate
as his explanation is compelled to be: ofrwes
Umaro. Ovres . .. . éml TOV Aexéov arpododi-
votvrad.

Mr, Housman, comparing Soph. 4ns. 630
Alpwv. .. dwdras Aexéov dmepadydv (¢ grieving
for the cheat of his marriage’) and Z%eb.
278 s Tis Téxvuy Umepdédoikey Aexaiwy (MS.
Aexéwv) . . . meheads, conjectured

ol 7 éxmdylats
d\yeor, maidwy dmdry Aexalwv,
But the second dative produces an effect of
awkwardness, and the shortening of Aeyaiwv
is another improbability. 1T believe we have
simply the corruption of a compound, to be
added to the many adjectives in -Aexis, as
wpwrolexils, povvo-, Kowo-, alvo-, dewvo-, drepo-,
ev-, iwmo-, Opet-, Yy, xapmat-. The formation
would first be Ywarohexéwy, and in Epic the

1 Liddell and Scott 8.0, #¢repos quote Pind. O. x.
41 kal xeivos &Bovhia Boraros dAdaios dvrdoas OdvaTov
alxbv obx eEépryev, wrongly rendering ‘all too late
for.” But s.v, &vrdw they rightly take dAdotes to
depend on &vrdoats.
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A might merely be doubled in pronunciation,
as wolvAAwros Hom., povéAlukos Arat. 1124;
but the usual plan for metrical purposes or
for euphony was to substitute 7 for o, as
GavaTypipos, aiparnddpos, feoPparyrdyos, é\a-
¢nBbAos, woheundixos, famdoros, yAavkyrdpos,
oppalyripos, vefdaros, venfalijs, and count-
less others, to which I will add only éeury-
Booin from the Inscriptions of Cos p. 113.
The whole subject is treated with his unique
learning by Lobeck Phryn. p. 633-713.2
Similar words are mvpariyopos, and éoyaré-
ypws (yépwv & 76 Zoxarov Lucian iii. 82)
which also gets corrupted ; L. Dindorf in
the 7hesaurus restores it in Diod. Sic. xx.
72 for wo.ll. éoxardynpos and éoxdre yipa,
noting that both in Strabo p. 650 and

_ Sirach 41, 4 éoxdre yipe is a v.l. for éoyare-

po-.

In A.P. i. 47 Marpds én’ dfavdroio peyao-
Beves fAvbe wvebua, Stadtmueller was ill-
advised in adopting the v.l. péya obévos:
even if the reading of P were not
péya_obevio (the hyphen after the usual
fashion, indicating the compound), the ad-
jective should have been restored. I have
another such to restore in Supp. 584, where
the MSS. give

Bio & dmypdvre aléve.
kai Oelars émimrvolous
Taveral

The subject is To.
should be

IJ 3 3 -~
Bia & drppoatoclevet

My inference that this

was drawn before I had observed the schol.
on 584 Aefme 6 kaf, which indicates (as Weil
remarks) that he read Blac or Bia as the
dative (the final . is commonly, of course,
omitted), and took the construction to be
Bia 8¢ kai dwpudvre obéver.

A corruption that resembles this is Cho.
967, where I am now convinced that Her-
mann’s restoration is correct :

Taxa 8¢ wavreljs xpvos dpedpera
mpébupa Swpdrov. . ..,
TUxg 8 elmpocwmoxoirg T wav
idetv Opeopévors

’ 8 ’ o , 3
pérowkot Sopwy mwegotvTar wdAw

967

2 From stems in a or 7 the formation may be
called legitimate. In Soph. fr. 122. 1 (Hesych. ii.
526) Hutourdy xodpeiov 1fpébn wérer should perhaps be

TIMHOYTON rwufurov or Tyudburov wovpeiov
‘chosen as an honourable sacrifice.” It looks at any
rate like a compound such as {epéfuros, wpawrdburos,
eldwrdOvros. :

3.1t gives also ueraicodéuwy, the reason for which
is that peroicodoueiv was a word in late use, The
schol. had uéroixor.

