
PINDAR FR. 104b SNELL 

ToWARDS the end of Plutarch's treatise de Pythiae oraculis (409 b2gc) 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:' 

T7TpOflaL-r )-V yap EKc 7mTTCov KEAaLpv4EV, 

cos L7To KpaLvav OIEprarov VaOWp, 

6-qAdv ya'Aae- rot' 8' E"74tii,Aav E'orow'fsevot 7TWOovg- 
adYKo5'S OUTE TLS' a/LkoOpEv'S EAtI'EV OOMOI&,g 

'reAAat ydp ~vAcvac 7JTIGOo KTEc> 7TA TorBEv aTLT 

i 7rpo'i7rcvToJv: Leonicus 
5 'AWOL: Wil. <re> Schwartz 

3' EOe'v: Wil. ~,iTpirAcov: 'E'rtiufAav Naber, c.IT4L7TAEv Wil. 

Pindaric authorship was first proposed by Schneidewinz 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 i834, the year of Schneidewin's proposal, Bergk5 ascribed the verses to 
tragedy. On the other hand, nine years later, in the first edition of Poetae 
Lyrici Graeci,6 he printed it among Pindar's fragmenta incerta (no. I 50): '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. i834 die worte als Pindarisch in ausspruch genommen hatte.'7 In his 
second edition,8 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'.9 Schroeder, following 
Wilamowitz, returned it to Pindar with some misgivings as fr. I04b.10~ 

I B. Snell, Pindari Carmina cum Fragmentis 
jj3 (Leipzig, 1964), 94. The following cor- 
rections and additions to Snell's apparatus 
should be noted: v. i codd. KEAadpv~Ev, V. 2 

codd. Kp-qVaLoJv: KpavrLv Bergk, v. 3 codd. 
O'~AEov (not OE'AEov): G-qAE'Ov Page; EbrtjuwirAav 
(not t'ir1~u-rAav) Naber, 'E'Vtr4vrrav Schroeder. 
I thank A. T. Cole, Warren Cowgill, and 
C. M. Dawson for their helpful comments on 
a previous version of this argument. 

2 ~ZfA i. 433 f.; cf. Pindari Carmina (Gotha, 
1843), fr. i82d , 330. 

3'Lesefriichte XXXII', Hermes xxxiv 
(i899), 223 f. (repr. Kleine Schriften iv 
[Berlin, i962], 64-6). 

4 The W4orks of Pindar ii: Critical Comn- 
mnentary (London, I932), 426. Cf. 0. 
Schroeder, Pindari Carmina (== Poetae Lyrici 
Graeci5, Leipzig, 1900), 423 f., JI Sandys, 
The Odes of Pindar (London, 1915), 562 f., 
A. Puech, Pindare iv (Collection Budi, Paris, 
1923) 235, C. M. Bowra, Pindari C'armina 
(Oxford, 1947), fr. 93, A. Turyn, Pindari 

Carmina (Cracow, I1948), fr. i o8. 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, i1834), vii f. 

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

7 Beitrdge zur Kritik der Poetae Lyrici Graeci, 
edtidit Theodorus Bergk (Gdttingen, i844), 8. 

8Leipzig, 1 853, pp. vii f. The motto to 
Bergk's Praefatio reads: a'V5p6JV buKat' ow 

Xpovo acor0Yp aLpLUTog. 
9 In PLG3 (Leipzig, i866; cf. PLG4, 1878, 

the edition commonly cited), it became fr. 
adesp. no. 90. 

10 Loc. cit.: 'Pindarus si carminis auctor 
est . . .'; cf. B. Forssman, Untersuchungen zur 
Sprache Pindlars [= KI.-Phil. Stud. 33] (Wies- 
baden, 1966), i6o n. 4. Schroeder's partial 
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Scepticism has been recently voiced by Denys PageI 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 ov'e . . . 

8d/'4os', 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 
zJAPNHPOPIKON EIZ FAAASION.2 The reasons for this decision are 
familiar enough: Plutarch (loc. cit.), our only source for these verses,3 intro- 
duces their otherwise unidentified citation as follows: ol' tv ouv rep' ro 
FaAtaLov 7rs Botw-rtas KaoLKO vreS rjcrOov-o rov 0E ov4 7rV ea7Toxatvetav daOOoviaL KaL 

7rrEpovcia ycaaKros. In the Ambrosian Vita5 we are told that Pindar had a son, 

Daiphantos, co Kat Salqvg7opLKov darta cypcpaov. Linking these two references with 
a quotation from Proclus' Chrestomathy,6 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 Partheneion is far from self- 
evident. There is no reference to maidens either in the fragment or in its 
immediate context. Tol . . E. croavLEvo (v. 3) is masculine and whether -ro 

uncertainty is also reflected in his I930 
Teubner edition, which presents the passage 
between fragments 99 and Io4c without 
specific enumeration. 

