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A. Supp. 816; Wackernagel, Ki. Schr. 778; Friis Johansen and Whittle on A. Supp. 
850. The word is used by Herondas 7.26 and Babrius 77.2, and it seems likely that it 
should be restored for L'uX- at Nic. Th. 471. (Cf. also Call. fr. 178.22 IXaLvEL.) There 
is a fair chance that Dionysius, as a poeta non indoctus, was also acquainted with the 
form and used it. The case is less strong with the later poets Quintus (1.65, 2.399, 
4.221, 6.139, 7.317, 451, 13.159) and Proclus (Hymn. 2.6). 

813-15 7irpOs EU7TpL 8' a V L80L 

TqnV ETp'qv (Phrygiam), q KEiTal 67io' WaEfrjS Tird3as- I877s, 
'IALov 77vEVO'Ecraav 7o' 7rAEVp'qLLV Exovura (-av nonnulli). 

How can Ilios be under the flanks of West Phrygia, which is itself described as being 
below the foothills of Ida? Surely either ("I8-q ... ) EXov'uaq,, or EI' 7TAEVLpLU9LV (cf. 
833, 1075). If the latter, the preceding 67rd may have contributed to the corruption. 

844-5 TqiLaSv SE 7EpLc/LapayEvVTEs aT)TaL 

L4LEPTOV9 8OVEOVCrLV EMTl UT7TOEU99L XLTC&V(X9 

Surely 4kEP-TOi. Cf. 'Hes.' fr. 75.9f. 7Trv]oL7 ZEqV'poLo xtTcLva [d0pvv/r1f -q E,8OV7UE 

ITE]pL aTr4EaU' acLTaAoiCUL, and for the motif also Ov. M. 1.528, Nonn. D. 15.251. 

992 0'acr 8' Ei''pq'Tro0 Kal TtypLog EvO0t ya(a 

For the genitive of Eiqpr j'Tg Dionysius otherwise has Etqpr'Tao (977, 1003), and 
in 992 he will have written E1'opVq'TEW, as at 739 'ApdeEEw (v. 1. -ov). 

1051-2 aJAA' EAtkMqSg KaTca S'pLV a/WaL/JaKE`TOV 9TEE IEOVTag 

Atuoviwov /aatAoiog E7TEITp7)vEv aLKWK'q. 

Ercpacvvw seems not to occur elsewhere, and it is not clear what nuance this prefix 
would give. I conjecture a 7TETp VijV, for which cf. Plut. Sertorius 25.5. 

Finally, I may perhaps be allowed to recall an emendation previously published5 
but not noticed by Tsavari: 78 zK JLos A1?aovLtqos (for - aiEs 

' 
t [ kya KOLpavEOVTES% 

which I supported with Nonn. D. 41.390f. 'Pc6tz-qt IEv 5aGE'qL 8Wp UEacraL AV'ad?voS 
ZE;S I KOLpavtr/"v. 

All Souls College, Oxford M. L. WEST 

Philol. 110 (1966), 165. 

MORE EMENDATIONS IN THE TEXT OF MAXIMUS OF TYRE 

These notes continue the sequence begun in 'Some Emendations in the Text of 
Maximus of Tyre, Dialexeis 1-21 (Hobein)', published in CQ 41 (1991), 566-71. 
References to the text are by number, page and line in Hobein's Teubner edition; R 
is the principal MS., Parisinus graecus 1962, U is Vaticanus graecus 1390, I is 
Laurentianus Conventi Soppressi 4; U and I, being descendants of R (as are all other 
surviving MSS. of Maximus), offer conjectures not alternative readings. My thanks 
go again to Donald Russell and David Sedley for salutary comments on earlier and 
rasher drafts. 

