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Abstract This paperre-examinesan anonymous commentary to two anonymous lyric
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P.Oxy. XXXII 2636 is a single fragment of a commentary (hypomne-
ma) on two pieces of ‘choral’ lyric.* Immediately overshadowed by its
larger, more attention-grabbing neighbour P.Oxy. XXXII 2637 (prob-
ably a commentary to Ibycus, PMGF S220-257)* and excluded from
all lyric corpora to date, it has enjoyed relatively limited scholarly at-
tention. After its publication by Edgar Lobel it has been the topic of a
few sentences in Bruno Snell’s review of the editio princeps, a short

This chapter’s first public appearance was in June 2014 in Warsaw, at the conference
Fragments, Holes, and Wholes: Reconstructing the Ancient World in Theory and Prac-
tice, where Willy also spoke. I am honoured to be able to offer it to him on this occa-
sion. I have benefitted from comments and criticisms by various friends and colleagues:
Lidia Di Giuseppe, Massimo Giuseppetti, Claudio Meliado, Stefano Vecchiato, and es-
pecially Marco Perale, who was the respondent in Warsaw, and Henry Spelman, who
carefully read a draft of this paper.

1 MP®1949.2, LDAB 4819, TM 63610. Ed. pr. Lobel 1967; image in pl. XIII and at
http://www.papyrology.ox.ac.uk/POxy/. I have inspected the original in Oxford’s
Sackler Library.

2 So identified by Page 1970, 93-4; further arguments Barron 1984, 17, 19-21. Treu
1968-69 had argued for Simonides.
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notice by Fritz Uebel, a re-edition and commentary by Giuseppe Uc-
ciardello, and Federico Condello’s review of the volume containing
Ucciardello’s chapter.® Even cursory mentions are few and far be-
tween.” Although Lobel’s terse notes and Ucciardello’s thorough re-
assessment have laid a solid foundation, there is space overhead to
build a better understanding of certain parts which have remained
obscure. Such is the aim of the present paper. To this end, after a
brief introduction I give my own critical text of the papyrus, based
on my inspection of the original, followed by notes on selected pas-
sages, complementing earlier discussions.

The papyrus has been dated on palaeographical grounds to the
second (Lobel) or more probably first century AD (Ucciardello).* Two
columns of text are partly visible on the front; the back is stained
but not written. Like many papyrus commentaries, and perhaps more
than most, it is clearly a working copy, not a professionally made
book. The script is small, irregular, and cramped: the space between
two consecutive baselines (to the extent that one can even speak of a
baseline) is in the region of 4 mm, and the intercolumn (which is sim-
ilarly uneven) measures 1 cm at its widest. Several letters are cur-
sively formed, especially in the lower part of col. ii, where the writ-
ing is obviously faster. There are a few abbreviations (i.3, 10; ii.11, 14,
22) and a shorthand / = écti (1.20, ii.26). Lemmata are indented into
the margin by the width of about one letter (ii.4-5, 9, 16) and spaces
of one to three letter-widths deputise for punctuation.® The width of
col. ii can be estimated from the nearly certain supplements at ii.9
and 13, but this is no more than a rough guide to line length, as the
very uneven right edge of col. i shows.

In the lower part of col. ii the copyist left several sizeable blank
spaces: at lines 20, 21 (seemingly a whole line), 24, 27 (perhaps a
whole line), and 28. Furthermore, lines 23 and 24 are spaced further
apart than the others - but not enough that an additional line could
be written between them. Lobel hypothesised “that the copyist’s ex-
emplar was in some way defective and that the gaps were left to be
filled in when an opportunity offered”;” Ucciardello, that the spaces
were left deliberately to allow for subsequent additions.® A third, per-
haps better option is that the copyist may have curtailed some lem-

3 Snell 1968, 121; Uebel 1976, 232-3; Ucciardello 2001; Condello 2002, 395-7.

4 Cannata Fera 2003, 196 fn. 20; Henry 2005, 114; Ucciardello 2005, 22 and fn. 4;
Ucciardello 2007, 9 fn. 43.

5 Lobel 1967, 133; Ucciardello 2011, 89-91. For an in-depth analysis of the palaeog-
raphy of the fragment see Ucciardello 2001, 88-92.

6 Blank spaces in papyrus commentaries: Del Fabbro 1979, 89.
7 Lobel 1967, 137.
8 Ucciardello 2001, 91-2 fn. 25.

Antichistica3l |4 | 186
GAIAIMOZ EKTQP, 185-202



Enrico Emanuele Prodi
Notes on P.Oxy. XXXII 2636 (Commentary to Pindar?)

mata for the sake of speed, only writing as much as was necessary
to make them recognisable, and failed to fill them in later. What is
omitted at line 20 seems to be the first part of a lemma, given €wc,’
and the other blanks seem too short to accommodate the kind of ex-
tended explanation favoured by our commentator.

Col. ii clearly contains the end of the commentary to one poem,
marked by a rudimentary koronis, and, after an empty space, the be-
ginning of another. It seems likely, although it cannot be proved, that
the commentary in the upper part of col. ii is the continuation of that
in col. i; how much text is missing between them cannot be estimat-
ed. That the object of the commentary in both cases is a poetic text,
and more specifically the kind of poetry that we have come to call
‘choral lyric’, is at once apparent from their diction and tallies with
what can be gleaned of their content: respectively praise poetry (let
us call it Poem A) and a hymn of some sort (Poem B).*° The opening
of Poem B, describing an epiphany of a god - probably Apollo - may
have been a model for that of Callimachus’ Hymn to Apollo.**

