CRITICAL NOTES ON
APOLLONIUS RHODIUS!

pera 8 HAvfev éASopévoiow.

péya Platt,

Ardizzoni retains perd, but gives no reasons for doing so. Platt’s correction
is technically easy, but the difficulty is, I feel, imaginary. I take perépyopar as
absolute, = ‘joined the expedition’: so peraxwdfw at 1. 9o, 13g—not, as LS]
give, ‘come next'—and perépyopar’ péreyu often. éSopévorow is dative of
interest or advantage, as, for example, Od. 24. 400 vdornoas éeAdouévoiaiy,
21. 209, 12.438, A.R. 2. 1092, Q.S. 6. 119, 10. 24. perépyopar here does not
‘govern’ a dative any more than does, for example, véoryoas at Od. 24. 400.
And péya seems to me to be rather oddly placed.

I. 342 i 8¢ Te mavres dvth
onpaivew éméreAlov.

-3¢ € codd. : correxi.

Platt remarked on 1. 691 ‘It is really astonishing how long the most glaring
bad grammar will escape one’s notice.” émré\Mw takes the dative, and there
is no parallel for a construction ‘enjoin that one should . . .” with accus. and inf.

At 343 note the variatio of Il. 21. 445 ¢ 8¢ onpaivwy éméreMlev at verse-end
(Merkel, Praefatio, p. xxxviii). More attention should be paid, I think, to this
less obvious type of adaptation. A good example is 3. 712 Apds Te oTvyepas kai
*Epwias (otvyepn . ... Epwis | 704): cf. Od. 2. 135 otvyepds dprjoer’ épwis
(again at verse-end).

(I now find at Coluth. 259 pw épedprjooew . . . émérelde, but this oddity is
hardly decisive.)

1. 369-70

vy ’ ’
&’ € dpapolato youdows

’ e ’ / » k] ’
dovpara kal pofioto Biny éyou dvTidwaav.

Mooney translates ‘might have strength to resist the surge’, and quotes
1l. 7. 231 for dvridw c. gen. But ‘possess strength which opposes the surge’
is surely dubious Greek. Apollonius is thinking of 7I. 16. 213 Bias dvépwv dAeeivawr
and Biny singular is the expected variatio.?

What Apollonius must mean here is ‘withstand the opposing force of the
surge’. So Seaton, Ardizzoni, de Mirmont (‘soutenir la violence ennemie des
eaux’). This is of course an acceptable meaning of éyw, but as the text stands
(a) éxw in this sense is rarely found in the present tenses;3 (4) more impor-
tantly, éyo. does involve an ambiguity—the meaning is not immediately
obvious where one would expect it to be.

! I am indebted to Mr. J. Griffin for help-
ful criticism.

2 This Homeric passage, as 8’ 67e Tolyov
dvip dpdpy mukwoioe Aboioe | ddbpatos Vym-
Aoio, Blas dvéuwv dAeelvwv (note the dpdpy
concept here in Apollonius), forms the basis
of the simile at 2. 1073 ff., as Mooney re-
marks. But Apollonius also there draws upon

the variation of this simile at Il. 23. 712 ff.
Cf. also Q.S. 11. 361 ff.

3 For instances see Ebeling, Lex. Homer.
s.v. éxw, p. 517 (a), 21 fI., LS] A II q.

4+ Whereas at, for example, Od. 5. 451
€oxe 8¢ xdpa (praeced. madoev éov pdov), the
meaning is quite clear.
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Apollonius may have written oxéflo.. dpapoiato is aorist optative and there
seems to be no compelling need for a switch to the present. éyo. would be
the normalized form substituted by the scribe.

1. 6oo mvouf) dvéuoto Béovres

It is not at all safe to reject mvouj here for mvouf)s, as Ardizzoni! does, com-
paring infra 1019 and numerous cases of mvoifjs dvéuoto in Homer, to which
may be added Q.S. 9. 503. For éwdytor mvoufj dvépoio Béovres here cf. 4. 12234
dvépoio | mvoifj émewyduevor mporépw Béov, 2. 168 mvouf . . . ifvvovro. See also
2. 725. An Apollonian variatio on a constant Homeric use is expected. For the
hiatus see Rzach, ‘Der Hiatus bei A.R.’, Wiener Studien iii (1881), 48.

1. 798 fI. edre Bdas doToiol marnp éuds éuPaocileve,
Tvika T Opnucinvt, ol 7’ dvria vaerdovor,
tonuovt dmopviuevor Aaol mépfeakov émavovs 800
éx vdv, adrijou 8 dmeipova Anida kodpats
Sedip’ dyov. oddopévn 8¢ feds mopovvero pivis
KdmpiSos.

799 O@pmukiny codd. omnes, nisi -ins Vind. Vrat.; @pnukiwy Hoclzlin, @pnukiovs Frinkel.
800 87juov vix sanum : Arjuvov Pierson.  mépfeoxev LI.  émaddovs Pierson: évaddovs LAPE:
émavless S. schol. 799/800 rds oixias Tév Opaxdv émdphovy of Aruvior (sed dnAovére of Arjuvio
schol. Leg). 802 odouévn Frinkel: oddopévns codd.  pims Frankel: pfns codd., sed
y.'fjﬂ.; L1

I do not believe that these lines have been satisfactorily emended. I offer
my own solution only tentatively. A number of difficulties, it seems to me,
have been entirely glossed over by the editors. Corruption may be more
extensive than has been hitherto imagined. I shall first (a) examine the case
for the manuscript reading @pnukiny, and for the conjectures Gpnuciwv and
Opnuciovs, none of which seems to me to be tenable, and put forward a sugges-
tion which, I believe, makes sense of the passage for the first time. I shall
then (b) examine &juov, which I think corrupt, and finally (¢) put forward
a case for Pierson’s émadlovs.

(@) Opquciny is basically the manuscripts’ reading: -éps is probably
derived from 795 Opnukins. Opnuciny must be corrupt, since it leaves oi 7’
dvria vawerdovar hopelessly hanging in the air. To explain it as Mooney does,
‘Thrace, the tribes who dwell opposite’, is a desperate resort. One has only
to examine Lehr’s translation, “Thraciam, qui . . ., to see this. Merkel attempts
to solve the difficulty by a reference to 2. 520-1 Aadv dyelpas | Ilappdoiov Toi-
mep . . . eloe. There Frankel’s ITappaoiwv is probably right. (He refers to
4. 549-50 Aadv dyelpas | Painkwy). -lwy is not an emendation but merely a
reinterpretation of -ON. But even if Frinkel is not right, the difference be-
tween Aadv of, ‘a people who’, where Xaov and of are indisputably and under
all circumstances the same, and @pyuciny of, where the ‘land of Thrace’ and
the ‘people’ in it are not exact equivalents, is immense. I note also 3. 11867,
Aaov . . . Soot, although there doo. makes the expression a very easy one.

Opnuxiny is thus very difficult. But it involves another problem. On what
does it depend ? Merkel regards it as an accusative of motion, but the example

I Anticipated by Stephanus and Wellauer.
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which he quotes and the half-dozen which Mooney adds to these! do not
contain the idea of hostility which Mooney attaches to the phrase. Such a
notion of course is not strictly necessary, but there is the added difficulty that
phrases involving ‘dmdpvupar from X’ seem invariably to be composite and not
to be involved with a further idea of motion to, whether this be expressed with
a preposition or without one. For examples see Ardizzoni’s note on this passage
and add Pind. Pyth. 1. 66, Call. Dian. g8, Coluth. 6. Hence I regard the
accusative use here as dubious, and in view of the added difficulty of @pnikiny
this solution seems most unlikely.

