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PREFACE

The text of Catullus offered here replaces my University of North Carolina
Press edition of 1978, with the addition of a Commentary devoted in part
to textual, in part to interpretative matters. In more than a few places, the
object of the Commentary is to make clear the reasoning that lies behind
the constitution of the text; it is, at all events, directed in some degree to
those who are seriously interested in the textual side of Catullan studies.
Especially in the Introduction and Apparatus Criticus, I have also sought to
identify and discuss the readings of the fourteenth-century manuscripts and
to ascertain the relations among them.

From what T have just written it will be clear that this book is not in the first
place intended for the use of beginners, as a “school edition.” Nevertheless,
I have included in the commentary a certain number of observations, and
renderings into English of words and phrases, that may appear rather too
elementary for more advanced scholars. I have done this for two reasons.
First, a translation of a word, or a comment on the meaning of a line or a
phrase in the text, is sometimes a valuable instrument for the defence of
the text itself. In the second place, for practical purposes it can scarcely be
doubted that the graduate readers, at whom the work is primarily aimed, will
themselves have students who may seek guidance of this sort; and to these
students I hope the commentary may prove at least indirectly useful. Such
notes, again, will often (perhaps usually) indicate my disagreement with
versions or interpretations commonly adopted and presumed to be correct.

In the commentary, I have tried to do two things especially: first, to
take account of all the more recent contributions of scholarship to Catullan
studies, and secondly to notice points that are not made in the editions
generally available in classical libraries, in parficular those of Fordyce
and Quinn. Where I found that a particular problem was most helpfully
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PREFACE

The text of Catullus offered here replaces my University of North Carclina
Press edition of 1978, with the addition of a Commentary devoted in part
to textual, in part to interpretative matters. In more than a few places, the
object of the Commentary is to make clear the reasoning that lies behind
the constitution of the text; it is, at all events, directed in some degree o
those who are seriously interested in the textual side of Catullan studies.
Especially in the Introduction and Apparatus Criticus, [ have also sought to
identify and discuss the readings of the fourteenth-centary manuscripts and
to ascertain the relations armong them.

From what | have just written it will be clear that this book is not in the first
place intended for the use of beginrners, as a ‘school edition.” Nevertheless,
I have incliaded in the commentary a certain number of observations, and
renderings into English of words and phrases, that may appear rather too
elementary for more advanced scholars. I have done this for two reasons.
First, a translation of a word, or a comment on the meaning of a line or a
phrase in the text, is sometimes a valuable instrument for the defence of
the text itself. In the second place, for practical purposes it can scarcely be
doubted that the graduate readers, at whom the work is primarily aimed, will
themselves have students who may seek guidance of this sort; and to these
students I hope the commentary may prove at least indirectly useful. Such
notes, again, will often (perhaps usually) indicate my disagreement with
versions or interpretations commonly adopted and presumed to be correct.

In the commentary, I have tried to do two things especially: first, to
take account of all the more recent contributions of scholarship to Catullan
studies, and secondly to notice points that are not made in the editions
generally available in classical libraties, in particular those of Fordyce
and Quinn. Where I found that a particular problem was most helpfully




illuminated in editions long out of print, [ have tried as a rule to give the
gist of what they say. In general, I have not sought to reproduce the kind
of detailed information — e.g., on the history of individual Latin words,
or on Greek literary parallels — that was readily to be found elsewhere,
except in cases where such information served the purpose of immediate
understanding. On such topics as the two just mentioned, the editions of
Kroll and Fordyce provide a great deal of information in an admirably
concise form. Both of these, however, are out of date in textual matters,
and my hope is that the present edition will in this respect, as well as by
virtue of its more comprehensive and up-to-date bibliography, be held to
fill a gap. Where manuscripts are concerned, recent codicological research
has made it imperative to revise, in several places, what I published in
1978. In the interim, a number of emendations, suggested or revived by
scholars of the present day, have found at least some degree of favour; and
information has accunrulited concerning some of the manuseripts in my
Table. Full descriptions of forty-two manuscripts containing Catullus have
been published in James L. Butrica, The Manuscript Tradition of Propertius
(Phoenix, Supplementary Volume xvii, Toronto 1984); [ have listed these in
a new column in the Table. Above all, Dr David S. McKie of Cambridge has
written a doctoral dissertation (The Manuscripts of Catullus: Recension in a
Closed Tradition, Cambridge University dissertation, 1977) that supersedes
a part of the introduction te my earlier edition; 1 am indebted to this
fundamental study for correcting at many points the account I previously
gave of the history and internal relationships of the cardinal Mss. Where —
occasionally — I find myself unable to accept its conclusions, I have noted the
fact in the Commentary.

One further function of the new commentary is to explain and defend,
not only readings in the text (as I have suggested above) but also remarks
made — in a necessarily abbreviated form — in the Apparatus Criticus., In
this connection, the readings of m (the first manuscript to be copied from
R) are no longer cited in full; to publish them once, in my 1978 edition,
was an inescapable duty, since a proper collation was wanting, but m is
after all a codex descriptus (see the Introduction, p. 35). Accordingly I
have for the present edition decided not to give the readings of m except
where these tell us something of interest or importance about m’s exemplar,
namely R as modified by R? in such cases, a note will usually be found
in the Commentary. The readings of the second hand in G (G?), which
were imported into G from m, and scrupulously follow those of their parent
marnuscript, have been eliminated for a like reason.

Throughout the Introduction and Commentary, in writing of the poet 1
use the abbreviation C. unless this seems to involve possible ambiguity. To
certain standard editions of Catullus I refer by initial:

x1 Preface

B. = Bachrens
E. = Ellis

F. = Fordyce
Fr. = Friedrich
Kr. = Kroll

Q. =Quinn

For Fe. = Fedeli, see the intr. n. to poem 61.
The injtial L, occasionally found in the Commentary, refers to my former

tutor, R.G.C. Levens, to whose lectures I owe a great many suggestions,

particularly on the subject of metre. The classification of metrical variations
in poem 63, which appears in my introductory note, was devised by him.

The abbreviation CE refers to my critical edition of 1978. The name
"McKie’ should be taken to refer to D.5. McKie's 1977 thesis (see above),
unless another date is added. The names of journals are given, wherever
possible, in the abbreviated forms employed in L'Année Philologigue. Other
abbreviations include the following:

OLD = Oxford Latin Dictionary

RE = Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Encyclopidie der kl. Altertumswissenschaft
TLL = Thesaurus Linguae Latinae

FLP = E. Courtney, Fragmentary Latin Poets

In the Table of Manuscripts, under the heading ‘Designations,” I have
removed the column allotted to Hale in CE and substituted the name of
Butrica, since many of the manuscripts that contain Catullus are fully
described in J.L. Butrica’s The Manuscript Tradition of Propertius. '

In order that the bibliographies to the poems, taken singly, may act
as guides to the progress of research, with few exceptions their contents
are limited to the books or articles devoted to the poem itself in each
instance. They are arranged chronologically. The main Bibliography, on the
other hand, is arranged alphabetically by authors’ names. Readers of the
Commentary who find a reference in short form may find it amplified in the
bibliography to their poem; if not, it will be found in the main Bibliography.

Where a standard edition of Catullus, or of another author, is referred to,
the editor’s name is given without indication of date. So far as Catullus is
concerned these dates may be found on pp. 43-60 of the Introduction. Again,
wherever the Apparatus Criticus is referred to and an emendator’s name is
cited, the place and date of first publication will appear under “Sources of
Emendations’ on pp. 94~6. Thirty-four bibliographical references to books
or articles cited only once in the present edition have been left on its pages
in order to avoid adding to the bulk (already too great) of the Bibliography.
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Classical scholars are, one hopes, sufficiently familiar with this procedure to
find these few interruptions to their reading not too troublesome in a work
of some length.

Since the labours devoted to the present edition, and especially to the
Commentary, have extended over many otherwise busy years, I am well
aware of my cumulative debt, for advice and assistance, to persons and
institutions over and above those named in my 1978 Preface, some of whom
have continued to help me (and I beg them to accept this renewal of my
thanks). Among newer obligaticns, I owe to Daphne Levens in particular
two generous gifts: that of the volume in which Ellis inscribed his successive
collations of R, and that consisting in two series of notes on which her
late husband (and my tutor} R.G.C. Levens based his lectures on Catallus
to undergraduates. I should also like to thank Professor Julia Haig Gaisser
for advice on Catullan matters, and in particular for the privilege of early
access to her major work Catullus and His Renaissance Readers (1993).
Since the publication of CE, the Department of Classics of the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill has kindly continued to allow me to consult,
for checking purposes, the collations and other materials in its possession.
In Canads, my work has been supported both by the Socal Sciences
and Humanities Research Counci! and by the University of Toronto. The
Department of Classics at this University granted me sabbatical leave to
continue it. :

My thanks are due also to the Fondation Hardt, the Institute of Classical
Studies of the University of London, the Nutfield Foundation, the Warden
and Fellows of Merton College, the Warden and Fellows of Wadham College,
and Professor George Forrest, for providing my studies with a base and for
many acts of kindness.

Finally, on a more personal level, I wish to thank my son James for
invaluable advice and assistance of a practical sort in matters connected with
the operation of a computer; and, in the same field, I would record my thanks
to Philippa M.W. Matheson for her judicious and outstandingly accurate
work, and for dealing with some unusual problems in a spirit of unflagging
helpfulness. To the editors of the University of Toronto Press I should like
to say how much I appreciate their patience.

And once again to my wife I declare my gratitude for her never-failing
support and encouragement.

D.ES.T.
Toronto
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INTRODUCTION

General: The Poet’s Life, Works, and Literary Environment
Life and Chronology

The external evidence we possess for the life of Catullus can be summarized
i a very few words. Jerome, in his supplement 1o Eusebius’ Chronica, offers
in effect three pieces of information:
(i) C. was born at Verona in 87 8c (Abr. ann. 1930; Ol. 173.2; 150 H);
(i) C. died aged 30; see {iii);
(iii) C. died in Rome aged 30 {or in his thirtieth year, if we take Jerome's
XXX aetatis anno’ [Abr. ann. 1959; OL 180.3; 154 H] literally; but see
Sumner 1971: 261, on ‘the common tendency (sc. of Romans) to blur the
difference’ between “the 3oth year’ and ‘30 years old.” As he remarks, ‘there
can be no precision.’ ) .
Not more than one of these three can be correct. We know from internal
references in C.’s poems that he was still alive in 55 (poem 113, the second
consulship of Pompey; 55.6, the porticus Pompei), and fairly certainly in-
54 (references to Britain and Syria in poems 11, 45, 84); as for poem 29,
Rambaud 198c has shown that this could not have been written before the
end of 53. Jerome derived his information from Suetonius, De poetis. ‘To
judge by the surviving life of Terence (in that work), it is quite possible
that Suetonius gave C.'s age when he died, but not the dates of either birth
or death; in that case, Jerome will probably have put the death notice at
what seemed to him an appropriate place, and counted back for the date of
birth” {Wiseman 1985: 190; he adds in a footnote: ‘CEL Helm ... following
B. Schmidt ... for the suggestion that Suetonius’ notice of C.’s death
immediately followed that of his reconciliation with Caesar in Gaul [Suet.
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d that Jerome therefore chose the first year of Cfxesar s Gallic
izz:)l'mﬁ,i;gﬂas the pleg on which to hang C.s dates’). Since Cds deat];i:;eld
not, and perhaps should not, be supposed to have occ_un'e1 unm:we.l h};
after the last datable reference in his poems, and yet ob_vmufst v s?m k sog «
must be attached to his failure to mention ary events 2 de; 5 % cé Chn;'ldt
would be reasonabte to adopt the dates (82—52) first proposed by B- e
1914: 267-8 {though with a faulty argument, as noted by Cfgn_aru gami
27-8, who himself adopts the same dates), and later, by Pdesstl; :L909Cl :
subsequently by Herzog 1936 — a least for the date of deata — and Dy
M?T?xne:zag: §t915;-5t one more good reason to choose these datcels. I—'rortn t}iz
poems it is clear chat, of all the friends of his youth, C. wa;si os&es’c ec: !
fellow-poet Calvus; he speaks of him in all respects as an equa,, an h{:k :ﬁei};
fairly say) an age-fellow, without awe or patronage; later gvréclegj ok the
names together, and Ovid {Amores 3.9.62) implies that both died young,

 thus tending to confirm Jerome's point (iii) above. It is extremely unlikely

that there was more than a year or so between them in d]ﬁergnc; §f ag[fl:\,‘T g
indeed there was as much as that. Now, we know from ilhe zl er ; élymuus
7.165) that Calvus was born on 28 May, 82 BG; t}}e birth-date o tea
must surely be sought at no great distanice from this year at anydra -
Further, the manuscripts tell us {see, however, my textdemb atI;lp ats
criticus) that at 12.g Asinius Pollio is cal;edbp_ui.;\i:z ;f;z;el ioo?ﬂ‘;di ;01;1 auy
it incipal witnesses to the sirth-da
?]é;tzx:fr:;; t%iilfé? arfd Jerome, we can still add the testimony dc.alf t}:’e zﬁder
Ser;eca and Quinsilian and ‘rest contelrlxt’ (Su::m;r 119(17;& iit;)hu:t ; }175 ti7me7g%
exempli gratia, Catullus must be 0 ' :
i\frr‘ivgn::‘;?c:rgiz to rzfeio Poliio a little condescendingly as pug‘, bu;ca s;tﬁ
not old enough to sit at the tables of much oldgr persons fms‘cefa ; soin o
this slight argument goes, we may guess that six years of seniority In ag
WO_F}{‘;;P’;:’ eozigd;;iarg;her externally attested fact: ‘the recon_cﬂiatjon
between Julius Caesar and C.'s family, mentior}ed ?JJOVB [?nuthe. first }Z;%e;
of this Introduction) and recorded by Suetonius in the fo owmge :vema
(Iulius 73): Valerium Catullum, g guo sibi ?er51§ul1s de M.zmur;'fz ;; ! iibuif
stigmata imposita 1on dissimulaverat, satis fac.tentem ea e_a;nT }iz i
cenae hospitiogue patris eius, sicut cons*t{emt, uti perserur.zmmf.the Opffending
implies a certain interval between the time of composmc;ln of Offenting
verses and the day of forgiveness. Mamurra must at the time rave beeh
in Caesar’s service (and occupying high rank th.ere) 'for sloné:e‘ Zje : s; whil
Caesar himself must have been sojourning, or wintering, in Lisalpin .
This narrows the possible dates t0 late 55 — early 52 BC.

5 Introduction

Although, as we have seen, Jerome’s birth-date for C. is wrong, the
place of the poet’s birth, given in the same statement — see (i) above —
is independently attested by Ovid (Amores 3.15.7) and Martial (14.195),
quite apart from the evidence of the poems of C. themselves (poems 35,
68, 100, and espedially Veronae ... meae at 67.34). Although the geniile
name Valerius occurs frequently in Veronese inscriptions (it is not in itself
Transpadane but originates rather in south-central Italy), it is interesting
to observe that it is not there found in combination with the cognomen
Catullus; at Brixia, however {which C., uniquely, claims in poem 67 as
the ‘mother ity of his native Verona), there are a number of inscriptions
recording Valerii Catulli, who seem to have been domiciled there. Since
Verona possessed only the ius Latii until 49 Bc, those who in the time of
C.’s boyhood exercised the rights of Roman citizens there — as did C. and
his father, who must have been equites (C. required both citizenship and
equestrian status in order to serve as he did on the staff of a provindal
governor; see below) — will have acquired Roman citizenship either (a) by
individual grant, or (b) elsewhere before setiing in Verona.

It is possible to say with confidence that C. served in Bithynia, during
the year 57-6, under Memmius as propraetor; but this is really no more
than an inference from C. himself (28.7-9, where he refers to ill-usage
under Memmius as meus praetor, taken together with poems 10, 31, and 46,
where he speaks of having been in Bithynia), added to the known fact that
Memmius was praetor in 58, from which we may guess that he probably
went on to govern some province in the office of propraetor — Bithynia
would be suitable — though in fact the records do not inform us either that
he did so, or (if he did) where his province was.

One other festimonium is generally included, and rightly so, among
the external evidence for C.’s life: the real name of ‘Lesbia,” the woman
addressed or mentioned in about twenty-six poems (listed in the Introduction
to Quinn’s edition, p. xvi} was Clodia, according to Apuleius (Apol. 10). If
this is correct — and there is no reason to doubt it — then the most likely
candidate for identification as ‘Lesbia’” will be one or another of the three
sisters, all known as Clodia (or Claudia), of P. Clodius Pulcher, espedially
since in poem 79 (Lesbius est pulcer ...) C. accuses ‘Lesbius’ (that is, on
this identification, Clodius) implicitly of incest with his sister, playing on
the word pulcer as he does so; cf. Cicero, Pro Caelio for the accusation,
and certain passages of the letters (Ad Att. 1.16.10 surgit pulcellus puer;
2.1.4; 2.22.1) for the word-play. Historically, it may be that the charge of
incest attached itself in particular to the youngest of the three sisters and

was by Cicero transferred by insinuation to the second sister Clodia Metell,
as one of a battery of arguments directed towards representing Cicero’s
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client Caelius as the victim of 2 wicked and scheming woman. The case for
the traditionally preferred identification of ‘Lesbia’ with Clodia Metelli is
certainly not proved; scholars now admit that the youngest sister will fit the
few known facts just as well, provided that the spelling Clodia, for Claudia,
can properly be applied to both of them (and here too there is disagreement).
Tt must be said, however, that since the Pro Caelio was a famous and familiar
speech the simple mention of ‘Clodia’ in later literary circles is more likely
to have conjured up Clodia Metelli than any other. Moreover, it is clear
from 68.145-6 (cf. 83.1—2) that C. paid court to Lesbia when she was sdll
married (to translate vir as amant en titre makes the story of C.’s courtship
improbable). Here chronology enters: the wife of Lucullus was divoreed in
66, the wife of Metellus widowed in 59; this makes the wife of Metellus the
better candidare unless we suppose {as Professor Wiseman does) that the
word vir is to be understood as signifying the husband in a second marriage,
of which in neither case is there the slightest evidence. For both of these

" reasons the traditional identification of ‘Lesbia’ as Clodia Metelli, though it

is entirely right that it should be questioned rigorously, as Wiseman has
done, should still be held to possess, on its merits, a little extra weight.

The Arrangement of the Poems

In recent times, and particularly in the last two decades or so, the question
whether C. himself arranged the collectfon in the order in which we have
it has become one of the liveliest issues in Catullan studies, particularly
since {in Catullan Questions [1969]} Professor T.P. Wiseman espoused,
and defended in subsequent books and articles, the view that C. did so,
and (further) that the placing of the poems, and cross-references between
them, were intended by the poet to be perceived by the reader as having,
throughout the corpus, additional poetic significance beyond that conveyed
by the poems themselves taken singly. It would take too much space to
rehearse the debate here, but in a carefully selected bibliography (below,
pp- 61—5) I have tried to indicate where it can best be followed. Perhaps the
first thoroughgoing exposition of the theory of an intentionally integrated
pattern of this kind was made in B. Heck’s Tiibingen dissertation of 1951,
‘Die Anordnung der Gedichte des C. Valerius Catullus.” To those who have
studied this ninety-two-page dissertation, with its diagrams, it has often
seemed that the argument for a planned order, confidently expressed in
the section dealing with the first part of the collection, faltered more and
more as it approached the end of the liber Catulli. Modern arguments, of
the same general sort, have tended to induce in those who follow them
a similar feeling of decrescendo. All the same, who has not been struck,

7 Introduction

independently, by the tight coherence and pleasing balance of the first few
poems when they are read together? This surely must be C.’s doing.

In the book referred to above, which gained wide attention, Professor
Wiseman argued for a three-part division of the collection as published
by Cawullus, originally in three rolls, tribus cartis {= voluminibus), like
Nepos’ work alluded to in poem 1, though he frankly admitted that the
parts (poems 1-6o, 61-8, 69—116) would be very unequal in numbers of
lines per volumen. Ten years later, in Clio’s Cosmetics (1979h), chapter 12
(see especially p. 175 1. 3), he revised this opinion, substituting a division as
follows (as suggested by Quinn): poems 1—6o (total, 848 lines), 61~4 (total,
795 lines), and 65-116 (total, 646 lines). He is to some extent influenced here
by Macleod 1973, an article with a eyclic view of 65—116 and emphasis on the
references to Battindes in poems 65 and 116 as a link between the beginning
and the end of the last section (assuming the inclusion of poem 116 as an
integral part of the collection; in 1969 he had regarded it as an extraneous
addition). His argument that the appearance of the Muses in poems 1, 61,
and 65 makes all three poems prograrmumatic seems to me of little weight (see
Wiseman 1979b: 177}, but there are much stronger arguments in favour of
his 1979 position (which he adopts also in Catullus and His World [1985]).
These arguments, which I do not remember him using at all in defence of
that position, are two in number, and they are both drawn from another
area altogether, namely the history of manuscripts.

It was B.L. Ullman (1955: 103 n. 2) who first drew attention to the
fact that '<Ms> O begins poem 65 and all subsequent poems with an

-ifluminated initial and capitalized second letter in line with the inital

letters of the following verses. This distinctive form may reflect a separate
manuscript tradition for poems 65-116. (Hubbard 2983: 220 n. 8, quotes
this observation with approval.) An analogous change in style is noted by
McKie (see Preface) at the beginming of poem 61. In his discussion of the
ttles in the manuscripts, he observes that in spite of the fact that in O the
last of the short poems, poem 60, ends five lines above the bottom of folio’
14", the scribe begins poem 61 at the top of the next page, contrary to his
usual practice; he, too, cites Ullman 1955: 99 in support of the view that
this represents ‘a survival perhaps of the ancient division of Catullus’ work
into libelli.” More recently, Giuseppe Billanovich has pointed out (1988: 38)
that in an annotated manuscript of Terence, British Library Harl. 23525,
on fol. z1%, a line from Catullus (52.1), is quoted as being prope finém
primi operis. The note in question is linked by Billanovich with Petrarch.
This too would then imply that by the first half of the fourteenth century,
and perhaps for very long before that, the codices of Catullus showed the
resiilts of descent in three parts; and some of the evidence points to the
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possibility that these parts were originally published separately.a;}d for a
time travelled in separate streams. The words prope finem primi operis
would most naturally be taken to confirm the idea, already rethed on
different grounds, that the first section contained poems 1—60._8{1nce, as
many scholars have noted, the final group of these ’polymetpc poems
contains several short effusions that are clearly unfinished, experimental, or
rejected drafts (see for example poera 58°, in comparison v.’rith poem 55), or
even (as some suggest) short scraps found among the poet’s papers, all this
evidence, taken together, seems to point away from the conc_lusmn that <.
himself deliberately assembled or planned a Gesamtausgabe in the form in
which we have it.
hjxczuestion which Wiseman does not raise is why, if C. himsel_f carefully
isolated the short epigrams in elegiacmetreat the end of the collecuoxl (poems
69—116), neither Martial (that close follower and imitator of Catullus’ shorter
poems) nor Statius in his Silvae, nor (so far as we are aware) the aut}.mr
of any similarly varied corpus of verse, seems to have thoughF of do:.lng
the same. Another kind of reservation, which I at least ertertain, app_l.les
to the arguments used by Professor Wiseman to show that the ﬁrst‘sect}on
(poems 1—60) is divided into subsections (poems 1526, 28-60) of defern:xg,
character, clearly announced and described in advance by ’.ihe ‘programmatic
poems 14 and 27. Others have objected to the supposition that the poems
in these subsections exhibit a peculiar or consistent charac.:ter; my doubt
concerns Wiseman’s interpretation of the poems that are said to introduce
them. Let s examine poern 14° first. Wiseman 1g60: 7 writes: “Why should
C.’s readers shrink [his italics] from touching his book? The language seems
too strong for mere modest deprecation. Hovever, when we c‘ons1de? that
the cycle of poems on Aurelius, Furius and Juventius begins immediately
afterwards, it becomes intelligible as part of a warning to the read.er.that
poems of an avowedly homosexual nature follow.” But surely this is to
distmiss too lightly a much less colourful meaning of ha'rrere — amounting
to little more than ‘hesitate” or ‘be unwilling’ — attested in passages such as

the following: _ .
Plin. NH. 8.169 asina¢ horrent vel pedes ... tinguere '
Livy 10.10.11 imminui agrum ... accolas sibi quisque adiungere ...

homines horrebat 7 _ ;

[uvenc. 4. 809 sacri sibi nominis horret imponi pondus Constantinus. .
For abhorrere we may cite Plin. Ep. 1.2.5 ab editione non abh?rrere, which
has been translated, quite properly, ‘not averse to pubh'shm_g’ (see -th'e
reference in the n. on 14°.3). On an impartial view of the evidence, is. it
not more in line with the probable intention of this admittedly fragmentrilry
poem to vote for ‘modest deprecation” after all? In any event, the suggestion

9 Introduction

that the poet utters a warning of something dire to follow appears to fall
short of proof. ‘

As for poem 27, Wiseman finds this poem ‘apparently pointless’ if it
relates to a drinking party. He goes on to add: ‘It also contains a difficulty
which has never been satisfactorily explained: why should the slave pour
out bitterer wine? Consequently, he maintains, the poem is really about
invective. Now, it cannot be denied that of the tollowing group of poems, if
group it be (28-60), a substantial number —a bare majority, perhaps — contain
serious invective; but is the percentage sufficient to justify a programmatic
announcement of a change to ‘the real savage stuff,” as Wiseman puts it? A
rapid calculation may find here about seventeen poems, at most, which can
truly be described as consisting of ‘savage’ invective, against sixteen or so
which do not seem to fit this description. But the preceding group (15—26)
consists entirely, unless [ am mistaken, of what would appear to be invective
by the same definition; thus the reader can hardly be said to have to face a
new group of a startlingly different kind. Finally, if we look at the elegiac
epigrams (69116} placed at the end of the collection, we find that there
the proportion of invective to non-invective is about thirty-four to fourteen
or fifteen. The character of poems 28 to 60 seems, in this respect, hardly
unique. .

At this point let us look back at the poem itself, and see what it says,
Clearty Catullus uses amariores at any rate as though it meant merdciores
(which, by the way, is the actual reading proposed by Sabellicus in his Ex
Catullo, a set of notes added to his Annotationes in Plinium et alios auctores,
1497, p- 10, where it is printed as meratiores; for the text see Gaisser 1993:
300 1. 95). Scaliger, for his part, glossed amariores as meraciores — perhaps
independently, rather than following Sabellicus. From the drift of our poem
it is reasonable to conclude that the point lies in the strength of the wine, in
some sense, Tather than its sweetness or bitterness —unless one has already
made up one’s mind that ‘bitterness’ must be what the poet intends. But
there is nothing to force this conclusion, and much to the contrary, especially
in view of the fact that the exclusion of water, desiderated in the second and
concluding part of the poem, also points in the direction of ‘strength.” Much
more remains to be said on this point; for a longer discussion, see the note
on 27.3 below.

To sum up: the debate on the question whether C. arranged-and published
the collection of poems as we have it is still open; but the general conclu-
sion that there are three sections, divided at 61.1 and 65.1, is reasonable.
Originally these may have been issued in three rolls; their length would
be suitable for this. They may even have borne the labels hendecasyllabi,
epithalamium (referring in the first instance to poem 61, where the heading
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epithalamus appears in the Mss), and epigrammata, after the first-cccurring
metre in each: we never hear of ‘Catullus, Book 1’ in antiquity, but we
do hear of Catullus in hendecasyllabis, Catullus in epithalamio (though
in relation to a poem, 62, which is itself not an epithalamium, so that the
support of a certain kind of proof is wanting). What is hard to believe is that
Catullus, who deazly intended to plan his book (45 suggested above), ever
came to the end of laying it oug; poem 58, for instance, looks very like the
pieces of a rough unfinished draft — discontinzed perhaps — especially when
we see it in the company of poem s55. As all are agreed, our poet died very
young; and as most agree, his poetic career was extremely brief. Whether
at the end of it he had time enough to put together a Gesamtausgabe, is an
open question, of an essentially historical, rather than lirerary, kind.

The social, literary, and economic background of the poet’s life, taking
especial note of his Veronese origin, reguires at least some brief comments
before we proceed further.

From the thizrd century BC onwards, the writers of Latin verse — even those
who were not Greeks, or Greek-speaking Italians, themselves — were deeply
aware of what was going on in the world of Greek letters under Alexander
the Great and in the kingdoms of his successors. Those cultural contacts were
reinforced by commercial relations, especially with the richest of the lands
and cities of the eastern Mediterranean: Antioch, Pergamum, and above
all Egypt, which under the first three Ptolemies, and with the absorption
of Cyrene, emerged as by far the wealthiest and most settled realm of
them all. But the attraction felt in many parts of ltaly, particularly those
accessible to trade, for this apparatus of prosperity, was not merely cultural
but reflected their own new wealth and aspirations. It was not surprising if
the enterprising inhabitants of Cisalpine Gaul acquired the habit of making
business arrangements with — roughly speaking — the whole Eastern world
that many centuries later was to become virtually the private demain of
Venice.® Their prosperity and self-assurance were based securely on the
produce of their own highly fertile plains, linked together by a navigable
river and easy land communications, while for the exporting of that produce
they had at hand the Adriatic shipping route: short of harbours, indeed, but
possessing at least a few useful ports, such as Ancona and Brundisium, on
the Ttalian side. In return, it was easy for dtizens of the Greek east — now
politically unified and delivered from the internecine war of city against city
— to make their way, often in the role of teachers who bore their literary
culture with them, to the flourishing towns of Cispadane and Transpadane

1 Wiseman 168%: 120: ‘The Transpadant had wide horizons’; see pages 1o7-11 for an
expansion of this remark, and espedially for the economic background.
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Gaul. Among these last Verona stood out as easily the leader by the time
of Catullus; this was partly because of its geographical situation, since it Jay
at the point of intersection of one trade route from the north with another
(and the most important of all) that ran from west to east and vice versa.
Citizen rights, beginning with the fus Latii in 8g, were granted, by stages,
to all these places during the first century Bc. As a result, and because of
the highly visible prosperity enjoyed by the inhabitants of the Province,
Roman citizens from more southerly parts (C.’s family among them, in all

likelihood) settled in Verona and neighbouring cities, in pursuit of trade

as well as of military or administrative careers. Naturally, such immigrant
families? looked in two ways at once: to the north, for the vast opportunities
of wealth and comfort it offered, but also to their roots in the south, and
particularly to Rome, as the source of coveted honours, of nobilitas, and of
a more varied and sophisticated social life ~ especially for young people who
craved to be “in the fashion’ - than could be secured in what must inevitably
have been regarded, by those with an eye to the glitter of a metropolis, as
still essentially a ‘provincial’ sphere of existence despite the excellence of its
schools under Greek teachers. Thus the potent literary culture, criginating
within the Hellenistic sphere, approached the capital city not only from
the south, that is to say from the direction of the Greek settlements of
Magna Graedia — as in the time of Ennius - but also from Gallia Cisalpina,
where an abundance of natural talent (if we may judge from the numbers
of distinguished authors produced there) lay ready for awakening stimuli
from the East.

The New Poets and the Alexandrians: Parallels and Influences

Alexandrianism: The Original Impetus ~

The poetic movement designated by the name of Alexandrianism is centred
on the city of Alexandria during the reign of the first three rulers belonging
to the Prolemaic dynasty, and on the famous Library, which was a university
in all important respects. Both the library and the service of the royal court
were rurseries of poets. If we concentrate attention on those poets who
were'destined to influence Catullus and his contemporasies, the movement
itself may be said to have begun with Philetas of Cos. Philetas (the spelling
Philitas seemms to be favoured at Cos itself, where it appears on inscriptions)
may, indeed, be regarded as the father of an Alexandrian drive towards a
more subtle kind of poetry. His dates are earlier, by a generation or so,
than those of his successor Callimachus. He flourished as poet and educator

2 Wiseman 1985: 108-9.
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in the reign of Ptolemy I, and became the tutor of the future Ptolemy
I His pupils included Theocritus, as well as the Librarian (and renowned
literary critic) Zenodotus, and also the poet Hermesianax. He himself was
described as moipTys dua kal kpirikds. It seems that Callimachus had an
immense respect for his forerunner Philetas; at any rate, he appears to
praise him warmly in the fragmentary prologue to the second edition of the
Aetia (lines 910, with the Scholia Florentina). Propertius places him on a
pedestal, together with Callimachus, as a founder of elegy (2.34.31; 3.1.1;
3.9-43~4), and Catullus himself surely draws an idea from him at 3.12 (where
see the note in the Commentary). In language, Philetas was distinguished
for his frequent use of rare vocabulary taken from old poems. His desire to
avoid the obvious and the familiar led him to introduce a certain amount of
rococo ornamentation in his narratives, and made his compositions obscure,
yet highly interesting. These characteristics were passed down to the next
generation of Alexandrian poets, along with two other important traits: a
taste for mythology, especially that which was cothed in unusual versions
of a story, and the ceaseless quest for stylistic and metrical variety, His
oeuvre included a hexameter ‘epyllion’ or short epic,? entitled Hermes;
also a short narrative elegy on Demeter, and a collection of maiyvia (the
equ,walent Latin term would be [usus) which Stobaeus seems to distinguish
from his émypéupara, though both were evidently written in the same
elegiac metre, so far as we may judge from the few surviving fragments.
Callimachus, in a later reign, exhibits the same dominant interests. In
him, as in Philetas, the search for perfect artistry, based on minute attention
to detail and the total rejection of the ‘thunderous’ effects that went with
attemnpts —still made by some in his day, Apollonius Rhodius for example —to
rival Homer, were the foundations of a new kind of poetry that was destined
to revive the capacity for genuinely original creation. Callimachus had a
strong preference for shorter as opposed to more extended literary forms.
He did not, however, avoid altogether the art of mythological narrative; but
(and here too he trod on new ground) he treated myths as vehicles for the
depiction of emotional subtleties, and for the display of recondite learning,

" especidly in offering unfamiliar and entertaining versions of the myths

themselves. Because of the latter tendency he has often been rebuked as a
“poet of the study,” a description which in its very nature appeared to deprive
his work of all force and freshness. This was espedially so in the nineteenth
centuty and for a’'short time afterwards, when a romantic view of the
poet’s function prevailed. Yet it remains true that it was this same poetry,

3 The term ‘epyllion,” in this sense, is mddém; but the genre itself was greatly favoured
by the Alexandrians, whe first brought it to prominence.
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rooted in learning, that revivified the entire literary art. The excitement
generated by a feeling of altogether new possibilities, in that place and at that
particular time in history, is palpable. Its rejections, as well as its assertions,
were to be faithfully echoed, much later, in a Roman setting. When we
read Callimachus’ declaration Bpovréy odx éudw, aAAa Aws (Aetia 1. 20)
we think of Propertius 2.1.39—40 sed neque Phlegracos lovis Enceladique
tumultus / intonet augusto pectore Callimachus and 2.34.32 non inflati
somnia Callimachi. If Propertius later went so far as to refer to himself as
the ‘Roman Callimachus’ (4.1.64), Catullus, who never does so, at the very
least is thoroughly permeated with Callimachean influence; this T hope to
show, both in the Introduction and also in the Commentary.

A third figure of the movement, who also made a strong impression
on the Italian poets, was Euphorion of Chaldis, a follower of Callimachus
in most (though, as we shall see, not all) respects. He had a réputation,
which was to be inherited by his Latin imitators, for excessive obscurity.
His most frequently discussed work was an epyllion called Thrax; here,
the poet’s attitude to the art of narrative seems to have been overtly
anti-Homeric. Unlike Cailimachus, Euphorion evidently rejected the entire
Homeric tradition, whereas Callimachus had condemned, not Homer himself
— whose supremacy in his own domain he recognized — but the feebleness
of Homer's imitators, above all Antimachus, in attempting something that
no reasonable author could any longer contemplate. On page xx of the
introduction to Fordyce’s Catullus, it is pronounced that ‘the poetry of
Alexandria ... was a literature of exhaustion.” Presently it will be clear
that I find this verdict overstated; stili, few would deny the justice of its
application to Antimachus. In Catullus, poem 95, Antimachus stands for the
whole class of writers of dull and lengthy conventional epics; regrettably —
from C.’s point of view — these still found readers in his own time.

The Reincarnation of Alexandrignism in Italy

Roman literature — or at least the literarure of the central tradition, which
continued to develop from generation to generation — was almost from its
beginnings thoroughly impregnated with Greek influence. This was true
to some extent even in prose; notwithstanding the fact that prose was the
medium of indigenous Roman institutions — of the law, of the forum, of
administration and all public and indeed private business —in its more artistic
forms it looked to Greek writers on thetoric for guidance. Much more was
this true of poetry {including drama, which hardly concerns us here). For
poets in search of a genre (so to speak), the prestige of Homer, enhanced as
it was by the scholarly activities of the Alexandrian commentators based on
the Library, ensured that down the centuries the mythical epic maintained
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a grip that was never quite loosened. (Conversely, the feeling that one
must break away from this is what underlies poetic ‘revolutions’ in both
literafiivres_.)' At the same time, the Greek verse forms themgelveé —not only
the Homeric hexameter but its offshoot, the universal and omnipresent
elegiac couplet, to take only two examples — swept native Italian metres into
deep obscurity. Ennius, as a pioneer in the use of Latin ‘heroic” hexameters
and also of the elegiac, had a considerable effect on his successors, in both
metre and style, however much they rejected his typically ‘Homeric’ choice
of subject. And Ennius was, of course, perfectly aware of the work of Greek
fellow-poets, suich as Callimachus, whose outlock differed widely from his
own.+ After him, however, there was a great hiatus in the making of poetry
at Rome. In the latter part of the second century Bc, we become aware of a
very different phenomenon. Amateur poets, of indifferent levels of talent
(Lutatius Catulus, for instance), set themselves to imitate — not, strictly
speaking, to translate — Hellenistic poetry. But the originals on which they
focused were not the best. They consisted, for the most part, of a body of
decadent erotic epigram in a late and weak stage of the development of that
genre, composed in their own time or shortly before it. They regarded their
own activities in this field as an elegant accomplishment for their hours
of leisure, with no passionate commitment to any search for literary fame
or eagerness to express some kind of poetic truth. Cicero in due course
inherited their mantle of amateurism: though his metrical technique was
respectable, and his translations often deft enough, none of his poems rises
above the level of the merely decorative at best. (Still later, the younger
Pliny and his friends indulged in poetic composition in just the same spirit.)
About the beginnjﬁg ‘of the first century, Laevius and a few others
wrote attractive Latin verses in a great variety of metres, including the
hendecasyllable (named ‘Phalaecian’ after a minor Greek poet who in his
turn had adopted the metre from older lyric and developed its use). These
short compositions were written in 2 Hellenistic vein, but they altogether
lack the power of the school of Alexandria. So far as Italy was concerned
it was only with the arrival of a Greek, Parthenius of Nicaea, that the
situation altered from one of desultory interest to one of excitement. The
motive of these fresh stirrings lay in'emulating the best creations of those
among the Alexandrian poets who were already recognized as masters of the
art, Callimachus above all. What Parthenius had to offer this generation of
Roman youth no longer consisted in the effusions of Callimachus’ followers
at one or two removes, but in the works of Callimachus himself, together
with those of his predecessor Philetas, and (a less worthy model for imitation,

4 For Ennius and Callimachus, see the references given in Crowther 1g971: n. 3.
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it must be admitted) of his pupil Euphorion. It was, apparently, Parthenius’
;r;f([iuéljlce on (éaru]lus’ friend Cinna that was dedisive, as I hépe to show;
Inna, in due course, emer / i or
o crn due courze em ged clearly as the leader of the neoteric,” or
: Prom.varicus passages in Cicero (especially Ad A, 7-2.1) we hear of a
group (to use the word in a broad sense) of poets in Rome: not, strictl
spfia.kmg, Roman poets, since many of them, including Catullus Iliﬁnselg
originally came from Cisalpine Gaul. Reasons for this have alread been
sugges'ged (see above, pp. 10—11). All of them were apparently gun e
than C-lcero. In a literary, if not a political, context they were cozsidefec]i:
as hav'mg somewhat revolutionary tendencies; so much i implied in th
way Cl-cero uses the expression of vedrepo: in referring to them. The :
enthusiastic followers of the Hellenistic Greek, or (in a wider, .as we%ltere
narrower, sense) ‘Alexandrian,” poets and epigrammatists, anci particula::I;

. of Callimachus. Euphorion, whom Cicero elsewhere mentions in connection

Wlt'h the same kind of literary manifestation at & slightly later date, and
Rhianus (about whom very little is at present known) also seem to ,hav
been favourites of the ‘neoterics’ or ‘poetae novi’ as they were vari lE
callec.i. (For a full discussion of these terms, see Crowther 1970.) i
It is universally agreed (and agreement reaches back to Ovid's time) that
l?oth Catullus and his age-fellow and close friend Calvus (they are always
linked together) were among the most distinguished leaders of this ’neotérii’
movement. But there were others, more than a handfu] of whom would
have had to be reckoned with if their works had survived (Calvus himself
has come down to us in no more than a few short fragments). Trom our

_standpoirt, most of these poets are shadowy indeed.5 It is nevertheless

Important for us to try to ascertain who among them exercised the kind of
1I}ﬂuem.:e that determined the way in whick Catullus himself wbuld develo
his genius. In this light, two names are usually considered to be es ecia]lp
prominent; Publius Valerius Cato and Gaius Helvius Cinna. Both Welz-e bofz
a%aout 9¢ BC: that is, they were some nine years older.than Catullus, if the
]Jlrth-d_ate suggested for him above is accepted. In view of C.’s evi,de ti‘e 7
shor‘t h-terary life it is somewhat interesting (but it inay be no more t?laz
a coincidence) that in poem 95 he hails the emergence of Cinna’s oem
Zmyrna after exactly nine years of labour. If Cinna had been in Bith Eia i
663, as the Suda (s.v. Parthenius) relates, then it is legitimate to & Zcula?:n
that .he might hacxz provided Catullus both with the notion of going to thai
rOvince in parti ith * !

fo ovince i Ef :tt: 8031; I::;;I with “contacts’ there once he had been appointed

5 See Bardon 1g52: passim.
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The name of Valerius Cato, the grammarian and critic, is often linked
with the neoteric movement, of which he is claimed to have been in some
sense the founder. This view has been attacked, on grounds of date, by
Professor Wiseman, who seeks to undermine Cato’s alleged priority by the
following argument:®

Tt always used to be assumed that Valerins Cato was the leader of the new ‘neoteric
school,” and the idea has unfortunately survived despite refutation. It rests on Purius
Bibaculus’ reference to Cato ‘making’ poets, with the anachronistic idea that he did
50 as an influential critic ... But according to Suetonius, who quotes Furius’ lines,
Cato had a high reputation as a teacher, especially of boys with poetic talent. . . He
‘made’ poets in the schoolroom, and ... the boys he steered to poetry were younger
than the generation of Cinna and Catullus.