The author of two poems remains unknown. Lobel identified in the
quoted extracts several elements that suggest Pindar; Ucciardello
has argued for Ibycus.** The limited length of this article precludes
an extended discussion, but there is a great deal here that sounds
just like Pindar, and very little that does not, even accounting for how
much less Ibycus we have than Pindar. On the other hand, there ex-
ist two problems: the name of the honorand of Poem A, Pigres, which
is Karian not Greek (although it is also attested in Greece, however
sparsely),*® and the juxtaposition of a poem praising a man with a cult
song (but there is a Pindaric comparandum, P.Oxy. IV 659: Partheneia,
frr. 94a-b Maehler).** If I may state my opinion without argument for
the time being, I find the case for Pindar to be fairly strong, and per-
haps strengthened by some of the interpretations presented in the
coming pages. If this were Ibycus, his role in the emergence of the

9 Lobel 1967, 137 suggests that €éwc ol “Ictpou may be geographical (“as far as the
Istros”) rather than textual (“[from X] until “Ictpou”). Yet éwc certainly has the textual
sense at ii.9-10, and the alternative creates more problems than it solves.

10 Lobel 1967, 133; see also Ucciardello 2001, 94-102.
11 See already Lobel 1967, 136; Ucciardello 2001, 99.

12 Lobel 1967, 133; Ucciardello 2001, 102-14; see also Condello 2002, 396-7 (non lig-
uet; suggesting Simonides as a provocation, 400 fn. 8).

13 Ucciardello 2001, 105-6.

14 It may not be without relevance that nocturnal rites involving Apollo, rare as they
are, tend to be associated with choruses of women: cf. Pind. Pyth. 11.1-10 (fictional,
and its relation to Theban cult and to the ode’s own performance is debated: see Fin-
glass 2007, 27-32, contra Bernardini in Gentili et al. 1995, 296; Sevieri 1997), Eur. Hel.
1469-1477 (a corrupt passage, but there is a clear reference to kwpoic ‘YakivBou viyiov
éc euppocyvac in which Helen participates; see Kannicht 1969, 1: 383-4). See D'Alessio
2000, 253-4, 259, who compellingly makes a similar argument for Pind. fr. *333 Maehler.
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commonplaces of Greek praise poetry would become much more pro-
nounced than has yet been recognised.

In my text, following common practice, I use bold to mark out quo-
tations of the poetic text. Distinguishing lemma and comment is a
speculative endeavour, one made more challenging by the scantiness
of the surviving text and by the scribe’s erratic use of blank spaces,
which he deploys to separate kommata within the commentary (e.g.
ii.12, 14) no less than to separate the commentary from the poet’s
text. Moreover, the commentator often repeats excerpts from the po-
etic texts within his comments (e.g. ii.9-15), so not every item in bold
is, strictly speaking, a lemma. Textual choices, other than the most
obvious, that are not attributed to a named scholar in the apparatus
belong to the editor princeps.**

col.i
margo

Sréctalhtan pev mpoc 1o, [
Siéctlodtar 6¢ koi mpocto € [
1 61ax &¢ 10U pépoul(c) 1., [
I ncac “&¢” tov IMiypnta, ..
]v émoinca xatac, 5
o]V yeudde altov eyklw-
pio- ]..g10v péporkev- o [
yelyddde tac apetac afv-
10U lito eic avtov ol Iv
] émi toic éykwpiotc aUTol 10
Jov xai oUk evTuynC.
Jecke: ToUTo Gpa pev
J.1 Aéyer, Gpa &eic Touc dia
].oupévou 1ol IMiypnroc
]..c ckamtov: Tou 15
Joic avtov oV ITi-
YpPNTO nJdcav 680v- kai
1.L.1ebgpparvo [
Jot1 Toic avOect [
Inc, Tout(écT) Toic Upyloic 20
I.nc yhukuew[v-
1X éyxopial
1.0

15 In the commentary to Poem B in col. ii my line-numbers match Lobel’s not Uc-
ciardello’s, who calculates a space of two lines rather than one between the two texts.
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110 Ucciardello || 3 tn dub. Lobel : Tawv[t- Ucciardello: “una forma di tema duv-"
Condello : Tov possis || 4 Tpocpw]vncac Snell : éwat]vncac Perale || 5 katactl,
kata ct] dub. Ucciardello : cny-, ci- malim || 6 0]v yeuddrc Lobel : ] dyeuddc dub.
Ucciardello || 7 B¢iov e.g. Ucciardello | outo(c), ovt(w) possis || 8 (00) yeluddoe
dub. Lobel : dyelyddre dub. Ucciardello || 8-9 a[U|tol Perale || 9 aytov Ucciar-
dello : “eicaicypSv apparently intended” perperam Lobel || 10 aitoU dispexi:
auto Lobel : adté Ucciardello || 11 kakodaip]wv vel rodutiplwv Condello || 12
gcke Snell : “eiTr]ecke, pAvlecke simm. vel Jec ke possis” Ucciardello | “incertum
utrum Gpa an apd scribendum” Ucciardello || 13 Jeot possis | Sta-[BaMhovTac
e.g. || 14 émat]lvoupévou Meliado || 15 AJigc dub. Lobel | “ckatrtov is multifar-
iously ambiguous: ckaTTTOV, CKATTTOV, CKATTOV as well as ckatrov” Lobel |
ToU|[to suppleverim, praeeunte Ucciardello || 17 mtJacav 686v dub. Ucciardel-
lo:Jac &v’ 686v possis || 18 edpparvov| Ucciardello || 21 ITiy]pnc dub. Lobel :
pehya]Bijc Snell, obl. Ucciardello : aSueltrijc Condello | yAukuga[voc Snell ||
22 Jtave[ Ucciardello

col. ii
margo

L Ixexpar|
Lol leha [ Ipel
S[1a] ToU Tehevtaiou cuvictnerv 1[
oV Tapapipvicketon Aéywv ahk [
[]épmw xdpv: oUtoc yap eic ov tetv[er] [ 5
10V Adyov > obtwe Tuxovta Saf
L 1wpav étaipwt Adiac Sateic[0-

