ARISTOPHANES OF BYZANTIUM ON THE PINAKES
OF CALLIMACHUS

W. J. SLaTER

THE PURPOSE OF THIS PAPER is to illustrate some of the problems of
cataloguing faced by the great Alexandrian scholars, the methods they
used to solve them, the strife to which those methods gave rise; and most
important the difficulties facing those who try to interpret the remaining
evidence and find consistent pictures in it. If the reader is not convinced
by the thesis in the following pages, at least he will be warned not to
accept the testimony of grammarians at face value. It is not unusual even
in these days to find that one grammarian cannot accurately summarize
the views of another, when he is bent on refuting him, and in antiquity
the problem was much worse.

Photius Lex. 32.12 el Avkelov 76 eis Atkewov+ 80ev *Epartocfévns (fr. 46 Str.
= XL Bern.) kal dua Tolito vmowreber Tods Merar\els (Pherecr. 110K = 2,
p. 306M) «ai Ebpuridns otk 6pbas (Hipp. 1198) iy elfbs "Apyous rkamidavplas
8d6v. The gloss comes originally from a Plato Lexicon,' cf. Lex. Tim.
p. 71R, to which has been appended (80ev...) a learned note, which
summarizes a grammatical argument not stated. Meineke (Quaest.
Sc. 2.33) read elfis since ebf0 + gen. would not call for comment, whereas
ebfts + gen. was considered a solecism by the grammarians; since the
manuscripts of Plato Lyséis 203a still have mostly et6is, Meineke will be
right against Naber. That Kock, and Rutherford, who wishes we had the
rest of the line, (The New Phrynichus p. 223), seem to think that the
opening words of the Lysis are a comic fragment, is an odd oversight,
since Ruhnken had already shown the provenance of the Timaeus gloss.

Harpocration 126, 23B: peral\els...&rt 8¢ kal Opaua Pepekpdrovs
MeraX\ets, 8mep Nukbpaxov ¢now memofiofar 'Epatoafévys &v ¢ wepl Tiis dpxaias
kwpwdlas (fr. 93 Str. = XXXIX Bern.). So too it was probably Eratos-
thenes who attributed the Cheiron to Nikomachos (Ath. 8. 364a).
Scholars have rightly combined these two glosses, and deduced that one
of the reasons why Eratosthenes took away the Meralleis from the
drruwratos Pherecrates? was that he had there found an offense against

1So L. Cohn, “Platon-Scholien,” ¥4.f.K/. PAil., Suppl. 13 (1884) 795; but Dr K. Alpers
tells me that Georg Wentzel in his unpublished notes did not agree.

3Therein following the precept concerning determination of authenticity as formulated
by Schol.Dion.Thrax 472, 3H: kpive. 6¢ Tp@Tov pév dpdv els Tiv Nekw, el auvifys éori
76 woTh . . . .

We may incidentally deduce that for many dramas there existed no documentary

evidence of authenticity in the Alexandrian library, when a scholar with the historical
expertise of Eratosthenes was reduced to dubious linguistic rules in the determination
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the grammatical canons concerning ebfis, b8, ebBéws; in this case, if
Photius’ source is to be trusted, the Metalleis had et6is + gen. used of
direction, when €80 + gen. was held to be the correct form despite
Euripides, though it is possible that Euripides was cited by a later
authority as an exception to the normative canon.?

So far the picture is deceptively clear. Now comes the evidence recon-
structed on the basis of cod. Par. supp. gr. 1238 by Prof. Nickau* (I omit
the very complex apparatus): elfis kal edB) kai elbéws Sadépovow. ebfis
pév yap EoTwv 6 kavaw, ebBY 8¢ Tod yupvagiov avri Tob kat’ ebfelav Tob yuuvaciov,
7 0B 70 kavoviov. 76 &' ebfews avTi Tob X povikod EmippHuaTos. 6 ol EvalNdoowy
duapravel, kafd kal Mévavdpos &v Avakdiw (50.52) -

7L Ps; bov &vbévde Tald' ENevBepay
tpov amijNes ebBis; (ebfis;) ws Taxy.