Hence Professor Wiseman draws the inference that the actual influence of
Cato came too late for him to be fittingly named as the pioneer of the
neoteric movement.

While I would agree that he did not fill the leading role, it is not for this
reason. The words of Bibaculus are these:

Cato grammaticus, Latina siren,
Qui solus legit ac facit poetas.?

My reservation concerns the verbs in the second line. Terzaghi has sug-
gested® (and I am inclined to agree with him) that they ought to be taken
very closely together, solus being applied to both of them at once; the
corollary is that the poetae who are the object of legit are the same persons
as the poetae who are the object of facit. It is awkward to suppose that what
Bibaculus meant to say was this: ‘He, and he alone, reads [pedagogically,
we must suppose] some poets — i.e., the texts used in the classroom; and
he alone (likewise) ‘makes’ some poets — ie., the boys.” Rather, if we bring
legit-ac-facit together, we may find it easier to interpret facit in the less
usual sense (much less common, admittedly, where there is no ‘genitive of
value’ in the context} of ‘judges, evaluates.’ (In the Bobiensian scholia on
Cicerd, Pro Sestio 124, the phrase cuius et originem et causam nominis . ..
me fecisse commemini seems to yield this meaning: see Terzaghi 1938 for

6 Wiseman 1974: 53. X
7 Fragment 6 FLP = 17 M (dubium); Wiseman 1974: 53 n. 53-
8 See Terzaghi 1938. : ‘ :
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this and other illustrative passages.) Cato will then not have to be said to
‘make’ poets but rather to be esteemed for his sagacity in making literary
assessments, such as those we may find, at about the same period of history,
in 2 letter of Cicero’s (Ad Quint. Fratrem 2.9.3) concerning Lucretius, and
of course in poem 35, where a friend of Catullus has some criticisms to
offer, by way of Catullus himself, to another aspiring poet. If this is so, the
recipients of Cato’s advice need not be mere boys in the classroom, and can
instead be regarded as age-fellows of Cinna, or of Catullus, after all. In any
case, even if one hesitates to attribute a rarer sense to facere here, it must
be further observed that, in another epigram on Cato, Bibaculus remarks:

Mirati surmus optimum uiagistrum,
SUIMImUm grammeaticum, optimum poetam,
omnes solvere posse quaestiones,

unum deficere expedire nomen.

En cor Zenodot, en iecar Cratetis!

Here we have an apparent distinction and division between three separate
functions: magister, grammaticus, and finally poeta. Moregver, the name
of Cato, with which the poem begins, is placed on the level of the famous
Greek literary critics, with whom the poem ends. And the tone throughout,
as in a third epigram on Cato (fr. 2 M, FLP) beginning Si quis forte mei
domum Catonis ..., is that of a friend and associate, rather than a papil.

We have, then, a picture of Cato — not as ‘trail-breaker,” perhaps, but as
an esteemed literary critic and a popular member of the neoteric coterie to
which Catullus belonged; poem 56 is most likely to have been addressed to
him. Both Cinna and Cato wrote miniature epics (‘Epylliay as we have come
to call them). If these two men were slightly older members of Catullus’
circle, whom he particularly admired, we may guess that some prompting
or desire to emulate his friends’ success in that genre may have come to him
from one or.hoth of them, inspiring him to venture on a long poem, the
Peleus and Thetis (poem 64).

To Cinna we may now tarn; he was not only an extremely close friend
and associate of Catullus, but also — and this was of the greatest iznportance
- a fellow-Transpadane, hailing from Brixia, a neighbouring city to Cat-
ullus” Verona. What is particularly noticeable is the prominence especially
bestowed by Catullus on a single poem by Cinna, the Zmyrna, an epyllion
based on a bizarre theme of incestuous love. (It is possible, indeed likely, that
the subject was suggested to Cinna by Parthenius, who actually dedicated
to another pupil — Gallus ~ his épwTikd madijpara, a collection of unusual
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love-stories from myth.)? Catullus appears to hold this work up for the
admiration of his friends, as a model of all that poetry should be. If we lock
at his own masterwork, for it is probable that he so regardéd it, namely
poem 64, the Peleus and Thetis, it is significant that this itself belongs to
the genre of the epyllion (and, as such, was destined to be closely studied
and sometimes echoed by Virgil among others). Cinna’s Zmyrna, then,
inspired the whole crcle of thé ‘New Poets’ by example, just as Cinna
himself inspired them by the counsel which he, as a doyen of letters, must
be supposed to have offered to his younger fellow-artists; counse! which he
had in turn received from Parthenius. The essence of the Callimachean (and
Euphorionic) doctrine which both Parthenius and Cinna preached lay in the
emphasis they placed on novelty, on variety of forms (monveidea) as well
as of metres, and on attention to wit and artistic finish. In the light of the
last-iamed principle, Catullus makes much of the fact that the completion
of the Zmyrna, to its author’s satisfaction, took no less than nine years, in
contrast to the facile annual production of works de longue haleine, which
at least in the Rome of his day were all second-rate narratives destined
to speedy and inglorious oblivion. He goes so far as to pronounce that
titerary immortality, based on perfection of artistic polish, awaits this short
piece of work, which had been generated in a notably restricted sphere. In
Cinina’s person, he evidently felt, Rome had at last placed her name on the
poetic map of the world; and she had done so through a younger generation
who nourished a spirit of defiance analogous to that in which Callimachus
had avoided the easy way of Antimachus — who thought it appropriate for
a poet to follow tamely in the footsteps, and so in a sense trade on the
long-established reputation, of the old Homeric school. It must nevertheless
be added that the &mos ruroy — as Parthenius regarded it —was still an epos;
it did mot throw overboard the whole idea of writing narrative verse, 00T
d&id it abandon mythological subject-matter, and to that extent it was not
in the strict sense ‘revolutionary.” Rather, it emulated the greatest poetry
by finding new kinds of interest within the traditional fields of that poetry,
and by writing about those subjects in a brilliant new way. The fact that
the epyllion could do all this only made it extremely popular among the
Romans of an age of expansion, from Valerius Cato 10 Catullus and his friend

Caecilius (unknown to us except from poem: 33, where he is encouraged -

to improve his poem on the Magna Mater), and also to Cornificius and —
eventually — the poet of the Ciris in the App endix Vergiliang. Even poem 63

of Catullus, for all its novelty of metre, exhibits many of the traits of what

was usually a genre of hexameter poetry. In Gallus, who ‘was, after Cinna,

g Crowther 1976: 68.
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‘z};hc}mf dlsczpl.e of .Pa:rthenius,' as Brooks Otis remarks, *° we attend the
th of something which, while it dleatly follows Callimachean no
which, lfetter, Propertius and Ovid bear witness), achieved, so far as wmklxi o
a neﬁv direction in literature, namely Roman subjective lfove-elegy e
ChTIE 1’fa?t that the Zmyr'mf ghnost_ from its publication stood i need of
scholarly interpreters™ testifies to its obscurity, a trait which is attached
]él:ﬁ:m f::guently t0 the naine of Euphorion among the members of the
o :ione;-znwsocjxlst}l(; ;%s jmx;: i?oa;retsei?, 1;{ was P?rmegius who commended
these, Gallus translated some (;f QEHPZOSEEISI I;:; 5 _"md P‘?Pfls-lfxmoflg
from Macrobius {(5.17.28) we discover that Geor;'cs 154311’71':12 i&:st:éllto W?ll .
composed by Parthenius himself. If Virgil learned Greek, or Greek c f}cia‘ o
iom Parthenius, as Macrobius (or his source) also teﬂ; us, 3 tI'1ennl*¢:1 xs;lnli
h?svfel:;:i ?sftz;lhto pay alitenﬁion to Euphorion as well as to Callimachus
pect £ ose work is plain to see. Euphorion, then, enj ide
fl?gl'ﬂaf?fy in the literary -Cirdes of the late Republic, large?;rogsgai::l ((iﬁf
¢ influence that Parthenius exerted over Cinna, and hence over Cinna's
:ﬁe eagues and successors. It is not surprising to find that Cicero (who disliked
(Tulsclvzzj::) Bf:mst to say, in his often-quoted phrase ki cantores Euphorionis
; . howe i
for verbal ‘music’ which was such a p};omi:e;: r%egzi?; ?f télztﬁorf@l:n
style. 14_ As we find with many of the Callimacheans Euphon'olzl’: ot
?&enedlscus§e§1 work was an epyllion, the Thrax; we ha’ve al-read' sketnifscir
its characteristics. Parthenius was in some way connected with thBirs i e
As for Catullus himself, in recent years critical investigation 'harsj *13'32- :
:Cscgglt"pened fa]ppr'eciation of his literary technique, and to the siniuItanZoi
acceptance ol tweo propositions which might seem to be contradict -
are not: C. adapts his material to his own artisti 10 2 Roman
cast of mind, but at the same time he draws dtit;yngic}; aani:I(: ;élﬁzmaﬁ
:Ihnergﬁs as a supreme in'_litator of Greek literary technique. The secom:;l nf
it::;P ]fs Itci)ng I]zeen Eerc;wed as an ideal consciously entertained bj hirm; bgt
its application has often been considered as limited “The
prominence accorded by the poet to his own tra:slsgjnzegofs‘égﬁfg:gie

i particular, is manifest: see poems 65 (line 16), 66, and 116, and compare

»10 Otis 1963: 32.

_11 Charisius, GLK 1.1 34.12.

1z Servius, ap. Virgil, Ecl. 6.74.

13 5-17.18 versus est Parthenii, quo grammatico in Graecis Vergilius usus est

4 OII EhE d[sputed meaniri; Of cantores an caniare, e AHEII. 9 CIDWdl Q7
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20 Catullus

poem g5 for his general attitude to Callimachus. And in such poems as 61,
62, 63, 68, there is a deeply Hellenistic (always to some extent Callimachean)
feeling, not explicitly paraded but taken for granted. As for another, shorter,
poem, until quite Jately almost universally assumed to be mainly or entizely
autobiographical in reference — the powerful but puzzling fourth poem,
Phaselus ille — it may be legitimate to suggest, though there can at present
be no conclusive procf, that this is perhaps most easily understood as an
adaptation of a Callimachean original (Bepevikns ¢daondos).®s Catullus is,
then, profoundly influenced by Callimachus in both literary impetus and

technique. Where he differs from Callimachus and goes far beyond him is

in the note of personal passion, as opposed to mere sympathy, which he
contrives to infuse into so many of his compositions. To take an example,
the Attis (63) — a poem which it is hard not to think of as having had
some kind of Alexandrian prototype — becomes in his hands the expression
of a quite private emotion, made explicit in the three concluding lines. As
for the translation from Sappho in poem sz, this clearly has a peculiar
kind of personal importance for Catullus, though the precise nature of that
importance is still debated. 7

Some further observations under this head. Catullus prefaces his work,
exactly as Callimachus had done in the prologue to the second edition of the
Aetia, with a programmatic poem in which he sets out his philosophy of
truly artistic literary composition. In that poem, the Callimachean themes of
smallness (libellus), lightness (nugae), and metrical variety are successively
indicated — the last of these by example rather than by precept (the precept
is implied in poem 50, together with a privileged view of that Callimachean
excitement of which we have already spoken). Looking towards the end of the
book, we notice at once that the elegiac section (metrically considered), from
poems 65 and 66 to poem 116, begins and ends with an overt Callimachean
reference (and, in the former instance at least, with an imitation). Other
poems throughout the collection also echo Callimachus: see, for example,
the notes on poems go and g5, and especially the introductory note to
poem 64, which takes up the argument of R.F. Thomas that the Peleus
and Thetis is partly at least designed to express Catullus’ commitment to
Callimachean doctrine in the light of the Victoria Berenices. Poem g5 clearly
contains a second manifesto in favour of Callimachus” Mofica Aemrahén and
against the ‘Homeri¢’ opponents of that approach to poetic art. And with the
ninety-fifth poem we. come, of course, to Cinna, who may fairly be called
the leader of the ‘neoteric” movement, and to Cinna’s relation to Catullus,
of which we have already spoken.

15 See the introductory note to poem 4.

21 Introduction

Some final remarks about Catullus as an adherent of the Callimachean
doctrine: it is noticeable that Catullus fails to name any Greek predecessors,
with the sole exception of Callimachus (unless Bergk is right with his
suggestion of Philetae to fill the gap at 95.9; but the very fact that this
would be an isolated instance may itself tell 2gainst the reading). Certainly
he does not mention Parthenius; and this may be a further piece of evidence
in favour of the proposition that Parthenius’ influence reached the New
Poets only through the medium of Cinna. Catullus is a Callimachean
through and through; and no more so than in his longer compositions. 6 We
nowadays recognize in him a much greater element of careful technique,
and of conscious refinement of language, than our predecessors detected;
we have come to accept the verdict of many critics that if he is the unique

~ poet of a personal love, he is also to be relished for his wit. Doctus poeta:

the phrase does not merely translate as ‘skilful poet,’ which indeed is one
of several meanings it bears, but implies also the passession of rare and
valuable insights, acquired by toil and even research. For many passages
in Catullus it might be' claimed, as it has been claimed in general terms
for his forerunner and sometimes model Callimachus, that ‘the poet always
succeeds in harmonizing, with the charm of his verse, what the scholar
cannot forbear putting in.’*7 And the notion of reaping poetic benefits
from this kind of preparation applies as much (we are now aware) to short
poems as to long. The very simplest effusion, thrown off with apparently
nonchalant ease, is recognized as depending for its immortal qualities on
knowledge, as well as on highly developed artistic skill.

Perhaps the chief among Cellimachus’ gifts to Catullus is the principle
of variety. For example, the extremely rare and difficult metre in which
poem 63 is written was a novelty employed, and possibly first attemnpted,
by Callimachus. Again, one and the same theme might be tossed about,
experimentally, between elegiac and polymetric treatment (poem 50 again).
The quest for the unusual, including the paradoxical, theme, and the equally
urgent quest for lightness and conciseness in treatment — these, too, are
Callimachean. So also is the ironical and often humorous tone that enables
the poet to glance with affection at his subject even when he is distancing
himself from it: often a single touch, in such a context, will serve to bring
the essence of a situation unexpectedly into view. To achieve all of these
results, scholarship had to go hand in hand with art. Poetry which had
its roots in learning was a new departure, as we noted above; and it was
precisely this fresh approach that revivified the long-dormant art, both in a

16 See Lyne 1976; notice also the argument of Thomas 2983 on poem 64.
17 A. Lesky, A History of Greek Liternture, English transletion (Londor, 1966): 7a5.
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Greek-speaking and (much later) in 2 Roman context. Moreover, for Rome
at least, this reinvigoration lasted for generations, beginning with that of
Catullus and his circle. "

Since this part of the Introduction does not claim to be in any way a
comprehensive history of the neoteric movement, 1 have omitted many
names that might have been expected to occur here (Ticida, for example, and
also Furius Bibaculus, exeept for his lines on Cato), on the grounds that the
persons concerned were not of central importance to the artistic tradition we
have discussed. To compensate to some extent for this omission, the selective
Bibliography has been given a wider range than might otherwise have been
thought sufficient, in order to guide the reader’s search for full information.
In any case, an excellent general survey of the subject, well argued, can
easily be found in Lyne’s 1978 article. A very few points, however, may be
added to supplement the foregoing pages. The Garland of Meleager receives
no mention here, although not so long ago its reception in the Roman
world was believed to have had a profound effect in bringing the New
Poets to an appreciation of Hellenistic and Alexandrian verse. In fact it was
one among many similar anthologies known at this time in the west, and
there is little evidence that it caused any particular stirring of interest. The
Jong-established tradition of the Roman {as opposed to the purely Greek,
though still Greek-influenced) elegiac epigram had an effect on Catullus
and his contemporaries, particularly in the matter of linguistic style; here,
Professor Ross (1669) has carefully established a distinction between poems
69-116 and the rest of Catullus. I have not touched on this aspect of the
poet’s art, Finally, the peculiar nature of two contiguous pieces, 67 and 682,
seems to defy any kind of Callimachean classification; poem €7, in particulaz,
could be regarded as merely an extended epigram, of a disparaging sort,
were it not that there is in it a kind of internal character development
which’ hardly belongs to the conventional definition of epigram, with its
customary stress on unity. For both of these poems the reader’is referred to
the Commentary.

The History of the Text

(In this section, ‘GB’ refers to Giuseppe Billanovich, ‘Il Catullo della Cat-
tedrale di Verona,” Scire Litteras = Bayerische Akad. d. Wiss, Phil.-Hist.
Klasse, Abhandlungen NF g5 [Munich, 1988]: 35—57. I take this article as my

starting-point, though I am obliged to disagree with it in several particulars.) .

As every modern editor makes clear, our present text of Catullus rests
on three late-fourteenth-century manuscripts known as OGR, all extremely
faulty. These derive from a common source in the lost manuscript V, so
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called__beca‘use it is usuaily believed, partly on the strength of Benvenuto
Campesani’s accompanying verses (see below, P- 194), to have turned up in
Verona at some (recently much debated) date. The only other pre-fifteenth-
century witness — and it is confined to poem 62 —is T, so called because it is
an item in an anthology, the codex Thuaneus, to which we shall presently
refer. T is of Carolingian date, and shows by its errors that it belongs to
the same branch of the tradition as V. The secondary manuscript m, to be
mentioned later, is 2 close and early copy of R. ,

Chronology of the Text

(a) Fourth to Sixth Century: Archetype.

~ The script of the archetype is not certain. Some errors in V are overwhelm-
ingly likely to date from the use of capital letters: e.g. 68.41 quam fallius V,
where QvaMEALLIVS Was corrupted from QvAMEALTTVS (as Scaliger, with Ius’
methodical interest in recovering antique scripts, was the first torsee). On
the other hand, a half-undial style of writing is suggested by certain kinds
of error, transmitted ultimately to T and V. For example, at 62,7 the correct
re.admg is obviously ignes (imbres T, imber V); the letter 2 (g) may have been
rmstake.n for & by the scribe of a later age, especially if the pareht manuscript
was written in northern France, ‘where the peculiarity of % standing on the
line and not coming below it certainly appears in manuscripts.”*® Ini 1900,
E. Maunde Thompson (see the Bibliography below) suggested for simﬂa;
reasons that V itself might have been a sixth-century manuscript written
in half-uncials, while in 1896 W.M. Lindsay had tentatively suggested, in a
ietter to Hale, ‘Anglo-Saxon’ half-uncials. ™ - o

(b) Mid-Ninth Century: GB's “v,” predecessor of V (see below), is in the |
Cathedral Library at Verona. Hildemar, a Brescian monk, seems to quote |
from it in 845 {GB). Bishop Rather saw it there in 966. o

.-See GB 35-6. For the sermon in which Rather mentions his écquaintance
with Catullus, GB (n. 7) cites BR. Reece, Sermones Ratherii episcopi
Veronensis (Worcester, Mass., 1969), pp. 86 and 35, PR

(c) Ninth. Century (third quarter): T (poem‘ 62 only; Table of Mss, No. 80)
tirns up in an anthology, in French script. Perhaps copied from “t’ (GB}, an

18 EW.B. Nicholson {Bodley’s Librarian) to W.G. Hale, 26 Febreary 1847, Hale-Ullman
Papers, Department of Classics, University of North Caralina at Chapel] Hill
19 2 October 2896, Hale-Ullman Papers (see n. 18 above). -
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extract from ‘v’ sent from Verona to France. So far as it goes, T ‘allows us
to see the outlines of a pre-Cgth archetype’ (McKie: 97).

T'is included in the Codex Thuaneus —i.e., the anthology belonging, in the
sixteenth century, to Jacques-Auguste de Thou (Paris, B.N. 8o7z). B.L. Ull-
man (1960b: 1028-9) believed that all of T, except the Juvenal extracts, was
copied from the Vienna Ms 277 (VIIIC-IXC), now lacking Catullus, which
corresponds exactly to a description of materials (two manuscripts) brought
by Sannazaro to Naples from France (‘ex Heduorum usque finibus atque
e Turonibus’) about 1504, according to Pietro Stunmonte (see Richardson
1976: 285-6, and Galsser 1993: 282 n. 62), though there is no mention of a
Catullus in Summonte’s description. Ullman went on to suggest that both
T and Vienna 277 emanated from Tours; this is more than likely (both
are French in style of writing, and we have just seen an attribution of the
Vienna manuscript to an origin among the Turones). Because of the Tours
connection, Ullman was tempted to go further and to link this origin with
the fact that Venantius Fortunatus ‘describes a book of verse loaned him by
Gregory of Tours between 573 and 576,” and speculated that this book might
have been the archetype of Sannazaro’s two manuscripts. (Ullman also
found that in Venantius 6.10.6 the word hinlco is used with agros, as it is in
Catullus 68.62, while the only other time the verb occurs in Latin literature —
in pseudo-Aungustine ~ the context is different.) But the derivation of T from
Vienna 277 has itself been challenged, and is now virtually disproved: see
Zwierlein 1983: 15-23. (T and Vienna 277 are regarded by Zwierlein as two
copies of the same parent manuscript.) As for hiulcare in Catullus, Ullman
himself admitted that this does not occur in poem 62 (the only Catullan
poem in T, so that Fortunatus must have derived any knowledge of Catullus
he had from some manuscript other than the source of T. Moreover, the
‘bock of verse” sent by Gregory, in Ullman's account, turns out to be, rather,
a metrical treatise with specimens of different metres. (On these points see
now Gaisser 1992: 202, and 1993: 216-17.)

Ellis, in his 1878 edition of Catullus, published (ir a plate facing p. 100) a
careful transcription of the recto of the first folio of T {22 lines). The writer
of T, though he is even less competent in Latin than the scribe of O (see
below), has the advantage of standing closer to the archetype by perhaps
about five centuries, and this fact does not go unreflected in his readings.
At line 63, for example, where T correctly gives pars est, O (following his
exemplar A; see below) has dropped the word pars. Presumably because this
leads to a metrical fault, X, the parent of G and R, supplied data before pars.

(d) 1290-1310: Humanists, chiefly Paduan, show knowledge of a Ms ap-
parently at Verona (V). This now lost Ms, in late Gothic script, may be
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tentatively dated ca. 1280. It was seen and used by various Paduan and
Veronese humanists in the two decades ca. 1290-1310. GB suggests that it
was written to replace ‘the now worn-out v,” which seems reasonable..

The practitioners of rhetoric, and to some extent of law, in the region of
Padua and Verona, some of whom enjoyed access to the treasures of the
Cathedral Library at Verona, created a‘springtime’ (GBj of (pre)-humanism;
see the articles referred to in his notes, esp. n. 9. They included Benzo of
Alessandria, Geremia (Hieremias) da Montagnone, and (according to Ellis
and though Ullman 1960b: 2038 1. 25, doubts it) the paet Albertino Mussato.
Lovato Lovati’s involvement with Catullus is asserted by GB but denied
by Walter Ludwig ('Kannte Lovato [1241-1309] Catull?,” REM 129 [1986],
3520-57). A slightly later figure — friend to Petrarch — is GTaghe]..mo da
Pastrengo of Verona (GB, n. 11). On the question of V's Gothic script, see
Ullman 1g60b: 1037, who lists eleven errors characteristic of Gothic script;
but W. Clausen 1976: 423 finds ten of them to be ‘common’ in Carolingian
script, and explains away the eleventh. There is however another argument
for a later date for V.

First be it noted that the humanists just named, who quote and echo
Catullus, have one important thing in common: their readings are earlier
than those of A (see [¢] below), and must provisionally (at least) be supposed
to be those of V. Among them is Geremia (Hieremias) da Montagnore, as
we have already noted. At 64.145, where the first hands of OGR all ¥ead
postgestit, Hieremias reads praegessit. Because OGR all endorse the obvious
error in post-, the error itself cannot be later than their cominon source A
or its immediate predecessor. Since V, as read by Hieremias, had the correct
prae-, we must suppose that post- came in with A. The cause of the error is
¢his: in Mss of later date, but not in Carolingian Mss, we find compendia for
pre or pri (p) on the one hand, and for post (3) on the other, which are easily
confused. A has, it appears, mistead V's pgestit as pgestit. This implies that
A's exemplar, V, belonged to a period when the compendium in question had
come into use, and was therefore of humanistic date, or at any rate later than
the ninth century. (We may compare 62.21 and 22, where the word mah:is,
spelled out in full in the ninth-century manuscript T, is given by R, for in-
stance, in the abbreviated form matfs). Similarly, at 64.153 O miscopies what
must have been fida in A (preda GR) as postea. Even more strikingly, in the
much-debated line 11 of the same poem, where GR give the correct primam,
using a compendium (pmant), O diverges into the reading peam (postean;
in the margin, he changed it into proram ~ see the note in the Commentary).

(¢) ca. 1300: A scholar, conjecturally identified (by GB) with Albertino
Mussato, copies from ¥ a Ms, also in late Gothic script, which 1 propose to
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call A (= GB's ‘x"), and enters marginal and other corrections. The scribe
of A is probably the author of the Tu lector addizion (see below); if so, he
has no second Ms available to correct the deficiencies of which he complains
in his exemplar; consequently, it must be supposed that the changes he
makes are his own. In a penetrating account of the history of the titles
in Catullus (chapter 2 of his 1977 dissertation) Dr McKie has securely
established the fact that a manuscript must have intervened between V and
OX (it is nowadays agreed that the surviving Mss G and R derive from a
lost parent Ms, designated X) so that the once-prevalent view that OX came
directly from V has to be given up. A contained a number of marginal and
interlinear variants that must go back beyond X, since a few of them have
slipped into O; for these variants in A (50 far as they were inherited by R?
through X) see below, pp. 40~1. It may be observed that GB (see his stemma
and notes, pp. 53—4) soncurs with McKie, whose work he does not appear to
have studied, on this point of a manuscript intervening between V and OX.
The account given by GB (to anticipate slightly) allots to Mussato a role
in ‘improving’ his Ms with corrections, metrical notes, and so forth, which
consorts well with Mussato’s known talents; whereas that same account, if

we accept it, leaves little scope for scholarly activity on the part of X, which |
emerges as little more than an apograph of A. This too happens to agree
with McKie, who in his final chapter assigns to X a quite minor role in 3
«contributing to the corpus of variants and corrections bequeathed to us by &
R2. Examining the text of poem 64, where he finds some 180 divergences Fi
between O and X, McKie identifies only a very few as due to emendatory j
activity on X’s part, though some certainly are (p. 265): for one possible §

instance to be added to his list, see (c) above (sub fin.).

(f) ca. 1315: Benvenuto Campesani (d. 1323) records in an epigram the
‘recovery from afar’ of Catullus by (?) the notary Francesco (a calamis,
tribuit cui Francia nomen).

The meaning of Campesani’s epigram, and the facts underlying it, are
the greatest puzzles in this whole question of the resurrectio Catulli. I give
the text below, following that of the poems. GB (pp. 48—9) believes X to be
the Ms mentioned in the epigram: he opines that it was written for political
reasons with a dedication to Cangrande of Verona by Campesani, in a bid for
protection (A having been lent for the purpose by the former pro-Paduan
activist Mussato, who also longed for peace and personal liberty); the
statement in the first line that Catullus was returning longis a finibus was
meant to disguise the (to Cangrande, displeasing) fact that it came from exile
in Padua, a Guelph city hostile to Veronz, under the pretence that the place
from which it returned was some ‘remote Cathay.” Whether Cangrande
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from the general remark on poem 64 in the Virgil (fol. 527), which shows
that Petrarch was familiar with the structure of the poem 2s 2 whole. Hale,
who had originally suggested (CR 2¢ [1906]: 164) that Petrarch’s text was
similar to that of O, withdrew this opinion in CP 3 (1908): 243—4. For
external evidence, chiefly from the letters of Coluecio Salutati, making it
virtually certain that Petrarch was not the owner of X, see McKie 1977: 88
and 175-86. For another argument to the same effect (‘P. used the word
peplon for poem 64; it is similarly used by G. da Pastrengo, but does not
penetrate to X7, see GB, p. 42. Some slight evidence that Petrarch himself
may possibly have contributed emendatory suggestions to the margins of A
in a few places is afforded by at least the following two passages:

35.4 menia Petrarca, veniam O, meniam GR: ? VESTRE A, meniam al.
menja X (hence menia R?).

39.11 etruscus Petrarca, et truscus OGR: [ et truscus, i.m. etruscus A4, et
truscus al. etruscus X (hence al. etruscus R %)

Petrazch’s practice of annotating Mss in his possession, and influencing
thereby their later destiny, is of course well known; GB (‘Dal Livio ...")
and McKie: 170 ("<his> seminal influence on so many texts”) have drawn
attention to this in connection with his Livy and Propertius.

(h) ?ca. 1360: Two sister Mss, X (now lost) and O (Table of Mss, No. 72),
are copied {O apparently directly; for X see 64.139 n.) from A.

{Here I diverge widely from GB, who believes that X was copied in 1314 by
Francesco under Campesani’s direction. But McKie has shown conclusively
that Petrarch’s text predates X.) GB also dates O in 1375; nothing absolutely
forbids this, but O (unfinished n execution, the work of a good calligrapher
but abysmally poor Latinist) may well have been set aside m favour of the
more faithful rendering which X gives of A’s text. In other words, X may
have been written expressly to replace the faulty O.

The date I have suggested above can only be approximate. It should be
noted that the scribe of X carefully checks his copy against A, adding what
appear to be a set of variant readings, generally prefixed by ‘al<iter>. Often
these are really corrections, A’s readings being given after X’s initial faulty
transcription; since the text was already written, they had to be added, rather
than inserted, so that the Ms would not be disfigured by overwriting. (Later
scribes, such as that of m, do the same thing.)

With rare exceptions, O, unlike X, has little concern for his text: he is a
trained calligrapher, and his principal interest lies in the appearance of his
page. This explains why in his work, which was laid aside before receiving
the decoration for which it was designed, he leaves spaces for the titles which
were to be added later [they are part of the décor), but does not bother
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to reproduce either the variants and marginalia, or Campesani’s epigram,
or the Tu lector addition {see below), which were certainly in X. For this
reason, it is unnecessary to regard O’s omission of these last-mentioned
elerrients as making it doubtful that the Tu lector addition was generated
by A rather than X — pace McKie (288), who argues: ‘It fie., the Tu lector,
etc] couild of course go back further <than X,> to the parent of X and
O; but the subscription has not been copied by O, who ends without any
indication that he has seen it (unlike the titles, for which he made provision
by leaving interstices).” O is useful because, though he makes many mistakes
in transcription, in principle he doggedly adheres to what he sees, or thinks
he sces, in A. At some places, where X either slips or does not adequately
check his reading with that of A, O can help in restoring the text of A
(and hence, probably, of V): such are, in poem 64, lines 139, where O
alone has blanda; 273, where X apparently omitted -que; and 38z, where X
had sub tegmina ducite. But in general, as McKie (chapter 6) has shown,
the reputation long enjoyed among scholars by O as a far moré accurate
reproducer of the common parent shared by OX (my A) must be called
in question: most of the time, for A-stream readings, we should consult X
rather than O. It may be repeated that it is to this stream that the citations
and allusions in Petrarch always adhere, never to the readings of O where
these diverge from it. Indeed, O had rather a small influence on the later
rradition as well. -

The chronicle of O’s physical movements s still obscure. It was copied
from A (see above) — there is no need to suppose that another Ms intervened
_ at Verona, most probably, or at any rate in northeast Italy (the hand
is certainly north Italian, and the scribe’s habit of doubling intervocalic

_ consonants where they should be single and vice versa smacks of the

practice of scribes in the Veneto at that period). Zicari dealt with the vexed
question of readings similar to those of O that appear in various groups of
Mss, the earliest of which is dated 1423 {Parisinus 7989 = Table of Mss,
No. 78).2% He pointed out that in the year 1390 a copy of Catullus, in
which the name is spelled Catulus (as in O, but not in G or in R), turns
up in an inventory of the books belonging to a Gendese humanist in the
service of the Visconti. Marked similarities to the Parma Ms (Table of Mss,
No. 88) copied (in 1471) in the Visconti castle at Pavia suggest that this
humanist’s library, with the Catullus, went to the Pavia library when he
died; yet by 1426, when the books in the library were catalogued, it was
not there. On the other hand, the decoration on fol. =¥ implies that it was

21 See Zichri 1958: 79-99 = Scritti, 1978, 79-104, for a detailed study of that influence.
22 See n. 21 above.
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in Lombardy ca. 1430; so it may by then have come back to Pavia from

wherever it was sent (could it have gone to Florence, in 1423, as the result of
an effort by the scholarly seribe of Parisinus 7989 to ‘improve’ the readings ¥

of that R-derived Ms?). At all events the Pavia Ms agrees with O in {for

example) the reading blanda at 64.139, which is unknown to GR and is |

otherwise shared only with a few late Mss. How O could have reached Pavia

by 1390 is still uncertain. Zicari, following a suggestion by E. Pellegrin
1955: 46, thought it might have been included in the loot brought from

Verona and Padua in 1387 by Gian Galeazzo Visconti; but see GB (‘Dal Livio

..., 163-4); he dismisses this notion, claiming that almost ali the classical

Mss at Verona disappeared and were destroyed at the time of the fall of

the Scaligers. The subsequent history of O may have unrolled in northeast
Italy; it is not altogether without interest that it made its way to Oxford :

from a Venetian collection. As Ullman (1960b: 1040) noted:

O is in a collection bought in 1817 from the large library of Matteo Cancnid of ,:

Vanice. He had been in such cities as Parma, Bologna, and Terrara, where we may

suppose that he acquired some of his books. Some he obtained from Mantua. Thus

northern Italy is again indicated as the original home of O.

GB traces O directly from V, without the intervention of A or any other

Ms; this represents a second major difference between his stemma and the

views of McKie and myself.

(1) 1375: G (Table of Mss, No. 87} is copied from X, at Verona, by Antonio -
da Legnago.

19 October 1375 is the date inscribed in G by Antonio da Legnago, who
finished writing it while Cansignorio della Scala (the ruler of Verona, whose °
chancellor Antonio was) laborabat in extremis. The same year, according

to GB, saw the copying of R (see below, however) from X (at Verona, he
believes); he also conjectures that O may have been made in that year, ar 3

Verona and directly from V, possibly by Giacomo dalle Eredita.

In 1877 Max Bonnet made for the first time a serious effort to determin
which of the changes and insertions in G are due to the original scribe
and which are in a second hand. As to the second hand itself, Schwabe
ecroneously supposed the date of this to be only slightly later than that of
G: see the first page of the Praefatio to his Berlin edition of 1886 (‘paullo ;
recentiori’). At least two editors of considerable repute, who were permitted
to make use of Bonnet’s collation (now at Chapel Hill), relied to a great extent f
on the accuracy of his findings. It must be said, however, that his attempt |
to disentangle the two important hands in G was only partially successful. 3
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This will be evident to anyone who tekes the trouble to examine the minute
studies of the hands and inks in G made by Hale’s pupils {especially Susan
Ballou and O.M. Washburn) under Hale’s direction. The hands and inks of
G* and G?* are indeed so similar that many distinctions escape the eye of
a camera. Hale and his students, Ullman among them, in the end had to
leave some questions unresolved, even after using a very powerful lens and
re-examining difficalt places repeatedly on widely separated dates and in
different lights. In these matters I have tried to build on their work, and to
use the same methods. After each examination in Paris, [ have checked my
own decisions with the veluminous notes that Hale left to Ullman. Where
I have finally rejected the verdict of either or both of them, it is for reasons
that seemed to me palacographicaily sound. Decisions related to G which
appear in the Apparatus Criticus are those that have exacted by far the
greatest amount of time and care; my aim has been to render them accurate,
in terms of palacography, as far as is humanly possible. |

After copying out his basic text from X, G's scribe went back to the
beginning and began to add the variants, and a few explanatory scholia,
which he had observed in his exemplar. (These we call the ‘G*" additions.)
For some reason, however, he soon stopped doing this. (Did the political
situation, immediately after the death of Cansignorio, impose more urgeﬁt
tasks? As McKie: 178 points out, two days previously Antonio had been
appointed one of the regents to Cansignorio’s designated successors, who
were still minors) There are times when he adopts in his text ~ not
retrospectively, but at the first stage of transcription, or so it would appear
— what must have appeared as a varjant reading in X.? At some later date, °
probably around 1400, G turns up in Florence, where it was to receive, after
1397/ 8 (see below), a second stream of corrections in a different hand (G?)
which were drawn entirely from m, an apograph of R/R 2. These corrections
include the m? changes and additions (which I now attribute to a different
scribe) as well as the original work of m™. Since both of the scribes who
contributed to m are concerned only to reproduce or correct what they see
in R/R?, it follows that the G? changes and additions, like those in m/m?*
which they copy, are entirely dependent on R/R?, and have nothing of their
own to contribute to the search for what muist have been in A orin V.

We must now address the problem of the subscriptio. Since a very
thorough account of this has been given by McKie: 16878, a few remarks
will suffice. The subscriptio is in three parts (see the instructive facsimile in
McKie: 176 for their layout); all are in the hand of G. The second part, which
is indented — as the others are not — and lacks the notarial flourishes which

23 See below, pp. 39—40, for examples.
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adorn the other two entries, seems to have been squeezed into an interstice
(it has hardly three short lines); this part contains Antonio’s name and the
date of writing. The third part (2 gloss from Papias on the name Leshia) is
only of importance because, being the only one of the three to be found in
another Ms (R), it clearly was present in X. Was the first, and by far the
longest, entry also copied from X7 E. Chatelain thought so, a century ago
(Paléographie des classiques latins, Part I, pl. XV, n.). It should perhaps be
given in full:

Tu lector quicumque ad cuius manus hic libellus obvenerit Scriptor da veniam si
tibi coruptus videbitur. Quoniam a corruptissimo exemplari transcripsit. Non enim
quodpiam alind extabat, unde posset libelli huius habere copiam exemplandi. Et ut
ex ipso salebroso aliquid tamen suggeret decrevit pocius tamen coruptum habere
quam omnino carere. Sperans adhuc ab alliquo alio fortuito emergente hune posse
corigere. Valebis si el imprecatus non fueris.

This complaint by the scribe that there was only one Ms extant that he
could lay his hands on, and a bad one at that, seems much more suitable to
the first quarter of the fourteenth century than to the last guarter. Moreover,
as McKie: 173 has pointed out, its despair over improving the text until
another Ms might emerge argues a serious concern which hardly fits the
character of G’s first scribe (G¥), who from A took only a very few titles,
and 2 round dozen of variants — and these only at or near the beginning
of his text — and who evidently failed completely to take the elementary
step of checking his readings against those of his exemplar. This does not
seem to be a scholarly seribe, distressed at the Jack of means to correct the
corrupted text before him. Contrast, in every respect, what we have seen
to be the character and procedures of A, who may well have been someone
like Mussato {GB’s nominee). A (whoever he was), and also R* (who was
certainly Coluccio Salutati) both set about revising the text extensively; G
does not dream of this, for all that he adds in the margin those few early
variants taken from X. If, then, the Tu lector complaint suits A and does
not suit G, we have every reason to suppose that the complaint was merely
inherited by G and was copied by the latter in the same uncritical spirit
as that in which he reproduced the handful of variants and the gloss an
Lesbia (which, as already remarked, we know to have been at least in X).
Per contra, Salutati, who presided over and directed the writing — at his own

scriptorium in Florence — of R, eminently possessed a critical sense; hence .

the rearrangement by which Campesani’s epigram is in R transferred to the
head of the Ms, while the Tu lector complaint, being no longer relevant,
is omitted; the Lesbia-gloss, not too obviously irrelevant, is added after
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the Deo gratias at the end, in very small letters in Coluccio’s own hand
(therefore, the scribe was originally told to leave it out, and its inclusion was
an afterthought).

It is, then, reasonable to attribute the Tu lector complaint to A. McKie
more than once considers this possibility (against X): the only thing that
deters him is the fact that O does not have it, but we have seen (above, p. 29)
reasons to discount this. The irregularities of spelling (coruptus in two places,
corr- elsewhere; alliguo; corigere) with their double for single consonants
and vice versa, suggest an origin in the Veneto (and this would not clash
with Mussato’s authorship, though it is not admissible as evidence (O shows
the same phenomenon). The inconsistencies in spelling also indicate that G
copied, rather than originated, the complaint. Finally, the subsdtution of
suggeret for suggereret was ‘a strange mistake to make, if the note was his
{i.e., G’s) own <work>" (McKie: 169).

