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CONJECTURAL EMENDATIONS

Towards the beginning of Xenophon Ephesius’ novel there
is a passage where the author describes Anthia, the heroine of
the story (I 26 Dalmeyda). The words devoted to her looks
are clear enough (she was blonde of course, like every self-
respecting literary heroine, and her eyes did not fail to be
bright), whereas the description of her apparel is not entirely
perspicuous, as it stands in the Laurentianus: #épn Eavd), 7
nodAM) xaderpévy), OAiyr memAeypévy), TpdS TV TOY dvépwY poply
ntvoupévy)® dpdaipct yopyol, paudpol pév dg xépys, pofepol B¢
bg obppovog® dad)g yrtav alovpytlc, Cwatdg elg yowu, péxpt
Bpayiévwv xadetpévog, vefpls mepixeyuévy), YwpUTOS AVMLévos,
T6Ea T &mha, dnovteg Qepbpevor, wdveg Embpevol.

Hercher, in his Teubner edition, was the first to notice the
unsatisfactory state of our text and accordingly deleted both
¢od)c and 8mlda, considering these words as “lemmata in Xeno-
phontis orationem introducta”. This is, I think, typically Her-
cherian rashness: the passage is doubtless not in order, but the
remedy must be found with less precipitation.

As far as éo9g is concerned, it is true that the evident
parallelism with xépy Eavd) and dpdalpol yopyol would re-
quire the elimination of this word, but an intentional variation
on the part of the writer cannot be excluded: the text is, as
we read it in the manuscript, sufficiently smooth and offers
no great difficulties: “pour vétement, une tunique de pourpre
serrée 3 la taille tombant jusqu’aux genoux et descendant sur les
bras; une peau de faon I’enveloppait, un carquois pendait 2 ses
épaules, elle portait un arc et des javelots, des chiens la sui-
vaient”. Thus runs Dalmeyda’s translation, who on the one
hand leaves 2o%¢ untouched and on the other, following in
Hercher’s footsteps, ejects 8mha. The latest editor of Xenophon
is right: if it is true that &od, however dubiously, can be
tolerated, this is not the case with the much more troublesome
§mia. Why, however, delete it so hurriedly?

It must be recognized that the word in question is not only
out of place and superfluous, but also disturbs the whole
structure of the sentence. We know that the author, certainly



366 Giuseppe Giangrande

having in mind a statue of the type called by modern archae-
ologists “Artemis amazonenhaft” (cf. in particular Roscher,
s.v. Artemis, 602, 604, 606, on the different variants), has
dressed up his Anthia like the goddess, with great accuracy.
No statuary detail is missing: even the dogs are present.

Let us confine ourselves to the weapons: Anthia, like
Artemis, is armed with a bow and arrows (t¢fx), a quiver
(Ywputdc), and carries spears in one hand (dxovteg pepbpevar).
The identity between sculptured goddess and described girl is
complete ). Where could 8mAa fit in?

For one moment we may suppose that émla, by analogy
with éadg, shouldjbe moved before ywputés or téfax (“as
arms...” = Dalmeyda’s “pour vétement...”), but this pro-
cedure would not help very much: in creating an analogy of
structure we would automatically destroy one which is revealed
to be in existence by a closer examination of the suspect émAa:
the noun t6Ex does require an attributive determination, if
possible in the form of a participle. We have thus reached an
essential point in our analysis: the whole sentence is carefully
constructed with loéxwle. In particular, the €adg, being the
most important element of the apparel, receives a longer de-
scription ending with a predicate participle, xadepévoc: the
other implements are, more shortly, supplied with a predicate
participle each. In other words, it is most likely that émAa,
instead of a lemma, is a corrupt participial form. What could
now hide in the impossible word? In -A«, it is easy enough to
recognize -peve (po); I think that we must simply restore
éndppeva, either in the sense “ready”, “prepared”, or “well
fitted” into the ywputdg (if this old epic word is to be taken
to mean “bow-case”). The old epic flosculus émdppeva (which
was revived by late poets) is far from unexpected in Xeno-
phon. Most probably, é7p,a gave birth to émAx.

A.P. 6,297.

