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THE CLASSICAL REVIEW.

And this really seems to be the solution :
there is another alternative.

‘What is here said of the procedure in the
Odyssey is an illustration of a principle laid
down at the beginning of the chapter, which
Homer, Aristotle says, understood (rodr’
fowkev kalids iBeiv) :—14512 16, udfos 8 éoriv
els olx domep Twes olovrar éav mepl o fr
moA\ yop kai dwepa TG évi oupPaive, &£ v
[&viwv] obdév éorv & ovrws 8¢ kai wpdées
évos moMal elow, é£ Gv plo oddepin yiverar
wpaéis. ‘A story is not a unity, as some
people fancy, because it is about one person,
for innumerable things happen to one
person out of which no unity can be made’
ete.

So here, in our passage, Aristotle says
‘ Homer, when composing a poem about one
man, Odysseus, nevertheless did not put in
it everything which happened to his hero,
[for, as said above, things happened to him
which could . not be combined into a unity,—
owéBy ¢ Qv obdév éorw &) for instance it
happened to him (ovéfBy) on the one hand
that he was wounded on Parnassus, and on
the other hand that he pretended to be mad,
neither of which events had any necessary
or probable connection with the other’ [and
so could not be combined in the same unity.]

Thus in the clause olor wAyyfva x.T.A.,
with which owéBy must be understood,
Aristotle does not assert either that Homer
put in the first event and omitted the
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second, or that he omitted both; but only
gives them as examples of incidents which
could not be combined into a unity, examples
therefore which shew that Homer could not
put in everything alike which happened
to Odysseus (oix émoipoer dmavra Soa aird
ouwvéfBn) because they are such that he
could not put in both. And that isall. It
is not said how, exactly, the poet treated
the incidents, e.g. which of them he left out,
and it would make no difference to Aris-
totle’s point if neither had happened to
occur in the poem.

The sense then is shortly ‘¢ Homer who
appreciated (xaAds elde) the principle above
laid down, did not put in his poem every-
thing which happened to his hero: for
example here are two incidents, which have
no conceivable connection with one another
ete. [which could not therefore be combined
into a unity; so that, according to our
principle, one or other must be left out.]’

The logical and grammatical difficulties
would thus seem to disappear.

It may be added that the words dvayxaiov
7 eixds are emphatic. The expression ‘no
necessary or probable connection’ comes
very mnear our phrase ‘no conceivable con-
nection.” The emphasis is very appropriate
on the interpretation here suggested, but on
the other interpretations seems rather lack-
ing in point.

J. Cook WILSON.

NOTES ON THE TEXT OF

IN revising the text of the Parian Marble
with a view to a new edition I have hit
upon certain supplements and corrections,
which I publish at once, partly at the in-
stance of Dr. Hiller von Gaertringen, who
is preparing the inscriptions of Paros for
the Corpus Insularum, partly in the hope of
drawing suggestions from other scholars.

The text naturally falls into three parts
corresponding to the three fragments of the
stone. The first fragment, lines 1 to 45,
disappeared ! in the seventeenth century,
and its text is known to us only from
Selden’s edition in his Marmore Arundelli-

1 Prideaux says in his preface that this fragment
was used to repair a fireplace in Arundel House, pre-
sumably a marble chimney-piece. If so, it may yet
be recovered, forsuch a piece of furniture would be
likely to be removed entire, and the slab may have
been made into a panel or shelf and still retain the
inscription on its inner face.

THE PARIAN MARBLE.—I.

ana, 1628 and 1629. The second is now in
the University Galleries at Oxford, but has
suffered so much from exposure and neglect
that the text is in many places better pre-
served in the earlier editions than on the
stone. The third fragment was discovered
about four years ago in Paros, and remains
in the local museum at Paroikia, where 1
have collated it.

