HIATUS IN THE GREEK NOVELISTS

Lire offers various amusements, and anyone these days who can choose
among them will come late to the study of hiatus in Greek prose. Germany
in the 1880s, so it seems, was less fortunate, and few greater excitements were
known to young or old than the hunt for hiatus; but now that we no longer
strait-waistcoat our classical authors and the austerity of those times is dis-
credited, few collectors of hiatus are to be found, and there are people even
in Germany who have never identified a single specimen.

Yet there is nothing to be said for underrating an author’s stylistic preten-
sions, still less for encouraging others to do the same; and the textual critic,
whose path is slippery enough at the best of times, can ill afford to dispense
with footholds.

There has been no broad study of hiatus in Greek prose since 1841, when
Benseler in a long and original book De hiatu in oratoribus et historicis Graecis
went through the text of 27 authors and attempted to determine their practice.!
Not for another forty years did scholars train a concerted attack on the
authors that Benseler had covered either inadequately or not at all; but
once off the mark they applied themselves with such industry that the last
sixty years have found little to add and little to revise. Not that these sixty
years have been static, or progress unimpeded in the period before : what after
all are manuscripts for if not to assure us that Demosthenes wrote éxdcre
Nudv and not Hudv €xdcre?

The earlier work on hiatus is conveniently digested in Kithner-Blass i, § 49
(1890) and Blass, Die attische Beredsamkeit, 22. 139—44 (1892) ; but the results
of the later work are not readily accessible. In Pauly and the little Pauly hiatus
is not accorded an entry, and Snell’s bibliography in the new Lexikon der alten
Welt is no more helpful than the article itself; only Shewring in the Oxford
Classical Dictionary provides a reference of any value—to Skimina’s book
Etat actuel des études sur le rythme de la prose grecque (1937), which leads if only by
accident in the right direction.?

! The authors were these (for the last
seven he spared only a cursory glance):
Isoc., Dem., Gorg., Antisth., Alcid., Antiph.,
Andoc., Lys., Isaeus, Demades, Lyc., Din.,
Aeschin., Herod., Thuc., Xen., Theopomp.,
Polyb., Plut., Dionys., Diod., Jos., App.,
Arr., Dio Cass., Herodian, Aelian.

2 In the circumstances a small biblio-
graphy may be of service.

Plutarch : Sintenis, De hiatu in Plutarchi vitis
parallelis (Zerbst, 1845); Schellens, De
hiatu in Plutarchi moralibus (Bonn, 1864);
Bernardakis, Plutarchi moralia,i (Teubner,
1888), Ixi-lxx; Ziegler, P.-W., ‘Plutar-
chos® (1951), 932-5.

Polybius: Hultsch, Philol. xiv (1859), 288-
319; Brief, Wie beeinflufit die Vermeidung des
Hiatus den Stil des Polybius? (Hradisch,
1907).

‘Longinus’ and Onesander : H. von Rohden,

Commentationes in honorem F. Buecheleri et
H. Useneri (Bonn, 1873), 68-94.

Aristotle : Blass, Rh. Mus. xxx (1875), 481—
505; Kaibel, Stil und Text der aristotelischen
Abnvaiwy ITodireia (1893), 9-16.

Diodorus: Kaelker, Leipz. Stud. iii (1880),
303-20.

Galen: Marquardt, Galeni scripta minora, i
(Teubner, 1884), xlvii-lv.

Appian: Zerdik, Quaestiones Appianeae (Kiel,
1886), 49-82.

Polemo : Schmid, Atticismus, i (1887), 58-60;
Jiittner, Breslauer phil. Abh. viii (1898), 68—

75-

Dio, Herodes, Lucian: Schmid, ibid. 168,
198, 404.

Philo: H. Jessen, De elocutione Philonis
Alexandrini (Hamburg 1889) ; Cumont, De
aeternitate mundi (1891), xx—xxii; Wend-
land, Philos Schrift iiber die Vorsehung (1892),
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Hiatus in the novelists has not been investigated. Hercher remarked in 1858!
‘dass Chariton sich in beschranktem Masze des Hiatus enthalt’, and Jackson
in 19352 evidently supposed that in Chariton, Achilles Tatius, and Heliodorus,
hiatus was generally illegitimate and should be emended away;? but recent
editors, to judge from their editions, have paid no attention to the question.*

Before fresh problems are tackled, a word about theory.

Hiatus is the juxtaposition of vowels in adjacent words. Since in antiquity
verse was often written out with no elision, what constitutes juxtaposition in
prose is not likely to be the manner in which the author wrote it; that is,
émt "Ihov need not be displaying juxtaposed vowels even if the transmission
does not misrepresent the author’s orthography.

That at least is the common opinion among modern scholars,’ and it doubt-
less holds good for the fourth century; but when scholars in antiquity read
fourth-century prose in unelided texts, they did not always come to the same
opinion,® and it is their theories, or similar inferences drawn from similar
observations, that are most likely to have dictated the practice of their con-
temporaries. Only if a text is rhythmical is this point worth making, because it
is only then that émi "IXwov elided differs in any ascertainable way from émi
*Ihov unelided ; but texts in verse are not the only rhythmical texts, and the
point does in fact arise fairly often in prose. To take one example, Chariton’s
clausulae can occasionally be improved by postulating hiatus where elision
is possible.” Nevertheless, hiatus of this sort may reasonably be left to experts
in rhythm until it can be shown that certain forms of it are avoided.

Only one elision is of much interest, the elision of -a:.® In Attic comedy and
later prose the verbal ending -a: may be elided when the accent suggests that
it is short (always, that is, except in the aorist optative). Pronunciation clearly
came to correspond.® The only mystery that remains is why nominative
plurals in -a: and -oc are not treated in the same way.

As for aphaeresis, crasis, and synizesis,’® it can be assumed that in Attic
prose the rules are supplied by Attic comedy and tragedy, in which certain
juxtapositions of vowels are also legitimate ;' but since later writers may have

116-17; Poland, B.Ph.W. xiv (1894),

4 When Vilborg on p. 131 of his commen-
1009-11; M. Arnim, De Philonis Byzantii

tary on Achilles Tatius awakes from his sleep

dicendi genere (Greifswald, 1912), 160—4.

Aristides: Schmid, Atticismus, ii (188g),
248-53.

Aelian: ibid. iii (1893), 291-6.

Josephus: W. Schmidt, Fahrb. fiir class.
Phil. Supp. 20 (1894), 345-550 passim;
M. Auerbach, Archiwum Towarzystwa Nau-
kowego we Lwowie, dzial 1, tom 1, zeszyt
4 (Lwéw, 1924), 37-58.

Philostratus: Schmid, Atticismus, iv (1896),
469-75.

Plato: Janell, Jahrb. fiir class. Phil. Supp. 26
(1901), 273-324.

Dionysius: Kallenberg, Rh. Mus. Ixii
(1907), 9-32; Ixvii (1912), 11-19.

1 Fahrb. fir class. Phil. 1xxvii (1858), 165.

2 C.Q.xxix (1935), 52—7, 96-112.

3 When scholars between these dates show
awareness of hiatus, acknowledgement is
made in the appropriate place.

and asserts that ‘the dative gives. .. an un-
pleasant hiatus’, he is merely echoing Jack-
son 105.

5 e.g. Benseler ix—x, Schmid i. 58, Kaibel
10 n. 2.

6 Dionysius, for instance, diagnoses hiatus
in edruyodvra opdv and 8¢ Slov at Dem. 2. 22
(Dem. 43).

7 S. Heibges, De clausulis Charitoneis (Halle,
1911), 54-6. Cf. also Jiittner (see p. 514 n. 2)
69 n. 1, H. B. Dewing, ‘Hiatus in the accentual
clausulae of Byzantine Greek prose’, 4.7.P.
xxxil (1911), 188-204. 008¢ elc and 098¢ &
(Hel. 5. 21. 4. 4, Longus 2. 16. 1. 5; 2. 19.
2. 1) are presumably not elided.

8 Kiihner-Blass i, § 53. 5 E.

9 Blass, Uber die Aussprache des Griechischen’
(1888), § 17, Schwyzer, p. 195.

10 A. Lucius, De crasi et aphaeresi (Stras-
burg, 1885) ; Kithner-Blass i, § 54, § 51, § 52.
11 Kiihner-Blass i, §48. 3.
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narrowed these rules, the lists that follow have not been shortened with their
assistance (except where crasis is attested by the manuscripts).

Any juxtaposition of vowels that is not obviated by elision, aphaeresis, crasis,
or synizesis must count as hiatus, and a particular hiatus can be excused there-
after only on the ground that it is legitimate, not that it is not really hiatus.

Strictly, a form of hiatus may be regarded as entirely legitimate in a text
only if the initial vowel follows the final vowel as freely as it occurs initially,
or the final vowel precedes the initial vowel as freely as it occurs finally ; but
as statistics of this sort are meaningless by themselves, and statistics about
the author’s usage, the reliability of the transmission, and the frequency of
certain corruptions are too cumbersome to amass, the textual critic will have
to be content, once he has collected and classified all the instances of hiatus,
to judge them with a kind of statistical impressionism.

As hiatus after xai and the article is freely admitted by all the novelists,
no further mention is made of it; the same goes for hiatus between sentences!
and before 8¢,2 where the vowels are obviously kept apart by a pause. One of
the main tasks in assessing a writer’s tolerance of hiatus is to establish where
else pauses occur and how heavy they have to be before hiatus is admitted.
In other circumstances hiatus itself can be a useful indication of a pause, but
when it is hiatus that is under investigation other methods of locating them
ought to have priority—rhythm,? word order, the example of modern lan-
guages, and relics of ancient punctuation. Fortunately it often becomes clear
quite soon whether a writer generally avoids hiatus, and if he does, hiatus
can be allowed to play its part in locating pauses.

The categories into which pauses are sorted in this article are as follows:

1. (a) Before dAAd, e.g. Hel. 2. 21. 7. I odk év éuavrod dAX’ év dvdpoc dyabod
(6) Before 7, e.g. Hel. 2. 14. 3. 1 7{ Suadpépovcav adrd ) mélev yevouévny
(¢) Before 0v8¢, e.g. Hel. 10. 16. 7. 6 008’ dxddcw 008’ eic ikeclav Tpéhopar
(d) Before a second oire, e.g. Hel. 1. 3. 4. 3 odre yeipac dvrapduevor ovre
TL TGOV ckVAwy émeveyrdpevou
(¢) Before a second eire, e.g. Hel. 1. 18. 3. 3 eire. .. kwodpevor eite . . .
éyeipovrec
2. Before uév/8é,* e.g. Hel. 1. 2. 3. 6 8pfaduodc 8 ékelvov oi pév mévor karécmwy,
7 & Sifuc Thic kpnc éP’ éavriy dveldkev
3.5 (@) Before a vocative, e.g. Hel. 7. 19. 8. 3 Odpcet, & Eéve
(b) After a vocative, e.g. Hel. 10. 34. 4. 4 xaipovrd pov rodrov, & Pactded,
avrimeppov
4. (a) After an adverbial clause, e.g. Hel. 7. 24. 3. 5 émel 8 #x0n, émppaira . . .
(b) After a participial phrase, e.g. Hel. 10. 22. 2. 3 7ov dvra Scric écriv
6 Eévoc épwrwpévn dyvoelv éleyev

I See however p. 528 n. 1. Satz, ii with Nachtrige (Kleine Beitrige,

2 Not, of course, before ¢ itself but before
the group of words it belongs to.

3 Heibges rightly infers Chariton’s arti-
culation from the clausulae (27-41), and
it is reasonable to transfer his conclusions to
writers whose rhythm is not so regular.

On pauses cf. also Hultsch (see p. 514
n. 2), 298-304 and Fraenkel, Kolon und

i. 93-139).

4 Cf. Fraenkel (see n. 3), 114.

5 Neither of these pauses is mandatory:
the point about enclitics and rhythm that
is made below in connection with édn also
applies to the vocative (cf. Heibges 40-1,
Fraenkel, Sitzungsberichte der bayerischen Aka-

demie, 1965 [2], 71-3).