I Poetae Melici Graeci (Oxford, 1962), 528, 
fr. adesp. 79 (cited, but presumably not 
accepted, by Snell). Cf. J. M. Edmonds, 
Lyra Graeca iii (London, I940), anon. fr. 74, 
450-I, 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. I. 1562 Olympia, v B.C. 

init.) contains the form [A,iFo and not 
tAac(F)O, the expected Doric form, recorded 
by Pausanias (cf. E. D. Francis, 'Greek 

Disyllabic Roots', Yale diss. 1970, 266 f.). 
4 While rov OEov, in a discourse on the 

Pythian oracle, is likely to refer to Apollo, 
Bergk (PLGI 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. II. 498 f., also 
Aristides, Or. 41. 7) but emendation ofcodd. 
vrpo 7rdvrtov to AEOdvTwv is less attractive than 
Leonicus' 7rpop/3rowv. 1po/3-rwv in turn seems 

to exclude a reference to lions. The gender of 
,ro . . . ecUraU voL 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.: 7rapeT'reILTOV 

6e Tr]v bacfvr-q0optav els A7Trodcovos 'Icap,lviov 
Kal raAaltov [Marcianus: XaAactov A]. 
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PINDAR FR. 104B SNELL 3 

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 rot to Tat while main- 
taining EJoaUVjEvot. In terms of Wilamowitz's earlier discussion of alleged 
'two-termination' participles,' ra't . .. EUUgVIL_E1ot would not necessarily be un- 
grammatical. Nevertheless I accept Barrett's recent rejection2 of Wilamowitz 's 
conclusions regarding 'two-termination' participles and therefore also reject 
his change of Trot' to Trat'. (A further change of E'o-cYVfLEvo to EOUrVt[LEvJat would be 
entirely arbitrary.) Secondly, Farnell's implication that the poet of this 
allegedly Galaxian Maidens' 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. I14. 10 f. ==Alc. ad [cj). 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,5 Proclus (ap. Photius) , and the Ambrosian Vita 
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.4 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. i) glyconic and reizianum, 
(v. 2) choriamb and reizianum (or two adonics, or, with codd. ip-qvawv, 
choriamb and pherecratic), (v. 3) telesillean (or glyconic, with codd. 6v'AEov) 
and telesillean, (v. 4) glyconic and iambic tripody (or lyric iambic trimeter?), 
(v. 5) glyconic and reizianum. Plutarch's manuscripts read E'At'VvvE So4tkots. in 
the second half Of v. 4 and the phrase has been variously emended.5 In addi- 
tion and perhaps in preference to JAt'vvEv 80fo4tsi, the main possibilities are 
telesillean 'At'vcvE'v 80 ~'1tots- (Schroeder, assuming v.~. and codical haplography) 
or ao'LtotaLv 'AtvvE(v), or Page's pherecratic E'At'vvE 8/1toLwv (assuming -5~-). 

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 

IEuripides: Hippolytos (Berlin, 1891), 
230-i adv. I103. 

2 Euripides: Hippolytos (Oxford, i964), 
366-8, with extensive bibliography; cf. E. 
Fraenkell, Aeschzylus: Agamemnon (Oxford, 
1950), ad v. 562. Puech prints -rov, which 
seems totally meaningless. 

3Sapphzo and Alcaeus (Oxford, I 5) 244- 
52, esp. pp. 248 f. 

4 T. Bergk, Anacr. Carm. Reliq., viii. Page's 
edition reads: 

irTpof3a'-rWV -yap 
EK 7raVrToV KEAdpV61EV, a'?, 

Kpavav OEp1-aTov i'oJp 
O77AE'ov ya'Aa' TOL 

7Tr4urAwJV EUUOV'IJEVOL WLTLOV5!' 

aaKog t OV'TE Ttg aj4OOPEVr 
EAL'VVE 56/10tcLV. 