TOAAQ pEV 81 cUV Xopoic. Wpat 8& cu[v Ecmeepiat
£wc ToU Ambdwy- ouk av Aéyot viv 1[0 KAay- 10
Eey &’ ayTol Tol émicdcTpou otov [
eyoenclelv 1) BUpa, i &¢ 10U Beol §]
icobuvalpeliv 10 kAayEev té1 kKAG[yEau Emoin-
ce ka®’ 6[v] Tpd(rrov) UtrakoUcatpey av 1|
Toc- Q[pat yap cbv écmepiat ydelnce(v) 15

XeW®[vi ppicco]vtl BAaBeic éAv 1o[
out[ 1. vontéov 10 Pppicco[vTt icoduva-
peiv Téd1 gpilccety mololvTe- kaj [

MMilvdapoc kai &ANot &¢ [

] gwc Tou "lctpou [ 20
] [

1 ¢ Aptepid() pwviv, [

1. cxahei Ietpou et | [

I da S, po, [

1. . ar ol kata 10 xUpltov 25
Jic ckfjrrpoy, [
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Jadioc [

LI

1“de kpatéw vel kepdvvupt cogitaveris e.g”. Ucciardello : Jke kpat[, ] ke kpat]
possis || 3 8[1a] dispexi | tot Ucciardello || 4 oy dispexi : ¢t Ucciardello | &Ak[ Uc-
ciardello : AAx[p&vac vidn Di Giuseppe : Alk[atSar Vecchiato : &Ak[ip- Perale
|| 5 “6v Terv[o]v[t-, Teiv[elt [, Gvtiv[a] (e1 pro 1 exaratum?)” Ucciardello || 6 Trov
vel tov ut vid. | utrum v (edd.) an > ambiguum || 7 y[pn] possis | ] poipav dub.
Lobel, obl. Ucciardello | dateic[Bon dub. Ucciardello || 12 §[okel yép Lobel :
S[fhov ydp possis, vel [fASv / (= écT1v) || 13 kA&[yEou Lobel : kA& [Cerv pos-
sis || 14-15 t[ivoc kpovucav]|toc Lobel : an tloutou eiciév]|toc, ENBSV]|Toc ? ||
15 fin. ) BUpa Ucciardello : tijv Bpawv, 6 Bede, sim. malim || 17 o0 10 [pryodvr]
re.g. Ucciardello | fin. supplevi || 17-18 “a comment of the tenor 1o gppiccovtt
SUvatal dvti ol ppiccetv TotouvTt” Lobel : vel icoduvalpei tér Ucciardello :
-peiv malim || 19 m[ointaivel tfoA\oi Lobel || 22 Aptépid(oc) Ucciardello || 23
oUTlwc Vecchiato | ctp[al-) Condello : crepal Meliadd || 24 S1ax kdpov(c e.g.
Ucciardello : Bepoy[c possis || 25 kip[tov Condello

1 Poem A: Praising Pigres

Poem A is concerned with an individual called Pigres (i.4, 13, prob-
ably 16-17, quite possibly also 21). We must be dealing with a praise
poem, an inference strengthened by éykwpioic at i.10 and a likely
part of éykwpidlw at i.6-7. éwaulviicac (Perale) is a possibility at .4
and émoi]voupévou (Meliado) is attractive at i.14. As Ucciardello re-
marks, tac apetdc (i.8) is also telling.*® The passage glossed in col. i
(the length of which is unknown: commentators did not pore over eve-
ry sentence, and this papyrus may not preserve the complete text of
the commentary) must have included some self-reference on the part
of the persona loquens. The smoking gun is the first person émoinca
at 1.5, which must come from a paraphrase of the text; Upvloic (i.20)
and ylvkugpw|v- (i.21) are also suggestive. The interplay of first and
third person at i.4-6 suggests that the poet was talking about this Pi-
gres without addressing him, at least in this part of the poem. This
allows (but does not require) him to be the subject of the third-per-
son verbs quoted ati.7, 12.

i.1-2 The identical ending and the similar context suggest a repeat-
ed occurrence of the same form at the beginning of these two lines.
The first half of the verb is missing, but there is little doubt that Lo-

16 Ucciardello 2001, 94-5.
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bel was right to guess diéotoltar.’” SractéAAw it is, then. In a context
such as ours, the verb can have one of two meanings: ‘distinguish’ or
‘punctuate’. Lobel argued for the first: “In the sense of ‘punctuate’
SractéMAev and equivalent words and phrases are construed with
an assortment of prepositions, €, év, eic, katd, petd, péxpt, or with
none at all, but not, that I have observed, with mpéc”.*® The very va-
riety of prepositions speaks against the assumption that mpdc is just
the one that cannot be so used, but there is a weightier argument: as
far as I can tell, the sense ‘punctuate’ is never expressed by the per-
fect tense. In a grammatical context, iéctaltar is a technical term
for a distinction in sense. Condello is right that the occurrence in two
consecutive lines may rather suggest diverging opinions on how to
punctuate the passage,*® but while differentiae uerborum commonly
consist of pairs, triplets are attested too (Ammon. Diff. 3, 92, 113 (+)
Nickau; cf. schol. Il. 24.229a Erbse).

