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SOME OBSERVATIONS ON THE PERSAE OF
TIMOTHEUS (PMG 791)*

7-13
AAX’ €l pév [évhévie [. . . . .. Jeo- 2ia.?]
Tos én[iplépoiro mAaya ia. ba. |
ﬁnf[[:«ufr]og,l mavtes [au’ ]2 avé- 2 tro.?

10 mi[mTov] éxeloe va[D]Tar cho. ba3|
€l 8’ dvriTouyos drt[a. ia. ba. |
. Jos [&)éeten [mo]AvkpoTol. . tro. cr. ba.? |
.. Jowwov medras, mdAw épépovro Ul

At lines 7-10 the description of the sea-battle appears to involve the destruction of
the oars of the enemy ship (accepting Page’s pné{[xwm]os at 9), with the result that
the sailors fall over (9-10 suppl. Danielsson). We would expect lines 11-13 to provide
some sort of contrast with this description, since e/ 6¢€ at 11 contrasts with 7 dA)” €/
w€v, but the exact sense is not quite clear.

Page assumes that the coast is somehow involved, and paraphrases remos frangebat
hinc plaga hostilis, illinc litus, ita ut remiges subito retrorsum caderent, comparing
Virg. A. 5.205ff., Caes. Bell. Civ. 1.58 to support the supplement dxr[d. At 12-13 he
tentatively suggests un]yos afeteu [mo]Avkpdéro[io | mAd]oimor mevkas, and explains
machinam pinus navalem = remum. Although the general sense obtained is not
objectionable, the circumlocution is highly doubtful, and it seems unlikely, despite
Timotheus’ general fondness for obscure periphrases, that ujyos can really be used in
this way. Furthermore, Page prints Jowwov, but my own inspection of the papyrus
instead supports Joww . . Wilamowitz rightly prints [.]¢éetep rather than afeiep
(Page), and suggests dx[is | mpJoo[di]éeten, understanding dxris to refer to the blow
of a weapon (e 8¢ 1 éuBoAy) dxrivos kepavvias Tpémov . . .), although there are no
obvious parallels for the usage and it may be doubted whether dxis alone can provide
the required sense. Danielsson (11, n. 2) refers to Hesychius’ gloss ax7is: olxérov
dvopa. mapa 8¢ Zvparovoios 6nyds. 1 vads, but it seems less sure that ‘ship’ is
the expected sense, and the gloss in fact probably refers to the fact that A«xis could
be the name of a ship (as it is at e.g. CI4 2.809c.171). It does not support the view

* Tam indebted to Dr M. L. West for his assistance with the work which lies behind this paper,
and some of whose suggestions are included here, and to Dr G. Poethke of the Agyptisches
Museum and Papyrussammlung in Berlin for his permission to examine the Timotheus papyrus
(P. Berol. 9875) in Easter 1997. My D.Phil. examiners, Professors P. J. Parsons and J. Diggle, also
provided useful corrections and suggestions, and final debt of thanks is owed to Professor
C. Collard and CQ’s anonymous referee. The following works are referred to only by the
author’s name: U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Timotheos. Die Perser (Leipzig, 1903); O. A.
Danielsson, Eranos 5 (1903), 1-39, 98-128; K. Aron, Beitrdge zu den Persern von Timotheos (diss.
Erlangen, 1920); J. M. Edmonds, PCPS 130 (1925), 4-17; D. L. Page, Poetae Meclici Graeci
(Oxford, 1962); T. Janssen, Timotheus. Persae (Amsterdam, 1984). I give the text after Page and
include his metrical analyses, but I have indicated period-end and made some corrections to his
text.

! Page prints pné{ [, but the iota is no longer visible in the papyrus.

2 [du] suppl. M. L. West (p.c.).

3 Page wrongly prints cho. ia.
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that the word regularly meant ‘ship’ or that it does so here. Wilamowitz then prints
a comma after [mploo[d]éeten, and conjectures ex. grat. moAvkpdTov puraiot Tdyxa
mAevpds, which, however, bears little relationship to the papyrus text.