Frankel writes @pnuxiovs. But Opnuxiovs émavdovs oi—so he must take this;
7’ cannot of course mean ‘and’; nor can Aaoi of be taken together, as M. L.
West (C.R. N.s. xiii [1963], 12) seems to believe—is hardly as defensible as
Aaov Ilappdowov of. It is a mistake to suppose that any adjective expressing
‘Thracian’ can take such a relative clause. It would surely have to depend on
what substantive is employed with that adjective. For the expression he com-
pares A. Pers. 870 Opnuciwy émavdwv, which proves only that the expression
is found in Greek (if the text is right there), not that it is correct here.

Hoelzlin conjectured Opmuxiwv. This is better, since it provides an ante-
cedent for of. It cannot, however, be correct. Apollonius uses the adjective
Opnixwos on eleven occasions, and never does it mean ‘Thracians’, = Opjikes
or Opjixes. Moreover, there is no example of such a use recorded in Pape’s
Eigennamen, and I know of none.

I conclude therefore that the text is unsound, and that the methods of
Hoelzlin and Fréankel are wrong. @pnu—seems genuine enough. It is difficult
to imagine any reason for its wholesale intrusion here, and we do require at
this point some reference to “Thracians’.2 What makes @pnuki- necessary in
my eyes is the expression Opnikiny Snodvres, supra 614. I shall discuss this
important passage below.

Opnuc- then needs something on which to depend. I should suggest Aadv
for Aaol at 800, and read Opnuciwv with Hoelzlin. If Adaol arose from assimilation
to dmopvipevor, which seems likely enough, then a corruption to -inv in Gpyuciwvy
would naturally follow, especially since Apollonius had written @pnukins at
795. Opmukiwy . . . Aadv ol at once gives ol an antecedent, and the use of Aads
is Apollonian. Homer would not have said Opnikior Aaoi (cf. LSJ s.v. Aads
ad fin.), but Apollonius has Aadv ITappdoiov 2. 520—1 (s.v.1.), Aaol . . . doAioves
1. 1058. But is such a corruption likely ? Two points, I think, are in its favour:

1. L! reads mépleorev at 8oo. This could of course be explained as a mere
dittography coming from the following évavdovs. But L also reads ufjrs at 8o2.
From this Frankel conjectures pfvis, certainly rightly,3 but the » is written
over the s of pf7is and not over the =. This indicates to me that L! originally
had dyev too—I wonder if it in fact does—and dmopvipevos, viz. the scribe was
originally at a loss for a subject to the myvika clause and wrote wépfeoxev . . .
dyev . . . mopovvero phrw, understanding @das from the preceding clause. If
Aadv were the original he might have found difficulty in extracting dorol

I Mooney’s list is inaccurate: 1. 645 text  mépfovrés more yaiav dpmpidwv Opyikwv.
doubtful ; 1. 987 doubtful again, see Frankel ; 3 There seems to be no ‘scheme’ at work
2. 906 doubtful, though admittedly it makes here. ufvis echoes xddos of 614, which I dis-
very little difference here; 3. 42 better with  cuss below. odlouéry . . . pfuis can be paral-
puxdv in ‘partial’ apposition; 4. 257 7v =  leled from II. 1. 1-2. For yxdlos and piwis
T9v 086v 1jv as Mooney himself says. as equivalents in Apollonius see D. A. van

2 So in the imitation of Quintus (9. 343) Krevelen, Mnemosyne s. iv, vi (1953), 53—4.

4599.2 T
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from the efre clause. Further, schol.Lg say on 800 §nAovdre of Asjuvior. This may
explain an original anacoluthon, where dorol had to be taken from the edre
clause to provide a subject for mépfeaor and dyov.

2. The reading Opnuciwv . .. Aadv expresses exactly what the schol. say,
Tas émavders T@v Opardv, and the paraphrase may be an old one. It might be
objected that the word order would be extremely contorted, but it is often
so in Apollonius, as, e.g., supra 624~6. The same applies to whatever reading
is adopted here.

(6) 800 7juov codd. This cannot be right. The explanation generally given
by those who keep it is this: ¢ ““Our people, making forays from their land” :
8fjuos in its Homeric sense of ‘‘land” (which is property of a community)’
Mooney. And so, e.g., Ardizzoni, ‘regione’. The difficulty about this is that
in Homer the word s generally thought of in regard to the community, e.g.
who rules it, a ‘kingdom’, ‘holding’ (e.g. Il. 2. 547) ; the land expressed (e.g.
Od. 1. 103) ; often miova, i.e. with regard to its inhabitants; most commonly
some one person is thought of in reference to the 85uos (e.g. II. 5. 78), or the
people of the community are thought of in reference to the 8fuos as a whole
(e.g. Od. 3. 214). This latter passage is cited by Mooney; there the Aao! are
the same as the &7juos.

As a mere equivalent of yains, which 87uov would have to be here, the word
seems linguistically repulsive. Moreover, if, as seems likely, a genitival form
of some kind underlies @pnuxi-, Sjuov would cause a hopeless ambiguity.
So Merkel, who, with reference to Opyikiwv -ins remarks, ‘ambiguam
efficiunt locutionem’.

For 87uov Pierson proposed Axjuvov. The corruption would be a likely one
in itself, AHMNOY—AHMOY,* but there seems little point in Hypsipyle’s
naming Lemnos specifically at this juncture. At the same time we do require
some word to express the point of departure (as in /I. 5. 105, etc.).

Since I read Aadv in 800 I explain 8juov as a gloss arising from Aadv,
or at least as an intrusion from a paraphrase in the schol. Exactly this has
happened at 2. 274, where dmiow has intruded from érpexov omlow of the schol.
If this assumption is correct, one might write, e.g., éfev here. The phrase
is a common one : Hes. Theog. 9, h. Ap. 29, A.R. 4. 631, Call. Dian. g8. For é&fev
= ‘from the place where I (the speaker) now am’ cf. 3. 1094, 4. go.

For my reading here, @p’r)l.mfwv ol 7 dvria vaierdovot . . . Aadv ﬂe'pﬁemcov

! Frankel apparently thinks 87uov a gloss

2 ém’ low (vel ions) Frankel. There is
on Asjuvov. He refers to 621 supra, of Thoas,

perhaps no need in view of this obvious

xara dfjpov dvacoce. The schol. on Pind.
Olymp. 4. 31 (b) give Afjuvov. But this is
hardly comparable: (a) it is a reverse cor-
ruption; (b) a scholiast in talking of ‘Thoas
king of Lemnos’ might be expected to write
Afuvov there. At 608 supra Zwrnida Aijuvov
{kovro Frankel supposes a similar confusion
to that at 621. He reads vijoov for Ajuvov,
basing this on the note of the schol. émferikds
Zwryis i Ajuvos. This may be right, but the
schol. could mean ‘Lemnos is called S. in
terms of an epithet’—they are given to such
remarks. Ardizzoni surprisingly says (in app.
ad loc.) ‘sed cf. 4. 1759’, where there is no
schol. complication.

intrusion to stick so closely to the ‘ductus
litterarum’. The phrase én’ {ow seems un-
paralleled, and it would not, I think, give
the meaning which Frinkel wants, ‘pari
velocitate’. It would rather mean ‘pariter’,
‘abreast’, referring to the Boreads, which
does not seem entirely suitable. The schol.
have mapamAnoiws, ‘almost equal with them’,
and one might guess at, e.g., oxeddfev: cf.
273 kardmabe, 274 (e.g. oxeddfev) with the
sequel rvrfov . . . perdmobev 280, udda oxe-
86v 282. For the expression cf. Il. 23. 763
’O8voeds Oéev éyyilbev, adrap Smabev | ixna
TUmTE ModedaL KTA.
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émavdovs one may compare 1. 613-14 dyiveov dvrimépnlev (cf. also Sedp’ dyov
here) Opyukiny Spodvres. This would correspond with my reading, and such
correspondence could be significant, because 1. 611 ff. is a superb variatio®
of the story given here.