This last portion has been excellently
edited by Crispi and Wilhelm in Mitthsil-
ungen des Instituts, Athenische Abtheilung,
xxii. 1897, pp. 183-217. TFor the rest
Boeckh’s great edition in the Corpus Inscrip-
tionum Graecarum, vol. ii. no. 2374, is the
standard. It is the foundation on whichall
later editors have built, and enjoys such
unquestioned acceptance that even in
scholarly works Boeckh’s restorations are
commonly quoted as if they bad the
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authority of the Marble itself. Boeckh has
indeed done more for the restoration and
interpretation of the text than anyone since
Selden, and more than anyone will ever be
able to do again. But his edition has not
the finality which has sometimes been at-
tributed to it. Perhaps no edition can ever
be final, for the reconstruction of the text
is a very difficult matter. In some places
the inscription has been so extensively
mutilated that no supplement can be more
than a happy divination. The size and
closeness of the writing vary so much that
one line may contain 30 letters more than
another. Selden’s text (as Palmerius long
ago demonstrated) does not always preserve
the spaces of the original, his gaps are only
very roughly measured, and his dots seldom
represent, and do not seem to be meant to
represent, the number of letters missing.
It is not surprising that even Boeckh’s wide
learning and wonderful sagacity are some-
times at fault. But his edition is still
beyond all comparison the best hitherto
published, and the bulk of his work need
never be done again. I take my start from
Boeckh’s achievements, and discuss \only
points in which I think that his text can
still be mended.

L

Ep. 4. Lines 6-8. ’A¢’ ol kartakhvopos
éri Aevkalivvos éyévero, kal Aevkaliov Tovs ||
Sufpovs épvyev éy Avkwpelas els "Abjvas mpols
Kpavalov, kol TOYAIO .. YO ... A.. M
TOYTOIP .. ONIA . ..... 0O..

corijp Evoe, || [€lrp XHHPAD, Baciler-
ovros "Abpvav Kplalv[a]od.

Boeckh restores Tov Aw[s 70]d ’O[pBpiov
*Aaq|p[{]ov 6 ipdv idpvoat]o [kai], compar-
ing Pausanias i. 32, 2, &or 8¢ & T Hdpmbe
kai dAos Bopds, Glovor 8¢ én’ adrov Tore piv
"OuBpiov 7Tort 8¢ ’Amfjuov ralovvres Ala.
But the altar on Parnes is not here to the
point, and Boeckh’s attempt to treat
seriously Selden’s spaces and dots breaks
down. Probably Selden copied first what
was obvious and afterwards what was diffi-
cult, but his gaps proved too wide and his
supplements were badly adjusted. It is
better to revert to Chandler’s restoration,
based on Prideaux, vot Awls 7o]d 'O[Av]p-
[mi]ov 70 {elpdv i8[pvoar]o [kai]. Cf. Paus.
1. 18, 8, 700 8¢ "Olvpmiov Aws Aevkalivva
oixodopsjoar Aéyover 76 dpyaiov iepdv. On
iepov not ipov see Wilhelm’s observations in
Ath, Mitth. xxii. p. 199.
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Ep. 5. Lines 8-10. ’A[¢’ ob’Apdt]xriov
Aevkaliovos éBacilevoer év @cppomvlats, kal
auvijye || [T]ods mepl TONOPON oixodvras rai
o[vé]pacer 'Apdikriovas k..

Wilhelm (l.c.)- convincingly argues that
for 7ov Spov we ought to read TOIEPON,

N e 2
TO LEPOV.