G had, as might be expected from its proximity to R and to m, a family
of its own; but it was not nearly so large a family as many scholars have
supposad. Even if we include the now lost manuseript from which the first
part of Riccardianus 606 (Table of Mss, No. 31 —the parent of Lachmann’s D,
No. 4 {see CE, 35-40]) was copied, and also the mere influence, rather than
patria potestas, which G seems to have exerted over the San Daniele Ms
(No. 93), its offspring and descendants can be easily counted on the fingers
of one hand. And those ‘G’ manuscripts we do possess (e.g., Nos. 18 and 65)
are descendants, probably several generations removed and ‘contaminated’
from other sources; there are not in the case of G such manuscripts as we
find in the immediate family of R, namely those that in one way or other
betray a first-hand acquaintance with the face of the parent Ms. A test of
descent from G rather than R is the reading colitis at 66.83.

() 71301: X, which had finally reached Florence, is copied there to the order
of Coluccio Salutati; the copy is R (Table of Mss, No. 101). Coluccio {(R?)
makes changes and adds variants, some taken from X — and thus largely
inherited from A — and some of his own creating. (GB believes thar X
was copied at Verona by R, and never went to Florence at all. For several
reasans, including a consideration of the editing and checking procedures of
R?, especially where lines were omitted by R, this is unacceptable.)

I do not see that we are compelled to subscribe to McKie's view that the
removal to Florence of X certainly took place in 1375, immediately after
Coluccio had requested it, or that (even if it did) there was not a considerable
delay before it could be satisfactozily copied in littera grossa (see Ullman
1960a: 12-15; see also Novati II. 386, on Coluccio’s failing eyesight at this
period). It is also important to bear in mind that Coluccio has not a single
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quotation of Catullus in his surviving correspondence before 13912 at
the earliest; the very few quotations we do have suddenly begin at that
date. One of them is in Novati III. 36; that letter dates from 1392—4. The
other is claimed by McKie to date from ‘1383-91,” but the claim requires
examination. It is given near the end of Coluccio’s De Laboribus Herculis
— in the last ten per cent of the completed text — a work contemplated
within the years 1383—91 (inter annos 1383 et 1391 nova operis ratione
inita, Praefatio p. vii), but mentioned as actively being proceeded with only
during the years after 1391. It looks, on this evidence, as if the actual words
of Catullus began to be a new and exciting discovery for Colucdio either
in the years 1391—2, or a trifle later. If there was a delay in carrying out
Coluccio’s wish to bring X to Florence for copying, it could possibly have
been due to the very troubled state of Verona in those years. In any event,
1375 or 1376 seems too early for the.copying of R from X.

We do not know the name of the writer of R, but he was obviously a
professional scribe (see for example the flourishes on Deo gratins at the
end), working to the order of Coluccio in the latter’s scriptorium. Coluccio
instructed his scribe to produce only the bare text, reserving most of the
task of correcting for himself. Evidently he told the scribe to leave spaces
for the titles, marginal variants, and notes (on metre, for example) which
he had observed to exist in X. Later on, he addresses himself to R, making
(apparently in a first rapid ‘run-through’) many corrections out of his own
head, and also taking — a few at first, but more in a second, more careful
recension — a number of variants from X, some of which originate with X
itself but more go back to A. Thus these R? contributions ('R here denoting

everything written in R in the hand of Coluccio) represent three strata in-

the early textual history of Catullus. See the tables on pp. 3843 below

for the assighment of individual readings to one or other of these stratd.

In those pages, I have made it my aim to refrain from taking any given
variant further back in the tradition than the evidence positively demands;
sometimes, where that evidence is susceptible of more than one explanation,
I have been reluctantly compelled to add a question-mark to the attribution.

In his attempts at original emendation ‘ope ingenii’ (as the humanists used
to express it), Coluccio Salutati was often remarkably successful, though of
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also that of A must have been that which we find in OGR, namely oratione
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himself directed this revision to be undertaken; see below). Still later, G
(which has only a few variants in the first hand, taken directly from X at
the time of original copying, and virtually limited to the first few folios) is
given very many additions and corrections (G?) to make it conform exactly
to m/m?. G* certainly knew no other Ms than m as a source of alternative
readings; clearly he had no acquaintance with either X or R.

After R had been at least partially revised by Coluccio (R*), a copy was
made on paper in what appear to be three successive phases of an attempt
to shape a new style of writing that strives to imitate the lettera antica
as a replacement (of a more easily legible sort) for the currently used
Gothic hands.?* From our point of view, accordingly, it foreshadows the
‘humanistic’ script as practised by Poggio. If it is indeed written by him, 26 it
may be worth recalling that at this time (1397/8) Poggio worked as a tyro in
Coluccio’s scriptorium, and further that he shows, even at this time in his
eighteenth year or so, the same inclination to disagree rather violently with
his master on minor issues such as spelling which in practice we observe

“to be shown by the writer of m towards R/R? — that is, towards Coluccio’s

habits. %7

So much for the intentions of m(*). As for m?2, he for his part is so far
from taking issue with Coluccio on any matter that his sole concern, as
already suggested, is to correct, and supplement, m in such a way that the
copy will finally conform in the minutest details to its exemplar R/R=. It is
m?® who, in the parent Ms R itself, contributes the marginal or interlinear
additions we find at 55.16 {fol. 147) and 64.276 (fol. 257). In the first of these,
m by a slip replaces the obviously correct crede with the nonsensical crude;
m? replaces this with crede from R, but expresses it as a variant: ‘al. crede’;

he then writes, in the margin of R itself, al. crude, as though m’'s error had

the status of a true variant! At the other place, 64.276, where R gives the
unmetrical tamen (arising from confusion, in the Gothic script of V or of

25 de la Mare 1977: 89.

26 See de la Mare and Thomson 1973. Their view has however been vigorously
challenged by McKie (1983); he artributes to Niccold Niceoli the hand which inserted
the marginal spelling correction phrygium in R at 61.18. As for m* and m? he -
assigns them to two different scribes, as I have come to do, and reasonably finds the
Poggiesque features irt m* to be attributable not to P. himself but to the example of
Poggio, working in the Florentine milieu where Niccoli alse was influential in the
development of a new script; see page 76 of his article.

37 Since our article was published, GB has claimed the discovery of a slighdy earlier
manuscript written by Poggio in the same general style: ‘Alle origini della scritura
umanistica,” Miscellanea Augusto Campana, Medivevo ¢ Umanesimo 44-% (Padua
1981): 125-40. See also the illustration of fol. 27 of m in de la Mare 1973 L'i,
frontispiece. ~
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A, between ti} and ), m had substituted the word tibi — no doubt in an
endeavour to heal the metrical fault. In his turn, m?, who unlike m* does not
ha_ve the independence to try this kind of emendation himself nevertheless
thinks it necessary to add the R-reading #7 (= tamen) in the’margin of R
and to alter R itself by adding al. 57 above the line, simply because he has:
found #ibi in m. (It will be clear enough from his former effort at 55.16 that
he does not do so out of an intelligent concern for the metre.)

If m*s scribe is now to be seen as a different person from m?, there will no
Iogger be any need to posit a considerable gap of years betwee’n the original
writing of n {together with those readings in R/R * that are closely foﬂfmwed
by m/m*) and the revisions in the m? hand, simply in order to conform
W",Ltshbthe k[lO.Wn mcéx}ergen:ﬁ o(fi I;ogtﬁio, including his absence in Rome. (It
was Decause in r identified bo ? wi io hi
thesn gave the Iatt9e7r the siglum m".) mandm? with Poggo himselt that‘ I

ome categories of 7 or m? reading attach themselves entirelv -
dominantly to some kinds of R* contribution, others to otliet;rlﬁzdosr '?;?s
suggests that they reflect two separate recensions of R by Coluccio, pe.rhaps
a few (but not many) years apart. It is clear that Coluccio must have had
at least 2 brief look over X almost as soon as it was prepared for him; the
fines sztted by R at 61.142-6 and 64.3 53—6 could not otherwise have i:een
supplied by Coluccio. (The marginal restoration at 42.12 could easily have
been prompted by a glance at line 20.)

In CE (App. Crit.), as in the present edition, and also in my collation of
R {published in 1g70), no distinction whatever is made between ‘earlier’
and “later’ contributions by R2 to R. In an article WEitten over twenty-five
years ago ;.s I sought to evolve a method of separating two recensions in
R* by noting whether a given R* correction or variant was picked up b
m or only. (later) by m2 Now that the entire time-span for Coluccio’};
cptlcal activity in respect to R can be reduced to no more than five or
six years (that is, between 1391/2 and 1397/8), this theory is of less
s1gplﬁcance, and I am willing to urge it only in a modified way. I stll
believe that there were two R* recensions which may be approximately

 distinguished by being reflected either in 7% or in m?, according to whether '

'they were earlier or later. Some of the evidence for this will be given
in the notes in the Commentary. To the earlier recension, for instance
should be atiributed the few passages — three only, as the list; On pp. 38—, c;
of Fhe Excursus will show — where inherited variants, of a strikﬁig sof‘t
derived by R? from X, or else from A by way of X, are reflected in m*.
(The contrast, in the proportion of these included in m?, with the many;

28 ThOmSOn 1973.
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variants invented by R* himself which are so included, is arresting: see
the lists in the Excursus below.) As for R*'s corrections (as opposed to
variants), these are overwhelmingly original to R? himself, and all but &
very few of these are taken up by m* We may say, then, that Coluccio
at first ran rather quickly through R, with an eye on X for obvious slips
and omissions, and later (at the time he had reserved for finally entering
the titles and metrical notes) made a careful second recension based on
the readings of X. After all, Coluccio must have grappled with X at least
twice: once in order to see what it contained and to reserve certain critical
functions (the necessity for which he must have gauged at this earlier
encounter) for himself; and at a later time, once the whole of the text
had been laid out and carefully copied by his scribe in accordance with his
instructions, in order to set about fulfilling the functions he had chosen,
and carefully to discharge them. To sum up: we should, [ think, still reckon
with two separate recensions by Coluccio, in the former of which he must
be supposed to have consulted X to some extent, but more spasmodically
— that is, less rigorously and systematically — than in the latter. But it is
of importance more for the purposes of codicology than for the primary
purpoée of reconstituting the text, to know for sure whether there were two
R* recensions or only one.

These, then, are the Mss of Catullus up to 1400. They are listed in the
Table of Manuscripts, as are the secondary Mss of later date (only two of
them earlier than 1425), almost ail of which derive from R either directly or
indirectly.? Nothing should obscure the fact that, as Hale and Ullman (see
below) insisted, R is the foundation of the later tradition.

_ Excursus.
Variant Readings in the Hand of R*: Suggested Origins

(The following Yists, numbered 1 to 3 and embracing variant readings
attributed to 4, to X, and to R* hiznself, must of necessity contain a number
of speculative attributions. Possibly X copied A indirectly: see 64.135 n.)

1. Variants originating in self-correction by X, and usually revealing A’s
readings. (The first reading given — ie., that of X's probable text — is
normaily corrected by the variant reading, following ‘al.” The latter is taken

29 See, however, Zicari 1958 for a certain amount of cross-influence, chiefly found in
manuscripts of northeast Italian origin, of readings apparently deriving from O or
from a copy of Q.
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 to represent A’s text.) Observe that all of these, except those at 15.13 and

39.4, are first taken from R by m? not by m* Notice how often, when X
‘emends’ by a variant, G adopts the variant as his text.

3.9 al. vacat hoc verbum [The word movebat, from line 8, is not added in O]
7.4 feris al. fretis (not in G*) See the Commentary

"g9.4 suam al. sanam (O) (al. sanam G¥)

- 2013 non al. nec {O) (al. nec G*)

12.2 ioco al. loco (O) [X was right, but A plausible] (al. loco G*)
14.16 false (OR) al. salse (G) (false A, false al. salse X) [G took the variant;

cf. 23.7, 100.2]

715.13 pudenter al. prudenter (m*) [Wrong correction by X, without Ms

authority: an attemnpt by X to emend? X, like G, did not recognize, or did
not understand, pudenter]

_16.12 vos al. hos [X was right, but text corrupt]

23.7 neal. nec [ne A, ne al. nec X; X attempts to emend (G took the variant)]

245 neque 1°] nec al. neque [X eemends in a variant (G took the variant}]

257 sathabum al. setha (= G) [séthabum 4, sathabum al. setha- X (G took
the variant)]

28.11 parum al. pari (O) (al. pari G*)

28.12 verba al. verpa <ve>] urpa (urpa O)

30.9 inde al. idem menia

5.4 meniarm al. menia [veriam A?] But see the Commentary

39.2 seual. sei

_39.4 (m7) pii al. impii (O) [X was right, but text corrupt (regum filii}]

50,13 omnein al. essem (O) .

?53.4 manus al. inanius (= G) [? manus 4; but X thought it looked like

_ inanus, yet saw inanus tollens would be unintelligible; hence wrote manus
al. inanius?)

59.1 fallat al. fellat - . S
61225 bolnei al. bonei [? bofiei A; bolnei al. bonei X; ie., A tried to

‘modernize’ the spelling of bonei, but his superscript i was taken for an [
by X] o
63.49 miseritus al. miseriter [Did A have an unclear abbreviation for the

fina] syllable?]

63.49 maiestas al. maiestates [Both wrong, but text very corrupt]

. 64.55 tui se al. terni [X misread A; at all events, there must sometime have

been a supralinear abbreviation for re, intended to be placed over se -
which would bring us close to Voss' restored text — but taken (by X,
perhaps) as meant to stand over tui, read as tni

~ 64.8g mirtus al. -tos (mirtos O) [mirtus al. -tos X]




83.4 samia al. sana [? sanna A, as in O]
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64.109 omnia al. obvia - | ;
64.344 tenen al aaetée? [teuen( dO}f fBotlé ;vrong, but teks very corrup
ectam al. defectum (defectu .
gg; gggfimia al. sublamia (sublamina O} vel sublimina [i.c., X has difficalty
in reading A4; cf. 53.4, 61.225] See the Commentary -
66.24 nunc al. tunc’
66.45 atque al. cumque
66.54 asineos al. arsinoes .
66.56 advolat al. collocat {advolat from line 55 avolat] drenatis s
66.86 indigetis al. indignatis [Prof. Courtney suggests that indignatis may
derive from indignis with al. eis adcied above]. See th{.? Con}mentaraz.
68.46 certa al. carta (cerata O) [cetta A? Here again, A’s supralineer
correction seems to have been ambiguously place_d]
68.119 nec causa <carwm> al. neque tam <carum>
74.1 lelius al. Gellius
80.6 tanta al. tenta

16.12 al. hos (= O) (cited by X from A, though vos is better)
22.15 vel neque nec (0} ‘
723.7 al. nec {nec G) (ne V) [Emendation picked up by G; cf. 6.9]
f25.5 al. aries [O) vi. alios (G) [No obvious “error’ corrected by X]
25.7 (7satha A) [satha- OR, saetha- G, al. setha (= R3)X]
34.21 al. placet (0)
39-11 al. etruseus (= Petrarch)
63.28 Pthiasus al. fis 4 (= Rm?), 74hYasls ¥ (thiasiis R,
G, thyasiis G}
%64.324 (see Section 3)
66.86 al. indignatis
768.11 al. mauli [Possibl
maulio at 61.215]
1o1.1 multas [Correction
show signs of it]

thiasis O, thysiis

y an emendation by X, based on A’s (7: see 9)

by A, not by X; otherwise either G or R would

2a. Other possible variants by A (not in R ?);
100.2 treron- O, trenor- R, veron- G [Attempt to mprove sense and metre,

on the part of X, whose al. veron- here emends, in the guise of a variant
reading] . '

100.6 est igitur est al. exigitur [Attempt at emendation by X; G took the
variant]

2.9 lnderem O, corr. 07 4], luderem G+ (ludere al. luderem AX ?) [Unmetri-
cal] :

314 al quae G* (-que V). [No vestige in R/R 2]
324 i pulcra OG*®

2. Variants that rhay possibly have stood as such in A. (All of thESE were
transmitted to R 2 by way of X.) Observe that all, except 15.11, are first taken
from R* by m?, not by m?,

‘first hand’ (m?) in m; contrast, in this respect, Sections 1 and 2. The “al’

preceding each of the readi

1.8 al. mei [A marginal note, which does not attempt to replace libelli, but Ings in this section is omjtred. 30

‘explains’ it]

2-3 al_ Cui [01] . ' . 6.9 IHE )
2.3 petential. patenti (petenti V) (al. patenti G?) 10.27 deferri
4.27 al. castorum (castrum V) 7216 hoc
6.9 al. hic (hec V) (hics.s. G% al. add. G?) 13.10 quod

7.6 al. beari (beati V) (al. beari G7)

7.9 al. basia (basiei V) (al. basia G¥) )

10.8 al. quonam {quoniam V) {al. guonam G} L

10.9 al. neque ipsis (neque nec in ipsis V) (al. neque ipsis G¥)

12.4 al. salsum (falsum al. salsum O) _ B i)

12.15 al. muneri (numeri V) (al. muneri G¥) [Metrical em?en atllon. .]b o

15.11 (m?) al. ut fubet (cf. wt al. fubet O} [ut Tubet A? ut al. jubet
mistaking [ for I = al;; ut fubet al. ut iubet X?]

14.15 optimo

30 Arguing against 2 former view based on an identification of m* which I have since
abandoned (see PP- 35~9), McKie 108q: 69 dites four lines (21717, 44.20, 64.28, 78 b4
where R*s corrections are false or ineffective and therefore,

he suggests, due to X, not
t0 R2 Three of them present cruces only solved generations or centuries later; in af,
R? - a sensitive critic short of time for refiection - did his hurried best with what he

saw. There are other places where R 2 offers 2 variant which is faulty either metrically
or otherwise; €8, 12.16, 17.23, 34-15, 36.18, 45.13, 64.11, 64.23, 66.48, 68.81.
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66.79 quam
66.86 indignis (m)
76811 mauli But see Section 2

15.17 tum (suggested by Pliny’s tunc?) [quoted by Colucdio, 1391+, with
tum)

i?i; l‘]é!;id(ml) 68.29 factat
17.23 hunceum gggz ;r(;:ri {m*)
23.1 servus est (m*} '1.1 o

28.14 vobis (m™) ;74 fm

32.1 ipsicilla 78,4 e~ (m)

?33.4 volantiore But see the Commentary
34.15 NoOtO es
36.12 ydalium (m?; from Virgil, Aeneid 1. 681, 6937)
36.18 venire
39.14 puriter (m?)
39.20 expolitior (m7)
42.3 locum {m?)
44.20 sertio {m*)
45.13 septinuelle

. g2.4 amat [Justifiable correction by R? given the omission of two lines by
‘R; R? saw only X, who omitted the lmes —s0 he corrected amo to amat in
. order to make semse. A, which R? did not see, had the lines]
97.1 quicquam
£00.2 -ant
103.3 numi

The Progress of Catullan Studies from the Edifio Princeps

515 qued to the Present Day

lapputium (from Seneca, Contr. 7.4.77} .
5?3_ :-13 ?1511131 o (For a full account of the fifteenth- and sixteenth-century editions, the
J reader should consult Gaisser 1993: xii—xiii and 24-192. To Professor

55.22 no- {m*} [observe V’s reading, sis)
58P 3 pinnipes (m?}
61.38 in modum (1%
62.37- quid tum
63.18 ere citatis {m”)
?64.3 phasidos See the Commentary
64.11 amphitrionem R? bis
64.23. hatre
64.28 neptine (m*)
neutiine R2 bis
64.132 avectam
64.285 os
64.288 nonacrios
764.324 tu ti opis [Possibly, however, ‘the only surviving trace of the
correct tutamen’ (McKie: 126)]
65.7 Troia
66.21 at
66.35 si (m%
66.48 celorum
celtuan R2 bis
66.74 quin

Gaisser’s research on this period I am greatly indebted, particularly in the
first part of the following section.)

T’he text of Catullus was first printed in 1472, at Venice, by Vindelinus de
Spira (Wendelin von Speyer), in a volume that also contained the poems
of Tibullus and Propertius, in addition to the Sifvae-of Statius. For the
Silvae, as well as for Catullus, it was the editio princeps; but for Propertius3*
priority must be conceded to the edition printed at Venice in February of -
the same year by Federicus de Comitibus. Nevertheless, even in the case-
of Propertius all editions before 1500 cant be shown to bé derived from de
Spira‘s slightly later edition — except, of course, for the princeps itself.3 ~
From this moment, the works of the #resviri amoris — Catullus, Tibullus,
Propertius — tended to be published together in a single volime, sometimes
with the addition of a part of Statius or Ovid, or of both, and sometimes with
that of Avantius” Emendationes in Catullum (see below, p. 48). By the date’
of the first edition, scores of manuseripts of Catullus were in circulation, all

11 Also, apparently, for Tibullus; see D. Coppm;u Annali dellg Scuola Normaie Supenore
di Pisa IX {1979): 1162 n. 3.
32 See Butrica 1984: 16c.
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of them exhibiting a deeply corrupted text based on V, the desperate state
of which is noted in the subscription to G, inherited from a predecessor, as
McKie (270—7) has shown. There were no manuscripts in existence which
were good enough, or differed sufficiently from V, to have afforded a more
intelligible version of the poet's text, for the purpose of correction or even
of comparison. In 1472, de Spira simply took up the first manuscript that
lay to hand (one that was close in its origins to No. 46 in my Table), 3 just
as he did for Propertius (in the latter case, either Vat. Barb. lat. 34 — which
about 1493—5 acquired an anonymous marginal commentary - or a similar
‘commonplace conflation of readings of ¥ and g.")3 There was virtually
no attempt at editing, though a ‘Life’ of Catullus — adapted from that of
Sicco Polentonus35 — has been added. As was the fashion in the Humanistic
period, the editio princeps became the basis of the received text for the time
being; so it was a copy of de Spira’s edition, extremely faulty as it was,
that had to carry the annotations of Angelus Politianus, together with two
separate subscriptions, written twelve years apart.?® Similarly annotated
copies include one belonging to A. Colotius.3” Consequently, when we
come to the Parma edition of the following year, we are not surprised
to find that 1473 (which did in fact receive some editing at the hands of
Franciscus Puteolanus) is merely a revised version of 1472, corrected to
some extent from a member of the O-influenced group of manuscripts to
which No. 122 in my Table belongs.® Since the reading iuventi at 48.1 is
_present in Sen. (No. 95 in the Table), and also in y-class manuscripts, but
not in those influenced by O, it seems just possible that Puteolanus also
saw a second manuscript. In the ¢olophon to the Statius part he is credited
by his printer with the intention of correcting the Venice edition of 1472,
and moreover with no fewer than 3000 emendations to Catullus and Statius
alone, generated in the process of doing so.
An edition nowadays ascribed to Milan - previously, to Venice — and

dated 1475, simply repeats the text of de Spira 1472, with the same ‘Life”

of Catullus. Its direct descendant is the Reggio (Calabria) edition of 1481,

which sets out simply to correct it. At least for Catullus, however, a much
meore important and influential text-edidon was that published, in this same
year 148z, at Vicenza, and edited by Joannes Calphurnijus. His work Jikewise

33 See Zichri 1958 = Scrittl, 1978: 106.

34 Butrica 1984: 145, 160.
35 Scriptores illustres latinge linguae, ed. BL. Ullman (Rome, 1528), II: 63—,

36 Rome, Biblioteca Corsiniana Inc. 5o T 37; the subscripticns mentioned are on fols. 377

and 127
37 See the illustration in Gaisser 1593: 27.

38 Zichri 1958: 95—6 = Scritii, 1978: 99. For O-type changes in 1473 see Gaisser 1993: 33.
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is designed to dear up the kinds of difficulties in reading Catullus that
would be encountered by pupils in school, rather then mature scholars.
Its creator regarded it, in all modesty, as provisional. Nevertheless it is,
unlike Politianus’ contributions {to which we shall rerurn in a moment),
a complete commentary, not just an examination of selected problems.
At the very outset, Parthenius is the first to realize that ‘Cornelius’ in
poem 1 cannot be Cornelius Gallus the poet (despite the heading ‘Ad
Cornelium Gallum’ in 1472 and subsequent editions), but must be the
historian; even Politianus had been misied into identifying ‘Cornelius’ with
the poet. Parthenius, whose learning was distinctly limited, naturally came
to many wrong conclusions; among them some false poem divisions, which
he passed down to the early sixteenth-century editors, and a totally wrong
Interpretation of poem 35 as being concerned with love, not literature.

Generally, however, Parthenius confines his commentary to minor points;.

- he will explain what figure of speech is used, or describe the tone of a certain

passage. His diseussion of poem 63, however, goes beyond this and offers .

genuine literary eriticism, as his successors recognize.#* The text he used
was that of Calphurnius, but with corrections out of his own head (fifteen
of which have endured to the present). Lacking the brilliance of Politianus,
he nevertheless established a comparatively intelligible text - for its time
and, profiting by his schoolroom experience, initiated as early as 1485 the

procedures and practice applicable to a full line-by-line commentary on his |

atthor. In comparison, Propertius had to wait a couple of years longer, until

in 1487 the elder Philippus Beroaldus produced his Bologna commentary -
{which derived its text from Calphurnius’ Vicenza edition of 1481).43 What |
may be termed the spasmodic mode of commentary, ignoring the claims of .
continuous exposition and concentrating on individual problems selected for
their interest, was practised by Beroaldus himself, in relation to Catullus; in
his Annotationes Centum of 1488. This mode, which suited the epideictic |
tendency of brilliant scholars who were averse to drudgery, could be said -

to be a fashion of the times, beginning from about 1475, when Domitius

Calderinus added his Elucubratio in quaedam Propertii loca quae difficiliors -

videbantur to a commentary on Statius’ Silvae and the pseudo-Ovidian

Epistula Sapphonis (Rome); this work should by no means be described
as a commentary on Propertius, especially for the later books, where it is .
very thin indeed. Similar essays in this fashionable mede were published by .

Hermolaus Barbarus in Castigationes Plinianae of 1492, and by Politianus

41 Gaisser 1993: 91-2.
42 Gaisser 1993: 94-5.
43 See Butrica 1984: 164.
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in the first series of his Miscellanea, dated 1489. In the last-named work
there are no more than seven discussions of passages in Catullus.4 Most
“of these are developed from the marginal notes, already referred to, which
ad been written between 1473 and 1485. All of thém were prompted by the
nnotations of Parthenius, whose commentary had already been republished
‘more than once and was now accepted as the “standard’ edition of Catullus.
The next editor of a thoroughgoing commentary on Catullus {it was
ublished at Veriice in 1496) was Palladius Fuscus, or Niger. Although he
as born in Padua, he spent most of his working life in Dalmatia, where
he held various educational and legal appointments after unsuccessfully
seeking a teaching post in Udine. He, too, had to take as his basis for revision
_the now established commentary of Parthenius. The corrections he made
to it were sometimes, but not always, his own; he depends on the work of
‘Hermolaus Barbarus (consisting of a number of Catullan observations in the
Castigationes Plinianae) as well as those of Beroaldus in the Annotationes
Centum (referred to above) and also those of Avantius in his Emendationes
in Catullum (published in 1495), which we shall presently discuss. In other
words, Palladius had a second-rate talent, and his work was in large part
derivative. But he did in fact expand the basis of knowledge on which future
commentators would draw. Where he had nothing to add, he would merely
reproduce Parthenius’ note. Essentially, then, by the end of the century
there was in the field a school edition — that of Parthenius - with some
* modifications by others; it served the needs of a rapidly growing public of
young readers, and for the next few decades all interpretation tended to
- focus on the wording of Parthenius’ notes, rather than on the text of the
. poet himself so far as that was accessible. In the last decade we should also
‘mention, as being similarly based on Parthenius, the brief contribution of
Sabellicus {whose real name was Marcus Antonius Coccius), contained in
twenty annotations ‘Ex Catullo” appended to a volume consisting of notes on -
. Pliny the Elder; these annotations were published in 1497, though they had
. been composed apparently between 1485 and 1493. Sabellicus’ intention was -
to correct the text of Parthenius, ope ingenti; at 2.2, for example, instead
of the accepted reading amariores he urges the claims of meraciores (later
reintroduced as a gloss by Scaliger), but does not press the correction.4s
Again, poem 29 is divided by Sabellicus into two separate poems; *¢ and he,
. for the first time, separates poems 2 and 3. S :

4 They are listed in Gaisser 19931 70. ]
45 Gaisser 1993: 300 I.. 95; On p. 49 she draws attention to his modesty and diffidence.
46 As it was to be again, much later, by P.R. Young <Fors_yth> in:Classical Journal LXIX

(1969): 327-8.
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For a greater figure than Sabellicus, however, we must go back a year or
two. Hieronymus Avantius (Girolamo Avanzi) initially created his Emen-
dationes in Catullum in the years 1492—3, then privately circulated them
among his friends, and finally published them at Venice in 1495; there was
a second edition, considerably enlarged and altered, which appeared, also
at Venice, in 1500. Both of these editions are concerned with problems of
text and metre; Avantius’ interest in interpretative comumentary is minimal,
and (unlike Politianus} he seldom quotes {llustrative passages from other
authors, Greek or Latin (and if he does, his quotations are not on a lavish
scale). As to textual readings, however, he made a careful study of two
manuscripts that came his way, as well as the previcus editions; all of which
sources of information he coltated and compared. The second edition, unlike
the first, accompanies a text of Catullus (and of Tibullus and Propertius);
but the text itself is practically the same as that of Parthenius (whose pupil
Avantius had been), although Avantius is given credit for it. On this second
edition was based the epoch-making first Aldine text-edition of 1502, and
also the second Aldine of 1513, for both of which he functioned as Aldus’
editor; and he was also largely responsible for the editio Tricavelliana of
about 1535. To anticipate a [ittle: the Aldine editions displaced all others
and became the rocklike foundation of the very many texts in circulation —
including a stream of counterfeit Alduses, printed in Lyons (by Gryphius)
and elsewhere, during the entire first half of the sixteenth century.

It may be remarked in passing that Avantius’ Emendationes, like the
wark of Parthenius, originated as a manifestation of loyalty to his native
Verona, particularly directed against Politianus for the latter’s attacks on
another Veronese scholar, Domitius Calderinus (though the note of hostility
to Politianus was removed from the 1500 edition). Avantius still starts from
Parthenius; but unlike Sabellicus, who corrects Parthenius only by his own
wits, Avantius uses external information in order to do so. In the event,
it was Avantius who produced the new textus receptus, in the shape of
the first Aldine edition and its successors. Aldus’ bold step in turning out
no fewer than 3000 copies — a quite remarkable number, for that age — of
his handily sized 1502 edition, contributed not a little to its triumphant
success. Another point in its favour was Avantius’ application to the study
of Catullan metres, which he placed on a sound footing, based on Catuflus’
own practice, and giving a historical context for metrical developments; an
imperfect knowledge of the laws of metre had, in fact, caused recent editors
of Catullus’ text to print a succession of false readings.

About the time (1493—5) when Avantius was bringing his Emendationes
to birth, a still extant manuscript (Vat. Barb. lat. 34) shows marginal anno-
tations, quoting Politianus, Hermolaus Barbarus, Beroaldus, and Sabellicus,
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as well as the basic source, Parthenius.#” It is evident also that Pontanus,

_who died in 1503, was interested in Carullus; he possessed a manuscript

of the poet’s works, and imitated him in his own compositions, and we
are told that he wrote some kind of commentary (perhaps no more than

annotations in the margins of a text); it was never published, and is now

lost. In any case, its direction seems to have been neither text-critical nor

interpretative, but rather concerned with the substitution of his own words
- where the text of Catullus appeared to be unintelligible as it stood: the
* outstanding example of this procedure is, of course, his marginal suggestion

of the line gualecumque quod (or quidem) ora per virorum at 1.9, which was
mentioned and discussed by Avantius, Palladius, and Hermolaus Barbarus. *

' These notes by Pontanus were later regarded by him as youthful lusus; and

despite their author’s great reputation they had very little influence on the
future course of Catullan scholarship. Just before Pontanus’ death, notes on
Catullus were written by his friend (and Politianus’ former pupil) Franciscus
Puccius, who lectured both in Florence and later in Naples, in the course
of a highly distinguished public, as well as academic, career. Puccius — wh‘o
seems to have had only a partial acquaintance with Pontanus’ notes - is
concerned with the text, with poem divisions, with metre, and with general
interpretation. Besides Pontanus, he mentions Politianus, I—Fermolat_ls Bar-
barus, and Beroaldus. Pucdius’ notes circulated in many versions during the
next few decades, #9 though the original version has not been identified. 'The
Neapolitan connection includes Aulus Janus Parrhasius, who (Ii!(e Puccius)
seems to have taken his inspiration from Pontanus. An unfinished com-
mentary (on the first few poems only) in Parrhasius’ own hand survives,
together with his transcription of Puccius’ annotations; this commentary,
which comprehends both text and interpretation, has been dated between
1512 and 1519.%° :

5111 1521,5A?exander Guarinus published Expositiones in Catullum, with
the double purpose of preserving the textual corrections ente.red long
before, in a manuscript, by his father Baptista (who had died in 1505),
and of advancing his own textual and interpretative contributions. The
commenzary has a great deal to offer, but for some reason commanded
little influence. In 1521~2, Plerius Valerianus delivered a successful course
of Jectures on Catullus at the University of Rome; but they were never

47 Butrica 1984: 299—300; Gaisser 192! 203.

48 Gaisser 1g92z: 210-11.

49 Eighteen copies are described in Galsser 1992: 243-8. o

50 B. Richardson, ‘Pucdi, Parrasio and Catullus,” Italia medioevale e wmanistica XIX

{1976): 27784, esp. 288.
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published, and the manuscript was partly dfestroye_d-, .ﬁve years later, in
the Sack of Rome.5* In 1535, an undistingmsbed edlthn of the text tf\ras1
produced by Melchior Sessa, whose principal aim (apparently) was to rival
Miuf:engggfafiz not much was done in ‘t]EIE! ﬁelfi off flI‘iﬁClsm for the
poet’s works as a whole, though two commentaries on mdlw@ual.p}clneins may
be mentioned: Franciscus Robortellus, Explicatio in C&fi:iﬂl Eq;f ag]i;m;mgzz
(poem 61), printed at Florence in 154.8_,, and Bernardn}us ea Nti;her
Nuptias Pelei et Thetidis (poem 64), printed at Bologna in di155512.1 !
of these two commentaries had much influence on later_ studies. ,lnﬁ 5 ig;
Petrus Victorius deveted twelve .of the chapters o.f .h_15 Varige lectior s
to Catullus: (He added further chapters in later editions.) Sormegmesed
explains passages, often from the idiom of Greek and Rzman_ om ly.
Clearly he owes a debt to Puccius, whose notes he had copied out 1:31 1 52ﬁ1:st
With Marcus Antonius Muretus, whose commentary On Cg us =
appeared at Venice in 1554, We enter a new age (indeed, Doerdx_n%vI in Izu §
was to style it the aetas Muretiana). Yet, as Ellis correctly noted, Mure ’
commentary was distinctly slighter than that of Alexander Guarinus, an

7ess minmute in the explanation of particular words,” but reinforced by a

greater knowledge of Greek; nevertheless still disappointing inasmuch as

there is ‘very little for the elucidation of passages where th.e a%llusmx} is
really recondite.’ 5> What is above all interesting in Muretus is the union,
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chapters specifically. devoted to Catullus himself. Muretus accordingly used
Victorius (and sometimes acknowledged the fact), but also abused him, and
disparaged his scholarship wherever he could:
In estimating Muretus’ success, it must be borne in mind that no commen-
tary on the whole of Catullus had been published since that of Alexander
Luarinus thirty-three years before, though — as we have seen - many
éditions and reprints of the text alone had appeared, including pirated
teproductions of the first and second Aldines. Muretus himself based his
text largely on the second Aldine (or possibly a reproduction thereof), but
lie incorporated with this the suggestions of earlier editors, Though in the
matter of textual accuracy his is by no means a thoroughgoing or systematic
zevision, his sheer talent enabled him on several occasions to make a ma-
terial contribution to the improvement of the text. Of course he inherited
amore purified textus receptus than his predecessors had possessed; but he
also ventured emendations of his own, not from any appeal to manuscript
evidence but out of dlear-headed personal judgment. It should be repeated,
hoswever, that he considered his business to lie with the content — that is
say, with the poetry of Catullus. Hence his reluctance to tamper unduly
th the given text, and his extreme conservatism in admitting ‘modern
njectures and supplements, no matter how apposite.’ 4 On the other hand,
Muretus” pronounced interest in Catullan metre, for reasons already given,
reflected in the fact thet he is the first editor of a published commentary
to observe that poem 4 is in the pure iambic, which is, as he notes, so

characteristic of French Humanism in that period, of poetry an_d sclmllaiars;uli;
The scholarship itself, however, was dire'cted towards poeu;: i{p catio :
and away from textual emendation and u?deed all stud}r odt ; text alf
such, the text being taken as something lertually established. As (IJLIEZI 0_.
Ronsard’s circle, Muret had been a prominent member of a 3‘;01.1; al.

almost revolutionary — movement, later to be known as the Ple;a le. For the
p'urposes of literary creation, Catullan attitudes, ‘ajfld style, and even Hlet;?
were recommended for imitation to young practitioners by Muretus in his
lectures. So far, so good. But even as he was compl?ung his co;r}ment;l.ry“
on the poems of Ronsard, Muretus suddenly found himself forced into ?11 le:
on accusations of pederasty, to which a charge of heres.y was ?ddEd. _I"a lus ¢
Manutius — Aldus’ successor ~ made a place for hirn' in .Vemx.:e, assigning

to him the editorship of a series of classical texts, beginning with Catullus.
While he was studying this poet, he acquired by good for.h.}ne the notes on *
various authors made by Petrus Victorius in 1553, containing twenty-four .

rd to bring off in Latin (Pierius Valerianus had caught this point in
unpublished lectures). He is especially interested in the longer poems,
-which his literary observations are outstanding for their acuteness. In
neral, however, his commentary as a whole shows, from the point of view
detailed scholarship, the effects of the haste with which it was produced.
econd edition in 1558 merely added Tibullus and Propertius to Carullus.
A far more significant edition, if scholarly ends are considered, was that of
ichilles Statius (Aquiles Estago, a member of a well-established Portuguese -
ily), who began to study the Roman poets as a preparation for the
us enterprise of translating the Psalms of David into a variety of Latin
tres (one wonders if he was aware of the version of these same Psalms
de in 1551 by the Scottish humanist, George Buchanan, when he was
etained in Portugal by the Inquisition).5s When with this end in view he

4 Gaisser 1993: 261.

5 The text of Buchanan's paraphrase of the Psalms is given in Opera Omnia

. (Edinburgh, 1715), II: 1—100. See Ian D. McFarlane, Buchenan (London, 1981):
247-86, for an account of this work and its compasition.

51 See Gaisser 1993: chapter 3, 109—45; also 1992: 255-9.
52 Gaisser 1992: 283—4 and 286-8.
53 Ellis, Commentary® viil.
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had composed a body of notes on Tibullus, Virgil, Lucretius, the QOdes of
Horace, and Catullus, those to whom he showed this work pressed him .
to publish it. He decided to begin with Catullus (in 1566} and followed
this with Tibullus (in 1567); but the notes on Virgil even today remain in -
manuseript, and those on Lucretius seem to be lost, as do those on Horace
(though an unconnected commentary on the Ars Poetica had appeared in .
1553)- As for the Psalms in Latin, these too remain in manuscript, along
with sacred and profane lyrics (carming, showing very little influence from
Catuilus). There is a copy of the first Aldine, containing his marginal notes, -

in the Bibliothéque Nationale (Rés. p. Yc. 375); but here the annotation

are infrequent and very brief. 3¢ In his published commentary, Statius is -
by contrast with Muretus — interested primarily in. textual problems. His .
literary observations are not very numerous, and they are more limited .

in scope than Muretus’; under this head, his topics include such matter

as the effectiveness of particular words or phrases in their context. In .

one department, however, his range is wider than that of Muretus: many

parallels are adduced to explain Catullan linguistic usage, not only from Latin
and Greek authors, but also - a notable departure ~ from i inscriptions. In this -
field, even Scaliger sometimes does littie more than merely repeat him.5 He .

was interested in comparing the readings of a group of manuscripts, to which

he often refers;>® and he cites emendations offered by other Humanists, |
many of them contemporary with himself — but he never mentions the
work of Muretus. Apart from a difference in aims and methods (he is .
‘factual and historical where Muretus is uncritical and literary’ [Gaisser :
1993: 175]), factions were dearly involved. The party in Rome to which |
Statius belonged was that of Petrus Victorius, Gabriel Faernus, and Fulvius

Orsinus, none of whom was friendly to Muretus. For all its good qualities,

Statius’ commentary was much less influential than Muretus’; it never had -i
a second edition of its own, and was not reprinted until the seventeenth |
century brought in a fashion for varforum editions. Above all, in his use .
of multiple manuscripts he strikes out on a new and hitherto unmapped -

path. Even if he did not “weigh” his manuscripts (Victorius and Faernus had
done th'.t“s better), cited them unevenly, and did not provide full collations,

yet ‘not since <Avantius> had anyone studied the text so thoroughly and ;

in such detail."5% It is the more surprising, given this interest in text rather
than in content, that Statius did not produce a critical edition arising directly

56 I rely on Gaisser 1g9a: 265, not having seen the volume myself.
57 Ellis, Commentary* viii.

58 See Ullman 1908: passim.

59 Gaisser 1993: 177.

53 Introduction

from his own research but was content to rest on the second Aldine as the
asis of his studies. Nevertheless what Statius had to say in textual matters
had a powerful influence on Joseph Justus Scaliger, the author (in 1577) of
the next notable edition. Although Scaliger professed to despise the work of
tatius, still he used it repeatedly and often followed it closely.