I
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M (in which there is a gloss dxodoa: after
idetv) gives rixa & edwposwmwt kofrar. The
meaning is ‘ presently when the palace has
been purged of the filth it now contains
(cf. 955 BhafBav éyxpovicleioav), it will be
ready for the entry of the rightful owner ;
and those who have no right in it (uérowor
36pwv) shall fall again with a fate of fair
aspect altogether in the mourners’ eyes.’
Opedpar always means ‘to wail,’ and 6peo-
pévos here means the mourning party, the
sympathisers with Orestes, the same that
are described in the meaning phrase 781
85s Tixas Tuxey wvplws T4 addpov’ adl paio-
pévois etv € grant O Zeus that fortune fall
out as it should for those who long to see
decency restored.” To them the fall of the
pérowoe will be a goodly sight. The dative
depends upon the adjective, as 734 yélwv
kevfove’ én’ &pyors Sumempaypévois kahds
xeivy, dopots 8¢ Toiode waykaxds éxe, or what
is still more pertinent for our passage, Ag.
15681 where Aegisthus says over the body
of Agamemnon dov Tov dvdpa Té¥de kel-
pevov ¢idws époi. That illustrates
what I take to be suggested by the curious
ebwpocwmox o { T g ,—a picture of slain bodies
lying low upon the ground. In Soph.
El. 1466, when a vision is suddenly dis-
closed before Aegisthus’ eyes of what he
assumes to be the dead body of his
enemy Orestes, he utters, I am inclined to
think, a similar half-metaphorical expres-
sion, & Zed, dédopra Pdop’, dvev Ppfévov pev
ed? remToxkds—e & Emeore véneois, od
Adyo.
125  kedvos 8¢ orpardpavris iBdv Svo

Mjpaage Swraovs

"Arpetdas paxipovs

It is a strange fact that the order of words
in a Greek sentence has never clearly been
appreciated. I propose before long to illus-
trate it with examples and to point out
some of its important applications; but
since I am accustomed to rely upon it in
my reading and require to argue from it in
my criticisms, I will state it briefly here.
Each clause or section of a clause in any
language contains one part which is stressed

1 ap for eb had been suggested, I now see, by
Dr. Verrall before I commended it a year ago: Dr.
‘Wecklein had omitted it.

% Tyrwhitt’s reading in place of od, the phrase
#vey ¢00vov uév being equivalent to the common adv
Oe pév elmeiv or ubvov PpOdves éméorw. At this rate
¢0dvos and véueois refer to the same thing. Those
who retain the MS. are obliged to refer ¢8dvov to
Jjealousy of heaven for some presumption of Orestes,
and »éueats to jealousy of heaven for the presumptuous
language of Aegisthus. One could not praise such
writing.

v
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more highly than the other: with regard
to the position of the stress, Greek is exactly
the opposite of English. In English
normally—as in the sentence I am writing—
the unemphatic words come first ; they are
uttered in a monotone, and lead up to em-
phasis upon the end ; in Greek the emphatic
are placed first, and the unemphatic follow
after. Agreeably to this, it is normal in
English for the subject to precede the pre-
dicate—* the man is good’; but in Greek
they said dyafds 6 dvip.

This principle I have found the surest
key of all to understanding Greek ; it will
unlock at once the seritence now before us.
All critics have assumed that Ajpagt dwoaois
go together ; then, seeing that Sisoovs is
unsuitable, some have substituted other
words, as Lobeck misrods, Dindorf Ioovs.
The truth is that the words which go to-
gether are 3vo Aijuace: . seeing the twain
warrior sons of Atreus two in temper.’
What enables the sage prophet to identify
the pair of eagles with the pair of princes
is that the birds are royal warriors, but one
kehawds and the other é&fémw dpyas—in
common language pelavderos and wiyapyos
(Arist. 618" 18). These represent characters
which correspond to those of Agamemnon
and Menelaus. The taunt of spiritless-
ness? or xaxia so often aimed at Menelaus
(largely based, one may suppose, on the lost
Epic and Lyric literature) seems to be hinted
at in v. 420-4 ; od yip eixds, says Pindar fr.
81, v dvruv dpmalopévev wapd & éoric
xabfjobar kal kaxov Eupev.

dioool 'Atpeidar 18 the common phrase,
Eur. Hec. 506, 810, Soph. 4. 57, 947, and
similarly 390, 960, Philoct. 793, 1024,
Ag. 43.

138-163 In considering this passage it is
important to recognise that it is in the true
oracular style ; the most vivid representation
Greek affords of the manner in which his
inspired message was delivered by a prophet.
It is proclaimed with a spiritual exaltation
in a loud and excited tone of voice,* obscured
in metaphorical and ambiguous language,
and guarded by a limiting condition :

