FURTHER NOTES ON APOLLONIUS
RHODIUS!

1. 5-8 Tolny yap Iledins ¢pdrw éxdvev . . .
dnpov 8’ ob perémeira Teny kard Bdéw *Dicwv . . .

Tae difficulty of renv at 8 is notorious, and it has never been answered. The
word refers back to Apollo, who has been invoked in the first line, but ‘it is not
in accord with epic convention that, after the invocation, reference should be
made to it’ (Seaton, CR xxviii [1914], 17). I suggest that we simply should not
expect Apollonius to conform to the conventions of older epic: he does not do
so in a number of other important respects. One is reminded here of the nervous
restlessness of Callimachean poetry, particularly Cer. 25. There the goddess is
addressed out of the blue with riv 8’ adr@, and emendation is unconvincing.
Perhaps rejy in Apollonius is even more abrupt than the example in Calli-
machus. Yet Apollonius seems on many occasions to carry further the devices
of his master. The astonishing parenthesis at 1. 623f. is a good example (for
Callimachus see Lapp, De Call. Cyr. Tropis et Figuris (1965), 52f., F. Bornmann,
Call. Hymnus in Dianam, 1-1i).

Attempts to eradicate the ‘contravention’ have been signally unsuccessful.
For roinv at 5 Frankel conjectures IIroiyv, but roiyy has a formal parallel at
1. 1095 and is untouchable. A glance at Mooney’s app. crit. will show that
Tenv at 8 simply will not yield to emendation. It was argued by Pfeiffer, and it
is often repeated, that renv is protected by Call. 4etia, fr. 18. g9 orjv, Poife, kar’
alowuinv. The answering passage in Apollonius is 1. 411 f., but there onv 8wa
piTw occurs at 422, and in the same line poipy (cf. Et. G. s.v. alowia: . . . mapa
v aloav, Ty poipav). Whatever the relation between these two episodes may
be, it is surely wrong to claim that ‘apparet Apollonium mirum illud renv xara
Bdéw . . . finxisse ad exemplum loci Call. o7y, PoiBe «.7.\.” (Pleiffer, Calli-
machus ii, p. xlii.

I. 28f. (}S’T]'}/OL 8 a’ypw.Ses‘ KELV'Y]S €TL O'T]'U,G.T’(I 'U,OAW‘I)S
aKT’T]S @p’T]LKL'T]S ZC!)V‘I]S €L TT])\G&O(UO’(IL

There are too many genitives in 28 and 29, as Frankel sees. In 29 he writes
dktf) Opnukiy Zdwvys. But we require only dxr§ @pnikins Zuvys. It is closer to
the manuscripts, X' Nic. Ther. 460 (Opyxin Zdvy) supports Opnukins, and,
above all, G has the clearly transitional reading d«xrjjs (@pyixias).

1. 41f (IToXVpnuos) 6s mpiv pev épioBevéwy Aambdwy,
onmére Kevravpois Aamifar émi Owpriooovro,
omASTepos moréuiler 187 ad Bapibeoké of 1dn
yvta, uéver 8 érv Bupuds apijios s 10 mwdpos mep.

The genitive at 41 is awkward. Meineke’s mpoudyile for moAéuile at 43 is
attractive, but there is an easier remedy. Apollonius distinguishes two periods

I See CQ N.s. xix (1969), 269 f. I wish to  in advance an article of his on the first book
thank Professor F. Vian for reading an earlier ~ which will appear in REA; I am pleased to
draft of these notes and suggesting many be able to say that we have reached similar
improvements, and for kindly letting me see  conclusions on several points.
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in Polyphemus’ career. Before (mpiv uév 41) he fought, but now (767’ af 43) he
was old. omAdrepos, ‘in his younger days’, is by no means essential to this
contrast. Apollonius may have written émAdraros. Confusion of comparative
and superlative is common ; for Apollonius cf. M. L. West’s certain mkpdrepov
for mkpdrarov at 2. 222! (CR N.s. xiii [1963], 10).

Apollonius has 6mAdrarov at 4. 71, mavomdordryy at 3. 244. 6mAdTepos with him
either has a comparative sense (4. 1751, and 4. 971 [the younger of two]), or is
more or less the equivalent of koupdrepos (1. 992, cf. 1. 693, and perhaps 1. 316).

1. 59f Kawéa yap [wdv mep érv kAelovow dotdol
’ kd /’ o 5 > y ¥
Kevravpoiow dXéofar, 7€ aeas olos dm’ dAwv
MAac’ dpioTiwy . . .

Giangrande, like others before him, pours scorn on {wdv mep érv: ‘obviously
they could only slay him when he was still alive . . . , and not when he was
already dead. Such a text . . . (is) also untrue, because Caineus, who was
drpwros, was not slain by the Centaurs’ (CR N.s. xiii [1963], 154 n. 3). But
Caineus was, technically speaking, ‘dead’: édvoero veidfe yains (63). {wov mep
ére means ‘Caineus, though he is? still alive, was actually killed’, and this is a
wry piece of irony, which one might expect in the approach to such a fadua as
this (cf. 154, al.). Apollonius’ language is very like that of Pindar’s {ce pév . . .
dmobavoioa Bpduw . . . Zepéda (OL. 2. 25 f.), where {de is similarly placed in an
emphatic position.

éru kAelovow dowdol occurs shortly before this passage at 18. kAelovow doidol
must be regarded as suspicious, but ér is certainly sound.

At 61 dpiomjwv is read by LASG and supported by ZAP II. 1. 264. PE have
dpiorevwy, which Frankel prefers: ‘Lesen wir -1jwv, so war Kaineus ‘‘allein”
und nicht begleitet von “anderen grossen (Lapithen-) Helden’ als er (leicht-
sinnigerweise) eine Horde von Kentauren iiberfiel’ (Einleitung zur kritischen
Ausgabe der Arg., 83). This last word is an inaccurate translation, and ‘leicht-
sinnigerweise’ is wholly unjustified. The mpdpayos Caineus (dpioTevs =
mpdpayos) attacked the Centaurs along with the other mpduayor (the Lapithae),
but left these behind by driving deep into the ranks and putiing the enemy o
Sflight (§dac’ 61).

aptomjwv not only makes sense, but is actually desirable. ofos dm’ dAwv
occurs as a composite phrase at &. Ven. 79 ofos dm’ d\wv /, id. 76, Od. 9. 192
olov am’ dAMwv. Apollonius abandons this fixity by extending the expression
into the following line. This is common practice in him: consider 1. 880f. and
4. 1301f. against Od. 6. 292, or 1. 88f. against Od. 11. 324, 16. 120, 17. 293.
Similar is g. 25f. :

émmAdpevar 8¢ uw dudw
madl € elmeiv dTpvvopev, al ke mifyral
kovpny Alirew modvddpuakov olor féleaat
0é\éau dioredoas én’ *Djoovt.

This text is now confirmed by P. Oxy. 2699; at 28 Brunck conjectured diorev-
oavr’, and Frankel obelizes. But Apollonius is here abandoning the rigidity of

! This is regarded by Giangrande (CQ ‘in the end’; wijkwrov at 1. 87 can be
N.s. xvii [1967], 86 n. 1) as a case of super-  otherwise explained.
lative for comparative, but the alleged 2 ‘is’, not ‘was’—the hackneyed ér. of the
examples in Apollonius are doubtful : Sorarov  aition, and immediately intelligible as such.
4. 510 (Jorepov West, p. 12) need only mean
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the Homeric formula ai xe mifpar (mifnrad) [, which is extended to govern an
infinitive as it does at Od. 22. 316 (in this case Apollonius was perhaps en-
couraged by ZI. 21. 293f. and 23. 82f.).

In short, we had better not import into the text of 1. 61 the obvious thought
that Caineus was performing an aristeia. dpiorevwy is either a banal substitution,
or a corruption originating from dpiworijwy ~ dpioTeiwr, a process of error now
demonstrated by P. Oxy. 2699 at 3. 21. For the hyperbaton of dpioriwy, if it
can be called that, cf. 4. 105f.

1. 177

There is an obvious similarity to Call. Hec. fr. 260. 27 Pf., [TeAMsjvny édixaver
Ayailda; but Apollonius’ line presents a difficulty. As Frankel has seen,
dduedver nowhere else takes a genitive of separation, and Ardizzoni’s long
note does not encourage the belief that Apollonius could have used the verb
thus. Frankel’s own solution is dé’ {kavov, which is unconvincing on general
grounds and destroys the close correspondence with the Callimachean line.

It seems to me obvious that Apollonius wrote épikavov. For épixdvw in the
sense of ‘come to the expedition’ cf. émeA@éuev at 1. 197; for the corruption see
1. 680, where the true reading’ épicdver (for déirdver) has only just survived.
Both poets use épikdvew in a novel way: in Callimachus we expect ‘come upon,
overtake’ ; in Apollonius ‘hit’.

ITeAjvys ddiravov Ayauidos.

1.213f. Oreithyia bore the Boreads
éoxari) Opyjrns Svoyeyuépov: T&O’ dpat mivye
Opyixios Bopéns dvepéparo Kexpominlev,
Eiloood mpomrdpofle xopd év Swedovoav,
kol pw dywv. éxabev, Zapmdoviny 80 mérpny
kAelovow motapoio mapa péov *Epyivoio,
Avyalois €ddpacce mepl vedéeaar kalifas.

215

Vestigia h.vv. habet P. Oxy. 2700. 213 &8’ dpa IT quoque. 214 dvepéfaro I1, S (G)
-epeipato LAPE. 215 Elloood restitui ex IT (Eilewsod) : *Ihgooi codd. 218 Avyalois:
Avykawos I1, unde Adykaios nom. propr. Kingston.

It is difficult to make anything of &6’ dpa at 213. As Frankel points out,
neither &fa nor dpa is suitable. One would expect ydp, which will not fit. It is
possible that Apollonius wrote adrap 6 mivye (cf. the ‘doublet’ passage of 2.
502f.), with adrdp in the reasonably common sense of ‘now’.