On the other hand, Scaliger had at least initially a high regard for
M_uretus, whose influence is no less evident in his work than that of Statius;
ut because of a literary trick by Muretus, * he approached him in a spirit of
ivalry and ‘getting even.” Yet Scaliger was in any case a great individualist
many respects. For the first dme, so far as editors of Catullus were
concerned, he attempted systematically to reconstruct the history of the
jtext and to explain the genesis of false readings; in what may be called a
artal antcipation of the ‘method of Lachmann,” he even went so far as
o seek to reconstruct an archetype, pronouncing on the script in which it
must have been written, and also where it was written. The collatons he
‘made with this end in view are to be found in the margins of his copy
of the 1569 Plantin Catullus.5 Consequently Scaliger’s 1577 edition is a
Jandmark in textual studies. Though it was attacked by several distinguished
scholars, induding Petrus Victorius, it ran into several reprintings, the
series of which extended throughout the seventeenth century if we include
variorum editions. In effect, this challenging edition became the textus
receptus for the philological epoch to come (Doering's getas Scaligerana).

Its great leap forward was to amass rea&mgs methodically from manuscript
evidence, thus modifying the practice, established now for over a century,

of altering the base text by simply examining and comparing the printed

the present British Library MS Egerton 3027 — is virtually worthless,
_as Ellis, who first identified it, pointed out.6? But Scaliger reinforced his
new method by looking for, and finding, resemblances between his chosen
Ms and the seven manuscripts of which the readings are given {though
somewhat erratically) by Statius; and he saw that ‘such close agreement
could come about only if all the manuscripts were descended from a common
exemplar.’® In other words, he formed an impression — supported by
Benvenuto Campesani’s epigram, which accompanied the text in his collated
_manuscript — that a single Verona codex (our V) underlay the entire body
.of extant manuscripts. He also concluded from the nature of the common

60 Gaisser 1993: £7G.

61 Now at Leiden: Bibliotheek der R1]ksu.ruvers1te1t 755 H 213,
&2 Ellis, Commentary™ viil.

63 Gaisser 1993: 185.

Jeditions. Unfortunately, the manuscript he chiefly collated for the purpose *
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coz;tém];’z Hl;'beml;’{ur:— (Frﬁnkfurt, 1602), which embraced the comumentari
abellicus, Robortellus (on poem 61), and Reali ¥
the Paris variorum edition of b was s fon oy ) and
s vari 1604, which was to be followed by Joce
g:l ZEFSIOI:; In 1659 and 1686. The rather brief annotatic‘::s ofy If)el:: s
etus (d. 1599) came out posthumously in 1521 when they were aggsz

errors that this codex was in ‘Lombardic’ (a term then used to include
Carolingian} script. Scaliger’s method would have yielded outstandingly
successful results if it had been applied to really good manuscripts. As
it was, his advancement of Carullan studies resulted substantally from
innate intelligence- as much as from his use of the body of collations
made partly by himself, partly by Statius.® Presented in a controversial
way, his conclusions naturslly provoked opposition; but the remarkable
fact is that the work of Scaliger remained quite unchallenged, as the
newly established ‘standard’ text-plus-commentary, at least until Passerat’s
posthumous Catullus appeared in 1608, and continued to dominate the field
for some time thereafter. There are certain ‘cultural’ reasons for this: if
Statius, with his versification of sacred literature, emerged as a characteristic.
figure of the counter-reformarion period in Rome, Scaliger, on his par,
marks the transfer of~Catullan studies to the now somewhat puritanical -
North, a geographical region where Catullus (who unlike his follower:
Martial was not a satirist and could teach no moral lessons) was out o
favour.% When in the 15805 the elder Janus Dousa extolled Catullus to hi
Dutch compatriots, it was as a model of style; a similar, purely literary, en
was served by the collection of parodies and notes on poem 4, published in
1579.
If, at this pericd, the influence of Scaliger’s Catullus was profound,
egspecially in the Low Countries, there were nevertheless some stirrings i
Paris, where Jean Passerat was studying Catullus intensively. He did no
particularly relish emerging as a rival o Scaliger, and possibly refraines
for this reason from completing his annotations.®® But his commentary i
— as Ellis notes — particularly good on the wedding poems, 61 and 62;
is also rich in the accumulation of passages cited to illustrate the meaning
of individual words. The praelectiones (as he called his commentary) ar¢
somewhat unequal, and most of the short poems are omitted from the:
What we have, therefore, scarcely amounts to a regular commentary
Catullus as 2 whole. Though it ‘was published after his death (he died
1602), Passerat’s work really belongs to the sixteenth century —as clearly
the four lectures, ostensibly on poem 63, 7 by Robertus Titius, an outspok
critic and rival of Scaliger’s, which were published at Bologna in 1599.
The seventeenth century was an age of consolidation, marked by va
orum editions and compendia, such as Janus Gruterus” Lampas, sive f;

Is::;z:é iliifﬁnt lflzlds;_m editing Catullus, as Elljs remarks, he supple-
mented bis 1 I?w edge in one department of philology by his experience
o er 0 qi;ste Ellis further: ‘<Vossius>, unlike Passerat, throws
g Canﬂlusru}}:it or tl:herto unexplained passages ... Of 4] _comn{entaries
on ¢ adu‘evfe ] s (1:; € most erud.?te.' This goes far to exp}ain .whiz the
riork ach aboutsuh a WIde_ circulation, inaugurating Doering’s aetas Vos-
st s‘hown ou }tl e same time, the rev_iving interest in Catullys in France
oo y the ;plllalc?rance of the first editio in usum Delphini (Paris
st pubhcaﬁg‘l,l :fsn s . be d:a.Tddec! that the seventeenth century also sau;
o peplca WeT than seven commentaries exclusively devoted
The earlier part, at least, of the eighteenth century was i
;x;etge— }E;tS;Z ;i f;?dlian sc;o.larshili. Itis dominZed - ﬂcotlz fewrcil'lde f;: l(;:ei
. an editions of Joha i tus (Volp
pubfhshed Tespectively in 1710 and 173I7. AII'IEII}LZ?JQ’IH: I\E:ss v\éﬂfﬁ; o,
Esﬁg:seq to ]}e all—eml?racin.g, it contained very little that was newD:'Il:’(r) aff 7
° entiously repeating the materia] of previous cornrnentaries’ S Eg '
pedantic, and dlerically decorous, it relied on multiple quotations of'pa:alif:i

again), i .
Ci rra)di:: was r}l;aarked.by a somewhat cautious dullness Johannes Franciseus
64 Gaisser 1993: 186-7. us, whose edition, marred by fraudulent claims, & appeared in 1728
65 Gaisser 1993: 152. L7309,
66 Ellis, Commentary™ ix.

67 See, however, Gaisser 1992: 216.

68 Ellis, Commentary: ix.
69 On these, ses Gaisser 1992: 217,
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has at least the merit, noted by Ellis, of seeing Catullus as his own best
expositor; and modern texts credit him with one good emendation, at 39.17.

Much later in the century, the editio Bipontina (Zweibriicken, 1783)
includes a useful check-list {notitia literaria) of earlier editions. Five years
later, F.W. Doering published at Leiden his edition (reprinted in 1792 and
subsequently}, which exerted a surprising amount of influence in view of its
very sparse commentary; it furnished the text for several nineteenth-century
Catulluses, including the London editio Delphina of 1822. Also in 1788,
Laurens van Santen, whose interests lay primarily in the text, published
a short but important study of poem 68 as a sample of an intended
commentary on the whole of Catullus; but this was the year when Doering’s
work emerged, and (regrettably) Santén’s commentary was discontinued. In
the preface to his sample, Santen reveals that he had sought far and wide for
readings in manuscripts;

No fewer than twelve scholars are named who had centributed MS readings, and one
of these had excerpted ... seven MSS with his own hand. He complains, however,
that many codices still remained of whose readings he could procure no information;
and by an accident which has preserved the sheets of paper on which the varjants
had been written out for Santen but not sent, we know that among these was the
celebrated Canonici codex (O) ... Santen’s apparatus criticus, therefore, though
large, was not complete. It comprised, however, the Datanus. When Santen’s library
was sold in 2800, it was purchased by H.F. von Dietz, by whom it was subsequently
transferred to the Royal Library of Berlin. On this collection, partly of actual MSS,
partly of the collations supplied to Santen by his friends, Lachmann ... based hi
epoch-making edition of 2829, laconically informing his readers that he had selecte
two MSS, the Datanus (D) and another which he called L {for Laurens van Santen) a
represeriting all the rest. ‘Codices D et L, cum quorum alterutro ceteri non interpola
ubique consentiunt, hac editione totos exhibemus.’7°

With the name of Lachmann, we enter the realm of nineteenth-century
scientific — in large measure, German — philology. The two manuscripts jus
indicated (Nos. 3 and 4 in the Table) lay close tv Lachmann’s hand in Berlin,

but were regrettably inadequate for his purpose. D had a long career in critical

apparatuses as a ‘good’ anuscript, thanks to Lachmann’s commendatio
and the prestige of his name; its expulsion from this undeserved place, largels
due to B.L. Ullman, has now been accepted.?* 1. Sillig, who in 1823 ha

70 Ellis, Commentary xvi-xvil.
71 See CE, Introduction: 35-40. .

selective supplement to 1500), and an index verborym. T

shall hear more presently. Robinson Ellis’ first text.

foHo.wed in 1885; it was ample in bulk b

~#2 This work also embodied — though not, es is usuall
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collated the Dresden manuscript (No. 15 in the Table), correct]

it a place among the poorer Mss, announced in 1830 his discy e

s . s . OV
one of the three ‘cardinal fourteenthi-century manuscripts, thougl-? 3; ;iei

Importance was not adequately recogni i
' . gnized unti] 18
published his Quaestiones Catullianae 72 Sillig’ ok e Schwabe

gjilsoe‘:;j iit::gly(': byﬂMox?'tz Igaupt, with Quaestiones Catullignae in1837and
y -riticge in 1841, lting | -
- field in which the harvest b g resuiting in some successful emendations fa

- naturally, now become increas;

1 whicl , ingl

glaugt 5 edition of Catullys, however, was not to appear until 18g 5§ Igzang Ji

laiia'ipu;ns of Cgtu]lus poetry were written by O. Ribbeck, in 18.63 73 anad
ter by A. Couat, 7+ who discussed the topic of Catullus’ reIationshipl to the

?‘;chwabe followed up his 1862
(Giessen, 1866} — the first, be it not
of.(.E - Whid’-l twenty years later L
ediion (Berlin, 1886) that gave in its apparatus. criticus
accurate record of the readings of O and T ge well as of G, an
two extremely useful lists of testimonig (comprehensive, to 1375, witha -

! it 10 1 0 return to th
1860s: A. Rossbach’s ed}uon (1867), and that of Lucian Miiller ( ubI;')sl: ;
En 1270} need not detain us here. Looking for a mome : N

ec?ale‘ri we notice a useful little Jena dissertation of forty-three pa
entitled De Catullo Graecorum imitatore, by K.P. Schulze, of whoiw.g;se’
edition appeared in
but failed to exploit it fully.
n working on a commentary,

Quaestiones with a full text-edition
ed, to offer a collation of the readings

Tt into the next

1867; it Faﬂed attention to (s importance,
Meanwhﬂfe, from 1859 to 1867, he had bee

- Baehrens’ commentary, in Latin,
ut marred by waywardness in its

: ¥ supposed, for the ficst time: T
g:fil:zirlshif Ces::)ﬁed ,t?]; task in 1857 — an attempt to establish a firm chro:o;fé;
. . ; A
o he as” lite, mainly based, as was inevitable, on references in the
Geschichte der romische Dichtung I; 312.

Ltude sur Catulle, Paris, 1874.
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Baehrens was handicapped by a literal and prosaic mind which led him to insist that a
poet should express himself in terms of standard literary usage; consequently much
of his space is taken up with the manufacture of difieulties which would trouble ;

no one nowadays, and the tendency of his solutions is towards re-writing Catullis
in a manner which, if he had so written, would have been fatal to his survival asa
poet.7s

Ellis’ commentary achieved a second edition in 1889; disorganized in method,
it still compels admiration for its sheer wealth of marginal reference. The
year 1879 saw the appearance of H.A.J. Munro’s Criticisms and Elucidations
of Catullus, an examination of selected poems and passages.”®

In the 1880s some notable additions were made to the critical literature

on Catullus. After Baehrens’ commentary (2885), Ellis produced (in 1889} -

the second edition of his own. Of E. Benoist’s Paris commentary, where
textual and interpretative notes were separated, the first volume appeared
in 1882 (the work was completed by E. Thomas in 1890). A. Riese’s edition
of 1884, with a commentary, was unambitious but sound. B. Schmide's
editio maior, with prolegomena but ne commentary, came out in 1887. [.P.

Postgate’s Catullus text in the Corpus Poetarum Latinorum is dated 1889. -

The year 1893 saw the publication both of E.T. Merrill's Boston Catuilus,
with a commentary directed to students (and a facsimile reproduction of one.
folio of 0), and also of X.P. Schulze’s revision of Baehrens, which sought
to exalt the manuscript known as m (No. 115 in the Table} to a position
of equal importance with G. Unfortunately, Schulze (whose reports of m’s
readings were far from accurate) was half right, in a sense, since m was
later shown to be a close copy of the still-to-be-discovered R. Naturally,
Schulze defended m, and regarded R, on its unveiling three years later,
as an upstart — which led to infinite trouble.77 In 1896, apart from W.G,
Hale's momentous discovery of R in the Vatcan library, there appeared
an unpretentious but sensible (and most attractively produced) Catullus -
taking of course no account of R itself — edited by A. Palmer.

For our present purpose the twentieth century may be said to have
begun with Ellis’ two Catulluses (1904, in the Oxford Classical Texts series;
London, 1g11). Ellis had made two separate visits to Rome, in 2897 and
1902, in order to collate R for himself; but his eyesight was failing, and

75 R.G.C. Levens, in Fifty Years (and Twelve] of Classical Scholarship (Oxford, 1958):
358. The comparison between Ellis’ and Baehrens’ rival commentaries, on the same
page, is worth reading in extenso.

76 Ellis regarded this book, not quite fairly, as an extended review of his 1876 Catullus.

77 See, for the whole story, Thomson 1973: 1216,

59 Intreduction

id not wish to encroach on Hale’s territory. In 1908, G. Friedrich
ished an outstandingly rich commentary — where it existed, that is; for
thor annotated onty those passages and those questions that engaged
keen interest. Although it lacks an apparatus criticus, it well repays
tation. C. Pascal’s Catullus (1916) and that of G. Lafaye (1922; often
ted) show no great originality. Merxill's text-edition of 1923 failed
ske an impression on scholars and was withdrawn. But, also in 1923,
Kroll brought out an edition with notes, which (angmented in 1929 and
equently) has remained a favourite to this day. It is particularly well
ormed on the subject of Greek influences and parallels, and amounts to
major commentary despite its compact format. M. Lenchantin’s Italian
ition of 1928 is clear and helpful in comment, though conservative in text.
“azzaniga’s text-edition (first published in 1941) is judicious inits readings,
shich bear comparison with those of Mynors (see below). M. Schuster’s
mer edition of 1949 was revised and improved by H. Eisenhut in
- the year when R.A.B. Mynors” Oxford Classical Text appeared. This
portant Catullus, which convenjently grouped the secondary manuscripts
er Greek letters, showed taste and discretion; it could however have
fited from a closer study of the later hands in R, for example.” In 1961
ommentary was provided for it (with the exception of thirty-two poems
ich do not lend themselves to comment in English’)7? by C.J. Fordyce. -
fﬂyce’s niotes are the repository of decades of close stidy of Roman literary
e, and are supremely informative about Latin syntax, grammar, and _
In poetical analysis, and literary criticism in general, they are urieven:
ietimes excellent (on poem 45, for example), sometimes dismissive -
inadequate (e.g., on poem 85). G.B. Pighi’s handsomely printed and
strated three-volume edition of 1961 was a work of Veronese pietas, '
nanced as a public service by a local bank, and was not produced for sale.
i In 1970 Kenneth Quinn’s commentary, intended for the use of students,’
rought in a {resh (and primarily literary-critical) interpretation of the

B

78 The searching review-article by G.P. Goold (‘A New Text of Catullus,” Phoenix XII

. [2958]: 93-116) still deserves to be consulted. Inter zlfa, it clothes with statisties

the observaton first made (as far as I am aware) by Ellis in the preface to his
commentary, that the contributions made to the improvement of the text of Catullus
in the period of Italian Humanism immeasurably outweigh the contributions of afl
other pericds combined. '

79. The editor was not responsible for this omission; the proof lies in the fact that, in the
.. first printing, there are references to notes that do not appear in the COTITEntary.-
“He told me himself that the publishers, hopeful of a schoo} market, consulted thisty
headmasters and headmistresses, and that it was on the advice thus canvassed that the

poems in question were not included.




poems. In the same year, Henry Bardon publighed his first Catullus, which
was followed by a second version, for Teubner, in 1973. My own critical
edition (CE) appeared in the United States in 1978; in it, 1 sought inter
alia to give for the first time an accurate account of the readings of m.
W. Eisenthut produced his own Teubner edition in 1983; G. P. Goold brought
out in the same year a briefly annotated text with an English translation.
Among recent articles, editions, and commentaries, published after 16812
and heace not induded in J. P. Holoka’s bibliography, are the following:
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A notable contribution, falling just before this last period, was the
collection of Marcello Zicari's extremely important and previously scattéred
articles (many of which had appeared in Ttalian journals that were difficult
of access) by Piergiorgio Parroni into the volume Scritti Catulliani (Urbino,
1978). Of Professor Wiseman's many Catullan studies, the latest, Catullus
and His World: A Reappraisal (1985), contains a very useful appendix on
references to Catullus in ancient authors. Two works by Professor Julia
Haig Gaisser (the article on Catullus in the sexies Corpus Translationum
et Commentariorum, volume VIL of 1992, and the monograph of almost”
450 pages on Catullus and his Renaissance Readers, published in 1993) are
mentioned in the Introduction and elsewhere in this book. Lastly, mention
should be made of V.P. McCarren’s A Critical Concordance to Catullus
(Leiden, 1977), which fills the need for a convenient index verborum.
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CHANGES FROM THE TEXT OF THE

CRITICAL EDITION OF 1978
Reference Read:
1.8 Tibelli,
3.17 vestra [line 16 in parentheses]
17.6 Salisubsili
22.6 regiae novae libri,
24.7 ‘quid?
27.4 ebriosa
29.10 etalen. [Corr]
20 Gallicae . .. Britannicze.
32.1 ipsimilla,
36.15 Dyrrachium
37.17 ommnes,
38.2 (del. est)
43-4 lingua.
5 Formiani,
45.26 venerem
46.3 auris.
48.3 trecenta;
51.8 <vocis in ore>
54.2 at, mi
55.9 taveltet (sic usque
1z reduc<ta pectus,>
14 atnice,
58%6 CUTSTTL:
7 dicares,
61.15 taedam;
25 umore:
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Aganippe,

Hymenaee,

usque,

urit in

Manlio, ut facile obviis

mariis,

"innupta manet

Sol

operta

puber

ferox qua robore
quam tum saepe
iniecta

haec

misera€, imis
longe

Solis,

circum  [Corr.]
umquarm tales
puiriaque
Rhamnusia
defectum

nostri

fuit,

ne

effice munezibus
cur iterent “utinam coma regia fiam,”
nato

attigerat,

gua molli percurrit,

gaudia [Corr.]

quae nune et

Cupido

Tterram dedit aufertt
est apte nactus
Harpocraten.

inullo

contra ut me
coquitur.

veneres.

relligio,

e TR e R

Sttt T i

71 Changes from the Text of the Critical Edition

95" (heading) [Delete ‘95" and close up]

97.2
3
1014
6
102.3
107.3
109.1
2
110.3
111.4
I12.1
2
115.1

utrum os

immundior ille est
cinerem, .

me aeque esse

nobis quoque, carius auro
propomnis:

peTperuuin usque

quod mientita inimica es,
€X patruo <parere>.
<est qui>

discumbic

Finstar
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4 ' 36 é 450-60? C 1966, who gives Seripande’s date of birth as 1485. If we accept this, the date 1495,
37 1463 C+ cited above, is not that of the note of ownership, but presumably confirms the date

found in a fragmentary state in No. 17. See now Cunningham 1983 {on No. 17):
123.
7 ‘Written at Ferrara. The Propertius (Diez. 57 = Butrica, No. 5} formerly bound with

it and written in the same hand is dated 1481 in the subscriptio. The Propertius is
signed ‘GE’ ’
8 Codex Bononiensis («). Written, or at least finished, at Venice by Girolamo Donato.
Text published (with photographic illustrations) by Pighi 1954. See Zichri 1956.
* All the &* corrections and variant readings are in the hand of Frmolao Barbare
: (Herm. Barbarus, 1454—95), who owned it; Mynors suggested in the preface to
! his 7958 edition (p. ix, n. 1) that many of these were taken from the 1481 edition
i by Calphurnius, which-was dedicated to Barbaro. The order of the poems (‘a-class
: transpositions’) is confused: 44.21-62 ate placed between 24.2 and 25, and there are
certain omissions. (There are skight variations in other manuscripts.)
g The readings of this manuscript show a family likeness to those of No. z2. The hand
is somewhat similar in style to that of R3. Text published by Codrignani 1963.
10 Written in Ferrara? Text published by Cremona 1954. Close to Nos. 49 and (less
strikingly) 53. :

102 See g4 m.

cther matter. In the columm headed Zichrl, double lower-case letters refer to his ‘Ricerche’
{1958); single lower-case [etters, to his ‘Il “Cavrianens”” {1956} or, in two instances, to ‘Il
codice pesarese,” where (1553) is added. For bibliographical details see p- 68. ‘
The following Mss have the a-class ranspositions (see No. 81n.): 2, 8, g, 12, 17, 22,
27, 35, 39 4%: 47, 48, 50, 52, 64, 66, 67, 89, 70, 71, 74, 76 (but see n.), 77, 82, 83, g0, 52,
95, 100, 102 (but see n.), 104, 203, 107, 105, 111, 112, 117, 121, 127 (but see n.).
1 Codex Antenoris Balbi. In Ellis’ time it belonged to Walter Ashburner; hence it is also
l_cnOWn as Codex Ashburneri, See Carter 1560, ) .
: 2 Close to No. 42, Written in Italy, probably northeast. See Zicini 1956: 15262 = 1978: :
] 68—77. Discussed by Cremaschi 1955: 88—g1; and for the date, 94). éi
: 3 Codex Laurentianus, or more properly Santemianus (i, of Laurens van Samten). The : ’
second hand reveals G-influence not mentioned in Zichri 1958 (M.D. Reeve, Phoenix
34 [1980]: 281). ' : :
4 Probably, though not certainly, written in northeastern Italy. A copy of No. 31; see
Ullman 1960b: 1052—1. ',

|

|

; Note: In the column headed Contents, C = Catullus, T = Tibullus, P = Propertius, and + =
|

|

I

|




74 Carallus

Short Designation

No. Title Location and Press-Mark Ellis Ziciri Butrica Date Contents
11 Budapest: National

Museum 137 v C
1z Carp. Carpentras: Bibl.

Inguimbertine 361 a0 13 1440-507 crTP
23 Caes. Cesena: Bibl. Mala- )

testiana 29 st 19 cs 1474 CT+
14 Cologny, Geneva: '

Bibl. Bodmeriana ]

" Bodmer 47 ca. 1495 C

.25 Dres. Dresden: $Sachsische

Landeshibl. Dc133 " dr 16 ante1s7g CPT

i1

iz

13

14

5

Written in centrel Italy, possibly Florence. Not naw considered to have belonged to
Matthias Corvinus, On fol. <1> (unnumbered) a note of presentation by ‘Jacobus
Artonius,” 18 May 1528. See Bartoniek 119-20. Unknown to Hale and Ullman.
Written in northeastern Italy. Contains 92.3—4 (cf. O). At the top of fol. 2, a note of
ownership: ‘mardi donati iuris consulti patricj veneti’ {See also Butrica p. 215.) The
annotations in the Propertius may possibly be by him. Donatus was a considerable
patron of humanists, and himself composed a number of Latin orations: examples

in Codices Vat. lat. 5197 and Marc. 11.59 (4152). Professor Butrica, to whom I'am
indebted for the above information, also informs me that though there may originally
have been two manuscripts (difference in decoration of initials ané a blank folio at the
end of the last gathering of the Catullus suggest this), the consecutive numbering of the
gatherings and early binding show that the two must have been joined at an early date.
Written probably in Romagna (Ziciri 1958: 96 = 1978: 100). A direct and very

early copy of 2473. Dated at the end of the Camullus {f. 517). Most of the notes and
corrections seem to be by the first hand, despite a note on the flyleaf at the end which
seems to attribute them to Giuseppe Isei, or Isaeus (ca. 1500; see his Lactantius in

the same library, 2 dextr. 11}. See Zazzeri 1887. On the influence of 1473, see now
Gaisser 1993: 32— and nn. 36-8. ;

Written by Lodovice Regio of Imala, who also wrote, at about the same time, No. 17
(g.v-}- Also close to No. xo6. Formerly owned by 5.C. Cockerell. See Pellegrin 1982:
92—4.

Written in Italy, ‘in or near Milan” (Butrica 1984: 64). One hand only. The transcript
at Chapel Hill (University of North Caroling, Department of Classics) lacks the
following: 707.6 nobis ... 113.4 adulterio. Collated by Sillig for his edition (1823). -
Used by Hand (180y; see espedially p. 22). Heyne also used it for his Tibullus,

Barth for his Propertius. It was purchased in 1479 by the famous jurist Jason de
Mayne, who lived at Pavia from 1471 to 1486 (autograph note on fol. zo0¥; arms

on fol. 17). The flyl=af contains a note of ownership suggesting that the owner was

& certain Paulinus, ‘per primam, terfam et ultimam vocalem et has literas, p. . . s,
cognosci<tur> meus dominus.” Close to Nos. 37 (with which in the Propertfus it
shares at least one highly unusual reading) and 57.
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Short Designation .

No. Title Location and Press-Mark Ellis Zichri Butrica Date Contents
16 Dublin: Trinity College

Library 929 ' 17 XV PC
168 ‘ - 1759 XV (2nd) C+
17 Edin. Edinburgh: National

Library of Scotland

. Adv.18.5.2 1495 . C

18 Esc(a) Escorial . TV, 22(a) 18  ca 1450601  TCP+
19 : C. IV. 22(b) XV med. C
20 Laur. Florence: Bibl. :

Laurenziana 33.xx (La9) 21 postigy2 CPT
21 3312 La? 1457 CT
22 3313 La® XVi/y C Pers.
23 36.23  (La%) ca. 1425  Owv. (Fast) C+
24 Ashb. ' Ashb. 260 ca. 15007 C

7

18

9
20

21

22

23

24

Written by Lodevico Regio of Imola, apparently in 1495 (the date, given in the
subscriptio, has been pertly erased); but No. 6 (on which see my not), apparently a
capy of this manuscript, has an addition which seems to confirm the date. The same
scribe, at about the same date, wrote No. 14. For a description of No. 17, see now
Cunningham 2983. Close to No. zo6.

Written in northern Italy: see Ziciri 1959: 456, = 1978: 113, & 13. One of the few
manuscripts in the G tradition; see the note on No. 65 (of which it is the parent,
according to Hale, Ullman, and Butrica). Single Humanistic book-hand; notes in a
second hand. See Ghiselli 1987, which has a complete photographic reproduction.
Close to ¥ dass. One hand only (humanistic cursive}.

Wiritten at Florerice by Bartalomeo Fonzio (1445-2513); see de la Mare 1g76b: plate
xxar. There are some marginal annotations, also by Fonzio. The arms are those of
Francesco Sassett (1420-g1), who was closely connected with the Medidi as & collector
of manuscripts; many of Fonzic's were written for him. See de Ia Mare 1g762: 178.
Noting its ‘advanced editing,” Hale recozds the opinion of Heyse and other scholars that
this menuscript is ‘the original of the editio princeps.” In fect it appears to have been
copied from the editio princeps; Professor Butrica assures me that this is quite certain for
the Propertius, and see now de la Mare 1985: 1487 (‘copied in part at least’ from 1472).
Written at Florence by Gherardo del Cidagio {c£ No. 83) for Giovanni Cosimo de’
Medid. Close to No. g5; hence fairly dose to R, and of good tradition. Many of its
readings suggest direct copying from R. See de la Mare 1985: L496.

Spells michi, not mihi; of. No. 95. Close to No. 8 (cf. No. 10g).

The writer is identifiable as Bartolomeo di Piero Nerucci of San Gimignano. The

arms are possibly those of Mattia Lupi of San Gimignano, This manuscript (note the
relatively early date) is very dose to R e.g, 2b.3 eraf negatam, 73.6 habet habuit. CL
No. 95, and see the Stemma Codicum. See also de Ja Mare 1977 g8-x00.

A direct copy of No. 44. (Formerly Saibante 324.)
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76 Catullus
Short Designation
No. Title Location and Press-Mark Ellis Ziciri Butrica Date Contents
25 Ashb. g73 ' " XVImed. C
(post 1548)

26 Magl. Bibl. Nazienale '

Magl. VII 948 1475 Pers. Juv. C
a7 1054 ca. 1480-g0 TC
28 1158 1460~70 C
29 Pandiatichi 146 1475 Priap. TC+
30 Inc. Magl. A.3.59 (nn) 1522~ CTP Stat. (5.)+
31 Ric. Bibl Riccardiana 606 (prob.} 1457 CT+
32 ' 2242 (25) xvl C(63.37-93

‘ end poem 64) +

33 2242 (25 bis) XvI C (poem 64) +
34 * Genoa: Bibl. civica '

Berio Cfarm. 6 Xv TC (see n.)

25 Written (at Florence?) by Braccius Ricasulanus, who also added the variants and
marginal notes {signed on fol. 31). Note the references to an Aldine edition: e.g.,
at 2.8 ‘Ald. tum gravis acqmescat On the date, see further, in the Commentary,
63.77 A

27 Descended from No. 109 [cf. No. g2); con-ected from a manuscript similar to No. 7o

~ Formerly a Strozzi manuscript.

28 Correctéd in a sixteenth-century hand; some of the corrections appear to depend
ultimately, if net immediately, on the first Aldine edition (e.g., 64.23 tum). Formerly
a Strozzi manuscript.

29 Written at Pistoiz by Francesco Viviano, ‘Lambertini F. motarium collensem.’ Good
textual tradition. Close to m (No. 115) rather than 1o R (e.g., 8.5 amabiliter).

30 Notes and emendations in the hand of Bernardus Pisanus, written in the margins of
a copy of Calphurnius’ 148z edition. The subscriptio 1o the notes on Catullus reads
as follows (giving the date): ... recognovi ego Ber. pisanus collato emendatissimo F.
Puecdj exemplari anno MDxxi}.” See Gaisser 1992; 244, and Richardson 1976: 278, -

32 Parent of No. 4, q.v. Written by “two scribes, the first ending at 64.278. The two
scribes used entirely different exemplars. The first part is a rather faithful descendant
of G, with some readings derived from a late manuscript. The second part is besed on
an exemplar descended from R (Ullman 1560b: 1653)- See further the Introduction,
Pp- 33 and 56. There ars some later additions, such as names in the margin, which
;1]1 Ullman’s view mright be attributable to Bartolomeo Fonzio (on whom see note on

0. 2a).
32 63.37-93 and 64. Margina] and mter]mear commentary.
33 Poem 64 only: varjant readings.

34 Catuiius incomplete, lacking £8.101—50 and 104-16. Formerly contained Propertius

also. See Della Corte 1985: 23542

Short Designation
No. Title Location and Press-Mark Ellis Ziciri Butrica Date Cantents
35 Goitingen: Universitats-
© hibl. Philol. zzzb g 38 (prob.) 1456 TPC
36 112 XVI Clea)+
37 Grat. Grenoble: Bibl. de la ville
549 (858: 117) gr 39 1472 TCr
38 Hamb.Hamburg: Stadt-u.-
Univ.-Bibl. scrin. 1394 H 41 ca. 1460-70 TPC
39 Voss. Leiden: Bibl. der
Rijksuniversiteit
Voss: [at. in oct. 13 le 42 1459+ TEC
40 59 1453 TG+
41 76 I 1451 CT
42 . 8z In 44 ca.1460?  Priap. CTP+
43 St Petersburg [formerly
Leningrad]: Saltykov-
Shchedrin State Public
Library d.lat. Q6 XVex C+

35 Written at Bologna (Prof. de la Mare). On the group to which it belongs, see Ziciri
1956: 152—3 = 1978: 68. Dated’on fol. 1 (Tibullus); see however Butrica 1984: 219 and
Zicari 1956: 149 = 1978: 64—, for some conflicting indications of date.

27 Written at Pavia. Single Humanistic cursive hand; some additions, and meny
corrections, in the same or a contemporary hand. Dated at end of Propertius. Close to
No. 57, and to No. z5 (where see n.).

38 Written at Ferrara. Not now considered to have belonged t0 Matthias Corvinus.

" Marginal verients (fol. 1187 poem 1, only} in a Jater hand somewhat resembling that
of R3. Ad patriam epigram at end of text.

On Nos. 3942, see de Meyier, 1977 . ‘

39 Related to Nos. g and 12. Miscellaneous contents are similer to those of No. zo.

40 Wiitten by ‘presbiter pecus Antomides.” Dated on fol. 817, Descended from a manu-
script that had z3 Yines to a page (note the transpositons in poems 63 and &4; of. Nos.
73 and 103). Close to No. 38.

41 Written by Antonio Beccaria of Verona (b. ca. 1400); the thanuscript is identifiable as
number 17 in the list of his bocks. See Zicari 1956: 15262 = 1978: 68-77. On the first
leaf (originally the cover) is a note of ownership: Feperict cervir, Cerruti was born in

- 154z at Verons; on his Hbrary, see the references in Ziciri 1956, n. 30. Close to No. z.

42 Possibly copied in northeastern Italy (it has 4-class affiliations}. Close to No. 107, and also
{strikingly) to No. 78 {B). See Miiller 1961, where the manuscript (including selections
from Petronius) is designated as E. See the discussion by de la Mare 1g76b: 223—4-

43 Some of its readings are reported in Henry Bardon's Teubner edition, under the
siglum A; see his praefatio, p. xvil. [ts existence was known to Hale, but I find no
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Short Designation
No. Title Location and Press-Mark Ellis Ziciri Butrica Date Contents
44 add. London: British Library
Additional 10386 (51) (prob.) 1474 C(omig +P
= Add. 10387)
45 11674 ¢ XVal4 _TC
46 11515 a  af1953) 1460 . C
47 12005 b 2460707 Mart. C
(to 64.400 lugere)
48 - Burney 133 d 1476807 C
49 Harl. Harleyz57¢ &L ha 58  ca. 14607 TPC+
50 2778 59 ca. 145074 PC
51 4094  h* XV C(61; 62; 2; 10;
579 11-17.14)+
52 Cuiac. Egerton3ozy P pl1953) 56 1467 PTC Priap.

report of its contents in his papers or those of Ullman. See Ziciri 19657 236 = 2978:
147 1. 12, for a reading shared with No. 52. '

44 Written at Verona by Pierfilippo Muronovo, as was also British Library Ms Add,
10387 (a Propertius, dated 1474, in the same hand as the Carwllus, and on paper
bearing the same watermark), which was originally bound with it {as Saibante 32g);
it may be noted that No. z4, which is a direct copy of our manuscript, was formerly
Seibante 324.

45 Formerly at Siena, where it may have been written. From the Piccolomini
manuscripts. At 64.28 it has nepiunine {cf. No. 8o and the second hend, 82, in -
No. 78). The arms are probably those of Martinozzi, of Siena.

46 Formerly in the library of Mapheus Pinelli, of Venice. Corrected (early) from another
mantuscript, probably contemporary. lts origins lie dlose to the parent Ms of 1472
(Zicari z957: 137 = 1978: 106).

47 Close to No. 5o. Related also to No. 82, the text of which is better if not earlier.

48 A fine Neapolitan manuscript, adorned with the emblems of the Aragonese kings of
Naples (no arms). Single Humanistic book-hand. The titles are from the same source
as those of No. 52. Copied from a corrected manuscript up to 64.283, then changed,
as the scribe’s note informs us, to evpying from an uncorrected exemplar; hence no
variant readings are given from 64.184 onwards.

49 The decoration suggests that the manuscript originated in Rome ar Naples. One hand
onty. See Butrica 1684: 13243 for its possible derivation from a Ms belonging to
Giovanni Aurispa. :

50 Ferrarese; Strozzi family arms. Single humanistic book-hand; no corrections. On the
page immediately preceding the text: ‘ego Alexander Branchaleonus.” Close to No, 47;
of. alse No. 82.

_ 51 The contents include letters dated 1442 and 1443.

52 Codex Cniadanus (Scaligeri), Codex Perusimus. Written by Pacificus Maximus
Irenaeus de Asenlo ("Asculanus’ or da Ascoli), Professor at Perugia. Many corrections,
variant readings, glosses, and notes by the first writer, but in different inks. See,
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Short Designation
No. Title Location and Press-Mark Ellis Zicari Butrica Date Contents
53 [formerly] London:
Robinson Trust (now
in private hands).
Phillipps 3400 ca. 1475 C
54 Ambr. Milan: Bibl. Ambrosiana ‘
- P 24 sup. am €a. 1500 .C
55 G zo sup. XV (med.?) TC (zoz;
62.39-48; 55-66;
5: & 13)+
56 H 46 sup. . 64 ca146c—70  PTC+
57 167 sup. as 65 ca 1470807 CFT
58 M38sup. A ca. 1430{+7) C
59 Bibl. Nazionale di Brera
(Braidense) AD xii3sy br 14507 TC+
60 Mons: Bibl. de la ville )
218.109 mt .68 XV{znd) T[Ov.]Ep.x5CP

on this manuscript and on Scaliger’s use of it, Grafton 1975, espedally 158ff. Closely
related to Na. 85. Apparently removed between 1533 and 1577 from the library of
San Salvatore at Bologna. Parent Ms of 8 class (Mynors, p. xi)

53 Written in northeestern Italy (Padua?) by Bartolomeo Squara. Has ‘munus Francisci
Mutatii P.V." on the flyleaf. The late Alan Thomas (Londen) included it in his
catalogue 41, 1680. It was sold by him to 2 dealer in the US.A,, as Mrs Shirley
Themas has kindly informed me. :

54 At 410 omits post {characteristic of §-class manuscripts).

55 Fols. 75~7 contain parts of Catullus, in this order: to1; 62.39-48; 62.59-66; 5; 8; 13.
The style loaks early. A note of ownership reads: ‘Liber D. Grimani Car™® S, Marc
... Nunc Patriarcha Aquileie.” Domenico Grimang bécame Cardinal 13 September
1493, Patriarch of Aquileia 21 March 2498; he died 27 Angust z523. The last three
words quoted look like an addition; possibly the book was given tv Grimani before he
left Rome for Venice.

56 Cf. Torn. Closely related to No. 38; possibly written at about the same time. At 68.47,
this marginal note: “Seneca stpplevit’ (surely derived from the note ‘supplevit Seneca’ '
in No. 78).

57 Lacks (1) Ad patriam epigram, (z) poem 1. Written by a professional seribe ‘in or
near Milan” (Butrica, p. 64). ‘Early’ style. Dotted ys. Some of its readings suggest a

" close relationship to ¥ and { classes. Close to Nos. 15 (see n.) and 37.

58 Clearly early style (heavy strokes; of. No. 109).

59 Date at the end of the Tibullus {which is in the same hand as the Catullus, butin a
different ink). Closely related o No. 10.

6o Copy (direct or at one remove) of No. 78. Written in a non-Italian hand (Ziciri 1958:
g0 = 1978: 93), possibly at Padua or Trogir (Butrica 1984: 236). See also A.C. de la
Mare (n. on No. 78) for an alternative account. Formerly ar Tournai.
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. g0 Latullus
Short Designation

No, Title - Location and Press-Mark Ellis Zicari Butrica Date - - Contents
61 Munich: Bayerische o

Staatshibl. lat. 473 : XV C (begins at

: 4.7 negrz_fe)

62 Neap. Naples: Bibl.

Brancacdiana IV A.4 Vo . Clhag)+
63 Bibl. oratoriana dei

Gerolamini C. F. IIL. 15 74 - 1484 PC5tat. {S)T
64 Bibl. Nazionale .

