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of giving the same word order, with the infinitive following &uVvopon, as similar
rhetorical questions.’
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ABSTRACT
This article presents a new conjecture on Herodotus 1.51.3.
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Kol TiBovg 1€ dpyupLoug T€ooepag AmETELYE, ot €v 1@ KopwBinv Oncovp®d £otdot, Kol
TEPPPOVTNPLY. dVO AVEONKE, YPVOEOV TE KOl GPYVPEOV, TOV T YPUCE® EMIYEYPOTTOL
Aaxedorpoviov @opévov givor dvédnuo, odk O0pBdg Aéyovieg €omt yop Kol T0DTO
Kpoicov, énéypoye 8¢ 1dv T1g Aehpdv Aaxkedopoviotst Boviduevos yopilechar.

Hdt. 1.51.3

The participles popévmv and Aéyovteg produce a clear syntactical discontinuity, and the
phrase @opuévev eivon &vé@nuo is rather abrupt. Solutions so far proposed are as
follows. Replacing qopévav eivor with @oci uév @v éxeivav (Jackson, probante
Wilson) resolves both problems and is palaeographically plausible. Nevertheless, the
sentence becomes less concise because @oot refers to the opinion of a third party,
which in this case does not seem necessary. Abicht tried to preserve the transmitted
text by adding only the pronoun c@éwv after popévov, so that the newly resulting
possession to the Lacedaemonians becomes clearer. More recently, Madvig’s conjecture
OV 1) YPLCE® Emryéypamton Ackedoupovimy aevov ivar dvadnua, ovk OpBdg

manuscripts have single for double sigma at Pyth. 4.7, 5.71 and Nem. 5.54; one may add OL. 9.8, Pyth.
4.227, Nem. 10.69 and Isthm. 8.39. CQ’s reader observes that one can easily imagine how @pdéccor
was corrupted to @pdcar and the infinitive then transposed before dvvauro, either on purpose (to mend
the metre) or by accident.

® Isoc. Paneg. 114.3 tic év &Ovorto dieerBelv;, Dem. 36.44.11 tic dv SHvorto E@ixécha;,
Anaxil. fr. 22.2 PCG tic &v &Vvorto ... @pdeay;, Philo 2.176.1 tic év dbvouto ... ugicay;, Lib.
Or. 24.39.5 tic av dbvorto derbelv;, Ep. 1321.2.1 tic &v dvvouto cryav ktA.;. The sole exception
prior to the fifth century A.p. is at Ath. Deipn. 1.18c—d dct’ “008° dv koAuupav eic kolvuPndpov
wopov” [Alexis, fr. 301 PCG] apkelcboi tic Gv duvarto, enciv Adeéic, but W.G. Arnott, Alexis:
The Fragments. A Commentary (Cambridge, 1996), 793 considers that the words after popov
imply that the citer has ‘either unmetrically transposed the last four words of the fr<agment> ... or
so paraphrased or garbled his source that reconstitution of Alexis’ original text is impossible’.

* 1 dedicate this contribution to my students of the course on Herodotus given at the University of
Tiibingen in the summer of 2022.

© The Author(s), 2023. Published by Cambridge University Press on behalf of The Classical Association. This is an
Open Access article, distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution licence (https:/
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted re-use, distribution, and reproduction in any
medium, provided the original work is properly cited.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838823000046 Published online by Cambridge University Press


mailto:njglane@yahoo.com
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog?doi=https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838823000046&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838823000046

SHORTER NOTES 459

Aéyov has been well received,! providing as it does a text in which the vessel on which
the inscription was to be read clearly appears as a ‘speaking object’.?

Herodotus is describing his visit to Delphi, during which time he had the opportunity
to see the monuments and read the inscriptions himself, including those that had been
rewritten to falsify the ownership of individual artefacts. In this passage, he focusses on
the text of a specific inscription, with the genitive plural Aokedoupovimv referring to the
Spartans’ claim that the vessel is their own offering to the temple of Delphi. But
immediately afterwards he states that the basin belongs to Croesus and that one of
the inhabitants of Delphi was responsible for the inscription, seeking to gain the
goodwill of the Lacedaemonians.> What the genitive plural of the inscription seemed
to claim as a property right of the Lacedaemonians (Aokedoupovimv) becomes
meaningful if we add a dative of advantage (o) after the verb of saying (popévov),
so that the Lacedaemonians are presented as the active claimer of the basin offered to
Apollo, even though the operation of falsification was concocted without their
knowledge by some Delphian.

In this light, write @opévav <o@r> eivor évé®nuo. The dative is particularly
welcome because, in similar passages where the attribution of a votive offering is
specified, the author introduces the dative of the donor.* This pronoun might have
been more easily overlooked than Abicht’s cp€wv, especially since the two consecutive
syllables with -1 and €i- could be confused owing to itacism. Moreover, in Herodotus
opi/opt (9+597x) is much more common than cpéwv/cpenv (42 +60x). Nor does
this slight emendation risk oversmoothing Herodotus’ prose, which is at times rough,
probably owing to a partial revision of the text by the author himself.’

Furthermore, it would be sufficient to imply here an obt@®v immediately after
@apévav to grasp the continuity between the Lacedaemonians and those who claim
ownership of the offering. In this regard, one could also correct Aéyovteg to
Aeyovtov since this would avoid the above-mentioned anacoluthon. However,
anacoluthon is part of Herodotus’ prose,® and in this case the unexpected nominative
plural rhetorically highlights the false character of the inscription Acxedoipovimv
more emphatically.” The transmitted Aéyovteg, in fact, constitutes an example of a

! Thus the translation of H.-G. Nesselrath (Herodot. Historien [‘Kroners Taschenausgabe’,
vol. 224], 2017) and the text of K. Brodersen (Herodot. Historien [‘Reclam-Ausgabe’], 2022).