At 215 IT offers Ei)ewood. I have always in reading this line automatically
translated xopd & Swevovoav into eidisoouévny, and it seems possible that
Apollonius wrote Eiloood for the sake of a pun. This spelling is attested for
Apollonius here in some Parisian manuscripts (cf. Wellauer), in Pausanias and
Lucian (cf. Pape-Benseler s.v.), and perhaps more significantly as a variant in
the imitation of Apollonius at Orph. 4. 221.2 Nonnus puns on the name of the
river with é\eAl{w (D. 47. 13) ; for eiXicoopar of an actual river in Alexandrine
poetry cf. Call. Del. 105, A.R. 2. 368, 981, 3. 1220,3 with the clever hint at

1 So Friankel: Ardizzoni returns to d¢-
tkdver, which he would not have done if
he had set 1. 680 beside 4. 1157. Cf. also
Friankel’s note on 4. 513.

2 Prof. Vian reminds me of the warrior
Eilooos in Q.S. 1. 228.

3 The subject is vUpdar moraunides; here
eiXlogovrar (or -ovro) means not ‘hanter’
(Vian) but ‘dance’, the normal occupation
of nymphs (cf. 1. 1135, 4. 1198). The
ambiguity of elXlgoopa: recalls the spirit of
Callimachus’ fourth hymn.
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that usage by Apollonius at 3. 1277 (where the text has been wrongly ques-
tioned).

Kingston argues for the proper name Avyxawos at 218. This causes a geo-
graphical difficulty, as H. Lloyd-Jones has pointed out,! but an even more
decisive factor against it is that ‘Thracian Boreas carried her off, and the
Lyncaean one raped her’ is a type of writing which is foreign to Apollonius—he
may be learned, but not in this way. Besides, Avyaiois, one would have thought,
is an essential part of the picture; it is attested with védos (cf. LSJ s.v.),and is a
favourite word of Apollonius. And Apollonius nowhere else has productio at the
beginning of the second foot when the complex ! w2 forms a single word.
Perhaps xAelovow at the beginning of the preceding line caused a muddle.

1. 276f. éov maid’ dykads éyovoa
Adcrpuédn.

Frankel prints Rzach’s mdw, which the latter justified by applying strict
metrical rules (Sitz. Wien., 1878, 504 f.). One wonders whether such a pro-
cedure is ever advisable in this poet. Apollonius’ model here tells against the
proposal: A. Cer. 141 maida . . . év dykolvyow éxovoa. Similarly at 1. 811 Rzach
(pp- 454 f.) read kodpas for e kdpar because the form «dpy is isolated in Apol-
lonius ; Frankel follows suit. But xdpnv occurs in the same Homeric hymn (439),
and Callimachus admitted «Jpy in an epic hymn (Del. 67).

1. 295f. Alcimede is in despair at her son’s departure, and Jason tries to
console her with some homely moralizing :

~ 3
w1 pot Aevyadéas éviBdAeo pfrep avias
Bde Ay, émel ob pév épyrices kardryros
ddrpvow, dAN® érv kev kal ém’ dhyeow dlyos dpoto.
s 4

Line 296 is senseless as it stands, but Frinkel’s épwijoets is not a particularly
rare word and épnyrices could hardly be called a simplification. We require
‘you will not ward off disaster? (from me) by weeping’. I suggest épnrices
kaxémyra (the genitive could easily have crept in from dAyos immediately
below). épnrvw would be used for the more usual épvkw (cf. Il. 15. 450), just
as karepyriw at 1. 494 is the equivalent of the (Homeric) xarepdkw, and as at
I. 171 épyriw takes the infinitive on the analogy of the (post-Homeric) épvkw.

I. 462. Jason in a fit of depression skulked off to a corner to brood over his
destiny :
Tov &’ dp’ Smodpaclels peydy omi velkeaev "Idas.

P. Oxy. 2695 has émdppacbeis, which Kingston (ad loc.) accepts. But as a
learned equivalent of dmovdnoas dmodpacbeis is quite intelligible and as such
must be regarded as lectio difficilior. Vian, REG lxxxii (1969), 231 remarks:
‘émippaclelis est confirmé par la glose de L fewprjoas.” But this need only imply
that the scribe who wrote fewprjoas had no more idea than has LSJ of what
dmo- would have to mean.

1. 5131 Tol 8’ dporov Mj€avros éri mpovyovro kdpyva,
mdvres ouds opboiow ém’ olaow Rpepéovres
KknAnOud* Toidy adw évéAlme BéAkTpov doidijs.

! REG Ixxxii (1969), 232.
2 Not ‘misery, distress’: cf. kaxdv 291, and, more remotely, xakdv 251.
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The text of 515 is that given by Frankel. LAG have roidv, but SPE roinv
(with dodijv S); Oékrpov is Meineke’s conjecture for §éxxryy LAG, -vv PE.!
This is suspiciously tidy, since the feminine rolyv is conveniently forgotten.
Tofov is common in an adverbial sense, and might therefore be liable to be
substituted by a Homerizing scribe. On balance, roinyv seems the more likely
reading. The only acceptable feminine form for the substantive is 0éA¢w (some
inferior manuscripts have 6é\xrw, see Wellauer—a compromise between an
original -w termination and the -Ax7- of the bulk of the MSS.?).

The quarrelsome Argonauts were soothed by Orpheus’ lyre. He had just
treated them to a not very exciting cosmogony which looks (and is meant to
look) uncomfortable in an epic setting. In the present lines Apollonius uses an
Odyssean motif to make the contrast with Homer all the more striking. When
Odysseus has ended his own vast epic, the audience react thus (Od. 11. 333f,,
and again 13. 1f.):

o b4 3 ¢ > ¥ ’ > M 2] Vé ~
s épald’; of 8 dpa mavres dxkny éyévovro clwmi),
kndnfud 8’ €oyovro kara péyapa oxidevta.

This passage helps with the problem of 515. The audience sat dpfoiow ér’
odaow npeuéovres (X dvareraxdrtes To. dra kal fpepodvres év Novyia). Et. M.
(510. 31) explains the word knAnfuds as follows: % ued’ 7#dévns Novxia (!):
kuplws 1) dud 7is drofis (1) W3dvn kai Tépus kai Géréis, where §édéis means
‘rapture’. Clearly one aspect of this gloss is covered by Apollonius at 514 ; if
0é\¢w is right, then he will be covering another. 8é)\éis occurs as an explanation
of knAnfuds also in XV ad Od. 13. 2.
At the close of 515 Vrat. has dowd, perhaps rightly ; or dod7?

1. 5161 008’ émi Sy perémeata kepagaduevor Aul Aotfds,
7§ 0éuis, éomndiTes émi yAdoanou xéovro
3 / o \ \ ’ k] ’
alfopévais, Smvov 8¢ Sua kvédas éuviovro.

008’ éml 87w, obelized by Frinkel, is defended in different ways by Ardizzoni,
and by Erbse, Grnomon, xxxv (1963), 27. But it is incredibly awkward and
crabbed, and the chaotic note of 2 seems to conceal a vestige of the reading
dnpov 8’ ob perémevra (cf. also X' 1. 516, and 1. 8, 2. 1256, 3. 1330). The doublet
passage (4. 1128) has adrika 8¢, ‘presently’.

3 > ’
I. 520f. ék 8° avéporo
etidiot €xAvlovro Twagaouévns alos drpad.

Damsté (Adversaria ad Ap. Rhod. Arg., 29f.) conjectured dxrai, and this is
accepted by Frankel and Ardizzoni. His main complaint was that dxpa
should not follow so soon after drpias at 520. But Apollonius has the jingle
drpordras . . . drpuas at 1. 1273,2 and although dx7j is commoner in such
contexts as the present one (e.g. 2. 554, Q.S. 3. 511, 601), dkpy is found too
(Q.S. 1. 322, cf. Il. 17. 2647?), and has rarity on its side.

1. 571f. Aprepw, 7 kelvas oxomas dAds dudiémeakey
puopévrn kal yaiav *Iwlkida.

I Prof. Vian kindly informs me that S has 11 dkpordry mpdex’ dxrij (where there was a
0 kerov before, and Bé\krw after, correction  variant dxpdraros, which Apollonius could
(see below). not have recognized). Ardizzoni’s note here

2 This plainly recalls the jingle of Od. 12.  is unfortunate.
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Rhythm and sense would be improved, I think, by kelvys (-as by assimilation) ;
cf. 1. 986 mdpovs kelvns dAds.

Tol 8¢ Babeins
2 ’ 37 4 € ’
ixlYes diooovres Jmepl’ dAds.

1. 572f.

On pébv Aeifov Smepf’ dXds at 534 Frinkel comments: ‘Smepl’ dAds susp.
(aliter 573, 622)°. But $mepf’ aAds is protected by Q.S. 14. 378f. I differ on the
question of Umepfe. At 534 and 622 (uw mepl’ aAos Hke pépecfar), Tmepfe means
‘out over, from a point strictly above, or vertical with’ the sea. vmepfe at 573
does not fall into this category, and the fact that Apollonian MSS. are commonly
subject to contamination by reminiscence leads me to suspect that at 573 the
original was dwef aAds. This gains strong support from a parallel situation at
4. 9331f., dbs 8’ omdrav Seddives Tmef dAos eddidwrres | omepyouévny dyeAndov
éNloowvrar mepl vija.!

The Quintus passage mentioned above is noteworthy from another point of
view. At 14. 379f. Quintus writes: moda feoiow | edxduevor paxdpecow
dxmdéa véorov dmdacar. This plainly owes something to A.R. 1. 885 (cf. also 1.
249), but Quintus, who in this episode uses A.R. 1. 525-85 a good deal,? must
have been influenced also by 1. 556 véarov émevdijunoev dxkndéa vicaopévoiaw.
There is a complication: in this line Epim. Homer. (Cramer, 4necd. Oxon. 1.
84. 7) s.v. ampijs has the reading dmmpéa for dindéa, and this is taken into
Apollonius’ text by modern editors. Yet 'Quintus must have read dxndéa in his
text.? It may be that dmnpéa really belongs to the mpoéxdoats, and was eradi-
cated by Apollonius on the principle that an unusual word is better used only
once (cf. 1. 888).

