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not intrusive, there has been some corruption and/or disruption within it, possibly at
an early stage of transmission when the text was not arranged colometrically. nJpe . . .
papvauévovs would make good sense if kowov évudiov were the object of an aorist
participle such as reAéoavras'* (‘She found at the Elektran gates her sons <who had
completed> their mutual warfare with spears in the lotus-rearing meadow, like lions
fighting [or ‘fighting like lions’] at a lair’). udryp would then no longer be inside the
participle-phrase and would stand more easily as, or in apposition to, the subject of
nPpe (‘She, their mother, found . . .*), although its position would still be striking.!®
Alternatively, udryp itself might be a corruption of the needed participle. Either way,
&oTe . . . papvapévovs would be a self-contained comparative clause. As for ém
Tpaduacw . . . Apys, again the sense seems to require an additional participle:'®
‘(and?)!? <who had offered> now in their wounded state the chilly, gory libation of
blood which Hades had been allotted and Ares had supplied.’ This could be provided
without disturbing the metre by deleting the pleonastic aiiaros (a gloss on goviar?)
and inserting a participle such as §évras (. . . éni Tpaduacw 467 | pvypav <dévras>
AoBav goviav).'® Or papvapévovs (not essential to the dore-clause) might be a
corruption of such a participle.

These suggestions can hardly be conclusive, but they may at least be of diagnostic
value and help to support the contention that the passage is essentially genuine rather
than intrusive.

University of Calgary MARTIN CROPP

14 CQ’s referee notes that similarity between a participle such as reAéoavras and 1573 dore
AéovTas might have led to some textual disruption.

' pdTyp could be shifted, e.g. by placing it before Awrorpdgpov and putting Adyyais where
pd7mp now is; but such a displacement would be hard to explain. Mastronarde (on 1570-6)
thinks the placement between évvdAwov and papvapévous is intended for pathetic effect.

' This was Paley’s suggestion: ‘Either some participle seems wanting... like dmoyevouévous
(cf. Ion 147), or we should read émi Tpadpac 8’ aluaros... AoBav, “a chilled (or congealed)
outpouring of blood on their wounds”.” His second suggestion (anticipated by the reading
7padpact 7’ in ms. O) gives an unhappy zeugma: ‘She found her sons fighting... and a chilled
outpouring of blood on their wounds.” The Scholia also attempt to make the AoBdv-phrase a
second object to ndpe, but asyndetically: kowov 16 edpe: 6 8¢ Adyos dotvSeros: émi Tois
Tpadpacw elpe Yuxpav omovdiy aiparos... Musgrave proposed Tpaiuact 8 .

' For suggestions to insert a connective (though to different effect) see previous note.

'8 Cf. 933 where Menoeceus must ‘give gory blood as a libation to the ground’, éviov alpa
ynu 8odvar yods. For Sodvau of offering libations (yoal) cf. also .7 61, Or. 125, Soph. Ant. 902.

ANTIPHANES FR. 46 K-A AND THE PROBLEM OF SPARTAN
MOUSTACHES

&v Aaxedaluon
yéyovas: éxelvwv Tdv vépwy uebexréov
» 7’ LS N - > AY 7
€orw. BadiL’ émi Seimvov €ls Ta @idiTia,
dmdlave Tol {wpol, T pdper Tovs BioTaxas.
un katappdver, und’ érep’ émlirel kald, 5
év Tois 8’ éxelvwy éfeow 100’ apyauxds

Lines 4-5 of Antiphanes fr. 46 K-A, an Athenian view of the stereotypical Spartan
life, present several difficult, interrelated problems. The text as printed by Kassel-
Austin is grammatically intelligible, although problematic, since karappovéw is
used absolutely elsewhere in old or middle comedy only at Amph. fr. 1, where the
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participle is used attributively and both the meaning of the verb and the text itself
have been questioned.! The more serious problem is that wearing moustaches is listed
with other typical Spartan customs, while most scholars have believed that Spartans
kept their upper lips shaved. Casaubon was the first to articulate the problem and
attempt a solution by emending ¢dpe: to popeiv and making the infinitive dependent
upon kartappdver.? In order to avoid having the Spartans wear moustaches,
Casaubon, paraphrasing the clause as ‘ne ita mores Spartae asperneris, ut audeas
in superiore labro pilos alere’, doubtfully claimed that karagpove. has a pregnant
sense here and means ‘katagpov@v TéAua’ or ‘prae contemptu aude aliquid’.
Schweighduser alone followed Casaubon completely. Most scholars have instead
preferred Ruhnken’s gépec (‘slurp up’),? construing the lines as follows:

. A Yy Y
améAave Tov {wpod, péper: Tovs Bloraras
w1 katappdver, und’ . . .

