NOTES ON THE TEXT AND INTERPRETATION OF
ACHILLES TATIUS 1

The romance of Leucippe and Clitophon had already been edited by I. and N.
Bonnvitus (ed. prin. Heidelberg, 1601), Salmasius (1640), Boden (1776), and
Mitscherlich (1792), but it was the work of Friedrich Jacobs, published in
1821, that provided the foundation for serious criticism of the text based on
knowledge of a substantial number of representative manuscripts. Hirschig
(Didot, 1856), Hercher (Teubner, 1858), and Gaselee (Loeb, 1917) based their
editions on that of Jacobs, each introducing whatever changes were prompted
or approved by his own critical faculties.

In 1955 E. Vilborg published an edition for which he had examined afresh
all known evidence for the text.! This work offers a convenient presentation of
the evidence and, for the time being, any study of the text must begin from it.
However, while Vilborg has performed a useful service, his edition shows a lack
of the critical qualities that make a good editor, and this impression is
strengthened by his commentary (1962). In his review of Vilborg’s edition
C. F. Russo, if the material he presents is accurate, convicts Vilborg of some
slips in reporting the readings of W V M and F, but less than a third of the
readings given by Russo bear on actual statements in Vilborg’s apparatus, and
what he offers is mostly trivial and deserves the attention of an editor at two
points only.? The paradoxical effect of Russo’s réview is to confirm the opinion
that short of new finds there is little, if anything, more to be learned about the
text from manuscripts and that its improvement beyond what is allowed by the
variants already reported now depends on emendation by conjecture.

E. H. Warmington (1968) has drawn on Vilborg for the revision of Gaselee’s
Loeb text and translation, and the result contains a great number of errors:
Warmington corrects very few of the many mistakes made by Gaselee and the
critical notes that he adds are often inaccurate and misleading.’

Apart from those responsible for the editions many others have tried their
hand at emending Achilles Tatius: in 1955 Vilborg recorded the efforts of
fifty-seven scholars. Some critics have merely touched in passing on one or two
problems, or what they took to be problems, but several have directed a sustained
effort towards emending the author. Among these last have been some men of
high reputation, most notably Jacobs, renowned for his work on the Greek

! Since 1955 further manuscript material and we hardly needed a manuscript to tell

has come to light: a Sinaitic codex of the 3 us that.

tradition containing books 5—8 (see Mus. 3 On book 1, e.g. p.14 n.1 ‘The MSS. all
Helv. 37 (1970), 49—57) and three more have TeAnwnu: . . . the 8 MSS. Edpwrnv
papyrus fragments, none of them affecting ...';p-30 n.1, in which read % kaAXiwv;
book 1. p.40 n.1 Salmasius did not merely add

2 Gnomon 30 (1958), 585. At 8.14.5.15  ¥Aog; p-46 n.1 mirrors the strangeness of
W apparently has rfikov @yovres which merits  Vilborg’s apparatus; p.48 n.1 Hercher

some consideration since it avoids the believed that the manuscripts had kar’
element of redundancy in eiAkov &yovreg, abvriv; p.50 n.1. Why ‘W and M’ rather
however suitable eiAkov may otherwise than ‘a’? (cf p.54 n.1); p.54 n.1 is badly
seem; 8.17.3.19 Stapaprndein (W sec. arranged and gives the wrong impression
Russo) is of course right against the that &ua is not in the a text and that

augmented optative nu- (W sec. Vilborg), Jacobs wanted to delete it.
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Anthology, C. G. Cobet, and John Jackson, who is widely regarded as perhaps
the best critic of Greek texts in this century.

In the following notes* I use Vilborg’s sigla and usually begin from his text.
When my discussion starts from a text other than Vilborg’s or when I favour a
return to a reading in one or more of the earlier editions I make that clear. By
‘the editors’ I mean Jacobs and his successors.’ In four-number references to the
text the first number refers to the book, the second to the chapter, the third to
the chapter-section, and the fourth to the line on Vilborg’s page. In a series of
references to the same book the number of the book is included only in the first
reference of the series.

1.1.4 &ypayev 6 Texpitns Um0 TG mérala Kal TNV oK, Kal 0 A0S Hpéua Tod
NEWOVOS KATwW amopadny 8iéppet, 600V TO GUIMPEPES TNS TWY PUANWY
KOuNS avéwékev 0 ypageus.

The text is manifestly corrupt: as it stands 70U Aecovos is not syntactically
linked to anything in the context. Vilborg® imagines that it is governed by
Suéppe. If the Sia- of Séppet had an expressed object it would be the foliage,
not the meadow. The sense clearly must be that the sunlight shone through the
breaks in the foliage down onto the meadow, kara 700 Aeyuvos. I suggest that
the text of the manuscripts was produced by a transposition and by the
corruption of kara to Karw, and that we should read . . . kard 700 Aeycovos
[kdTw] ... . Forkard w. gen. meaning down upon see 1.5.3.23 épeioas K.

TNS OTPWMYTS TOV dykwva. Cf. down upon, down over 1.1.7.20 kbuat k. TGV
Wpwy helvuévat; 3.15.3.27 k. TS Kepahis omovdny mepuxéavres. Cf. of striking
someone on a part of the body: (a) kara k6ppns 2.24.1.17;5.23.5.20;6.20.1.7;
7.3.5.7; (b) K. Tv mpoownwy 4.9.2.27;15.6.24;8.1.3.12; (c) K. TOD unpob
5.7.2.20; cf. (d) k. TOD x€\ovUS 2.7 .4.8.

With the corruption of kara to karw cf. (caute) 2.8.2.6 karw I1*; kara TG
oTépvwy a : §ta T oTéprwy B; also 3.20.7.9 where we should read ueraorpéyas
KdTw (scripsi: kara codd.) 70 ToD 0181p0ov épPos. Transpositions are, of course,
common in the manuscripts;’ at 2.2.1 all the codices have Td7e yap Tov Awwvaov,
giving nonsense in the context, and I1* furnishes the right word-order ror]e Tov
Yap A. (coni. Jacobs).

1.2.3 mawTwe 8€ 0 ToLUTOS TOTOS HOUS KAl uUT WY AELOS EPWTIK V.

6 Totobirog Témos codd. (rémos om. M): Towiros secl. Scaliger: 871 odros &
7émoc Lumb

The faultlessness of the text saves one the effort of wrestling with Lumb’s
conjecture: cf. 2.21.1.26 6 6é TowUTOS . . . pofovuat; 8.6.5.21 aiTov 8¢ TS
TOLAWTNS TAEEWS N TNS Apuovias Swavoun.

+ I am very grateful to Prof. W.G. Arnott,

Mr. M.D. Reeve, and Mr. E.W. Whittle for
reading the notes in manuscript and letting
me have their comments. I have not always
taken their advice, perhaps unwisely, and
the faults that remain are mine alone.

* In referring to the texts of the
editors I use the editors’ names
abbreviated as follows: Ja(cobs), Hi(rschig),

He(rcher), Ga(selee), Vilb(org).

¢ Achilles Tatius Leucippe and
Clitophon A Commentary (Studia Graeca
et Latina Gothoburgensia XV) (Goteborg,
1962), p.20.

7 e.g.at1.1.2.8;1.2.9;1.6.17—18;
1.7.19;1.11.14-15;1.11.15-16; cf. 1.
12.21;2.1.3;2.2.5;3.2.1;4.1.25; 5.2.20;
5.3.25;5.5.5;6.1.19.
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1.3.6 "Hkovot mpoc o€ dvyarnp éun Aevkinmm kal [lavSewa yovn - md\euos yap
meptehavver Bugavriovs Opgkkds. awie 8€ uot Ta p\tara Tov yévovs

MEXPL TIIS TOV TONELOV TUXTS.

8¢ a EGF :6nV RE£ (so He, Ga)

8¢ does not even make sense here, and 67 is obviously suitable, whether we
take it as purely emphatic or as having a connective force. For emphatic 67 with

an imperative see also 3.19.3.13 Aéye 6 . . .;

5.11.4.11 akovodrw dn kat 0 K ... .

1.4.3 (codd.) Aevkn Tapeld, 70 NEUK OV €IS LUETOV €POWIOTETO KAl EULUELTO
moppupav, oiav €is Tov éNépavra Avdia BamTel yovn.

olav (olov W) eis codd.: eic del. Wifstrand: eic oiav Vilborg / Avéia WF: Avéin

MDVeég: Avgin G
The intended sense must be . . .
dyes ivory.’ oiav . .
‘to dye’,8

purple like that with which a Lydian woman
. BdnTel contains an unparalleled construction with fanrw,
and may safely be regarded as nonsense. Merely to delete €is with

Wifstrand is to produce slightly different nonsense, and Vilborg’s €ic oiav is
makeshift and takes the passage too far in sense and syntax from its Homeric

model; and the author’s word for ‘dip’ is fanTi¢w.® Cataudella’s oiov €i'®

is not

acceptable either: with the present indicative fan7et we would need ‘as when’,

not ‘as if’ which gives nonsense.

The attempt to solve the difficulty should be based on (1) the passage of
Homer that Ach. Tat. is adapting: Il. 4.141 f. c¢ §'87e Tic T’ éNépavra yovn
polvukt wrvy / Mpovis né Kdewa, mapniov éupevar irmwr,'! and on (2) Ach.
Tat.’s use of fdnTw elsewhere with reference to dyeing: 2.11.4.3 (mopgvpar)
7 kal uéxpt TovTov fanTovaw 'Agpoditns Tov mémhov; 11.5.19 fdnTel 70 alua
NP Yéwup; 3.7.3.17 0UTE TWV TAPELDY TO CXOOV TENEOY APOWIKTOY T, Hpéua

8€ Tw épevdel (scripsi: épevdec codd.) féfamTar, obTe . . .