3 Journal of Philology xxiii. p. 272: add Quint.
vi. 30-43.

4 benaytey 211, awéxraytev. 165, This is the ex-
planation of other words, applied to the delivery of
oracles, as idyew and xéAados and those which are
technical of them, Aakeiv, dpOidewv. Aaxeiv does not
mean  to say,’ or as Liddell and Scott suppose to
noise abroad,” but ‘to utter with a wild, confused,
and half-articulate cry’ such as comes from the
victims of a nightmare. Compare for instance Cho.
35, 533, 4g. 287. Upon all this subject I shall have
more another day.
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xpove pév dypet Tpudpov wéhw dde xédevbos
wdvra 0¢ wipywy
krijvy wpdobe 7& SnppiomAndiy
potpa Aawdet wpos 7o Blawoy:
olov pi} s dya Oedfev kvepdoy mporumey
aripov péya Tpolas

arparwlér & KV & ydp émigfovos™Aprepss dyva
TTAVOLOW KVTL TaTPOS

139 of<w MSS.

olov py) kvedpdoy means pévov ¢pdlecfar or
¢vraxréov py . ...and this is the saving
clause which it appears from some amusing
parodies was proper to a prophecy: A4.P. xi.
163 a wrestler, a pentathlete, and a runner
come to find out from a udvris which will
win., ‘wdvres’ €pny ‘vikdre wdévov w1 Tis
ot wapéMdy, kal o¢ karaoTpéyn, Kxal o& wapa-
Tpoxdoy.” In xi. 360 a farmer consults an
astrologer on his prospects. ¢If it rains
enough’ is the response ‘and not too much,
and the furrows are not spoilt by frost, nor
young shoots crushed by hail, nor the crop
devoured by deer, and nothing else un-
favourable befalls from earth or air, I fore-
tell you a good harvest—puodvas 8ei{d:6.
Tas dkpidas.’

For oike yap éwigpfovos .. . Casaubon con-
jectured olkre. The word is quite super-
fluous, yet here the chief stress of the sen-
tence must be placed upon it. It would
signify in Greek ¢ for it is out of compassion
that Artemis is jealous...’ The same
objection holds equally against oikg, which
other objections have been strong enough to
discredit with most critics. The only way
you can translate it is to take it in apposi-
tion to xvol: ‘for Artemis is wroth against
the kouss—her Father’s wingéd hounds for
sacrificing a poor hare...” Who does not
feel that to be most awkward writing?
Besides, though the two eagles do of course
in the prophet’s mind symbolize the two
Atreidae, it is by symbols that he speaks;
it is not the part of the soothsayer to be
scholiast upon his own deliverance: dANos piv
6 xpnopwdds, dAhos 8¢ & éppnyeds.

What L take the seer to say is this: ‘In
course of time I see the fall of Priam’s town
—if .only no jealousy from heaven dull the
great embattied! bit that should hold the
mouth of Troy—for I have misgivings;
Artemis is wroth against her Father’s
wingéd hounds for sacrificing a poor timorous
hare with all her unborn young.” Artemis
is both the befriender of young creatures
and the patroness cf child-bed; there is
reason therefore to apprehend that she may
show resentment.

1 grparwdév is an epithet limiting’ the metaphor.
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Then he proceeds (146) ¢ But though so
kindly 2 to all young wild creatures, yet con-
sent, to grant fulfilment of this sign, which
though partly favourable, is partly never-
theless untoward.’

Skvd ydp (=ob fappd ydp) is in this sense
Tovikdrepov and used accordingly by Xeno-
phon and Sophocles: e.g. Phil. 907.

178 ‘I can find none’ the Chorus say ¢ to
put my trust in, but Zeus alone’:

otk &w wpocekdoal
whyw Alos €l 16 pdrav dmd Ppovribos dxbos
xpY) BaAely émpripws.
I\ g 7 > /, 7
ovd’ doris wdpolev v péyas, Tappdx o
Opdoe Bpiowy .
ovdev Aéar mpiv Gv, ‘
55 & &merr’ &y, TpraxTipos oixerar TuxdV

Paley says ‘doris cannot be used of a
definite person,” and reads o8’ &8s 7ois
wdpofer v péyas, ¢ neither he who to those
of old was a god of power’ which leads one
to expect a different antithesis from &s &
érar’ &pv. The natural opposition would
be o?#’ s viv. I am aware that Soms may
be argued for, but probability is very much
against it, and when we find the sentence
beginning with 039’ doris, suspicion is con-
siderably increased. For what is certain is
that odd’ &oris wdpofev or od8 8s vois
wdpofev could only mean ‘not even ke that
was great aforetime,’ the stress being on
wdpofev. That is pointless here. The only
plausible conjecture I have seen is o3 doris
(Pauw). The reading I propose, because it
proceeds by an unexpected path, will be
somewhat startling at first sight; but it
appears to me to make a npatural and

offective sentence. For OYAOCTIC I
merely write OYAOCTIC

oPAds Tis wdpobev v péyas, map-
pdxe fpdoe Bpiwy:
¢ A violent one was great of old, swelling
with boisterous puissance.” The metaphor
throughout is of a combat—rpiarriipos and
mappdye, o word which it will be seen in
the 7Thesaurus was properly used of the
pancratiast. oflos, the epithet applied by
Homer to Ares and Achilles, is eminently
suitable to this turbulent swasher.