,7rE'AAat yadp ev'Atvat <KaL> 

7rLoOt -nA'aOIEV alravrEg. 
The sequence is [pher.], glyc., pher., pher., 
glyc., glyc., pher. (on the scansion of 'At'V'VE, 
see below), pher., pher. 

'EAi'vvvou' t'V Schneidewin i834, EA'Vv' '3 

id. i843, 'EAt'vvE 80'(Lotg Bergk 1843, t'Aivv' 'v 
id. i853. On Schroeder's E'ALVvEv E'V50)ot- 
see below. 

6 The regular quantity of -v- in the present- 
imperfect stem of E'Atv'uo is ambiguous but 
was probably short (cf. W. Schulze, Quaes- 
tiones Epicae, [G~itersloh, I5892], 343).- Out- 
side the present system, the stem was 
~AZvi-. 'EAZVeJIEUIKEv at Ap. Rh. i. 589 beside 
impf. 'E't'viov (ibid. v. 862) could be ex- 
plained as due to metrical lengthening. 
These considerations may slightly favour a 
scansion of E'AL'VVEv as --'. 
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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. KpYrvdcwv (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 
Kpavdv.' Kprqvadv, however, is Epic; it is attested at Hes. Op. 758. The Attic- 
Ionic vocalism of Kprlv- and the Epic (Aeolic) suffix -owv are unparalleled in 
Pindar. When the fragment was ascribed to literary Doric, Kp-lvda'v was 
accordingly emended to Kpavdv. 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 Kprjvdwv. If, however, a more strictly Ionic 
form is required, then Kp-rveov (implying a pherecratic) or KpriVWv (implying 
a reizianum, compare emended Kpavav) offer plausible choices.2 

Before proceeding to a discussion of OrXAdv, E'rrtvrAav, and 7rAagOev, one may 
note that literary Ionic is also suggested by KecAapvvev3 and v;wp. KEXapvow, 
attested in Homer (e.g. II. I I. 813, 21. 261, Od. 5. 323), is not found again until 

Theocritus, in a passage (Id. 7. 137) with other Homeric reminiscences.4 Even 
if the emendation to KEAapv,ev is correct, the :-aorist would be normal in 
Epic for a verb of this type and thus provides no evidence for Doric. ToL (v. 3) 
is similarly ambiguous in that it occurs in both Doric and Homeric dialects. 
The long v- of 3cowp (v. 2) is, however, unparalleled in Pindar, who on twenty- 
three occasions uses the form with short v-. 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 OrAXdv (for codd. 07,AEov) 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 *0r,Aaev. Fatouros,6 
however, lists OrXAav as the genitive plural of 0rXrA 'teat'. We may doubt that 
this was Wilamowitz's intention, for the reason that yet another genitive plural 
(cf. rrpofadrcov 'K wrvTrwv ..., I c S TirO Kpavtv . . ., O 0Aiv ydAa) would be stylistic- 

I Schneidewin's Kpaveov of 1834 is an 
implausible hybrid with a Doric stem and 
Ionic suffix. 

2 Emendation may be unnecessary since, 
as Chantraine observes (Grammaire home'rique, 
i [Paris, 1958], 201), 'la forme en -cov qui 
est le type morphologique des vieilles 
formules apparait preponderante. Elle est 
sentie comme archaique par les aedes.' 

3 -rev Schneidewin, Bergk, Bowra, Turyn, 
Page, Snell; -yev codd., Wilamowitz, 
Schroeder, Sandys, Puech. It may be argued 
that the impf. KEAdpv~EV is stylistically more 
appropriate than the aor. -:ev. 

4 Cf. A. S. F. Gow, Theocritus ii2 (Cam- 
bridge, I952), I64, i66f. on vv. I35, 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 cowp in Aeolic lyric as borrow- 
ings from Epic: 'keine metrische Notwendig- 
keit liegt vor bei repadrcov ... und vw8op* . . . 
dieses in der 4. Zeile der sapphischen Strophe, 
die sich besonders oft an HexameterschliiBe 
anlehnt' (cf. E. Risch, 'Sprachliche Be- 
merkungen zu Alkaios', Alus. Helv. iii [1946], 
esp. 254 f.). The metrical restriction is valid 
since in Sappho 2. 5 (the first line of a 
stanza) viwcp is iambic. As Page remarks 
(Sapph. and Alc., 287), 8$owp is 'alien to the 
Lesbian dialect'. 