kal 'ApioTodavns 6 ypapparikos & 7¢ Ipos Tovs Iivakas Kalhiuwdyov wepl
"AvTiparvous StacTéNNeL Ty Nekw. Twas pévtor TGV dpxalwy dnoi kal TH eblis
avti xpovikod rexpiiofai. dnal yobv katd Nekw: ‘Sl 8¢ 70 uév ebBb Neyew émi
Twos ebbéos, olov éav pév §j 0fAv 76 dvopa ‘' ebbeta 686s,”” ‘) ebbela Baxtnpia,’’
éav 0¢ apoev “‘eblUs 6 kavaw,’’ &av 8¢ 1O obdéTepov kalobuevor ‘‘elfV 76 EhNov.’’
ol 8’ apxalol &viote 10 €l érifecav 76 ép’ 680b THs Tewobans émi Twa TéHmOV"
€bBy s arods (cf. FCG 4 p. 601 M.), *‘elfd réw dpwpbdrwr’’ (Eupolis 2 p. 550
M., fr. 304, 2K. = Edm.). 76 8¢ xata Tovs xpévous ob Neyerar, &AN’ ebfis, olov

yhpavtos abTod &' ebfls éoou’ ENelfepos
(FCG 4 p. 601 M., com. fr. ad. 582 K. = Edm.), «ai
@s T007(0 8)' €eldev, ebbVs v Tdvw KdTW

(1bid. M., com. fr. ad. 583 K. = Edm.).” Ammonius® here, with some
initial confusion of his own, gives his opinion that etis and edféws are not
to be confused: A. elfis, 08 are adjectives but b9 + gen. of direction is
in order; B. elféws is used for the adverb of time, and e8is as adverb of

of authorship. In view of the little we know about the cataloguing procedures, we are
entitled to suspect that it was much less scientific than we are normally led to believe.

3Cf. Barrett’s explanation ad Joc., though we must reckon with the likelihood that
exceptions to the doctrinaire rules have been emended away in our mss.

“The text as here quoted is that reconstructed by Prof. K. Nickau in Rz M 110 (1967)
348-349. It supersedes the text of gloss 202 in his valuable edition of Ammonius, Leipzig
1966.

$What we call Ammonius is a compilation of essentially similar works by Ammonius,
Erannius or Herennius Philo, and Ptolemaios of Askalon, which exists in various Mss.
under these names and in different editions. I do not believe that gloss 202 can be
assigned to any particular scholar. Note the use of kaTd Me£w: since the authority for
the quotations is missing, we must assume a certain epitomization here, since it seems
to have been the habit of Aristophanes always to give the source of his quotes.
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time is a solecism, as it is in Menander. Then he paraphrases Aristophanes
of Byzantium for the following view: (a) yet some of the ancients used
also ebfts (v. 1. ebféws) avri xpovwkod, and he quotes him, (b) €0 (i.e., ebfis,
-€la, -0) is a declinable adjective, (c) some of the ancients used 60 + gen.
of direction, (d) e¥80 is not used of time, but etfis {(and we have to suppose
ebféws ).

Ammonius’ gloss is structured, like a few others, notably 226 Nickau,
as rule, quotation of authors offending against rule, dtagroM of a previous
grammarian. This gloss differs in that the cited grammarian (a) not only
allows exceptions to the rule but (d) flatly contradicts it. In addition
the rule that ebfis is never to be used meaning ebéws is so opposed to the
facts that we are not surprised to learn that no other grammarian repeats
it. What Ammonius does not say here—though in gl. 204 he has it right—
is what all our other sources insist on, that e8¢ is used of place while ets
is used of time, which is what Aristophanes says. Out of Aristophanes’
statement (d) €080 is not used of time but elfs, Ammonius has created
the statement (a) some of the ancients use e0is of time; and the rule (b)
that et0s should never be used of time. This does not make sense, and
though Ammonius is often too doctrinaire, I do not believe he produced
either the rule or the argumentation (a) because the rule is so patently
at variance with facts: (b) because no other grammarian gives this rule:
(c) because the grammarian he cites flatly contradicts his rule, and this
happens nowhere else in Ammonius: (d) because the statement that e/80
is not to be used of time is in his source, but missing in his rule. Valcke-
naer® tried to solve the difficulty by emending the text of Menander to
suggest that Ammonius was condemning et8s + gen. of place; but the
papyrus of the Dyskolos is against this. We either have to accept the
nonsense as we have it, or attempt to fit it into a larger and more sensible
framework.