(1) 1.16.2-4 

Vfl/ELTo ya'p, oLtLaL, 6 ?WKPaTr)q AtaXL'vov pEv 0LAoco0qjaavTroC KaL 'AvTrtaE'voV9 o6vaUOaL a'v 
8ALYo aT4v 'AO-qvaiwv no'Atv -tdAAov SE 

' 

p)qSE TWcV TO'TE, 7TA77v 7-tLUJV C*JV E7TELTa KaTa TiV 

Iw?lv7V Tw Aodycwv- EL SE 'AAKLgLd8qrj ~OLAoau;octL,.. 
7rA77v R: 7rA`0ov Stephanus: ffA)v... Aoyov del. Markland 
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Markland's unease is understandable, and he may have been right to suggest excising 
the words in question; they can be understood well enough as an early reader's 
intensification of Maximus' point. If they are retained, however, some change is 
necessary. 'Or rather, none of his contemporaries, except for us of later generations' 
does not make outstandingly good sense. Stephanus' attempt at a remedy still leaves 
some awkwardness: 'Socrates thought that... the city of Athens would derive little 
benefit - or rather that none of his contemporaries would benefit more than us in later 
generations'- why 'more' rather than 'nearly so much as'? I would suggest that 
what Maximus actually wrote was rrA,-rv LEtids rovzS ETElra, 'none of his 
contemporaries, but rather we in later generations'; the corruption will have arisen 
when a scribe mistook the conjunction for the preposition. 7rrTjv used so bluntly as a 
synonym of aAAa' is admittedly a fairly low and late usage (e.g. Luke 23.28, 12.31; 
Plotinus 1.6.9.43, 2.4.14.27) but this would not be unparalleled in the text of the 
Dialexeis (see e.g. 2.27.7, and for post-classical usages in the Dialexeis in general, 
K. Dtirr,' Sprachliche Untersuchungen zu den Dialexeis des Maximus von Tyrus' (= 
Philologus Supplementband 8 (1899), 1-156), esp. 9ff. and 70ff.). 

(2) 22.268.10 

r6 yap ro ... ra3ra LiV EilTOeivaL rats Tpa7rrEals ..., E7Tavos 6o ToVS saLTvtLovas Ev roaraVls 
'7ovais a'KpowotLvovs roO daOLioS arrov8sj EvaXqlLova rtva IOLKEV Ev woXlav tl7yEiTOaL .iuV, ... 

eiratvos Se R: ETraLveiv ed. pr. 

The correction in the editio princeps seems along the right lines, but an aorist 
infinitive is required to parallel E7TLOfevat. Read therefore ErraLveaaL 8'. The loss of AI 
and the change of E to O in ETIAINECAIZE is easily understood. 

(3) 22.269.14 

el ydp rtL OeAot 7rapaS3aAeCIv TiV (K I tLEAv re8ovrv rV T-I,V Aoywv, TOIKOL av 6 ptev Aoyos aLrioLs, 
rTO &p deAoS d6Spa?S' ( r)v Ta v ET v c' 7TpoTfrv 7Tpoac(opwPraTa, Odn) S6 Kal EvoSFr 
Ktfl38,AOaTO EV pev Xpa Kat 'v Trpoq(f daOEVE'OraTOV. 

Kat evoSJprj R: Kav eVo8L?7i Markland I ev R del. Schenkl: aUTL U recc.: ev <(78ovq> Hobein 

There are three problems with the text transmitted by R, all concerning the second 
of the two cola in the sentence. (1) The curious Kal EVvoSL'] following o8/6) be: can this 
really be the adjective evoStJoS, as at Nicander, Theriaca 41, wrongly accented and 
applied to an odour itself rather than its source? (2) The bare ev between 
KL8r1)AOTaTov and Xpjka. And (3) the imbalance, unusual for Maximus, between the 
two superlatives KL/rlAo'drarov and ev Tpo)jY adOeveTraTov. Starting from the last 
point, Hobein is surely right that the words iv '8ovj would be welcome somewhere 
in the second colon to balance and contrast with ev Tporj. Compare for example 
Dial. 34.393.2, Ka e'v E'Airatv amrrLoos Kal ev evTrvXa aKpOoaqahXs. Hobein's favoured 
solution, however, though it also neatly accounts for the stray ev, can offer no 
explanation for the omission of r86ovj at the position chosen for it, and leaves 
untouched the unsatisfactory evoSrL. Markland's suggestion, in its turn, tackles the 
latter with characteristic elegance, but falls short of complete conviction: evo8S(a)LeEO 
is a rare word, and the qualification that results from its insertion is not obviously 
essential to Maximus' argument. The simple contrast between smells of any and all 
kinds on the one hand and solidly nourishing food on the other is enough; we do not 
positively need the qualification 'even if fragrant'. Besides, Markland's conjecture 
leaves untouched the imbalance between the two concluding superlatives. As an 
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alternative, then, to both Hobein and Markland, I would suggest emending evoB,LT 
to iv 78ov-- (close both in letter-forms and in sound) and accepting Schenkl's deletion 
of the ev before Xpij,a, as a confusion arising from the similar syllables on either side 
of it. We would then have both the comprehensive rejection of mere odour that 
Maximus' argument requires, and a characteristically balanced antithesis to express 
it. 6o8[i $e Kal ev r'8ov7 KLf38qrAo7araov XP,lTa Kal ev Tpoq aKOeveaVra rov' (solid food 
is unquestionably valuable for the nourishment it provides,) whereas odours are not 
even reliably pleasant, let alone nourishing. 

