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iterum. But the corruption of iterum into
oratum is far from obvious and the resultant
word order minimally satisfying, not to men-
tion the aimless emphasis of a second legatio
imported into a context which allows no
reference to a first. This would be condemna-
tion enough were it not for a piece of external
evidence which Wagner claimed as support
and which therefore deserves our passing
attention. In Diodorus Siculus 17. 86. 4 we
read: Taéidov yap Tod Baciléws mporere-
AevrnkdTos vios adTod Modis Siadefduevos
Y GpxnY Seméubato uév kal mpdTepov mpds
ANééavbpov év 1hf Zoydiewd SuarpiBovre,
énayyeAdduevos adTd ovoTpatevew éml Tols
avTitarTopévovs Ty "Ivddv kal TéTe mpéoPes
amogTeidas Eédmoev oadrd  mapadidoven T
Baodeiaw. If with Wagner we infer from this
passage two legationes, the genitive absolute
with perfect participle (Taéidov ... mpoTeTe-
AevtydTos) indicates that they both occurred
after Taxiles’ death; whereas, if in the Metz
epitome we have ‘‘patre mortuo legatos ad
Alexandrum misit iterum,” the temporal abla-
tive absolute (patre mortuo) makes the pre-
sumed second /legatio occur strictly after
Taxiles’ death, whence it is fatally implied that
the unspecified “first” occurred before Taxiles’
death—a time when (it should be added)
Mophis would have been in no position to
send a legatio. Concluding, then, that Dio-
dorus and our epitomator present two different

2. I am most grateful to Dr. Robert Renehan for expert
counsel on an earlier version of this note.
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and not quite reconcilable accounts, we may
now with clear conscience reject Wagner’s
iterum and seek a remedy which eliminates the
symptoms and cures the ill without damaging
side effects. In this sentence oratum is stylisti-
cally inept; it disrupts syntax, and it contrib-
utes absolutely nothing to the sense. By its
very nature it cries aloud for deletion, with
(it so happens) not only perfect contextual
results but also further external justification
and full transcriptional probability. The
proper parallel to invoke at this point is
Curtius 8. 12. 4 f., which plainly gives the same
account as our epitome and virtually confirms
the proposed deletion: “regnabat in ea regione
Omphis (i.e., Mophis), qui patri quoque
fuerat auctor dedendi regnum Alexandro et
post mortem parentis legatos miserat, qui
consulerent eum regnare se interim uellet an
priuatum opperiri eius aduentum.” It only
remains to adduce two passages verbally re-
sembling and shortly preceding § 49—namely,
§ 42 “legatos ad Alexandrum . . . mittit oratum,
uti ignosceret ipsis’” and § 43 “ad Alexandrum
legatos miserunt oratum, uti ex oppido exire
suaque exportare liceret”’—and to observe how
understandably a copyist, his mind still
dominated by their phrasing, subconsciously
interpolated the unwanted supine.?

J. M. HUuNT

VILLANOVA UNIVERSITY

“CHIRON’S LAUGHTER” (PYTH. 9. 38)

As he begins to counsel Apollo on the god’s
plans for Cyrene, Pindar’s Chiron laughs in a
way which has caught the imagination of
scholars but, in a disputed text, has also ulti-
mately frustrated it.! In Snell’s most recent
edition of the Epinicia,2 Pyth. 9. 38-39 read as
follows:

1. Cf. Wilamowitz, Pindaros (Berlin, 1922), p. 268, n. 1:
‘38 steht eine fiir uns unverstindliche Vokabel xAapov yeAdo-
oats. Das war iiberliefert, denn die Scholien zeigen, dass
xAapdv ein Deutungsversuch der hilflosen Grammatiker
war.” According to R. W. B. Burton, Pindar’s Pythian Odes
(Oxford, 1962), p. 43, “‘the quality of Chiron’s smile cannot be

determined with any accuracy, as there is no means of dis-
covering exactly what the phrase xloapdv yeddooats ... can

Tov 8¢ Kévravpos Laperis, dyavg xAoapov yeAdooars
3 Zon ~ 3 =
O¢PUL, ‘lL‘I]TLV €eay
son sy
€000s aueiBero.

xAwepov Nv, xAapov Z': xAoapov Schr[oeder].

XXoapov, proposed by Schroeder in 1900, has
been widely accepted by subsequent scholars.3

have conveyed in Greek.” Cf. W. J. Slater, Lexicon to Pindar
(Berlin, 1969), p. 546: “xAdpds: sens. dub. ? softly, gaily.”