The normal doctrine is a simple one. The only correct usages are etfs or
ebfews of time and €60 + gen. of place; et of time (and edfis of place) are
wrong, or to be precise are not found. This doctrine of the atticists was
already known to Eratosthenes, who used it as Atticismi accuratus
observator™ to suspect the authenticity of certain plays. In an unfortu-
nately confused passage he is said to have spoken of pseudattici, i.e., those

SAmmonius, De differentia adfinium vocabulorum (Leipzig 1822) Animadversiones
p. 70 = p. 90 of the original edition.

"The phrase is that of Carl Strecker, De Lycophrone, Euphroniio, Eratosthene comi-
corum interpretibus (diss. Greifswald 1884), which is still the main work on Eratosthenes’
non-scientific achievements. Though Wilamowitz (Lysistrate p. 1) praises the work—
Strecker was his pupil—my own view is that most of the attributions are scarcely

justifiable, and like his later work on Erotian take too simple a view of the complexity
of Alexandrian scholarship.
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who smuggled improper attic usages into texts,® and we are justified in
thinking of him as one of the first atticists. It then appears that Aristo-
phanes felt compelled to define in detail the use of the word etfis in his
discussion of the catalogues of Callimachus in regard to the comic poet
Antiphanes. In our miserable remnants of that poet there is an example
of ebfis that could suggest difficulty,® and there seems to have been
question in antiquity concerning at least one of the dramas attributed to
him (Athen. 9.409d). The resulting doctrine then passed into the later
atticists as dogma.

The doctrine is wrong, and there are other factors that arouse suspicion,
though none of them is absolute evidence, that Aristophanes did not
mean what Ammonius says.

1. We would have to believe that Eratosthenes set up the false atticist
doctrine in criticizing the cataloguing of Callimachus, and then that his
successor Aristophanes came along and defined in detail exactly!® the
same doctrine in criticizing the same catalogues.

2. Whereas we have no evidence of doctrinaire atticism on the part of
Aristophanes except for this one fragment, which is reported by a doctri-
naire atticist, we have a large amount of evidence that he attacked such
linguistic dogmatism. In particular the Concerning Suspected Words indi-
cates that he was in the habit of dredging up grammatical and morpho-
logical oddities,"* and proving that words occurred in senses that had
been suspected (as unattic?) by his predecessors. In short, this work was

8Schol.Ar.Ranae 1263 = fr.149 Str. The term became a favourite insult among gram-
marians, and is explained by, e.g., Phrynichus Ec/. gl.41, 54 Fischer.

%Fragment 166, 4K = CAF 2, 79 from the Neaniskoi, where the intrusive e0fUs in
line 3 can be explained as a gloss or correction of ebfis (originally €080 ?) in line 4.
The metre allows both, but if €060 was the original reading, whether Antiphanes wrote
it or not, then we should have an example of €08l temporally used. This seems to be
a use that becomes commoner in Hellenistic times. The atticist rules, like most others,
were designed to prevent writers doing what came naturally to Hellenistic Greeks.
If fr. 166 is not the one dealt with by Aristophanes, we should have to give Antiphanes
a new fragment ebfU. At Euripides fr. 1040 N2 Lobeck read €080 because of Porson’s Law.

1] am assuming that if Eratosthenes said that e080s of place was wrong, he also said
that €000 of time was wrong, since he would be discussing the difference between them.

1Nickau, RAM 110 (1967) 347 note 5; Latte, Hermes 50 (1915) 373 . = KI. Schr.
(Munich 1968) 612 ff. Lossau, Untersuchungen zur antiken Demosthenesexegese (Palin-
genesia 2, Berlin 1964) 97 manages to get wrong every single fact. There are not 21
glosses but 36; and Homer is practically not noticed. Aristophanes wrote Yduos not
Y6ugos. Lossau’s arguments are as odd as his facts. Pfeiffer makes a division of the
glossary into two parts (History of Classical Scholarship [1968] 199): I cannot find
evidence for this. Pfeiffer further propagates the notion that it was part of a larger work
called Aéfets. This is a common error, but there was no such work. The title of the Paris
epitome & ToD 'ApioTodavous mepl Méfewv dialaBoévrTos is due to the epitomator,
who suppressed the titles of the three works he abbreviated.
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a polemical anagraphe,? and we find, even in the mutilated epitome of it
that we have, sufficient evidence of such a tendency, e.g., the accusation
of &yvoa'® and the criticism of Megakleides for too strict a definition of
the word 'Abnpvaia.l4 But we would have to believe that in this one instance
he accepted at length a similar overly strict doctrine, that was false.

