PINDAR FR. 104b SNELL

Towarbps the end of Plutarch’s treatise de Pythiae oraculis (409 b 29) Theon
quotes a short passage of verse but does not identify its author. The fragment
is now customarily printed among the remains of Pindar’s Parthenea, most
recently by Snell :1

mpofdTwy yap éx mdvTwy keXdpuéev,

s amo kpavdy pépraTov TOwp,

OnAdy ydda: Toi 8 émipmlav éoovpevor wifovs:

dokds 8 obre Tis dudopeds éAivvev ddpots,

méNaw yap EdAwar wifow {re) mAjobev dmavres.

1 wpé mdvTwy: Leonicus 3 Béeov: Wil,
5 &Awor: Wil. (7e> Schwartz
Pindaric authorship was first proposed by Schneidewin? in 1834 and has since
been widely accepted. Wilamowitz3 argued in its favour and, according to
Farnell,* ‘we may be sure the verses are Pindar’s’.

The recent history of this fragment, however, is not entirely straightforward.
In 1834, the year of Schneidewin’s proposal, Bergks ascribed the verses to
tragedy. On the other hand, nine years later, in the first edition of Poetae
Lyrict Graeci,® he printed it among Pindar’s fragmenta incerta (no. 150): ‘pin-
darica . . . sunt haec apertissime’, a comment which aroused Schneidewin’s
fury: ‘Die sache ist richtig, aber das konnte wohl bemerkt sein, dass ich schon
im j. 1834 die worte als Pindarisch in ausspruch genommen hatte.’” In his
second edition,® disdaining and hardly answering Schneidewin’s extensive
charges, Bergk unobtrusively transferred the fragment—no longer ‘apertissime
Pindaricum’—from Pindar’s works to MEAH : fragmenta adespota (no. 88) with
a reference to ‘Schneidewin, qui Pindaro tribuit’.? Schroeder, following

énipmiwv: éniumlav Naber, émipmier Wil

Wilamowitz, returned it to Pindar with some misgivings as fr. 104b.1

1 B. Snell, Pindari Carmina cum Fragmentis
i3 (Leipzig, 1964), 94. The following cor-
rections and additions to Snell’s apparatus
should be noted: v. 1 codd. xeAdpvlev, v. 2
codd. kpnrdwv: kpavav Bergk, v. 3 codd.
07deov (not Bédeov): Onréov Page; émpumdav
(not émiumlav) Naber, ém{umdav Schroeder.
I thank A. T. Cole, Warren Cowgill, and
C. M. Dawson for their helpful comments on
a previous version of this argument.

2 ZfAi. 433 f.; cf. Pindari Carmina (Gotha,
1843), fr. 18294, 330.

3 ‘Lesefruchte XXXII’, Hermes xxxiv
(1899), 223f. (repr. Kleine Schriften iv
[Berlin, 1962], 64-6).

4 The Works of Pindar ii: Critical Com-
mentary (London, 1932), 426. Cf. O.
Schroeder, Pindari Carmina (= Poetae Lyrici
GraeciS, Leipzig, 1900), 423 f., J. Sandys,
The Odes of Pindar (London, 1915), 562 f.,
A. Puech, Pindare iv (Collection Budé, Paris,
1923) 235, C. M. Bowra, Pindari Carmina
(Oxford, 1947), fr. 93, A. Turyn, Pindari

Carmina (Cracow, 1948), fr. 108. Not all
editors express Farnell’s assurance. Puech,
for instance, writes: ‘je crois prudent de
rester dans le doute’, and the fragment is
asterisked by Schroeder and Snell. None of
these editors, however, relegates the frag-
ment to a section of dubia.

5 Anacreontis Carminum Reliquias edidit T. B.
(Leipzig, 1834), viif.

6 Leipzig, 1843, pp. 266-7 (hereafter
abbr. PLG).

7 Beitrdge zur Kritik der Poetae Lyrici Graeci,
edidit Theodorus Bergk (Géttingen, 1844), 8.

8 Leipzig, 1853, pp. viif. The motto to
Bergk’s Praefatio reads: dvdpdv Sucalwy
Xpovos ocwTip dpLoTos.

¢ In PLG? (Leipzig, 1866 ; cf. PLG*, 1878,
the edition commonly cited), it became fr.
adesp. no. go.

10 Loc. cit.: ‘Pindarus si carminis auctor
est . ..”; cf. B. Forssman, Untersuchungen zur
Sprache Pindars [= Kl.-Phil. Stud. 33] (Wies-
baden, 1966), 160 n. 4. Schroeder’s partial
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Scepticism has been recently voiced by Denys Page! who, like Bergk, con-
siders the passage to be melic. Although Farnell (loc. cit.) asserts that ‘the
style is obviously Pindar’s—no one but he would use the phrase odre . . .
8duots’, in Page’s opinion the verses are ‘unworthy of Pindar’. Such differences
of editorial judgement are, of course, far from unparalleled, but it is surprising
to note that during the long dispute regarding the authorship of this fragment,
one fact has apparently been passed over in silence: the verses as they appear
in the Plutarchan manuscripts include not a single trace of distinctively Doric
(or Aeolic) dialect. While one might argue that modern emendations have
restored a Pindaric text corrupted either by Plutarch or by his tradition, it is
worth questioning the evidence on which these changes could be considered
necessary or advisable.