It seems clear that the object must be either ‘ship’ or a particular part of a ship.
We should restore something like molvkpdrol[vs | mAw]oinovs mevkas ‘the many-
banked, sea-going pines’ (i.e. ships). Although mAdowuos is a classical hapax with a
passive sense ‘navigable’ at S. 0.C. 662-3 pavijoerar pakpov 76 Selpo mélayos ovde
mAdowuov, adjectives in -iuos have a tendency to function as either active or passive,
and in later Greek we find the active sense at Diogenian. 6.78 (1.282 Leutsch-
Schneidewin) vads malawd wévTwe odyi mAwaiun.* There can be no strong objection
to the word here, nor to the accusative plural instead of Page’s singular; the papyrus
text is severely damaged at this point, and the traces inconclusive. For molvkpdro[us]
‘many-banked’, cf. the nautical terms povékporos, 8ikporos, Tpikporos, which refer
either to the number of banks of rowers in a ship or to their division into squads.’ We
may also compare pofliocs . . . Sukpdtoror ‘with double-beaten surge’ at E. I.T. 407fF.,
where passive 8{kpoTos may refer to the beat of two banks of oars (rather than, with
Platnauer, to ‘the oars on each side of the ship’). Wilamowitz’s punctuation is difficult
to defend in view of the parallel expected with 7-10; the subject of wdAw é@épovro
should clearly be understood from 10 vadra..

Thus 11-12 must describe something which would cause the sailors to fall back
again; this I assume with Campbell and others to be a blow of some sort. Page’s dxr[d
will not do, since it requires the support of the dubious puyyos. Janssen tentatively
suggests a compound of the type ax7[. -o]pos or -BoJdos, but it is hard to imagine
what the first term might be; not, in this case, derived from d«7{s, which regularly
forms compounds in dxTwo-. At this stage I can see no better solution than
Wilamowitz’ dx[is | mp]oo[dt]éetepn, and we can roughly translate: ‘but if a blow
against the side dashed against the many-banked sea-going pines, [the sailors] all fell
back again’. This also produces a more plausible metrical analysis; accepting Page’s
treatment of 7-10, we can analyse 11-13 as ia. ba | ba. ia. | tr. ith. ||. Ithyphallics are
common at period-end in the Persae (e.g. 61, 85, 149, 155, 161).

14-20
al Sel. .. .Jat .n yvia [8iadépovoalt 2ia. ba.|

15 mAlevpas Avol{doTous épar- 2ia. |
vov, tac. [....J[.. .J[. Jes [11
oknml. ] émepBdr[olvTes dve- 21ia.?
[xlaiTilov, ai 8¢ mpafvées “|
...... 1L . Jas dmny<X>ai- “

20 ouévali] oudalp]<é>wt kpdver “Al

The syntax is slightly confused. The opening ai 8¢[ probably refers to the Greek
ships, while 7ds at 16 and ai at 18 no doubt refer to Persian ships. At 16-18 I
understand the subject of both dve[x]airi{ov and émeuBdAA[o]vTes to be vadrar (last
at 13):7 ‘and some (sc. ships), ripping apart the [. . .] limbs, revealed the linen-bound

4 Although mAdyowuos is regarded as three-termination by Diogenian., adjectives in -uos are
usually two-termination in Timotheus; cf. PMG 791.64, 112-3,

3 See W. W. Tarn, JHS 25 (1905), 143fF; J. S. Morrison, CQ 41 (1947), 122-5.

¢ The referee suggests that the ships could be the subject of épépovro, which is possible, but I
think vadrau is to be preferred because of the parallel with 7-10.
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sides, then they would capsize some, throwing . . ., and others (sank) bottom-
upwards . . . stripped of their ornaments by the iron helmet (i.e. the ram)’.

At 14 Page tentatively suggests al 8’ e[’ dJvaidy yvia, but I fail to see why the
limbs of the ship should be regarded as ‘shameless’, and the connective edre, although
also conjectured by Wilamowitz at Timoth. PMG 802.1 (for codd. dre), is not other-
wise attested in Timotheus. The yvia must be the oars (not, pace Janssen, 35, the hull),
whose removal, referred to in the preceding lines, would naturally reveal the sides of
the ship. Page leaves space for four letters in the lacuna, but inspection of the papyrus
suggests that this may be somewhat generous, and that three would not be impossible:
read (ex. grat.) [dxplawn, given by Hsch. s.v. as a synonym for dxpatés, more suitable
for oars in any case, and used of paralysed limbs at /G 4.951.22 (Epidauros): dvyp
Tovs Tds xmpos SakTvlovs dkpateis éxwv mAav €vos d[plikero mol Tov BOeov
{kéras. Line 14 is thus a trochee followed by an ithyphallic.

