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Nicholas Lane

TWO CONJECTURES ON PINDAR

1) P. 9.36-37:

0G10 KALTAV XEPa 01 TPOCEVEYKETY

npo kot €k Aeyéov keipot peladéa woiov;!

Is it right to lay my famous hand upon her and indeed to reap the
honey-sweet flower from the bed of love??

Apollo ponders aloud whether he should sleep with Cyrene. The Loeb
translates mwoia in v. 37 as “flower”, but it means “grass”.? Giannini
explains the image in pehMadéa moiav as “efficace e delicata”,* but
he cites no parallels for moia used metaphorically of a person or an
attribute of a person (or perhaps more specifically their virginity).
Elsewhere Pindar only ever uses moia literally.’ For moia used
“metaforicamente, en relacion con el amor” Salvador Castillo com-
pares fragment 122. 6—8 Maehler vuiv dvevd’ énayopiag €mopev,

I' Text is from Snell-Maehler 1987, 91-92.

2 Translations are from Race 1997.

3 Liberman 2004, 173 also translates “la fleur”. However, while CGL s.v.
moia 3 has “(fig.) flower (ref. to a woman’s virginity) Pi.” within the lemma for
“foliage, leaves” (presumably with reference to this instance) and Slater 1969,
434 s.v. moia b cites just this instance for the alleged sense “(met.), flower of
love”, LSJ s.v. moéa gives no such sense.

4 In Gentili-Bernardini—-Cingano—Giannini 1995, 598. Ferrari 2018,
179 translates “E lecito che io le accosti la mia mano gloriosa e falci dal letto
un’erba dolce come il miele?” and, along similar lines to Giannini, notes
(178 n. 12) “Figura della verginita”, but he does not provide any parallels for
moia signifying virginity.

5 At Theoc. Id. 25. 15 pehndéa moiav is used in the quite different, and
literal, sense of the sweet grass which makes bulls grow strong.
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| @ moideg, épatevaic <dv> e0vaic | paAbaxdc Gpog Gmd Kapmov
dpénecBar and Pythian 9. 109—111 ypvcoctepdvov 8¢ ol “HPag |
Kapmov avOnoavt’ dmodpéyal | E0elov,® but these instances involve
the noun xopmog, “fruit”, rather than “grass”, and there are therefore
no true Pindaric parallels for the supposed metaphorical use of mwoia.
I suggest that pehadéa moiav might be an error for peiadé’ dndpav.
Apollo wonders whether it would be right to pluck Cyrene’s honey-
sweet “fruit”, i.e. her “virginity”.” As fruit, Onmpa is proverbially
“sweet”,® and the epithet peAiadng, “honey sweet”, applies naturally
to fruit.? At Isthmian 2. 5 Pindar mentions the adiotav ommpav of the
young victor. Both Pindar and Aeschylus use onopa of the reaching
of sexual maturity by men and women.!? Certain scholia also
understood this verse as a reference to Cyrene’s virginity.'! Pindar
writes elsewhere of prostitutes (tactfully addressed as moideg) being
permitted by Aphrodite to cull the fruit of soft youth in beds of love

61996, 70. Kirkwood 1982, 225 comments that “The reaping of crops or
cutting of flowers as an erotic image occurs again below, lines 109—10”, but the
cutting of grass is not quite the same whereas the metaphor in vv. 109-110 is,
as Kirkwood says, one of reaping a crop.

7 LSJ s.v. omopo AT cites A. Supp. 998, 1015 and Chaerem. fr. 12.
1 TrGF for the noun used metaphorically of “ripe virginity”. Privitera 1982,
157 cites the two Aeschylean instances as instances of the noun denoting the age
when a virgin is ready for marriage. For the association of 6n®pa with youthful
beauty, see Friis Johansen — Whittle 1980, vol. 3, 292; see also Sommerstein
2019, 357-358. Hyperboreus’ anonymous referee suggests that peladéa moiov
might be taken as meaning “youth” without any recourse to virginity, but this
would only be possible if moio could mean “youth” and I have not been able to
find any evidence for this. Moreover, the context is clear that Apollo is clearly
contemplating taking Cyrene’s virginity.

8 neAdndéa kapmov is a stock epic phrase (Hom. 71, 18. 568, Od. 9. 94,
Hes. Op. 172).

® The idea that Apollo will not only cull but also “taste” the fruit of
Cyrene’s virginity is easier than if we have Apollo wanting to cull and taste
“grass”. With fruit the idea that the union of Apollo and Cyrene will bear fruit
in the shape of Aristaeus also comes to the fore and since their son was the first
bee-keeper, the idea that the fruit of their union is peladng is apt.

10 See CGL s.v. onopa. 2.

1'% 61 ¢ (= Drachmann 1903-1927, vol. 2, 225. 23) dpéyai v mopbeviav
avtig, £ 61 d (= Drachmann 1903-1927, vol. 2, 226. 2) dvti tod dwomapbevedoot
adtyv, £ 64 ¢ (= Drachmann 1903-1927, vol. 2, 226. 6) 1j [sc. keipat] v
napBeviav.
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and later in this ode of suitors of Antaecus’ daughter wishing to cull
the “fruit” of her youth.!> Misdivision may have caused the error.!3

2) N. 11. 17-18:

&v AOYo1g & dotdv dyaboici viv aiveichat ypedv,
Kol peAtydovmotot dadaifévta perilev dowdaic.

17 é&yaBoiot Tricl. : dyoboig BD | viv Mommsen, piv Mingarelli :
uev BD
18 perilev Pauw : peiilépev BD

Yet it is necessary that he be praised in townsmen’s kindly words,
and that we celebrate and adorn him with honey-sounding songs.

Most editors since Bowra have printed Pauw’s emendation in v. 18.15 It
removes a superfluous syllable on the assumption, right or wrong, that
@o13aig cannot be dissyllabic. Some hold that Pindar would not have
treated a + ot as a single syllable,!¢ while others admit the possibility.!”
(0136 is the same word as @dd and in the Homeric Hymns dodn is
sometimes dissyllabic (H. Cer. 494, H. Ap. 20, H. Hom. 32. 2).
Sophocles and Euripides use both forms in lyric.!® Pindar’s treatment
of a + ot in e.g. ory®u (fr. 81. 3 Maehler) suggests that he perhaps
could have treated dowdaig as dissyllabic, but certainty is impossible.

12 Fr. 122. 6-8 Machler and P. 9. 109-111 (both cited above).

13 For misdivision as a source of error in Pindar’s MSS, see Young 1965,
257-258 (= 1970, 108).

14 Text and apparatus are from Henry 2005, 20.

15 Turyn 1952, 192 is the sole modern editor to retain the transmitted text,
printing peamlépev do1dois.

16 So Henry 2005, 127, referring to West 1966, 172—173.

17 E.g. Farnell 1930-1932, vol. 2, 327 and Verdenius 1988, 105. Schroeder
1900, 39 warned “ne nimis cauti simus in contractione admittenda d(p)oidaic,
monet eiusdem Bacchylidis AApeod VI 3 cl. Pind. O. IX 18”, but in his
1923 Appendix (524) he added “perilev dodaig (= aodd 7)?” In his last ed.
min. (1930, 224) Schroeder printed Pauw’s conjecture. Braswell 1988, 137 is
less cautious about the possibility of such synizesis.

18 For @34, see S. 4j. 630; E. Cyc. 69, Med. 197, El. 865, Her. 1026,
Tro. 514, IT 179, Ion 169, Ph. 807 b. For down, see S. Ant. 883; E. Med. 421,
425, Hipp. 743, Hcld. 975, Supp. 997, Tro. 336, 529, IT 12832, Ion 1096,
Phaeth. 101 Diggle, fr. 453. 7 Kannicht.
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However, other factors make Pauw’s emendation unattractive. It alters
a more characteristically Pindaric form of the infinitive to one that is
less so0.!° It also assumes a corruption that is unparalleled in Pindar’s
MSS.20 Henry suggests that dowdaig gains support from Nemean 6. 30
aowai kai Adyot, but it need not, and dodd already appears in v. 7.
aowdaic could well be corrupt. Pindar may have written peitydodmoiot
dodor0évta pehléuev avdaic, “celebrate and adorn him with honey-
sounding voices”. This preserves the transmitted form of the infinitive
and avoids the question of whether the synizesis of a + ot is admissible.
Homer associated the voice with honey.?! Pindar probably coined
the epithet pehipBoyyog. Both peliydovmog here and pelippoBog are
Pindaric hapaxes, and he also uses peliyopvg (O. 11. 4, P. 3. 64,
N.3.4,1 2.3, Pae. 5. 47 = fr. 52 e. 47 Machler). For pelrydovmoiot

. avdaic one may compare Olympian 13. 100 adOylwocog Pod,
Pythian 10. 56 én ... yAokelav, Nemean 2. 25 adopelel ... owvd,
10. 33-34 @ad&ion ... | ... ouai, Isthmian 2. 25 advnvo® ... eov{,
Paean 5. 47 (= fr. 52 e. 47 Maehler) peyArydpoi Toudvog ... OuQd,
8. 78 (= fr. 52 i. 78 Maehler) peA[{]ppovi add[d, and fr. 152 Maehler
UEAIGGOTEVKTOV KNpimv €ud yAvkepdtepog oued. Corruption of
avon to dodn occurs at Hesiod Theogony 31 and elsewhere.?2 The
corruption could have arisen from unconscious substitution of a rare
word with a much more familiar one and / or because the juxtaposed
verb meaning “sing” influenced a copyist to write G.0150g.

Nicholas Lane
Ealing, London

njglane@yahoo.com

19 There are 31 instances of -éuev infinitives in Pindar and six of the -gv
form. In his survey of the latter Braswell 1988, 137 observes that none is
required by metre and concludes that “There is no compelling reason ... to
write -ev where the paradosis has happened to preserve this form except where
metrically required”.

20 None of the -gv form infinitives preserved in the MSS is corrupted to
the -épev form. As Farnell 1930-1932, vol. 2, 327 pointed out, pellépev “is
not likely to have arisen from a MS. blunder”.

2l Hom. 71. 1. 247-249 toic1 6¢ Néotmp | 1dvenng avopovoe Aydg ITudiov
ayopntg, | Tob Kol and yAdoong uéhtog yAvkiov péev avdn; cf. Tyrt. fr. 12.
8 West yAdooay ... petdtydynpov.

22 West 1966, 165 cites instances of this corruption and to his instances
may be added Hom. Od. 1. 371, Ar. Av. 241, Theoc. Id. 21. 21 and Bion fr. 9. 11.
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Vsevolod Zeltchenko

EUR. IT 819: A PARALLEL

In the famous recognition scene from Iphigenia in Tauris, Orestes
tells his sister about certain details and events from her past that
no stranger could be aware of. Among other things, he mentions
that, when sending Iphigenia to Aulis for her supposed wedding to
Achilles, Clytaemestra gave her water for the prenuptial bath (818).
My focus will be on Iphigenia’s response to these words (819):

OP. ol hobvtp’ & AV pnTpog dvedécom mhpas
ID. 018’ oD yap O yapog £60LOg dv W deileto.

At a time when Euripides’ work was evaluated according to the rigo-
rous principles of common sense and classical aesthetics, this line
was seldom left as it is. The only relatively popular defense of the
paradosis came from August Matthid, who attributed to Iphigenia
a kind of status pride inappropriate in the grim circumstances of
her failed marriage: “Nuptiae enim bonae, cum nobili viro ineundae,
non effecerunt, ut lavacris a matre ministrandis carerem”.! For the
most part, the text was subjected to emendations,> some of which
were quite radical (o0 yap 0 yapoc €é60hoc dv 1 Enmeérel Kirchhoff,
00 yap 6 ypdvog paxpog dv w aeeileto Nauck, oikov yop 0 yapog
€EoAdV W’ dpeilketo F. G. Schmidt etc.).

This state of affairs changed when Reinhold Klotz and Henri
Weil, both relying on a scholion in L that was later established to
belong to Demetrius Triclinius (<d@eileto>* T0dTO TO p1| €idévar),
argued that the text is sound and the object of dpeileto is the infinitive
obtained from oida. Iphigenia implies that a happy marriage could
have erased the memory of the mother’s gift, but it is now forever

I Matthiae 1823, 465.
2 They are listed in Wecklein 1898, 76.

10
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etched in her mind.> When Euripidean scholarship had become
accustomed to subtle and intricate psychological interpretations, this
idea enjoyed universal success from N. Wecklein (1876, dubitanter)
to M. Cropp (2000); to avoid unnecessary suspense, I will say that
I judge it to be correct. In his instructive note to Hel. 577, Richard
Kannicht collected examples of similar ellipses of the object after
verba privandi, including Andr. 913: xdktewag, 1| TIG GLUEOPA G’
agpeireto (sc. 1O Krelvar);*

Nevertheless, this communis opinio has been called into question
by Poulheria Kyriakou, L. P. E. Parker, and Emily Kearns in their re-
cent commentaries on the tragedy:

The problem with this explanation is that a happy marriage
does not necessarily erase the memories of its ritual prelimi-
naries. One would expect a bitter comment along the lines of
“I know, but the unhappy marriage did not allow me to use that
water”. Perhaps Aovtpd is the implied object of the verb.
Iphigeneia may suggest that the marriage, though dismal in
every other respect, did not at least deprive her of this kind of
maternal care.’

Most editors understand od with both £é60A0¢ and dpeileto, and
understand: ‘For the marriage, not being £€6010g, did not take
away the knowledge’. Kovacs takes €6010g as ironic. But either
way, the underlying assumption is that if the marriage had been
fortunate, she might have forgotten the pre-nuptial bath.
Schone — Kochly’s €l yap <...> might satisfy someone who is
prepared to believe that a happy marriage might make one forget
the wedding ceremony. The rest of us will remain puzzled.®

3 Klotz 1860, 114—115 (“Scio. Neque enim nuptiac probae [Iphigeniae
nuptiae improbae potius dicendae erant] mihi abstulerunt eius rei memoriam”);
Weil 1868, 508 (“Le sens de ces mots doit étre: «Je me le rappelle: ce n’est pas
le bonheur de mon mariage qui m’en a 6té le souvenir». Iphigénie aurait pu
oublier ce détail, s’il avait été suivi d’un heureux mariage; mais, se trouvant lié¢
aux souvenirs ineffacables du jour le plus funeste de sa vie, il est resté gravé
dans sa mémoire”).

4 Kannicht 1969, 163-164.

5 Kyriakou 2006, 273.

6 Parker 2016, 225.
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...In that case it is difficult to make sense of é50A0g dv: why
should a good marriage erase memories of the ritual prelimi-
naries? The line is very likely corrupt.’

This criticism is symptomatic. Indeed, the interpretation of Klotz
and Weil, for all its depth and elegance, needs not only grammatical
but above all substantive parallels. Without them, the idea that
a happy marriage could make someone forget the circumstances of
the prenuptial ceremony could easily appear like a typical example
of anachronistic over-psychologizing, an ‘Ibsenism’. I will attempt
to propose such a parallel.

In 1928, Girolamo Vitelli and Medea Norsa published a papyrus
fragment of Erinna’s Distaff (PSI 1X 1090 = 401 SH = Erinn.
F 4 Neri), the renowned hexametric mompdtiov most likely dating
from the 4t ¢. BC. In this poem, written in the first person, Erinna
mourns her friend Baucis, who left home to get married and died
shortly after the wedding. In the lines preserved on the papyrus,
Erinna, interrupting her memories with exclamations of grief, evokes
scenes from the common infancy of two girls, with their games,
scary fairy tales, and carefree activities. In his monumental edition
of Erinna’s testimonia et fragmenta, Camillo Neri argued that these
flashbacks do not refer to different periods of time, as was previously
thought, but to a single night on which “un rito di nubilita” took
place.® This hypothesis cannot be discussed here; suffice it to say that
if Neri is right (I am not entirely convinced that he is),? this would
add weight to my argument, since the parallel with Euripides turns
out to be closer. After the set of recollections, Erinna continues as
follows (28-30):

avika 8 8¢ [A]€xog [avdpog EPag, T]oka mhvt’ EAEAaGO,
tioc’ &t ynmdicaca te[dg mapd] patpdg dkovoag,
Bawvxki giho- Mabag ...[ 1. Agpodita.

7 Kearns 2023, 213.

8 Neri 2003, 90 et alibi.

% One of the reviewers expressed enthusiastic support for Neri’s thesis:
“It is hard to resist this interpretation. The old perception that the poem
describes with childish naivety scenes of everyday life must be laid to rest
once and for all” (Spanoudakis 2007, 208).
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V. 28 suppl. P. Maas: !0 this ingenious reconstruction, which fits with
the traces of letters and the context, has been widely accepted and
does not require further justification. V. 29 as printed above was
also completed by Maas, and this conjecture also became deservedly
popular; but here we need a digression. In 1977, M. L. West suggested
that the lacuna contained a possessive pronoun of the first person
rather than of the second, referring to Erinna’s mother: doc’ £t
gt g{t_q T’ €[udic €v(i)] pdrpog drovooag.!! C. Neri made a strong
case for viimdoaoa (“I’'unica forma compatibile con le tracce”),!?
but retained 1’ [€udg napd (vel moka)]. His reasons are as follows:
(1) a trace after T “sembre riconducibile a un apostrofo piuttosto che
a una lettera”;!3 (2) above in v. 23 (one of the flashbacks), a patnp,
mentioned without any clarification, can only be Erinna’s (cf. AP 9.
190. 5-6). In my opinion, vnmdoooca T’ is impossible because of
the particle’s position and meaning (Neri vaguely characterizes it
as 1€ épique “con una sfumatura temporale”, without discussing
the eccentric word order).!4 Since tot is equally unimaginable
here, the assumption of an apostrophe must be rejected.!> As for
argument (2), it does not seem necessary to consider two mothers
as the same person. Erinna still remembers her mother’s tale about
Mormo (vv. 23-27); in contrast, Baucis forgot all ser mother’s
words.!® For v. 30, cf. West’s conclusion: “Scholars have sought

10 Maas 1929a; Maas 1929b; Maas 1934.

11 West 1977, 108 (“If we read &ito, tedc is no longer possible, because
the T must represent t’: ‘in your infancy and then...". Elided t’°, or there is no
caesura”).

12 Neri 2003, 356; cf. 355 (objections against vnmia gita, both palacographic
and metrical).

13 Ibid. 355; cf. 71; 327. The text of PSI IX 1090 is provided with
apostrophes, although not systematically.

14 Ibid. 358. Neri’s references to “LSJ 1765 s. v. C 5” (dealing with Homeric
Ote 1€) and “Denniston GP 524” (a section devoted to such combinations as
¢ ovte, iva Te or €meite) are misleading.

15 T am unable to examine the papyrus directly, but both West and the
editors of Supplementum Hellenisticum assumed that the trace after t could well
be part of ¢ (West 1977, 99; Lloyd-Jones, Parsons 1983, 191).

16 We must also dismiss the two peculiar interpretations of pdtnp in v. 29.
D. L. Page believed that vv. 23-29 referred to the girls playing house: Erinna
took on the role of the mother and Baucis that of the daughter. “When she says
“You forgot all you heard from Mother when you were a child’, she plainly
means ‘all you heard from me’: she can have no interest in whether Baucis
forgets things said to her by her real mother in the past” (Page 1981, 344;
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the sense ‘Aphrodite made you forget’. A more general proposition
such as ‘Aphrodite makes people forget many things’ would,
I think, be more effective, but I cannot restore the Greek”.!”

When Baucis came to the marital bed, she forgot everything her
mother had told her while she was a maiden; Iphigenia, who had
never experienced the joys of marriage, forgot nothing. This parallel,
it seems, helps us to understand Euripides’ aphoristic line better
and to dispel the doubts expressed by Kyriakou and Kearns (“Why
should a good marriage erase memories of the ritual preliminaries?”).
If Iphigenia had been blessed with an £c0Ao¢ ydpoc, she would
have forgotten not her prenuptial bath itself, but rather the touching
detail that Clytaemestra provided the water for it. The notion that
marriage separates a daughter from her mother, destroying their close
personal bond, appears as early as in Sappho’s epithalamia (fr. 104a
Voigt; Theocr. 18. 12—15; cf. Hes. OD 520-521). There is no need
to emphasize that this exchange between Iphigenia and Orestes
is imbued with tragic irony, highlighting the stark contrast of their
idyllic past and their dire present: the mother Orestes speaks of was
killed by him, and the ritual ablution was performed on Iphigenia not
as a bride, but as a victim.

Vsevolod Zeltchenko
Mesrop Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts (Matenadaran),
Yerevan

vsevolodzelcenko@gmail.com

cf. Page 1941, 487, n. b). However, it remains unclear what important and
memorable words Erinna could have said to Baucis during their one-time game,
as there is simply no room for this message on the papyrus (see Bowra 1953,
157 n. 1 for other objections). Zden¢k K. Vysoky assumed that ‘mother’ in all
three cases (vv. 23,29 and AP 9. 190. 5-6 [an anonymous epigram on Erinnal])
refers to the leader of a “‘Sapphic’ thiasos to which Erinna and Baucis belonged
(Vysoky 1942, 97-98). Without getting into a discussion about thiasoi, | would
like to note that Vysoky fails to provide examples of puitnp being used in this
way: maig, adopted by Sappho to designate the young members of her circle,
does not necessarily mean ‘daughter’, and Kleis from Sapph. fr. 98; 132 Voigt
was the real daughter of the poetess (Hallett 1982).

17 West 1977, 108. For various attempts for reconstruction, see Neri 2003,
360-364; the general sense is clear.
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During a tense exchange with Orestes, Euripides’ Iphigenia appears to
suggest that a happy marriage should erase a young woman’s memory of
the events preceding it. This unusual idea has puzzled three recent com-
mentators on the tragedy, P. Kyriakou, L. P. E. Parker, and E. Kearns, who
suggest that v. 819 is corrupt. The article draws attention to the fact that the
same notion is implied in a papyrus fragment of Erinna (F 4, 28-30 Neri).
This parallel enables Iphigenia’s response to be interpreted more accu-
rately: if she had been destined for a happy marriage, she would have
forgotten not her prenuptial bath, but the fact that the water for it was given
to her by her mother.
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B HanpspkeHHBI MOMeHT uasnora ¢ Opectom eBpunuaoBckas Vipurenns kak
Oy/ATO JaeT MOHSTH, YTO CYACTIMBBIA OpaK JOJDKEH OTHMMATh Y JIEBYIIKH
MaMsITh O TOM, YTO €My IPEIIIECTBOBAJIO. DTa HEOOBIYHAs MBICIIb BBI3BasIA
HEJIOyMEHHE TpeX HEIaBHUX KOMMEHTATOpPOB TPareAnH, KOTOPHIE, COBIIAB
B 3TOM C JUIMHHBIM PSZOM CTapbIX W3/aTeliel, NpeuiaraloT CYuTarh cT. 819
HCIIOpPYECHHBIM. B crarbe oOpaimaercs BHUMaHHE Ha TO, YTO aHAJOTHYHOE
TIPEJCTaBIICHHE BBIPAKEHO B MamupycHoM (parmente DpurHEI (F 4, 28—
30 Neri). bonee Toro, 3Ta mapamiens MO3BOSET TOYHEE HCTOIKOBATH OTBET
Wdurenun: Oynp el Cy)KAEH cYacTIMBBIA Opak, oHa Moryia Obl 3a0BITH HE
0 CaMoM MpeIcBaIcOHOM OMOBEHHH, HO O TOM, YTO BOJIa JIsl HEro Oblia repe-
JlaHa MaTepblo.
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Carolus M. Lucarini

IN PINDARI SCHOLIA ADVERSARIA

Cum ante paucos annos vir de veteribus grammaticis optime meritus
mihique amicus, Francus Montanari, me hortatus sit, ut Pindari
scholia legerem, editionem Drachmanni! evolui nonnullaque, quae
mihi corrupta videbantur, emendare conatus sum.

Nem. Hypoth. b (p. 2, 5-7 Drachmann): f1yovi{ovto 8¢ otpatidtot
Kol ToIdeg OTPATIOTAOV DOTEPOV € Kol £l TO ONUOTIKOV TAT00g
gdpapev: v 68 youvikog [scil. dydv, cf. 1. 4 D.] kol éppo ovyd
Sippog 00dE KEANG.

Dele émi.

Nem. 1 Inscr. b (6,22 -7, 3 D.): {nteiton 8¢, ti oMmote 1@ AAPEID
npocdioréyetat kai tf) Oprtuyig, Thg vikng ovk odong OAvumiaxi,
6AL0 Nepeakiic; &viot p&v ovv @ooty, 8t té inmotposio. Tod
Tépovog kol tod Xpopiov dpoing év T Optuyig fv: ¢ 8¢ iepav
glvan TV Kpvnv Aptédog, v 8¢ Ogov inmknv eiva.

Verba 1@ 8¢ ... eivon vix sana videntur; fortasse v {8&} 0gov
scribendum, ut dicat ea causa (1@ 06¢) Dianam inmiknv esse, quod
stabula Hieronis et Chromi in eius insula erant.

Nem. 1,16 a (13, 8-14 D. schol. BDP), cf. etiam 16 b, praecipue
13, 21-22 D. (schol. U): &kmepne toivov, ® Modoa, kai oneipe
AQUTPOTNTA TIvoL T VoW Ti Zikeig, fjviiva 0 Zevg E€aipeTov
dédwie tf Depoepovn apiotnv odsay Kol Emtndetotdy e Yic
Tf]g €0KOPTOTATNG, Kol £MEVEVTE Tf) E0VTOD KEQUAT] TNV ZikeAiov
TEWPDS Kol MTopdG avopdmaoety, §j TNV TOTATNV Kol KOAAIGTNV
VYDGEL TAOLGIOV TOAE®V EVOIKNGESL TAIG VT AOTIV EGOUEVALC.

I Hic agam de volumine III (Drachmann 1927). Cf. etiam Tessier 1989.
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VT’ aOTV ViX sanum est; suspicor v’ ex praecedenti DydcEW ortum
esse. Fortasse scripserat scholiasta év avti] (cf. paulo infra 14, 7-8 D.:
obtm yap Euerde dnrovott opbodcbar 1 Xwkeia, €i d&loldyovg Exot
woAeg &v avtii [Lucarini : avtij codd.]).

Nem. 1, 49 ¢ (20, 13-19 D.): Bértov 8¢ ¢nowv 6 Aidvpog
(nr. 144 Coward—Prodi) ékeivo Aéyewv, 6t1 O mepi g Altvng
gopm, TovTo Koi vov fovreTon dnrodv o Ilivoapog (Pyth. 1, 33):
VOOGIPOPNTOIS O GVIPATT TPWTH YAPIS EC TAOOV EPYOUEVOIS TOU-
naiov é0eiv otpov. Towodto Aéyol &v Tt kai &l tod Xpopiov:
mel viv fipktan dymvilesOar kai dpéduevog e0OVC éviknoe, EAmic
€0TV ADTOV Kol TOV GAAoV Teb&echun oTeQUV@V.

In praecedentibus attulerat scholiasta opinionem Chrysippi gram-
matici, cui nunc opponit ea quae Didymus contenderat, scilicet locum
nostrum Nemeae cum Pythica I esse conferendum, quae ipse magis
probat. Videtur esse scribendum 6& @oivetor 6 Advpog; verbum
onow vel ex praecedenti pnow (p. 20, 12—-13 D.: 6nep aitiwtatov TG
TapekPacedc pnotv 6 Xpooinnog sivor) vel ex insequenti &pn ortum
suspicor.

Nem. 2,1 d (30, 8 — 31, 7 D.): ot 8¢, dt1 kot PEPOG TPOTEPOV
TG TOMGEWMS S1AUOESOUEVIC TOV AY®OVISTOV EKaoTog O T fov-
Lotto pépoc e, Tod 88 &0Lov TOig VIKDGV Gpvog Gmodedery-
HEVOL Tpocayopevdijval TOTe PEv dpvpdols, avoig 8¢ ékatépag
¢ Tomoewmg eiceveydeiong Todg AymVIGTAG 010V BKOLUEVOLG
TPOC GAANAO TO pEPT KOl TV COUTOCOV TOINOWV EMOVIOG,
poymdoVc Tpocayopevbijvat. TadTd enot Atoviclog 6 Apyeiog
(FrGrHist 308 F 2).

De origine nominis rhapsodorum agit scholiasta. Quid significet
éxatépog non video: fortasse scribendum est pokpotépag, cum
recentioribus temporibus (ad0ic) poemata longiora recitarentur. Sed
remedium verum adhuc, suspicor, latet.

Nem. 2,1 e (31, 19-20 D.): aigi odv TV &pynVv dg £mi 10 mAeiotov
€K A10g €mo10dvTo TTpootalopevot, éviote 0& kol Movodv.

Fortasse fuit 0¢ kdx Movo®v, cf. 29, 3—4 D.: odk del dmd Awdg
fpxovto, GALA Kal o T@dv Movo®v.
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Nem. 3, 4 (42, 16-22 D.): iepopnvior 8¢ Aéyovtar ol €v T@ pnvi
iepai Muépar olan dnmote Oeoig dvelpévar OV oLV AnunTpidva
piva enot Gndyopog (FrGrHist 328 F 166) 6hov ymoicacOot
Tovg AOnvaiovg iepopmviav Aéyecbar, olov dhov £optiv. <...>
iepounviav onoiv év tovtolg (Dem. 24, 29) dndviwv vudv
ayovrawv iepounviav. gowke 6¢ 0 Ilivoapog vov igpounviay Adysv
TNV TAV EMVIK®OV E0PTNV.

Lacunam a Drachmanno agnitam, in qua Demosthenis nomen sine
dubio occurrebat, ita explere possis: <0 6& AnpocBévng dnUoTEAT
€opTnv> lepounviav.

Nem. 3,27 b (46, 22 — 47, 2 D.): tf] 100 maykpotiov oputj, todto
yop Aéyel otodw, kal Opudi tf] Teplobevel kol mavtaydOev cove-
youévr poaydeic kol yopvacHeic ikavdg.

kai opuf) redundat atque delendum videtur. Ante paiaydeig Schroeder
addebat <ov>. Malim equidem scribere: cuveyovon pndev poiaydeic.

Nem. 3, 40 (48, 6-9 D.): aupiporov motEPOV THG E0YATNG LAP-
TUPES VOUTIMOG ol oThiAal, §j Kotd TO TANOUVTIKOV TOG €oydTag
péptopog Eppaviiovoag E0nkev, 6Tt PéEYPL oDTAV dT TAETY.

Ordo verborum laborat; lege £€0nkev éupaviovoag, ut participium 61t
introducat.

Nem. 3, 60 (51, 16—-19 D.): movtiav Octv kotéuapyev: avti 100
nepieyéveto [scil. [InAevg] avtiig [scil. Btidog] TdV EmPovidv:
SwKopéEVN yap O avTod UETEROAAE TAG HOPPAS, OTE HEV &ig
7op, 0T O¢ €l Onpia 6 08 KOPTEPNOAG TEPLYEYOVE.

Pro xaptepnoog legendum credo kpoticog (“cum eam comprehen-
disset”), cf. e. g. Apollod. Bibl. 3, 170 (p. 155 Wagner): Xeipwvog
obv Vmofepévov TInkel cuALOBElV Kol KOTAGYETY ADTHV HETOHOP-
QOVUEVNV, EMLTNPNOOG GVVAPTALEL, YEVOUEVTV OE OTE L&V TOp OTE 68
Vowp O0T€ 08 Onpiov oV TpdTEPOV AVIiKE TPV Tj ...

Nem. 3, 61 d (52, 15-16 D.): gnoiv odv, &t koi 6 Tehapov
mapootatng dv tod ‘HpoxAéovg Guo 1@ Toig éndpBnoce toOV
Aoaopédovra.
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Lege potius mopactdtng @v tod Toia dua t@ Hpokdel éndpOnce...
Cf. paulo superius 1. 11 D. (t@® 6¢ ‘HpaxAel cvuykafeile Tehapmv v
"TAov) et Pindari locum (Aaopédovta &’edpucbeviic / Tehapmv ToAQ
TOPOCTATNG EQV ENEPTE).

Nem. 3,72 a (53, 19-21 D.): 6 8¢ Aidvpog (p. 230 fr. 39 Schmidt
= nr. 148 Coward—Prodi): ovdénote xatafag émi T1 mpdypo
gvépetvey En” avtod Kol évekoptépnoev, AL’ ic TOAAG Kal GAAQ
LETATPENEL.

Cum tpéne intransitive non adhibeatur, suspicor petatpénetal esse
scribendum.

Nem. 3, 116 (58, 1618 D.): 10 ényydprov kai idtov adTdV 1MV
Atyivnt®dv xappo kol 160V vopvay tov viknedpov.

Lege 100 vikneopov, cf. Schol. in O/. 13,39 d (365, 18 D.): 6¢ éotv
Dpvog TdV ViKneopwv.

Nem. 3, 129 b (60, 14—17 D.): 6 6vntog aimdv Kol TeETAPTNV ApE-
v ATy QEPEL, TO Kai mepl TOD EVECTATOC PPOVTILEy” MOV
00K dmeoTv 6 ApioTokAeidng, aAAL mpdg Taig Tpioi, enoty, oig
npoxkoteidnye, kéknTon Kol TOOTNV, TOLTESTL TOD TAPOVTOG
epovtilew.

Lege a¢ mpokateiloye (“quas antea enumeravit”, scil. a verbo wpoka-
taréyw; de forma -koteihoyo, cf. Montanari s. v. KOTOAEY®).

Nem. 3, 134 a (61, 1-5 D.): tf] opodtntt ¥pijton tf] 4md t0d
péMTog Kol yoAoktog kota [Drachmann in app. : xoi BDP]
dlopopav £mi ToD TOMUATOG, KaBO ATodE ETAL TO PVOEL YPAP®V
Tompate TV €k mOVoL' TO Yap YOAO (UOEL TOPEMETOL TG
TIKTOVGOIG, TO 08 PEM peTd TOvoy al péMoacot Epyalovtart.

Fortasse fuit ka0 anéyel [scil. “distat”] Ta vosl ypapopeva @V €K
ToVov.

Nem. 3, 136 b (61, 16 D.): qua ex causa Pindari verba AioAfjotv
&v mvodicwy aOA®V grammaticus toig Ampiog eO6yyolg interpretetur
addita admonitione Pindarum Aeolicum &vmOev esse, satis mirari
nequeo.
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Nem. 4, 1 ¢ (64, 2-3 D.): 1] dpiotn €0QPOGUVN TRV TETEAEIOUEVOV
Kol TEMANPOUEVOV TOVOV KOl GTOVSAGUATOV 10TpOg E0TLV.

Scribendum videtur 17 €dppoctvn dpiotn tdv... Cf. Pindari verba:
Gp1LoTOC EVPPOCHVA TOVOV KEKPIUEV®V / 1TPOC. ..

Nem. 4, 30 (68, 8-9 D.): fjv 8& katoAAnAdTEpOV ginelv Oy,
v’ " kol o ONPdV Enepyog avTd GTEPAVOV.

Excidit, opinor, vel post @npdv vel post Enepyoag vocula <dv>, cum
Timocritus, pater victoris Timasarchi, iam diem obisset neque ullum
nuntium vel Thebis vel aliunde accipere posset; memento enim hic
Pindarum de tempore praesenti, vix de praeterito loqui.

Nem. 4, 53 b (73, 4-8 D.): 6 8¢ Apudviog (fr. 24 D’ Alessandro)
aporoynkévar enot tov [ivoapov v ypdve Tvi AmoddoEY TOV
gmivikov' 6 VOHOG eV ovTog, OV dteotnodpedo &y® Te Kai ol Tod
a0ANTod TEPi THG NUEPOG, T) ATOSDHOM, KOMDEL IE LokPdL YPAPELY.

Pro dieotnodueba scribe cuveotnodueda.

Nem. 4, 92 a (79, 11-6 D.): Temorbng Ouydtnp yéyove Kpno-
nic Akdotov youety, frig 1@ Iniel Epotikde Sratedeico kai
U meicooa cuveAlEv avtov eOdcaca T@ AKAOT® ®G doguvov
i Plotov d1EParev. O 8¢ KATAKOVOAG KOl TPOPAGIGAUEVOS TyayEV
£mi Ta anépnua tod [niiov dpovg, Kol KaTaAelyog...

Inauditum amépnpa in Epnua emendandum videtur. Sed fortasse vox
nobis inaudita non talis erat Graecis, ut me admonet D. Keyer, qui
Hesych. a 6002 Latte—Cunningham confert: dnepnpdoat dnokijcot.

Nem. 4, 100 a (81, 13—-16 D.): dupiforov motepov 10 udpaiuov
Erpepe kol EEm Epepe TOV Kivovvov kal TOV Bdvatov avtod TovV
TEMPOUEVOV, T} 0lov EEEpepe Kal Vredeiicvoe TO TETPOUEVOY.

Hoc legitur apud Pindarum: dloixe 6¢ Xipwv, / kal 10 pudpcipov
A6Bev mempopévov Ekpepev. Fortasse ita scholium restituendum:
mOTEPOV <KOi> TO Uopoiov Expepe Kol EE® Epepe TOD KIVOHVOL KOTA
1OV Odvotov adTod TOV TETPOUEVOV, T oloV ...
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Nem. 4, 112 a (83, 25 — 84, 1 D.): nepartépm yop Aouwodv
6 Qieavog kol mavta deavi), (6Qov EvTog. Té &vieddey odV TV
Tadeipov 1iig Evpodnng éotiv: gig dvo yap dujpnto 10 TOANOV
pépn M oikovpévn, Evponnv xoi Aciav.

Pro &vtedbev scriberem &vtoobev.

Nem. 4,123 (84, 17-20 D.): &vBa. toig dydotv dmodmepay AafovTec,
Kol yv@ow Tiig Ayoviag oyovteg 0VOENOTE BVEL GTEQAVAV EIG TNV
oikeiov EAvBacty, T@V EvOoEov KOPTOV PEPOVTIOV GTEPAVM®V.

Pro t@v &vdo&ov lege mecum 1oV Evo&ov.

Nem. 4, 148 b (86, 24-26 D.): tadtd ye unv 6nmg av toyn Aéymv,
énmilel kol meifetor avtog E€oupétmg Kol VIEP TOLG AOYiOVG
gipnkévar.

Adde v <tig> Toym.

Nem. 5,17 b (91, 21-22 D.): ‘EAMvioc 8¢ Zevg Tipndtan €v Aiyivy
Tapd T® oVt EAMMvie dkpotnpim KoAoLHEVE.

Nonne patet ‘EAAnvio esse delendum atque (de quo me admonet
N. Almazova) vel mapda 1@ dxpompin obtw(g) Karovuéve vel Topd
@ 00Tm(G) KOAOLUEVD AKp®TNPi® esse scribendum?

Nem. 5, 30 a (93, 13-15 D.): o0 ¢épet képdog oo aAndeia
aTpeKNG yvopévn kal eaivovca 10 dtov npdcmmovV, GAAL Oel
moTe Kal EmkekpvPbor 10 TpodcmToV Ti¢ AAnOsiog.

Drachmann ywopévn pro codicum yap audacter introduxit. Transpone
potius yap ante pépet; de hac vocula in principio scholi cf. e. g. Schol.
in Nem. 6,97 b (113, 21 D.).

Nem. 5, 39 (94, 8-9 D.): oi detoi, pnoiv, od pdvov 1 mepiyeia
nétovTat, GALG Kol weAayilovot.

Fortasse fuit <mepi> t0 mepiyewn, cum métoponl obiectum regere
nequeat.
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Nem. 6, 4 a—c (102, 10-12 D.): a. dwcipysr d¢ mdoo kexpiuévo
ovvopug M apetdPfintoc. b. | moAAY, EMTATIK®G. C. KEKPLUEVN,
HTOl KEYWPIoUEV.

Scribe 1j apetapintog.

Nem. 6, 97 a (113, 15-20 D.): onpaiver yap 611 EKovcing £yd
0070 10 PBapoc vmépewa didvpov VIApYov: ToUTO O PNOoLY,
i 6Tt 6OV 1@ TOV AAKIidNV dpvijoor copmapolapfavey péALeL
kol émovov tod dheirtov MeAnciov, §| T 00 AAkipidov kol
TO TV Alywvntdv.

Lege i 10<v> To0 AAKIUIO0V Kol TO<V> T@V Alytyntdv.

Nem. 6, 104 a (114, 11-13 D.): kAnpwbévieg odv ovtotl Toidwmv
ayovicacBai, peta&d yeveldoavteg é€ekpovonoav 100 dydVoG.

Adde <peto> maidwv, cf. Schol. in Isthm. 4, 120 a (239, 15 D.): petda
TOIO®V TPOUYWOVIGAUEVOC EVIKTGEV.

Nem. 7, 1 a (117, 12-15 D.): Apiotédnpog 8¢ 6 Apotdpyov
pabntig BEATIoV oVt enoiv: dyé mote 1@ Oeupimvi Kol Tapd TV
NAiav §on mponkovtl, e0EAPEVE Th 0ed Zmyévny tekvobijva,
Kol TV 100 Tandog ovtod yévwnowv olov Eikeviog sivau ydpv.

Nonne patet vel mopa esse delendum vel post id verbum <mpoo-
doxiav> esse addendum? Keyer autem suggerit mapda v MAkiov
{fidn mponKovTL}.

Nem. 7,35 b (121, 23-7 D.): &i yap qv v ovcov Koi déovoav
andeav Tévtog YIvOoKe, ook v ovde 0 Alag Tdv dploteimv
€otepnOn, €l un o v OV Kpvaviov dylov apadiov, kol dii
Vv opynyv évémnée katd TdV epevAV £0vTod TO Eipoc.

Dele &i un atque interpunctionem post £otepnom.

Nem. 7,47 (123, 4-14 D.): &uole mwapa usyov SuUpaiov ebpvkoi-
mov yfHovog Neomtorepog, Iprapov molw Enel tpdbe: 1ebvnkdtmv
8¢ TV Ponbdv &v ITvbioigc damédois keitai. moiwv 0& Ponddv;
TV mepi Tov Evpomviov, odg anvtog 6 Neomtdiepog dvermv
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gnopbnoe v "TAov. obto yap id10¢ 6 mTOVog Eoton 10D HipwOG.
doxkel 8¢ 6 Neomtdhepog €v Aehpoig dvnpricOot kai tedeicOan &v
0 va®. éav ¢ €mi tdv mepi tov "Extopa, kobmg Apiotapyds
enow, avadpauopey, TpdTov HEV nakpdbev Ectal v Topnowv
ouvanTov, devtepov 8¢ i v Koot Ta pnetofnoousda, S’ Tg
10 £yK®LOV oK £oTol.

Aristarchi interpretatione accepta non laudatio omnino concidit, sed
laudatio Neoptolemi; unde supplendum censeo €ykmpiov <idlov> ovk
g€otar. Cf. Schol. in OL 9, 40 (276, 11 D.): ta {dwn énelepydleton
gykoma et 11, 10 ¢ (345, 17-18 D.): 10010 8¢ mpo¢ 0 1010 Eykdua
kataokevalet; Schol. in Nem. 3, 51 (50, 14—15 D.): &rovov €€ dAAoT-
piov éykopiov kal ur idiov.

Nem. 7, 62 ¢ (125, 20-22 D.): dgvtepov 84, 811 mpémov v <Evo>
TV AloKiS®dY Kol OPEIMOLEVOV GUVOIKOV £1val T( ATOAOVL.

<€vo> addidit Abel ex schol. ad v. 70 (126, 11-12 D.), sed cum
nulla necessitudo inter duo scholia intercedat, possis etiam <tvo> ex
Pindaro ipso (44—45: &ypijv 0€ Tiv’ £vdov GAcel Tahontdto / Alakiddy
KpeOVT®V TO Aoumov Eupevar) supplere.

Nem. 7,70 (126, 16-20 D.): &viot 8¢ obtwg dnoloyeitol [Drach-
mann in app. : awoAroyodvtor BD] mepi tiic 100 Neomrorépov
TeAeVTHC Tpla pépovteg Tadta, &1L <te> [add. Drachmann in app.]
VIEp T®V Kped®V einev [Drachmann in app. : eingiv BD] dvnpf-
ofat, Kai 611 ol Aghpoi EBapivincav €mi tf] dnmieig avTtod, Kol
é1L mempopéVOY TV adTOV dvopedivar.

Addendum videtur adtov <awTov> dvalpedival, cum necessitas esset
Neoptolemum Delphis interfici atque humari (cf. Pindari vv. 44 sqq.).
Verbum @épovteg, Drachmanno obscurum, in @épov (“adferens”)
fortasse mutandum.

Nem. 7,94 a (128, 22-25 D.): éwv 0 éyyog Ayaiog ob uéuyerol p’
avip: Ayonov avopa tov Hrepdmv: 1 adtov tov Neomtorepov
fi éva 1®v Hrepotdv. Axoaog yap ov kabdmaé 6 Hrepmng,
GAA0 Mupidav.

Legendum videtur dAAd <6> Mupuidcv.
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Nem. 7,99 a-b (130, 19-20 D.): 6 d¢ Aoimog ebppwv moti ypovog
Epmor [...] b 6 € vodg 6hog €ibe pot to 6Aov 10D Piov obT® pet’
€0QpocHVN g cupmepaviein.

Patet 10 6Aov ex 6Log esse ortum atque in TO AomoOv esse corrigendum.

Nem. 7,106 b (132, 7-11 D.): énei 8¢ oi mokaiovteg ypovotpipodot
Kol 6w TOv mAglova ypdvov &v T@ NAi® pévovat, dud TodTd enot
TPLv GAiw yviov umeoeiv, TOLTEGTL TPO T0D EKAVOT VoL TO odua
V7o Tod NAiov d1d TV TAANY, AvTi ToD ginelv: wpiv molaical oe.

Dele 10 ante tov mieiova, ex insequenti videlicet ortum.

Nem. 7,116 (133, 9-13 D.): twvég @acty givat kovpdtov, gipfjcOat
0 avTo movtiav Eepooy 1. O SoKElV, Emg Pév ot Kata Bdbovg,
amolov etvar koi QUT® Spotov: dtav 8¢ dvacmocdii kai yévnton
£Em oD Bdotog, dmoABobobat Tod HAIOV KATOAAUYOVTOC OOTE.

Pro avt® Schneider malebat avtod, ego avto.

Nem. 7, 127 ¢ (134, 26 — 135, 1 D.): Apiotapyoc obtmg £mel 0&
KT, TOG GLVOLGING Kol YEITVIAGELS ETepog AvOpmTOg A’ ETEPOV
yeveToi T€ Kol AmoAaEL APOLOIOVUEVOC.

Suspicor voculam ¢’ esse insiticiam atque ab dgopotovpevog ortam.

Nem. 7,155 a (137,18 — 138, 5 D.): AMtng {EA0aV} epl ti|g v
KopivBe Bacireiog mpociilbe 1@ povreio 1@ &v Awdmvn, 6 0Tt
00 Adg, kai Eypnoev avTd toTE Kpatnoew, Ote TIg 0@ PdAOV
Tiic émBécOon 8¢ Muépy moAvsTEPAV®. EMOMV odv v Kopivhm
fitel Twva Gptov dypoikov 6 AATNG, 0 6& AaPmv Pdrov EdwKeV.
€releito 8¢ kai Oucia toig vekpoic &v KopivBm, St fiv Tiic mdrewg
&v pvnuacty obong €népyetor 6 AMng, kol gupav Kpéovtog
Buyatépag mepl T Onkog [ita Drachmann in app. : mepi cuvinKog
BD] yevopévac, Epnoé te Eav kpatnor, EEEV TV VEOTEPOY AVTAV
TPOG yauov, kol meibeton 1 KOpn kol TPodidwot TV TOAV TG
TOAOG Avoiaoa.

Excidit aliquid ante £€pnoé 1€ velut <tov ypnopov EMAwoe>.
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Nem. 8, 1 a (140, 18-23 D.): @ akpn &viuotdrn, dyyele @V
aepodiciov kol Bavpact®d®v erudv, {115 T0ig 18 TV TapOEvev
BArepapoig kai Toig Todkolg Emukafelopévn, <toOv HEV> TPAECLY
Epmot Toic Thg avaykng xepol Paoctalelc, Etepov 8¢ GAOAOIC
n6001c. mpaiat 8¢ pnot Talg Thg Avaykng xepotv, &t &€ avaykng
Nuiv ol Epwteg Tapayivovat.

Dele molestissimum illud épmot.

Nem. 8, 6 (140, 27 — 141, 3 D.): dyomntov 0¢ €6t Kol €0TOKTOV
g evKoupiag kol Tod d€ovTog Kopod Wi AmoGPOAEVTA TPOG
gkactov Epyov, TV Pertidvav épdtav érbupely duvachat kai
EMKPOTELY, TOV 08 PavA®V anéyesbar.

Ordine verborum leviter immutato lege &mBopelv xai dvvacHor
émkpately, cf. Pindari versum (5) t®@v dpelovov Epatov ETKpaTelv
dvvacOo et paulo infra scholium ipsum (141, 3—4 D.): To100T0V 0OV
EpMTOV EMKpaATELV dVUVacsOat, ENoi, KaAOV €0TIv.

Nem. 8, 34 a (143, 26-27 D.): Bacavilovteg yap oi dxpoatoi Ta
Aeyoueva Kpictv S1600Gv.

Lege potius kpicetl diddaowv, cf. paulo superius 1. 23-25 D.: vemtepa
0¢ éykouo €Egvpdvta Kol Emvonoavto Tf TAOV AKpPouTOV KpPioel
dobvat TPOg d1aKpIoY Kol doKIHaciay ETKIVOUVOV.

Nem. 8,41 ¢ (144, 19-24 D.): vai o1 OV pn 7@ AOY® PEV TKavov,
avopeiov 8¢ odpa povov Eyovta, peydin Anon év i Tpog Tovg
&xOpovg paym kai otdoel katéyel Kotamolaioval yap @ AOYw
Ko 01 TAVL AvOpeiot Kol fapOG®LOL VIO PPOVILOV. TOV YOP &V T®
Aéyev pn devov unde coPlotny T@ AOY® O T0100T0G VITEPPAAAEL.

Lege tov 1® AOy® pev pn ikavov (vel Tov 1@ uev Adym un ikovov, ut
mavult N. Almazova). Cf. in sequentibus pr dewvov.

Nem. 11 inscr. a (185, 11-13 D.): &l 8¢ mapopipvnoketot, 4t
TEPLYDPOVG AydVOG Evika mailg dv, o o1t TodTo ABANTAG KB

oUK AOANTH Yéypamtal, GAAL TPVTAVEL KOOO EMPLTAVEVEV.

Lege potius o0 d10 TodTo 40ANTH KO N0 el YéypamTol, GAAGL KTA.
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Nem. 11, 22 a (187, 24-25 D.): év 8¢ ] @V ayad®dv yvodun
gnoveicBot Tovg ayabolc Tpoonkel, eNoiv.

Pro dyafB@dv Drachmann desiderat dotd®v. Adderem potius tfj <t@®v
dot@v> TV dyabdv, cf. paulo infra (187, 27): dmd @V AoTOV TOV
ayaddv.

Nem. 11, 62 a (191, 9-13 D.): o0 d¢l, onoi, {nteiv deereiog
VIEPUETPOVG 0VOE Kepdaivey Ta VAEP NUAG. drpooiktwy d& dvti
10D dpmydvov, Gv odk Eott O1ygiv. TV Yop EpdTmv okAnpai icty
ol poavion kol ocdvrovor ai émbopion.

Non de desideratis universis loquitur scholiasta, sed tantum de iis
quae vix consequi possis (Pindarus: dnpociktov 8’ Epatmv 0&bTepaL
uaviar). Lege igitur <tob>tmv yop €pdTmv.

Isthm. Hypothesis (193, 18-21 D.): mdvtog 6¢ €ikOT®G TOVG
yYeVOUEVOLG VIEPNPAvVOVG Kol yevvaiovg [loced®dvog maiddg
eoov ol womztai, €ig 10 Tig Bahdoong dyplov kol ov otabepov
apopdvTes KakeBev v glkova Tod ToloHTOL AapPdvovTes.

Non omnes superbos Neptuni filios dicunt poetae, sed omnes Neptuni
filios superbos aiunt: unde tolO¢ vel post yevvaiovg ponendum vel
delendum.

Isthm. 1, 15 b (200, 9—11 D.): kai pqmote ava&lov Hpaxiéong
nyMoato mtpog adAov kol katdpOmpo Tod Hpwog AvTImapaTaEot
TOV KOV,

Pindarus de pluribus Geryonis canibus ab Hercule caesis loquitur,
cum aliunde constet canem unum fuisse, unde suspicatur scholiasta
Pindarum ad amplificandam herois gloriam numerum beluarum
auxisse. Pro tov xova suspicor esse scribendum &vo kova, cf. paulo
supra 11. 3-7: gic yap v 6 Inpudvov KbV ... £vOg Yap dvtog Tod
I'mpudvou kuvoe.