611/12 &) yap dmmivavto yvvaikas . . . éxbhipavres.
{804./ 5 &7 yap kovpidias pév améoTuyov . . . amecoedorTo.
612/13 éyov & émi Aqddeaat | Tpyyvv Epov.

{806 AnudSegot . . . mapiavov.

614/5  xdMos alvos émale | Kimpibos.

{802/3 odouérn . . . piws | Kdmpibos [Frankel].2

(¢) 800 émavdovs Pierson.

In Homer we find once émaddovs, ‘folds’, Od. 23. 358.3 There a very small
number of manuscripts give év-, see Allen’s app. crit. The schol. on the present
passage give as their first explanation ras éravdes, Tas pdvdpas. With this may
be compared Eustathius 1950, on the Odyssey passage, orabuods, adlds,
émavdets, and Hesychius s.v., pdvdpas. Now since this meaning is found also
in Sophocles (OT 1138), and since the derived sense of éravlo: in the sense of
‘homes’, orafud, is a possible one here (an alternative in the schol.), and is
again found in Sophocles (OC 669, where see Jebb), and in Aeschylus (Pers.
870), it is clearly preferable to read émavdovs with Pierson here. émavleus,
a prose word, seems to have been introduced into the text of S from the gloss
of the schol., probably because the writer of S failed to understand évavdous.

At any rate évadlovs, adopted by Frinkel, cannot be right here. The word
seems always to retain the basic sense of ‘hollow’, adAds, in something.4 In
Homer it means the ‘bed’ of a stream (cf. the extended use in Nonnus, D. 2. 652
vnoalovs 8¢ Tévovtas dmoTunyévras e’valf/\wv) , and then the stream running in
that bed. (Cf. Q.S. 2. 472, schol.b on 1. 21. 283 xeLp.afppovg 8ua orevod Témov . . .
motoUpevos Ty pvow, Ebeling, Lex. Homeric. s.v. 1.)

LS]J give a further sense of ‘haunts’, especially of divinities, but this transla-
tion of évavAou is highly misleading, as an examination of the nature of these
‘haunts’ shows. The sense of adAds is just as prominent as that of addj. At
Hes. Theog. 129 they are on mountains, probably caves in which the nymphs
resided (cf. Q.S. 14. 83, A.R. 1. 1226 cited below); Eur. Bacch. 122 évavdo
of the Curetes = dvrpous ibid. 123. The évavdo. mentioned in A.Ven. 74, 124
are probably caves on an dpos (which is termed okwepdv), or coverts, as at
Eur. Hel. 1107 Scaliger, Nonn. D. 3. 16. Oppian thrice (H. 1. 305, 3. 5, 5. 21)
uses the word of fishes, etc., which live in the xolAy dAs. This is frequent in this
sense in Nonnus (D. 1. 269, 6. 325, 10. 153, 20. 384, 23. 270, 43. 81). At Eur.

! For a discussion of variatio in general in
Apollonius see Friankel, T.A.P.A. Ixxxiii
(1952), 144 n. 2.

2 Frankel’s ék Te for éx 8¢ at 804 is not
accepted by the latest editor Ardizzoni, but
it must be right. The clauses xovpidias . . .
dnéotuvyov and éx . . . yuvaikas are not op-
posed. The adrdp clause takes up the pév, and
the sentence corresponds to 611 ff., 873 yap
rovpudias puev . . . €xov §’ énl Amquddeaat.

3 We may now add yxaplevras émav[Aovs

from P.Oxy. 2494 B (b) = [Hes.] fr. 66. 1
M.-W. The sense of ‘stalls’ is clearly sug-
gested by the context there. The supple-
ment émav[lovs is recommended, as Lobel
remarks, by Hes. Theog. 129 xaplevras
évavdovs (on this see below). But yaplevras is
an odd epithet of émavdous, if the accusative
case is correct, unless they are so because they
belong to Hermes.

4 1 have amplified the lists given in
Stephanus-Dindorf and LS]J, but I am not
sure that I have found every case of this word.
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HF 371, where shepherds’ chalets seem to be referred to, the word may mean
grottoes used as shelter (as, apparently, at [Opp.] C. 1. 142), or simply ‘torrents’
in the Homeric sense. Thus there seems to be no authority for taking the
word as a mere equivalent of ‘steadings’, and the sense ‘homes’ also offered
by the schol. here would be impossible.

Finally Apollonius’ own use of the word would seem to be fixed by 1. 1226,
where the schol. gloss omjAaia.

1. 1176 Kkaka moda €7 fprjoato yaoTpi.

kard Ardizzoni (iam Wellauer, typographico ut vid. errore).

This seems at first sight tempting, but it is wrong. Ardizzoni’s arguments
for kara are as follows: (a) elsewhere in Apollonius dpdopar means ‘pray’
(159, 886 supra) ; (b) schol.” has karypicaro; (c) he compares Il. 9. 454 moAa
KaTnpaTo.

(a) No weight can be attached to this. At 1. 886 dpdopar = ‘pray’ absolutely,
the normal Homeric use; at 1. 159 it means ‘pray for’ something, which is not
Homeric. There seems to be no reason for denying to Apollonius a third,
Tragic, use. He has many others. Three occurrences, in fact, barely con-
stitute a basis for an ‘usus scribendi’.

(b) What the schol. present is in fact this: mpooeimer L, karnpijoaro 1) mpoo-
eimev P. A gloss karqpijoaro on dpijoato, ‘curse’, is to be expected. And
mpoceimev, ‘pronounced’, again indicates a simple 7jprjoaro.

(¢) II. 9. 454 proves nothing. And there karmpdro is absolute. For the use
with the dative we have to look elsewhere, Od. 19. 330 7& 8¢ karap@vrac . . .
dAye’ Smioow.

The correct explanation of the line is, I believe, this. Homer often refers to
the belly in uncomplimentary terms. See especially Od. 17. 473—4 yaorépos
elveka )\vypﬁs, / oﬁ/\op.e'v’qs, 1"} moMa kdk’ &v@pa'nrowl. S8idwaw, ibid. 286—7 (cited
by Mooney) yaorépa . . . [odAopérmy, §j moMa kdk’ dvfpdimowst diwaw. Cf. also
Od. 1 5. 3445 &ver’ oﬁz\o;.Le'W]s yao'rpég Kaka KﬁBe’ é'xovow / dve’pes. This is
a typically Alexandrine sophistication. The roles are reversed: the dporpeds
here is heaping kakd moAd on the yaomjp which causes kaxa moAAd in Homer.

For the yacrip as a bringer of ill cf. also Od. 18. 53—4, 7. 216, AR. 2. 233
(s.v.l.).

I. 1252 o /';)e' pw dvdpes
wotvov vt éXdynoav.

éovr” codd. : correxi.
Cf. 0d. 4. 670 8dpa pw adrov idvra Aoxfoopar, ibid. 14. 181,

1. 13334 tmrept ydp p’ dyos Tixevt évomeiv
pifov meppialdv Te kal dayerov.
1333 wépe vel mepi codd.  Axev LSGPE: eldev A, v.1. L.

HKEN seems clearly to be the reading from which any discussion of this
passage must start. wépt . . . eldev will make some sense: ‘anguish has smitten
me in great measure’, with wép. as, e.g., 2. 20; or even mepi . . . eldev, see, €.g.,
h.Ap. 461 mepl ppévas lpepos aipei. This usage is modelled upon the Homeric
one of wepiépyopar, as at Od. 9. 362, cf. LSJ s.v. 12. But eldev is ill attested, and
looks like an attempt to make sense out of nonsense. If sfjkev is corrupt, as I
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think it probably is, what should be entered in the text is not teldev}, as
Frankel, but tjxevt. Mooney’s mépe . . . efAkev strains the meaning of éAxew
and, since it is based on the reading ef)ev, is unlikely to be right.