Although this may present a tautology (amdAave, pépe) of a sort found nowhere
else in this passage, and there are no other examples in comedy of xarappovéw
governing an accusative,* the more serious problem is Ruhnken’s very dubious
assertion that here Bvoraxas means ‘beards’.’ Meineke attempted to avoid this last
problem by suggesting that xarappover means the same thing as xaravder or
ém{7rew (‘fixate upon’), although Van Herwerden correctly pointed out that this use
is never found outside Ionic authors.® Emperius’ suggestion,’

s . < e Y
dméAave Tov {wpod, Eper Tovs BoTaxas,
un karappdver, und’. . .,

like Kassel-Austin’s text, on the other hand, demands an absolute use of xaragppdve:
which is unsuitable in this context.®

Lines 4-5 of this fragment have thus never been convincingly emended. Part
of the problem would seem to be that most of the emendations which have been
suggested are predicated upon the idea that the Spartans did not wear moustaches,
so that a text which suggests that they did must be wrong.® In fact, the evidence for

! Although Men. Epit. 56 Korte may offer a grammatical parallel (cf. W. J. Verdenius,
Mnemosyne 1V 27 [1974], 21), the sense ‘don’t be haughty’ is at odds with the typical Spartan
aloofness (e.g. Ar. Pax 623; Av. 1012-14).

? L. Casaubon, Animadversiones in Athenaei Dipnosophistarum Libri XV* (Lyons, 1621), p. 269.
Kassel-Austin attribute this emendation to H. Richards, Aristophanes and Others (London,
1911), p. 76; Gulick in the Loeb Athenaeus ascribes it to J. Schweighduser (ed.), Athenaei
Naucratitae Deipnosophistarum Libri Quindecim (Strasbourg, 1801-7), although Schweighiuser
himself, v. 7 (1802), p. 472 rightly attributes it to Casaubon.

> Ruhnken’s emendation appears at D. Wyttenbach, Animadversiones in Plutarchi De sera
numinis vindicta (Leiden, 1772), p. 25.

* The anonymous reader refers to com. adesp. fr. 1027.4 K-A (Men. fr. 722 Korte) u%
kaTagppovijays olkérov gupBouvlias, although K-A rightly accept Wilamowitz’ ouuBovAias for
the papyrus’ supBovAiav.

* Ruhnken supports his claim with Hsch. 8 1346 Latte, on which see below.

¢ Observationes Criticae in Fragmenta Comicorum Graecorum (Leiden, 1855), p. 46.

 A. Emperius, Opuscula Philologica et Historica (Gottingen, 1847), p. 310.

¥ The same is true, in addition to its being unmetrical, of Grotius’ dméAave {wuod- u7 pdpet
Tods Bloraxas: | un karappdver, und’... (Excerpta ex Tragoediis et Comoediis Graecis [Paris,
1626], p. 605).

® The only editor of whom I am aware who does not attempt to remove Spartan moustaches
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this custom is surprisingly slim and consists of only one statement of Plutarch, thrice
repeated, and a reference to Aristotle. Aristotle’s comments on the subject are
otherwise unknown, and the three passages from Plutarch comprise Arist. fr. 539
Rose? in its entirety.

1. Plut. Cleomen. 9.3.

mpoekpuTTOV Ol €pPopot Tois moliTais €ls THY dpyny €lowévTes, ws ApioToTédns gnol,
kelpecar Tov pioTaka kal mpooéyew Tois viuois, va uy xalemol dow alTols, TO TOD
pboTaxos, olpat, mpoTeivovtes, Smws kal mepl Td pikpérara Tovs véous melbapyeiv
é8{lwoau.

2. Plut. Mor. 550b (de sera num. 4).

) , , ¢ u , R W o,
év Aaxedaipove knpiTTovsw of €popor mapidvres €blis els T dpynyy pn Tpépew
pioraka kal melbeabar Tois vépois ws w1y yademol dow adrois.

3. Procl. ad Hes. Op. 724-6 Pertusi (722 Gaisford).

y oy . , . , o a2 s , y ,
év pév ofy Zmdpry Tois <moAiTais of> els dpxnv kabiorduevor [of] épopor mpoexijpurTov
w) Tpépew pvorTakas, va Tovs TO pallov TolTOo Kal €bTelés mapaPdvras pelldvws
kodd{<ovtes, mapaBaivew pellova kwAio>wow (=Plut. fr. 90 Sandbach).