The next line contains no problems which have not been solved, but 16 is seriously
damaged. Page’s text is again misleading in the amount of space he allows in the
lacunae, and he accordingly supplements ras u[év, ailddas UBpelis ornpmr[dv]
émeuf., ‘throwing the glittering outrages of thunderbolts’, which is indefensible not
only because of the size of the lacuna but also because of the sense. Between rao and
]is there in fact seems to be space for only about a dozen letters. There can be little
doubt that Wilamowitz (57) was correct to see a reference to deApives, leaden weights,
apparently roughly in the shape of a dolphin, which were hung from a ship’s yard-
arm and dropped or swung onto enemy vessels (cf. Ar. Eq. 761f. with %, Pherecr.
fr. 12 K.-A., Thuc. 7.41);% although these were an innovation in naval warfare of the
later fifth century,” Timotheus several times appears to be describing not the actual
battle of Salamis, but a typical sea-battle as may have happened in his own day.!?
An accusative might be desiderated after émeufdAN[oJvres, but the iota in 16 ]is is
clearly legible and the dative therefore seems certain; we must assume that the
participle is being used absolutely. Read -vov, ras ul[év poAvBdivolis | ornm[rois]
émepBarA[o]vres dve- | [x]airilov ‘they capsized some with leaden thunderbolts,
throwing (sc. them)’, then ex. grat. ai 8¢ mpafveis édvvov xaB’ dAujas ‘and others
sank bottom upwards beneath the brine . . .’, which gives mol. ia. | 2 ia. [ ia. ba. | 2 ba.
ia. for the whole passage. Although xaradd(v)w is the more common word for ‘sink’,
the non-compound form of the verb might be supported by II. 6.136 8¥0ef’ dAos
kara xkpa, 18.145 vmo kdpa fardoons avrin’ édvoav, Od. 5.352 és mdvrov é8voero,
although admittedly none of these passages refers to the sinking of ships. The verb
can be followed by a variety of prepositions, often xard, normally with an accusative,
but the genitive is also attested (e.g. Od. 12.93)."" The contracted form mpaveis,
historically early enough to be assumed, at least in scansion, is to be preferred to
Page’s mparvées, since the open orthography -ee- is never attested in the papyrus. Page’s
supplement [Bdmrovar 8éu]as lacks good parallels.

" The referee suggests that ‘a masculine nominative may be lurking in line 16°, which is also
possible.

8 B. Gildersleeve, 4JP 24 (1903), 232-3.

° See L. Casson, Ships and Seamanship in the Ancient World (Baltimore and London, 1995?),
239, n. 67.

10 Wilamowitz, 57-9.

! See P. Chantraine, Grammaire Homérique (Paris, 1958-63), 2.113-4, for the similar sense of
kaTd c. accusative and genitive.
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214
{cos 8¢ mupt Sapl. . ... ia. [1]
drwlv dykvAévier(o]s ba.ia.? |
uebiero yepolv, év 8’ émmre yviois 21ia.ba.|
alfel. .. .. ] dpa Siarpal[d]][Slaivwy: “7]

‘Like fire the man-slaying, thong-bound javelin was hurled from their hands, and fell
among their limbs, shaking . . . (?)’. In lines 21-3 the (probably Greek) sailors have
hurled thong-bound javelins from their hands; the result of this action is described in
the following one and a half lines, in which the javelins fall among the limbs of the
enemy. Read (perhaps) Sau[acidws (ia. cr.) with Wilamowitz, and dxwv with
Jurenka,'? the latter to be preferred for Wilamowitz’s improbable Apys, which is
incompatible with the traces of the nu. Janssen believes that yviois means ‘bodies’
not ‘limbs’, but I fail to see why ‘one is surprised at the javelins hitting the “arms and
legs”’.