) 3 » 3 /7 » 7

. QKT T ClL'ytaAOV TE SUO”I]V€/LOV ELOOPOWVTES®
3 A > e ’ 3 \ ) ’
7](1)061 8 O}LOA’)’]V CLUTOO'XGBOV €ELOOPOWVTES
ﬂO’V‘TC}) KEKAL’.LGIV’Y]V ﬂapep.e'-rpeov.

1. 503f.

eloopdwrres at 594 must be right (cf. 1. 1166 wapéuerpeov eloopdwvres, and
Giangrande CR N.s. xiii [1963], 155). It does not seem to have been noticed
that eloopdwvres at 593, which is often conjectured away (see Frankel), is put
beyond all doubt by 4. 660 dxras Tvponvidas elgopdwvres. Frankel’s tentative
transposition of 593 after 596 does not do very much to alleviate the repetition.
593 therefore must be excised, but the rare dvorjvepov shows that it must be
from Apollonius’ pen: mpoéxdoais?

1. 616. The poet reflects upon the character of the Lemnian women:
& pélear (Aol T’ émopvyepds drdpnTor.
But & does not make sense: read &.

1 8’ éyxAidov dooe Balodoa
mapfevikas épvbnve wapnidas.

1. 790 f.

! An echo in Mosch. Eur. 118 Nnpeides
avédvoav vmef dds (SdeAdis 117).

2 Cf. F. Vian, Recherches sur les Posthomerica
de Quintus de Smyrne, 81f.

3 dkmdéa . . . vdarov at A.R. 4. 822 seems
to be too far away to have influenced either
Quintus, or, as Friankel appears to believe,

the scribes of Apollonius at 1. 556. Here we
might have expected as a simplification not
dkndéa but, as at 1. 888, dmjuova, which is
a favourite word of Apollonius’ and which
bears some visual resemblance to the rarer
word.
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Hypsipyle is confronted by Jason, and she blushes. Frinkel writes mapfevecs,
‘potius quam -los; non enim in Apollonii more foret ‘‘virginales genas”.” A
further reason he gives is that adjectival wapfevicds is found nowhere else in
Apollonius (at 4. 9og mapfeviny is clearly right). The change is unnecessary.
First, Frankel’s ‘non in Ap. more’ is no more convincing than his similar claim
about 4. 1406 f., well defended by Erbse, Gnomon, xxxv (1963), 277. Secondly,
there are clear imitations in Nonnus, D. 1. 83f. aldouérm (cf. aldouéry Ap. 1.
792) 8¢ | mapbeviny wdpdvpe mapnida ITalds, Q.S. 14. 41 kalds dudepvbnve
mapnidas,! and Orph. 4. 230 dpyewvas épvbnre mapnidas (cj. Stephanus). The
Nonnus passage might be thought to support mapfevias (so Ardizzoni, already
rejected by Frankel himself), but the isolated adjectival wapfevikas would be
matched by an isolated variant at Od. 11. 245 Adge 8¢ mapBeviny (-knv) {dvny
and is clearly preferable. wapfevirds, which occurs in later poetry (see Biihler
on Mosch. Eur. 72—-3, p. 117), may well have occurred in Hellenistic works
now lost.

A. Hurst, Apollonius de Rhodes: Maniére et Cohérence, 61 n. 4 remarks: . . .
pour I’épithéte [mapbevirds], elle peut convenir aux joues, mais non a la reine
qui n’est plus vierge (1. 807)’. This will hardly do.

1. 934f.

\ \ 7 9 3 1\ \ ’ \ y ’
kal 87 Toly’ éml vuktl Sudvdiya vnos lovans
dlvy mopdvpovra Sujvusar ‘EAjomovrov.

7oy’ at 934 looks innocuous enough, but four of the Parisini have rfjye
(which Hoelzlin conjectured), and D, whose testimony must command
respect, rijoye (i.e. the iota subscript changed into a sigma, as Brunck says).
The Argonauts, we are told in the preceding lines, made good progress. They
passed the Rhoetaean headland, Dardania, Abydos, Percote, Abarnis, Pityeia,?
all of them éwiyioe (929). One would expect 934 to say not ‘and indeed they
in the night’, but rather ‘yes, and in this night too they passed right through
the Hellespont’, that is, 778" émi vukri. This expression occurs in line 516 of the
‘ﬂ'pOE’KSOO'lS.

1. 1006 f. &s ol évi Evvoyfj Ayévos molwoio Téravto

¢ /. kel \ 3 ¢ \ 3 ’ 4

éelns, dA\ow uév és dApvpov dfpdor Jdwp
dvmrovres kepalds kai amijbea, yvia 8° Umeplev
xépow Tewdpevor.

The Earthborn have been cut down by the Argonauts. In these lines they
are compared to timbers which woodmen lay out in rows on the sea-shore.
The precise point of this grotesquerie is hard to see;? it may be that Apollonius
considered the climax of 1011 amusing:

¥ o ) ’ -~ ) ’ ’ I
dudw du’ olwvoiot kai ixBvor kippa yéveslar,

I Q.S. 14. 39f. draws heavily on Apol-
lonius. One imitation in particular is
significant. At 46 Quintus says of Helen
|éomero viogopévoro kar® Ixviov dvdpos €olo.
This is relevant to A.R. 1. 575 f. dypavdowo
kar’ ixvia onpavrijpos [ pupla pi)’ épémovrar,
where editors read PE’s per’ (kar’ LAS:
deest G), the expected but by no means
invariable preposition. It seems to me un-

likely that they are right.

2 At 932 Hepkdmyv §° éml 1) k.7.A., P. Oxy.
2698 offers 7°. Kingston (ad loc.) claims that
there is nothing to choose between the two;
but 8’ is supported by such passages as 2.
649-52, 4. 572f.

3 Cf. H. Frénkel, Noten zu den Arg. des Ap.,
127.
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for the line has a lofty epic ring, and Homer had never succeeded in giving the
tag xipua yéveofar such wide application !

At any rate, the description quoted above contains a joke which no one
seems to have detected. The Giants are lying outstretched in the sea and on the
shore. The description is next reversed (1009f.):

\ > ¥ k) -~
Tol 8 éumadw, alyadoio
kpdata pév Yaudfoior, mé8as 8 els Bévhos épeidov.

The tops of the bodies lie in the sea, the lower parts on the shore, or con-
versely, the upper parts are sprawled on the shore, the lower in the deep sea.
But yvia &’ dmepfev at 1008 immediately suggests the upper limbs ; Jmepfev at
line-end in this sense is common in Homer (II. 5. 122, al.). The yvia are of
course the lower ones, as the following lines make clear. dmepfev, ‘up on the
shore’, is not really clarified until we reach eis Bévfos at 1010. If Apollonius had
wanted to be quite unambiguous he could have replaced the dispensable
Umeplev with évepfev, = mdbas 1010 (cf. Il. 13. 75 &vepbe mddes Kal xeipes
vmepfe). Apollonius hints at what we are to make of dmepfev as early as 945,
where the creature’s six arms are described :

€ \ 3> \ -~ ” ) 4 \ 3 e /.
at wev amo orifapdv duwy dvo, Tal 8 Sméveplev
\ ~ ~
Téooapes alvordryow éml mAevpils dpapvia.

I. 1051 f. aft,ba 8’ dv-rﬁg
~ /’ ’ € ’ ’
wAfT0 moAis aTOV€EVTOS Ymorpormin moAéuoto.

2 explain dmorpomin at 1052 as duyjj, and the commentators follow suit. But
the flight of the Doliones has already been described in some detail at 1039 f.
"Their champions were killed in hand-to-hand combat, the rest gave way and
ran for their lives, everyone burst into the gates in a confused mass, and soon
the city was filled with the cry of battle.

vmotpomin) is a new formation for dmorpomj, like dmorpomin ~ dmorpomi at
4. 1504 or dufolin ~ dvafolij at 1. 861, al. Smorpom) can mean either ‘repulse’
or ‘recurrence’ (LSJ s.v.). It is the latter sense that is meant here: ‘with the
return of doleful war’. When the Doliones spotted the Argonauts returning,
they failed to recognize them,

aAAd mov avdpdv
Maxpiéwy eloavro ITedaoywov dpea kéloar:
7& kal Tedxea Svvres émi adlow yeipas dewpav (1023 f.).

2 on 1024a, in a very well-informed note, remark that this people had invaded
before : olrwes del modepodior ois Kvluknvois; Valerius Flaccus knew this too:
cf. his allusive ‘soliti rediere Pelasgi’ at 3. 45. Now war had come again, bring-
ing sorrow to the inhabitants of Cyzicus.

I. 1213 8lov Oerodduavros.

Apollonius does not devote much space to the story of Theiodamas, and at
1220 he openly admits to being allusive. Heracles wanted a pretext for making
war on the unjust Dryopians. He met Theiodamas, who was ploughing a field,
demanded an ox from him, and killed him when he refused. The obvious
difficulty is that Theiodamas ploughs fields yet is still important enough to
occasion a war. He is, however, no ordinary man of the field, and the clue lies
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in the epithet 8lov.! Theiodamas is on a par socially with Eumaeus in the
Odyssey. Eumaeus is called 8%os several times (Od. 16. 56 etc.), and Sios is the
equivalent of dyafds, meaning something like ‘trusty’ (cf. Gow on Theocr. 12.
12). Theiodamas was a ploughman, and was 8ios; his death involved his
country in war. The missing link must be that Theiodamas was the beloved
and faithful servant of the king (Laogoras according to Apollod. 2. 155). The
king was incensed by the treatment Theiodamas received, and declared war
on the aggressor.