Isthm. 1,36 (203, 8-14 D.): Gvivov 61e@dvov mAeictolg dvadn-
obpevol PractTiract TOG KePaAdg EvooEol dEONoav KTl TG
OnBoc kai Aokedoipovo. TaA 6& TPOG TO ATO GVYKEKPOVKE TO
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EKOTEP® SLUPEPNKOG, EITAOV ADTOVS PAVITVOL VEVIKNKOTOS TEAOG
g Alpkng kai 10D Evpdta ToAaog pev yap mapa i Alpkn (ot
yap OnBdv abt), Kéotop 8¢ mapa Edpdta (odtog yop
Aokedaidévioc moTopog).

Adfirmat scholiasta poetam in unum contulisse (cvykéKkpovke) quae
Iolao et Polluci separatim acciderant; adde ékatépm <ywpic> cvupe-
Pnrog, cf. 201, 11-12 D.: dAAd 10 yopic copPepnrog t@ Kdaotopt
rkol ToAdo xat’ augpotépav kowdg eipnkev. Post OnPdv adtn adde
<anyn>.

Isthm. 1, 60 (207, 2-3 D.): 1 xopic 100 idTO" €1 GPeTa KOTAKELITAL
0 kol paAdov.

Ita D, cum B habeat BéAtiov, 0 xai poAiov. Suspicor Bértiov a B (vel
eius fonte) esse introductum, cum pdAlov non intelligeretur. Vide ne
fuerit 0 xai kdAAov, cf. Schol. in Pyth. 10, 85 ¢ (251, 4 D.): oi 8¢,
Omep kdAhov, Toug Kpavmviovg fikovcav.

Isthm. 1, 81 b (209, 7-8 D.): mpoomnKel TPOGEWMEV KOl THG
AN TpOog 10 1epov fihoog v ‘Elevoiva kai v EbBotav, kad’ fiv
0 VIKNQOpOC Eviknoev.

Immo «a®’ éc, cf. paulo infra (209, 12-13 D.): EbPoudv 1¢ Koi
"EXevciva o1 Tovg SpOovS Kal ToUG &V anTaic dydvag.

Isthm. 1, 85b (210, 2-10 D.): fitot 611 1p0Og TOV d186pEVOV PicBov
Kai o SaC dEétetve, Tv' 1} oBt: mavto avtod Td dywvicuata
eimelv Ppoydv wobov Eumv 0 duvog od cuyyopel por 1 Ot
1 ovppeTpio @V eipnuévov Aoyov deaipeitol Ty EKTacty Kol
UKo, Apltotdonpog 6¢ kol To0To AapPavav Tpog 0 HOVEVY TdV
EMONUOV aDTOV UVNHOVEVEWY, TOVG 08 AOUTOVG TTOPOOEVKEVAL,
Bpayd enot pétpov gipnkéval Tod Hvov 61l 10 TG EKOOGELS TMV
Emvika@v mpog aplipov Endv Kol TpLad@v Exey ToLG PIGHovG.

Adfirmat Pindarus (vv. 60—62) se propter brevitatem carminis non
omnes victorias equestres Herodoti persequi posse. Scholiasta dua-
bus explicationibus adlatis (wévto avtod ... cvyywpel poy; f| 6Tt ...
kol pfjkoc) addit opinionem Aristodemi grammatici. Pro koi todto
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scribendum videtur kol a0tog, cum Aristodemus eatenus grammaticis
antea adlatis consentiat, ut credat Pindarum poévov tdv €monuwov
uvnuoveveLy, tovg 6& Aoumovg mapmdevkéval. Verbum €monuov pa-
rum perspicuum esse iam adnotavit Drachmann; fortasse addendum
EMoNUV <dydvov>, cf. Schol. in Nem. 10, 35 (170. 21-22 D.): énei
6 dyov ... ok Ty émionuoc.

Isthm. 2 inscr. a (213, 4-10 D.): KaAMotpatog 66 onot tov
ITivdapov un toxdvta tod kat’ a&iav poebod did Tve pikpoioyiov
10D EevokpaTovg Tpocdtaréyesbot @pacvPovi® T@ vid ovTov,
Kol ovk €lg Eevokpdmnv, onoi, yéypoee v @MV, AL &ig
BpacHfovrov: Kol yap 1 eicPoin mepl dpyvpiov pépYeDS E0TLY,
¢ BEAovTog avTod oV Kat® a&iav pichov Kopicachar.

Principium carminis potius ipsum avaritiaec exprobratio est, quam
de exprobratione avaritiae agit. Suspicor igitur olim fuisse dpyvpiov
pépyig €otiv, cf. Schol. in Nem. 7, 123 a (134, 7-8): mpdg tovg
pepeopévoug mepi 100 NeomtoAépov.

Isthm. 2,2 (214, 1-3 D.): dumo§ pév xupimg KOGHOG TIC TEPL TOG
yovaikeiog kepords ‘Ounpoc (X, 469) durvra kekpdpalov te
vOv 8¢ amd péEpovg Tag Tiog AEyet.

Quid significet tag tipiog non video; an scribendum est tag towviog?

Isthm. 2,54 a (219, 25 — 220, 4 D.): At0dwpog 6¢ 0 Ap1oTOPAVELOG
un vonoog 6ti émi tod mapeAnlubdtog xpdvov Keitor 1O 7V,
Opfivov onot yeypapbor, odte €keivo voncag, &1L TP TOIC
TOMTOAC EVOALATTOVTOL <01> YpOVOL, 0VTE TO €Ml TEAOVG AEYOpE-
vov (10 Nixdoirn’ dmoveov, dtav Eetvov éuov nbaiov E10K5¢)
TPOG TOV {DVTA, 0O TPOG TOV TETEAELTNKATO.

Diodorus Aristophaneus, contendit scholiasta noster, verbo praeterito
fv deceptus, credebat Xenocratem, dum Pindarus poemation con-
scribit, iam diem obisse. Ut adnotat Drachmann, verba un voncog sensu
carent, cum Diodorum certe non fugerit verbum fv esse praeteritum.
Dele pun vonjooc (quod fortasse ex insequenti vorjcog ortum est) atque
intellege: “Diodorus Aristophaneus, propterea quod mv est forma
praeteriti, adfirmat a Pindaro Opfjvov esse conscriptum...”.
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Isthm. 2, 61 b (221, 17-20 D.): &xactog, enoi, 1OV Eevilopévov
€K HEV BEPUOTNTOC KOl KAUATOV TPOG YuypdTNTa KOl AVAKTN oY
domep TPOg avTOV E6TEVOEY, EK OE YEWWMDVOC TPOG BepudtnTaL.

Verbum ®bomep post kapdtov traicerem.

Isthm. 4, 11 b (226, 1619 D.): oi p&v obv coi Tpdyovol dvadey
Kol &€ apyiig dwPePfomvion katd tag ONPag nitipot kol Evoo&ot
yeYovEVOL TAVTOV TOV &votkouviwv Egviotal TTig T€ Bopufmdovg
VPpemc mavteldg dvieg GALOTPIOL.

Verbum évowolOvtwv parum aptum esse iam vidit Drachmann; ego
id in eprokovvtwy corrigerem, cf. e. g. Schol. in Nem. 6, 67 b (110,
1 D.): duoiktudvev 68 tdv meploikovvimy et Nem. 8, 14 a (141, 26 —
142, 1 D.): dote 100¢ meprokovtog Ekovoing meifesbon taig avatioc.

Isthm. 4, 58 d (231, 13-20 D.): 6 6¢ XpOommog aiviylatowd®dS
onot keloBo v mepi Tod Afovtog iotopiav: ddniov yap moTEPOV
glg Vv TaAnV teivel TV yevouévny mpoc Odvccéa, dte éviknoe
O ®, 7 €ig TO TEPL TNV Kpiow T®V dTAwv. duewvov 8¢ pnotv, 81t
Kol ¢ 6 Alag peimv dv katd tov aydva factalov tov Odvecéa
3O A® map’ avtod EANEON, obtw kai 6 Mélooog ueilova dvta
TOV AVTOY®VIGTIV Tf| TéYVN EVIKNGE.

Quid sibi velit kai ante @¢ Aiag non video; dele voculam.

Isthm. 4, 63 a (232, 13-16 D.): kotd 8¢ to0vTOVG O pPEV ddda
Keipevog €otol S1eoTaATIKOC, O 6¢ Adyog kaimep EhdtTOova TOV
‘Odvocéa yevopevov ‘Ounpog tetipnke. yeloimg.

Quid significet xatd 8¢ Tovtovg iam Drachmann non intellegebat,
cum antea explicatio grammatici Chrysippi inducatur, cui haec
nova opponitur. Vide ne fuerit xatd 8¢ dAAovg, cf. Schol. in OL 8,
60 a (252,7D.).

Isthm. 4, 92 b (236, 10-14 D.): dnwg taig T®V AvOipoLUEVEV
EEvov ke@aAaig TO avtdOL ToD [Toced®dVog TEUEVOS ELPPATTOVTO
Avtoiov énioyn: €dvotiyet yop amavOporiov dpo kol gig Bgovg
aocéfelav: kai émoyav HpokAig mebov tod katopbodpatog v
€ig 'Olopumov avapacty £6é&aro.

Suspicor excidisse édvoTOyEL Yap <N 7R OU> dnavOporiay.
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Isthm. 5, 14 a (243, 12-14 D.): 10 &b mdoyew koi 10 Adyov
<€60AOV> dKovew dvo dvta moyaivovst kol Tapaddimovct Tov
avéimortov ti|g Lof|g doTov.

Pro 6vta lege uova, cf. Pindari locum (600 6¢ to1 {wdc dwtov / podva
TOLLOAVOVTL).

Isthm. 5, 36 b (245, 2-5 D.): 101G 6¢ 6oQoig AvdpIoaEVOL TOPE-
GYOVTO THV TV YKoV @povtida, Kol did TV Tod A0 yvdunv
TILOUEVOL THVOE TNV TOV EYKOMI®V @povTida Kol cOVOESTY.

Homines qui viriliter egerunt (&vopiodpevol) poetis (toig co@oic)
materiam carminum dederunt. Post Ttapéoyovto dele v tdv Eykopiov
opovtida kol utpote ex insequentibus huc perperam inlata.

Isthm. 6, 14 b (252, 27-28 D.): &l yap T1g @V avOpodnev &nl i
damavn yopeic kal Hobeig yAvkeiav Eoye v EkPacty.

Adde domavn <kal moéve>, cf. Pindari locum (gi yap tig avOpodmmv
damdve te yapeig / kol wove) et scholium paulo supra (252, 19—
20 D.): éni 1® damavay ... YOPELS ... Kol €Tl T® TOVETV.

Isthm. 6, 53 a (255, 19-22 D.): eilnnton 8¢ ék 1OV Meyalwv
Hoiov 1 iotopia (fr. 250 M.—W.)" ékel yap edpiokeTan
émé&evovuevoc 0 ‘Hpaxkiic 1@ Tehapdvi kal EuPaivov tf dopd
Kai eVyopevog, kai obtmg O Sidmoumog aietdg, 4’ o0 THV
npocovopiav Eafev Alag.

Pro gdyduevog kai obtwg Wilamowitz coniecit dy0ueVOC 0VT®G Kad,
remedio levi et eleganti. Ego malim g0y6pevog kol oVtmg <€pectirc>
0 domoumoc, verbo obtmg pro “tunc, post id” accepto (cf. Montanari
s. v. obtwg 1 ¢), ut eadem in Magnis Eois restituantur quae apud
Pindarum leguntur, aquilam scilicet post invocationem apparere.

Isthm. 7, 18 b—c (263, 15 — 264, 7 D.): §} 6te v Awpida t@dv
‘Hpokielddv kabodov &n’ dcparodg oTijvol Tapeckedocas. |...]
Kal yap tote ONPndev fikew toig Ampledol Tovg ayopévoug Tiig
kab63ov Alyeidac petd tdv AOnvaiov: elvar 88 Todg OYPNOev
Aiyeidag 10 dvékabev ABnvaiovg.

Adde <kata> kdBodov, deinde <cuv>oyouévoug.
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Isthm. 7, 23 a (264, 17-24 D.): Apiotapyog to0T0 AEYOUEVOV,
onotv, vmovolav didwotv, ig dte Eypapev O Ilivdapog dyapio-
TOVHEVOV TL TOV OnPaiov drd OV Adakedaipoviov. €av O
vrotedt] ta £ETG, § 1 un copiag dwtov, dG &V TM KaBOLOL Aéywv
goton, Omep mOAAGKLG €lwbe Aéyev: &TL TAGO YAPIG TETAAULD-
pévn kaBevdel kol pepdpavtol, Koi 6Tl To100ToV TPAYHOTOC
apvnuovég giov ol GvBpwmot, O av pun doidyov yévntot kol toyn
Duvov Tvoe.

Qua ex causa scholiasta Pindari verba ¢ =1 u# copiag dwrov in scholio
laudaverit non video, cum ea ad firmandum quod ipse scholiasta
contra Aristarchum contendit minime apta sint. Remove igitur ex
scholio 6 ©1 un sopiag dwrov.

Isthm. 7, 44 (266, 17-19 D.): o0 8¢, Awodotov mal, év émaive
Ti0épevog Meréaypov 1e kol “Extopa kol tdg toutemv {nAdv
APETOC KOTO TOAELOV ETEAEVTNGOG.

Adderem "Extopa <koi Auguapaov> kai tac. Cf. Pindari verba: 10 0¢,
A10067010 1O, poyatay / aivéov Medéaypov, aivémv 6¢ kal “Extopa /
Apelapnov te...

Isthm. 7, 55 a (267, 12-14 D.): ¢ ¢’ dBavarwv un Gpacoétw
plovog Apiotapyog éni tod épebilev drovel, TdrTecHon 8¢ not
kol €mti ToD TopdTTELY.

Agitur de verbo Opdccelv, quod alibi Aristarchus pro tapdrtew
accipiebat, hic pro £pefilewv. Fortasse fuit £épebilev <viv> dxovet, cf.
Schol. in OI. 7, 118 b (224, 18 D.): vdv 8¢ kaTopnoTIK®OG TV Tiniov
axovotéov et in Isthm. 63 d (233, 1-2 D.): oi 8¢ ovk dkovovot viv
KaTd Papdov.

Isthm. 7, 60 a (268, 3—4 D.): ToutéoTiv OUK £0TL TPOPUVTIC
0 daipmv Toig avOpmmolg 008 01de 1O dkPnoduevoy.

Pro oide lege oidopev vel iopev (nam utraque forma utebantur scho-
liastae atque, si error ex ovdé ortus est, haud facile iudicatu est quid
scriptum fuerit). Cf. Pindari verba: Ovdcxopev yop oudg Groveg /
daipwv o’ diotog.
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Isthm. 8, 27 a-b (271, 1922 D.): doliog yop aiwv éx’ dvopdot

kpéuotor [...] b. 6 yap o Tiig {oflg xpodvog EviptnTal ToOig
avBpmdmo1g TOV 10U Biov TOPOV KLAM®V KAl TPOIMV.

Immo émptmrot.

Isthm. 8,57 b (273, 21-25 D.): 6 Z&bc Povrdpevog OETId TANG1A-
oat EkoAvin vo Tod HpopmBéme: eita IInAel E50&ev avThy &yyui-
oal. TefpOAANTON O€ 1] ioTOpia TAPA TE GLYYPAPEDGL Kol TOM TS,
axp1Pads 6¢ kettan kol mapd AicyOA® &v Ipounbet deouwy.

Molestum kai ante mapd, cum akpipdg ad solum Aeschylum pertinere
videatur: ceteri scilicet historici et poetae tantum attigerunt fabulam
quam poeta Atheniensis diligenter persecutus est.

Isthm. 8,92 (275, 15-17 D.): énei veikog DUl Eotnie vV mtepi 10D
YaLOL THg BETI80¢ TV 600 drapepopévav Be®dv, un mtpog & Emovrt
Kai £Tepov KaTaokeLALETO.

Verba & €movtt sensu carere patet, unde &v mowdv 1t Resler proposuit.
Malim 7tpog @ Eveot@®drl.

Isthm. 8, 119 b (277, 12—15 D.): oi¢ onpaionv tov Adny &vti tod
obg avalp®dv. avalpdv yap avtovg oitiog domep The &ig Atdov
K0B0d0L avTOolG EyiveTo.

Vide ne fuerit domep aitiog, cf. Babr. Myth. 10, 6 La Penna—Luzzatto:
mv & Agpoditnv domep aitinv 100tov; Alex. Aphrod. In Metaph.
454, 2 Hayduck (&omep 08¢ aitiog ®dv); Heracl. Quaest. Hom. 22, 5
(p. 96 Pontani): 1@V ototyeiov domep aitidtatov 6 OAAng anepivoto
otoyygiov etvar 10 Héwp.

Isthm. 8, 125 (277, 16-20 D.): tov uév otte Gavovr’ doidoi Erimov:
TOV P&V ovV OV AyilAéa obte Bavovia od Emouvetucod MOai KoTé-
MoV, GAAL Kol € a0T@ Topd TE TV TLPKOLOY Kol €T aOTOV TOV
Tapov al Modoo omoav kai Bpfivov moAvBpdiintov dvepdiovto.

Dele t0v ante AyiAAéa.

Carolus M. Lucarini
Petropoli

carlo.lucarini@unipa.it
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The aim of this paper is to shed new light on the textual constitution of
77 passages of the scholia to Pindar’s Nemean and Isthmian Odes. For almost
every passage a new textual arrangement is proposed.

Cratps pU3BaHa MPOJIUTH HOBBII CBET Ha COCTOSTHHE TeKCcTa B 77 maccaxax
cxonueB k Hemelickum u Uctmuiickum onam [Iunnapa. Ilpakruuecku Bo Bcex
ClIyd4asix mpeJiaraeTcsi HoBO€ YT€HHE.
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Elia Schnaible

VARIA EPIGRAPHICA

Der vorliegende Beitrag umfasst einige Adnoten zu griechischen
Inschriften verschiedener Regionen und Epochen. Darunter finden sich
neue Ergdnzungsvorschlige, Neulesungen sowie ein bislang unbe-
kannter Text. Die Ausfilhrungen haben vor allem zum Ziel, AnstéBe
zur weiterfilhrenden Beschéftigung mit diesen Inschriften zu liefern.

1. Megara

O. Kern hinterlieB dem Halleschen Seminar der Klassischen Alter-
tumswissenschaften nicht nur zahlreiche Abklatsche, sondern auch
Diapositive und Photographien griechischer Inschriften, die zum
Teil in seinem Tafelwerk Verwendung fanden.! Darunter sind zwei
Abbildungen einer Statuenbasis, die nach Ausweis des Kiirzels auf den
Photographien aus Megara zu stammen scheint (Abb. 1).2 Die bis auf
wenige Bestolungen an den Réndern offenbar intakte Basis schlieB3t
am unteren Ende mit einem wulstartigen, an der Oberkante hingegen
mit einem auskragenden Profil, das von der geglitteten Stirnseite,
die die Inschrift trigt, abgesetzt ist. Ihre Abmessungen lassen sich
mangels Mafstab aus den Aufnahmen nicht entnehmen; tliber die
Fundumstéinde ist ebenfalls nichts vermerkt. Die Ehreninschrift auf
der Stirnseite wird hier in der Hoffnung bekannt gemacht, dass sie in
dem betreffenden Faszikel von /G VII? eine eingehendere und, wenn
moglich, auf Autopsie beruhende Behandlung erfahren wird:

Kpiomog Todmpov kai Kavivia Agvkiov Buydnp
Avka Toidmpov, TOV £avTdV VIOV, VIOVOV
3 0¢ I'vaiov Oxtaviov Znopiov viod Toddpov,
avédnKay.

I Kern 1913.
2 Es handelt sich um die Nummern MEG. 30 (hier als Abb. 1 reproduziert)
und 31. Die Basis wurde auf dem Kopf stehend fotografiert.
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Abb. 1. Basis mit der Ehreninschrift fiir Isidoros aus Megara
(Photographie aus dem Nachlass Otto Kerns, Halle an der Saale /
Robertinum)

Als Auffilligkeiten der Schrift sind zu bemerken: Kappa mit ver-
kiirzten Schenkeln, Rho mit {iberlanger Vertikalhaste, Pi mit gleich-
langen Vertikalhasten, Alpha mit gebrochener Querhaste, Ypsilon mit
geschwungenen Schenkeln, Epsilon mit verkiirzter und abgesetzter
mittleren Querhaste (ebenso Eta). Die Inschrift gehort, wie auch die
Onomastik nahelegt, in romische Zeit (1. Jh. v./ 1. Jh. n. Chr.).

‘Ioidwpog wurde von seinen Eltern ohne Angabe eines spezifischen
Grundes durch Errichtung eines Standbildes geehrt. Seine Stellung
als Neffe des ['vaiog Oktédviog Enoprog wird hervorgehoben, so dass
Letzterer ein gewisses Prestige besessen haben diirfte, was wohl auch
seine fria nomina widerspiegeln. Die Verwandtschaftsverhiltnisse
lassen sich so darstellen:

Toidwpog AgdK10g

I'vaiog ‘Oktéutog Zmoprog Kpiomog Kavivia Avka

S

‘Toidmpog
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IG VII 87 bezeugt die Weihung der Statue eines kaiserlichen
Gesandten durch einen gewissen Kpiomog in Megara, ohne dass dieser
zwingend mit dem Vater des Toidmpog gleichgesetzt werden miisste.
Die Mutter des Toidwpog stammt aus der gens Caninia. Ihr Vater,
Agvkiog (Kaviviog), konnte mit dem durch die Thespioten geehrten
L. Caninius Gallus identisch sein,3 was freilich auch nicht erwiesen
ist. Eine romerzeitliche Grabinschrift aus Megara (/G VII 153) weist
Novunvig als Ehefrau eines gewissen Agvkiog aus. Belegt sind ferner
Agbkiog Kaviviog Apkabiag in Attika (/G II/I112 10813) und Agdkiog
Kaviviog Podgpog auf Lesbos (/G XII 2, 375).

2. Kasos

1G XII 1, 1050: F. Hiller von Gaertringen zweifelte, ob der Anfangs-
buchstabe des Namens ein Epsilon (so sein Faksimile) oder doch eher
ein Sigma sei, wie er am Abklatsch erkannt zu haben meinte. Auf
demselben im Archiv der Inscriptiones Graecae verwahrten Abklatsch
erkennt man, dass der Buchstabe drei Querhasten gleicher Lénge
besitzt, mithin als Epsilon zu lesen ist, wohingegen die vermeintlichen
Schenkel des Sigma eine Auswaschung oder Verletzung im Stein
zu sein scheinen. Nach dem Epsilon ist die Inschrift abgewittert.
Die wenigen Buchstabenreste sind am ehesten mit einem Ypsilon
vereinbar (Abb. 2), so dass man Ep|tip|io erhalten wiirde.*

Abb. 2. IG X1I 1, 1050 (Faksimile des Verf. nach dem Abklatsch
im Archiv der Inscriptiones Graecae)

3 [ Thespie 339; vgl. Plassart 1926, 438 f. Nr. 74.

4 Wohl Genitiv von Evtipiag; vgl. Evtidag (IG 1P 1186,5,; V 1, 1114;
Tit. Calymnii 88,); Twiag (IG P 804 = Kirchner, P4 13657; IG IV? 1, 96,4; XII
9, 191b,4; I.Delphinion 75,).



38 Elia Schnaible

3. Imbros

»Though any correction on the text in IG would be most unwise*
(I.Samothrace, p. 72), ist es dennoch moglich, dem Inschriftfragment
IG XII 8, 147 mehr Sinn zu verleihen, indem man in C. Fredrichs
APATOP an dritter Stelle Alpha statt Lambda liest, was entweder
zu einem Patronym [- - -] Apdrtop|og - - -] (von Arator)’ oder, was
plausibler erscheint, zu einem Prépositionalausdruck [- - - w]apd 10
p[- - -] ergdnzt werden kann.®

4. Samothrake

1G XII 8, 160a, fehlen nach Fredrichs Angaben drei Buchstaben. Er
vermutet hier mit Hiller von Gaertringen [P661]Jo1? auf Grund des
Patronyms Apideikov (Z. 2), ,,nam Apideikng nomen Rhodium est”.
Jedoch ist dieser Name nicht allein auf Rhodos belegt, sondern auch
auf Kos und Kalymna.” Bei drei fehlenden Buchstaben diirfte somit
auch [Kdt]ot in Betracht kommen (vgl. e.g. IG XII 8, 168).

5. Labraunda

I Labraunda 43,,_;¢ steht der Beschluss der Chrysaoreis: Apollonios
soll ob seiner dpet und ebvown gegeniiber Ptolemaios II. und den
Chrysaoreis belobigt werden. Danach ist der Text duBerst liickenhatft.
Aus Z. 15 [- - - ¢ 6 - - -]fjvan 6¢ kol o[- - - 32 - - -] 1dsst sich dennoch
ein Teil der Publikationsbestimmungen des Dekrets rekonstruieren:
gig 1e [Blaciiéa ITrolepaifo]v xai €ig Xpvoaopeig [mavtac? | ava-
ypoo]fivar 8¢ kol to[de TO ynoopo &v Aafpaidvdolg Koi teped|var
gig Pajoréa Irorepafiov - - - 27 - - -].8

> Der Name ist in /JCUR 1 160 in einer griechischen Transliteration belegt.

6 Mit I.Delphinion 148+5_5,; IG XIV 3524, konnte man an einen Bach
denken: [- - - w]apa 10 p[eiBpov - - -].

7 Rhodos: Pol. 1V, 52, 3; I.Lindos 51c, col. 1L,y; 88,57 23s; GV'1 1451; Tit.

Camirenses 3; 124; 5, col. I1,5. Kalymna / Kos: Tit. Calymnii 41,,; 89a,5; 94ay;
GV'11448; siehe auch LGPN 1, 58.
Kotvov: §00]fvar 82 kai To[mov &v Mt dvabfoeton 1O yHPIoHa TOdE Talpdt TOV
Ba]owiéa ITrokepa[iov - - -]) ist ebenfalls moglich. Jedoch bezeichnen sich die
Chrysaoreis in unserer Inschrift nicht als kowév (Z. 2-3; 8; 10—-11; 12—-13; im
Gegensatz zu I.Stratonikeia 1418) und die Lesung Z. 14 ist unsicher, so dass
gig Xpvooopeig nicht vollkommen ausgeschlossen werden darf.
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Ob die kleine Fehlstelle am Ende von Z. 14 treffend mit mévtog
gefiillt ist, bleibt offen.’

Z. 15: dvaypoeijvor 8¢ t0de 10 ynooua ist I.Labraunda 59,5
belegt. Statt &v Aappavvdoig'? (vgl. I.Labraunda 465) konnte man an
einen Ausdruck wie év 1@t igp®d1 (Tod Ao 100 AaPpavvdoov) denken;
aber die Fehlstelle ldsst dafiir nicht genug Raum.

Z. 16: Ein davtiypagov des Dekrets sollte offenbar an Ptolemaios II.
gesandt werden; jedenfalls wiirde dies den Akkusativ Bo]ciAéa
[TtoAepa[iov kurz nach €ig te [Blaciiéa ITtodepaifo]v (Z. 14) erkld-
ren. Ungewdhnlich bleibt freilich der abrupte Ubergang von den
dekretierten Ehrungen zu den Publikationsbestimmungen. Dennoch
scheint sich das zweimalige Auftreten des Akkusativs paciiéa ITto-
Aepoiov am ehesten so zu erkldren.!! mepeOijvar hat dem Inf. Aor.
pass. [avaypoe]fivar entsprechend zu stehen. Die Fehlstelle ldsst
genug Raum, dass die letzte Silbe von wepeBijval an den Beginn von
Z. 16 gesetzt werden kann, da Baciiedg [Itolepaiog in dieser Inschrift
konsequent ohne Artikel steht (Z. 5, 10, 14).

6. Aizanoi

SEG LXVII 993 hat Z. 4-6 eine groBe Rasur, die entgegen der
Ansicht der ed. pr. am ehesten als Tilgung eines Kaisernamens zu
verstehen ist. M. Hallmannsecker erwog im SEG mit Verweis auf eine
andere Inschrift aus Aizanoi Commodus.!? Diesen Vorschlag bestétigt
folgende Rekonstruktion:

2 Vgl. Cousin—Diehl 1886, 308-310 Nr. 4. Falls Piejkos Lesung (Anm. 8)
zutrifft, kénnte man Z. 14 auch an gig Xpvcoopéwv [£0vog] denken, vgl.
I Mylasa 101,7; F.Delphes 111 4, 163,,. Man bemerke den Mangel an Artikeln
in unserer Inschrift!

10 Zu den Publikationsorten der Ehrendekrete der Chrysaoreis vgl. Sahin
2003, 1.

[ Labraunda 11, p. 54: ,,The mention of the king’s name in 1. 16 may
indicate that offerings had been decreed in his honour or that a report was to
be sent to him or it may signify another expression of the respectful or grateful
attitude towards him“. Der erste Vorschlag ist unwahrscheinlich, da es sich ja
um ein Ehrendekret fiir Apollonios nicht fiir Ptolemaios II. handelt. Der dritte
Vorschlag wiirde lediglich dpetfic évex[e]v koi edv[oiag fijv Exwv | Srater]el
&l 1€ [Blaciréa Irolepai[o]y (Z. 13-14) wiederholen und ist damit ebenfalls
abzulehnen.

12.CIG 3841c; LBW 873; IGR IV 565; SEG LXVII 995.
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H [BouvA]n kai 6 dfjpog €teipn]-

2 oev TiBéprov Khabdiov Mnvo-
@idov viov Kvpeivg AkOrav ie-

4 péa [[Avtoxpdropog Kaicapog]]
[[Aovkiov Avpniiov Koppddov]]

6 [[ZePaotov]] 61 fiov TOV KTiGTNV
Kol priokaicapa Thg avorepPan-

8 TOV TTPOG AVTOVG EVEKEV €D-
volog.

Die vollstindig erhaltenen Zeilen der Inschriften haben Z. 1:
20; 2: 21; 3: 22; 7: 24; 8: 21 Buchstaben (Iota als halber Buchstabe
gezihlt). Mit der hier zur Diskussion gestellten Ergédnzung wiirde man
passender Weise Z. 4: 22Y5; 5: 22 und 6: 23% Buchstaben erhalten.

7. Kinna

L. Audley-Miller, S. Mitchell, Ph. Niewohner, A. Vardar und L. E. Var-
dar verdffentlichten im 73. Band der Istanbuler Mitteilungen unter den
Ergebnissen eines Survey in und um Haymana S. 380 als ,,Cat. 35
folgende Inschrift auf einem Altarfragment weillen Marmors aus Kinna
(Karahamzali):

Ayo0ij leaf Toym
[A]vtokpatopa
Koaicapa T. A{[A-]
4 [tov Ad]prov[ov]
[Avtoveivov]

Ob einige fehlerhafte Schreibweisen,'* wie sie auch andernorts
in jenem Beitrag zu beklagen sind,'* den Autoren oder der Redaktion
angelastet werden miissen, sei fiir uns ohne Belang. Hingegen ist

13 [A]vtokpatopa statt [AJotoxpatopa; [Ad]plov[ov] statt [Ad]prav[ov].

14 Cat. 4, Z. 2: AWo statt Aw@; Cat. 32, Z. 3—4: w1 viot Koi | Eavtmt
Cov statt tdL vidt kol | gavtdr {dv; Cat. 33, Z. 5-7: aveojmodyplev statt
aveo|moopjev, Cat. 34, Z. 3—4: Avtokpajtopov statt Avtokpaltdépov; Z. 5:
afvt]®[v] statt a[vt]®[V]; Z. 9: edymv statt gdynv.



Varia epigraphica 41

bemerkenswert, wie sicher sich die Herausgeber in der Lesung der
diirftigen Buchstabenreste Z. 4 und der daraus folgenden Ergidnzun-
gen sind.

Zunéchst bedarf aber Z. 3 einiger Bemerkungen: Der Buchstabe,
den die ed. pr. mit Tau angibt — T(itov) —, ist in Abb. 45 auf'S. 379 nur
schwerlich zu erkennen, da zwar der rechte, nicht aber der linke Teil
der Querhaste gut sichtbar ist. Zudem steht die Vertikalhaste dieses
Buchstabens vergleichsweise nahe an dem vorhergehenden Alpha,
jedoch etwas weiter weg von dem nachfolgenden, so dass er eher dem
Gamma in ATA®H (Z. 1) als dem Tau in AYTOKPATOPA (Z. 2)
dhnelt. Es lésst sich folglich am Ende von Z. 3 T'Al i.e. 'éi[ov] lesen,
was im Ubrigen auch die ungewdhnliche Silbentrennung Aik-tov der
ed. pr. eriibrigen wiirde.!?

Nun steht mit diesem Gegenvorschlag auch die Lesung von Z. 4
zur Disposition. Die ed. pr. hat hier PIAN; doch in den oberen Enden
der noch erkennbaren Buchstaben kann man dies schlechterdings
nicht ausmachen. Zunichst sind die Enden zweier Vertikalhasten,
daraufhin deutlich ein Rundbuchstabe, rechts davon zwei nach unten
zusammenlaufende Schenkel und wiederum eine Vertikalhaste zu
sehen. Dass mittig also OY zu lesen ist, erscheint recht plausibel.
Somit diirfte — auch unter Beriicksichtigung der Paldographie,!¢ die
freilich nicht liberschétzt werden sollte — als Geehrter eher Maximinus
Thrax!7 als Hadrian in Frage kommen:

15 Hier seien nur die Beispiele fiir den Akkusativ zusammengetragen:
Al-Mov (I.Beroia 885 4 IG X 2, 1, 202, 5; LBW 595, ,; L Didyma 162, s;
LEphesos 2049, 3); AThm-ov (IG X 2, 1s, 1063, 5; SEG XXIX 741,5_14; Robert,
Carie 11, Nr. 53,_,; LStratonikeia 1029,_g; MAMA TV 1345_¢; IGR 111 349,_,).
Freilich kann auch die Abbreviatur AiA(1ov) gestanden haben; jedoch ginge
dann die in der ed. pr. vorgeschlagene Ergdnzung Z. 4 nicht mehr auf. Im
Ubrigen wiirde man, sofern man AI[A] Z. 3 anzunehmen geneigt ist, rechts
des Iota Z. 3 doch zumindest den unteren Ausldufer des linken Schenkels des
Lambda erwarten, da der Stein in diesem Bereich intakt zu sein scheint.

16 Es sei auBerdem bemerkt, dass der Schriftcharakter Z. 3 verschieden von
den zwei vorhergehenden Zeilen zu sein scheint, so dass man an einen spéteren
Zusatz denken konnte. Gleichwohl verrit die Photographie nicht, ob ein dlterer
Kaisername hierfiir zunéchst getilgt werden musste.

17 Zur griechischen Kaisertitulatur des Maximinus Thrax vgl. /G V 2,
134; IGBulg 11 731; 111 1, 1515; 111 2, 1563; IV 2033; 2069; V 5567; I.Histria
94-95; IGR 11100; SB 111 6305; SEG XXIV 443; [.Thrake Aeg. E 395; E 454;
1 Byzantion S 26; I. Ephesos 1107.
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Ayabij € Toym

Avtokpdropo
3 Koaicapa I'di[ov]
[TodAwo]v Ovfi[pov]
5 [Ma&ipivov?]
[ZeBactov?]

Der hier zur Diskussion gestellte Rekonstruktionsvorschlag
bleibt Z. 5 f. hypothetisch. Die nachfolgende Skizze (Abb. 3) soll
die Lesung Z. 4 verdeutlichen, ersetzt aber gewiss nicht eine erneute
Autopsie des Steins.

DYATUNGYHPON

Abb. 3. Rekonstruktionsvorschlag fiir Z. 4 der Inschrift aus Kinna
(Nr. 7), Zeichnung des Verf.

8. Emesa

SEG XL 1409 erwihnt sicherlich St. Aétios, bekannt als einer
der Verfasser des testamentum sanctorum XL martyrum Christi
Sebastorum:'8 dylog vx Aé[t10¢].

9. Samosata

IGLS 1 54 ist wohl [- - - 10D - - -]ov ©p[e]oP(evtod) Xef(aoctoD)
avtiotplatiyov - - -] zu lesen. OY am Beginn weist auf einen Namen
im Genitiv hin, weswegen auch die iibrige Titulatur im Genitiv zu
stehen hat. Man mag an einen Datierungsvermerk émi (10D 0€ivog)
npecPevtod Zefactod dvtiotpatiyov denken.!®

18 Test. Seb. (ed. Seeliger—Wischmeyer), init.: Melétiog kol Aétiog Kol
Evtiytog ol déopot 100 Xpiotod toig Kotd ndoav TOA Kol ydpav ayiolg
EMOKOMOLG T€ KOl TPeSPLTEPOLS, FLOKOVOLG TE KOl OLLOAOYNTALG Kai TOlG Aotmolg
Gmocw EKKANGLaoTKoig &v Xplotd yoipety.

19 Vgl. AE 1976, 677; IGLS XIII 1, 9057; 9105; XXI 2, 17; XXI 4, 37.
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10. Syrakus

Die Inschrift auf der linken Seite des Ostlichen Stylobats des Apol-
lontempels von Syrakus wird durch Interpunktionen in fiinf Abschnitte
gegliedert.2° Nach Konsultation des Abklatsches H. Rohls im Institut
fiir Altertumswissenschaften der Universitit Halle-Wittenberg scheint
folgender Text plausibel und soll nachfolgend in den Abschnitten II,
IV und V erldutert werden: ! KAeo[- - -]&¢ © ! énoifoe toméMA)ovt
ho Kvidigda | IV kémik[A]E otorewa | V kAo pépy[al.

II: émoiece begegnet regelmiBig in archaischen Kiinstlerin-
schriften;?! ferner erscheint es plausibler, moigiv wortlich zu verstehen
und Kleo...es mithin als ,,Schopfer (i.e. als den Architekten) des
Tempels, dem erlaubt worden war, sein ,,Werk®, den Tempel, ge-
wissermaflen zu ,signieren*.2?2 Kleo...es weihte seine Kreation der
Gottheit (toméA(A)5vt), so dass es nicht einfach ist, zwischen Kiinstler-
und Weihinschrift zu unterscheiden, wie ja auch die Grenzen zwischen
Weih-, Ehren- und Grabinschrift oftmals flieBend sind.2? Dennoch hat
man in Kleo...es einen Bauvorsteher (émotdg)?* oder einen Biirger
von Syrakus sehen wollen, der den Tempel,? einige?® oder alle?’
Séulen gestiftet habe. Hatte er beispielsweise Sdulen finanziert, dann
ware die Inschrift doch eher auf einer oder mehreren Sdulen an Basis
oder Schaft zu erwarten.28

20 Engelmann 1981, 92.

2l Wie mehrere Vaseninschriften zeigen (Wachter 2001, 275-279),
differenzierte man schon in archaischer Zeit zwischen dvati®évon (fiir den
Stifter / Dedikanten) und moteiv (fiir den Kiinstler / Produzenten). Hier kann
nur eine kleine Auswahl vergleichbarer Inschriften geboten werden: /G I? 628
unterscheidet zwischen Nearchos als Dedikanten (6vé0€kev) und Antenor als
Bildhauer der Kore (én[oiecev]) (vgl. auch IG 1P 632; 637; 639; 641; 646;
647; 649; 656; 657 et al.). Dies ist auch der Fall in der Phanodikos-Inschrift
aus Sigeion (/G I? 1508). Vgl. ferner IG 1V 683; SEG XXX 478a; 1.Olympia
143 und Syll.? 15.

22 Hirzel 1894, 91; Schubring 1866, 363; Drerup 1935, 1.

23 Gerlach 1908, 2 f.; 43 f. Anm. 1; Larfeld 31914, 432 (§ 251); Naumann
1933, 1; Klaffenbach 21966, 65; McLean 2002, 236.

24 Guarducci 1985; 1987; Ghezzi 2002.

25 Bergmann 1867, 568.

26 Gentili 2005 (vgl. SEG LV 1012 bis; BE 2008, Nr. 638).

27 Di Cesare 2020.

28 Rumscheid 1999.
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IV und V: Wegen des schlechten Erhaltungszustandes ist
dieser Abschnitt der Inschrift ganz verschiedentlich gelesen und
interpretiert worden. Er enthélt offenbar das Akkusativobjekt des
Satzes, also das, was Kleo...es dem Apollon weihte. Nach Konsul-
tation von Rohls Abklatsch erscheint M. Guarduccis Lesung immer
noch am wahrscheinlichsten. H. Engelmann erkannte in EITIK[A]E
ein Attribut zu otolen.?’ Hingegen lieB3 er offen, ob eher kaid oder
KaA(A)a3® pépy[a] gelesen werden sollte. Fiir letzteren Vorschlag
lasst sich eine Reihe von Indizien finden: IV beginnt mit einer
Konjunktion (kémk[A]é = kol émkAf). Wiirde man xoda gpépy[a]
lesen, so miisste man IV-V mit ,,auch hochrithmliche Siulen,
schone Werke® tibersetzen. Freilich konnen die xkoAd fépy[a]
ohne Weiteres auf otoiein bezogen werden, jedoch wére dann der
Tempel als solcher libergangen:3! ,,Kleo...es, (Sohn) des Knidiedas,
schuf dem Apollon (dies, i.e. den Tempel, und) auch hochrithmliche
Sdulen, schone Werke®. Im Kontext der antiken Architekturtheorie
wire eine solche Auslassung aber recht ungewohnlich. Wie Vitruv
zeigt (III, 1, 1-4 passim; 2, 5-6; 3, 7. 10; 4, 3. 5), mussten die
Saulen proportional mit den {ibrigen Baugliedern korrespondieren,
waren idealiter von Baubeginn an konzipiert und das Fundament
entsprechend angelegt. Ein Fokus auf Kleo...es als Verfertiger der
Sdulen wére mithin nur dann gerechtfertigt, wenn der iibrige Bau
durch einen anderen <Architekten> entworfen worden wére.3? Dann
wire die Anbringung der Inschrift auf dem Stylobat jedoch tiberaus
erklarungsbediirftig.

Nichtsdestotrotz sind die vielen Steinsdulen des Tempels eine
Innovation, die es verdient, hervorgehoben zu werden.3? Sie werden

29 Engelmann 1981, 94.

30 Arena 1987, 19-21; Manganaro 1996, 56-59.

31 Engelmann 1981, 91; ferner Sacco 1992/1993.

32 Guarducci 1949; 1964, 148—151 Nr. 11; 1995, 1, 343 f,; 111, 389
dhnlich Gallavotti 1975/1976, 116. Jeftrey, LSAG?, 265 Nr. 3 mit Anm. 5 war
der Ansicht, dass ein gewisser Epikles, Sohn des Tyletas, den Tempel vollendet
habe. Gegen diese Deutung von EITIK[A]E: Engelmann 1981. Womdglich war
Kleo...es mp@dtog apyrtéktmv wie Rhoikos bei Hdt. I11, 60, 4; vgl. Furtwangler
1984.

33 Gruben 52001, 289: ,,So stimmige Séulen, so eng aneinandergeriickt,
hat es in der griechischen Welt kein zweites Mal gegeben®; Mertens 2006, 104.
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durch das Attribut émuc[A]€34 herausgestellt, so dass ein Nachsatz wie
koA pépy[a]?S gewissermalien pleonastisch erscheint. Fiir die Lesung
K(l?»(?\.)(l Fépyla] spricht dariiber hinaus:
ein vollkommener Parallelismus in IV und V: kénik[A]€ otV-
Aewo — xkGAMAYa Fépy[a] (,,sowohl hochriihmliche Sdulen als
auch [die] {ibrigen Werke®),

« cine weitere Haplographie neben toméA(L)ovt,

* eine weitere Krasis neben kémik[A]€.

Das Verdienst des Kleo...es war gewiss die vielsdulige Peristasis,
die wortwortlich den iibrigen Bau in den Schatten stellte; jedenfalls
wird dieser Eindruck im Gegensatz von ,.hochriihmlichen Siulen®
und ,,librigen Werken kolportiert. dA{A)a pépy[a] konnen somit als
kollektiver Ausdruck verstanden werden, der die iibrigen Bauglieder
des Tempels (Unterbau, Cella, Gebilk usw.) umfasst. Diese waren
bereits geldufig und brauchten daher nicht eigens erwahnt zu werden.
Stattdessen wurden sie unter et altera opera subsumiert,® obgleich
dafiir Parallelen aus archaischen Inschriften zu fehlen scheinen.3’
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ABTOp IpeaaraeT UCIpaBICHHUS X HOBBIE YTEHHS JUIA PsiZia APEBHETPEIECKUX
Hajanucel u3 pasHbeIx obnacreil CpeauseMHOMOpCcKoro OacceiiHa (DrelcKux
octpoBoB, Maioit A3un, Cupun, CHIiuimm) 1 MyOIuKyeT HeM3BECTHYIO ITO-
YEeTHYIO HaAIUCh U3 Merapsl.
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SARDANAPAL(L)US IN CICERO AND
PHILODEMUS’ ON RHETORIC BOOK 3*

According to Arrian 2. 5. 2, legend has it that the famous Assyrian
king Sardanapal(l)us' built the cities Anchiale and Tarsos in a single
day.? Specifically, Arrian describes the fortifications of Anchiale as
follows:

Tavtnv (i.e. AyydAnv) 8¢ Zapdavamorov ktical TOv AccOplov
AOyog Kol T® mePPOA® O& kal Toig Oepehiog TV TeEDY dNAN
€otl peydln te ToMg kTiobeica kol €mi péya EABodoa duvapemc.’

In Book 3 of Philodemus’ On Rhetoric, Sardanapal(l)us is men-
tioned twice in two papyri (PHerc. 240 and PHerc. 1095), which
belong to the definitive version of this book.* In the first passage,
a small fragment now available only as a Neapolitan disegno of
PHerc. 1095, Sardanapal(l)us is said to have fortified the towns of
Tarsos and Anchiale:’

* T am grateful to Graziano Ranocchia (University of Pisa), Stefan Schorn
(Leuven), and the anonymous peer reviewers for their insightful comments.

! For a detailed discussion of Sardanapal(l)us, see the extensive entry in
Weiflbach 1920.

2 Bing 1971, 101 and n. 16.

3 Cf. Ath. 12. 39 (Kaibel).

4 A new critical edition of this book, including an introduction and
commentary, is under preparation by me in the framework of the ERC
Advanced Grant 885222-GreekSchools (H2020, Excellent Science, European
Research Council). Sudhaus was the first editor of the book. See Sudhaus
1896, 196-272. For partial reeditions of this book see Hammerstaedt 1992 and
Avdoulou 2022.

5 PHerc. 1095, fr. 3 = Sudhaus 1896, 188.
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TV TOMO[
TIKOVS do[
KA éovug [
... .] péya viopilwv
5 uno&v kai [tov Bavpoactov
nepifolroy [Thg TOAe-
¢ Kotaokevdo|ag, kadd-
mep AyywdAny [xoi Tap-
cov 0 Zapdava[mar(L)oc.
10 Kai yap i ogpv[ovovral
KaTO TOUTO, Ko[i moAttt]-
KOG avnp mdg a[v in

At the beginning of 1. 3, the disegno hands down the ending of
a masculine proper name in -kAfig or the noun kA€og in genitive.
I suggest that the missing name is most likely Themistocles. In
Cicero’s Letters to Atticus 10. 8. 7, we read:”

non sunt omnia colligenda quae tu acutissime perspicis, sed
tamen ea pone ante oculos; iam intelleges id regnum vix se-
menstre esse posse. Quod si me fefellerit, feram, sicut multi cla-
rissimi homines in re publica excellentes tulerunt, nisi forte me
Sardanapali vicem in suo lectulo mori malle censueris quam
«n> exsilio Themistocleo. Qui cum fuisset, ut ait Thucydides,
TAOV P&V TapovTov Ot EAayiotng POVANG KPATIGTOC YVOU®Y, THV
d¢ peALovimv &g TAgiotov TOD YEVNGOUEVOL BPLOTOG EIKAGTNG,
tamen incidit in eos casus quos vitasset si eum nihil fefellisset.
Etsi is erat, ut ait idem, qui 10 dpevov Kol TO yeipov &v 1@ APovel
€11 €édpa palota, tamen non vidit nec quo modo Lacedaemo-
niorum nec quo modo suorum civium invidiam effugeret nec
quid Artaxerxi pollice«rertur.

Cicero compares himself to the historical exempla of Themistocles
and Sardanapal(l)us, who both suffered unfortunate deaths: the first
died in his bed,® while the second died in exile. Given a choice

¢ Most probably moAt]|tikod should be restored.

7 Shackleton Bailey 1968, 248.

8 Cicero follows Cleitarchus’ version of Sardanapal(l)us demise. See
Shackleton Bailey 1968, 410 and n. 7; below n. 12.
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between these two fates, Cicero would prefer a death similar to that of
Themistocles. The latter is praised for his insightfulness, yet he is also
criticized for failing to escape the jealousy of both the Spartans and his
own co-patriots. The association of Themistocles and Sardanapal(l)us
in this Ciceronian passage may suggest the presence of Themistocles
in the passage of Philodemus’ On Rhetoric, Book 3, cited above.’
Notably, both Sardanapal(l)us and Themistocles are mentioned in that
passage for fortifying their cities.

Of course, the contexts of these two testimonies differ: in Letters
to Atticus, Cicero wonders whether he should act like Sardanapal(l)us
or Themistocles. On the other hand, the context in Philodemus is less
clear. In the third book of On Rhetoric, Philodemus systematically
criticizes the views of the Stoic philosopher Diogenes of Babylon, who
denied that political orators made great contributions to their cities,
considering the Stoic sage to be the only true politician. Therefore, it
remains uncertain whether the passage from On Rhetoric quoted above
reflects the ideas of Diogenes or those of Philodemus himself. As
expected, an Epicurean would never approve the fortifications of cities
instigated by famous politicians. Notwithstanding, despite being an
Epicurean, Philodemus appears to acknowledge the value of political
orators, in direct opposition to Diogenes.!® Thus, in the context of
the third book, it would not be surprising if Philodemus appreciated
the fortification of cities by Sardanapal(l)us and Themistocles.!!

9 Another possible supplement could be Ilept]|Kiéovc, as Pericles was
also renowned for promoting the building of the Long Walls. Nevertheless,
the connection between Sardanapallus and Themistocles in Cicero suggests
the supplementation of Themistocles’ name in the passage from On Rhetoric.
Moreover, Pericles is never associated with Sardanapal(l)us in the existing
sources. Themistocles’s foresight, for which he is praised in the Ciceronian
passage, led him to propose the construction of the Long Walls. However,
a syntactical observation should be made regarding PHerc. 1095, 1-7: the
genitive of the proper name ending in -kAfic in 1. 3 does not align with the
following participles v[opiov and katackevao[ag, which are in the nomi-
native. The presence of the first participle can be doubted, as it is largely
conjectural, whereas the second appears almost certain. Unfortunately, the
passage cannot be reconstructed with certainty, leaving the syntax of these
lines unclear.

10° See Avdoulou 2022, 146.

11 PHerc. 1095, 10-12 could have a sarcastic tone if these lines are
attributed to Diogenes.
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In any case, it is fascinating, how philosophical perspectives can
cast different light on the same individual — in our case, a mythical
figure.

The next question to address concerns the identity of Sardana-
pal(l)us in the Philodemean passage. The earliest references to him
appear in Hellanicus of Lesbos and Herodotus. A search in 7LG
reveals that this name is attested more than 400 times in various works
of ancient Greek literature. Sardanapal(l)us is generally depicted
as an extremely wealthy king, fond of luxury (see e.g. D. S. 2. 24.
4), who met a tragic end by setting himself, his treasures, and his
courtiers ablaze after being defeated by his enemies.!? According to
M. Schneider, the discrepancy about Sardanapal(l)us’ death raises
questions about his identity: were there more than one figures named
Sardanapal(l)us in antiquity!? and is there a correct spelling of the
name — with a single or a double ‘I’?'# The double consonant dominates
before the first century CE, whereas later authors predominantly use
the single consonant.'> Unfortunately, in the Philodemean passage,
the Neapolitan disegno does not preserve the full form of the name.
However, in another passage of the same book of On Rhetoric, the
name appears again with a double consonant:!

12 Cleitarchus’ account deviates from this tradition, stating that Sar-
danapal(l)us died at an old age (Ath. 12. 39 Kaibel). He likely died of natural
causes, though this remains uncertain.