IV.F. 29 ' 70 1467+ CTP+
&5 IV.E 21 ‘72 1450-607 Ccp
66 _ IV.F.éx . 15057 C+
67 " IV.F.63 XV (late}? Stat. (A.)
Ov. C (z-54.2)

68 New Haven, Connecti- : ‘

cut: Beinecke Library,

Yale University 186 ' ‘ca. 14707 TC
69 Bodl. Oxford: Bodleian Library

lat. class. e. 3 78  fd'z460-707  TPC

62 Descendant, but not a direct copy, of No. 124. Has a-class titles. Two folios missing
(from 1z.11 to 21.3 inclusive). :

63 Written at Florence by Antonio Sinibaldi for the Aragonese royal family of Naples
(cf. No. 48). Neapolitan decoration. For the writer, see Ullman 1960a; 118-23. Copied
from 2472 (de la Mare 1985: 1.485). :

64 Written at Naples (note the predominantly Neapolitan authorship of the humanistic
additions). Fzom the library of Awulus Janus Parrhasius (Aulo Giano Parrasio,
1470-1522}): “the heir of Valla, Politian and Laetus, who continued their methods’
"(Sabbadini 1903: 159, 170). Ownership note (fol. 165Y) of Antonio Seripando, who
was g pupil of Francesco Pucd and inherited many of Parrhasing’ manuscripts. On
Antonio Seripando, ses note on No. 6. See Richardson 1975, and de Nolhac 1887.

. Some 6-class readings.

‘65 Written in Italy. Single Humanistic book-hand. One of the very few manuscrpts in
the G radition, as contrasted with the numerous direct or indirect descendants of R.
A copy of No. 18. Cf. also No. g3 for the influence of G.

66 At 17.25 has derelinguere (the reading of O). Date is from a blotted n. on fol. 13
or 14", .

68 Copy of a comrected copy of No. 31. One hand throughout. See Shailor 1984

69 Written in Italy. Single humanistic cursive back-hand, except for additions in a more
formal script (fols. 130, 133, 234) and notes and edditions in another hand. Closely
related to Nos. 70 and (probeble exemplaz) x21. Has ‘petrus odus’ supplement at
68.47 {cf. No. 8z).

Short Designation

Ne. Title Location and Press-Mark Ellis Zicari Butrica Date Contents
70 e.15 FPhil 1456+ C+
alter
71 . exy Phil f 1453 CT
72 O Canon.lat30 O O ca. 13707 C
73 Canon. 33 1450+ TC
74 . 34 XVex - CT Priap.
75 Laud. Laud. Jat. 78 id ca. 146070 TC (to 109.6)
76 Pat. Pedua: Bibl. capitolare
. Cz7 80  ca 146897 PC+
C oy Palermo: Bibl. comunale '
2.0Q.q.E. 10 1459+ TC+

va Written, according to Ullman, by the scribe of a Tibullus in the British Library (Ms
Add. 11962), which was probably joined to it at first. Dated by the inclusion, among
the miscellaneous contents of the volume, of the poem ‘Pii Papae 1459" {cf. Nos. 2,
39, and 77). Closely related to Nos. 6g and 121. Has “petrus odus’ supplement (see
No. 8z2). : R

7T Copiecﬂ prcbably directly, from No. 41. Venetian (Coneglianc). The subscriptio to
the Tibullus part reads: “Tibulli poetae liber explicit 1II° Idus sextilis MPCCCCPLIFP
Conegl{i}ani mei Francisci Crobati Veseti” One hand only. At 5517 has the reading
lacusteolae (cf. &). See Ziciry 1956: 153-6 = 1978: 6871

72 Codex Oxoniensis (O). See Introduction, pp. 28-30. On the date and certain other
matters, see Hunt 2975: 8o. The corrections are by the first scribe, not — as many
scholars have suppased — by a second. (Professor de la Mare has expressed to me her
opinion that there is no reason to attribute anything in O to a second hand.)

73 Closely related to No. 38.

=4 This manuscript seems to have influenced No. 85, g.v.

75 Written at Padua. Closely related to (descended from?) No. 128. Corrected in a
slightly later hand. .

76 Close to a (No. 8). Written by Pietro Barozzi (1441-1507). The writer, who became
bishop of Belluno, was translated to Padua in 1487.

There are now at Padua four manuscripts by Barozzi; two of them' are signed.

One of these, Ms C.74, is dated thus in the subscripiio: ‘absolvi ego Petrus Barrocius
Pasricius Venetus X1 Kal Octobres Mcccerxvm.” On the relationship of our manuscript
to Nos. 48, 52, and 9o, see Zickri 1953, especially 13—17 (1978: 50-4), where some of
its readings are given. For a further list of readings, see Pighi 1g5a: 36£f. Though an
a-class marmscript, it seems to be independent of the group of a-derived manuscripts
discussed in Ziciri 1956. There are certain similarities to No. 35 (e.g- 87.z amata meg;
and the two verses 87.3—4 are omitted). Much correction, of the first part at least,
wes done by the original saibe from a manuscript other than his exemplar. Some
corrections in poem 62 were added later by a different hand.

7 Written by ‘Jchannes Asper, alias Scharp.” Markedly similar, especially in the second
part of its contents, to No. 70; but it does not exhibit the ‘petrus odus” supplement.



82 Catullus
Short Designation

No. Title Location and Press-Mark Ellis Ziciri Buirica Date Contents
78 B Paris: Bibl:

Nationale 7985 pa 82 1423 TPC Petrom.
79 Par. 799¢ . &3 1475+ TCP
80 T Bo71 T : X Juv. C (poem 62)+
8z Par 8231 XVIO  C{poem 64, nn.)+
82 8232 XV 3/a C Priap. +
83 8233 84 1463 CIP
84 8234 C - ca. 14507 TC
85 8236 86 ca. 1500 PTC Priap.
86 : 8458 88 1474+ TPC+
&7 G 4157 G G 1375 C

78 Codex Traguriensis (8). Written by a scholar for his own use. For the place of writing

79

8o

8z

83

84
85

87

{probably Florence) and the scribe’s place of origin (Venetian territory?), and for a
description, history, and biblicgraphy, see de la Mare 1976b: 236-47.

Elorentine. Arms not identified. Later belonged to Cardinal Ridolfi. Closely connected
with No. x21. The Propertius was copied from the edition published at Milan in 1475,
Cursive. See de la Mare 2985: Iygz. .

Codex Thuaneus (7). Ullman believed it to be a copy of the Vienna florilegium Cod. lat.
277; but see Zwierlein 1983: 15-23; he shows that T and Vienna 277 are copied from a
common parent. Since Vienna 277 now lacks Catullus, it cannot be demonstated that
T*s Catullus extract came from the parent Ms. See Richardson 1976.

At 68.47: ‘petri odi supplementum’ (cf. Nos. 47, 50, 69, and 70); for Petrus Odus
supplement see Mynors’ edition, p. xi. The manmsceipt is by several hands: on fois.
91-130 there is a Gresk Aratus by ‘Joh. Rhosus, presbyter’ of Crete (note on flyleaf,
which has apparendy been displaced), but the whole codex is not, as might be hastily
supposed, written by him. The Aratas part is dated 1488.

Codex Memmianus. Written at Florence by Gherardo del Cirfagio (cf. No. 21). Copy
of a slightly corrected copy of No. g5 (cf. Nos. 105 and 117). All these manuseripts
show a close refationship to R [see the Stemma Codicwm).

Codex Colbertinus.

Very close to No. 52, with which it shares not only the readings contmon to the

8 class but many that are not present in the other members of that class. May ‘
have been written in the vidnity of Padua, and may be linked with 2 group of four
manuscripts of the Prigpes, two of which are hybrid and contein readings (absent
from the two ‘purer’ manuscripts) which are very dose to the readings of the
manuscript under review.

Written in Rome. Bought at Constantineple in 1672; thought to have been looted
from Matthias Corvinus. See Delisle z868: L2g7 n. 3.

Codex Sangermanensis (G). Written at Verona, probably by Antonio da Legnago. For
writer and date, see Billanovich 1959: 2605,
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83 Parma: Bibl. Pzlatina
HF5.47 (716) pm 91 1471 PCT
89 HFH3.124 {1092) 1736 C
[+%s] Pesaro: Bibl.
Oliveriana
1167 (formerly 1217) gz 1470 CTP+
91 Rome: Bibl. :
Casanatense 15 57 14701 TPC (Jacking
27.5~61.142
and 108—116)
92 Cors. Bibl Corsiniana
- 43D.20 ca. 1500 TC+
93 Dan. S.Daniele del Friuli:
Bibl. Guarneriana 56 © 104 ca.1455 POv.(H. 15)
' TC+

88 Written at Pavia by Bernardo Prato of Parma ‘in arce papie apud Magistrum

Gandulfum de Bononia castellanas’ (fol. 110, at end of Catullus, together with dare).
Close to No. 1298; of. No. 104. Ar 64.139 reads {with O and a few late manuscripts)
blanda instead of nobis.

89 Apparently the author's manuscript of Vulpius’ annotated edition of 1737. Contains

two nihil obstat certificates, signed by dlerics and dated 1736.

9o Written at Siena by Francesco Fucd of Cittd di Castello. See Zicksi 1553 = 2578

43-60. Dated in the subscriptio to the Catullus; other parts are dated separately.

o1 Written by Pomponius Laetus, with rubrication by Bartolemee Sanvito; see Muzzioli

1959: 337-52 (date, . 348). British Library Ms Sloane 777 belongs to the same series.
Cf. also No. 1z0.

92 A descendant. of No. 10g (¢f. Na. 27). The note on poem 14b, ‘in codice antique non

leguntur hic,” which appears in No. 86, and a similar observation in the manuscript
under review, were first indicated by Mynors; of. Richardson zg76: 285.

93 Not, as Hale once supposed (though he later changed his mind), a G-tradition

manuscript, but rather a manuscipt in the R ¢ tradition prevalent in northeastern
Ttaly, with, however, substantial influence from the tadition of G. Compare for
example 112.7 homeque (= R3), 112.2 {est G. es OR, om. SDan.). For an example

of possible a-influence of. 68.38 ingenuo. See Zickri 1959 = 1978: 209-22. For the
date, see D"Angelo 1970: 28, item 134 (inventory dated 1461). There are two different
hands, the second of which begins on fol. 37 at 64.351. There are few corrections;
most of them are in the former hand, identified by Zicdri 19547 460 = 1978: 11718,
as that of Battista Cingolano. See Ghiselli 1987, which contains photographs of a few
folios.
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94 (formerly) Schidgl {Ans-

tria): Primonstratenser-

stiftsbibl. 143 Cpl. 55 1465 Aristotle

_ Cic. (De fato)
' _ .Hoz. (Bpod.) C+
95 Sen. Siena: Bibl. Comunale

HV. a1 , ca. 1425 C+
96 . Tub. Tiibingen: Universitdts- :
bibl. M*zo4 XV (2nd) TC+
57 Turin: Bibl. reale ' ‘
: Variagg ante 1466 C (z-61)
98 Vaticail: Bibl. Apostolica
Vaticana
Barberini lat. 34 109 XV {med.?) TPC+

94 (= 108). Written ar Pavia by Johannes de Rebenstein. One hand only. Dated ar end of
Catullus {fol. 66¥). A later note on the same page caims that the readings are exactly
the same {'zaedem plane’} as those of No. 57. For the contents, see Vielhaber and Indra
1978: 249~50. Unknown to Hale and Ullman. For the loowledge of this manuseript I am
indebted to the direcior of the HIll Monastic Manuscript Library, Saint John's University,
Collegeville, Minnesota. Now in the Bibl. Royale (Albertina), Brussels. Sez Gaisser 198x.

g5 Very close to R; a sister of No. 22 (see the Stemma Codicum). Spells michi, nichil.
Among the contents (fol. 48) there is a dedication to Coluccie Salutati which is not
without interest. Corrected in a mid-fifteenth-century hand; No. 117 derives from it
before correction (see Nos. 83, 105, 112 nn.). '

96 Written by a professional scribe: ‘scrips. Heinricus Koch de Schi...]." Some of the
spellings are old-fashioned (micki, nichil, capud, velud), but muny of the readings
suggest influence of the later tradition from 8 to n, espedally that of the ¥ dass.
None of the readings corresponds t0 those¢ introduced by the 1472 edition, but some
to those first found in the edition of 2473. Unknown to Hale and Ullman.

97 Epigram Ad patriam at end of the (incomplete} text. Agrees in a few places with  class;

- much more frequently, with 3 class, to which there is a fairly marked resemblance; but
hardly more than once with ¢ class. Disagrees more often than not with ¢ dass, and
mauch more often than not with 7 (ebout %8 disagreements in 25 readings) ard also
@ (some 21 disagreements in 3o readings). At the end, 2 note of ownership, some of
it erased or illegible, which reads in part: “Ego Iohannes baptista dlericus parmensis emi
hunc catullum a quodam Seriptore b... re<giensi?> pro quinquaginta be<zanti?>is
anno dAi milesimo sexagesimo sexto die ..." Not known fo Hale or Ullman.

Vatican Library. For the Barberini, Ottoboni, and Chigi collections, induding Nos. 98~z10z2
and 107 below, see especially Pellegrin 1975.
98 On the annotations (chiefly based on Parth.), see Galsser 1g92: 228; she dates the
ennotator’s work tentetively in 1493-5 (tbid. z05).
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99 Ottob. Ottob. lat. 1550 216 XV med. CP+
100 1799 v : post 1460 cC
101 R 1829 R R 1375+ C
102 Ottob. 1982 XV (and)  C(to63.44+
103 Pal. Pal. lat. g10 118 ca. 14757 TOv. PC+
104 1652 115 144559 TCP+
(prob. ca. 1455)
99 Certainly a descendant of No. 23 (both omit the lines 61.125-g, 62.54-5, 62.62; and

00

1031

102

103

there are a great many striking agreements besides, even against other manuscripts
that correspond very dosely with No. 23 in general). Yet it was probably not a
direct copy, but a copy of a copy, for the following reasons: at 22.3 {fterngus) and
40.3 [advocatus) it agrees with m (No. 113: see Introduction, pp. 35-8) against both
No. 23 and- K; it spells mrichi, nickil; and {what is more significant) after 55.10 the
scribe mhissed several lines and began to write line 18, but stopped after three words
(detecting his error), erased the words, and replaced them with liné 11. This means
that the scribe must have been copying from a manuscript that had lines 11 and 18
on the same page ~ but this is not true of No. 23. (The last observation I owe to an
unpublished note by Ullman). At 63.25 it agrees with No. 15 (sacra cohors). Written
perhaps in northeastern Italy; Ullman sug_g&sted the Friuli. See G. Mercati, Codici
Iatind Pico Grimani = Studi e Testi 75 (1938): 253.

Copy of a corrected manuscript close to a. €f. Nos. 22 and 105. See Zidiri 1956
15362 = 197%: 68—77.

Codex Romanus (R). See Introduction, pp. 33—5. For a collation, with brief
introdkiction, see Thomson 1g70.

Written in Ttaly (Humanistic cursive]. A miscellany-from P. Laetas’ cizcle. See Gaisser
1992: 2504, for contents and date. There is a fifteenth-century note in a German
hand: ‘Walfgangus Giigler clerieus Frisingensis diocesis.’ Hlas a-class transpositions,

- with a variation: 24.5-10 are left out; then, after the end of poem 62, we find 24.3-70

(there are two versions of 243 and 4). See Kellogg 1g00. On fol. 215", at the end of
the printed text of Aesop, appears the date 1475.

Written perhaps in northeastern Italy. Dated 1467 at the end of the Tibullus, and also
on fol. 91Y; but Ullman guessed 1475 for the Catullus (on fols. 306—4z, in a different
hand from the Tibullus, and probably slightly later); in doing s0 he compared with it

. *the Leyden Tibullus.’ (By this he presumably seant Voss. 0.42, dated 1473).

204

Two parts: fols. 128, Tibullus (perhaps not all by one hand); 28¥-129" Catullus,
Calpurnius, Propertius, written by Giannozzo Manetti ca. 1450 or somewhat later.
Both parts have decorated “vine-stem’ initials, it 2 mid-century style which may be
Florentine, but could be Roman, as could the script of the first part. The initials may
of course have been added Iater; but if they are Roman ther they, at least, are likely
1o have been executed in the mid-1450s, when Gianmozzo was in exile in Rome and
before he went on to Naples. He died in 1459. On fol. 132 there is a poem composed
‘a m{agistro] petro o[do] Montipolitano die xii febr. 1460/Pro dar™ vire Diio Janozie
Manetto.” Ageinst Sebbadini (1905 16, n. 82) Ullman points out that there is no proof

|
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Short Designation
No. Title Location and Press-Mark Ellis Zicdri Butrica Date Contents
z05 Urh. Urb. lat. 641 120 ca. 146550 CIP
106 81z 1495-15007 C
107 Chis. Chigi HIV.z2x ch ca. 1467 CcT
108 Vat. Vat. lat. 1608 va 1479 C Priap.
109 1630 V . ca 1425+  Plaut. C+
110 3269 © ca1470 C Priay.
111 3272 124  ca, 146570 PTC+

that this is the autograph of Petrus Odus, and holds it to be ‘almost certain’ that it

is not. Another versian is given by Schenkl 1883: 293. Close to No. 125a; <f. No. 88.
z05 A sister of No. 83; probably copy of a copy of No. g5. Written at Florence by

C. Sintbaldus {see de la Mare 1985: 1.538; on C. Sinibaldus, ibid. 432).

106 Close to Nos. 74 and 27. This must be the ‘Vaticanus’ of Santen (cf. the reading
68.241 fas, with Santen’s note). For the writer's name the subscriptio gives the
following: ‘ege Iulius Cesar Ia ... cus sentinatusfi.e. from Sentine in Umbria]
scripsi.” Note of ownership on fol. 707 ‘Ant® Borg¥’

107 Written in Rome by Guido Bonatti of Mantua (d. 14947). See Ms Chigi H. V. 165
{Ovid Amores, Priapes, etc.), which is by the same hand but in 2 different ink, and
is dated 1467 (inside the back cover; at the end of the Prigpes, in the same hand,
the words “finit per me Guidonem Bonactium”). Our manuscript, though written
relatively late, represents a fairly eatly state of the text.

108 Written in Rome for Pope Sixtus IV: on the first page, the arms of the della Rovere
family, surmounted by the papal insignia, indicate Sixtus as the original owner. See
Muntz and Fabre 1887: 155 (account book of Sixtus IV): ‘Satisfedt scriptori qui scripsit
Catidlum poetam et Priapeiam Virgilii simul in bonis litteris ducatis tribus, die ultime
maif 1479." Professor Reeve informs me that the Prigpea part derives from a printed
editton; but in the Catultus part I find little to suggest that either the readings of
the 1472 edition or those of the 1473 edition have heen followed, and some positive
evidence to the contrary. At 66.11, however, the reading guare ex has been emended
to gua rex (= 1473 edition), which suggests that in one or more passages the latter
edition may possibly have been consulted.

109 The Plautine contents {consisting of the following plays only: Amphitruo, Asinaria,”
Aulularia, Captivi, Curculio, Casina, Cistelliria, Epidicus) may point to a date
ca. 1425+ —before, that is, manuscript D of Plautus arrived in Rome (in 1429),
and became known. The perent, or ancestor, of Nos. 27 and g2. Close to No. 8 in
character.

110 It is stated on the manuscript that it was written by Pomponius Laetas (1428-98);
the statement ends with the name of ‘Ful. Ors.’ (Fulvio Orsini, 1529—1600).
Categorical as it is, the statement about Laetus appears to be based on Orsini’s
fantasy. Nevertheless, the manuscript dearly originated in Laetus’ c:lrcle Cf. No. 91.
Part of No. 145 once formed a part of this manuscript.

111 Close to No, 28, according to Hale; of. also No. 79. On a flyleaf: “Catullo ... di mano
di hoomo dotto, Ful, Ors’ (¢f. note on No. 110). More than one hand, but the hands
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112 - 3291 XV 3/4 Luer. Pers.
Priap. CT+
113 . 7044 1520 C
T14 11425 XV (late) TC
175 m  Venice: Bibl Nazionale
Marciana lat.
12.80 {4267)  Ven. 13981400 C
116 Marc. 12.81 {4649) mr ca. 1460-707 TC
17 12.86 (4170) ca 1440507  Ov.C
118 12.153 (4453) mo ca. 146070 TC+

are of about the same date. There are only a few corrections or variant readings;
for the most part these were made or added by the first hand in each passage, and
immediately after writing.

112 One hand only. See de Nolhac 1887: 359, no. 16. Fairly close to either R or m.
Related to Nos. 83 and 105.

115 The indication ‘Catullus, copied by Basilins Zanchus (1581)" in Kdisteller 2967 342,
is partly incorrect. The date (MDXX Kal. Mart.) is given on the flyleaf, preceded by
the foliowing, {heavily overscored but partly legible): ‘Catullus Petrei Bergomatis ex
antiquissimo exemplari Joviani Pontani diligentissime descriptus.” At the bottom of
the page, in 2 later hand: ‘Ego Laurentius Gambara Brixianus fidem facio librum hunc
scriptum esse manu Basili Zanchi Bergomatis, coius consuetudine et amidtia usus
sum per multos annos. 1581." Here the date 1581 is plainly meant to be understood
zs that of Gambara’s correcting note (cbserve the punctuation and phrasing). The
erasures appear to be Gambara’s. Note the references to a manuscript described
as that of Pontanus. For Petreius and Pontanus, see further Richardson 1676: 279
and 1. 1. Ullman 1g08: 16, n, 1, observes that Petrefus was the ‘Academy”’ name of
Basilius (Zanchi): see his reference to Tiraboschi. Ullmaz also notes that Zanchi died
in Rome in 1558 or 1560.

114 See Ruysschaert 195¢9: 27. One scribe only. A note inside the cover reads ‘Dono di
Pio X

115 Codex (Venetus) Mardanus (m). A very close copy of R/R?, written at Florence. See
the Introduction, pp. 35-8, on the scribe’s identity and other matters; for a description
see de la Mare and Thomson 1973-

116 Written probably at Padua or Venice; possﬂ:ly in Rome. Capitals by Bartolomeo
Sanvito of Paduz (1427—1511/22). At 6683 reads colitis (= OG).

217 Very dose to No. 95 (e.g. 45.26 medulis, 58b.7 mikic, 63.25 diva cohors, 80.6 canta
wvocare: these and other readings show that it was copied before the exemplar was
corrected). It should not be included in the % dass; Mynors (pref,, p. x) evidently
confused it with No. z16.

128 May have been written at Padua. The hand is similer to the early work of Sanvito
(see note on No. 116). Has the 8 titles. See Ziciri 2958: 8o-8 = 1978: 8o-—go.
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119 - {ed. Ald®, 1) :
12.%27 (4020) 1530 C
120 '(ed. Ald* nn) ' .
12.128 {4021} _ XVI (med.?) C
121 Venice: Museo Civico
Correr . A
fondo Cicogna 549 32 Xv T Ov. PC
122 Vic. Vicenza: Bibl. Berto- ' -
liana G.2.8.1z2 (276) Vic vu 133 1460 TCP
123 Vind, Vienna: National- ’
blbl- 224 134 1463._;. ) CTP
124 . . 3198 ca. 1460 C Petzon. T+

. : «
115 A copy of the first Aldine edition (Catultus, Tibullus, Propertius) with notes derived from
those of Francesco Pucd, which were made in 1502; copied in 2530 by Donato Giznnosti
(signed on titke page: ‘Donati Jannotij.” At the end of the Propertius there is a further
" note: ‘Frandscus Pucdius haec annotavit anne Salutis MDIL, Augustino Scarpinella comite

studiorum, securus fidem antiquissimi codicls qui prizvam fuit Berardini Vallae patricij |

Romani viri doctissimi dein ab ec datus est Alfonso secundo Regi Neap ™ principi litterarum
amantssimo. Consulit Laurentius Benivenius ut omnia in suum exscriberet: ego autem
"cum ipso Laurentj sic adtuli ue nihil intermissum sit. Absoluturm opus An, MDEXX i
Cal. Augnsti. Obsessa uzbe. Donatus Jannoctius’). For the diffusion of Pucd’s netes, and
for a copy of the 1481 Reggio edition, now in Florence, which belonged to Pucei and has
virtually the same note down to amantissimo, see Brian Richardson, ‘Pucd, Parrasio
and Catullus,’ who also mentions Benivieni on pp. 27580, and esp. Gaisser 19921 243-0.

120 Plairly later than No. 119, with the contents of which the annotator appears to be
well acquainted. The same abbrevistions are used {'p’ for Puccius, ‘v.c.’ for vetus
codex), but others (“A,” for example) are added. : -

121 Written n ltaly. Two Humanistic cursive hands; originally two separate manuscripts.
The Catuilus, fols. 127-75, is in a different hand from: the rest Close to Nos. 69 and
7. Cf. alsa Nos. 47, 56, 82, and zo4. The correcting hend in the Catallus may be that
of Petrus Odus.

122 Written at Padua by-Bartolomeo Sanvito (of. Nos, 126 and 118) for Marcantonio
Morosini of Venice. One hand only, induding the addition of many verfant readings,
and of a small number of correcdons; bue the manuseript is very carefully written,
with few errors. Many of its readings correspond with those of the 1473 edition, the
editor of which may possibly have consulted this manuscript as a source of ideas for
improving the text. Evidently the parent of the  dass, as No. 52 is of the 8 class.

123 Direct copy of Ne. 124. Belonged to Matthias Corvinus. See Csapodi 1960: 71, 302,
and pl. €VI; de la Mare 1985: 1496 tentatively artributes the hand to Gabriel de.
Pistosic. ) ‘ ‘

124 Written by Giorgio Antonio Vespucd (ca. 1434~2514). Described by de la Mare 1976:
230 (see f. 3 for references to other descriptions, and n. 4 on the queston of date).

e,
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125 3243 1499 C {to 54.6)
126 Wolfenbiittel: Herzog
Angust Bibl .
65.2 Aug. 8° 136 1486+ C1P
127 Gud: . 283 Gud. lat. . ca. 1500 C
128 332 Gud. lat. D osu ca. 1460 TC+

Location unknown:
12¢ {formerly} Phillipps
6433 46 Xv? PicC

In a private collection:

1292 Tom. Codex Tomacellianus 143 XV med PCT

Supplementary List (Short Fragments or Extracts)

No. Locatjon and Press-Mark Date Contents {C.)
130 Basle: Universitiitsbibl. '
Ell3s 1534 (£ 29} frag.
£31 Cracow: University
Library o _
no, 3244, DD.12.15 XVIex—XVIlin. (ff. 27—9")
- ’ T ’ extracts
132 Florence: Bibl. Lauren- _
ziana Strozz. 100 ca. 1460807  poem 49

125 Written in Germany., .

126 Written by Clemens Salernitanus, who' worked at Naples in the second balf of the
fifteenth. century. The Propertius was copied from the Brescia edition of 2486. Arms
apparently those of Montefeltro. Venetian flumination. There js insufficient proof of
its having belonged to Matthias Corvinus.

127 Copy of 2 copy of No. oo, Order of poems: 1—24; 44.21-62; 30—44.20; 63116 (that
is, in general it has the «-class trenspositions).

128 Probably the parent or ancestor of No. 75. Incurpomtes some (-class readings, e.g.,
44.1g gestire cesso (found also in Nos. 45 and 46).

129 W.G. Hale believed this to be identical with No. 52; see Hale 1908: 238. No. 52,
however, contains no indication that it ever was a Phillipps manuscript. I have not
discovered what led Hale to identify the two.

1292 The designation, which I suggested, was accepted by Professor Butrica; see Butrica
1984: 106—10.

131 ‘Selecta Phalermorum Q. Valem Catuli, Veronensis."
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No. Location and Press-Mark Date

Contents (C.)
133 TFlorence: Bibl. Nazionale
{(fondonsz) ILix. 8 1479(f)  5;13; 31.6-19;
64.143—4;
497 39-16
134 London: British Library
Additional 21908 XV {f.45%)"Ad
‘ patriam’ epigram
135 Marseilles: Bibl. de la
ville 1283 XV extracts
136 Munich: Bayerische
Staatsbibl.  lat 7471 XV-XVI poem 4%
137 Nice: Bibl. de la ville 85 XVmed (Juv., Schol Sat.
vig f237:

345, 810, 1718

133 ‘Excerpta Catulli’ on fol. 133*". Date 2479 in Arabic end Raman numerals appears
(among scribbles) on fol. 149, followed by the words ‘Hic liber est Caesaris Malvicini
Viterbiensis.” Later the book belonged to Iohannes Laurentius Pucdus (this, with its
further history, is recorded on fol. 1467).

237 Date probably after 1450. Superk Venetan binding. On fol. 237 {in margin), scholia
to the sixth satire of Juvenal, line &, induding the following excerpts from Catuflus
(poem 3):

Catullus in prime: Et subdit

Lugete o veneres cupidinesque Nec sese agremioc ilfius

Et paulo post
Tua nunc opers, meae puellae

quantum est hominum venus- — movebat Flendo turgiduli rubent ocelli.
torum passer Sed drcumsiliens medo huc

mortuus est meaeque puellee maodo Jue
quem plus Ad solam dominam usque

oculis Ula suis amat papiilabat

{1 hiave expanded some of the standard abbreviations used.)

See Beldame 1982, where the manuscript is assigned to the twelfth century.
Inspection reveals significant errors in Beldame’s report of the above-quoted extracts
from Catullus. The scholia “were in the scribe’s exemplar,’ and are therefore for the.
most part earlier (not later, as Beldame seems to say, p. 77) than the present text. In
this connection I have two observations to make: (x) Though papillabat is, so far as I
know, a unique reading, it may well be a mistake for pipillabat, which would point
to a date scarcely before 1460; on the other hand, (2) the inversion cculis illa ocairs
chiefly irr manuseripts of the first half of the fifteenth century. The apparent division
of Catullus into ‘chapters’ (capitula; hardly ‘books’} implied by the words in primo of
the heading is also intensely interesting, since it appears not to be paralleled exeept
(in a different form, where poem 3 is not in the first ‘chapter,’ and at a prehumanistic
date) in the context discussed by Ullman 1910. On the general character of the scholia,
Beldame (77, n. 3) remarks that they differ both ‘from those known since Fithou, and
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Contents (C.)
138 Paris: Bibl. Nationale
nouv. acq. lat. 729 ca. 1476  {f.49) 7813
139 Rome: Bibl.
Casanatense 504 XVI(ast)  Florilegium
Sententigrum
140 Vatican: Bibl. Apostolica
Vaticana
Ottob. lat. 2471 XVI (2nd) 55.20

141 Ottob. lat. 1507 Xv (£ 115") poem 49
142 Regin. lat. 1873 1491 (f. 144") frag.
143 Vat. lat. 2886 XV {f. 139) frag.
144 2951 Xv 5:49; 8

145 7192 ' 1527 extracts

(Ff. 16572847

also from those collected by Cramer (In D. Junii Juvenalis satiras commentarii vetusti
- .., Hamburg, 1823} Perhaps they deserve further examination.

138 The first part of the manuscript was written at Modena and dated 1476 (fol. 19); the
date 1477 also appears {fol. 30).

147 Exhibits the late fifteenth-century arms of Bartolomeo Ghisilardi of Bologna.

145 Part of this manuscript was originally part of No. 110, q.v.

‘Ghost’ Manuscripts

A small number of manuscripts, the existence of which has been recorded
or alleged, are not included in the Table of Manuscripts: some of these do
not exist at all, while others have been wrongly identified.

Poppi, Biblioteca Rilliana Ms 54 contains no Casullus but only Tibullus
and Propertius, despite Mazzatinti 18¢6: 134, and also Fanfani 1925: 16,
where the wording is exactly the same; and despite a printed label inside the
front cover: ‘Tibullii [sic] Catulli Propertii opera exeunte Saec XIV [sic] cum
adnotationibus.’ I can detect no sign that a Catullus has been removed; this, I

. now find, was also Zicari’s opinion (see below). Further, on the flyleaf there

is a note of purchase, as follows: ‘Hie liber vocatur Tibullus,” etc. At the end
of the Tibullus, these words: ‘Finis die sabbati hora 3* die decima aprilis
1472 Senis in domo Ludovid Doti. ego Gaspar. et Audivi A ... poeta.’
{Several words have dropped out. For the erased name, Professor Butrica
suggests ‘Maximo Pacifico,” for whom see the note on No. 32 in the Table of
Manuscripts.) The writers and compilers of inventories, quoted above, and
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" also Ferguson 1934: 66—7, give the alleged contents in the order Catullus,
Tibullus, Propertius. See now Butrica 1984: 287-8.

Other ‘ghosts’ may be more summarily dealt with. Codex Parisinus
8074, which has been reported to contain Catullus, is a Prudentius. For what
is sometimes referred to as ‘Hamburg Ms 125" see No. 38 in my table and
notes; there is only one Hamburg manuscript of Catullus. The reported
fragment at St Andrews University is merely a spedmen of the modern
calligrapher’s art. _

In Hale's artidle ‘“The Manuscripts of Catullus’ (Hale x908: 233-356) on
pages 242 and 243 there is a supplementary list of ‘MSS and other material
not found (or not identified).” Referring to this list, I make the following
observations:

i : Cavrianeus is now Gottmgen Ms Philol. 111b (Ne. 55 in my table).

" The manuscipt alluded to in the words “London: in aedibus Iacobae:.s
(Mss Angliae, T.'1i, p. 247, No. 8236)’ is Voss. lat. in oct. 59 (No: 40 in my :

table}. See de Meyier 1977: 105-8. Far 8236 téad 8636 (Tibullus, Catullus). oo 3

Scritti 99).] -

T (saec, ix 3/4)

{1.1-64.278)
(1.1--64.278)

<]
[+]
=]
J
]
5]

Diez. 37

sea the colophon to Statius in
" 1473 (Gaisser, 1993:32 and n.29);

[For the relation of 1473 to 1472,

Zichri 1958:95-96

7 parent ms of. Vienna 277 {No; 8 n.)

641

W) o (x) {saec. b.(wx?)

(
3312 1550 /
‘ Urb

T .
S

—-—

(64.279-116 .8)‘\\

e

\

(64.279-116.8)

STEMMA CODICUM

Ric. 606

_

Editilmes 1475-1500
ed. Ald (1502)

R* (saec ¥vi)

Panciat.

Sctitti 106

* A manuscript (proBably destroyed by the printer) similar to Lond.
11g15; see Zichri (1957) 157
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gP.RIZg;tg;;ce,gbou;:ai zf Philology 17 (1888): 252-3, 257--8: 68.142; 107.7-8 o0

- Ribbeck, Jbb. fiir Philologie und Paedagogik (ed. P. Jahn) 8c (1862): 378: 0. S |
E. Ritschl, Index lect, Bonn, Winter 1857:%:%614.7(3 Jehe) B (13621 78 071 T | SIGLA ‘
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<Readings of others in> F. Robortelli, ed. (x604): 169: 61.191; 67.42 :

A. Riese, Njbb. 91 {1865): 268: 55.11 ' b
D.O. Ross, CP 62 (1967): 219: 114.6 '

K. Rossberg, NJbb. 115 (1877): 845: 126.7

L. van Santen, ad Terentianum Maurum (ed., 1788): 278 63.68 :

E. Schoell, Njbb. 121 (1880): 471-80: 68.30; 200.6 |

J. Schrader, Observationum Liber (Franeker, 2761) 11: 51.11; 68.110, 122

- Liber Emendationym (Leeuwarden, 1776): 5:62.35

~ (unpublished): sce M. Puelma in MHelv 34 (1977): 156 n. 1, where the source is

e

L . given as Ms Berlin Diez. B. Sant. 44, fols. 55 and 6 64.14 -
I L. Schwabe, Njbb. 91 (1865): 18: 68.143 £ is codicum OGR deperdi 8o?
O. Skutsch, Philologus 106 (1962): 281—2: 64.254 V. fons communis codicum (nune deperditus) - 1290°
] — BICS 16 {1969): 40: 61.171 O  Oxoniensis Bodleianus Canonicianus class. lat. 30 s. XIV (ea. 13607)
i D.A. Slater, CR 19 (1905): 59: 25.5 .. -
w L. Spengel, Archivium philologicum 3.4 (Munich, 1827): 93—127, esp. 121 39.9; ¢ Parisims lat. 14737 ' 7 N
‘I 62.41a [lacuna]. ' ‘ R Vaticanus Ottobonianus lat. 1829 ca. 13607
R. Syme, ap. C. Neudling, A Prosopography to Catullus (Oxford, 1955): 18c:
955): 185: 61.16 T
“\! D.E.8. Thomson, REM 113 (1970): 87-g1: 62.196 . T Parisinus lat. 8071 (carmen 62) . s X
i - LCM 9.8 (1984): 119-20: 10912 m Venetus Mardanus lat. 12.80 (4167) ca. 1398-1400
g — Phoeniz 47 (2987): 191-2: t12.2 ' ’ : . g . . R
| JAK. Thomson, CR 64 (x93 30t 4.3 O1G T mt cgde:: ab ‘:{PS? ]:15.{‘3110 vel statim vel brevi correctus; similiter
‘ D.A. Traill, CP 87 (1952): 326-8: 64.24 et 8% (vide sis infra)
; B. Venator, "Spicilegium" in Gebhardus/Livineius edition (Frankfurt, 1621): 20: 21, G2G3GH
11 * : R2R3R*? manus recentiores
W.S. Watt, CP 85 (1990): 129-31: 66.74 ‘ m? l
. Weber, Quaestiones Catullianae (Gotha, 1890): 73~5: 62.56.(cf. Quint. ad 62.45)
U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Hermes 14 (1879): 200 [= KL Schr. 2 (Berlin, s g : s
1972 7] 6677 : o a Bonome?nsm bibl, Universitatis 2621 - 1412 °
M. Zicari, Rend. Ist. Lomb. 86 (1953): 377-82 [= Seritti carulliani {(Urhino, 2978): B Parisinus lat. 7989 1423
134-6]: 67.33. ) B .
8J: 6733 : y-8 . Quamguam hisce notis intellegendum est maiorem fere codicum
partem, immo persaepe omnes, consentire, est ubi lectionem in
paucis admodum codicibus invenias; si in uno tantum exstat,

* notam sic interclusi; ()

¥ Mediolanensis Ambrosianus F 46 sup.
Oxoniensis Bodleianus Canonicianus class. lat. 33
Codex Antenoris Balbi sive Ashburneri (= No. 1)
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} (utramgue curavit Avantius)

CATULLI VERONENSIS LIBER

1

Cui dono lepidum novum libellum -

arida modo purmice expolitum?