2 On this notion, see M. Burzachechi, ‘Oggetti parlanti nelle epigrafi greche’, Epigraphica 24
(1962), 3-54; R. Wachter, ‘The origin of epigrams on speaking objects’, in M. Baumbach,
A. Petrovic and I. Petrovic (edd.), Archaic and Classical Greek Epigram (Cambridge, 2010), 250-60.

3 Hdt. 1.51.4 éou yop xoi 10010 Kpoicov, éméypoye 8& v Tig AsApdv Aakedarpoviotst
Bovkopevog yopitechot, 100 EMGTOUEVOG TO OVVOUE OVK EMLVICOUOL.

4 Cf. Hdt. 1.92.1 Kpoiop 8& &oti GAla dvadnuote &v ) EALGSL ToALd kaid o o eipnuévo
povva; 1.92.2 10 8 €v Bpayyidnot thot Midncimv dvadnpote Kpoiow, dg £yem muvdvopot, ico
1€ oTofpov Kod dpoto: totot €v Agdgpoiot. But see also 8.35.2 1o Kpoicov 100 Alvdittem dvobnuoro.

> N.G. Wilson, Herodoti Historiae, 2 vols. (Oxford, 2015), 1.VII-VIIL

® H.W. Smyth, 4 Greek Grammar for Colleges (New York / Cincinnati / Chicago / Boston /
Atlanta, 1959), §§3006-7 (‘Anacoluthon usually produces the effect of naturalness and liveliness,
sometimes of greater clearness ... Natural anacoluthon is seen in the loose and discursive style of
Herodotus’).

7 Already G.F. Creuzer and J.C.F. Baehr (Herodoti Halicarnassensis Musae [Leipzig, 1856], 106)
had noted that ‘in seqq. verbis sensum magis quam grammaticam structuram Noster respexit’, while
W.W. How and J. Wells, A Commentary to Herodotus, Volume I (Books I-1V) (Oxford, 1912), 75
considered this anacoluthon to be ‘very harsh’.
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hanging nominative,® which points to a certain deviation in the regularity of the
syntactic-grammatical links, without affecting the sense of the sentence.”
These emendations result in the following text and translation:

OV 10 XPLGE® Emyéypomntonl AaKkedooviov Qopuévay <cpr> eivorl dvadnuo, ovk OpBdg
AEyovTeg ...

On the golden basin has been inscribed ‘of the Spartans’, who claim that it is their votive
offering, although they say something false ...
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SOPHOCLES, THYESTES FR. 260A RADT*

ABSTRACT
Two conjectures are proposed on Sophocles’ Thyestes (fr. 260a Radt) which restore
Sophoclean language and metre.
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A palimpsest codex in Vienna (Cod. Vindob. Hist. gr. 10) presents, as scriptura superior, a
twelfth-century copy of Symeon Metaphrastes’s biography of John Chrysostom, copied
over the erased pages of a tenth-century copy of an abridged version of Herodian’s De
prosodia catholica and of an eleventh-century book of the Basilika." Technological advances
have allowed scholars to increase the number of readable sections of the scriptura inferior.?

8 On this grammatical issue, see R. Kiihner and B. Gerth, Ausfiirliche Grammatik der griechischen
Sprache (Hannover and Leipzig, 1898-1904), §493; E. Schwyzer and A. Debrunner, Griechische
Grammatik. Syntax und syntaktische Stilistik (Munich, 1950), 403 and 705.

% See Hdt. 4.132.1 Aopeiov pév vov 1y yvéun v Zk000c 0uTd §186vorn opéag te adTolg Kol YRV
1€ kol Vdwp, eikaov Tde; 3.16.3 10 @V Kotokoiew YE TOVg VEKPOUG OVSOUDG &V VOU®
ovdetépotot goti, TMéponot pev 8 8 mep elpnion, Bed o Sikowov elvon Aéyovteg véuew
vexpov avBpdnov- Atyvrtiowst 88 vevouiston nop Bnpilov eivon Euyuyov; and 8.49.2 oi yvaduon
8¢ 1OV Aeydviov ol TAeloton cvveEémmtov Tpog TOv IoOUOV TAMOOVTOG VOUOXEEWV PO THG
Telomovvicov, EmAéyovteg OV Adyov tOv8e. See also 7.157.2 GANg puev yop yevopévn nooo
N ‘EAAOG xeip neydn cvvayeton.

* Editions used and referred to only by the editor’s name: H. Hunger, ‘Palimpsest-Fragmente aus
Herodians KoBolkn npoowdio Buch 5-7°, JoByz 16 (1967), 1-33; H. Lloyd-Jones (ed.), Sophocles:
Fragments (Cambridge, Mass. and London, 2003%); S. Radt (ed.), Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta
(TrGF) vol. 4, (Géttingen, 19997).

! The dating is suggested by E. Gamillscheg, ‘Der Codex des Herodian in der Osterreichischen
Nationalbibliothek zur Anwendung neuer Technologien in der Handschriftenforschung’, in V. Somers
(ed.), Palimpsestes et éditions de textes: les textes littéraires (Louvain-la-Neuve, 2009), 101-10.

2 Hunger; Gamillscheg (n. 1).
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