. In these places

when the word denoting the dye or colour is not the subject of fanTw (as it is
in 2.11.5.19), it is expressed as a dative of the instrument, just like goivikt in
the passage of Homer. It seems extremely improbable that at 1.4.3 Ach. Tat.
departed from his own mode of expression with fdmrw in adaptmg a passage
of Homer in which that same construction is found. So we getoig . . . Tov
éNépavra Avdia fdmTel yovn. And what about €ic? I believe that Ach. Tat.

echoed his original closely'?

8 The sense ‘to dip’ is not, of course,
appropriate.

° For eis olav see Comm., p.22.
Bantitw: 2.14.9.23 kovrov eis 70 V6wp B.;
cf. 4.18.6.8.

' Not used by Ach. Tat.

'' Both here and in Ach. Tat. the
likeness is between moppvpa, poivit, and
blood: in Ach. Tat. the blood in the
cheeks of Leucippe, in Homer the blood
on the thighs of Menelaus, is compared to
the dye used for a cheek-piece. moppipa
is clearly the colour of blood in Ach. Tat.
2.11.5-7.

2 Note golvikt (Il.)—épowioaero (Ach.

Tat.). For Ach. Tat. Bdn7rw was more
suitable than the Homeric uwalvw, a word
with strong connotations of defilement

and wrote 0ig 7S . . .

. A scribe having difficulty

that he would not want to suggest in this
context. Heliodorus, probably echoing the
same passage of Homer, has (10.15)
éybuvwoev abrika it XapikAewa Ty

Aaav kal Av TS Coomep Efevos mepdpouos
éNépavra Tov Bpaxlova ualvwy, where

the connotations of utalw are not out

of place. Plutarch, with reference to L.
4.141, writes (De E Apud Delphos 393 C):
70 8’ &v elAikpwés kal kadapdby- éTépov
yap uelkel mpos Erepov & uaouds, s

mov kal ‘Ounpos éAépavra Twa powisaduevov
Bapf ualveodar pnol. In LS] s.v. palvw
category 1 should be abandoned: in /I
4.141 pwmpy does not properly mean ‘dye’.
Homer uses it in the simile to suggest in
anticipation the staining, befouling of
Menelaus’ legs by his blood which the
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in reading oig t"® as written in his exemplar might readily have plumped for
oiav eis with fanTw under the impression that it gave adequate sense.
The basis of the odd word-order, ... 7w ... Avdia . . . yuvn, is in Homer’s
LLTIS .. youn . .. Mpovis e Kaepa.

1.6.6 kal Twas éumepLmarnoas Stavlovs Kai EmoxXeTEVaAuEVos ék TNS déas
€pwTa 0aPws amew Exwy TNV YUXNY Kak ¢s.

For oagwc 1 suggest olTws, which is probably an unattractive conjecture
at first sight. These stages lead me to it: (1) there can be no doubt that cagds
is corrupt: in sense (‘clearly’, ‘plainly’) it cannot be taken with angew and both
its sense and its position are against taking it with anything else;'* (2) nothing
resembling 0ags gives acceptable sense: experiments with 0op@s, Toat ¢,
toagT we, and the like are fruitless; (3) we must, then, either (a) delete oagcs
or (b) read something fairly unlike it; (4) I would not delete it, because its mere
intrusion could not be plausibly accounted for; (5) it is necessary, then, to find
some word, preferably not quite unlike gagdsg, that there is good reason to
believe Ach. Tat. might well have written here; (6) there is much to be said in
favour of odiTws: if we were merely to delete oagdos the passage would have no
sense deficiency whatever and so no need for a word that would add anything
to the sense; on the other hand Ach. Tat. occasionally uses a retrospective,
resumptive olTw¢ with reference to circumstances in which, or because of which,
something happens: note esp. 3.25.5.8 évdeis 8¢ kal évapudoas Tov dpvw 9
00pew Kal kAeloas (kal kAeloas He : kal eis codd.: Kk Aeloag Castiglioni) 70
xdoua ynive xwuart, émitov Nethov obrws intarar 16 Epyov pépwv, where
oUTws refers to the actions in aorist participles, as it would in 1.6.6; see also
1.13.4.2655.26.7.13—14 bis; 7.12.3.27; 16.2.16;8.1.5.1 émi ) mAmYq) . . .
Avak paywv oUVETELNE TNV XElpa Kal obTwe émavoaro; 14.3.6. A obTws of this
kind would, it seems to me, be very much in place here.

1.7.2-3 . .. é\eyev- "Eop kai ov pot moté 500N0S.” Taxy mpos ToUTOV Amiwow
Kal aomaoauevos . . . épny . . . .

kal oV ot moté SobAos. Taxy aF: kal oV moTé pot Sothos. Taxy G: moré kal
oV ot 50bAos Taxy. Vet (et edd. praeter Vilb) // 8¢ post Taxv add. F.
The punctuation of Ve£ (in effect ) should be followed. The decisive point
is that Taxv . . . amwwv would be illogical after the last sentence of chapter 6,
Kai TabTd oL TPLWY MUEPWY émupoeleTo: an expression of haste or urgency would
be entirely strange without some specific mention of a point, rather a period, of
time. I suppose one might be prevented from seeing this by the intervening
introduction of Clinias.
There are other considerations too in favour of Ve§: the new sentence should
properly begin with mpd¢ ToUTov rather than with anything else;'® and for the

simile is intended to illuminate (cf. utdvdnr  whether Clitophon was showing any

aiuare unpol, v.146). The instance from outward signs of his emotional state, since
Heliodorus does not belong in 1 either: there was no one to observe them; we
ebony does not dye anything. would hardly be told that his feelings

3 Cf. 1.5.3.21 7{ (¢l G); cf. 1.5.6.9 were clear to himself; and I do not believe
épwTKSS (TpwTKds Apostol. Arsen.). oagpws could mean ‘as will be obvious (to

4 Apart from considerations of word- the reader)’, ‘of course’. Those who do not
order, it cannot go with &xwv . . . kakds like oTwe must at any rate accept foapwct.
in sense (see Vilb. Comm., p.24): there is 'S Retrospective obroc of the kind we

no reason why Ach. Tat. should say have here, with asyndeton, is always at (or,



316 NOTES ON THE TEXT AND INTERPRETATION OF ACHILLES TATIUS I

use of Taxy in a prediction cf. 1.9.5.23 éyw 8¢ gow kai 70 épyov éoeadar Taxy
pavrevopat;'® 5.16.6.2 Se£idv pow kal ToBTO T 0iWVLONATWY* €07 HOL TAXV

Kal marnp.

1.8.1 ‘T'duov, eimev, ‘Hdn oo 8idwow 6 marip; T( yap ndiknoas, iva kai

nedndns; . ..

kai om. F / mesn97s F: e97¢ cett.

The text!” is hybrid and the apparatus (Vilb) is misleading and should have

kat Sedfs: medndfe F.

kat e91¢ (ap) is the right reading: Clinias says to his boyfriend, who is
threatened with matrimony, ‘What crime have you committed, that you should
actually be imprisoned (put in bonds)?’ The deguds (deoud) of marriage must be
due to some ddiknua. Ach. Tat. quite frequently uses §éw (act., or absol. in
pass. as here) with reference to imprisonment: 7.1.3.10; 2.4.18 7a oik €la

karéheyev, &’ oié T Sedeuévos; 9.14.2;8.8.9.4; 8.10.6 Tous Sedévras éhevfepois;

9.8.10—12 bis ‘motov dwaornpiov ék éNevae Sednwar Tov &vdpwmov; E0Tw Yap

mavra ddwnaag, 8oa av elmge, AANA kal KpLINTwW TPWTOY . .
dn0arw.’;9.11.22;10.4.2. He does not use meddw'® in this way.

avTov . ..

. = 0 vouog

The emphatic kal is, of course, entirely appropriate here.

1.8.8 kal rabra peév &mi TV eDUOPPWY TIS &y elmoL Yuvak v, Evda Kal UéTpLov
7O ATUXNUA. TO YAP KAANOS EXEL TWA TAPNYOPLay TWY KaK WV, Kal ToUTO

éoTw év ATuXNUAoW EVTUXEW "

Twa Headlam: v aF: om. B (et He)

Misfortunes can imply their consolation, the sickness the cure, and so Jacobs
chose to read v mapnyopiav quoting in support of it Theophyl(actus)
Sim(ocatta) Epist. xxv €xets Ndyov 70 papuakov; id., Epist. 1xxxv kal 700
nadovs éEels To papuakov. However, in such expressions the article indicates
that the comfort is complete and Clinias plainly believes that a man cannot be
fully consoled if he suffers the misfortune of marriage: if the woman is
beautiful, the misfortune is uérpwov, but to be married at all is still misfortune.

Hirschig followed Jacobs in reading 71y mapnyopiav. In 1910 Headlam
proposed Twa for Ty, apparently without acquainting himself with the absence
of v from part of the tradition, and this conjecture has been accepted by

Gaselee, Vilborg, and Warmington. 19

Now if the manuscripts had Twa mapnyoplav, no one would quarrel with it,
and, as it is, it may be right and deserves a place in the apparatus, but the text
of 8 is equally good and should be preferred to a conjecture. It seems better to
regard T as inserted by a scribe subject, at a less conscious level, to the error

in the case of 1.3.5.17 and 2.1.3.11, as near

as possible to) the beginning of its sentence:

in the first two books see 1.2.1.2;4.1.23;
5.3.7;8.2.19;19.1.4;2.1.3.11; 5.1.1;
6.1.13;6.3.20;10.2.9;14.6.4;15.1.4;
19.2.23;19.6.11;22.7.16; 27.3.1; 28.3.15;
31.1.18. Specially relevant to 1.7.2—3 are
these places, in which the demonstrative
refers to a person just introduced (or, as

in 1.3.5.17, revived for his role in the plot):
1.3.5.17 w &8eAgdc, Cos épmy, Tob maTpos
ToTparos. mapd TovTov TIS épxeETaL . . .;
2.4.2.14;13.1.19; 20.1.13. Cf. the use of

évravfa (‘thither’) at the beginning of its
sentence and referring to a place just
introduced: 1.1.2.6;4.12.8.18.