The argument for Pindaric authorship has been conducted not on the basis
of dialect but on that of style, metre, and context. Contextual arguments have
concerned the original occasion of this piece. Snell entitles the fragment
AADNHOOPIKON EIY I'AAAEION.2 The reasons for this decision are
familiar enough: Plutarch (loc. cit.), our only source for these verses,? intro-
duces their otherwise unidentified citation as follows: of pév odv mepi 76
Ta)déwov 1iis Bowwtlas katowkotvtes fjobovro Tob feod* iy émpdvetar ddbovig rai
meprovale ydAaxros. In the Ambrosian Vitas we are told that Pindar had a son,
Daiphantos, ¢ kai Sagvydopikov dopa éypapev. Linking these two references with
a quotation from Proclus’ Chrestomathy,® Wilamowitz confidently acclaims the
fragment as Pindaric and Farnell comments that ‘it is not likely that anyone
in Boeotia save Pindar wrote Partheneia for this [sc. the Galaxian] service’.

Two aspects of Farnell’s remarks require consideration. In the first place
the assertion that our fragment derives from a Parthencion is far from self-
evident. There is no reference to maidens either in the fragment or in its
immediate context. Tol . . . éoovpevor (v. 3) is masculine and whether 7ot

uncertainty is also reflected in his 1930
Teubner edition, which presents the passage
between fragments 99 and ro4c without
specific enumeration.

. Poetae Melici Graeci (Oxford, 1962), 528,
fr. adesp. 79 (cited, but presumably not
accepted, by Snell). Cf. J. M. Edmonds,
Lyra Graeca iii (London, 1940), anon. fr. 74,
450-1, who cites the Pindaric ascription
(giving Schroeder the credit).

2 Cf. Schneidewin (Pindari Carmina, loc.
cit.): ‘referenda autem haec videntur ad
carmen daphnephoricum Apollini Galaxio
certo tempore a Boeotis oblatum’, and
Wilamowitz, Farnell, Schroeder, and Turyn
locc. citt.

3 The uniqueness of Plutarch’s testimony
raises a familiar problem. If we had to rely
exclusively on Pausanias, for example, we
would have no way of knowing that the
Spartan inscription which he reports at
5. 24. 3 (= IG v. 1. 1562 Olympia, v B.C.
init.) contains the form {Mjre@ and not
{Ad(F)w, the expected Doric form, recorded
by Pausanias (cf. E. D. Francis, ‘Greek

Disyllabic Roots’, Yale diss. 1970, 266 f.).

4 While 700 feod, in a discourse on the
Pythian oracle, is likely to refer to Apollo,
Bergk (PLG' 267) suggests Dionysus as
equally possible and Sandys accepts this
latter identification without comment. The
fact that Apollo and Dionysus shared Delphi
may have encouraged this suggestion. More-
over, Dionysus is known as a milker of lions
(cf. Alcm. 56 ap. Athen. 11. 498f,, also
Aristides, Or. 41. 7) but emendation of codd.
mpd mdvTwy to Aedvrwy is less attractive than
Leonicus’ mpoBdrwy. IIpoBdrwy in turn seems
to exclude a reference to lions. The gender of
7ol . . . éoovpevor can hardly designate the
Bacchantes associated with the Dionysian
ritual. Farnell is therefore probably correct
in rejecting a Bacchic interpretation especi-
ally since Photius may offer corroborative
evidence for the cult of Apollo Galaxios.

5 A. B. Drachmann, Scholia Vetera in
Pindari Carmina i (Leipzig, 1903), 3.

6 Ap. Phot. Bibl. 321 b 29 f.: mapémepmov
8¢ v Sadvnoplay eis Améwvos Iounviov
xal Fadagiov [Marcianus: yadaliov Al.
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refers to men or to people (without regard to sex) is totally unclear; at least it
cannot refer exclusively to maidens. Perhaps it was this potential discrepancy
which led Wilamowitz, without comment, to emend 7ol to 7a{ while main-
taining éoovpevor. In terms of Wilamowitz’s earlier discussion of alleged
‘two-termination’ participles,’ ral . . . éoodpevor would not necessarily be un-
grammatical. Nevertheless I accept Barrett’s recent rejection? of Wilamowitz’s
conclusions regarding ‘two-termination’ participles and therefore also reject
his change of 7oi to rai. (A further change of éooduevor to éoovuevar would be
entirely arbitrary.) Secondly, Farnell’s implication that the poet of this
allegedly Galaxian AMaidens’ Song was necessarily a local one bears little
scrutiny. Denys Page3 has convincingly demonstrated Alcaeus’ profound
awareness of the significance of Apollo’s return to Delphi described in Himerius’
paraphrase (Or. 14. 10f. = Alc. a 1 [c]). It is therefore unnecessary to insist
that only a Boeotian poet could have celebrated Apollo’s Galaxian epiphany.
I suggest that the connections drawn by Wilamowitz and his followers between
the citations from Plutarch, Proclus (ap. Photius), and the Ambrosian Viia
are altogether inconclusive.

