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242 APPENDIX.

Seems 1.'..':_"11{' J,an it 1s certainly iurkr () Two questions are com-
bined in o Tt omotor (as In Tis rofev €l ) —*¢what. (and) of what kind?’
This view, ]JT'[']:::nf;rl by Zehlicke (Greifsw. 1826), has been rightly
lhlu ted lm. A. Boeckh (Ueber die Ant. p. 175).—Wecklein's comment
1S, ‘0 TL omoLoV, Hm'n" guale, welches Leid, wie es immer heissen mag :
r.e.. “what woe, whatever sort it may be.” I do not see how the
words could \'iuhl this sense.

If we read or, the conjunction, then omotov 1s substituted for the
direct motov. ‘Knowest thou that Zeus fulﬂh—wimt not?’ In favour of
this, we might, perhaps, suggest two points. (1) The double question,
being some what awkward. may have made 1t mw[ern th le into the irregu-
lar re L‘unu construction with emotor. (2) The familiarity of the combina-
tion old OTL ——w[TUH“h 1lh1-~tmlul il"n. 1its use as an ad ‘»L]]JJ 1 I'l]Lh[”L"" S
{.‘*;:, n. )- may 11[‘.1_ made 1t easler to treat otof' ot after some inter-
vening words, as 1f vt did not exist. On the other hand, the harsh-
ness of the construction is aggravated by the shortness ::t the sentence.
We cannot ¢ omparc (S 11ul W ]"JL[L’ the Mss. :-_.]‘»L rlJI.IIL JLov péul';urfr'
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even f ore 1S 1(':..1 L— 1t i.H obv Hrllﬁi‘n.' illI[J'UH""]] le that IIJEr‘iJI'.I o' ot ola
ﬁ;]:urrn etc., should be a fusion of Iueut I;Hr!’?' OTL TOLADTA O JIHHHM with ,If.e,tﬂ 'i}!T”
oL ﬁjnrurfh the .!i[LlI‘IJH‘» c—{0 treat oLa and omoila. A5 €XC l.lnl;li[rl'}‘

though not (to my mind) tolerable, would be a less evil : iaL-[ clearly ort

should there be 7. It has been suggested, indeed, that omoiov 1S not
substituted for motor, but is itself a direct interrogative. 'This has been
H11[1]HH’[LL1 Y 1_4|L L1l 1[:1-'\ of r:T'!;TferI"{ In direct 1]11t'“-[i1'|T1 Plat. f]'fr"f
212 C vav u-"nrflurn, VY AUTOV ..r-atpr;r' {"!H"'n.rm ETTLY HU]‘H[HH there cites
_:'r:.:f:’:‘;f':“_l'“'ﬁ. ..'}‘I A {r“u'.l"Elura:’ hf.!.n' Ejuu.:tu, u I"\.,u;ml - ."'J'l.fJ - J_]rk'.‘v B _fITLIrJIH'-:. HTJ

oot...apéoker ; Let it be assumed that the readings are sound in those

Inlugn Still, there is at least no similar instance of owotos: nor 1S
omotov here the fH st word of a direct llllL‘«LlUﬂ

The proposed emendations are all unsatisfactory. They are ot
three classes.

(1) Those which alter v. 2, leaving v. 3 untouched.—Bothe: ap’
olobd T Zevs.—Meineke: ap’ oloba oy Zevs.

(2) Those which alter v. 3, leaving v. 2 untouched.—Dindorf:
eAAetmor for r:rruzu;l'.—}';llt_‘u': ovk eol omotoy rn"x'e I’i:r-.:il' L;f.r;iTH'_H TeMeL I:'h/r*.-'.'f'f.'
Fhil. X. p. 16).  He thinks that ért was a gloss (due to the frequency
of its combination elsewhere with &7v), and that, when ert had crept
into the text, ouk ¢of’ was erroneously omitted.—Blaydes: 3 motov, or
To Novwov, {Or omotov.

(3) Those which change, or transpose, words in both verses.—
Heimsoeth (A7#t. Stud. 1. 211): ap oleba mod m tav am Oddirov
kakwy | omotov ov Zevs I'l:‘jl' &r Loocaw Tehel;—Nauck: ap’ oiol’ o 1t Zeds
lr{r]i €TL f’:n:ﬂ'uuf TeN€L | fj""”?ﬁl’ nf';.t; TWY u::'T" Uifi-r'.-mu* Huh‘u]l’; AS ?'kIl"J]'i.'.{
Schmidt says, this would naturally mean, ¢ Knowest thou what Zeus
fulfils for us, which (].Dt.,'-: not ]JLlUﬂ" to the woes from Oe hlrth?‘
Moriz Schmidt (1880): ap’ é® o Tt Zels Tav am’ Oidirov kakdy | éowkey
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