6 yavrevouar B: uavrevoouar aF. The
fut. is wrong and probably due to wrongly
taking raxv and pavred(o)ouar together.

!'7 Read by all the editors except
Hercher who reads with F.

' 1.6.3.3;6.19.4.21.

' Gaselee’s note on Twa is ‘Headlam’s
correction for MSS. 7Av.” Warmington
reproduces this inaccuracy.
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of thought that led Jacobs and others to retain it, than to assume that it comes
through some cause from an original 7wa which for some other reason has left
no trace in .

1.8.10 kai 6 Xapwhns, ‘Talra uév,” épn, ‘Kal Seois kal éuol LeANOEL Kal yap
€is TV ﬂpoﬁeomav TV 7auwv xpovoc éoTly Nuepw, moAAa 8’ av
Yévouro Kal év VUKTL U@ - Kal Kata oxo\ny $NTnoouey.
<bAbywv> post fiuepr Naber / kal kard oxoAnw ¢nrnoouev del. He /
tnrnoouer Mg : ¢Inthowuer WD : rnpnoouer VeF : tnpnowper G
The incompleteness of kal kara axoAnw {nTNoouep has been tolerated long
enough. {nToouer must have an object and there is nothing in the context that
can be understood with it. We must insert at least <umxaymy> and it is, 1
suppose, most likely to have been omitted from just after oxoAnv. Both
<umxavny> and the use of {nTéw here are supported by 2.12.1: there, with
reference to the marriage arranged between himself and his half-sister Calligone,
Clitophon says &mrovy unxariy 8’ f¢ suvaiuny aaBaléodar Tov yauov.*® In
both passages the purpose of the seeker(s) is the same, the avoidance of a
marriage.

1.9.1 mavrore Aevkinmmy ¢avrdfouat.
névrore F: mdvra aV e G: Tavra §

Read ndvra: cf. 5.13.3.15 mdvra 6¢ éBAemé ue;?* 7.16.4.24 kal mavra
EBNemov €is T0 €kelvns mpdowmov; 8.9.2.12 TdvTa VMOKUTTWY Kal UTOK aTak \wd-
uevos del.

1.9.2 o0 yéyovey &A\ TWL TOLODTOY ATUXNMA " TO YAP KAK GV LOL K Al OUVOLKEL.
&AN Twi F: &ANo cett.

There is no good reason for rejecting ¢AAo in favour of the reading in F,
which has all the appearance of a deliberate scribal alteration. All drvxnuara,
at least of this kind, happen to people, and aM\w 7w does not add anything to
the sense. And if Ach. Tat. had written a\Aw 7wi here, we would surely have
éuot in the following clause, since there would then be a contrast of persons.

1.9.4—5 dp¥aluol Yap AAN)AOLS APTavak NOUEVOL ATOUATTOVOW S &V KaTonTpew
TV OWUATWY TA €BwAa - 1) §€ T0D KAANOUS amoppon, duL'abrTov eis T
Yuxnw karappéovoa, éxel Twa uw v amooTdoeL: kal ONyov 0Tl THS
TV CWUATWY UEEWS * KA VAP E0TL OWUATWY OUUTAOKT).
6Myou aVEF: dAlywv G: dAlyw7dv R: map’dAiyov Knox: ‘Mvmwu Gottlmg
7 kaAA{wv Schmidt (deleto kal) / éori: dmeott Guyet / kawn aGF: kevn Vet
The oft emended kal 6Aiéyov éo7( does not need emendation at all. There is
nothing wrong with it in sense or syntax. Substantival Aiyov with a partitive
genitive occurs also at 4.14.2.24 avéwéay OAlyov ToD xWuaros; 5.26.2.25
oféaov pot ON(yov ToU Tupds; 7.4.1.29 OAiyow 8€ T( pot THS Yuxns UmeNéNeurTo.

% suvaluny dvaparéodar B: dvafhAleoda: reading is perhaps Svvaiuny <dv>
Svvalunv a 1 <av> post n¢ add. Cobet. The avaBaréadat.

question of Ach. Tat.’s use of &v with the 21 €BAemev ¢ué M. The emphatic
potential optative is a vexed one. At pronoun seems necessary: there is a
8.6.15.17 a recently discovered papyrus contrast between Clitophon, who received
has . .. BovAownlv av amre . . . where the Melite’s attention, and the food, which

codices omit &v. Here (2.12.1) the right she neglected.
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The sense too is perfect: when an eidwAov emanates from each body and enters
the other through the eyes this actually involves ‘a little of the mingling of the
bodies’. Gottling (YAvkiwv) and Schmidt (kaAAicov) made their suggestions
under the influence of oUk 0idas oidv éaTw épwvévn kal BAemouévn - uel§ova TV
épywv éxel Ty ndovny (1.9.4). But it is a mistake to think that there is some
contradiction between ueifova Tcov épywv éxet Ty Hidovny and OAiyov éoTi

TNS TWY owudTwy plkews: the second statement says nothing about the relative
degrees of pleasure to be had from the two kinds of uiti and refers merely to a
similarity of process between them. Besides, kawn ydp €07t 0WUATWY CUUTAOKT,
which goes perfectly well after . . . OAiyov . . . , may be thought an odd reason

to give for the superiority of uikic év dmoordoel over the intercourse of bodies

in general; with a comparative we would need something like 77¢ kowng Twv
OWMATWY MEEWS.

1.9.5 uéyiatov ydp €oTw €podiov €is metdw GUVEXTS TPOS EpUérny OMia.
0pYaNUos Yap PLhias mpoEevos Kal To ourndes THS Kowwwias €is
XAPW AVUOYILOTEPOV.

avvouwTepov Wyttenbach: aiseawudsrepor codd. Apostol. Arsen. Maxim.

aiseawucorepov is generally, and rightly, considered unsuitable in sense®? and
the editors (except Jacobs, who retains aibeowwTepor unenthusiastically) have
adopted Wyttenbach’s awouyuchTepor,” which may be right. However, Ach. Tat.
does not use arvoos elsewhere,?* and there is a more ordinary word, forms of
which he does use, which gives the sense needed here, and which is by no means
prohibitively unlike the manuscript reading: xpnowcwrepov. Cf. esp. 3.21.3.24
TAVTWS 8€ Kai 0 XpNouos Huiv eis 70 A\adew xpnowos.?

If the comparative is thought to be too restrained (esp. after uéyiotov . . .
épddiov . . .), then xpnowrarov.

1.10.3 mpos 6 v TS "APpodiTns xdpw K&y yvwuns éxwow, & ndoxovaw
AKOVEW 00 éNovoL: TNV Yap aioxVvny K elodal vouovow €v ToiS PIUaot.
YPWOUNS: Yrouny Jacobs (KTnw> yrwunv He): yvwuns <7> Ga: dpuny
Schmidt
Vilborg differs from previous editors in accepting the text of the manuscripts,
citing?® in support of it HId. 7.21.3 ei uév odw éxews yreouns (yvwunv H. Richards)
kal TeNelwS dpaoar TO Epyov oK €xcw Aéyew. But this solitary parallel is
weakened by the fact that an original yrbuny might so easily have become
Yo uns by phonetic assimilation to éxets, and Richards’s yvwunp is very probably
right.2” Besides, of course, apart from the matter of the genitive with éxcw the
wider syntax in HId. is different from that in Ach. Tat.
The necessary meaning, as Vilborg says, is clear (‘even if they have an
inclination towards the pleasure of love’); the question concerns syntax and how
exactly the author would have expressed that meaning.

22 Gee LSJ s. aiséowos and Vilb. 24 apdw: 3.1.4.14; 5.5.4.12 Hovoev
Comm., p.27. (Villoison: cbvnoev codd.).
23 Tyrwhitt’s évawowwrepov (see 25 yphowocs also at 4.6.3.26;8.9.3.15;

R. Dawes, Miscellanea Critica ex recensione 10.5.7, (after Aeschines 1.61), always of
Thomae Kidd (London, 18272), p.612) has persons.

not enjoyed much attention, happily enough: %6 Comm., p.28. ~
it is an improbable poéticism of no suitable 27 The alternative is el uév obw <odTwe>
sense, arrived at, in Tyrwhitt’s argument, éxets yvauns, <ws>kal. ..

by high-rise palaeographics.
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If we accept the transmitted text, yvouns will be partitive genitive with
éxwow, a very doubtful construction, and yrwuns éxew mpos 7t, a mode of
expression unparalleled not only in Ach. Tat. but, apparently, in the whole of
Greek literature, will mean ‘to have a favourable disposition towards something.’
Thucydides 3.25.2 mpds Tovs ‘Adnvaiovs NGOV €ixov THY YYWuNYy seems to
support Jacobs’s yucouny. However, the article is necessary in Thucydides,?®
where eixov means ‘directed’ (vel sim.) and mpos Tovs "Adnpaiovs is dependent
on the verb, and if we adopted yrwouny we would have to introduce a second
change and read <rMv> yvcbunw with Hercher. In the form of expression that I
propose it is regular for the genitive, in this case yvwung, to be without the
article: I suggest that yveoung is quasi-locative genitive, éxwouw is intransitive,

and an adverb of manner has been lost.