The ‘beloved servant’ need not be inconsistent with the ‘ploughman’.
Theiodamas might be imagined as having a field of his own, just as Eumaeus
owned a slave. Naturally he would depend on his own field (and ox) for his food.

¢
1. 12261, al pév, Soar oxomas dpéwv Adyov 1) kai évavdous,
at 8¢ kal Shjwpor, dmdmpolev éorTiydwvro.

1227 ai 8¢ kal Et. G. s.v. OX1 (ai ego) : ai ye pév codd. (aide S, uyv A).

al ye pév is shown to be wrong by A. Kéhnken, Apollonios Rhodios und T heo-
krit (Zetemata, Heft xii [1965]), 56 n. 3. He adopts Et. G.’s ai 8¢ xai, but this is
better reinterpreted, as S’s aide indicates, as ai 8¢ kai, producing ai uév oar
Adyov, al 8¢ kai (éoav) ; cf. 4. 1151. The process of corruption is straightforward :
al 8¢ kal ~ al 8¢ uév (ex 1226) ~ al ye pév.

1. 1248 f. audl 8¢ ydpov
doira kexdpyds, perén 8¢ of émder’ diiri).

This describes the desperate search of Polyphemus for Hylas. At the end of
1249 émder’ avr) is the reading of Et. G.M. s.v. péleov; émdero dwrj codd.
Ardizzoni defends the latter by reference to Il. 14. 400 émdero pwr1j, and draws
attention to the reading of Aristarchus {ker’ diimj for {kero dawrrj at Il. 11. 466.
Frankel believes that it is impossible to decide, but the balance of probability
is firmly on the side of émder’ dirmj: (a) Q.S. 3. 417 has émder’ diry [; ()
Theocritus (Hylas, 11. 59) writes dpaia 8° {kero dwvd | é S8aros;? variatio in
Apollonius might be expected (Kohnken, op. cit., 69 n. 1); (¢) dirf) occurs a
little later at 1272. In the descriptions of Polyphemus and Heracles at 124072
many repetitive elements occur (e.g. 1248 ~ 1272, 1249 ~ 1269), and this
fact supports diir at 1249; (d) Apollonius is fond of the word diiry, always at
line-end (12 instances apart from 1. 1249), whereas ¢ww1j occurs only thrice (3.
635, 4. 29, 70), where all three resemble one another but not the use postulated
here ; (¢) &émero pwri is Homeric, and Homericisms are liable to be foisted into
the text of this epic, particularly at the close of the line.

1. 1305f. Heracles killed the Boreads on Tenos,

kal duijoaro yaiav
dud’ adrols omjdas Te Svw kabvmeplev érevéev,
&v érépm, OduPos mepidorov dvdpdat Aevooew,
klvvraw Yyjevros dmo mvoif) Bopéao.

I Giangrande (CQ ~.s. xvii [1967], g0  dpad (= dofersfs, Gow ad loc.), Vian on
n. 3) sees the true meaning of 8os (he refers  A.R. 3. 487, and 1. 1247, where the wild
to Theocr. 25. 51), but he does not carry his  animal to whom Polyphemus is compared
suggestion through. exhausts itself with roaring (Bpéuer domerov,

2 yeXén in Apollonius means not ‘miser-  8¢pa xdunow).
able’ or ‘vain’ but ‘feeble’; cf. Theocritus’
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No one has accepted Apollonius’ invitation to guess whose pillar this was. It
must have been that of Zetes, whose name was popularly interpreted as {arjrys
(Z Pind. P. 4. 324 ; Calaisis 6 kaAds dwv). When the brothers return from their
pursuit of the Harpies at 2. 426f., it is Zetes who gets the limelight, not least
because he can be described as ér’ domerov éx kaudroo | dofu’ dvadvodwr
(4380f.).

1. 13211f IoXdpnpov émt mpoyofjor Kiowo
ménpwrar Muootor mepikAeés doTv kapudvra
poipav dvamhijocew XalvBwv év Tdmelpont yaiy.

Apollonius of all people would not claim that the land of the Chalybes was
‘limitless’. Rithnken conjectured drewpéi (cl. 2. 375), but it has never won a
place in the text. I suggest as an alternative dmnmvéi. Dionysius the Periegete,
who copied Apollonius’ description of the Chalybes at 2. 374 f., writes

Tols 8’ émt kai XdAvBes oTupedy kal dmmréa yaiay

vaiovow (768 £.).

dmyis in this sense is assigned solely to late prose authors by LSJ. But such an
extension of usage is readily assignable to an Alexandrine poet. Et. M. s.v.
explain the word as oxAnpds or orvderds, and Apollonius calls the land of the
Chalybes arvgelijv at 2. 1005. If amyrer became amewer by a phonetic error,
dmeipove would be the natural result, especially as én’ dmeipova yatavisa common
line-ending in Homer (cf. Ardizzoni’s note).

1. 1326f. 3, kal kdp’ dAiaoTov épéoaaro veidde Svipas
b \ ’ < ! ’ k4 L4
apdl 8¢ ol divnor kukdpevov ddpeev Tdwp
Topdipeov, koidny 8¢ dieé alos éxAvoe via.

Frankel’s 8° duf for 8ef at 1328 requires little discussion. di£, as one might
expect (4. 820; cf. kardif, karawyls, sim.), refers to wind, not to sea, nor is
there any exaggeration at 1328, as the description of the turmoil at 1327
shows; for xAdlew of propulsion by impact cf. Hoelzlin’s note and 1. 257,
where émuxAvoar clearly means ‘swamp and carry out of sight’.

When Glaucus had delivered his prophecy to the astounded Argonauts, he
dived into the sea. The ship is described at 1328 as koiyv. This may have some
point (the ship was buoyant?) but it does not have very much. The emphasis
is clearly on the enormous rift which Glaucus made in the sea. This suggests
koiAns ; the jump has caused a hollow in the sea, around which the swirling
water foamed. Similarly at 2. 594 f. the Argo dore xkvAivdpos émérpexe rvpar
AdBpw [ mpompokaTalydny koiAns dAds. koiAny would be an easy assimilation to
vija, especially with the Homeric tag xoiAa: vijes (which Apollonius avoids) to
help it along.

1. 1348 f. émymeidnoe 8¢ [sc. “Hpaxdéns] yatav
TMvoi8’t dvorjocew adrooyeddv, ommdre pij ol
7 Lwotd edporev “YAa udpov né favdvros.

Variants at 1349 : pveid’ LASG: pvoida PE. dverjoew LASPE: dvasrijoew
G. Textus receptus : Mvoid’ dvasmjoew. dvorijoew is the majority reading, and
G’s dvaorijoew looks like a conjecture; the latter is certainly lectio facilior, for
the syncopated form (cf. 4. 1325) is what one would expect to be the genuine
one, not the other way round. PE have Mvoda without elision, and this
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indicates a gloss, of which PE are notoriously full. Surely yaiav | Mvodv
avorijoew; cf. 1. 1298 Mvodv émi yaiav, the language here as a whole (yatav
Myvodv, ormére un {Mvoot) efpowev), and X at 1. 1349, which shows in reverse
how such a gloss might have crept in.

1. 1360f. ol 8¢ xfovos eloavéyovoav
dkTy €k kéAmoto udX’ tedpeiavt éodéobar
dpacoduevor . . .

No one, I imagine, will accept edpeiav; SPE’s edpeidv y’ provides the obvious
metrical stop-gap. Read edpeiyv: cf. v.I. Od. 5. 163, 251 edpeinv, A.R. 2. 375
Tpyxeipy (tpnxeiav S: pyxewny Hermann, rpnyadény Koechly), Orph. A. 181
Tpxeiny (tpyxaréyy vel rpnyewny Hermann, Orphica, p. xii), Babeiny Q .S. 6. 645
(P, Vian: Bafdv H).

Frankel’s suggestion that the original sense was ‘valde idoneam (ad appellen-
dum et aquationem) se conspexisse rati’ is impossible. ¢pdlecfa. c. infin. is not
Apollonian, and éo8éo8a. occurs epexegetically at 3. 958. Cf. also A. Wifstrand,
Von Kallimachos zu Nonnos, 107.

2. 23. Polydeuces’ reply to the swaggering Amycus:
Oeopols yap dmelfopev dis dyopevets.

Kohnken, op. cit., 97 n. 1 accepts Arnaldus’s ofs for ws, but s is right. Once
in Homer (Od. 13. 147) &s dyopevets, exactly as here, means ‘do as you tell (me
to do)’ (with the variant ds o0 xeAedeis!). The paraphrase of X at 23 resembles
their explanation of ols dydpevev | feauoiow at 2. 149, but this need only mean
that they have been influenced by that passage here.

2. 27f. Amycus was infuriated by the straight talking of Polydeuces. His re-
action is illustrated by a simile (251.). He is like a lion who has been wounded
by a hunter:
6 8’ (A\uevds mep opiw
TGOV pév €’ odk dNéye, éml 8’ dooerar oldlev olos
(YVBPG. TO’V, 55 BV é’TUS[IE 7T(1P0(:T(1TOS 01;8, E,BGI.I.L(IUUEV.

At 28 Struve and Madvig conjectured ofov. It has had little success, but it is
inescapable. Amycus is obsessed with the killing of the wpouos Polydeuces,
just as the lion fixes his gaze solely on the man who has struck a blow. The
solitude both of Amycus and of the lion is irrelevant : the uév/8¢ clause of 28 is
concerned wholly with the lion’s behaviour towards the man who has wounded
him as opposed to the general throng.