This epigram by Phanias evidently needs emending in
line 3:
*Adwpog dypelovay xevodovtida xal ¢tAcdodmov
pdpoog dpag, oteleod YTpov Elaivéou,

1) This ecphrastic procedure is the same as in Aen. 1,315 ff., where
Vergil “alludeva a qualche scena figurata o a un passo di qualche poema,
dove Arpalice era rappresentata in questo atteggiamento” (Sabbadini, com-
ment. ad 1.).
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apdpoméday Totfijpéy te el GleciBwlov &poldprg
oplpay ol Samédwy ouvopuydy Gpuye

xal xtévag Eduntijpag ava mpomhlacov Addvag
Ifrato ral Pamtig Yelopdpoug axapidog

Imoavpdv 8T Exvpoey, émel Tdy’ dv & TOAXAPTS
Ed; uelg Atdav dyeto rvpaAéa.

That otjpov is corrupt everybody admits?), and more
than one critic has suspected the sibylline dpiponéday as well:
a detailed and judicious discussion of the problem will be
found in Diibner’s commentary, ad 1.

I think that the substantive &pdpomédy is best left alone:
it is correctly formed (cf. yewpomédn, etc.) and, if it is true
that a fetter is rather out of place in a list of tools for labour-
ing the soil, we cannot exclude the possibility that the word
may have also been used as a metaphorical terminus technicus,
that is to say, as the name of some instrument. Such a type
of names is not unknown3): after all, had it not been for
Athen. Mechan. 38,11 Wescher, who would have imagined
that dpet, of all words, denoted an engine of war? To remain
within the -7ed7 compounds, intonédn not only meant “horse-
fetter”, but was also an astronomical term (though not denot-
ing an instrument).

Suidas quotes the line under discussion s. v. apdpomédy),
without explaining the word: this seems to indicate that, at
least in later times, the exact meaning of the technical term in
_question was unknown. The word, however, was still correctly
preserved — as it is in our manuscript of the Anthology —
when the lexicographer composed his work; on the contrary,
the evidence offered by Suidas shows that the impossible
otijpoy was further disfigured, in the course of various at-
tempts to emend it: some manuscripts of the lexicon have
otelay, others read oteljpov.

2) Waltz, who supplies this word with a crux, notes, however: “le
mot otiipoy ou otiipcs nous est tout 3 fait inconnu; il paralt seulement se
rattacher 3 la racine de fotqut. Peut-itre désigne-t-il le lien qui unissait
les deux anneaux de entrave, attachés aux deux pattes de I’animal qu’on
voulait empécher de galoper.”

3) In the case of instruments, tools, etc., the metaphorical acceptation
of the word very often is produced by allusion to the shape of the object in
question: cf. the very good note by Waltz on A. P. VI, 298 (note 1, p. 149
of the volume).
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The structure of the epigram is clear, and was quite com-
mon: the poem contains a list of substantives, connected with
each other by xaf; only the substantive placed at the beginning
of the third line, dpdponédy, is inserted asyndetically, exactly
as is the case e. g. with 1036x7 in the epigram that immediately
precedes the one we are examining (A. P. 6, 296, 3; cf. also
6, 205, 3, where the same holds true of otddpat). It must fur-
ther be noted that both these substantives are not accompanied
by any attributes.

Let us now examine the “Epigrammsituation”. Who was
Alkimos? He was either a peasant, obviously not enthusiastic
over the burdensome labour inevitable in his profession, or
someone who did. a considerable amount of digging, in
order to find a treasure: in any case, such was the fellow’s
inclination for work that he got rid of all his tools as soon as
he found the treasure which addicted him to gracious living.

In the light of what we have observed so far, we may
perhaps emend the line as follows: dpdpomédav tpécde xnal
@AeaiBwrov dpodpng, nth.; i Typéode for tjpog is attested in
Alexandrian poetry (it survived later, cf. A. P. 9, 384, 7 and
Maximus’ Ilept Katapydv, where it occurs frequently, as Lud-
wich’s index shows); the construction tijpog ~ &te occurs in
Nicander, Ther. 31 and in A. P. 8, 26, 10. Cf. also Arat. 292
(tpog ~ éméte). The word pédale, which very adroitly keeps
our curiosity awake, is inserted into the enumeration accord-
ing to a procedure Phanias appears to like (cf. e. g. 6, 299, 3
and 307, 3, where respectively mdpxeitat and dmémwuoe inter-
rupt the monotony of the list). There is perfect parallelism in
the position of ™péade and dte in our epigram: both occupy
the second sedes in their respective lines. Our tpéade is nearer
to &te in line 7 than e. g. Tpog is to tijpog in A. Rh. 1, 1172 ff.