3. In the whole of ancient lexicography there is only one place where
the standard doctrine is contradicted, viz.,in the corrupt pamphlet which
Ruhnken called the Antiatticise.’® There we read the eccentric doctrine
(96,8B): elbi-avri 10D elBéws—i.e., ebfi* évri Tob xpovikod., and Lobeck!®
demonstrated that this view is odd but defensible, against the views of
Phrynichus gl.113 Fischer, Ammonius, Timaeus, Moeris, Photius, and
the Synagoge (Su €3523 + 4Ad). Now it has been known since Nauck that
the Antiatticist is indebted for his massive learning to none other than
Aristophanes himself, and of the thirty-six glosses that can safely be
attributed to Concerning Suspected Words, no less than fourteen reappear
with approximately the same explanation in the Antiatticist,!” and glosses
from other works of Aristophanes also are present. Even where Aristo-
phanes wrongly'® attempted to defend the ending -ocar by quoting

13cf. Gudeman RE 2A s.v. Satyros, p. 234 for the term, and G. Arrighetti, Satiro,
Vita di Euripide (Pisa 1964) 31.

BEustath. Comm. in Od. 1827, 47; Antiatt. 96, 12 = fr LXVII N.

14Ael. Dion. a 43 Erbse gives an idea of what has to be added to Nauck p. 213. The
many pages of discussion that survive from antiquity over the question of the proper
appellation for an Athenian woman derive probably from a passage like Plato Laws
1.626d (cf. M. Goebel, Ethnica [Warsaw 1915] 1); but the discussion really begins with
a fatuous explanation by the peripatetic Megakleides (in the fourth century) in his work
on Homer. This valuable discussion is the only one that survives to show who were the
opponents of Aristophanes, against whom he wielded his massive learning. In the
original work there can be little doubt that every gloss was preceded by an indictment
of the person who claimed to have suspected that this or that word or usage was not
found and so suspect. (It is clear from the discussion that Hesychius gl. 1575 L should
be corrected {4077+ MeyakAeidns) and not as Latte prints.) Itis because of this epitomi-
zation that we cannot trace most of the quarrels of the Alexandrians back to the Athenian
peripatetics, and show the continuation of the trends that are already to be seen in the
Derveni papyrus.

15See Latte’s article cited in note 11. For the influence of the Antiatticist on Phrynichus
see Fischer, Die Ekloge des Phrynichos (Berlin 1974) 39 ff. Of course Phrynichus pole-
mises against the antiatticist, whereas the antiatticist followed Aristophanes.

16Lobeck, Phrynichi Eclogae (Leipzig 1820) 144-145.

"But Aristophanes’ view that érig7a7ns meant no teacher other than waidorpifBys
may be contradicted by the Antiatticist 96,12, who says it can mean a §iddoxalos.
Ammonius gl. 144N denies this. We cannot be sure that the gloss belongs to Suspected
Words or if there is a definite contradiction.

%S0 it would appear from the testimonia, but perhaps the Antiatticist 91,14 suggests
that Aristophanes’ doctrine has been corrupted, for there we read that the ending is used
by the Alexandrians. It is improbable that Aristophanes considered it a genuine Attic
usage on the basis that it occurred in Lycophron alone. If he considered it to be a
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Lycophron (Alex. 21), we find the Antiatticist following. But we are
asked in this instance to believe that the Antiatticist can produce a
doctrine that is not only eccentric but confutes Aristophanes.