6 Index Verborum zur friihgriechischen Lyrik 
(Heidelberg, 1966), 171. 

36 E. D. FRANCIS 



PINDAR FR. 104B SNELL 37 

ally cumbersome. Schroeder rejects -qAdiv on the following grounds: (0rqd$Et! 
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 
G-qAdv for trisyllabic O3rAEov Wilamowitz has altered the metre from glyconic 
and telesillean to a pair of telesilleans. The presence of an initial glyconic in 
vv. I, 4, and 5 offers some support for its probable existence in v. 3. Codd. 
6'A,EOV presents considerable difficulties but it is hard to understand how 
6-qAdv, a nonce-form of dubious meaning, contributes to their resolution. 

Syntactic and semantic considerations exclude the possibility that codd. 
Oh'AEov is the third person plural imperfect of 6-qAEw, and its accentuation like- 
wise indicates that it was not intended as a neuter singular participle agreeing 
with yacAa. With the apparent exception of Page, scholars have therefore inter- 
preted 0 'AEOV as a neuter adjective derived analogically from the feminine 

'A,E(t>)a (: 6hAvg, cf. Schroeder, loc. cit.). If OiAvs belongs etymologically 
with caAAow (cf. GijA&o 'bloom, be abundant'), its vocalism is (Attic-)Ionic for 
Doric (or Aeolic) O4aEov (cf. aor. OaA-qcrE(v) Pi. N. 4. 88, 10. 42; pf. IE'OcLA 
Pi. fr. 129. 7, B. I0. 40 Sn., Sa. 2. 9 LP). If it is connected with O-qA' (f.) 'teat', 
as has been generally assumed, the --q- is pan-Greek.' 

The Greeks themselves apparently considered OBjAvs and OcaAAw closely con- 
nected. This popular etymology seems to be implied by the coexistence of 
G~Avs EEpcn) (Od. 5. 467) and TEaAVUviE (T') "epco) (Od. I3. 245), potentially 
functioning as formulaic variants. At [Hes.] Sc. 395 OAijvs, E''por- has become 
the wIrT6d9 Kai /pcpacrtg of the -E'Trnt. Paley's astute gloss (ad loc., 6iAvsg GOaAAELv 

7Totovaa) can be supported by reference to Eustathius I599. 25 (ad Ii. 8. 324: 
69qA??EpcaL 8E OGea): a'AAos- 5 Efl0AvJEpac yVVvLLKES KaTa TovS 7rTaAaLLos at' EV"Kap7TOL 

KacL vroAvqopot. 0GOEV Kal' " 
OFAvg E' 4`por". 5 roi3 EU'Kap7TEEV Kal 7rromAvopEv atlTa. 

60GEV KalL KaAA4ePaXos- " GqAvrTarov rrc&%ov" [= fr. 548 Pfeiffer] AE'yEL TO' TroAt'yovov.2 

Although O'XAEOV could thus conceivably mean C(XEAAW 7tOLO13V, its reference to 
ycaAa, except as a transferred epithet, is rather remote. The secondary meaning 
of GrAvsg, namely, 'soft, gentle' (cf. %-qAEkaUg [sc. irrapEtaEgsj aiwaAais Schol. ad 
Call. Hymn. 2. 37, V'6wp 6iAv Kal puAAaKov Thphr. CP 2. 6. 3) can possibly be 
traced to contexts such as yvvacKES G -qAI1TEpaC3 (Hom. -, cf. O-qAiivw) but is not 
especially appropriate to the fragment under discussion. If OTAvs at Od. 5. 467 
can be paraphrased as OaJAAEt v7Tota6oa or MLaAaK-4, its meaning is entirely ironic: 
together with a blowing /vXp3) a"dp-q and KaKT) aTtrg/, the early-morning dew 
would scarcely foster Odysseus' physical well-being. On the other hand, 
TrEeA vEc' (r') E'po-q at Od. 13. 245 seems to connote 'plenty' and it may plausibly 
be argued that GiAvs E'E'pa'q has a similar sense. (Cunliffe in fact glosses both 
6iAvs, and e6aAvhEa as 'copious'.) Regardless of the etymological meaning of 
6IAvg in the phrase GFAvs- EEpcn9, coexistence with TE6aAvt-a (-') E'E'pen- might well 
support its interpretation as 'abundant dew'. If 6-4AEov can represent the neuter 
of iAvs', then 6-4AEov yaAeaz could mean 'abundant milk', a translation which 
certainly fits the context. 6h AEov has also been translated as 'milk of the dams' 
(Sandys, cf 'de leurs mamelles' Puech). While 'abundant milk' may make 