Cornel, tibi: namque t solebas

meas esse aliquid putare nugas

jam tum, cwm ausus es unus Itelorum 5
omne aevum tribus explicare cartis :
doctis, Tuppiter, et laboriosis.

quare habe tibi quidquid hoc libelli,

qualecumque quod, <o> patrona virgo,

plus uno maneat perenne saeclo. 10

1 1 Ausonius, Eclogarum Bber 1.1 1~4 Schol. Veron. in Vergilium, Ecl 6.1 12 Plinius,
Naturalis historia 36.154 Isidorus, Ftymologiae (= Origines) 6.12.3 Pastrengicus,
De orginibus rerum (ed. Veneta) p. 880 1, 2, 4 Grammatic Latini {ed. H. Keil)

VI: 248 {Marius Victorinus), 261 (Caesius Bassus), 401 (Terentignus); cf. 298
{Atilius Fortunatianus) 3—4 Plinius, Naturalis historia 1 praefatic 1 4 Petrarca,
Epistolae rerum senilium 11.3 57 Pastrengicus, De originibus rerum (ed. Venetn)
7. 16 -

1 2 arida Servius, Pastrengicus, V7, arido OGR pumice R, corr. R* 5 tum e tamen v
ese:est V6 evem (eun) O, Pastrengicus: eum GR, corr. R? 8 habe tibi : tibi habe V
libelti] al. mei G*R* g <o>add. 4, est (8) Statius quidem 2472 (qualecomyue guidem
est, patroni ut ergo Bergk) 1o perire O
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non si Pegaseo ferar volatuy,

non Rhesi niveae citzeque bigae;
adde huc plumipedas volatilesque,
ventorumque simul require cursum:
quos vinctos, Cameri, mihi dicares,
defessus tamen omnibus medullis-
et multis languoribus peresus

essem te mihi, amice, quaeritando.

virginem, o Hymenaee Hymen,
o Hymen Hymeriaee; ' 35

cinge tempora floribus
suave olentis amaraci,
flammeum cape, laetus huc
huc veni, niveo gerens
luteum pede saccum; 10
59. excitusque hilari die,
nuptialia concinens
voce carmina tinmula,
pelle humum pedibus, manu
pineam quate taedam; 15

Bononiensis Rufa Rufulum fellat

uxor Meneni, saepe quam in sepulcretis
vidistis ipso rapere de rogo cenam,

cum devolutum ex igne prosequens panem

ab semiraso tunderetur ustore. namque Iunia Manlio,

qualis Idalium colens
60 venit ad Phrygium Venus
fudicem, bona cum bona
Num te leaena montibus Eibystinis nubet alite virgo, 20

aut Scylla latrans infima inguinum parte
tam mente dura procreavit ac taetra
ut supplicis vocem in novissimo casu

floridis velut enitens
myrtus Asia ramulis

contemptam haberes, a nimis fero corde? quos Hamadryades deae
Iudicrum sibi roscido
61 nutriunt umore: 2%

quare age, huc aditum ferens,
perge linquere Thespiae
rupis Aonios specus,
nyinpha quos super irrigat
frigerans Aganippe, 30

Collis 0 Heliconii
cultor, Uraniae genus,
qui rapis teneram ad virum

58P 2 Ratherius, episcopus Veronensis, in sermone anno 563 habito (p.624 ed. Ballerini
= Migne, Patrologin Latina CXXXVL: col. 736) pennigero, ut posticus ille, valam

4thesiO wvinee OR niveis citisque bigis Muretus 5 huncR; corr. R¥ plummipedss GRS
7 vinctos GRem, victos O, functos G2 cunctos Vat. 1630 & deffessus O ¢ langoribus &
praesens O 10esse O mihi], mi Scaliger amiceque ritande O .
59 1 Rufulum Av. rufum V' fellat O, fallat GR, al. fellat R 5 capere 8 5 abse miraso O 4
60 1 Libistinis 52 libissinis O, libisinis GR, ibysinis m 2 scylla Be: silla V' 4 suplicus O; -
supplicus G, supplitiis R, -diis m 5 contemptam (4): contentam O, cotitenptam O,
contem €, conteptam G*R  animis R :
61 1 obeilicon iei O, o Eliconei GR

& {hymenei R27) hymen om. OR {(add. R?} 5 o hymen hymenee Ald.: hymen o
hymenee hymen OR, o hymenee hymen G 7 amaraci O%, amarici V8 flammeum Vat.
1630: flameum V12 nupdcialia R, corr. R*  concinens §: continens V 13 tinnuula OG,
tinnuiula R, corr. R* 15 spineam Parth. 16 iunfa V, Junia G*: Vibia Syme manlio &:
tallic V17 id alium O (ef R, sed minimo intervallo), ad alium G, corr. mG?>

18 frigium V, phrygium m 21 vult © 23 amadriades V24 ludricum OG  roscido (3):
rosido V25 nutriunt et R, corr. RT 28 aovios O
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dedis a gremio suae
matris, 0 Hymenaee Hymen,

ac domum dominam voca
coniugis cupidam novi,

) \P— merntem amore revindens, o Hymen Hymenaee. 60
e ut tenax hedera hue et huc
arborem implicat errans. nil potest sine te Venus,
— fama quod bona comprobet,
i vosqie item simul, integrae commodi capere, at potest
! virgines, quibus advenit te volente. quis huic deo
— par dies, agite in modum compararier ausit? 65
Py dicite, 0 Hymenaee Hymen,
- o Hymen Hymenaee, nulla quit sine te domus
_ liberos dare, nec parens
| ut lubentius, audiens stirpe nitier; at potest
- se citarier ad suum te volente. quis huic deo
munts, huc aditum ferat compararier ausit? 70
DT dux bonae Veneris, boni
L coniugator amoris. quae tuis careat sacris,
: non queat dare praesides
- quis deus magis anxiis terra finibus; at queat .
E est petendus amantibus? te volente. quis huic deo
e quem colent homines magis compararier ausit? 75
— caelitum, o Hymenaee Hymen,
: o Hymen Hymenaee? claustra pandite ianuae;
- virgo, ades. viden ut faces

i te suis tremulus parens
invocat, tibi virgines

splendidas quatiunt comas?

zonula soluunt sinus, - (80)
te timens cupida novus
‘ — captat aure maritus.
- tu fero iuveni in manus tardet ingenuus pudor.
_ floridam ipse puellulam quem tamen mmagis audiens, 8o
e flet qued ire necesse est. (85)

31 ac V:ad 1472 (2t R3) 33 revinclens e: revincens V' 34 hac et hac [tali (Pal. 1653,

eoem, Bodl. e 15, Vat. 3269, alii) 38 in nodum V, al. in modum R* 40 o hymenee (hi- O)
hymenee hymen (hi- O) V: hymen o hymenee hymen ({) 43 lubendus O 42 dtaries O
S 46/47 anxiis/est Haupt, est ama/tis Bergh: amatis/est V  (492) conperaries ausit O,
comperarier ausit GR: del. () 30 o hymen (hi- O} hymenee hymen V: hymen o

o hymenee hymen {{} 51 suis tremulus : sui si remulus V53 zonulla O, zonulas Peiper
4 55 maritus Muretus: maritos V56 fer o V {fer oluveni O) 57 puelullam O

58 dedis agremio sue matris V,-d. a gremio 6. m. m  59-60 0 hymenee hymen {(hi- O)
_“hymenee (inatris hinc om.) V, o hymenee hymen o hymenee R* 61 nichil V, il mG*R 3
€3 comodi R, corr. R* 65 comparier O 66 quid GR, corr. R* 68 pitier 8: vities O,
vider GR 70 comparies O 75 comparier O, compari” G(corr. GY) 77 ades adn. Marc.
1z.128:adest V. 78 quaciunt O Post 78 lacuram statuit Ellis, post 79 L. Muyeller




82/83 Au/runculeia sic divisit Turnebus 83 /
28 ortullo OG, -ulo G* (et G)) R 8g iactintinus O, iacintinus GR  go abit (B): 2bii
add. Ald 94 viden (6), vide ut Parth.: videri ut O, viden et R, viden 1t G

91 omt. Ve
99
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flere desine. non tibi, Au-
runculeia, periculum est
ne qua femina pulcrior
clarum ab Oceano diem
viderit venientem.

talis in vario solet
divitis domini hortulo
stare flos hyacinthinus.
sed moraris, abit dies.
prodeas, nova nupta.

prodeas, nova nupta, si
iam videtur, et audias
nostra verba. viden? faces
aureas quatiunt comas;
prodeas, nova nupta.

non tuus levis in mala
deditus vir adultera,
probra turpia persequens,
a tuis teneris volet
secubare papillis,

lenta sed velut adsitas
vitis implicat arbores,
irnplicabitur in tuum
complexum. sed abit dies;
prodeas, nova nupta.

o cubile, quod omnibus

probra turpia Calph.: procatur pia V' 101 se cubare O 102 lenta
lenta qui Av., L quin Trinc. velut] vt O 105 abit n8:
omuibus / candido pede lectulis: post ista duo carmina fenestra in codice antiquo seqi
ef sine dubio tres desunt versus” A, Guarinus, qui ef 109-111 OM.

aurunculeia O, / arunculeia GR

O, lentag |
abiit V  (z07-8) “o cubile

dghero V110 quae ef:
flammeum e: flammi

eatis V' 120 fosceninna O

139 Catulli Liber

candido pe,d‘e Ie;:ti, '

quae tuo veniunt ero,
quanta gaudia, quae vaga
nocte, quae medio die
gaudeat! sed abit dies;
prodeas, nova nupta.

tollite, <o pueri, faces:
flammeum video venire.
ite concinite in modum
"
io Hymen Hymenaee io,
io Hymen Hymenaee.”

ne diu taceat procax

Fescennina iocatio,

nec nuces pueris neget

desertum domini audiens
concubinus amorem.

da nuces pueris, iners
concubine; satis din
lusisti nucibus; libet
iam servire Talasio.
concubine, nuces da.

sordebant tibi vilicae,
concubine, hodie atque heri;
nunc taum cinerarius
tondet os. miser a miser
concubine, nuces da.

(115)

110

(120)

115

(125}

120

(130)

125

(135)

130

(140)

-que V' 111 quaede: -que V 112 abit 18- abii

_ 7 abiit V. 114 0add
neum O, flamineum GR vidoe O 117, 118 i «
: : s 118, 116 A ;
2126 (om. 118) O 11810 add. V (idem in similibus quae 578 oy e ordime O

quuniur) 119 taceat y:

iocatio Heinstus: locatio OR, lotatio G, locuti

; . ‘ . . locutio R*
< ne R= Tucen G, corr. GT 125 diu] domini O 127 nam O 12g villice GR
32 misera O, miserah R, miser ah GR 2
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diceris male te a tuis

unguentate glabris, marite, 139
abstinere, sed abstine.
io Hymen Hymenaee io,

io Hymen Hymenace. (14

scimus haec tibi quae licent
sola cognita, sed marito 14
ista non eadem lcent.

io Hymen Hymenaee io, -

io Hymen Hymenaee. {15 '

nupta, tu quoque guae tuus
Vir petet cave ne neges, 14
ni petitum aliunde eat.
to Hymen Hymenaee io,
io Hymen Hymenaee.

en tibi domus ut potens

et beata viri tui,

quae tibi sine serviat

(io Hymen Hymenaee io,
io Hymen Hymenaee}

usque, dum tremulum movens
cana tempus anilitas

tempus 155
omnia omnibus annuit.
io Hymen Hymenaee io,

ic Hymen Hymenaee. (267
transfer omine cum bono
limen aureolos pedes, 160
rasilemque subi forem.
io Hymen Hymenaee io,

1o Hymen Hymenaee. (z70

134 diceris 14y3: diceres V. muale G, malle OR 1t R, corr. R* 135 unguenta te V
138 0m. V, add. 8 139 simus O quod R, -que OGRY, corr. R2 1426 desunt in R,
add. in margine R? (habet m) 1435 om. 0 144 quae R? que V' tuis GR?, corr. R2bis
45 patet G 146 ne R* 148 om. OG 151 sine serviat Parth., sine fine servit inpitis
numeris p: sine servit V. 153 om. O 155 anilitas 9 anilis etas O, annilis etas GR
158 om. O 159 homine R, corr. RY(R*?) 160 aurelegs R 161 nassilemgque O,
rassilemque GR, corr. R* subiGpsibi V. 163 om. O )

141 Catulli Liber

aspice intus ut accubans

vir tuus Tyrio in toro 165
totus immineat tibi.
io Hymen Hymenaee io,

io Hymen Hymenaee. (173)

illi non minus ac tibi
pectore urit in intimo 170
flamma, sed penite magis.
io Hymen Hymenaee io,
io Hymen Hymenaee. (180)

mitte brachiolum texes,
praetextate, puellulae: . 175
1am cubile adeat viri.
o Hymen Hymenaee io,
io Hymen Hymenaee. (185)

<vos> bonae senibus viris
cognitae bene ferninae 180
collocate puellulam.
io Hymen Hymenaee io,
ic Hymen Hymenaee. (190)

iam licet venias, marite:
uxor in thalamo tibi est, 185
ore floridulo nitens, “
alba parthenice velut
luteumve papaver. (195)

at, marite, ita me iuvent
caelites, nihilo minus 190

164 intus Statius: unus V169 ac R, hac OG 170 urit in Geold: uritur OG, urimur R
171 flama GR, corr. R* penite] perit en O. Skutsch 175 praetextare O, prectate K,
corr. R? puellulae n: puelle V176 adeant GR 179 vos add. Av. {qui et unis
senibus bonae} viris (): unis V180 bene R3 (beue ed. Ronw.), breve a: berve V
181 puellulam #: puellam V185 tibi est 5 (sig. transp. add. B ™) est dbi V187 vult GR,
vultu R? 18993 post 168 V: huc revocavit Scaliger 189 at, marite, ita me fuvent
Scaliger {at marite iam B. Pisarnus Puccium ut videtur secutus): ad maritum tamen
invenem V 190 nichil ominus O, nichoilominus G, nichilominus G?, nichilhominus R,
nichil-ominus R2

R e R S
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142 Catuﬂus

pulcer es, neque te Venus
neglegit. sed abit dies;

143 Catulli Liber

et pudicitiam suae
matris indicet ore.

perge, ne remorare, {225)
non diu remoratus es: talis illius a bona
: ; A matre laus genus approbet
jam venis. bona te Venus qualis urica ab ot y 220
Y . optima
1uve5:1t, quoniam pal;m matre Telemacho maget
quod cupis cupis, et bonum fama Penelopaeo
non abscondis amorem. ' (230}
daudite ostia, vire
) . L a, virgines:
A husiznus sats.at, bong
siderumg - coniuges, bene vivite et 225
subducat numerum prius, munere assiduo valente
1i vestri numerare vult ’ m
g s \ exercete juventam
multa milia ludi. ‘ (235)
. . 6
ludite ut lubet, et brevi 2
liberos date. non decet v, .
) esher . .
tam vetus sine liberis P ades?’ tuvenes, consurgite; Vesper Olympo
d indide exspectata diu vix tandem lumina tollit
nomen esse, sed indidem i . .
semper irl1 enerari Tigere lam tempus, jam pinguis linquere mensas;
permg ' 14mm Veruet virgo, fam dicetur hymenaeus '
Hymen o H :
menaee, H
Torquatus volo parvulus ¥ » Hymen ades o Hymenaee! 5
matris e gremio suae CPEY .
15 € gt C'err_uns, Innuptae, iuvenes? consurgite contra;
porrigens teneras manus nimirum O . oG ;
dulce rideat ad patr . um Letacos ostendit Noctifer ignes.
ulce rideat ad patrem sic certest; viden C )
semihiante labello ’ ut perniciter exsiluere?
. Nen temere exsil : :
g siluere; canent quod vincere par est
- Hiymen o Hymenaee, Hymen ades o Hymenaee! 0 -

sit suo similis patri
Manlio, ut facile obviis
noscitetur ab insdis

821 Varro, De lingua lating 7.50

zg :u:sufaéph., st ({k suam V218 iudicer O 219/220 bona matre/lauws v

o Pegne o ,_0221 ab om. O 222 telemacho ¢ thelamacho O, t1'1e1tea1rnaci-:cys GR
‘ peo O, penolopeo GR 224 cstia Carp.:hostia V' 225 at bons ¢ ad bonlei O
: i O,

191 pulcher es “alii” apud Robortellum, pulcher is Puccius (?), adn. Marc. 12127

d i :

@d bolnel GR, al. bonei R* 226 bene vivite (: bone vite V. 227 assiduo &: assidue V
: ue

pulcre res V. neque 8: nec V192 negligit GR  abit nf: abiit V193 rememorare
194 remoratus Calph.: remota O, remorata GR 196 iuverit 8: invenerit V 197 ey
capis R? 198 abscondis (r: abscondas V' 199 africi Heinsius (africei Lachmann): exi
200 micancum O 202 vestri 8:nostri V. vult Calph.: volunt V. 203 ludi ed. Romaf
Scaliger): ludere V' 204 ludite ut Parth. (ut iom Calph): etluditeer V' 205 liber
in rasura 207 nididem O 208 ingenerati O 209 torcutus O 210 egremio G,
gremio OR, corr. R? 213 semihiante Scaliger: sed michi ante V' 215 maulic O
Laur. 36.23, 5 ut scripsi: et V. facie Burman  insciis {n {-ieis Lachmann): insciens
215/216 omnibus / ... ab insciis Dawes  obvieis Pleitner: omnibus V216 noscite

111 olimpo O 3 pingues GR liquere O 4 imeneus O
:ymeneae“ -~ Hymenacae T 6 con surgi eretera T, cen.
?Etheos 33, hoc eos ¥ ignes R3, imbres T, imber ,V ;
P{'-au*pt]: siccer tes -1 (=id est) T, sic certe si V’ sic céree R 2
incere B. Guarinus: visere TV parest T, pa’rent V 1oh

ymeneac ades -0- hymenee T, h
fhi- 0) ades ¢ hymenee vV e chymenee (o hm

5 hymes ades R, rorr. px
UIZere Contra ¥ 7 geta eos T,
sic certe est Statfys {certest
exiluere TV g quod T, que V
ymene (hymeno T3) hymeneae
ene G, o hymenee Rm) hymen




—

144 Catullus

Non facilis nobis, aequales, palma parata est;

aspicite, innuptae secum ut meditata requ;lrun'c_ i
non frustra meditantur: habent memorabile quod sit;
nec mirum, penitus quae tota mente laborant.

145 Catulli Liber

namgque tuo adventu vigilat custodia semper.
nocte latent fures, quos idem saepe revertens,
Hespere, mutato comprendis nomine Eous

35
: i e e at @ubet innuptis ficto te carpere questu.
nos alio mentes, alio Wﬂm}lctoria Crzlram quid tum, si carpunt, tacita guem mente requirunt?
iure igitur vincemur: amat vi ' Hymen o enae ades o enaeel
;f:rleg;unc animos saltemn convertite vestros; ymen o Hymenace, Hymen ades Hymenaee
: L dere decebit. , . . .
dicere jam incipient, 1aIx_In resepnozldes o Hymenaee! Ut flos in saeptis secretus nascirur hortis,
Hymen o Hymenaee, Hym 1gnotus pecori, nullo convulsus aratro, 40
lo § delior ignis? quem mulcent aurae, firmat sol, educat imber;
. e -
HES'PETB; quis caelo rertur cru ;
qui natam possis complexu av&ﬂ(lefe ;n r?;;i’n multi illum pueri, multae optavere puellae:
is reti m aveller ; . . i -

complexu matris retinente idem cum tenuj carptus defloruit un
et iugreni ardenti castam donare Puellagm?. mulli illum pueri, nulae optavere pugli:e:

. . ius urbe! P . .
quid faciunt hostes capta crudelglss o Hvmenaee! sic virgo, dum intacta manet, dum cara suis est; 45

e, }‘Hl - - .
Hymen o Hymenaee, Hymen 2 cum castum amisit polluto corpore florem,
. nec pueris incunda manet, nec cara puellis,

H uis caelo lucet iucundior ignis? H P H H d ’ H [

esg&l’ez q fir conubia flamma ymen o Hymenaee, Hymen ades o ymenaee!

; na firmes ’
qui desponsa tu : ;
quae pepigere viri, pepigerunt ante parentes, Ut vidua in nudo vitis quae nascitar arvo,

: ius quarm se tius extulit ardor. . .

nec junxere priu % o e hora? numquam se extollit, numquam mitem educat uvam, 50

i ivis feiicl optatius !
quid datur a divi

Hymen o Hymenaee, Hymen ades o Hymenaee!

Hesperus e nobis, aequales, abstulit unam.

sed tenerum prono deflectens pondere corpus
am fam contingit summum radice ﬂagellum;
hanc nulli agricolae, nulli colyere iuvend:

at si forte eadem est ulmo coniuneta marita,

Quintilianus, Institutic oratoria 9.3.16

- dis O, comprehendis GR {corr. G3}, comperendis T eous Schrader:
. . is TV 1z aspice O secum % compren : | : :
11 nobis V, nobilis T  aequales Lacﬁmannl.’n(;]hetcg:-h;quirum I pme ditare queru pem T, eosd'?am v 3f at I1b?t v, adIuce‘t T in nupds F;R 37 quittum T, quod
secum OGR (quemr;{t' s-e;urﬁn1 C%pn;:?unc O, habent (ht) GR  memora pileg ten V, al. quid tum R carpiunt T tacita quem Be: tacita quam V, tactt;;;]uen'la T ”
: t Ric. 6o ’ i - . corr. R2 Ttis
ieif:siniezzzzug om. V: adhuc latente T, rest. (ex .co'dz.:e nuréc))depzrds‘cl}lfT 41 quaemulcens surefirmm soleducar TO Post
{aborent Vossius 15 nos V, non T . (supra icr' aélilcjl ilzu; corr, I‘Z Tes p; cunam ynius versus (<iamiam>...) indicapi Spengel 42 obtavere_V 43, 44 om.
convertite T, commictite R, comrmtute_OIG_R " ; lferfur TV:' lucer (y) 21 co 45 C!urr_’- cara a, Q_umtilianus: tux'n.c. T0G, cux:l ¢ R, tum c. R®  syis sed 18, suis
1¢ hymenese ... hymeneae T 20 quis riq lexu T avellere V, av T, Quintilianus: sui sed V 46 amixit K, corr. R* 48 Kymen_eo Kyrr_leneg Kymenades
velere (vellere T) T amatris O, ccrrr-ho 2: ;(‘m Pena des o Kymeneg T 3 tenee (o om.) l"‘ 45utV.etT 50 numquam (nun- G™) mitem (vitem Q) educat
Natam T 24 credelius T 25 Kymeno hymeneg Kym V, quod 6 Tub. (et R3). V, quam muniteam ducatyvam T 51 deflectens V, perflectens T 52 flacellum T
qui V 27 firmes V, fines T flama G 28 quae T, q;va ’I?eae Kymenades ok igeale T, agriculle T2 nulli eoluere O, oulli colluere GR, corr. R2, multi acoluere T
zg vinxere 0 3o0a 07’?{- TV OPta:]ius %2 '?qfai? ;nOPoYsTtn; lacunﬁfnl statuit A ti 0, corr. O sqatsiV, apsi T est ultimo GR, corr. R* marita T, marito V
. em R,
32 Hesperuse T equales V, equ.




63 1 Grammatici Latini VI: 154 (Marius Victorinus), 412 (Terentianus) 2 Grarmatici La

63

146 Catutlus

multi illam agricolae, multi coluere juvenci: -

147 Catulli Liber

typanum tuwm, Cybebe, tua, mater, initia,

sic virgo dum innupta manet, dum inculta senescit; quatiensque terga tauri teneris cava digitis 10
cum par conubium maturo tempore adepta est, canere haec suis adorta est tremebunda comitibus.
cara viro magis et minus est invisa parenti. “agite ite ad alta, Gallae, Cybeles nemora simul,
Hymen o Hymenaee, Hymen ades 0 Hymenaee! simul ite, Dindymenae dominae vaga pecora,
aliena quae petentes velut exules loca
Etf tu ne pugna cum tali coniuge, virgo. sectarn Mmeam exsecutae duce me mihi comites 15
non aequum est pugnare, pater cui tradidit ipse, rapidum salum tulistis truculentaque pelagi,
ipse pater cum matre, quibus parere necesse est. et corpus evirastis Veneris nimio odio;
virginitas non tota tua est, ex parte parentum est, hilarate erae citatis erroribus animum.
tertia pars patris est, pars est data tertia matri, mora tarda mente cedat: simul ite, sequimini
tertja sola tua est: noli pugnare duobus, Phrygiam ad domum Cybebes, Phrygia ad nemora deae, 20
qui genero sua fura stmul cum dote dederunt. ubi cymbalum sonat vox, ubi tympana reboant,
Hymen o Hymenaee, Hymen ades ¢ Hymenaee! tibicen ubi canit Phryx curvo grave calamo,
ubi capita Maenades vi iaciunt hederigerae,
63 ubi sacra sancta acutis ululattbus agitant,
ubi suevit illa divae volitare vaga cohors, 25
Super alta vectus Attis celeri rate maria, quo nos decet citatis celerare tripudiis.”
Phrygium ut nemus citato cupide pede tetigit simul! haec comitibus Attis cednit notha mulier,
adiitque opaca silvis redimita loca deae, thiasus repente linguis trepidantibus ululat,
stimulatus ibi furent rabie, vagus animis, leve tympanum remugit, cava cymbala recrepant,
devulsit il acuto sibi pondera silice. viridem citus adit Ildam properante pede chorus. 30
itaque ut relicta sensit sibi membra sine viro, furibunda simul anhelans vaga vadit animam agens
etiam recente terrae sola sanguine maculans, comitata tympano Attis per opaca nemora dux,
niveis citata cepit manibus leve typanum, veluti juvenca vitans onus indomita iugy;
rapidae ducem sequuntur Gallae properipedem.
itaque, ut domumi Cybebes tetigere lassulae, 35

nimio e labore somnum capiunt sine Cerere.

VI: 262 (Caesius Bassus)

‘y typanum Scaliger: timpanum V, tym- m  tuom Lackmann: tubam V. Cybebe Sillig
-es fam Bentley ad Lucanum 1.600): cibeles V, cyb-m  tua Grat. (primo): tu V. matri O
o quatiensque o: quatiens quod V  tauri { (taurei Lachmann): tawri et V12 cibelles O,
-cibeles GR 13 pecora Av.: pectora V14 aliena quae P. Laetus, B. Guarinus: alienaque V
oca B. Guarinus, Polit.: loca celeri V' 15 execute V, excute R? 17 evitastis OR 18 here
itatis Av., acre citatls Lackmann (erg vel aere iam en): erocitaris O, croditatds GR, al.
ére citatis R* apimum « an animem V' 1g cedat OR, cedit G ite] te O 2o (¢f.

84, 4z) Cybebes Bentley: cibelles O, cibeles GR 23 menades vi 7: menade sui V
derigere Calph.: € derigere V27 actis (, athis Tom.: atris V mulies notha G,
~transp. O mota GR, nova( 28 thiasus R, thiasifs R?, thiasis O, thysiis G, thyasiis G*
1 anelans GR  animam agens Lachinann, animagens OR, 2lagés G 32 athys 8, athis &
is V oppacaQ 33iugizgy2:luciV 34 properipedem B. Verator: propere pedem V
5 domum] pedomum G, corr. G* (ybebes Bentley: cibelles O, cibeles GR  lasulle O

55 coluere (y), acoluere T, ace- V  juventi OG, corr. G2 56 innupta H, Weber (df

Quint. ad 45) intacta TV dum (29 V, tum T 57 connubium V58 cara TV, corr:
vire TOGA?®, virgo B 58b add. Muretus sotuV,tuaT ne B. Guarinus (nei Baehre
nec TV o equom T (equum 3), equo V' 61 ipse om. K, add. R* 620m.T 63p
patris est Parrhasius, pars patrist Haupt (pars patri iam Av.): patris T, pars patri V. p
est T, est O, data pars GR 64 solit tu est noli tuignare T 66 Kymeng Kymerea

kymenades -o- Kymeneae T ... hymenee G, -ne G*

1 vetus O attis Terentianus, Mortus Victorinys: actis V' celeri testes vest., 9; celere ]
2 (sim. 20, 71) frigium V, phrygium m 3 adutque (7) O (desunt apices) 4 ibi Puccin
ubi V  animis ¢, animi Parth: amnis V5 devolsit Haupt: devolvit V  ilei Bergh fleta
pondera silice Av.: pondere silices V7 etiam G maculas V8 typanum Scalige
timpanum O, tym- GR




164 Catullus

praesentes namque ante domos invisere castas
heroum, et sese mortali ostendere coem,
cackicolae nondum spreta pietate solebant.
saepe pater divam templo in fulgex}te residens,
annua cum festis venissent sacra diebus,
comspexit terra centum plv'oam.lbere tauros.
saepe vagus Liber Parnasi vertice summo
Thyiadas effusis evants crinibus egit,
cum Delphi tota certatim €x ul-fbe ruentes
acciperent laeti divum £uma1tmbu5 aris.
saepe in letifero belli certamine Mavors
aut rapidi Tritonis era aut Rhamnusia virgo
armatas hominum est praesens .hortata cater\[;as.
sed postquam tellus scelere est imbuta nefando
{ustitiamque omnes cupida de mente fugarunt,
perfudere manus fraterno sanguine fratres,
Jestitit extinctos natus lugere parentes,
optavit genitor primaevi funera nati,
liber uti nuptae poteretur ﬂoxfe n(-)vellae,
ignaro mater substern.ens se impia nato
impia non verita est divos scelerz_ire penates.
omnia fanda nefanda malo permixta furore
justificam nobis mentem avertere deorum.
quare nec talis dignantur visere coetus,
nec se contingi patiuntur lumine claro.

gc heroum et sese lo. Baph Sigicellus, teste Statio (et iam 1472) lerelus;;e‘t
: 5V Post 586 languidior tenera cul pedens sicula beta (¢f. 67.21) V' del.
Se_ i f\:f eite G, corr. G* residens Baehrens: revisens V. 388 cum (gt 14
w H;/ : nissen’t 7. venisset v ducbus O, corr. 0T 38g terram O cemtum:
dum V;rocurrere {currug) 8 tauros Lond. add. 10386:_ @s v m;g?/ su:‘l
1 thiadas O, thyadas GR ovantis R? esitC 392 certatim Ra; certe:-1 um ¥
i—iemes V393 acdperent { acciperet V I?CﬂBi’hjﬁ-ﬂ ‘l:tlx_anus‘las;é i
( ia 7472, AMAarunsla H L GRy 1
g mii:: SOG 33?55521?: f:lllus 4(;, corr. O pephando O 398 1ust1c1ach1.;1; .
ot R 199 fratres] mants fratres R, corr. R* 400 natus O, natos GR ;
lumuml\guehl wc hine nuptae Baekrens: ut in nupte O, ut inn- G, ut InUpH
e '15.3 g';iretur v novellae Bachrens: noverce V, -cae R* 404 pfnate
%c:)t;; ezuarnz;f 33 (penates 1472): parentes V 406 iusticiam G, corr. G* - e

advertere O

7 Tidia O, Tydia GR, al. Troia R?
supter G, corr. G* littore O g om. V11 aspitiam R

¢ carmine V  canam ¢ tegam V14 Daulias : Bauilla O, Baiula GR, al. Dauilas R
sumpta O, asumpti G, assumpti R facta gemes O
25 memroribus R, corr. R?

165 Catulli Liber
65

Etsi me assiduo defectum cura dolore
sevocat a doctis, Hortale, virginibus,
nec potis est dudeis Musarum expromere fetus
mens animi, tantis fluctuat ipsa malis —
namque mei nuper Lethaeo in gurgite fratris
pallidulum manans alluit unda pedem,
Troia Rhoeteo quemn subter litore tellus
ereptumn nostris obterit ex oculis.

numquarn ego te, vita frater amabilior,
aspiciam posthac? at certe semper amabo,
sernper maesta tua carmina morte canam,
qualia sub densis ramorum concinit umbris
Daulias, absumpti fata gemens Ityli. —
sed tamen in tantis maeroribus, Hortale, mitto
haec expressa tibi carmina Battiadae,
ne tua dicta vagis requiquam credita ventis
effluxisse meo forte putes animo,
ut missum sponsi furtivo munere malum
procurrit casto virginis e gremio,
quod miserae oblitae molli sub veste locatum,
durn adventu matris prosilit, excutitur,
atque illud prone praeceps agitur decursu,
huic manat tristi conscius ore rubor.

5 5 Peirarca, Epistolae familiares 24.5.19

65 1 defectu O, confectum Gm, ~ttum R, al. defecrum R® 2 sevocat (: sed vacat V
3 dulcis musarum {7 (-ces 7}: dulcissimus harum V (havum O)
5 letheo 6, lethaeo in Parth.: loethi O, lethei GR, Petrarca  factis O 6 pallidullum ©

retheo O, rhaeeteo G, rheetheo R, rhethec K2

fretus C, fletus ¢

at ! aut V12 carmina y:

ithilei O, ythilei G, ithiley R
16 battiade 8% acciade G, actiade OR, bactiade (adscripta
b littera perquam minuta) R* 18 efluxisse O, effixdisse G {corr. G¥)

26 proccurit
exp. 01 O 21 locataum (a exp. OT) O 23 illic

... preces O 24 orbe R,

10

15

20




166 Catullus

66

Omnia qui magni dispexit lumina mundi,
qui stellarum ortus comperit atque obitus,
flammieus ut rapidi solis nitor obscuzetur,
ut cedant certis sidera temporibus,
ut Triviam furtim sub Latmia saxa relegans
dulcis amor gyro devocet aerio:
idern me ille Conon caelesti <in> lunine vidit
e Bereniceo vertice caesariem
fulgentem clare, quam multis illa dearum
levia protendens brachia pollicita est, 1
qua rex tempestate NOvo auctus hymenaeo
vastatum finis iverat Assyrios,
dulcia nocturnae portans vestigia rixae,
quam de virgineis gesserat exuviis.
estne novis nuptis odio Venus? anne parentum 1
frustrantur falsis gaudia lacrinmulis, '
ubertim thalami quas intra limina fundunt?
non, ita me divi, vera gemunt, iuerint.
id mea me multis docuit regina querellis

invisente novo proelia torva viro. 2

et tu non orbum luxti deserta cubile,
sed fratris cari flebile discidium,

cum penitus maestas exedit cura medulias.
ut tibi tunc toto pectore sollicitae

sensibus ereptis mens excidit! at <te> ego ceTte 25 ¢

cognoram a parva virgine magnanimam.

66 15 Hieremias de Montagnone, Compendium moralium notabilium 4.6.3

66 1 dispe?cit Calph.: despexit V2 obitus (¢): habitus V3 flameus V.  obsculetur O

4 ceterls O 5 sub latmia {): sublamina O, sublimia GR, al. sublamia vel sublimina
(szc). R* relegans 7: religans ¥ 6 gyro 1472 (guro Ellis), divo e: gui'cdero v 7 in

) lurmpe Vassius {fumine iam (), limine Heinsius, in limite Doering, in culmine Maehly:
numine V 8 e beroniceo n: ebore niceo V g dare G, corr. G* cunctis Houpt (’forfy.
recte] 10 policita O 1T qua rex 1473: quare ex V  avectus {¢), Peiper himeneo O
12 va.st?tum Cr: vastum V' iverat y; jerat V  assirios V 13 noctume G, corr. G* .
14 exivius @ 15anneé:atque V17 uberum O limina ¢; [amina V 1é divi 8: din ¥
geniunt 0 iulen"nt 1472 fuverint V' 1g drelis O 2r et V, al at R non] vero (io) O
22 _frz'ams] factis O dissidum GR 23 cum]} quam Bentley, tum Lachmann, ut Bachrens
241bi G tunc O, nunc GR, al. tunc R?  sollicitze (n): solicitet V25 ex adit R exc- R:
te add. Trine. 26 magnanitmam ¢ magnenima V '
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anne bonum oblita es facinus, quo regium adepta es
coniugium, quod non fortior ausit alis?
sed tum maesta virum mitténs guae verba locuta es!
Tuppiter, ut tristi lumina saepe manu! 30
quis te mutavit tantus deus? an quod amantes
non longe a caro corpore abesse volunt?
atque ibi me cunctis pro duldi confuge divis
non sine taurino sanguine pollicita es,
si reditum tetulisset. is haud in tempore longo 35
captam Asiam Aegypti finibus addiderat.
quis ego pro factis caclesti reddita coetu
pristina vota novo munere dissoluo.
invita, o Tegina, tuo de vertice cessi,
invita: adiuro teque tuumque caput, 40
digna ferat quod si quis inaniter adiurarit:
sed qui se ferre postulet esse parem/?
ille quoque eversus mons est, quem maximum in oris
progenies Thiae clara supervehitur,
cum Medi peperere novum mare, cumque iuventus 45
per medium classi barbara navit Athon.
quid facient crines, cum ferro talia cedant?
Iuppiter, ut Chalybon omne genus pereat,
et qui principio sub terra quacrere venas
institit ac ferri stringere duritiem! 50
abiunctae paulo ante comae mea fata sorores
lugebant, cum se Memmnonis Aethiopis
unigena impellens nutantibus aera pennis
obtulit Arsinoes Locridos ales equus,

27 quo Puccius: quam V  adepta es Calph.: adeptos O, adeptus GR 28 quo (»  forcior O
fortius ed. Tunting anni 1503 ausit Puccius, ex eisdem fortasse codicibus quos citat

. P. Nucettus apud Robortellurs: aut sit V. 3g cum O mictens R, corr. R*  que GR,

quag R* 3oterst Av. 32 adesse G 33 me Puccius: pro V. cuntis G 34 taurino
om. O 35%ed V, al si R* redditum O tetulisset (: te tulisset V' haud Ald., haut

- Statius: ant V 36 asyam GR 38 disoluo O 40 capud OR {corr. R?) 41 ferarque O

ndivrarit Av.: adiureret V. 43 quae O maimum Puccius: maxima V' 44 Thiae Vossius,

ir..Phtine iam n, Phthiae B. Pisarnus, Puccinm ut videtur seentus: phitic O, phytie GR-
- suptyehitur O, corr. OF, super vehitir G 45 tum OG, cum R peperere a2 propere V

cumgue ©, atque GR, af. cumque R? 48 chalybon vel chalybum Polirianus: celerum O,

. celitrm GR, al. celorum R?, al. eeltum R2bis 49 querrere O 5o fermi (i#a imm ()

stringere Heyse: ferris fingere O, ferris fringere GR - 51 factd 0 52 menonisethyopis GR

. 53 mutantibus R, corr. R* nictantibus Bentley aeriaR 54 arsinoes O, asinieos GR, al.

arsinoes R?  Locridos Bentiey, Lecricos Stak.: elocridicos V. ales G alis V
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isque per aetherias me tollens avolat umbras
et Veneris casto collocat in gremio.

ipsa suum Zephyritis eo famulum legarat,

nanc vos, optato quas iunxit lumine taeda,
non prius unanimis corpora coniugibus

. - o tradite nudan i : 8o
Graia Canopeis incola litoribus. am iu tgs re1_c;.1c.ta veste papillas
hic, liquidi vario ne solum in lumine caeli Veg’cer on e ﬁ munerz libet onyx,
: - : . cast i i i1;
ex Ariadnaeis aurea temporibus sed uaixs’;e A 25 e tura cubill
fixa corona foret, sed nos quoque fulgeremus s aqm R dlmpi.ll' o Edlt adulterio,
. .. . ado ; P .
devotae flavi verticis exuviae, namaue e n[? -e‘;s ?bat Irrita pulvis: 85
uvidulam a fluctu cedentem ad templa deum me se maqis OgO ab indignis praemia nulla peto,
R . . N . - n H
sidus in antiquis diva novum posuit. semn ger,am upta;f semper concordia vestras,
. . : \ . or ;
Virginis et saevi contingens namdque Leonis tu ver(;p regi sedes incolat assiduus.
- . - - na r .
lumira, Callisto iuncta Lycaoniae, placa,b is%l t[’ tluens"» cum sidera divam
. es
vertor in occasum, tardum dux ante Booten, unguinis e : uminibus Venerem, 90
i h . : er L)
qui_vix sero alto mergitur Oceano. sed om}:f 1 e T}E;Slrls Sooe juamme,
o a ;
sed quamquam me nocte premunt vestigia divum, idorn Eur it 7gis effice muneribus
S . ere o o
lux autem canae Tethyi restituit, prosimas £ ncif lj}tlm‘am coina regia fiam,”
{pace tua fari hic liceat, Rhamnusia virgo, ydrochoi fulgeret Oarion!
namgue ego non ullo vera timore tegam, 67
nec si me infestis discerpent sidera dictis,
condita quin nostri pectoris evoluam : o
atad bp ) O duldi jucunda viro, fucunda parenti
non his tam laeter rebus, quam me afore semper, salv b , ‘
; g . e, teque bona luppiter aucter ope
afore me a dominae vertice discrucior, ianu X pe,
; : - - 4, quam Balbo dicunt servisse benjgne
quicum ego, dum virgo quondam fuit, omaibus expers - oli des gh
. vili lta bibi ‘ HLUII, cum sedes Ipse senex tenuit
unguentis, una vilia multa bibi. amaue 2
q que rerunt rursus nato servisse maligne
(4
_ Postquam es porrecto facta marita sene. >
dlC_ agedum nobis, quare mutata feraris
55 advelat GR 56 collacat O, advolar GR, al. collocat R* 57 cyphiritis OG, ciphyritish y n dommum veterem deseruisse fidem.
zyphyritis R* legarat OR, legerat G, al. legarat G* 58 Graiia Bachrens (graia Non (ita Caecilio placeam, cui tradita nune sum)
iam Lachmann): gracia O, gratia GR  canopeis Tub. (canopieis ed. Rom.), canop. Culpa mea est, quamguam dicitur esse
Statius (cenobitis iam Ald.): canopids GR, con- O 5g hic liquidi Friedrich: hi dii mea, 19

ven ibi V lumine a, limine 8: numine V (mumine R) 6o ariadneis §: adriansis
avira G, corr. G* 61 nos GR, vos O 62 exuvie R, eximie OG 63 uvidulam
B. Guarinus, nviduwhum Gp: vindulum V, viridulum R*  afluctu G, corr. G* ad.
flama R, rorr. R* deum me {: decuTie V' 66 Callistoe iuncta Lycaoniae Parth.
calixto juxta licaonia V, calisto 1.l 8 67 ocasum OG (corr. G?)  boote O, bocthen’
boothem R 69 quicquam O 7¢ autem Diez. 37: aut V. tethyi B. Guarinus: theti

79 quas Calph.: quem V, qf. quam K* 8o prius B. Guarinus: post V' unanimis 6 (-eis

Bachrens): uno animus V81 reg

g lecta s retecta Vo 82 quam V: quin Lack i
::; post I“"g_"r‘?ﬂ 83 col‘msqg O, colitis que G, queritus que R c'I.B 5 IevisC bmg n;'{g i:;_m .
Jest. 2472 inita G 8§ md.xgnati‘s O, indigetis GR, al. indignis R2, al. ind-igr'tan:s ;;;im

restitult Lachmann: restituem V7t parce V, corr. R*  Rarmmusia Calph.: ranunsiz Lachmann (siveris igm Scaligeny vest ﬁgEy: sanguinis V' ne Baehrens: non V siris
ramusia GR 72 ullo] nullo GR 73 si me 6: sine V' discerpent Ric. 606, discerpaiil retinent? Pontanus, corru emft Lachs ris tuam Av.: twum V g9z affice g 93 cur
diserpent V74 candita G qui V, al. quin R®> nostri Watt; veri Ric, 606 (ven dr- G) mantt utina O 94 Hydrochot 1472: id rochof V

Lochmann): vere V  evoluam 1473: evolue V75 afore Statius (abfore iam B3
affore V' 76 afore Statius (abfore iam ) affore V' discrutior V' 77 omnibus suspe: i
hymenis Eschenburg et Wilamowitz 78 una] nuptae Morel vilia Lobel: milia- O,

milli= GR .

4senex] senes O 5 quamquam O nato Eroehl
_ : oehlich, natae Bachrens: voro v i
n;aigr; é{—, mrgulatn eras. R_‘{RZ?) 6es Ald: est V' porecto ¢, porretto R Tilrgr;’fr
g aaian  marita (¢ marite V7 agedum Calph: age de V  nobis 13- ! bi V
venerem GR  desseruisse G, corr. G7 splateam R 10 quaguam O v en




170 Catullus

nec peccatum a me quisquam pote dicere quicquam;
verum fistius populi ianua quit te facit,

qui, quacurmngque aliquid reperitur non bene facrum,
ad me omnes clamant: ianua, culpa tua est.”

171 Catulli Liber

saepe illam audivi furtiva voce loquentem
solam cum ancillis haec sua flagitia,

nomine dicentem quos dixamus, utpote quae mi
speraret nec linguam esse nec auriculam.