It cannot stand for an argument, but it
may be suggested not unfairly, that if
Aeschylus did use this word, he would have

2 Perhaps rdaoy wep ebppwy <b¢>, Kard Spdootor
AexTois pahep@v Aedvrwv, thongh one rather desider-
ates efppwrv, Kard, obo’ ¥oaior. That at any rate
should be the metre. Kaad, the well-known epithet
of Artemis, is used here after the usual custom, to
flatter and conciliate the goddess. 9

19
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recalled that celebrated saying of Xeno-
phanes (p. 35 Karsten) odlos opg, odlos 3t
voet, odAos 8¢ v’ drove: though the identity
is only one of sound, for ofAos there meant
dAos.

405 Aerdv & diover pudv oddes Betiv
Tov & émiorpodov rov
. b ddikwv kabapel
may be suggested, though such a position
of words is rare even in Homer (A 186 rov
“Exropi pdbov éviomes). Yet in Bum. 487 (as
it stands) 70 eis dmavr’ éyd Gjow xpdvov is
eis TOv dmavra xpdvov.

702 "IAlyp 8¢ xkfidos dpb-
dvvpov Teheaaippov
pvis Hhacer

Macey will not bear enquiry. It cannot
mean ‘drove to Troy’; while if IAfy is
translated rightly ¢for Troy, #Aacev must
mean, as always, ‘drove away.’ "Besides,
the «ijdos was not driven, or even brought,
to Troy to take vengeance for the xjdos:
what was brought there was the Grecian
army ; and it was then the Trojans found
that "INy aimewd Mdpis ob ydpov dANd v/’
drav dydyer ebvaiav eis ahdpovs ‘EAévav Eur.
Andr. 103.  flacev is a mistake for froe,
a synonym of &pavev, é&émpafev, érerelwoer
¢ brought to fulfilment,” and is constructed
with épfavupor exactly as Soph. An¢. 1178
Tobmos ds dp’ 8pbov fwvoas: of. 0.C. 454
makaipald dpoi ®oifos ruoé more, 0.7. 166
yiger éxromiav ¢Adya, Hom. » B6T of p
érvpa  xpalvovow.  Theb. 870 daqby . . .
éméxpavey.

The same error was corrected by Reiske
Eur. Heracl. 788, reading Sujrvoer éAevlepi-
cat for dujlacer.

779 Weil reads

- woAhot 82 Bpordv 75 Soxely €dvor
wporiovay

in place of elvai. The very phrase is used
by Lucian iii. 274 where he is reminding
Samippus, who had wished to be a king,
what the drawbacks of the position would
have been : émBovdal pvpiar xal $pfdvos wapd
Tdv ovvdvrev kai picos kal kolaxéwr, $ilos 8
obdels dAnbiis, dANL wpds 70 Séos dwavres 7
#pos 7y é\mida edvor Sokodvres ¢lvas
784 xai ocvyxaipovow Spotompemets
dyélaota wpdeura Bualdpevar
. I agree with Hermann in believing a
paroemiac to have been lost that contained
the finite verb; and from the following
passages 1 should expect that the purport
of it was ¢they smile only with the lips’:
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Hom. O 101 % 8¢ yéhaooev xeiheow, od 8¢
péromoy én’ ddpvot kvavégow lavfy ¢ smiled at
him with her lips, not with her eyes’ as
Mr. Stephen Phillips has it. Luecian iii.
153 mpooierar pév kai mpoouedid rois xelheaw
drpots, puoel 8¢ kai Addfpa Tobs 8ddvras duampiet.
Fronto p. 243 Naber 8 to yé\ws, olrws 16
wpiv dBohos elvar medukds s kal Tovs dddvras
10v yeAdvrov émdaxvvew, els Tooobrov 10y
weptéoTyrey kaxopnxavias xal évédpas bs xai Td
XetAn kpvmrew Tav €€ émPBoulijs mpooryehvvray.
Plaut. Capt. 484 nemo ridet. scivi extemplo
rem de confecto geri. me canem quidem
inritatam volwit quisquam smitarier, saltem,
8t non adriderent, dentis ut restringerent.
Schol. Plat. Pep. 337 A p. 926 pijmore odv 0
‘Opnpucdy, Sfev kal 7 wapoypin, lows éppiy,
¢ pednoe B¢ Bund gapdiviov pdra Tolov' TO¥
dn’ abrév TOV xaAdv yélwra kai péxpe TOD
geapévar yryvépevov aqupaivee (cf. Thes. s.v.
gaipw). But, continues Aeschylus, oix &rm
Aafeiv 3 pp a7 a, their eyes bewray them.