(4) 22.274.19 

T7S av ovv yEvoT'o LOvXaiS evlwXLa Adywv ravrTns TrpooraveaTepa; XaAEorrv JLkv ELr7TELiv Kal 

avT-LrdaaOaL 7roAAco Kat yEvvaL? AoyoTroLC, prTfov $V 6 &LgS O,T KaAXrV /.LEv rt)v appLovta... 

7roAAols Kat yevvaLioLt AoyonoLots Meiser 

Some change is clearly called for, and Meiser is right to notice the second-person 
plural following soon after the disputed phrase, but the corruption he posits is an odd 
one. It is worth considering the possibility that a word has fallen out, and that we 
should read TroAAi Kal yevvaLt Aoyo7ro6)v ( ). As a candidate for the missing 
word, I would suggest <Xop)>, which is frequently used as a mannered synonym for 

'group' or 'crowd': compare for instance Dialexeis 4.51.16 and 17.215.10, or Plato, 
Protagoras 315b. 

(5) 25.306.5 

rjcLaTov rv Oea&fa o 'AxtAAev's (rncS e OVK pleAAev;), <dAA' add. Renehan) ov SLa Tn)V 6dv0r)v 
KOI,dLV' Kal yap 6 Eviopos eVKOdLr77s Xv, TOZ SE' AXLAAEC TO6 KaAOv 78staTOV v VTO TrTS dpETrjS 
ESa7TTTod'vov. 78(LaTov ev (Davies Eiv R) troTraLoLs Oeapa 6 NelAos, dAA' ov Ol ad0oviav viSaros 
Kal yap 6 "Iarpos erpovs (Acciaiuoli: edvwos R)' dAAa 6 "Iarpos ov ydo'vqo, do e NeAios 
yovqros. 8LaT0ov OEapLa 6 NeiAos, aAA' ov ToAC.L 7rapaTre?TLbtLevos Tr)v dpEr7lv rTOV OeoV 68ov')v 
at rd 7trL,?FdLaat. dycw Kal Trv 0?iELIou dyaAhdrTwv alaOdvoal a iLEV T 7S 78ovlrj, r7TaLv, b Se 

TiV TrXV-q-v Kat TrjS 'Ot-7pov amsr auvvL7tfln ILiv TSrjS 78ovi)S, aAA' EK 7TrV UaELVoTEpWV aVTf)v 
E7raLVW. 

6 NecAos at the beginning of the third sentence here is likely to be corrupt. The logic 
of this enumeration of parallel cases leads us to expect a new item after the third 
'7Starov, just as new items followed each of the first two. Equally, the parallelism of 
expression between the cases of Achilles and the Nile ('A is pleasant, but not for 
quality b, because C too has b; what C lacks, and A possesses, is d') leads us to expect 
no more about the Nile after the words 6 8E NeiAos yo'vltos. What then should be 
substituted for the second o NeCAos? We require the name of a god (80ov), who can 
plausibly be said both to be the fairest object of contemplation and to possess 
essential dper77; we might also expect him to be a god who stands to gods in general 
as Achilles does to heroes and the Nile does to rivers. This last consideration strongly 
suggests that the true reading is o Zefs. For the idea of Zeus' supreme beauty, 
compare Dial. 11.130.10ff.: KarayeAaa-ros r adirKpaLs, Kcv el fELdovwS Xap- 
aKTrqpPL rOt TV Zia, Kvavas pev dopvaS, pvads Xasa, Xp EAL dtevov 8e VT' 
avTrcv rTO ovpavov. trdvra yap irov T oLava T aoira dopia ocew Kal daOeveL'a 