Proclus’ comment is derived from Plutarch’s lost work on Hesiod, adds nothing
which is not found in the other two statements, and has no independent authority.'?
Of the remaining two statements, the second would seem to be an abridged version
of the first, in which Plutarch cites his authority, and can therefore be set aside as
well. The only other evidence for the Spartans shaving is Apollonius of Tyana, Ep. 63
dvdpas dudv (i.e. Spartans) éfeacduny vmijvmy py éxovras. Although Apollonius’
statement is relevant only for his own time, his further comment, odx éméyvwr,
implies that he is accustomed to seeing Spartans with facial hair, and thus that they
regularly wore it.

Plutarch’s use of the imperfect mpoexsjpurTov, his citation of Aristotle as an
authority, and his reference to o{ malaio{ immediately afterwards (Cleomen. 9.4)
strongly suggest that the Spartan practice of shaving their moustaches was not
known in his own day.!! If the imperfect was Aristotle’s, it is possible that it was not a
regular practice in his time either, and accordingly it is worth noting that no other
reference to the custom exists in the classical period. The substantial problem,
however, is whether the ephors used the present imperative (‘shave regularly’) or the
aorist, which would imply that the Spartans were not normally clean-shaven. Since
Plutarch’s statement is at best second-hand information, it is impossible to give much
weight to his use of the present infinitive xelpecfa:, which may simply be assimilated
to the tense of mpooéyew. The use of un 7pépew in Mor. 550b, as opposed to

from the fragment is C. D. Yonge in his translation of Athenaeus (London, 1854). Yonge,
translating ‘... and not disdain to wear fierce whiskers’, simply followed Schweighiuser’s (i.e.
Casaubon’s) text but ignored both his Latin translation and his endorsement of Casaubon’s
interpretation.

' For Proclus’ reliance upon Plutarch for his commentary on Hesiod, cf. M. L. West (ed.),
Hesiod, Works and Days (Oxford, 1978), p. 68; C. Faraggiana di Sarzana, Aevum 52 (1978), 17-40.

'" Plutarch’s use of the present knpirrovow in Mor. 550b need not imply a current practice,
since in the same passage the present is understood in reference to a law of Solon as well, and the
present tense is probably due to the context.

"2 The passage from Proclus echoes the wording (u7) 7pépew) of Mor. 550b, but the tense
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xeilpeafar (Cleomen. 9.3), is probably simply a loose paraphrase of the more exact
pronouncement. The change may be unintentional carelessness, since he is not
interested in the Spartans per se in this passage, or could perhaps be deliberate,
designed to highlight the apparent absurdity of the custom and thus strengthen his
argument.'?

Two passages in Aristophanes, generally overlooked or misunderstood, however,
clearly imply that the Spartans in the classical period were known for having large,
prominent moustaches. At V. 475-7, first of all, bushy facial hair is a defining
characteristic of Spartanizing behaviour and thus of pro-Spartan sentiments:

\ . y \ ~ ,
kal évvawv Bpaocidq xal popdv kpdomeda
oTeppdtwv Ty 8° Smivny dxovpov Tpépwy;

Pl. com. fr. 132.2 K-A, apparently referring to a Laconizer, is similar:
Tov vmvéBiov omaprioyaiTny

At Lys. 1072-3, moreover, prominent dm7va. serve as a means of identifying the
Spartans themselves:

VoA y , N . .
kal pv amo s Zmdprns oidl mpéofeis Exovres Hmiivas
xwpoia’

As in the fragment of Antiphanes, the contrast here cannot be between the mere
presence of facial hair and the lack of it, since the Athenians wore beards and
moustaches; instead, the point must be that Spartans wore their facial hair longer
than most other Greeks, as they did with the hair on their heads (e.g. Hdt. 1.82.8; Ar.
Av. 1282). Although the etymology of dmjvy is uncertain, there is general agreement
that it properly means ‘moustache’.!> That the word can occasionally also mean
‘beard’ is often asserted,'* but the other commonly cited examples of the word with
this sense have little or no force, and the only reason for interpreting it this way in
Aristophanes and Plato comicus is an (essentially circular) unwillingness to believe
that the Spartans wore moustaches. '’

There is thus little solid evidence that the Spartans did not wear moustaches, for the

(mpoexripurrov) of Cleomen. 9.3. That Proclus followed the wording from the Moralia rather
than from the Lives is not surprising since Plutarch’s commentary on Hesiod, as presented by
Proclus, offers numerous affinities with the Moralia but very seldom shows discernible interaction
with the Lives. That Proclus’ choice of tense agrees with that of Cleomen. is probably simply
fortuitous, and in any case Proclus would most naturally use a past tense in reference to Sparta.

" Thus H. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches Waorterbuch (Heidelberg, 1954-72) s.v.; P.
Chantraine, Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque (Paris, 1969-80) s.v.