The metre of the fragment appears to be Aeolic, though its precise analysis
is disputed. While Pindaric editors customarily print five verses, Page tenta-
tively follows Bergk in presenting a sequence of nine glyconics and pherecratics
arranged in couplets.# The unusual order of their sequence, however, weakens
this version as a possible improvement on the more conventional arrangement
in Snell’s text, which may be analysed as follows : (v. 1) glyconic and reizianum,
(v. 2) choriamb and reizianum (or two adonics, or, with codd. xpyvdwv,
choriamb and pherecratic), (v. 3) telesillean (or glyconic, with codd. §jAeov)
and telesillean, (v. 4) glyconic and iambic tripody (or lyric iambic trimeter?),
(v. 5) glyconic and reizianum. Plutarch’s manuscripts read éAivvve 3duots in
the second half of v. 4 and the phrase has been variously emended.5 In addi-
tion and perhaps in preference to éAivver dduois, the main possibilities are
telesillean éXivvev év dduots (Schroeder, assuming -9-6 and codical haplography)
or dduoiawy €Aivve(v), or Page’s pherecratic éAivve oo (assuming -i-).

Wilamowitz observed (op. cit. 224 and n. 2) that such patterns were com-
patible with the metres of Pindar’s ‘Aeolic’ poems. ‘Aeolic’ metres were,
however, also used in Ionic lyric, notably by Anacreon and certain of his

U Euripides: Hippolytos (Berlin, 1891), méMaw yap EvAwar {(kal)
230-1 ad v. 1103. wifor mAfjofev dmavres.
2 Euripides: Hippolytos (Oxford, 1964), The sequence is [pher.], glyc., pher., pher.,

366-8, with extensive bibliography; cf. E.
Fraenkel, Aeschylus: Agamemnon (Oxford,
1950), ad v. 562. Puech prints 76v, which
seems totally meaningless.

3 Sappho and Alcaeus (Oxford, 1955), 244~
52, esp. pp. 248 f.

4 T. Bergk, Anacr. Carm. Relig., viii. Page’s
edition reads:

, \
wpoBdrwy yap
» , .
éx mdvrwy keddpvev, dis
xkpavdv épraTov Gdwp
On)éov ydda Toi 8¢
mlumAwy éaovuevor mifovs
s N oo w s \
dokos 8’ olire Tis dudopeds
é\lvve ddpolow:

glyc., glyc., pher. (on the scansion of é\ivve,
see below), pher., pher.

5 *EXivwve’ év Schneidewin 1834, é\ivv’ év
id. 1843, é\ivve Sdpois Bergk 1843, éAivv’ év
id. 1853. On Schroeder’s é\vver év ddpous,
see below.

6 The regular quantity of -u- in the present—
imperfect stem of éd\wdw is ambiguous but
was probably short (cf. W. Schulze, Quaes-
tiones Epicae, [Giitersloh, 1892], 343). Out-
side the present system, the stem was
é\ivi-. "Edivieoxev at Ap. Rh. 1. 589 beside
impf. &ivvov (ibid. v. 862) could be ex-
plained as due to metrical lengthening.
These considerations may slightly favour a
scansion of éAlvver as v—uw.
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followers. The metrical evidence is therefore indecisive and cannot of itself
be cited to justify a specific ascription to any one of the three literary dialects
in which ‘Aeolic’ metres were employed.

Under these circumstances it is worth reconsidering the dialect of the trans-
mitted text. Codd. xpnvdwy (v. 2) provides a good starting-point. Although
no one has argued that the underlying dialect of this fragment is literary Doric
(or Aeolic), all texts since 1834 have implied such an assumption by printing
kpavav.! Kppvdwv, however, is Epic; it is attested at Hes. Op. 758. The Attic—
Ionic vocalism of kpyv- and the Epic (Aeolic) suffix -dwv are unparalleled in
Pindar. When the fragment was ascribed to literary Doric, kpyvdwr was
accordingly emended to xpavav. These observations raise an important question
of method. If it can be shown that the dialect of this fragment is consistently
Ionic (with Epic influence), editorial tampering requires special caution in
view of the fact that the evidence for Pindaric (or Aeolic) provenance remains
inconclusive. Unless any stronger evidence can be developed there may be
little justification for emending xpyvdwv. If, however, a more strictly Ionic
form is required, then xpyvéwv (implying a pherecratic) or xpnvav (implying
a reizianum, compare emended xpavav) offer plausible choices.?