Ach. Tat. frequently?® uses &xcw intransitively with an adverb to express
condition or disposition; that in, or in respect of, which the subject is said to
be in some condition, or somehow disposed is, when expressed, in the genitive
without the article or in the accusative;° the person (thing) towards whom
(which) the subject is disposed in a particular way is in the accusative governed
by mpds. These are the occurences of €xcw and an adverb (1) with genitive only:
2.37.5.10 kv ueTpiws éxw melpas; 3.6.1.24 obrw yap Nk ias eixe; 21.3.26
... 70 §ios (s éxel unxavns; 4.11.2.24 €kaoros, we eixe TAXOUS . . . ;
6.6.1.20 ¢us eixev Opuns; 7.8.4 ws éxel \mns; 8.6.15.16 dmws (omws T16: mcos
codd.) av avrol axotre (a: oxnre B) TUXNS; esp. 2.21.3.30 . . . amodavely H¥elev.

oUTw 8€ Yrouns éxwy eNéPavTL mepLTUYXAVEL . . .

; (2) with mpd¢ and accusative

only: 1.19.1.4 ... S éxeL mPOS TNV AKPOAOW TNV épLTKNY; 2.4.2.13 Exel
mPOS UE WS €paoTny; 4.2.14 mpos MUAS 0UTwS EXEW, S . . . ;5.22.2.5 mpds T€
Y payevovoar obTws Exew, WS . . . ;6.15.3.23 70 yap éuov odTws éxet

mPOS avTnw, we adavarov eivat; 20.3.15 . . . TS MPOS TAS aik(as éxw;
7.9.10.15 mo\v uaMov mpds v M. eixev aANoTpiwTepov; (3) with both gen.
and mpds with acc.: 1.7.1.21 olirw 8€ eixe dpuhoTyulas mpos avrod (sc. 70

HELPAK oY), COOTE . . . 35.22.2.1 Ta uév éua dmwe éoxev mpos ge puhavdpwmias.
This evidence all but compels us to the view that an adverb has been lost from

1.10.3. The original text was perhaps . .

éxwow . ..

28 The same form of expression (always
with u@AAov) occurs in Thue. 5.13.2;
5.14.1; 5.44.

2% Intrans. éxw with adv. (without gen.
and mpdg with acc.): (27 times) 2.1.2.7
(obrwe); 8.1.1 odk 018’ 8mws eixev (etxev
I': om. codd.); 10.3.17 (¢vs); 16.1.25
(radak@e); 19.2.25 (obrws); 23.5.10
(w¢); 24.1.17 (ws); 3.16.1.23 (aviapdog);
23.2.18 (kalGg); 4.2.2.16 (obrws);
11.3.27 (otrws); 14.1.21 (otrw);

16.1.1 akovoare 8¢ (s éxw mepl TOD
papubrov; 17.4.4 (ncc); 5.6.1.7 (odx
UYL06); 10.7.17 (Cus); 20.4.15 (ambpwe);
21.3.6 (6);23.5.18 (¢95);6.2.5.17
(kaA&6); 9.6.18 (ovTwe); 13.4.6 (obTwe);
15.1.18 ... s €éxeL T4 kATl THY KopMY
els metdw mpocs avTév; 15.2.21 (ovTwe

. K& ywouns <mpodvuwes>3!

aniée¢); 7.9.10.12 (otrws); 8.7.6.18
(uéAa edTpendos (edmpemcos codd.: corr.
Jacobs)); 12.1.6 (otrwe).

30 Always v Yoxn: 1.6.6.17;
6.5.5.19;11.2.25.

3! This adv. does not occur elsewhere
in Ach. Tat., but mpoSvuéouar is found at
3.22.4.7. For mpodvuws éxew mpde 71 see
Pl. Smp. 176 C.

Since mpodvuwe refers primarily to
mental disposition, it might seem unsuitable
for use with yvung, but there is a
contrast here between thoughts and the
expression of them, between yvwun and
Ta pfpara, and this would justify, indeed
necessitate, the writing of yrwungc as well
as mpoYvuwe.
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1.10.4 map®évos 8¢ Tous uev EEwder axkpofolouovs TWY €pacTp €is Tepay
dépel kal pvw ourTideTal TolS vevuaoty.

€is metpav has hitherto been taken with dx pofoltouovs: ‘virgines vero
amantium praeludia tentandi gratia adhibita ferunt’ (Cruceius); ‘the long-range
skirmishes that a lover uses to feel his way’ (Gaselee-Warmington). But the word-
order surely puts the phrase with ¢épet: this also gives better sense and rhythm,
suitably modifying the otherwise very flat ¢épet: ‘bears the long-range flirtings
of lovers, to see what they are like.’

1.10.4 k&v vmooxéodar G€Ny TV Xdpw, aioxVVeTaL. TOTE YAP TAOXEW VOULEL
70 €pyov, 6T€ LAANOV TNV TELPAY €K TNS TWY AdYwV HSOVIS QK OVEL.

S7€ . .. &xoveL aF: 8rav . . . &kovn B / udAdov secl. He

(1) Elsewhere in Ach. Tat. there are seven instances of 767e anticipating®® or
resuming® a 8rav clause, but 767e and 8re are never related in this way. In
textual criticism statistical arguments on their own are dangerous, but they have
great strength when other considerations tend to the same conclusion. Here the
context demands a hypothetical generalizing clause, § offers érav . . . akovy,
and that is what we should read.

(2) Hercher bracketed ua@\\ov and A. Wifstrand thought that it was illogically
placed and belonged in sense with 76Te. There is nothing wrong with it, nothing
illogical about its position, and it has nothing to do with 7d7e. uaAlov should be
taken closely with 77y meipav and the Greek means ‘when because of the pleasure
that her lover’s words give her she hears rather the attempt’, i.e. ‘the actual
physical attempt on her suggested in the words rather than just the verbal
proposition.” Ellipsis of this kind with uaA\hov occurs also at 2.37.1.17 Kai uny
ovpavwov Eok e uatdov eivat (€ok e palhov eivar a: éow évar (: éowev eivar F,
and Vilb) 70 Ty yuvaik cov KAANoS, i.e. rather than that of boys; 6.6.4.4 én(

TOUS 0pPaNUOVS LAANOY PEETwW TOUS EUOUS, i.e. rather than €is ynv; 7.9.8.5
ap’ obY 00 TONV LAANOY &V Kal éNeYXOUEVOS NOVNOATO TOV GOvoY, i.e. rather
than accuse himself.

1.10.4—5 mapdévos 6€ ToUS uep Eswder ak pofoNTUOUS TWY €paoTWV €iS
metpav gépet . .. éav € aitnons 70 Epyor mpooeAdwY, EKTANEELS
avTig Ta wTa T PR, Kal €pudpLd . . . TOTE YAp TAOXEW VOULEL
70 €pyov, 6T€ HAANOY TNV TELPAY €K TNS TWV Adywv SOV aKOVEL.
éav 6€ Ty TElpaAv mPOOAYWY TNV AANNY Kal €VAYwW YOV alTy
Kkaraok evaoas N6éws Nén mpoaépxn, owoma . . .

(1) It strikes me that we very probably have here an example of a fairly
common type of error, the substitution of a word that the scribe has very
lately written for the word that he should now be copying. In this passage
melpav occurs three times in six lines and the second and third occurrences are
within a line of each other, and, if they are both right, must have different, in
fact unsuitably clashing, meanings.3® There is no question of verbal play: the

3 rére...8rav...7.12.5.19. approves Wifstrand’s view.

33 $rav...7é1€...1.6.3.25;16.2.9; 35 The second melpav refers to an actual
18.5.1;6.2.6.19; 7.7.8.6; 8.10.2.18. physical ‘attempt’ to have intercourse with

3 Eikdra.Emendationen und the girl; the third mefpav would signify ‘an
Interpretationen zu griechischen Prosaikern approach’, ‘an attempt’ to win her over of

der Kaiserzeit. V, Zu den Romanschriftstellern quite the opposite kind.
(Lund, 1945), p.21. Vilborg (Comm., p.28)
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third meipav in the transmitted text is merely awkward, and in a way that is very
uncharacteristic of the writer.

2.4.3, where Clitophon is getting further advice, this time from Satyrus, on
how to woo Leucippe, at once strengthens the sense that there is an error here
and provides the word that in all probability Ach. Tat. wrote where the third
meipav stands: Sel 8¢ o€ Kal THY KOPMY U1 UéXOL TV 0PBaANUGY TEWar, GANG
Kai piua SpuuiTepov eimelv. T0Te € mpooaye TNY devTépav unxaviv - Siye
XEWOS . . . -

(2) M8éws makes only very feeble sense, and Berger’s a8ec¢>® goes perfectly
with 787, denoting a feature of the approach that would naturally result from
the girl’s already being edayw?yos and already having indicated as much to her
lover Toic veUpaow. adews became f8€ws under the influence of %481 and
because N8éws is itself a good Greek word, and one that would occur to a scribe
as not out of place in this context. For the thought, with adecs, cf. 2.10.3,
where Clitophon actually makes an approach to Leucippe having already had
some earnest of success: TPOOEWL JPACUTEPOS YEVOLLEVOS TPOS aDTNV €K THS
mPWTNS TPooLONTIS, COOTER OTPATLWOTNS NEN VEVIKTIK WS K al TOD TONEUoY
KATATEPPOVNK LS.