HIATUS IN THE GREEK NOVELISTS 517

(¢) After a parenthetic or epexegetic clause or phrase,’ e.g. Ach. Tat.
4. 2. 1. 1 & tovre &) Xapuidnc (robro yap fv Svopa 74 crparnyd)
émBdides 1§ Aevilmmy Tov Spladudy

5. (a) Before an adverbial clause or noun clause, e.g. Hel. 1. 4. 1. 6 éavry

dmocpdfew Nmeldew €l un dudorépove dyorev

(b) Before a participial phrase, e.g. Hel. 1. 7. 3. 6 “EXAqvi ron mapadidwce
veavickw od mpo moAdod mwap’ avroic alypaddTw yeyovdTi

(¢) Before an epexegetic phrase or clause, e.g. Hel. 3. 18. 2. 8 Svoiv fdrepov
dvdykn, 4 ... 7 ..., Ach. Tat. 1. 4. 5. I wdvra 8¢ ’ elyev opod, émawvoc,
ékmMéic . . ., Chariton 5. I. §. 4 fmewpdc écre peyddn, dderpiov eic
v Bacidéwc yiy Ty moddy

(d) Before a relative clause, e.g. Hel. 3. 16. 4. 2 % dAnfdc codia, Hc adry
mapwvipwc évobedtn

(¢) Before dicre (or v = dcre)+inf., e.g. Ach. Tat. 3. 5. 3. 2 adda Ty
Twi mAnclov yevduevov fudv kdrwlev maparpéyel, dere . . . Tov Kdewiav
deiv adbic, Hel. 9. 5. 5. 1 ol 8’ émepatodvro medppaypévor dc, €t 1u. . .,
norpemiclar mpoc duvvay

6. Before asyndeton, e.g. Ach. Tat. 4. 12. 1. 4 vavrdv opod kal yewpydv kara~
ywyt, ix0bwy opod kai Bodv

7. Miscellaneous

Some pauses are overdetermined,> and there are occasions (e.g. Longus
2. 23. 1. ) where 5 (¢) is hardly distinguishable from 6; but otherwise this
classification creates no difficulties.

The complications introduced by direct speech and é¢n(v) require separate
treatment. Five positions must be considered :

(a) Before direct speech, e.g. Ach Tat. 4. 15. 6. 5 fopvBav &’ dua AMyw “eimdv,
7{ 8édwrac A€UKL7T'7T1]

(b) Before . ..” épn, e.g. 6apcec édn

(c) After...” édn ‘..., e.g. Hel. 6. 2. 2. 7 ““coc” édn ‘6 Adyoc™

(d) After één, e.g. édn 6 Kvmjuwv

(¢) Before égn, e.g. 7 8¢ Merirn édn

A writer who is prepared to prodelide the augment can indulge in () and (¢)
to his heart’s content, and it might seem that (a)—(c) are excused by a pause;
but in fact prodelision of the augment is rare and often suspect in the novelists,
and it is highly doubtful whether there can have been a pause before or after
direct speech; such a pause would be incompatible not only with the occur-
rence of enclitics at the resumption of direct speechs but also, in at least one
author,* with the distribution of clausulae. It must therefore be concluded
that a writer who freely allows all or most of these five kinds of hiatus is granting
a special licence to direct speech.

! Pauses after adverbial clauses paren- to which it may belong are small.
thetically placed (e.g. Ach. Tat. 2. 31. 2. 4) 3 Hel.4.6.1.3; 5.20.7.5; 10.9.5.8,Ach.
should perhaps have been included here Tat. 2. 2I. 4. 4; 5. 13. 5. 3, Xen. 3. 3. 3. 3;
rather than in (a). 3. 5. 7. 1, Ninus A'V. 12-13.

2 Hiatus overdetermined in other ways 4 Chariton (Heibges 38—9).
(e.g. cov dAXd) is ignored unless both classes
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Heliodorus first, for two reasons: Aethiopica is the longest of the novels,t
and the manuscripts, which are diverse, seldom agree in error.2

Heliodorus elides -a:3 112 times.* He seems to extend the licence to wdlas,
which occurs 7 times before a vowel.5

He uses hiatus freely in the following circumstances: after ps (76), 74 (45),

31 (39, of which 16 are &7 odv),
and 7 (9), and mep( (45).

€l (10), pou (13) and cou (2), 7¢ (20), 67 (14)

He allows hiatus at the following pauses:

a) Before dAAd (8)
) Before 7 (4)

b
(¢) Before 08¢ (10. 16. 7. 6)
(d

(

) Before a second odre (1. 3. 4. 3; 6. 15. 3. 1)
¢) Before a second eite (1. 18. 3. 3)

2. Before pév[6¢ (1.2.3.6;4.1. 1. 1;0 7. 5. 4. 10; 9. 10. 8. 2)

Before a vocative (3)

(b) After a vocative (BactAed 4, KaAdcipe 1)

After an adverbial clause or noun clause (&c = when 2; dc = as 1;

el = whether 1; énedi] 1; émel 1)

b) After a participial phrase (9)

(
(c) After parenth. or epex. (4. 15. 4. 5)

Before an adverbial clause or noun clause (el = if 4; el = whether 1;

dc = that 2; dc = {va I; &c = as I; were 1; émedr) 1; 6e 1)
b) Before a participial phrase (10, including 2 with dc)
¢) Before epex. (2. 30. 3. 6; 3. 18. 2. 8; 7. 21. 2. 6)

(

(

(d) Before a relative clause (5)
(¢) Before wc = dcre (9. 5. 5. 1)

6. Before asyndeton (6)

7. Miscellaneous (1. 16. 4. 5 kal 7adr’ dAo7piq is parenthetically placed;
1. 33. 1. 6 the émi phrase goes with both participles; 2. 10. 1. 4 and 10. 34. 2. 2
in the heading of a letter between the names of sender and recipient;
7. 14. 8. 1 the verb goes with both nouns; 7. 23. 2. 2 there could be a comma

in German)

There are a few doubtful instances among these :

4. (a) 2. 32. 1. g pause seems awkward

(¢) Pause justified only by length of phrase

1 In Bekker’s edition (Teubner, 1855)
Heliodorus occupies 309% pages; in Her-
cher’s Erotici scriptores Graeci (Teubner, 1858—
9) Achilles Tatius occupies 1764, Chariton
154%, Longus 85%, and Xenophon 71.

2 H. Girtner, Antike und Abendland, xv
(1969), 48, mentions the divergences among
the extant witnesses to the text of Chariton
and Achilles Tatius and goes on to say ‘wir
werden gut daran tun, mit dhnlicher Ver-
wilderung auch bei den Aithiopika...zu
rechnen, wo vorldufig keine entsprechende

Kontrolle méglich ist’. The state of the text
gives no ground for such nervousness.

3 ‘From the opening of the Aethiopica to
their ever-receding close, final a: is treated
for all purposes as a homophone of ¢,
Jackson 54-5.

4 gy el 7o pe darédnlev, as Dionysius says
in a similar context (Comp. 23). The same
reservation attaches to all the other figures
in this article.

5 Cf. the accentuation of mpémalac.

6 77c & vcrepalac Jackson, unnecessarily.
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5. (@) 5. 33. 2. 4 text uncertain; 7. 24. 3. 5 pause seems awkward

(b) 6. 3. 2. 7 text uncertain

Hiatus is associated with direct speech and é¢n in the following ways :

(a) Before direct speech (6, but they can all be classed under 4 () above)

(b) Before ...” épn (60423 related, e.g. . ..” éXeyev, . ..”

avefdncev)

(c) After...” &my ‘... (10 certain; 37 others may belong elsewhere)
(d) After épn (46, of which only 2. 23. 3. 1 édn dvaBorjcac is not épn--article,

and 1 related, 2. 24. I. I 7jpdita 6)
(e) Before é¢n

Hiatus occurs in g variants that are not demonstrably superior but are

accepted by Rattenbury :!

Neldov Smepexyvceic mAT (mapexyvcec Z)

Aowmrov kai 8pbpov Smodaivovroc VMZP (kai Spfpov Aowrdv dmodali-

I1. 10. 2 udvov tiic éxelvov éowker VM (tijc éxelvov pdvov éowkev BPZAT)

1.5.2. 3
2.23. 5.5 oivov ¢ Kviuwv C (olvov ceit.)
4. 19. 2. 5 767 émdidéere CBT (dn kai émbibéere VMPZA)
5.1.1.7
vovroc BAT)
5.32. 5.3 Ocayéve. éréfevcer CZ (Sierdéevcer VMBA)
7.
8.7.6.4 émbuuet 7 Yuyy BPZAT (émbupet vxn VM)
8. 13.2.4 otrol ékdvroc MBT (oz’z'ﬂ VPZA)

10. 12. 4. 4 duerépa elvar ZMP (Sperépav efvar V, efvar dperépa AT)

In 8 places Rattenbury has introduced hiatus by a questionable emendation:

2.6.3.8
6.1.2. 11

pikpod éder? Salmasius (pikpov codd.)
SAlyov &dew Coraes (Aiyov codd.)

10. 27. 2. 7 JAlyov mepdépovca Coraes (SAiyov codd.)

4.7.8.2  éyw <fkw> Rattenbury
7.4.2.3

vmévorar Jackson)
7.5.2.3 dypw <od> 6 Rattenbury
9.3 1

&v Colonna)

) Swwola dvameumdlovca Rattenbury (myv Sidvowav codd., Ty

.2 8exdda dpyvidv Sexddi dvBpdv Coraes (Sexdcw codd., Sexddac dpyvi-

10. 33. 2. 7 kauol dc Gpare Rattenbury (kal pou codd.)

! Rattenbury’s disregard of hiatus is one
of the three main shortcomings of his text,
which is on the whole, as Jackson 112 hoped
it would be, ‘a genuine and important ser-
vice to Greek letters’. The others are his
reverence towards the ms. C even at its
most irresponsible (e.g. 1. 11. 5. 8 «wéfau,
1. 22. 6. 4 madiw, 5. 12. 1. g dvuyadeicar) and
the infantile conjectures of Lumb’s that dis-
figure the apparatus (e.g. 10. 31. 2. 2 ¢ &m)
and occasionally the text (5. 12. 3. g feioc,
8. 11. 2. 5 xd 7’ dddknTa).

While Rattenbury’s text is under discus-
sion, attention may as well be drawn to a few
unusual lapses of judgement: neither oldev
at 7. 19. 6. 5 nor vdov at 10. g. 6. 11 has the
remotest chance of being right, and the same
is true of his conjectures at 1. 12. 4. 7;

7.21.1.8;8.9.15.9,and g. 7. 1. 4, two of
which are nothing short of grotesque. In all
these passages except 1. 12. 4. 7 the reading
best attested is faultless.

Unnecessary conjectures are also printed
at 1.17.3.4 (= 5.22. 2. 7); 5. 14. 1. 4 (cf.
1.28.2.7;1.31.2.6);8. 5.10. 4; 8. 13. 1. 63
9. 15. 5. 1, and 10. 9. 4. 4 (cf. Xen. Eph.
1. 12. 4. 2).

The wrong variant is chosen at 1. 8. 1. 4;
3. 7. 5.8; 4. 14. 1. 2 (read S)ov karydelac);
4-17.5.555.24. 5.5;6. 13.3. 35 7. 1. 4. 7;
9. 24. 8. 8 (read mwcra dv), and 10. Q. 5. 1.

These lists do not purport to be exhaustive.

2 This hiatus and others in the list are
defensible, as it turns out. The corresponding
lists for the other authors likewise contain
some defensible conjectures.
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Hiatus occurs in 4 passages that editors have declared corrupt for other

reasons:

2.8.4.6  wf 7 kakov éavrd épydenrar (éavrdv T, Rattenbury)
6.4.2.5 évémcképer éxouévouc (yevouévouc Coraes)

8.9.9.3 Twpwpia tmoPaleiv (mepiBaleiv Hirschig)

10. 41. 3. 2 dpa 7& Y8demy dvadncdpevor (dua 7@ Yddemy del. Rattenbury)

The remaining instances of hiatus admit of some classification, but none of

the classes are very big.

It occurs after a number of monosyllables: ¢ (4), mpd (3), & (3), €0 (2, €5
{cf. and €3 oida, legitimate in Attic drama), & (but Heliodorus did not write
this),! 7, mov, 4, d, ¢ (5. 29. 4. 6; read 1) if 7’ for 7 7€ 7 ?)

The short - of the dative singular occurs before a vowel 7 times.

There are 7 occurrences of hiatus before a verbal prefix:

2.6.3.8  &e dmobvijckew
6. 12. 1.3 Oarépw émylevdcavrec
8. 11. 10. § dA\n éfaprjcerar

9.1. 5.8  xpucd émfBdArew
and 5 before the augment :
1.2.6.6 olmw éyivwckov
1. 15. 6. 7 Tavry éxéypnro
8.13. 1.7 éppwpévy éSwka
These belong together:
3.4.7.1  obrou ékeivor
4.1.3. 4 adry éxelvy

5.8.3. 4 ' '
10.13. 5.2 .