Ep. 7. Lines 12-13. ’A¢’ ob Kddpos 6
"Ayijvopos els ®jfas dpixero [
kal] &riocev Ty Kadpel- || -av, &n k.1.A

Palmerius supplied xora xpyoudv with
reference to the oracle about the cow.
Boeckh suggested ék ®Powikns comparing
lines 14-5, & Alyimrov els mp ‘EX\dda
érhevoe.  (Cf. also Herod. ii. 49, wapa
Kddpov Te 70v Tuplov xal Tév odv adrd &
Dowikys dmkopévev & v viv Bowrtlav
kaheopémy xdpyv cf. v. 57). Flach justly
observes that the order of words in lines
14-5 is different and tells against Boeckh’s
suggestion. (Cf. also line 7, above, and
line 51 Sawde éy Mirvhjrns els Sikellav
irhevoe) Flach conjectures rijs Bowwrias,
which is flat, and supported neither by
Herodotus mnor by the practice of the
Marble. Perhaps, as the line seems a
little too short, xar’ Edpdmys {jrnow might
stand. This phrase, or its equivalent, is so
frequent in connection with Cadmus, that it
suggests that either one chapter of the
Cadmean legend was known as ‘the quest
of Huropa,” or some poem, which was a
favourite authority for the legend, bore that
title. Cf. Herod. iv. 147, Diod. Sic. v. 48
and 58, Ap. Rhod. iii. 1178, Apollod. iii. 1,
Schol. Eurip. Phoen. 638, Syncell. p. 306
(Bonn), ete., and the Ajuyrpos Hijmows attri-
buted to Orpheus in line 26 below.

Ep. 8. Lines 13-14. ’A¢’ ob [

Jvicis éBacilevoay, Em kA,

Boeckh justly suspects that the lacuna is
too small in Selden’s text. He is clearly
right in preferring Lydiat’s Aaxe]vicis to
Selden’s Pot]vixys, but I cannot follow him
in accepting the supplement Edpdras xai
Aaxedaipwy. It is neither recorded nor pro-
bable that Burotas reigned simultaneously
with his son-in-law! ILacedaemon, and
neither of them has a strong claim to be
mentioned.

I conjecture A ¢’ ob [Swaproi, pere Kdduov
émeadvres, Aakwvicis éBacilevaav, or some-
thing to that effect. The suggestion is based
on the proximity of Cadmus in space and

1 Lydiat does not prove his statement that Eurotas
and Lacedaemon were sometimes regarded as brothers.
Steph. Byz. s.v. Tadyeror only shows that Taygete
might be made the mother of either.
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time (Ep. 7, three years earlier, cf. Eusebius
(Schoene) Ann. Abr. 696 and 700) and the
words Aaxwviciis éBacilevoav. The Sparti
furnish not only a link between these two
terms, but also an explanation of the name
Sparta, which would be quite in the manner
of this part of the chronicle, cf. Kekporia,
'AkTucy), "Apetos wdyos, 'Appicrioves, ‘TEAAyves,
Kaduela, mevrkdvropos, x.m.A.  On the Sparti
in Laconia, cf. Steph. Byz. Swdpry, Aaxwvicoy
xwpiov, dwd Tov perd Kddpov Smaprdv, wepl by
Teaydpas ¢pyoiv: éxweodvras 8¢ adrovs eis Ty
Aaxwvicyy Swdptyy 4’ éavrdy dvopdaat.

The Aegeidae, ¢udy peyddy & ISmdpry
(Herod. iv. 149), were sometfimes derived
from these immigrant Sparti (e.g. Schol.
Pind. Pyth. v. 101, Tzetzes, Lye. 495).
Theras, whom Herodotus regards as the
grandfather of Aegeus, was a Cadmean, and
émrpomainy elxe v & Smwdpry Booyipy
{Herod. iv. 147). One Admetus, priest of
the Carnean Apollo in Thera, and so pre-
sumably an Aegeid, boasts his descent Aaxe-
Saipovos éx Bacidjov in a pair of inscriptions
of Roman date, C.1.G.L, iii. 868-9. These
royal pretensions may be put beside the
éBacgilevoay of the chronicle.

Possibly Plato’s fondness for the myth of
Cadmus and his earth-born warriors may be
connected with his interest in Sparta.