2. B. Snell-H. Maehler, Pindari carmina 15 (Leipzig,
1971).

3. Cf. the editions of Bowra and Snell; also Burton (op.
cit.,n. 1), A. S. F. Gow, CR, LVIII (1944), 38; C. M. Bowra,
Pindar (Oxford, 1964), p. 246; R. P. Winnington-Ingram,
“Pindar’s Ninth Pythian Ode,” BICS, XVI (1969), 10.
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Turyn, however, prefers yAepov, the reading of
PQ, 2, accepted by Moschopolus, by the
major nineteenth century editions of Boeckh,
Schneidewin, Bergk, Fennell, Gildersleeve,
and later by Sandys. This reading may be
slightly favored on metrical grounds over
xAoapov which requires synizesis, since the
dachlo-epitrite verse implies a syllabic se-
quence __ __\— __ __for the position occupied
in Snell’s text by ylocpov yeddoowus. The
alternative MS readng, xAwepov  (BDEV
Tricl.), has been generally rejected on semantic
or metrical grounds. XAapdv and yAwxpov were
both known to the scholiasts: yAapov yeddoas :
froL wodDd, keyadaouévov. xAdov yap Aéyovar
16 wAjlos: (%) mpoamvés kal OV, mapd TO
YAopdv To pév yop Gmmyiy Tols Yuypols
mapafdAdovor, To 8¢ mpoonyh) kol Tepmva Tols
Oeppois S Ty ywouévmy Sudyvow.) ovTws
odv émmodd yeAdoas: od yop ws of akvbpw-
mdlovres ovwmyuévas elye tas dppds. b. 7
obrw* xAapov qvri Tod yApov kol B8V kata
guvaipeow.*

Schroeder 3 justifies his emendation in the
following way: yAwxpov “warmly,” the reading
of the superior codices, is unsuitable to the
context, and yAcpov (PQ), “eine ganz singu-
lare Form,” might be explained as the Doric
contraction of an otherwise unattested xAocpoy
(beside xAoepdy, cf. oxiapds, -epds). Schroeder
then cites some uses of yAoepds (of pédec
mérada Bur. Hel. 243) and yAwpds (cf. yAw-

4. A. B. Drachmann, Scholia vetera in Pindari carmina, 11
(Leipzig, 1910), 226.

5. O. Schroeder, Pindars Pythien (Leipzig and Berlin, 1922),
p. 82,

6. O. Schroeder, Pindari carmina (=T. Bergk, Poetae
Lyrici Graeci6 [Leipzig, 1923]), p. 249.

7. Pindar, p. 246. Bowra, Burton, and Slater (op. cit.s
n. 1, s.v. yeAdw) all refer to Chiron’s “smile,” Gildersleeve to
his “half-smile,” while Sandys translates xAapdv yeAdooas as
“softly smiling’’ (cf. Schroeder’s ‘“‘Licheln’’). Lexicographers’
traditional contrast between pedidw, “smile’’ and yeddw,
“laugh’’ can be nicely illustrated by comparing Sappho’s
pediaioouo’ dBavdtwr mpoownwe (Frag. 1. 14) and mAdowov
&8v ¢wvei- | oas vmaxover [ kol yedaicas luépoev (Frag. 31.
3-5, on which see D. L. Page, Sappho and Alcaeus [Oxford,
1955], p. 22: “it is the sound [italics mine, cf. dmaxovel] of the
girl's voice and laughter which disturbs Sappho’’). Schroeder,
Pindars Pythien, p. 82, implies that this distinction is only
valid for (Attic-)Ionic since ped(t)dw does not occur in
Doric and Sappho’s pediaioas’ can be explained as an
epicism (cf. E. Hamm, Grammatik zu Sappho und Alkaios
[Berlin, 1957], p. 121). The fact that ued()dw may be an
(Attic-)Ionic form, however, scarcely guarantees by itself that
Pindaric yeddw can mean ‘‘smile” rather than “laugh.” The
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potépa . .. molas Sapph. Frag. 31. 14; yAwpol
vmai delovs I1. 15. 4), and Hesychius’ gloss:
xAoepdv: xAwpdv, dypdv, véov, amaddv. He con-
cludes that the phrase yloapov yeddooous
implies ‘“‘ein farblos ‘blasses’ Licheln” and
cites with approval Gildersleeve’s remarks
concerning ‘“‘the half-smile of the great
teacher” (see p. 290; note too that the connota-
tions of “ein farblos ‘blasses’ Lacheln’” and the
great teacher’s ‘‘half-smile” are not neces-
sarily compatible). In the following year
Schroeder ¢ extended his defense of yAoapov by
comparing the phrase xAwpais éépoous at
Nem. 8. 40, and, much more cogently, aralov
yeddoas at Hymn. Hom. Merc. 281. If we refer
again to Hesychius’ gloss yAoepdv: . . . amaddy
and recall that, in Hymn. Hom. Merc. 281, it is
éxcepyos AmdAMwv who is “softly laughing,”
we have a possible basis for the defense of
Schroeder’s emendation.