1.3.4.4 ¢ dpduov elyov
2.22. 1.7 vyduov dpala
4.9.3.5 épyov éxeclar
9.3.8.2  épyov elxero

5. 18. 7. 5 olkov dpyouct
9. 20. 6.6  éxfpod duvvav

10. 6. 3. 7 yvpvocodicral dmexdfnvro
10. 14. 2. 7 éxot ékdiddckeww

10. 15. 1. 6 wepiyapeia ékmAayévrawv
10. 21. 3. 7 8el émAéyew

9.17.2. 4 ‘Y8dcmov émparrov

10. 34. 2. 4 yvduy évikncac

1.8. 4.2 uyn éuy

5. 2. 10. I N

7.6.5.7  adrd oi

8.16.2.2 adrd lmmov

2. 10. 2. 1 vuvi elvar (viv ZT)
7.28. 1. 7 Tovtowci ékbpeapévy
5.22.7.6 é8Jker ody

6.5 1.4 5 5

The residue are all singularities. Since only 20 lack a plausible explanation,
suspicion must attach to them, and remedies are suggested where they come
ready to hand. The list proceeds in order.

I. 3. 5 2

Sedrepov %7 HAlckovro (1 Sedrepov fAickovra; cf. 2. 5. 1. 4 70y

Sedrepov, 1. 8. 2. 7 10 Sevrépa)

I It comes in 8. 9. 3 at the end of the
following sentence: abry) Sedwrévar Suwpo-
Myer 7 KuBély 76 ddppaxov, eldndévar 8¢
map’ abric éxelvmc €’ & Sodvar pév TH
Xapukdela, mpodndleicav 8¢ eite . .. eite rai
cvyxefeicav vmd Tiic KuBédc mporépa Sodvar
7§ Xapuedelg vevovcne, évalddéar Tac KA
kac kal 7§ mpecPfYTidi mpoceveykelv & & Ay
76 ddpuaxov. Rare though glosses are in
Heliodorus, the relative clause is surely a

gloss designed to furnish mpoceveykeiv with an
object (76 ¢dpupakov is easily enough sup-
plied, as with three of the other infinitives
in the sentence, despite the intervention of
é&valdfar Toc khkac). If the common word
for cup, morijpiov, was in the mind of whoever
jotted down the words, he will have given
no more thought to the gender of the pro-
noun than editors have done since.
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1.6. 1. 4 cuppei émi (cuppei mept Jackson coll. 2. 27. 2. 6)
2. 18. 4. 3 dvaykaiov Soxei obrw (Soxeiv CZ, Soxet del. Castiglioni, fort. recte)
3.16. 3. 1 e dv Tic elmou yapal épyouévn (in effect a quotation from Homer,

with Homer’s correption)

dAnb7 efvar (AMjfeiav elvar Jackson coll. 7. 4. 1. 55 7. 7. 3. 5)
Kdpy adToic

Ocayéve 1jfovct

5 ¢vlalduevor dv

7 éxou elkdlew

5 pavia eic

4 adra fjeav (elided?)

7 TUxn eldévar (transpose? best 7a Towadr’ eldévar)

5 dvev Ufpewc (excusable in a preposition?)

1. 10. § wavtdpPBn dAAn (dAAn om. T, kai dAAy A)

érepou elc dppdv mpoc Uipoc (mpoc Sppiv elc Tioc? cf. 4. 17. 1. 4;
9. 4. 3. 3; 10. 6. 5. I €lc tpoc; but 4. 4. 1. § wpoc Tifoc)

© ®UWWF W PG
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9.16. 1. 2 émjer dvrypérwmoc (émijyer? cf. § 2. 1 dvremijye 8¢ kai 6 ‘Y8dcmyc,
and 8. 2. 1. 2 éjee VMZA éffjye PT)
9.21. 1. 2 woAA® aipart (modAd <7&> aipare C.Q. Ixii [1968], 287)

10. 12. 3. § “‘odx dfer o0delc” dveBdncev (‘‘odk dfe’ dvefdncer ‘‘ovdelc”
Jackson)

10. 22. 3. 2 kal TavTy SwdvSpw

10. 23. 4. 1 &by o

10. 3. 1. 7 éxew dvdpa (dvBpa om. MP, kal dvlpa Z; dvdp’ éxer?)

It may be, of course, that some of the instances included in the previous
lists are corrupt as well. One of them (1. 15. 6. 7 Tavry ékéypnro) can be dis-
posed of by an alteration so light as to need no apology (ravry xéxpnro Jack-
son), and in another place transposition would markedly improve the order
(10. 34. 2. 4 yvdun wAéov évikncac instead of wAéov yvduy évikncac). How easily
small transpositions occur in prose the papyri have shown again and again,
even if variants in the medieval tradition did not prove it.

Now Achilles Tatius.! ‘Le romancier n’évitait pas spécialement I’hiatus’
Skimina 192. How then does it come about that on at least 83 pages out of
161 in Vilborg’s edition? no hiatus occurs of a kind that Heliodorus would have
avoided, and on 35 of those 83 no hiatus at all except after xai, the article, or
an obvious pause?

Achilles elides -a: 15 times.

He allows hiatus freely in the following circumstances: after u1 (24), 7 (5),
37; (7), pot (6) and cot (2), Tl (II), T (I I) and &7 (IO), and wepL’ (20);
before ofv (24: émel odv 9, Aéyer ofv 9, AMéyw odv 4); and at the following
pauses :

! The other work attributed to an Achilles  of helpful comments.

(E. Maass, Commentariorum in Aratum re-
liquiae, 1898, 27-85) is of so different a
nature that nothing is proved by its admis-
sion of hiatus. On the style and the author’s
date see Rohde, 471.

Mr. James O’Sullivan, who is compiling
an index to Achilles Tatius, very kindly read
this section of the article and made a number

2 Though Vilborg draws up his text on
absurd and incoherent principles (see the
last paragraph on p. Ixxxv), his reporting of
the manuscripts, even if he makes mistakes
(Russo, Gnomon, xxx [1958], 585-6), is so
much easier to apprehend than Jacobs’s that
his edition is indispensable.
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1. (a) Before dAAd (19)
(b) Before % (6)
(c) Before 00d¢ (1. g. 2. 4)

2. Before uév[8¢ (2. 37. 8. 15 3. 25. 3. 25 4. 13. 4. 2; 4. 13. 4. 4'; 8. 13. 1. 1)

3. (a) Before voc. (5. 23. 7.2 0.0.;8. 5.9. 4; 3. 10. 6. 2 cot; 5. 20. 5. I pot)
(b) After voc. (4. 17. 1. 2)

4. (a) After adv. clause or noun clause (condit. 5; émrelddv 1; ¢bc = when 1;
Otav 1; dicep 15 €€ ol 1)
(b) After part. (13)
(c) After parenth. or epex. (4. 2. 1. 1;6. 17. 1. 4; 8. 6. 5. 5)

5. (a) Before adv. clause or noun clause (condit. 2; {va 6; dcre 4; dic = va 3
67t = because 2; wc = as I)
(b) Before part. (11, inc. 4 with ¢ic and 2 with dcmep)?
(¢) Before epex. (9)
(d) Before rel. (10)
(¢) Before dcre and dc = dicre (6)

6. Before asyndeton (12)

7. Miscellaneous (8. 8. 13. 3 év dvdpoc xdpa i olxia T4 éufl, ok év poiyod
wovov, kabectnrdéra a; but read v olkiav v éugw B4 karecynrdra Wytten-
bach)

Some instances can perhaps be added to these:

4. (b) 1.19.1. 3
5. (@) 2.10.5.3;2.33. 1. §
(b) 4.17.4.2;6.6.3.2
(¢) 5.6. 3.5 (or read wap’ adrij or wpoc adTh ?)

Hiatus is associated with direct speech and é¢n(v) in the following ways:

(a) Before direct speech (8)

(b) Before...” &by (6.13.1.1; 7.3.2.2; 7. 3.2. 3; pofcor” épn 5; 6. 2.
5. 4 wdvv’’ €dn)

(c) After...” é&n‘‘...(4.15.3.4;5.20.1.4;7.3.2.3;8.10.2.40.l.)

(d) After é¢n (2. 28.3.1;4.8.4.3)

(¢) Before édn (5. 17. 7. 2; and 4 before elmev: 5. 16. 1. 1; 5. 22. 3. 5;
6. 22. 1. 1; 8. 12. 4. 4)

Hiatus occurs in 6 variants that are not demonstrably superior but are
accepted by Vilborg:

5 3.5 pov 7y aeVG (v pov &, pov v F)

34. 1. 4 kdyw éml Tac dypac a (émt Tdc dypac kdyw B)
.6.6  MeXiry écriv B (Meity Tic éctw a)
.6. 1 émkdfnral ydp Tic adTd dvip B (émrdOnTar yip adTd Tic dvjp a)
I.

2 moAM) v afB (v oAy ©)3

! [aqu;] Jackson, unnecessarily. derive from Dorrie, notwithstanding that
2 The other instance of dicmep after a B. A. Miller in a valuable review (Phil.
vowel has been put in 5 (¢) because no parti-  Woch. lvii [1937], 925-7) had shown him to
ciple accompanies it. be guilty of misinterpreting Jacobs’sintroduc-
3 Vilborg’s remarks about © on p. xxxi tion.
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8. 10. 4. 3 707 odrw Pavepiic B (orw om. a)

S

5.

0000 PN DR p D
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In 13 places Vilborg has introduced hiatus by a questionable emendation :

18. 2. 4
19. 6. 3
14. 3. 1
14. 6. 3
18. 4. 5
10. 2. I
I. 5.

6. 5.
13. 1. §
3. 1.2
7-4-3
8.13.3
14. 3. 3

7 <7> Jacobs

v Keww [1€] émemeiner Jacobs (st recte, memeixer scribendum)
Tadry of Jacobs (radryv codd.)

wdvry vmép Hercher (mavroc codd.)

T érépw avdpt Cobet (rdv érépwv dvdpav codd. ; Tdv dvdpdv érépw ?)
avrfj v Vilborg (admjv codd.)

7 Oepcdvdpw [70] edpefév Cobet

dmoAver <6 éml> anon.

mpovééver dmoypiicBar Cobet (mpodééver. dmoxpiirar WRG, recte!)
ofrou éxdrilov Jacobs (odrwe codd.)

émcrapévn olw Hercher (émcrapévmy codd.)

xdpa <év> Jacobs

myn éctnre Jacobs (myyy 8¢ éomyrev B, aliter o)

Hiatus occurs in 4 passages that have been declared corrupt for other reasons :

.35.2. 3

.09.2. 4

.8.12.2

10. 8. I

paov & dv elmou vy 7roL tic kowwvov épwroc edpuv (1) Tére Cobet,
o del. Richards, 7roc. . . edpdv del. Castiglioni)

pavia el 1ic éml 70 kaxov (pavia tic écti Jacobs, fort. pavia Tic
ein)

7oV pévror d&ud Tic adfadelac dodvar Tipwplav, Tov 8¢ ... (uév odv
Hercher?)

méuper elc (uéuperc Gottling, sed locus nondum sanatus)

Hiatus occurs after a number of monosyllables: d (4), cJ (2), 7}, mot, mpd, €b
(ed ichL), 3. 1. 5. 51 Hdpyro (yap F, 6 Cobet), 5. 9. 1. 5 & éyw B (8 éyw a),
5.23.7. 2 @ dvbpwme, 1. 2. 2. 2 & ayabé aF (dyabé B).

Short vowels occur before another vowel 12 times: -pare (4), wdvv (3),
7o), derv, Spuud, évi, dpte.

There are 11 occurrences of hiatus before a verbal prefix:

15.
17.
17.
20.
13.

23.

6.

5.