1.10.6—7 kv uév mpooq Tis ourdNKN THS TPdfews, TOANGK (S 8€ kal ékoboal
TPOs TO E€pyov épxduevar $éhovat fuageadar Sokeiv, iva 17 865 TS
avdykns AmoTpémwyTaL THS AlOXUYNS TO EKOVGLOV. UM TOWVY OKVTIOYS,
éav avthoTapévmy avtny B¢, AN émmipel moc avdiorarat- coplag
Yap kavrabda Seil. Kav uév mpooKapTeRR, EmoxeS TV Blav - obmw
vap meiderar- éav 6€ KTA.
wév aF: un B/ 1ic ouwdNkn B: Tais gvvdnkas aF / post mpdtews lac. ind.

Jacobs /7 kal: un R: om. W / éxoboar: Sokoboat R / Soketv: sokel F / avrny
om.

The first index of possible corruption is the unusual®? apodotic 8¢. But there

is another: if kGv uev . . . mpakews is right and there is already an actual ovvdnkn
TS mpaews, why does the lover need to observe the nature of the woman’s
resistance to discover whether she is willing? And how is the conclusion otmew
meideTar possible? Besides, how can a woman who makes a sexual agreement
with her lover hope then, perhaps immediately, to put up an effective pretence
that she is being raped by him? And even if this is somehow possible, what is

the point in carrying the pretence to such lengths that nothing substantial

takes place between them because of it? The text cannot be left as it is.

There are two ways of attempting to solve the problem:

(a) Mark a lacuna after mpd§ews with Jacobs. But I cannot see any suitable
contrast or balance between kav uév . . . mpdfews, * * and ToANdK(S 8¢ . . . no
matter how the lacuna is filled.3®

(b) Read the long-neglected un of 8,% and then moANGkis 80 . . . ;61

36 Read by Hirschig. he does not suggest any supplement. To

37 Only here in apodosis to a join kaw un . . . mpdfewcs with what
conditional clause. Cf. 8.10.12.8;17.3.20. precedes, as Salmasius and Boden did, is
(Neither of these instances of §¢, the only obviously inept.
ones in Ach. Tat. at all relevant, is very 3% Note in this same clause 7tc gvwd9kn

" secure in itself.) B: Tals ovwdnkas aF, wrongly.

38 Jacobs, p.454, says only, ‘Ceterum 4% See J. D. Denniston, The Greek

in hoc periodo oratio non constat. Post Particles (Oxford, 1954?), pp.206 and

mpdtews apodosin excidisse apparet’, and 224 f. Emphatic 67 is fairly common in
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would mark an important, and to the neophyte Clitophon perhaps surprising,
element in the discourse of Clinias. It is worth remembering that this advice is
given to, and intended to be helpful to, one who in fact does not yet have a
owwdikn TS mpatews with the object of his affections.

1.10.7 éav 6€ uardakwrepov 7dn BENY, x0pTrYNOOY TNY UTOK PLOW, U1} ATONEAYS

oov 70 Spaua

uaddakwrepov . . . 9éAg codd. (LarVakwTépa D): pardakwrépav . . .
9€AYS Sa: paldakwrépav . . . Aényc Richards / amohéaye BF: amoréoat a.

(1) éav 8¢ pahdakwrepov #dn €A™ is indubitably strange. I should be
surprised to find other instances of (€)3éAw with a comparative adverb of this
kind. I would read éav 8¢ pahdak cbrepov Hén arédy. Compare 6.7.8 drav
8€ fiuepwdTepov duarédy, ToTe adTn Salexdnoouar together with its context.

It seems likely that the corruption came about in two easy stages: first the
Swa of Swatédy fell out, phonetically nudged by the preceding 67, and then
7é97, naturally in this context, suggested 9é\p to a copyist. It is, of course,
possible that one scribe, in a careless moment, was responsible for both steps
in the corruption. It may be too that metathesis, -7é97 to -9€r, played a part.

(2) xopnynoov Tny VMoK pLow, un droAéons oov 76 dpaua. What do these
words mean? The interpreters say: ‘act still with proper caution, lest after all
you should lose your labour’ (Rowland Smith); ‘you must be prepared to act
a part, or else you will lose all the trouble of your plot’ (Gaselee-Warmington,
with this elaboration in a footnote: ‘You must stage-manage (X0pny€ew) your
own acting, or else you will not get your play accepted, and so will have wasted
all the trouble you took in composing it’*?); ‘stage your part so that (the trouble
you took in composing) your plot will not be lost’ (Vilborg, Comm., p.29).

The Greek says nothing about prior composition.*® By this point the lover
will be in the thick of his acting and the play will, so to speak, already have
been on stage for some time; and if he does not act as the play requires, he is
in danger not of ‘losing it’ (whatever that might mean) but of ‘ruining’®* it.

There is still the question of what xop1nynoov means. xopnyew has two basic
meanings: (A) ‘lead a chorus’ (LS] s.v. I ad init.); (B) ‘provide the cost of a
chorus’ (I 1). Two secondary senses derive from these: (a) ‘take the lead in’

(I ad fin.); (b) ‘be provider’ vel sim. (Il 2), ‘provide’, ‘furnish’ (II 3). In the
present passage xopnynoov is used metaphorically: there is no chorus in
question, only the lover and his girl, but the author wants to use as many words
as possible with theatrical associations. Now, of the secondary senses that

Ach. Tat. (e.g. 1.6.1.17;2.21.3.2; 3.3.2.18;
4.1.6;19.3.13;20.6.3). moANGKS 67,
however, does not occur elsewhere and

87 is not found in apodosi. The corruption
of 67 to 8¢, and vice versa is, of course,
very frequent: see e.g. Ach. Tat. 1.3.4.10;
3.6.21;4.1.26;2.4.1.8;4.3.16;11.2.2;
11.3.7;20.3.21;35.2.11; 3.1.3.8; 4.3.14.

4! Vilborg (Comm. p.29) says that the
9€éAns of previous editors has no manuscript
authority. Anyway éav 8¢ . . . 9éAqs would
be entirely unsuitable as an antithesis to
kav uév mpoarkaptep. Note that Richards’s
improbable paidaxkwrépav . . . BAémnc is
based on a text with 9éAne.

4% In this interpretation I do not
understand how the play is already being
acted before it has even been accepted.
(There is no question of a preliminary
audition: in his advice Clinias is talking
about the real performance.)

4% gov (uov G:om. R) is a little strange.
It hardly refers irrelevantly to literary
authorship. The lover is the protagonist
and is probably thought of as improvising
to meet the circumstances as he goes along.

44 For amdAAvue with the sense ‘ruin’
in Ach. Tat. see 1.8.9.18;2.24.1.18
amwAeods pov . . . Tas éAmidas.
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X0pTMY€EWw can have, as set out above, those in (b) are clearly inappropriate here,
while (a) gives good sense. If the girl persistently resists her lover, Clinias’ advice
to him is émioxes T Piav; if she shows compliance, he should. press on, no
longer tentative, and dictate the course of events, not merely ‘act with proper
caution or anything like that. After all, if the use of force, already advised by
Clinias, has not only not alienated the girl, but actually caused her to make her
willingness apparent to the lover, why should the text be interpreted in such

a way that Clinias advises him now to be particularly cautious or to hold back
in any way?

There remains the difficulty that in the only occurrence of xopnyew meaning
‘take the lead in’ recorded in the lexicons (see LSJ s.v.I) it takes a genitive: Pl.
Tht. 179 d oi yap o0 ‘Hpak AeiTov éTatpor x0pnyovoL TOUTOV TOU AGYov udla
éppwuérws. However, one instance is not enough to establish the genitive as
the invariable case with xopnyéw in this sense, and the present passage furnishes
as much evidence for the accusative (at least in later Greek). It is worth while to
compare the variation between acc. and gen. rei with the better-documented
analogous fyéouat (cf. LSJ s.v. [ 4 and 11 2 ad fin.) and éfdpxw (LS] s.v. 1
and 2).

Translate: ‘take the lead in the acting, or you’ll ruin your play.’

)

1.12.1-2 dua 6é avred Néyovt ovvetepcormaer 6 oikémns - T édvnke Xapk Ans:
70V év &1 Khewiav mpos tiv &yyeNlay apnkev 1 dpwvn kal éuevey
ax ntos, womep Tvpw PefAnuévos T¢) Néyw. 0 8€ oik étng Suryeirar:
“Enirov inmov Tov oov éxddioer, w Khewia, 6¢ 7a mpidoTa uév
Hhavver Npéua, svo 8¢ mepteA\dwv 1 TPl Spduovs THY inrasiav
énéoxe kal Tov immov iSpodvTa KkaTéya KadnMUeEVos, ToD PUTTHPOS
auelnoas ...

uév post 'Enladd. M/ & Khewla, <é veaviac>-dc . . . Jackson / mpiora

uév aF: uév mpra B/ Havver MDV EG: éhavver WRF 7 3 Tpeic
-5pduovs mepteASwv transp. F I xal post Hadd. G

Jackson was right in finding the relative here ‘repugnant to all human modes
of speech’,*® but his <6 veaviac>, like many another palacographically ‘neat’
conjecture, is quite improbable: Charicles is never referred to as anything but
Xapk AnS or uewpdk ov. uelpak v could not, of course, be antecedent to 8¢
and we must not make the servant awkwardly repeat the boy’s name. The
relative, then, must refer to the horse, the only available antecedent, and it
must be object, not subject, of Hhavver.*” Read ov.