Hj. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches mrn?rarov 7TE5lov (cf. Callimachus' O77Av'-rarov 
Wiirterbuch i (Heidelberg, 1960), 671 (cf. 2TE&ov). 
O77AELav Pi. 0. 3. 29). On the etymological function of -7Epog 

2 Pfeiffer (ad loc.) also quotes v7juoiv E,= in this formation see E. Benveniste, Noms 
,qAvrEpaiwv, v.1. in Schol. AT ad II. 21. 454, d' agent et noms d' action en indo-europe'en (Paris, 

Et. gen. B. v. 97)AvrEpaiwv (== EM 450. 56) ... 1948), iI 7 f. 
ij OaAAov'ucov 7 EJKcLpMOJV, and Bi. 9. 577: 



better sense than 'female milk', it is unnecessary to pursue this semantic 
argument since an important morphological consideration seriously weakens 
the traditional interpretation of O6)Xeov. 

OI/Avs is attested as a two- and three-termination v-stem adjective through- 
out the Greek tradition. LSJ 798 cites Or-jea etc. as the normal Ionic feminine 
form in Herodotus and the Hippocratic corpus (cf. OrAEas II. 5. 269).' The 
neuter O7)Av, 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 OrjAv by an otherwise unattested OrjAEov, 
formed metri gratia on the basis of an Ionic Or)AEa (: ntr. nom. pl. OAjXea?, 
beside acc. sg. OAEeLav 01. 3. 29). Even if we emend O'jAEov to O6XEAov, the 
development is theoretically possible, but unlikely. 

On the other hand, Page's reading of paroxytone O7AE'ov is attractive and 
involves merely a change of accent. As a present participle to OA?C&o, OrAE'ov is 
morphologically impeccable. (It is also phonologically Ionic so that Page's 
juxtaposition of Kpavdv and OrqAeov, not OaAEov, represents a striking inconsis- 
tency from the standpoint of dialect.) Since 0rjAco, however, commonly refers 
to luxuriant growth, and particularly to vegetation,2 OrXEov might be con- 
sidered semantically inappropriate as an epithet of yada. On the other hand, 
the analogy of r-rEAa, meaning not only 'thrive' (of plants and people) but 
'be abundant' (of banquets), suggests that O6rAeov could have a connotation 
similar to that of Epic rEcOaAvFa at II. 9. 208: (v ... EO'qKE) . .. paxdXv reOaAvEav 
dAoL(j (cf. Od. 13. 410: . . . rpEcqELt reOaAvLav dXAotqv, I I. 415: . . . elAtAarLv2 
TEOaAvt', and note OirAvs 'epon,, above). 

OaAEtov is a form which would obviously be appropriate on morphological, 
semantic, and metrical grounds. The adjective OaAEta commonly occurs in the 
Epic tradition with reference to 'plenteous' banquets (cf. Od. 3. 420, 8. 76, 99, 
Hes. Op. 742). It is also attested in Ionic lyric (OdEaecv EopTrqv An. 410. 2 

Page). Pindar uses it (N. IO. 53: d'aYvcov |I jo?pav . . . OdAEav) in the sense of 

'prosperous', but a phrase OdaeAov dyaAa would seem to have even more in 
common with the frequently occurring Epic context (cf. reOaAvEa). Moreover, 
Empedocles provides us with a parallel for a thematic neuter formation: 
OaAXcios u7rTEqeoEtv (I I2. 6 Diels; LSJ 782 wrongly identifies aAEc'Ots as 'masc.'). 
To observe that a thematic neuter OdAELov may be built to a feminine OdeAta is 
not inconsistent with strong reservations regarding the plausibility of deriving 
60 AEov from GOAc(L)a. The feminine OdaAta is isolated in that no certain mascu- 
line or neuter forms of the type * 0dAv(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 OijAv etc. would be likely to inhibit the formation of a thematic neuter. If 
OrAXeov in this fragment is such a form, it is without parallel. Nevertheless, 
despite the attractiveness of adActov, the basis for its corruption as O 'Aeov 
remains somewhat obscure and Page's Or1AEov should probably be preferred. 
One fact, however, is clear: Plutarch's text provides no trace of specifically 