Giangrande (C.Q.N.s. xvii [1967], g1 fI.) believes that #kev here is from
7jkw, and takes the use to be an ‘Ionic’ coinage. This is, I think, made highly
unlikely by the fact that Homer uses 7jkw only in the forms 7jkw and sjxew,
while Apollonius himself does not employ the word at all.t Moreover, fjxe(v)
occurs several times in Homer and several times in Apollonius, and invariably
this comes from mue and not from +jkw. Nor would the reader of an Epic poet
think of it as anything else. Hence I must regard this ‘Ionic’ coinage as a mere
ghost.

According to Giangrande Apollonius is here imitating Aratus (Phaen. 473),
mepl ¢pévag {keTo fadpa, where 7T€pLLKV€/Op.aL, he claims, is in tmesis. I doubt,
however, if a Greek of Apollonius’ time would notice this as particularly
‘Aratean’. Aratus’ phrase is simply an extension of such expressions as are
found in 4.4p. 461 mentioned earlier (based, that is, on Homer’s mepiépyopar).
In fact the wep. was probably regarded as a preposition or adverb rather than
a preverb. For this see also, e.g., Q.S. 2. 615 mepi dpévas dAyos Ikyrac.

If Apollonius here did mean to express the sense that Giangrande desiderates,
Merkel’s conjecture is plainly superior. The latter noted the frequent occur-
rence of dyos ixdvel, dyos {ferar in Homer, and Apollonius himself has at
3. 1401 the variatio dXyos ikdver. Hence Merkel wrote wept . . . {kev, from which
frev would easily arise by iotacism. None the less, Apollonius does not else-
where employ this form (from fkw he has {£ev and {£ov), and the expression does
seem to me to be forced and unnatural, although admittedly éviomeiv as con-
secutive infinitive is quite comprehensible, as Giangrande remarks.

Better sense is given by Frinkel’s émt . . . fixev, which recognizes 7jkev for
what it is, and gives an Homeric use (/. 18. 108, al.).2 But if the 7 in mepe is
genuine—it may have arisen from ei 7. 7ep—I suggest as an alternative mapa . . .
Wyev. mapd and mepl are frequently confused, e.g. 2. 1188 ndpa PE, #ép. LASG,
and for fyev . . . frev cf. 2. 239. The sense yielded seems the most suitable one
here: ‘led me astray, so that . ..". Apollonius imitates the Tragic use of dyw
c.inf. (cf. LSJ s.v. IL. 1) at 2. 817, al., and there seems no reason to disbelieve
that he would not extend the use of mapdyw similarly with the use of a con-
secutive infinitive, employing an obviously choicer mode of expression by
means of tmesis. The tmesis would resemble such cases as Od. 14. 488-9 mapd
p’ fmage Salpwy | oloyirwy’ tpevar.’

2. 65. (62) 1o & dvrios HAvfe Kdorwp [ §8¢ . .. Talads.
(65) Tod 8 adre ApnTds kai " Opvvros.
65 7 codd.: correxi.
This surely carries variatio too far. In 65 we must supply dvriot HAvfov, not

! At 2. 239 Brunck and Wellauer are
certainly mistaken in reading Klewomdrpy

reference to Od. 14. 464, but he kept mép:.
3 LSJ s.v. mapamadioxw group along with

&voiow éuov opov frev drovris : SG’s reading
KXewomdrpny . . . fyov drourw is supported by
3. 38 (cited by Frinkel), but still more by
1. 977 (K)elrny) Oeomeoiows édvoow dvijyayev
dvrimépnlev. (Cf. also Il. 22. 472, 16. go,
0d. 6. 159, A. Pr. 559, A.R. 4. 194.)

2 Platt had already hinted at this by a

Il. 14. 360, where m. takes the infinitive
(maprimader edvnbijvar), A.R. 2. 952, where
in mapimadev edvnbivar | (éuevov (note the
line break) the infinitive goes with {éuevov—
a subtle variatio. For the infinitival use they
might have quoted, e.g., Q.S. 1. 645.
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dpdédeov from 64, as the parallelism of expression (with variatio in 8¢ 62—
Te kal 65) makes clear. In 65 it is better to read Tod. 7® would be an easy
corruption since the scribe, in thinking of dvriot JAvfov, would automatically
normalize into the dative (‘less freq. in Homer with dat., but mostly so after
Homer’ LS] s.v. 11. a ad fin.).

2. 107-8 7ot 8 dooov LdvTos
8elirepij oraiijs Dmép Sppvos MAage yeupl.

107 ‘exspect. Tov et (ovra’ Frankel.

It is not particularly helpful to refer to 106 supra, as Frankel does, since the
fact that Apollonius says 7ov . .. dmo oréproo mAijée there does not make it
necessary to assume that he will not employ a variatio here. Indeed Apollonius’
style leads one to expect this kind of trick. As a genitive absolute when rov and
{évra would be readily at hand the expression is a strained one (though not
without parallel). The papyrus reading has fortunately prevented Frankel
from placing an accusative in the text.

There is no need to take 7o? . . . idvros as a genitive absolute at all. At 111
infra we read odra . .. kara Aamwdpnyy Talaoto,’ where ‘dealt a wound in the
flank of T.” = ‘dealt T. a wound in . . .”. This expression is an imitation of the
Homeric odrnoe kar’ domida (Il. 11. 434, al.), and with the genitive added, e.g.
1l. 3. 347 BdAev Arpeidao kar’ domida, Il. 5. 305 BdAev Alvelao kat’ loylov.

So here ‘dealt a blow over the brow of” = ‘dealt one a blow over the brow’.
The genitive is extended by a participle, but this is surely defensible as a
variatio on Homer ; and such a variatio is all the more expected here because
Apollonius has said already (102-3 supra) dvépa Kdotwp | fAac’ . . . kepadis
vmep. The word order is involved, as it often is in Apollonius, but observe what
he has done here with the order in general to secure a juxtaposition of adjec-
tives of kindred relationship :

’ ’
SeéiTepi) | oxaufs Smép ddpros [ Aace xeipl.

In view of the Homeric prototype I should not regard the possible objection
that a Greek would naturally take Tod 8’ dooov idvros as a genitive absolute as
a serious one. One may note further that Homer does not employ this con-
struction with odrdw/odrd{w, nor with éavvw.

At 2. 7% another unusual genitive occurs. Frankel there remarks ‘fort.
{épevov et kAvdwva’. Earlier? he has put the case more strongly: ‘A genitive
absolute is intolerable when a direct object is required; five genitive forms
in two lines are ridiculous . . ..

There is nothing ‘ridiculous’ about five genitives if they are fulfilling a
proper function. The genitives are different both in form (-oto twice ; -os twice ;
-ov) and in function.

First, the construction of 70-1. Three are possible: (a) 76 in tmesis with
dAdoxer (so schol.F); (b) dmo as preposition, ‘from under’: cf,, e.g., 1. 105 (¢)
¥76 TuThdv together, comparing émi Tvrfdv,? with dAdokw c. gen. as in Tragedy.