Non istuc satis est uno te dicere verbo, praeterea addebat quendam, quem dicere nolo 45
sed facere ut quivis sentiat et videat. nomine, ne tollat rubra supercilia.
“Qui possum? nemo quaerit nec scire laborat.” longus homo est, magnas cui lites intulit olim
Nos volumus: nobis dicere ne dubita. falsum mendaci ventre puerperium.”
“Primum igitur, virgo quod fertur tradita nobis,
falsum est. non illam vir prior attigerat, 68(a)
languidior tenera cui pendens sicula beta
numgquam se mediam sustulit ad tunicam; Quod miki fortuna casuque oppressus acerbo
sed pater illusi gnati violasse cubile conscriptum hoc lacrimis mittis epistolium,
dicitur et miseram. conscelerasse domum, naufragum ut eiectum spumantibus aequoris undis
sive quod impia mens caeco flagrabat amore, sublevem et a mortis limine restituam,
seu quod iners sterili semine natus erat, quem neque sancta Venus molli requiescere somno 5
ut quaerendum unde <unde> foret nervosius illud desertum in lecto caelibe perpetitur,
quod posset zonam solvere virgineam.” nec veterwm duld scriptorum carmine Musae
Egregium narras, mira pietate, parentem, oblectant, cum mens anxia pervigilat:
qui ipse sui gnati minxerit in gremiwm. id gratum est mihi, me quoniam tibi dicis amicum,
“Atqui non solum hoc dicit se cognitum habere muneraque et Musarum hinc petis et Veneris. 10
Brixia Cycneae supposita speculae, sed tibi ne mea sint ignota incommoda, Manli,
flavus qua molli percurrit flumine Mella, neu me odisse putes hospitis officium,
Brixia Veronae mater amata meae, accipe quis merser fortunae fluctibus ipse,
sed de Postumio et Corneli narrat amore, ne amplius a misero dona beata petas.
cum quibus illa malum fecit adulterium. tempore quo primum vestis mihi tradita pura est, 15
dixerit hic aliquis: quid? tu istaec, ianua, nosti, iucundum cum aetas florida ver ageret, -
cui nurrquam domini limine abesse licet, multa satis lusi: non est dea nescia nostri,
nec populum auscultare, sed hic suffixa tigillo guae dulcem curis miscet amaritiem. o
tantum operire soles aut aperire domum? sed totum hoc studium luctu fraterna mihi mors
abstulit. o misero frater adempte mihi, 20

12 istus] isti R? isthaec Par. 8458, alif (istoc 82) populo € gui te] quidque Statiu
(fortasse istud populi est “ianua quicque facit,”) <6quivis V sendatG 1y qui Pus
quid V. possim{ 18 nobis &: vobis V. ve O 20 attigerat 7: attigerit V21 om,
64.386 habet O 2z ad Calph:hanc V23 illusi Baehrens, ille sui Scaliger: illius V. 2
Bergk: et V' quaerendum unde unde Statius (g, aliunde fam Ald.), quaerendus is

Lachmann: querendus unde V' 2g parenturn O 30sunt Q31 hoc dicit se O, se di
se dicdt hoc R 32 Cytneae Vossius (cycnea iam Petreius, Pontanum secutus): chines
supposita speculae Pontanus, supposita in specula Ald., Petreius: suppositum specula V3
33 qua Zicari: quam V - moli O praecurrit Trine.  Mei(l)a 7: melo O, mello GE 34t
Trinc. 35 posthwmic V  narret] amat G 37 dixit O hic G, hee O, his R (corr. R
quid] qui Ald  iste V, corr. R 38deum O lumine O 39 ascultare O hic ¢ hoe:
hec V  sufixa O

41 audivit R 42 solam (8 sola V' ancillis quidam Venetus (apud Robortelhum):
condillis O, conciliis GR 43 ut pete O 44 speraret Calph.: sperent V, speret R*

45 addebant O 46 nea:te V collat GR, corr. R* 47 cui B. Guarinus et Pall. {quoi
Fachmann): qui V  Htwes O intullit G 48 mendaci 8: mendacii V

i8(2) 1 quo O 2 haec O mittit G, mictit R, -tt- R* 3 neufragum ¢n: naufragium V
Gdisertum G 7 veterm (vet)m) O SansiaO 1opetit G 11 incommoday: commoda V
(comoda R) manli Ric. 606, malli o, Mani Lachmann, mi Alli Diels: mali V, al. mauli R*
(signum vocativi o add. supra G7) 12 seu G 26 om. O, post 49 (i cometas f mt a)
repet. V17 luxi R, corr. R® 18 amaritionem O, amariritiem G (corr. G} 20 omis- V

(corr. m)




172 Catullus

tu mea tu moriens fregisti commoda, frater,
tecum urna tota est nostra sepulta domus;
omnia tecum una perierunt gaudia nostra
quae tuus in vita dulcis alebat amor.
cuius ego interitu tota de mente_fugaxfl _
haec studia atque omnes delicias animi.
quare, quod scribis Veronae turpe Catullo
esse, quod hic quisquis de meliore nota
frigida deserto tepefactet memb.ra c1.1b111,
id, Marli, non est turpe, magls miserum est.
ignosces igitur si, quae mihi luctus ademit,
haec tibi non tribuo munera, cum nequeo. ;
nam, quod scriptorum non magna est copia apud me,
hoe fit, quod Romae vivimus: illa domus,
illa mihi sedes, ilic mea carpitur aetas;
huc una ex multis capsula me sequitur. .
quod cum ita sit, nolim statuas nos mente maligna
id facere aut animo non satis ingenuo, ‘
quod tibi non utriusque peter}ti copia posta est:
ultro ego deferrem, copia siqua foret.

68(b)

Non possum reticere, deae, qua me Allius in re
inverit aut quantis iuverit offidis,

ne fugiens saeclis obliviscentibus aetas
illius hoc caeca nocte tegat stud,tum,:

sed dicam vobis, ves porro dicite multis
milibus et facite haec carta loquatur anus.

notescatque magis mortuus atque magis,

tnvitaa:invita V 26 omnem O delitias R 27 ve
OR {corr.m) 24 In vita a: invita 5 . s ! €
2 :ogi’da camlgo ¢ -e V2 tepefactet Bergk, -fecit y, —fa.xzt Laﬁmann.;egﬁag:
C?::c';at R? cubilli O 30 manlie Ric. 606, malli 3, Mani La;hmgnn, ;n;,na %
. . i O 340ecQ 3 :
i ignoscens O sieg R, corr. R* 32 tum _ ) ma 0.
mallov COE: 1(%1: 38 ingenuo a primo, ingenio (al. ingenuo int margine) e ™ ;J-Cli;m
;l-;ohlimsql.;e Nisbet posta V: praesto Froehlich, prompta Baehrens, parta Schuy
i j G} )
deferrem (7): differrem V (dlfferenE . ] _ ' X
68(;:)04: qua me Allius Scaliger: quam fallius V Iri1 0, ;31"3 E?, 2 ::811'{,13-4:3 dn;:evm °
i H V  seclis in :
Calph. (nei Baghrens), non 3: nec . :
:2 ?:ratzg ce[:rta GR, al. carta R*: cera Stafius 47 om. V48 notescamque G

ssare ne V' 59 valle Laur, 36.23: valde V. voluptus O, corr, 01
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nec tenuem texens sublimis aranea telam
in deserto Alli nomine opus faciat.

o
nam mihi quam dederit duplex Amathusia curam ’
scitis, et in quo mie torruerit genere,
cum tantum arderem quantum Trinacria rupes
lymphaque in Qetaeis Malia Thermopylis,
maesta neque assiduo tabescere lumina flety 55

cessarent tristique imbre madere genae,
qualis in aerij perlucens vertice montis
rvus muscoso prosilit e lapide,
qui cum de prona praeceps est valle volutus,
per medium densi transit iter populi, 6o
dulce viatori lasso in sudore levamen, '
cum gravis exustos aestus hiulcat agros:
hic, velut in nigro iactatis turbine nautis
lenius aspirans aura secunda venit
iam prece Pollucis, iam Castoris implorata,
tale fuit nobis Allius auxilium,
is clausum lato patefecit limite campum,
isque domum nobis isque dedit dominam
ad quam communes exerceremus amores.
quo mea se moll candida diva pede
intulit et trito fulgentem in limine plantam
innixa arguta constituit solea,
coniugis ut quondam flagrans advenit amore
Protesilaeam Laodamia domum
Inceptam frustra, nondum cum sanguine sacro
hostia caelestis pacificasset eros.
nil mihi tam valde placeat, Rhamnusia virgo,
guod temere invitis suscipiatur eris.

70

75

49 subtilis Nisket Post 49 v. 16 iteratum V:del. y5 soalli O, ali GR 51 nam] non G
52 vorruerit Turnebus (Adv. 16.1): corrueric V 54 limphague O oetaeis : cetheis O,
getheis G, cetheis G2, oetheis G*bis, oethis R malia {¢), maulia V termopilis O,
ermophilis G, termophylis R 55 lumina & nummula O; numula GR 56 cessarent 8-
6o densi] properi
-rum R?  lasso : basso V
cPall. velud R, corr. R®

Wishet 61 dulce P. Laetus:duce V viatorum O, viatori GR, al,
evamen Calph.: levamus V€2 hiultat O 63 hic GR, hec O: 3
lenus 38: levius V65 implorata 4: implorate V. 66 alljus O, <ve>| manllius O in
rging, manlins GR: Manius Lachmann 67 classum GR 68 dominam V- dominae
hiich 72 inixe O ergulta R, corr. R 73 amorem V. corr. R 2 74 prothesileam

s- ) laudomia V75 inceptam Turnebus (Adv. 22.27): incepta V' 76 heros O
timusia O, ranusia GR




174 Catullus 175 Catulli Liber
quale ferunt Grai Pheneum prope Cyllenaeum
siccare emulsa pingue palude solum, 110
quod quondam caesis montis fodisse medullis
audit falsiparens Amphitryoniades,
tempore quo certa Stymphalia monstra sagitta
perculit imperio deterioris eri,
pluribus ut caeli tereretur ianua divis, 115
Hebe nec longa virginitate foret.
sed tuus altus amor barathro fuit altior illo,
qui tamen indomitam ferre iugum docuit.
nam nec tam carum confecto actate parenti
una caput seri nata nepotis alit, 120
qui, cum divitiis vix tandem inventus avitis
noten testatas intulit in tabulas,
impia derisi gentilis gaudia tollens
suscitat a cano volturium capiti;
nec tantum niveo gavisa est ulla columbo 125
compar, quae multo dicitur improbius
oscula mordenti semper decerpere rostro,
quarm quae praecipue multivola est mulier.
sed tu horum magnos vicisti sola furores,
ut semel es flavo conciliata viro. 130
aut nihil aut paulo cui tum concedere digna
[ux mea se nostrum contulit in gremium,
quam circumcursans hinc illinc saepe Cupido
fulgebat crocina candidus in tunica.
quae tamen etsi uno non est contenta Catullo,
rara verecundae furta feremus erae,

quam iefuna pium desiderat ara cruorem
docta est amisso Lacdamia vizo,
coniugis ante coacta novi dimittere collum,
quam veniens una atque altera rursus hiems
noctibus in longis avidum saturasset amorem,
posset ut abrupto vivere coniugio,
quod scibant Parcae non fongo tempore abesse,
s1 miles muros isset ad Hiacos.
nam tum Helenae raptu primores Argivorum
coeperat ad sese Troia ciere viros,
Troia (nefas!) commune sepulcrum Asiae Europaeque,
Troia virum et virtutum omnium acerba cinis,
quae nunc et nostro letum miserabile fratri
attulit. ei misero frater adempte mihi,
ei misero fratri incundum lumen ademptum,
tecum una tota est nostra sepulta domus;
omnia tecum una perierunt gaudia nostra,
; quae tuus in vita dulcis alebat amor.
j; quem nunc tam longe non inter nota sepulcra
‘ nec prope cognatos compositum cineres,
sed Troia obscena, Troia infelice sepultum
detinet extremo terra aliena solo. 10
ad quam tum properans fertur <lecta> undique pubes
Graeca penetralis deseruisse focos,
ne Paris abducta gavisus libera moacha
otia pacato degeret in thalamo.
quo tibi tum casu, pulcerrima Laodamia, 10
ereptum est vita duldius atque anima
coniugium: tanto te absorbens vertice amoris
aestus in abruptum detulerat barathrum,

-

135

109 fuerunt G, corr. G* Pheneum Av.: peneum V  dlleneum V' 110 siccare
Schrader: siccart V (sicari O} 112 andit Palmerius: andet V  falsi parens R
.amphytrioniadis V (-phi- O) 113 stimphalia OR 114 perculit 8: permulit OR,
pertullit G deterrioris G heri V115 terreretur O, treerretur G, tereretur R,
terretur G'R?® 116 heb%{: hebe et?) O 117 baratro V118 tamen Heyse, tunc
Corradinus de Allio: tuum V . indomitam Statins: domitum V' 119 nec tam carum O,
nec causa carum GR, al. neque tam carum R* 122 ceratas Schrader 124 suscitat

.a 0. (suscitata iam a): scuscitata OR, scusoitata G, scusitata G* volwmrium V

126 compq O, compard G, compar § R T probius G 128 quam quae Puccius (7) -
adn. Marc. 12.727, quantum Calph.: quamquam V129 tu horum 7: tuorum V

130 es flave (: efffavo O, eflavo GR 137 pmdum Colotius tum Trinc: tu V

132 contullit G 133 circum cursans O, drcuime- GR 135 cotépta catulo O (catulle O7)
136 here V'

1| 68(b) 0 Nomius vel. z, p. 291 (Lindsay)

;! 7 desideret § (defideret fam B7): deficeret V' (et 8 primo, ut videtur) 8o laudomia
virgo V, corr. R*G3 81 novi Trinc, novum 82 novit OG, venit novit R (venit exp. R¥
al. vo- R* dimictere B 84 abinnupto O 85 scirant L. Mueller, scibat Lachmann
abesse {: abisse V86 similes OR, similles G 87 cum O 92 quae nunc et Marcilius,
quaene etiam Heinsius, quaeve etiam Calph.: que vetet id V' frater V, al. fratdi R?* .
92 hei GR  frateter GR, corr. G'R? g3 hei V' iccundumgque limine O ademptum g
adeptum V' 97 quem (n): que V' sepulcrea G, corr. G* 98 cineris V101 tuum G
lecta add. Eldik, simul 1472, cuncta Froehlich pupes O .10z foctos @ 103 ne G, nec
pars O 104 octia O, ocla GR  paccato O zo5 quo Gqued V' cum G laodamia &
laudomia V' 208 atruptum G, corr. G*




176 Catullus
177 Catulli Liber
ne nimium simus stultorum more molesti;
saepe etiam Tuno, maxima caelicolum,
coniugis in culpa flagrantem contudit iram,
noscens omnivoli plurima facta Iovis.
atqui nec divis homines componier aequum est

69

Noli admirari, quare tibi femina nulla,
Rufe, velit tenerum supposuisse femur,
non si illam rarae labefactes munere vesri;
aut perluciduli deliciis Japidis,
laedit te quaedam mala fabula, qua tibi fertur

ingraturn tremuli tolle parentis onus. valle sub al . . 5
nec tamen ill2 mihi dextra deducta paterna hunc metwunt orrme:lsﬂllX habltar_e caper.

frfaugrante&n dikssyno venit odore domum, bestia, nec quicum L?ﬁgue n]‘lllmni, nam mala valde est
sed furtiva dedit medi a nocte § Puetla cubet,

T . dia mgx.luscul' 0 quare aut crudelem nasorum interf;

ipsius ex ipso dempta viri gremio. aut admizari desine qop foos ce pestermn,
quare illud sats est, si nobis is datur unis cur fugiunt. 10

quem lapide illa diem candidiore notat. 70
hoe tibi, quod potui, confectum carmine munus ;

Nulli se dicit muli
. . . . er mea nubere malle
pro multis, Alli, redditur officis, . k
: o quam mihi, non si se Tuppiter ipse
T . etat.
et st e e migac ol e i dici; sed mulir cupido quod dicitaman
que 1L que 9 S in vento et rapida scribere o ’

huc addent divi quam plurima, quae Themis olim portet aqua.

antiquis solita est munera ferre piis. =

. sitis felices et tu simul et tua vita, 1

et flon}us. <ipsa> In qua lusimus et domina, Si eud ture bono sacer ala bstitit hi
et qui principio nobis fterram df}:)dlt aufertt aut si quem metity :;im Od stitit hircus,

a quo sunt primo oninia nata bona, ; PboGagra secat,

o . aemulus iste i

et longe ante omnes mihi quae me carior 1pso est, mirifice eS:u 1S qul vestrum exercet amorem,

lux mea, qua viva vivere dulce mihi est. nam quoti f? e IlaCtlils Utrulpque malum.

quotiens futuit, totiens ulciscitur ambaos: 5 :

illam affligit odore, ipse perit podagra.

137 Hieremrias de Montagnone, Compendium moralium notabilium 2.1.5

137 scimus R 139 contudit iram Hertzberg, concoquit iram Lachmann: cotidiana O,
quot- GR 140 facta V: furta { 141 atqui 6, at quia d: atque V' componier Pal. 1652,
Harl. 2778, Vat. 3269 {-iere Bodl. ¢ 3): componere V equum] fas Urb. 8122 Post 14
lacunam indicavit Marcilius 142 opus Postgate 143 dextra 6: deastra C, de astra G
144 fragrantem 78: flagrantem V (f, 6:8) 145 furtiva OG, furtiv R (a supra ser. RY
media Landor (mia?), rara Haupt, muta Heyse: mira V' 147 hiis O, his GR 148 di
1473: dies V  candiore QO  14g hoc V (nisi B=haec O) quo Muretus 150 Alli Sealige
aliis V153 plurimague O 155 sitis {&p: satis Vet tua vite OG, tua virtute (om. et}
et tua vite R%, corr. R* 156 ipsa add. (y, post qua add. nos alii luximus R, corr. R?
157 te trandedit (sic) Scaliger auspex Lipsius 158 nota R, corr. R*  bona ((): bone®
159 michiqy (7, michi § GR 160 dulce mihi est 8, dulce mihi (o est) {m. d. est V

D . .
¢ 4 Petrarca, Invectiva contra medicum 2; of. Canzoniere 212 4

6 2 ruffe V' 3 non si illam rarae Ald (non i. r. igm Calph

nos illa mare V. 4 delitiis R 5 qua] que V, corr. G37
alarum G1), suballarym G, -alar- G#? -
Tmale O

oo Calphigua V, al. quo 2 fure Pall:viro V  sacer alerum Calph.: sacratorum O

seaorum GR - obstit &, corr, R 2 hyrcus GR 2 quemn §: quam V podraga GR  secar ¢

secunt O, secum GR i
P 3 nostrum B 4 murifice R, corr. R apte Dres. ™ g te V

- carae Ellis, coae Baehrens):
. §vale O subalarum OR {sub
Squicom (e am V1o Irigiunt O
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2 Characteristically, C. extends his diffamatio by adding something else to Rufa's

discredit: she is a bustirapa (Plaut. Pseud. 361), though there is no suggestion
that she is additionally a moecha by trade, as Q. suggests (which would remove
the intended horror of wxor Meneni); tunderetur (. 5) = oapularet, ‘she was
being hatmmered,” without any implication of sexual relations.

sepulcretis occurs only here. _

4 Cf Ter. Eun. 491 ¢ flamma petere te cibum posse arbitror, Tib. 1.5.53—4 insa
fame stimulante furens herbasque Tescasque Muretus] sepuleris / quaerat et g
saetis ossa relicta lupis, '

5 semiraso ustore: the ustor, described as sordidus by Lucan, 8.738, was the slave
of the libitinarius. The fact that he is semirasus suggests that he is i fact a

fugitive slave {Apul. Met. g-12): helf the runaway’s head was shorn, as 2 means
of recognition.”

60

Structure: unitary (smgl-é--sentence'address).

A single-sentence outburst of indignation at the unkind dismissal, by a
friend, of C.’s appeal for sympathy and perhaps for help in an extremity
of despair. It is not (explicitly, at any rate) connected, as poem 38 seems
to be, with illness of mind or body; rather, the situation appears to be
like that which we have encountered in poem 30. The name of the person
addressed is not stated; but it is fairly clear that she, or he, is addressed
in terms traditionally appropriate to an object of love rather than of
mere friendship. As Weinreich 1959 points out, even though part of the
topos goes back to Iliad 16.33—5 (Patroclus to Achilles: “child of sea and
rocks, not of Peleus and Thetis’y - of. V. Aen. 4.365—7 — much is due
to Euripides, Medea 13423 (cf. 1358-9 and also Bacchae 988—go); the
topos is usually applied to love relations. Notice also that C. here uses the
choliambic metre, which as a rule he reserves for serious attacks {apart
from poem 31, where the ‘limping fambic’ is chosen for special reasons);
it is unlikely, therefore, that the lines are no more than an ‘exercise’ in a
literary genre. Weinreich’s belief that Lesbia is the addressee is supported

by Lieberg-1966. The material appears to be used again at 64.154—7 (see
line 1 n.). : '

7 For a {possible) reworking of the same notion in & different context by C,, of.
64.154~6. F. llustrates the history of the concept from Homer (Il 16.33-5),
Virgil {Aen. 4.366), and Ovid (M. 8.120-1). Cf. also Eur. Med. 13423,
Libystinis: see App. Crit., and notice m’s independence in the matter of spelling.
CL V. Aen. 5.37 and 8,368 Libystidis ursae for another form of the adjective.
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Libyssae occurs at 7.3. For the form Libystinus cf. Macrob. 1.17.24 (the only

other instance in Latin). .
2 Scyila: the picture given of her is Hellenistic (as in Lucr. 5.892, V. Edl, 6.75, Aen.

; i fOd. 12.85. _
.426-8), not the Homeric one o _ . o
4 iovissimo: this meaning of novissimus (= extremus) is rare (except in Tac1tt;fs.
to E.'s three citations or references, namely A. 6.50, 12.33, 1 544, add the closing
words of Agric. 45 novissima in luce desideravere aliquid oculi tui). Among
poets, Statius has (in the same sense) novissima verba at A. 1.381. Cf. the use of
novissime (adv.) at Catullus 4.24. . _ _
contemptam haberes, “treat with contempt’; B. and Kr. compare Plaut. Cas. 189
vir me habet pessumis despicatamn modis. CE. Plaut. Bacch. 572, Ter. Eun. 384.
As E. puis it, ‘the combined verb and participle are not simply = the verb alone,
o i ' determination.”

they give the idea of permanence or settled . '

‘}\ffegl majr plausibly reconstruct A’s reading as follows: contetam (perhaps hard
to rea&; notice how G at first hesitates, and even O has second though';s).

Weiareich, O. 195¢. ‘C. . 60," Hermes 87: 75-90. B
Lieberg, G. 1966. ‘C. 60 und Ps. Theokrit 23," Hermes 94: 115~19.

61

Structure: (45 + 30) + 45 + (30 + 30) + 115 (including gaps in text) as
follows:

Lines Number of lines _

1—45 45 Invocation to Hymen '

46-75 30 Praise of Hymen Hymn.{formal in style)
76~113 45 Praise of the bride (reassuring her)

Fescenning iocatio; to the bridegroom
~ 0 . i ‘
E:—;; | io } Deductio { Address to the bride (encouraging her)

174-end " 115 Epithalamium (properly so called)

Place of the action: In 1—113: at the bride’s former home. A chorus of girls
{companions of the bride), assembled there, is called upon by 'Ehe pl(:eti,_l acting
as choragus or choirmaster (cf. Aristophanes, Ran. 372f£.), to invoke Hymen
v It: if:i;;: ?ziagg:hgggggess of the torchlight procession escorting t}.jl.e
bride from her old home to the new (deductio)._ J-‘%t L. 149, she comes ,w1t1j|m
sight of the bridegroom’s house; atl. 173, she atrrives there. The P?f:engun;
verses are deemed to be spoken by or on be_heﬁ'f ofa m_ale chorus (friends o

the bridegroom).
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In 174—228: at the bride’s new home. The chorus of boys and youths,

which has accompariied her, is still present; but the poet (who has acted as

master of ceremonies throughout) may now, perhaps, speak with his own
voice, rather than as choragus — notice the first person singuler in 1. 209 —
as he gives the final blessing on the wedded pair, in the shape of a wish for
children.

For a thoroughgoing analysis of the poem, and an espedially penetrating
account of its use of different kinds of language in its functionally differing
component parts, see Fedeli 1972.

In ardstry the sixty-first poem is one of the most successful, while in
atmosphere it is surely one of the happiest, of C.’s compositions. It was
written to celebrate the marriage of a pair whom C. evidently knew: one
Manlius Torquatus (see Il. 16, 209, 215), who is most likely to have been
L. Manlius Torquatus, praetor 49 BC (see E.) and who may or may not be
the same as the Manlius of 682 (= 68.1—40), and his bride, whose name
is given in the Mss as Iunia (L 16) Aurunculeia (1. 82). (Since each of her
names, as given, represents the nomen of a gens, there is a great deal to
be said for Syme’s suggestion of Vibia, as a known praenomen: cf. ILS
7819 [Praeneste], for example.} The affectionate, not to say tender, way
in which C. — or his poetic persona — addresses and seeks to reassure the
bride (who like many Roman brides was clearly very young) suggests that
she may have been at least distantly related to him; the bridegroom, on
the other hand, is mentioned much more briefly and more distantly. Such
a praenomen as Vibia would strongly suggest central Italian origins; if C.
belonged (as has been suggested) to a branch of the Valerii who came north
to Verona from that region in the disturbances after the Sodal Wars, a
family connection (perhaps two generations removed} is not unthinkable.

That the poem was designed for recitation or ‘performance’ — by a pair of
choirs — at the actual wedding ceremony, is in the highest degree unlikely, for
several reasons. (i) Philodemus, De Musica (ed. Kemke) 68.37-40, writing
about 50 BC, says of his time vdv 8¢ &9 oxeddy kal mavrdawas kaTahe vuévoy
Tov émbadauiov — ie., the singing of epithalamia (at weddings) had died
out, or virtually so. (ii) As Fedeli remarks towards the end of his monograph
(p. 128), little or no regard is paid in poem 61 to the conventions of the
ceremony; most of the significant ritual acts of a Roman wedding are totally
ignored. (iif) The poem is not fully dramatized; it is in parts, and to a
considerable extent, a descriptive monologue.

Professor T.I'. Wiseman (1985: 195} nevertheless appears to suggest that
poem 61 was indeed ‘an actual choral ode to be sung simultaneously with,
and as a part of, the ceremonies it describes,” which seems to encounter all
three of the objections I have just raised. Moreover, an ode should maintain
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a public, rather than drop intermittently into a private and colloquial, level
of language; nor should it have, as a separate and distinguishable element,
a hymn to Hymen. In two publications, both cited by Wiseman 1985: n. 71,
Professor F. Cairns suggests — though to all appearance merely en passant
— that poem 61 is to be classed as a choric ode, ‘though without necessarily
implying anything about performance in real life,” as W. puts it; but (as
Fedeli has shown in great detail) the originality of Catullus is such that,
for all his awareness of hterary tradition, it is hard indeed to squeeze him
within the template of generic composition.

In the time of Catullus the lustre of Sappho’s name attached to an
entire book of epithalamia, composed for real persons. When the form was
revived in the Hellenistic age, we know that this was done as a literary
exercise because (as F. has pointed out in his introduction to this poem)
the only surviving example, Theocritus XVIIL, celebrates the marriage not
of flesh-and-blood mortals but of characters in myth. In C."s generation
we know of glyconic epithalamia by Ticidas and by Calvus (a single short -
fragment remains from each of these). Calvus, like C. in poem 62, at
least experimented also with hymeneal ‘songs’ in hexameters. Here too the
revival of the form was surely a matter of artistic interest, rather than of
social utility. When Ovid later said (Ex Ponto 1.2.131—2) to his {riend Fabius
Maximus

ille ego, qui duxi vestros Hymenaeon ad ignes, o
et cecini fausto carmina digna tore,

he is still sufficiently under the spell of tradition to say cecini; but of course
the epithalamivm in question was never meant to be sung (and it would not
in any case have been sung by an individual).

Metre: A stanza, not of three glyconics plus one pherecratean, as in poem 34
but of four glyconics plus one pherecratean (cf. Anacreon, frs. 1 and 2 D).
Synaphea is observed — ie., within the stanza the lines are regarded as-
merging into each other without a break so that syllaba anceps.is not
permitted at the end of the line (except at the end of the stanza). Corinna
(Suppl. lyr. 2 D) similarly maintains synaphea, though in her stanza the
glyconic has a different form. The Mss show one exception to this (line 185
est tibi); modern editors transpose (to tibi est), as it is thought unlikely that
C. would in this one place have broken a rule elsewhere so strictly observed,
and it was just as easy and natural to write tibi est. There may be one
instance of a short syllable ending a glyconic, if the Ms reading is correct, at
line 215 ommnibus; but this is not really surprising, since lengthening of short
syllables ending in a single consonant occurs in Latin poetry even within
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lines. For -us lengthened before a vowel cf, 64.334, where the transposition
tales umquam, printed in the first edition of my text, spoils the balance of
this line and the next; in Virgil, f. Geo. 2.5 gravidus autumno, 4.453 non
te nullius exercent, Aen. 4.64 pectoribus inhians. Elision between lnes is
allowed. In the refrain, the second io could be either ore syllable without

elision, or two syllables with elision; but sirice it must be a monosyllable at-

the beginning of the line, clearly it should be read as a monosyllable each
time it oceurs. In general, io can in Latin be treated either as a disyllable
(with vocalic 1) or as a monosyllable (with consonantal i); for a similar
fBexibility of V. Aen. 1.288 Iulius a magno dimissum nomen Iulo. Io is a
disyllable in Ov. M. 5.625 et bis ‘io Arethusa, io Arethusa’ vocavit; but it
is a monosyllable in Mart. 11.2.5 clamant ecce mei “io Saturnalia’ versus.
Note that in the Ovidian passage there is hiatus before disyllabic ic; this
would not be allowed before monosyilabic ie, where the i is consonantal.
Likewise, ‘a short syllable ending with a consonant is lengthened before
monosyliabic io, .

(voTE: In the detailed nn. on this posm, Fe. = Fedeli 1972.)

1 Notice the hiatiis, which frequently occurs after an exclamation, and particularly
after the exclamation o. '
C. i the first Roman poet to use displaced (postponed) o (Fe. 24).
The god of marriage (Hymen) is described as the offspring (genus, a solemn
word) of Urania. See Estevez 1977/78, who points out that if the name of a Muse
must stand between cultor and genus, three Muses are available, each of whom
is attested in antiquity as Hymen's mother: Terpsichore, Calliope, Urania. But
the first two names will riot produce the trochaic opening which, in glyconics, C.
overwhelmingly prefers. More important is this: Aphrodite Uraniz stands for
pure, ot wedded, love (riote the frequency of bonus etc. in this poems; cf, 780 n.)
this, and the association of the “iunctura” Aphrodite Urania, might themselves
suffice to canse C. to select this particalar Muse (for Muse she is, as the mention
of Helicon shows] in preference to others. Callim. fr. 2a.42ff. gives Uranja.
3 After mentioning the god’s abode and parentage, C. adds a gui-clanse; this

ha

'3

‘relative-style” is closely linked with the technique of the “dletic’ hymn (Fe. 23), _

5 Fe. andothers would read Hymen o, since the collocation o Hymen seems not to
occur in Greek; of. also poem 62. {Clearly il. 4—5 were wrongly divided, iymen
at the end of 4 being transferred to the opening of 5.) In that case, Hjmen in 4
will be followed by Himen in 5 (cf. again poem 62). But, as F. points out, C,
prefers a trochaic opening {above, 1. 2, and F. 238). 7

8 Scholars are divided on the question whether the comma should follow cape (B,
Kr., Fe.) or laetus (Fr, Mynors). Fr. quotes cape laetus from Hor. Od. 3:.8.27
and cape tura libens from [Tibullus] 3.11 = 4.5.9, also accipe laetus from Statius
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S. 3.4.7 (and a similar expression is found at V. Aen. 6:377, cape dicta memor).
CF. esp. 64.393 acciperent laeti divum. On the other side, Kr. and ge. rely on
Plato, Legg. 4.712b ihews eduanis 6 Gulv E\for and 7. Or,:oh. 6.10 Balve yeynbds,
passages that Fe. regards as decisive. Fr. quotes several instances of hue hue,
claiming that when this phrase occurs it is always at the begmnfng ofa clfl}lse., as
at 64.195 (though even he explains Igetus as ‘also to be taken amd kowod” with
huc huc). The punctuation adopted in the text appears to be suppm_-ted by the
otherwise usual division of the line, in this poem, after the third or fifth syﬂgble,
as Kr. points out. _
9 niveus: a new word, much used by C. {Fe. 27 n. 1}.
um, ‘red’; of. 188 n. .
:ILZ fajciitus: Kr. équates this with dvakinfels, ‘surmmoned,” probably rightly despite
the objection by Fe. (27 and n. 2), who follows .TLL {‘laetus, bono et erecto
animo’). _ _
13 R*'s correction is independent (followed by ), and essenﬂal‘ly m-etnc_al. _
14 The wedding god himself is called upon to dance; usually, this action is assigned
to choirs of young people. , 1 h~ - o Spima;n )
urely Roman ritual that caused Parthenius to conje :
® ge}:crlijbedgy F. But the symbolism of pine torches ata weglding is familiarin poetry
and art; and indeed “torches’ may stand for the wedding itself (64.25 and 302).
16 namgue = yGp {the reason for invoking the god is an ‘ESSEIltlal part of the hymn;
Kr. compares Ar. Ran. 876-83). . _ .
Junia: the objection to V's reading is that the bride will be given two‘g_enule
names, which is unparalleled. See the intr. n. on Syme's suggestion (Vﬂ?m).
Manlio must be right. See the Ms readings at line 215, and T:he mentfon of
Torquatus 209; this family did not use the name Mallius (cf. Cicero and Livy for
the spelling}. _ . -
17 colens, of a god's abode: cf. 1-2, recalled here (still in prayer style). colere is not
exactly = custodire, servare, as Fe. (following TLL) asserts. .
18—19 Phrygium ... fudicemn, Paris. ‘Phrygian’ = Trojan, cf. 63.'2 k. 64.344 0, an
Callim. H. 5.18. For this ‘Alexandrian’ style of learned ailusion, cf. 2 Uraniae
genus. ' ‘ | o "
19-20 bona ... alife. Although the terms auspex and auspicium were 5 f
employed in connectiori with love and marriage (45.19 and 26), the ta’knfg 0
auspices, in the literal sense (i.e., from the flight of birds) was by C's time
obsolete so far as weddings were concerned: see Cicero, De div. 1.28 (quoted by
eds. and Fe.). For metaphorical alite = auspicio, cf. Hor. Epod. 10.1 mala soluta
navis exit alite and the passages quoted here by F.
21 floridis, a ‘poetic’ word (Fe: 33).
velut: of. L. 102 and 64.205 n.
enitens, in a literal sense (of flowers etc.) is rare (see Fe: 33).




22

.23

25

26

27
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The myrile had both a connection with Venus and a special relation to the
Judgment of Paris (Fe. 32).

Asia: not the Roman province of Asia (4-), but the coastal region of Lydia,
around the mouth of the Cayster and the city of Ephesus (not ‘the Maeander,” as
F. has it). Kr. translates ‘Orient,” rejecting the Cayster allusion; but see Fe. 33—4.
Hamadryades: properly tree nymphs, but here = nymphs in general,
Metrically unique {spondee for daceyl in the second foot); but roscido . .. wmore
seems a natural ‘functura’ (cf. Pliny NH 5.38); a similar metrical substitution
occurs in poems 55 and 58% and nutriuntur honore (Mihly; rejected by Fe.
30 n. 2).would give feeble sense, even though the deponent form (cf V. Geo.
2.425, where Mynors reads nufritor) is attested as correct by Priscian. See F. for
a metrical parallel from Seneca, and for Wilamowitz’ explanation (namely that
apparent, though not real, parallels are to be found in such Greek glyconic lines
as Anagcreon, fr. 11 D ouplyywy xothwrepa).

age is (like &ye in Greek) common in reguests.

aditum ferens: prayer-style; cf. 43; also 63.47 and 79 reditum ferre.

perge + infin. simply implies the notien of haste {examples in Kr.); F.’s ‘set about
leaving’ is hardiy right. At V. Geo. 1.16, a god is similarly called down from his
dwelling-place.

linguo (for relinguo) is archaic (Fe.).

27-30 Thespiae ... frigerans ... Aonios: these three words seem to have been

31

jnvented by C. (Fe. 38). They refer, of course, to Mount Helicon and its

surroundings (for the location of frigerans Aganivpe, see Paus. 9.29.5).
ac is identified by Ross 1g69: 28—9 as ‘a connective of archaic formality.’

31—3 With this punctuation, novi coniugis is an objective genitive, related to

cupidam, which agrees with dominam. I see nothing against this. Kr., following
M. Bonnet, has no comma at the end of 32, and would make cupidam (mentem)
predicative, in close association with amore revinciens; i.e., the bridegroom’s
mens passes from “desire” to ‘love’ under the impulse of Hymen. Butif thisis so it
is hard to see how revinciens is connected te voca. B., again, wished to read cupidi
novam (with a comma after novam), leaving mentem unmodified; coniugis
cupidi was to be a possessive genitive, depending on novam domum; but the
order would then become unnatural, with no gain in meaning. Kr,, punctuating
as B. did, suggested taldng coniugis novi dwd kowoi with domum and cupidam,
which is forced and improbable. F. seems to misinterpret Wilamowitz, as quoted
by Fr. {in his Nachtrige).

On the meaning of cupidus see Biondi 1979 {with Granarolo’s review).

huc et huc = hue illuc; . Hor. Epod. 4.9.

vosque = w08 quogue; of. possibly 102.3 meque (V; but see text and n.), and
perhaps (if Berglk's gaudente is rejected) 31.13.

simul, ‘in unison with me.’

41

42

44
45

46
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in modum appears to mean, not ‘in time’ (= in numerum), but in tune’ (see
examples in Fr., and cf. ).

ut: notice that guo need not always be used in dauses of purpose involving a
compaIa.t'Lve. . :

citarier: there are five instances in poern 61 of the archaic infinitive in -er;-
elsewhere in C. this occurs only at 68.141 (but see App. Crit. and n. there). The .
verb cito belongs to the vocabulary of prayers, as do munus {in this sense) and
borus, used of gods (Fe.).

bonae Veneris: cf. line 195, and see Alfonsi 1967.

coniugator: a hapax eiremenon, apparently invented by C. (though Calvus,
fr. 6 M, has cara iugavit corpora conubiis; and of. comiugare at Cicero, De off.
1.58). . .

quis deus is regular and normal, whereas gui deus is unattested in poetry and
very rare in prose (Fe. 43 n. 1}.

46—7 The Mss have amatis/est, which is of course unmetrical. The most widely

51

accepted emendation is Bergk's est ama/tis (though the only other division of
a word between two lines can be justified s a very special case — the need:to
include the bride’s own name at some point in a poem on her wedding; of. 82 n).
Those who accept it (including Fr., Kr., Mynors — but F., who prints Mynors’
text, has serious doubts about it and urges a solution on the lines of Haupt's
anxiis est — and also Fe.) cite, as a parallel, 45.20 amant amantur, which will
not serve {see B. and F. for cogent objections). Bergk (Philologus 16 [1860}:
619) and Fe. (44) refuse to accept anxietas as appropriate-to the lover who has
a prospect of happiness, though Fe. admits that there are passages where the
epithet gnxius is used of persons in love {e.g., Cicero, TD 4.70, Ad At 2.24.1);
but Fe. claims that such passages refer to fears that the love will be short or
the lover unfaithful, and that such feelings are not in point here. Yet the next
two stanzas seem to refer to various specific forms of anxiety experienced even |
towards the time of the wedding (see 51 n.); and not much is to be gained by -
pointing out that anxius is not exactly synonymous with timens (s4). When Fr.
asserts ‘Hier ist ... von glicldicher Liebe die Rede,” he is probably thinking of -
45-20, to which he at once refers, rather than Il. 46—, which (with est petendus)
seem to cover the entire course of love; see alse his own citations, especially
those from Ovid. On the whole it seems right to adopt Haupt's emendation, or
something of the sort. The reading amatis at the end of 46 can be explained as-
prompted by amantibus at the end of 47.

tremulus: surely not ‘of the shakiness of age” (E.; cf. ‘der greise Varer,” Kz.),
either here or in 68.142, which F. quotes in support. In the latter passage it.
clearly means ‘anxious’” (Munro z905: 193}, and is appropriated to the natural
tendency of a parent to worry about the young (indicated by suis in the present
passage). Here, too, it must mean ‘anxious’; see the foregoing n. Cf. 64.242 and
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379 for the adj. anxius, similazly applied; Prop. 2.22.42 geminos anxia mater
alit. A Roman father would often be under forty years old at the time of a
daughter’s wedding, since girls married very young; that he should be tremulus
because of age could hardly be a sufficiently typical drcamstance to serve in a
poem such as this. If ‘anxious’ s the proper translation, theri suis can be taken
amo kowed with tremulus and invocat.
- m's careless error remus is characteristically preserved, as a variant by G2
53 zonam solvere (cf. 2%.3) = Gwne Adew (Odyjssey 11.245; see 2b3 n.i whic}ll
however is said to the bridegroom; but of. Eur. Alr, 177-8 (with K0,0E"f!}LdTO’.)
AP 7.324 {avar Aveauéva of the bride who allows the biidegroom to untie it’.
C.’s sources are, as Fe. remarks, literary, ot antiquarian. soluunt sinys iﬁ:qﬂies
s%:aking out the folds of the garment wher the confining (e is 1 ooéenéd

54 timens: Fr. supports the Ms reading by severa] quotatipns; notice especia]}‘ Hor
Ep. 1.16.65 qui cupiet metuet quogue (cf. also Kz). T

54~5 The unfamiliar, because archaic, spelling novos (in the nominative) produced
V's maritos. Cf. 53.3, where Calpos has similarly produced meos. ? |

56—8 Much the same sentimerit appears in 62.21-4; though the expression there is
stronger, voiced as it is by a choir of girls with 2 point to make in the singin
contest in which the are opposed to the youths. There is no necessary allusioi
here to the tradition of ‘capture’ associated with a Roman wedding.