3
1.2
4.3
6.1
4.3

2

77'7]')/1‘] a’.ve’,@)\v{e 5.24. 1.3 ]VIG/\L"M] civacpef'raL
Oewpol dmémAevcay 7.7. 1.1 Ucrepalq dmmyduny
chayn dmobvijckew (pause? ric & dcrepalac

klctn éxTpameica Jackson)

del évamoudrreTar (del . 4. 1.1 kdyw ééeMav B (mpoc- a)
del. Jackson) 0dpar avedyOncav

Me)irn dvéfopev .16. 5.2 adtd dfricew

© © ™
o
-
@
S

and 8 before the augment:

1.1.9. §

2. 34-3-5

I dmoxpfitar owes its rescue from the who knew only the reading dmoxpfica:, but
apparatus to Mr. O’Sullivan. The blame for  to Vilborg.
printing dmoypficfac attaches not to Cobet, 2 uév Toi{ywv) O’Sullivan.

Oaddcey éyéypamro (but 2. 35.1.4 pvxd éxdfevde

read yéypamro with Jack- 4.2.1.4  Neldov éxdlovww (kalodcww
son) F)

cmovdj) érpeyev 5.9.1.5 éywérvyov(butseebelow)
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5.15.2. 2 Klewiq éddke Avro with Jackson)
7.4.1.3 pov élélwro (but read Aé- 7. 5.2.3  Tdyn énaibe

and 4 before écr(:

2. 14. 2.3 xpncpod écte 6.16.5.3 adm écri
4.4.4.1 Tot.azfﬂ] écriv 8. 9. I1.2 écwépa éeri

and 5 before ¢:

I.13.2.3 Bpﬁvov o

3.2I1.3.3 Aéyer 6 xpycuoc (6 xpncuoc del. anon., and it seems to be absent
from the new papyrus’; the sentence is a mess, but in any case
6 xpmecpoc is not likely to have been repeated from the previous
sentence)

4.10.2.3 crpatnyd o

4. 12. 5. 3 Témov 0

6. 10.1.2 {*qfﬁca ¢

and 2 after éy) (but see above) :
1.16. 1. 1 éyd eddywyov(éyd om. M) 8.17.2.1 kdyd drovdcac

These are the singularities :

3-4
5.2 émel u’mﬂf@n
22. 2.5 wap’ adrd 7 xdpic (1) del. Hercher)
1.1 dpa 8¢ 1) éw dyw Tov Mevédaov & ctparnyd (mpocdyw Jacobs3)
2.3 crparomédov laTpov
2.5

1. 12. 3. 2 md@& pboc

1. 15. 3. 4 76 kurtd Synpa (Sxnqpa 76 kirTd ?)

1. 15. 5. 4 vapkiccw 1) kdAvé (7 kdAvé om. O ; delete 7 ?)

1. 16. 2. 3 p,e'v'rot, odk

2.09.1.2  ovoxdel nuiv I1?

2.26. 3.2 Aéyer %) (Ayer <odv> §?)

2.30.2.2 pov ovrwc (delete pov?)

2.37.3. 3 karéBn duncric (dpncric karéBy?)

2. 37. 4.3 Tic dvaBaiver elc (avaPaiver Tic €ic?)

2. 37. 4.3 avéPn “Hpardijc (avéfn <kal> “Hpardijc Jacobs)
3.2.9.5 70n 1 vadc (7 vaic 16n?)

3.3. 1.2 edrpenile 1j0n (edrpemilew Carney; fort. ndrpémlev)
3. 13. motel €v TadTd (v TadTd ToLel?)

3.

3.

3.

4

4.

T4 & dcrepala dua 1§ nuépa (pause? cf. 7. 7. 1. 1 above; tic &

dcrepalac Jackson)

. 2.2 HpéKV‘r, a’.'r,3a')v

. 4.4 dmoréuver adric Ty kepaly (tv kepaly adriic? cf. 8. 16. 6. 4
dmoxdmrer T Kepadny adrod)

5. 15. 1. 2 éxder Hudc (udc éxdlec? or delete fjudc?)

5.17.3.5 dvelwcuérn dOAwov

oo
~N O

I P. Colon. inv. goi, published by Hen- 2 See Appendix.
richs in Leitschrift fiir Pap. und Epigr. ii (1968), 3 This also appears to be the reading of
211-26. the new papyrus: dua 8¢ éw =[.
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5. 19. 2. 2 €& Adov rjkeic dépwv (Pépwv rirewc?)

6. 10. 1. 2 Taptevcapévy adbic

6. 10. 4. 4 Drjuy Faroc (pause?T)

6. 12. 4.3 Kddpov edyevécrepoc

6.13.3.1 Aevkimm odkér. pvboloyotvra mpoc adrov (mpoc adrov ovkeéTt
pvbodoyodvra? or delete odwér?)

6. 17. 3.4 éxelvov eic

7.10. 4.5 éfedavver émi Cuipvye (<> éni Cobet)

7.16. 1. 4 €in adréc (adroc ein is virtually certain)

8.2.3.3 dvlpwnlvw aipate

8.5.7.5 1paék

8.6.4.2 dcou elct

8. 6. 10. 5 évémver dvwler

8.7.1.2  éroiun elc?

8.7.6.2 nirpemicpuévar fcav

8.9.9.4 cob d\pfdc (dAnfdc is worse than redundant whether after cod or
before dmavdcryoL)

8. 10. 11. § éwvnuérn HAe (FAOe del. Jacobs)

8.12.8.4 &rav 7ic alriav &mn Adpodiciwv (Srav airiav én Tic Appodiciwr?
cf. 8. 6. 12. 1 8rav odv airiav éxn Tic ok elvar mapbhévoc)

8. 13. 1. 3 Aevximmy lepd (<15> lep@ Cobet)

8.14.3.3 évéBn eic

8. 17. 4. 4 e’ﬂ'eLS'P] ')"jKEV

Now it would admittedly be rash to import into any text in such number the
kind of alterations that have been suggested here, for if the tradition is on the
whole sound they can scarcely be necessary and if it is corrupt other remedies
quite unsuspected are just as likely to be right; but the tradition of Achilles,
for all its richness, seethes with corruption, and passages abound where it is
totally uncertain how he expressed himself. A glance at P.Oxy. 1250, which
dates from about 300, will disillusion anyone who thinks the medieval tradition
rests on secure foundations.

The text of Chariton depends in large part on one manuscript notoriously
capricious, Laurentianus 627, F of Achilles Tatius, A of Longus, cod. unicus
of Xenophon,? which diverges considerably from the lost sixth-century frag-
ment Theb. and in a smaller way from three second-century papyri. Blake’s
edition (Oxford, 1938) is indifferent.+

Chariton elides -a¢ 13 times.

1 Cf. Fraenkel (see p. 516 n. 3), 103-11.
2 An unpublished papyrus that Mr. P. J.

Museum possesses a copy written in the
sixteenth century.

Parsons kindly allows me to quote reads
éya yap érolum T7Hc VcTépac (ie. Tic
dcrepalac: cf. 3. 20. 2. 1 mporepaly BF
mpoTépa a) elc TO Tijc cUpiyyoc cmilawov kai
xwpic kMjcewc kaTaxexAeiclar.

3 Perry has an interesting note on the
manuscript in The Ancient Romances (1967),
344—5, due mainly to Professor Aubrey
Diller. Its text of Xenophon is evidently
not unique after all, because the British

4 The reference in Lesky’s Geschichte der
griechischen Literatur® (1963), 926 to a text
and translation by F. Zimmermann (1960)
actually leads to an essay on the architec-
tural history of Dresden. In a footnote to
a paper on Chariton written in 1959 and
published in 1961, Zimmermann expressed
the hope that his text would appear in the
course of 1962, but the world is still waiting
for it.
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He allows hiatus freely after uv (28), 4 (14), € (5), po (5) and cot (2), ére

(45), ¢ (10) and 7¢ (g), and wepi (13), and at the following pauses (few enough
to be catalogued) :

I.

(a) Before adAd (2. 4. 2. 3)

(b) Before 5 (6. 1. 1. 2)

(c) Before 00d¢ (3. 7. 2. 2 conj.)

(d) Before a second eite (7. 4. 10. 4)

. Before uév[8¢ (1. 13. 7. 12;2.5.1.13;5.8.10.1;8.8. 1. 2)

3

. (a) Before voc. (2. 1. 8. 3 cov, &; cor Hercher; 2. 4. 7. 1 cot, & conj.;

6. 2. 7. 3 cot, dvénTe conj.)
(b) After voc. (5. 6. 1. 2 Bactded, 4 to be classified under 5 (d))

. (a) After adv. or noun clause (3. 5. 7. 7 éwc; 5. 4. 11. 1 €; 8. 5. 11. 2

demep; 8. 5. 13. 6 énmel)

(b) After part. (1. 14. 6. 4 conj.; 3. 8. 17. 3ordelete 6; 4. 4. 1. 5; 5. 1. 5. 3
or read Xawpéov {@vroc; 5.8.1.2;5.10.8.2;6.9.2.3; 8. 4. 7. 3 or read
mw Crdrepav; 8. 4. 9. 3; 8. 4. 10. g or delete 773 8. 5. 11. 3 0.0.)

(c) After parenth. or epex. (8. 8. 13. 27?)

. (a) Before adv. or noun clause (5. 4. 3. 6 iva; 5. 5. 4.  émav; 7. 3. 6.5 €l =

whether; 7. 3. 10. 4 émei)

(b) Before part. (1. 12. 2. 5+dc but without part. ; 2. 1. 1. 64dc; 2. 3. 10. 2
conj.; 6. 9. 7. 3+dc; 7. 5. 1. 13 8. 1. 2. 4+odx dc; 8. 5. 2. 54wc)

(c) Before epex. (2.4.7.4;5.1.3.4;5.7.10.2;6.7.10.2;8. 1. 14. 1)

(d) Before rel. (1. 12. 7. 2 see below; 2. 6. 3. 6; 4. 5. 1. 1; 6. 7. 7. 3 aliter
Cobet; 8. 1.8.2;8.4.8.5;8.4.9.5)

Before asyndeton (5. 8. 2. 4; 8. 1. 11. 2)
Hiatus is associated with direct speech and é¢n(v) in the following ways:

(a) Before direct speech (3. 5. 5. 3 and 8. 4. 8. 2 after part., i.e. 4 (b), and
6. 7. 8. 2 épn “od)

(b) Before...” épn (6. 4.8.3 ey &pn;7.6. 11.1 08" édn; dnci Cobet; 8. 3.
13. 2 ToUTew” épn, conj.)

(c) After...” & “... (2. 5. 8. 1 <&n> “‘airodpar conj.)

Blake introduces hiatus in 15 other places by a questionable emendation,

often of his own:

.6.3.4 é pécw J dfjpoc Blake (é&v pécw 74 Sjpew F)

5  Sokobcar ideiv Blake (é8ofav idodcar F)

.5 adrod émkarécerar Abresch (adrov F)
1 cxémew odv Reiske (dv F; 87 ?)

7.5 éavrob de Blake (éav?d F)

.5  Aexw ére d’Orville (Aexwc F)

.10.2. 1 4 7jdecav Reiske (8¢ 7j8ecav F)

1. 6. 4 87 oc Blake (8¢ vc F)

1 But at 1. 14. 7. I read watip yap dv éxel po. Or maTnp yop dv por ékei.
2 riic & Vcrepalac Jackson. 3 rfc dcrepalac Jackson.
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dpacud émexeipovv Cobet (Spacuov F)

Tpavdpatt épwrikéd Blake (¢ fadpa épwricov F)

opia épwrcy) Hilberg (suidla mpdiry kai F)

melcy drovca Blake (mewcffjc droveic F)

wévor <oi> Blake

.11. 6 MudridBov 7 . . . Tprakociove d’Orville (Mifpiddrov Tpiakociovc 1) F)
. 14. 2 mwpociiker drovrac Cobet (mpociker F)

PI T O RT
S
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and in one place by questionable punctuation :

8.6.5.2  “‘adry ) (abry;”. 4 edd. ceit.)

In one place Blake prefers a variant not demonstrably superior :

8. 5. 12. 7 T?‘;V e’mwo)\v‘lv ﬁcvxﬁ émdidwew F (ﬁcvxﬁ 7’1‘]1/ e’mcro)\ﬁv emdidwew
Theb.)

Hiatus occurs after a number of monosyllables: i (4), mpd (2), & (2),
2. 6. 3. 2 & Adpodiry, 2. 7. 1. 2 70 8¢ &7 dAnféc (delete 877?), 3. 6. 3. 4 cf
€opth, 7. 2. 4. 7 L& €lc, 8. 4. 5. 1 €l 6 (aliter Hercher) ; and short vowels : 7oAy
(8), mdvv (2), peraéd (2), dative singular (11).