I Thisis a good example of conscious varia- 3 Ardizzoni (on 1. 1359) wrongly changes
tio. In Apollonius’ line there is a shift from  émi Turfdv (to éri) at 1. 1359 and 4. 1529. Cf.
Homer’s constant od7ra xard Aamdpnv at the  Pfeiffer on Call. fr. 1. 5, though his inter-
beginning of the verse (II. 6. 64, 14. 447,517).  pretation of the Callimachean passage seems

2 T.A.P.A. Ixxxiii (1952), 148 n. 15. questionable.
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Of these (a) is plainly superior. () causes a violent hyperbaton, and (c)
produces a phrase dm6 Tvrfdv which is not attested elsewhere and seems un-
likely in itself. Since therefore dmadvokw does not seem to be found with the
genitive, we are faced with a genitive absolute. (dmaAvoxw is used absolutely
at Scutum 304.) And as such I believe it to be defensible and indeed necessary.

kAvdwv and kdpa are not exact equivalents: kAvdwr once in Homer, Od. 12.
420—1, dmo Tolxovs | Aboe kAUwy Tpdmos (viz. the surge jumping up) Ty 8¢
Yy pépe kipa. Here the kAvdwr and the kipa are plainly contrasted. Compare
Hesychius’ definition of the former as kvpdrwv ododpdrys. Here the run of the
lines would suggest to me: ‘the wave rises against the ship—the ship just
escapes from under (the wave), while (all this time) the surge keeps rushing
on.... The genitives are odd, but Apollonius, in thinking of the Odyssey
passage, wants to keep the «fua and the xAvdwy distinct.!

’ Qs ¥ \ - »
Kat 81’ TLS €TTOS LETA TOLOV €ELTTEV.

2. 144

Toiow codd.: correxi.

For the confusion see 4. 738, émos 8’ éml Toiov éevmrev : Toiov SG, Totow LAPE
(impossible in the context). My objections to Toiow here are (a) 7is? in such
expressions is equivalent to wds 7is and rofow is not particularly appropriate
with this;3 (b) a dative is found in such expressions (but not with i) at,
e.g., 2. 773, 3- 522, 4. 189, but 7oiov is the norm in this type of speech opening.
Add to the three quoted 2. 1276 Toiov pera pibov éevmev, 3. 544 Toiov émos
dydpevaev, 1. 277 Toiov émos ddro, 1. 699 = 3. 1078 Toiov émos nvda, 2. 10=
2. 684 =3. 24 Toiov ékdaro pibov, 3. 259 = 974 Toiov ¢dro pidbov, 3. 726
Tolov 8 émi uifov éevmev, with its variatio 4. 1098 émos 8 émi Toiov éevmev. For its
use in later Epic see Q.5. 1. 211, 3. 559, passim, Coluth. 138, Nonn. D. 1. 92,
20. 136, 44. 133; for the combination 7is . . . Tofov Q.S. 4. 19, 10. 470, 13. 14.

2. 224 ékmolev dgpdaToro karaiooovoar ToAébpovT

The examples cited by Mooney in support of Koechly’s éXefpo (3. 777,
1135, 4. 63, 242) are not really comparable, and the bare use of the word
‘destroyers’ does not strike one as Apollonian or as Epic. Perhaps Hemster-
huis’s éAefpov, which he translated ‘ex improviso undecunque perniciem in-
ferentes’, has been unjustly ignored, since Apollonius notoriously makes nor-
mally intransitive verbs transitive (G. Boesch, De A.R. Locutione, pp. 8 ff.),
and there is some case for preserving the manuscript reading émaioowv at
1. 1254 (see Ardizzoni), although Ruhnken’s émwooelwr seems to me to be
certain. One might suggest alternatively, supposing -afocovear to have come
from 187 supra, karavyllovoar dAeBpov. For the metaphor cf. infra 267 ff.

2. 867

TePLTPO Yap €D €kékaaTo
Bvvew.

This is Frankel’s note : “fort. mep. 8¢ viv éxéx. Cf. Od. 3. 2825sq. [éxalvvro. .. |

! In this simile Apollonius puts to a new
use I. 15. 381 ff., ds Te péya kipa fardoons
edpumdpoio [ vnos Vmép Tolywv xartaBioerar,
where the comparison is with the Trojans’
climbing of the wall.

2 The expression here recalls the well-
known formulaic line &8e 8¢ 7is eimeoxev

dav és mhnolov dA\ov (cf. Leaf on II. 2.
271).

3 Mr. Griffin calls to my attention Theoc.
13. 51, where, however, as he himself says,
the text is doubtful. And that passage seems
a good deal easier than the present one with
its bare 75 . .. Toiow.
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vija xvBepvijoai], Arg. Orph. 730 vija karfvwr, scl. Ancaeus recens electus
(728 Kexdobar).’

This suggestion’ is based on a faulty method. Critics are fortunate in
possessing a number of external aids for the poem (for it is clear that here
Frankel is laying particular stress on the parallel Orph. Arg. passage), but such
external aids must be used with discretion. Here Frankel is prepared to ignore
altogether Apollonius’ own ‘usus scribendi’. (fdvew is absolute, ‘be, act as
a pilot’: cf. 897 infra, {Bvew AeAdmuévor, where it is quite unnecessary to
extract vija from vija Oogv dfew 89g5 (itself a variatio of Il. 23. 317 vija Gon
{0vver). Further, Apollonius twice employs fuvriip without qualification in
the sense of ‘pilot’ (4. 209, 1260, schol. L8P ad loc. kvBepvijrns). And the
imitator in Orph. Arg. 730, if he chose to use karfdvw, would hardly omit vfa.
Cf. also Od. 5. 255, varied by Apollonius at 1. 562.

2. 889

-~ ~ \ 4
Td kat opod Ppfiuévolor kakny mpoTidooouar aTny.

‘textus susp.’ Frankel.

This comment, I suspect, is a legacy of the mishandling of the passage by
the commentators and translators. Frankel gives no suggestion in his note,
and it would in fact be hard to pin down a corruption here. Seaton translates
‘Wherefore I forebode an evil doom for us even as for the dead’, i.e. ‘as dire
as that of the dead’ Mooney, and so Lehrs, Coleridge, etc.

What Apollonius means is: ‘I foresee a kaks drn (for us), along with those
who have perished’,? i.e. along with Idmon and Tiphys who have recently
died. Jason is alluding to the death of his comrades: karavrdfe 8 dupe kaddiper
892 echoes 856 supra, adb pwvvvbadin mdrpns éxas k. The schol. seem to take
it thus: 86 kai odv Tois dmodlvuévots kal adTos mpoopduar Ty drdAetay.?

\ \ 3 % 4 ” o Y7 e 7
Tov pév Tém’ drpordrnst (Sov éomepov & poilw
vos UmepmTdpevoy vepéwy oxeddv.

2. 1251/2

1251: dn’ Naber éomépov Madvig et Platt.

I do not believe that on present evidence this line can be emended with
certainty, but I should like to point out some difficulties in the current treat-
ment and to suggest some other possibilities which have been ignored.

Platt’s objections to 1251 are sound. He points out that én’ dxpordrys cannot
mean ‘over the ship’, and that éomepov in the sense of ‘at evening’, defended by
Mooney with a reference to xvédas at 2. 407, is impossible. See FP xxxiii
(1914), 23ff.

Platt conjectured (as had Madvig before him) éomépov, and this is received
into the text by Friankel. But this creates a problem no less serious. There seems
to be no parallel at all for such a use of ém{ with the genitive (cf. LSJ s.v.
A II 1. a). If Platt is on the right lines it would be better to read 9=’ dxpordrny

I As for the contents of the emendation
proposed, it is certainly not entirely safe to
introduce into Apollonius’ text another
example of the curious form vyiv found at
1. 1358 (véa La Roche).

2 This may pick up the previous speech
(881ff.): ‘They have encountered death—
but there are pilots left among us.” Jason:
‘These pilots seem more dejected than I am,
hence we will meet with as great an dry

as did the dead heroes.” Not a very cogent
link, but this set of speeches is very odd in
any case.