Ep. 9. Lines 14-17. Inline 16 certain of
the daughters of Danaus dmroxAnpofeicar imo
T8y Aowmrdv [iepov iSpio]avro "Abyvis- T
xal voav &ml Tis dxriis én MAPA . . AAI
& Advdor Tijs ‘Podias.

On MAPA .. AAI Selden adds in his
note (p. 74) ‘Ex elementorum, quae supersunt
in Marmore, vestigiis elicuerit forsan quis
MAPAPAAI aut MAPACAAL’  Since
therefore Selden evidently paid some atten-
tion to this word Boeckh’s remark ‘pro
infaustis aliorum conatibus certam dedi
emendationem éu wapdmAe’ must be pro-
nounced reckless. I had long decided that
wapa[cr]dd must be the right reading, when
I was astonished to find it lurking unheeded
in Palmerius’ commentary. The editors
seem to have wholly ignored this convincing
suggestion, and perpetuated only Palmerius’
impossible alternative mapa[Ac]ddi. For éu
wapacrdd compare the formula so common
in the inscriptions of Iasus, C.I.G. ii. 2672
89q., dvaypdyar els wapaordda, Or év T mapa-
oTddu T Tpd Tob dpxelov.

Line 16 is obviously too short, but it is
difficult to decide how to fill it out. The
whole subject of the Daraids at  Lindus
needs clearing up.
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At the beginning of line 16, among
the names of the Danaids, Selden gives
.. AAPEYQ. To one who knows the
stone the obvious emendation is KAAAIS-
TQ, and just as Archedice does not occur
elsewhere among the Danaids, so KaAAwrre
may perhaps be admitted. Kalldixy is
found in Apollodorus, whose list differs
widely from Hyginus’.

Ep. 10. Lines 17-21. Among other events
Hyagais the Phrygian invented flutes [«ai
dppoviav Ty klad|-Aovuérmy Ppuyeri wpdros
noAnoe xai dANovs véuous Myrpos, Aovicov,
avos, xai Tov énf

It should be noticed that the véuor are all
associated with a particular deity. Boeckh’s
restoration vov ér{i Hvhdve érwidecov Avdiori],
cf. Plut. de Mus. 15, is the only one which
entirely harmonizes with the series, and al-
though he does not print it in his cursive
version, its appropriateness seems to me to
outweigh the fact that this vduos was attri-
buted by Aristoxenus to Olympus. Perhaps
76 vfowe (as in Plutarch) would, as Flach
observes, be an improvement ; and I should
omit Avdiori, which is at least unnecessary
after dAhovs vdpous, and to my mind a little
out of tune with the rest of the passage.

Ep. 11. Lines 21-23. «ai "Axpovos, the
name of the third Dactyl, inserted by
Boeckh, makes the line rather long. Pal-
merius and Prideaux more prudently re-
stricted themselves to two, especially as the
discovery of iron is elsewhere actually
ascribed to Kelmis and Damnameneus with-
out Acmon, v. Clem. Alex. Strom. i. 75.

Ep. 12. Lines 23-24. ’A¢’ od Anmimyp
dpcopdry els *Abfvas rkapwdv épi[Telvev, ral
PP.... PPA..... QTH Jfeifavros]||
T]purroXéuov 705 Keleod kai Nealpas, &y
XHA AAAD[1], Basikevovros 'Abijvyow Bpr-
xbéws.

Boeckh restored wp[drepa é]mpdx0y mp]dry,
but evidently felt some misgivings as to the
conjunction of the first two of these words.
‘With great confidence I suggest wp[onpocia
éJmpd[xbn wplary. CE. Hesych. mponpdoia Ta
wpo T0Y dpdrov (dpdtpov cod.) Gipara: Suidas
wpoypooiar ai wpd 70 dpdrov (dpdrpov cod.)
yivdpevar Gvoiarn.  On the whole festival and
its relation to Demeter and Eleusis, see A.
Mommsen, Heortologie.