1.13.1 SuwAVyov €k WKVoE Kal EKSPauely €ml TO OOMA UEV NTELYETO"
E€mnKoAoVoVY € KAYW, Tapnyopwy ws Nduvduny.

** This would need something like and its compounds except at Hdt. 7.183.2
...KalTéTe . . . in view of goplac yap TV 8¢ 8éra veGv TV BapPbpwy Toeis
karradda Set a couple of lines above. énnAacav (a: émdAnoav D: Sok & éoTdAnoav
Note Smith’s ‘still’. R: ¢meordAnoav SV) mepl 70 épua, where,

4 CQ 29 (1935), 54. Wilborg does not however, énfiAacar should be regarded as
record the conjecture. corrupt unless viias (véac) rather than

47 Apart from the fact that HAavver viec (véec) can be understood with Toeis,
should most naturally have the same a possibility even if not a very appealing
subject as énéoxe and karéy a, viz. the one. (Read éoraAnoav: see CQ N.S.27 (1977),
boy, horses, and ships occur as the objects, 92 ff.).

never the subjects, of active forms of éAavvw
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ExSpapelwv a: ekdpauwy B || uév om. €*®

uév by its position cries out, and has hitherto cried out in vain, for ékdpaucwv.

1.13.4 kal uot Tédvnkas ddvarov Sumhodv, Yuxn Kal owuart

YuxAc kal awparoc He

How is the dative to be taken? Hercher’s proposal should be adopted. Cf.
7.5.3.10 viv 8¢ Tédvnras davarov Sumhovv, Yuxns kal owuaros, where the
genitive is subjective genitive dependent on ddvartov. These passages demonstrate
that in expressions of this kind the explanatory words qualify the noun denoting
that which is ‘double’: 1.15.6.19 ¢ Sokew 70 AN0OS elvar StTAoUY, TO UEV TNS
aandeias, T0 8¢ TN 0KLas; 2.23.3.1 Tpéuwv Tduov Surhobv, xapas dua kal

¢dBov; 5.7.8.13 Tédvnkas arndws ddvarov Sumhobw, yq kal JahdrTy Statpovuevoy.

There is no way in which the dative Yvxj kai owuart could depend on Savarov

at1.13.4.

1.13.6 &\\o oot, Tékvov, TpoaedOKk wv mp avdyar: AANA TOUTO Lev éofeder 7
¢Yovepd TUXM UETA 00D. avdnTel 6€ 0oL 8A8aS KaK wv.

avdyai: avdyew Cobet / avdnret a: avdantel

The verb of a clause dependent on mpoodok dw, ‘expect’, and referring to a
relatively future time is either future infinitive alone or aor. inf. with a. ¥
Cobet’s avdyew is possible,*® but it seems very likely here that Ach. Tat. would
have used the aor. inf. with & to emphasize that the action of the dependent
clause was never to take place.5! I propose & &yar.>? It is in favour of &¥ay,
that it goes better than a compound with the following avddnret (8). There can
be little or no doubt that the highly appropriate avdanret (‘lights up in its
stead’) is right: it is far too easy a coinage to reject on the grounds of its

uniqueness.®

4% Russo (Gromon 30 (1958), 585)
says that V too omits uév. It should be
noted that the manuscripts that omit uév
are among those that have éxépauwv
anyway.

49 On mpoodokdw with aor. inf. without
4v see E. Fraenkel’s commentary on A. Ag.
675—6.

% Fut. inf. 2.24.2.22;7.14.2.2;

14.5.14; acc. and fut. inf. 3.2.7.4; 5.26.11.27.

Elsewhere only acc. and pres. inf.: 3.20.6.5.

51 Cf. the use of iva with a past tense
indicative in the next paragraph, 1.14.1.

52 (a) For &mrw meaning ‘light’,
‘kindle’ see 2.11.1.28 &y avroc Ta¢
8@dac; 4.7.4.15 ayw mop &mlTodS
moAeulovs.

(b) Confusion (see, with app. crit., e.g.
A. Ag. 340 (see E. Fraenkel ad loc.); 1094;
Pers. 650; Pr. 963; Supp. 606;S. O.T. 1387),
and the possibility of confusion (e.g.
A. Ag. 280;S. Aj. 1144; EL. 373; 0.C. 927;
Ph. 443; E. Med. 370 008’ av 1y aunv
xepotv; Pl. R. ii.375 b; Smp. 174 b; (cf.
R.i.330c...oltv...;Smp.176¢c...
omdTep’ v .. .; Hp. Ma. 299 a. .. a iows

...); D. 18.224;18.258;19.312; Th. 1.11;
Ach. Tat. 2.20.1.13;4.13.4.9;6.1.3.13;
8.9.8.10) of &v and &v- are, of course,
common. Usually a simple verb and its
compound in &v- have substantially
different meanings, one of which would be
evidently unsuitable in a particular passage,
and this goes to determine the word
division, e.g. in avexew (-ouyut, -ov etc.),
AVANLOKEW, AVALPEW, AVELTEW, AVENTEW,
and the like; sometimes the requirements
of syntax are the main determining factor,
e.g. in cases involving avayyeAlew (A. A.
280), avantew, avanteodat (E. Med. 370;
Ach. Tat. 8.8.1.23 (with app. crit), where
Vilborg’s &yaw. is presumably an error
for ay aiunv), avepwrav (Pl. Lg. iv.712 e
... v épwtndeis (vepwrndeic Madvig)
...), avtoTopew (A. Pr. 963).

(c) <&v> avédyat would not have been
repugnant to the Greek ear (cf. D. 9.48 . ..
av dvaxwpeeiv . . .), but av &y ar, which is
interpretation rather than change, is
simpler. And there is also the point about
dyac...avbdnree. .. .

3 Ach. Tat. may also have coined
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1.14.3 éyw &€ oov Tov povéa, Tov awdpopbrov éwrnaauny.
gov B: goi a (et edd. praeter Vilb)

The sentence needs got for its point. Clinias did not merely buy the horse,
not a matter for regret in itself, but having bought it he gave it to Charicles
(oot) and this led to the boy’s death. The dative is nicely balanced between
intended advantage® and actual disadvantage. oov and oot often occur as
variants,>® too often to allow an editor just to follow ‘the best family’ of
manuscripts with confidence in a particular case. Here the scribe of § may
have been influenced by gov 70v govéa of 1.14.2 just above.

1.15.2 (codd.) é3alhov oi k A\dbot, ovvémmTor AANNAOLS AANOS ém’ Aoy ai
YeTOVES TV METANWY TEPUTAOK AL, TV PUANwY TepBoal, TCov
Kapmy CUUTAOK Al. TOOAUTN TLS MY OMN(a TWY PUTWY.

ai yelroves: yeiroves ai Guyet, Vilb: éyivovro He

Two observations may be made immediately: there is no reason why
yelroves should be feminine, since the partitive genitives that depend on it are
not feminine; and there is every reason why it should not be shorn of the
article and taken as complement with Guyet. That change produces an
extremely banal truism; and, besides, Tooavn 7w N dukia TwWY puTwY clearly
requires that mepumhok ai, mepyBolal, and ouumAokal should be climactic
complements in the preceding sentence.

The upshot of these thoughts is oi yeiToves. oi became ai**by assimilation
to the feminine endings in the sentence. This simple change brings perfect sense
on its own: fjoav or €ywovTto can readily be understood. An alternative, which I
do not, however, favour, is to attach ye(Toves to the preceding clause, a move
prompted by the asyndeton in é3all\ov . . . , ouvémmTor aAAnAoLS . . ., and
read . . ., oUVEMATOY AANNNOLS AANOS €T GANOY Oi Ye(TOVES [sc. TGov KAGSwY]
<kal &ylvovro> Tv meTdAwv mepurhokal, KTN.S7

1.15.4 700V §€ pUANAWY Grwdev aiw pPovuEVwY UP' NNIW TPOS AVEUOY GUMULYEL
WXPAV EUAPUALPEY T) Y7} THY OKLAD.

ovupryet Ve: ovppcyd aG

The editors have taken U’ N\iw mpOs Greuor ouuuLyet together as meaning
‘in sunlight mingled with wind’ vel sim. . With this interpretation the hiatus®

avrawoxvvouar (8.4.1.11), avriBouféw
(3.2.2.13; cf. Eust. 1885.19), and
&vrikaradvopar (6.18.5.26). On p.173 of
his edition Vilborg marks &vrirepBaAiw
(5.8.3.1) too as a &mat elpnuévov, but see
LS] s.v..

** The fact that Clinias did not buy the
horse actually as a present for Charicles
(1.7.1) is neither here nor there: it became
a love-present so soon after its purchase
that Clinias, especially in his distress, might
well speak of himself as having bought it
for, as well as to the ruin of, Charicles.

5 1.13.5.28 (g0t WD); 14.3.18 (g0t W);
2.21.5.11 (oov W); 6.9.2.28 (oot a); cf.
5.11.3.3 (oov: oot Cobet, rightly: it was
Clinias’ homeland too!). Cf. uov/uot

1.3.6.21 (uov G); 5.3.25 (uoc F); 5.5.7

(uot F); 8.11.26 (uov F);2.22.2.19 (uot F);
4.17.1.21 (uoc B: pov a); 5.21.5.15 (uov 8:
ot a); 6.10.2.2 (uov B: pota); 7.4.1.1

(uot B: pov a); cf. 6.22.1.4 (uov: uot Hase,
rightly).

% Cf. 1.15.8.25 (ai B: ol a).

*7 On returning to Jacobs I find that
he says this ad loc.: ‘Mihi in mentem venit:
ovvémmTor &AANAOLS GANOS &’ GANoV
ol yelroves - TV meTdAwWY mepumrAokai—
in novissimis subaudiendum foav.’ But in
this the ellipsis of foav (substantive rather
than copulative) is entirely unnatural.