14 The evidence is mainly late and of little consequence, e.g. Hsch. v 535, 539 Schmidt; S v 427;
Phot. Lex. p. 625.10-11 Porson; Eust. p. 1353.57-9. In general, the lexicographers treat the
various sorts of facial hair as roughly synonymous, even producing such absurdities as Hsch. 8
1346 Latte Bioraya [sic]: mdywva, although traces of an original distinction do appear (e.g. Poll.
2.80). Pollux and Eustathius claim that dm7jvy refers to both moustache and beard, but this
assertion is probably as confused as the lexicographers’ other attempts to define the terms for
facial hair.

1> At A. fr. 27 Radt 8aiddos 8’ vmijvy xal yeveidSos mubuiv, an Smijvy is clearly distinguished
from a beard, unless one unnecessarily assumes hendiadys; Eub. fr. 98 (cited by Chantraine) is
similar. In P1. com. fr. 130 dvaé dmijvys ’Emikpares caxeapdpe, dmijvy is usually assumed to
refer to a beard because the fragment is cited by the Suda (7 2150; cf. € 2416) under the lemma
mdywv and by ZR" Ar. Ec. 71 in reference to the beard of Epikrates. In both cases, however,
mdrywy is used to explain caxeopdpos; vmijvy is not the focus and is basically irrelevant to the
discussion of beards.

16 Cf. Kiihner-Gerth ii.5; Hdt. 1.66.1; Th. 2.11.4; 3.83.4; X. H.G 4.5.12.
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evidence from Plutarch is ambiguous, and Aristophanes for his part twice treats long
moustaches as a defining feature of Spartans or Spartan sympathizers. Emendation to
change the meaning in Antiphanes fr. 46 is therefore unnecessary, although the correct
reading remains uncertain. Casaubon’s gopeiv, although without his interpretation of
kaTagppovet, is possible; kaTagppovéw can govern an infinitive, although there are no
other examples in comedy.'® Ruhnken’s gdge: is perhaps better.!” He himself cited Ar.
Eg. 51 as a parallel; the verb appears elsewhere in Antiphanes at fr. 185.5 K-A and is
used in reference to {wuds at e.g. Ar. Pax 716. xatagppovéw seldom, if ever, governs
the accusative in comedy, but E. Ba. 503 provides a parallel.'® Unlike the two passages
in Aristophanes, the fragment of Antiphanes, as emended by either Casaubon or
Ruhnken, offers nothing explicit about the length of the moustaches but instead
requires that it be understood from the context; this understanding is perhaps easier
with Ruhnken’s text. At any rate, it seems clear that Antiphanes’ command that a
fourth-century Laconizer not despise wearing a moustache, presumably long, reflects
a standard stereotype about Spartan customs rather than a textual anomaly to be
emended away. '

University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign B. W. MILLIS

17 The corruption is easily paralleled; cf. A. E. Housman, Classical Papers (Cambridge, 1972),
1.68, 220.

'8 Cf. Dodds ad loc. and on 286 for the tendency of verbs compounded in kara- to become
transitive.

1 For their helpful criticism, I owe many thanks to S. D. Olson, D. Sansone, and the
anonymous reader.

A NEW FRAGMENT ON NIOBE AND THE TEXT OF PROPERTIUS 2.20.8*

Michael Choniates (c. 1138—c. 1222), a pupil of Eustathius of Thessalonica, who was
Greek Orthodox Metropolitan of Athens for some 25 years up to that city’s capture
by Frankish crusaders in A.p. 1205,' is best known to classical scholars as the
possessor of probably the last complete copy of Callimachus’ Hecale and Aetia.? He
had brought with him from Constantinople many books of all kinds, and added to
his collection when in Athens.* Although an immense task, it would be well worth
trying to identify all Michael’s classical allusions, as an indication of how much
ancient Greek literature was still available just before Constantinople too succumbed
to the crusaders. That enquiry might produce a number of otherwise unknown
quotations; it is with one such fragment that I am here concerned.

When lamenting the death of his brother Nicetas, Michael writes as follows
(1.346.13-20 Lambros):

*I am most grateful to Dr S. J. Heyworth and Mr N. G. Wilson for comments on an earlier
draft of this paper.

! See N. G. Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium (London, 1983), pp. 204-6, A. Kashdan (ed.), The
Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium (New York and Oxford, 1991), vol. I, pp. 427-8 s.v. Choniates,
Michael. His writings in prose and verse were published by S. P. Lambros (2 vols., Athens, 1879
and 1880).

% See my Oxford (1990) edition of Callimachus’ Hecale, pp. 38-40. In ZPE 115 (1997), 55-6, 1
suggest that Michael may provide a clue to the link between Hecale frr. 1 and 2 H. It is odd that
he never mentions Callimachus by name.

3 Vol. 2, p. 295, lines 20-2 ed. Lambros.
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