The corruption of ™pdede to atfpov 1€ is not difficult
to explain: in P9, T was misread for ot, the abbreviation
for og (in the group pog) was mistaken for that representing
ov, whilst the confusion between % (8¢) and | (t€) is too well
known to need any comment.

A.DP.6,299.

This epigram by Phanias enumerates the offerings dedi-
cated to Hermes and Cypris by some real or fictitious devotee:
after mentioning some grapes, a piece of cake, figs, olives,
and cheese, the list continues (v. 5—6):
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axtd e Kpyraudg éitpiBéos te T pletma
Yopds xal Béxyov mop’ éndopmidiov
(sc. mdpxetvron).

The corrupt poetna has offered unyielding resistance to
the attacks repeatedly made by the critics: cf. in particular
Stadtmiiller’s apparatus. I think that we must call the gods
to our rescue. Since Bacchus’ liquor is mentioned, it is only too
natural that Demeter’s product (and name) should be present
alongside with it, as we see e. g. in A. P. 6, 257. Where could
the mention of the goddess fit? Obviously in the unsound
poetma. It is true that corn is already mentioned on the list
(éxtd), but it is equally clear, from edtptféos, that in addi-
tion to the corn there is also a heap of something pulverized,
milled, in other words, flour ¢). After making these considera-
tions, I saw from Stadtmiiller’s apparatus that Salmasius must
have been following the same trend of thought: “in poetmag
(ap. B.™) Cereris nomen latere censet Salmasius”. Since Anpuy-
™p was used tout court for bread or corn (cf. in particular
Pape-Benseler, s. v.), milled Demeter will of course mean flour.

As no word or name beginning with fo- seemed to be of
any use for the restoration of the passage, I long suspected
that the epithet of Demeter should be one beginning with
epo-, 0pé-, etc., so as to read in the line t’épo-, T'dpe- etc. My
suspicion became certitude when, in consulting the Etymo-
logicum Gudianum, I came across *Epusifin (210, 15): this, as I
learned, was one of Demeter’s names. It has now become
evident that the line must be healed as follows:

. éutpiféog T *EpuaiBag
Pwpog xTA.

The tachygraphical sign for «c was mistaken for the one
representing « ; confusion between minuscule § () and @ is not
impossible, if we assume that the accent of the word, being
moved to the right?), over f, was mistaken for the stroke
representing the upper part of the letter m: to sum up, "Epu-

olfag was written Epuvotp. Confusion between the voiced f8

4) Nothing else can be taken into consideration: Hecker conjectured
potta: “sed quid tum edtpiBéog?” rightly asks Diibner. Bwpég would also
present some difficulty. In Waltz’s apparatus Hedker’s conjecture is er-
roneously ascribed to Desrousseaux.

5) Cf. e. g. the abbreviated plag under the heading «g, in Blaf},
Griech. Paliogr. (Handbuch der Altertumswiss. 11, Miinchen 1886, Tafel
III ¢, Zeichen und Abkiirzungen).
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and the voiceless 7 in a name that meant absolutely nothing
to the copyists is, of course, not to be excluded.

A.P. 9,159.

This anonymous epigram tells the story of a man who
threw a stone at a skull lying in the road: the stone rebounded
and hit the unfortunate, but undeniably disrespectful fellow so
as to blind him ¢). It is the conclusion of the piece that is cor-
rupt:

xal mwaAy elg ANy TxwAdleto, v Blny ¢
Exdowoey Yetp@®v ebotoyov dppocivny.