The real problems are in line 24. Wilamowitz prints alfe[poddpnrov oldua
Siaxpadaivwy, which he paraphrases 7péuovra ére vmo js 8.” aépos popas. But the
sense ‘shaking their airborne bodies’ (i.e. of the spears) seems unlikely, and in the
context we would most naturally expect [o]dua to refer to the bodies of the sailors,
shaken by the impact of the spear, in which case alfe[poddpnTov], though a plausible
if otherwise unattested formation, will not do. Page suggests aif€[pia dovpat’] wpa
Siaxp. or even dpddia kpad., although dpddia is an extremely unusual word largely
restricted to Nonnus and occasionally attested elsewhere as a cult-title of Dionysus.
No doubt Page intended the sense to be ‘(the javelins) fell among their limbs, shaking
the shafts (sc. of the javelins)’, but there is no parallel for wuds in such a context, and
I find dovpar’ an odd object in this context. The verb is otherwise only attested at
Arius Didymus in Stob. 1.36.2 [Diels, Doxogr. 453.15]. Wilamowitz more plausibly
suggests [o]dpa. This leaves a:fe[, for which Janssen suggests *alfe[poddpnros
‘airborne’. Preferable might be aife[podpduos], which is used by [Cinesias] in the
parody of dithyrambic lyric at Ar. Av. 1393. Thus the sense is ‘and, flying through the
air, fell amongst their limbs, shaking their bodies (sc. those of the sailors)’; line 24
would be an iambic metron followed by an ithyphallic.

25-8

25 orepeomayt 8’ épépeTo pdvi- 2ia.]
al........ la [..]7d 7€ mepiBora ?]
mupl PpAey[dulev’ év dmoToudar lec. |
Bovdd[potor: tro.

I can do nothing with 26, except to note that although Edmonds’ restoration here,
Alfia mioc]a[v]ra ‘stones and tarred (covers)’, is superficially attractive, it is doubtful
whether such artillery would have been used in a sea-battle before the Hellenistic
period. Stone-throwing catapults and larger artillery of this sort are attested for the
classical period (cf. e.g. Thuc. 6.69), but only in the context of a siege on land.!?

At 28 Wilamowitz proposed Sovdd[pows, which Page writes as Bovdd[potar ‘ox-
flaying’. Babrius 97.7 has payalpas Bovddpous ‘knives for flaying’, while Hsch. gives

12 H. Jurenka, ZOG 54 (1903), 579.
13 See E. W. Marsden, Greek and Roman Artillery: Historical Development (Oxford, 1969), 171.
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a substantive Bovddpwi: poxAdt, b Bods Sépovow; cf. also Hes. Op. 504 pvjva Sé
Anvaidva, kdax’ fipata, Bovddpa wdvra. But it is somewhat unclear how ‘splinters of
wood’ would be used for flaying oxen; Edmonds obscurely refers to the ‘skewer-like
pegs used by tanners’ (presumably for stretching hides, but not therefore for flaying).
Janssen prefers *Bovdo[pa, which he takes as a passive ‘stripped from oxen’, and
agreeing with mepi{BoAa ‘covers’, but there are no parallels for this sense, and the
adjective is in any case too strongly divorced from the noun for such a connection. The
only other attested compound in Bouv-8o- is fovddkos ‘receiving oxen’ (Callim. Aet.
58.2), which does not suit the required sense. I think a reference to a goad is expected
(cf. Wilamowitz, 45: ‘ein Stecken, mit dem man die Ochsen priigelt’), e.g. *Bovdd[vors
(-otor) ‘ox-driving’, a possible (although unattested) formation; cf. the forms at
Leonidas AP 6.305.6 = HE 2318, Ariston AP 6.306.2 = HE 777 érvoddvos ‘soup-
stirring” (although compounds in -Sovos are otherwise passive, e.g. oloTpddovos,
al{ovos). An ox-goad would usually be a straight stick with a sharp spike at one end.
We might also note E. Andr. 11334 éxdvror 7’ dudwBolot adays . . . Bovmdpor
‘ox-piercing spits pulled from the slaughtered beasts’ (and used as missiles); see
Stevens on the passage. At E. Cyc. 302, Hdt. 2.135 Boundpos is also used as an epithet
for a spit.