Before proceeding to a discussion of OnAdv, émipmdav, and mAijober, one may
note that literary Ionic is also suggested by xeddpvéer’ and dwp. Kelapiiw,
attested in Homer (e.g. Il. 11. 813, 21. 261, Od. 5. 323), is not found again until
Theocritus, in a passage (/d. 7. 137) with other Homeric reminiscences.* Even
if the emendation to keAdpvfev is correct, the ¢-aorist would be normal in
Epic for a verb of this type and thus provides no evidence for Doric. To{ (v. 3)
is similarly ambiguous in that it occurs in both Doric and Homeric dialects.
The long v- of 58wp (v. 2) is, however, unparalleled in Pindar, who on twenty-
three occasions uses the form with short ¢-. Puech and Schroeder both note
the discrepancy and Schulze argues convincingly that this ‘productio’ is a
well-established characteristic of Ionic diction.5

Snell accepts Wilamowitz’s emendation fnAdv (for codd. frAeov) in v. 3.
Wilamowitz did not explain the form, but, according to Schroeder and Turyn,
he evidently regarded it as the contraction of an unattested *f#nAdev. Fatouros,$
however, lists fpAdv as the genitive plural of fyM) ‘teat’. We may doubt that
this was Wilamowitz’s intention, for the reason that yet another genitive plural
(cf. mpoBdrwy €k mavrawy . . ., [ WS Ao kpavay . . ., [ OnAdv ydAa) would be stylistic-

I Schneidewin’s «pavéwv of 1834 is an
implausible hybrid with a Doric stem and
Ionic suffix.

2 Emendation may be unnecessary since,
as Chantraine observes (Grammaire homérique,
i [Paris, 1958], 201), ‘la forme en -dwv qui
est le type morphologique des vieilles
formules apparait prépondérante. Elle est
sentie comme archaique par les aédes.’

3 -£ev Schneidewin, Bergk, Bowra, Turyn,
Page, Snell; -lev codd., Wilamowitz,
Schroeder, Sandys, Puech. It may be argued
that the impf. xeXdpvlev is stylistically more
appropriate than the aor. -fev.

4 Cf. A. S. F. Gow, Theocritus 1i? (Cam-
bridge, 1952), 164, 166 f. on vv. 135, 137,
144 f.

5 Op. cit., 437 f. (cf. Chantraine, op. cit.,
104). E. Hamm (Grammatik zu Sappho und
Alkaios [Berlin, 1957], 41) accounts for
occurrences of #8wp in Aeolic lyric as borrow-
ings from Epic: ‘keine metrische Notwendig-
keit liegt vor bei mépdrwy . . . und sdwp* . . .
dieses in der 4. Zeile der sapphischen Strophe,
die sich besonders oft an Hexameterschliie
anlehnt’ (cf. E. Risch, ‘Sprachliche Be-
merkungen zu Alkaios’, Mus. Helv. iii [1946],
esp. 254 f.). The metrical restriction is valid
since in Sappho 2. 5 (the first line of a
stanza) ¥dwp is iambic. As Page remarks
(Sapph. and Alc., 287), 53wp is ‘alien to the
Lesbian dialect’.

6 Index Verborum zur friihgriechischen Lyrik
(Heidelberg, 1966), 171.
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ally cumbersome. Schroeder rejects fyAdv on the following grounds: ‘Onldets
mihi quidem . . . de ubere quam de lacte videtur aptius dici’. A more serious
objection can be raised from the standpoint of metre. By substituting disyllabic
OnAdv for trisyllabic fjieov Wilamowitz has altered the metre from glyconic
and telesillean to a pair of telesilleans. The presence of an initial glyconic in
vv. 1, 4, and 5 offers some support for its probable existence in v. 3. Codd.
OAeov presents considerable difficulties but it is hard to understand how
fnAdv, a nonce-form of dubious meaning, contributes to their resolution.

Syntactic and semantic considerations exclude the possibility that codd.
OrjAeov is the third person plural imperfect of fnAéw, and its accentuation like-
wise indicates that it was not intended as a neuter singular participle agreeing
with ydAa. With the apparent exception of Page, scholars have therefore inter-
preted OjAeov as a neuter adjective derived analogically from the feminine
OiAe()a (: Opdvs, cf. Schroeder, loc. cit.). If 64vs belongs etymologically
with 8dAw (cf. fpréw ‘bloom, be abundant’), its vocalism is (Attic—)Ionic for
Doric (or Aeolic) 8dAeov (cf. aor. 8dAnoe(v) Pi. N. 4. 88, 10. 42; pf. 7éfale
Pi. fr. 129. 7, B. 10. 40 Sn., Sa. 2. g LP). If it is connected with fn9 (f.) ‘teat’,
as has been generally assumed, the -y- is pan-Greek.!