790 <At that time,’ say the Chorus,
‘when you were marshalling an expedition
for the sake of Helen, I will freely confess
that you appeared in our sight ill-advised in
seeking to recover a willing impudence at
the cost of lives of men’ :

fdpoos ékovaiov
dvdpdar Bvijoxovot kopilwy.

This is Dr. Verrall’s interpretation (‘a
consenting wanton’), and I have never had
a moment’'s doubt that it was right.
Curiously enough it so happened that this
was singled out by two of his crities for
rejection on the face of it; which shows
how hard it is for an unfamiliar view to
win its way. Yet it need not have been
altogether unfamiliar, for two- critics had
already given its cprrect meaning to xouilwv
and referred fdpoos éxovoov to Helen. M.
Weil suggested ‘Fortasse rfjs Onheias vel
tale quid excidit, ut hoc dicat poeta :
Jfeminae audaciam voluntariom (sponte enim
Helene adulterum secuta erat), @.e. feminam
perfidam, virorum morte recuperare conans,
illustrating xoud{wv by Pind. 0. xiii., 58, P.
iv. 106. Mr. Margoliouth, using the same
passages and adding Eur. Supp. 275, made
a further step by taking the text to be
complete : ¢Helenae impudicitiam Jibenter
admissam, non vi coactam, virorum morte
reducens,’ quoting for the sentiment Eur.
Tro. 370 sgg. And the final step is made
by Dr. Verrall, who takes fdpoos éxodaiov
to be a description of Helen actually
herself. If it could be used so, it is plainly
better ; but this is the point where hesita-
tion may be felt and for which illustration
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may not be unwelcome. Dr. Verrall says
¢Nor is fdpoos difficult in itself. Like picos
and o7vyos, s0 Bdpoos or Bpdoos is used in a
personal sense (e.g. Eur. Andr. 261 &
BdpBapov av Opéppa xal oxnpév Opdoos), and
it is of course common as a synonym of
4vaidea.’ This is perfectly correct; but
the example is a vocative: would such a
phrase be used in the third person? Yes,

where the meaning is sufficiently defined,

there is not the least objection : dyxea (voca-
tive Hom. B 235, E 787) Q 260 74 § é\dyxea
wdvra M eawrat.  8vabos Teles (Stob. Fl. 40. 8)
Ta Ot dveldy Tis Sppoxpatias év Tois Snpom.otg
rdpois (refapuévor elo?). Eur. Cyel. 293 +a
&' “EX\ddos 8dappovd v’ dveidn (Helen 1) <I>pv£w
otk &doxapev. ' Aesch. Theb. 526 75 yap
mérews Ovedos... Spiyya. Ar. Ach. 855
Avoiorpatos... Xohapyéwv Sveidos. Lycurg. p.
148. 25 7otrov...7is Te warpidos dverdos yeyern-
pévov...Dem. 558. 5, 11.
640, Apoll. Rhod. iv. 445) Cho. 1025 pyrépa
... aTpoxTdvov piacpa kai Oedy, ariyos, B30 two
ariyous ‘by the loathsome creature,” 4.P.
vii, 405 Bovwrd\ewov és oTdyos i.e. 7ov Bovma-
Aov: so probably Cho. 766 Seomérov oriye
‘our hated master,’ cf. deipara Onpdv, Gypov
8dxn, Oripetov ddkos. picos (voc. Philoct. 991,
Med.1312) Ag. 1411, Antig. 760 dyere 76 picos,
Eur. fr. 530. 4 Kdérpdos 8¢ pionu’, 'Apris
"Ataldvry, Hipp. 409, Eum. 73. Forms in
-ua are commonly so used, as drawdAqgua Cho.
1000, 7ov aipvAdrarov, éxBpov dAnma Soph.
Aj. 389, wdvoodov kpéryua Aaéprov vydvos fr.
827, Holvkpdrys &¢..., Adywv Tu moumdy

kai kaky yAdooa Aeschrio (Ath. 335d).
Finally, besides & fpdoos in Andr. 261, we
have kpatoioa pev yip (ywi) oly Suihyrov
Opdaos (éori) : so there need be no hesitation
about the use of the contemptuous neuter
here. The name has been already named,
and a Greek audience would not experience
the least difficulty in understanding what
was meant. Nothing can have been more
familiar to them than this view of Helen as
a ground of discontentment both at home
and in the camp. It was bad enough that
men’s blood should be shed for a woman’s
sake-at all (dg. 62, 455, cf. Supp. 486),
especially when that woman was another’s
wife (dg. 455, Achilles in Hom. A 154, I
327, 339) ; but for a woman who went off
with her lover of her own accord (add Eur.