Bowra, however, hears a different reso-
nance: ‘“yAoapdv suggests the freshness of
nature in spring, and this is exactly what the
Centaur’s smile does.” 7 In this connection we
might tentatively cite the “green joys” of
Euripides, s vefpos yAoepatls éumai- | {ovoa
Aelpakos Hdovais (Bacch. 866-67).8 There are
surely those who will remain content to inter-
pret Chiron’s smile as “‘springlike,” or his
laugh as “soft” (or, with Winnington-Ingram,
“hearty’”). Such, however, was not the inter-
pretation of the scholiast and it is therefore

connotation of yeAdooats is perhaps more complex than can
be implied by a distinction between “smile”” and ‘Jaugh.”
There are etymological reasons to suppose that yeddw may
originally have referred to other expressions of serenity and
joy (cf. yeAaviis at Pind. Ol. 5. 2, Pyth. 4. 181, of kapdia,
Buuds; yedetr: Adumew, dvfetv H.; yalijyn <—— *yeddovd ap.
E. D. Francis, Greek Disyllabic Roots [Yale Diss., 1970],
pp. 240 f.). Moreover, these emotions are evoked, either
directly or metaphorically, by such contexts as xvudrwy
aviiplfuov yéaoua (Aesch. PV. 90) and yéiaooe 8¢ maoa mept
x8cv (I1. 19. 362; cf. Hes. Theog. 40 and West’s note ad loc.,
Theogony [Oxford, 1966], 170-71; also W. B. Stanford, Greek
Metaphor [Oxford, 1936], pp. 114-16). The collocation of
veddoows with dppds in our passage might indeed suggest an
expression of sparkling merriment rather than an act of
laughter. Nevertheless, yeAdooas clearly can mean “having
burst into laughter’’ and it seems somewhat arbitrary to insist
that this is not what Chiron did. I therefore adopt this
translation with the reservation that it may not fully capture
the qualitative nature of Chiron’s reaction. In any case, to
translate yerdooais as ‘“‘sparkling” or “smiling” would not
significantly affect my interpretation of xAapdv.

8. Cf. E. R. Dodds’ note, Euripides: Bacchae? (Oxford,
1960), p. 185.
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appropriate to reconsider the readings of the
codices.

To extract any meaning from yAwxpov which
fits the context of our passage seems impos-
sible. Gildersleeve,® while reading xAcpov,
cites ‘“the association with yAwpdr ‘luke-
warm’.” In my opinion, the presence of a
word meaning “lukewarm” in this passage
(either directly or associatively, compare
Lattimore’s “cool smile”) undercuts the sense
of ayav& . .. d¢pvi in an inappropriate way.
XXapov, however, cannot be so lightly dis-
missed. It is true that Hesychius cites a yAapdy
and the glosses he provides (e.g., pvmapdv,
Aemrrdv, etc.) are, as Farnell remarks,10 “all
unsuitable to this place.” On the other hand,
from the standpoint of historical morphology,
*xAopds could be well explained as the con-
tinuation of a pé-adjective formed to the same
root as aor. yoAdoor. Compare the formation
and contrast the meaning of oxAnpds : orel(e)-.
The morphological pattern yoda-: yA@- is
exactly equivalent not only to that of okele-:
okAn- but also to Souc- : dua-, fava- : Bva-,
Koo ¢ kpud-, Pede- 1 BAn-, yeve- @ yim-,
Tepe- ¢ Tun-.  (Xedepds  “‘slack, loose,”
Hippoc., Ar., etc., cf. yaAaois Hippoc., PL., is
probably derived secondarily from the gener-
alized stem form yada-, as in yoddw, cf.
xedaivew [Hes.] Scut. 308, éydAaoa, kexdAaka).
Proto-Indo-European ré-adjectives were char-
acteristically formed with zero-grade of the
root (cf. Gk. épvbpds:Lat. ruber: Skt.
rudhira-; Gk. Aevyadéos : Avypds). *XAapds
could thus directly continue an inherited
*ohlA-rg-s.11

It is now necessary (1) to ascertain the most
plausible meaning of a form yAcpov in terms
of contemporary uses of yxAdw, and (2) to
show whether this meaning is at least as
appropriate to the context of Pyth. 9. 38-39—
in particular, to the phrase ayov@ txAapovt
yeddoowis Oppli—as that of Schroeder’s
x)\(ﬁxpc‘w.