Boeckh writes Sefdvrwv, but it is more
likely that Neaera is meant to be the
mother of Triptolemus than his helper.
Many different mothers are assigned to
him,
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I have added | to the numeral to dis-
tinguish this epock from the next, for no-
where in the chronicle are two epochs dated
at the same year. Boeckh adopts Lydiat’s
expedient, and reads || for 1T in Ep. 13.

But it is obviously better to set the plough-
ing and sowing in close connection in con-
secutive years. This point bas some bearing
on the question of the season from which
the chronicler reckons his years.

Ep. 14, Lines 25-27. [A¢’ od ’Opdevs
Oldypov]|| vid[s v adrod wo[{Ipow &&[é]0yxe,
Képys 1€ dpmayyy xai Ajuyrpos Liyrmow kai
TOV adTov 160s
Tov imodefapévav TOv kapmoév xrA.  One
would expect i adrod eis dibov kardSacw
(see Boeckh’s note), but Selden's copy has
7év. Boeckh therefore restored xaraBafudv,
but quotes no parallel for this rather odd
use of the word. Perhaps, in view of the
prominence of water in the Orphic pictures
of the nether world, xardrlovs might be
used. Cf. e.g. Hermesianax in Athenaeus
xill. 597, ExAlevoev 8¢ kakdv rai dmwexléa
Xdpov K.1.A

For the latter half of the lacuna Boeckh’s
first idea was 76 fetov wdfos, and it seems to
me happier than his second thought 7o
yhbos. I would add to it éef, for which
there is room enough, to make the meaning
clear and precise.

The whole passage will then run—«ai Tov
adrov [els didov kardmhovy kai 70 felov|| éxel
wd}fos Tév imodefapévev Tov kapmdv. On the
general sense consult Boeckh’s admirable
note.

In line 26 Selden has wdyow both in his
uncial and in his cursive text, and Boeckh
retains it. But, without reckoning iapBo-
wowos and the like words, wommys or woinots
occur 16 times in the extant portions of the
chronicle, and émrolyoev once. The omission
of the dota here seems more likely to be due
to Selden than to the author.

Ep. 16. Lines 29-30. °A¢’ ob xalapuos
wpoToy éyévero OYPPQTQIAON
... EANT .. ... .[I[# XE]Al, Baow

Aevovros Havdiovos Tob Kéxpomos.

None of the conjectures hitherto proposed
are satisfactory. Boeckh, partly following
the lead of his predecessors, writes [¢dv]ov,
mpéralv] "AlOpaiwy xafnpldvr{wv Hpaxhéa].
I would suggest [Meldumwodos wpdr]ov
Tp[or]i[8w]v [wavo]avr{os T paviav], which
is nearer to the copy than it looks at first
sight, and still leaves the line rather a
short one. Cf. Eusebius Ann. Abr. 642
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and 649 (Arm.), 647 and 650 (Hieron.),
where Melampus follows in the next note
after Eumolpus (cf. Ep. 15); and especially
Apollodorus ii. 2, 2, 4, MeAdumovs 8¢. .. ...
pavris by kal iy 8k papudrwy kai xalapudy
Ocparreiov wpdros edpyrds mioyveitar Oepamei-
oew Tas wapbévovs k.m.X. The letters EANT
point to -oarr[os] rather than xafijplavr{os],
and mavo]avr{os fits the space better than
Geparevalavr[os. Cf. Alexis in Athenaeus
viii. 340, 6 MeXdurovs, bs pdvos ras Mpowridas
éravoe powopévas : Schol. Eur. Phoen, 181,
érhavidvro dva Ty xopav és 6 Mehdumovs 6
'Apvbdovos &ravee ogds Tis véoov: Steph.
Byz. Aovoools Smov Mehdumovs &\ovoe Tis
Ipoirov Gvyarépas, kal &ravoe Tis pavias.