Andr. 592 sgq.), this was mdeed a thmg

mtolerable 2

“1 80 I understand it; but this explanation does
not appear to have occurred to editors.
" -2 See the Asiatic view of this very matter as re-
presented by Herodotus i. 4; when women were
carried off, it was folly to make exertions for re.

oriyos (voc. Theb. -
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Another instance of xouifew in this case
is Pind. V. vii. 27.

1269 éronTedoas 8¢ pe
kdv Tolade Kéopols kaTayelwpérmy perd |
$iXov v’ éxBpdv od Sixoppémus pdry
‘having regarded me even in this raiment
laughed to scorn by foes and friends alike
without distinction.” The form of phrase,
which from its unfamiliarity has occasioned
a good deal of doubt and alteration, may be
illustrated by the proverbial sayings éppérw
didos aiv éxbpd (Plut. Mor. 50 ¥, Macar. iv.
12), opddAew- ov éfpois kai ¢pidovs xépdos
¢pépec and dwdlotro xai @ilos ovv Exbpots
(Macar. vii. 95). Bergk’s reading in Pind.
viil. ‘74 woAAots 0'o¢ous (for godds) dokei med’
dppdvev Biov kopvoaéuer dpfofotiloiae ,ua.xa.vmg
would be just such another phrase, ‘is
thought not only by fools but by many wise
men also.’
If the original had been
kaTayehopévmy pdryy
didov I, ExBpbv ob dixoppdmws péra,
to take this for ix" éxfpdv would have been
a patural error, and to transpose pera and
pdrpy a ready expedient for making a
construction ; but the MS., which throws
the stress on éxfpav, has a very obvious

. meaning, ‘laughed at now in Argos as before

at Troy.” That.meaning would have been
as well expressed by ¢pidev uér’, éxfpdv od
Sixoppdmws Yo,

1432 kai mpd dxoves privv éudv Géuw
cannot be correct, for dxoves would mean
‘you hear, ‘you have heard now’; it is
after the law has been recited that the
orator says dkoveis Tov_vdpov, and the same
is the case invariably with dxovets or xAves.
Greek would be xai mv8’ dxovoov (Casaubon)
as Cho. 498, or dxové ¥y’ (Herwerden), or as I
suggest dkovay ¥ or dxovoe Y (AKOYCIT),.
as Kum. 306, Soph. 45. 1141.

1444 dripa 8 odk émpafdyy

6 p&v yap ovrws® 7 8é Tot . . .

Kkeitat, pjrwp Todd, énoi & émjyayer

edvijs mapoyovnua Ths éuijs xAdijs.
The more I look at this, the less I like it.
In the first place I never saw in genuine
Greek such an inexplicable collocation of
genitives as elvijs Tijs éufjs xMdijs. But allow
it, for the sake of argument, to pass; what
can we suppose it means? As a matter of
fact, almost every critic supposes something

different. Paley gives some of the various
venge, 5fiAa yap 8 671, €l Y abral éBedAovre, odr B
fpmdlovro. .
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interpretations that have been advanced, to
which those of Enger and Schneidewin may
be added, while Wecklein’s Appendix will
show numerous conjectures.
I think the most necessary to combat is that
which makes Clytemnestra say ¢Cassandra
by her death has added to the enjoyment of
my bed.’ ‘How has she done it Revenge
may have added to Clytemnestra’s enjoy-
ment of life generally; but how to the
particular enjoyment she is supposed to
name? I confess I am unable to perceive.
If it were so, we should get a reasonable
construction by reading x\dj ¢triumph,’
‘exultation’ as the subject to émjyayer.

But the aesthetic objection is too strong.
There are few .women, however dissolute,
abandoned, shameless, that I can imagine
making so hideous an avowal; and I am
sure that the Clytemnestra of Aeschylus is
not among them. How far her guilty con-
nexion with Aegisthus was a motive to her
act, is a question askKed by Pindar (P. xi 22),
but not answered,—as indeed you could not
answer it ; and Aeschylus with rare artistic
judgment leaves us to conjecture. But it
is a motive not admitted by herself at all;
never admitted, I imagine, even to her own
mind. Her justification, asserted before and
after (1395-7, 1402-5, 1412-20, 1433-4,
1524-31, 1554) in the plainest and most
solemn terms, is righteous vengeance for her
daughter’s life: Aegisthus is her ‘sym-
patheticl’ friend and ally, who will continue
to light the fire upon her hearth. That is
all she says; all, surely, that any woman
could say. The reticence of the expression is
in the strongest contrast with the frank and
emphatic declaration that immediately pre-
cedes it. But having made that declaration,
she then permits herself to vent in passionate
invective the jealous hate and fury of an
injured wife.