Hiatus occurs 8 times before a verbal prefix :

I. 1. 12. 5 véol dmjecav 7. 9. 11. 7  Xawpéov dvevdnurjcovcw
2.38.4.4 Inmw énéfy (avevdnuricovcw del.
8.7.7.7 mpecBeiar ddikovro d’Orville)

4.2.2.6  adrol dmoddcopev 7.5.5.6  Kalppdn dmavmicaca
5.8. 1.2  Kal\ppdy dvékpaye 8. 3. 12. 5 élelovrai évéfncav

and 5 times before the augment:

I. 4. 11. 2 KaA\ippdy éxdfnro 6.1.2. 4 Apcral énddncav
(Kaﬂﬁcq-o Hercher) 7. 6. 4.2 xa,u,al éxabéfovro
3.4.8. 1  pécw écmy 8.3.10.4 éyw éBovdduny

Hiatus occurs 4 times before odv and twice after émeidr).
The remaining instances are these:

.1.6.4 74 érépew 3407 (Cobet; cod. evan.)
.8.2.2  kdpov Tcav kalt (kadpov ficuyi Blake, with hiatus)
.12. 7.1 adrod 7 (read 7 yvvn) yap adrod Téfvnkev vjc 1pa?)
. 13. 10. 2 7} 8¢ yap mwlovpévn fmicraro (read jjder ydp mwlovpuévn? but there
is further corruption hereabouts)
I. 13. 10. § wdAat edyevelac (tadamwplac Cobet)
7 8 derepaia émi (tfc 8’ derepalac Jackson; pause? cf. 5. 3. 11. 2
below, Ach. Tat. 4. 11. 2. 5 etc.)
5.2  Aéyeuw ) (elmev ) Heibges 76—%)
8.1 karectparnynuévy vmo (<8’ > vmo Hercher)
. 7.6 adrh ékrpwew
6. 2
6. 2

e e ]

-y
-y
-
<
RS

adTi) elkawv
. 6. adTd Spowa (Spowa del. Abresch, recte)
0.8. 5 Oarépov éyeclar (Bdrepov éXéchar Schmidt)

PP R PP
= QO ©



528

-
—
)}

e 7 3 \
érépov avdpdc

o

dmeleidtn év
adrd o
éuavrod ddeAdov

S
© W

opod evyal
apbn év

’ 3 ’
wévy nénce
odpavod dvrepactiy
diagpleiper avrod

VT B 0O W B D

R INI4 3 \
é8oker €yyic

SRR T 0 0 p
N

Bovdew elva
4 3y \
adry écri

énijyn dcmep!
weydn Aciav

N =0 N N °

kaTetjpel 6

(€8]
N

FVNN DD O GGG R R 000190090 N
s

QAP P ONPO PR OT DDO A O R

NEPrhoreo

clausula)
-~ 9 ’
copBolf) fywvicato
S{KGLOL E’V TOleC‘U
Smov o (read Smov um ?)

18.2
5. 1
.12, 5
. 5.1
.13. 2

© 0 00 o
O N =0

dyabd avépi

M. D. REEVE

Tocavty %y (Tocavty <. ..» fv Jackson)

émcroldf] Svopa (rotvopa d’Orville, recte)

Nuépa drpodcopar (pause? cf. on I. 14. 5. 4 above)
8\ 7 Bafulav (delete ? cf. 6. 1. 5. 4 SAyv BafvAdva)
map’ éuol éuod (map’ éué Hilberg)

mpocmotovpevo é0élew (Béderv Hercher)

évavrio dvépw (vavrip <1@> dvéuw Jackson)

dpret Alyvmroc, (Alyvmroc dprei would produce a favoured

(= 8. 5. 13. 6) diovucie edepyéry

‘Er vermeidet noch sorgfiltig den Hiatus’, Schmid, P.-W. ‘Chariton’ 2169.2

Yes; but the manuscript does not.

The least objectionable text of Longus is Seiler’s (1843), but as the readings
of the manuscripts are buried away in the notes at the back recourse must be
had to Kairis (Athens 1932) or Dalmeyda (Budé 1934)—conditional and
provisional recourse, however, because according to Professor Douglas Young?
Dalmeyda’s apparatus needs correcting in over 300 places.

Longus elides -a: 10 times.

I This instance apart, Chariton uses
Gcmep after a consonant both in the middle
(19) and at the beginning (7) of a sentence,
after xal (7), and after 8rv (1). xabdmep
follows a long vowel (2), a consonant (6. g.
4.5, 7. 1. 2. 3), and a short vowel both in the
middle (3) and at the beginning (3) of a
sentence. This instance is therefore highly
suspect (read dcmep w6 Eidove émdijyn Tob
Myov?), and so is 67 demep at 7. 3. 2. 2, the
more so because &7 kabdmep does occur

(4- 4. 1. 3). ) .
Heliodorus’ only obvious rule in the use of

&emep (107) and xabdmep (38) is not to put
dcmep after a long vowel. Achilles has dicmep
after a long vowel in g places out of 42 and
uses xafdmep only g times. For Longus’
practice see p. 530 n. 1. Iamblichus has
mdvrwy dcmep (p. 7. 14), OSamlevcovrar
kafdmep (p. 7. 18), and dovkwrépovc dcmep
(fr. 96). Ninus has mpdrtov dcmep, dyw
kafdmep, xai kabdmep, and Jvia xabdmep.
Metiochus has ¢pvcewc kabdmep.

2 Cf. Hercher cited on p. 515 above.

3 Proc. Camb. Phil. Soc. cxciv (1968), 65.
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He uses hiatus freely after wj (4), 4 (7), 61 (2), € (3), pot (2), é7¢ (10), T
(7), 7¢ (4) and 8ié7e (1), and mepl (7).

He allows hiatus at the following pauses:

1. (a) Before dAd (3)
(b) Before % (2. 22. 4. 3)
(¢) Before 08¢ (2. 34. 2. 1)
(d) Before odire (1. 27. 2. 4)

2. Before uév/3¢€ (1. 22. 2. 3, 2. 2. 1. 2, 3. 21. 4. 3)

4. (a) After an adv. clause (émei 3. 22. 3. 2, &c = when 4. 34. 3. 2.)
(b) After part. (6)

5. (a) Before an adv. clause (dcre 6, 67« = because 4. 32. 3. 4)
(b) Before part. (2. 39. 2. 5)
(c) Before epex. (2. I. 4. 2, 3. 2I. 4. 3)
(d) Before rel. (9)

6. Before asyndeton (2. 23. 1. 3, 2. 32. 3. 3)
Hiatus is associated only once with direct speech or één:
(a) Before direct speech 4. 35. 2. 5 édn ““Fv

Only g of these instances are at all suspect, 2 in 4 () and the one last men-
tioned. In both 2. 14. 3. 2 of 8’ ok SAlywv xpyudrwv of Mnbupvaiot crepduevor
élqrovy . . . (varie mutaverunt edd.) and 4. 19. 1. I of puév Tadra cvvBéuevor dmiiAfov
elcw mdlw there ought to be no pause heavy enough for hiatus after the
participial phrase, sandwiched as it is between subject and verb (in the latter
passage read mwapfiAfor?), and édn ‘“fv at 4. 35. 2. 5 might be expected to have
had some parallel in a novel whose characters are continually saying things.

Hiatus occurs in 7 variants that are not demonstrably superior but are

accepted by Dalmeyda :

2. 23. 4.3 TovTov édeffnuev A (todrov B)

2. 85.2. 3 €év kabédpa dpiov B (éc kabédpav A)

3.9.1. 4 Towdrov ynpoTpddov edruyricavrac B (rowodrov ynporpddor A ac-
cording to Cobet, Variae Lectiones, 180)

4.8.2.2  kal péhrrar adroic A (adroic kai péhrrar B)
4.24. 4.1 éyw duiv A (édyw om. B)

4.25.2.2 0élet elvar A (v B)

4. 33 4.3 éxitrra 1) A (ékweiro 1) B)

Dalmeyda has introduced hiatus in 10 places by a questionable emendation
and in one place by an oversight :

1.8. 1.2  almdrow <oi> Hercher

1. 13. 2. 7 Tpudepwrépa el Cobet (rpudepditepov A, Tpudepditepoc Geel)
2. 11. 1. 1 kaBelduevor (A) <éml> Jungermann

2. 28. 3. 1 «kdrelvy [8¢] dpr Hercher

2.30.3.6 adrfj 68ov (adrfj Ty 6dov codd. secundum edd. cett.)

2. 38. 1. 3 0 émywouévmc Hercher (yeyevnuérme codd.)

3. 21. 4. 1 7® mediw avdwv Wyttenbach (76 mediov codd.)

4599.2 Mm
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Hiatus occurs in one passage that editors have declared corrupt for other

530

3. 34. 2. 4 Samaviicy <ém >relpevov Courier

4.2.6.5  peromdpov dmdpa Hinlopen (peromdipov pud) codd.)
4.835. 5.2 of feol dicmep Hirschig! (dcmep of feol codd.)

4. 39. 2.7 Crpatidrov dvopdcavrec Cobet (Crparidrny codd.)
reasons:

2.18.1.6

C;,VO.KT?]C(IP.G’V?] aﬁ-rév ((]’.V(IKT‘I]C(;#GVOV Courier, (]’,VG.KT?]CGI.[.LGVOV SCilCr)

Short vowels occur before another vowel 34 times (which amounts to a
mannerism) : wdvv (7), dpme (3), uéke (2), BjAv, dative singular (21).
Hiatus occurs after a number of monosyllables :

I.7.2.2

v
~

& (év & 7 myyn del. Naber)

I. 11. 22. 8 y# (y§ <uev>? but uév/dAd in Longus only at 2. 8. 5. 4)

I. 20. 3. 4 yf W (yfj del. Dalmeyda)

3.10.3.6,3.14.2.3 6
3.16.1.2 9

The remaining instances are not all singularities, but their number is so
small that it did not seem worth creating separate classes:

I.4.2.4 70 mdv cxfjuo xopela v
opyovuévwy (xopela del.
Tournier, dpyovuévwr év
xopeia Brunck)

I.27.1.3 8ibdckel adrny

2.3.2.2 éxelve éctpica

2. 13. 4. 5 ai Bpacirepar adrdv

2.23.1.2 avrd af B, opd Nu-
yduvove A

2.23. 2.2 )\e"yet e’mppwvvdovca

2.24. 1.2 «kowf) ¥¢’ B (kwdv pecroc

2.24. 4.5 €xelvn éSoe

2.31. 1. 5 Tpodn v

2. 33. 2.2 7're'y.'n'sl. odv

2.34. 1. 1 alm 7

3. 6.1.1 Spd,unp odv

3.9.1.1 kev) dpTwv Kal Kpe@v
(kpedv kai dprwv? cf.
3. 11.2.3)

3. 10. 4. I 7oAy écTe

3. 15.2. 1 avry 7 Avkalviov Spdca
A, afry opdca B

3. 20. 2. 5 deTod Gviywv

3.30.5. 1 mAelw éXeyev

4.1.1.2  7puynTod 6

4.1.2.1 10 odv

4.2.2.5  kapmod avraic

4.5.2.2  adrd épyov

4.23.2.2 wdla eldac (elided?)

Some of these instances are so intractable that Longus himself may have
been under constraint ; but since he allows his distaste for hiatus to drive him

into artificiality,? suspicion is justified.

I This conjecture is beyond question
illicit, for Longus is as sensitive as anyone
to the difference between dcmep and
xa@dmep. dcmep he uses after a consonant
(25), kai (8), 8¢ (4), and dAAd (2), kaldmep
after other short vowels (9) and all long
vowels (10). The exceptions are 1. 32. 4. 5
émédeime kaldmep (émédeimer demep would
have been perverse when xkafdmep has just
preceded in a balancing phrase), 3. 12. 4. 1
cYoryyoc kabdmep (to avoid an excess of

sigmas?), 4. 25. 2. 6 vikTa dcmep (too many
short syllables in vikta xaldmep {xérnc?).

W. Norlind, ‘Nar levde Longos?’, Eranos,
xxiv (1926), 189-91, appears to have been
too sweeping and in part misguided on this
point (p. 190); indeed, his remarks about
hiatus in Longus are altogether too super-
ficial.