The note of X has aided the survival of ofos in Apollonius’ text: udvos ofv
Smdpywy pudvov éxeivov mpoafAémer Tov Tpdoavra, ‘the lion, being all alone, gazes
at that man alone’. J is interpreting the Homeric oidfev olos (1l. 7. 39, 226) as
wévos pdvor, but it cannot mean that here. The expression elsewhere in Apollo-
nius means ‘absolutely alone’.! In addition, the action of the two parties involved
is not, as in the Homeric examples, a reciprocal one (cf. M. Leumann, Homerische

T 4. 418 oldfev olov, 1198 oidfev olar, and  alone’, but olos also governs the genitive
oldfev alone 1. 270. At 3. 1169 f. 6 8 oldfev  éralpwv, as olos in, e.g., Il. 11. 74 and A.R.
olos éralpwv | “I8as for’ dmdvevbe Saxaw 2. 15,correctly explained by Mooney ad loc.
x6dov, the construction has not been dmdvevfle is adverbial. For olos éraipwy see
properly explained. oidfev olos means ‘quite 1. 1240, 4. 912.



FURTHER NOTES ON APOLLONIUS RHODIUS 413

Wirter, 2581.) ; that is, Apollonius would have to mean ‘the lion looks at the
hunter alone (who alone looks at him)’, which is absurd. A scribe has remem-
bered his Homer here : in Homer oidfev ofos does not occur in the oblique cases.

2. 102 f. mp&TSS ye pev avépa KdoTwp
fAao’ émeoavuevor kepadis Umep.

When Polydeuces has killed Amycus, the Bebrycians attack. Castor is the
first to claim a victim. There follows a list of other single combats, and in this
the victims are named. Accordingly, since one might expect a proper name in
102 also, the text has either been emended (e.g. Meydvopa Brunck) or regarded
as lacunose (Frankel), the latter against the evidence of P. Oxy. 1179. I suspect
that Apollonius has here pulled a fast one on his readers. The battle scene
echoes 1. 5. 37 ., which is heralded by é\e 8’ dvdpa éxaoros | 7yeudvwv. What
better way to recall the passage than to make dvépa a proper name? There is a
similar list at 1. 1040f., where the Argonauts kill the champions of the Doliones.
Of two of these, Telecles and Megabrontes, X' remark wémlaxe 7a dvduara
Tadra AmoAdwios, odk dmo (oToplas éNaPev. obrw Tappaios. The list as a whole in
fact savours of invention, and among the Doliones is one Baoweis (1043),
which seems only slightly less odd than an Awjp among the Bebrycians.

At 65 Aretus and Ornytus bound gauntlets on Amycus. Of these Apollonius
says o0d¢ 7u fjdew | mjmow oTata keiva kaxfj Sjoavres én’ alon (65-6). Frankel
insists that since we hear of the death of Aretus (114 f.), we expect a mention of
Ornytus too. This is true, but we have no right to demand it; perhaps Apol-
lonius got more interested in Oreites (or Oreides), Auvkowo Biny mépomdos
Smdwv (110).

2. 549f. o &’ e 87 aroAoio Tpov oTEwwmOV KovTo
: Tpyxeins omAddeoow éepyuévov dudorépwler,
Bunjeis 8’ dmévepfev dvarxAvleoxev lodoay
~ ¢ /’ \ \ ’ /’ /’
vija pods, moAdov 8¢ $Bw mporépwae véovTo.

Frankel deletes the 8” of 551. But Apollonius admits a sequence of 8és at
moments of high excitement,! notably at 2. 556-73 and 1. 1235-9, where at
1236 adrika &’ 7jye replaces the expected adrik’ dp’ 7jye (1. 655f., 2. 1080f.).
Similar is 4. 23—9; accordingly at 27 I conjecture 8¢ for e.

#6Bw in the next line has gone out of favour (see Frankel’s app. crit.). The
reason advanced is that ¢dBw spoils the climax of 575 and 57%. This is very
shortsighted. Here the Argonauts approach the Symplegades, and naturally
they are ‘afraid’. Later the suspense heightens: then they tremble visibly
(pdpos 575), and are gripped by aivérarov (!) 8éos (577).

The Argonauts proceed further still: év 8’ dpa péooais | IThyydor duwrjeis
elyev pdos (595 f.). Here Frankel conjectures efdev, claiming that an aorist is
required, and comparing 2’s karéoyev. But an aorist would ruin the sequence of
imperfects from 594 onj; the aorists only begin when Athene intervenes at
598f. How reliable are X'? They confuse tenses in their paraphrase of 590f.
(dmdpovoev ~ Pméorpede), and xaréoyev is suspicious here since it appears as an
explanation of the awkward dvréomace just below at 598.

I Prof. Vian believes that the é7e 87 of 549  above seems dominant (at 1. 318 f. énwel pa
is picked up by &7 767’ émelf’ at 555; tomy ..., Aw’. .., dkry 8 ikavev, SG’s dirird’ is
ear Apollonius rather loses sight of the ére  probably, but not certainly, correct).

87, and the sequence of &és mentioned
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2. 611f. Tiphys addresses the Argonauts after their passage through the Sym-
plegades:

opar adrij vyt Troy’t éumedov éfadedobfar

uéas.

Frankel rightly obelizes the meaningless 7dy’. Since there seems to be nothing
that will fit,” 7dy’ is very probably a line-filler, and this invites the inference that
éumedov is an intrusive gloss or has come from 644 below. The most likely word
is SLap.-n'epe‘g (cf. 2. 319).

2. 794f. 6pp’ €BdAovro

oﬁpa ﬁaevppefov'rog lj¢’ efa.pevafs 'YWI:OLO.
é#’ Schneider, Frankel. But 5¢’ means ‘on the banks of’, as at 4. Hom. Ap. 18

o7’ *Ivwmoio peébpois; see Allen—Sykes-Halliday ad loc., and note especially
the variant d¢” (for ép’) “Ypuivy at Il. 2. 616 (cf. Ap. ¢’ ... Y.?).

Some passages in Apollonius involving prepositions can conveniently be
grouped together here :

(1) 2. 1229 dmai purfs dvéporo. At 3. 970, where the same expression occurs,
vmo is the majority reading; only ED have dmai. One must reckon with the
possibility that d7al at 2. 1229 is a metrical ‘correction’ of a common type (as
mapai for mapd often, in Apollonius e.g. 1. 217%).

(2) 3. 44 foro 8duw dwwrov dva Bpdvov dvra Bupdwv. One cannot be seated
‘up on to a chair’. 8wwr@ évi Opdvw Frankel ; perhaps better Swwrd dva Opdvew,
more pompous-sounding than évi, and exactly suited to the tone of the passage.
For dvd c. dat. cf. 2. 699 (8. 166 is very doubtful).

(3) 3. 1396 (the earthborn emerging from the earth) moddoi 8’, odrduevor
mpv 16 xBovds Ixvos delpat, | Sogov dvw mpovTufav? és fépa . . . vmép Frankel,
but ¥7é means ‘from under’, an occasional use in early poetry (cf. especially
Hes. Theog. 669, Ii. 21. 56). The alternative, Struve’s d=d, is wrong because it
would imply that the feet were already on the ground, and that they were
raised from the surface of it (cf. LSJ s.v. yfdv, and Od. 8. 375, al.).

(4) 4. 436 €d7’ dv mpdTa Oeds mwepl vyov {knrar (sc. Advpros). P. Oxy. 2694
reads perd. vnov, which has won general acceptance. Yet Apsyrtus was killed
vnod oxeddv (469) : it is better to allow an unusual (but hardly incredible) use
of mepl than to sacrifice precision. perd vqdv is a tag in Apollonius and is an
expected simplification.

(5) 4. 1505 f. keiro & éml YapdBoior, peonuBpwov fuap dAvokwy, | Sewds Sepis.
émi, not surprisingly, has caused considerable trouble. The snake lies on the
sand—avoiding the heat of noontide; so évi Wifstrand. In fact the behaviour
of a Homeric snake is to blame,3 Il. 22. 93-5:

I 747’ is perhaps possible: ‘It is my
considered opinion that we escaped then
with Argo’s help; the goddess Athene is
responsible for that. But (617) do not be
anxious, for your future ordeals (perdmofev)
are catered for as well.”

2 Frankel’s mpodkvfav (accepted by Vian)
is strongly supported by Nonn. D. 4. 431,

433, but surely mpodrufav is the choicer
word. At 1. 953 the Argo mpodruer, ‘shot
forward’; here dvw és 7épa makes the
direction explicit.

3 A Hesiodic snake too (but merely a
dangerous one) : Hes. fr. 204. 135 f. M.-W.,
for which see W. Morel, Hermes, 1xi (1926),

233.
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ws 8¢ Spdrwy éml xeifj SpéaTepos dvdpa pévpor . . .
ouepdaréov 8¢ 8éBoprev é\gaduevos mepl yeu.

It is a good guess that these lines made the same impression on Apollonius as
they did on Paley: . .. to the [want of observation] (a rare fault in our author)
we must attribute the statement that a snake waits to attack a man near its
hole, instead of entering it . . .’

2.932f. 7 8 (sc. Apyd) és mélayos meddpnro
3 /’ Y 7 ’ > Y7/ € ’ ’
évrevés, fite Tis Te 8’ Hépos il kipros
Tapoov épels mvouf) pépetar Tayvs, o0dé Twdaaet
puriy, edkfdowow vevdidwy TTepUyecow.

puriv at 935, suspected by Frankel, is now supported by P. Oxp. 2694.
General arguments for its retention are advanced by Drogemiiller, Gymnasium,
Ixxi (1965), 471; but it is possible to be more precise. No one would have
complained had Apollonius written od8¢ Twvdooe . . . purjy wrepdywy, but this
last element is omitted simply because the word is required to complete the
picture at the end of 935. The use of Twdoge: is evidently meant to surprise : we
might expect wind (pumj) to shake or ruffle (rwdooew) the plumage of the
bird.! The language is choicer than Aeschylus’ gurals wreptywr (P.V. 126) or
Nonnus’ épecoouévwr wrepywv dvepuddei purj (D. 13. 8, of Iris).