Among the passages collected by Blom-
field to illustrate mapoydryua is a fragment
of Aristophanes (Ath. 368 ¢) wdoais yvwarfiv
é€ é&vds ye Tobd Tpémov domep wapoyis poixds
éoxevaopévos. That, as he observes, ¢ap-
prime huc facit’; ‘nempe wapoyis erat
ferculum delicatum, quod praeter solitos
cibos apponebant : gallice, entremets.” But
yet he missed the meaning, for he reads
with Musgrave x\idj. No, the phrase is
not only in the same direction, but abso-

1 This is the nearest equivalent of € ¢povav éuof
1437, as in other places, ¢.g. Ag. 288, Cho. 770.—In
1654 where she implores him to refrain from blood-
shed, the appeal is by her love for him, & ¢irrar’
avdpav ; but that is a different thing from talking of
her ebvh with him to the public.

The view which -
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lutely parallel. What the poixds is in re-
lation to the wife and husband, that, she
says, was Cassandra in relation to Aga-
memnon and herself ; this woman was edvijs
wapopdvnua Ths éufis, to the bed that be-
longed by right to me. The phrase is not
the accusative and object to émjyayer, but
the nominative and subject of it—or better,
perbaps, it is in apposition to the previous
nominative % 8¢ ro.. And it follows that
the object must be Ay :

driypa & otk émpatdryy:
6 pév yap odvrwse 1 8é Tou. . .
KkeiTat, Pphijrop T0vd’, éuol & émjyayer,
ebvijs mapofovnua Tis éuijs, xMdnv.
To appreciate the construction of the
passage it should be understood that she is
contemplating the relations that all three
have held to one another, and gloating with

*sardonic joy upon their different issues ; and

these things are expressed by closely-knit
antitheses : ¢ Low lies the wronger of his
wife ; and she, his paramour (1439 sgq.),
lies there beside him. They have met with
their deserts ; for thus it is with Aém; and
she, that was his lover, is laid low—she,
that chose to trespass upon my wifely rights,
hath but afforded me the exquisite delight
of triumph.’ That is how they have sever-
ally come off ; herself alone is left victorious
at all points.

A mew force, that before was lacking, is
now gained by ¢ijrap Todde ; it is directly
balanced by edvijs mapodvgua Tis éufs, and
it may well be that the active word was
selected with the intention of conveying
Clytemnestra’s view of Cassandra, as an
enemy who had dared to side with Aga-

' memnon, and had thereby offered a chal-

lenge to herself.

éxdyew is used by Pindar thus, like émi-
Sodvas: P. viil. 64 to Apollo, 70 pév péyrarov
180 xappdrov dmwaocas, oikee 8 wpdofev
dpmakéav 8dow . . . éxdyayes: cf. 0.ii 10,
41, Soph. 4j. 1189.

The schol. has v éx mepovoias Tpvdnyw,
which Blomfield took to be an explanation
of wapoydvyua merely. It must have in-
cluded xAdis, for of that word zpugy is
the grammarians’ regular equivalent® (see

? When I was studying scholia first, and reading
those on Sophocles, I came upon rpvpav ikal évaBpty-
eosfa: (without a lemma) on O. 7. 1070, and turned at
once to see whether the text was xAlew or xAdar.
I found radryv & éare mAovoly xalpew véve. It is
against all probability that xafperv should have been
the lemma ; but of X AI€IN those are the proper

explanations: e.g. Pind. O. x. 99 xAdGoa 3¢ poAwd :
schol. p. 256 évri ~o0 Tpup@oa, évaBpuvouéry. Nauck
for the same reason had conjectured xAdar. It is
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Ruhuken 7%m. 276 = 230, Moeris 408 = 370) :
thus (to quote passages some of which will
at the same time 1illustrate the sense of
luzuriating triumph) Aesch. Supp. 925
"EX\gow éyxMess, 242 yAiovra, schol. rpv-
davra, Cho. 137 &v . . . wévoior xAlovaw, schol.
rpupdow. Hesych. ‘Byyle: évrpudd. Xhle:
Bpvmre: P.V. 1003 x\dav doikas Tols mapodor
wmpdypace: schol. rpuvgdv, dviecfar. Soph.
Trach. 281 FwepyMiovres: schol. tmepevrpu-
Prjoavres.