4. In a discussion of the dining habits of the ancients, Aristophanes
violently criticized his predecessors for not observing the distinction
between kara xepés—before meals, and aroviyasfar—after meals; this
is the only other certain fragment from his work on Callimachus’ cata-
logues, and presumably also had to do with determining authenticity.
It so happens that this distinction was also treated by Ammonius, by
Tryphon, by Polemon, and in a long disquisition by Athenaeus 408f ff.,
as well as by many of the atticists following. One thing is clear: that
Ammonius contradicts Aristophanes, by stating that kara xepos is used
before and after meals (gl.68 Nickau). Clearly the contradiction is delib-
erate, as we can see from Athenaeus 410c, where the same view is cited
without author or evidence but with a reference to Aristophanes’ doctrine.
There is in fact no evidence known to us against Aristophanes’ distinction,
and I should be inclined to think that some scholar had quoted Homer
against him (cf. Athenaeus 409a) when Aristophanes himself was patently
talking of Attic authors only; the absence of citation in Athenaeus
suggests that the criticism of Aristophanes was unjustified. Now although
Eustathius Comm. in Od. 1.137, p. 1401,42 reports the view of Tryphon
who agrees with Aristophanes, his words refer to later times (kara xeipdw for
xepos,!? vivaglar for amoviyasfar) so that we can not use thisevidence. More
interesting is the note that Polemon had dealt with the problem (fr. 62
Pr.); there follows in Athenaeus 410c the only known fragment of the
comic poet Demonicus (CAF 3 p.375), which proves only that Boeotians
were so lacking in manners that they put off the elementary decency of
washing their hands till after mealtimes. One can however believe that
the polemical Polemon might have cited it to contradict Aristophanes,
but since the two are contemporaries that is not demonstrable. But it
does look as if Ammonius is following a source that opposed Aristophanes
in the long and doubtless acrimonious debate over dinner customs. Of the
two certain fragments of Aristophanes’ catalogue work Ammonius
followed him as an authority in one and specifically rejected him in
the other.

Euboean usage as Eustath. 1761,30 suggests because he found it only in Lycophron,
that would be typical of the thinking of all early glossographers and is methodologically
a reasonable procedure (K. Latte, “Glossographica,” Philologus 80 [1925] 164 ff.). But
since the fashionable dating of the Alexandra is after Kynoskephalai in 197, the author
would have to be a younger contemporary of Aristophanes, and Aristophanes elsewhere
cites no poet later than Menander and new comedy, not even the great Alexandrians.
A non liguet seems in order, before we condemn the great scholar, but clearly some
Alexandrian believed that Lycophron of Chalcis wrote the Alexandra.
Bl tself an error, as the atticists rightly pointed out. See Nauck p. 251 f.
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5. The paraphrase of Aristophanes arouses suspicion. Did Aristophanes
in fact say ‘“‘that some of the ancients use elfis temporally”’? Surely
anyone who glances through the comic fragments, let alone someone who
is supposed to have edited them all, ought to know that not ‘“‘some”
but “all” the ancients use etfis temporally. Similarly the words *‘od
Néyerai'' we are accustomed to find in the later atticists meaning “‘is not
found in the best authors”.2 If, as I suspect, the point of Aristophanes’
remarks was to apply his rule to a comic text, e.g., to emend Antiphanes
fr.166,4 to etfis from €8y, he must have had more to say than simply
that “‘et80 of time is not found.” For the one place where it is found and
guaranteed by metre is Callimachus Hymn 2.103,2 and Callimachus
wrote nothing arékpaprov, if we are to believe his own words,?? and we
can suspect that Alexandrians knew it.

I am led to believe that the words of Aristophanes have been distorted
by omission of the relevant exceptions, for he could not have taken sides
in what was obviously an ongoing argument by simply repeating an
atticist canon. Whether the words “is not found” are the words of
Aristophanes paraphrased by the source of Ammonius, or whether a part
of Aristophanes’ explanation has been omitted, it is impossible now to say.
If we consider the antiatticist picture of Aristophanes I have painted,
the natural progress of the argument would be that Callimachus gave the
play to Antiphanes, Eratosthenes took it away from him on the basis
that 060 was wrongly used, and Aristophanes dealt in greater detail with
the text, possibly emending it to suit Eratosthenes. But if we follow the
Antiatticist, he must have indicated passages where the doctrine of
Eratosthenes was broken, and we cannot accept everything that Am-
monius has to tell us at face value.

It may be worth adding that apuot is also cited from the Metalleis by
Erotian, who is also much indebted to Aristophanes of Byzantium via
Bakcheios of Tanagra and Artemidoros 6 'Apiaropdreios,?® but the word is
also cited by Theon, son of Artemidoros, from Kallimachos (fr. 274Pf).
It occurs among the other Alexandrian poets, but in Attic writers only
at Aesch. P7 615. This doric gloss too is the sort of word that would be
held to be unattic and defended by Aristophanes of Byzantium.

Yet another gloss among many others that may belong to Aristophanes

2°E.g., Phrynichus, Ec/. gl. 87 Fischer. The phrase does not recur in the remains of
Aristophanes or Ammonius.

21Also Theocritus 26.15.