There is great diversity in the dates
assigned to Melampus and Proetus, v.
Clinton, Fast. Hell. i. p. 74. The restora-
tion of the numeral here is due to Lydiat,
who acutely observed that no other number
ending in A|[| could fall within the reign of
Pandion II.

Ep. 17. Lines 30-32. ’A¢’ of [¢]v 'EAevoin

6 yv/LVbes ............. Aq)OY ....... Il
cees Al .. Td Avkaa év Apxadlac éyévero,
ket A .. KKE..... Avkdovos &éOnoav . .

tots "EANq]ouv &y xr.A.

There can be no doubt that dyov éréfy
must follow yvuvixds, but Ad)OY is difficult,
for considerations of space absolutely pre-
clude us from starting a fresh epock here,
as was done by some of the earlier com-
mentators. Boeckh ingeniously conjectured
K]A[I O]Y[ZI A Bpépovs dvBpdmou xlai, (cf.
Paus, viii. 2), but the double subject Guoia
xai 76 Adrata scarcely suits éyévero, and the
position of é ‘Apxadia: is very awkward.
"Ev ’Apkadiar ought to answer to & "Elevoiv,
and everything before xai 7o Avxawa ought
to be connected with Eleusis, not with
Arcadia. A passage in the Hymn to
Demeter, lines 263-7, has suggested to me
the restoration émi T|AD[QI Anpogpiovros
700 Keheod, «]ai, which at least illustrates
the sort of supplement required.

For the second lacuna Boeckh considered
[ai Ekx[npittes 708] Avxdovos a certain re-

_ storation, which he interpreted ¢de prae-

conibus novos ludos per Graeciam nuntianti-
bus.” Miiller justly objected to the unknown
word ékknpiéers and substituted éxexepia,
which is accepted by Flach. But neither
word quite fits é8¢fnsav, and both ideas
are mere weak developments of the pre-
ceding clause. This is the right place for a
reference to the human sacrifices which
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formed part of the Lycaean festival and
were ascribed to the institution of Lycaon,
Part of a human victim was chopped up
with the flesh of the other animals sacrificed,
and served out to the communicants. Who-
ever at this ghastly sacrament chanced to
eat of the human flesh was supposed to
become a wolf. [AL] «[p]{avopiar] Avxdovos
seems to me to give the right expression,
and to suit the vestiges well enough, for K
is written narrow with short tails, so that
IKP might easily be misread as KK,

It is difficult to say whether the space for
two letters [&v] before 7ols "ENApow is de-
liberate or casual. There is a similar gap
between kai and ra Avkaia, and such mal-
adjustments are bound to occur in a copy
gradually puzzled out—a bit here and a bit
there and a bit between. Bubt & 7ols
‘EAyow would rather gain by my restora-
tion, for the insertion of év emphasizes the
un-Hellenic character of the practice. Cf.
Plato, Minos, 315 C, xal py érc BdpBapot
dvfpawmor fpdv dAhots véuows xpdrrar, GAAL kal
ol & 7 Avkaig obror kai oi Tod ’Afduavros
iyovor olas Gvoias Giovow "EAAyves dvres.

Ep. 20. Lines 34-36. "A¢’ ob @yofeis
Bagiredwr] ||’ Abyvav Tas Sbdexa mohes els 0
adTo ocurdikioer kai molirelay kai TRV Onuokpa-
viav ATIPEQ . . ... I.... OZ "Abypiv Tov
10v loOplwv dyava ke Sivv dmoktelvas,
k1.

Boeckh gives dn{é]o[ke, xal dmoyevdperjos
'Abpév. ’Amédwxe seems certain, but dawo-
yevdpevos is a little colourless. On the
other hand Gutschmid’s éxov drarlacodpevos
(why present?), quoted by Flach, is un-
necessarily emphatic, although the words
T dnpoxpariav drédwxe point to a voluntary
abdication, cf. Plutarch, Thes. 24 and 25.
Perhaps peracris adrés would hit the mean
without missing the antithesis.