The commentator, then, may be pointing out that the sense of a cer-
tain word in the text is different from another and also from a third
(with the usual 16 introducing the quotation). It may be a clarifica-
tion of the meaning of one word or phrase, forestalling a misunder-
standing based on ambiguity (e.g. schol. II. 1.214al, 2.605, 5.479b (+)
Erbse) or flawed synonymy (e.g. schol. I1. 2.819 ap. P.Oxy. VIII 1086,
115), but equally it could be a non-obvious difference in meaning be-
tween the several words used by the poet, implicitly forestalling a
charge of redundancy against him (e.g. Ammon. Diff. 451 Nickau (on
Thuc. 1.44.1); schol. II. 4.540, 8.340b, 13.288a (+) Erbse; schol. Ae-
schin. 3.311a Dilts).?®
i.4-7 The speaker discusses his own role in praising Pigres.**
émoinca - a verb not hitherto attested in ‘choral’ lyric - must be the
commentator’s paraphrase of a different expression used by the po-
et. Lobel suggests €0nka, comparing schol. Pind. Ol. 7.10a-b, 8.21
Drachmann;?* at least one alternative comes to mind that has a simi-
lar range of meanings and is sometimes glossed with the same verb,
viz. €revEa (cf. schol. Od. 1.277c1 Pontani; schol. Aesch. Sept. 835b

17 Lobel 1967, 135. Condello 2002, 395 remarks that “non sarebbe da escludere nem-
meno l'antonimo cuvéctaltan”, without specifying what sense of the verb would suit
our context.

18 Lobel 1967, 135.

19 Condello 2002, 395.

20 So Ucciardello 2001, 92, who marks ¢ [ as a lemma.

21 Condello 2002, 396-7 cautions that the person praised need not be Pigres. He is
right to the extent that the identification is not certain: the occurrences of émarvéw with
reference to Pigres ati.4, 14 are conjectural, and indeed they stem from the assumption

that he is the laudandus. Still, the repeated occurrence of the name - and of no other dis-
cernible name - in a patently encomiastic context makes such a supposition attractive.

22 Lobel 1967, 135.
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Smith; schol. Soph. Phil. 1189 Papageorgius; etc.). Ucciardello sug-
gests that the referent is poetic composition, citing Pind. Ol. 3.8
¢méwv 1e Béctv with schol. 14a Drachmann trv moinciv éméwv Bécry
eimrev,2* but the verb may just as well be used in the sense ‘make’
‘cause to be’, as in the two examples cited by Lobel, with Pigres as the
object and an accusative in ]v as its predicative complement. Nor can
we be certain of a word-for-word correspondence between text and
paraphrase: scholia often gloss one verb with a periphrasis involv-
ing a form of moiéw (e.g. schol. Od. 4.582a Pontani ctijca ~ ctabijvar
emoinco; schol. Ar. Eq. 774 Jones &médeifa ~ pavepa émoinca; schol.
Pind. OL 1.139¢ &ydAwv ~ moidv dydAhecBar, 7.15 ihdckopat ~
iAapouc or®; and ii.13-14, 17-18 in this very papyrus).

The poet could be claiming that, by praising (¢mat]vfjcac i.4) Pi-
gres, he has made him - famous, honoured, enviable...? - with his
song, and in the same breath denying that he has praised him un-
truthfully. Pindar time and again asserts the truthfulness of his
praise (Ol 2.92, 6.89-90, Nem. 7.63, etc.) and the assertion occa-
sionally takes a negative formulation (Ol 4.17-18 o0 yeidei téyEw
Néyov, 13.50-52 yapuwv [...] o yevcop’, Nem. 1.18 ol weuder Bokwy,
etc.); the same is true of Bacchylides (8.20-21, 9.85, 11.26-27, etc.).**
¢yxlw- at the end of i.6 must be a reference to praise poetry; the ad-
verb yeuddc suggests the verb rather than the noun. We are prob-
ably still with the commentator as he paraphrases the passage: the
adjective éykddpiov in a generic sense first occurs in Pindar (Hes.
Op. 344, from kopn rather than xdpog, is irrelevant), but the verb
€Ykwp1dLlw is not recorded before Herodotus (5.5.5) and it is an un-
likely candidate for a lyric passage. The truthfulness of praise, how-
ever expressed, is also the topic of i.8. What the relation is between
that passage and this one is uncertain; ] eiov ¢épor kev must belong
to the poet’s words, but it may have been a quotation (cf. ii.4-5, 7, 13,
15) rather than a new lemma.

i.5 IfIam right that the line ends here, the rules of syllabification
require that the letter following c be a vowel, and the traces suggest
a short upright: n, 1? The phrase kora cnpaciav (‘semantically’) oc-
curs often in the grammarians, but I am not sure of its relevance to
this passage.

i.7 Of the first letter, a trace at the bottom left and one at the top
right, suggesting c but compatible with much else too. The next let-
ter had a rounded shape. What might the anonymous subject ‘car-
ry’? Something ‘divine’, Qeiov (Ucciardello), perhaps related to the
poet’s song (cf. the Homeric formula Oeioc do186c and the ‘divine
dancing-place’ of Od. 8.264)? The ‘prize of honour’, mpelcReiov (II.