xAidijy was conjectured by Auratus, but it
is unfortunately impossible to know how he
understood the sentence. M. Waeil, to whose
judgment and penetration I am accustomed
in such a case to look with hope, now reads
(after Karsten) folvys mapoydimua 108’ edvijs
xM\djv. Butin his edition of 1861 he had been
upon the track that I have followed : ¢ Vul-
gata per breviloquentiam a graeco sermone
non abhorrentem, bis cogitato wapoydimua,
fortasse sic expediri potest, ut Agamemno
dicatur quam sibi adduxerit elvijs wapoydvnua,
Clytaemnestrae adduxisse rapoydimua xAidis.’
It is unnecessary to dwell upon the objec-
tion to the sentence this would make; but
there alobe is the suggestion to be found
that by edvijs wapoydvyua might be mean
Cassandra. '

1479 éx rod yap &puws aiparoroiyos
veiper Tpéderar, wplv kaTaAjiar
76 wakawdv dxos, véos Iyap.

velper Tpéperar may be, I think, a corruption
of a compound veipurpodeirar, like oxiar-
popeiofar : cf. vvkryyopeichar Theb, 29. To
write it as we find it would be the natural
tendency of a copyist ; thus we get in MSS.
dyer kvjuoy schol. Pind p. 312 (fr. 82) for
dyxikpypvov, &viicer wéhw Simonides in
Plat. Prot. 346 c¢ for dwjourolw, kdupe
‘dlavhov Telestes in Ath. 637 a for
kapyiiaviov : while for the strengthened
form of the verb they tend to write the
* simple form ; thus (to take a case in which
this often happens) in Eur. fr. 1063. 5 for
dvaocTpodopéry (Gesner) the  MSS. of

possible, indeed, to conceive and argue that Sophocles
might wish to su%]gest &are xalpew ‘lot her go’; but
no one ever saw that word so glossed ; and xafew is
the most appropriate word in this connexion: e.g.
Eur. fr. 986 xAobry -xAiddoa, P.V. 918 wAolry Sia-
Opurropévay (évrpupdvrev schol.)...yévva peyarvvo-
pévaw.
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Stobaeus and Choricius vary between dvao-
Tpodopuéry and dvacrpepopévy.

The form might also be vepirpageirar, as
oxwarpagpeirar. This word too supplies an
example of the tendency to break up com-
pounds : in Stob. Flor. 97. 17 (Eur. fr. 546.
8) there is a v.l. oxia Tpodoipevos.

1573 To save space I will give at once
what I believe to have been the history of
our text :

KkTedvwv Te pépos
améxpy

Bawv éxovon mav érapxis nory’

dAAnAodévous

pavias peddfpwv dpelodoy.
The pext step was wdv dwdxpy 'pory’ : bub
since wdv dwdxpy cannot be constructed
together, 7av was taken to be a predicate ;
and that necessitated a connecting particle
in the following clause: and so we get
kredvov 7€ pépos Bawv éxovay wdv, dmwoxpn
pou 8. . . The rhythm alone is enough to
show that cannot be genuine; but to
confirm my view that this was supposed to
be the construction, cod. f has actually
that punctuation, a comma after wav. I
had long looked with suspicion upon dwdxp,
for it is a prose word, not a poetical, and
neither in Epic, Lyric, or Tragedy is ever
used at all. Thus it would be a natural
synonym for explanatory pnrposes: Moeris
p- 262 Oik dmijpker dvri Tod odx dméxpm,
’Apwroddims IoAvidy. But poetry uses
dpxd and compounds, verbs and adjectives,
as Ag. 390 dmwijpavrov Gor dmapxetv, Pers.
240 xhovros dfapxils, A.P. x. 76 whotrov
éxew 0w 7Tov émdpxiov, Anon. (Suid.
Halapidns) ein por Blotos maverdpkios
‘all-sufficient.” And so here I believe that
Aeschylus (who has wavapkels Theb. 152)
wrote wavemapkés émuoy . . . . while
the copyist, after the habit of such with
unexpected compounds, made two words of
it. In Tambl. Vit Pyth. § 147 Cobet Coll.
Crit. p. 378 for 76 Aeydpevov wiv dAnbés
restored wavalyfés, and the tendency is seen
in Theb. 709 where wavd\nfel was the first
attempt at TTANAAHOH. é&uorye is quite
suitable : Plat. Prot. 346 ¢ éyd, & Mirraxé,
ot Sk Talrd g€ Yéyw omt elpl PldPoyos, émel
épovye éfapxel Os ... Pherecrat. 145. 17.
4AN" odv éuorye xodros v dwoxpdv dvip.

W. HeapLaM.