looaEwOs Kal yv(oSr,s daAvrnqTrL, Cq' o6aov 8vvavTratL KaaroL E:aLpdOLevoL Tr 

ckavTaaLa wrpds Tr6 KahAALUTOV OKOVV <lac. statt. edd.) Kal iLAodoaool Ka-ratav- 
7revOVraL. Admittedly, the assumption in this further passage is that Zeus' beauty 
isn't and can't be a literal Oealaa; but then why should not Jo8tarov Oeaapa in 25.306.5 
too refer to intellectual rather than physical contemplation? Note also that restoring 

21 OCQ 42 



the name of Zeus to the position suggested provides a bridge to the following sentence: 
from Zeus himself to the most celebrated sculptor of his image. 

(6) 26.319.2 

oVrds aoI 7ToALTags TrOpdroV, OVK ev HTELpatLi rTAaTTrdO/. 4vo oV8E Ev Kp r1rT voLOOeTroVptevos, 
dAA' -rt 7rpooqdaeL rpoWLKj vIrrT >LAoadoov 8EIKVUC1LVOS, 8L' ol'KOVotLaS rjpwLK7jS. 

rCpwciLK R: r0LK,j Markland: 7rTOLTrLK-J Meiser 

The subject is Homer's description of the Shield of Achilles. Markland's and Meiser's 
corrections to jPpwuLK are misplaced: Homer does exploit a story of heroes to convey 
his philosophical teaching. The word that needs to be changed is instead 'pwLKx- at 
the end of the sentence, and it is there that Meiser's suggestion finds its true home: 

Lt' otKovotiLasL G roLIrTLK,s - for Homer's philosophical message and his heroic story 
are indeed 'arranged' in verse. 

(7) 28.333.8 

El 8E (v T6 7rapOdvTl 8teaTaaLaaTat (U: 8LeaTr)aLavTr R) 7rpos avrTv 1r Tr v-, Lx7j7Tji) CroL TOLTO 

OavfLaarTv 4avj, irp'v aiv LOL 8Eir7 Kal rT7v rTXvrT v dav TE o aav KaVl aApotiafvTv, cdAA' ov 
LaAaxoOaav Trov aojtparos Ta Xwptpa aAArv aAAo rT ... 

The rExvyr to which Maximus initially refers here is the venerable art of the centaur 
Chiron that produced health in soul and body simultaneously. This is contrasted with 
(degenerate) modern medicine, which treats the body in isolation from the soul, and 
breaks down itself into a further plurality of limited specialisms. Given this line of 
thought TEXV7qv in rrpV' av poL 8LO Si Kal ri)v rEXVriV cannot be right. Read instead 
Kal Tr7v laTptK'1v: 'do not be surprised if Chiron's art has come to be divided in two, 
given that modern medicine has split into even more segments'. (The alternative, Kal 
Tr)v <(arptKv)> TrXV?7v, though possible, sits less well, given that we already have one 
occurrence of redXV/, with a different reference, earlier in the sentence.) 

(8) 29.343.19 

[If people in general did not hope to better their lot by their own efforts, they would all have 
given up long ago:] oU yap av OUTre o KdAaKE?s rpdyliara elXov ras Trv 7rAovafw'v (Markland: 
7rA7raLov R) rnTvlzuas OepaTrevovTre, oVTr ol fPcooAdxot rT( Oa!Lowv Kal yeACuTrov KO'r]pOpW?EVOI 
yeveaeL9 Tr Kal aywyads,... 

rTv Oauowv R Outv&,l'wov vel EVOUtvYov Koniaris 

What Maximus must have written is rwOaalWv. 