13 In Hesychius’ Lexicon, s.v. Zapdavanai(r)og, it is stated that there
were two individuals with this name, though the identity of the second remains
unclear. Callisthenes, FGrHist 124 F 34, and Hellanicus, ib. 4 F 63a, also
mention two Sardanapal(l)i (§va pév dpactiplov kol yevvaiov, GAAOV 08
poAakov). See Weillbach, 1920, 2437, 2443. Interestingly Weillbach 1920,
2454-2455, comments on Hellanicus’ and Callisthenes’ accounts of two
Sardanapal(l)i: “Hellanikos hat bereits zwei Sardanapale unterschieden, sei es
auf direkte Uberlieferung hin, sei es, weil er in der Schilderung des Charakters
S.s Widerspriiche fand, die er in einer und derselben Personlichkeit fiir
unmdglich halten mufite. Fast mochte man bei Kallisthenes auf die letztere
Annahme kommen. Dieser unterscheidet ebenfalls zwei Personen des Namens
S. und charakterisiert sie scharf éva uev dpaotipiov kol yevvaiov, dAlov d¢
unoioxov”. For the debate in Assyriology regarding the number of Sardanapal(1)i
see Weillbach 1920, 2457-2458.

14 Schneider 2000, 122.

15 On the spelling of Sardanapal(l)us see also Weillbach 1920, 2436-2437.

16 PHerc. 240, fr. 18 = Sudhaus 1896, 278.
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Should we then restore the name with a double consonant in the
first Philodemean passage? Cicero, who was contemporary with
Philodemus, writes the name of the Assyrian king three times with
a double consonant and only once with a single ‘I’. In the first three cases
Sardanapallus is portrayed as a deficient statesman correspondingly
to his image in ancient literature as an exemplum of vice. However,
in the passage from the Letters to Atticus quoted above, Sardanapalus
is written with a single ‘I’.2° According to Schneider this cannot be
a coincidence: Cicero was probably aware of two (or more?) distinct
traditions of Sardanapal(1)i:2! on the one hand, he is portrayed as
a vicious and incompetent ruler, on the other hand, he is a lesser-known
individual who was nevertheless well known in rhetorical schools.
However, his mention in Letters to Atticus once again carries negative
connotations, as it does in its other appearances within Cicero’s
works.?? The exemplum of Sardanapallus is contrasted with that of
Themistocles: both met tragic ends, but at least Themistocles remained
active in the political arena and faced the consequences of his actions.
It should therefore be clear, that the spelling of the name in Cicero
has no influence on its spelling in Philodemus or any other author.

17" An alternative reading could be &[veka tfic] | dei&emg.

18 The reading ]0¢ict corresponding to a dative plural participle, is also
possible.

19 1. 811 are partly preserved in the scorza PHerc. 240, pezzo 3, of On
Rhetoric, Book 3.

20 Schneider 2000, 123-125.

21 On Cicero’s treatment of Sardanapal(l)us see Weillbach 1920, 2442.

22 See also Tusc. 5. 101; Fin. 2. 32. 106; De rep. 3 fr. 4.
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So far in this contribution, it has been argued that the presence of
Sardanapallus in Philodemus could carry a positive connotation, as the
Assyrian king is said to have built fortifications to protect cities. One
may wonder whether Philodemus simply conflated different traditions
about the same person, or if there was more than one figure named Sar-
danapal(l)us. Sardanapal(l)us was not a typical proper name, suggesting
that other notable individuals besides the Assyrian king may have
born it. Therefore, it is highly likely that we are dealing with the same
figure, around whom both positive and negative accounts circulated in
antiquity. The attribution of various, seemingly contradictory, charac-
teristics to Sardanapal(l)us could be explained according to Weilbach
in the following way: “Der angebliche assyrische Konig S. ist keine
geschichtliche Personlichkeit, sondern eine romanhafte Gestalt, zu de-
ren Schopfung gewisse Personen der assyrisch-babylonischen Konigs-
geschichte ... beigetragen haben”.?3 In any case, it is important to note
that the presence of both good and bad qualities in an individual should
not seem unusual, nor should it imply that we are dealing with a mix
of characteristics of different individuals. Most importantly, in the case
of Philodemus, his potentially positive view towards the Assyrian king
must be understood within the polemical context of the third book of
On Rhetoric, which argues against the Stoic Diogenes, as previously
highlighted.

Undoubtedly Cicero knew Philodemus and his treatises, as he
refers to him a few times in his works.?* D. Delattre rightly noted
that echoes of Philodemus’ treatises can be found particularly in
Cicero’s Letters. According to Delattre, several terms from Philo-
demus’ On Rhetoric also appear in Cicero’s Letters to Atticus.>
Philodemus may have served as one of Cicero’s sources on certain
individuals / mythical figures and anecdotes.?® For the first time in
ancient literature, Sardanapal(l)us appears in the same context as
Themistocles in Letters to Atticus. About the orthography of the

23 Weifibach 1920, 2475.

24 Delattre 1984, 28, 30.

25 Delattre 1984, 32-34.

26 See Avdoulou 2022, 130. Philodemus and Cicero employ similar
vocabulary when referring to a well-known episode about Themistocles,
suggesting that Cicero’s text may aid in restoring the Philodemean passage.
The same applies to an anecdote about Demosthenes. See Avdoulou 2022, 135.
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name in PHerc. 1095 one can only make assumptions. Even if we
accept the Ciceronian text as edited by Shackleton Bailey,?” and thus
recognize the form Sardanapali with a single consonant, it is not
necessary to deduce that in PHerc. 1095 Philodemus had written this
name with a single ‘I’ in contrast to the form of the same name with
a double consonant in PHerc. 240, fr. 18. Schneider’s hypothesis that
the different spellings indicate distinct individuals appears arbitrary.
PHerc. 240, fr. 18 has little text and does not allow a full under-
standing of why Sardanapal(l)us is mentioned. It remains possible
that the passage concerns a stylistic matter, as suggested by the
words mepiodov, kowvoroyio and the supplement émideiewc. Does
Philodemus refer here to the rhetorical abilities of Sardanapal(l)us?
The available sources on the Assyrian king make no mention of his
rhetorical skill or lack thereof. Schneider’s assumption that there was
another Sardanapal(l)us known to the rhetorical schools cannot be
verified on the basis of the fragmentary PHerc. 240, fr. 18. Although
this fragment seems to place Sardanapal(l)us in a rhetorical context, it
clearly refers to the famous Assyrian Sardanapal(1)us.

Eleni Avdoulou
Universita di Pisa

eleni.avdoulou@fileli.unipi.it
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The present article examines a reference to the Assyrian king Sardanapal(l)us
as a builder of Anchiale and Tarsos in Philodemus’ third book On Rhetoric.
The name of Themistocles, possibly as a builder of Athenian walls, can be
restored in the same passage. This restoration is backed up by a reference to
both Sardanapal(l)us and Themistocles in Cicero’s Letters to Atticus (10. 8),
a work that contains Philodemean echoes, as already noted by D. Delattre.
However, while Sardanapal(l)us is typically mentioned with negative
connotations in Cicero, I argue that, considering the context of the third book
of On Rhetoric, Philodemus might have credited Sardanapal(l)us, and possibly
also Themistocles, for their efforts in protecting their cities. Furthermore,
I criticize M. Schneider’s thesis that the different spellings of Sardanapal(l)us
may suggest the existence of more than one Sardanapal(1)i.

B crarbe paccmarpuBaeTcs ynoMuHaHue accupuiickoro napsi Cappananana
Kak CTpouTensi ropogoB AHxuaisl U Tapca ¢ UX YKpPENJICHUSIMH B TPETbEi
kaure O pumopuxe PunoneMa; B TOM k€ KOHTEKCTE MOKHO BOCCTaHOBHTH
nmst demucTokia, BEposTHO, Kak cTpouTens ahuHCKUX cTeH. [loaTBepskae-
HUEM ATOr0 BOCCTAHOBIIEHHUS CIYXUT ynomuHanue CappaHamana BMecTe
¢ ®emucTokioM B onHoM u3 nuceM Llunepona k Artuxy (X, 8), — B HUX, Kak
3amerun yxe J. Jlemnarp, BugHbl cneapl 3HakoMcTBa Llunepona ¢ counHe-
HusMmu Owiionema. B aToMm naccaxe, Kak U B pyrux ciydasx y Lluneposna,
Cappananan npencraeT B HeraTUBHOM cBere. OxHako ®uiomeM, cyas 1o
KOHTEKCTY TpeTbell KHuru O pumopuke, MOT OT3bIBaThCs O cTapaHusax Cap-
naHanan(J1)a ¥, BO3SMOXKHO, DeMUCTOKIIa 3allUTUTL CBOM TOposia ¢ 0fo00pe-
HueM. B craree ocnapuBaetcs npeanonoxenue M. Iluelinep, 4ro Hamuca-
Hue umenn Capoananan ¢ OIHUM WIH JIByMS /1 OTPaykaeT IpeACTaBICHUE
0 IBYX Pa3HBIX L@PAX, HOCUBIIUX 3TO UMSL.
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Maria N. Kazanskaya

THE EXPRESSION LONGUS HELLESPONTUS
IN OVID*

Ovid uses the expression longus Hellespontus several times. It
occurs once in Metamorphoses, as the poet describes the opening
of the strait: longus in angustum qua clauditur Hellespontus “where
the long Hellespontus closes into a narrow strait” (Met. 13. 407).!
It should be noted that this passage may well have been the original
context for which the expression was coined, as the epithet longus
is neatly balanced by in angustum. Two more times the expression
is used in the Fasti: perque urbes Asiae longum petit Hellespontum
“and across the cities of Asia, [Ceres] seeks the long Hellespontus”
(Fast. 4. 567); and later in the poem, it appears in the designation of
Priapus as longi deus Hellesponti “the god of the long Hellespont”
(possibly with a double entendre, see below n. 3) as he advances
on the sleeping Vesta (Fast. 6. 341). Ovid also plays with the
expression in the periphrasis longaque Phrixeae stagna sororis
“the long stagnant waters of Phrixus’ sister (scil. the Hellespont)”

* This study was presented at the LIII International Philological Rea-
search Conference in memory of L.A. Verbitskaya (Saint Petersburg State
University) on March 27, 2025 and at the monthly seminar of the Department
of Antiquity of Moscow Higher School of Economics on April 25, 2025. T am
grateful to the audience, on both occasions, for the fruitful discussion of my
paper. I thank N. A. Almazova and D. V. Keyer for their remarks on the first
draft of my article that helped me strengthen my argumentation. All remaining
inaccuracies are, of course, my own.

I Verses 404-407 that anticipate the further narration (cf. the more detailed
mention of Priam in verse 409) have given rise to a long discussion whether
they should be considered an interpolation, and are even bracketed in some
editions (for a summary of the discussion with references to earlier scholarship,
see Bomer 1982, 299). 1 follow Bémer who, emphasizing that the passage
indicates what will later be told in detail and also plays the role of cardo in
the transition of Ovid’s narrative from Ajax to the fall of Troy, considers the
passage authentic and placed where it was intended by Ovid.
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(Fast. 4. 278), and later in the Tristia (1. 10. 15-18), when describing
his route to Tomi:

Quae simul Aeoliae mare me deduxit in Helles
et longum tenui limite fecit iter,

fleximus in lacuom cursus, et ab Hectoris urbe
uenimus ad portus, Imbria terra, tuos,

[the ship] that brought me to the sea of the Aeolian Helle, and
made its long path in the narrow channel;? we turned to the left,
and from the city of Hector, we arrived at your port, o land of
Imbros.

At first glance, there is nothing remarkable about the epithet longus
for the Hellespont, given the oblong and narrow form of the strait:
probably this is the reason why the expression longus Hellespontus in
itself has not attracted much attention of commentators and scholars.?
However, it was not a fixed expression (it does not occur in other
poets), and the fact that Ovid, despite his love of variatio, repeats
such a trivial characteristic several times, retaining /ongus even in
cases where the toponym itself is replaced by a learned periphrasis
(mare... Helles or Phrixeae stagna sororis) is peculiar.* Repetition of

2 G. Luck suggested that the expression tenui limite might refer to the
thin trail left by the passing of the ship: “meint Ovid die schmale Furche, die
das Schiff in seinem Kielwasser zuriicklaft?” (Luck 1977, 11, 83). But it seems
more natural to understand /imes as “channel”, denoting the form of the strait.

3 Bomer 1982, 300 ad Met. 13. 407 who notes: “longus ist ein fiir Ovid
typisches Epitheton fiir den Hellespont”; Fantham focuses on the spondaic line-
ending produced by the toponym Hellespontus (Fantham 1998, 199 ad Fast. 4.
567). Littlewood 2006, 111 ad Fast. 6. 341 discusses the stylistic and rhythmical
effects used by Ovid in his witty depiction of Priapus (including the possible
double entendre behind longus), but does not comment on the use of longus to
characterize the Hellespont: “It is clear from the word-order that longus here is
suggestive, and the poet prolongs the anticipation by putting the noun right at
the end of the hexameter and slowing the tempo with the spondaic Hellesponti”.

4 This is not to say that trivial epithets are never repeated in Ovid (for
example, the expression formosa puella occurs numerous times). But, as far as
Ovid’s qualification of toponyms and names is concerned, a greater variation
of epithets is expected. A good example of Ovid’s usual technique is his
qualification of Mount Ida (where he not only could choose his own epithets,
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expressions in the Ovidian corpus is often due to a pun, wordplay or
allusion that the poet considered a success: in this case, the repetition
of longus seems to suggest that the adjective when applied to the
Hellespont might have carried for Ovid more weight than is warranted
by its literal sense, and that we might be dealing with an allusion or
wordplay that Ovid was proud of and could have expected at least
some of his readers to recognize.

Two more traits about Ovid’s use of the expression longus
Hellespontus are worth noting: (a) the adjective is always separated
from the word it qualifies, suggesting that the poet highlighted the
epithet by means of hyperbaton; and what is even more important,
(b) in three cases (Met. 13. 407; Fast. 4. 567 and 6. 341) the word
Hellespontus occupies the fifth and sixth foot of the hexameter,
creating a omovosldlwv.> While Hellespontus is not the easiest word
to adapt to dactylic poetry, and is not used frequently by Roman poets,
it should nevertheless be noted that the last two feet of the hexameter
was not the only possible position for the toponym and its derivate
adjectives.® The placement of the Greek toponym at the verse end,

but also incorporate references to Homer’s mdnecca, molvmidaé, moAdmTuY0G):
in Ovidian corpus only nemorosa appears twice (Her. 16. 53; Ars am. 1. 289),
whereas all other characteristics are single occurrences: clivosa (Am. 1. 14. 11);
longa (Her. 16. 110); alta (Her. 17. 115); creberrima fontibus (Met. 2. 218);
umbrosa (Met. 11. 762); amoena fontibus (Fast. 4. 249); aquosa (Fast. 6. 15);
opaca (Fast. 6. 327); umida (Met. 10. 71). On Ida in Ovid, see McKeown (1989,
369 ad Am. 1. 14. 11).

> The term onovdeldlwv for the rare form of hexameter with a spondee
on the fifth foot was used by Cicero: ita belle nobis ‘flavit ab Epiro lenissimus
Onchesmites’ (hunc orovéeialovta si cui voles 1@V vewtépwv pro tuo vendito)...
“so nicely did for us ‘the softest Onchesmites blew from Epirus’ (feel free to
sell this spondaic verse to one of the vedtepotl as your own)” (4#. 7. 2. 1).
For Roman readers this type of line-ending was associated with Greek
poetry: Winbolt 1903, 129; Dainotti 2015, 196—198 (with references to earlier
scholarship); specifically on Ovid’s use of spondaic line-ends in Fasti, see
Bomer 1958, 11, 85-86 ad Fast. 2. 43; Fantham 1998, 199 ad Fast. 4. 567.

6 Thus, the toponym Hellespontus is placed in the first part of the hexameter
(before the penthemimeral caesura) in Enn. fr. 369 Skutsch and in Culex 33;
before Ovid, Hellespontus was placed at the end of the hexameter by Catullus
(64. 357-358, where the expression rapidi... Hellesponti probably reproduces
Homer’s verse end mop’ dyappoov EAinonovtov at /1. 12. 30, as noted by
Ellis 1876, 279, cf. Trimble 2025, 636); roughly contemporary with Ovid is
Hellespontus at the verse end in Ciris 413 (the high number of omovdgidlovteg
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coupled with the rarity of dispondaic endings in Roman hexametric
poetry, inevitably produces an association with Greek poetry. And
indeed, the Hellespont does occupy the last two feet of hexameter in
four passages in Homer.” In one of these (//. 12. 30) the name of the
strait stands alone, but in the remaining three it is accompanied by
the epithet mlatog (because of the ambiguity, | leave the adjective
untranslated):

1l. 7, 85-86:
... 6ppb € Topyvomaot Kapn KopdwvTeg Ayatoi,
ofpd € oi yevwow €mi thotel EAAnonovim

... so that Achaeans crowned with long hair may bury him, and
make him a mound by the mAatdg Hellespont

1. 17, 432-433:
T 8’ 00T’ Ay €mi vijog €mi TAatvv ‘EAMorovtov
Noeréy iévar 00T’ &g mOAepOV PeT’ Ayonovg. ..

but the two did not want to go back to the ships by the mAatig
Hellespont, nor into the battle with other Achaeans...

0Od. 24, 80-84:

ape’ avtoiotl 8’ Emetta puéyav Kol dpvpova toppov
yevouev Apyeiov iepdg otpatdg aiyuntaov

axti) &m Tpovyovon, €mi mhotel EAANomovIm

MG KEV TNAEQOVIC €K TOVTOPLV AvOPACIY €iM
T016’°, 01 VDV yeyfaot kal ot petomodeyv Ecovrat. ..

in this poem is noted by Lyne 1978, 16). Two derivate adjectives are attested:
Hellespontia (hapax in poetry), placed at the beginning of the hexameter in
Cat. fr. 1. 4; and Hellespontiacus, regularly placed at the beginning of hexameter
(Verg. Georg. 4. 111, probably reprised in Petronius, 139. 2) or occupying
the first half of the pentameter, especially in Ovid (Her. 18. 108 and 19. 32;
Fast. 1. 440).

7 This was not the only possible position for the toponym EAAicrovtog
in the Homeric hexameter: in other cases, it is located on the second and third
foot (/1. 2. 845; 9. 360), or on the fourth and fifth foot (//. 15. 233; 18. 150; 23.
2; 24. 346; 24. 545).
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and over them we heaped a mound, big and flawless, we the holy
host of Argive spearmen, on a projecting shore by the mAatig
Hellespont, so that it would be visible from afar in the sea to men
living now and to those to come...

In all these cases the narrator’s focus is primarily not on the
Hellespont as such, but on its coastline. The adjective mAatidg in
Greek could be used in two senses. It usually means “broad, i.e. wide
and flat”, and translations and commentaries on Homer’s poems
invariably accept this translation for tAatvg EAMonovrog.8 However,
in a number of contexts (especially in prose) miatig is used to define
sea water as opposed to potable water, i.e. carries the sense “salty,
brackish”. The earliest attestation of mAatbg in this sense appears in
Herodotus (2. 108):

[...] omaviCovteg VOGTOV TAATLTEPOLGL EYPEDMVTO TOIGL TOUAGCTL,
EK PPEATOV APVOUEVOL.

feeling the lack of water, they used saltier <water> for drink,
drawing it from wells.

In Aristotle’s Meteorologica (258 a) the adjective denotes saltiness of
rain water, and is used as a synonym of aApvpog:

80ev pev odv 1 yéveoig Evestiv Tod dApLpod v Td Bdatt, gipnTa.
Kol 01 TodTo TG TE VOTIO VOATO TAATOLTEPN KOi TG TPATO TOV
LETOTOPLVAV.

wherein lie the origins of the saltiness in <sea>water, has been
explained. And for the same reason, the rainwater brought from
the south as well as the first rains of autumn are saltier.

8 LSJ 1996, 1414 s.v. mhatig II: “but mhatog EAAMomovtog /1. 7. 86, 17.
432, is not the salt, but the broad, Hellespont”; Kirk 1990, 245 ad 1I. 7. 86:
“over the flat Hellespont”. For Edwards, the formula was probably created for
the specific context of burial mounds on the sea-shore: “The mound can be
seen from afar over the ‘level’ sea, and the association of the phrase with tombs
suits the context and looks forward to the grave-stone simile two lines later”
(Edwards 1991, 105-106).
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It can be added that the same authors use mhatvg as both “broad”
and “salty”.? Aristophanes even seems to use a pun that plays with
the two usages of mAatvg in the stichomythic exchange between
Lamachus and Dicaeopolis (Ach. 1124-1127):

AA. Dépe 6eDpo YOPYOVOTOV GOTIO0C KUKAOV.

Al.  Kdapoi mhakodvtog Topovatov d0G KOKAOV.

AA. Toadt’ 0 Kotdyeddg E0TIV AVOPOTOLS TAOTVG;
AL, Tadt’ od Thakodg dft’ €otiv AvOpdMTOIg YAVKDG;

Lamachus. Carry here the round of shield, decorated with the Gorgon!
Dicaeopolis. And give me too the round of cake, covered with cheeze!
Lamachus. Is not this a mhatdg derision for people?

Dicaeopolis. Is not this cake sweet for people?

Whereas dictionaries and most commentaries on the Acharnians
understand kotdyelowg mAatog as “downright mockery”,'% the pun
behind Lamachus’ use of mhatdg has been aptly explained by
Ch. de Lamberterie, building on F. A. Paley’s remark,!' as a pun
on “broad” (laugh openly) and “brackish” (bad taste), which brings
out the contrast with yAvkvog at the end of Dicaearchus’ reply; de

® For mhatbc “broad” in Aristotle, e.g. Met. 992 a where mhotd and otevov
are opposed; for Herodotus, cf. Hdt. 2. 156. 2; 3. 113. 2; 4. 39. 2 and 41,
and (what is relevant for the question of Hellespont), mlatéo was suspected
behind the transmitted reading dtr moyéa for the coastline by the Hellespont:
“Statt wayéa ist wohl miatéa zu lessen. Es ist ein hiigeliger bewaldeter
Kiistenvorsprung von einer Meile Ausdehnung, an beiden Enden durch die
Einbuchtungen von Sestos (heute Zemenik) und Koila (heute Kilia) von der
iibrigen Kiiste abgekerbt” (Stein 1889, 44 ad Hdt. 7. 33; see also Wilson 2015,
130 who approves of this emendation).

10 ,8J 1996, 1413, s.v. mhatog 1.5: “metaph. [...] flat (i.e. downright)
mockery, Ar. Ach. 11267; cf. in the same category, “but mlotd yeldoar,
xotoyeldyv, laugh loud and rudely”; cf. Olson in his commentary while
maintaining that mAatdc is the right reading (ms. also give moA0g), explains
the use of mlatig based on the meaning “broad” only: “mhatvg: Lit. ‘broad’,
i.e. ‘patent, open’; cf. Pax 815 with Olson ad loc.” (Olson 2002, 343 ad
Ach. 1126-1127).

11 Paley 1876, 109: “mhatvg flat in the sense of downright. It may also
resemble our phrase broad grins. But the contrast with yAvkig suggests the
meaning ‘bitter’ or ‘brackish,” Herod. II, 108”.
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Lamberterie proposed the following translation for v. 1126: “N’a-t-il
pas le mauvais gout de se moquer ouvertement du monde ?”’12

Neither “broad” nor “brackish” is a fortunate characteristic for the
Hellespont. “Broad” is obviously a strange epithet to qualify a noto-
riously narrow strait. As for “brackish”, it may be argued that this
qualification is supported by a Herodotean parallel in Xerxes’
scornful address to the Hellespont: ol 8¢ katd diknv Gpa ovd&ig
avBpomov Bel, dg £ovtt Koi Boiep®d kol aApvp@d Totaud, “and justly
no one honours you with offerings, as you are a turbid and brackish
river” (Hdt. 7, 35), but, as regards the Homeric formula, “brackish”
is unexpected and unpoetic. Nairn pithily summarized the problem
with the two interpretations of miatvg EAAnomovtoc: “the meaning
‘broad’ is as destructive of the truth, as ‘brackish’ is of poetry”.13
Another line of explanation was to accept that mAatdg in TAotg
‘EAMorovtog means “broad”, and to focus instead on the application
of the term Hellespont. There is one Homeric parallel that justifies
this approach — Achilles calls the Hellespont “limitless” as he pities
Priam’s loss in /liad 24. 544-546:

6ooov AéoPog v Makapog £60¢ Evtog E€pyet
kol ®poyin kaBOmepOe Kai ‘EAARomovTog dneipwv,
TOV 6€ YEPOV MAOVT® T€ Kol ViAol Paci Kekachat.

People say, old sir, that you excelled in wealth and through your
sons as far as the confines of Lesbos, the seat of Makar, out in the
sea, and of Phrygia inland,'* and of the boundless Hellespont.

Obviously, the expression ‘EAAncmovtog dmeipov is suited to
emphasize the vastness of the territories in which Priam had no pier;
but it is an isolated expression, most likely created on the basis of
the preexisting formula wiatvg ‘EAMjomovtog, and the idea of the

12 De Lamberterie 1990, 457.

13 Nairn 1899, 436.

14 T am grateful to D. V. Keyer for correcting my initial translation and
drawing my attention to the fact that dve and kaBvmepbe cannot be used as
equivalent to “down below, i.e. to the south” and “above, i.e. to the north”, and
that these adverbs must refer to the position of Lesbos out in the sea, and of
Phrygia on the land.
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vastness of the Hellespont is fully present here. As early as W. Leaf’s
commentary on the /liad, it has been suggested that the term in //. 24.
545 (but in other cases as well) refers not only to the Bosporus strait,
but to the Northern part of the Aegean Sea: thus, when Homer is
characterizing it as mAatdg or dmeipwv, he was thinking of the broader
sea off Troy and Thrace.!> Alternatively, it has been linked to the fact
that the form of Hellespont resembles a river — and that, if so ranked,
the Hellespont is broad in comparison to other rivers.!6

15 Leaf 1902, 576 ad Il. 24. 545: “EAMomovtog must evidently be
taken to include the sea on the [West] coast of the Troad as well as the
narrow channel on the [North], to which we now confine the name. This
could hardly be called dncipwv”; cf. Biirchner 1912, 182: “An den meisten
Stellen der groBen Homerischen Gedichte bezeichnet der Name nicht blof3 die
Strafe der Dardanellen, sondern auch noch das westlich angrenzende Gebiet
des Melasbusens bis an den Therméischen Golf und das thessalische und
makedonische Gebiet des nordlichen Aigaiischen Meeres [...], dessen Name
vor dem 5. Jhdt. v. Chr. nicht nachgewiesen werden kann”. Richardson 1993,
333 ad Il. 24. 543-546 admits this solution, recognizing, at the same time, the
alternative possibility of the expression being influenced by the expression
movtog ameipov which is known from Hesiod (7h. 678) and attested as
Aristarch’s reading in two Homeric passages: “The epithet dneipov in 545,
applied only here to the Hellespont, is at first sight puzzling, and has been
explained as referring to the whole sea off Troy and Thrace, not just the modern
channel. It is called ‘broad’ at 7.86, 17.432”; see also the Basler Kommentar
(Bierl-Latacz 2009, 195 ad II. 24. 545): “nicht nur die Dardanellen selbst,
sondern in einem weiteren Sinn auch ein Teil der norddstlichen Agiis”. From
the point of view of geographical descriptions, Jachmann 1955, 94-95 and
108—109 has argued in favor of the idea that the term Hellespont could denote
a larger area than the Bosporus.

16 Luce 1998, 41-42: “Ancient sailors regarded the Hellespont as a river
rather than a strait, and this conception is embodied in the stock epithet,
‘broad’, that Homer three times applies to it ({I. 7, 86; 17, 432, Od. 24, 82).
‘Broad’ would be rather pointless as a description of an arm of the sea but
is very much in order for a riverlike mass of water that flows constantly in
the same direction and is between two and three miles wide at its point of
entry to the Aegean”. In ancient sources there is the direct qualification of
the Hellespont as a motapog in Xerxes’ scoffing words (g £6vtt kai Oorep®
Kol GApvVp@® motapud, Hdt. 7. 35), and a reference to an idea of this kind may
be implicitly present in Ausonius’ Mosella as he compares the Mosel to the
Hellespont (Mos. 287-291; however, Ausonius’ choice of words qualifies the
Hellespont as a maritime strait, cf. Sestiacum pelagus v. 287, freta Abydeni
ephebi v. 288, pontus v. 289, euripus v. 290).
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The question of whether mAatog “broad” and mAatog “salty,
brackish” are homonyms or whether the latter is semantically derived
from the former remains a disputed one. The purposes of this article do
not require me to propose a solution to this question, but a summary of
the discussion seems to be in order. The idea of the existence of two
very similar PIE u-stem adjectives is an old one: those who adhere to
this interpretation would reconstruct, on the one hand, *plh,ta- “wide”
for Gk. mhatog “wide, flatly spread out”, Skt. prti- “wide” and Lith.
platus “wide”, and, on the other hand, *plta- “sharp” for Gk. mlatic
“salty, brackish” (i.e. “with a sharp taste”) and Skt. pat “sharp”. This
interpretation for mhatdg “salty” already found in Debrunner (1954,
I1.2, 465); in Boisacq (1916, 792) who mentions among 19t century
linguists for the discussion of mwiatdg “brackish” together with Skt.
pata “sharp” Frohde, Fortunatov and Persson; in Pokorny (1959—
1969, III 985 s.v. (s)p(h)el-), who admits the possibility of linking
miotOg “brackish” to a verbal root with the meaning “to split”; the
idea is mentioned by LSJ (1996: 1414, s.v. mhatvg III; the remark
seems to have been based on the lemma in Boisacq’s dictionary),
and it was endorsed by Ch. de Lamberterie (1990, 457—459). There
is, however, a formal problem with the reconstruction of the root
for sharp, pungent taste, *p]tu-, as it is formally difficult to reduce
Gk. mhotog “brackish” and Skt. pata- “sharp” to a single form:
however, Ch. de Lamberterie explained Skt. pati- as a prakritism,
comparing it with a similar adjective *krt(h,)a (cf. Gk. xpatog and
Skt. kati-) and viewing the adjective *pltu “sharp” as a whole as
a Greek and Indo-Iranian isogloss!? (an early derivative of the verb
*(s)plt / *(s)polt (“to split”) in these two languages).

However, another authoritative line of interpretation has been
to posit mhatdg “brackish” as derived from mhatdc “wide and flat”.
The common denominator for these two characteristics is, obviously,
the sea, but such a transition is untypical and difficult to explain

17 “Limité a deux langues, il ne permet évidemment pas de restituer en
indo-européen un adjectif *plta-. Mais comme d’autre part mAotog, immotivé
et isolé en synchronie, se dénonce par ce fait méme comme un archaisme et ne
saurait pas étre une création du grec, on est en droit de considérer *plta- comme
une forme dialectale de 1’indo-européeen ; c’est une de ces isoglosses entre
le grec et I’indo-iranien comme il en existe tant dans la dérivation nominale”
(de Lamberterie 1990, 460).
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from the point of view of semantics (cf. Chantraine DELG, 913 s.v.
mhatvg 2: “on s’étonne pourtant de cette déviation du sens chez
[Hérodote] et [Aristote]”). The idea that the meaning “brackish”
is due to a reinterpretation of mAatvg “broad” is already found in
Passow: “wahrscheinlich weil man urspriinglich unter mhatd Bdwp
iiberhaupt das Meer verstand, wovon nachher der besondere Begriff
des Salzigen allein festgehalten wurde” (Passow 1852, II, 942 s.v.
mhatvg).'® This idea was taken up by Pape and, among Herodotean
scholars, in Sayce’s commentary and Powell in his Lexicon to
Herodotus.'® An interesting twist on the idea of semantic derivation
of mhatvg from “broad” to “brackish” was offered by C. B. Gulick,
in a note on Athen. 2. 41 b: “Perhaps because salt was extracted from
the broad ocean” (Gulick 1927, 178-179). A new reconstruction for
this semantic transition was proposed by A. Heubeck who took the
Homeric formula mAatvg ‘EAAonovToc as the original context where
this reinterpretation occurred: for him, the Hellespont was regarded
in archaic times as a river (he specifically evokes Herodotus’ Xerxes
chastising the Hellespont ®¢ 6vti kai Borepd kol GApLPD TOTUUED,
Hdt. 7. 35) and, in comparison to other rivers, it could be characterized
as mhatog “broad”, which was then reinterpreted to “salty” (another
feature that is not typical of a river).20 Similarly, Hj. Frisk (1954—
1972, 554-555 s.v. mhatvg 2, building on Heubeck’s article): “Ohne
Zweifel aus mhatog EAAnomovtog (Hom.; vgl. A. Pers. 985) durch
MiBverstindnis entstanden, indem der ‘breite [Hellespont]’ als der

18 Cf. “Weil man unter miatd 0dwp liberhaupt das Meer verstand, bekam
das Wort auch die Bedeutung des Salzigen” (Pape 1880, II, 627).

19 Sayce 1883, 182, ad Hdt. 2. 108 (explaining mhatvtépotot): “ ‘Brackish’,
perhaps because mhatvg was used of the ‘broad’ sea”; E. Powell qualifies the
meaning “brackish” as metaphorical (which must mean that he derives it from
“broad”): “metaph. compar. mépota brackish: 2, 1084’ (Powell 1996, 306 s.v.
TAOTOG).

20 Heubeck 1958, 260: “Wir nehmen also an, dal} in einer Zeit, als der
Hellespont kithnerweise als ‘salziger FluB3’ bezeichnet werden konnte und die
Erinnerung an die aufféllige und darum besonders einpragsame Formulierung
mhotog ‘EAAfomovtog lebendig war, mAatdg als aipvpdg miBverstanden
bzw. umgedeutet werden konnte”. Heubeck (1958, 258-259) credited Meyr-
hofer with the idea for the study, and Heubeck’s conclusions were, several years
later, incorporated by Meyrhofer into his dictionary of Sanskrit (cf. Meyrhofer
1963, 11, 191 s.v. patuh).



66 Maria N. Kazanskaya

‘salzige [Hellespont]’ aufgefalit wurde. Das schmiickende Epithet
‘breit’ erschien wohl fiir eine Meerenge wenig angemessen” (cf.
Beekes 2010, 1205 s.v. mhatdg 2 whose treatment of the question is
extremely close to Frisk’s). The possibility of this semantic transition
was, however, vigorously contested by de Lamberterie (1990, 459)
who pointed out that the epithet is only applied to water as substance,
never to stretches of water (the sea or straits).?!

Returning to the question of mAatdg ‘EAARonovtog in Homer, it
is very probable that the poet inherited this noun-epithet formula
from earlier epic tradition; and the way he reworks mAatvc ‘EAAM G-
movtog into ‘EAAomovtog dmeipov in I, 24. 545 gives reason to
believe that for him mAatdc (whatever its relationship with TAatic
“brackish”) in this expression meant “broad”. However, ancient
readers and critics did see the contradiction in calling the notoriously
narrow strait mAatvg, and while the triple repetition (/1. 7. 86; 17.
432; Od. 24. 82) did not leave room to doubt Homer’s text, tried to
explain the poet’s choice of epithet. Some of the explanations that
exist in modern editions were offered already by ancient readers and
Homeric scholarship.

1. Usage of mhatvg as “salty”. Remarkably, even the explanation
of mhatvg EAlnomovtog as “brackish Hellespont” is attested in
Athenaeus (2. 41 a), as he lists different types of water mentioned
in Homeric poems:

StaoTéEAAEL 8 Kol YALKD DOWP Amd TAatéog, TOV pev ‘EAAncmovtov
glvar AMéywv mhatov, vrgp 8¢ Butépov Ppalmv ‘GTAGAUEV Vg
ayyod BdaTog yAvkepoio’.

21 “T] s’agit toujours de I’eau comme élément chimique, et non d’une
étendue d’eau. Un syntagme *mlatog movtog ‘mer satimatre’ n’est ni attesté ni
méme, semble-t-il, concevable : le grec dit couramment GApvpov Hdwp, mais pas
*aApwpog movroc. On ne voit donc rien qui puisse justifier cette ‘Umdeutung’ : le
point de départ comme le point d’arrivée sont mal posés” (de Lamberterie 1990,
I, 459). This is certainly a strong argument. However, it should be noted that
while for the expression Aoty (or aApvpov) Hdwp de Lamberterie’s reasoning
is correct, the possibility for a double understanding (both “broad” and “salty”)
opens up, once the same expression is placed in the plural, TAatéa Hoata (and
indeed this or similar expression may stand behind the periphrasis of Helle in
Heroid 18. 104: sola dedit vastis femina nomen aquis).
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[Homer] distinguishes fresh water from salty, by describing the
Hellespont as mhatig, and saying of the other [type]: ‘“we moored
[our] ships near to fresh water’.?2

Indeed, this may have been one of the earliest interpretations.
In a fragment of Choerilus from the list of nations that crossed the
Hellespont as part of Xerxes’ army, quoted by Joseph in Contra
Apionem, there is a people who lived by Mount Solyma, by the lake
characterized as mhatén (Choeril. fr. 320. 1-3 SH = fr. 4. 1-3 Radici
Colace):

TV & dmbev diEParve yévog Bovpootov idécbat,
YAdooav pev Gotvicoav Amd GTOUATOV APLEVTEG,
drevv &’ &v LoAvUoLg Opect TAOTEN TTapd Alpv). ..

behind them was crossing a tribe wondrous to behold, who let
out from their mouths Phoenician speech and lived in the
mountains of Solyma by the broad (salty?) lake.

Joseph clearly interpreted this passage as referring to the Jews,
and the mAatén Aipvn to the Dead Sea, with its saltiness being its chief
characteristic.2?> While most modern scholars interpreted this passage
as a reference to the Aecthiopes of Asia, to be identified with the
Solymi mentioned by Homer who live by the Phaselis lake (mhatén
AMpvn would then mean “broad lake™), P. Radici Colace in her edition
of Choerilus (and in an earlier article on this fragment) proposed to

22 Homeric formula mwlatvg ‘EAANomovtog is counterbalanced by the
quotation from the Odyssey (abridged and slightly modified, as Homer
mentioned only one ship): otoapev &v Apévt yAapup®d gdepyéa vija / Gyy’
Bdatog yAvkepoio... (Od. 12. 305-306). Both C. B. Gulick (1927, 179; see
above) and S. D. Olson (2006, 235) translate miatvig as “broad”; the latter gives
no explanation of his translation.

23 Cf. Joseph’s explanation: 3fjlov oDv £€oTiv, OC ot TicY HUdY 0dTOV
pepviicOan T koi T ToAvpa Spn &v TH NUETéPQ elvan xdpg, & KoTotkoDpEeV, Kai
MV AcQoATiTV Aeyopévny Alpvnv: adtn yap tacdv tdv €v T Zvpig [Aipvn]
mhatvtépa kai peilov kobéotnkev (los. Flav. Contra Apion. 1. 175). It is worth
noting that in the expression Tac®dv td@v &v tf] Zvpig Tratvtépa kai peilov
kaBéotkev Joseph seems to be playing with the two meanings of mhotig
(“broad” and “salty”).
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return to Joseph’s interpretation, which would then mean that mAot0g
would then mean “salty” (as the most salient characteristic of the Dead
Sea).?* This interpretation is accepted, as a possibility, by R. Fiihrer
who translates miatén mapa Apvn as “an dem groflen (Saltz?) See”.?
It may be added that a number of contexts in Hellenistic epigrams
shows a similar jeu de mots on the two meanings of mAatdc, however,
in these examples the adjective characterizes the sea (or even other
seas), not specifically the Hellespont.2°

II. Geographical explanation (“the broader part of the Helle-
spont”). The second line of interpretation of Tiatvc ‘EAAonovtog by
ancient readers, well attested in the scholia, has much in common with
modern geographical interpretations, i.e. the argument is that Homer
used the term ‘EAAomovtoc broadly, denoting not only the Bosporus,
but the wider area near the Troad, before the strait. Therefore, Tlot0¢
characterizes the whole area that can be called ‘EAAr|6TOVTOG, not only
the narrow strait which is a part of it. Thus, the scholia A to /I. 7. 86
(which probably remount to Aristarchus through Aristonicus) explain:

ThoTel 8¢ Kb’ O pépog €<o>Ti mhatic, kal avti ToD Tapd TANTEL.

mhatel in that part where [the Hellespont] is broad, and [émi
mhotel] is used instead of mopd mhoTel.

A similar explanation is found in the exegetical scholia, ex. schol.
bT in Il. 7. 86:

émi mAatel EAANomov: kab’ 6 pépog €oti Tmhatdtepoct ovtod
TePL TAG EKPONG TOD KAUAVIPOU.

in that part where [the Hellespont] is broader than itself, by the
outflow of the Scamander [into the sea].

24 See Radici Colace 1979, 42—-44; cf. Radici Colace 1976, 17-20.

25 See Fiihrer 1993.

26 E.g., Toviov yap éntl mhatd kdpo nepicw® (Anth. Pal. 5. 17. 3), where
mhatig, applied to the wave, may mean both “broad” and “salty”; similarly, o1&
Aoty kdpa euyovta (Anth. Pal. 6. 349. 5); kot’ Atyaioto pdov mhotd Aditpo
(Anth. Pal. 7. 614. 7).
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Cf. scholia bT in 1. 17, 432:

o0 TOV KaBdAov TAATOV, GALA k0B’ O pEPOG E0vToD TANTOTEPHS
€oTIv.

not “broad” as a whole, but in that part where it is wider than
itself.

And the A scholia on Iliad 17. 432 state that it is specifically used
to denote the wider parts of the Hellespont, not the strait as a whole:

mhotov gipnke tOv ‘EAMomoviov ovy 611 torodtoc, GAL’ Ot
oVYKPLOiG €0TL TV KATO TOV vaOoTaOHOV Hep®dV TPOG TO GAAL
pépn tod ‘EAAnomdvIon: Ta yop Kotd TOV vouetadpov mhotitepd
80Tl TOV JAA®V S0CTNUATOV TOV AMECTEVOUEVMV. AEYEL ODV
avti tod &nl Ta TAatutepa uépn tod ‘EAAnomoviov.

[Homer] called the Hellespont “broad” not because it is such, but
because there is an element of comparison of the place where the
ships are stationed with other parts of the Hellespont. For the
parts where the ships are stationed are wider than the dimensions
of the straitened parts. Homer thus uses this expression instead of
saying “by the wider parts of the Hellespont”.

The same explanation that mAatvg ‘EAANomovtog refers to a part
of the area that could be denoted as ‘EAAfomovtog, not to the
Bosporus strait only, was taken over from the scholia by Eustathius
of Thessalonike,?” and even integrated into ancient lexicographical
works (Apoll. Soph. Lex. Hom. p. 132):

27 Eustath. in I1. 7. 86 = vol. I, 408 van der Valk: IThatvv 6¢ ‘EAAMjorovTOV
Aéyel 00 TOV AMA®G d10A0L TOlODTOV — £)EL VAP OTEVO TOAAG kai Tt Adav
o1evOTaTOV KOl 00 TALOV EnTaoTadion TAATUVOUEVOV —, GAAL TO SleKminToV
avtod £Em Tpog 1@ Alyain £mg kai ig 10 vavotabuov Kai €ig 0 Poitetov kal
€lg 10 Ziyewov, 0 Avatépm pnoévta, Ekeivo mhatvv EAMionoviov Aéyel. kel
yop gig Thdtog O tiig "EAANG TdvTOg dvoiyetat. Olovel yodv gnow 0 momtng,
4t ofjpa xedmaot Tepi 10 TAOTY pépog 100 EAAnondviov, domep kol dAiayod
AmoAov adyEva ENoitv 00 TOV ATAMS ATOAOV, AALA TO TOODTOV PEPOG AOTOD.
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mlatov EAMonovTov: o0 KaBoMKk®de Ayel TAATOV, GALNL TO KATd
v Tpoiav pépog tod ‘EAAnondviov, dmd 100 pépovg 10 Glov
TPOTKDC AEYy®V: KaTO Yop ENoTov Koi APvdov mAatdg €6tV
‘EXMonovtog.

Homer does not say of the Hellespont that it is “broad” as
a whole, but the part of Hellespont by Troia, characterizing,
tropewise, the whole from its part: for the Hellespont is broad
around Sestos and Abydos.

Cf. the abridged explanation in Hesychius (m 2492): mlatov
‘EXomovtov: 10 xota v Tpoiav puépog tod ‘EAAnondvtov: dmd tod
OAoV TO PEPOG T<P>OTIKDG AEYV.

II1. Antiphrasis. An explanation of TAatvug EAMicnovtog through
stylistic effect is found in the D scholia (schol. in II. 7. 86 van Thiel):

H 86/Ys. mhatel ‘EAAnondviol fitol katd avtippacty, otevog
vap 6 ‘EAMomovtog: 1 kot €KEVOo TO PEPOG TO TEMAOTVUUEVOV.

“on the broad Hellespont”. Homer says so either as an antiphrasis
(i.e. expression of a notion through its opposite — M. K.), for the
Hellespont is narrow; or because of its broadening in that part of
the strait.

The explanation katd dvtippacty is here coupled with the geogra-
phical explanation (see above, under II). However, it is a valuable
testimony of an interpretation via stylistic figure (of the type mévtoc
Eb&ewog instead of "A&ewvog).2® In view of the integration of early
stages of Homeric scholarship into the D scholia, this interpretation
may well remount even to pre-Hellenistic times.

28 On the stylistic term dvrtippaocis in ancient scholarship, see Lausberg
1990, 450 § 940, who classes it as a subtype of gipwveia. It was regularly used
by Greek and, even more often, by Roman grammarians to explain a difficult
word etymology: cf. lucus a non lucendo (Serv. in Aen. 1. 22; cf. Diom.
I. 462 Keil; Mart. Cap. IV. 360 Keil etc.); antiphrasis... ut Parcae ab eo quod
non parcant (Sacerd. VI. 462. 12; cf. Serv. in Aen. 1. 22; etc.).
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I would like to suggest that literary sources (Ovid, but other poets
as well) point to an existence of one other explanation, which is not
attested directly in remnants of ancient scholarship, but would be in
keeping with ancient stylistic theories. Homer’s use of the epithet
miatig for the Hellespont could be viewed as a katdypnoic (the use
of proximate terms instead of the exact term, a stylistic quality that
was specifically noted for poetry), and that it could be substituted, by
later emulators of Homer, by an epithet that they considered more
apt. Thus, in poetry we find traces of replacement of mAatdg by péyog
(Dion. Per. 820-821):

Vv 0¢& pet’ AidAdog mapanéntartal fj0ea yoing
Atyoiov moapa xeihog, vrEp péyav ‘EAAonovtov

after that are spread the abodes of the Aeolian land by the rim of
the Aegean, over the great Hellespont.

J. Lightfoot does not remark on Dionysius Periegetes’ choice of
péyag for the Hellespont (and even omits the epithet altogether in
her translation),? and indeed, at first glance, the epithet is so neuter
that it is easy to miss Dionysius’ point. However, since just a few
lines before he had described the broadening of the coastline by the
river Sangarius, the use of péyag seems to be a pointed correction of
Homer: the Hellespont cannot be properly called “broad”, but it can
be admired as “great”. In Roman poetry, a replacement among the
same lines is attested in Valerius Flaccus (4rg. 1. 50):

et magni numen maris excitat Helle

and Helle, the deity of the great sea, keeps [me] awake.

Another poet who sought to correct Homer’s nAatog ‘EAAomovTOC
was Ovid: retaining the recognizable Homeric position of the toponym
at the end of the hexameter, Ovid in the Metamorphoses and the
Fasti modified the epithet TAatog to longus, displacing the focus of
perception from the width of the strait to the extension of its coastline.
In the first passage where the expression appears, this replacement is

29 Lightfoot 2014, 241.
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especially pointed, as Ovid both stresses the narrowness of the strait
and replaces the Homeric epithet with longus: longus in angustum
qua clauditur Hellespontus (Met. 13. 407; cf. similar care in choice of
words in longum tenui limite fecit iter, Trist. 1. 10. 16). This passage
bears all the typical traits of that type of allusion that R. F. Thomas
called “correction” in his seminal article on types of allusion in
Roman poetry.30 It is also worth noting that Ovid seems to have tried
out a different approach to rendering Homer’s mioatvg ‘EAAGrovTOog,
through the adjective vastus: on the one hand, vastus is closer to
Homer’s mAatbc, but it seems that Ovid did not feel that it could be
applied to the toponym Hellespont itself. There are two passages of
this kind in his corpus. Ovid seems to have invented this variant in
the letter of Leander to Hero (Her. 18. 104): sola dedit uastis femina
nomen aquis “a single woman gave <her> name to vast waters”, and
he later takes it up again in the Tristia, in the same elegy in which
he described his journey, in a way juxtaposing in one poem the two
adjectives he had considered as a variant for Homeric mhatog (7rist.
1. 10. 32): hic locus est gemini ianua uasta maris “this place is the
wide door between the two seas”.

Ovid displays interest in Homeric scholarship and an awareness
of many of the questions raised by Homer’s text:3! it has been noticed
that on several occasions Ovid in his references to Homer seems to
be reacting to Aristarchus’ atheteses,?? or to scholars’ doubts on the
authenticity of a passage (as preserved in the scholia).3? While there is
still much work to be done on Ovid’s reworking of Homeric expressions

30 Thomas (1986, 185-189) who builds on Giangrande’s earlier remarks
on oppositio in imitando in Hellenistic and Roman poetry (Giangrande 1967).

31 This has been noted already by M. von Albrecht for Heroid 3 (1980; for
the analysis of Homeric scholarship in Heroid 3, see also Jolivet 1999).

32 E.g. Papaioannou (2007, 41) noticed that in Met. 12. 22-23 Ovid seems
to have specifically rearranged the story of the portent at Aulis so as to place
the petrification of the snake (the verse that had been athetized by Aristarchus,
11. 2. 319) as the culmination of the story, thus taking “an affirmative stance on
the question of authenticity tied to the particular verse” (ibid.).

3 E.g. it has been suggested that Ovid’s references to the Doloneia episode
in Her. 1. 39-44, Ars am. 2. 135-138 and Met. 13. 98-100, 243-254 (that was
suspected by Alexandrian scholars to be an Pisistratean insertion, cf. Eustath.
in 1l. 10. 1-10 = vol. III, 2 van der Valk) are a pointed defense of the episode
(see Jolivet 2004; Weiden Boyd 2017, 38—40).
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that were considered problematic by Homeric scholars, there is a good
number of expressions where we are certain of the double reference to
Homer and to the scholarly interpretation of the passage.3* I think that
the expression longus Hellespontus in Met. 13. 407, Fast. 4. 567 and
6. 341 deserves to be included among allusions of this kind.
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The article reconstructs the origins of Ovid’s expression longus Hellespontus
(Met. 13. 407; Fast. 4. 567; 6. 341 where the toponym invariably stands at the
end of the hexameter, while the epithet is placed separately in a hyperbaton;
cf. Fast. 4. 278 and Trist. 1. 10. 15-18). The epithet longus is accurate in that
it corresponds to the long and narrow form of the strait; however, it does seem
somewhat trivial to be repeated many times, and moreover, Ovid is the only
Roman poet to use it. It is suggested that the expression longus Hellespontus
was originally inspired by the scholarly discussion of the Homeric formula
mhotog ‘EAAomovtog (I1. 7. 86; 17. 432; Od. 24. 81 placed invariably at the
end of the hexameter in the accusative or dative) where the epithet mAat0c,
if taken to mean “broad, i.e. wide and flat”, is a strange description of
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anotoriously narrow strait. After an overview of solutions proffered by ancient
scholars, it is shown that Ovid had probably devised the expression longus
Hellespontus as another solution to the problematic formula in Homer: Ovid
modified the epithet mAatig to longus, displacing the focus of perception from
the width of the strait to the extension of its coastline.