23 Ucciardello 2001, 95 fn. 29.
24 As so often, the repertory of motifs in Pavese 1997 is invaluable.
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8.289 mpecPiiiov, cf. Hsch. w 3247 Hansen, schol. I1. 8.289 Erbse, etc.),
or conversely ‘the last prize’, AotlcBetov (I1. 23.785 AoicOBniov Exgpep’
&eBhov), evidently in a negative formulation? Pindar often uses the
active of ¢épw in this way, see Slater s.v. The ‘last prize’ would reso-
nate with the negativity of 1.8 yeludéc and i.11 oUk eutuyiic (see also
i.10 n., 1.12-14 n.). After the quotation, the traces suggest outo(c) or
outw with the last letter in suspension, cf. ii.11 atTo(¥).

i.10 I believe I can see a trace of a raised v above the o, cf. ii.11.
Given ¢émi, it seems that we are dealing with something being said
‘with reference to his songs of praise’, or even ‘against’ them (LSJ°
s.v. B.I.1.c), rather than ‘in’ them, which would call for év. The gen-
itive altolU can just as easily be objective (praise of Pigres) as sub-
jective (the poet’s praise).

i.12-14 “(The poet) says this to ... and at the same time towards
the ...” The correlation Gpa pév ... Gpa 8¢ ... is well attested in prose
since the fifth century (Hdt. 4.75, 8.113 (+); Thuc. 2.20.4, 3.115.4 (+);
Antiph. 1.16; etc.).?* The commentator’s use of eic in place of a sec-
ond dative may suggest that the 61a-, unlike o1, were an intended
target of the poet’s statement without being directly addressed. The
idea of parlare a suocera perché nuora intenda (to use an Italian idi-
om) crops up occasionally in the Pindar scholia: there is the bizarre
case of schol. Pyth. 1.1a Drachmann, which takes the allocution to
the “golden lyre” as a reminder to Hieron of the remuneration he had
promised the poet; in schol. Nem. 4.60b Drachmann the poet is said
to be taking a dig at Simonides while addressing himself (Sokei &¢
tadta tetvewv eic Cipwvidny, cf. ii.3-5 n.).

Who are the 61a-? One possibility, given the content of the preced-
ing lines, is d1a|[BaAAovtac, ‘slanderers’. The commentator may have
inferred from the poet’s ostensible self-defence (i.6, 8) that his truth-
fulness had been called into question. Similarly, the scholia disentan-
gle the string of maxims about slander, deceit, flattery, and straight
talk at Pind. Pyth. 2.73-88 by proffering an autobiographical inter-
pretation involving Pindar having been slandered before his patron
Hieron because of his closeness to a rival dynasty and therefore ex-
culpating himself (schol. 132b, 142¢, g Drachmann; cf. 132c-f, which
detect a disparaging allusion to Bacchylides at vv. 72-73).?¢ Other-
wise, as Claudio Meliado suggests to me, the slanderers may have
targeted Pigres, whom the poet defends. (In a praise poem the differ-
ence between these two things need not be very clear-cut.)

i.17 If Ucciardello’s m]acav 686v hits the mark, we are reminded
of the trope whereby countless roads, and/or roads everywhere, are

25 Condello 2002, 396; Ucciardello 2001, 95-6, had spoken of “un lemma finora sfug-
gito all'identificazione”.

26 See Bitto 2012, 69-70.
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open to the poet’s praise (Pind. Nem. 6.45-46 mhateiotl movtéBev
Moyilotctv évti mtpdeodor to praise Aegina, Isthm. 4.1-3 Eoti pot [...]
pupia ravrde kékevBoc [...] Upetépac dpetac Upvwr Sicdkety, 6.22-23
pupion &’ Epywv kaA@dv tétpavd’ exardpmedor év oxepidrn kéheuBor from
the Nile’s springs to the Hyperboreans; Bacchyl. 5.31-33 kai ¢pot
pupia mavtar kéhevBoc | Upetépav &petdv | upveiv).?” Perhaps clos-
est to our passage is Pae. 4.6 xoTd dcav 066y, in a fragmentary but
clearly metapoetic context;** cf. Nem. 5.2-3, where the song is told
to travel émi mdoac 6AkdSoc Ev T’ dkdTmr.

i.18-20 In the Pindar scholia toutécti often introduces, not an im-
mediate explanation of the text, but a further elucidation of some-
thing already explained, when the commentator first paraphrases
the poet’s words on a literal level and then explains the referent of
an image, or the like: e.g. Ol 1.20i Drachmann “actwt” 8¢ Tfic widfic
&vBet, ToutécTv Ev Taic widaic, 2.107 “kata yac” UTo Yiic, ToutécTt
ka®’ “Aidov, 8.28a-b év Tfjt Alyivi &ckeitar ) O€pic 1) Tol Eeviou Atoc
mtdpedpoc: ToutécTt prASEevoi eicwy, etc. The article toic also suggests
locating &vBect in the commentator’s paraphrase, whether or not the
same form was also used by the poet; the commentator then goes on
to note that these ‘flowers’ stand for songs, Upvoric. The image is of
a very common sort: beside OI. 1.15 poucikéc év dotwt just quoted,
see Ol 6.105 ¢pédov [...] Upvav [...] edtepmrec &vBoc, 9.48-49 dvBea [...]
Upvav | vewtépwv, Pyth. 10.53 éykapimv [...] dwtoc Upvav (+); Bacchyl.
15.8-9 raindvav | &vBea, fr. 4.63 Maehler peiyAddccwv dordav dvbea.
ii.3-5 “At the end he introduces [...] whom he mentions in passing
by saying ‘I send charis (to?) Alk..." (ahk[ - - | wlépmo) x&prv): for he is
the one to whom (the poet) alludes”. For teivw eic + accusative used
in this sense cf. schol. Pind. OI. 2.173f, 8.30c, 13.32b Drachmann,
etc.; with a person as the target of the allusion, schol. Nem. 3.143,
4.60b, 11.55 Drachmann, etc. I have not found other examples of Sia
10U TeAevTaiou with the adjective used substantivally (1év émédv, Gal.
Comp. med. XIII p. 273 Kithn; ctiyov, Origen. in Ps. 150.3-5 II p. 363
Pitra), but what else can it mean?