On the more frequent Homeric occur- taAaKol tov -qo e cEALvov I 0 'AEov, Sa. 2. 9-io: 
rence of OrfAELa etc., see Chantraine, op. cit. ev be AeiWcv Lt,7OrOTOS rEOaAev I 'pivolacv 
252. avOELtv . . . , but also Pi. N. 10. 4I-2 (of 

2 Cf. Pi. J. 4. 88: OaAdrle KopwvOiots Argos): vtKaqoptals yap oaas 1 Hpotroto rd'' 
eAtvotL, II. I. 234-6: ro3e aKrrrpov ... . ov1' rrorpo'ov I aarv OdAvaev . . 

dvaOr6Aa]ct?, Od. 5. 73-4: atXL b5 A?etl-c3ves 

38 E. D. FRANCIS 



PINDAR FR. 104B SNELL 

non-(Attic-)Ionic dialect since 06)AEov (: O-jAea) and OdXEtov are indecisive, 
and OrAE'ov (: OriAw) is strictly (Attic-)Ionic. 

From the standpoint of Greek dialectology, the most crucial form in this 

fragment is m'rr-rAcov (v. 3, codd: '7mtrLrAav Naber,I E7rt?rLTAEv Wilamowitz, 
ETr/tLrAav Schroeder), for which Schroeder's emendation has been widely 
accepted.2 Schroeder defends Errh'L7rAav by referring to da t7rAravYre at N. 0o. 

57. From the paroxytonesis we might suppose that Schroeder intended 

&err/Ltradiv with long -a-, presumably representing the contraction of themati- 
cized -aov (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 

apparently not Schroeder's intention, since his metrical analysis, like those 
of Puech and Turyn who also read ir7'turAav, identifies -dv as a light syllable 
with short -a- where a long vowel is also metrically possible. The accentuation 
of E'rir7lrrdv 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 Ecrr7TrAcv, where the length of-c- is unambiguous. It is remark- 
able that paroxytone E7r'urArh av has been so tenacious in editions of Pindar and 
that Naber's earlier and more comprehensible E`7rCirAav has been largely 
passed over in silence (except by Snell, who misprints its accent). 

Before choosing between the codical reading 7TLrActAwv, which implies an 
uncontracted c-7r'-7rAa-ov, and the various emendations, one should con- 
sider the dialect evidence for the stem formation of the present system of 

(i) Attic-Ionic. An Attic-Ionic stem rt(/t)7rA-r- is attested in 3 sg. rt(t)trAratr 
(Hes. Op. 301) and impv. cjumr7rA- (Ar. Av. I310). A 3 sg. ;c/Tr7rAe't (Hdt. 
7. 39. i) and a 2 sg. E;/rt7rAEsF (Hp. Morb. 2. I4) perhaps imply a thematicized 
present -7r7rAco which could be based on m(/)7rA7y-. A 3 pl. rt(/k)rAdort (II. 
2I. 23) and impv. 7r(/)7rAa (Xenarch. fr. 3)3 require a rm(/t)rAa- stem form, 
thematicized in r(pt)TrAZcrat (Hp. Epid. 6. 8. 7, cf. Larxn Ctes. Pers. 6, aditcrvCto-6 

ibid. 52). Thematicized rrt/urAacw became frequent in Plutarch, Diodorus, and 
Dio Cassius. 7c(Jt)rAeocrat (ptc., Hes. Th. 88o) either represents a generalized 
mr((4)7ir4A- with shortening by Osthoff's Law, or an actual stem rt(u)7TrAcE-. 
Since no trace of forms like I/2 pl. *7rT(/)r7ArepEv, *7rL(/)7rArTE is attested in 

Greek, we may posit a stem Irt(t)rAE- which in turn indicates that Ionic 

(thematicized) -7rtAE'o* might be based on a pl. *7r1(/>)7rAEEv etc. as well as 
on a sg. rr(/)rArj/L. 