The Greeks themselves apparently considered 674Avs and 8dMw closely con-
nected. This popular etymology seems to be implied by the coexistence of
Bﬁ)\vs e’e’pcrn (Od. 5. 4.67) and Tefatvid (T’) e’e’pa*q (Oa'. 13. 245), potentially
functioning as formulaic variants. At [Hes.] Sc. 395 67Avs éépon has become
the mdows kal Bpdais of the rérrif. Paley’s astute gloss (ad loc., 04Avs” BdArew
mowodoa) can be supported by reference to Eustathius 1599. 25 (ad Il. 8. 324:
enAl;TEPG.L Sé Bea[) : d’/\/\ws 86‘ B?']AU’TGPG.L ’)/UVG.EKES Ka'rd 1'01.‘!9 ﬂaAaLOl\JS‘ af GﬁKGP‘ITOL
kal modvddpor. 80ev kal “Bidus éépon”. 1) Tod edrapmeiv kal molvgopeiv airia.
Sfev kal KadAipayos “ Onddrarov mediov” [= fr. 548 Pfeiffer] Mye 76 modvyovor.2
Although 67jAeov could thus conceivably mean 6dA\ew mowodv, its reference to
ydAa, except as a transferred epithet, is rather remote. The secondary meaning
of f7Avs, namely, ‘soft, gentle’ (cf. OnAelais [sc. mapewais]” dmadais Schol. ad
Call. Hymn. 2. 37, 98wp 07dv kal padarxdv Thphr. CP 2. 6. 3) can possibly be
traced to contexts such as yvvaikes OnAirepar3 (Hom. +, cf. nddvw) but is not
especially appropriate to the fragment under discussion. If 87Avs at Od. 5. 467
can be paraphrased as 8dAXew mowoiica or padaxi, its meaning is entirely ironic :
together with a blowing guypn adpn and kaxy) oriBy, the early-morning dew
would scarcely foster Odysseus’ physical well-being. On the other hand,
rebodvid (7°) éépom at Od. 13. 245 seems to connote ‘plenty’ and it may plausibly
be argued that 87vs éépon has a similar sense. (Cunliffe in fact glosses both
07dvs and refladvia as ‘copious’.) Regardless of the etymological meaning of
67Avs in the phrase 67Avs éépam, coexistence with refadvid (7°) éépon might well
support its interpretation as ‘abundant dew’. If §:jAcov can represent the neuter
of 64vs, then fjAeov ydAa could mean ‘abundant milk’, a translation which
certainly fits the context. @»j)eov has also been translated as ‘milk of the dams’
(Sandys, cf. ‘de leurs mamelles’ Puech). While ‘abundant milk’ may make

Y Hj. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches — midrarov mediov (cf. Callimachus’ fnpAdraroy

Worterbuch i (Heidelberg, 1960), 671 (cf.
iAeav Pi. O. 3. 29).

2 Pfeiffer (ad loc.) also quotes vijowv &m
OnAvrepdwr, v.l. in Schol. AT ad Il. 21. 454,
Et. gen. B. v. Ondvrepdwv (= EM 450. 56) . ..
% Baddodowv 7 edxdpmwv, and Il. 9. 577:

mediov).

3 On the etymological function of -7epos
in this formation see E. Benveniste, Noms
d’ agent et noms d’ action en indo-européen (Paris,

1948), 117 f.
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better sense than ‘female milk’, it is unnecessary to pursue this semantic
argument since an important morphological consideration seriously weakens
the traditional interpretation of §Aeov.

O7)vs is attested as a two- and three-termination v-stem adjective through-
out the Greek tradition. LSJ 798 cites 6+j)ea etc. as the normal Ionic feminine
form in Herodotus and the Hippocratic corpus (cf. f4Aeas II. 5. 269).! The
neuter 97y, although understandably less frequent than the feminine form,
is nevertheless well attested. We are therefore being invited to suppose that
Pindar has replaced the regular §4Av by an otherwise unattested f7jAeov,
formed metri gratia on the basis of an Ionic 6jlea (: ntr. nom. pl. drdea?,
beside acc. sg. fAetav Ol. 3. 29). Even if we emend 6deov to Brfdewov, the
development is theoretically possible, but unlikely.

On the other hand, Page’s reading of paroxytone fyAéov is attractive and
involves merely a change of accent. As a present participle to fpAéw, OpAéov is
morphologically impeccable. (It is also phonologically Ionic so that Page’s
juxtaposition of kpavav and fnAéov, not Baréov, represents a striking inconsis-
tency from the standpoint of dialect.) Since OyAéw, however, commonly refers
to luxuriant growth, and particularly to vegetation,? §nAéov might be con-
sidered semantically inappropriate as an epithet of ydAa. On the other hand,
the analogy of 7éfpla, meaning not only ‘thrive’ (of plants and people) but
‘be abundant’ (of banquets), suggests that 87jAeov could have a connotation
similar to that of Epic refalvia at Il. 9. 208: (év . . . &yke) . . . pdyw refatviav
arowdy) (cf. Od. 13. 410: . . . 7péder Tefadviav dhowdrfy, 11. 415: . . . eldamivy
Tefalvin, and note O4Avs épay, above).