2. 1042 f. One of the birds of Ares’ island swoops down upon the Argonauts:

3 4 o
aAd pw Tpws
Edpuridns Khvrios—mpo yap dykvda Telvaro 16éa
T » 3 b \ \ 7 k] \ »
{ ke 8° ém” olwvov Taywov Bédos—adrap émerra }
~ \ \ ~ ’ > ’ ’
mAjéev, Swnbeis 8¢ Oofjs méoev dyydbi vyds.

1044 &’ LAG: Jjxev SPE; J«é 7> Frankel.

The lines as they stand lack coherence. Attempts to solve the difficulty fall
into four classes : (2) An alteration in 1042 (dAXd pév Brunck ; not Greek), or in
1043 (mpémap Schneider ; unconvincing). () Rewriting of adrap émerra at 1044
(the favourite). Morel (RhMus N.s. cv [1962], 190) quotes the epigram of
Pollianus in A.P. 11. 130 Tods kvkiovs TovTous, Tods ‘‘adrap émerra’ Aéyovras |
piod, Awmoditas dAotpiwy éméwv. The hackneyed adrap émera has, he believes,
ousted a quite different original (in his view adxéva uéooov; others in Frankel,
and add Matthiae’s gentle but insipid adrik’ émeira). But is this really likely ?
There is no evidence that adrdp émeira exerted such influence elsewhere, and it
seems incredible that it should have been introduced here, and survived in all
manuscripts, when all would have run well without it. (¢) A lacuna after 1044
(Bergk). But what more is there to be said? (d) Deletion of 1044 (Herwerden,
Mnem. N.s. xi [1883], 113, and Maas apud Frinkel). This is more plausible:
1044 could be a patchwork of 1036 and 1038 supra, and cf. such lines as 7. 1.
382 fjke 8’ én’ Apyeloor karov Bélos. But the presence of raywov causes a
difficulty. This is a good Hellenistic word (Callimachus, Theocritus, Aratus),
and seems unlikely for an interpolator (the obvious one is Homer’s &«d).

T For examples of this verb applied to évevdidwv transitively with pumiv; with o0d8¢
wind see Giangrande, CQ N.s. xvii (1967), 7wdooe. he understands rapodv from the
9I. His own solution is ingenious: he insists  beginning of 934. But this produces an
that gurjy must mean ‘wind’, and takes intolerably jerky rhythm.



416 M. CAMPBELL

I suspect that once again (cf. above on 1. 572f. and on 1. 593f.) the mpoéx-
8oois may be responsible. The lines run well enough without 1044, and a
scribe with the wpoérdoois before him might easily have let a line slip in under
the influence of 1036 and 1038 above. Corroboration might perhaps be found
in the variants at the beginning of the line. SPE omit the connective particle—
not a remarkable divergence in itself, but given the difficulty of 1044 as a whole
an original draft may have read something like 7ééa Tavvooas (cf. 3. 278) /
Hrev . . .

2. 1146. Argos tells the Argonauts how Phrixus sacrificed the ram:
Tov pév émet’ éppelev €fjs dmobnpoovvyay.

It is well known that this account does not square with 4. 120f., where we
are told that Hermes confronted Phrixus and commanded him to sacrifice his
benefactor. There is a comparable (and serious)! inconsistency in the story of
Argo’s passage through the Symplegades. At 2. 6o2f. it is Athene who rescues
the crew; at 4. 786f. it is Hera. The answer is simple and obvious, and no
violence is required : in both cases the alternative account appears in a speech,
and there is no real inconsistency in that it is not Apollonius, but the speaker,
who must be credited with the view expressed. At 2. 1146 the account of the
ram’s self-immolation is a piece of sensationalism perfectly suited to the
credulous and naive Argos; at 4. 786 f. Hera’s claim to a prize part in the saga
suits her treacherous character (Apollonius smiles at Aphrodite SoAomAdkos in
3. 152f.: in fact it is Hera who deserves that epithet). Thetis, to whom the
words are addressed, could not know the truth, and Hera takes advantage of
the situation. Similar is 1. 9f. as against the fairy tale of 3. 66f.

2. 1249 f. Ilpounbeis

3 \ 4 /7 \ 3/
alerov frati ¢pépPe mahumerés dicoovra.

Shortly afterwards, at 1258, the eagle departed : adris dn’ ofpeos diooovra.
dlogovra at 1250 has been suspected (dA8xjorovre ex. gr. Friankel), but perhaps
(cf. on 2. g32f. above) this is another surprise. There are two well-known
features in the story of Prometheus. His liver kept growing; and the bird of
prey kept coming back for more. We certainly expect the former : ‘Prometheus
kept feeding the eagle with his liver, as back it . . .’, but in fact we get the
latter. There were two derivations offered in ancient times for the adverbial
malpmerés : from mimrw, or from méropar. Apollonius adopts the latter (and
rarer) meaning at 3. 285 (cf. Vian’s note), and that is what, unexpectedly, it is
derived from here.

3y 7 ~ ’ L4 3\ ¢ 4
2. 1265f. eloédacav moTapoto péyav péov, avTap o wAVTY
kaxAdlwv Sméeikev.

Frankel adopts Platt’s 8y dvrqv: ‘Who would ever say that the water of a
river gave way to a boat everywhere?’ ( JPh xxxiii [1914], 25). But #dvry belongs
with kayAd{wv: as the Argo forged through the péyas gdos, the water plashed
all round the sides as it began to give way (¥mdewe). Nor does dvryy dmdewce (if
that is what Platt means) sound like a Greek locution.

3. 363. Argos proudly points out some of the Argonauts to Aeetes. The third in

1 Of course these examples stand apart from (e.g.) the treatment of Circe’s habitat (cf.
Vian, Chant III, 18 n. 6).
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his list he introduces with the words Tedapwv 8 dye. First was Jason (révde
pév 356), second Augeias (mdvde 8 dp’ 362), and the third must have been
referred to as Tedapwy 8’ 88¢. Cf. 2. 1155 f. 7d8¢ . . . 738€¢ . . . 7, where ¢ =
T@8e, not THye.

Confusion between 3¢ and dye is of course common. At 2. 175 it is hard to
see how editors can tolerate oide, when olye (cf. 2. 1076, al.) is plainly required.
But decision is sometimes difficult. At 2. 151 7dvye is generally printed (LA,
and now P. Oxy. 2697 : 7év8e SGPE, test.), and similarly at 4. 86 vdvye P. Oxy.
692, for 7dvde. Yet these two cases have a common factor: at 2. 151 the speaker
yearns nostalglcally for an absent friend, and at 4. 86 the speaker is imagining
that the person in question will be upon her any moment. I would not print
Tévye in either of these places with any firm conviction that it is right.

3. 426

Jason has been thoroughly cowed in Aeetes’ presence. He was speechless
and in despair (422), and again at 432 he was dunyaviy BeBoAnuévos. In the
present line Jason replies to Aeetes’ imposition of the ordeal with a resigned
acceptance ; he must do what he was told, for Necessity and Pelias’ J8pis had
brought this upon him (427 f.). Accordingly, it comes as something of a sur-
prise that Jason’s words are termed xepdadéoior. The speech is not ‘crafty’,
not is it ‘wise’, and it is pointless forcing the word to mean ‘tactful’ (Gillies).
Seven lines below (433) there occurs ZMEPAAAEOQOIX, and its similarity to
kepdaléotae cannot be a coincidence. 426 has clearly been contaminated by
this and has subsequently been given metrical respectability. The word suitable
to Jason’s plight is peikeyiotor (‘submissive’, as often).

difre 8° dueBduevos mpooerééato kepdaléoiat.

meleuds
ipdlev Aloovibew medofnuévn éumeoe kéAme,
kipros 8’ dpAdoTw mepikdmmeoey.

3. 541 1.

I mentioned wepikdmmeoer at 549 briefly in CQ N.s. xix (1969), 280, but could
not there divine Frankel’s real objection to it (Noten, 359), that it would be
‘grotesque’ for the bird to be ‘impaled on’ the d¢Aacrov. This remark is, to say
the least, surprising. The portent passage is a joke (cf. 539 with 540), designed
to raise a belly-laugh from the audience, and is only surpassed by the similar
passage at 3. 927 f. The ‘grotesque’ fate of the aggressor is an integral part of
the light-hearted atmosphere—the gravity of the hawk’s death is exaggerated
merely to throw the lighter aspects into sharper relief. The halcyon at 1. 1089
simply perches on the dpraoTov, but the halcyon was a friendly bird with friendly
advice to give. This ‘doublet’ passage provides a clue to a further humorous
detail at 542. The dove lands unceremoniously in Jason’s lap. This is meant as a
mapd mpoodokiav for the audience, acquainted as it was with early epic usage.
The end of Apollonius’ line recalls the Homeric clausula éumeoe mdvrew (Od. 4.
508, 5. 50, 318), and the alert listener will pick this up (cf. on Fmepfev at 1006 f.
above). Note that vdfev Aloovidew reads at first sight as ‘above Jason’s head’,
just as the halcyon at 1. 1084 f. flew dmép £avfoio kaprjatos Aioovidao.t

I It is curious that readers of Apollonius their laborious work (1. 730), the text is

seem not to have realized the full extent of
Callimachean mischief in this poet, and to
have actively and consistently rejected it.
When Apollonius makes the Cyclopes sit at

4599.2 Ee

emended. But Callimachus in his third
hymn, upon which Apollonius drew a good
deal, stresses their standing posture (49 f.,
cf. 59). What is the point of denying a
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3. 1237 f. éx 8¢ méAnos

b k] ~ 3 7 o 3 7,
fAacev edpetav kat’ apaéirdy, ds kev déAw
mwapoTain, ovv 8¢ opw dmelpiros éoouTo Aads.

Phaethon was waiting for Aeetes with his chariot. Aeetes mounted (1236)
and drove off. The present lines appear to say: ‘ke (Aeetes) drove . . . in order
to be present at . . . and with them . . > Hence 7Aaogav Frankel (in text) and
maporalev (in app. crit.). But o¢uw is singular—against Apollonius’ usus scribends,
but we have no right to expect uniformity in a playful poet.