(9) 30.351.5 

IT dvOpiuSr podvp 8va07jpaTov TO ayaov Kalt 8va'A'rrov Kal diLar)TaLov, Kat ov8e/La 
TTW epEvp'qTaL TE`Xv7, 

It rbs 7raT8evOEv (Reiske: TraLSevOeir1 R) TroVT TO yEvog ovt rrapdeEL 
(Reiske: yap :EL? R) Trof aoftaraTg 7rpodaiELS (Markland: Tpdoaast R) Ao'dyv Kal StaciVW`a 
(Markland: LayowvLag R) Kal eptoso (Markland: oL$aa R), ovie daiapq'aeC avTro rTv A7rTia 
Tro TrAovs, ov8e rTpoQjaeTaL TrIv UaTrl)pav,...; 

A very corrupt passage, suggesting a badly damaged exemplar or an unsettled scribe 
(both suggestions that gain force when it is remembered that this dialexis stands at the 
head of the sequence presented in R). My concern here is with the words daiapqJaet 
avTov. If Markland's and Reiske's corrections earlier on in the sentence are even 
approximately correct, then what is required is a verb in the future tense, with rovrl 
ro yevos as its subject, parallel to rrape'et and 7Trpo-Uaerat before and after it, and 
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meaning 'lose' or 'abandon'. I would suggest &t,aLpeGvjaE-rat, to replace both 
cLcaLpT,UEL and a'rOf). But it may be that the truth is buried deeper than this. 

(10) 30.358.16 

olrX dp65 i*oisv /Lv7)ca-rpag vaLavKaigS rSovatg avyyLyvot vovso, 7Tr(Ovag aZyar KaTiSovTra KaL 

cLaAcWv av'wv (Koniaris: Ka1 iraAo cum lacuna R) 4k-7trkrAatkC`VOV9 Kai (...lacuna 4-5 litt....) 
oLaKovovTaS- KaL ... 

KaL ITaAo R a.c. ainaAcbv ~picwv R p.c. (man. post.) 
oLaKOUOVTaS R a.c. a6A6Jv aKov'ov-rag R p.c. (man. post.) 

The corrections in R are the work of a relatively late hand (twelfth century?) filling in 

gaps left by the original scribe; neither has any worth. Professor Koniaris's 
alternative for the first, drawn from Odyssey 14.81 and Dialexeis 14.175.10, is clearly 
correct. For the latter, I would suggest that the obvious thing for the suitors to be 
listening to is a bard (the unwilling Phemius). In which case, read doLwof3 dKovovrag. 

(11) 32.373.4 

.r Ov 7 8oV7v..., 7sq EL'VEKa a'v TLq Kal alvaroV caAa'cLaLTO ... Kal taAAa /LupLa eUaLEpq. KaV yap 
EKAAOVTALW E'1TL0TrOT) 1 (U: E'rTTL -g R) 6volLa Trg TOVrWV d as, 'AXLAAIEC j.tV da7rTO00V7aKOV - 

O Ka TltWPOVV-L dKaoLdvova t4 aa-rpciKAq #LAlcW, 'Aya4L/vovL bE aypu7ToVv-1L 
... aacrLtAL'av..., 7Tdv-ra TaT7Qa CE'pE 7,bovwv vo'tLaTa. 

d ag R a.c. U a.c.: dpETrg R p.c.: detaa U p.c.: ailasa I 

The scribes of both R and U left lacunae, which other hands later tried to fill. None 
of their suggestions conveys the right sense for this context. What is logically required 
is a word for 'return': 'even if you use different words in different cases for the return 
people get for these toils of theirs, you will still only be using different words for 
pleasure.' We should therefore read a'tkoLg-q3, or perhaps &aAay-ij. 

(12) 34.398.4 

EL-ra 778ov77r pEv &aTaL Kopo9, EUTU7vX7.aTw0v SC OVK aTrat KOpor; EL9S /LEV, OLpaL, ULTLwA)V KCLL 

c&qg dLVLapoTEpor. 

EL' t.dv R: EcaTWV Diibner 

Some change is certainly needed. Diibner's suggestion makes acceptable sense, 
though the change in tense might be felt to jar slightly. As an alternative, I would 
suggest Eyc% pEv otLtat,... - slightly closer to the paradosis palaeographically, and 
also giving a very appropriate sense. For this idiom in the Dialexeis, compare 13.1 59.4 
and 15.184.15-16. 