60—

60 Slre 8¢ ru Aelmorev adpar'? 2 tro. |
141 8’ émewocémimTov, ddpde 2 tro. |
8’ <0’> dBaryiwTos opu- lec.]
Bpos, eis 8¢ Tpdpiuov dyyos ia. ba. |
éxeit”

‘Whenever the winds left off in one place, they attacked in another, and the
unbacchic water rained down with foam, and poured into his alimentary vessel.’
Here, in the first lines of column iii, Timotheus describes a drowning Asiatic, who
appears to have been introduced in the fragmentary passage at 40ff.

At 61-2 the papyrus has adpwi[[c]]8¢| aBayxiwToooup., although the scribal
expunction of sigma, noted by both Wilamowitz and Page, is not quite clear.
Wilamowitz objected to adpa: as the subject of émeioémimrov, and emended to
émewcémmrer dpprdns dfayy. dup., but cf. Hes. Th. 872ff. af &’ dAAar wayy adpar
émmvelovor Bddacoav: | ai 87 Tou mimTovoal és fepoedéa mévTov, | THna wéya
Ovyroiot, kaxki Buiovaw déldni. We are therefore obliged to supplement a verb in the
clause at 61-3. Page’s <§’>, with the correction dépde, will not do, as there is no
parallel for Jw with dufBpos vel sim. as the subject; we usually expect Zevs, unless the
verb is used impersonally. Sudhaus proposes ddpwe 8¢ <mepiéleaev>, but the size of
the omission would be surprising.'> This is improved by Gargiulo’s é<{e’>,'® though
the elision here looks odd: Gargiulo must assume that the form used is é<{ee>, but the
‘open’ Ionic orthography -ee- is never found in the papyrus (although conjectured by
Page at 18 mpa[vées; see above), and we would not expect elision of contracted -e.
Read dg¢per with Danielsson (100-1) or, perhaps less convincingly, d¢pile(v) with

!4 Page wrongly prints atpad.
1SS, Sudhaus, RAM 58 (1903), 482.
16 T. Gargiulo, QUCC 54 (1996), 73-81.
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Sitzler;'” thus, “. . . the unbacchic water foamed, and poured into his alimentary vessel
(i.e. the stomach, or perhaps the whole of the oesophagus)’. We should print 6]re 8¢
TaL Aelmoiev adpar, | 74l 8’ émercémmrov, dd- | per 8’ dBakyiwTos duPpos, | els Sé
Tpddupov dyyos | éxeir’, which may be scanned 2 tro. | lec. [ 2 tro. | ith. ||.

68-71
kaTakopns dmeilet cr. ba. |
ydudoro<w> éumplwv ia. sp. |
70 Tuipovpevost Avped- ia. cr.
v cwparos faldooar ia. ba. ||

‘He (sc. the drowning Asiatic) immoderately hurled insults, gnashing his teeth at the
sea, the destroyer of his body (?).” Page restores ydupoio<w> at 69 for the papyrus
ydudots, but an accusative is desiderated after éumpiwv as at D.S. 17.92.3 88dvras
éumempikds (cf. the accusative with other compound forms of the verb at Lucian.
Somn. 14 88dvras ovvémpie, Ar. Ra. 927 py mpie Tovs 88dvras), and it is worth
reviving Sitzler’s ydudous,'® since this is not recorded by Page. However, it may
just be possible that the case has been influenced by the prefix é- (the sense ‘bite
deep into’ as at D.S. 10.17 76 ods évémpioe Tois 88odot is clearly not required).
Wilamowitz (53) cites Opp. H. 5.185-6 yévuv okodoiot xaAwols éumple: ‘it gnashes
its jaws on the curved bridle’, where the verb is construed differently and the direct
object still in the accusative, and Inama compares Lat. infrendere dentibus (e.g. Verg.
A. 3.664)," but it is not clear that the two phrases are genuinely comparable. We are
in the middle of a sequence of dochmiacs (which Page excluded from his analysis,
but which are admitted by Wilamowitz and West), and ydudovs éumpiwv is a
dochmiac of the form — ——u —. Of 70 tuipodpevost I despair.

University College Dublin J. H. HORDERN

\7 1. Sitzler, Bursians Jahresb. 133 (1907), 250.
18 J. Sitzler (n. 17), 251.
19 V. Inama, RIL 36 (1903), 615.
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