2 e.g. 1. 15. 1. 2 6 PBovkddoc 6 Tov Adgvw éx
To0 «pod kal TOv Tpdyov dviurncduevoc,
I. 21. 2. I of kivec of T@dv mpoPdrwy émi
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It used to be a popular notion that Longus, ‘al pari di Eliano, non cerca di
evitare Iiato, da cui si guardano accuratamente gli scrittori sino al II secolo’
(Garin, S.LF.C. xvii (1909), 455), and that he must therefore be a contem-
porary of Aelian and Philostratus. Once the misapprehension about hiatus is
dispelled, scholars who would like to place him in the second century need

have no qualms.

Xenophon! poses an unusual problem. He owes his survival to Laurentianus
627, but more correctly he barely survives in his own person at all, because

dvdaxfi (Hercher; émi dvdarxiy A) kai Tdv
aly@v émduevol, 2. 26. 3. § ai Te yap dykvpar
katd Puvfod mepwuédvwy dvadépew éEuevov
(kata. Bubod post dvapépeww Hercher) ai e
kdmar  kabiévrwy elc  elpeclav  épadovro,
3. 28. 2. 2 6 yap Seddic ovx dyalbov Sdwdwrc
adrd mpocémmTey éEppuspévoc kal pUdDY,
3. 31. 1. 3 6 ITav dpdc dvri T@&vde xai of
Noudar udjceiav (?), 4. 32. 1. 3 edpopdorépa
TocodiTov épdvn, 4. 40. 3. 4 TéTe XAdn mpddTOv
éualev 8ru. .. (cf. 1. 17. 8. 1, 1. 32. 1. 3,
2. 8. 1. 3, 3. 22. 2. 2 TéT€ MpDTOV).

It is worth mentioning here that xairo
stands before a consonant (3), kaiTouye
before a vowel (4). Incidentally, xairovye
should not be printed as two words because
Longus does not use vye, a point noticed as
long ago as 1834 by Struve, De exitu versuum
in Nonni Panopolitani carminibus, n. g (not
quite accurate).

I Heis called’E¢écioc by Suidas, just as the
Xenophon who wrote Kuvmpiuakd is called
Kdmpioc  (Suidas’ third novelist of the
name, who wrote BafvAwwakd, presumably
did come from Antioch).

Among the Xenophons listed at Diog. 2. 59
the fifth is someone pvlddn Teparelov
mempayuatevpuévoc. Menagius in his com-
mentary (London, 1664) asserted that this
Xenophon was the Oavpatomoidc whose
apprentice Cratisthenes of Phlius was able
to conjure up fire and perform other be-
wildering tricks (Athenaeus 19 e; neither
gentleman is registered in P.-W.). Wickert
in P.-W. ‘Xenophon’ 2089 (1967) suggests
no identification but assumes that he was
a ‘mythologischer Schriftsteller’, an assump-
tion evidently shared by Jacoby, who gave
him a place in the first volume of F.G.H.
(no. 24). Menagius’ view has little to com-
mend it, Wickert’s nothing; for wempayua-
Tevuévoc denotes authorship, and pvfddnc
is no epithet to use of a mythological com-
pilation.

One of the works that Photius read with
his friends was 7o dmép @ovAny dmicra by
Antonius Diogenes. Here are a few phrases
from his summary of it (Bibliotheca, no.
166) :

109 a 11 pvlwv éyydc kal dmictwv
b 16 76 kard Todc Jdfaduovc adTod
nvhddec béapa
34 évreilev émipvheveTar dmwc. ..
110 a 14 S ddfovov mapécye pvbomoiiac
II1 a 5 érepd Twa TepaTeleTal
30 6 yobv dwyémc o kai Avrdvioc
raira wdvra dewlav elcayayaw
mpoc KopBav reparevcdpevor. ..
36 mepl 7@V mAelcTawy avTd pvfoloyn-
0évrwy
112 2 4 pvnuoveder 8 odroc (sc. Antonius
Diogenes) dpyatorépov Twoc Avri-
¢dvouc Sv ¢nc mepl TowadTd TIWa
TepaToloyipaTa katecyolaxévar.
écre de év avToic kal pdAwcTa,
wc év TnAwkovToc mAdcpac! Te Kal
pvledpace, 8vo Twa . . .

No one has ever called Antonius Diogenes
a mythological writer or taken him for a
conjuror: he is usually ranked with the
novelists.

It may be inferred, then, that the Xeno-
phon in question was a novelist of some sort;
but unless all fiction was alike to Diogenes
(or to Demetrius of Magnesia, if Diogenes
derives the notice from him), it is improb-
able that the pvfddnc Tepatela was the extant
Ephesiaca, because Ephesiaca bears a much
closer resemblance to the novels of Helio-
dorus, Achilles Tatius, and Iamblichus, than
to Antonius Diogenes’ fabrications, and
nowhere in his summaries of those novels
(Bibliotheca, nos. 73, 87, 94) does Photius
employ similar language. If in spite of this
Diogenes’ novelist is one of the three in
Suidas, he could be any of them.

After this note was written it turned out
that Rohde had anticipated it: ‘man kénnte
... unter der pvfddnc Teparela eine, wie es
dem Demetrius scheinen mochte, schamlos
erlogene (und doch als wahr erzihlte)
abenteuerliche Geschichte verstehen, einen
Roman, nach unserer Ausdrucksweise’
(p- 346 n. 1). Nevertheless, confirmation
from Photius seemed welcome, and when
Pauly gives currency to error the truth can
bear reiteration.
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someone has made an epitome of him.? It might therefore appear that there
is no hope of discovering whether he allowed hiatus.?

Hope there is, however, and of discovering more than that. Consider
2. II.II:

LIS ] -~ ’ 3y ’ 4 ~ \ e /’ b ] 14 ’ 3 Y A
v 8 év 7 Tomw éxelvw VA Sacela. Ty odv vikT’ éxelvny mhavdpevor év adTh
N UAn U776 TG L 7ov “Immdfoov Tov Apctiv coveljdl
70 OAy 76 Tv mept v “Immdfoov Tov Apctiy cuvehjdbncay

In these two sentences, whether or not Cobet’s deletion of 74 JAy is accepted,
there are 3 and perhaps 4 instances of hiatus (one or other of the last two,
but not both, coincides with a pause). Compare with this a passage of over
4 pages in Dalmeyda’s text, 3. 1. 1-3. 3. 7. 2 éAedcovrar, in which there are only
two instances that would have been frowned on by the other novelists (3. 2. 13.
6 pewpariov émiypappa,® 3. 2. 14. 7 éuol 0d).# Now whereas the former of these
passages belongs to a section of the narrative that Biirger (41-5) has shown to
be greatly condensed, there is every chance that the latter has been left more
or less intact by the epitomator, because it tells at length and in detail a story
of no concern to anyone engrossed in the hero’s fortunes—how a brigand lost
his beloved and took to brigandage. Furthermore, the absence of hiatus from
the latter passage is not its only peculiarity: familiar rhythms recur, as an
excerpt will show :5

v — X )

3.3. 3—5 Mywy é8elkvvé Te T KUY Kkal émeddrpver adTy. v 8 ikavdc édprivmcay
- X

a,u,gbwepoc a‘n-o,B)\ez/:ac elc 7ov ABporduny ¢ ‘Irmdhooc ")\)\o” édn “cor dufynua

- vV Y -

mxp"q)\@ov olk elmdv: mpd SAiyov Tod TO ApcTiiplov a/\wvatf’ émécty TG dvrpw

w
’ A‘ /\ ’ \ c/\ ’ » \ LYY ’ \ /8; ”A \
Kopm KaAm) TAQVWUEVN, TNV N LKLY €YoUCa TnHy aUTNV COoL, KalL TaTPL ENEYE TNV

! Rohde 401, K. Biirger, Hermes, xxvii talks even less questioningly about Xeno-

(1892), 36-67. Admittedly there are people
who remain unconvinced (e.g. Rattenbury,
Gnomon, xxii [1950], 75) ; but they ought to
demolish Buirger’s arguments.

It has also been maintained that the novel
had been worked over for religious purposes
before it fell into the epitomator’s hands:
Kerényi, Die griechisch-orientalische Roman-
literatur in religionsgeschichtlicher Beleuchtung
(Tubingen, 1927), p. 232 n. 11; against, F.
Zimmermann, Wirzburger Fahrbiicher, iv
(1949-50), 252-86; in support of Kerényi,
but ignorant of Zimmermann, Merkelbach,
Roman und Mpsterium (Munich, 1962),
pPp. 91-113; against Merkelbach, Gértner,
P.-W. ‘Xenophon von Ephesos’, 2072-80.

2 Cf. Zimmermann 253 ‘daB man aus dem
ungleichmaBig erhaltenen Zustand unseres
Textes von Sprache und Stil des eigentlichen
Verfassers nur ein duBerst unvollkommenes
Bild gewinnen kann, liegt auf der Hand’.
Castiglioni was not so despondent: ‘Seno-
fonte non esclude compiutamente I’iato, ma
cerca, quanto gli & possibile, di evitarlo’ (Boll.
Fil. Class. xxix [1922-3], 205). Giértner

phon’s ‘Gleichgiiltigkeit gegeniiber selbst
schweren Hiaten’.

3 pewpaxiov is superfluous and should per-
haps be deleted.

+ The others are 67¢ 4 times, 874 twice, mpd,
mov, and 7w, once each, one on either side

of &pn at 3. 2. 1. 1, and one before a pause
at 3. 3. 5. 3.

5 The clausulae marked are —v-— X,
-V -=-X,—-v——uX, and the more ob-

vious of their resolutions. When resolution
obscures the shape of a clausula, commit-
ment may seem arbitrary, but there is often
something to go by, e.g. the accent or the
way the words divide. If there is a choice
of acceptable clausulae, Heibges prefers
the one ‘quae maximum praebeat ambitum’
(16).

The prosody of phrases like & Aper Obcar
is too doubtful for account to be taken of
them in the earlier stages of a rhythmical
analysis.

o2,

6 The parentage of this clausula (-wov
(] v Uy
d- or -wov d- ) is immaterial.
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cijy: wAéov yap oddév duabov. Tabrmy &ote 1@ Izlpet Obcar. kai 8y mdvr’ ﬁv

—o- — o -
/. v /’ 3 ’ X

mapeckevacuéva kai émécrncav ol Subdkovrec: Kkdyw p.ev efecﬁv‘yov, 7 & odk 0l

u v u uu X

ot €‘)/€V€7'O. 1]v 8¢ kady mdwv, ABpoxop:q, Kkal ec7'a)\,u,em7 )u.TwC' koun Eavl,

X
xaplevrec o¢9a)\p,ou én /\e'yowoc adrod aveﬂoncev Aﬂpo;co,unc’

“rgv ugw

u-—

X
Avferav? édypakac, Tréfoe- mod & dpa kal ﬂe¢evye 1ic 8 adry éxe y7;”

Many more such passages can be cited from the rest of the work, e.g.:

- u-x - - - x - v X
1. 4.2 & wdvr’ dvavBpoc éyw kal movnpdc: od kapTepricw viv; od wevd yewnikdc;

— v— X

olk écopat kpelTTwyd épwroc;

v - -

—_ = - —-

v - - X

2.7.58 & 1o Secpwmpr pelvac olktpdc amobvijckeic, odk éxwy 0vd’ Scric

- X

cov 75 cw;w. KOC[L?‘]CEL. AN’ Suviw cot Tov dudorépwy Saipova de éywr pevd i
LA ea PSS

kal {@ca kdv dmofavelv Sercy

— X .—\J

3. 6. 4-5 crc'r)l,bap.ew) 85 7-77 dywvig ¥mo ou/;ovc‘* Kareu\-ngﬁat exe/\evcev adtj T

X v X
TV olkeTdV v8wp eve-yxew e 877 mopévn. kal &7 Ko,uccﬁewoc ékmddparoc
-X
/\aﬁovca od8evoc &vdov adti wapovroc éuBdAer 70 d)ap,u,wmv kal Sakpicaca

—_ (-

v vu— X
¢LATGTOU (ﬁ’)’]CLV “AIBPOKO/.LOU l,[lvx‘l'], LSOU coL TaC UT’OCXCCELC aﬂ'OSLawML KO.L
X v X
080V €pxolLal T’r]l/ -rrapa C€ SUCT‘UXTI fLGV a/\/\ ava‘ymuav 5 K(M SGXO‘U ,u. ac,uevoc