Ep. 22. Lines 37-38. 1 much prefer
Boeckh’s suggestion ér' "Apxeudpor to 7@
Au, which he prints. It is much more like
the chronicle to give the occasion, of. Siyw
dmoxreivas above, éAdvres Kvppav in Ep. 37,
and there is no real lack of space, for the
lines are long (that is to say closely written)
in this part of the inscription.

Ep. 25. Lines 40-41. 'A¢’ ob 'Opéary[s]
.. IOIAITONAYTO .. ... .. [Alyic-
Gov Guyatpt ['Hpwyldv[m Smép Allylobfov, kol
abd[rols § O || -xp Buw)d{oty] & 'Apeifw)
adyor, Jv ‘Opéorys évikpoer [icov yevopévjwy
" [rav yigwr), & [F|HHHHAAA[ AL,
Bacikebovros *Abyyav Anpoddvros.
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Boeckh restored 'Opéory[s =plo[oarrav
adrd[s dlxny tméayev] k.. A, but did not satisfy
himself. Perhaps ’Opéomyls émi mpov]olac
Tév adro[xepidv &ixdoraro] might stand in
default of a better suggestion. It does not
quite convince me, but it has the advantages
of keeping all the letters of Selden’s copy
and giving a sense more pertinent to the
case. Not all airoyeiplar were judged by
the court of Areopagus, but only adroxeipiac
& mpovolas, v. Arist. Ath. Pol. 57, cf.
Plato, Laws ix. esp. 865 B, ¢, 871 a.

"fowy 7yevopévov 'is more natural than
Boeckh’s ivofetrov. In both lines I allow
more letters than Boeckh, but keep well
within the number preserved in several
complete lines.

In the numeral Boeckh supplies 1}1, but

sinee it is impossible to conform the number
to Homer, Od. iii. 304-8, I think that the
first year of Demophon’s reign is the date
most probably intended.

Ep. 26. Lines 41-42. ’'A¢’ ob [Sada- |}
-piva, &) Kimpan Tebkpos ducioer, k.7.\.

The editors restore év Kvmpwi, but com-
pare éy KvBélos and éy Kelawais (line 19),
éy Kulikew and éy Xou (lines 14 and 23 of
the new fragment), & T'éiar (line 74,
clearly ET" on the stone). The exception
év Tdfe (lines 19-20 of the new fragment)
is to be explained by the fact that the
two words come in different lines.

Ep. 27. Lines 42-44. ’A¢’ ob Ny[A]eds
dwa[e Midgrov] xrA., &y FHHH]A“I,
Booedovros’ Abprav MENEZO QS TPEIZ-
KATAEKATOY [ETO]YZ.

Selden’s uncial text has NE .. EYZ,
but in his table of errata and his cursive
version he corrects NE to NH. Boeckh
puts the correction aside as a conjecture,
but T see no valid reason for rejecting it.
The Ionicisms in the text of the Marble
have now almost disappeared (elws is merely
in the heading), so that Nnleds seems
more probable than Needs.

More important is the question of the
date. Selden in his cursive version and
notes tacitly corrects Meveafuws to Meverféws,
which may be accepted as the reading of
the Marble. He is evidently inclined to
believe ! that the words Mevesféws Tpetokat-
Sexdrov &rous have simply been repeated
from line 39 by a blunder of the engraver,
and would substitute for them Médovros or
'Akdorov. Médovros is both epigraphically