B crarbe BoccTaHaBIMBAIOTCS WCTOKM BhIpakeHust longus Hellespontus
“mmnneiid ['ennecnont” y Ounus (Met. X111, 407; Fast. IV, 567; VI, 341,
I7ic TOIIOHUM HEU3MEHHO CTOMT B KOHIIE T€K3aMeTpa, a SIUTET BBIHECEH
BIIEpe B rumiepOare; cp. takxke Fast. IV, 278 u Trist. 1, 10, 15-18, rne xapak-
TepUCTHKa [ongus TOSBISETCS NMpH nepudpacTnieckoM obo3HadeHun len-
JICCTIOHTA). DIUTET longus COOTBETCTBYET YUIMHEHHOM U y3Koi (opme mpo-
JBa, OFHAKO KaKETCS CIMIIKOM OaHaIbHBIM, YTOOBI HCIIONB30BATH €TO
HECKOJIbKO pa3 (B TOM 4HMCIe B paMKax 3pyAMpOBaHHBIX nepudpas). Kpome
Toro, OBuANi €MMHCTBEHHBIN M3 PUMCKHX ITO3TOB HCIIOJIB3YET 3TO BBIpaXKe-
HUe. B craree BBICKa3bIBaeTCS MpEATONOXeHHe, uTo longus Hellespontus
y OBuIuS SBISETCS OTBETOM Ha 0OCYKIICHHE TOMEPOBCKON (hOPMYIIBI TANTUG
‘EXMorovtog (/1. VII, 86; XVII, 432; Od. XXIV, 81, B popme acc. wru dat.,
HEM3MEHHO B KOHIIE TeK3aMeTpa), B KOTOPOH AMUTET TAOTVG, €CIIM TOHUMATh
€ro B CTaHIAPTHOM 3HAUCHUH “TIUPOKUH M TUIOCKUI~ MPOTUBOPEUHUT PopMe
NPOJIMBa, U3BECTHOTO CBOEHT y3KkocThIo. [locie 0030pa mpeiaraBinxcs aH-
THYHBIMH (DHIIONIOTaMH HHTEPIPETAINH, ITOKa3bIBaeTcs, 4To OBHIMM, cKopee
BCEro, u300pern Beipaxenue longus Hellespontus kak cOOCTBEHHOE pELICHUE
MPOOJIEMHOTO BEIpakeHUs y [omepa: OH CMEHWII 3IHTET TAUTVG Ha longus,
HIepeHecs: TeM CaMbIM (POKYC BOCIPUSTHS C IIUPHHBI POJIMBA HA MPOTSHKEH-
HOCTP JJHHUU Oepera.
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Heiko Ullrich

EINE VERGESSENE KONJEKTUR
J. G. FRAZERS ZU OV. FAST. 5, 74

Im fiinften Buch seines Lehrgedichts iiber den romischen Festkalender
prasentiert Ovid drei verschiedene etymologische Herleitungen des
Monatsnamens Maius, die er drei Musen in den Mund legt: Wéhrend Po-
lyhymnia den Ursprung der Bezeichnung in einer allegorischen Got-
tin Maiestas sieht, favorisiert Uranie die Ableitung von den maiores;
Calliope wiederum présentiert Maia, die Mutter Merkurs, als Namens-
geberin des Monats. Im Rahmen der zweiten Erklarung erlédutert Uranie
das Ansehen und die politische Bedeutung der alten Ménner, die sie
dann mit den namensgebenden maiores gleichsetzt.! Zum Abschluss
des Abschnittes préasentiert sie einen Akkusativ mit Infinitiv, der in
der iberlieferten Fassung von einem in dieser Funktion anderweitig
nicht bezeugten verbum dicendi fangor abhéngt (Ov. Fast. 5, 69-76):2

uerba quis auderet coram sene digna rubore
dicere? censuram longa senecta dabat. 70
Romulus hoc uidit selectaque pectora patres
dixit: ad hos urbis summa relata nouae.
hinc sua maiores tribuisse uocabula Maio
ttangort et aetati consuluisse suae;
et Numitor dixisse potest ,,da, Romule, mensem 75
hunc senibus* nec auum sustinuisse nepos.

71 corpora ¢ | 72 nouae est G’B | 73 posuisse G¢ | 74 auguror
aetati consuluere Delz (et Goold in Frazer 21989)

1 Vgl. zur Rede der Urania insbesondere die ausfiihrliche Interpretation
von Leiendecker 2019, 247-256.

2 Vgl. Platnauer 1944, 69: ,But if Ovid at times strains the meaning of
substantives, still more does he strain that of verbs: [...]. There is a strange
use of tangor in this same book of the Fasti (1. 73, 4): hinc sua maiores
tribuisse vocabula tangor = ,1 am inclined to think that for this reason our
ancestors gave ... ‘.
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Berechtigte Zweifel an der Latinitdt der Formulierung und damit an
der Authentizitit der Uberlieferung hat zunichst James George Frazer
angemeldet, der sich allerdings von A. E. Housman von diesen Zweifeln
wieder abbringen lieB und die zahlreichen von ihm in Erwdgung ge-
zogenen Konjekturen darauthin erst gar nicht verdffentlichte;? etwa ein
halbes Jahrhundert spéter hat Josef Delz diese Zweifel wiederbelebt

3 Frazer 1929, 7: ,,In this passage the use of tangor (line 74) in the sense of’
inducor ut credam, ,1 incline to think®, is peculiar, and I formerly thought that
the verb must be corrupt. But Professor A. E. Housman, whom I consulted on the
point, wrote to me as follows: ,Cicero has several examples of the brachylogy
found in De divin. i. 35 nec adducar (ut credam) totam Etruriam delirare; and
I do not think it incredible that a poet should extend the usage to tangor, ,I am
influenced (to believe that)‘. Somewhat analogous is Tac. Ann. iv. 57 permoveor
(ut quaeram) num ad ipsum referri verius sit. Such at any rate seems to be the
sort of sense required‘. I accept my learned friend’s defence of tangor, and have
accordingly cancelled the conjectures by which I had proposed to emend, or
rather corrupt the text“. Teile der Argumentation Housmans finden sich bereits
bei Peterson 1895, 145 f., der zu Cic. Cluent. 104 (adducti sunt iudices non
modo potuisse honeste ab eo reum condemnari qui non perpetuo sedisset, sed,
aliud si is iudex nihil scisset nisi quae praeiudicia de eo facta esse constarent,
audire praeterea nihil debuisse) ausfiihrt: ,,Similar examples of brachylogy
are not uncommon. Cp. De Oratore, i. 25, 115, where we have ita dico, ut ...
possit for ita dico ut dicam ... posse; ad Att. xi. 16, 2, and Tac. Ann. iv. 57,
plerumque permoveor num verius sit, etc. Similar and still stranger ellipses are
found in the poets: Lucr. iii. 765, Scilicet in tenero tenerascere corpore mentem
Confugient; ii. 1128, fluere ... manus dandum est; Plaut. Mil. ii. 3, 61 me homo
nemo deterruerit quin ea sit in his aedibus; Ovid Fast. 5, 74, hinc sua maiores
tribuisse vocabula Maio tangor; Plaut. Epid. iv, 1, 22, si ego te novi, animum
inducam ut noveris, und bei Reid 1911, 14, der Lucr. 1, 858 (at neque reccidere
ad nilum res posse neque autem /| crescere de nilo testor res ante probatas)
folgendermaflen kommentiert: ,,The brevity of the expression, for testor ut
credas reccidere is like 111, 766, where confugient is followed by an infinitive,
something like ad id ut dicant being omitted. The similar form adducor ut sit
for adducor ut credam esse is found in V, 1341, and is not uncommon [...] Quite
as harsh a brevity occurs in Lucr. 11, 1128, fluere ... manus dandum est; and in
Ovid, Fast. V, 74, hinc tangor maiores tribuisse uocabula Maio; and in Hor. Sat.
I, 4, 115, sapiens uitatu quidque petitu sit melius causas reddet; and in Aetna,
372, atque hanc materiam penitus discurrere fontes | infectae rumpuntur aquae
radice sub ipsa“; typisch fiir die skeptische, aber in ihrer Skepsis folgenlose
Wiedergabe dieser Diskussion durch die spateren Kommentatoren ist Bomer
1958, 295: ,tangor mit a. c. i. ist singular = adducor ut credam: Housman
bei Frazer z. St. nennt Cic. div. I 35 adducar, Tac. ann. IV 57, 1 permoveor
(m. indir. Fragesatz) = ich tiberlege*.
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und als bislang einzige publizierte Konjektur — sieht man von Frazers
eher halbherzig ins Spiel gebrachtem und unabhéngig davon noch
einmal von Harald Fuchs vorgeschlagenem censeo einmal ab* — in
Analogie zu Fast. 4, 61 (sed Veneris mensem Graio sermone notatum /
auguror: a spumis est dea dicta maris) ein auguror vorgeschlagen,
das die Tilgung des folgenden ef und die Emendation des Infinitivs
consuluisse zum Indikativ consuluere notwendig macht:> ein recht
schwerwiegender Eingriff, dem sich neben George Patrick Goold in
seiner Neuauflage der Frazerschen Ausgabe® auch Ian Nigel Brookes
in seinem Kommentar (mit weiteren Argumenten fiir den Eingriff)
angeschlossen hat.” Einen @hnlichen Weg hatte offenbar bereits der im

4 Frazer 1929, 7: ,,The poet’s meaning would be given and the metre
preserved by the substitution of censeo for tangor; offenbar ohne Kenntnis
des Frazerschen Vorschlags prasentiert Fuchs 1972, 218 dieselbe Konjektur
noch einmal und verweist zur Metrik auf die bei Ovid nicht seltene Kiirzung
der Personenendung, wofiir er als Beispiele confero, desino und odero anfiihrt.

5 Delz 1971, 57 f.: ,,Frazers erster Eindruck, dass das Verb korrupt ist,
war sicher richtig. Es ist freilich kaum anzunehmen, dass sich unter seinen
aufgegebenen Konjekturen eine wahrscheinliche Textherstellung befand, wenn
er censeo schliesslich doch fiir erwdhnenswert hielt. Wie oft bei Korruptelen
beschriankt sich der Fehler nicht auf ein einziges Wort, sondern auch die
Umgebung ist in Mitleidenschaft gezogen. Fast. 4, 61 f. dussert Ovid eine
Vermutung zur Entstehung des Namens Aprilis: sed Veneris mensem Graio
sermone notatum | auguror: a spumis est dea dicta maris. Daraus gewinne
ich fiir unsere Stelle den Wortlaut: hinc sua maiores tribuisse vocabula Maio /
auguror: aetati consuluere suae, ,ich nehme an, dass infolge dieser hohen
Stellung die Alteren dem Mai ihren Namen gegeben haben: sie handelten
im Interesse ihrer Altersklasse‘. Die Korruptel liesse sich folgendermassen
erkldren: durch Haplographie war augor (oder vielleicht angor) aus auguror
entstanden; dies wurde in ein lateinisches Verb verwandelt und ef eingesetzt, um
dem Metrum aufzuhelfen; die Konjunktion zog die Anderung von consuluere
in consuluisse nach sich®.

¢ Die Anmerkung bei Frazer—Goold 21989, 264 lautet schlicht: ,,Accepting
the conjecture and interpretation of Josef Delz: the mss have tangor et aetati
consuluisse*; vgl. dazu auch Gee 1998, 89.

7 Brookes 1992, 32—34:  This reading is an emendation proposed by Delz.
AWC retains the reading of the main manuscripts: tangor, et aetati consuluisse
suae. A further emendation censeo, et aetati consuluisse suae has been proposed
by Fuchs. The use of tangor to mean ,I am led to believe® is unprecedented.
Housman defends the reading of the manuscripts as an extension of the use of
adducor and permoveor in similar circumstances by Cicero (de Divinatione 1. 35)
and Tacitus (Annales IV. 57) respectively. However, the use of tangor seems
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Jahr 1952 verstorbene Ernest Henry Alton eingeschlagen, der auguror
durch die Tilgung des folgenden et und die Ersetzung des Infinitivs
tribuisse im vorangehenden Vers durch den Indikativ tribuere in
die Syntax einfiigen wollte; im Text der von D. E. W. Wormell und
Edward Courtney im Jahr 1977 ver6ffentlichten Ausgabe freilich blieb
das tberlieferte tangor stehen.® Im neuesten Kommentar zur Stelle
setzt nun Luca Basso wieder die Cruces, die tangor als Regent eines
Akkusativ mit Infinitiv verdient hat, und weist auch die Konjektur von
Delz mit Recht als ,,eccessivo* zuriick.?

to involve a different metaphor than either of the analogies cited by Housman.
Delz argues that auguror could easily have been changed by haplography to
augor, and subsequently to fangor. Furthermore, the appearance of et may
have been caused by dittography from aetati (perhaps written ETATI in the
archetype). It is, therefore, easy to imagine the corruption of the configuration
AUGUROETATI to AUGURETETATI and finally — to make sense of that
corruption — TANGOR ET AETATI, with the necessary adjustment being made
to the ending of consuluere. The emendation of censeo, tentatively suggested
by Frazer and confidently taken up by Fuchs is less plausible palacograhically.
[34] Further support for Delz’s conjecture is provided by the sense made by the
change he is forced to make in the punctuation of the couplet. The phrase aetati
consuluere suae standing after a colon has more point as an explanation of the
decision reported in the hexameter (cf. IV. 62) than the alternative reading,
which merely repeats the sense of the previous line®.

8 Die Konjektur wird dokumentiert im Apparat bei Alton—Wormell—
Courtney 1977, 116: ,tribuere v. M. (auguror aetati ... suae) Alton cf. 4. 62

9 Basso 2022, 161 f. kommentiert tangor folgendermalen: , trasmesso
unanimemente dai codici e interpretato come ,tendo/sono portato a credere®,
ma 1’accezione non ¢ altrimenti attestata ed ¢ difficilmente sostenibile. [...]
il paragone con una struttura come adducor (ut credam, o simili) presenta
qualche problema: questa comporta solo la soppressione dell’elemento mediano
(adducor [ut credam] + inf.), ma il significato di adducor (,sono portato a‘)
si inserisce bene nell’espressione estesa. Tale non ¢ il caso di tangor, per il
quale, al di la della brachilogia, si dovra postulare un’accezione isolata (,tendo/
sono incline a‘), oppure la soppressione di un complemento (tangor opinione,
sententia [162] ecc.). Piu utili sembrano altri paralleli, come Tac. Ann. 4, 57,
permoueor num ad ipsum referri uerius sit, e sopratutto Caes. Gall. 4, 14, 2,
perturbantur, copiasne aduersus hostem ducere an castra defendere an fuga
saltum petere praestaret; qui i verbi (permoueor, perturbor) hanno significato
affine, ma sono costruiti con ’interrogativa, che appare piu lineare nella
formulazione ellittica rispetto all’infinitiva retta da fangor. Critico verso il
ripensamento di Frazer ¢ Delz, che propone auguror. La frase cosi ricostruita
(hinc sua maiores tribuisse uocabula Maio | auguror) corrisponderebbe a un uso
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Denn moglicherweise kann die Stelle durch eine wesentlich ein-
fachere Konjektur als durch die vom Delzschen auguror angestof3ene
Emendationskette geheilt werden, wenn man sich auf die Anfénge der
textkritischen Diskussion um die Stelle besinnt und das verdédchtige
tangor mit Frazer durch ein auf den ersten Blick zugegebenermalien
paldographisch nicht besonders naheliegendes rumor ersetzt. Am
21. Oktober 1927 schreibt Frazer an Housman und legt seine Konjek-
turen mit der Ausnahme des offenbar erst spiter entwickelten und
dann anders als die vier élteren Heilungsversuche im Kommentar von
1929 wenigstens genannten censeo dem Urteil des Philologen vor:

My dear Housman,

There is one word in the Fasti which I feel sure is wrong,
though there appear to be no variations in the MSS and none of
the commentators explain tangor by inducor ut credam, which is
the sense seemingly implied by the context, but, so far as I can
see, it is absolutely impossible that tangor can bear that sense.
Various emendations have occurred to me. The first was fertur
(impersonal), ,it is rumored‘. But is ferri used impersonally in this
sense? It is not recognized in this sense by Smith’s Latin Dicitio-
nary, the only one I have beside me. Then I thought of rumor,
which, I take it, is possible without est. Also I have conjectured
auguror aetati et or suspicor aetati et. But none of these is satis-
factory. Rumor is perhaps the least bad. Can you help me to a cor-
rection of the text? If you can and will I should be grateful, and
should of course be proud to acknowledge the help in my book.

Housman antwortet bereits am 22. Oktober mit einer energi-
schen Verteidigung der Uberlieferung, in der fertur nicht erwihnt,
rumor pauschal und ohne Begriindung abgelehnt und lediglich die
Umstellung infolge von auguror und suspicor argumentativ widerlegt
wird:

ovidiano ricorrente: cf. 4, 61-62, sed Veneris mensem Graio sermone notatum /
auguror; a spumis est dea dicta maris [...]. Tale soluzione comporta pero di
eliminare et per motivi metrici ¢ modificare, di conseguenza, consuluisse in
consuluere, accostato per asindeto; [...] Per quanto un distico come 4, 61—
62 fornisca una buona difesa alla ricostruzione die Delz, ’intervento € forse
eccessivo, ed ¢ rigettato dalla maggior parte degli editori successivi®.
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My dear Frazer,

Cicero has several examples of the brachylogy found in de
diuin. 1 35 nec adducar (ut credam) totam Etruriam delirare; and
I do not think it incredible that a poet should extend the usage to
tangor, ,I am influenced (to believe that). Somewhat analogous
is Tac. ann. IV 57 permoueor (ut quaeram) num ad ipsum referri
uerius sit. Such at any rate seems to be the sort of sense required,
and I do not think that rumor would suit. Aetati et ending the first
half of the pentameter would have two metrical vices, for ef is
not one of the monosyllables which Ovid puts in that place, and
he does not allow elision (as distinct from aphaeresis) at that
point either.

Am 24. Oktober bedankt Frazer sich iiberschwinglich bei Hous-
man und verabschiedet sich sowohl von seinen vier Konjekturen als
auch (vorerst, d.h. bis zur Entscheidung, zumindest censeo noch in den
Kommentar von 1929 aufzunehmen) von seinen heftigen Zweifeln an
der Latinitdt eines den Akkusativ mit Infinitiv regierenden tangor:1°

My dear Housman,

I thank you heartily for your letter, which is very helpful.
Your defence of tangor seems to me sound and justified by the
apt parallels which you cite. I had thought it quite impossible
Latin. I now believe that Ovid wrote it, and with your permission
(which I will take for granted unless I hear from you the contrary)
I will quote your explanation verbatim in my commentary and
will suppress my conjectures, which I now see would have been
corruption rather than corrections of the text.!!

10 Problematisch erscheint tangor auch deshalb, weil das Verb im Gegen-
satz zu adducere oder permouere stirker auf den emotionalen Eindruck abzielt,
der an der vorliegenden Stelle keine Rolle spielt; gerade wenn Ovid tangere
und mouere als Synonyme verwendet (vgl. etwa Ov. Met. 10, 614 f. oder 15,
550-552), steht dieser emotionale Aspekt stets im Vordergrund, wahrend
adducere und permouere auch rationale Beweggriinde bezeichnen, wie sie an
der vorliegenden Stelle passend wiren (vgl. etwa Caes. Gall. 1, 3, 1: his rebus
adducti et auctoritate Orgetorigis permoti).

11 Der gesamte Briefwechsel wird zitiert nach Ackerman 1974, 361-363.
Vgl. zu Frazers Konjekturen auch Gee 1998, 88: ,[...] in the first proofs of
the Loeb Fasti (Wren Library, Frazer Ms 13), 5. 74 is given as fertur, et aetati
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Da Housman suspicor und die auguror-Version von Frazer
iiberzeugend zurlickgewiesen hat, dieser selbst darauf hinweist, dass
fertur in der Regel personlich konstruiert wird,'? das auguror von
Delz, wie Basso zu Recht betont, dagegen zu viele weitere Eingriffe
notwendig macht, als dass er wirklich als {iberzeugende Losung gelten
diirfte, sich das von Fuchs wiederaufgenommene censeo nicht nur auf
keinerlei paldographische Wahrscheinlichkeit berufen kann, sondern
auch keine iiberzeugende Parallele im nun nicht gerade schmalen
Werk Ovids hat,!3 sollen die folgenden Uberlegungen bei rumor
ansetzen, das Frazer in seinem Brief an Housman mit typischem
Understatement als das geringste Ubel bezeichnet hat.

consuluisse suae, with the note, fertur: Frazer; tangor apparently all other
mss and editors‘. However in both text and note, ferfur has been crossed out
and replaced with rumor in red ink in Frazer’s hand. In the 1929 Macmillan
edition, however, we find that tangor has regained its place. In der Loeb-
Ausgabe selbst findet sich dann diese Anmerkung: ,,Tangor seems to be used for
,I am influenced", inducor ut credam: compare Tac. Ann. iv. 57 ,permoveor (ut
credam) num ... verius sit* “ (Frazer 1931, 264), vgl. dazu auch Gee 1998, 89:
,»Thus both the 1931 Loeb and 1929 Macmillan editions have Merkel’s original
version. Both quote parallels adduced by Housman in his letter to Frazer”. Dass
Housman ein sehr personliches Interesse daran hatte, ein elliptisches adducor
nachzuweisen, betont Naiditch 1995, 166 mit Verweis auf Housman 1928,
122, wo die Argumentation allerdings eher darauf abzielt, die Konstruktion
als extrem selten und typisch fiir einen einzelnen Autor (ndmlich Cicero) zu
erweisen. Gerade weil alle von Housman angefiihrten Nachweise aus der Prosa
stammen und Housman Lucr. 5, 1341-1349 aufgrund derselben Konstruktion
in 1341-1343 (sed uix adducor ut ante /| non quierint animo praesentire
atque uidere, | quam commune malum fieret foedumque, futurum) als Cicero-
Interpolation auszuweisen sucht, 1duft seine Verteidigung des ovidischen tangor
der in diesem Aufsatz entfalteten Argumentation jedoch eher zuwider.

12 Vgl. dazu allein aus den Fasti: Cynthia saepe tuis fertur, uocalis Arion, /
tamquam fraternis obstipuisse modis (2, 91 f.), immemor imperii sedisse
sub arbore fertur (2, 255), Concordia fertur / illa praeipue mitis adesse die
(2, 631 f.), Ampelon intonsum satyro nymphaque creatum / fertur in Ismariis
Bacchus amasse iugis (3, 409 1.), an quia de capitis fertur sine matre paterni /
uertice cum clipeo prosiluisse suo? (3, 841 f.), dum legit, oblito fertur gustasse
palato | longamque imprudens exsoluisse famem (4, 533 f.), plebs colit
hanc, quia qui posuit de plebe fuisse / fertur, et ex humili sceptra tulisse loco
(6,781 f.).

13 Vgl. zu censere bei Ovid etwa Helzle 2003, 334 (zu Ov. Pont. 2, 5,73 f.
pro quibus ut maneat de quo censeris amicus | comprecor ad uitae tempora
summa tuae) oder Gaertner 2007, 163 mit Anm. 47.
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Die Korruptel von originalem rumor zu iiberliefertem tangor kann
dadurch erklirt werden, dass rumor zunichst durch das im fiinften
Buch der Fasti anders als rumor zweimal belegte (Ov. Fast. 5, 84.
625) und auch generell weit héufigere Synonym fama iiberschrieben
wurde und sich tangor aus der Verschmelzung der als Korrektur
missgedeuteten Glosse mit dem glossierten Wort ergab: Zunéchst
verlor die Glosse — wahrscheinlich mechanisch — ihren letzten
Buchstaben, dann wurde das unlateinische *fam zu tam verbessert;
anschlieBend erfolgte die Verschmelzung, indem ein weiterer
Abschreiber tam als Verbesserungsvorschlag fiir die ersten drei
Buchstaben des Verses deutete und *famor herstellte, das dann durch
einen Korrektor oder weiteren Abschreiber zu tangor verbessert wurde,
wohl nicht zuletzt deshalb, weil Formen von tangere im fiinften Buch
der Fasti auch auBerhalb unserer aller Wahrscheinlichkeit nach
korrupten Stelle auBergewohnlich haufig sind (Ov. Fast. 5, 253. 256.
262.295.395. 441. 489. 653).14

Dass es sich bei fama und rumor um Synonyme handelt, wie jiingst
insbesondere Gianni Guastella wieder betont hat,!5 ist dabei nicht nur
fiir die Herleitung der Verderbnis, sondern insbesondere auch fiir den
Nachweis bedeutsam, dass die Konjektur dem Sprachgebrauch Ovids
(und der Augusteer) entspricht. Denn die wichtigste syntaktische
Parallele, die eine vorzeitige Akkusativ-mit-Infinitiv-Konstruktion
von dem elliptischen ,(es gibt) das Gerilicht* abhingig macht, findet
sich im finften Buch der Fasti selbst, verwendet aber nicht rumor,
sondern das (nicht nur in den Fasti oder auch nur bei Ovid hiufigere)
fama: fama uetus, tunc, cum Saturnia terra uocata est, / talia fatidici

14 King 2006, 128 spricht anlédsslich von Ov. Fast. 4, 19 (si qua tamen pars
te de fastis tangere debet) geradezu von ,,Ovid’s language of ,touch* .

15 Guastella 2017, 119 mit Anm. 80. Unter den Belegen, die Guastella
auffiihrt, ist fiir den Sprachgebrauch der Fasti insbesondere Ov. Trist. 3, 12,
43 f. (quisquis is est, memori rumorem uoce referre / et fieri famae parsque
gradusque potest) von Bedeutung, wo die Verwendung des jeweiligen Wortes
ausschlieBlich von den Klangfiguren im unmittelbaren Umfeld und nicht von
der offensichtlich austauschbaren Semantik diktiert wird; vgl. zu dieser auch
ebd. 120: ,,Rumor can be considered a synonym of fama particularly when
it comes to the concepts of ,hearsay‘ and ,rumours. [...] For example, for
,rumour has it* and ,people say that‘, one could use both rumor est and fama
est“ mit den in Anm. 88 angefiihrten Stellen Ter. Andr. 185 und Cic. Fam. 1,
8, 7 (fir rumor est) sowie Lucr. 3, 981 und Nep. Them. 10, 4 (fir fama esft).



Eine vergessene Konjektur J. G. Frazers zu Ov. Fast. 5, 74 85

dicta fuisse louis (Ov. Fast. 5, 625 £.).1° Nicht fiir den elliptischen
Hauptsatz fama (est) bzw. rumor (est), aber fiir die folgende Konst-
ruktion wére Verg. Aen. 7, 144 f. (diditur hic subito Troiana per ag-
mina rumor | aduenisse diem quo debita moenia condant) zu ver-
gleichen;!7 dhnlich auch Mart. 4, 16, 1 f. (priuignum non esse tuae
te, Galle, nouercae | rumor erat, coniunx dum fuit illa patris).'® Den
elliptischen Hauptsatz fama (est), aber nicht mit dem Akkusativ mit
Infinitiv, sondern mit indirektem Fragesatz, weist Ov. Fast. 6, 103 f.
auf (unde datas habeat uires, obscurior aeuo / fama);'® zum Pendant
rumor (est) vgl. etwa Tac. Hist. 1, 34, 2 (uixdum egresso Pisone
occisum in castris Othonem uagus primum et incertus rumor).?0
Noch &hnlicher ist unserer Stelle — wenn auch wieder mit fama
anstelle von rumor — das erneut elliptische und lediglich durch die
Temporaladverbiale nunc erweiterte fama in Verg. Aen. 3, 165 f. (nunc
fama minores / Italiam dixisse ducis de nomine gentem),?' wihrend der

16 Fiir diesen und den zweiten Beleg aus dem fiinften Buch der Fasti,
Ov. Fast. 5, 83 f. (hinc sata Pleione cum caelifero Atlante / iungitur, ut fama
est, Pleiadasque parit) wire auch Hor. Serm. 2, 1, 35 f. (nam Venusinus arat
finem sub utrumque colonus, / missus ad hoc pulsis, uetus est ut fama, Sabellis)
zu vergleichen. Zu Ov. Fast. 5, 625 vgl. auch Spencer 2019, 226 f. und Damon
2020, 138; zum Ausdruck fama uetus auch Guastella 2017, 192 mit Anm. 16 und
Leiendecker 2019, 277 Anm. 855.

17 Vgl. zur Verwendung von rumor bei Vergil insbesondere Fratantuono —
Alden Smith 2018, 207 (zu Verg. Aen. 8, 90: rumore secundo).

18- Vgl. zu rumor an dieser Stelle auch Moreno Soldevila 2006, 191.

19 Zu dieser Stelle verweist bereits Bomer 1958, 343 auf das Vorbild Verg.
Aen. 7,205, das die Ellipse nicht aufweist (fama est obscurior annis).

20 Vgl. zu dieser Stelle auch Ries 1969, 120 und Hardie 2012, 291 f.

21 Vgl. zur Bedeutung von fama an dieser Stelle auch Horsfall 2006, 154,
zur thematischen Verwandtschaft der Passage mit den Fasti auch O’Hara 1996,
90. Das hinc zu Beginn von Ov. Fast. 5, 73 gehort gewiss eher der Akkusativ-
mit-Infinitiv-Konstruktion (,dass die maiores dem Mai deshalb — d.h. wegen
ihres Ansehens und der soeben noch hinzugewonnenen politischen Macht —
ihren Namen gegeben haben‘); man konnte es allerdings ohne erhebliche
semantische Verschiebung durchaus auch zum iibergeordneten verbum dicendi
ziehen und auch rumor in Entsprechung zu Vergils nunc fama zu einem hinc
[...]1/ rumor erweitern (,aus diesem Grund gibt es noch heute das Geriicht,
dass die maiores dem Mai ihren Namen gegeben hitten‘); vgl. dazu auch die
durchaus bedenkenswerten stilistischen Uberlegungen von Loehr 1996, 253 zu
hinc: ,,Um die Verwendung der etymologischen Methode zusétzlich formal
zu betonen, formuliert Uranie die Ableitung in den Termini der varronischen
etymologischen Forschung: vocabula bezeichnet den Gegenstand der Erfor-



86 Heiko Ullrich

Hauptsatz in den vergleichbaren Stellen Verg. den. 3, 578 £.; 3, 694 {.;
8, 600; 10, 641; 12, 735-737 jeweils ebenso durch das vollstindige
fama est gebildet wird wie Hor. Serm. 1, 10, 62—64 (quale fuit Cassi
rapido feruentius amni / ingenium, capsis quem fama est esse lib-
risque | ambustum propriis),?> Ov. Heroid. 3, 57 f. (quin etiam fama
est, cum crastina fulserit Eos, | te dare nubiferis lintea uelle Notis),
Heroid. 13, 3 (Aulide te fama est uento retinente morari), Met. 4, 305
(saepe suas illi fama est dixisse sorores), Met. 9, 316 (numine decepto
risisse Galanthida fama est), Met. 10, 45 f. (tunc primum lacrimis
uictarum carmine fama est /| Eumenidum maduisse genas), Met. 15,
356 (esse uiros fama est in Hyperborea Pallene) oder Met. 15, 431
(nunc quoque Dardaniam fama est consurgere Romam). Auch fur
den Vergleichssatz bietet Vergil einen einzelnen Beleg mit Ellipse:
pastor Aristaeus fugiens Peneia Tempe, | amissis, ut fama, apibus
morboque fameque, / tristis ad extremi sacrum caput adstitit amnis /
multa querens atque hac adfatus uoce parentem (Georg. 4, 317-320),
wiahrend vergleichbare Parenthesen in der Regel ein Pradikat aufweisen:
si uera est fama (Aen. 3, 551); ut fama est (Aen. 6, 14); die bereits
von Bomer als Vorbild fiir Ov. Fast. 6, 103 f. angefiihrte Stelle fama
est obscurior annis (Aen. 7, 205); Siluano fama est ueteres sacrasse
Pelasgos (Aen. 8, 600); nam mihi facti / fama sat est (Aen. 9, 194).24

schung; hinc markiert das Ableitungsverhéltnis. Gleichwohl beldsst es Uranie
nicht bei einer traditionellen antiquarischen Etymologie. Ihre Ableitung ist
nicht nur historisch-logisch erschlossen und zeitlos, sondern (friith-)romisch-
allgemein beschrieben, sondern iiber ein initiierendes Ereignis etabliert und an
bestimmte Personen gekniipft*; vgl. auch ebd. Anm. 229: ,,Aus diesem Bedeu-
tungsfeld stammend, ist Ainc in fast. 5, 73 betont eingesetzt, auch wenn die
logische Ableitung nicht ganz sauber durchgefiihrt ist. Die Ableitung klappt
erst in dem durch hinc eréffneten Satz nach®.

22 Vgl. zur Bedeutung von fama an dieser Stelle Taxidis 2019, 30 f.; zum
Kontext auch Gowers 2012, 331.

23 Vgl. zur Formel fama est auch den Kommentar von Wagner 2024,
86 f. zu Ov. Met. 10, 45; zu einer ausfithrlichen Untersuchung der Rolle einer
(teilweise personifizierten und von Vergil abhéngigen) fama bzw. Fama in
Ovids Metamorphosen auch Hardie 2012, 150—-174.

24 Zur Sammlung und vergleichenden Interpretation dieser Vergil-Stellen
vgl. insbesondere Horsfall 2016, 128—131 sowie Nelson 2023, 9-12, die
allerdings nicht auf den Regelfall der Realisierung von est und die Ausnahme
der einen Ellipse eingehen; in der Sammlung von uz-Sdtzen bei Pinkster
2021, 275 ist die Georgica-Stelle bezeichnenderweise die einzige mit einem
elliptischen uz-Satz.
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Ein elliptischer Hauptsatz rumor mit folgender Akkusativ-
mit-Infinitiv-Konstruktion scheint also dem Fehlen einer genauen
Parallele zum Trotz?3 durchaus auch bei Ovid als Ausnahme parallel
zu Vergils nunc fama oder ut fama denkbar; da Ovid rumor in den
Fasti lediglich einmal zu Beginn des Hexameters verwendet: Rumor,
ut est uelox, agitatis peruolat alis (Ov. Fast. 6, 527), wire zur
Verwendung der Form zu Beginn des Pentameters etwa Prop. 2, 32,
23 f. (nuper enim de te nostras me laedit ad auris | rumor, et in tota
non bonus urbe fuit)*® zu vergleichen. Tatséchlich ist rumor bei Ovid
nicht iibermaBig haufig belegt;?” seine Verwendung des Wortes zeigt
jedoch, wie gut dessen Bedeutung pace Housman gerade an unserer
Stelle passt. Wihrend die Personifizierung in Fast. 6, 527 (Rumor, ut
est uelox, agitatis peruolat alis, | estque frequens, Ino, nomen in ore

25 Die Tatsache, dass die Kombination aus elliptischem rumor mit
folgendem Akkusativ mit Infinitiv also letztlich nicht belegt, sondern lediglich
durch partielle Parallelen (zu den jeweiligen Einzelteilen der Konstruktion)
wahrscheinlich zu machen ist, macht aus der Glosse fama, deren Funktion sich
auf den ersten Blick lediglich aus der Freude am Sammeln von Synonymen
(etwa fiir den Sprachunterricht) erklédren lie3e, also wahrscheinlich doch eine
bemerkenswerte Beobachtung, denn wenn der Glossator mit fama auf die
engste syntaktische Parallele Verg. den. 3, 165 f. hinweisen wollte, wird aus
der vermeintlichen Banalitit der beiden synonymen Worter (rumor = fama) eine
fiir den Leser durchaus hilfreiche Anmerkung: (hier singuldres) rumor + Acl =
(bei Vergil belegtes) fama + Acl = ,es geht das Geriicht, dass®.

26 Vgl. zu Rolle des rumor an dieser Stelle auch Caston 2012, 87 f.; zum
Einfluss dieser Stelle auf Ov. Am. 3, 14 auch Morgan 1977, 102 f. sowie zum
textkritischen Problem um das vorangehende me laedit ad auris auch Giinther
1997, 112.

27 Den fiir unsere Stelle auf der Textoberfliche bedeutsamsten Aspekt,
dass Berichte aufgrund des groBlen zeitlichen Abstands (etwa zwischen dem
Vorgang der Benennung des Mai nach den Alten und der Rede der Uranie)
zum nur noch undeutlich wahrnehmbaren rumor werden, entwickelt Ovid in
der Exildichtung zur Klage iiber die Zeit, die Nachrichten aus dem unendlich
weit entfernten Rom fiir ihren Weg bis zu dem Dichter und die dessen Gedichte
fiir die Reise nach Rom bendtigen, vgl. dazu Ov. Pont. 2, 49-52 (pertulit hic
idem, nobis, Germanice, rumor | oppida sub titulo nominis isse tui / atque ea
te contra nec muri mole nec armis / nec satis ingenio tuta fuisse loci); Pont.
3, 4, 59 f. (dum uenit huc rumor properataque carmina fiunt / factaque eunt
ad uos, annus abisse potest); Pont. 4, 4, 19 (ut laeto Pontum rumore repleuit),
Trist. 3, 7, 43 f. (quisquis is est, memori rumorem uoce referre / et fieri famae
parsque gradusque potest).
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tuum) zunéchst das beunruhigende Bild der vergilischen Fama aufruft
und sich ja auch tatséchlich auf eine nicht unproblematische Gottheit
bezieht, fiihrt gerade der rumor dazu, dass Ino zunichst von Carmentis
und dann ins rdmische Pantheon aufgenommen wird (Fast. 6, 529—
550), bevor der Erzédhler der Fasti erneut umschwenkt und die Leser
warnt: non tamen hanc pro stirpe sua pia mater adoret! | ipsa parum
felix uisa fuisse parens. | alterius prolem melius mandabitis illi: /
utilior Baccho quam fuit ipsa suis (Fast. 6, 558-562).28 In dhnlich

28 Vgl. zum Attribut welox insbesondere Guastella 2017, 121 mit
Anm. 89 und zahlreichen Vergleichsstellen aus der Prosa (v.a. Cicero, Caesar,
Livius, Tacitus), aber auch aus Enn. Ann. 491 Skutsch (celerissimus rumor).
Bereits Bomer 1958, 375 verweist auf das Vorbild Verg. den. 4, 173-177
(extemplo Libyae magnas it Fama per urbes, | Fama, malum quo non aliud
uelocius ullum: | mobilitate uiget uirisque adquirit eundo, | parua metu
primo, mox se attollit in auras | ingrediturque solo et caput nubila condit);
der intertextuelle Verweis demonstriert neben der Austauschbarkeit von
fama und rumor (bzw. von Fama und Rumor) auch das Oszillieren der Stelle
zwischen neutraler und negativer Konnotation, das auch der ausfiihrliche
Kommentar von Littlewood 2006, 174 betont: ,,Ovid’s rumor is swift and
winged, like Virgil’s Fama (qua non aliud velocius ullum, Aen. 4. 174).
However, unlike fama, fertur or even diceris (530), rumor has the connotation
of un unsubstantiated report (cf. Ovid Met. 12. 55). This does not represent
an Alexandrian footnote but a mistier oral tradition associated with the holy
places of the Forum Boarium. By alluding to Virgil’s striking personification of
Fama, who initiates cataclymic events by proclaiming false rumours through
the cities of Libya, Ovid humorously adapts an epic motif to elegiac context:
the news of Ino’s arrival spread through Evander’s tiny settlement like wildfire,
which is made clear in the pentameter: estque frequens, Ino, nomen in ore
tuum. But which part of Ino’s story provided gossip for Evander’s settlers?
Ino’s Theban past and her infanticide were wholly incompatible with her new
role as Roman kourotrophos goddess. Besides, she had been symbolically
cleansed by her rite of passage through the sea. In the subsequent distich the
poet uses imagery which demonstrates clearly Ino’s new role by elevating
her to the stature of the archetypal sorrowing mother goddess, Ceres“. Die
positiven Aspekte (iiber-)betont Panoussi 2019, 198: ,In the Aeneid, Fama/
Rumor is a deity whose activity is often described in Bacchic terms. She is also
described as an agent through which the women’s Bacchic violence spreads to
the realm of male warfare. In Ovid, Rumor bears no trace of this Bacchic past;
instead she neutralizes all destructive aspects of the collective female action
(and of Juno, who mobilizes it). Rumor here spreads the story of Carmentis’
successful hospitality and Ino’s ultimate protection of mothers and children
within the framework of women’s cult. Rumor is thus an agent that propagates



Eine vergessene Konjektur J. G. Frazers zu Ov. Fast. 5, 74 89

ambivalenter Weise ist auch an unserer Stelle der rumor aufzufassen:
Zwar rechtfertigt das Ansehen des Alters die Benennung des Mai
nach den Alten, aber die Benennung durch den Namenstrager selbst
(vgl. insbesondere das Polyptoton sua — suae, Fast. 5, 73 {.) erscheint
dennoch als Akt der AnmaBung (vgl. insbesondere consuluisse,
Fast. 5, 74),2° der durch die Alternative von Numitors Bitte an seinen
Enkel Romulus nur teilweise relativiert wird — schlieBlich ist Numitor
selbst ebenfalls alt — und erkldrt, warum Romulus offenbar nur
widerwillig gehorcht (nec [...] sustinuisse, Fast. 5, 76).30

knowledge regarding positive social and religious relationships among women,
first within the context of hospitality and then within the context of cult, by
reporting on the baking of cakes, providing an etiology for cult practices that
occur during the Matralia. Furthermore, the text emphasizes Ino’s character
as a constructive agent, even though she herself had exhibited potentially
destructive Bacchic qualities: Carmentis calls her propitious and beneficial to
the people, and Ino promises to be so*.

29 Vgl. Basso 2022, 162: ,I’attribuzione del nome al mese di maggio
e presenta come un atto di omaggio che gli anziani rivolgono a se stessi®;
unter den Parallelen, auf die Basso verweist, ist besonders Ov. Her. 2, 87-90
aufschlussreich (at si nostra tuo spumescant aequora remo, | iam mihi,
iam dicar consuluisse meis. | sed neque consului nec te mea regia tanget /
fessaque Bistonia membra lauabis aqua). Dass die stets umstrittene Ehre, einen
Monat nach sich selbst benennen zu diirfen, in den Fasti als Aquivalent zum
sprichwortlichen Zankapfel aufgefasst wird, zeigt insbesondere das Wortgefecht
der drei Gottinnen Juno, Hebe-Tuventas und Concordia zu Beginn des sechsten
Buches (Ov. Fast. 6, 1-100); wenn der Dichter diesen Streit explizit mit
demjenigen vergleicht, der dem Parisurteil vorausgeht (dicta triplex causa
est. at uos ignoscite, diuae: | res est arbitrio non dirimenda meo. / ite pares
a me! perierunt iudice formae | Pergama, plus laedunt quam iuuet una duae,
Ov. Fast. 6,97-100), verweist er iiberdeutlich auf die problematische Eitelkeit
als verbindendes Element der beiden Streitszenen; vgl. dazu insbesondere
Leiendecker 2019, 330-334.

30 Basso 2022, 163 verweist auf Ov. Met. 14, 787 {. (nec nymphae iusta
petentem | sustinuere deam), wo die positive Konnotation aufgrund der
berechtigten Bitten der Venus durch die drastische Schilderung der Folgen (et
strata est tellus Romana Sabinis | corporibus strata estque suis, generique
cruorem | sanguine cum soceri permiscuit impius ensis, 800-802) deutlich
relativiert wird; vgl. auch Ov. Fast. 6, 645 f., wo umgekehrt zunichst innere
Widerstéinde zu iiberwinden sind, sich durch deren Uberwindung dann aber ein
positives Ergebnis zeigt (sustinuit tantas operum subuertere moles / totque suas
heres perdere Caesar opes: | sic agitur censura et sic exempla parantur, | cum
uindex, alios quod monet, ipse facit).
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Als programmatische Umschreibung fiir die Methode der Mehr-
facherkliarungen erscheint rumor dann Ov. Fast. 3, 543 f. (quae tamen
haec dea sit, quoniam rumoribus errat | fabula, proposito nulla tegenda
meo);3! die negative, von errat ausgehende Fiarbung des rumor ist
auch in Fast. 5, 74 die Grundlage fiir die — allerdings erneut problema-
tische — Présentation einer Alternative, die dann allerdings einen noch
geringeren Wahrheitsanspruch formuliert und geradezu eingesteht,
dass diese Erklarung ad hoc erfunden worden ist (potest, Fast. 5, 75).32
Uranie stellt beide Erkldrungen unter erheblichen Vorbehalt, um dann
zum Abschluss ihrer Rede das einzige mit voller Uberzeugungskraft
vorgetragene Argument aus der Analogie heraus zu begriinden: nec leue

31 Vgl. Loehr 1996, 362; Ursini 2008, 535; Egelhaaf-Gaiser 2012, 212 f,;
Chiu 2016, 73; Heyworth 2019, 193; McCallum 2019, 28 f.; Mclntyre 2019,
41; Hirt 2022, 250; Beek 2022, 277 f.

32 Basso 2022, 162 (,,una seconda spiegazione, altrettanto congetturale®),
dhnlich auch Smutek 2015, 246 f.; etwas vager formuliert Loehr 1996, 255:
»Uranie formuliert die Variante ausdriicklich als Moglichkeit (potest), so
daf die Anspielung auf die Form der wissenschaftlichen Mehrfacherklarung
deutlich wird“ — was nicht zuletzt daran liegt, dass sie am {iberlieferten tangor
festhidlt und dieses entsprechend auf eine dhnliche Stufe des Wahrheitsgehalts
stellt wie potest, vgl. Loehr 1996, 254 f.: ,,Die Muse versucht jedoch, in
der Darstellung den Rahmen wissenschaftlicher Methodik nicht zu sprengen.
Sie stellt die Anbindung des zu erkldrenden Monatsnamens an das Ereignis
pointiert als ihre SchluBfolgerung aus dem Wissen um die Ehrenstellung
des Alters dar: tangor. Das Aition des romulischen Senats ist Uranies
konkretisierende Spekulation. Die spekulative ErschlieBung des konkreten
Aitions wird dadurch noch deutlicher, da3 Uranie sogar eine Alternative
angibt: Die Benennung kdonnte auch auf eine Aufforderung des Numitor an
Romulus zuriickgehen. So wichtig Uranies Ankniipfung des zu erklédrenden
Monatsnamens an ein Ereignis der Vergangenheit zur Herstellung der
aitiologischen Form und Funktion ist, so belanglos erscheint das Ereignis
an sich zur Benennung des Namens: Denn in beiden Aitien spiegelt sich der
bereits bekannte, mit der Etymologie (maiores) verbundene Deutungshorizont.
Das Aition selbst ist von Uranie abgeleitet und obendrein um eine Alternative
erginzt, d. h. Welches Ereignis auch immer zur Namensgebung gefiihrt hat,
in jedem Falle hat der V. 57-70 beschriebene Zustand zu diesem Ereignis
gefiihrt. Damit erweist sich Uranies Rede als etymologische Deutung des
Wortes ,Mai‘, die zwar als Aitiologie iiberformt, aber als solche inhaltlich
auch gleich schon wieder zuriickgenommen wird: Uranies Zugriff auf
das Thema zeigt sich im Kern antiquarisch-etymologisch®; vgl. auch die
ebd. 254 Anm. 234 angefiihrte Auffassung des fraglichen fangor: ,,[...] das
Wissen um die Ehrenstellung des Alters fiihrt sie zu dem Glauben, daf ...
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propositi pignus successor honoris /| lunius, a iuuenum nomine dictus,
habet (Fast. 5, 77 £.).33 Ein geradezu falsches Geriicht wird von Ovid
durch das entsprechende Attribut auch explizit als solches markiert,
wenn der Sprecher Claudia Quinta folgendermafien exkulpiert: casta
quidem, sed non et credita: rumor iniquus / laeserat, et falsi criminis
acta rea est (Fast. 4, 307 f.).3* Wichtig ist hier jedoch insbesondere
die Gleichsetzung eines rumor iniquus mit einem falsum crimen,
denn diese Gleichsetzung schlidgt gleichsam eine Briicke von dem
konjizierten rumor in Fast. 5, 74 zu einer Passage aus dem zweiten
Buch der Fasti, in der die Senatoren sich ebenfalls eines falschen
Verdachts erwehren miissen (Ov. Fast. 2, 491-508):

est locus, antiqui Capreae dixere paludem:
forte tuis illic, Romule, iura dabas.
sol fugit, et remouent subeuntia nubila caclum,
et grauis effusis decidit imber aquis.
hinc tonat, hinc missis abrumpitur ignibus aether, 495
fit fuga, rex patriis astra petebat equis.
luctus erat, falsaeque patres in crimine caedis,
haesissetque animis forsitan illa fides;
sed Proculus Longa ueniebat Iulius Alba,
lunaque fulgebat, nec facis usus erat, 500
cum subito motu saepes tremuere sinistrae,
rettulit ille gradus, horrueruntque comae.
pulcher et humano maior trabeaque decorus
Romulus in media uisus adesse uia
et dixisse simul ,prohibe lugere Quirites, 505
nec uiolent lacrimis numina nostra suis;
tura ferant placentque nouum pia turba Quirinum
et patrias artes militiamque colant!*

Die Stelle weist nicht nur erhebliche stilistische Parallelen zu
unserer Stelle auf: Insbesondere entspricht dem klanglichen Chiasmus
<rum>or et — et Numitor am Versbeginn von 5, 74 und 75, der den
Ubergang vom Geriicht aus grauer Vorzeit hin zu einer noch vor der

3 Das betont auch Basso 2022, 164 (,,argomento a conferma della
credibilita®), dhnlich auch Loehr 1996, 256 und Leiendecker 2019, 255.

34 Vgl. Pasco-Pranger 2006, 157f.; Steenblock 2013, 254; Chiu 2016, 44 £.;
Fucecchi 2018, 556.
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Stadtgriindung anzusiedelnden und bereits halb und halb der Sage
zugehorigen Figur untermalt, mit der die dichterische Phantasie bereits
vollig frei umspringen darf, sowie der unmittelbar vorangehenden
Parallele longa senecta — selectaque pectora (5, 71 f.),35 die die
Eignung der Alten fiir die Staatslenkung auch stilistisch unterstreicht,
die dhnliche Kombination aus klanglicher und semantischer Grund-
lage eines Chiasmus: effusis decidit imber aquis — patriis astra
petebat equis, 2, 494 und 496;3¢ vgl. auch, weniger auffillig, Romule —
remouent, 2, 492 f.). Zudem enthalten beide Passagen eine direkte
Rede, die nicht durch eine Personalform von dicere, sondern durch
eine Nominativ-mit-Infinitiv-Konstruktion eingeleitet wird: Numitor
dixisse potest (5, 75) — Romulus in media uisus adesse uia / et dixisse
simul (2, 505 f.). Dem vom Volk ausgehenden (elliptischen) falsaeque
patres in crimine caedis (2, 497)37 wird ebenso wie dem (elliptischen)
rumor et aetati consuluisse suae (5, 74) das Handeln einer monar-
chischen Figur gegeniibergestellt, die den jeweils gegeniiber dem
Senat erhobenen Vorwurf zu beseitigen scheint: Numitor setzt die Be-
nennung des Mai nach den maiores durch und befreit so den Senat
vom Vorwurf der Fixierung auf das eigene Interesse; Romulus bezeugt
die eigene Apotheose und spricht die Senatoren so von der Anklage
des Konigsmordes frei.

Was auf den ersten Blick eine reine Affirmation der monarchischen
Uberformung einer auBer Kontrolle geratenen Senatorenklasse, die
nur aus purem Egoismus handelt und den wichtigsten militarischen
Anfiihrer meuchelt und daher dringend faktisch entmachtet werden
muss, darstellt, wird jedoch mithilfe der Relativierung der jeweiligen
souverdnen ,Rettung der Republik® durch die Monarchen Numitor und

35 Basso 2022, 159 duflert sich lediglich zur klanglichen Qualitdt der
selecta pectora (,raffinato tessuto fonico dell’hemistichio®); zu longa senecta
verweist Bomer 1958, 295 auf die Verwendung in derselben Versposition in
Fast. 6,190 (vgl. dazu auch Littlewood 2006, 63) und in Fast. 5, 132, wo longa
senecta Teil eines Parallelismus ist (mit multa uetustas in 5, 131; vgl. zu dieser
Stelle auch Walter 2020, 179); weitere Parallelen listet Ramirez de Verger 2021,
81 (zu Ov. Met. 6, 37) auf.

36 Vgl. zur sprachlichen Gestaltung von Fast. 2, 494 auch Ursini 2008,
362; Moreno Soldevila 2006, 210.

37 Zur Bezeichnung dieses Vorwurfs als perobscura fama (Liv. 1, 16, 4) in
der Paralleliiberlieferung vgl. neben Sterbenc Erker 2023, 137 auch Zenk 2021,
112; zur Ellipse auch Beek 2022, 234.
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Romulus zu einem raffinierten Vexierspiel: Handelt es sich bei den
Anschuldigungen gegen den Senat noch um (mutmaBlich falsche)
Geriichte, so wird das monarchische Eingreifen durch die Relativierung
der entscheidenden direkten Reden mithilfe der Modalverben uwisus
(est) (2, 504)%® bzw. potest (5, 75) noch deutlicher in den Bereich der
subjektiven Wahrnehmung verschoben. Entscheidend ist dabei, dass
die Geriichte noch auf dem (wenn auch mutmaBlich falschen) Konsens
einer breiten Masse fuflen, wihrend die (scheinbar eindeutige, in Wahr-
heit jedoch noch weit deutlicher relativierte und problematisierte)
Richtigstellung stets von einem einzelnen Individuum verantwortet wird,
wenn Uranie die Unterredung zwischen Numitor und seinem Enkel
Romulus aus dem Stand erfindet und ein &hnlicher Verdacht vielleicht
auch gegeniiber dem Bericht des Iulius Proculus von seiner Unterredung
mit dem vergottlichten Romulus-Quirinus geduBert werden muss: luctus
erat, falsaeque patres in crimine caedis | haesissetque animis forsitan
illa fides, | sed Proculus Longa ueniebat lulius Alba (2, 499 f.).%

So ist es gewiss kein Zufall, sondern ein bewusster Riickverweis
auf die Passage aus dem zweiten Buch der Fasti, dass Uranie sich fiir ihr
vollig arbitrdres Beispiel ausgerechnet Numitor, den Koénig von Alba
Longa,*0 aussucht und diesen einen Akt der pietas einfordern lésst,
wie ihn Augustus gegeniiber seinem Adoptivvater Julius Caesar in
Philippi demonstrativ eingeldst hat: hoc opus, haec pietas, haec prima
elementa fuerunt | Caesaris, ulcisci iusta per arma patrem (Ov. Fast.
3, 709 £.).#! Ovids subtile Kritik an der willkiirlichen Herrschaft eines

3 Vgl. etwa 2, 845 f.: illa iacens ad uerba oculos sine lumine mouit, /
uisaque concussa dicta probare coma; gerade vor dem Hintergrund der durch
uisa deutlich relativierten Deutung der Gestik und Mimik der sterbenden
Lucretia durch die Umstehenden muss der Analyse der Deutung durch Sterbenc
Erker 2023, 140: ,,The Ovidian narrator in the Fasti surprises the reader with his
almost naive credence in the epiphany of Quirinus. He does not use any subtle
distancing device, as do Livy and Dionysius, in order to express doubt in Julius
Proculus’ vision* doch deutlich widersprochen werden, zumal Sterbenc Erker
das fragliche uisus wenig spéter selbst folgendermaflen iibersetzt: ,,Romulus
seemed to be there™ (ebd. 142).