%8 The editors, however, should not be
thought of as having adverted to this. See
Reeve, CQ N.S. 21 (1971), 515.
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in . .. ovuueyel doxpav . . . is legitimized by a pause after the participial phrase.®

There are, however, difficulties in this: ‘sunlight mingled with wind’ is a curious
expression, and ovuutyns seems not to occur elsewhere with a dependent mpde
and acc.®® And, more important, there are strong considerations pointing in a
different direction: Ach. Tat. knew and occasionally echoed Plato’s Phaedrus®'
and the only other recorded place in Greek literature where ovputyns and okid
are found in one sentence is Phdr. 239 c and there they go together syntactically £?
in the passage under discussion aG offer oupueyn, the form that would agree
with okwdv; and if ovpucyet(-yn) is detached from the preceding words, they

give faultless sense on their own, ‘the leaves waving above in the sunlight in
response to the wind’; mpds dveuov in particular has a meaning® very suitable

in this context, and the same will be true of ovuutyH with okdv.%* I am not
inclined to regard all this as chance, and, therefore, propose . . . ouputyn <ka>%s
WXPAY EUAPUALPEY . . . .

\w

1.15.5 7a 8¢ avdn mow \nv éxovta v Xpowaw év uépet ovvetépawe TO KAANOS,
kat fw To0T0 THS YIS mopdupa, <lov> Kal vapkLooos Kal podov.

ovvetvpawe Jackson / A Todro: &v Tavr¢ Lumb / <iov> Jacobs: <ia> Lumb:
<. tov ) moppvpa> Jackson

(1) ‘As the flowers conspired not to display but to create the beauty
ovveEvgave is intrinsically better than ouveéépawe. In addition it gives the note
for his mopgvpa’ 66 We must not let the rhetorical flair of Jackson’s first sentence
blind us to its falsehood: and év uépet suits a joint display better than a
conspiracy of weaving. However, in the context ovvefvgpawe is perhaps
interesting enough to keep its place in the apparatus.

(2) ‘And the flowers . . . displayed their beauty together, and this was . . .
<the violet> and the narcissus and the rose’®” is not something that should

% Reeve’s category 4(b); see op. cit. ¢xvpalvero; cf. 3.2.5.23 bis © §¢é vais
516 and 522. &el mPOS Wév TO KVPTOVMEVOY TS Yardoons

6 Elsewhere alone or with dat., though Nyelpeto, mpds &€ 16 mapddpouov Hén kal
ovuuelyvuu(-vw) is found with mpdés and xdauaov Tod kbuaros karedvero. Cf. Xen.
acc. in PL. Ti. 57 d (cf. X. H.G. 1.3.7;id. Eph. 1.2.6 k6un . . . mpds v 7w dvéuwy
Cyr. 7.4.11; Arist. Mete. 35431). Popav kwovuévn.

¢! Compare e.g. Ach. Tat. 1.2.3 with %4 The mottled appearance of the
Phdr. 229 f.;1.4.4 (and 1.9.4—5;5.13.4) shadow cast by the latticed reed support
with 251 b: 1.6.6.6 with 251 e; 1.9.4.20 and the vines is not adequately expressed
(and 5.13.4.20) with 251 b;1.9.6.3—4 by dxpav alone.
with 240 c; 1.9.6.5—6 with 255 d; 1.15.4.6—7 65 Merely to omit wxpav (as a gloss on
with 230 b. ovuuty) would create hiatus. Besides, it

2 Phdr. 239 c 008" év HAlw kadapQ does add something to the description. It is
Tedpauuévov GAN OO ovppryel oK, ‘. . . not impossible that the context in Phdr.
in mingled (chequered) shade’ as is clear 239 c suggested wxpdv to Ach. Tat. here:
from the contrast with év HAlw kadapQ. the shadow, like tbe boy, is beautiful but
‘in a dense shade’ LS], wrongly. Anyone (and because) pale. The omission of kal is
who needs an example of gupuiyns really a frequent error: see, with app. crit., e.g.
meaning ‘dense’ will find one in Plu. Caes. 1.1.6.16 (kai' om. V); 5.6.10 (om. WF¢,
717 f elc ovupLyeic §puuods KarwkNUévoL prob.); 7.1.23 (om. F); 8.8.12 (om. B);
(of the Nervii). 9.4.18 (om. a); 9.5.23 (om. M); 11.2.26

63 For mpds and acc. expressing (om. MD); 11.3.2 (kai? om. a); 14.2.15
response to, correspondence with, cf. (kal' om. R); 17.3.24 (kal W: om. cett.).
1.12.4.22 6 8¢ tnmoc 7§ TV MO8V % CQ 29 (1935), 101.
KUPTOVKEVOS ApIANY Grvw Te Kal KaTw 67 Jackson’s insertion does not
8OV TPdS THY ékaTépwy oToVETY substantially change this, merely adding

Siknp véwes xeuwasouérns Tois vwToLs a link to the chain.
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lightly be ascribed to any usually sensible writer, especially when it is the result
of an attempt to emend a passage rightly acknowledged to be corrupt. If the
retrospective pronoun has as its virtual complement a catalogue of flowers, then
it refers to 7a &rdn, not to 70 KAANoS, and should be Tadra, not Tol70.

As Jackson says,®® ‘That the violet . . . was mentioned along with the
narcissus and the rose is certain from the context’. There are two possibilities:
(1) 705 yns mopgupa refers to the beauty of all the flowers and means ‘an
ornament of the ground’, a rare metaphorical use of mop@vpa seemingly
paralleled only by Secundus, Sententiae 6 oehnvn ovpavov mopgvpa. If this is
so, then 70070 is right, but some words, the last of which was very probably
{ov, have been lost from after mop@Upa. Any proposal for filling the lacuna
should be such that with it the list of flowers is not complement, or virtual
complement, to 70070 or to anything else denoting the beauty of the flowers
rather than the flowers themselves®® (2) 7fis yfic mopgvpa is a circumlocution
for, or a title of, the violet, ‘purple ornament (garment) of the earth’. If this is
the case TouTo must become 7avTa, and, while it is possible that no further
change is needed, the original text is likely to have been kai <iov> A raira,
THS YIS mopdvpa, Kat . . . , or, better, kal lov Tabra, THS YHS mopPvpa, Kai . . . .

The first approach, apparently followed by all critics hitherto, is open to
these objections: it is superfluous to tell us so specially that the beauty of the
flowers adorned the ground; and mop¢Upa, even as a pure metaphor, is not the
most suitable of words to find referring to flowers that include half-white roses
and white narcissi.™

The second interpretation I find far preferable: 77 y7i¢ mopgUpa is an entirely
apt expression for the violet; and compare the phrases used of the rose at
2.1.2: ... 70 pddov &y T dvdéwv éfacileve NS 0Tt KOOUMOS, PUT OV
ayhaioua, 0pdaluos avdéwv, Aeuwros épvdnua . . .

1.15.8 0 KUKVOS . . . 0 YLTTAKOS . . . O TAWS TOIS Gvdeot mEPLOVPWY TO MTEPOV.
avtéhaume 8€ 1 v avdéwr déa T TV dpridwy xpold, Kai Hy avdn
TTEQLIV.

meptavpwy B: émovpwy a / Tn suprascr. € post vréhaume add. V I dvdéwv B:
avdov a l xpoid a: xpod B

The sense of kai fw &vdn nrepcow has so far eluded interpreters. ‘The usual
interpretation is: “‘and the plumage itself consisted of flowers” ’ (Vilb. Comm.,
p.33); ‘whose plumage itself seemed to consist of very flowers’ (Gaselee-
Warmington).

Apart from the fact that a translation based on the idea that mrepcv is some
kind of desperately strange genitive of material should be ‘and there were
flowers consisting of feathers’, there is no need whatever to take dvdn as the
plural of &vdoc and raise a syntactic oddity. &vdn is feminine singular and the
clause means ‘and there was a full bloom of feathers’ giving in context the
appropriate antithesis ‘. . . the flowers vied in brilliance with the colourful
plumage, and the feathers were (like) flowers in bloom’. For the metaphor
cf. 1.16.3 (just below) ovTos [sc. 6 Taws] 70 kAANOS émSelk vuTat Aewwva
nTEPLV. 0 &€ TOU TAW NeYwy evavdéoTepos. &wdn, 1), occurs also at 1.15.4.7
0 kapmos wpaiav eixe THY &vdnp.

%% CQ 29 (1935), 101. <74 tvdn 8¢ lov>.
¢® Something with at least the sense of " See the next sentence in the text.
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1.16.2 (a) ‘Toblro uévroL o0k &vev Téxyns 0 Bpuis,” épmp, ‘motet* AAN’ éatt yap
épwTkdS. 8rav énayayéodar SéNy T épwuérny, ToTe 0UTWS

kal\wmeTat.

noew G / yap post érav add. B: yoow Hi: obv Vilb

If a particle were needed after 67av, the elaborative yap in § would be faultless
and we can straightway forget about yovv (Hi, and so Gaselee-Warmington—*at
least’) and Vilborg’s ovv with the notions behind it.”! In fact, the absence of a
particle in one of the two branches of the tradition seems highly significant in a
passage where so many critics have felt some need to supply one: they very
probably had as forerunner a scribe who introduced ydp into the § tradition.
And this feeling that a particle is necessary springs from failure to understand
properly the text presented in a (and, if I am right, in the archetype) with the
correct wording but the wrong punctuation.

Reflect on the completeness of To0T0 00k Gvev Téxyms moet, AAN'6Tav
émayayéodar SENY THw épwuévmy, ToTE 0UTWS KaA\wm§eTat and read ‘T ovTo

... motel, GAN’ (é0Tt Yap épwTkds)™ Srav émayayéodar . . .

.AAN OTav . ..