(13) 36.413.4 

KaLAE 87) ZElS FIpoi-qOE'a KaLt ai3Tj( 7TpOUTa-TTEL KaTaVELaL Tr- Y OLKrtKav, 5(Lov c7TAofV, 
KaTa /.LEV -r V yvwpL7)V EyyV'TaTa -f.LV T0L9s OEEL9s, T O a.ca at6rc; (Markland: a'-rcbv R) 
&TwCc ... 

a&TAot5v R: &I7rLtAov Reiske: bL'irovv Meiser 

Reiske and Meiser were right to be suspicious of airAoi3v but their solutions (Reiske's 
especially, based on [Plato] Defin. 415a) are more ingenious than convincing. I suspect 
a simple black-for-white error, and would suggest SLITAoOv: man is a two-fold 
creature, compounded of an earth-bound body and a soul that is close kin to the gods. 
For the form of expression, compare Dial. 26.314.2ff.: TauV7j 

C 
iai i~ 'Otctjpov 

21-2 
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OKOITEL, CbS EOTL Xpi7jLa &LTrAoiv, Kara tLEV r77 7rTOLr7TK77V EvreTratJevov ELs vL'Oov 

aXjjLa, Kara ?8 0LAoaolofav eiS ?iAov dapErT7 Kat daA7rOetE'a yvc&alv aVVTeraytLEvov. 

(14) 37.432.21 

ra S roVcov dapXaLrepa ELS Tr XP7p AEyeLV; 'Opebs EK KetvOS g7V ILEV Oldaypov irals Ka 
KaAtAoLrrtr av7rrS,... 

els r7t R: el n Combes: Tr Koniaris 

What follows is in fact a rather long discussion of 'more ancient' examples, which 
makes Koniaris's suggestion of a formula of praeteritio inappropriate. Combes is 
nearer the mark, but the rt still jars. I would suggest instead ra 8E rov7wv dpXatidrpa 

rt el XP7 Ah'yElv, KTA. 

(15) 37.436.5-6 

[Geometry is like Athena's invention, the ship, which opens a new dimension of experience to 
previously land-locked humanity.] TTO t ao cal 7rep yeoJLTerpLas AE'yEL TtSt Oecv, 1 EKEtVr) 7) OeOS, 
r1 'AOr7vd AE'ye "E CKEIoE SE ov.." 

AEyeL (1) R: AEyoL Markland: AEyeL (2) del. Heinsius 

Heinsius was right to delete the second AEyet, which is clumsy and superfluous. Even 
with the deletion, however, the sentence remains somewhat lame: 'the same can be 
said about geometry by some god, or that same goddess, Athena.' We can inject some 
welcome vigour by changing the punctuation and a couple of accents: ... AEyEL - s 
Oewv; 7 (iKEl'vr OE O6S, 7 'AfOqva; - " 

EKEITE fA,XEiov..." - 'the same can be said about 

geometry by- which god now? Should it be that same goddess, Athena?- "Look 
hither..."'. For the form of expression, compare Dial. 26.307.7-9 and Plato, 
Phaedrus 236d. 

(16) 38.444.7 

TOr6 0ov rTTavrws ot TiOCaat TEAEfCraTrov Kal a-rapKEcrTaTov Kal laXvpoTaTov- 

TroL R: ye Koniaris 

A better solution would be irov, 'I assume', 'I take it'; Maximus is trying to state an 
uncontroversial starting-point before the more difficult argument begins. For parallel 
usages, see for example Dial. 11.129.8, 21.260.15, 18. 

(17) 39.452.14 

r7 a' av voaos rTL' aAAo eartv 1 StaAvuaIs Kat rapaXri TrjS ev afjLarTL EKEXELptasg, 67Tretav avaOs 
avl/rreaodvra dAAXrjAOL Ta'e TE )U7Trp rpjLoaJieva 7roAE?qrj...; 

Td Tre cTa7rp TpfLooaiava R: Ta TerwaTrp rplXoacieva U: ra TEws o -porlpPloarjdva Scaliger 

Scaliger was nearly right, but there is in fact no need to try and preserve any 
semblance of the -rrep in R's oamrep. Ta TrCws r)ptuoacEriva gives exactly the sense 
required, and the residue can be explained as the product of a simple misreading. The 
scribe responsible saw TEQCHPMOCMENA and took -QCHP- for -QCI7EP-. 