39 Vgl. dazu insbesondere Sterbenc Erker 2023, 142 f.

40 Bomer 1958, 118 betont zu Recht die ,,archaische Wortstellung®™ von
Longa [...] Alba in Fast. 2, 500.

41 Vgl. Heyworth 2019, 228; Beek 2022, 285; Sterbenc Erker 2023,
190 f. sowie den Verweis auf weiterfithrende Literatur bei Hirt 2022, 250 mit
Anm. 626.
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Einzelnen zeigt sich in beiden Passagen an nichts deutlicher als an
dem der patriarchalischen romischen Gesellschaft zugrundeliegenden
Nexus zwischen Staats- und Familienstrukturen: Im zweiten Buch
der Fasti demonstriert der Sprecher eine geradezu kindliche Freude
daran, die Benennung der Senatoren als patres ad absurdum zu
fithren, indem er diesen entmachteten und entménnlichten patres (vgl.
die verréterische Wortstellung falsaeque patres im Hyperbaton zu
caedis, 2,497) dem wahren pater des Romulus gegeniiberstellt: Nicht
die morderischen Senatoren, sondern Mars, der Vater des Romulus,
ist fiir die Entriickung seines Sohnes zustindig (patriis astra petebat
equis, 2, 496)*2 — ebenso iibrigens wie Vesta und nicht die Dolche des
Brutus und Cassius den Diktator ins Jenseits befordert haben: ipsa
uirum rapui simulacraque nuda reliqui: / quae cecidit ferro, Caesaris
umbra fuit (Ov. Fast. 3, 701 £.).4

Auch im fiinften Buch erscheinen die patres als schwach, weil nur
von des Romulus Gnaden iiberhaupt zu Vitern geworden (censuram
longa senecta dabat. | Romulus hoc uidit selectaque pectora patres /
dixit, 5, 70-72);* vor allem aber wird ihre Senilitdt betont (sene,
longa senecta, senibus, auum, 5, 69. 70. 76),% bis sie schlie3lich zur
Benennung des Mai in ihrer libersteigerten Eitelkeit zu ihren eigenen
Vorfahren werden miissen: hinc sua maiores tribuisse uocabula

42 Vgl. Mantzilas 2002, 510; Labate 2003, 106; Robinson 2011, 313,
Bechtold 2011, 155; Sterbenc Erker 2023, 140; zur Parallele Hor. Carm. 3, 3,
15 f. (hac Quirinus | Martis equis Acheronta fugit) neben Nisbet—Rudd 2004,
43 auch Woodman 2020, 110.

43 Bomer 1958, 192 f.; Heyworth 2019, 226; Beek 2022, 284.

44 Dass Romulus sich gerade durch den konservativen Anschein seiner
politischen Entscheidungen als Proto-Princeps inszeniert, ldsst sich insbesondere
an der Interpretation bei Pasco-Pranger 2006, 59 ablesen: ,,Young men go to
war, old men advise and give laws so that the senate is named for them — the
division is already familiar; here, however, Romulus lacks an active role as
organizer of both society and the calendar. Rather than making a division of
society and then naming the months to mimic that division, he sees that this
division is already in place and endorses it by entrusting the general interests
of his city to the elders* (vgl. auch Leidendecker 2019, 249).

4 Vgl. zum idealisierten Bild eines aus ,weisen alten Ménnern‘ bestehenden
Senats bei Ovid, Cicero und anderen antiken Autoren auch die Ausfithrungen
von Parkin 2003, 100-129, zu Ovid insbesondere 100—104 sowie Leiendecker
2019, 250 mit Anm. 751 und 254 mit der Betonung, dass ,,in der Rede selbst fast
ausschlieBlich von den senes und der Rolle der senectus gesprochen wurde*.
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Maio | <rum>or et aetati consuluisse suae (5, 73 £.).46 Damit mallen
sie sich an, was nur dem Monarchen und Gottessohn ansteht — doch
nicht einmal dieser benennt sein Volk nach sich, sondern umgekehrt
sich nach seinem Volk: ,prohibe lugere Quirites, /| nec uiolent
lacrimis numina nostra suis; |/ tura ferant placentque nouum pia
turba Quirinum / et patrias artes militiamque colant!* (2, 505-508).47
Die — vom scheidenden Konig freilich in klassisch monarchisch-
dynastischer Manier auf die aus der Sicht des Romulus so benannten
patrias artes verpflichteten*® — Quiriten sind eben gerade nicht die
Anhinger einer verfassungsméfigen, aber in ihrer Exklusivitdt stets
verddchtigen Senatsherrschaft, sondern die dynastisch orientierten
Militdrs vom Schlag eines Julius Caesar, die der Republik dann ja
auch tatsichlich ihr Grab geschaufelt haben.*

46 Zu dieser nicht unproblematischen Auffassung von maiores vgl. bei-
spielsweise die besonders deutlich das (absichtlich) Krude der Wortwahl
Ovids ausstellenden Erldauterungen bei Loehr 1996, 257 Anm. 240: ,,Gemeint
sind nicht die maiores als Vorfahren, sondern maiores natu als senes. Dieses
Wort ist gewdhlt in Analogie zu iuvenes — iuniores, wo die Verbindung
evidenter ist“; deutlicher artikuliert das Problem Brookes 1992, 28: | The
Muse is faced with the problem of establishing a link between the key word
maiores and senes, the more usual term for the older generation* (vgl. dazu
die weitere Ausfithrungen ebd. 28 f., Smutek 2015, 245 f. und Leidendecker
2019, 248).

47 Bomer 1958, 118 verweist auf Verg. den. 6, 847 und die Parallel-
darstellung Liv. 1, 16, 7; wichtiger freilich ist sein entscheidender Hinweis
auf die Behandlung der Etymologie des Namens Quirinus in Fast. 2, 475: siue
suum regi nomen posuere Quirites, der die Abhingigkeitsrichtung noch einmal
deutlich hervorhebt.

4 Vgl. dazu insbesondere die Anmerkung bei Beek 2022, 235 (,,the martial
legacy that Romulus has from his father*).

4 Vgl. zum grundsitzlichen Gegensatz zwischen der dynastischen
Familie des Romulus und der politischen Institution des Senats auch Pasco-
Pranger 2006, 59: ,,Urania believes that the maiores, as law-makers, gave their
own name to the month: Ainc sua maiores tribuisse vocabula Maio / tangor,
et aetati consuluisse suae ,For this reason [ am convinced that the elders gave
their own name to May and took consideration for their own generation‘. This
shift in emphasis from Romulus to the senators as the namers of the months
comes almost automatically as a result of Urania’s emphasis on their position
of high honor — control of the calendar is inseparable from control of society*;
vgl. auch ebd. Anm. 97: ,,Urania’s alternative explanation, that Numitor might
have asked his grandson for the honor on behalf of the senes, and Romulus
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Der Prinzipat hat — das scheint Ovid uns durch die beiden deut-
lich aufeinander bezogenen Stellen mitteilen zu wollen — den Teufel
mit dem Beelzebub ausgetrieben: An die Stelle des <rum>or, des
dissonanten und héufig schwer nachvollziehbaren vielstimmigen
Gemurmels einer zur Lynchjustiz geneigten Volksmasse, die die
korrupte und letztlich in ihrer Selbstverliebtheit nicht weniger als
in ihrem Tyrannenmord selbstzerstorerische Senatorenkaste mit
Argusaugen betrachtet und so ein Méchtegleichgewicht des Miss-
trauens konstituiert, ist die willkiirliche Setzung einer neuen Realitét
getreten, die ihre reine Macht im singularischen und etymologisch
nicht weniger als <rum>or einschligigen potest konzentriert.>
Dass das grammatikalische Subjekt von potest liber die Nominativ-
mit-Infinitiv-Konstruktion der (ironischerweise ebenfalls als senil
dargestellte und dariiber hinaus klanglich ebenso wie sein Enkel
Romulus mit <rum>or verbundene) schwache Konig Numitor ist,!
rittelt freilich bereits heftig am strahlenden Glanz dieser neuen
monarchischen Macht — und dass das logische Subjekt der gesamten
willkiirlichen Setzung, die Erfinderin des Beispiels und Schopferin
der neuen Realitdt die Muse Uranie ist, zeigt die wichtigste Botschaft
Ovids: Wenn der Prinzipat erfolgreich sein will, muss er sich auf die
Autoritét der Poesie stiitzen.>?

AbschlieBend soll hier also folgender Text vorgeschlagen werden
(Ov. Fast. 5, 69-76):

could not refuse him, maintains the respect for old age, but loses something of
the political — it replays the relationship of young and old on a familial level*
(vgl. dazu auch Brookes 1992, 34 und Leiendecker 2019, 254).

30 Vgl. dazu etwa Varr. Ling. 5, 4.

31 Vel. insbesondere Basso 2022, 163: ,,il vecchio re di Alba non ¢ una
presenza molto attiva nei Fasti [...]. Rilevante, nel nostro caso, ¢ sopratutto
il passo del terzo libro (v. 68), dove il re di Alba ¢ definito, come qui, auus,
ed ¢ per di piu qualificato come /longaeuus, ,anziano‘; si noti che Numitore
¢ altresi definito senex in Met. 14, 773: Queste menzioni, nel loro insieme,
forniscono una caratterizzazione stabile del personaggio ovidiano*; Barchiesi
1991, 14 sieht Numitor auch durch den Verweis auf Ciceros Epos De consulatu
suo (fr. 2, 66-70) ironisiert.

52 Zu Ovids wiederholtem Bekenntnis zu einer panegyrisch-staatstragend-
stabilisierenden Dichtung vgl. etwa die Stellensammlung bei Gaertner 2005,
109 (zu Ov. Pont. 1, 1,27 £.).



Eine vergessene Konjektur J. G. Frazers zu Ov. Fast. 5, 74 97

uerba quis auderet coram sene digna rubore
dicere? censuram longa senecta dabat. 70
Romulus hoc uidit selectaque pectora patres
dixit: ad hos urbis summa relata nouae.
hinc sua maiores tribuisse uocabula Maio
<rum>or et aetati consuluisse suae;
et Numitor dixisse potest ,,da, Romule, mensem 75
hunc senibus* nec auum sustinuisse nepos.

Wer wagte es, in Gegenwart eines Greises Worte zu sprechen,
die einem die Schamréte ins Gesicht treiben miissen? Hohes
Alter verlieh das Zensorenamt. Dies sah Romulus und nannte die
erwéhlten Autorititen die Viter: Diesen wurde die Verantwortung
fiir die neugegriindete Stadt {ibertragen. Es geht das Geriicht,
dass diese Altvorderen dem Mai deshalb ihren Namen gaben und
so ihrem Alter ein Denkmal setzten; es ist aber auch moglich,
dass Numitor sagte: ,,Romulus, widme diesen Monat den alten
Mainnern®, und dass der Enkel dem GroBvater dies nicht gut
abschlagen konnte.

Heiko Ullrich
Kraichtal

heiko.f.ullrich@web.de
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In Ov. Fast. 5, 74 the paradosis offers tangor, otherwise unattested as verbum
dicendi governing an accusative with infinitive. Comparing Ov. Fast. 5,
625 f. and Verg. den. 7, 144, this note argues for reading rumor (proposed but
then rejected by J. G. Frazer) instead of fangor explaining the corruption as
amelting of a former gloss fama (perhaps corrupted into fam) into the original
rumor producing the non-latin *famor or *famor then emended by a scribe or
corrector into the tangor of the manuscripts. Reconstructed rumor in 5, 74
allows for an interesting comparison between 5, 69-76 and 2, 491-508
showing how Ovid criticizes both the selfish senate of the late republic and
the princeps who removed power from the republican institution in an
arbitrary manner.
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B pyxonucaom urennu Ov. Fast. 5, 74 maron tangor BbICTYIIaeT Kak verbum
dicendi, ot xoToporo 3aBucuT acc. cum inf. OqHaKo Takoe 3HaYeHUE OOJbIIE
HUTJZIEe HE 3aCBHUJIETEIHCTBOBaHO. Omupasice Ha mapautenu Ov. Fast. 5, 625 f.
u Verg. Aen. 7, 144, aBTop 3amuiiaeT KOHbEKTYPY rumor, IpeJIoKEHHYI0, HO
3atreM oTBepruytylo J[x. ®pesepom. OH mpennonaraer, 4ro riocca fama
(oueBHIHO, B NCKaXXEHHOH (hopMe tam) CINIIach CO CIOBOM Fuimor, KOTOPOe
OHa OBLTa MpHU3BaHA OOBACHATH, B BUAE *famor wmu *tamor, 9o OBUIO 3aTEM
WCIIPaBIICHO Ha fangor. Utenue rumor B 5, 74 MO3BOJISIET COTIOCTABUTD S5, 69—
76 ¢ 2, 491-508 u npocneants, kak OBUAMNA KPUTHKYET 3TOU3M IO3IHEpec-
MyOJIMKAaHCKOTO CeHara M IIPUHIENCa, 10 CBOEMY IPOM3BONY JIMIIMBIIETO
BJIACTH PECIYOIMKAHCKHAE YCTAaHOBICHUS.
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Denis Keyer

“WAXING THE KNEES OF THE GODS”
IN JUVENAL (10. 55) AND PRUDENTIUS
(APOTH. 457)

1. Tuv. 10. 54-55: Textual Problems

Juvenal’s Satire 10 develops the well-known Stoic thesis that human
prayers are meaningless since people cannot distinguish good from
evil and their aspirations are often harmful. The only reasonable thing
left to be prayed for at all is reduced to “a sound mind in a sound
body” (orandum est ut sit mens sana in corpore sano, v. 355).1

The introductory part starts with the main thesis, succinctly
condemns pursuit of eloquence (9-10), strength (10-11), wealth
(12-27), and political honours (36—46), and refers to the example of
Democritus, who laughed at the foolish crowd and despised Fortune.
Further it is summed up by v. 54-55 (echoed further in v. 346 nil ergo
optabunt homines?):

ergo supervacuat aut perniciosa petuntur
propter quae fas est genua incerare deorum. 55

54 del. Leo, 54-55 del. Knoche | supervacuo Bickel | aut <ne>
perniciosa petantur ... deorum? Lachmann : aut <et> Schurzfleisch,
aut <vel> Doederlein, s. et vel Campana : aut <ut> p., p. q. ...
deorum? Munro : aut <quae> p. petuntur ? propter quae ... deorum?
Biicheler probante Housmano : putentur Richards probante Duff
aut <vel> p. putantur Mayor, alii alia 55 mos est Ruperti | incerate
Madvig : cf- Prudent. Apoth. 457 genua incerare Dianae

I T agree with Brink 1972, 37-40 that while v. 356 is playfully disguised
as a variation of a conventional prayer for mental and physical health (see
examples in Mayor 1878, 356 ad loc.), this ‘health’ is at once reinterpreted in
terms of a Cynic-Stoic virtue (357-362 fortem posce animum mortis terrore
carentem, qui...), and further it is specified that one can achieve this virtue
himself and not depend on Fortune (363-366).
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V. 54 needs emendation for prosodic reasons: a hiatus together
with a lengthened short vowel in arsis is inconceivable. Biicheler’s
proposal, supported by Housman,? to insert quae and put two question
marks is tempting:

Then, what unnecessary or pernicious things are prayed for?
For the sake of what is it (on the contrary) right to wax the knees
of the gods?

This would provide an elegant pair of asyndetically opposed ques-
tions:3 the first one introducing the following exemplification of wrong
aspirations — 56—113 political power, 114—132 eloquence, 133—187
military glory, 188288 longevity, 289—345 beauty — and the second
one anticipating the conclusion (346-362: mens sana in corpore sano
understood as inner virtue).*

Alternatively — if one inserts another monosyllabic word after
aut or adopts Bickel’s supervacuo (with hiatus)> — the lines might be
regarded as a statement (a rhetorical question is also possible?); if so,
quae in v. 55 is relative:

Then, people pray for unnecessary things [or, with Bickel: pray
without necessity] or even (for) pernicious things, for the sake of
which it is (considered) right to wax the knees of the gods.

2 Biicheler 1879, 355-356; Housman 1905, 90 (“quae et que saepe numero
in codicibus propter per interciderunt”); adopted in Clausen 1959 a. o.

3 Lachmann was the first one to take propter quae fas est... as a question;
on the same lines Munro in Mayor 1878, 84 and Highet 1954, 278. However,
if only one question, the one about proper prayers, were posed, it would be odd
to take it up by five long sections dismissing wrong prayers.

4 Pace Leo it can hardly be a problem that the answer to the question posed
in v. 55 begins after almost 300 verses: the train of thought at the end of the
satire is sophisticated (cf. n. 1 above), yet the satire has a clear structure, so
that a competent reader would be able to keep in mind v. 55 even after a prolix
answer to the question posed in v. 54. The objection of Ernout 1960, 322 “la
double interrogation parait bien maladroite” is arbitrary.

5 Bickel 1943, 93, citing hiatus after the long vowel in the same position
in 3. 70 Samé hic, 6. 274 sua atque, 6. 468 agnoscrt atque, 12. 110 bellr et; cf.
n. 11 below.

¢ Cf. v. 346 nil ergo optabunt homines?
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Madvig found it impossible that fas est describes the act of im-
proper prayer,’ but Bickel rightly objected that it might be an ironic
reference to what now came to be sanctioned by the society.?

Arguing for the athetesis of v. 54, Leo claimed that the whole
satire dwells on the harmful® and not on the superfluous; this and the
metrical defects of v. 54 made him athetize it. In his view, propter
quae in 55 is exclamatory; the interpolator failed to grasp this and
patched up a verse that would govern the relative quae.'?

However, Bickel rightly pointed out that the idea of the super-
fluous is conveyed by the image of Democritus laughing at excessive
outward honours and other follies (v. 33-53), as well as by the main
point of the satire, “not to bow before fortune” (v. 52-53, 365-366):
a wise man rejects fortune’s gifts as irrelevant, not as (inevitably)
harmful.!!

Thus, if v. 54-55 are taken as a statement, supervacua in v. 54 may
refer to v. 33-53, while perniciosa refers to v. 56-345. If, following
Biicheler, v. 54-55 are taken as a pair of questions, one will have
to concede that common aspirations are both superfluous (to a wise

7 Madvig 1887, 561-562.

8 Bickel 1943, 91 (siding with Friedlander 1895, 460 and quoting 6. 329
iam fas est, admitte viros and 6. 628 iam iam privignum occidere fas est).

9 Apart from anticipating v. 56345, v. 54 echoes v. 8-9 nocitura toga,
nocitura petuntur / militia.

10 Leo 1910, 49-52 supported by Jachmann 1943, 263-264 with n. 1,
who adds that ergo is inappropriate and gives away interpolation (on no good
grounds). Knoche 1940, 31 with n. 2; 1950, 93 (supported by Willis 1997,
134 and, tentatively, Tengstrom 1980, 19-21, 25) considers the difficulties of
v. 54-55 serious enough to athetise them both and suspect an early interpolation
(genua incerare is echoed in Prudentius); anyway, the unusual expression genua
incerare speaks against it.

11 Bickel 1943, 92 (cf. idem 1912, 144—145 and n. 5 above). Yet, he agrees
with Leo that Juvenal does not regard wealth, power, eloquence, military
glory, longevity and beauty as supervacua. His emendation supervacuo aims
at solving this difficulty: not the common blessings themselves are superfluous,
but the act of praying for them (since gods know better). — Anderson 1982, 346,
who posits strong influence of Seneca’s De tranquillitate animi on Juvenal’s
philosophic satires, also refers supervacua to the preceding v. 53, quoting
Trang. 13. 1 hoc secutum puto Democritum ita coepisse: “Qui tranquille volet
vivere nec privatim agat multa nec publice”, ad supervacua scilicet
referentem ... Cf. schol. vet. ad v. 54: ut Democritus dixit.



Waxing the Knees of the Gods 105

man, at least) and potentially harmful, but in order to beef up his
argument,!? in v. 56-345 Juvenal lays stress on the latter.!3

2. genua incerare deorum: Wax Tablets with Vows?

Whatever solution be preferred for the text,'# it leaves us with the
semantic difficulty of v. 55 that has remained in the shadow of the
discussions about the textual problems and has not attracted the
proper attention of scholars: why is a prayer or a vow described as
“waxing the knees of the gods”, genua incerare deorum?

This curious expression has almost universally been taken to
refer to sealed wax tablets that contained vows and were supposedly
fixed at the knees of the statue; possibly, this was implied by scholia
vetustiora ad loc. (see n. 27 below). The association arises naturally,
since verbs meaning ‘to cover with wax’ (cerare, incerare, knpotv)
are frequently used in reference to wax tablets, which themselves
provide a logical link to vows in the form of votive offerings.

Yet the central problem with this explanation is the unclear asso-
ciation between wax tablets and the knees. Some scholars attempted
to explain it by suggesting that wax tablets were laid upon the knees
of seated statues;'® others refer to a particular practice of attaching the

12V, 57-355 are justly reproached for ostentatious rhetoric that lacks
philosophical depth (cf. Lehrs’ hand-written vitriol quoted in Friedldnder 1895,
452-453 and remarks in Courtney 22013, 398).

13 Thus Courtney 22013, 392: he sees supervacua as hinting at v. 35, but
admits the problem: “The former question is answered in 56345 (though the
stress is laid entirely on harmful things; supervacua are not so well suited
to satire)”. — If one regards supervacua both as ‘pointless’ and ‘excessive’
(Murgatroyd 2017, 35), one may find the mention of the latter in v. 56-345:
e. g., 104105 nimios optabat honores | et nimias optabat opes; 154 iam tenet
Italiam, tamen ultra tendere pergit, 251-252 queratur ... nimio de stamine. Yet,
the connection to v. 35—46 and pairing with perniciosa suggests that supervacua
should rather mean ‘pointless’.

14 Apart from athetizing both v. 54-55 (see n. 10 above).

15 Jts meaning in the echoing words of Prudentius’ (dpoth. 457 genua
incerare Dianae) will be discussed below in section 4.

16 Duff 1898, 334 “the custom ... of writing a prayer or vow on a wax tablet
and placing it on temple walls or on the knees of divine images”; Musurillo
1961, 174 “on the laps of the gods™”; Marie 1961, 43; [Rudd]-Barr 1991, 204
“Petitions written on wax-coated tablets were placed on the knees of gods”.
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sealed wax tablets with vows to the thigh of a statue;!” sometimes
these two versions are mentioned together or confused.!®

Edgeworth rightly puts forward two crucial objections against
the first option: (1) such a practice is not attested anywhere at all;!®
(2) statues of gods in seated position are much rarer than those in
standing or reclining positions, especially in the art of the Flavian
and Antonine periods. Therefore, even if vows were indeed laid on
the knees of seated statues, this would apply to a very limited range
of deities (like, say, the Olympian Zeus). Besides, the metaphor of
‘waxing’ in this case would be somewhat strained.

The evidence for the peculiar custom of fixing sealed vows on wax
tablets to statues deserves a closer look. It should be emphasised that
these vows must be distinguished (a) from tablets ex voto, i.e. paintings
or inscriptions that were offered to gods as expressions of gratitude,2’

17 Rutgers 1618, 451-464; Ruperti 1804, 308 “nam vota solebant in cerea
concipi tabula, et haec imaginibus deorum, inpr. genibus earum, cera adfigi”;
Mayor 1878, 84 “The wax tablets hung from or fastened to the knees...”;
Pearson—Strong 21892, 177; Friedlander 1895, 460 “Wachstafeln, die die
Geliibden enthielten, wurden an die Kniee der Gétterstatuen geheftet oder
andere Tafeln mit Wachs angeklebt”.

18 Gnilka 2001, 1-8 = 1964, 52-57 (at length); Courtney 22013, 404;
Murgatroyd 2017, 35-36, 39 with n. 48.

19 Edgeworth 1999, 184-185. However, offerings other than wax tablets
could be laid on the knees of seated statues: see Il 6. 92 (mémhov) Oeivaun
ABnvaing €mi yobvaow, with Leaf 1886, 203-204 ad loc.; besides, donations
are sometimes seen in the hands or upon the knees of votive statuettes: Rouse
1902, 67; 304 with n. 5.

20 These were normally placed on votive walls and pillars or inside temples,
sometimes near the statues of gods (as in Herod. 4. 19 ék de&uijg tOv mivaka,
KokkdAn, otijoov / tfig “Yyieing); the usual term was mivaka dvabeivo (tivag
avaxerrar). For other instances of these votive tablets see, e. g., Headlam 1922,
181-182 on Herod. 4. 19 (confusing this practice with the passages discussed
below); Arph. Thesm. 773 ff. with Austin—Olson 2004, 260 ad loc.; Maltby 2002,
192 on Tib. 1. 3. 28; Bomer 1958, 163—-164 on Ov. Fast. 3. 268; Jane Harrison
in Hunter—Handford 1927, 208 on Aen. Tact. 31. 15 (mwvdkiov Npoikov). —
H. R. Bailey in Mayor 1878, 85 (followed by Pearson—Strong 21892, 177)
wrongly links the passages discussed below to Aesch. Suppl. 463 véoig miva&iv
Bpétea xooutjoot tade (the suppliants threaten to Pelasgus “to adorn the images
of gods with tablets of a novel kind” —i.e., as they explain in v. 465, “to hang
themselves from the images of the gods”). Friis Johansen — Whittle 1980, 336
ad loc. rightly doubt that such donations could be suspended from the statues,
as koopfjoat is vague and other evidence is wanting.
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and (b) from the unsealed votive tablets with vows that were placed
in temples in public view.2!

Apul. 4pol. 54. 7 (implying that common gestures can be misin-
terpreted as sorcery): votum in alicuius statuae femore
signasti: igitur magus es. aut cur signasti? tacitas preces in
templo deis allegasti, igitur magus es; aut quid optasti?..

You sealed a vow?2 on the thigh of some statue —
therefore, you are a magician; otherwise, why would you have
written it? You prayed to the gods in the temple in a quiet voice —
therefore, you are a magician; otherwise, what would you have
asked?...

Philostr. Her. 9. 67 (of an old cult statue of Protesilaos in the
abandoned sanctuary of Elaious): meputpiyag 8¢ avto 6 ypovog
Kol vi] A’ ol dheipoviég te kol émto@payt{Opevol TaG
gy ag EEnAliyact Tod €idovg.

Time has worn it away and, by Zeus, those who anoint?3 it and
seal their vows here have changed its shape.?

Luc. Philops. 20 (of a bronze statue of a certain Pellichus,?’ wor-
shipped by votive offerings and supposedly wandering at night):

21 Cf. Tuv. 12. 100-101 legitime fixis vestitur tota libellis porticus with
Stramaglia 2008, 277-278 ad loc.; schol. vet. ad Tuv. 9. 139 aut certe quia in
ceris vota figuntur apud templa.

22 Pace Latte 1960, 328, Versnel 1981, 32 with n. 123 and Campana
2004, 129-130 votum signare can hardly be taken here as ‘write a vow (on
a statue)’ (cf. OLD s.v. 1b). Abt 1908, 284-285 ad loc. rightly points out that
the context suggests secret vows hidden from the public, so it cannot refer to
the inscriptions engraved on thighs of votive statues; signare should therefore
refer to sealing (OLD s.v. 8¢ ‘to fasten or enclose with a seal’; cf. Apul.
Met. 10. 9, of sealing the money). — The annual ceremony in Plin. Epist. 10. 35
(ad Traianum) Sollemnia vota pro incolumitate tua ... et suscepimus, domine,
pariter et solvimus precati deos, ut velint ea semper solvi semperque signari
was public and suggests merely affixing a seal to the officially recorded vows
(OLD s.v. 8a); see Sherwin—White 1966, 611-612 ad loc.: “The record of the
vow was sealed and kept, to be exactly paid the next year”.

23 Probably anointing with oil (cf. Arnob. 1. 39; Min. Fel. 3. 1) or perfumes
(see, e.g., Brons 2025, 184—-191) is meant.

24 Transl. Maclean—Aitken 2002, 15-16.

25 Eucrates tentatively identifies him as a Corinthian general (ch. 18).
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[ToAlol ... &kewto OPBolol mpd TOlv MOdOIV aOTOD Kol BAAG
vopicpoto &via apyvpd TpOG TOV UMPOV KNPd KEKOA-
Anuéva kol méralo €€ dpyvpov, edyal Tvog 1 obog €ml T
idoel 0mdG01 01’ aVTOV ENAHCAVTO TUPETH EYOUEVOL.

A number of obols ... were lying at his feet, and some other
small coins of silver had been stuck to his thigh with
wax, and leaves of silver, prayers or payment for a cure from
one or another of those who through him had ceased to be subject
to fever.26

Cf. schol. vet. ad Iuv. 10. 55: in signis. insignare. vota facere

On statues. To fasten with a seal [or: to inscribe?].2’ To
make vows.

These three passages indeed attest a peculiar practice of attaching
vows or prayers to the statues — both marble ones (as, probably,
in Philostratus) and bronze ones (as in Lucian). In Apuleius and
Philostratus these vows are enclosed with a seal, so that no one can
learn their content.

In Lucian, the situation is slightly different. The silver leaves
mentioned there were of two kinds: some of them were intended as
votive offerings inscribed with a prayer,?® and some served as purely

26 Transl. Harmon 1921, 351, with corrections.

27 Rutgers 1618, 462 (followed by Heinrich 1839, 267; Iahn 1851, 318)
deletes an asterisk and reads “in signis insignare”. Probably, the scholiast
meant this rare verb to refer to sealing (thus Du Cange s.v.; cf. MLW s.v.
Ib ‘besiegeln’). Still, it is also possible that he used it in the sense ‘to
inscribe (vows on statues)’ (cf. CGL I1. 284. 17 éyyopdoom); if so, he must
have imagined that one covered the knees of the statues with wax and wrote
vows on it (Campana 2004, 129—130 argues that this was actually meant by
Juvenal; see, however, n. 22 above); cf. Porphyrion’s, as well as Ps.-Acro’s,
inept explanation of Hor. Serm. 2. 3: incerare parietes soliti erant poetae et
ibi scribere, siquid noctu in mentem venisset. — Scholia recentiora absurdly
suggest that the wax from the candles held by the prayers dripped onto the
statues (Grazzini 2018, 124 [rec. ¢ and y]; Gallo-Grazzini 2021, 398 [rec. A];
cf. n. 59 below).

28 A parallel could be found in inscriptions on Corinthian votive terracotta
tablets: /G IV. 212 [...10 6¢] 80[¢g ya]pieo(o)av apotFav, (echoing Od. 3. 58; cf.
IG TV. 212-215). See Strunk 1960, 117; cf. Rouse 1902, 80 with n. 7.
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votive offerings, i.e. as payment for the healing. If kekoAAnuéva refers
to métoda as well as vopiopata, these leaves were fixed to the thigh
with wax along with silver coins?® and later fell off. If kekoAAnuéva
does not refer to métoda, these were laid at the statue’s feet. In any
way, they were not on the statue: £kewvto is the common predicate for
opolol ... kal GAAa vopiopata ... kol wétoro, and further a Libyan
slave attempts to steal all of it (mdvta éxeiva) in the absence of the
statue. Thus, vows on silver leaves in Lucian may have initially been
attached to thighs, but they were essentially votive offerings and were
not sealed.

Surprisingly, it follows that these statues may not necessarily
be the ones of gods, and they can be located outside of temples.
In Lucian, the statue is of a man and it stands in a private place;30
Apuleius is vaguely referring to “some statue”,?! and in Philostratus,
the statue is of a hero who was given divine honours, and it stood in
a sanctuary, albeit abandoned.

In Apuleius and, possibly, in Lucian, vows and prayers on votive
offerings were attached to thighs (not knees!), while Philostratus does
not specify this. This poses the first problem: in order to apply the
words incerare genua to the custom in question, one must extend
the notion of ‘thighs’ to ‘knees’, which is overstrained. One might

29 Qgden 2007, 156 n. 48 cites /G VII. 303 = Petrakos 1997 [B. X. Iletpd-
Kog, O1 emrypapés Tov Qpawmov], 231-238 (no. 324): gold and silver coins and
pieces that were nailed to the walls of Amphiaraus’ sanctuary in Oropus and
later are mentioned to have fallen off (lines 6-8).

30 Ogden 2007, 143—144, 156 with n. 34, 35, 37 and 41 refers to the healing
statues of the athletes Polydamas and Theagenes (Luc. Deor. conc. 12; Paus.
6. 11. 8-9) as well as of Alexander (Paris), Peregrinus-Proteus and Neryllinus
(a flamen under Antoninus Pius according to Jones 1985, 40—45): Athenagor.
Legat. 26. 3-4. Tt is noteworthy that the Hellenistic bronze statue of the Boxer
found on the Quirinal shows clear signs of wear from (obviously) reverential
touching, especially on the brass knuckles of the right hand, as well as on the
fingers and toes of the outstretched right foot (Zanker 2005, 48—49).

31 Tacit vows offered “to gods in temples” are mentioned as the next risk
to be accused of sorcery; one might assume that “some statue” in this case is
neither of a god, nor stands in a temple. Yet, the text may also imply a contrast
between secret and open vows, both being made to gods in temples: sealed
tablets with vows instead of non-sealed ones (see n. 21 above), and praying in
a quiet voice instead of in a loud voice; further Apuleius says: contra: nihil in
templo precatus es: igitur magus es; aut cur deos non rogasti?
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conceive that tablets were hanging down from thighs so as to reach
the knees (though it is not certain), but even this would hardly make
the metaphor more convincing.3?

It is not quite clear which wax could be referred to by the
metaphor inherent in incerare. It seems a fair assumption that the
vows attached to the thighs of the statues, like the more common
unsealed ones placed in temples,3? were also written on wax tablets
rather than on parchment or papyrus; yet, in Lucian, the vows are
probably inscribed on silver leaves (and hardly sealed), while in
Apuleius and Philostratus the material is not specified.

The vows were probably attached to marble or bronze with wax
(as in Lucian). So, the wax that ‘covered’ the knees of the gods could
be (1) that of the wax tablets, (2) that of the seal, or (3) that used for
fixing it to the statue (it is the only wax that is in direct contact with
the statue).3*

Now the second problem is that, even assuming that the knees
of the statues somehow came in touch with the tablets, it would
hardly be natural at all to describe the knees as “covered with wax”,
whatever degree of humorous hyperbolizing one might be willing to
accept.3> As the tablets were sealed, their wax was not even on the
outer surface;3¢ the same applies to the wax of the seal. Admittedly,
one might conceive incerare as a way of saying that parts of the statue
were ‘covered’ with the bits of wax used for affixing tablets to marble
or bronze — but if so, it would cover the thighs and not the knees.

32 In accepting it one probably proceeds from the supposition that this
custom rooted in the notion of knees as place of mercy (see section 3 below
on the gesture of touching knees in a prayer), but the origin of this custom
remains obscure.

33 See n. 21 above.

34 Ruperti 1804, 308 (above, n. 17) and Murgatroyd 2017, 35-36 vacillate
between (1) and (3), Gnilka 2001, 1-2 = 1964, 52-53 between (1) and (2),
inclining toward (2); (3) is preferred by Rutgers 1618, 461 and Courtney 22013,
404, who mistakenly ascribes this view to Gnilka (versiegeln means ‘to seal
with wax’, not ‘to fasten with wax”).

35 Gnilka 2001, 3 = 1964, 53 sees here a play on words with inaurare that
in his view makes the metaphor easier to understand. I am not aware of any
examples of gilded knees or legs documented in ancient statuary.

36 Say, if a suitcase with clothes were put on a sofa, would it allow
a metaphorical statement that the sofa is ‘clothed’ or ‘covered with clothes’?
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Finally, a third, more general objection can be raised against the
traditional interpretation: the passages in Apuleius and Philostratus
associate the custom in question with sealed — that is, secret —
vows,37 which does not suit Juvenal’s context. In this case, the
idiom would restrict the vows he speaks of to secret ones, whereas
the common aspirations he exposes as “unnecessary or pernicious”
(both before and after v. 54-55) require no secrecy and would
scarcely be sealed.

Thus, contrary to most of the scholars, it is problematic to in-
terpret the expression incerare genua as referring to vows enclosed
with a seal and fixed to the statues of the gods.

3. Metaphorical Reference to Clasping
the Addressee’s Knees in Prayer?
The Waxing of Statues and Other Objects

The mention of knees in the context of prayer suggests another line
of interpretation that refers to the well-attested ritual gesture of
clasping the knees of the person prayed to. This custom is mentioned
by many of those who defend the interpretation of genua incerare
discussed above.38

A detailed survey by Sittl3° points out four possible variations
of the gesture: (1) both knees are clasped; (2) in Eur. Hel. 894 and
Suppl. 165, one knee is clasped, but it may be singularis poeticus;
(3) one hand clasps one knee (another one may simultaneously touch
the chin); (4) hands are stretched out towards the knees without
touching them.

37 1t is otherwise in Lucian, but there silver leaves with prayers are
mentioned alongside other precious offerings, which gives no reason to posit
the same usage of wax tablets.

38 Rutgers 1618, 461; Weidner 1873, 223; Mayor 1878, 84; Duff 1898,
334; Courtney 22013. Still, it is far from certain that the habit of fixing vows
to (the thighs of) the statues originates in the same notions as the gesture of
clasping the knees. Neither is it certain, pace Weidner, Duff and Courtney, that
the latter has anything to do with the obscure Homeric idiom 0e®v £v yovvact
kelton (1. 17. 514 et al.).

3 Sittl 1890, 163—166; cf. ThLL V1. 2. 1878-1879 s.v. “genu”; to the point
cf. Plin. NH 11. 250: haec (scil. genua) supplices attingunt, ad haec manus
tendunt, haec ut aras adorant etc.
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The passage from Arnobius (6. 16. 6) leaves no doubt that statues
of gods were also prayed to by handling their knees:

Ita enim non videtis spirantia haec signa, quorum plantas et
genua contingitis et contrectatis orantes, modo
casibus stillicidiorum labi...

Do you not see that these statues that seem to breathe, whose
feet and knees you touch and keep handling [or:
caress] as you pray to them, sometimes crumble under
the raindrops...

In view of this, it is tempting to interpret incerare genua in this
vein, with incerare functioning as a kind of equivalent to ‘touching’
or ‘handling’.

An attempt along these lines was made as early as 1607 in
Ramirez de Prado’s edition of Martial:*° he explained the word cerea
(1. 92. 7 lacerna and 4. 53. 5 abolla) as referring to small pellets of
condensed sweat in garments, resembling wax, and suggested that
incerare implies touching statues with sweaty hands, allegedly leaving
similar marks.#! However, (1) it is more likely that cereus simply
refers to the yellowish colour of old and soiled wool (as opposed
to white), and (2) it is cloth and skin — not marble or bronze — that
becomes covered with yellowish pellets of dried sweat mixed with
dirt; marble and bronze are more likely to tarnish or wear down (the
Spanish expression roer los santos, ‘to gnaw at the saints’, cited by
him, obviously refers to kissing).*?

40 Ramirez de Prado 1607, 121 (ad Mart. 1. 92. 7).

41 Along similar lines, Fels 2011, 72 (translation of Prud. 4poth. 447)
“...und machte die Knie der Diana durch Kiissen ganz schmierig”. However,
(1) kissing of knees is much more rarely attested than kissing of hands and feet
(Sittl 1890, 166—169), to say nothing of clasping of knees; and (2) the analogy
between smearing with saliva and waxing is questionable.

42 For other examples of bronze statues worn down by repeated reverent
touching and/or kissing, see Lucr. 1. 316-318 (the right hands of bronze
statues near city gates); Cic. Verr. 4. 94 (the chin and mouth of the bronze
statue of Hercules in Agrigentum); and n. 30 above. A famous modern
example is the worn-down toes of Saint Peter’s right foot in the Vatican, now
resembling a sock.
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Edgeworth suggests a more plausible solution, taking incerare
metaphorically as “to give a smooth, waxy appearance”.**> He
compares areas of bronze statues rubbed to a shine by frequent
touch to marble statues polished with wax, the tertium compara-
tionis being their lustrous surface (Iuv. 12. 88 fragili simulacra
nitentia cera) resulting from the polishing of bronze and the removal
of patina.

Tempting as it is, this suggestion also encounters difficulties:
(1) it would confine all prayers to bronze images of gods, excluding
marble ones, which, by contrast, lose their glamour through frequent
touch; (2) waxing marble statues (ydvwoic, on which see further)
was a regular practice in antiquity, so in this case the metaphor for
wearing down bronze statues would evoke the confusing analogy
with the protection of marble ones.*

Meanwhile, the concept of ‘waxing’ can be analogically linked
to ‘handling’ or ‘stroking’, based on the actual process of applying
wax, which included rubbing the wax in with subsequent polishing.
The phrase genua incerare can be interpreted as ‘genua prensare’
if we posit two semantic shifts: (a) from ‘waxing’ to ‘stroking’
or ‘rubbing’; (b) from °‘stroking’ or ‘rubbing’ to ‘intense reverent
touching’.

Shift (b) is nicely illustrated by a passage in Plautus’ Asinaria
(v. 670-678), in which the slave Leonidas, when asked to give
money to his young master Argyrippus, insists that the latter first rub
his knees:

43 Edgeworth 1999, 185. Campana 2004, 129 objects that a similar mean-
ing of incerare is not attested; however, the verb is rare (TALL s.v. lists only
eight occurrences, including scholia), and it is unreasonable to rule out the
possibility of metaphorical usage simply because it is not attested more
than once.

4 Evidence for waxing statues and objects of bronze in antiquity is
lacking. For bronze vessels oil seems to have been used, probably due to
frequent contact with fire. With regard to bronze containers used for boiling,
yeyavopévog must refer to tinning (Crito Med. apud Gal. XII. 490 K. ayyeiov
yoAkodv yeyavouévov; Aet. Am. 12. 55 dyyelov yeyavouEvov 1@ KAGOITEP®;
et al., thus Stephanus and LSJ s.v. yovow; Glare’s Supplement [1996] sur-
prisingly deletes the section title “Il. tin, lacker” and puts these examples
under the title “make bright, polish™). Plin. NH 21. 85 ...parietumque etiam et
armorum tutelam may refer to preserving painted walls and (wooden) shields.
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LEON. ...at qui pol hodie non feres, ni genua confricantur. 670

ARG. Quidvis egestas imperat: fricentur. dan quod oro?..

(...)
ARG. Furcifer, etiam me delusisti?

LEON. numquam hercle facerem, genua ni tam nequiter
fricares. 678

LEON. ...But I swear, if you don’t rub (my) knees, you
won’t get it today.

ARG. One cannot argue with necessity. Fine, I’ll rub them.
But will you give me what I asked for?...

(...)
ARG. You, gallows-bird! You mocked me?

LEON. I wouldn’t have done that, had you not rubbed (my)
knees improperly.

Clearly, Leonidas does not demand an actual knee massage or
anointing of knees here;* it is just a metaphor that playfully describes
clasping his knees in a prayer.4®

Similar examples of the metaphorical shift from ‘rub’ to ‘embrace,
press against oneself” can be found in Statius:

Silv. 5. 1. 162-164 anxius omnibus aris / illacrimat signatque
fores et pectore terget / limina...

4 Thus, implausibly, De Melo 2011, 215 (“kneels down and massages
Leonida’s legs”). Gurlitt 1921, 138 (followed by Bertini 1968, 279 and Lilja
1983, 22) oddly suggests here a kind of homosexual intercourse in the form of
“Knieereiten”. Versnel 1998, 97 and Auhagen 2009, 23 n. 81; 200 mistakenly
refer the phrase to the kneeling of Argyrippus. — The reference to a suppliant
gesture was justly recognized as early as in the commentary of Pylades
Brixianus (Giovanni Francesco Boccardo) 1514, fol. LXV verso “nisi mihi
genua attrectans supplicaveris” (in later editions this quotation is ascribed to
Janus Dousa); thus Ussing 1875, 411-412; Hurka 2010, 227.

46 Cf. Plaut. Pseud. 1189—1190 (in a bath): uncti hi sunt senes, fricari sese
ex antiquo volunt, where fricari refers prima facie to massage, but, probably,
hints at beating (pace Adams 1982, 184, the meaning ‘to get masturbated’ seems
out of place here).
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Theb. 10. 52-53 pictasque fores et frigida vultu / saxa terunt;
Silv.2. 1. 193 similes tergentem pectore ceras [curas codd.].*

Thus, rubbing or stroking the knees would be an appropriate
designation for an ardent supplication. It remains to defend shift (a)
and show that the image of ‘rubbing’ or ‘stroking’ can be conveyed
by the metaphor of ‘waxing’. A close parallel can be found in an
affected passage from a Russian-Jewish writer Andrej Sobol (1923):48

C nogHOCOM IIBIBET B CTONIOBYIO TeTylika [ ukepus, 3a TeTym-
Ko# ceMeHUT Mnunonop, urypiut ceexxuM HomepoM “U3Bectuit”,
BOWIUT NOJ IIJENaHIAMHU...

Aunt Glikeria is floating into the dining room with a tray; Iliodor
is trotting behind her, rustling with the latest issue of “Izvestia”,
waxing the floor with slippers...

In modern times, wax has been applied to wooden furniture and
floors primarily in the form of a paste mixed with turpentine, and
occasionally in a hot, liquefied state; in both cases, it was rubbed in
and subsequently polished. For antiquity, the method of waxing is not
attested in full detail: wax was not mixed with turpentine but rather
melted and liquefied with oil, and most evidence refers to encaustic
techniques.* Nevertheless, it can be shown that the processes of
rubbing and polishing were present in at least some instances.

47 The emendation of Sandstrom 1878, 19-20 cerae — i.e., “wax bust” —
is universally accepted: Glaucias, the addressee’s recently deceased puer
delicatus, is said to recognize his master’s friend Blaesus in Elysium, because
he had seen his master weaving wreaths and ‘wiping with breast’ (Blaesus’)
similar looking image (‘wiping away similar worries’ would give the boy no
help in identifying).

Delz 1992, 243-244 and Newlands 2011, 111 suspect that pectore is cor-
rupt, because in their view tergentem should refer to cleaning the effigy rather
than embracing it (they cite CIL VIII. 9052. 13 ita ut statuam meam et uxoris
meae tergeat et unguat et coronet); Sandstrom also regards tergentem pectore
as suspicious — perhaps, in vain.

48 Sobol 1927 [Aunpeit Cobonb, “Kuraiickue tenu”, in: id., Cobparnue
couunenutl], 9.

49 See, e.g., Blimner 1887, IV, 448—457 on encaustic wax painting on
tablets, ships and other wooden objects.
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First of all, we should examine the process of waxing marble
statues (ydvwolg), as this is the analogy most likely to come to mind
in connection with the phrase in question. The relevant evidence is
found in two closely related passages: Plin. NH 33. 122 and Vitruv.
7. 9. 3—4; these either derive from a common source or reflect Pliny’s
direct borrowing from Vitruvius.>°

Both texts describe a process in which painted walls are coated
with a mixture of what is called Punic wax®! and oil, applied with
bristles (saetis), then heated with burning charcoal to melt and
absorb the wax into the surface. The final step is polishing: first with
candles — that is, cold wax — and then with pure linen. Both texts add
that marble statues were treated in the same way: sic et marmora
nitescunt (Pliny); uti signa marmorea nuda®? (?) curantur (Vitruvius).
Drawing on temple accounts that mention utensils for wax polishing,
Blume-Jung demonstrates that the full procedure applied to walls was
also used for statues — that is, they too were coated with liquefied wax
mixed with oil and then polished with cold wax and linen.>3

l'dvoolg was the final touch in producing the statue (Plut.
Mor. 74 b [De adulatore et amico] ...EmAeaivovtec Kol YOVODVTEG),
and it was regularly applied in ritual practice.>* An analogy between
waxing and manual actions such as rubbing or stroking might therefore
be drawn from the final stage of ydvwoig applied to marble statues.

Apart from that, one might assume that in everyday life in anti-
quity, other objects — made of wood, bronze, or terracotta — could also
have been coated with wax in a manner that involved rubbing and
polishing, even though such practices are not attested in the sources.>

30 The text of both passages is given in Appendix 1 below; for a detailed
analysis see Blume-Jung 2021, 100-111.

1 For technology of its preparation see Plin. NH 21. 83-84.

52 For the problem of nuda see Appendix 1 below.

33 Blume-Jung 2021, 105-107; Blume 2015, 46—47: along with wax,
sponges and linen, one also purchased oil and nitron for preparing the Punic
wax and liquefying it.

34 See lists from Greek temples in Blume-Jung 2021, 105-107; Tuv. 12.
88 fragili simulacra nitentia cera with Prud. c¢. Symm. 203, Ham. 404—405
(discussed below). For ydvooig in Plut. OR 98 (287 ¢), see n. 73 below.

35 Internal waxing of clay vessels for oil storage is attested in Colum. 12.
15-16; of wooden cups in Theocr. 1. 27 and Ov. Met. 8. 670. Cf. n. 44 above
and n. 73 below.
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4. Prudentius’ Imitation of Juvenal:
The Waxing of Knees (4poth. 447) and of Gods
(Ham. 404; c. Symm. 1. 203)

Prudentius, who readily borrows from Juvenal,>® imitates the phrase
in question when ridiculing Julian the Apostate for worshiping false
gods (4Apoth. 454-459):

perfidus ille Deo, quamvis non perfidus orbi,
augustum caput ante pedes curvare Minervae 455
fictilis et soleas Iunonis lambere, plantis

Herculis advolvi, genua incerare Dianae,

quin et Apollineo frontem submittere gypso

aut Pollucis equum suffire ardentibus extis.

This emperor, treacherous to God but not to the world, bowed his
august head at the feet of Minerva, licked the sandals of a clay
Juno [or, earlier: ...of a clay Minerva], rolled himself at the feet
of Hercules, waxed Diana’s knees, bowed his forehead
before a plaster Apollo, and smoked the horse of Pollux with
burning entrails.

Gnilka rightly points out the sequence pedes — soleas — plantis —
genua and defines the motif as “servile adoration of feet”.” The
context clearly suggests that incerare genua refers to a (caricatured)
suppliant posture, in line with “licking” Juno’s sandals and prostrating
before Hercules’ feet. It is therefore very likely that Prudentius
understood the ‘waxing of knees’ precisely in the way suggested
above, which may support our interpretation.

By contrast, taking genua incerare as a hyperbole that hints at
wax tablets and alludes to inaurare, Gnilka argues that Prudentius,
misinterpreting Juvenal, thought of an actual coating of the statue’s
knees with wax.’® He draws this conclusion from two passages in
which images of gods are actually described as being covered with
wax. These passages deserve a closer look, as they attest the waxing
of sculptures in private premises.

56 For the list of imitations see Lease 1895, 71-72; Schuster 1909, 91-94.
57 Gnilka 2001, 4 = 1964, 54.
58 Gnilka 2001, 4-7 = 1964, 54-56.
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c. Symm. 1,201-207:
...puerorum infantia primo
errorem cum lacte bibit, gustaverat inter
vagitus de farre molae, saxa inlita ceris®
viderat unguentoque lares umescere nigros;
formatum Fortunae habitum cum divite cornu 205
sacratumque domi lapidem consistere parvus
spectarat matremque illic pallere precantem.

The infancy of children imbibed the error with their first milk;
it had tasted, amidst infant wailing, the flour of sacrifices; it had
seen the wax-smeared stones and the black Lares
damp with ointment. When he was little, he had observed an
image of Fortune with the horn of abundance and a consecrated
stone placed at home and his mother growing pale as she prayed
there.

Ham. 404-405:
incerat lapides fumosos idololatrix
religio et surdis pallens advolvitur aris.

An idolatrous religion smears smoky stones with wax and
prostrates itself, pale, before deaf altars.