22We should, in view of the parallels adduced by Norden on Aen. 6.264. For this kind
of linguistic joking see Erbse, “Homerscholien und hellenistische Glossare bei Apoll.
Rhod.,” Hermes 81 (1953) 163 ff.; Giangrande, “Arte Allusiva,” CQ 17 (1967) 85 ff.

23M. Wellmann, Hippokratesglossare, Quellen u. Studien zur Geschichte der Naturwiss.
und d. Medizin 2, 1931, 19 ff., against Strecker’s oversimplification in Hermes 26 (1891)
262 ff.
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of Byzantium is Antiatt. 78, 32: aMfew: oix ahetv (cf. 109.23: vifew od
uévov vetv). This gloss, before being epitomized to meaninglessness, meant:
not only is &\etr found but also the rare aMfev.2¢ The citation is missing, but
may well have been Pherekrates 74K, where Edmonds has emended aMfe
into a\et, a banalization of the type Aristophanes sought to prevent.

If my analysis is right, Aristophanes’ avaypa¢y mpos Tols wivakas Tob
KaX\udxov consisted not only of possible corrections to the details there
given but also of notes concerning other scholars’ attempts to criticize
them. We can also see that arguments concerning atticistic rules grew up
around the attribution of works in the library, and the movement can
therefore be said to begin at least 230 B.c. Eratosthenes appears as a
strict atticist, Aristophanes as a milder follower of the suvifeia.

It is worth adding that the reason that Eratosthenes was so vehemently
attacked by later scholars including Polemon and Strabo may have been
his irascible nature as much as his actual scholarly errors. A man who
was not only an extreme sceptic historically but enjoyed coining polemical
vocabulary like Bepyaifew, BiBNaiyiofos for his colleagues could scarcely
complain if some of them described him as Beta and Pentathlos.25 That
Eratosthenes had attacked Callimachus we knew ;26 it should not surprise
us therefore if he himself was criticized by his own successor Aristophanes.?

McMasTer UNivERrsiTY, HaMILTON

24Its occurrence in Herodas (2.20?, 6.81) would be warning enough to expect it in
comedy.

2Pfeiffer (above, n. 11) 170, where add Steph. Byz. s.v. Bépyn and Bekker, 4necd.
1.226,12; also Merkelbach, ZPE 11 (1973) 261. Aulus Gellius reports grammarians
called Insanus and Pleistoneices.

*Evidence in P. M. Fraser, Ptolemaic Alexandria 2 (Oxford 1972) 661 n.89,757 n.61,
to which we should probably add Quintilian 11.2.11 = Eratosthenes fr.124 Str. How a
gloss of Eratosthenes could get into Ammonius is shown by frr.125-6 Str.

#"Perhaps the disagreement over the nature of Solon’s k0pBets is an example, Nauck,
Ar. Byz. p. 220, where Ammonius seems rather to agree with Eratosthenes gl.57 Nickau.
The evidence concerning the Pinakes is collected by Pfeiffer on frr.429-456 of Calli-
machus, where he cites the most important literature.

I wish to thank the journal’s editors and Professor E. G. Schmidt of Jena, who
eliminated much bad argument in an earlier draft.



	Article Contents
	p. 234
	p. 235
	p. 236
	p. 237
	p. 238
	p. 239
	p. 240
	p. 241

	Issue Table of Contents
	Phoenix, Vol. 30, No. 3 (Autumn, 1976), pp. 219-312
	Front Matter
	Pisistratid Chronology Again [pp. 219-233]
	Aristophanes of Byzantium on the Pinakes of Callimachus [pp. 234-241]
	Notes, Critical and Interpretative, on the Poems of Sidonius Apollinaris [pp. 242-251]
	Library Resources and Creative Writing at Rome [pp. 252-264]
	The Roman Calendar, 218-191 B. C. [pp. 265-281]
	A Sailor's Discharge and the Consuls of A. D. 209 [pp. 282-287]
	Book Reviews
	Review: untitled [pp. 288-291]
	Review: untitled [pp. 291-293]
	Review: untitled [pp. 293-297]
	Review: untitled [pp. 297-303]
	Review: untitled [pp. 303-305]
	Review: untitled [pp. 305-308]
	Review: untitled [pp. 308-311]

	Short Reviews
	Review: untitled [pp. 311-312]
	Review: untitled [p. 312]

	Back Matter