3 Admittedly this is obscure too, but what
does seem to emerge is that the schol. take
$Ouévoor as a reference to Idmon and
Tiphys. It looks as if what the schol. are
saying here is that just as those two foresaw
dr, so too did Jason, whereas in fact it was
only Idmon who was said to do this (1. 140).
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... éomepov, cf. LSJ s.v. vmé C III 2, and ¥¢’ éomepa = mori éomepa at A.P.
5. 304.1 The sense given, ‘just before evening’, is perhaps satisfactory, since
night proper does not seem to be reached until éwwiyior at 1260. Apollonius
has said between the two 8npov 8 od perémeira 1256, and at 1259, when the
bird returns, the heroes eloevdnoav (‘felt the presence of it’?), rather than saw
distinctly.

~ Even this could be wide of the mark, since, firstly, dxpos in the superlative
seems never to be used with reference to time? (neither Passow nor LSJ s.v.
dkpos provides any examples), and secondly, it ignores another possibility
which seems to have been overlooked by the commentators. éomepov could be
adjectival. It is so at A.Hom. 19. 14, and it is exactly this rare type of usage
which Apollonius loves to imitate. For the expression rov . . . i{Sov éomepov cf.,
e.g., Call. fr. 75. 12 Pf. Setedwny v 8 elde kaxos yAdos, and Gow’s note on
Theoc. 13. 33. If éomepov is adjectival then one might expect something like
dmép mdoms, ‘over the whole length of” (cf. 2. 583). But I believe that it is safer
at the moment to obelize.

3. 652 éx 8¢ mdAw lev évdobev, dif T’ dAéewev 650
» 3 \ ’ ’ ” \ ¥
elow, Tniiciol 8¢ médes Pépov évba kai évfa.
» o 3 307 » ’ » Q7
frow 87 BYoetev, épuré pw &vdobev alddds.

There is a good deal of repetition in this highly graphic passage, but the
occurrence of édofer here after évbofer 650 seems suspect. Vian is the only
editor to make a note on the word. He says it means (a) ‘in her apartment’;
= &dob, or rather (b) ‘within (her heart)’, comparing érocfev 724. For (a) one
might compare the slightly different use at 250 supra, pw épvke 8duw. But
() is altogether more likely, cf. 1. 274 8éSetar kéap évdobev dry, LS] s.v. IT 2,
who oddly omit Od. 4. 293, 467. Add also Q.S. 3. 504, 5. 171, 7. 537, 12. 534.

Yet however we take édofev here, it seems ugly after its literal use ‘from
indoors’ at 650. If it has been interpolated here, perhaps év ¢peoiv, sim.,3
was the original. At any rate we must keep édofev at 650, since there there
is a plain contrast with elow.

3. 706-8 vewdde 8 dudorépnor mepioxero yovvara xepolv,
avdv 8¢ kdpn komois mepucdBBadev. &vl’ Eleewdy
dudw ér’ dAjAnor Bésay ydov.

707 mepikdPBBarey SGPE: -ov LA (ex éleewdv vel ydov 708).

Frankel and Vian read -ov with slighter manuscript authority, but (a) it
seems clear that odv (= simul) expresses the act of the person who meployero.
It is not until the next clause, é&v0> é\eewdv k7., that both (dugdw) are repre-
sented as acting simultaneously; () if A kneels to B, how can both A and B
place head upon bosom? This point is surely obvious: Wellauer simply wrote
‘Singular (is), quem sensus postulat’.

Frankel terms the compound a ‘vox obscurior’. Here it would have to
mean ‘threw down her head upon’, ‘dans (sur)’ Vian. This is very odd.
At 3. 156 the compound wepicdrferot is unusual, but in this 7ep- means

' The schol. say mapa v éomépav. This 3 &puke yap domeros aiddbs Quintus (9. 144),
use of mapd would express d7¢ here. who often imitates Apollonius closely. But

2 It is conjectured by Frinkel at 1. 516  domeros aldbs does not strike one as Apol-

(mpoéxdoois). Of course this objection is  lonian.
hardly a disastrous one. 4 ‘kararifepar est impropre: il signifie
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‘around’ and is clear enough. At 3. 543 mepicdmmeaev, mepi- means ‘impaled
on’, a common use from Homer down. So also at 2. 831 mepikdmmese = ‘fall
to the ground impaled upon’. (It is hard to see why Frinkel prints the com-
pound divisim here and not at 3. 543.) In view of the proximity of meployero
here, I think it highly likely that what Apollonius wrote was évixdfBalev. For
the compound cf. 1. 1239. To the objection that Apollonius uses meptkara-
compounds frequently I should reply with évikarafvrioxw 2. 834, énkarari-
Oepar 3. 282, évkaramintw 3. 655. And évi- surely gives the sense required.

For the preposition évi cf., e.g., 3. 1308 év xfovi xdfBalev; for the confusion
see also 3. 973 énmenrnuiav LAPE, 7epi- SG.

3. 1032—4
1032 Bobpov dpvfacbar mepinyéa, & 8 émi Ontvv
1033 dpvewov opdlew kai ddalerov duoberioar,
1034 ad1d mupkainy €b vyjoas émt Béfpw.

1032 érmi scripsi: évi codd. (ex 1031, 12077).
The description given in this passage is resumed at 1207-9:

1207 ﬂ?ixvcov & dfp’ éreira ﬁe’Sc‘u én ﬂé@pov 6p15§ag,

’ ’ 2\ 3 ~ ’ ’
1208 winoev axilas, éml 8 dpvelod Tdpe Aaipudy,
1209 ad7dv 7 €0 kabvmeple Taviooaro.

I leave aside for the moment discussion of a similar process in Homer.

Apollonius’ description is obscure, but what is happening, I think, is this:
Jason must dig a pit (1032): over the pit he must cut a ewe’s throat and let
the blood flow in (1032/3), and also sacrifice the entire ewe (1033) after
(vijoas, aorist) building a pyre on the actual edge of the pit (1034, = du¢’
ad7® Homer, v. infra). Then he does dig the pit (1207), heap up billets (1208),
cut the ewe’s throat over (the pit), 1208, and lay the actual body of the ewe
(adrdv') ‘above’ (on the pyre: émi o mip schol.). At 1209-10 he kindles a fire
under the pyre, and at 1210 he pours libations over the pyre.

It seems unlikely from the description given that the pyre is in the pit.
Since the ewe goes on the pyre (1209), and the pyre is on the edge of the pit
(1034), then évi at 1032 is wrong. As the description at 1032 of the cutting of
the throat is echoed by 1208 émi 8’ dpvewod k7)., ém{ mustberead at 1032. To take
évi of motion, ‘(blood) goes into the pit’ (cf. Homer infra) is impossible in view
of d8alerov wpoberijoar. This seems right as opposed to Frankel’s suggestion
& at 1034. One must be right, since the ad7é . . . émi Bé0pe looks clearly resump-
tive.

The Homeric original is to be found at Od. 11. 24-50. Editors generally
quote Od. 10. 517-30, which is made up almost entirely of the passage in 11.
But in the latter a number of details are added which are relevant to Apol-
lonius here.

Od. 11. 35-6: 76 8 pfda AaBow dmedeipordunoa | és Bébpov,> pée & alua

normalement ‘‘déposer’: cf. Od. 21. 264’ calls the ewe dpveids simply and not Gjdvs
Vian; ‘exspect. mept of 0éro’ Friankel. dpveds, can he really be expected to write
‘Impropre’ it may be, but it is right: Q.S. anything but adrév?
6. 196 peydlows mepikdrhero yvlois | Tevxea: 2 For this expression cf. Il. 23. 148, Ov.
id. 12. 303 dpowot kar’ duPpora Gijxaro Tevyn.  Met. 7. 245, Paus. 9. 39.