@d)ewov is a form which would obviously be appropriate on morphological,
semantic, and metrical grounds. The adjective 8dAeia commonly occurs in the
Epic tradition with reference to ‘plenteous’ banquets (cf. Od. 3. 420, 8. 76, g9,
Hes. Op. 742). It is also attested in Ionic lyric (fddeiav éoprjv An. 410. 2
Page). Pindar uses it (V. 10. 53 dydwwv | poipav . . . fd)ewav) in the sense of
‘prosperous’, but a phrase fdlewov ydda would seem to have even more in
common with the frequently occurring Epic context (cf. refalvia). Moreover,
Empedocles provides us with a parallel for a thematic neuter formation:
Oalelos orépeowy (112. 6 Diels ; LS] 782 wrongly identifies fadelots as ‘masc.’).
To observe that a thematic neuter fdAeiov may be built to a feminine fd)ewa is
not inconsistent with strong reservations regarding the plausibility of deriving
OAeov from 6rfde(v)a. The feminine fdAewa is isolated in that no certain mascu-
line or neuter forms of the type *8dv(s) are recorded ; a secondary, thematic
formation could readily fill this paradigmatic gap and is actually attested in
Empedocles. On the other hand, the commonly occurring v-stem inflection
of 67Av etc. would be likely to inhibit the formation of a thematic neuter. If
f7jAeov in this fragment is such a form, it is without parallel. Nevertheless,
despite the attractiveness of @dAewov, the basis for its corruption as @ireov
remains somewhat obscure and Page’s yAdov should probably be preferred.
One fact, however, is clear: Plutarch’s text provides no trace of specifically

I On the more frequent Homeric occur-  palakoi {ov 78¢ oedivov | Orjleov, Sa. 2. 9—10:
rence of fj)ea etc., see Chantraine, op. cit.  év 8¢ Aelpwv lmmdBoros Téfadev | #pivoow
252. dvbeow . . . , but also Pi. M. 10. 41—2 (of

2 Cf. Pi. N. 4. 88: 8dinoe Kopwbiois  Argos): vucadoplas yap Soaws ITpoiroo 768’
oeXivous, Il. 1. 234-6: T68€ axijmrpov ... | 008’  {mmorpddov | dorv BdAyaev . ..

dvafphioer, Od. 5. 73—4: dudl 8¢ Aetudves
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non-(Attic-)Ionic dialect since Ojreov (: Bhjdea) and fdlewov are indecisive,
and OnAéov (: Onéw) is strictly (Attic—)Ionic.

From the standpoint of Greek dialectology, the most crucial form in this
fragment is émiumdwy (v. 8, codd: émpumiav Naber,! émipmlev Wilamowitz,
émiumdav Schroeder), for which Schroeder’s emendation has been widely
accepted.z Schroeder defends émiumdav by referring to dummddyres at N. 10.
57. From the paroxytonesis we might suppose that Schroeder intended
émiumAdav with long -a-, presumably representing the contraction of themati-
cized -dov (Attic-Ionic -wv) rather than athematic inflection with a long vowel
root shape extended to the third person plural. On the other hand, this was
apparcntly not Schroeder’s intention, since his metrical analysis, like those
of Puech and Turyn who also read émiumlav, identifies -dv as a light syllable
with short -d- where a long vowel is also metrically possible. The accentuation
of émiumAdy is thus somewhat obscure. If Schroeder and his followers intended
Doric accentuation we would expect them to explain the convention and
employ it consistently throughout their editions. The same observation applies
to Wilamowitz’s ém{umlev, where the length of -¢- is unambiguous. It is remark-
able that paroxytone ém{umAav has been so tenacious in editions of Pindar and
that Naber’s earlier and more comprehensible émumlav has been largely
passed over in silence (except by Snell, who misprints its accent).

Before choosing between the codical reading émiumiwv, which implies an
uncontracted é-m{u-mAa-ov, and the various emendations, one should con-
sider the dialect evidence for the stem formation of the present system of
mlpmAnpue.

(1) Attic—Ionic. An Attic—Ionic stem m(u)mAy- is attested in 3 sg. m(pu)mAfo
(Hes. Op. 301) and impv. éumiumly (Ar. do. 1310). A 3 sg. éummiée. (Hdt.
7.89. 1) and a 2 sg. éummAeis (Hp. Morb. 2. 14) perhaps imply a thematicized
present -mmdéw which could be based on mi(u)mdy-. A 3 pl. m(w)mrdoe (L.
21. 23) and impv. #{(p)mAa (Xenarch. fr. 3)3 require a m(u)mAa- stem form,
thematicized in mu(u)mAdoar (Hp. Epid. 6. 8. 7, cf. {ordow Ctes. Pers. 6, dpiordor
ibid. 52). Thematicized mumAdw became frequent in Plutarch, Diodorus, and
Dio Cassius. ITi(p)mAetoar (ptc., Hes. Th. 880) either represents a generalized
m(pu)mAn- with shortening by Osthoff’s Law, or an actual stem me(u)mAe-.
Since no trace of forms like 1/2 pl. *m{(p)mAyper, *mi(u)mhyre is attested in
Greek, we may posit a stem mi(u)mAe- which in turn indicates that Ionic
(thematicized) -mmAéw* might be based on a pl. *ni(u)mAeper etc. as well as
on a sg. mi(p)mAnue.