4. 26 f. kvoge 8’ édv Te Aéxos kal SukAidas dudorépwlev
orabpovs.

In the face of the Homeric use of 8ukAides with 6vpar (cf. A.R. 1. 786 f.),
mAat, cavides, it is not very easy to take 8tkAiBas orafuods here as ‘door-posts
of the folding-doors’. erafuoi could mean ‘doors’, although that meaning is
attested, according to LSJ s.v. II, only in the Septuagint ; or duporépwber could
mean ‘on both sides’, viz. ‘on the posts’ (cf. Virg. 4en. 2. 490, with Servius’
note). But both are unlikely. There is no good reason for supposing that
orabpovs has anything but its normal sense; hence read &ikAiSos. For the
singular (Alexandrine) see Theocr. 14. 42, and 8. 6dpy Arat. Phaen. 193.

4.59f. 7 Bapa 87 kal oeio kvov Sodinow dowdals
wnoauévn $tAdTnTos, {va okotiy évi vukti
dapudooys elknlos, d oL pida épya TéTukTar.

The goddess Mene is drawn down from the sky by Medea’s spells, and in
these lines she complains about it. Ruhnken’s «iov for xdov at 59 has been
accepted by many, but, as Frankel observes, Mene ‘came down’, not simply
‘came’. His own solution is «¢fov, but it must be owned that «vov, ‘you bitch’
(so par. Z%), is very much in place here. I think it highly probable that a line
describing Mene’s descent from heaven has dropped out after 59.

4. 228-35. adTap dvaé dry molvmijuovt, yelpas delpas,
*Hé\ov kai Zijva kakdv émudpTupas épywy
’ \ \ \ \ ¢4 -~
kéxAeto, Sewa 8¢ mavti mapaocyedov fmve Aad:
€l i ol koUpny adrdyperov, 4} dva yalav
N ~ ] 7’ > 9 < \ o -~
1) mAwti)s edpdvTes ér’ elv aXos oidpatt vija,
aovow, kat Buuov énmdjoel pevealvwy
’ 4 4 4 ~
reloacfar 7dde mdvTa, Sarjoovrar keparfjouw
mdvra xéAov kal mdoav ény Ymodéyuevor drny.
229 émudpTUpas :
This word was written divisim by some in Od. 1. 273 feol 8 émpudprupor
éorwv, and in Il. 7. 76 Zevs 8 dup’ émpudprupos éorw, cf. Ebeling s.v. udprvpos ;
the same doubt arises in Scutum 20. In that case, éri would be adverbial. Erbse,

Hermes, 1xxxi (1953), 164 n. 4, proposes émi pdprupas here in Apollonius. This
might be regarded as a sophisticated variation of the passages quoted above,

connection between the two passages (K. J.  this line Frankel’s fuuévor for 7juevor is a
McKay, ‘Erysichthon’, AMnem. Suppl. vii  special Pindaric usage which does not look
[1962], 139 n. 4) when oppositio is cultivated  at home in Apollonius’ context.

so much, regardless of poetic propriety? In
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since ém{ would most naturally be taken in tmesis with kéxAero (so, apparently,
X already). But the compound is I believe preferable. In his discussion of the
form pdprupes Erbse rightly rejects Merkel’s view that pdprupes here instead of
the Homeric pdprupo: is based on Zenodotus’ reading of pdprupes for pdprupor
at Il. 2. 302, al. Apollonius is not dependent on Zenodotus because the form
pdprupes had become well established since Homer, particularly in tragedy.
But if we are going to dissociate the form pdprvpes from scholarly treatment of
the Homeric text, then we should do the same for émudprupes, which had
occurred at least once before the Alexandrine era (Ar. Lys. 1287). The same
goes for Call. fr. 75. 48 ynjdov §° dv éuns émpudprupes elev.

231-5:

Frankel believes that the text of this passage is suspect at many points. In my
view there is very little wrong with it. It bears a general resemblance to the
stilted, almost staccato, oratio obliqua of 3. 576 f., only here Aeetes is more
furious still, and his language is correspondingly more jerky.! The antithesis
between ‘land’ and ‘sea’ at 231 f. is forced ; the word-order at 232 grotesque
(perhaps aggravated by a desire for the triple epsilon alliteration) ; after the
long disjunctive colon of 231-2 déovow falls heavily on the ear; with évimhjoec
the subject changes violently ; even the separation of relcacfar from pevealvwr
in the previous line seems abrupt ; the triple #ds in 234~5 is indelicate but has.
an explosive effect ;2 smodéyuevor at 235 is in a very odd position (on this see
below). Similarly in Aeetes’ outburst of 3. 375-6 LASG present a disjointed
sentence which may well be correct.

292 mAwTs:

This word should mean ‘navigable’, but, in spite of the above remarks, it is
hard to see why the sea should be called that here. #7Awm)v, contemptuous for
mAdovsav, would give much better sense: ‘bring back my daughter to me’,
Acetes threatens: ‘I don’t care whether you find the Argo beached or still
floating about on the swell of the sea!” For mAwrds used in this way cf. LS] s.v.
I; mAwmyv has, as often, been attracted to the case of the nearest noun, dds.
With dve yaiav understand vija edpdvres from 232, not, as the translators,
KoUpny elpdvtes.

235 dryv:

M. L. West (CR N.s. xiii [1963], 12) proposes dpijv: ‘Aeetes can threaten to
visit the Colchians with his wrath, but not with his dr, since drn can bear no
sense which would be appropriate to such a threat.” yédov and dryv, it is true,
do not make very happy mates, but the insertion of éj and smo8éyuevor makes
all the difference’—~8arnjoovrar kedadfjow is now lost sight of, and the words
mean ‘you will bear the full brunt of my dr7 (because you in your turn will
have it inflicted on you)’. For dmodéyuevor cf. Od. 13. 310, 16. 189 Blas Smo-
Séypevos avdpdv.

! Cf. Hermann on Orph. 4. 852: ‘Abru-  kaxdv émpudprupas épywy xérdero at 229 f.
ptam orationem, qualis est merito minarum 3 Brunck placed commas after relcacfac
regiarum . . .. and kedadfow, which is clearly not ac-

2 Cf. mavri mapaoxedov at 230, and  ceptable (for rdde mdvra cf. Tdde at 4. 10).
Fraenkel on A. Ag. 268. Note the elaborate
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A -~ » 2\ ¥ ?
4.236 1. ) X | avrd 8’ évi fuare KéAyou
~ 3 4 ¥
vijds 7’ elpvocavrto kal dppeva vnuot Bdlovro,
ad7® & fuare wévrov dvijiov.

Frinkel obelizes kal dpueva vnuoi, with the note ‘exspect. évi v dppeva tjor
BdAovro, cl. 1. 392 f.° (add, e.g., 1. 357, from Od. 2. 389, and Hes. Op. 631 f.).
But () the dative with a verb of motion is Homeric: 1. 7. 187 (xAjpov) kvvép
BdXe, Od. 10. 333 Koded pév dop 0éo, Chantraine, G.H. ii, § 109, K.G. i, § 426
(b) ; () Quintus in imitating Apollonius went so far as to use fdAdopar without
the dative in the sense of ‘throw on board’ (6. 981, 14. 354).

Frinkel clearly feels uneasy about vfas . . . vquoi. But cf. Homer’s common
vija pév odv mdpmpwrov (imitated at 1. 367 f., the launching of Argo) dAds
BévBoade épvooav, | év 8’ {oTdv Te TifevTo kai {oTia vyl pedaivy (Od. 4. 780 1., al.;
cf. also id. 4. 577 f.). A similar case of such repetition occurs at 1. 747: (on
Stmhaé of Jason) év 3¢ Bodv éoxev Adoios vouds, dudl 8¢ Bovelv . . . , where
Frankel reads rfjow. Again this spoils a lively touch: when we look at a pic-
ture we naturally say ‘there is X, and next to Xis Y ...

4. 391 f. {eto &’ 1jye
vijo katapAééar 8ud 7° Téumedat mdvra kedooar,
év 3¢ meoely adTy) padepd mupl.

Medea is incensed by Jason’s shabby conduct, and is seized with a desire
to burn Argo and its contents and hurl herself into the conflagration. éumeda
at 392 is clearly corrupt. Frankel (Noten, 483) remarks that the ‘everything’
that Medea longs to break to pieces is ‘everything belonging to the
Argonauts, especially the fleece, 384f’. Underlying éumeda, Frankel feels,
is ‘a rare word meaning ‘“‘cargo”’. His own tentative solution is éumola,
which seems little better than his former &80 (app. crit.). In fact it is
highly unlikely that any substantive will fit; it seems more reasonable to
suppose that mdvra is the only object required, and that éumeda in reality
conceals an adverb.

dupada would meet all requirements. The corruption would be an easy one
(dudads. ~ dumads ~ éumeda), and the word gains powerful support from
3. 95 (Aphrodite of Eros) xal 8 of pevénpva (!) ... [ ... Svonxéas dfar (V)
Sworovs | aupadiny (‘before his very eyes’).

I have assumed in the above that Siaxedooar means ‘break in pieces’. Most
scholars prefer ‘burn’, as some ancient critics understood «edfew in Homer.
But (@) cf. 4. 1267 kal kev émopvyepds dua 87 mdAar 1de kedotly | vmis ieprj, and
(b) the clue in the imitation passage, Il. 9. 241-2 (dm6 - xépew!). The answer
of course is that Apollonius is pointing to the fact that he is aware of this
interpretation of ked{ew by using it in the context of fire.

Note: The verb xedlew is discussed by R. Browning, ‘Quintus Smyrnaeus
12. 567, in CR N.s. xvii (1967), 254 f. It is difficult to agree with much of what
he says, but I single out one point in particular for comment. At A.R. 2. 1125 f.
mévrew yap Tpmxelar émPBpioacar deMdar [ . . . 8iud Sovpara mdvr® éxédacoav,
Browning suggests éxéacoav. The relevance of this passage to Browning’s
wider argument, and the reason for the change, escape me. A ‘translation’ of
AR. 2. 1125f.: 3. 320 f. (vija) ddap Siéyevar dedder [ Laypneis; a ‘repetition’ of
2. 1125 f.: 2. 1189 (vfia) Sid kDp’ éxédacoev.
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¥ k) y 7
dvrpw év fyabéw.