(2) Aeolic. An Aeolic 3 pl. vrt4LLrrAeLtg has been postulated on the basis of 

7rIJLTrAEtcLTv in Alcaeus (P. Oxy. 10. 1234. 2. 2 = 72. 4 LP).4 Thus, according to 
Hamm,5 'iTrit'AEcrwtv geht . . . vielleicht auf *-gnti zurtick, 7r/TLIrA- ist Nach- 
bildung zu rtOE- usw.'. Although the syntactic function of r7TCLrAcELtv in the 
fragment is unclear, most attempts to interpret the passage have assumed that 

X Anem. N.S. xii (1884), 40. 3 This form is queried by Schwyzer, 
2 ' 'E74ti'rAav certe legisse Plutarchus Griechische Grammatik i (Munich, I939), 689; 

videtur', a statement for which Schroeder cj. 7rxrTrAr7 LSJ 1405. 
offers no corroboration. Cf. the editions of 4 Cf. LSJ 1405, Bechtel, Griechische 
Sandys, Puech, Bowra, Turyn, Snell, and Dialekte i (Berlin, I 92 ), 28; Thumb-Scherer, 
Pohlenz-Sieveking's Plutarch text; note, Griechische Dialekte ii (Heidelberg, I959), 1oI. 
however, that Page reads unaugmented 5 Op. cit. 124 n. 293. 
rtL7rAov with the codical suffix -cov. 
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VTt/t'JA,EtcvL is the third person plural of a finite verb.'I Like HesiodicM (tLQ7TAdcrat, 
Alcaeus' -1T' wJAEatUv therefore presupposes either a stem form -7TLfV7TAE- or a 
generalized .7Tt[k7TA17_.2 

(3) Doric. The most straightforward explanation of Sophron's 'J17rX7,' TA- (fr. 
49) is that it continues a full-grade stem form (cf. Aristophancs' E'_7tjk7Aq 

above). The only possible evidence for a Doric stemm i/_-4>rAa- derives from 
Pindaric a&LL1tL7TAaJv-Es- and the form in the fragment sub iudice. Since the con- 
traction of -aeo- as -w- is pan-Greek,~ EMi1piAwv could theoretically be Doric or 
Aeolic. No evidence for a stem shape 'JTLbL7Aa-, however, exists in Aeolic. Unless 
J4irCrrA&vrEsg represents an indisputably Doric formation, the likelihood that 
E774l7rAcov ~tp.irAav, 

' 
4v7TAJv, or a putative Ei7t'7 Ad?v should be attributed to 

Doric is seriously weakened. 
At first sight aJkrt7TAaJvTE,S (N. 10. 57) might indeed seem to offer support for 

a Proto-Greek stem form *-ac(~u)>TA a. In this case Sophron's --,t'rAirX could also 
be interpreted as a contraction of *-TAa-E (cf. Dor. -rttt: Att. rtqs& impv.). 
On the other hand, the context in which dJ~7TTAaIvIEs, occurs., namely -,O-&r1ceov 

dkrrvt-gaiv-rEs- 0cLoEov (referring to the Dioskuroi) ,4 suggests the reworking of an 

Epic formula; compare -rc'-rl-ov aJvaITA-qJoav-rE,- (II- 4. 170, I i. 263, also Hom. 
ot'rov avaO.A-IT~uat and similar expressions in Herodotus). It is therefore uncertain 
whether d4LIITAaWvTEg reflects a genuinely Doric stem formation and the whole 
phrase should probably be interpreted as an Epicism with dLITu-TtAaJvTEg based 
on the model of gcor-r-qet: t'xraqkEv: la-rav-r-. 

On this evidence we may tentatively conclude that the singular stem 

77TL(Vk)7TAfl- is panhellenic.5 FIkt Gte7A-q- is attested in Attic-Ionic and Doric, and 

perhaps implied by Aeolic. A plural stemm r(IL) 7Aa- is Homeric and Attic, 
and implied by Ionic and KoinE7Tt[rq,Aaw. If one explains Pindaric -7TC7Aa- as 
an Epic form, the sole evidence for a non-Attic-Ionic stem =(n4)-'Aa- derives 
from the conj'ecture of modern scholars in a highly controversial passage where 
codd. E'Til4riAwov is completely comprehensible. A plural vt([t)>rAE- is not clearly 
attested since Lesbian and Hesiodic -,t ([ke>rAEvr-* can continue a generalized 
77Tt (p)7TA-q-, and thematicized irt(/4kAE'W can be based on a singular -ITt (14 7TA 17-. 