(18) 41.482.5 

E7TEl yap E&sL yrjv yev/Eeaat l Lv eyKap7rov Kal cpwrpOd(ov Kal TroAvupeL/.Lova, EXEtV So ev EavTrr 
KaKa evo0v KaOetpyxedva, teXarVAaiueva TOV ovpavov, els Tov 8evpo (Markland: SEVTEpOV R) 
Tor7rov ftliyi7. Oe6S 8e TroAAas Kat wTavToSa7ras (cwv KA/qpovXLCas... 
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Oeos Se R p.c.: 0e6s R a.c.: 'Eos be (<rroTrae)> Meiser: KrA'povx'as (<EK7Le) vel (eyevva0)E> 
Davies 

Meiser's and Davies's conjectures address the need for a transitive verb to govern 
KArqpovuxtas, but they leave a second problem untouched. If the passage is to make 
any sense as it stands, the subject of Euiy7r in the previous sentence has to be supplied, 
rather awkwardly, from KaKa, and even then the overall run of thought is not of the 
smoothest. The key to something better, I suspect, is to suppose that the early 
correction in R, from 0OES to 0eos be, is itself a mistake, and that there should be no 
sentence break between Eft'iyr and OEds. If this is so, then it also follows that 'tI'y7q 
must be corrupt, since (as already noted) a transitive verb is needed to govern 
KA,1povXtIaS; and besides, the notion of God becoming entangled in the physical 
world is entirely unwanted in such a Platonizing passage as this one. What then 
should be read in place of i'yr^? EELiyvv would be close in sound, but an aorist 
would sit better than an imperfect; perhaps then 4xLLtE or (as Donald Russell suggests 
to me) Eve'JLI,E. Alternatively, drawing on a parallel passage in Dial. 36 (413.4), Evelf.e. 

King's College London M. B. TRAPP 

THE TEXT OF PER VIGILIUM VENERIS 74 

The extant MSS. of the Pervigilium Veneris, which all derive from a single archetype,1 
are unanimous in their reading at line 74. Yet, as is widely agreed, this reading cannot 
be correct. The poet is describing the descendants of Venus: 

ipsa Troianos nepotes in Latinos transtulit; 
ipsa Laurentem puellam coniugem nato dedit; 70 
moxque Marti de sacello dat pudicam virginem; 
Romuleas ipsa fecit cum Sabinis nuptias, 
unde Ramnes et Quirites proque prole posterum 
tRomuli matremt crearet et nepotem Caesarem. 74 

It was she who made Latins of her Trojan descendants, 
she who gave the girl of Laurentum as wife to her son; 
soon afterwards from the sanctuary she gave the chaste 
virgin to Mars. It was she who made the marriage of 
Romulus' men with the Sabines, that, from their union, 
she might create the Ramnes, the Quirites, and, for later 
generations, tthe mother of Romulust and Caesar, the grandson.2 

Romuli matrem makes no sense in what is otherwise a clear chronological sequence 
from the ancient Trojans to 'Caesar': the Ramnes and Quirites, themselves the 
offspring of Romulus' army, cannot also be the distant ancestors of Romulus' 
mother. Emendation is unavoidable. Catlow discusses the various restorations that 
have been suggested, and rightly concludes that none of them is satisfactory. He 
agrees with the consensus view (adopted by Lipsius, Wernsdorf, Clementi and 
Schilling) that, whatever the exact wording of the poet's original line 74, the line's 
meaning was 'that she might create Julius Caesar and Augustus'. Catlow summarizes: 
'In this line reference is probably made to Julius and Augustus Caesar, but the 

The tradition of the MSS. is discussed by L. Catlow in his edition of the poem: Pervigilium 
Veneris: Collection Latomus 172 (Brussels, 1980), pp. 7-17. 

2 I cite here the text and the translation of Catlow, op. cit. 
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