4. 1131,

P. Oxy. 2691 offers dvrpw évi {aféw. The variant is a vexing one, but I believe
a firm decision is possible. {dfeos is frequently associated with the caves of
divine beings, e.g. E. Bacch. 121 f. {dfeoc . . . &avlor, Corinna, PMG 654 (i) 13
LabBio[.] . . . dvrpoe (of Zeus; surely right, in spite of accent of II, contra Page,
Corinna, p. 18), Moero 1. 3 = Powell, Coll. Alex., p. 21 (of Zeus). Endymion in
Q.S. 10. 127, quoted by Vian, REG Ixxxii (1969), 232, is not very different
from these. The cave in Apollonius is the old dwelling of Macris, but she does
not nurture Dionysus iz the cave. This she does elsewhere (1134 f.), and this
act of nurture must have led to the substitution of {aféw for Jyaféw at 1131.
In addition, the MSS. text is supported by 3. 981 ypw & fyabéw (at verse-
beginning, as here). Cf. also Il. 6. 133 7ydfeov Nvoniov with Apollonius’
Nyabéw (1131), and 4ws Nvoniov via later at 1134.

4. 1300 f. 1) 61e kada vdovros ém’ Sepvor IlarTwloio
’ / €\ ’ 3 \ \ 4
KUKkvoL kujowow €0v pédos, dupl 8¢ Aeyudv

€ 4 / ~7’ \ €/
éparjets Ppéuerar morapoid Te kala péebpa. . . .

At 1300-2 Frankel quotes with approval the opinion of R. Burn that ‘kala
vdovros et kaAd péefpa de eodem fluvio susp.’. My subjective impression is that
it is perverse to fault the studied beauty of these lines—a miniature Ring-
composition encases in an exquisite way the picture of the swans singing by a
river, and of the river echoing with the notes of the swans’ song. In any case,
there are parallels in older poetry for the repetition (cf. above on 4. 236 f.) :
Hom. h. Ap. 240f. Knuaov 8 dp’ émerra kiyrioao kadpéebpov, | 6s Te Akainbev
mpoxéer kadAipoov Gdwp, Hes. Op. 737 f. alevdwv moraudv kadipoov 5dwp | wooal
mepdv, mpiv y’ eUén Bwv és kalda péefpa. Apollonius makes his repetition as
elaborate as these by giving different syntactical functions to the double xad,
the first being adverbial, the second adjectival.! In fact, corruption is unlikely
on general grounds. xada vdovros as a polished equivalent of kada péovros (e.g.
h. Hom. eis {évous 5) is unparalleled, and vdw is itself a rare verb (cf. Ardizzoni
on 1. 1146 and on 8. 223). morauoid Te xada péebpa | in turn is a variatio in
Apollonius’ manner of II. 21. 238, al., xada péefpa [, and Il. 14. 245 morapoio
péelpa | (varied again at A.R. 1. 27 moTapdy Te péebpa /).

The real difficulty lies in the expression va]crcuaw2 éov pédos. Frankel
suspects this, and three emendations will be found in his critical note. In
Noten ad loc. Frankel insists that - véov must be read for -w v, but the swan’s
death song is only implicit in the passage. It is not the finality of the song that
is stressed, but the lamentation: so the fledglings at 1299, and the hand-
maidens in the apodosis of the simile at 1304, who é\eewov Z-r}/\ep.ov a’;Sv’povro
(cf. also 1297). €dv uédos is ‘their own (particular kind of) song’, that is a ydos
or Opivos.

Frankel also maintains that xwijowow pélos is meaningless. Erbse nodded

I This accounts for the surprising repe-
tition of dowerov at 1. 1181 and 1183. The
first is neuter adjective, the second (in spite
of 1. 453-4) not a feminine adjective with

1299?), since mood and tense variation of
this type (though less involved than here) is
found now and again in Homeric epic (see
Chantraine, G.H. ii, §253). In writing

¢vAAdda, but an adverb with dufoavres, as
the rhythm in fact suggests.

2 So SG; LAPE have «kwijoovaw. The
latter is lectio facilior (assimilation to kAd{ovor

kwijowow here Apollonius would have been
influenced, perhaps unconsciously, by the
fact that kweiv in the aorist subjunctive is
very common in Homer.
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badly when he quoted in support E. Suppl. 172 (Gnomon, xxxv [1963], 24) ; yet
this passage, yepawa kwodoet uékn, is not as irrelevant as it looks at first sight.
rwelv pédos in Apollonius is strange, but it is clearly meant as a variation on
Homer’s 008¢ ¢ kwijocar pedéwv v (Od. 8. 298, cf. Hom. h. Ven. 234). ‘Limb’
is replaced by ‘song’. Further, there is a bridge between these two elements.
Nonnus talks of the ¢piwv and compares it to a swan ; but unlike the swan this
bird does not sing suvordkwy mreptywy dvepddea poilov idMwv (D. 26. 204). It
was a widespread belief that the swan produced its song by the movement of
its wings :! that is what Apollonius alludes to in kweiv uélos.

4. 1338 1. Mwv s s pd 77 dv’ JAny
/. a ’ 3 /’ e \ ’
avvvouov fv pelémwy wpverar al 8¢ Bapeiy
dloyyii Tmo Bpopéovaw dv’ olpea TS0 Briooar,
deluare 8° dypavdol Te fdes péya medpinaow
BovmeAdrar e Bodv.

The above is the text as printed by Frankel. Bapeiy at 1339 is a suggestion of
Brunck’s, which he himself rejected; the MSS. have Bapela (VASG) or
Bapeiar (L in ras., PE). At 1340 the MSS. have dmorpouéovow; Frankel,
following the lead of Castiglioni’s émBpopéovow, conjectures dmo Bpouéovow,
comparing 4. 1302, Q.S. 4. 240 f., 7. 257 f. — Tpopéovow, he believes, is due to
Selpate k.7.A. In 1341.

It is at least equally arguable that the entire picture from 1339 on is con-
cerned with the feeling of terror which the lion’s roar inspired in nature, in
animals, and in man. The text of Frankel gives a conventional picture, but it
may be worth considering whether this is what we really want. Homer talks
of nature trembling beneath the feet of a god (ZI. 13. 18f.):

/ k] 4 \ \ @
Tpépe 8’ olpea pakpa kal VAn
\ ¢ 3 4 ’ 7
mooaiv ¥m’ dfavdrowor ITocelddwvos dvakros.

Callimachus gives this trembling of nature a new application in his Hymn to
Delos 137 f. There Ares banged on his shield,

érpepe 8’ "Ogans
k4 \ ’ ’ o -~
olpea kal medlov Kpavvaviov al Te dvoaeis
éoyarial [Ivdowo, $péBw 8’ dpxnoaro mdoa
Ocooaliy.

vmorpopéovow in Apollonius is a detail well worth keeping, and besides, it
recalls the picture of Artemis at 3. 883 f.:
dudi 8¢ Gijpes
kvulnBud galvovew vmorpouéovres lodoav . . .

vmorpopéw is used absolutely at Il. 22. 241, and here Bapely ¢boyyf vmo-
rpopéovow might mean ‘shudder deep within at (by reason of) the roar’; the
obvious alternative is dmo Tpopéovaw, but the compound seems the choicer
reading.

4. 1436 f. HAvfe yap xOulds Tis dvip Sdoddraros Bpw
kal 8éuas, 6oae 8¢ oi Broovpd Imélaume perdmw . . .

1 Cf. Allen-Sykes-Halliday on k. Hom. 21. 1.
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Heracles is described by the Hesperides as ‘a man most destructive in wanton
violence and body’. This is supposed to mean ‘most fell in wanton violence,
most grim in form’ (Seaton). One might at a pinch explain 8éuas as ‘bodily
strength’, but it would be far better to read pévos ; the two words are confused
in our manuscripts at 3. 847. The slip would have been greatly assisted by the
long description of Heracles’ physical attributes which follows immediately
on these lines.

4. 1714 f. 1ol 8’ dyAaocv AméMawwt
k4 3\ -~ ’ 7 ’
dAoet évi okiepd Téuevos Torxbevral Te Bwudy
moleov.

The culprit must be okidevra, for the beginning of 1715 combines the two
Homeric passages where oxwepds occurs: Il. 11. 480 | év véuet oxiepd (yAadupd
Zenodotus), and Od. 20. 278 dAgos vmo oriepov ékarnBdlov AmdAwros. It seems
likely enough that the termination -devra is sound, and obviously only a
limited number of words will fit at all.

The context provides a strong clue. The Argonauts have landed on the tiny
island of Anaphe. As often, they are faced with the awkward situation of
sacrificing to a god, and to do so they must improvise an altar. On two oc-
casions they make an altar of pebbles, 1. 1123 (cf. Wendel on X ad loc.), and
2. 694 f. (cf. Mooney’s note) ; there is another such altar at 2. 1170 f. (éoyapy)
orudwr).! Accordingly we expect in this passage an epithet which is con-
nected in some way with the material from which the altar is made. At 2.
694 f. the pebbles are collected from the beach. I suggest therefore pvidevrd
7€ Bwudv. The altar is ‘seaweedy’ because it is covered with seaweed from the
pebbles of the shore. For the expression cf. Opp. H. 2. 167 pwapoiow éml
mAarapdot; for the word itself (Apollonius only) 4. 1237. Such an allusive way
of referring to an altar of this kind would be very much in Apollonius’ manner.

University of St. Andrews M. CAMPBELL

I griéevra would be ideal here, but it would not conform to Apollonius’ strict rules of
synizesis.
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