I admjv Frinkel: but if Apollonius here
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«edawedés. The sprinkling of blood brings up the $uyai vexdwv. The blood in
Apollonius must have the same function. The pyre strictly has nothing to do with
it. It is added by Apollonius from the Homer passage, where (a) Odysseus
promises on his return home to heap up a pyre with ésfAd ; () after the rising
of the dead, Odysseus’ comrades slay the sheep, and are told xaraxijac them
(while calling upon Hades and Persephone, érawsj Ilepoepovein, perhaps glossed
by Apollonius with Sewn feds at 1213).

The libations in Homer are poured du¢’ adr@ (scil. B0pw), along the edge
of the pit; in Apollonius the libations are poured over the actual pyre standing
on the edge of the pit.

Apollonius’ technique of wvariatio from his model is interesting in other re-
spects. He scatters the details given in the single Homeric passage over a wider
stretch of the poem. The libation list in Homer (27 fI.), peAixpnrov then wine
then water,! is given as peAixpnrov alone in Apollonius. At 1199 Argos is said
to bring milk; at 1036 honey is mentioned. These form the piyddas AoiBds of
1210, and perhaps Apollonius is pointing out that he took peAixpnror? to be a
mixture of honey and milk (cf. Vian on 1036). Apollonius postpones till the
later passage the reference to the size of the pit, 1207 mjyviov, Homer Socor
7€ mvyovowov. And, as Vian notes, he seems to interpret Homer’s é&vfa kai évfa
as wepiyéa there.3 In Homer Odysseus says éue 8¢ yAwpov 8éos 7jpet; so later in
Apollonius, 1221, Aigovidny 8’ frow pév élev Séos. At the end of Od. 11 the hero
admits to making haste back to his comrades: adrik’ émerr’ émi vija kudv k7A.
So in Apollonius, 1222-3, but already alluded to as early as 1041.

Other details are illuminating. Anything black or dark, as is well known,
is naturally associated with the dead. At Od. 11. 32—3 an éw . . . mapuélar’ is
mentioned. Apollonius chooses to focus attention on the clothing of the hero:
1031 évi ddpeot rvavéoioww, 1204—5 ¢dpos . . . kvdveov. In Homer Odysseus
wears only ylaivdy 7e xurdvd 7e (10. 542). So Medea invokes Hecate odv
dpdraiots dapéecow 862. Apollonius’ treatment of darkness in this scene is
particularly impressive. At the end of the Hecate episode the light of day
returns, with the elaborate lines 1223-416n 8¢ pdws viddevros vmrepfev | Kavkdaov
Npryerys fws PdAev dvrélovoa. This breaks in at mid-line, and is strikingly
contrasted with the normal ‘formulaic’ use at the beginning of a passage.

These passages afford an instructive comparison in that they show Apol-
lonius’ readiness to adapt an Homeric situation of similar nature, the summon-
ing of the Juyal there, the rousing of Hecate here. His technique of variatio,

! The libation-list in Od. 11. 27 fl. At
A.R. 3. 222 fI. editors point out for kpfjvac
miovpes Od. 5. 70. From this passage Apollo-
nius borrows other details (Od. 69—Ap. 221,
0d. 73—Ap. 222). For the fountains running
with  milk-wine-oil-water they instance
Il. 22. 147 ff.,, the cold Scamander. But
Apollonius is also drawing on the xo1
passage of Od. 11. 27 ff. and putting it to
a new use.

2 Eustathius (1688. 22) says that the
ancients took uellkpnrov in Homer as ‘milk
and honey’, but that later it was understood
as ‘honey and water’.

At 2. 1272 there appears to be a libation
of honey and wine: olvov dimpacioo peAi-
arayéas xée AouBds. The schol. there give for

peX. ylukelas, ndelas, and most translators
follow them (LS] ‘sweet as dropped honey’).
Linguistically this seems unlikely. Because
wine is dknpdoios does not mean that it
cannot be accompanied by honey. The
phrase probably means AowBas oivov kal
pélros oraldvros. Cf. alparoorayis, aipo-
aTayys, vekrapooTayis, etc. Perhaps the schol.
are here influenced by Homer’s ofvos peAc-
1&7s, pedippwy, or even by a reminiscence of
0d. 9. 205 (olvov) 18vv drmpdatov.

For varieties of offerings see Platnauer on
Eur. IT 162, Broadhead on A. Pers. 60710,
and Od. 11. 27 ff. mentioned above.

3 Schol. BQV on 0d. loc. cit. gloss évfa ral
&vlba with els mAd7os kal els pixos.
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especially in spreading out details so as to make the borrowings less obtrusive,
is marked.

3. 1368 Tév p dva Txeipat Aafdv, pdra TnAdfev éuBale péooors.

Frankel is certainly right in sensing corruption here.

Gillies says that dvd means ‘up on to’, and compares Homer’s dva ordua
éxew. This is obviously, as is ava fvpuov éyew, quite different. He would have
done better to quote such Homeric uses as these (LS] give no indication of
such a sense): Il. 10. 466 Ofkev dva pvpikyy, ‘up on to’, 18. 278 ornoduet’
du mipyovs.

Vian explains similarly :  “‘dans la main”, avec idée de mouvement vers le
haut’. For this he compares Eur. lon 1455, but there the text is dubious, cf.
Owen ad loc., Lloyd-Jones, C.R. N.s. xiii (1963), 157.

But, even granted that avd could bear this sense, there remains this very serious
difficulty: one would expect ava . . . Aafv, which certainly looks like a case
of tmesis, to mean ‘take up, lift up’, as, e.g., 7éfa, 6mAa, sim. (cf. LSJ s.v.
drvalaufdvw). One would further expect that what is being ‘lifted up’ is not
Jason’s hand but the stone (cf. Homer below).

The detail of ease in lifting heavy objects is found twice in Homer, /I. 5. 304,
12. 448, and Frinkel would read geia. Since the manuscripts offer XEIPA it is
plainly better to read yew(, as he proposes in the apparatus. Cf. Il. 5. 302 Adfe
xetpl = II. 20. 285, Virg. Aen. 12.899 ‘manu correptum torquebat in hostem’.

4. 412 Ovpéwr Sméeav yfes
dkelats difoppor dvabpdarovres dodals.

‘The bolts of the doors gave way, springing back swiftly before her incanta-
tions.’

LSJ’s interpretation is grotesque: s.v. wxds I 2, ‘of sound, shrill, doudai,
of the creaking of door-hinges’. Apart from the translation of d«elais as 6éeiars
(which Spitzner in fact conjectured here), where are the ‘door-hinges’? Their
interpretation of do.d7, on the other hand (cf. s.v. ¢84), is correct: ‘spell, in-
cantation, A.R. 4. 42, 59°. Cf. the schol. here, Tais 8ia ¢apudrwv émwdais, and
at 59, érwdais. Apollonius seems to have been the first to use the simple doud7}
for émaody} (Homer, etc.), but Sophocles had used doidds = émw8ds, Trach.
1000, where see Jebb.

Frankel obelizes dxelais, but this must be wrong, as the Homeric passage
which Apollonius is following shows:

Od. 21. 47 év 8¢ kA’ fike, Qupéwv & dvéxomTev dyias
ibid. 50 merdofnoar 8¢ of dka.

Apollonius here is thinking of the effortless ease with which Penelope opened
the doors in Homer, and he applies the situation to the spontaneous opening
of doors before the power of a sorceress. The language is similar in both
passages: dvafpoxw here corresponds to dvaxémrw in Homer, ‘push back’.t
To express the notion of speed (dxa) in Od. 21. 50 Apollonius chooses to attach
an epithet to dodals, where drelais governs not dowdais exclusively—the notion
of fast or hurried incantations is not a particularly happy one?—but the
sentence in general. dkelats in essence is equivalent to an adverb.