In Gnilka’s view, these instances of sculpture-waxing in Pru-
dentius also echo genua incerare deorum in Iuv. 10. 55, and he
even goes so far as to suggest that Prudentius, having misunderstood
Juvenal’s idiom, came to imagine a custom of covering images of
gods with wax — a practice Gnilka considers non-existent — analogous
to anointing images with oil (hence the Lares damp with perfumed oil
in the following line).%0

3% Ewald 1942, 60, referred to by Gnilka 2001, 7= 1964, 56 n. 15, noticed
that illita ceris is borrowed from Ov. Met. 8. 670 (cf. n. 55 above). — Edgeworth
1999, 185 impossibly refers this and the following example to the dripping of
votive candles on temple pavements (cf. n. 27 above).

60 Gnilka 2001, 7 = 1964, 56, supported by Trankle 2008, 121 n. 46 and,
with reservation, by Palla 1981 ad Ham. 404—405 (he takes Ham. 404 to
imply placing wax tablets all around the statue, not only over their feet, and
c. Symm. 1. 203 to reflect the actual practice of coating statues with wax; the
latter, however, is incorrectly regarded by him as unrelated to cultic practice).
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The hypothesis that Prudentius compiled his knowledge on the
details of the pagan cult not from personal experience, but from reading
classical authors — whose descriptions he could have misinterpreted,
thereby distorting the rites in question — is further reinforced by
Gnilka with reference to the problems that he sees in Prudentius’
use of the word caespes in ritual context (see Appendix 2 below).
However, this view meets with three objections:

(1) even if Prudentius associated genua incerare with coating
whole statues with wax, as in Ham. 404 and ¢. Symm. 1. 203, waxing
Diana’s knees in Apoth. 457 would still be different; if so, he must
have imagined that in some cases only parts of statues were coated
with wax, which makes his illusion implausibly complicated;

(2) the practice of coating statues with wax, a.o. in cult, is well
attested in literary and epigraphic sources (see section 3 above and
Appendix 1 below);

(3) it can be shown that Ham. 404 and c. Symm. 1. 203 are closely
related to fuv. 12. 88;°! in contrast, their resemblance to fuv. 10.
55 and Prud. Apoth. 457 is confined to the verb incerare, which in the
latter case is but a playful metaphor that depicts a suppliant gesture.

Tuv. 12. 183-190:

ite, igitur, pueri, linguis animisque faventes

sertaque delubris et farra imponite cultris

ac mollis ornate focos glebamque virentem. 185
iam sequar et sacro, quod praestat, rite peracto

inde domum repetam, graciles ubi parva coronas

accipiunt fragili simulacra nitentia cera.®?

hic nostrum placabo lovem laribusque paternis

tura dabo atque omnis violae iactabo colores.

So go, slaves, hold your tongues and hearts in check, crown the
shrines, sprinkle sacrificial flour on the knives, and decorate the
soft altars and green turf. I will follow shortly and, after the
sacrifice has been properly performed, which takes precedence,
I will return home, where the small images, shining
with brittle wax, receive slender wreaths. Here I will
appease our Jupiter, offer incense to the paternal Lares, and
scatter violets of every colour.

61 Thus already Bliimner 1884, III, 202 n. 1.
62 Schol. vet. ad loc.: incerata signa deorum.
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Indirect evidence strongly suggests that Juvenal’s “little images”
are the Lares: they are appropriately described as “little”,%3 were often
adorned with wreaths,®* and were offered sacrifices upon returning
home (Juvenal thanks the gods for the safe return of a friend who
survived a storm).%

Lares are said to shine with “brittle wax”; it has been understood
to mean that the images themselves were made of wax,% but this is
very unlikely, as other examples of Lares made of wax are lacking,
and the lararium was often (though not always) placed near the hearth,
so wax images would be in danger of melting. Therefore, it seems
certain that the images of Lares are said to be coated with wax.%” The
epithet ‘crumbling’ can imply either that the wax coating crumbled
and peeled off due to the heat from the fire,% or, more plausibly, that
cold wax used for final polishing was indeed brittle.®

The context and imagery of Prudentius is undeniably similar: in
Ham. 404, coating smoky stone images with wax in general is
ridiculed (Lares are possibly, but not necessarily implied here), and
in ¢. Symm. 1. 203—-204 stony images coated with wax are mentioned
alongside black (i.e., smoky) Lares damp with ointments in the
context of a sacrifice.

Whether saxa inlita ceris are the same as lares nigri or images
of other gods is not fully certain, but in view of Tuv. 12. 88, the first
option seems preferable. If so, the two coordinated direct objects
governed by the verb viderat refer to one and the same thing: “wax-

63 See Nisbet—Rudd 2004, 268 ad Hor. Carm. 3. 25. 15-16 parvos
coronantem ... deos.

64 Nisbet—Rudd 2004, 268; Courtney 22013, 465 ad loc.

65 Courtney 22013, 465, with literature; however, there are no other exam-
ples of them being honoured upon the return of someone outside the family.

6 Bliimner 1884, II, 155 n. 6; Gnilka 2001, 7 = 1964, 56 agrees with
him on that and therefore denies that the passage in question is related to
Ham. 404 and c¢. Symm. 1. 203.

67 Hor. Ep. 2. 66 renidentes Lares has been explained in the same vein:
Blimner 1884, 111, 202 n. 1, [Kiessling—]Heinze 71930, 498 and Watson 2003,
112 ad loc.

68 Thus Wilson 1903, 124, followed by Courtney 22013, 465 ad loc.
Stramaglia 2008, 271-272 objects that stressing this detail would not be
appropriate in the description of a joyful feast.

% Munro’s explanation in Mayor 1878, 236 ad loc. that the wax crumbled
before melting into hot wax that was further applied to images is far-fetched.
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smeared stones and Lares glistening with ointments” — that is, stone
statues of the Lares, smeared with wax and glistening with ointments.
Unusual as it looks, it sits well with the following lines, where
formatum Fortunae habitum and sacratumque ... lapidem, likewise
coordinated, also refer to the same thing (= ‘the consecrated stone
image of Fortune’).”% Thus, it appears that on festive occasions the
Lares were both coated with wax and anointed with perfumes.

5. Conclusion

It has been shown that the commonly accepted interpretation of the
phrase genua incerare deorum in Iuv. 10. 55 as referring to the practice
of attaching wax tablets with vows to statues is unsatisfactory, as the
metaphor in this case would be far-fetched; the tablets, according
to the evidence, were attached to thighs, not to knees; and in all
likelihood, they were sealed and thus contained secret vows, which
does not fit Juvenal’s context.

The phrase is best explained as a reference to the praying gesture
of clasping the addressee’s knees: the verb that denotes ‘waxing’
instead of ‘touching’ metaphorically refers to the intensive rubbing
and polishing typical of the final stage of coating statues (and,
possibly, other objects) with wax.

Prudentius’ imitation of the phrase in Apoth. 447 clearly refers to
the same gesture and suggests that he also understood incerare genua
in Juvenal as a metaphor for ‘rubbing’ the knees (by analogy with
techniques of waxing).

On the contrary, the mention of waxing stone images of gods in
c. Symm. 1. 203 and Ham. 404 is not related to the phrase in question,
as it is inspired by the reference to Lares coated with wax in Iuv. 12. 88.
Gnilka’s idea that Prudentius had no proper knowledge of the pagan
cult and could provide false evidence based on misinterpreted passages
from classical authors is to be rejected. Quite the opposite: Prudentius
is a reliable witness to pagan cultic practices, even though, due to
philological difficulties and the lack of corroborating evidence from
other sources, some details that he mentions may remain unclear.

70 Likewise in Tuv. 12. 185: mollis focos and glebamque virentem refer to
the same.
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Appendix 1.
Pliny and Vitruvius on yévwoig

Plin. NH 33. 122: inlito (scil. minio) solis atque lunae contactus
inimicus. remedium, ut pariete siccato cera Punica cum oleo
liquefacta candens saetis inducatur iterumque admotis gallae
carbonibus inuratur ad sudorem usque, postea candelis subigatur
ac deinde linteis puris, sicut et marmora nitescunt.”!

Vitruv. 7. 9. 3—4: at si qui subtilior fuerit et voluerit expolitionem
miniaceam suum colorem retinere, cum paries expolitus et aridus
fuerit, ceram Punicam igni liquefactam paulo oleo temperatam
saeta inducat; deinde postea carbonibus in ferreo vase compositis
eam ceram <una> cum pariete calfaciundo sudare cogat fiatque ut
peraequetur; deinde tunc candela linteisque puris subigat, uti
signa marmorea nuda curantur (haec autem yovooig
graece dicitur).

a

una (scil. 1) Krohn : a primo codd. | fiatque codd. : lietque Krohn
| linteisque puris ed. princ. (ex Plinio) : cunctisque pluris codd. :
centunculisque puris Krohn | ydvooiwg Welcker : gnosis codd.”

In addition, Plutarch (QOR 98 [287 c—d]) reports that the censors’
first duty upon taking office was yavwoig of the statue (of Capitoline
Jupiter), allegedly because otherwise the red pigment with which old
statues had been tinted would fade.”

71" Text from Zehnacker 1983.

72 Text and apparatus [adapted] from Liou—Zuinghedau—Cam 1995.

73 However, according to Plin. NH 33. 111-112 their duty consisted in
painting it with red pigment (cf. 35. 157; Serv. auct. in Ecl. 6. 22;
Serv. in Ecl. 10. 27), so some confusion lies here. Either Plutarch tacitly implies
that painting preceded to coating with wax (thus Bliimner 1884, III, 202), or
vévoolg is taken here in a more general sense and in fact refers to painting; cf.
(émyrxoounoig in temple accounts that Blume-Jung 2021, 105-107, vice versa,
shows to mean the same as yGv@olg in a narrow sense. In any way, it was an old
terracotta statue (not a marble one), and colouring of the face with red pigment
was associated exclusively with Jupiter and triumphators.
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Vitruvius’ nuda has been taken to imply that only the skin areas of
statues were coated with wax.7* Bliimner draws from this that yavooig
might have aimed at tempering the harsh brightness of the marble and
giving it a resemblance to human skin;’”> Blume-Jung points out that in
some Roman, and Hellenistic, statues, the skin areas were left marble-
white, and that in the two cases where ancient wax was found on
statues it was applied to the pure marble.”® On the other hand, as Pliny
and Vitruvius (possibly also Plutarch, but cf. n. 73 above) state that
yvavwolg served to protect red pigment from sunlight and moonlight,
one might suggest that the skin areas of the statues were painted with
areddish colour, and that these areas alone were then coated with wax.”’

Meanwhile, nuda in Vitruvius is clearly suspicious: (1) signa nuda
is not equivalent to ‘bare parts of a statue’ (signi partes nudae); rather,
it would imply that only nude statues were treated with wax, whereas
those depicted in garments were not; (2) more generally, it is easier to
imagine that the entire statue was treated with wax rather than only
selected parts of it.

Since the passages of Vitruvius and Pliny are cognate and coin-
cide in details, with a close lexical parallelism, Pliny’s words sicut
et marmora nitescunt must correspond to uti signa marmorea nuda
curantur; it is therefore tempting to assume that the problematic
nuda is corrupt and the original reading should correlate with the
paleographically close stem nitid-.7® As a diagnostic conjecture,
I suggest nitidanda curantur: the scribe failed to recognize the gerun-
dive form of a rare verb, which led to haplography; subsequently
a minuscule error occurred (nitiddada > nitida > nuda).

74 Blume-Jung 2021, 107 (cf. Blume 2015, I, 46): “The open question
remains as to whether the treatment with wax was used solely on parts painted
with vermilion (such as the walls), on all the painted parts (in general), or
even explicitly on all parts without paint (if naked is meant as those parts
free of colour)”.

75 Blimner 1884, III, 202.

76 Blume-Jung 2021, 108—110; Blume 2015, 1, 24-29. Cf. also Neri et
al. 2021, 29-36 on traces of ydvaoig on the painted Roman head from Dougga
in Tunisia (there the skin displayed yellow treatment).

77 Reuterswird 1960, 71-72 acknowledges both possibilities as valid.

78 For the confusion between nudus and nitidus in manuscripts see
examples in Watt 2000, 11; given the nearby corruption cunctisque pluris,
a minuscule error of this kind is quite possible.
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The term yévmoig is mentioned specifically in relation to nitidanda
(or a similar word), with emphasis on their etymological affinity: both
words refer to brightness or sheen.

Two conclusions may be drawn from this emendation for the
discussion of the polychromy of ancient statues:

— there is no reason to assume that only certain parts of statues
were coated with wax;

— as regards the effect that ydvwoic had on statues, both Pliny
and Vitruvius mention only its contribution to their sheen or, more
generally, their festive appearance; the reference to protection of the
red colour may pertain solely to the walls. There are no reasons to
assume that its primary purpose was to preserve the red pigment, as
was the case with exterior marble walls (cf. n. 73 above).

Appendix 2.
Caespes and the Sacrificial Ritual in Prudentius

In Rome, it was customary to sacrifice upon a piece of turf that covered
a temporary or portable altar.” Lavarenne,® supported by Gnilka,®!
maintains that Prudentius was unaware of this and understood the turf
as a kind of votive offering that was burned along with incense or ent-
rails. This surprising conclusion is drawn from the following passages:

Perist. 5. 50-52:

aut ara ture et caespite
precanda iam nunc est tibi,
aut mors luenda est sanguine.

et caespite codd. : sospiti Collins apud Cunningham

7 Serv. ad Aen. 12. 119 Romani enim moris fuerat caespitem arae super-
imponere et ita sacrificare; ThLL 1I1. 111. 26 ff. s.v. caespes; Nisbet-Hubbard
1970, 242 ad Hor. Carm. 1. 19. 13 and Courtney 22013, 457 ad Iuv. 12. 2-3,
with literature.

80 Lavarenne 1951, 75 n. 1 (with reference to Hor. Carm. 1. 19. 13—-14 and
3. 8. 24, where caespes is mentioned along with fus in sacrificial context,
allegedly misinterpreted by Prudentius); 223 n. 5 to p. 126.

81 Gnilka 2001, 7-8 = 1964, 56-57.
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Apoth. 186
ridiculosque deos venerans sale caespite ture.

Perist. 10. 186
ostende, quaeso, quas ad aras praecipis,
vervece caeso fumet ut caespes meus?

The piece of turf is described here as smoking and is listed
alongside incense and sacrificial flour as a part of a coordinated series.
However, this does not imply that Prudentius thought it was burned
together with the incense. The turf is smoking simply because the
offerings are burned upon it. As for coordinated ablatives dependent
on venerans and precanda, they can be explained instrumentally as
referring to integral elements of the sacrifice (not all of which are
offerings in the strict sense).

Caespes is often mentioned in sacrificial contexts as one of its
main elements, and it is perfectly natural to say that one “prays” or
“worships the gods” “with the help of turf and incense”.82

A slight difficulty lies in the fact that in both Peristephanon
passages, the word ara is governed by a verb denoting sacrifice. This
may cause confusion, since caespes itself functions as an altar or at
least as its upper part; “to pray to an altar with an altar” does sound
odd. (Perhaps this is why Collins deemed the text suspicious.)

Still, there is no irreconcilable contradiction here: if we take
the ara as a portable altar metonymically representing the object of
prayer, and the caespes as a disposable attribute to be provided for the
sacrifice (along with incense and sacrificial flour), then Prudentius’
phrasing is satisfactory. There is no reason to suspect him of ignorance
regarding the essential practices of pagan religion.

Denis Keyer
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8 Cf.,e.g., Stat. Silv. 1. 4. 130-131 sed saepe deis hos inter honores /
caespes etexiguo placuerunt farra salino; Sen. Med. 797-798 tibi sanguineo
caespite sacrum/sollemne damus (here the boundary between locative
and instrumental meaning is difficult to draw).
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The phrase genua incerare deorum in Iuv. 10. 55 is not related to the practice
of attaching wax tablets with vows to statues of gods: (1) this metaphor
would be far-fetched; (2) the tablets were attached to thighs, not knees; and
(3) the tablets affixed to statues were sealed and contained secret vows, which
does not fit Juvenal’s context.

Instead, it refers to the praying gesture of clasping the addressee’s knees:
by analogy with waxing techniques, the verb incerare functions as a metaphor
for rubbing, and with regard to the knees, ‘rubbing’ implies intensive
touching: cf. genua (con)fricare in Pl. Asin. 670; 678. Prudentius’ genua
incerare Dianae (Apoth. 447) suggests the same interpretation.

Conversely, waxing images in Prud. ¢. Symm. 1. 203 and Ham. 404 is
unrelated to Tuv. 10. 55, being connected instead to Tuv. 12. 88 (of the images
of Lares). Chr. Gnilka’s suspicion that Prudentius was ignorant of pagan
cultic practices is unfounded.

Nuda in Vitruv. 7. 9. 4 is problematic and, in view of the close lexical
parallelism with Plin. NH 33. 122 (nitescunt), should be emended to nitidanda.
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Bripaxenue IOBenana genua incerare deorum (10. 55) He 00BsICHETCS 00BI-
YaeM MPHUKPEIUIATH BOCKOBBIC TaOJIMUYKK ¢ 00eTaMu K crarysm 6oros: (1) Ta-
Kasg Mertadopa Obuia Obl HaTSIHyTOH; (2) Takue TaONWYIKH TPUKPETIISUIN
K Oempam cratyi, a HE K KOJEHsAM; (3) OHM 3aredaThIBAIMCH M COACPIKAIH
TaifHBIe 00ETHI, YTO HE COOTBETCTBYET KOHTEKCTY FOBeHama.

Ha nene incerare genua yxa3piBaeT Ha IpaKTUKy OOHMMATh WJIM XBaTaTh
KOJIGHH aJIpecaTa MOJIUTBBI: 10 aHAJOTMU C TEXHUKOH BOIIEHUS, IJIaroi
incerare MeTaoOpUYECKU MEpeAacT WACI HATHPaHUs, a MPHUMEHHUTEIHLHO
K KOJICHSIM ‘TpeHHe’ MoApa3yMeBaeT HHTEHCHBHOE IPUKOCHOBEHHE, cp. Plaut.
Asin. 670; 678: genua (con)fricare. Tax xe cinemyeT MOHUMATh genua incerare
Dianae y lpynennus (Apoth. 447).

Harporus, naccaxwu [IpyneHius o mOKpeITHH KaMHEH BockoM (c. Symm. 1.
203 u Ham. 404) ne umetot otHotenus k [uv. 10. 55, Ho cootHOCsTCA € Tuv. 12.
88 (o crarystkax JlapoB). Muenne Xp. ['Hunku o ToM, uro [lpynenuwmii He
OBLIT 3HAKOM C SI3BIY€CKUMH KYJIBTOBBIMHU MPAKTHKaMH, HEOOOCHOBAHHO.

Urenue nuda y Butpysus (7. 9. 4) He naeT yIOBIETBOPUTEIFHOTO CMBIC-
JIa ¥, IUTBIBas OIM3KOE CXOACTBO ¢ maccaxeM [ Lmunust (NH 33. 122 nitescunt),
JIOJDKHO OBITH MCIIPABJICHO Ha nitidanda.
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Grigory Belikov

MAXIMOS VON TYROS UND APOLOGIE
DES SOKRATES"

Maximos von Tyros ist ein griechischer Redner des 2. Jhr.
n. Chr., dessen 41 Reden ein interessantes kulturelles Phinomen
darstellen. Er bietet seinen Horern eine Einfithrung in die platonische
Philosophie, nicht nach Art eines Lehrbuches, wie Apuleius, Albinos
und Alkinoos es zu tun pflegten, sondern nach Art philosophischer
Vorlesungen, die durch rhetorische Figuren ausgeschmiickt werden.

In letzter Zeit ldsst sich in der Wissenschaft ein wachsendes
Interesse an den Reden des Maximos von Tyros feststellen. Dieser
Trend findet zum einen Bestitigung durch die italienische Uberset-
zung! des Gesamtcorpus und die Ausgabe der 5. Rede in der Serie
SAPERE,? zum anderen durch die Monographie von J. Lauwers?
sowie eine Maximos von Tyros gewidmete Konferenz, deren Vortrige
spater veroffentlicht wurden.*

Nicht allen Reden wird dieselbe Aufmerksamkeit gewidmet.
Die 3. Rede Ei koaid¢ émoinoev Zwkpatns un droloynoduevog® wird
zwar in Monographien und in Aufsitzen regelméBig erwéhnt, erscheint

* Der Autor dankt Prof. Dr. Christian Pietsch fiir seine Kommentare und
Vorschlidge bei der Diskussion des Aufsatzes. Der Autor bedankt sich auch bei
seinen Miinsteraner Freunden und Kollegen Dr. Philipp Noélker und Helena
van Eden fiir die Korrektur des deutschen Textes.

! Brumana 2019.

Trapp—Hirsch-Luipold 2019.

Lauwers 2015.

Fauquier—Pérez-Jean 2016.

Die Frage nach den Titeln der Rede und ihrer Authentizitdt bleibt offen.
Es gibt die Titel, die nicht genau dem Inhalt entsprechen. Das hat den Forschern
Anlass gegeben, die Titel als spétere Hinzufiigung von einem Abschreiber
(Hobein 1895, 15) anzusehen. Koniaris dennoch behauptet, dass die Titel
authentisch sind, und nur nicht entsprechende Titel spater hinzugefiigt worden
sind (Koniaris 1982, 102—-110).

2
3
4
5

131


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

132 Grigory Belikov

jedoch meistens als potenzielle Quelle fiir die Rekonstruktion des
Prozesses des Sokrates und nicht als selbstindiger Text des 2. Jhr.
n. Chr. Im vorliegenden Aufsatz wird diese Rede sowohl in der
Tradition des Schreibens der Apologien des Sokrates, als auch in dem
literarischen Kontext des 1. und 2. Jahrhunderts n. Chr. behandelt.
Sokrates war immer populér, aber die Interpretation seines Bildes
dnderte sich und je nach Epoche wurden verschiedene Aspekte
vorrangig untersucht. Die Untersuchung der 3. Rede im allgemeinen
Kontext ldsst gemeine Stelle der sokratischen Literatur sowie
originelle Eigenschaften der Schrift von Maximos feststellen.

In Maximos’ Corpus gibt es sieben Reden, die mit Sokrates
verbunden sind: Die 3. Rede: Ei xald¢ émoinoev Zwrpdtne un
amoloynaduevog; die Reden acht und neun: 77 70 dauudviov Zwxpdrovg
o’, "Ett mepl 100 Xwrparovg doruoviov . Die Reden 18-21: Tig
N Zowrparovs épwtiky a0 . Im Unterschied zu Reden acht und neun
sowie 18-21 wird die 3. Rede nicht so oft in der wissenschaftlichen
Literatur erforscht.

Der Inhalt der 3. Rede scheint paradox zu sein. Laut Maximos von
Tyros hat sich Sokrates gar nicht vor Gericht verteidigt. Soweit man
aus dem erhaltenen Corpus des Maximos urteilen kann, war ihm das
Schreiben paradoxer Schriften {iberhaupt nicht zu eigen. Es ist kaum
vorstellbar, dass er die traditionelle Vorstellung des Prozesses iiber
Sokrates revidiert hat. In der Rede geht es nicht darum, dass Sokrates
vor Gericht geschwiegen hat, sondern darum, aus welchen Griinden
Sokrates nicht eine Verteidigungsrede nach rhetorischen Regeln
vorbereitet hat. Diese in dem Aufsatz vorgeschlagene Interpretation
basiert sowohl auf der 3. Rede selbst als auch auf Parallelen aus der
16. Rede von Maximos von Tyros.

Die wissenschaftliche Untersuchung dieser Rede hat frither zwei
Positionen in der Forschungsliteratur hervorgebracht. Ublicherweise
wurde untersucht, ob Maximos’ Text als historische Quelle oder
als reine rhetorische Ubung betrachtet werden darf. Die historische
Glaubwiirdigkeit der 3. Rede hat nicht viele Unterstiitzter gefunden,
dennoch haben im ersten Teil des zwanzigsten Jahrhunderts einige
Forscher, wie K. Meiser, H. Gomperz, W. Oldfather, diese Rede im
Rahmen des Prozesses gegen Sokrates untersucht.® Ihr Schwerpunkt

6 Meiser 1909, 24-31; Gomperz 1936, 32—43; Oldfather 1938, 203-211.
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waren die Apologien Platons und Xenophons, die sie als reine
literarische Werke und nicht als historische Quelle betrachteten. Sie
behaupteten, dass der historische Sokrates keine Verteidigungsrede
im Gericht vorgetragen habe. Viele Stellen bei Platon (Grg. 484 d—e,
527 a; Tht. 172 ¢ — 175 d; Resp. 517 a—d; Lach. 196 b; Phd. 64 b;
Phdr. 249 d) und Xenophon (Mem. 1V, 8, 5) bestitigen in der Tat,
dass Sokrates fiir seinen Prozess keine Apologie vorbereitet hat.
Die 3. Rede von Maximos dient als ein Beweis ihrer Theorie.”

Der andere frither vertretene Ansatz wurde von J. Puigalli und
M. Szarmach in ihren Maximos von Tyros gewidmeten Monographien
beriicksichtigt.® Diese Forscher betrachteten diese Rede als reine
rhetorische Ubung. M. Szarmach schreibt: ,,Diese Deklamation wie
auch die vorhergehenden Konferenzen sind eine rhetorische Thesis,
die jedoch durch das sich auf Annahmen stiitzende Thema und
die Beurteilung der Beweggriinde beim Vorgehen Sokrates’ einer
Kontroversion (sic!) nahekommt“.? Szarmach zitiert Hermogenes’
Definition der 0écig: v 0éowv eivar émickeyiv Tivog mplypoTog
Bewpovpévov dpotpodoav maong idikiig meplotdoewg!? (Progymn.
11. Rhetores Graeci 11. 17 Spengel). Dariiber hinaus zieht Szarmach
eine Parallele aus anderen rhetorischen Lehrbiichern, in denen es um
Sokrates und seinen Prozess geht. Er behauptet, die Apologie des
Sokrates sei ein populdres Thema fiir rhetorische Deklamationen in
Maximos’ Zeit geworden.

Nach der Monographie von M. Szarmach erregte diese Rede
keine besondere Aufmerksamkeit bei den Forschern mehr. Sie wird

7 ,,Wir besitzen auch ein unmittelbares und ausdriickliches Zeugnis dafiir,
daB sich Sokrates vor Gericht ,nicht verteidigt® hat. Es steht freilich an einem
selten besuchten Ort; es rithrt von einem Manne her, dessen Absehen keineswegs
auf geschichtliche Genauigkeit gerichtet war, und es ist mit rhetorischem Flitter
reichlich behéngt; allein dies Zeugnis beweist doch, daf es schon in Altertum
eine Uberlieferung gab, derzufolge Sokrates vor Gericht ,geschwiegen hat*;
und je auffilliger diese Uberlieferung dem allgemeinen Glauben des spiteren
Altertums widersprach, als desto verldlicher mu3 sie dem Schriftsteller
gegolten haben, der aus ihr das Thema einer Kunstrede schopfte” (Gomperz
1936, 39).

8 Puigalli 1983; Szarmach 1985.

9 Szarmach 1985, 27.

10 Die Thesis ist eine Bearbeitung eines im Titel gestellten Problems bei
Umgehung aller besonderen Umstédnden® (iibersetzt von M. Szarmach).
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regelméBig in Schriften, die Sokrates’ Bild in der Griechischen und
Romischen Literatur des 1. vor Chr. — 2. nach Chr. Jahrhunderts
gewidmet sind, erwihnt. Unter diesen Schriften ist die Monographie
von Klaus Doring als erste zu erwidhnen, wo die Rezeption des Bildes
von Sokrates in den Werken von Seneca, Epiktet und Dion von Prusa
griindlich erforscht wird. Einzelne Kapitel werden den spéteren und
christlichen Schriftstellern gewidmet. Obwohl Maximos’ dritte Rede
in dieser Monographie ganz kurz behandelt wird,!! bietet Doring eine
gute Darstellung iiber den relevanten Hintergrund dieser Rede, und
zwar welche Rolle Sokrates in der populdr-philosophischen Literatur
gespielt hat.

Die Rezeption in verschiedenen Epochen stellt fiir die Forschung
ein beliebtes Thema dar. Unter den vielen Biichern und Aufsdtzen
sind zwei Sammelbénde zu erwihnen, in denen sich Beitrdge finden,
welche dem Bild des Sokrates bei Maximos von Tyros gewidmet
sind. Im Jahr 2007 ist der Sammelband Socrates from Antiquity to
the Enlightenment erschienen, wo M. Trapp, der fiihrende Spezialist
zu Maximos von Tyros, den Aufsatz ,,Beyond Plato and Xenophon:
Some Other Ancient Socrateses“!? geschriecben hat. In diesem
Aufsatz werden die mit Sokrates verbundenen Hauptmotive, die in
der Literatur der hellenistischen und rémischen Zeit populdr waren,
betrachtet. Derselbe M. Trapp veroffentlichte den Aufsatz, der
Maximos von Tyros gewidmet ist, im Sammelband Socrates and the
Socratic Dialog."3 In diesem Aufsatz gibt Trapp eine kurze Ubersicht
des Sokratischen Zyklus bei Maximos von Tyros, also alle Reden, in
denen Sokrates erscheint (3, 8 f., 18-21).

Ein wichtiger Aufsatz wurde von X. Campos-Daroca in dem
Sammelbandd Maxime de Tyr, entre rhétorique et philosophie au
Ile siecle de notre ére veroffentlicht. Im Aufsatz ,,Maxime de Tyr,
Socrate et les discourse selon la philosophie® wird die Rolle des
Sokrates in der Komposition der Reden untersucht. Campos-Daroca
iiberblickt insgesamt das literarische Phédnomen, das er ,,die zweite
Socratica” (Dion von Prusa, Epiktet, Favorinos von Arelatos) genannt
hat, indem er das Material der oben genannten Monographie Ddrings
heranzieht. Dariiber hinaus analysiert der Autor ausfiihrlich die Reden

I Déring 1979, 130-131.
12 Trapp 2007, 51-63.
13 Trapp 2018, 772-786.
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25 und 28 und schreibt von der protreptischen Rolle des Sokrates in
den Schriften von Maximos von Tyros.!*

Vor der Analyse der 3. Rede ist es notig, die Vorgeschichte dieses
Textes zu erortern. Laut einigen Quellen verfasste nach dem Tod des
Sokrates der Sophist Polykrates eine Schrift mit dem Titel Karryopio
2wxparovs (Isocr. Bus. 4, Diog. Laert. II, 38-39; Quint. /nst. or. 11,
17, 4; Liban. Apol. Socr.; Themist. Or. 23). Als Antwort auf Polykrates’
Pamphlet haben Platon und Xenophon ihre Apologien verfasst.!> Die
nichste erhaltene Apologie des Sokrates stammt von Libanius im
4. Jhr. n. Chr. Es gab aber andere nicht erhaltene Apologien, die wir
aus spiteren Zeugnissen kennen. Die Autoren der Apologien sind Krito
(Suda « 2451 Adler), Lysias (Ps.-Plut. Vitae or. 836 b, Cic. De or. 1,
231), Theodektes (Arist. Rh. 2, 23, 13, 1399 a 7-11), Demetrios von
Phaleron (Diog. Laert. 9, 15; Plut. Ar. 1, 27), Zeno von Sidon (Suda
¢ 78 Adler), Theon von Smyrna (Suda 6 204 Adler). Laut Lamprias’
Katalog hatte Plutarch 2 Schriften: Azoloyia drnép Zwrparovg (189),
1epi tij¢ Zwipdrovs kartaynpicews (190).

Obwohl die Schrift von Polykrates nicht erhalten ist, liegen einige
Zeugnisse dariiber vor. Laut Suda hat Polykrates zwei Reden fiir
Meletos und Anytos geschrieben.!® Dazu schreibt Diogenes Laertios
folgendes (11, 38-39):

So reichte denn Meletos die Klage ein, Polyeuktos trug die
Anklage vor Gericht vor, wie Favorinus in seinen Geschichtlichen
Miszellen behauptet; geschrieben aber war die Rede von dem
Sophisten Polykrates, wie Hermippos behauptet, oder nach
andern von Anytos, vorbereitet war alles von dem Demagogen
Lykon. Antisthenes in den Sukzessionen der Philosophen und
Platon in der Apologie nennen als Ankldger folgende drei:
Anytos, Lykon und Anytos, Anytos als grollenden Vertreter der
Handwerker und Staatsminner, Lykon als Vertreter der Redner
und Meletos als Vertreter der Dichter, weil Sokrates ihnen allen
iibel mitgespielt. Favorinus aber behauptet im ersten Buch seiner

14 Campos-Daroca 2016, 95-121.

15 M. Stokes behauptet, dass Polykrates’ Pamphlet nach Platons Apologie,
aber vor Xenophons verfasst wurde (Stokes 1997, 3—4).

16 Suda s.v. [ToAvkpdng m 1977 Adler: TTolvkpdng, Adnvaiog, pritop,
de1vog T€ Kai TOVG Kot ZOKPATovg Adyovg B Avite kol MelMt@ yphyog.
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Denkwiirdigkeiten, die Rede des Polykrates gegen Sokrates sei
nicht die wirklich gehaltene; es wird ndmlich in ihr des Wieder-
aufbaues der Mauern durch Konon gedacht, der erst sechs Jahre
nach Sokrates Tode vollzogen ward.!”

Aufgrund dieses Zeugnisses kann man behaupten, dass Favorinus
der erste war, der die Echtheit der Rede bezweifelt hatte. Quintilian
meint, dass Polykrates selbst seine Rede vor dem Gericht vorgelesen
habe (/nst. or. 11, 17, 4). Themistios dagegen behauptet, dass die Rede
gegen Sokrates zwar von Polykrates verfasst, allerdings von Anytos
vorgelesen worden war (Or. 23).

Aufgrund der oben genannten Zeugnisse lasst sich mit Sicherheit
lediglich folgendes feststellen: (1) dass Polykrates mit seinem Pamph-
let Sokrates angeklagt hat, (2) dass Alkibiades Sokrates’ Lehrling
gewesen war und (3) dass Sokrates antidemokratische Ansichten
gehabt hatte (X Ael. Arist. 111, 320. 480 Dindorf). Obwohl A. Chroust
den Text der Katnyopio Zwxpdarovg aufgrund von Xenophons Memo-
rabilien und Libanios’ Apologie des Sokrates rekonstruiert hat,!8
haben nicht alle Forscher seinen Optimismus geteilt.!?

Mittels dieser Zeugnisse iliber spatere Apologien kann der Kon-
text der 3. Rede des Maximos erschlossen werden. Es ist ndtig den
kompositionellen Aufbau dieser Rede darzustellen, damit eine
angemessene Interpretation und eine Untersuchung im Rahmen der
literarischen Tradition der Apologien moglich sein konnen.

Die ersten zwei Kapitel stellen eine Einfithrung dar, in der Ma-
ximos ein Paradoxon aufzeigt, auf das er regelmiBig in der Rede
rekurrieren wird: es ist merkwiirdig, dass Menschen, die sich beruf-
lich nicht mit der Schifffahrt auseinander sehen, sich nicht dazu
entscheiden, einen Steuermann gemaf seiner Leistungen zu beurteilen,
so wie einen Arzt zu beurteilen, nur die Menschen im Stande sind,
die sich selbst mit der Medizin beschiftigen. Die Menschen sehen
Kunstwerke von Zeuxis, Polykleitos oder Pheidias an und ,,wagen es
nicht, sie zu tadeln, ja nicht einmal sie kritisch zu priifen*: op&dvtec
yobv ékeiva ol GvBpomor, un 6t aitdcboat, AL’ o0dE &Egtalewv
toApdowv (I, 1). Sokrates jedoch wurde von den Menschen, die

17 Ubersetzt von Apelt 2015.
18- Chroust 1957, 69—-100.
19 Trapp 2007, 53.
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kein Recht dafiir hatte, verurteilt. Im zweiten Kapitel rekonstruiert
Maximos kurz die Geschichte des Prozesses gegen Sokrates, wobei er
stets von Parallelismen und Antithesen Gebrauch macht (111, 2).

Zokpdn todtov MéAnTtog pev €ypayoato, Avutdg e ionyayey,
Avkov 6¢ £dlokev, kotedikacav 6& ABnvaiol, &dncov 8¢ ol
gvdekoa, anéktevev 6¢ 6 vanpémc. Kal MeAntov ypoopévov
VIEPEDPO, Kol AVOTOV EIGAYOVTOG KATEPPOVEL, KOl AVKOVOG Aé-
yovtog Koteyéha, kol ynelopéveov Adnvaiov davieyneileto, kol
TILOUEVOV AVTETILATO, Kol dgOVTOV adTOV TOV EVOEKN TO UHEV
o®pa mopeiyey, AcOevéoTtepov Yap NV TOAADY COUATOV, THY 08
Yoy od mopeiyey, Kpeittov yap v Adnvaiov dndviov, ovdE
TQ VINPETN EYOAETAVEY, 0DOE TTPOG TO PAPLAKOV EGVGYEPALVEV.

Meletos hat den Sokrates angeklagt, Anytos schleppte ihn vor
Gericht, Lykon hielt die Anklagerede, die Athener verurteilten
ihn, die Elf Ménner sperrten ihn ins Geféngnis, der Gerichtsdiener
reichte ihm das Gift. An Meletos, der ihn verklagte, kehrte er
sich nicht, Anytos, der ihn vor Gericht zerrte, verachtete er,
Lykon, der gegen ihn sprach, lachte er aus, gegen das Urteil der
Athener fillte er ein Gegenurteil, gegen ihr Strafmal} stellte er
einen Gegenantrag, und als ihn die EIf Méanner banden, gab er
ihnen seinen Korper (dieser war ja schwicher als die vielen),
nicht aber seine Seele preis (denn diese war stirker als die aller
Athener zusammen), ziirnte auch dem Gerichtsdiener nicht und
lehnte sich gegen das Gift nicht auf.?0

Nach dieser Einleitung kommt Maximos zum Beweis der Haupt-
thesis: Sokrates hatte recht damit, sich vor dem Gericht nicht zu
verteidigen. Die Argumentation zeichnet sich als eine Antwort auf die
Fragen eines fiktiven Gegners aus. Dieses Stilmittel benutzt Maximos
gern in seinen Reden (vgl. VII, 7; VIII, 1. 4). Der Hauptteil der Rede
(Kapitel 3—7) besteht aus drei Abschnitte, auf denen Maximos seinen
Beweis aufbaut. In dem dritten und dem vierten Kapitel gibt es eine
Darlegung ex contrario: was Sokrates vor dem Gericht nicht gemacht
hatte. Danach erkldrt Maximos, dass er zurecht, gewohnliche Mittel

20 Hier und im Folgenden iibersetzt von Schonberger—Schonberger 2001.
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der Verteidigung (Flehen, weinende Kinder) vermieden hat. Hier stellt
er dieselbe Pramisse auf, die im ersten Kapitel ausfiihrlich angefiihrt
worden war: die Richter seien nicht wiirdig, dass Sokrates vor ihnen
eine Rede vorgetragen hitte.

Der zweite Abschnitt (5.—-6. Kapitel) beginnt mit einem
Widerspruch des fiktiven Gegners: Sokrates hitte den Vorwurf, dass
er die Jugend verderbe oder neue Gottheiten einfiihre, entkriften
konnen. Maximos widerlegt diese Behauptung durch das Argument
der durch ein Los ausgewihlte Richter. Um so einen Menschen wie
Sokrates zu verurteilen, hétten die Richter sich selbst erst verbessern
sollen.

Der dritte Abschnitt beginnt wieder mit der Frage des Gegners, ob
Sokrates sich hitte verteidigen miissen, um nicht zu sterben. Darauf
antwortet Maximos, dass Sokrates die Moglichkeit, seine Tugend zu
wahren, hoher geschétzt habe, als sein Leben zu retten.

Das letzte Kapitel zieht einen Vergleich zwischen Sokrates und
Leonidas. Wie Leonidas keine Angst vor Xerxes hatte und seinen Tod
angenommen hatte, so hatte Sokrates keine Angst vor den Athenern.
Zum Schluss erhebt Maximos selbst die von Sokrates vorgebrachte
Anklage gegen die Athener: Das Volk der Athener fiihrt neue
Gottheiten ein, indem es nicht Zeus, sondern Perikles einen Olympier
nennt. Das Volk verderbe die Jugend, weil es schon Alkibiades und
Hipponikos und Kritias und tausend andere verdarb.

Im Vergleich zu Platons Apologie des Sokrates betrachtet, kann
man sagen, dass sich Maximos nur auf wenige mit Sokrates’ Bio-
graphie zusammenhéngende Tatsachen gestiitzt hat. Im ersten Kapitel
verweist Maximos auf Apollons Zeugnis von Sokrates’ Weisheit
(vgl. Ap. 21 a). Im dritten Kapitel werden die Kritiker und Ankldger
des Sokrates genannt: Aristophanes, Anytos, Meletos, Lykon, denen
Sokrates vor dem Gericht Widerstand hitte leisten kdnnen. Wenn
Maximos behauptet, dass Sokrates gewohnliche Mittel hétte benutzen
konnen, verweist er auf eine bekannte Stelle in Platons Apologie des
Sokrates (111, 3).

KOV Tolg EmMAGYOLg TKETEVOV Kol AVTIBOAMV Kol dedpeVos Kol
7oL Kol dAKpLa €V Kap@ APleic, Kol LeTd TOUTO TEAEVTAV TNV
EoavOinmmy avopifocdpevog kKokvovoav, Kol T moidio KAop-
piopeva, 410 TOVTOV ATAVIOV HETEXEPIGUTO TOVG SIKUOTAG, Kol
aneyneiocavto avTod, Kol GKTEPAV, Kol ApTiKay;
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Am Ende der Rede habe er gefleht, gebeten und gebettelt,
schlieBlich sogar an rechter Stelle Trdnen vergossen und am
Ende noch eine schluchzende Xanthippe vorgefiihrt und kléglich
weinende Kinder. Durch all dies habe er die Richter umgestimmt,
so dass sie ihn lossprachen, bemitleideten und frei lieen.

Diese Worte verweisen wiederum auf Sokrates’ Uberlegungen in der
Apologie (34 c):

Thyo & v TIc VPOV AyavakTioelev dvauvnobeig €avtod, &l
0 p&v kol ATt TOvTOLT TOD Gy®dVOg Aydva AyoviCOpEVOC
£3eN0n 1€ Kal IKETELGE TOVG SIKOOTAG UETO TOAADY dOKPLOV,
modio te adtod dvaPifoacapevog iva 6Tt pdAtota hendein, kol
dAlovg TV oikelov kol QIA®V TOAAOVG, €YD O0& 0VOEV dpa
TOVTOV TOWOo®, Kol TADTA KOLVEL®V, O¢ v d0&atul, TOV
£€oatov Kivouvov.

Vielleicht wird aber mancher von euch an sich selbst denken
und verdrgert sein, wenn er ndmlich, obwohl in einen harm-
loseren Prozess verwickelt als diesen hier, die Richter gebeten
und unter vielen Trénen angefleht hat und, um mdoglichst Mitleid
zu erregen, seine Kinder hat auftreten lassen und andere Ver-
wandte und Freunde in grofler Zahl, ich aber nichts dergleichen
tue, und das, obwohl ich offensichtlich in &duBlerster Gefahr
schwebe.?!

Es gibt am Ende des sechsten Kapitels eine Parallele, auf die die
Herausgeber hinweisen. Maximos teilt mit, Sokrates hitte die
Athener tiberzeugen konnen, dass das tugendhafte Streben die Jugend
nicht verderbe, dass die Erkenntnis Gottes keine Siinde wider Gott
darstelle (I1I, 6).

Koi yap fitor cvvnrmictovio todto T® Zokpdtel, §| O pEV
nrictato, ol 8¢ Nyvoéovv. Kai ei pév qmiotavro, ti €01 Aoyov
TPOG TOVG €idoTag; €l 8¢ NyvooLvy, ovK dmoloyiog adtolg, GAN’
Emotnung &d¢t.

21 Hier und im Folgenden iibersetzt von Heitsch 2002.
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Entweder namlich wussten auch sie, was Sokrates wusste, oder
Sokrates wusste es, jene aber nicht. Und wenn sie es wussten,
wozu brauchte es dann noch Worte zu Wissenden? Wussten sie
es aber nicht, bedurfte es keiner Verteidigung vor ihnen, sondern
sie brauchten Belehrung.

Diese Stelle wird mit #hnlichen Uberlegungen in der Apologie des
Sokrates verglichen (26 a):

el 6¢ dxov dwedeipw, TV To10VTOV [Kol dKovcimVv] Gpoaptn-
pétwv ov debpo vopog eicdyev éotiv, aAAL 16l Aafovta O1-
ddokew kol vovbeteiv: dijlov yap 6t €av ndbw, maveouar 6 ye
fxov mo1d. oV 8¢ cvyyevécBar pév pot kol d1da&al Epuyeg Kol
ovk N0éANcag, dedpo 8¢ eichyelc, ol vopog éotiv elcdysy Todg
KOAGGEMG E0UEVOVG GAL™ 01 paBNoEmG.

Verderbe ich sie aber unabsichtlich, dann lautet das Gesetz nicht,
einen wegen derartiger Vergehen vor Gericht zu bringen, sondern
ihn in privatem Umgang zu belehren und zu ermahnen. Denn es
ist klar, dass ich dann, wenn ich belehrt worden bin, aufhore mit
dem, was ich unabsichtilich tue. Du aber hast es vermieden und
warst nicht bereit, dich meiner anzunehmen und mich zu
unterrichten, sondern du bringst mich hier vor Gericht, wohin
laut Gesetz die zu bringen sind, die Strafe und nicht Belehrung
verdienen.

Die letzte Parallele, auf die von den Herausgebern hingewiesen
wird, befindet sich im siebten Kapitel. Wenn Sokrates sein Leben
hitte retten wollen, hitte er sich nicht vor Gericht verteidigen
miissen, sondern hitte schon frither darauf achten sollen, sich nicht
bei Meletos nicht verhasst zu machen und Anytos nicht bloBzustellen
(vgl. 4p. 21 b; 30 e).

Auf Grund dieser Parallelen kann man behaupten, dass die 3. Rede
nur thematisch mit der Apologie des Sokrates verbunden ist. Es gibt
keine unmittelbaren Zitate noch grofle Anspielungen. Diese Angaben
iiber den Prozess, die in der 3. Rede erscheinen, kénnen nicht nur aus
Platons Apologie, sondern auch aus anderen sokratischen Schriften,
die uns nicht erhalten sind, stammen. Diese Stellen aus der Apologie,
die oben erwidhnt wurden, haben nichts, was ausschlie8lich von Platon
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stammt. Das Argument, dass Sokrates des Lehrers, nicht des Richters
bedurfte, war Teil des rhetorischen Arsenals von Maximos. Er benutzt
dieses Argument auch in der 16. Rede, die der Vorziiglichkeit des
betrachtenden Lebens gewidmet wird. In dieser Rede spricht vor den
Richter Anaxagoras (XVI. 2):22

Agineton On, €l undgv adk®dv VUAG €yd v Toig xob’ Muépav
guovtod Swthpoct kol @ tod Plov oynuati, yvoun &t
apapTavm, o PEV Exewv aitiav, g AoK® dNUOGig TV TOALY,
apeicbai pe, tuyeiv 8¢ eig ta €pavtod idig SdacKAAmY, AN
00 KaTnyopwv.

Wenn ich euch also im tdglichen Wandel und in der Einrichtung
meines Lebens kein Unrecht zufiige, aber immer noch falschen
Ansichten folge, dann bleibt nur {ibrig, dass man mich vom
Vorwurf der Schidigung des Staates freispricht und mich wegen
meines Privatlebens belehrt, nicht jedoch anklagt.

Wenn man sich insgesamt anschaut, wie oft Maximos auf Platons
Apologie verweist, kann man sagen, dass er nicht oft auf die Apologie
des Sokrates anspielt. Laut des Index in Trapps Ausgabe,? zitiert
Maximos 20-mal die Apologie, dennoch sind diese Zitate grofitenteils
auf drei Reden konzentriert: acht Parallelen in der 3. Rede, insgesamt
sieben in den Reden 18 und 19. Die anderen Zitate befinden sich
in verschiedenen Reden (Pl. Ap. 20 ¢: XXXVIII, 4; 21 a: XIII, 9;
26 a: XVI, 2; 30 c: XII, 8; 40 b: VIII, 6). Diese Anspielungen in
den anderen Reden, wie die in der 3. Rede, sind nicht beweisend,
denn sie miissen nicht zwangsldufig aus Platons Apologie stammen.
Am meisten geht es um Erwdhnungen der biographischen Daten:
Apollons Orakel iiber die Weisheit des Sokrates (XIII, 9), Sokrates’
Ankléager im Gericht (XII, 8), die Erlaubnis der Gottheit, den Tod zu
erleiden (VIII, 6). Man kann kaum behaupten, dass Maximos hierbei

22 Beziiglich des Einflusses von Platons Apologie des Sokrates auf die
Apologie des Anaxagoras in der 16. Rede siehe Trapp 1997, 143; Belikov 2024
[T. C. benuxkos, “IIpobiaema nesTenbHON M CO3EpLATENBHON KU3HHU B pedax
Makcuma Tupckoro”, Zyodn. @urocoghcroe anmurogedenue u Kiaccuueckas
mpaouyus), 176—-178.

23 Trapp 1994, 372.
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ausschlieBlich auf Platons Apologie verweist, denn hierbei handelt es
sich um damals allgemeinbekannte Tatsachen.

In der dritten Rede befindet sich eine Anspielung auf Platons
Gorgias. Maximos benutzt einen Vergleich, der von Gorgias stammt,
wenn er davon spricht, dass die Richter des Sokrates nicht wiirdig
waren (II1, 6):

1&g obv odk av MV KaTayEAacTOg YEPOV AVP Kol PIAOGOPOG
ocvvaotpoyorilov toic moiciv; 1| 1ig mOTote lotpodg Emeloev
TOVG TVPETTOVTOAG, OTL AyaboV T0 dtyiiv kKol AudTtewv; fj tig Tov
axoAaoTov, 6Tl TOoVNPOV Noovn; 1| Tig TOV ypnuatietiyv, 8TL
00devOg Gyabod Epietar; M yop Av kol TodTO TOKPATNG OV
yorendg Encioey 100G Abnvaiove, dg ovk EoTv drapbopd véEmv
apetiic €mtdevolg, ovde 1 tod Beiov yvdolg mepl daipovog
TOPOVOULQL.

Wie nun wire ein alter Mann und Philosoph nicht l4cherlich,
wenn er mit Knaben Wiirfel spielte? Oder hat je ein Arzt
Fiebernde iiberzeugt, dass Diirsten und Fasten niitzlich ist? Oder
den Ziigellosen, dass die Lust schandbar ist? Oder iiberzeugte
einer den Habsiichtigen, dass er nach nichts Gutem strebt? Dann
hitte Sokrates auch die Athener unschwer davon iiberzeugt, dass
das Streben nach Tugend die Jugend nicht verdirbt, dass die
Erkenntnis Gottes keine Siinde wider Gott darstellt.

Pl. Gorg. 521 e — 522 a:

0 avTog O¢ pot fikel Adyog Svrep mpog IIdAov Eleyov: kptvodplon
YOp ©¢ €v madiolg iaTpog v Kpivolto KoTnyopodvtog OWOmolod.
oKoOmeL yap, ti Gv Amoloyoito 6 T0100Tog AvOpwTog &v TOVTOIG
Moebeic, el odtod xoyopol Tic Aéymv d11 “Q Taidec, TOAAY
VUaG kol Kokd 6de gipyaotar avip Kol avtodg, Kol TOvg
VEMTATOVG VUADV S10pBeipel TEUVOV T Kol KAWV, Kol ioyvaivov
Kol Tviyov Gmopelv molEl, TKPOTOTO TMWUUTH 61000G KOl TEWTV
Kol owiv avoykalwv, oby Gdomep €yd TOAAL kol Moo kol
TOVTOOUTO MVOYOLY VUAG” T dv ofel év ToVT® T® KIKQ
aroneOévta iatpov Exewv eimeiv; 1 el gimol v dAndelav, dti
“Tadta tava &yo énoiovv, @ Taideg, VYIEWVDS”, TOGOV TL OEL v
avafofjcat ToVg T010VTOVS SIKOGTAC;
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Mir kommt dasselbe in den Sinn, was ich zu Polos gesagt habe:
ich werde namlich abgeurteilt werden wie ein Arzt vor Kindern
abgeurteilt wiirde, wenn der Koch ihn anklagt. Denn sieh dir an,
was ein solcher Mensch, unter solchen Leuten gefangen, zu seiner
Verteidigung vorbringen konnte, wenn ihn einer anklagte und
sagte: ,,Kinder, dieser Mann da hat euch selbst viel Boses angetan
und sogar die Jiingsten von euch schneidet er und brennt er und
richtet er zu Grunde, er ldsst euch ganz bittere Getrdnke und
zwingt euch zum Hungern und Diirsten, nicht so wie ich euch mit
vielen verschiedenen siilen Sachen bewirtet habe®. Was, glaubst
du wohl, wird ein in einer solchen Klemme gefangener Arzt sagen
konnen? Oder wenn er die Wahrheit sagte, ndmlich ,,Das alles
habe ich getan, Kinder, und es war gesund*: wie laut, glaubst du,
wiirden diese Richter wohl aufschreien?*

Dieses lange Zitat aus Gorgias zeigt, dass Maximos nicht nur die
Bilder dieses Dialogs benutzt, sondern auch das Thema des Philo-
sophen vor Gericht anspielt. Wie oben erwihnt, behaupteten Oldfather
und Gomperz, dass gerade Platons Gorgias die echte Geschichte von
Sokrates’ Prozess wiederspiegele, was Maximos’ Rede bestétigt.