Planudes emended xwAdleto to éxoAdleto: this is a Ver-
schlimmbesserung which has hardly found any convinced sup-
porter: in fact, not only is €xoAdCeto rather dull and point-
less just where we expect, at the end of the epigram, something
biting or brilliant, but, in particular, the syntactical structure
and the meaning of the sentence would be anything but clear.
Jacobs (cf. Diibner’s commentary, ad 1., in the Didot edition)
noted: “Si sincerum est el "Atdny, sic accipi debet, ut dicatur
ille poenam retulisse, cuius usque ad Orcum et in ipso Orco
memoriam habiturus erat. Ut autem ille, cuius erat cranium,
emhydm Atd &v Aidy, ita hic wdMy, vicissim, puniebatur elg
>Atdnv”. This very contorted explanation has not convinced
anybody, but what others have suggested is no better alter-
native. Of those who tolerate Planudes’ correction faute de
mieux, Paton, rather vaguely, renders “until his death he was
punished . ..” (in his Loeb edition), whilst Waltz puts a crux
before el¢ *Atdnv and translates “celui-ci, nowvean chatiment,
gen alla dans 'Hades et il déplora...”, noting in his appa-
ratus “quid re vera scripserit poeta, non liquet”. Other critics
(cf. Lumb, Notes on the Greek Anthology, London 1920, p. 58)
imagine Planudes’ text to mean, somehow, “he was punished
here, and will be punished in Hades” (in other words, the
enigmatic mdAtv is interpreted as “again”, in contrast with
Jacobs). In reality, such contortions merely prove that Planu-
des did his best to correct the corrupt xwAd(eto, with no suc-
cess: he altered the word to éxoldeto, which verb conveys
the most obvious (though banal) idea occurring to the reader,

6) This story does take some believing; the text, however, is clear
and allows no doubts. Perhaps we must infer that the stone, when hitting
violently the man’s head, produced an internal lesion causing blindness.
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but does not fit into the context from the point of view of
either grammar or sense.

More drastic emendations have been propounded: a long
list is in Stadtmiiller’s apparatus, to which I should like to
refer the reader. One of these attempts is notable, because its
author, Reisig, had, in my opinion, an inkling of the truth. He
wanted to read elg &{dnv xwpdleto, referring, as Jacobs writes
(in his commentary, vol. 3—4, p. 487), the words eig didnyv
“ad hominis caecitatem”. Independently of Reisig, I had reached
the same conclusion: these two words must somehow be an
allusion to the man’s blindness.

We cannot follow Reisig’s argumentation in detail (be-
cause it has come down to us only in Jacobs’ short report), but
he must have meant the literal translation of the passage to
be, as Sternbach puts it, (Meletemata, p. 174) “irridebatur prop-
ter caecitatem” (cf. oxdmntewy elg). Unfortunately, it was Reisig
himself who was laughed at: his “mira commenta” are merely
mentioned in passing, not even quoted, by Diibner, and Stern-
bach seems to have had no better opinion of the conjecture in
question than Diibner had.

The main difficulty preventing us from accepting Reisig’s
emendation is the fact that xwpdlw el¢ clearly means “break
in”, “burst in , “rush in”, or, simply, “come (in)to a place” 7);
the verb never means “mock”, “ridicule” 8). Besides, the idea of
the man being laughed at is rather incongruous and in any case

pointless. ,
The fact remains, however, that *At3v¢ here, in my opin-
ion, means, metaphorically, “blindness”: the best emendation
of the passage is xal mdhv elg "Atdvy Mdvéleto, iy WBiny B2 . ..
“thus, sin bis turn (Jacobs’ interpretation of mdMhv is correct,
from the purely grammatical point of view: wvicissim here
means, of course, like the dead man whose skull he had hit
with a stone) be was sent to sleep (i. e. his eyes were closed, he
was deprived of his eyesight) into Darkness”. The author is

7) Cf. in particular Thes. Gr., s. v., 2191 A; Wernicke’s commentary
on Tryphiodorus, p.282; Anpnrpdxov Méya AeEwxdv, s. v., 5. The sense
“come” is clear in passages like A. P. 7, 186, A. Pl. 4,12, Nonn. Dionys.
5,557 and 47, 266, Tryphiod. 314.

8) If Avydfw were attested (cf. Thes., s. v., and Passow?, s. v.), it
could be taken into consideration; but even Meineke, who conjectures
Avydfwv at A. P. 7,648, must admit (Delectus Poetarum Anthol. Graec.,
p. 125) that this verb is not attested anywhere.
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playing, in biting irony, with sepulchral formulas which must
have been fairly common: cf. in particular Kaibel, Epigr. 237
(= Appendix Cougny, ed. Didot, 2, 192), v.3—4:
(tov ... avépa ...)
Atdew vuyioto?) pélag Omedefato kdéAmag
edoePéwy ¥ dainv ebvacey é xAhwoiny.