No definite evidence exists outside Attic-Ionic for a plural stem ITt([ks)IA a-. 
It has therefore been argued that the alternation 7TA-q-: 7TAE- should be recon- 
structed for Proto-Greek and that ITA-q-: 7TAd- is an Attic-Ionic innovation based 
on the model of t'crir-qlst: L'aI-aL,IEv.6 'Er C'L-,Awv can thus be interpreted as a con- 

' As Lohel remarks (AAKAIOY MEAH 
[Oxford, I927], 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 
Aic., 171 f.) offers a brief commentary. His 
translation of 7rL'jLL7TAEcotLv as 3 sg. '[he] fills' 
(cf. J. M. Edmonds, Lyra Graeca i [London, 
i928], 367) is, however, not likely to be 
correct (cf. -rliOl7cn at Alc. 36. 23 L ==Berl. 
Ki. Texte v (2). Xii. 2). 

2- Schwvyzer (OP. cit. 798) cites a Lesbian 
impv. 71-iJsirAsq for which there is no clear 
textual support. 

3Cf. C. D. Buck, The Greek Dialects2 
(Chicago, I955), 37; M. Lejeune, Traite'de 

phonitique grecque2 (Paris, 1955), 235-6. 

4One may possibly compare the un- 
usually abundant use of Epic dialect in 
Alcaeus' Hymn to the Diosk-uroi and Page's 
comments ad loc. (Sapph. and Alc., 266). On 
the function of Epic in Lesbian poetry see 
Page (op. cit. 65 f. on Sa. 44) and the 
references to earlier discussions which he 
cites (esp. Lobel, 24u. xxv f., A4e. x f.). 

5As de Saussure already asserted in 
Me'moire sur le systime primitif des voyelles dans 
les langues indo-europe'ennes (Leipzig, i5878), 14. 

6 Francis, op. Cit., 260of., esp. 271, also 
J. Kurylowicz, L'Apophonie en indo-europeien 
(Wroclaw, I956), 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 *mErlrAaov, a regular Ionic third person plural from -rrq!rAaow (cf. 
Trdaco : er-tcov), a form implied for Ionic and Koine. The motivation for a 
redactional change of-c- (or -d-) to -w- in this form is less than clear, and once 

again one may question the need for emendation. 

HAXi^aOev (v. 5) may be readily understood as an Epic form. Sigmatic forms 
of 7r(ti)7rAytt (aor. '7TrAqcra, fut. 7rXiTAr, aor. pass. 7crAOjrlv) frequently occur 
in Attic-Ionic and Koine, but relevant evidence from other dialects is restricted 
to choral lyric in Attic tragedy.' Such examples of TrrA-a- can be plausibly 
interpreted as intrusions from the Attic dialect. The third person plural suffix 
of 7rArijcrev is not exclusively Doric or Aeolic but is also common in Ionic 

poetry.2 
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 

JAaVvrq00optKOv written by Pindar for his son is based on the most tenuous 
evidence. If one may venture an additional stylistic judgement, Pindar fr. I 04b 
Snell is not, pace Farnell, particularly distinguished poetry. From a stylistic 
standpoint the juxtaposition of E/_LrAav. . . . TOo (v. 3) and 7ro00o 7rT0crOev 
a7ravres (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 E. D. FRANCIS 

E7rmljrAav as a poetic Doricism based on the Aeolic) are insufficient. On the other hand, 
model: if emendation is required to accommodate 

(Dor.) 3 p1. impf. utrav : ptc. laav-- :: a Doric (or Aeolic) provenance, the other- 
x -3t ravrTrv- wise unattested 7ArTLj7TrAev represents the 

(as in a1rt7TrAadvrEs) correct dialect form. 

where x = 7n(()rAav (: Attic-Ionic edr'/'- e.g. rA-aO6va0 S. Ant. 121, 
4 

67TAra&OZ 
rTAaaav, X. An. I. 5. o), or Wilamowitz'sa aav x. An. I. 5. O), or Wilamowitz's E. Hec. 1072 (cf. E7rA-qTae E. Or. I363, 
eTA7rAv (leg. E7Tu7rAEv) after E'-riOtqv: ()rQtOeV 7rAraatt E. IA 234, srA'uwco S. OC 528). 
(Pi. P. 3. 65) are rendered unnecessary if one 2 The extensive Homeric evidence is dis- 
accepts that the grounds for attributing this cussed by Chantraine (op. cit. 472 f.). 
fragment to a poet writing in Doric (or 

4I 
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