Wenn man die Argumentation der Rede betrachtet, kann man
sehen, dass sie gegensitzlich zu Sokrates und seinen Richtern
aufgebaut ist. Was das Bild des Sokrates in dieser Rede betrifft, passt
es harmonisch in den literarischen Kontext des 1. und 2. Jahrhunderts
n. Chr. Insgesamt spielt Sokrates eine wichtige Rolle in Maximos’
Reden. Ofter als Sokrates wird nur Homer in den Reden erwihnt.
Es wurde schon oben gesagt, dass Sokrates’ Name in den Titeln
der sieben Reden erscheint (3., 8-9., 18-21.). Trapp markiert auch
die 12. Rede als sokratische Rede, die der Frage, ob man erlittenes
Unrecht vergelten soll, gewidmet ist.?> Es ist klar, dass es in dieser
Rede viele Verweise auf Sokrates und Platons Gorgias gibt. Die
Person des athenischen Philosophen wird in zwei Zyklen (8-9. und
18-21.) auf verschiedene Weise betrachtet. In den Reden acht und
neun wird die meiste Aufmerksamkeit auf Sokrates’ Fahigkeit, die
Stimme Gottes zu horen, gerichtet. In den Reden 18-21 wird die

24 Ubersetzt von Dalfen 2004.
25 Trapp 2017, 772-786.
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sokratische Liebe Anlass dafiir, von echter Liebe zu sprechen. Andere
Bemerkungen des Sokrates in den Reden sind ziemlich kurz. Trapp
schreibt in seinem Aufsatz:2¢

The biographical details that it suits Maximus’ purposes at
different points to mention, besides the outline of the trial,
imprisonment, and death, are Socrates’ humble origins as the
son of a stonemason, his poverty, his ugly, shabby appearance
(the snub-nose, pot-belly, and ragged cloak), his unhappy
marriage to Xanthippe, his military exploits (as recalled in the
Symposium), his defiance of the Thirty Tyrants, and the
celebrated verdict on his wisdom delivered by the Delphic
oracle. <...> None of these (all entirely familiar) facets of the
philosopher is expounded at any length; they are all alluded to in
knowing tones in illustration of some larger truth, about him or
about life and values more generally. It is simply assumed, as
part of the implicit pact between the highly cultivated orator and
his well educated audience, that the audience will of course be
familiar with all this material.

Trapp bemerkt auch, dass sich Maximos wie die anderen Schriftsteller
nicht mit der Frage des historischen Sokrates beschéftigt:2

It is clear from this concatenation of references that, like almost
all ancient authors, Maximus finds no difficulty at all in com-
bining information from different Socratic authors and treating
them all on the same footing, as equally reliable sources whose
testimony is usefully complimentary.

Alle erwdhnten Verweise auf Sokrates passen sehr gut zur Tradi-
tion, die nach Doring Exemplum Socratis genannt werden kann.28

26 Trapp 2017, 788.

27 Trapp 2017, 780.

28 Doring schenkt wenig Beachtung den Reden des Maximos. Seine
Schétzung des Maximos ist nicht sehr hoch: ,,Die Gestalt des Sokrates ist
bei ihm nur mehr ein willkommenes Vehikel, das er ihm ermdglicht, seine
Bildung und sein rhetorisches Geschick in ein giinstiges Licht zu setzen*
(Doring 1973, 130-138).
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In der 3. Rede wird Sokrates zweimal charakterisiert. Beide
stellen eine ausfiihrliche rhetorische Periode dar.

111, 3: i odv, &l Tic o1 TapeAdav duyyeito, dtL dvip Adnvoiog,
yépov TNV NAkiav, @AOcopog TV &mtndevoty, mévng TV
oMV, OEwOg TNV @UolY, Ayoboc eimelv, ovvetdg voijoat,
&ypomvoc kai viedieoc, kol olog undev eikf e Epyov mpaa,
unfte ginelv Adyov, Pefrokmg pev ndpp® Nikiog, Erovétag o8
oyav 10D Tpomov ‘EAA vV HEV 00 TOVG @ALAOTATOVS TV VoY,
Oedv 8¢ TOv AndAAwva. ..

Was wiirdest du sagen, wenn einer zu dir kime und folgendes
erzédhlte: Ein Mann aus Athen, an Alter ein Greis, von Beruf ein
Philosoph, an Gliicksgiitern arm, von Natur aber stark, ein vor-
trefflicher Redner, ein kluger Denker, wachsam und niichtern,
ein Mann, der unbedacht weder handelte noch sprach, schon
ziemlich alt an Jahren, einer, der zu Lobrednern seiner Art nicht
die schlechtesten der Hellenen hatte, von den Goétter aber
Apollon...

I, 8: IIadvv yodv &det toig t0Te ABnvainv dikaotoic AdYwv.
Yokpatn yop EPdopnkovio UEV ETOV ¥poOVOG, Koi &V TOVT®
@rocoio Kol GpeTn dvekng, Kol dmtaiotog Plog kal VYING,
Kol olaito eilkpivig, kol OpAiol ypnotoi, kol €vievéelg
oeéApot, koi cuvovoiot dyadai, TadTo pHeEV oToV 00K E€eideTo
€k 100 dkaotnpiov, kai tod decpwtnpiov, Kai T00 Oavdrtov,
apeopevg 8¢ Euehdlev dwopetpnbeig mpoOg pnropeiag Kopov
Bpayvg pvoechar 1oV Zokpdny;

Und doch bedurften die Athenischen Richter damals einer Rede.
Sokrates war ja schon siebzig Jahre alt und hatte diese ganze
Zeit der Philosophie und der Tugend gewidmet; seine
Lebensfithrung war ohne Anstol und verniinftig, sein Wandel
tadellos, sein Umgang rechtschaffen, der Verkehr mit ihm
segensreich und seine Unterhaltung moralisch wertvoll, und
doch rettete ihn dies nicht vor Gericht und Gefiangnis und Tod.
Hitte dann eine durch den abgemessenen Lauf der Wasseruhr
begrenzte Redezeit den Sokrates gerettet?
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Zu diesen Beschreibungen des Sokrates in der 3. Rede kann man
als Parallele den Anfang der 8. Rede heranziehen (VIII, 1), in der
Sokrates’ Lebensweise gelobt wird. Maximos verwendet da dieselben
rhetorischen Figuren (Parallelismus, Isokolon).

Oavpdlelc el ZokpAtel cLVIV Sapoviov, eilov, Havtikov, del
TAPETOUEVOV, KoL UOVOV OV Tf| YVOUN a0TOD GVOKEKPAUEVOV;
avopl kabap@ pev 10 odpa, dyadd o6& TV yoynv, akpiPel 8¢ v
dtotav, dev® 06& Qpovelv, LOVCIKY O¢ eimelv, €ig 8¢ O Oglov
gvoePel, 0ci® 08 Ta AvOpdOTIVAL.

Du wunderst dich, dass in Sokrates ein Daimonion wohnte,
freundlich, die Zukunft voraussagend, sein steter Begleiter und
mit seiner Gesinnung geradezu verschmolzen, mit einem Mann
von reinem Wandel, guter Seele, sorgsamer Gestaltung des
Lebens, einem klugen Denker, guten Redner, fromm gegeniiber
der Gottheit, rein im Umgang mit Menschen.

Wie Sokrates’ Bild, das fiir die Argumentation benutzt wurde,
so erscheint noch an einer anderen Stelle im Corpus das Argument,
das auf der Entgegensetzung eines wahren Philosophen und un-
wiirdiger Richter gegriindet wird. Wie oben erwédhnt wurde, stellt
Maximos in der 16. Rede die fiktive Apologie des Anaxagoras dar,
die von dem Philosophen vor dem Gericht in Klazomenai vorget-
ragen wird. Diese Parallele ist fast immer von Forschern iibersehen
worden. W. Race macht eine kurze Anmerkung dazu in seiner
Ausgabe der Reden von Maximos von Tyros in der Reihe Loeb
Classical Library.?°

Im fiinften Kapitel der 3. Rede wird erzéhlt, dass Sokrates sich
nicht verteidigt hat, denn die Richter seien nicht wiirdig, tiber ihn
zu richten. Seine Tugend und sein rechter Lebenswandel bediirften
anderer Richter, anderer Gesetze und anderer Redner (111, 5).

o0 yap T® Kuapm Aayxdvteg dikaotal yilor tadta E€gtdalovoy,
000 ZOAwV T1 HIEP aDTAOV YEYpAPEV, 0VOE 01 APAKOVTOC GEUVOL
vopor <...> dAnBeo 8¢ kai dpetn kal Plog 0pBOg ETépmv

29 Race 2023, 363.
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SikaoTdV O, Kol vOumV ETépav, Kai PNTOpeV ETépmV, &v 0iC
YoKrpatng ékpdtet, Kol E6te@avoiTo, Kol 0S0KILEL.

Die tausend Richter ndmlich, die durch Los bestimmt sind, prii-
fen Derartiges nicht, noch hat Solon dariiber etwas verfiigt, auch
nicht Drakons erhabene Gesetze. <...> Wahrheitsliebe aber, Tu-
gend und rechter Lebenswandel bediirfen anderer Richter,
anderer Gesetze, anderer Redner, bei denen Sokrates gesiegt,
den Kranz errungen, Ansehen gewonnen hitte.

Demselben Argument begegnet man in der 16. Rede nach der Apo-
logie des Anaxagoras. Maximos sagt, die Richter in Klazomenai,
wenn Anaxagoras so spriche und sich verteidigte, wiirden wahr-
scheinlich dariiber lachen und ihn verurteilen. Aber wenn die Richter
besser wiren und nicht durch Los erwidhlt worden wéren, konnten sie
dann sich richtig entscheiden (XVI, 4).

Ei 8¢ mov Tig olog dikaotod yOpav Exewv U Kudpue Aaydviog,
GAL’ fmep SeT yerpotovig SikacTod povy, avTd Té eidévar, TpdC
TOVTOV 0VY O AdKDV, 00O’ (G PevLY®V YpaenV, dmoloyieital,
gite Avagayopag év Khalopevaic, ite év ‘Epéom Hpaxhettog,
gite &v Zapo Mvbayopacg, eite év APdnpoig Anpdkpirog, ite &v
Kolopdvi Eevopdvng, €ite év Elaig Ilappeviong, eite év
Amorlovig Atoyévng, €ité Tig dAlog TV dooviov Ekeivov
avdpdv: AN €€ iootiag ovtwol melbwv kol daleydpevog,
GUVETA GUVETOIC AEYOV, KOl TIOTA TIOTOIC, Kol EvOea EvOéolc.

Wenn hier jedoch einer Richter wiére, der sein Amt innehéitte
nicht auf Grund einer Wahl durch das Los, sondern auf Grund
seines Wissens (denn nur so darf man einen Richter wihlen),
dann wird sich Anaxagoras in Klazomenai vor diesem nicht wie
ein Verbrecher, ja nicht einmal wie ein Angeklagter verteidigen,
so wenig wie Herakleitos in Ephesos oder Pythagoras in Samos
oder Demokritos in Abdera oder Xenophanes in Kolophon oder
Parmenides in Elea oder Diogenes in Apollonia oder sonst einer
jener genialen Ménner; nein, er wird ihn als Gleichberechtigter
iberzeugen und sich mit ihm unterreden, wird Verstindiges zu
Verstiandigen sprechen, Verldssliches zu Verldsslichen und
Begeistertes zu Begeisterten.
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Das Thema des Loses — ndmlich die Bohne — durch das die Richter
auserwiahlt wurden, ist wichtig fiir Maximos, obwohl es aus der
vorhergehenden rhetorischen und philosophischen Tradition {iberno-
mmen wurde. Laut Xenophon kritisierte Sokrates die Art und Weise
wie Beamte auserwihlt wurden (Mem. 1, 2, 9).

AMAG V1) Ala, 6 koTiyopog Een, DTepopdy Emoiel T®V KabeoTH-
TOV VOL®V TOVG GLUVOVTOG, AEYOV MG UAPOV €l TOVG UEV THG
TOAEMG ApyovTag Ao Kuapov Kabiotdval, kKufepvntn & undéva
0érewv ypfobat koopeut® PNdE TéKTovl PUNd’ adANT Und’ &’
Ao towadta, 6 TOAG EAdTTovog PAAPOG dpapTovOuEVe TOlel
TAV TEPL TV TOAV AUAPTAVOUEVOV.

Doch beim Zeus, so sagte der Anklédger, er veranlafite seine
Freunde, die bestehenden Gesetze zu verachten, wenn er sagte,
es sei doch toricht, die Leiter des Staates auf Grund einer
Abstimmung durch Bohnen zu bestellen; niemand dagegen
wolle auf Grund einer Wahl durch Bohnen jemanden als
Steuermann verwenden, als Zimmermann, als Flotenspieler oder
fiir etwas anderes derart, obschon durch einen Missgriff darin
viel weniger Schaden entstehen konne als bei Fehlern den
Staatsgeschiften.30

Diese Arbeit hat gezeigt, dass diese Rede kaum ein kriftiges
Argument in der Frage der historischen Rekonstruktion von
Sokrates’ Prozess sein kann. Aber die geringschétzige Definition
dieser Rede als einer zierlichen sophistischen Ubung scheint auch
wenig begriindet zu sein. Der Nachteil der fritheren Forschungen
zu dieser Rede ist, dass wiahrend der Untersuchung der Rede der
Akzent des Hauptthemas verschoben worden ist. Es kann damit
verbunden sein, dass der Titel der Rede Ei xald¢ éroinoev Zwrpding
un amoloynoouevos nicht genau den Inhalt widerspiegelt. Hier ist
zu wiederholen, dass die in der Handschrift Parisinus Graecus
1962 erhaltene Titel nicht authentisch sein konnen, sondern von
einem Abschreiber hinzugefiigt worden waren. Die Antwort auf
die Frage, ob Sokrates sich vor dem Gericht verteidigt hatte, die

30 Ubersetzt von Jaerisch 1987.
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Gomperz und Oldfather zu finden versuchten, kann nicht in dieser
Rede gefunden werden. Maximos stimmt zu, dass Sokrates sich
nicht so verteidigt hat, wie es gewohnlich im 5. und 4. Jhr. v. Chr.
war. Sokrates hat keine mit rhetorischen Figuren geschmiickte Rede
vorbereitet, hat nicht die weinende Xantippe und die Kinder auftreten
lassen. In den fritheren Forschungen ist auBBer Acht geblieben, dass
Maximos im dritten Kapitel technische Begriffe benutzt:

gneto €ig 10 OKOOTNPOV TOPEAODV GVTEPPNTOPEVEV TOIC
Aéyovot kol Adyoug Ste€fiel pokpovc, Gmoloyiay €0 poAo gig
EMOY@YNV OIKOOT®V OLYKEWWEVNY, &£EevuevifOuevog pHEV TO
dikactiplov Toig Tpoolpios, neibwv d¢ Toig S yfqpacty, dmro-
dekvig 8¢ Tekumpiog kol wicTeow kol gikdopoowv, avopi-
Balopevog 8¢ kal pdptupag TAV TAOVGIOV TVAG Kol Aoy pewv
&v Abnvaiotlg dikaotols, Kiv Toig EmMAGY0LS IKETEVMOV Kol GVTL-
BoA®dVv Kai dedpevog Kol Tov Kol daKpvo €V Kapd apleig, Kol
peTd TtovTO TEAELT®V TNV Eavlimmnv davoPiPacipevog Ko-
Kbovoay, Kol To modior KAowpvplopeva, Sl ToVT®V ATAVIOV
petexepicato tovg dKaotds, kol ameyneioavto ovtod, Kol
drrepav, Kol aefjkav;

Alle diese Begriffe erscheinen regelméBig in Aristoteles’ Rhe-
torik. Maximos sagt, dass Sokrates mit einem schonen Prooimion
(mpooipov, praefatio, Ar. Rhet. 111, 13, 1414 b 9) hétte anfangen, mit
einer Narratio hitte fortsetzen (dujynua, Herm. Prog. 2, 4, dtqynoig,
narratio, Ar. Rhet. 1, 1, 1354 b 19), dann zu einer Argumentatio
hitte tiberleiten (miotig, probatio, argumentatio, Ar. Rhet. 111, 13,
1414 a 35), und schlieBlich in einer Peroratio (éniloyog, peroratio,
Ar. Rhet. 111, 19, 1419 b 10) Erbarmen hitte erflehen kdnnen.

In diesem Sinn ndhert sich die 3. Rede Xenophons Apologie
des Sokrates an, in der mitgeteilt wurde, dass Sokrates keine
Verteidigungsrede vorbereitet hatte. Im Unterschied zu Platons
Apologie gibt es keine Parallele oder Verweise, die bestétigen
konnten, dass Maximos Xenophons Apologie benutzt hat. Die
Argumentation in der Schrift Xenophons wird auf andere Weise
aufgebaut als in Maximos’ Rede. Dazu erscheinen die Begriffe
oder die Tatsachen, die bei Xenophon die groBle Rolle spielen
(peyainyopia Zokpdtovg, das Schicksal des Sohnes von Anytos),
bei Maximos nicht.
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Die Entgegensetzung der droloyio und ciwnn hat schon Gomperz
bemerkt:3!

Indem man sie (die III. Rede von Maximos von Tyros) liest,
denkt man zunéchst, der Verfasser habe unter der ,,Verteidigung*,
die er dem Sokrates abspricht, etwa nur eine Verteidigung im
eigentlichsten Sinne oder eine solche in der hergebrachten riihr-
seligen und demiitigenden Art verstanden, wie sie ja auch der
Sokrates der Platonischen Apologie zuriickweist. Und vorerst
sieht es so aus, als wiirde die Rede diese Vormeinung bekréftigen
oder doch zum mindesten mit ihr vereinbar sein. Hitte Sokrates
etwa eine kunstvoll gebaute, auf die Kaptivierung der Richter
zielende Rede vortragen sollen?

Dennoch zitiert Gomperz Maximos, um seine Hypothese zu besti-
tigen: Sokrates habe wihrend des Prozesses geschwiegen. Seiner
Meinung nach beweisen die letzten Sitze des siebenten Kapitels, dass
Sokrates kein Wort gesagt habe (111, 7).

Toryapodv Ec1dmnoey 0 ZoKpATNG AGQPUADS, dmov Aéyely ovK
EEMV KaA®S, QUAGEOC peEv TNV Apethv, QLAOEAUEVOC O& TNV
OpYNV, Kol Tapacydv Todveldog adtolg TiKkpov, Tt Kol GLOTAOVTOS
avTod KoTESIKAGAV.

Daher schwieg Sokrates dort voll Festigkeit, wo er nicht an-
stindig sprechen konnte. So wahrte er seine Tugend, vermied
den Zorn der Richter und setzte sie dem bitteren Vorwurf aus,
dass sie ihn verurteilten, obschon er doch schwieg.

Gomperz’ Insistieren auf einigen Sétzen scheint iibertrieben zu
sein. Gomperz selbst, wie es oben erwéhnt wurde, betrachtet Maximos
als historische Quelle verdchtlich. Man muss beriicksichtigen, dass
Sokrates’ Schweigen nicht die wichtigste Rolle in der 3. Rede spielt.
Leitmotiv der Rede ist die Bestétigung, dass Sokrates sich hétte retten
konnen, aber es ein Unrecht der Philosophie und Tugend gegeniiber
gewesen wire. In dem vierten Kapitel wird mitgeteilt, dass so ein

31 Gomperz 1936, 39—40.
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Gewinn des Philosophen nicht wiirdig ist. Dazu zeigt der Vergleich
zu Leonidas in dem 7. Kapitel, dass die Rettung vor dem Tod fiir
Sokrates, sowie fiir Leonidas ein schindliches Leben bedeuten wiirde.

Als Argument kann man noch hinzufiigen, dass das im siebten
Kapitel erwihnte Schweigen eher einer Ubertreibung #hnelt, die
die Wirkung der Rede verstirken sollte. Maximos hat manchmal
Unstimmigkeiten in seinen Reden oder einen Wechsel des Themas.
Zum Beispiel spricht Maximos in der 8. und 9. Rede, die Sokrates’
Gottheit gewidmet sind, unterschiedlich tiber die Natur der Daemonen
(vgl. VIII, 8 und IX, 6).32 Als zweites Argument lassen sich Parallelen
zur 16. Rede heranziehen. Wie oben gezeigt, wird die fiktive
Apologie des Anaxagoras mit einem Riickblick auf Platons Apologie
geschrieben. Daraus kann man schlieBen, dass der Prozess gegen
Anaxagoras selbst, der mit der Verurteilung des Philosophen endet,
auch auf dem Prozess von Sokrates beruht. Wie oben gezeigt, ist die
Schlussfolgerung, zu der Maximos in den 3. und 16. Rede kommt,
die gleiche: Die Richter, die durch das Los gewéhlt wurden, waren
unwiirdig, iiber Sokrates und Anaxagoras ein Urteil zu féllen. Es ist
kaum anzunehmen, dass Sokrates laut Maximos bei seinem Prozess
schwieg, wihrend Anaxagoras bei seinem Prozess eine Rede hielt, die
stark an Platons Apologie erinnert.

Zum Abschluss kann man einerseits sagen, dass die 3. Rede als
eine historische Quelle fiir die Rekonstruktion des Prozesses gegen
Sokrates nicht betrachtet werden kann, denn es gibt keine Angaben,
die Maximos allein zuzuschreiben sind, sondern die Rede basiert
auf der populdren biographischen Tradition. Andererseits darf
man diese Rede nicht fiir eine rhetorische Ubung halten, die eine
paradoxale Thesis bearbeitet. In der Rede geht es nicht darum, dass
Sokrates vor Gericht geschwiegen hat, sondern darum, aus welchen
Griinden Sokrates eine Verteidigungsrede laut rhetorischen Regeln
nicht vorbereitet hat. So eine Formulierung entspricht der Hauptidee
der Apologie des Sokrates Xenophons (1): Sokrates hat keine Rede
vorbereitet, weil er den Tod dem Leben vorgezogen hat. Es gibt
jedoch keine Hinweise auf Xenophons Schrift in der 3. Rede. Am
meisten verwendet Maximos das Material der platonischen Apologie

32 Aufgrund solcher Inkonsistenzen, die H. Hobein in seinem Artikel
aufzihlte, behauptete er, dass Maximos Reden ex tempore (adtocyedidopata)
gehalten habe (Kroll-Hobein 1930, 2559).
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des Sokrates, es gibt auch Verweise auf seinen Gorgias. Die Argu-
mentation dieser Rede hat die Entgegensetzung des Sokrates als
wahren Philosophen und seiner Richter zum Gegenstand, die ihn zu
verurteilen kein Recht hatten.

Grigory S. Belikov

A. M. Gorky Institute of World Literature RAS;
Russian Presidential Academy of
National Economy and Public Administration

grbelikoff@gmail.com

Bibliografie

O. Apelt (ibers.), Diogenes Laertius, Leben und Meinungen beriihmter Philo-
sophen (Hamburg 2015).

G. S. Belikov, “Problema deyatel’noy i sozertsatel’'noy zhizni v rechakh
Maksima Tirskogo” [“Active and Contemplative Life in the Speeches of
Maximus of Tyre”], Schole. Filosofskoe antikovedenie i klassicheskaya
traditsiya 18: 1 (2024) 166—184.

S. 1. S. Brumana (ibers., komm.), Massimo di Tiro, Dissertazioni (Milano
2019).

F.J. Campos Daroca, “Maxime de Tyr, Socrate et les discours selon la
philosophie”, in: F. Fauquier, B. Pérez-Jean (hgg.), Maxime de Tyr, entre
rhétorique et philosophie au Ile siecle de notre ere. (Montpellier 2016)
95-122.

A. H. Chroust, Socrates, Man and Myth (London 1957).

J. Dalfen (iibers.), Platon: Gorgias (Gottingen 2004).

K. Doéring, Exemplum Socratis: Studien zur Sokratesnachwirkung in der
kynische-stoischen Popularphilosophie der frithen Kaiserzeit und im
frithen Christentum (Wiesbaden 1979).

F. Fauquier, B. Pérez-Jean (hgg.), Maxime de Ty, entre rhétorique et philo-
sophie au Ile siecle de notre ere (Montpellier 2016).

H. Gomperz, “Sokrates’ Haltung vor seinen Richtern”, WS 54 (1936) 32-43.

E. Heitsch (iibers.), Platon: Apologie des Sokrates (Gottingen 2002).

H. Hobein, De Maximo Tyrio quaestiones philologae selectae (Gottingen
1895).

P. Jaerisch (hg., iibers.), Xenophon, Erinnerungen an Sokrates, Sammlung
Tusculum (Miinchen—Ziirich 1987).

G. L. Koniaris, “On Maximus of Tyre: Zetemata (I)”, Classical Antiquity 1
(1982) 87-121.

W. Kroll, H. Hobein, “Maximos von Tyros”, RE 14 (1930) 2555-2562.


mailto:grbelikoff@gmail.com

Maximos von Tyros und Apologie des Sokrates 153

J. Lauwers, Philosophy, Rhetoric, and Sophistry in the High Roman Empire:
Maximus of Tyre and Twelve Other Intellectuals (Leiden—Boston 2015).

K. Meiser, Studien zu Maximos Tyrios, Sitzungberichte der koniglich Bayeri-
schen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-philologische Klasse,
Jahrang 1909. 6. Abhandlung (Miinchen 1909).

W. A. Oldfather, “Socrates in Court”, Classical Weekly 31: 21 (1938) 203—
211.

J. Puigalli, Etude sur le Dialexeis de Maxime de Tyr, conférencier platonicien
du Ileme siéecle (Lille 1983).

W. H. Race (hg., ibers.), Maximus of Tyre. Philosophical Orations, Volume I.
Orations 1-21, LCL (Harvard 2023).

0. Schonberger, E. Schonberger (iibers.), Maximos von Tyros, Philosophische
Vortrdge (Wirzburg 2001).

A. F. Scognamillo (hg., iibers.), Massimo di Tiro. L’arte erotica di Socrate:
orazione XVIII (Galatina 1997).

M. C. Stokes (hg., iibers., komm.), Plato: Apology (Warminster 1997).

M. Szarmach, Maximos von Tyros. Eine litterarische Monographie (Torun
1985).

M. Trapp (hg.), Maximus Tyrius. Dissertationes (Stuttgart—Leipzig 1994).

M. Trapp (hg., Gibers.), Maximus of Tyre, The Philosophical Orations (Oxford
1997).

M. Trapp, “Beyond Plato and Xenophon: Some Other Ancient Socrateses”,
in: M. Trapp (hg.), Socrates from Antiquity to the Enlightenment (Ashgate
2007) 51-64.

M. Trapp, “Socrates in Maximus of Tyre”, in: A. Stavru, Chr. Moore (hgg.),
Socrates and the Socratic Dialogue (Leiden 2017).

M. Trapp, R. Hirsch-Luipold (hgg.), Ist Beten sinnvoll? Die 5. Rede von
Maximos von Tyros (Tiibingen 2019).

The third speech of Maximus of Tyre “Whether Socrates was right not to
speak in his own defence” was little researched, although it is an original text
connected with the tradition of Socratic writings. In this article this speech is
considered in the light of the tradition of writing Socrates’ Apologies, as well
as in the literary context of the I-II centuries AD. The third speech of Maxi-
mus can hardly serve as a historical source for the reconstruction of Socrates’
trial, since it is based on the common biographical tradition and does not
contain any unique historical data. At the same time, it is wrong to consider
this speech as a rhetorical exercise based on a paradoxical thesis, following
some researchers (M. Szarmach, J. Puigalli). Maximus does not try to prove
that Socrates did not defend himself in court. The main question to which the
speech is devoted is why Socrates did not prepare an apology according to the
rules of rhetoric. This formulation corresponds quite well to the main idea of
Xenophon’s Apologia Socratis: he did not prepare a speech because he had
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preferred death to life (Xen. Ap. Socr. 1). However, there are no direct
references to this text of Xenophon in the third speech. Maximus used material
from Plato’s Apologia Socratis, and there are also references to the dialog
Gorgias. The argumentation in this speech is built around the opposition
between Socrates as a true philosopher and the Athenians who were not
worthy to judge him.

Tpetps peur Maxcuma Tupckoro “IlpaB mm 6pu1 Cokpar, HE 3aIIMIIAACh
B cyzie” MaJlo U3y4eHa, XOTs MPEACTABIIET COO0H OpUTMHAIBHBIN TEKCT, CBSI-
3aHHBIHI C TpaJULUEN COKPAaTUYECKUX COYMHEHUN. B crarbe 3Ta peub paccMo-
TPEHA B CBETE TPaaULUK Harmmcanus “Anonoruii Coxpara”, a TaKke B JIUTepa-
TypHOM KoHTeKkcTe I-II BB. H. 3. III peub Makcuma enBa J1u MOXKET CILyKUTh
HCTOPHYIECKNM MCTOYHHKOM ISl pEKOHCTPYKINH cyaa Hax CoKpaToM, Tak Kak
OHAa OCHOBaHa Ha pacxoeil Onorpaguyeckoil TPaaAWIMU U HE COINCPXKHUT Ka-
KHX-JIN0O0 YHUKAJIBHBIX HICTOPUIECKUX CBeZCHHUH. [Ipy 3TOM He cienyer, Beien
3a HeKoTopbIMH HccnenoBaressivu (M. Hlapmax, XK. [Trourasnmm), cuurars oty
peub PHUTOPUYECKUM YHPAKHEHHEM, HOCTPOSHHBIM Ha MapaJOKCalIbHOM
Te3uce. MakcuMm He cTpeMuTCs JoKasaTh, uTo Cokpar BOBCE HE 3aIlUINAiCA
B cyae. [ maBHBIM Bompoc, KOTOpOMY HOCBSIIEHa peyb, — moyemy CokpaT He
MTOATOTOBMIJI AIOJIOTHIO COIVIACHO NpaBWiIaM pUTOpUKH. Takast GopMynmupos-
Ka BITOJIHE COOTBETCTBYET IIaBHOM wee “Amonorun Cokpara” Kcenodomnra:
OH HE TOTOBWJI OIIPABIATEIBLHYIO PEdb, TaK KaK MPEINOYE] CMEPTh XHU3HU
(Xen. Ap. Socr: 1). OnHako NPsIMBIX OTCHUIOK K 3ToMY TekcTy Kcenodonra
B III peun Het. Makcum ucnonb3oBan matepuan “Anomorun Cokpara” Ilmaro-
Ha, MPUCYTCTBYIOT TaKkke OTCBUIKM K auanory “Topruit”. AprymenTauus
B 3TOH pedr BBICTPOCHA BOKPYT MIPOTHBOMOCTaBIeHNsT COKpaTra KaKk HCTUHHO-
ro ¢uocoda u apuHsH, KOTOpBIE HE OBUTH JJOCTOWHBI €TI0 CYINTb.
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Giovanni Zago

PER IL TESTO E DESEGESI DI AVIANO,
FAB. 40. 1-4

Cito il testo di Avian. Fab. 40. 1-4 secondo ’edizione Budé di Gaide
(1980), a cui rimando anche per i sigla:

Distinctus maculis et pulchro pectore pardus
inter consimiles ibat in arua feras.

Sed quia nulla graues uariarent terga leones,
protinus his miserum credidit esse genus.

Gli interpreti novecenteschi di Aviano ritengono che la frase quia
nulla ... uariarent terga leones (v. 3) significhi “poiché i leoni non
avevano i dorsi screziati”. Gaide 1980 traduce, infatti, “n’avaient pas
le dos bigarré”, e analogamente rendono Duff-Duff 1934 (“had no
varied hues upon their back’), Herrmann 1968 (“n’avaient sur le dos
nulle bigarrure”), Solimano 2005 (“non avevano il dorso variegato™),
Holzberg 2022 (“auf dem Riicken nicht bunt waren”). Questi studiosi
non chiariscono perd quale sia, secondo loro, la funzione logica di
leones e quale quella di nulla terga. Aveva provato ad analizzare
la sintassi della frase Ellis 1887, secondo cui leones sarebbe un
nominativo e nulla terga un accusativo. Bisogna tuttavia osservare
che se leones fosse il soggetto allora il senso della frase sarebbe
“poiché 1 leoni non screziavano i dorsi”, e non a caso Ellis rendeva
in inglese, nella sua nota al passo, uariarent terga con “spotted their
backs”, immaginando poi pero, senza argomentare, che “spotted their
backs” equivalesse a uariata terga haberent. Da questa forzatura
interpretativa di Ellis mi pare che derivino le rese novecentesche.

In un primo momento avevo pensato che si dovesse cercare,
quanto meno a fini diagnostici, una congettura plausibile, e ritenevo
che si potesse suggerire sed quia nulla graues uariarent signa
leones. Nel testo emendato signa (congettura mia) avrebbe assunto
il significato di “marks on the body” (OLD s.v. signum, 3 c; cf. —
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in questa stessa favola — notas al v. 8, oltre che maculis al v. 1),
e sarebbe stato il soggetto di uariarent (cf. Ov. Am. 1. 2. 41 pinnas
gemma, gemma uariante capillos, OLD s.v. uario, 1 a). Questa la
traduzione del passo cosi ritoccato: “ma poiché non c’erano macchie
che screziassero i pesanti leoni”. Immaginavo che all’origine della
corruttela potesse esserci una dittografia (uariarent tsigna), e ritenevo
non inverosimile che la somiglianza, in minuscola, tra s e » avesse
favorito I’eventuale susseguente mutazione di tsigna in terga.

Ora pero vedo che si puod difendere il testo tradito considerando
terga soggetto della frase e attribuendogli il senso di “pelli”,
“manti” (OLD s.v. tergum, 7),! e ipotizzando che nulla sia stato
usato in accezione avverbiale (nullus = non).? Interpretata in questo
modo, la paradosis potrebbe essere tradotta “ma poiché le pelli non
screziavano i leoni” (per una frase analoga, con terga come soggetto,
cf. Avian. Fab. 15. 6 caeruleam facerent liuida terga [“manto”,
ovvero “piumaggio”] gruem).

Un’osservazione, ora, sul discusso v. 2. Gaide, come Baehrens
1883 e Guaglianone 1958, stampa in arua, che ¢ correzione di mano
seconda in due antiquiores (A e V) ¢ lezione di vari recentiores:?
si tratta, con ogni probabilita, di un tentativo di emendazione, e la
lezione dell’archetipo sembra esser stata in ira (in alcuni antiquiores
in ira ¢ alterato in inire; V ante correctionem reca in ara).* A favore
della congettura si puo citare, con Gaide (ad locum), I’occorrenza di
arua in questa stessa sede metrica in vari pentametri di Aviano: 37.

I Si veda, in particolare, Verg. Aen. 5. 351-352 sic fatus tergum Gaetuli
immane leonis | dat Salio uillis onerosum atque unguibus aureis, luogo ben
noto ad Aviano (cf. 5. 5, 15).

2 Cf. — per quest’uso di nullus — Hofmann—Szantyr, 205, § 109, Zus. f;
nullus occorre in senso avverbiale in Avian. 7. 3; 27. 5; 36. 7 (vd. Ellis 1887,
XXXVII).

3 Gaide cita il solo B; altri recenziori che leggono in arua elenca Ellis
1887; adde il Reg. Lat. 1556, il Vat. Lat. 1663, mss. gemelli del s. XIII*¥, il Reg.
Lat. 2080 (s. XIV/XV), il Pal. Lat. 1573 (s. XIII), I’Ottob. Lat. 3025 (c. 1400)
e il monacense, BSB, Cgm 3974 (s. XVmed),

4 Gaide non lo dice, ma anche A ante correctionem aveva in ira (ho
collazionato il codice). Che ci sia stato un archetipo ¢ evidente alla luce dei
molti errori comuni a tutti i manoscritti. Sulla trasmissione di Aviano cf. Reeve
1983 e la Praefatio della mia edizione teubneriana del favolista, che uscira nel
2026; numerosi errori ho provato a correggere in uno spicilegio di Auianea di
prossima pubblicazione in Hermes.
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18 quae libet arua peto (parla il leone, e cio costituisce, ovviamente,
un termine di confronto per I’immagine del leopardo che ibat in
arua),’ nonché 34. 12 e anche 29. 2; 36. 2; 42. 2 (in questi ultimi
tre casi, significativamente, arua non solo forma 1’ultimo trocheo
del pentametro, ma ricorre anche nel primo pentametro della favola).
E tuttavia anche se si accoglie in arua il testo continua a risultare
problematico, perché da inter consimiles ibat in arua feras il
lettore deduce che il leopardo si accompagnava con altri leopardi
0 comunque con ferae maculate (consimiles ... feras),® mentre dal
séguito (vv. 5-12)7 emerge che ¢ il solo della sua specie tra animali

5 Bisogna tuttavia osservare che mentre in 37. 18 I’interpretazione di quae
libet arua non crea problemi di sorta (Ii arua ¢ usato nel senso genericissimo
di “territori”, cf. ThiIL s.v. aruum, 734. 84 — 735. 42), in questo caso risulta
piu difficile capire cosa concretamente indicherebbe il segmento ibat in arua.
Il leopardo e le altre ferae escono da una silua e vanno verso campi o praterie?
Oppure arua ¢ usato per indicare il movimento da un’altura verso il piano
(cf. ThiL s.v. aruum, 734. 42—63)?

¢ Non a caso nel Reg. Lat. 1556 e nel Vat. Lat. 1663 (vd. sopra, n. 3)
in corrispondenza di consimiles troviamo la glossa interlineare pardos.
Nina Almazova, che ringrazio, mi stimola a prendere in considerazione
la possibilita che in pardus / inter consimiles ibat in arua feras il nesso
consimiles ... feras significhi feras quae sicut pardus in arua ire solebant,
ovverosia — in sostanza — dypia Onpia. Si tratta di un suggerimento acuto;
bisogna perd osservare che nella favolistica la similitudo tra gli animali
riguarda tipicamente le caratteristiche fisiche e 1’fj0oc, ed ¢ legata alla specie,
non all’habitat o alla selvatichezza/domesticita: eloquente, da questo punto di
vista, ¢ Phaedr. 1. 29. Sarebbe dunque assai strano che Aviano avesse usato
consimiles ... feras nel senso di feras quae sicut pardus in arua ire solebant —
connettendo quindi semanticamente consimiles al successivo ibat in arua —
proprio in una favola in cui si evocano le differenze fisiche tra specie animali
e in cui inter consimiles ... feras ¢ immediatamente preceduto dal sintagma
distinctus maculis et pulchro pectore, che di consimiles (se consimiles ¢ lezione
genuina) costituisce il naturale referente.

7 Cetera sordenti damnans animalia uultu, / solus in exemplum nobili-
tatis erat. | Hunc arguta nouo gaudentem uulpis amictu / corripit et uanas
approbat esse notas: | “Vade” ait “et pictae nimium confide iuuentae, | dum
mihi consilium pulchrius esse queat, | mirenturque magis quos munera mentis
adornant, | quam qui corporeis enituere bonis”. Al v. 7 nouo — lezione d’arche-
tipo corretta da Haupt 1874, 181 in suo — ¢ garantito da Avian. 12. 7 hunc
Fortuna nouis gaudentem prouida rebus e significhera “fresh. The pard was
in the first flush of his youthful beauty” (vd. Ellis 1887, ad locum, che pero
non cita il filologicamente decisivo verso 7 della favola 12; che il leopardo
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diversi da lui e non maculati. Sulla base di Babr. 101. 1-4 (Avxog
TIG AdpOg &v Avkolg &yevvnon, / Aéovta &’ avtov €mekdiovv. O &
ayvouwmv / v 86&av odk fveyke, T®V 6& cupeOAwV [cf. consimiles] /
danootatnoog toig Aéovotv mpiret) Lachmann 1845 proponeva di
leggere inter consimiles abnuit ire feras.® La congettura ¢ acuta, ma il
testo suggerito da Lachmann suona troppo brachilogico: alla luce dei
vv. 3—4, se si accettasse abnuit ire si sentirebbe infatti la mancanza
di un esplicito cenno al fatto che il leopardo — sdegnoso dei suoi
simili — si era mescolato ai leoni; si sentirebbe insomma il bisogno
di qualcosa che corrispondesse al babriano toic Aéovotv ouilel, e si
dovrebbe postulare la caduta di un distico dopo il v. 2, distico che
peraltro avrebbe dovuto anche offrire la spiegazione del perché il
leopardo si fosse separato dai suoi simili: la screziatura del manto e la
bellezza fisica evocata al v. 1 (distinctus maculis et pulchro pectore)
sono infatti una caratteristica della specie, non di quel singolo
esemplare,’ e non possono dunque essere la ragione del suo presunto
disprezzo verso le ferae consimiles, che proprio perché consimiles
saranno state screziate e belle anch’esse (in questa favola di Aviano
non si dice mai che il leopardo di cui si parla ¢ piu bello dei suoi
simili). Inoltre, come nota Ellis,!? /bat ha tutti i crismi della genuinita,
perché corrisponde alla uox Babriana fiet: cf., in particolare, I’incipit
di Babr. 61 fier xovnyog €& Opovg kvvnynoag, / Nel 6& ypumeELg
KkOptov 1iyBdwv mAncag. Non ¢ risolutiva, a mio avviso, neppure la
congettura honore per in ira di Withof 1741, 288-289, il quale cosi
spiegava inter consimiles ibat honore feras: “inter feras ibat pardus
honore sibi consimiles, id est conditione, dignitate, robore, statura

sia giovane ¢ confermato dal v. 9 della nostra favola, pictae ... iuuentae). Al
v. 11 mirenturque ¢ giusta congettura di Bachrens 1878, 193 per il tradito
miremurque.

8 Nevelet 1610, 667 afferma che il codice della Biblioteca Palatina di
Heidelberg da lui utilizzato (ora perduto) recava respuit ire, € definisce tale
lezione “uix respuenda”. La congettura di Lachmann ¢ tuttavia piu verisimile
dal punto di vista paleografico (abnuitire ¢ quasi I’anagramma di ibatinira). Sul
Palatinus Neveleti cf. Baldzuhn 2009, 918.

° Per la screziata bellezza dei leopardi (in quanto specie) cf. Poll. Onom.
5. 83, p. 284. 1-3 Bethe &imoig 8’ av €mi mapddAems OG EYEL TO GDUO OTIKTOV
KOTAGTIKTOV, KPOKOEWES, EDTPOCOTOV, eVYPOLV, eVeWES. Si noti che pulchro
pectore ¢ tessera virgiliana (den. 3. 426 pulchro pectore uirgo in clausola).

10 Ellis 1887, AD LOCUM.
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etc. Sic solet loqui Auianus”.!! Difficile credere, infatti, che in una
favola esopica, ossia in un testo che per statuto dovrebbe esprimere
con precisione i rapporti gerarchici tra gli animali, il leone, che
¢ Paciredg (Babr. 67. 6), potesse essere definito honore consimilis
al leopardo. Che si debba scrivere inter dissimiles ibat in arua feras,
oppure, con un intervento piu lieve, inter non similes'? ibat in arua
feras? Un’altra possibile soluzione, forse migliore, mi pare sia inter
non similes [uel dissimiles| ibat honore feras. Si potrebbe ipotizzare
che tanto honore al v. 2 quanto sed e graues al v. 3 siano stati usati
anfibologicamente da Aviano: non similes ... honore significherebbe,
ciog, che le ferae tra le quali il leopardo si trovava erano diverse
da lui per bellezza (honor nel senso di pulchritudo), ma anche per
dignita e maesta (honor, appunto, nel senso di dignitas e maiestas);
allo stesso modo, graues al v. 3 potrebbe indicare anfibologicamente
che i leoni sono “pesanti”, ¢ quindi meno aggraziati del leopardo,
ma anche “poderosi” e “maestosi”’; per quanto riguarda sed, esso
oscillerebbe tra 1’usuale funzione avversativa (il leopardo si trova tra
fiere non simili a lui — ossia superiori — per dignita, ma nonostante
cio ritiene di essere migliore di loro) e la meno tipica funzione di
evidenziare “the next stage in a narrative”!? (il leopardo si trova
tra fiere non simili a lui — ossia inferiori — per bellezza, e ritiene di
essere superiore a loro).!

Giovanni Zago
Universita di Firenze

giovanni.zago@unifi.it

1T Withof scrive “sic solet loqui Auianus” riferendosi a 5. 8; 15. 9; 19. 4.

12 Una corruttela analoga a quella qui ipotizzata (nonsimiles > consimiles)
occorre nella versione latina della Passio Perpetuae, 10. 11, p. 28. 4 van Beek,
ove la tradizione si divide tra non calcans e concalcans. A sostegno della
congettura non similes si puo citare Verg. Aen. 1. 136, ove non simili occupa
la stessa sede metrica (ancorché, naturalmente, nell’ambito di un esametro).

13 OLD s.v.2c.

4 Ovviamente si potrebbe anche pensare a una corruttela et > sed. Et
¢ attribuito a torto da Guaglianone 1958 a W, che reca invece sed, lezione
d’archetipo; et fu congetturato da Nevelet 1610, 483. Sed ha valore puramente
transitivo in Avian. 21. 5.
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S. Douglas Olson

PHILOLOGICAL NOTES ON THE LETTER
LAMBDA IN A NEW GREEK-ENGLISH
DICTIONARY
IV. AOT'OXKOIIOX — AQDAQ”

At Pallad. /o. 6. 69, hoyookémog (glossed “person who spies
on word” (sic), and as a substantive “spy, informer”) is specifically
contrasted with €pyookomoc (omitted). The former thus means ~
“eavesdropper”, while the latter means ~ “spy”.

hoyotéyvng at Rhetores Graeci 11 p. 90. 6 means not “author of
speeches” but ~ “wordsmith” (tov 6iknv YANG TOV AOYOV ... KOGUODVTA,
“he who lends form to his speech as if it were a craftsman’s material”).

hoyo@iing (an adjective, although seemingly lemmatized and
translated as a noun) at Phil. Leg. 1. 74 means not “friend of spee-
ches” but “fond of words” (thus LSJ s.v.) or “fond of speeches”.
Aoyé@rriog (Zeno [fr. 300] observed that some of his students were
@AOLoYyoL, others merely Aoyopilot), meanwhile, means not a “fiiend
of speeches” (as if this too were a noun) but “fond of argument” or
"fond of empty words" (cf. Stob. II. 7. 11 k, p. 105. 4—6 Wachsmuth).!

S.v. Méyym, “devourer of catapults and spears” at Timocl. fr. 12. 5
is a description not of “a cowardly braggart” but of the fire-breathing
orator Demosthenes. At S. OC 1312 oi viv ooV €ntd tdéecty oLV Entd

* See Hyperboreus 29: 1 (2023) 133-156; 29: 2 (2023) 299-325; 30: 2
(2024) 286-309. Thanks are again due Benjamin W. Millis and David Sansone
for their comments on earlier drafts of these notes. I would also like to express
my gratitude to the Hyperboreus editorial team for their extraordinarily careful
and generous attention to the individual entries in this article.

I Cf. the distinction between actual philologists and individuals who
merely produce catalogues of words.
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te / Moyyoig T0 OnPng mediov dueeotdot nav (“who now surround
the entire Theban plain with seven ranks, with seven spears”), plural
Adyyor means “host of lancers” only by extension, the reference being
in the first instance to the spears carried by the individual Seven
against Thebes. Intriguingly, Thucydides never uses the word.

A Aoyym is properly a metal spear-tip or javelin-tip (not necessarily
made of iron) and by extension a spear or a javelin. S.v. hoyyiov,
the Dictionary follows LSJ s.v. in citing /G 112 1541. 17 ctupdkiov
Aovyio<v> (“the butt-end of a logchion”) rather than the more recent
and authoritative [Eleusis 140. 17 otupdkiov- Advywov (“a butt-end;
a logchion) and is thus misled into translating “small shaft” (as if
the primitive meant “spear-shaft” rather than “spear-tip”’). SEG XLVI
185. 14 axovria AAITI, Aoyyio ov[x &]yovta IIII (“28 javelins,
4 lacking logchia”; omitted) leaves no doubt that the word means
“metal tip (of a spear/javelin)”. The dppoc Aloyy®]tég, Aovyi[wv-— ]
at ID 338 face B fr. a. 4 (ignored) is thus likely so-called because it
was made up of pieces that resembled spearheads, was ornamented
with dangling spearheads, or the like. The number of Aoyyia in such
objects, at any rate, is reported in inventories (e.g. ID 296. 46).

Aoyynpeot ... domotaig at E. /4 1067 means not “armed with
spears and shields” (as if domiotfg were also an adjective) but “shield-
bearing men armed with spears”, i.e. “hoplites armed with spears”.2

The Aoyyig (glossed “small spear”; a hapax) dedicated by
a goatherd at Lycophronid. PMG 844. 3 Onpopdvov royyid(a) is
probably a javelin, i.e. a throwing weapon to be used to fight off
predators or perhaps kill occasional small game.

Aoyyodpémavog (glossed “having an elongated form with a point
like a scythe” [sic]) is used substantively at Suda y 390 and X Lyec.
836, 843 (ignored) to refer to the weapon with which Perseus
beheaded Medusa, i.e. a sickle-like cutting tool of some sort.

2 S.v. hoyyidwov (glossed “small spear”), the odd “Hsch. 2. 261. 54” is
apparently intended as a reference to Hsch. A 154 (Aoyyidw pikpd as a gloss,
the presence of the adjective making it clear that the word is not diminutive
except in a formal sense).
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hoyyo@opog is an adjective and thus means “armed with a spear”
(or javelin), but “spear-bearer” only as a substantive. For the latter
sense of the word at Ar. Pax 1294; X. Cyr. 2. 1. 5, the Dictionary
offers instead “/ancer”. But a lancer is a type of cavalry soldier, and
Xenophon in particular seems to use the word to mean ~ “hoplite”
(imméag ... €ig OKTAKIOIAIOVG ..., AOYYOPOPOVS O GLV TEATUCTOAG
o0 peiovg tetpakiopuvpiov, “about 800 cavalry, and no less than
40000 logchophoroi combined with peltasts”, i.e. more lightly armed
foot-soldiers).

The paradosis Aoyodeotepov at Arist. Resp. 481 b 27 makes no
sense, and Dobson accordingly emended to Aoyodeéotepov (< the
otherwise unattested Aoyodeng, glossed “wanting in reason or
reasonableness” by LSJ s.v.), which is printed e.g. in the Loeb. The
Dictionary nonetheless includes the passage s.v. hoy®ong (glossed
“similar to prose” at Aristox. Harm. 18), but translates the emended
version of the text (“bereft of foundation™).

S.v. howopim, E. Hel. 1171 éym 8’ éuavtov mOAL™ Eloiddpnoa
combines an external and an internal accusative with an instantaneous
aorist and means not “I have many things to reproach myself” (sic)
but “I find much fault with myself”. S.v. Aowdépnpa, Plu. Mor. 607 a
OV TTyOv Aowdopnua totodvtot means not “they outrage the beggar”
but “they abuse the beggar”. Aowdopnpatiov (Ar. fr. 92) is glossed
“a small insult” (sic) but likely means “a bit of abuse”.?

S.v. howwog, X. Smp. 4. 1 houwwdov Gv €in NUIv ... dmodeucvioval
means not “it would remain to be demonstrated” but “it would remain
for us to demonstrate”, i.e. “we would still need to demonstrate”.

hoicBov (a hapax at Hsch. A 1248 in the accusative plural) is
coyly glossed “over-indulgent in love”. The actual definition of the
word in Hesychius is to0¢ dxpoateic mepi ta dppodiota (“sexually
unrestrained persons”).

3 S.v. howmoypagém, English says not “concede a deferment of payment”
and “be registered as a debit” but “grant a deferment of payment” and “be
registered as a debt”.
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Aokp®dv EovOnua (cited as a proverb at Hsch. A 1254 = Phot.
A 393) is translated “pact in the Locrian manner”, which is then
clarified as meaning “treason”. But the phrase really means ~ “an
agreement made by Locrians”, and Hesychius says it is used émi
TV TopaKpovouEvev: Aokpol yop TOg cuvOnKag TOG TPOC TOVG
[Mehomovvnoiovg (“in reference to those who are cheated; because
the Locrians ... their agreements with the Peloponnesians™), i.e. the
phrase apparently referred to making an agreement and then backing
out of it.