(2) Aeolic. An Aeolic g pl. mlumAewor has been postulated on the basis of
miumiewow in Alcaeus (P. Oxy. 10. 1234. 2. 2 = 72. 4 LP).# Thus, according to
Hamm,5 ‘mipmleiow geht . . . vielleicht auf *-énti zuriick, mlumde- ist Nach-
bildung zu 7fe- usw.’. Although the syntactic function of wiumdeiow in the
fragment is unclear, most attempts to interpret the passage have assumed that

T AMnem. N.s. xii (1884), 40. 3 This form is queried by Schwyzer,
2 ’Exiumdav certe legisse Plutarchus  Griechische Grammatik i (Munich, 1939), 689;
videtur’, a statement for which Schroeder ¢j. m{umAn LSJ 1405.
offers no corroboration. Cf. the editions of 4 Cf. LSJ 1405, Bechtel, Griechische
Sandys, Puech, Bowra, Turyn, Snell, and  Dialekte i (Berlin, 1921), 28; Thumb-Scherer,
Pohlenz-Sieveking’s Plutarch text; note,  Griechische Dialekte ii (Heidelberg, 1959), 101.
however, that Page reads unaugmented 5 Op. cit. 124 n. 293.
miumAwy with the codical suffix -wv.
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mipmlewow is the third person plural of a finite verb.! Like Hesiodic m(u)mAeioar,
Alcaeus’ wiumdeiow therefore presupposes either a stem form mpumde- or a
generalized myumrAn-.2

(3) Doric. The most straightforward explanation of Sophron’s éunimAy (fr.
49) is that it continues a full-grade stem form (cf. Aristophanes’ éumiumiy,
above). The only possible evidence for a Doric stem mi(u)mAa- derives from
Pindaric dummAdvres and the form in the fragment sub iudice. Since the con-
traction of -ao- as -w- is pan-Greek,3 émiumAwy could theoretically be Doric or
Aeolic. No evidence for a stem shape mumla-, however, exists in Aeolic. Unless
dumurAdvres represents an indisputably Doric formation, the likelihood that
6’774.';1.71'/\wv, é'ﬂ'l,,u.ﬂ'/\av, 6’71'4.',11.17)\&1}, or a putative e’w[p.w)\&v should be attributed to
Doric is seriously weakened.

At first sight dummAdyres (N. 10. 57) might indeed seem to offer support for
a Proto-Greek stem form *mi(u)mAa-. In this case Sophron’s -imAy could also
be interpreted as a contraction of *-mla-e (cf. Dor. miud: Att. iud impv.).
On the other hand, the context in which dummrAdyres occurs, namely mdruov
dpmurddvres opotov (referring to the Dioskuroi),* suggests the reworking of an
Epic formula; compare mérpov dvarhjcavres (Il. 4. 170, 11. 263, also Hom.
oflrov dvamAijoar and similar expressions in Herodotus). It is therefore uncertain
whether dumurAdvres reflects a genuinely Doric stem formation and the whole
phrase should probably be interpreted as an Epicism with dummAdvres based
on the model of {omyui: lotapev: ioTdyr-.

On this evidence we may tentatively conclude that the singular stem
m(p )mhn- is panhellenic.5 ITu(p)mhn- is attested in Attic—Tonic and Doric, and
perhaps implied by Aeolic. A plural stem mi(u)mAa- is Homeric and Attic,
and implied by Ionic and Koiné mumddw. If one explains Pindaric -murAa- as
an Epic form, the sole evidence for a non-Attic—Ionic stem m(u)mAa- derives
from the conjecture of modern scholars in a highly controversial passage where
codd. ériumwr is completely comprehensible. A plural me(u)mAe- is not clearly
attested since Lesbian and Hesiodic m(u)7Aevr-* can continue a generalized
mi(w)mAy-, and thematicized 7 (u)mAéw can be based on a singular m(p)mAy-.
No definite evidence exists outside Attic-Ionic for a plural stem m(u)mAa-.
It has therefore been argued that the alternation mAz-: mAe- should be recon-
structed for Proto-Greek and that 7Ay- : wAd- is an Attic-Tonic innovation based
on the model of {omyu.: lorauer.b *EmipmAwy can thus be interpreted as a con-

1 As Lobel remarks (AAKAIOY MEAH
[Oxford, 1927], 27), ‘lectio nonnullis locis
incertissima’. The text is printed with more
confidence in Lobel-Page, Poetarum Lesbi-
orum Fragmenta ad loc. and Page (Sapph. and
Alc., 171 £.) offers a brief commentary. His
translation of wlumdeow as 3 sg. ‘[he] fills’
(cf. J. M. Edmonds, Lyra Graeca i [London,
1928], 367) is, however, not likely to be
correct (cf. 7ifnoe at Alc. 36. 23 L = Berl.
Kl. Texte v (2). xii. 2).