The third letter of the quotation at ii.4 is likely to be x, which sug-
gests one of the several man’s names that begins with Alk- (Perale;
the masculine gender is guaranteed by outoc in the next line). Yet
there is no certainty that a\x[ represents our man’s actual name, es-
pecially because teivw eic normally denotes an oblique allusion, not
an explicit mention. One could think of Alk[atda1 (Vecchiato) or in-
deed of Ak[prvac vidr (Di Giuseppe), which would about fill the re-
maining space to the right. (If that line of thought is correct, it may
become relevant that to[v ‘HpoxAfj would fill the end of ii.3.) But the

27 See Pavese 1997, 280.
28 See Sitzler 1911, 699.
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reference need not have been to a hero: an ordinary human being
could have been the son of somebody called Alk[; he may have been
qualified as &\kipoc (Perale); or his own name may have been enno-
bled with periphrastic &Axd, a variation on the Homeric Bia (cf. Pind.
Nem. 3.38 yaAkotoEov Apatévav [...] dhkav, Isthm. 4.35b Alavrtoc
&Akav goivioy, cf. ‘Pae.’ 21.9 &hkav Ayehwiov) - a remarkable but per-
haps not impossible way to refer to a contemporary mortal.

In any case, it seems that towards the end of the poem the poet

introduced a further character with a passing reference. This prac-
tice is most readily associated with the praise of an athlete’s trainer
at the end of an epinician (Pind. Nem. 4, 5, 6; Isthm. 4, 5), but there
are other, perhaps more relevant examples: Pind. Pyth. 10.69-72 (the
laudandus’ brothers), Nem. 5.41-54 (two relatives of the laudandus as
well as his trainer), Isthm. 6.66-75 (father), Bacchyl. 13.221-231 (fa-
ther), and perhaps Pind. Pyth. 11.59-64 (Iolaos and the Dioscuri, with
an intriguing emphasis on being vpvntov).
ii.6 The first letter of the line resembles  more than it does 1. The
reading 1rov, however, leaves what seems to be a small speck of ink
unaccounted for on the right. If that is illusory and mov stands, it rais-
es the prospect of tov Aot]|rov Adyov “the rest of his discourse”, with
teive used transitively. The collocation teive tov Adyov is uncommon
(normally it is the Aéyoc, if not the author or some such, that teive,
intransitively, in some direction), but cf. Pl. Phd. 63a (eic ce); schol.
Thom. Pind. OL 5.48-57 Abel (mpoc tov Aia).

After Aéyov, all editors read v: wrong, clearly, but not deleted by
the scribe. Yet it does not look quite like his other uvs, and one won-
ders whether it might be something different. It looks like a diple (>),
which however is a marginal sign. A first-century BC hypomnema to
Book 2 of the Iliad, P.Oxy. VIII 1086, incorporates the diple in the com-
mentary to introduce some lemmata, whose explanation then begins
10 cnpeiov (or 1) S1rhfy) 611 (27, 54, 97, 114; lost in lacuna at 82, 107,
perhaps 11).2° We cannot be sure on internal grounds whether oltwc
kTA. are prose or the beginning of the poetic quotation that takes up
the next line, but there is certainly no explanation after it, which ex-
cludes a lemma. The verse may rather have been a quotation made
to support the commentator’s earlier point (see ii.7 n.), but in that
case the diple is problematic. A series of marginal diplai is used to
mark lemmata in a second-century AD hypomnema to the Theaetetus,
P.Berol. inv. 9782, and (doubled) the Stesichorean quotation in P.Oxy.
XVII 2102 of the Phaedrus, col. ii.21-25 (243a-b: PMGF 102 = fr. 91a
Finglass), also from the second century AD; the sign would go on to
become a mark of scriptural quotations in manuscripts with Chris-

29 Hunt 1911, 78; see also Lundon 1997, 20-2. Compare the obeloi prefixed to vv. 791-
3, 795 at col. ii.61-63, followed by &Betei Toutouc Apictapyoc 61t kTA.
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tian content.*® Yet our scribe uses indentation, not a diple, to mark
lemmata; the seemingly non-lemmatic quotation at ii.4-5 is likewise
indented, not introduced by a diple; and the sign in our papyrus is
not marginal anyway. I still suspect that we are dealing with a diple
marking the beginning of the quotation, rather than with a stray v,
but my case falls short of proof.

ii.7 Insuch close proximity to étqipwt and to a part of Sotéopor - prob-
ably the present infinitive dateic[6on (Ucciardello) - the likeliest ar-
ticulation is Aatac ‘booty’, cf. Pind. Ol 10.44 Aatav (Ahrens’ correc-
tion for the mss’ Aaiav). Given the Doric form, these words must be a
poetic quotation. Since no explanation follows, it was probably quot-
ed by the commentator in support of the point made in the preced-
ing section. “On the basis of the certain letters I should have guessed
poipav étaipwt Adiac dateic[6-, but Aa would have been written with
an inordinately elongated o and I do not think the present appear-
ance of the ink could have resulted from po however damaged” (Lo-
bel); “[polipav vestigiis non convenit” (Ucciardello).** I would not put
inordinate elongation past our scribe, and perhaps po can be made
out after all (for the diminutive o cf. for instance the two at i.7). At
any rate I am unable to propose a better reading: the traces allow
[BAaBac, but how to construe it?

If Lobel reads rightly, the poet may have introduced a further char-
acter at the end of the poem (see ii.3-5 n.) by paralleling the situation
where a companion who shared in a heroic deed receives a share of
the booty afterwards: similarly, perhaps, this character may have de-
served a share of the poet’s praise, or of his gratitude (the two like-
liest sense of ii.5 yapv in this context: Slater s.v. 1.b.1, c.II). Hen-
ry Spelman reminds me of a parallel passage in Pind. Ol. 10.16-19:

TTUKTAC
& ev’Olupmiddt vikdv "That pepétw xdpLv
Aynciddpoc, oc Ayxthet [Tdrpoxioc.