—_ - U - —
— — uX
K(lL Hpot TT(IPEXE T‘I)V €K€L I.LGT(I cod éuuTav EUSO.LP.OVO. . €L7TOUC €7TL€ TO (PO,P[UZKOV,
- U = X - v -
Ry R ) L YK ~ v ) ~
Kat EUBUC umTvoc T a’UT’V]V KO.TELXG KOl €ETTLTITEY €ELS ynv
—_ u _ - 5(
4. 6 7 77(. 'yap 7TOT CV O/.LOL(I TUX‘I] KO.L CU, K(IL C EV TUP(J) K(lTG:\LfTOV €V OGCI.LU)"‘I]pr'
- v - X

a/\/\ €L ‘U.GV Z'rlc €TL, 8€LVOV OUaEV LCUJC 'yap moT a/\/\n/\ovc EfOIU.GV' €L 8 7]81) TGHV‘I)KGC,

— —_— X -_— —_—

udry éyw drdoripodpar Ly, pdrmy 8 odroc, Scric mor’ éctlv, éNeei pe T
- u X
Sucrvyi

—_ - X jolv} u — - X

5.8.7-9 ... “iuoL 7@V kakov”’ /\e'yovca éyw uév kal mévovc dmopévw mwdvrac

- v — X - v

KaL 7TOI,KL/\UJV ‘lTGLp(.U/J.O.L 8’UCT’UY7]C CU[J,¢OP(.UV KCLL TGXV(LC C(U¢pOCUV77C UTTEP 'yvvamac

X
evpccxw' ABpoicdun [cm]6 8 {cwe dAy mov Sebom'ac Ka)\'q Tadra ydp pot

C’)][.L(ILVGL TCL ovelpa‘ra TL O’UV eTL Cw TL 8 EMCLUT’I]V /\U1T(.U KGI\ALOV OUV a-rO/\ecBaL

vV -

I In Attic the prosody is Aﬁpoxo;n]c, but
Heibges has made it probable that in
Chariton the lighter combinations of mute
and liquid are ambivalent (57-9). This is
the justification for arbltrary procedure

below, e.g.
v =X
TéBvmkac.

olkTpdc awoancKch but 78y

V- -\
2 The heroine is either Av@ca or Av0aa.
(1. 12. 2. 7); the former produces hiatus in

a number of places, the latter inferior clau-
sulae. Klaffenbach prefers Avfeia (Zimmer-
mann, p. 265 n. 3).

3 kpelrrwv Hemsterhuys: kaddiwv F.

4 cknpfapérny 8¢ ddwvia [dmé Slpouc] .
Jackson, p. g6.

5 This should be the order at 1. 10. 10. 7
as well, instead of 68ov puév Suvcruxij aAX’
dvaykalav.

6 ... edplckw APpoxdun coi & icwc. ..
T, edd. omnes; fort. etiam icwc delendum.
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ARES ~ ~ -~ -~ ~
kal araddayfvar Tod movnpod TovTov Plov, draldayfvar 8¢ Tijc dmpemodc TavTnc
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kal émcdadodc SovAelac. APpordunc pév yap €l kai Todc Sprove mapaBéBnxe,
- U - X - v - —
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undév ol Beol Tipwpricavro TodTov: lcwe dvdykn Tu elpyactar: éuot 8 dmobaveiy
X VIRV v = X
-~ 3y ’ -~ 4 ~ ~
kaddc éyel cwdpovoicy.”’ Tadr’ éleye Opnrodca kal punyavmy éljrer Tedevric
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See also for instance I. 2. 7 moMdkuwc . .. épakdpilov, 1. 3. I-2 c odv. ..
dkovcy, 1. 16. 3—5 8ei 8¢ ce . . . dmdppupov, 3. 5. 5-6 mpocwimreL . . . micyvoipevoc,
4. 2. 4-5, 4. 5. 5, 5. 1. 2—4 vmedéfaro . . . moAMy, 5. 1. 8-9 Aaredaiudvior . . .
covewut, 5. 7. 46, 5. 14. 3.

Since the absence of hiatus is as marked in these passages as in 3. 1-3, the
conclusion is inescapable that Xenophon not only avoided hiatus but also
favoured certain rhythms. To the editor this information is almost useless,
because any single instance of hiatus can always be blamed on the epitomator,
to say nothing of the manuscript ; but to the critic intent on rescuing Xenophon
from the clutches of the epitomator it ought to be of some interest.

Of Tamblichus’ Babyloniaca only excerpts survive, last collected by Habrich
(Teubner 1960). The sources are a handful of manuscripts, which preserve
3 or 4 substantial passages and 6 short yv@&par, and Suidas, who can be made
to yield anything up to 116 citations (1g attributed explicitly, 4 betrayed by

proper names, the rest placed by conjecture).
It is fair to take the substantial fragments first.

fr. 1 (46 lines) : p. 5. 3 -a. elided ; 7 before aAda
p. 7. 2 before epex.; 3 meloi dpyvpdcmidec?; 22 before epex.
P- 9. 4 before va; 6 mapéyer vypav V, edd. (wapéyew L)

fr. 35 (68 lines) : p. 27. 11 before rel. ;

18 before part.; 19, 20 before dAAa;

19 before o0 udvov 87¢; 19 87¢ dddpnTov
p- 29. 12 before dicre clause; 21 before we = that (or after voc.)

I Habrich has taken over Hinck’s colla-
tions (Polemonis declamationes [Teubner, 1873],
viii-ix, 45-57) as though no further work
had been done on the manuscripts; but a
much fuller account of them, albeit hard to
follow, was given by M. Naechster, De
Pollucis et Phrynichi controversiis (Leipzig,
1908), 47-57. Properly appraised, so Naech-
ster argued, they offer no support at all for
the ascription of fr. 101 Habrich to Iam-
blichus. Naechster also discussed at length
(57-9), but too confidently, Iamblichus’
debt to Xenophon (not the novelist) in fr. 1
Habrich.

2 A structural fault lies bare on the surface
at this point, and no one but Rohde appears
to have been disconcerted by it. The piece
falls into the following sections: p. 5. 3 76
dppa ép & Péperar 6 Pacidevc (the king’s
chariot and apparel are described) ..., p.7.
1 fyodvrau § immelc cknmrodyol Te Kai carpdmar

vy P- 7. 2 of pév melol dpyvpdcmdec (and
more about their armour) ..., p. 7. 10 of

8’ é¢’ immwv édavvovcr Nicalwv (and the horses
are described). The absurdity of 7yodvrar
8 lmmeic..., of pév meloi..., ol & €4
{mmwv . . . was not lost on Rohde, who pro-
posed of pévror meloi. There are two
objections to this: (1) why are the {nmeic so
summarily dismissed? (2) who are the people
riding on Nisaean horses? A better solution
would be to delete inmeic, or at least obelize
it. The one objection to this is that on a literal
interpretation only those of the cknpmrodyor
x.7.A. who are on foot would have their
armour described. This anomaly cannot be
ironed out, however, unless o 3¢ were to
mean ‘others’ of the meloi; and what would
they be doing on horseback? Read therefore,
until someone has a brighter idea, jyodvra
8¢ [immeic] cknmrodyol Te kal carpdmar Kai
{rmdpyac kal xdudpyat oic T pérecte Tob Epyov,
of uév melol, dpyvpdcmdec <kal xpucdcmdec>,
éru 8¢ dpyvpobdipakec kal xpvcoBdparec . . . ,
of & &’ immwy avvovct Necalwv . . .
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fr. 61 (47 lines complete, snatches of g7 others): p. 47. 16 after voc.; 17
yewpyod dAorpi[ (punctuation uncertain)
P- 49. 12 & €000c; 14 év vd éxovca Boissevain from ev[.Jwc éyovca

p- 5I. 6 Copaiyw 7 Cwwvic;
24 &nmamify 7 épvyaywyiby

P- 53- 2, 4, 5, 7 after 675 3
008¢; 12 -av elided

fr. 101 (17 lines)—

16 before direct speech;

17 before émeimep;

$dvov eipyew Habrich (¢dvov ideiv P) ; 8 before

Of the other 6 fragments in the manuscripts, only fr. 60 contains hiatus:

mpdYeELpoL UmomTedcar.

In the 17 certain fragments from Suidas there are the following instances :

fr. g pouyod 6
fr. 70 after woc = when
fr. 78 after part.

fr. 84 before epex.
fr. 98 viv pév éyéla irapov (v.l. éyéda
viv peév irauov)

Of the g9 conjectural fragments no more than 23, and perhaps fewer, con-
tain hiatus of a kind that the other novelists would have avoided: 6, 7, 15, 17,

20, 31, 33, 36, 43, 44, 47, 51, 57, 76, 83, 95, 102, 105, 109, 114, 115, 120, 124.
Two different conclusions can be drawn from these facts. One is Kroll’s

(P.-W. ‘Tamblichos’ 645) :

noch baute sie metrische Satzschliisse . . .
Hier ist der Hiat gemieden, die Satze schlies-
’2 The other is that Tamblichus may be misrepresented by

Kiinste der zweiten Sophistik . . .
sen metrisch . ..
false ascriptions.

‘die eigentliche Erzahlung mied weder den Hiat

Dagegen zeigen die Reden! alle

Combing the fragments for hiatus is a depressing pastime: many of them
are too small for the outcome to be significant, in many the punctuation is
not clear where hiatus occurs, and over the whole enterprise hangs a cloud of
uncertainty, for not only may some of the fragments registered in Pack under
‘Romance’ be masquerading as fragments of novels, but fragments of novels
may be lurking unidentified elsewhere.

The fragments that seemed to deserve treatment here are Pack? nos. 95, 244,
2259, 2268, 2468,3 2474, 2476, 2616-31, 2636—9. No notice has been taken of
gratuitous supplements, least of all those in the latest collection of fragments,

F. Zimmermann’s Griechische Roman-Papyr: (Heidelberg, 1936).4

! Heibges’s dissertation does not confirm
a similar qualification added by Wilamowitz
in the grd edition of Die griechische Literatur
des Altertums (1912) to his remarks about
Chariton’s rhythm: ‘so finden wir die
Rhythmen . . . besonders stark bei Chariton
wenn er direkte Reden einfiihrt’ 226, .. . in den
Reden noch ganz mit den hellenistischen
Rhythmen verziert’ 258.

Achilles Tatius, however, would repay
study in this respect: see for instance 3. 10.
2-6, 6. 21. 2-3, 7. 7. 2-6.

2 On this see Heibges, 92—-3.

3 Dr. Stephanie West has very kindly
pointed out that this piece may well come
from a novel. Incidentally, it is quite strongly
rhythmical.

4 The enormous labour that Zimmer-
mann expended on annotation may appear
to confer on his supplements more than the
usual authority. In fact it was almost all
wasted, partly because too little survives of
the texts, partly because his command of
Greek and his feeling for congruity are
equally unsure. The following passages will
illustrate all three of these criticisms:
no. 1 A I8 d[yabijv ye elyev] éAmrida, no. 9. 28
dcadéc yap & od[v 80]ev..., no. 11. 12
[yvwawi & éwpdfn dvacr]ac adrf, no. 13.
20-5 elra 8¢ To[dc dAdovc $i]ovc ékal[écavro
87 eic] T éunlv olkiav dcxdAdov]re[c] dic-
mlep mdpowor of év dc]rer [x]al 086[v ddoi-
mopoiv]rec [ad]iro[vro, 29—44 éavictalrar . . .
(Zimmermann’s Muse is nodding) ... ékx
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* indicates that on present evidence hiatus is avoided, 1 that on present

evidence it is freely admitted.