9. B. L. Gildersleeve, Pindar: Olympian and Pythian Odes?
(New York, 1890), p. 342.

10. L. R. Farnell, The Works of Pindar, 11: Critical Com-
mentary (London, 1932), 203.

11. Cf. R. S. P. Beekes, The Develop

Indo-European Laryngeals in Greek (The Hague,
p. 192,

of the Proto-
1969),
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Many scholars have noted the exquisitely
ironic charm with which Chiron {epemis
replies to Apollo’s suggestions. Gildersleeve’s
note on yAapov specifically excludes “the
‘lively’ horse-laugh of the other Centaurs; we
have the half-smile of the great teacher.”
According to Ruck and Matheson,!?2 Chiron
decides “to indulge the god’s amorous fancy.”
Burton observes “Chiron’s eyebrow expressing
indulgence as he smiles at Apollo’s somewhat
fast proposition”; and the context, together
with theremarks of the Scholiast (keyaAaopévor
... mpoonyés kal 1Y), strongly favor the im-
plication of relaxed indulgence. Dissen’s early
note!3 is particularly astute: “constat super-
ciliis contractis ostendi iram, deductis tristi-
tiam, remissis hilaritatem. Unde in ficta
laetitia. Hom. 1I. XV 102 7 &' éyélacoev /
xeldeow, ov8é uérwmov ém’ Spvor kvavénaw |
tavfy . .. Ac ni fallor, tota haec phrasis pul-
cherrima nunc est de habitu leniter reprehen-
dentis et absens severitate.” In the Homeric
passage Hera’s laughter is betrayed by “the
lingering signs of anger on her brow.”14 If
xAcpov can refer to the hilaritas of an uncon-
tracted brow, then its presence in Pindar’s text
makes excellent sense.

At Ar. Vesp. 655 Bdelycleon speaks as
follows: dxpdaoai vov & mammibiov yoddoas
(“having relaxed”) oAlyov 76 uérwmov (cf. Av.
383: oibe Tis OJpyfs xeAdv eifaow, and
Pind. Pyth. 1. 6: dkeiav nrépvy’ audorépwler
yedaéaus, of an eagle at rest). “Indulgence” is
implied by yaA« at Eur. Hec. 403: kol oV, mai
AC(EPTI./OU, /X&/\CX TOKGGULV EEKOT/.C‘JS HU#OU'U.G,-
vors (cf. Aesch. Eum. 219: e 7oiow odv
kTelvovow adAjlovs yaAds). These connota-
tions of yaAdw, if applied to yAapov, would
blend perfectly with the sense of the words
which form the rest of the phrase (Gyw@ . . .
dhpvi, yeddooous). The sequence ayouvd@ yAopoy
is especially euphonious. This interpretation
of xAapov accords with that of the scholiast,
and it is interesting to note that a connection

12. C. A. P. Ruck and W. H. Matheson, Pindar: Selected
Odes (Ann Arbor, 1968), p. 210.

13. Pindari carmina, I1: Commentarius (Gotha, 1830), 311,

14. A. S. F. Gow, “O®PYZX [Theocr. Id. xxx 7f.],” CR,
LVIII (1944), 38.
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between yAapor and yoddw was already
perceived by him (cf. kexadaouévov, above).

Gow (ibid.) rejects the view that the eyebrow
was a “seat” of emotion and instead believes
that ayav@ . .. d¢pvi refers to the eye and not
to the brow; contrast Hymn. Hom. Merc. 278-
279: kat mukvov amd Pepdpwy duopvoowy |
S¢pis purrdleoker opduevos évbla kai évbe.
As we have seen, however, the expressive eye-
brow can certainly represent, if not a “seat,”
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at least an index, of emotion, so that Gow’s
objections remain unconvincing. I therefore
suggest that Pindar has knit dyev@& . .. dpvi
(lit., “with his eyebrows indicating that he
was ayavos”) together with xAopov yeddooas
by a subtle play of chiastic syntax in which
ayavds and xAapds modify with equal appro-
priateness the senses of J¢pds and yeAdv.
Indeed, note the chiastic pattern of the whole
sentence:

Kévravpos Loaperis, 15 dyav@ xAapov yeddooais gpvi, puijrw . . . aueifero

l | ‘

e 1| | |

The phrase ayav@ yAapov yeddoows oPpdi
might therefore be rendered as “laughing
indulgently with gentle gaze.” 16

E. D. FrRANCIS
YALE UNIVERSITY

15. The sense of {auerfs and thus its relation to ufjrwv are
debatable. While the scholiast’s gloss, ouverds, obviously
supports a close relationship, {auevis is often taken to mean
‘“very strong ... raging” (LSJ; cf. lauevis: edjuxos. uéye
uévos &xwv ... dyav loxvpés Hsch.). Schroeder, Pindars
Pythien, p. 82, however, argues that ‘“violent rage” (cf.
Cauévnoe Hes. Theog. 928?) is excluded by the context and
Méautis (Pindare le dorien [Neuchatel, 1962], pp. 208-9)
translates Zapevis as “plein d’une force prophétique” (cf.

“inspired,” Fennell, Gildersleeve, Sandys, “inspiré,” Puech).
If Méautis is correct, we may assert at least a Pindaric con-
nection between lopevds and pfms. This conclusion gains
support not merely from the structural arrangement of the
rest of the sentence but, more significantly, from a similar
collocation of these two words in Pyth. 4 where Medea {auevis
(10) prophesies the future (14-56) as the Argonauts listen in
silence to her mukwav pfnw (58).

16. Lit., “having burst into laughter” (cf. n. 7). I think that
xAapdv connotes ‘‘indulgence” rather than “lack of restraint”
for several reasons. For example, comparable uses of xaAdw
and xadapds imply ‘‘relaxation,”” rather than “lack of con-
trol.” Furthermore, the collocation of xAepév and d¢pvi
favors our interpretation but has less point if xAapév is to be
translated ‘“‘unrestrainedly.” The scholiast’s moAs does not
necessarily imply a guffaw.

I thank the late C. M. Dawson and the late Adam Parry for
their helpful comments on a previous version of this argument.

A NOTE ON THE DATING OF EURIPIDES’ PHAETHON

“Wir haben keine Uberlieferung tiber die
Abfassungszeit des Phaethon.” So stated
Wilamowitz firmly in 1921.! Nonetheless,
because of peculiarities in the lyrics of the
parodos, the great scholar preferred a Jugend-
werk.2 His case was never convincing, and it
was not confirmed when even its propounder
confessed that the choriambs were “‘character-
istic for Euripides’ last period.””3 There was
early disagreement.4

1. U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Griechische Verskunst
(Berlin, 1921), p. 222 (henceforth Gr. Vers.).

2. Thus Gr. Vers., p. 222. See earlier Analecta Euripidea
(Berlin, 1875), p. 158 (“‘ante 425”); Hermes, XVIII (1883),
434 = KS,1, 147; and Berliner Klassikertexte, V.2, Griechische
Dichterfragmente: Lyrische und Dramatische Fragmente
(Berlin, 1907), 81. For forty-six years he maintained the view.

3. See Gr. Vers., p. 222.

4. See Schmid-Stédhlin, Gesch. der griech. Lit., 1. 3 (Munich,
1940), 599 with n. 1.

5. J. Diggle, Euripides: ‘‘Phaethon’® (Cambridge, 1970),
henceforth Diggle. Verses of the play will be cited by their
Diggle numbers.

In an erudite and welcome edition of the
play,’ Dr. J. Diggle (pp. 47-49) must revive the
question. He predictably and curtly discards
Wilamowitz.¢ Indeed he allows only one
criterion, Zielinski’s Law.” Euripides’ iambic
trimeters grow progressively more tolerant of
resolutions. Diggle rigorously calculates that
one-sixth of the trimeters in the Phaethon con-
tained resolutions. Hence 16.67%, and ca. 420
B.C.; fifteen resolutions in ninety verses. The

6. Diggle, p. 47, where his predecessor is charged with
“wanton fabrication.” The charge is gratuitous, although
I admit that it is fortunate that Wilamowitz’ posthumous
fame does not rest on his eccentric interpretation of the
Phaethon. Yet his candid persistence is endearing. ‘“That many
have not believed this and will not believe it does not
disturb me at all’’: see Sappho und Simonides (Berlin, 1913),
p.38,n. 1.

7. See T. Zielinski, Tragodoumenon libri tres (Cracow,
1925), pp. 133-240. Unlike Diggle, Wilamowitz was denied
the benefits of this discovery when he sought to date the
Phaethon.
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