I observe that the traces of the first letter and the width of the lacuna
to follow are compatible (though no more than that) with y[pn], and
that the resulting construction could easily be made to cohere with
oUtwc Tuyx6vta in the previous line, perhaps to be taken in the sense
“one who has attained such good fortune” (Slater s.v. “tuyyavw” b).

30 See McGurk 1961, esp. 3-5 (but most of the papyrological diplai he cites are not
really diplai but diplai obelismenai, a different sign with a different function); Turner-
Parsons, GMAW?, 14-15 and fn. 76.

31 Lobel 1967, 136; Ucciardello 2001, 94.
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2 Poem B: The God at the Door

Poem B, which opened with a (?self-)reference to choruses (i.9), de-
scribes in seemingly vivid detail the epiphany of a god (ii.12): proba-
bly Apollo, given the references to the Istros (ii.20, 23) and to Artemis
(ii.22).** His arrival has caused the door-latch to make a noise (ii.10-
15), which is perhaps what alerts the persona loquens to his presence.
The occasion might have been the god’s return from the land of the
Hyperboreans, as suggested by the wintry cold (ii.16-19) and, again, by
the northerly river Istros.** A divine epiphany manifested by a super-
natural intervention on a door (most frequently its spontaneous open-
ing) is well attested in Greek literature.** A particularly close parallel
is the celebrated ‘mimetic’ opening of Callimachus’ Hymn to Apollo,**
even though the details are (predictably) hard to match with precision:

Ofov 6 ThTéMwvoc éceicato Sdgvivoc SpmnE,

ola & Ehov 10 péabpov- Ekdc éxac Sctic dhtpdc.

kai &1 1ou ta Bupetpa kaAdr Todi Poifoc dpdecer

oUy 6pdaic; eméveucev 6 Afhioc OU T poiviE

€Eartrivnc, 6 6¢ kUkvoc év Ept Kahov deidet. 5
avtol viiv katoyfiec avakAivacBe Tuldwy,

avtal 8¢ kAnidec: 6 yap Beoc ovkért pakphv:

oi 6¢ véot poATriv e kai £c Yopov eviivache.

“There survives no earlier example of such a mimetic presentation of
an epiphany ritual”, claimed Frederick Williams.*¢ Yet Poem B is just
such an example, and indeed, on the evidence of the small amount of
text that survives, it may well have been Callimachus’ model.

ii.10-14 “Here (the poet) is not saying ... kAayEev of the émicmactpov
itself, as (if one said) ‘the door made a noise’, but of the god. (One
must understand) that ‘sounded’ (kA&yEev) is equivalent to ‘caused to
sound’”. In other words: the subject of kAdyEev is not the émicmactpov
but the god, and the verb is used transitively in a causative sense. If
the pericope indicated at ii.9-10 comprised a single sentence, it may
follow that it was also the god who ‘called’ (ii.10 &miUwv). émi in the

32 Lobel 1967, 133.
33 Snell 1968, after Lobel 1967, 137; a fuller discussion in Ucciardello 2001, 100-2.
34 Weinreich 1929, 207-98; McKay 1967.

35 Lobel 1967, 136; Ucciardello 2001, 99. On the opening of Ap. see Pasquali 1913,
148, 150-1, 153; Weinreich 1929, 229-36; Friedlander 1931, 35-6; and the commentary
by Williams 1978, 15-23. On Ap. as “mimetische Gedicht” see also Albert 1988, 66-72;
on the broader question of Callimachean hymnic mimesis, Harder 1992; on the perso-
na loquens in Ap., Petrovic 2012.

36 Williams 1978, 15.
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sense Teferring to’ is common currency in the scholiastic jargon, as
is the ‘irrational’ &v + optative (which we probably also find at ii.14,
see n.).*” Transitive kAdZw is attested both in lyric (Pind. Pyth. 4.23
ExhayEe Ppovtdy, fr. 169a.34 Maehler mikpol[tdlrav kAdyev dyye[hial
v; Bacchyl. 18.3-4 Exhaye yohkok@d@dwv | calmiyE molepniov &oidav)
and elsewhere (one example for all: Aesch. Ag. 48 khdCovtec "Apn),
but in all those cases the accusative is more an internal object of
the verb than a separate thing which the subject causes to resound.
It seems unlikely that so prosaic a word as émicmactpov - a metal
ring affixed to the door which doubled as knocker and handle*® - was
used in a cult song; its synonym pémtpov may be a better candidate,
occurring as it does in Euripides (Ion 1612; also Hipp. 1172, in a dif-
ferent sense). In either case, a neuter noun may have facilitated the
confusion between object and subject which the commentator appar-
ently seeks to forestall. In so doing the commentator cites as a paral-
lel a set phrase from New Comedy, éyS¢nclelv 1) OUpa, whose several
permutations are used when a character perceives another charac-
ter’s impending entrance from the creak of the stage building’s door.**
Perplexing though it was to previous editors, this parallel is remark-
ably suitable in terms of narrative context, of construction (since
the verb can be either used intransitively, with the door as subject,
or transitively, with the door as object), and of meaning, since yé¢oc
occurs as a gloss for khayy1 elsewhere (Apion Gloss. Hom. D316, p.
243 Ludwich xhayyf}: ydpoc. i pwvn denpoc).
ii.14-15 The supplementation of these lines hinges on three uncer-
tainties: (i) the meaning of (mrakovw, (ii) the supplementation of 1[ -
- - Jtoc, and (iii) the construction of the latter relative to the former.
For (i) we have three options: (a) ‘infer’, ‘supply’ something unstat-
ed (the ordinary sense of the verb in scholia and similar texts); (b)
‘listen’, ‘heed’; or, more specifically, (c) ‘answer’ the door (LSJ° s.v.
I1.1). (b) seems out of place. Between the other two, Lobel inclined
for (c): “Though I cannot follow the logic, the likeliest guess based
on what remains seems to be ka8’ 6v tpémov Uakovcatpev &v Tivoc
kpoucavtoc, ‘as we should answer the door when someone knocked’,
or something not very far from this. Taking Umaxoucat- in the sense
most commonly found in commentaries, ‘understand, supply (the
sense)’, I can make no progress”. The problem is precisely “the log-
ic”, or rather its absence: what has his reconstruction to do with the