' See Gow on Theoc. 24. 49. He does not, however, mention dvafpgoxw here.
2 Cf. Erbse, Gnomon xxxv (1963), 23.
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This interpretation is confirmed by another passage in Apollonius, 3. 1318
fofj ovvdpacoe wkopdvy, which is modelled again on Od. 21. 46. There foj
is undoubtedly, as Vian notes, equivalent to an adverb fois. See his note and
the v.l. at Od. 24. 46 which he mentions.

4. 1513 wijkvve 8¢ pvpla kikda,
2 L4 -~ ’ 4
olov 8te PAnxpoiot kvAwddpevov meddyecowy
kipa pélav kwddv Te kal dfpopov.
152 kvAwddpevor SGPE: -vos LA ; oldv e et -vos coniecit Friankel. 153 pédav omisit
PE (? propter haplog. kuM AME)av) ; méde vel médev Damsté.

kvAwddpevov . . . pédav is essentially the reading handed down: -os LA
would easily arise from a continuation of sense, viz. 6y’ from 149. Damsté!
felt the want of a main verb and proposed either wéle or médev. But the ellipse
of a main verb in simile introductions is widespread, e.g. with ére, see LS]
s.v. IL. 1 (s & 7€), Goodwin M T 485, Pind. Olymp. 6. 2, where Gildersleeve
remarks: ‘the ellipsis was hardly felt’. So here the general notion of the ‘un-
folding’ wave can easily be gathered from 150-1. And perhaps, as Mr. Griffin
remarks, he was thinking here in particular of /. 2. 394 dis dre xidpa w7l
Wilamowitz? at any rate found nothing wrong with this ellipse.

olov ére introducing a simile is not Homeric : only twice in Apollonius, here
and 1062-5 infra, where there is a main verb. But Apollonius uses &ore three
times in similes, and on each occasion there is a different construction—in-
dicative, subjunctive, ellipse.3 The rarity of the form tells very much against
Frankel’s alteration here. It is also difficult to imagine precisely what meaning
he attaches to his suggestion.

Perhaps Damsté felt that pélav is awkwardly placed. But, in spite of the
translators, kwddv and dBpopov are quite clearly adverbs, and pélav cannot be
dismissed on this count. In reality pélav is an integral part of the simile, and
again Apollonius’ Homeric learning is at play. It appears to have eluded the
editors. Apollonius’ model for this simile is 7. 14. 16 ff.

€ y @ 7 7 7 ’ ~
ds 8 8re moppUpy médayos péya kipar kwdd,
b ’ /’ kd /’ \ ’
doadpevov Avyéwy dvéuwy Aaunpo. kélevbo.

14 QY ¥ ’ k] /7
adrws, 008’ dpa Te mpokvAvdeTar oddeTépwae,
mplv Twa kekpipévov karaPripevar éx diwos odpov,
&s 0 yépwv dppaive.

Some details are changed, but Apollonius is here comparing the unfolding
of the serpent’s coils to a kipa xwddv. The process is elucidated by schol.
BL ad Hom. loc. cit. They mention pelaivesfas of water not yet Smadpov: ‘the
Attics call this koAéxvpa, the Aeolians oxdAné.” It seems clear that Apollonius
knew of this. What I take to be happening is this. The song of Medea causes
the serpent to act as it does at 149 ff. The storm which causes the groundswell
here (cf. Leaf on II. 14. 16) is still at a distance, and in a sense the song here is
a mere preliminary. What will have devastating effects on the serpent is the
second process, the application of the narcotic. So here the serpent’s unfolding
is a mere ripple: dAAd kai éumns [ Sifod . . . kepadiy . . . delpas krA. (153-4). The
final sweep has yet to be made.

' Adversaria ad A.R. Argonautica, p. 52. 2 Hell. Dicht. ii, p. 251.
3 For variation in general in simile-introductions see Carpecken, 7.CLS. xii (1952), 63 ff.
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For Apollonius’ idea of the koAdkvpa here compare the Suda’s gloss koAdxvpa:
kw@ov kipa, and for the process see Bekk. Anecd. 62 (cited by Neil on Ar.
Eq. 692) oxddné: 1) kwdn Tdv kupdrwy émavdorasis. The schol. on Homer knew
that pelaivesfar was associated with this. It is clear that Apollonius knew it too.

4. 1038 Uupe 8¢ kal mdrpny kal ddpara varéuev adris
frvoa.
dppe codd. : correxi.

vupe: ‘for you I have brought it about that you should live again in . . .".
This is not very elegant, and there seems to be no precise parallel for the
construction. For dupe see Soph. OT 720; for the corruption 1. 660.

4. 1462 éxplflev dAMwWdis dAos dvaias épeeivew.

dvaiéas scripsi: ématfas codd.

But ‘rushed at’ what? émaiéas cannot mean ‘sped away’ Mooney, ‘started
up’ Coleridge, ‘profectus’ Lehrs. Nor is there any parallel for a meaning
‘rushing to the search’. ém- came from émAivdnr’ in the next line; and
émaifas is f.1. for dvaias at Il. 24. 440.

I append some briefer notes:

1. 280. The compound, as Giangrande remarks in C.R. N.s. xiii (1963), 1 54>
may be right. It cannot however be defended by explaining it as = d¢éper xai
pebépev (Ardizzoni). This misses the point of Frankel’s objection altogether.
Another possibility (adriy’ dmaf or adrika mws Frinkel, adrix’ dpa Giangrande)
is adrin’ deap: cf. Il. 23. 593. Something strong seems required (adrixa viv
Od. 18. 203 in re simili).

1. 638. In spite of 3. 811, Call. Lav. Pall. 84 (cf. also h.Dem. 282), an
imperfect, as Erbse says in Gnomon xxxv (1963), 27, does seem preferable:
cf. AR. 4. 9g59-60. If the rhythm is defensible, an improvement on ésyovro
(Meineke-Frankel) would be efyovro, which gives a Homeric usage: cf. Od.
9. 295, 1. 22. 409.

1. 1091. mapaoyeddv is universally taken as temporal by the editors and
translators, but the Homeric passage which Apollonius is imitating shows
clearly that it is not: ZI. 10. 157 ff. Tov 'rrapaa'rdg (ive"yeLpe ... Ao modi KLV‘YiO’as‘.
Cf. also Od. 10. 172 ff.

2. 955. The string of genitives seems ugly: dyavoi?

2. 1189. In spite of such uses as 2. 749, Q..S. 14. 504, xaxdv here is intolerably
weak. Perhaps raxiv, which would give a contrast with Jason’s preceding
words, a contrast which is found at 2. 1126 fI., 3. 340 ff. For kelvyv (contemp-
tuous) see 3. 320.

3. 1400. Vian actually places Morel’s karpudovor yapdle in the text, but
Hes. fr. 96. 86 Rz. is hardly decisive in the matter. A good argument for not
accepting it is this: Homer prefers yapdle to épale, but in Apollonius the re-
verse is the case. yaudle occurs once, 4. 216 ¢vdda x. . . . méoev (from I1. 6. 147,
probably also a variatio of Hes. Op. 421), but épale six times, always at verse-
end.

4. 1311.¢v? Cf. Call. Jov. 16, Hom. Od. 7.296,A.R. 3. 876 (év Frankel, whom
Vian rightly follows, for é¢’ codd.). é¢’ S8aow (valew, sim.), is common, e.g. 1. 36,
Tpirwvos &b’ 68aow Call. fr. 37. 1 Pf., where, however, the é4’ is properly used.
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