95 (Antonius Diogenes?) line 8 &ibackdlov émedepduela; 17 cmovdfj bca

(pause?); 20 pu efwar

*244 (Chione) fr. I. 2 Bacilela eic edd. (why not Bacideia eic?); II. 13 before
direct speech; 15 7t edpickw ; I11. 8 before 3

*2259 (Webelis) line 17 mepl adrov

2268 recto line 5 Smov éyp[; 10 w1 0d0[; 18 map[e]yper amavr|
verso line 6 dvev éuod ; 6 before dAa ; 9 éuol écrw

*2468 (82 lines, 25-53 almost complete) line 16 cxevn évijy; 17 Jaw etpy[

2474 col. II. 21 adm 75 23 before rel. ; 25 after part. ; 31 kededer adray ; 40 émel

éyev|

12476 (Nectanebus) all kinds of hiatus, e.g. III. 6-8 éxrdc 7ol éavroi iepod
el kal 7d & 7@ AdUTw Huirélectd éctw

*9616 (Ninus)! A 1. 28 ]n dméuewar; I1. 23 mpo éviavrod; II1. 26 &7 4; 27
cmevedTw 1) ; 34 mepl fudv; IV. 8 & éwkac; 11 ) elc; 28 -av elided ; V. 28

7 ov[; B IIL. 35 %) dpfouar
*2617 (Ninus) line 21 wdv]v dpkoica
12618 (Tefnut) all kinds of hiatus

2619 (Sesonchosis) recto line 8 Jvopov fjAuciac; 9 marpl elmev

t2620 (Glaucetes)? I1. 29 6807 ex[; 30 &) w6 ; 31 mAaravicTy éxelvy; 32 dudw
dvnpnuévor; 38 nbavichy émvedcavroc; 41 mov adbic idor éxeivov; 54 1)

Qv ; 55 vmepd [ov d]youvca kdTw elc

*2621 (Herpyllis) line 16 7o €[ ; 39 Jevn elc dmewpov (eic dmewpov del. Lavagnini)

*2622 (Metiochus) line 33 w7 ouo[
2623 (Metiochus?) —

700] cvpmoclov [t¢ 7' oive SiaPpalyeic
dc[mep éxPaxyevwy dde] vuélvaiov mdvu 83
8lewdv, ““ydv[vpar & dpa 1€ $pélva” [Kkdyd.
ofrwe & €]crdpe[cle [7]6 [ppdvnpa Tav]
c$d8pa ve[apdv kal T T0]d Secmdrov [pynv
87 T alldole kal Ar[radoc, olov air]ed
éadwkdic, [tod ckdmrew dlveixev (émé[yvw
yop Ta cov]erd) kal Td pév [mpdTa avTodc
klededer pélvew xal Tpéme]char elc 76 [eduedéc
éxeivo] cvpmdciov.

If Zimmermann had confined these
fantasies to the apparatus, they would have
been less of a nuisance. As it is, not only the
text but the index too is full of them.

Zimmermann prided himself on being the
first to offer ‘eine Rezension im eigentlichen
Sinn’ (Phil. Woch. liv [1931], 193) of
Lavagnini’s Eroticorum fragmenta papyracea
(Teubner, 1922). What ‘eine Rezension im
eigenltichen Sinn’ would have made of his
own compilation is one of the more tantaliz-
ing secrets that history was never permitted

to disclose. B. A. Miiller’s review in Phil.
Waoch. lviii [1938], 561-8 was charitable to
the point of sycophancy: ‘in mustergiltiger
Weise hcrausgegeben’, 563; ‘die Text-
gestaltung dieses Bandes, in deren Dienst
eine ausgezeichnete sprachliche Schulung
von einer heute nicht haufigen Abgeschlos-
senheit steht, ist nach jeder Richtung sehr
vorziiglich’, 565; ‘Gberall fithlt man hier
in Kenntnis, Erkenntnis und Behandlung des
Sprachlichen ein hohes Mass sprachlicher
Meisterschaft’, 566.

1 Cf. Vitelli, ‘L’iato nel romanzo di Nino’,
S.ILF.C. ii (1894), 297-8; Schmid iv. 471
(deficient).

2 As the same name occurs in the new
fragments of Lollianus’ Phoenicica (A. Hen-
richs, Die Phoinikika des Lollianos, Cologne,
1970), and their style is equally unpreten-
tious, 2620 doubtless belongs to the same
work.
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t2624 line 4 yvvn) dmepdvw adrod dvékeiro
2625 line 16 perevéer €’ oic (pause?) ; 35 adrod odk (pause?)
2626 line 9 Jw oikw dmokerdeyuév[ ; 19 Jeauévov émi
2627 1. 7 7¢ dAdo; 13 Jrau ex[..Jwcov qvécredey ; I1. 38 Jare éyovre

*2628 line § 87 émi; 10, 34 before dAa; 17 before rel.; 23 crpedouévn e [
(pause?) ; 30 before direct speech; 33 before direct speech

2629 line 2 Javrw ov[ ; 6 Joviwcey[ ?; 10 mporpémovt échrer
2630 —

2631 —1

*2636 —

2637 col. I1. 39 Jov éadwkac

2638 —2

2639 line 6 7éme elprjvn; 6 before écre clause

The upshot of these tedious enumerations? In general (though uncer-
tainties remain in the details), that all the novelists avoided most kinds of
hiatus. No more need be said about the implications for editorial method, but
one or two thoughts about literary pretensions come to mind.

When Reitzenstein identified the Egyptian story of Tefnut in a Greek version
(Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften 1923, Abh. 23),
it struck him that Xenophon’s Kvpov ITaidela might have had some kind of
oriental model (p. 30); certainly he was in no doubt about the affinity be-
tween Oriental ‘Marchen- bzw. Unterhaltungsliteratur’ and the Greek novel
(p. 31). Similarly, an eminent Egyptologist commends Lavagnini for his
sagacity in appending to Eroticorum fragmenta papyracea the fragment known as
Nectanebus’ dream (Barns, Mitteilungen aus der Papyrussammlung der dsterreichi-
schen Nationalbibliothek, v [1956], 34). Now attractive as it may be to suppose
that the earliest fiction in Greek prose was inspired among Egyptian Greeks
by a thousand years or more of native tradition, no one ought to mention
Nectanebus’ dream in the same breath as the story of Ninus before he has
asked himself which is greater, the difference in content between the Greek
novel and other branches of Greek literature, let us say historiography, or
the difference in literary pretensions between the Greek novel and Egyptian
fiction rendered into Greek. Of course they are incommensurable ; but which
is more important? Whatever the answer, hiatus is a serviceable measure of
literary pretensions, and it immediately sets Tefnut and Nectanebus apart
from Ninus and Parthenope.

To some scholars the search for origins and the tracing of development
are uncongenial: the novel was invented, ‘on a Tuesday afternoon in July’
(Perry, The Ancient Romances, 175). Without adverting to Egyptian fiction, they

1 Zimmermann must be commended for on the evidence available.

taking the trouble to state in his introduction 2 ‘Hiat offenbar nicht vermieden Zimmer-
to each piece whether or not hiatus is avoided  mann; but see n. 1 above.
in it; but unfortunately he does not seem 3 See now S. R. West, ‘The Greek version

to know what hiatus is. At any rate, ‘Hiat  of the legend of Tefnut’, 7.E.4. lv (1969),
nicht vermieden’ does not apply to this piece ~ 161-83.
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emphasize ‘the originally humble and demotic character of this kind of writing,
in significant contrast to that of the great body of formal literature which
moves on a separate and higher intellectual level, and in terms of which the
ideal romance in its origin cannot be explained at all’ (Perry 33). This view
has an air of profundity about it, but unless it is borne out by a lack of literary
ambition on the part of the novelists themselves, it is really no more than a
projection of the writer’s own evaluation. Authors who avoided hiatus and
took trouble over rhythm would have been surprised to hear that their works
were addressed to the ‘juvenile’ and the ‘poor in spirit’ ; and if they had been
informed that the function both of their stylistic polish (about which Perry is
silent) and of their historiographical framework (about which Perry says a great
deal) was merely to bestow respectability on fiction, they might well have re-
torted that but for historiography and other stylish prose it would never have
entered their heads to write in the first place.

Exeter College, Oxford M. D. REEVE

APPENDIX ON AcH. TAT. 2. 9. 1

Such odd views have been taken of this passage that it may be as well to set
out the truth so far as it is ascertainable.

The digression that is appended in the manuscripts at chapter 2. 1 to the
second Sefmvov is appended by IT at chapter g. 1 to the third (the first having
occurred in chapter 5 of book 1). Since IT covers only 7. 7—9. 3, the effects can
be seen only at g. 1, as follows:

{e’rre:.b‘?; 3¢ Tod Selmvov katpoc Jv codd.
digression 2.1

4 ¢ 14 7
. TAAW OUOLWC CUVETTIVOLLEY. {
écmrépac 8¢ yevouévrc I } # #
{——— codd.

v yap . .. 3. 2 yewpyfi-+émedy 8¢ Tod wérov kawpdc fy I }(puoxoa

=9

¢ 6 Cdrvpoc fuiv codd.)
wiv 6 Cdrvpoc  IT |-

[a O

With these differences some scholars associate three other facts:

(a) The last sentence of book 1, which mentions a Seimvov, interrupts the
transition to book 2;

(6) One branch of the manuscripts omits the first clause of chapter 2;

(¢) One branch of the manuscripts omits suoiwc at the beginning of chapter g.

None of these facts, however, need be pertinent, and only (a) is at all likely
to be.

Opinions about the discrepancy have conflicted. Some scholars hold that
the order in the manuscripts is impossible (so Calderini, Garin®), others that
the order in I7 is impossible (so Russo, Rend. Acc. Linc. ser. 8. x [1955], 397-403,
with the support of Rattenbury, C.R. Ixx [1956], 230), others that neither is
impossible (so Dérrie, Colonna, Vilborg; Dérrie prefers the order in the
manuscripts, Colonna and Vilborg the order in IT).

Two of the explanations offered for the discrepancy can be rejected. Gren-
fell & Hunt made the suggestion, and it is repeated from time to time, that
a leaf may at some stage have become misplaced ; but it would be a singular

I References where none are given can be found on pp. x—xiii of Vilborg’s edition.
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coincidence if a self-contained passage had become misplaced (cf. Dorrie 86).
Russo 402-3 thinks IT comes from an abridgement ; but of abridgement there
is no trace, and furthermore this is precisely the sort of passage that would
not have survived abridgement.

Vilborg’s treatment of the problem, far from being final, is careless in the
extreme. Not only does he fail to record in his apparatus at the beginning of
chapter g that IT omits #dA\w JSuolwc cuvemivouev before wvoyder, but his dis-
cussion on pp. xxxix—xlii is imprecise and perverse, imprecise because like
Grenfell & Hunt and Gaselee he talks as though IT presented the whole of
chapter 2 in a different place, perverse because in consequence he entertains
solutions that are more involved and improbable than they need have been.
His impreciseness is to blame for the assertion that ‘the deémva which the arche-
type mentions (ch. 2—g and ch. g) are reduced to one in the papyrus (described
in chapters 2, 3, 9)° (p. xli; repeated by Rattenbury 230).

Now to business. If the digression is removed from the manuscripts, its
absence cannot be detected.! On the contrary, it cries out to be removed, be-
cause it severs adrnv in the first sentence of 3. 3 from what it refers to, namely
the girl, who was last mentioned at the beginning of chapter 2. This point
seems not to have been made, unless it is what people have in mind when they
speak of abruptness in the transition from 3. 2 to 3. 3.2

Since no operation so simple can be performed on IT without pleonastic
results (. . . mdAw Suolwc cuvemivopey. émeidn 8¢ Tod méTov Kaupoc Ay . . .), the text
of IT merits serious consideration. Yet according to Russo (401—2 and Gromon,
xxx [1958], 588-9) it is open to several objections:

(a) What takes place elsewhere in Achilles écmépac yevouévnc is sleep ;

(b) The tenses (cvvemivouev, 3. 1. mapackevdcac . . . érvye, mapéfnke) are a
jumble;

(¢) As Achilles nowhere else distinguishes between a detmvor and a cvpmdciov,
there is no such thing as 706 mérov kapdc;

(d) écmépac yevouévnc is inconsistent with g. § 76 Aourov Tic nuépac and
10. § émrpricac odv 87e T6 WOAV Tijc adyfic éuapaiveto.

As Russo admits, (8) is not serious; nor is (¢), because at a feast in honour of
Dionysus the drinking may well be given pride of place. On the other hand it is
difficult to be happy about (2) and (d), and another worry is the hiatus in
wvoyder Nuiv.

Mr. O’Sullivan makes the further point that in either context the yap at
the beginning of the digression is illogical : it was not dinner time because there
was a festival of Dionysus.

It may therefore be said that editing, whether of Achilles’ own or of some-
one else’s, is the cause of the discrepancy, and that the digression originally
belonged neither to the manuscripts, where the context has not been brought
into harmony with it, nor to II, where the context has been brought into
harmony with it in a clumsy way. The better context for it, though Achilles
need not have agreed, is the deimvor at which Clitophon makes most progress,
the third (so Colonna against Dérrie).

' The content of the lacuna suspected by in the digression and Dionysus in 3. 3
Jacobs before 3. 3 is supplied by 1. 5. 3  (Dorrie 88, Russo 401) is dispensable.
kAémrwy dua Ty Béav, as Russo 400 points 2 Jacobs, to whom they appeal, put
out; and the connection between Dionysus Leucippe’s name in his supplement.
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