Not only is there similarity of image, but actually the
construction of edvd{w, edvdw is the same (el . ...)1%); from
the palaeographical point of view, we must note that nuv can
easily be misread for xwA.

A.P. 9,544

The author (Addaeus) describes a gem representing one
of the Nereids, Galene: the figure was evidently carved in the
act of swimming, as is clear from line 5, where Galene says
that, were it not for the envious stone, she would demonstrate
her natatory skill:

"Tvdly Bijpuirév pe Tpbpwy dvémetce Tadvvyy
elvar xol padaxals Yepolv &vijxe xopog”

qvide nal xeidy votepi)v mhelovia dddaccav
xal pootods, tolaty FéAyw dvrveplny”

v 8¢ pot ) pdovepn) veboy Aidog, g év Etoluey
Oppmpat, Yooy xel TEXE VIXOREVYV.

Jacobs appropriately noted: “labia per mare navigantia
aut natantia mihi nunquam non offensioni fuerunt”. This re-
mark is perfectly correct; he proposed AetoOvia, observing:
“Galene undas ventis excitatas sedat, unde nomen habet et
ipsum mare tranquillum reddit, Aeaivet”. Diibner, in his com-
mentary ad ., considers this as a “certissimam emendationem”,
but Dilthey (Rb. Mus. 1872, 27, p.301) was not wrong in
retorting that xefdn for “voice” would be a rather strained
expression: “es ist zu korrigieren mvelovia”, he peremptorily
concludes. To be a stidkler for precision, we should also note
that 16 xefdn could hardly be discerned in a gem, and that the
poet must rather have wanted to draw our attention to some
more conspicuous feature. Dilthey’s suggestion, in any case,
is hardly acceptable: it is true that, as the critic notes, the

9) Kaibel reads woxlow, whereas Cougny has poylcto (“Ditis late-
brosi sinus™).
10) Cf. also Eur., Tr. 589 xowploacdai tvo &g “Atdov.
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function of placating the waves by seduction (9éiyetv) is en-
trusted to Galene’s poaotol, and that therefore the verb in
line 3 must not necessarily be a synonym of ¥¢\yw, but to
say that Galene’s breath smelled of the sea would be a rather
strange piece of imagery. Stadtmiiller likes neither these two
conjectures nor other attempts: “4mlodvia olim conieci; wtd-
ovte et Aefyovia, quae tentantur, in nymphae imaginem parum
videntur quadrare nec multo magis otaAdovre vel AelBovia”;
he ends by stating, dubiously, “praestare puto xnioGvta (an
stéMovta, ddAmovte?)”. His sense of style was sure and keen,
and his hesitation helps us, this time, to find the solution to
the problem: the corruption, in reality, lies somewhere else, not
in the mefovta which Stadtmiiller only reluctantly modifies.

The expression mielv dddacoayv is too current to be im-
mediately suspected of deterioration: in itself, it is perfectly
appropriate to the context. We have already noted that the
verb must not necessarily be a synonym of ¥éAyw, and that, on
the other hand, the poet must have wanted to emphasize in his
description some rather conspicuous feature in the swimming
figure: apart from the breasts, what could be more conspicuous
in the part of the Nereid emerging from the surface than her
long hair? Luxuriant xépat were frequently attributes of ma-
rine deities. We should perhaps read 7vide xal 'yA3n votepiv
mhelovie dAacoxy “look at my hair floating on the water, and
at my breasts...” The word yAiBog'!) may have been used
here with the same meaning (and in the same number, plural)
as Sophocles’ A&l in El. 51 and 452. The preceding xépxg
(line 2) would make the meaning of YAldn clear, in any case.
Much better, however, would be 3sipn (neck, nt. plur., cf.
Euphor. 38 Pow.):.the sequence of hair, neck and breasts be-
comes patent in the description. A and %, p and X are often
confused.