2 Schwyzer (op. cit. 798) cites a Lesbian
impv. wiumAy for which there is no clear
textual support.

3 Cf. C. D. Buck, The Greek Dialects®
(Chicago, 1955), 37; M. Lejeune, Traité de
phonétique grecque? (Paris, 1955), 235-6.

4 One may possibly compare the un-
usually abundant use of Epic dialect in
Alcaeus’ Hymn to the Dioskuroi and Page’s
comments ad loc. (Sapph. and Alc., 266). On
the function of Epic in Lesbian poetry see
Page (op. cit. 65f. on Sa. 44) and the
references to earlier discussions which he
cites (esp. Lobel, Zu. xxv f., Au. xf.).

5 As de Saussure already asserted in
Meémoire sur le systéme primitif des voyelles dans
les langues indo-européennes (Leipzig, 1878), 14.

6 Francis, op. cit., 260f., esp. 271, also
J. Kurylowicz, L’Apophonie en indo-européen
(Wroclaw, 1956), 205 n. 49, and R. S. P.
Beekes, The Development of Proto-Indo-
European Laryngeals in Greek, (The Hague,
1969), 246. Attempts to justify Naber’s
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traction of *éni{umlaov, a regular Ionic third person plural from mpmddw (cf.
Tiwdw : éripwv), a form implied for Ionic and Koiné. The motivation for a
redactional change of -e- (or -d-) to -w- in this form is less than clear, and once
again one may question the need for emendation.

ITXfofev (v. 5) may be readily understood as an Epic form. Sigmatic forms
of mwi(u)mAque (aor. émhyoa, fut. mhjow, aor. pass. érhjobyy) frequently occur
in Attic-Ionic and Koine, but relevant evidence from other dialects is restricted
to choral lyric in Attic tragedy.! Such examples of wAy-o- can be plausibly
interpreted as intrusions from the Attic dialect. The third person plural suffix
of mAfjofev is not exclusively Doric or Aeolic but is also common in Ionic
poetry.?

To conclude that this fragment may belong to the corpus of Ionic lyric is
congruent with the most self-consistent account of the dialect of its textual
tradition. Since Pindar characteristically employed Ionic and Aeolic as well
as Doric forms in his work, it would obviously be senseless to insist that he did
not write a poem whose diction is not homogeneously Doric. On the other
hand the burden of proof surely rests with an editor who wishes to claim that
this fragment was written by Pindar and that Plutarch has Ionicized its dialect.
The traditional assumption that the fragment derives from an otherwise lost
Aadvndopucdy written by Pindar for his son is based on the most tenuous
evidence. If one may venture an additional stylistic judgement, Pindar fr. 104b
Snell is not, pace Farnell, particularly distinguished poetry. From a stylistic
standpoint the juxtaposition of émiumAav . . . wifovs (v. 3) and wifor mAfjolev
dmavres (v. 5), taken together with the p-alliteration of v. 5, might evoke
bustle and excitement, but the effect seems somewhat laboured. At any rate
it is not easily reconciled with Farnell’s convictions about the ‘obviousness’
of Pindar’s stylistic presence or justified by Schroeder’s fanciful exegesis (op.
cit. 423): ‘malui . . . poetam in lactis affluentia describenda ipsum quoque
verbis quasi abundantem agnoscere’. Schneidewin’s influential attribution is
at best unprovable and most probably erroneous.

Yale University

émumlav as a poetic Doricism based on the
model :

(Dor.) g pl. impf. lorav : ptc. lordvr- ::
X -mmAdyT-

(as in dummAdvres)
where x = ém(u)mAav (: Attic—Ionic émiu-
mlacav, X. An. 1. 5. 10), or Wilamowitz’s
émipmdev (leg. émpumdev) after érifn: (€)rlev
(Pi. P. 3. 65) are rendered unnecessary if one
accepts that the grounds for attributing this
fragment to a poet writing in Doric (or

E. D. Francis

Aeolic) are insufficient. On the other hand,
if emendation is required to accommodate
a Doric (or Aeolic) provenance, the other-
wise unattested émumdev represents the
correct dialect form.

I e.g. wAnobivar S. Ant. 121, éumAnobd
E. He. 1072 (cf. émdnoe E. Or. 1363,
mjoaru E. 14 234, émhjow S. OC 528).

2 The extensive Homeric evidence is dis-
cussed by Chantraine (op. cit. 472 f.).
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