THE CLASSICAL REVIEW

quirer,” whose discussion of critical and
exegetical difficulties throughout goes
hand-in-hand with an enlarged scien-
tific perception, such as neither Jacob
nor Munro could claim.” His principal
defect was not individual but the mark
of a school—he was ‘trained to the belief
that the Ueberlieferung, or MS. tradi-
tion, of the text is to be defended at all
costs.” Sudhaus’ Aetna was published
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in 1898. Six years previously he had
published, in the Teubner series, Philo-
demi Volumina Rhetovica. In 1909 ap-
peared his Aufbau der Plautinmischen
Cantica. He wrote a good deal in the
learned periodicals: and it was reserved
for him to make quite recently one of
the few certain corrections which have
ever been made in the text of Horace

(S. 1, 4, 35).

CORRESPONDENCE

PROP. IIL x. 27.

To the Editors of the CLASSICAL REVIEW.

DEAR SIR,—I owe it to Dr. Postgate to
acknowledge that his text in the Corpus
Poctarum has gravius; the language of my
note made a too sweeping implication that all
editions gave gravibus.—Yours.

J. S. PHILLIMORE.

University of Glasgow.
April 11, 1915.

AESCHYLUS, PERSAE, 332-3.

7o the Editors of the CLASSICAL REVIEW.

SIR,—May I put on record a suggestion as
to one of the passages discussed in Mr. Shep-
pard’s interesting paper upon a play which is
"Apews peorév and good reading at any time?
It was proposed in a school edition in 1879,
and so is eight years older than the Classical
Review, and 1 have had no opportunity of
bringing it before scholars. But I still think,
though I may be sanguine, that it is right. In
332-3 M has

roivd dpxdvrev vmepviobny wépe:
~ . N ; ,
woA\GY mapivTwy’ SNy dmayyéN\e kakd.

And so Wecklein. In M wuy (si) is added
over the line by a later hand. There is a
scholium to the second line Aeimer 70 kakév.

Omit 332. Then 333 closes and clenches
the messenger’s narrative in a manner which
is abrupt and also Aeschylean. For such a
single line without a connecting particle, cp.
Agam. 680 or 1046 (Dind.), also such half lines
as mdvr’ &ews Xéyov (582).  When the best has
been done for it, 332 is a poor line. The
process by which it was constructed is perhaps
best left to the imagination of readers. Briefly,
dpxdvrwv (perhaps rodvd dpydvrwy) is a gloss,
as Blomfield, Hermann; not, however, on some
word which it has replaced, as apxov, Tayéy,
but on woAAév in 333, which the writer, in spite
of the scholium, or not having it before him,
understood to be masculine, and to refer to
such Persian captains as those named above.
So understood, the genitive requires mepi or the
full dweuvhofny wép:, probably a tag from some
play familiar to him.

8¢ in 333 is merely intrusive. Still, it would

be right to know whick secondary MSS. show
it. It is found in two late MSS. in the Bib.
Nat. and, I think, in several now in England,
but none of these need count.
A. O. PRICKARD.
Marck 19, 1915.

To the Editors of THE CLASSICAL REVIEW.

I add two queries on the text of Plutarch’s
Moralia.

1. De Defectu Oraculorum, c. 20, p. 420C,
runs:

‘Pnbévrov 8é Tolrwy, 6 "Appdvios, ‘ dpbas,’ épn,
¢ pou Sokel OedPppaoros amodrracbar: Tiyip kwhve
Poviy 8éfacBar gepviy kai Pilocodordry- xai
yap dferovpévy moANa Tdv évdeyopévwv, dmo-
derxOivar 8¢ piy dvvapévov, dvaiper, xai Tifepévy
woAka ovvepérkerar TV dduvdrev kal dvu-
wapkroy

Query, read xai Tiepéyy od moAAG kA ?

2. The fragment from Stobaeus ascribed to
Themistius, but redeemed for Plutarch’s dia-
logue mepi Yuxns by Wyttenbach in 1772, has
in chap. 1. (Wytt,, vol. v,, p. 724 ; ed. Teub,,
vol. vii,, p. 22) :

N s, - 3 s
kai Ty Tekevthy dmdlvoiw kahobow- dv O¢
tepypar cdparos.

Query, &v 8¢ €y, rai gdparos—i.e., ‘if you
ask the question (from what?), why from the
body ¥ A.O.P.

To the Editors of THE CLASSICAL REVIEW.

IN the notice of my ZElementary Latin
Grammar (Classical Review, February, 1915)
my critic denies the truth of my statement that
no imperative of &do occurs in Classical Latin,
affirming that es occurs in Plautus (e.g. M7l
677) and Ovid, Ars am. 111. 758. Permit me
to point out (1) that Plautus does not fall within
my definition of ¢ Classical Authors’ (see p. v
Introd. of my Grammar of Classical Latin);
(2) that the reading es in Ovid Zc. is merely
conjectural and does not occur in any MS.

A. SLOMAN.

[Mr. R. T. Clark writes to say that the third
of the emendations suggested by him in our
March number (p. 48, Notes on Vespa) is
‘unreservedly withdrawn.”—ED. C. R.]

https://doi.org/10.1017/50009840X00048290 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009840X00048290