11) On the quantity of the -i-, as is well known, there was in later
Greek an uncertainty which has lasted down to us, because grammarians

connected the substantive with the verb xATw and the adjective ¥ ATapdc.

In Pape-Sengebusch we read “yMBog oder yAidog”, in Dindorf’s Thesaurus

(where the question is discussed at length) and in Bailly’s Dictionnaire we

find yAtdsg, while Nauck (TGF2, p.732) gives xAt3o¢ in Ion’s fragment
and y)tdo¢ in Hesychius’ commentary on it. Cf.xAtw, and also xA13% in

ps. Phoc. 200. Both Boisacq and Hofmann, in their etymological dictionaries,

consider xAtgog as the only legitimate form.
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A.P. 9,563 (Leonidas)
Tov: prhomwptati)y Anpéxrpttov iy mou Epebpng
Ovdpwr’ dyyethov Ttodto To x00gov Emog,
g 1) Aevrodmwpog SYd xal dpdptog NidM
%elvy) ocuxopopd Tag dmbpovg dndioug*
OTEVGETW, 00X SYLPTV Yap EYw otdaty elmep dmwpy)y
taxpNront xeNGer dpédar &m’ dxrpepdvos.

The dxpntov has satisfied nobody. Paton, in his Loeb edi-
tion, conjectures &BAvtov and translates “let him make haste, for
my position is not secure, if he would pluck the fruit from my
branches before they are stoned”. Who on earth would dream
of stoning the delicious figs? Boissonade is certainly right in
seeing an allusion to thieves: “servavi dxpiftov, puri, non fu-
rum manibus contacti, etsi sic posse &xpnrtoc adhiberi dubitem
valde” (apud Diibner). Salmasius and Grotius wanted to read
aypdvtov (“intactae opes arboris®, cf. Stadtmiiller’s appa-
ratus and Diibner’s commentary), certainly having the activity
of thieves in mind. Geffcken, in his monumental edition of Leo-
nidas (Neue Jabrb., Suppl. 23, 1897, p. 1 ff.) adopts a moral-
ist’s attitude: there are no thieves involved. “Der Feigenbaum
bittet nicht, komm und pfliicke, sonst holt ein anderer meine
Friichte, sondern: komm und pfliicke die reifen Friichte, ich
bleibe nicht mehr lange so, so reine (vollsaftige) Friichte be-
kommst du nicht wieder vom Zweige” (p. 95): he wants to read
dmdpmv d&xpnTovi?), These legalistic considerations do not hold
water 13). Leonidas, when making the tree say that its “position
is not secure” is pointedly alluding to the eternal war which is
still being fought in southern Europe (and, I presume, in other
parts of the world) between gardener (ptromwptotic) and chil-
dren: the former wants to leave the fruit on the tree till they
are fully ripe, whilst the children try to anticipate him — if
possible by as little as a few hours, so that they may enjoy the
sweetest possible spoil — in plucking the product of his labours.
“My position is not strong”, says the tree, and the following
line explains this statement: if we understand “the gardener
must hurry up, if he wants to pluck the fruit from the branch

12) Olivieri, Epigrammatisti greci della Magna Grecia e della Sicilia,
Napoli 1949, p. 94 follows — as usual — Geffcken “faccia presto, ché non
ho stasi durevole (ché il mio stato non & garante di durata) se mai desidera
cogliere dal ramo frutto puro (nella sua piena maturitd, pieno di succo).”

13) This was seen by Stadtmiiller (cf. his apparatus), who conjectured
aBANXpoD, axAnpov and axpifov.
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that is now in full dxp”!” We should consequently read
gapnvos ypfiCer Bpéda am’ dnpepdvog. The sedes of the ad-
jective dupnvés — a Homeric rarity, revived in late Greek —
would be the same as in Od. 23, 191. Considering, however,
that dyvpd) otdot¢ is a technical military expression, we shall
restore a good pun (and preserve the alliteration) by reading
dypfotov. The joke is evident: dxpvotoc at first baffles the
reader, who takes it to have its ordinary meaning useless, but
the adjective has here, in reality, its technical military sense
weak, unfit for war (= odx oxvpdc): cf. Passow ¥, s. v. dypel-
o¢  (adde Plato, Resp. 371 C) and Boissonade ad Eunap. p. 471
(who quotes D. Chrysost. Or. 6, p. 201). If the gardener wants
to find the branch still in its weak position (i. e. exposed to the
ittacks of the thieves because loaded with figs) he must make
aste.