J€\y counterbalances ovk dvev Téxyns (‘crafty intent’) perfectly, whereas with
A\ éoTiyap épwTikds the antithesis is weak. This, the absence of particle in

a, and dislike of a closead\Aa . .. ydp ..

. combination in Ach. Tat.” have

brought me to what is in fact merely a repunctuation of the a text.

1.18.4—5 a&AX ovk e0d€éws mpos Tov vuupiov éEépxerat (oide ydp, 6T Savarov
€v Tois 06000t Pépet), AAN" dvelow eis THY méTpav Kal mepLuével TOV
vougiov kadapar 0 0TOUA. E0TATW 0DV QUOOTEPOL TPOS AANTIAOUS
BA\émovTes, 6 uev MmelpwTNS €pa0TnS, N 8€ EpLuérn YMOLWTS.
brav ovv 0 épaaTns éfeuéon TS VUUPNS TOV p6Pov, 1) 8€ éppyuuévor
idy Tov ddvatov xapal, Téte karafalvel TS méTpas Kal eis TNV
fimewpov EEépxeTal Kal TOV épaoTny TEPIMTUO0ETAL KAL . . .

teépxerar a: épxerar B/ thy del. He 1 épaotnc Amewpdrns transp. WG

(1) The situation is this: the murena comes in from the sea to mate with the
viper on the shore; she does not, however, come ashore straightway on sighting

7' ‘Our text shows no other instances of
4rav beginning a clause without an attached
particle; the normal phrase is $7av ovv which
may have dropped out here by haplography.
vdp in B is probably secondary, perhaps
due to ydp just before’ (Comm., p.34).
‘clause’ should be ‘sentence’: when the
8rav clause follows the main clause érav is,
of course, not followed by a particle. By
‘$rav odv which’ he means ‘érav odv, and
obv’ and the loss of obv would not be caused
by ‘haplography’. And why should this
‘normality’ of érav odv oust drav ydp
(cf. 1.6.3.24;4.12.4.24; 8.8.3.26—1
wév yap)?

"2 For a parenthetic ydp clause preparing
for what follows it see 5.3.4.24 peraorpageis
obw (ETuxov Yap TapeoTss épyarnpiw
wypdpov) ypapny dpG kewévny . ..

In the following places a parenthesis with

Yép interrupts the structure of the clause
to which it refers and at least the main
substance of what is referred to follows the
parenthesis: 2.14.2.16 TwoTparos (tod
moAéuov yap, Wwe épny, oTparnyos A
ovroc), ‘..., elmev, ‘... ’;17.3.17 6 5¢é
(wyap...)...;26.1.14 kai 6 K. (&v
Umepw yap TOv Sdhauov eixe). . .
kararpéxet; 7.2.3.13;13.2.10. . . kai
(v y&p 76w dyp&ov . . ) ékTpéxel Te &’
abdTo . . .; 8.7.6.14.

73 4AAG (...) y4p ...in Ach. Tat.
elsewhere only at 8.17.3.22 un e vouions
AnoTnw elval Twa kal kakobpyov: dAAa
Yép elut TGV €d yeyovdérwy . . . ‘for, on
the contrary, . ..’ (see J. D. Denniston,
The Greek Particles (Oxford, 19542),
p.107). With my interpretation here cf.
Denniston, pp.98—9.
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him but gets onto an offshore rock safe from her poisonous land lover, and waits
there until he has vomited out his poison and only then comes ashore to mate
with him. The v of €is Ty mérpav must be deleted (so Hercher) or replaced
by 7wa: the rock is indefinite at this first mention of it. Those who retain the
article are perhaps all subject to Vilborg’s apparent illusion that v mérpav
refers to some part of the shore (a part not readily accessible to the viper,
presumably): ‘The article here is equally possible as 1.23 eic 7ov aiyiaidv.”™
(See also the comment on YMOWOTLS quoted below.) That 7érpav is an offshore
rock is plain from karafaivel THs métpas kal eis Ty Hmewov éképxerar, and
from vnowwTIS to anyone who properly understands that word.

(2) éoTaow ovv GuddTepoL mPOS AAANHAOUS BAETOVTES, O L€V NTELWTNS

€paotns, N 8€ épwuérn YNOLOTIS.

‘So the two of them stay where they are looking at each other, the one a
lover confined to the mainland, the other his islanded beloved.’ ¢ and 7 are
pronominal and 9. ép. [sc. &ov] and &o.vna. [sc. oboa) are complementary.

I think the difficulties of the relationship at this stage for the viper are brought
out better by this syntactic arrangement than by the alternative suggested in the
word-order of WG in which épaarns (and so épwuévn) might be subject with
the article. The order in the majority of the manuscripts is designed not merely
to get a chiasmus of a kind but to make the author’s syntactic intention clearer.

Apart from the question of syntax vnowwis has caused some difficulty to

interpreters: ‘. .

. the lover of the land and the beloved of the sea’ (Gaselee-

Warmington, with my italics); ‘One would expect another adjective than
MowdTLS to denote ‘coming from the sea” ’ (Vilb. Comm., p.36). One would

indeed!

1.19.2 1) uév odv WeTd Mk pov amoboa coxero (7S yap Kiddpas adriy
KaLpos €k ae), €uol 6€ €56k €L mapelvar- amehdoboa yap THY nopdny

EnaPnK € Uov Tois 0pFaNuois.

émapnké VEGF: évaphiké aR

(1) Leucippe had been present and seemed to Clitophon to be present still.
€7 is perhaps not entirely necessary, but to omit it would be unlike the

emphatic style of Achllles To avoid illicit hiatus™

come just before €56k et.™

ér, if it is inserted,”” must

(2) Did Leucippe ‘discharge’ her image ‘at’ (émagnk é) Clitophon’s eyes after
she bad left the garden (tense of ameAdovoa!) or did she ‘leave’ it behind ‘in’

(évagnké) them? Read with aR!
University of Newcastle upon Tyne

" Comm., p.36. The sea, already
mentioned, of course implies the shore.

75 To take 6 Amep NS (subst.) as
subject with épaor7¢ as complement
would, of course, in the resulting sense be
more or less to put the cart before the
horse. Perhaps at least the scribe to whom
the order in G is owed (see Vilborg’s
edition, p.lxiv) saw this and, failing to see
the possibility of taking 6 as a pronoun,
changed the word-order.

J.N. O'SULLIVAN

76 ¢1i before a vowel: 2.21.4.6;

34.5.22;5.17.6.3. Cf. 2.22.7.14 obkére
elxe; 8.15.3.4 unkér. atSovuévn.

77 Scribal omission of ér¢: 2.21.4.6
(om. G); 5.26.12.30 (om. a); 7.5.2.6
(om. B); 8.5.5.14 (om. G).

"® Emphatic ér¢ in a forward position

‘separated from the word it modifies:

2.21.4.6 ‘T {odv ért dmodvfokew,’ é¢n,
‘ue et . . .;’; 5.18.6.9 éyw 8¢ érLgoL Tabra
Ypapw mapdévos.

75



	Article Contents
	p. [312]
	p. 313
	p. 314
	p. 315
	p. 316
	p. 317
	p. 318
	p. 319
	p. 320
	p. 321
	p. 322
	p. 323
	p. 324
	p. 325
	p. 326
	p. 327
	p. 328
	p. 329

	Issue Table of Contents
	The Classical Quarterly, New Series, Vol. 28, No. 2 (1978), pp. 1-4+243-486+i-iv
	Volume Information [pp.  479 - iv]
	Front Matter [pp.  1 - 4]
	Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Fato: Some Parallels [pp.  243 - 266]
	The Fading of Memmius [pp.  267 - 283]
	The Ἀσσύριοι Λόγοι of Herodotus and Their Position in the Histories [pp.  284 - 291]
	Sallust's Wife [pp.  292 - 295]
	Escorial MS. O III 2 and Related Manuscripts of Seneca's Natural Questions [pp.  296 - 311]
	Notes on the Text and Interpretation of Achilles Tatius I [pp.  312 - 329]
	Notes on Two Passages in Tacitus (Ann. 4. 24. 3 and 15. 25. 3) [pp.  330 - 332]
	Horace-A Cook? [pp.  333 - 348]
	Is It Wrong to Call Plato a Utilitarian? [pp.  349 - 365]
	Sappho Fr.96 LP [pp.  366 - 371]
	The Career of Corippus [pp.  372 - 376]
	On Attalos and Atalante [pp.  377 - 382]
	Notes on Aristophanes' Acharnians [pp.  383 - 395]
	The Meaning of Corinna's ϝεροι̑α [pp.  396 - 397]
	Were Bailiffs Ever Free Born? [pp.  398 - 401]
	Callimachus, Aetia Fr. 1.9-12 [pp.  402 - 406]
	The Fasti for the Reign of Claudius [pp.  407 - 426]
	The Structure of the Laws' Speech in Plato's Crito [pp.  427 - 436]
	Plato and Common Morality [pp.  437 - 451]
	Transalpinae Gentes: Cicero, De Re Publica 3.16 [pp.  452 - 458]
	The Poet as Hero: Fifth-Century Autobiography and Subsequent Biographical Fiction [pp.  459 - 469]
	Shorter Notes
	Phidias and Cicero, Brutus 70 [pp.  470 - 471]
	Too Many Ablatives Spoil the Broth [pp.  471 - 472]
	Euripides, Tro. 1089-1090 [p.  472]
	The Cologne Archilochus: 'A Beard Coming'? [pp.  473 - 474]
	The So-Called 'Venetus 8' of Plato [pp.  474 - 475]
	Aeschylus, Choephoroi 275 [pp.  475 - 476]
	Oral Imagery in Catullus 7 [pp.  477 - 478]

	Back Matter