Aoirodv is glossed “pap, a child’s word” and traced to Hermipp.
fr. 86 and Hsch. A 1255 (which is where the fragment is preserved
and thus not a second attestation of the word). The text of Hesychius
is corrupt — the manuscript has Aoyy** out of alphabetical order
between Aoxpdv EGvOnuo and Aoppove, followed by the gloss ta
modio Tdv Bedv- kéxpnron ) AéEet "Eppunmog (“the children of the
gods; Hermippus uses the word”) — but Phot. A 394 offers AoAlobv-
o wondion Tov Bedv. oVvtwg “Eppunmog (“lolloun: the children the
god. Thus Hermippus”; between Aoxpdv EovOnua and Ao&iag).
Editors have offered various emendations of the definition of the
word, whatever it might be, including Latte’s 1 wadio tOv mOATOV
(“children [refer thus] to porridge”; cf. Phot. A 461  Avio T Bpdud
T Ttodiov &v EvPoig yivopevov €k y1ydptov kol cOKOV KEKOUUEVOV
(“t Iyl6 1: a food consumed by children in Euboea, made from grape-
seeds and minced figs”), which seems have provided the basis for the
Dictionary’s definition. Cf. below s.v. A@Aov (another version of the
material in Photius).

AoEevpa at Man. 1. 307 molov Aoéebpota Paivav / ~ 4. 479
moAov Ao&evpato PBaca / is a concrete astrological term and thus
means neither “obliqueness” nor “oblique direction” but “obliquity”
(thus LSJ s.v.).4

4 S.v. ho&iv (glossed “obliquely, off the track”; better “off course”), note
that the word — a hapax at Nil. Anc. Ep. II. 217 6 8¢ ABoc Ao&iv mopevbeig —
appears to be an adverb equivalent to Lo&ov (to which it should perhaps be
emended).
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Tyrt. fr. 11. 2 obmw Zebg avyéva Ao&ov Exel means not “not yet
does Zeus turn his neck elsewhere” (signaling attention to someone
or something else) but “in no way does Zeus turn his neck sideways”
(signaling indifference).

A domdg is a stewing-pan or the like (attested in this sense al-
ready at Eup. frr. 5; 60. 2, half a century or so before Eub. fr. 108. 2);
see in general Amnott on Alex. fr. 115. 21-23, noting that “The
diminutive Aoméorov” — glossed “small dish” by the Dictionary —
“occurs in Attic comedy ... as a metrically convenient alternative
to Aomdg without any apparent distinction of size”. homaddyyn
(an abusive nonce-word at Eub. fr. 137. 3) accordingly means not
“plate-strangler” but “stewing-pan-strangler”; Aomadapmayiong at
Hegesand. fr. 2, FHG iv. 413 ap. Ath. 4. 162 a means not “dish-
robber” but “snatcher of stewing-pans” (sc. away from other guests
at a party, food regularly being served in the vessel in which it was
prepared rather than being shared out on individual plates among
the guests); AomadékOapPog (an imaginary parasite’s name) at
Alciphr. 3. 1. 1 means not “Dish-frightener” but “Crazy-about-
stewing-pans” vel sim.; and homado@vontig at Mnesim. fr. 10. 2
means not “who blows on cymbals” (sic) but “who blows on
stewing-pans” (sc. to cool their contents). Aomadwa at Men. fr. 351. 9
(something a cook can use to “capture” an Arcadian, who has no
experience of the sea and thus of seafood) means not “oysters”
but once again “stewing-pans”, as does Aomég at Ar. Eg. 1034 and
Alciphr. 3. 17. 1, where the word is glossed “disk” (sic).?

S.v. homig, note that at Ar. V. 790 the word (glossed “scale™)
means “fish scale”. At Aen. Tact. 20. 3 T0v 8¢ Kapkivov éokevdcbar,
Omwc Hro TV Aomida kabintal Koi peding v faravov petempiln (“to
design the pincers so that they pass under the lopis and easily raise the
bolt-pin”; instructions regarding gate-locking technology), the Aomic
is seemingly not a “pin, peg” (thus also LSJ s.v.) but a metal plate of
some sort — i.e. something that resembles a fish scale or a pan — that
holds the door-pin in place.

5 A clumsy typographical error for “dish” (still wrong, but at least
comprehensible)?
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Phot. A 401402 defines Aémopa not “bark” but 1 mepucelévn
£€EmBev 10D KpopUpPOL Aemig: Kol AV AETOG, PAOLOC, OEPUO AETTOV,
Enpov (“the skin that surrounds an onion on the outside; also any sort
of husk, bark, light dry skin”).

Active Lopd6® may well have a sexual sense (“bend [someone]
backwards”, sc. to have sex with them) at Mnesim. 4. 55, as it
certainly does in the middle — not simply equivalent to the active — at
Ar. Ec. 10 Aopdovpévav copdtov (“our backward-bending bodies”,
of women having sex with men) with Ussher ad loc. Aépdmv at
Pl. Com. fr. 188. 17 (a name in a list of invented divine beings to
whom women wanting sex are supposed to make sacrifice, playing on
Aopoo6®) is anachronistically glossed “lascivious demon” (following
LS s.v. “the demon of impure A16pdwaoig™®).

Aopdopa in Hippocrates is glossed “bending backwards”, as if
it were identical to Adpdmaoig rather than a concrete noun meaning
“backward bend”.

Hsch. A 1269 defines hovka (a hapax) not as “a porridge made of
chickpeas” but as popnua £€ dloitov (“a gruel made of barleymeal”).

The AovTiipra at Antiph. fr. 206. 3 are part of a doctor’s equip-
ment, and Poll. 10. 46 (quoting the fragment) distinguishes the sense
of the word there (seemingly “basin”) from that at A. fr. 3667 (glossed
“bath”).

The da hovtpig mentioned at Theopomp. Com. fr. 38. 1 is glossed
“bathing suit”, which in colloquial English means a costume worn to
swim. Poll. 7. 66 ~ 10. 181 makes it clear that the item in question
was actually worn for modesty’s sake when men and women were in
the baths together (thus LSJ s.v. “bathing drawers”, LSJ Supplement
s.v. “loin-cloth™). Hsch. A 1277 ~ Phot. A 408 (citing Ar. fr. 849) cites
Aovtpideg (literally “bathers”) as a term for two girls assigned cultic

6 Corrected in LSJ Supplement s.v. to “humorously invented erotic deity”.
7 Unhelpfully cited as “fr. 714 Mette”. S.v. Aovtpikég, “Hsch. 2. 730.
200 L.” appears to be a garbled reference to Hsch. A 200. Cf. “Hsch. 2. 584.
632 L.” at s.v. Wwké6TacToG, seemingly intended as a reference to Hsch. A 632.
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duties for Athena, presumably giving one of her statues its annual
washing.? /G I3 794 (early 5t ¢. BCE) is a dedication by one such girl,
who uses the alternative title mAvvtpio for the office (called mivvtpic
in Hsch. = Phot. and allegedly by Aristophanes).

S.v. Aovtpov, note that yoypad ... ‘Hpdxdeia Aovtpd (“cold baths
of Heracles™) are mentioned at Ar. Nu. 1051 only to make the point
that they do not exist.

Aogtpoyoov tpinod(a) at Il. 18. 346 ~ Od. 8. 435 is glossed s.v.
hovTpoydog as “recipient on a tripod for preparing water for the bath”
(sic). The adjective means “pouring washing water”, and thus by
extension ~ “containing water to be poured for washing”.

hovtpav at [X.] Ath. 2. 10 (the Athenian people have built
themselves many gymnasia, changing rooms and loutrones) is glossed
“bathroom, bath,” which seems to have been taken over from LSJ
without reference to the original text. The manuscripts actually have
Aovtpd (printed e.g. by Marchant and by Bowersock in his Loeb).?

The human spine consists of 7 cervical vertebrae (= the neck),
12 thoracic vertebrae (= the back), 5 lumbar vertebrae (= the lower
back), and the sacrum + tailbone/coccyx. Poll. 2. 178-179 reports
that the last cervical vertebra is called the dthag; the first thoracic
vertebra the Ao@adiav or Aogiav; the second thoracic vertebra
the pooyoiotip; and the twelfth and final thoracic vertebra the
dwlwotp. LSJ glosses these words “seventh of the neck-vertebrae”,
“first dorsal vertebra”, “second dorsal vertebra”, and “twelfth
vertebra in the spine”, respectively.!® The Dictionary, by contrast,

8 Cf. Bulloch on Call. Lav. Pall. 7-8 and pp. 812 (on similar ceremonies
for other cult-statues).

° “Bathroom” is in any case reserved in American English for what in
other countries is called a “toilet, WC, 100”’; read “bath-house” (as in LSJ s.v.)
or “bathing facility”.

10 The absence of a coordinated system of technical language here exposes
the somewhat free-wheeling style of LSJ’s glossing generally, but also the
profound competence of the team as a whole, since these look like separate
entries produced by different scholars, all of whom nonetheless managed to get
both the Greek and the anatomy right.
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systematically garbles the terms, glossing the first three “first cervical

vertebra”, “name of the first vertebra”, and “vertebra”, respectively,
and omitting the fourth.

Ao@am at Ar. Pax 1211 is a nonce-word that seems intended to
mean something like “have a sore crest”. But Hsch. A 1284 (~ Phot.
A 414), cited as supporting this translation, claims instead that the
verb means A0@ov émBvpeiv (“to desire a crest”).

hooutng at Agath. AP 6. 79. 2 (of Pan) is not “hill-dweller”, i.e.
“one who lives in the hills” (seemingly a misunderstanding of LSJ
s.v. “dweller on the hills”), but “crest-dweller”, i.e. “one who lives
on top of hills”.

Ab@rov in XET Ar. Ach. 1109 is opaquely glossed “the least of the
three plumes” and described as a v.1. for Ao@eiov. In the manuscripts
and all modern editions, the Aristophanic line in question reads
10 Aopeiov €Eéveyke TV TPV AOQwv (“Bring out the lopheion of
my three crests!”; Lamachus arms himself for battle). The scholion
says that if the diminutive Ao@iov is read (as no other witness
proposes), Lamachus is saying “Bring the little one of my three
crest-feathers!”!!

Ath. 15. 699 d uses the word Ao@via, but identifies it as £k pA010D
hapmdg (“a torch made of bark™) not a “torch made of prunings, of
vines”. Ath. 15. 701 a, on the other hand, cites Cleitarchus’ Glossary
to the effect that the inhabitants of Rhodes used Ao@vig to refer to éx
0D PAo10d TTig dpumélov Aapmdg (“a torch made of grape-vine bark™)
but not a “torch made of vine prunings”.

rMo@op®dE at Hippon. fr. 103. 39 (fragmentary and obscure) is
glossed “one who has broken his neck or crest”, with reference
to Hsch. A 1294 (citing the word in the accusative singular). But
Hesychius defines the word tov dneppwyodta Tovg dpovg (“someone
who has broken his shoulders”; emended by Latte to tov dneppaoydta
TAG AKp®Uiag).

11 S.v. hooig, read “helmet-case” for “helmut-case”.
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Momoig at Ar. Av. 291 1ig m0o0’ 1 Aopwoic 1 Tdv opviéwv; (lit.
“What in the world is the lophésis of the birds?”; Peisetairos notes the
costuming of some of the special bird-dancers) means not “fuf”, i.e.
“crest” (thus ~ “Why do the birds have crests?”’), but “cresting” (i.e. ~
“Why have the birds donned crests?”).12

hoyaiog is glossed “bending down, of stalks of grain blown by
the wind”, i.e. “beaten down by the wind”, at Thphr. CP 3. 21. 5
(south winds and fair weather in the spring molobot Aoydiov, “cause
(the grain) to grow quickly and make it lochaios™), 3. 23. 5 (south
winds and fair weather Aoyaiovg molodowv, “make [grain-crops]
lochaios™); cf. Phot. A 420 Aoyoiog oitog: 0 Babvg: §| 6 01’ EmouPpiav
kekMpévog (“lochaios grain: that which is deep; or that which has been
knocked over by heavy rainfall”). But what Theophrastus means is
that conditions such as these are overly favorable for growth (3. 21. 5
TayL avaddoacty, they cause the grain to “shoot up quickly”), and the
grain-stalks then collapse under their own weight. Cf. Hsch. A 1303
Aoyaiog: KAvopevog 6itog amd tod gvtpoelv (“lochaios: grain that
lies down because it grows luxuriantly”).!3

S.v. Aoyao, the Dictionary collects a number of examples of the
verb “in aorist participle with another verb”, e.g. Hdt. 6. 87 Aoyncavteg
.. TV ... véa €ikov (translated “having lain in wait, they captured the
ship”, as if the participle were a perfect). This has nothing to do with
either the meaning of the verb or any peculiarities of its usage, but is
simply a question of basic Greek syntax, and the material should be
eliminated. Hdt. 5. 121 éAdynooav v ... 066V means not “they occupied
the road by ambush” but “they laid an ambush along the road”. Jos.
BJ 3. 116 106 ... AoydoBar dSvvapévag HAag means not “the forests were
well-suited for setting traps” but “forests apt for setting ambushes”.!4

12 Despite the implication of the initial comment s.v. Aoyoyog (“Doric,
but used in Attica” — by which “in Attic” is seemingly meant, as also s.v.
Aoyayia), Epicharmus is a Doric poet.

13 Euripides used the expression already in fr. 725 Aoyaiov citov (from
Telephus), supposedly in reference to a stand of grain from which one could
launch an ambush (thus the Et. Gen.); whether this interpretation is based
on direct acquaintance with the original text, and thus whether it is right, is
impossible to say.

14 Cf. Hsch. A 1309 Aoyiéddec: ai DAar (omitted s.v. hoytdc).
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S.v. hoyeia, Pl. Tht. 149 b dloyoc ovco Vv Aoxeiav ginye (of
Artemis) means not “although she has never given birth, she has had
the task of protecting women in child-birth” but “although ..., she has
child-birth as her sphere”.

S.v. hoyevm, E. lon 455457 Ipoun0Oei Tiravi Aoyxevbeicav kat’
axpotdtog kopveds A0 (‘locheutheisan by the Titan Prometheus
from the crest of the head of Zeus”; of Athenal’) is offered as
a unique example of the verb used in the sense “bring to light”. But
this is a variant version of the story according to which Hephaestus
split Zeus’ head open in order to allow Athena to emerge, and the
participle thus has its expected meaning “given birth to”. Elevated
poetic vocabulary (once in comedy in paratragic lyric at Ar. Pax
1014, and once in Attic prose at Arist. H4 616 a 34, of the halcyon).

hoyio is glossed “place in ambush, station” and is then trans-
lated with the second sense at Th. 3. 107. 3, where the point is
however clearly that Demosthenes concealed the men in question
so that they could, if necessary, attack the enemy unexpectedly, i.e.
he placed them in ambush. The same is true at D. H. 2. 55. 1, where
the verb refers to the actions of a commander who places troops
where they can suddenly emerge from hiding and hit the enemy
from behind. The supposed weak second sense of the word should
accordingly be struck.

S.v. Moyrog, E. Ba. 89 @wdivev Aoyiog avaykoiot is translated “the
painful necessity of childbirth”, but the Greek says “the childbirth
necessities consisting of pangs”, i.e. “the pangs that necessarily
accompany childbirth”.16

15 For this odd detail (otherwise attested only at Apollod. Bib. 1. 20 and
in a scholion on Pi. O. 7. 36, both perhaps simply referring back to Euripides),
see Martin on E. Jon 455.

16 S.v. Aoyia (“goddess of childbirth”; an epithet of Artemis at E. Supp.
958; IT 1097, both lyric; note also IG 112 4547. 4-5, early 4th century BCE,
and /G VI, 1 960. 10, from Boiai, both with iota rather than epsilon-iota), the
Dictionary refers the reader to s.v. Loytog. But the note there is simply a cross-
reference to s.v. Aoyglog.
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hoyitng is glossed “guard” at A. Ch. 768 (of Aegisthus’ potential
companions) and S. OT 751 (of the men with Laius when he died).
But in both cases the normal and expected sense of the word (“men
belonging to his unit, members of a military unit under his command”)
makes good sense; that such men can serve as guards is true but
incidental to the sense of the word itself.

The first meaning given for Adyun is “bush”, but the word seems
consistently to mean “clump of brush, thicket, copse of trees”. The
boar that wounded the young Odysseus, for example, was not hiding
“in a dense bush” (Od. 19. 439 év Adyun moxwvi)) but “in a dense
thicket, in a dense patch of undergrowth”. Ar. Ec. 60—61 uacydiog /
AOyung dacvtépag thus means not “armpits more hairy than a bush”
(a strange and unlikely image) but “armpits shaggier than a clump
of brush”. The 0d0v ... hoyu®ddn where Demosthenes placed his
troops in ambush (see above s.v. hoyil®) — misdescribed as “roads”
(sic) “running between woods” — was not “wooded, forested” but
“brush-covered” (allowing them to conceal themselves), and when
Theophrastus describes certain plants growing this way, he means not
that they are “similar to a bush, bush-shaped” but that they “grow in
clumps” (of e.g. cane and reeds at HP 4. 8. 1, 4. 11. 13).

Avyyavaopor (a hapax) is glossed “hiccup” (normally A0{w) with
reference to Hsch. A 1330. But Hesychius says that the word means
MCov &v 1@ xhaiewv (i.e. “wailing with great sobs” vel sim.). Cf.
S. OC 1621 Mydnv EAatov mavteg (~ “they were all sobbing and
wailing”).

Aoyio at Theoc. 1. 97 tov "Epota katedyeo ... Avyiéelv (“you
boast that you will Jugizein Love”) means not “submit, dominate” but
“cause to submit” or “master” (thus LSJ s.v.).

AOYE (1) at Th. 2. 49 A0OyE ... kevn (“an empty [ynx”; one of
the common symptoms of the plague) means not “vomit” (i.e. that
which is produced when one vomits) but “retching” (i.e. the action of
vomiting, although in this case unproductively).

S.v. Myog, Long. 2. 13. 3 Adyov 0& yAopav HOKPOV GTPEYOVTES
¢ oyoivov (a description of the production of a substitute mooring



172 S. Douglas Olson

cable) means not “long green rushes interwoven like ropes” but
“twisting a long green willow branch like a rope”, i.e. “twisting some
long willow branches to serve as a rope”.

S.v. Ahoypog, Hes. Op. 530 Avypov pvilowvteg (translated
“gnashing their teeth in a pitiful way”) is described as an “adverbial
neuter”. It is actually an internal accusative — literally “gnashing
a pitiful (gnashing)” — that can be translated adverbially.

Moo (better Avdilw) at Hippon. fr. 95.1 and Ar. Eq. 523 is
literally “imitate the Lydians”, i.e. “play the Lydian”. But in both
places it really means “speak Lydian”.

Avdomadng (better Avdomabng) at Anacr. PMG 136 is not precisely
“as refined as a Lydian”, since “refined” is an unambiguously positive
term in English and what is meant is ~ “who lives like a Lydian”, sc.
in enormous luxury.

Hdn. Grammatici Graeci 111. 1 p. 59. 23-24 asserts 10 6& Avfic
Avijvtoc amo tob Avneg (“lyés lyéntos is from lyéeis”). Neither form
is attested elsewhere, but the implication is that Avfjg is a known
if problematic word, Avneic the — otherwise unknown and perhaps
invented — uncontracted form from which it comes. LSJ lemmatizes
both; treats Avneig as an adjective; and glosses it “discordant”. The
Dictionary omits Avf|g; treats Avneig as an adjective; and nonetheless
glosses it as a noun (“discord”).

For Av@iypappog (= Pi. fr. 85), the reader is told “see
dvpappog”, but no comment or clarification is offered there. The
EM, cited at the end of the note, offers AvBipapfog / AvBipappog,
whereas AvOiypappoc is from one manuscript of Cyril’s version of
the same material (cod. Vind. 319). What Pindar wrote is unclear, and
no further progress can be made on the issue until a reliable modern
edition of Cyril’s lexicon appears.

Homer uses A00p@® (something with which one is splattered in
hand-to-hand combat) repeatedly, always in the dative singular.
The Dictionary glosses the word “blood mixed with dust or sweat,
bloody filth”; nothing in the lliad or the Odyssey obviously supports
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the reference to dust and sweat, and the reference at Od. 23. 48
to Odysseus among the dead suitors resembling a lion splattered
aipatt kol A0p, sc. as it stands over an animal it has killed, would
seem to count decisively against this interpretation. The gender of
the word was clearly obscure already in antiquity, and the fact that
some authorities opt for masculine, others for neuter, shows only
that they were taking sides in this scholarly debate, not that they
had any substantial additional information regarding the point. LSJ
accordingly combines Av0pov, 16 and AbOpog, 6 as a single lemma.

Avka (the name of one member of a group of aged sex-workers
at Timocl. fr. 27. 2) is crudely glossed “prostitute”, as if the name
served as a generic term. The Dictionary appears to lack an overall
policy for collecting and handling such items; of the other women’s
names that appear in the fragment, most are glossed “female name”;
Plangon is described as “pers(on)”’; Nannion is described as “hetaira”;
and Lopadion and Hieroklea are ignored. Avkaivn and Avpa at Luc.
DMeretr. 6, 12. 1 get similarly rough treatment as “prostitute”.

What a Avkapog is at Od. 14. 161; 19. 306 (Eumaeus and
Penelope, respectively, told by the Stranger that Odysseus will
return to Ithaca T008’ avtod Avkdfavtog, “within this very lykabas™)
is unclear, and “temporal cycle, month, year” merely disguises the
problem. That the word was eventually picked up e.g. at Philodem.
AP 5. 13. 1 Mkapavtidag dpac (where the sense is “years”) shows
that it came to be of interest to Homeric scholars, but not that anyone
knew what it meant.

Avkaiviov at Poll. 4. 150 is lemmatized Avkaiviov and glossed
“kind of comic mask”, as if this were a stock-character mask like
those of the servants called Maicwv and Tétni& mentioned earlier
in the same section. What Pollux says, however, is Td 8¢ yovouk@®v
npdocwno, €N towdta: ypddov ioxvov §j Avkaiviov, ypadg moyeia,
YPGEO10V 0lKkovPOV ... TO PEV AvKaivioV DTOUNKEG: PLTIOEG AemTol Kol
mokvad ... (“women’s masks are the following: an old woman who is
withered up or lykainios; a fat old woman; an old domestic servant
... The lykainion (mask) is quite long, with many fine wrinkles ...”).
The word (omitted by LSJ) is thus an adjective, Avkaiviog -1 -ov, and
likely means “resembling a she-wolf” (hence the extended chin).
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S.v. Akaypiog is too badly garbled to decipher entirely, but
the lemma is apparently intended to be Avkaipiog, with reference to
Alc. fr. 130 b. 10 Avkopiaoig, hence the etymology with the second
element < aipdg. For further clarification, the reader is directed to the
non-existent lemma oAvkoaypioig (sic). The note appears at one point
to gloss *Avxaypia as “battle of wolves”; did the word exist, it would
more likely mean “battle against wolves”, in the same way that e.g.
IMyavtopayio means not “Battle of the Giants”, but “Battle against
the Giants”.!”

Avkniatog (a hapax) is glossed at tag évyolvmbeicag (“those
fitted with a bit”; fem. acc. pl.) at Hsch. A 1378. The Dictionary
suggests that the word means “held in check by a bit shaped like
a wolf’s teeth”, a suggestion that requires a cross-reference to Plu.
Mor. 641 f (some authorities believed that inmotl Avkoonddeg got their
name 4o TOV YoAvdV 1OV AbKov, “from the wolf-bits, from the bits
known as ‘wolves’”). See below on Avkocmdc.

AokoPoartiog (glossed as a noun, “where wolves walk, place of
wolves™) is an adjective at Hsch. A 1370 Avkofortiag dpouodg, where
it is said to mean &v ® oi AVkor Statpifovoty (a thicket “in which
wolves spend their time”).

Aokoegpyng is glossed “made in Lycia ... spears or spits made in
Lycia, used for killing wolves” at Hdt. 7. 76 mpofoiovg dvo Avkio-
epyéag Ekaotog elye (“each man had two lykioergeis javelins”; of the
arms carried by some of Xerxes’ colorful Asian allies). This appears
to represent a confused amalgam of several separate attempts to make
sense of the word: the warriors are patently carrying spears rather
than spits, and if the adjective means that these spears were of Lycian
workmanship, there is no reason to posit a connection with Avkoc
(“wolf”).

Avko0aponig (a hapax, although note the entry in Hesychius cited
below) at Myrin. AP 7. 703. 5 (of a shepherd) is glossed “zealous

17 LSJ Supplement s.v. suggests instead “wolf-battle, i.e. wolf-like or
guerilla fighting”.
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against wolves”, following LSJ s.v. “not fearing wolves”. But the best
parallel for the word is kvvoBaponc at Theoc. 15. 53, which means
“bold as a dog”, not “bold against dogs”, suggesting that AvkoBapong
ought actually to be glossed “bold as a wolf”. Cf. Hsch. A 1386
AvkoBpaocng: Opacte (“Iykothrasés: bold”; almost certainly referring
to the same epigram).

Aokokapic (a hapax) at Hsch. A 1404 is glossed “hot barley-
water”. But Hesychius’ definition (Beppov an’ dAeitov melv, “hot
from barley-meal to drink”) is more obscure than this and seemingly
garbled.

Aokomodeg 1 at Arist. fr. 394 is glossed “guardians of a tyrant”.
What Aristotle (as reported by X Ar. Lys. 665) actually says is that
lykopodes was the term for Tovg @V TVpdvveOV dopveopovg, “the
bodyguards of the Tyrants”, i.e. of Pisistratus and his sons. The claim
that this comment is offered “as an interpretation of Avkonépciov” (an
Egyptian plant mentioned by Galen) is false. Thus the manuscripts
of Aristophanes, joined in reading Avko- by Hsch. A 1392. But the
paradosis Avkomodeg is metrically impossible in the text of Lysistrata,
and what is wanted is patently Hermann’s Agvkomodeg (supported
by Hesychius’ 610 tnv t®v mod®dv Agvkotnta, “on account of the
whiteness of their feet”); the lemma Avkémodeg 2 should accordingly
be struck. What Pisistratus’ bodyguards were called is impossible to
say, but it seems just as likely that they too were “White Feet” rather
than “Wolf Feet”.

poio is “break into pieces”, and the Avkoppaictar ... KOves at lon
AP 7. 44. 2 (the dogs that killed Euripides) are not just “wolf-killers”
but “wolf-shredders, that tear wolves to pieces”.

S.v. AOkog, the proverb Adkov 1d€iv (referring to being dumb-
struck) is not literally “to see the wolf” but “to see a wolf”. The pro-
verbial mpiv kev Adxog olv Duevoiol (of something impossible) at
Ar. Pax 1076, 1112 (in both cases after a negative clause) means not
“before a wolf weds a sheep”, but “until a wolf weds a sheep”. Avrog
KeYMvVog at Ar. Lys. 629 means not “a wolf remained with his mouth
agape” but “a wolf with his mouth agape” (sc. and ready to swallow
you down). The word at Strato AP 12. 250. 2 &pva AVKOG ... EDPOV
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(lit. “I, a wolf, found a lamb”; a pederastic predator is speaking about
a pretty boy) is mischaracterized as “said of catamites”.

Avkoomag (glossed “torn by wolves™) is said to be used at Nic.
Th. 742 tadpotl O6¢ pueAood®v / okfvecst TLOOUEVOIGL AVKOGTAdES
éEeyévovto “of bees born from the carcasses of bulls torn to pieces by
wolves”. But this is confused — the adjective ought to refer to the bees,
not the bulls (cf. Nic. A/. 446-447) — and the line was accordingly
deleted by Bentley, followed by Gow-Scholfield (the Dictionary’s
nominal text of reference), hence the somewhat misleading “dubious
reading”. Bentley also suggested Avkoonadées’ €yévovrto; Schneider
printed tavpwv 6¢ uéiiooar, and Jacques in the Les Belles Lettres
text (2002) put a half stop at the end of 741, allowing for a change
of subject. The earliest attestation of the word is in any case at Call.
fr. 488, where someone is riding an ATpdKiov ... AVKOGTAdQ TAOAOV
(“lykospas colt from Atrax”, a city in Thessaly). Hsch. A 1398 says
such horses are found “around the Adriatic”,!® while Phot. A 454
traces them to Enetia, i.e. the area around what is today Venice,
which amounts to the same thing. Plu. Mor. 641f — 642a offers
a silly explanation of the adjective, according to which horses that are
chased (and presumably torn) by wolves, but are fast enough to get
away, are called Avkoonddeg and recognized as being of particularly
high quality. This all looks like a folk-etymology of some non-Greek
term for a region or the like.

S.v. bopaive,'? at Hdt. 1. 214. 4 Aopowvopévn 08 1@ vekp®d Enéeye
tad¢ (presented as an example of the verb taking the dative), T® vexp®d
is more easily taken as governed by éméleye. E. Ba. 632 avtd 146’
Ao ... Avpaivetan (of the Stranger’s treatment of Pentheus inside the
palace) is translated “he crushes him with other misfortunes”; but 4.’
@A\o is an internal accusative and avt® is a dative of disadvantage, and
the sense is ~ “he does him the following injuries”. Theoc. 10. 15 tig
0¢ tv 1av maidwv Avpaivetar; means not “Which is the girl who makes
you suffer?”, but “Which of the girls is doing you injury?” X. Mem.
1. 3. 6 T& Avpouvoueva YOoTEPAG Kol KEPAAAG Kol Yyuydg tadt’ Een

18 Pace the Dictionary, however, Ael. NH 16. 24 does not.
19 As Renehan 1975, 132 notes, the active is late, hence LSJ’s decision to
lemmatize as Avpoivopot.
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etvar means not “he said that what ruins the stomach, the head, and
the soul are these” but “he said that the aforementioned are what ruin
stomachs, heads and souls”. The reference to “D. 18. 203" is actually
to 18. 303, where &i ... mévta tadt’ Eélvpoaiveto toic GAolg means not ~
“if all these things together have worsened the situation” but ~ “if all
these things went on doing damage to the whole enterprise”.

Aopavtip at X. Hiero 3. 3 is a noun and thus means “destroyer”
(better “damager”) but not “that ruins” (as if the word were an
adjective). The cognate adjective Aopavriprog at A. Ch. 1438 yovat-
KOG THo6’ 6 Avpavtiploc, meanwhile, is glossed first “that outrages”
(better “that damages”) but then “corrupter” (as if the word were
a noun), apparently in an attempt to make the genitive seem more
natural in English. The noun Avpavtig at S. 7r. 793 Avuaviny Plov is
glossed as an adjective (“that destroys™), which is then converted into
an odd verbal phrase (“is a ruin”, which in colloquial English means
“is ruined, is a disaster”), once again in order to make the genitive
(“of life”) easier in English.20

“hopvég see yopvog” is a reference to Hsch. A 1417, an example of
a simple uncial error (AYMNOZX for ['YMNOZX) converted by ancient
scholarship into a lexicographic oddity and perpetuated as such in the
Dictionary. Cf. s.v. Mokog above (Hyperboreus 30: 2 [2024] 301).

S.v. Antw, E. fon 1311 Amficopév v’ @v Aedvmipesd’ Hmo
means not “whoever has made me suffer, I will make him suffer”, but
“We will cause pain for one of those who caused us pain”, i.e. “I will
cause pain for one of those who caused me pain”. Heliodor. 2. 33. 4
Aozel pe Aomnv dviatov is an example of the verb with a combination
of an internal and an external accusative, the subject of the verb is
a woman, and the meaning is thus not “he afflicts me with incurable
pain” but “she causes me incurable pain”. Th. 4. 53. 3 Anotai ... v
Aaxoviknyy focov éAdmovy ék Boldoong (a generalizing statement)
is another example of Avméw with a combination of an internal and
an external accusative (the former here effectively translated into

20 S.v. Aopn, Plb. 5. 59. 11 mdoog ... tog avBponeiog Adpog means not
“all human waste” but “all the human waste”, i.e. all the sewage of Seleucia.
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English as an adverb) and means not “the pirates less often attacked
Laconia coming from the sea” but “pirates did Laconia less damage
(by raiding) from the sea”. Pl. Grg. 494 a tag €oydroc Avmelv Abmag
means not “to suffer the last pains” but “to suffer the most extreme
pains” (so too Prt. 354 b). E. Med. 286 Avaif] 3¢ AékTpv AvopOC
€otepnuévn means not “it pains you to be deprived of your conjugal
bed” but “you feel grief when you are deprived of your husband’s
bed”. D. 18. 217 tadt’ é\omeld’ 0pdv; means not “it was painful to
see these things” but “Did he feel grief when he saw these things?”

S.v. M (glossed “pain, affliction, sorrow, suffering”), “in
a moral sense” must be intended to mean “in an emotional sense”.

Ampa is “sorrow” or “grief” but not “suffering” (which would
be *AOmNoLg).

S.v. Amnpég, Th. 6. 16. 5 0ida §& TOOG TOOVTOVG ... &V P&V
@ k0B’ avTovg Pl Avanpovg dvtoc means not “I know that such
men are unpopular in their life” but “I know that such men are
unpopular in their own lifetime” (in contrast to the verdict rendered
by posterity).

S.v. hmpég, A. Fu. 174 kdpoi ye Aompdg (of Apollo) means not
“it was painful for us” but “he brings pain to me as well”. Avmpn yij
at Hdt. 9. 122. 4 is not “sterile earth” but “difficult land” (where the
Persians choose to settle as free men, rather than working the rich soil
in the plains for others). At Thphr. CP 2. 4. 5 (discussing the sorts
of crops that rich soil favors and disfavors), the word is applied to
vegetable and cereal crops generically (T Adyovo Kol 6 ANpATPLOC
kapmog) and patently means not “poor, thin, miserable, insufficient”
but “containing little oil” vel sim.?!

A Mopaowdodg is properly not a “lyre-player” (i.e. a AMpLoTiC)
but “someone who sings to the accompaniment of a lyre”; cf. the
distinction between k18uppddc and kiBaplotig.

21 The passage is cited twice, first “of plants”, the second time “of food”;
the former is correct, although the reference is clearly to the food such plants
produce.
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There is probably no real difference of meaning, or at least
not one involving size, between the primitive AOpa and its formal
diminutive A0pwov (glossed “small lyre”).?2 The same is likely true
for Avpo@owixuov (glossed “a small Phoenician lyre” ( < Mopo@oivig
(glossed “Phoenician lyre”).

AvpoynO1g (adesp. AP 9. 525. 12; of Apollo) is glossed “who
loves the lyre”. But the second element in the compound is < yn6éw,
and the sense is accordingly “who takes pleasure in the lyre”.

The second element in Avpovia at Ar. fr. 251 is < ovéopar, and
the word thus means not “acquiring a lyre” but “the purchase of a lyre
/ lyres”. 23

Avohaideg are not “lupins” but “lupines” or “lupine seeds” (nor-
mally 6¢ppot); Polemon fr. 91 Preller identifies this as specifically
Spartan vocabulary.

The attractive stone mentioned at Plin. Nat. 37. 172 is there
referred as a lysimachos = Greek Aveipayog, not as a “lysimacha’.

hvoipppotog is not “that destroys or weakens men” but “that
destroys or weakens mortals”.2*

S.v. Moig, Arist. Somn. 454 b 25-27 has been heavily rewritten
as 1N Abolg aicOnoewc &ypnyopoic and translated “the reawakening
and release from sensation”. The original Greek is very different:
¢ & aictnoewg ... THV p&v dxvnoiov koi olov deoudv oV Hrvov
givoi papev, v 8¢ Mo kol v dvecty &ypriiyopoty (“we declare
that sleep is the immobilization and as it were fettering of perception,

22 See Petersen 1910, 97.

23 S.v. Meilmvog, “of a woman: who loosens or has loosened one's belt,
i.e. married” would have to mean that the woman loosens her partner’s belt,
sc. to have sex with him; read “who has loosened her belt”.

24 Tt is unnerving to find such translations still being offered in an
authoritative source. Cf. part II, Hyperboreus. 29: 2 (2023) 301 n. 3 (on
the Dictionary’s evasive language in regard to slavery); s.v. Aeia, where
avBpdmovg is translated “men” rather than “human beings, people” or the like.
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and that the loosing and relaxation of (this immobilization / fettering)
is waking up”?). In the Aristotelian Poetics, where Aoig is glossed
“dissolution, solution”, it is actually a technical term (1455 b 28—
29) for the portion of the action of a tragedy that extends dmd ti|g
apyfic e petaPacewg uéxpt téhovg (“from the beginning of the
transformation [of the central character’s fortunes] to the end”, i.e. ~
“the high point of the action, the denouement”.26

S.v. Awowrehig, Ael. N4 10. 50 10D déovtog mpiocBar Avotte-
Aéotepov means not “to buy below cost” but “to buy for less than you
should”.

Aveacdg (poetic) is treated as a noun in LSJ (Avoodg, -4dog, 1)
and handled ambiguously in the Dictionary (lemmatized simply
AvGGaG, -ad0¢). It is in fact an adjective of a sort restricted to use with
feminine objects; cf. above s.v. AgoPrag (Hyperboreus 29: 2 [2023]
315). hotyprag (“liberator”) is lemmatized Avtnpiic, -ddog, 1, i.e. as
a noun, in LSJ; again simply Avtnpidc, -4doc in the Dictionary.

LSJ s.v. Awoodm glosses the verb “suffer from rabies” at e.g.
Ar. Lys. 298. The Dictionary (with reference to the same passages)
uses instead the archaic “hydrophobia” (and not simply in reference
to the hydrophobic stage of the disease).

AMecdédonkrog (glossed “bitten by a rabid animal”) is cited
from the Geoponica and Marcus Aurelius, but is already attested
centuries earlier in Crateuas (fr. 10 Wellmann) and then repeatedly in
Dioscurides (e.g. 2. 10. 1).

Atip (A. Th. 941; E. El. 136) is a noun and thus means
“liberator” or “resolver, referee” but not “that loosens” (as if the
word were an adjective).

25 Adapted from Hett’s translation in the Loeb (Hett 21957, 325).

26 S.v. aortéhera, the use of the word at Plb. 31. 27. 11 is glossed
“attention to gain, consideration of what is useful”, after which Polybius’ mepi
OV xpovov is quoted and translated “with regard to due dates”; what is meant
is “with regard to when debts are due”.
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S.v. Mtpov, Th. 6. 5. 3 Aotpa avopdV ... aiyuaidtov Aapfav TV
yiiv means not “the territory having been taken as the price for the
prisoners’ ransom” but “taking the land as ransom payments for the
prisoners”.

Mtpotiprog (Byzantine Christian vocabulary) is an adjective
and accordingly means not “redeemer” but “redeeming”.

Aottot (a hapax) at Hsch. A 1470 is treated as an adjective (AMTTog
-1 -ov) and glossed “lofty, sublime”. But Hesychius treats the word as
a noun meaning oi bYymAoi tomot (“elevated spots™).

Ayvartng at Hsch. 8 1627 is a noun (“lamp-lighter”) but is
glossed as an adjective (“that lights or carries a lamp”).

Aoyvéharov (in a medical recipe at Alex. Trall. Ther. 1 445. 23) is
not an “oil-lamp” but “lamp-oil”.

Ar. fr. 291 domep Myvog/ ... kabedd’ €mi Tod Avyvidiov (“just like
a lamp, he slept on the lychnidion”) makes it clear that a Avyvidwov is
not a “small lamp or oil lamp™?8 but a “lamp-stand” or the like.

S.v. Moyvog, Ar. Nu. 18 Gnte Adyvov (Strepsiades issues an order
to a slave) is not “Light the lamp!”, but “Light a lamp!” Hdt. 7. 215
mepl AYvov aedg is not “when the lights come on” (as if modern
streetlights were in question), but “around lamp-lighting”, i.e.
“around the time when people light their lamps”. LXX /I Sam. 21. 18
00 un oféong Tov Ayvov Iopank means not “lest you extinguish the
lamp of Israel” but is a strong prohibition: “Do not extinguish the
lamp of Israel!”

Ayvotyog is glossed not just “lamp-holder” but “candlestick,
candelabra”, with reference to a number of 5%/4t-century fragments.
But the Greeks did not use candles, at least for lighting, and the latter
definitions should be struck (or attributed only to Roman-era sources).

27 QObscurely cited as “Hsch. 1. 397. 16”.
28 All lamps were “oil lamps”, and what the difference between the two
definitions is supposed to be is unclear.
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S.v. M, E. Hec. 539 Aboat ... mpduvag ... / vedv is “to loose the
sterns of our ships” and thus only by extension “to weigh anchor”.
S. El. 743 Mov viav dplotepdy is not “loosening the left rein” but
“slackening the left rein” (but the text is problematic in any case, and
Finglass prints Toepfer’s tavowv). Plu. Flam. 10 tod 1od0¢ Avcag trv
‘EALGda means not “freeing Greece from the shackles imprisoning
its feet” but ~ “freeing Greece (from the shackle) around its foot”.
Abew otopa at E. Hipp. 1060 is not equivalent to Adelv clomnv at
Alciphr. 3. 19. 6: the former means “to set one’s tongue free to
speak”, while the latter means ~ “to put an end to silence”. At [Arist.]
Po. 1456 a 10, the word refers to a tragic poet’s handling of the
climax (Aboig; see above s.v.) of the action of his play (thus perhaps
“resolve”, but not “dissolve™). Il. 11. 107 Elvoev dnoivev is translated
“freed upon payment of ransom”; dmoivwv is a genitive of price (“he
freed him for ransom money”), and it is unclear whether the text has
been misunderstood or this is merely another example of normal
Greek syntax treated as peculiar to a particular verb (cf. s.v. Aoya®).?
“To cancel previous errors” catches the general sense of S. Ph. 1224
Abowv 66’ Eénuaptov év @ mtpiv ypdvm, but what the Greek actually
says is ~ “in order to make good whatever mistakes I made in the
past”. yoovat’ Elvoev at 1. 5. 176 and similar expressions in Homer
mean literally “dissolve the knees”. But the sense of the phrase is not
“murder” in the context of the war at Troy but “kill”; in the Odyssey it
routinely means ~ “break the strength of” in both active (e.g. 20. 118)
and passive (e.g. 4. 703); and this sense works just as well in the cited
passages in the Iliad as well. The expression Aboat Ta.¢ adTAS DSIVOC,
used a number of times by Saint John Chrysostom to mean “be uterine
siblings”, is treated as a different expression from Abcol @divag in
the sense “put an end to birth-pangs, give birth”; but Chrysostom is
using flowery language, and “put an end to the same birth-pangs”
is an elaborate way of saying “put an end to birth-pangs for the
same woman”, 1.e. “be born from the same womb”. X. HG 7. 5. 22
Vv &v Taig Wyuyaig mpo¢ udynv mopackevny means not “the souls’

29 Cf. the extensive treatment below of constructions such as Aboat €k TdvV
apoptidv (a commonplace use of €k + gen. and thus irrelevant to a discussion
of M in particular). Despite the implication of the organization of this note,
Aboai Tva €K TV apuapTidv is not an example of the verb + acc. + gen. in the
sense “free someone from something”.
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disposition to fight” but “the readiness in their souls for battle”.30
Expressions such as Avoavieg tdg ... omovddg (“violating their
treaty”) at Th. 1. 23. 4 are not examples of an extended use of A0® in
the supposed sense “fo divide” but are simple figurative uses of the
basic sense of the verb “break, destroy”. X. 4n. 3. 4. 36 0V ... £€50Kel
Abew adTovg VokTOg Topevechal means not “it did not seem fitting
that they should travel by night” but “it did not seem advantageous
for them to travel by night”.3! A. Pers. 592-594 Aéhvtan ... AaOg
€revbepa Palev, mg A0 Luyov dikdg (of the Tonian cities, now
that Persia’s power has been broken) means not “the people is free
to speak freely once the yoke of power has been loosened” but “the
population has been released to speak freely, since the yoke of force
has been removed”. NT Mark 7:35 é\0o0n 6 deopog tiic yAOOONG
avtod (of a deaf-mute man healed by Jesus) means not “his tongue
was loosened” but “the bond upon his tongue was loosened” (sc.
allowing him to talk). Aeschin. 3. 197 énedav 6¢ tf TPAOT YNO®
un Av01 10 mopdvouov means not “unless the accusation of illegality
is annulled at the first votes” (sic) but “but whenever the charge of
illegality is not dismissed by the first ballot” (i.e. by the preliminary
vote on the question of whether the motion being offered was actually
illegal). NT John 10:35 00 dOvaton AvOfjvar 1 ypaen means not “the
validity of Scripture cannot be abolished” but “the Scripture cannot
be done away with”, i.e. what it says is what it says.

S.v. Aapn, Od. 24. 433 AdPn yap téde v’ €oti Kol E600UEVOLOL
moBécbar means not “these things are also a cause of shame for those
who will learn of them in the future” (i.e. they too will be embarrassed
at these events) but “these things are a cause for derision also for
people to come to hear about” (i.e. they too will speak badly of what
was done to us, when they hear the story).

ropnirepa and Aopntip are both nouns but are glossed as
adjectives (“that ruins, destructive” and “that offends, that outrages”,

30 In the translation of Od. 20. 118 immediately before this, read “one’s
knees” for “one’s knes”.

31 This and the others examples cited of the verb used intransitively in the
sense “pay off, bring benefits, be useful” are equivalent to 1éAn A0®, a point
obscured here but treated crisply and effectively in LSJ s.v. V.2.
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respectively). Aopntig is also a noun glossed as an adjective (“that
offends, that ruins”). A\@pntv ... dvtoya at Nonn. D. 26. 159 does not
mean “shaved head”, although this approximates the sense of part of
the line as a whole, Aopntv éxdrlvnte Mmotpryog dvruya kopong (lit.
“he concealed the outraged curve of his hairless head”, of an Indian
whose king abused him by shaving his head and then forced him to
join a military campaign against Dionysus).

Hsch. A 1494 does not define A@wyahor (cited in the plural) as
“catamites” but as mopvol (“male prostitutes”).32 Cf. Hsch. A 1495
AoYac: mopvn (“légas: a prostitute [fem.]”).

Adyaoog at Hsch. A 1496 is glossed “lash”, but Hesychius actually
said that it means Tavpeio pdotié (“a whip made of cow-hide”).33

A®Lov (a hapax at Hsch. A 1505) is glossed “a pie for children,
made of figs and grapes”. But the Greeks did not eat anything
resembling pie, and Hesychius actually defines the word as Bpdpa
€K YIydptOVv Kol o0KmV yevouevov, moudiolg nepocuévov (“a food
made of grapeseeds and figs that is toasted for children”). Awi®
(glossed 6tav odko peTA yryapToOV @mobf], “when figs are toasted
with grapeseeds” at Hsch. A 1506) is apparently another name for the
same dish (or another garbled rendering of the name), and see above
s.v. MoALodv; Poll. 6. 76 seems to regard it as a cake of some sort.

A7 is a Homeric hapax at Od. 13. 224 dintuyov Gue’ dGuoisty ...
Aomnyv / (worn by Athena disguised as a shepherd boy) and is picked
up from there at Theoc. 25. 254 dimhaka Adnnv /; A. R. 2. 32 dintvya
Aommy / and repeatedly in the Sibylline oracles (always Adzanv

32 The gloss is preserved only in Vat. Gr. 23, an antistoecharium that
seems to contain some material from Hesychius. Latte was convinced of its
value, Cunningham is not. The gloss seems likely to be borrowed from the
next item in the Lexicon, with appropriate adjustment for the genders of the
different words.

3 The intended sense of “[see Awyag?]” (sic) as an etymology of the
word is unclear. The Dictionary is apparently uncertain about how to handle
Latte’s Awwopuov (which will not do for a lemma) at Hsch. A 1500; the options
are Aoiouév (as in LSJ), Aoopdv, and tAoiopovt, and one must choose
between them.



Philological Notes on the Letter Lambda IV 185

appepévoc dpoig /). There seems to be no evidence that the garment
was “made of skin” beyond the fact that the word is apparently
cognate with Aénw (“peel”). hdmov (glossed “small cloak™) is for-
mally a diminutive of the word but seems to mean simply “garment
resembling a A®nn”, i.e. a ipdtiov of some sort.3* For Ad®an meaning
“cloak”, cf. Aomodvtng (lit. “one who puts on a Adnn”, sc. that
belongs to another person), a mugger who specialized in stealing his
victims’ robes; there is no reason to think that the word has the alleged
extended sense “thief, robber” at Cratin. fr. 220; Ar. Ra. 772; D. 4. 47.3
Lomodvtém likewise means “steal clothing” at e.g. Ar. Pl 165, and
there is no reason to posit an extended general sense “steal (items
of other sorts)”. Aometég at Hsch. A 1511 = adesp. tr. fr. 591 c is
glossed “wearing a patched cloak”; Hesychius actually defines the
word 0 IMTaAaundng éx tig Td@V ipatiov émpiyeng (“Palamedes, from
his throwing cloaks over himself” vel sim.; obscure).

Lopotopém (cognate with A@pog, “strip of leather, belt”) is
glossed “cut leather, be a tanner”. But tanners cure leather rather than
cutting it into strips, and the latter is the work of the BvpcorndAing
(“leather-seller”), with whom the Triclinian scholion on Ar. Egq. 768
associates the verb (koatotun0einv te Aénadva: d¢ fupconmdAing sinev
glg puépn dwotunbeinv kol Aopotoundeinv, “‘might I be cut up into
yoke-straps!’: as a leather-seller, he said ‘may I be split into pieces
and cut into straps!’”). hopotépog (“strap-cutter”) is likewise glossed
“tanner”, despite the fact that ancient sources (e.g. Hsch. o 1203)
repeatedly describe it as a synonym for okvtotépog (“leather-cutter,
leather-worker™).

A@7ag is included at CAp 8. 32. 11 in a list of undesirable persons
and occupations along with various sorts of magicians, amulet-
makers, and the like. The -a& suffix suggests a colloquial term of
abuse: cf. mhovto (‘rich guy’), otopeaé (‘bombastic ranter’), pévaé
(‘cheat’), yiha& (‘bald guy’), etc.3¢ There is no reason to think the
word means “procurer” there, nor does this translation sit easily with

34 See Petersen 1910, 95, citing Aristotle.

35 The authors are oddly cited in alphabetical order, as if Cratinus was
not a generation older than Aristophanes and thus properly listed before him.

36 In all these cases the alpha is long; thus better Adta&?
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the proposed etymology < Adtog (“lotos™). Zonar. p. 1324 offers the
gloss 6 Anotg 1 0 WOpvog §| O POpa AAELPOUEVOGS T O KOTOSUTOVAV
€v 10i¢ aioypoic Tov Piov avtod, d¢ 6 TOPVOC Kai O avopoOYLVOG, 1| O
avAntig (“a bandit, or a male prostitute, or someone who covers
himself with perfume, or someone who wastes his life on shameful
activities, like a male prostitute or an effeminate, or a pipe-player”).
LSJ s.v. condenses this into “flute-player” (apparently taking the word
to be < A@tog in the sense “pipe made of lotos-stalks”, and preferring
to ignore the rest). Here, as at other points where A®toc is connected
with the aulos, the reference is to a tree identified with Zizyphus lotus,
one of several species of the plant called jujube in the buckthorn
family (Rhamnaceae). According to Theophrastus, it thrives in Libya
(Hist. plant. 4. 3. 1), and its wood is dark, solid, and beautiful (Hist.
plant. 4. 2. 5) and used to make a variety of objects, including pipes,
statues, and furniture (Hist. plant. 4.2. 5, 4. 3. 4).

Something has gone badly wrong at the end of s.v. A@tog, which
contains numerous repeated references, garbled glosses, confused
abbreviations and the like.3”

S.v. Mweam (glossed “stop, cease, interrupt”), the initial three
glosses are too condensed and distant from the Greek to be compre-
hensible. For “with gen.: y6Aov to be subject to anger Aeschl. Pr. 376;
wo0ov to desire Aeschl. Pr. 654; tolde ... povov from this massacre
Soph. 4i. 617, read e.g. “with gen.: y6Aov A. to cease from anger
Aeschl. Pr. 376; ndé06ov A. to cease from desire Aeschl. Pr. 654;
000 A. pOVoL® to cease from this slaughter Soph. 4i. 61”. So too
X. An. 4. 7. 6 6tav Aoernomoty ol AiBot means not “once the stone-
throwing stops” but “when the stones stop”.

S. Douglas Olson
University of Minnesota

sdolson@umn.edu

37 If Awtogdyot is glossed “Lotophagoi, Lotus-eaters”, Aoto@ayia (their
country) should be glossed “land of the Lotophagoi, land of the Lotus-eaters”,
not “land of the Lotophages”.

3% Or movov; the manuscripts are divided.
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K JIeMMaM Ha OyKBY J1am00a TIPU3BaHbI CHITPAaTh aHAJIOTUYHYIO POJIb IO OTHO-
meHuro K HoBoMy Brill Dictionary of Ancient Greek.
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