A.P. 9,746 (Polemon)

‘Erta Bodv oppayda Ppoyds Aidog elyev taomi,
tog plav dct mdoog Eumvoa Sepropévag.

nod Thyo &y Gmépede T Poldat VOV B€ xéxderton
4 Ypuof) pavdpa o Ppaxd Pouxdiiov.

This epigram was written as a variation to the one by
Plato, which follows it immediately in the manuscripts and
reads as follows:

Eixdva mévte Bodv pxpa Adog elyev loomg,
bg 3% mdoug Epmvon Boonopévag:

rod tdyo %dv dmépevye T Poldir’ vOv 8¢ wpateltou
T§) ypuod) pavdpy T Bpaxd Bovrdliov.

The words &g péav are highly perplexing?). Jacobs (cf.
Diibner, ad 1.) proposed, not without hesitation, &¢ Biov, Lumb
(op. cit. p.83) wants to read “elg piav, construing with elys
= «so as to form one» (we should supply d&yélnv). Paton, on
the other hand, renders &g piav “looking like one”, noting that
the expression, “if not corrupt, must mean that they (scil. the
cows) were represented one standing behind the other, only the
heads of six showing”. This is what Grotius seems to have
thought (cf. his Latin version, in Diibner’s edition), but is hardly
persuasive.

Headlam, in his manuscript notes on his copy of Diibner’s
Didotiana (which is now here in King’s College Library), tried

14) On the contrary, danépede is perhaps not corrupt, if we assume a
form dmopinw, cf. e. g. Bailly, Dict., s. v. and LS], s. v.
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to restore the text by conjecture, and wrote tentatively “ds:
Mav? og €thpwe”. His considerations are, as very often, bahn-
brechend. Even before examining his attempts, I had come to
the conclusion that in the ®¢ piav there must hide an adverb,
parallel with Plato’s 7315): there is, I think, very little doubt
about that. Now, the cows carved in the cold stone are almost
alive: the correct text should therefore be ®¢ yhapidc mdoug
Enmvoax Bepxopévag. Confusion between A and 1, as well as
between p and v is frequent, and the disappearance of the ¥ is
easily explained if we consider that the group XA was often
written )\ (a stroke crossing the left stalk of the 2). Xhxpéc
(cf. LSJ, s. v.) was used with reference to the warmth emanat-
ing from living beings®). Of course the poet’s insistence on the
smallness of the gem (Bpaybs, Bpaxb) is intended not to empha-
size the fact that the cows were closely packed, but rather to
stress the carver’s skill in obtaining figures true to life in spite
of the size of the stone.

King’s College, Giuseppe Giangrande
Cambridge, England

LEOGORAS AT ENNEA HODOI

The scholiast on Aischines 2.31 gives a list of Athenian
defeats at Ennea Hodoi (later Amphipolis) in Thrace:

Evvéa 630v: Mtoymoay Abvvaior ewdnig mept tag “Evvéa
xodoupévag 6800¢ . .. . T& B¢ Gmoyvpata Syévovio tade’ T
npdtov pév Avatotpdtov xal Avxodpyov xai Kpativov atpatevdy-
tov én’ ‘Hidva tiv énl Ztpupéve Siepbdpmoav 6md BOpaxdy,
eldngétes "Hidve, éni dpyoviog *Abvynor Paidwvog: Eedtepov of
pete Aewydpov xAnpotyor énl Avaxpdtovg” . . .

Lysikrates was archon in 453/2. In this mention of Leo-
goras and Lysikrates it has generally been thought (e.g. by
Meritt, Wade-Gery, and McGregor, The Athenian Tribute
Lists iiiz 170) that either the scholiast is confused or his
text corrupt, and that the reference is to the defeat of Leagros
at Drabeskos (or Daton) in the archonship of Lysitheos (465/4),

15) Headlam would read ®oel &1}, but #&7 (cf. the identical evolution
in the English actually) means, here, really: cf. LS], s.v. 1, 4. )
16) The adverb xAwxpdg (yAred®s) is attested, whereas Atop®¢ is not.