37 Dickey 2007, 116 (confusion in the use of moods and of &v), 118 (¢i).

38 Lobel 1967, 136.

39 Ucciardello 2001, 100 and fn. 52. On the correct interpretation of this comic trope
(where the verb is normally present or perfect, never aorist, and more frequently tran-

sitive than intransitive) see Bader 1971; further reflections on its significance in Me-
landri 2007.
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sense of what precedes? So we may have to go back to the ordinary
scholiastic meaning after all.

Lobel correctly intuited (ii) that Jroc is the end of a participle, of
which 1[ is the subject, and (iii) that together they make a genitive
absolute. But, with ‘scholiastic’ Umakovw, the conditional construc-
tion he envisages is out of the question; &v + optative will have to be
of the ‘irrational’ kind already at ii.10 (see n.). ‘Scholiastic’ Uraxouvw
takes the accusative of the word to be inferred, often with 16 by way
of inverted commas, so here too the phrase beckons to be taken as
a quotation of sorts: “as we would supply ‘when .../'because...”. So
who is doing what? Lobel’s t[ivoc is possible, but so is t[ol Beol or
(better) tloutov, referring to “the god” mentioned at ii.12. As for the
action, Lobel surmises that the subject could be knocking; but if one
hears the knock of a knocker, it is not a noteworthy inference that
someone must be knocking. Rather, the parallel with the comic situ-
ation of éyoepnclelv 1) BUpa (see ii.10-14 n.) may suggest that the infer-
ence being made is that of the god’s arrival (éA8ov]|toc?) or perhaps
entrance (eicidv]|toc?). Yet at least some ancient readers thought that
those comic passages indicated an intentional knocking to warn pas-
sers-by of one’s impending exit from the stage building,*® and this
may be the interpretation that our commentator had in mind.

ii.15 The commentator does not argue it explicitly, at least in the text
as transmitted by this fragment, but his paraphrase makes clear that
he understands the poet’s &¢ as equivalent to ydp. The concept of ¢ de
avti 10U ydp is widespread among ancient grammarians:** schol. II.
1.123-124, 200, 2.122b (+) Erbse; schol. Hes. Theog. 713a Di Gregorio;
schol. Pind. Ol. 2.106a, 4.34b-c, 6.4b-c (+) Drachmann; etc. The omis-
sion of the explanation may be a further hint that our papyrus is only
a selection from a longer work (see already the prosaic émwicractpov
atii.10-14 n.). It seems, then, that the god’s auditory epiphany was con-
strued as the grounds for something: perhaps for the speaker’s realisa-
tion of the god’s arrival, or for the need to celebrate “much, with cho-
ruses” with which the poem opened (i.9), cf. Pind. fr. 94b.1-3 Maehler:

=% - v« Jypucotlemh o - - -
L 8opl I Méemertl pe[ -~ -+
fikelt yap 6 [AoEliac,

and especially Call. Ap. 1-16, as already mentioned. But we do not
know how selective our commentator and our scribe were, so the dis-
tance from the quoted incipit may have been considerable.*?

40 Evidence in Bader 1971, 37 and fn. 4.
41 And not only: see Denniston, GP? s.v. “6¢” 1.C.1.i.
42 So Condello 2002, 396, contra Ucciardello 2001, 99.

Antichistica31 |4 | 199
GAIAIMOZ EKTQP, 185-202



Enrico Emanuele Prodi
Notes on P.Oxy. XXXII 2636 (Commentary to Pindar?)

ii.16-19 Again (rd\wv) an example of the same usage as we found in
kAayEev.”* Now it is ppiccw’s turn to be used to mean ‘cause to shiver’;
Lobel aptly parallels schol. Pind. Pyth. 4.144 Drachmann “ppiccovtac
SpPpouc” ok atouc ppiccovrac, MG gpiccetv otolvrac.*® For the
reconstruction of the poetic quotation, I am less sceptical than he
about his own suggestion yeip&d[vi ppiccolvti BAaPeic. As he admits,
¢piccolytt is unavoidable, and the letters would not have to be very
squeezed together for the entire supplement to fit in the lacuna. Our
scribe’s hand is hardly a regular one, and some letters can vary sig-
nificantly in width, v being one of them. Causative ¢piccw is a Pin-
daric hobby-horse: beside Pyth. 4.81 ¢piccovtac SpPpouc there is fr.
94b.17-18 yeipdvoc cBévet | ppiccwv Bopéac and perhaps Nem. 10.74
pwv [...] &cBpatt ppiccovia vodc.® If this is Apollo returning from
the land of the Hyperboreans, as the context suggests, he will not
have been “harmed by the winter that makes one shiver”;*¢ the neg-
ative was irrelevant to the commentator’s point, and therefore omit-
ted. Presumably the construction ascribed to “Pindar and also other
poets” (or “many others”) is the transitive use of a normally intransi-
tive verb, rather than of ppiccw specifically.*’

ii.23 Ucciardello suggests 1 kopoylc, which is attractive. Alter-
natively, &1 Bopovylc: our increasingly rushed scribe had already
used the very similar cursive B at ii.16, and altars would not be out
of place in a devotional song.
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