1 Palmerius positively and confidently adopts this
theory.
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and historically the more probable correc-
tion. But perhaps Selden goes too far in
rejecting altogether wpeioraidexdrov Erovs.
The precise date assigned to the foundation
of Syracuse in the reign of Aeschylus (Ep.
31) creates a presumption in favour of a pre-
cise date in the reign of Medon for the
Tonie colonization. Moreover the engraver
could hardly have made the mistake, or at
least must surely have detected it, if some-
thing like rpeirradexdrov érovs had not in-
tervened between the king’s name and the
’A¢’ ob which opens the next epoch. But if
Selden’s correction Médovros, and his restora-
tion of the numeral 813, be.accepted, as
surely they must be, then rperraidexdrov
Zrovs can hardly be retained as it stands.
For if we may assume that the Marble con-
tinues to agree with Eusebius’ Canon in the
lengths of the reigns (although putting them
all 26 years earlier), 813 will be the 19th
year of Medon. The only other possible
number is 823, which would be equally in-
consistent with rpetokadexdrov. Boeckh at-
tempts to reconcile the 13th year of Medon
with the numeral 813 by adopting Dodwell’s
suggestion that the chronicler agreed with
the Excerptor Barbarus, and not with
Eusebius’ Canon, in reckoning the years of
the reigns between Menestheus and Medon.
But there still remains a difference of one

Ep. 30.

THE CLASSICAL REVIEW,

year, which he tries to adjust by his unten-
able doctrine of the double computus. We
may, however, find a middle course between
Boeckh and Selden. It will be enough to
account for the stone-cutter’s blunder if the
beginning and end of our restoration re-
semble those of MevesOéws rpetoradexdrov
&ovs. Now there is no evidence that the
Marble is not consistently 26 years behind
Eusebius down to the date of Pheidon in
‘We may therefore legitimately
argue that the date 813 carries with it the
restoration MéSovros évveaxaidexdrov érovs. If

. the engraver slipped from Me- into Meveo-

Oéws, he may well have followed up the false
cue and written rpews- (as in line 39) for
é&vvea-, and yet have been prevented by the
final -xaidexdrov &rovs, which is common to
both phrases, from ever detecting his
aberration.

It is worth noting that the two slips,
Medon 13 for Medon 19, and Menestheus 2
for Menestheus 22 (Ep. 24), would, if taken
seriously, throw the historical reckoning 26
years back on the numerical, and that this
is precisely the interval by which the Marble
differs from the Canon of Eusebius. Pos-
gibly it may not after all be the engraver
who is to blame.

J. Artaur R. MuxRo.

(Z'o be continued.)

TWO EPIGRAMS OF MARTIAL.

Lis. Sprcr. XXI.

Quidquid in Orpbeo Rhodope spectasse
theatro
dicitur, exhibuit, Caesar, harena tibi.
repserunt scopuli mirandaque silua cucurrit,
quale fuisse nemus creditur Hesperidum.
affuit inmixtum pecori genus omne ferarum
et supra uatem multa pependit auis.
ipse sed ingrato iacuit laceratus ab urso.
haec tamen res est facta ita pictoria.

The story of Orpheus and his lute was
enacted in the amphitheatre; the stones
and trees, the beasts and birds were there,
all spell-bound by his music ; butjthe show
ended with a novelty: Orpheus was killed
by a bear. The last verse appears as above
in the best and oldest manuscript H; T
amends the metre somewhat,

haec tamen %aec res est facta ita pictoria ;

most of the MSS have larger alterations,
haec tamen u¢ res est facta, ita ficta alia ;

and Schneidewin proposed and Friedlaender
and Gilbert accept .

haec tamen, kaec res est facta ita, ficta prior,

¢ yet this, this circumstance was so per-
formed, the earlier was feigned ’: res prior,
I suppose, is the accepted tale of Orpheus’
death. The antithesis has no point, the
emphasis of the repeated Aaec is mere inepti-
tude, and tamen, so far as I can see, means
nothing at all; for there is no sort of con-
trast between verse 7 and verse 8, between
being killed by a bear and being really and
truly killed by a bear.

Mr Buecheler has recognised that the
Latin letters ICTORIA. at the end of the
verse are the Greek word icropia. But he