56 manus: editors (and Fe. 48) have seen in this word a reference to the legal
expression conventio in manum, denoting a bride’s transfer from the tutelage
of her father to that of her husband; but the husband's legal assumption of
(singular) manus was, as . notes, ‘obsolescent or obsolete’ in C.'s time; the
poetic vaiue of such 2 notion is hardly evident: and, what is more im orta’nt th
plural (manus) here suggests otherwise. ? o

61 nil potest sine fe: hymn-style (see refs. in Kr.).

m's nil is metrically sound. Why, then, does m* feel obliged to add — and invent
— al. nikil? Simply, it seems, to rhake the point that if R’s nickil were a valid
reading, then it ought to be-spelled nihil. '

61-75 The last three stanzas of the invocation to Hymen are well annotated by E
(summarized by F.'as follows: ‘the blessings of marriage in ‘the reiation of marl
to woman, in the family, and in sodiety.”). Notice especially Cicero, De off. 1
quoted by E. as a pazallel. : r o

64 volente, used in the ‘sacral” sense, of divine approval.

65 m’:s error (-per-) agrees with © by mere accident. :

66 quit (R*m?) = O; it was probably in the margins of X, (Untevised CE has “corr
R, wrongly.) - ‘ : .

67 dare, properly said of the mother {¢.g. at V. Aen. 1.274, quoted by E).

68 nitier: for the ides, cf. Eur. IT 57; also Cicero, Cael. 79 unico filio nititur. Sen
Contr. 2.1.7. ' , '

g
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72 gueat should not be replaced by an indicative; the imagined country which ‘had
1o marriage rites’ (71) is purely hypothetical, and such a country can hardly be
the subject of a categorical statement in this context. ' '
praesides: only freeborn citizens could serve ir: the legions; but the distinction
made here is not that between legitimate and illegitimate children, since
presumably, in a country where marriage (and hence the concept of legitimacy)
was unknown, the disqualification of the illegitimate would not apply. Rather,
what C. appears to say is that but for the institution of marriage, with its severa]
advantages, many people would not have children at all (L.). '

-6 Fe. (56, and 117 n. 2) would take iunuae as vocative pluzal, ‘admitting
Callimachean influence and comparing k. [2] Apoll., line 7,” and also because
224 {below) answers to 76 (presumably, therefore, because of the plural ostia in
224). |

77 Since in 94-5 the words faces quatiunt comas again oceur, with viden (or vide
ut) clearly addressed to the bride (92 nova nupta), it is likely that here too piden
ut is addressed to her. If 50, it could scarcely follow immediately upon adest in
the third person, Those who retain adest must take viden ut as a “stereotyped
formula’ {F. on 62.8), similar in form but addressed to several persons, which
seems less satisfactory. Notice that the doors have just been opened — this is a ,
new section of the poem —and the bride is about to appear for the first time; ades
need not be a command, but at most a request, repeated in successive stanzas {in
the form prodeas n.n.) untl she appears. Notice also that viden ut is followed by
the indicative, being ‘quasi-poetical’ (F.); the phrase is cofloquial (as the ‘iambic
shortening’ of the second syllable demonstrates), and Virgil seems to follow C.
in using it in this way. )

78 comas: an andent metaphor, applied to comets, flarnes, etc.

78-g Apparently the last two lines of one stanza have been lost, together with
the first two of the next. They probably-alluded to,.or described, a struggle
in the bride’s heart hetween maidenly bashfulness (pudor ) and desire. She
is clearly the subject of qudiens 80, and equally dearly inclines more towards
bashfulness. ‘

79 tardef = tardescit (cf. 4.26, where sener = senescit); not necessarily subjunctive,
as Kr. holds.

8o audiens, ‘obeying’; of. V. Geo. 1.514 neque audit currus habenas.

82 Au-: it is permissible to divide between two lines a name that cannot otherwise
be fitted into glyconics; of. 46—7 n. .

84 femina, ‘'woman,” significantly; the word denotes married as well as unmarried
(64.143, Fr.). Its use may serve to reassure the bride, whose girlish diffidence
forms the context of the passage. '

856 There is no reason to see (with B., E, Fe., and others) a specific reference to
the morning after the wedding. More prosaically expressed, what is said is: ‘no
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fairer woman has ever lived.” i i
a touch of hopefulness. Cf V. l\:::t 1;1211?. o oevintens = sugentem) adis
86 viderit, past tense: ‘never in history’ (including myth, ne doubt). Usually it i
the Sun, or Dawn, that ‘sees’; of. Eur. Hec. 635, Callim. H. 3.2 -(K ) .
88 divitis: lliad 11.68 avdpds pdrapos kar' dpovpay. - e
8g stare, ‘stand up straight’ {B.).
{‘_Tos hyacinthinus, for hyacinthus, has (according to Ronconi, quoted by Fe.) 2
intonazione culta.” The comparison is a traditional topos; see L. Alfonsi "Suln
nuovo Anacreonte’ (P. Oxy. 22.2321), Aegypius 35 (1955): 2015 ’
92-3 si videtur, a polite {though colloquial) idiom; of. sodes, etc -
audias n. v., "hear our request’ (prayer formula). o
94 See the App. Crit. Thase (B., for example) who believe that the reading vide ut
conveys more urgency than viden may compare 62.12 aspicite ut. On C.'s use
o’f‘ viden (ut) see G. Pascucdi, SIFC 29 (1957} 174-96. The unmetrical re- ding
viden ut is probably an unconsdous echo of line 7}'. e
1’3" IFakes an easy and obvious correction (apart from metre) of R's viden ef:
R; s viden uf_ (= &) is independent of O’s videri ut, and probably indepen.dent’
?0 1.:;2; Ir:;rgg.mai correction in X, since satisfactory support from O is not
97 mon governs the whole stanza: ‘it is not true that ..., ie. "you need not
fear _lest ... fuus is also important; see the tr. below. The for-der produces a
_ StT:IdIEd distribution of emphasis. There is also a hidden compliment to the
bride: ‘because of your beauty and attractiveness, it will certainly not be your
busl?and -~-* This point is underlined at the close of the stanza: observe yh
is said in 100, and notice the echo of fuus in tuic. . i
in +abl. is stronger than simple ablative: in the person of .. ."
98 deditus: of. Lucr, 3.647. o
102 lenta, "pliant.’ It was, of course, the vine that was ‘sown beside’ the tree, rather
than vice versa; but the ambiguity may not be merely poetical. CF. Cat;) Agr.
32.2 Vites ... adsemntz_{r, Varro RR 1.16.6 vitis adsita (glossed juxta satus gB )
Perhaps tr. ‘growing beside.” As Fe. (64) remarks, C. here takes a tradit ’ al .
Greek motif and uses Roman images to express it. -
For pultin O, see line 21.
107 Cf Ticidas, fr. 1 M.
There is another lacuna here, probably o i it i
to try to fill it (for attempts to doPso, seeylie.f 2}71::1}1.“3 ol end i Ropeles

+ 108 candido either (of the bed) = eburneo, or quite possibly of a human being:

cf. 9~10 niveo pede; also 64.162—3, and 68.70-1.

109 gquae = gualia.
110-12 quae ... gaudeat, purposive: ‘for him to enjoy.’

vaga, “as the night passes.’
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114-48 The bride emerges from the house she is leaving; the pueri raise their

torches to accompany and guide her in procession (deductio) to the house of
the bridegroom. As they move, they uster the fescennina iocatio, traditional
banter addressed directly or (as here, in part) indirectly to the newly married
couple, and ritually seen as a device for warding off the evil eye {fascinum).
Notice that the poet calls on pueri only; not the virgines (37), for whom this
rough banter was considered unseemly. Cf. Varro Men. 10 pueri obscenis
verbis novae nmuptulae qures returant.

117-18 The words io H.H. io, io H.H. will serve as a refrain at the end of each

stanza from 136 to 183. io is probably a monosyllable at both places in the
refrain; theoretically it might at the second occurrence be treated as disyllabic,
with elision; but uniformity has a prior claim. In Ov. M. 5.625:(quoted in
the intr. n.), the anguished effect of the repetition demands such uniformity,
though the former io could in theory be regarded as monosyllabic. Cf. Mart.
11.2.5foricasa monosyllable. ) 5 . .

See App. Crit., and observe that GR {and from line 173 onwards, O also)
add a superfluous io to the second line of this refrain each time it occurs, thus
rendering it unmetrical, while O omits the line itself at 138, 143, 148, 153, 15 8,
163 (at 138, GR also omit the line; at 148, G omits &). These additions and
amissions indicate, of course, that the metre was simply, not grasped.

120 R¥s atrempted correction (unexceptionable on purely palacographic grounds,
but of course inferior in sense to iocatio) is original. For other corrections by
R?3, see lines 121 and 139. ) . : ‘

121 On the scattering of nuces at weddings, see Serv. ad Ecl. 8.30 (sparge, marite,
nuces): Servius has a variety of explanations (fertility ritual included), showing
that the Romans themselves had inherited no dlear account of it.
linguere nuces (cf. Schol. Pers. 1.10) is a figurative expression for putring
childhood behind one; cf. 125-6 satis diu lusisti nucibus. . .

122 audiens: several nineteenth-century scholars repudiated this reading because
‘hearing’ a mere report is not in question; the concubinus lkmew of the wedding
in advance, and is now attending it. So Fe.{79) defends the interpretation

audiens = intellegens here, citing TLL. Nevertheless, audiens in the literal sense
may be right; the concubinus is among the listeners to a lengthy fescennina
jocatio — poetically shortened by C. - which made tuch of the transference
of the bridegroom’s affections from the concubinus himself to the bride. The
genitive domini has also been questioned, on the grounds that it is the emotions
of the concubinus that have been ‘betrayed,” and that therefore we should read
domino (dative of agent); see Fr.’s n. Cf. however [Ov.] Ep. Sapp h (= Ep. 15)
155 Sappho desertos cantat amores, where desertus = ‘given up.’
123, 125, 128, 130, 133 concubinus: the word is Tepeated in derision; since

.

‘he has

ceased to be this.
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127 The form of the andent cry, uttersd at weddings, was Talasio: Livy (1.9)
implies that this was a dative, and so much s also to be inferred from Plut.
Rom. 15.2 ov Tardoov émgbovoy; Martial however seems to regard Talasio as
a nominative form {see OLD s.v. Talasio}. Clearly C. treats it as dative, with
servire. Does lubet 126 refer to the bridegroom’s wish for himself or for the
concubinus (= lubet domino te servire Talasiv)? The former interpretation
{with domino uriderstood) may seem to strairi‘the Latin; but it is hard to see
in what sense the concubinus might be said servire Talasic, and hard also to
supply with confidence a dative for lubet. Schrader (Emend., 10) suggested
iubet, taking Talasio (nominative) as its subject; but iubet would then lack an
object, and servire a subject, 50 not much would be gained. Perhaps, reading
lubet, translate: ‘Our (general) desire (at this moment, iam) is to serve Talasins
[= Iymenaeus, see Flut. Lc.]’; that is, "What we are about now is the joyful
celebration of a real wedding’ (and your child’s-play, 1. 125-6, is superseded).

129 vilicae, the wives of the bailiffs (supervisors) of slave-operated farms, were
proverbially ‘dragons;,” of whom thie young slaves might well be terrified — with
the exception of the master’s concubinus, in whose eyes they might be said
sordere (= ‘be despised,’ cf. V. Ecl. 2.44 sordent tibi munera nostra).

131~-2 In Martial 11.78.4 (quoted by F.) the bride herself is satirically depicted
as snipping off the long effeminate locks of her husband’s favourite slaves:
tondebit pueros fiam nova nupta tucs. Some editors (e.g., Fr.) take fonder os as
Implymg shavmg, but Martial at least cannot mean this.

134 diceris: present (-#ris) or future (-2ris)? Surely present: the jesting (iocatio)
at the bridegroom’s expense is something for (and of) the wedding day only;
it would be contrary to the spirit of the occasion — in bad taste, indeed — to
prophesy at his marriage that, once married, he will be said to prefer male
slaves to his new bride. Translate: ‘They are saying you find it hard to refrain;
but (from now on) refrain you must!’ :

male = aegre; cf. V. Geo. 1.360 male temperat unda carinis (B.).

134—6 te ... abstinere: cf. esp. Plaut. Curc. 37 dum ted abstineas nupia, vidua,
virgine, iuvertute ef pueris likeris, ama quidlubet.,

139 The emendation to soli, commonty artributed (as by Fe, p. 8o n. 2) to A,
Statius, already appears (more than a century earlier) in Cod. Par. Lat. 8233
(MNo. 83 in the Table of Manuscripts). The required meaning {sofus = caelebs) is
not elsewhere attested, and sola yields perfectly good sense: ‘Yes, we are aware
that you have experienced only those <sexual indulgences> that 1o bachelors
are permitted by custotn, <such as your relationship with the concubinus>,
(and that you have not sought to taste the forbidden fruit of other kinds of
ligison — [see 134—6 n.]}; but (140-1) to a married man even such permitted
pleasures (ista eadem) are forbidden.’ On the plural licent see F.
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144 R*'s ‘late’ correction fuus is not picked up by.m2 and is therefore missing from
G*. Because the lines (142—6) were in the margin of R, and in a second hand
(R?) at that, it seems as though m* did not treat them as part of the text, and
thus ignored corrections by R? contained in them (even though m had not of
course overlooked R #s basic text of the lines).

1446 Leaving the fescennina iocatio, and turning to the bride (in preparation for
the new scene that opens with 149), the poet-as-choirmaster adopts a different
tone: delicacy replaces ribald banter; yet a humorous note, or undertone,
remains. Cf. Williams 1558: 22. The advice to the bride to be morigera,
normally delivered by the pronubs, is here transferred to the poet and subjoined
to the fescenmnina iocatio (Fe. 87).

145 cave ne: 5.G. Owen, on the basis of 50.19, proposed deneges; it may be that
(as L. suggested) he saw cave, without ne, as a poetic use of colloquial idiom.
(Owen’s text of Catullus, with a few notes, was published in 2 limited edition
[Londen, 1893], and hardly merits inclusion in the Introduction or in the
Bibliography; it is mentioned only here and at 29.20.)

146 ni: archaic form of ne (final). See F., whe finds in its use here a ‘desire to avoid
having two ne- clauses depending on the same verb,’ whereas Fe. (87) regards
the deliberats archaism as marking a change of style (hence tone) from the
familiar language of the fescennina iocatio to the fresh address to the bride.

R followed by m, makes an unnecessary correction here through failure to
understand that ni = ne.

149-63 The procession arzives at the bridegreom’s house; 149 en #ibi is “deictic.”

149-51 Fe. {g0) points to the use of elevated style here, as contrasted with the
return to a familiar stylein z 54—61

149 en (‘deictic’), for em, was coming into use in C's time; see e B., who ‘compares
55.12 (cf. my n. there). Cicero would have said ecce tibi.
ut potens, how rich’ (potens = opulentus); B. compares Cicero, Cael. 62 mulzer
potens; of. also Hor. Od. 1.35.23 potentis domos. .

151 serviat, ‘be at your service”s of. Ov. Ep. 4.264 serviat Hlppolyto regia fota meo
(Fr.)-

153—4 Notice that here, for once, the refrain is placed parenthetically within a
sentence-clause:

155 tempus (tare in the singular, in this sense) for caput )

On m's intermittent attachment to the diphthong ae (he reads aetas here},
see de la Mare and Thomson 1973: 189-50. At 53.4 and 64.50, for example,
m changes R’s hec to haec (cf. 76.15 and 16), and similarly que to quae at
61.151, 68.91, 69.5.

156 annuit: indicative, because it is a geneml statement about old age. The frequent
nodding of the head, which (as F. says) looks like 2 continuous “Yes,” is
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poetically equated with loss of authority and consequent readiness to give in to
everyore. Cf. Ov. Ep. 19.45-6 (quoted by F.) adnuit illa fere non nostra quod
oscula curet, sed movet obrepens sommus anile caput. : o

159 For the custom of carrying a bride over the threshold of her new home (to
avoid the bad omen of a stumble there), see E.’s notes. {It may well e that

there is no reference here to carrying her, and that she is metely urged not to
stumble.)

fransfer has two objects (ifmen, after trans; pedes, after fer).

161 forem = the doorway as a whole, including lintel (hence subi) and threshold
{hence rasilem). .. suggested that rasilem might be an adjectival ‘transference’
of the general notion of smoothness, alluding to the Roman enstom of greasing
the doorposts; but I find this notion over-subtle, and it is neither necessary
nor desirable to strain for archaeological comprehensiveness in this poem (see
intr. n.}. Professor Christopher Brown first drew my attention to K. Latte’s
article in Glofta 32 (1953): 35-6, which suggests that C.’s phrase owes
something to Sappho, fr. 1174 (Voigt) = Hesychius & 85, Lodvew moobipuwy-
ébeapévan, quoted by Vosstus with reference to Hesychius. See now Campbell
1982: 140 and 141 1,

164=6 There are two principal interpretations: (i) the husband has dined (with
guests; in the atrium of his house and is sdll at table {accubans) when the bride
arrives (E. and Riese); the chief prop of this theory is the argument that in
C.'s time accubo could only mean ‘recline at table’; (ii) the husband is caught

sight of inside the house, whether or not he has participated in the deductio
until its arrival there; if not, he may have left the pracession and gone ahead
(Fr: supposes him to have entered the house while his bride paused to anoint
the doorposts, a tradizional rite for which no place is otherwise given); he is
now seated, alone, on a torus (165) of some kind, to await the bride’s azrjval.
Against the linguistic argument in (i), Fe. (93 0. 1) quotes TLL. Fe. also points
out that even if there could have been a ceng nuptialis in the bridegroom’s
house, by Roman custom the bride was present throughout (92 n. 2; to Fe.’s
references add Plaut. Cure. 728 and Cicero, Ad Q.F. 2.3.7, both quoted by E.).

(the Tatter quoted by Fr.). The word implies both a physical and an emotionat
‘inclination.’
535. 1516, 100.7; also (probably of jealousy) 77.3. )
izz—;efi;glé;f:rstm, of ﬂcana, would be most leus_ual; as KrH rema_;k}s; :m
would expect — the other way round — pectus uritur flamma. Hence
oold’s suggestion, urit in. .
171 ;i:?::%\%, as an afvgerb, would be unique. It may }:)e supposed to hav; :::iss:,
or been coined (perhaps by C.), from penitus, whlc_h_ appears as an fa i e
in Plautus (see F.), but is normally indeclinable and is used, in the‘ Orm'}hich
given, as an aaverb. O. Skutsch (see App. Crit.) proposed 0 read_ peﬁ; liz;;:h _
is decidedly tempting. Fe., however (91~2), accepts peniie agamst _ 55' (,)f
seeing an artistic purpose in the accumutation of exaggerate F{-XPI?;SIZZ fel
passion, applied to the husband, which further serve tc emphasize the bs
s and reserve. o '
175 2‘?:? ELT:: ejf the singular praetextate (though by custom. two pr;l_e.te;c;a:s _
accompanied the bride, while one bore the torch) h:fs been exg e;m bl
an adaptation of the Roman ritual to. the Greek, V\{h_lch allqj_vvg \ orbo g
one mapévvpdos. It is arguable that in Il 174-6 this youth is Seer}ll v S .
as accompanﬁng the bride to the very door of the thalarr?us, wd_e:\:_eetthe
by the Roman custom the responsibilities of the praetexiati cea'sei a_t. ¢
door of the house. On these points see Fe. g7. But the latter conc u§:ion is
not strictly necessary (the procession may }}ave halted at the _og'gz: %lzr;ﬁe )
161—76); and it should at least be borne in mind that only the }:ni tlar of |
word praetextatus will fit the glyconic line (Fr. understates 'c11 3 vV s'azzgr o
eichter’), while in poetic address a singular may perfectly well deputize tora
Piézails. tempting, but unnecessary, to suppose that.R’ 2 —‘here foll—owed_by ir: _:e
drew his correction fromt X; it is well '«;it:in Coluceio’s o%m capacity, as a glan
Al ioinal emendations will show. ) A S
176 ?’?fsalr:? ?Zagir;zr;deant may well be due to 2 npiic_m,_c'are.lessly entertamec'],, ‘
that wiri is plural and therefore the verb should agree with it.

4 ; i s 1 uecested o, which rnight
As for the question whether the bridegroom is supposed to have taken part in 179 For the missing syllabl? (memcanymdls?e;sibl?rtli;;uffs; but (as Fr. said,
the procession, the fact that he is addressed by the pueri, at L. 135 for instance, ﬁ appear to be more casily 10?; '[a’s o 114; dja;ell-gprecediﬁg and presendly to .
does not necessarily imply his presence. The torus is certainly not the marriage admitting this}, th‘e Tepeated 10°s BRI 7 . " -
bed (which is in an inner room; see 176-85), nor is it just any couch; Pasquali A follow, make o unlikely. scere = v exeww) (cf. Gen. 24.2[6: “And
{see F., and esp. Fe. 3 nn. 5 and 6, and g4) supposed, probably rightly, that it 180 cognitae, i.e., sexually k‘“o?m‘ (C?ito ;Zd e:r-t; y;an known her'). The advesb
is the lectus genialis, archaically and poetically seen as the object within the : the damsel was ... a virgin, neither S

eager reception of his bride: (Ov. Ep. 6135 turpiter illa virum cognovit aduliem g ’isbbeins L::isl.nz:
- ] .. = f. Ov. Ep. 13.217 lecto mectm dene i .
166 immineat = inhiet. F. quotes Ov. M. 1.146 and Culex 90; add Livy 30.28 in ‘ good sense’; bene homﬁ:{oiem . P
propinguam <spem> imminebant animis, and éyxeiuai as used in Theocr. 3.33 ‘ uno.” Cfo197 bonum ... a .

E ) ) it) that a word of doubtful respectability’
atrium that best symbolizes both the dignity of the bridegroom’s House and his : g bene is added ‘to show’ {as L. put it) ‘tha
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185 B (Cod. Paris. 7986 = Table of Mss, No. 78, dated 1423), which was written by
a scholar for his own use, corrected R’s est tibi (the only example in poem 8z of
hiatus between lines); 82 about a centary later, clearly wanted to revert to the
textus receptus. Bentley should not be credited with the correction. -

187 On vult, see Il 27 and 102. R* (m) makes a miscorrection; G* is doubtful, and,’
though he accepts it, he repeats G’s vult as a variant reading.

188 Iluteum here = ‘red” (cf. 10). Fr. points out that the poppy was a symbol of
fertility, gquoting Ov. M., 11.605 end F. 4.151. .

18958 A larger transposition: this time of stanzas, not merely of words

189-90 ita ... caelites: cf. 66.18 ita me divi ... iuerint, and also 97.1; a colloquial
phrase (Kr. comparés Cicero, Ad Atf. 1.26.1).

195 bona Venus {cf. line 44; also lines 61—2): see Alfonsi 1967, who gives a
convindng account of the overtones, both sodal and religious, of the phrase in
question.

197 A plausible nuscorrectmn by R*(m).is adopted by G-

1yg9—201° For the figures of sand and stars as representing finite but uncountable
numbers, ¢f. 7.3; C. is the earliest Latin author t use the sand in this way, but
Plautus has the figure of the stars (Fe. 108). Greek philosophy made use of the
figuze to represent finite, but uncountable, numbers; see Cicero, Acad. 2,110

201 subducat must, despite E.’s opinion and F.s uncertainty ‘on the question, be
jussive, not'potenﬁél subjunctive; otherwise the verb of the relative clause (gui
«-- oult .. Ywould have to be in the subjunctive as well.

203 ludi, ‘lovemaking’; f. 68.17 n.

204 Notice how the opening repeats the clese of the preceding line; <f. g2.

205 date: cf. 67 n.

207 nomen = genus; nomen alsa does duty as the subject of ingenerari [E) The
point of indidem (“from the same stock’) is that C. hopes that such an old,
and distinguished, family may not have to resart to the too-common Roman
expedient of adeption.

216 R? corrects, on first principies [ think; the change from ef to € is easy and
obvious.

213 & michi ante Mss (not far from the correct reading, though thlS was never
divined before Scaliger]. Scan semihiante (-~-~)

215 See 16 n. on the reading Manlic {maulio O), here and elsewhere.

215-16 Two words give rise to difficulty: (i) insciens (V), which scarcely appears
to make sense; (ii) omnibus, which bresks the synapheia prevailing in the
sequence of glyconic lines, since it {uniquely, for peem 61) ends the line
with a doubtful quantity. (i) was early dealt with (&) by substituting insciis;
Lachmann suggested the archaic spelling inscieis as the source of the corruptien
to inseiens. (ii) is usually set right by transposition (see App. Crit.); Fe. (x11 1. 2)
accepts the simple exchange of insciis and omnibus. I have however decided to
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print obuiis. It can be defended in texms of palacography, since at 64.109 O has
cboia, while GR have omnia. Moreover, omnibus may seem éxaggerated; the
son will be recognized by some people who have not met him before, namely
those who know his father; but surely not by all strangers Cf. however —in a
similar context — Ov. Tr. 4.5.32 quilibet.

On the whele question, Fr. has some useful remarks on pp. 263 and 278—.
Seealso F.

217 V's -am is due to assimilation to pudicitiam. suae, as a correction, is better than
suo, which has already appeared, in the same stanza, at 214.

219-23 ‘The point of this stanza seems to be that as the previcus stanza has
expressed the hope that the son of this pair will resemble his father, it is the
bride’s twn to have something said about her; so the slightly forced analogy
of Telemachus and Penelope is brought in to express the hope that he will
derive good moral qualities from his mother’ (L.). Cf Odyssey 1.215ff; ‘bona
= human (mother), optima = divine (hero-mother),” B. Tor the poetic fame of
Penelopea fides see Ov. Tr. 5.14.35-6.

223 Penelopaeo: on the speliing, in Greek and in Latin, see A.E. Housman, . Phil.
53 (1914): 54fE. (esp. 73).

224 claudite: of. pandite 76. The ‘cixcle’ is completed here; and this repetition of the
idea helps to prove that C. himself considered lines 1—75, addressed to Hymer,
as a thing apart from the principal narrative action of the poem.
virgines: notice that C. does not give any function at this point either to the
Greek or to the Roman pronuba. But who are the virgines? It may be significant
that in 76 the door is ianua, clearly a house-door; here the appropriate door
is that of the thalamus. (Believing it to be the Haustur, Fr. identifies the
virgines as domestic slaves, who must close it from within). Fe. (11819, q.v.),
pointing out that an epithalamium was by literary tradition assigned to a cheir
of maidens, identifies the virgines here with those of 1. 37. But the antiquarian
question is, once again, of little significance, although it might be thought that
the poem’s action is rounded off more neatly if there is only ene such choir.

225 at often ‘preludes a change of addressee’ {B.).

R*'s correction is not original, or he would almost certainly have written
boni. O's bonlei must surely have appeared as a reading in X also; R?, by
half-correcting (with the sense of boni in view, yet preserving the -ei ending of
the Ms tradition), shows his uncertainty. See also p. 39.

226 bene vivite = felices, concordes vivite (a traditional formula of general goodwill,
on tzking leave ‘of the couple; of. the Greek wish for dudvow). C. is not -
‘moralizing,” as 1. 227-8 (cf. next note) clearly show; see Fe. {z19).

227 munere, ‘function” in a sexwal sense. Cf. Claudian, Epithal, Pallad, et Celerirnine
{carmina minora 25) 130, who makes Venus say — at the end of an epithalamium
— vivite concordes et nostrum discite munus.
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Structure: (exdudmg the one-line refrain): (G = gn‘ls, Y vouths). The
usually accepted structure is as follows:
+ + 8

+

4 4 5 5 + N+ (7+ ofzoN+ 10 8

Y G Y G Y G Y G Y Y(?: see Goud 1995)

- 1=10 i1-19 20-31 - 328 39—58 - 59-66
Introduction |———Singing-match——| Epilogue

(carmen a:moebaeum)

N.B. Where I have written (?) twice in the first line, Goud 1995 would
substitute 6 (+?) in each 1nstance, see his article,
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Notice that both the introduction and the rest of the poem end with a
pointed statement, eight lines long — the first by way of challenge, to open
the debate; the second to claim victory and to.draw the moral. Both of these
are commonly supposed to be uttered by the youths. Goud has a quite
different attribution of the epilogue: see his article.

This poem, like poem 61, is concerned with a wedding; or rather with
the theme of marriage, since there is nothing to tie it to a particular
wedding or even to a definite place. (At the outset, the geography is vaguely
Greek.)"What it has in common with poem 61 is a delicate approach, here
made explicit in the epilogue, to an unmarried girl (perhaps, in this poem,
representing — as it were — all unmarried girls) to persuade her to enter
into marriage. This explains why the youths dominate the debate, and even
the preparation for it in ll. 11-18; unless they are destined to win, the
cause of marriage is lost. All this is evident. What is also evident is that
the composition is In its essence a singing-match, of the kind developed
by Theocritus and found in Virgil’s third and seventh Eclogues. With this
genre goes a strong interest in near-mathematical symmetry (for which see
the diagram above, though in the second of the three strophe-antistrophe
episodes of the carmen amoebaeum the text is so heavily damaged that we,
can only guess how many lines should be given to the girls and youths -
respectively). According to the rules, the utterance of each singer, or choir,
should be answered by the respondent(s) in the same number of verses, but
with greater force. At the end, the continuation of the victor’s song (perhaps
with no pause, this time, for the dividing refrain) disturbs the balance of the.
two sides, yet can be weighed against the opening lines; moreover it has, as
we have said, a generalizing function, revealing that which it is the intention
of the poet to say by means of the poem as a whole.

On the history of T {No. 80 in the Table of Mss), a Carolingian manuscript
(Codex Thuaneus, an anthology) which from Catullus contains - poem 62
only, see the Introduction, pp. 23—4. - S

1 Vesper = Venus, as the ‘evening star’ (the first celestial body to become visible as
the sky derkens); also, but at other times (3 5 n.), the mommg star,” Ewrgdpos
(= Lucifer).
Olympo = caelo (not the mountain; cf. Oetaeos 7 n.).
2 tollit, not of course implying a genuine stellar ‘rising.’ S
4 Notice the lengthening in dicetur, before the Greek word hymenaeus, and
followed by a strong ‘caesura’ in the fifth foot: of. 64.20, 66.11; also V. Aen.
7.398, 10.720; and similarly before hyacmthus, V. Ecl. 6.53, Geo. 4.137, Aen.
11.69 (F on 64..20) '
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Because of T's garbled consurgi eretera, some scholars have-wished to transfer
the question-mark to the end of the line and read consurgere (Mowat; see E.) or
consurgier {Radke 1972}, on the grounds that l. 7 becomes easier to understand
if it gives the girls’ explanation of the boys’ action in tising (L. 6). Against it
stands the V reading, and also the poet’s possible desire o establish antithetical
expression in the girls’ and boys’ “strophes’ at this stage. The case for change is
not quite made, since (i} the V reading can be taken pretty well in the required
sense, and (ii) confra more naturally applies to the second group, whe rise to
face those who have already riser.

nimirum, ‘no doubt <because>.’

Oetaeos: it is true that Mount Oeta is in Thessaly, and the very mention of
the name sets the imagined scene of the poem in Greece. But we must not
suppose, with E., that this shows Olympo (L 1) to refer also to a mountain.
In fact, “Oetean’ is as, symbolic, or mietaphorical, as ‘Olympus’ (= sky): the
region: of Trachis, inctuding Oeta, was the birthplace and home of Heosphorus
(Ewaddpes), or Lucifer (see 1. 1 n.}, whose son Ceyx was king of that realm
(Ov. M. 21.268{f). Cf. V. Ecl. 8.29 {and Servius ad loc.) for a typical example of
reference to Qeta in connection with Lucifer or Vesper; for further examples
see F. For the corruption of ignes to imbres/imber, or vice versa, see Tib.
1.1.48 (where the generally accepted imbre is independently attested only in
the Florilegium Gallicum); cf. F. Della Corte, GIF 20 (1967): 105—9 (supporting
imbre, with refs.) and A. Chetry, GIF 14 (1961): 349—54 (supporting igne). See
also Rosemary Burton, Classical Poets in the Florilegium Gallicum (Frankfurt,
1983): 18, who gives further references. Corruption of imber to ignis appears
at Lucr. 1.784, 785, Germ. Arat. fr. 3.63, and Valerius Flaccus 5.415. At Lucr.
1,744, imbrem has been suggested for ignem OQ. Fr. has a long note on the
phenomenon. See the Introduction, p. 23, for the importance of this reading in
dating the common source of T and V.

ignis is used of a star's light at Hor. Od. 3.29.18 (Kr.).

sic certest, colloquial: “Yes, that's it’; of. 80.7. (R * attempts an original correction
and is very nearly successful.) -
viden uf is also colloquial (cf. 62.77 n.), and also formulary: notice its application
to a number of people.

vincere: Kidd 1974: 32 defends visere, which he translates “to look at a sight
worth seeing’; but see T. on this tr. Moreaver, the youths are not going to
sing of Hesperus, as F. suggests (nor is there any proof that the girls believe
it, wrongly), but of something intangible, namely attitudes to marriage. It is
impértant that the whole of lines 1=18 should be seen to establish the context
of a singing-match; visere would detract from this. I cannot agree with Xidd’s
objection to vincere, that it ‘<makes> the line anticipate the contest-theme,
which is properly introduced in the next stanza and does not belong here,” or
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with his claim that ‘the emendation has in fact foisted on C. a rather inept line.’
In any case, following its regular meaning, par est = rather ‘it is likely <that
they will win>' than ‘it is worthwhile <to look at>.” In other words, the leader of
the girls is warning them that they face a determined opponent who, as things -
stand, looks like winning.

As at 68.39 (where see n.), the non applies to the whole clause: ‘it is not true that

aequales (-is, the accusative form in TV, is surely due to nobis, or else arises

12

12-14 The girls’ expression (adspicite ...

14

15

from felse agreement with palma), ‘age-fellows’ (Greek #Awes), often used
(in poetry} by young peeple in referring to one another; cf. Pacuv. 113-14R?
hymenaeum fremunt aequales.

parata est, ‘lies in store’ or ‘is ready-made’ (sec E.).

Notice the simple haplography by which, in V, -tata becomes -ta (hence the
corruption).

) is one of intense concentration on a
well-rehearsed (meditata) song.

The genuineness of the line is attested by T: see App. Crit. The indicative
laborant should be left; it is unuswual in this kind of relative clause, but cf. Plaut.
Trin. go3 novistin hominem? - Ridicule rogitas, quicum una cibum capere
soleo (Fr.}. For parallel passages, otherwise with the subjunctive, see Kr. and Fr.
Cf. also F. on 64.157, where again the 1nd1cat1ve is used. :
nos, adversative: “while we, for our part, ...

alio ... alio. Editors disagree as to whether this means ‘we think of one thing

- while we listen to another,” or ‘our minds are distracted {i-e., not, like the girls’,

17

22

24

27

concentrated), and so are our ears’ (with alio repeated for emphasis); I prefer the
latter (perhaps they have been thinking of the banquet, as Kr. suggests) — it is
hard to see the exact force of divisimus aures on the former interpretation. For
mentem/animum dividere, cf. V. Aen. 4.285. :
nunc and saltem should be taken together.

convertite (T), ‘bring to bear,” is much the better reading; it is doubtful whether
commiitite could really mean ‘concentrate.’

retinentem, 'clinging to’ <the embrace of her mother>.’

The Augustan poets also use this comparison (perhaps following C.7); examples
inF

desponsa ... conubia refers to the ceremony known as sponsalia; the sponsio
was a kind of contract (‘giving away,’ before the wedding day) between the
bride’s father and her fiancé. It may be that viri and parentes are ‘generalizing’
plurals (F.), only one vir and one parens being involved; less likely is the
explanation that viri means the fathers of both, and parentes the mothers of
both {Schulze, Fr.). See Serv. Sulpic. on sponsalia, ap. Gell. 4.4, for the basis of
the former view.
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28 Take gune (repeated) with conubiz. E. supposes that ante implies that the bride’s
father made his commitment first, the bridegroom later; but of course ante
belongs to both parts of the clause; cf. II. 15, 42 (and 44,33, 55), 58

The verb pepigere is repeated; notice the change of form (cf. V. Ecl. 10,1315, -

quoted by F.). For the meaning of pepigere, cf. Val. FL. 8.1 54 nil tecum pepigere
parentes. : '

29 ium':er'e,‘ as at 78.3 iungit amores; F. quotes Cicero, De or. 1.37 conubia
confunxisse.

32 The following passage, of five lines or slightly more, was omitted, no doube

because the writer’s eye leapt from one line beginning Hesp erus ... 10 another.
Iz probably contained a claim by the girls that the evening star of the wedding
night should be considered as a thief, robbing maidens of their virginity. See
Kidd 1974: 30, who finds 2 source for the youths’ reply in Bion. fr. 8.6~7 ovx éori
Pwpar Epxopar, obd" v vukrds ddoumopéovros roxhéw. On custodia = dulaxs
(the abstract word), see Wistrand 1g61.

32b Clearly, one line - just possibly more — has been lost at the beginning of the
youths’ reply. A balance of six lines against six would meet every requirement.
As Goud 1995 suggests, probably the similes in Jines 39—58 were intended as
climactic, and therefore constiruted the longest sections of the singing-match.

33 tuo adventu is contrasted with nocte (= the dead of night, as opposed to the
evening and early morning).

34 idem seems to endorse the false notion {conventional in poetry) that Venus
could be the evening star of one day and the morning ster of the next.

35 The reading eosdem {see App. Crit.) must be very old, since T has eospem. A
case can be made for it, on the grounds that mutato nomine is enfeebled if the
actual name foliows, and that the name Eous is not positively required. On the
-whole, however, the emendation mey be allowed 0 stand. See Cataudélla 1970/2
for a possible Callimachean model (perhaps taken from the Hecale) for this line.
comprendis: there is no reference to ‘furtive’ amours here.

37 R¥s guid tum, though presented as a variant, is a correction {there is, of course,
no link with T's differently spelt quittum. m* carelessly copies it as guid ti
(tamen), so that G* — who already sees tamen in G — can do no more than borrow
m*’s quid to replace G's quod. '

39ff. For the image of the flower in the enciosed garden, f. Sappho fr. z05(c) L-P
olav rav déxiwdoy kTA. (possibly from an epithalamium), and with this also
of. the end of poem 11. Lines 39—47 have been compared with Soph. Tr. 144—9
by Alfonsi 1970, and by Akbar Khan 197z, who also points to Eur. Hipp, 73-81.

40 ignctus: see Akbar Khan 1971. o
conwolsus (T <f. 64.40 convellit. R*'s contisus is a heroic, but unsuccessful,
attempt at original correction. :

41b Spengel’s suggested lacuna of one line is well defended by Goud 1995.
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42 optavere: ‘gnomic’ aorist in Greek, here for the first time adapted to the Latin
perfect (Kr.). The line is clearly imitated by Ovid, M. 3.353—5.

45 dum ... dum, “while ..., so long ... (explained by Quintilian, 9.3.16; notice
that Quint., quoting from memory, has innupta instead of intacta — just as he
gives V. Ecl. 1.2 as-agrestem tenui instead of silvestrem tenui). CL. the Greek éwe
... Téws (Callim. H. 4.39 dppa pév ... ropoa 8¢), and (in Latin} V. Ecl. 8.41 ut
widi, ut perii (from Theoer. 2.82 &s Bow, ®s éudrnw). See F.'s long n.
castum florem, a condensed expression for florem castitatis (Kr.); cf. 68.14 dona
beata (see n.). : . )

See App. Crit.: R2 makes an attempt at correction that plainly suggests itself;
itis no more likely to depend on X than the same reading in O and G is likely to
depend on T. 7 7

49 vidua, of the vine (not ‘married’ to a supporting tree): cf. marita, of a house-door,
67.6 n.; Hor. Od. 2.15.4 platanus caelebs, and of. 4.5.30 vitem viduas ducit
ad arbores. Training vines on trees planted in rows for the purpose was not.
unknown in Greece, but much more common in Italy (Cato Agr. 32.2 arbores

facito ut-bene maritae sint), and certainly not known in Sappho’s Lesbos.

51 T's reading (perflectens) is preferred by Della Corte 1476, who claims that
deflectens describes the wrong method of propagation. .. _

53 As Kr. points out, the poet’s desire for symmetry (here, correspondence to L. 42) *
has affected the thought, making it a little strained and artificial. B. deplores
fuvenci, and would read coloni; but of. V. Geo. 2.354—7, where the soil of the
vineyard must be kept clear of weeds by surface harrowing between the rows —
as is done, with the aid of mules, in tobacco-growing areas of South Carolina. .

R* originates a correction which happens to agree with O but is metrically
calied for in any case. n .

54 siforte, 'when once ..., or ‘it has only to be united ... and-...
maritd is to be preferred to maritd; (i) the thythm is stronger, (i) C. avoids
short # at the end of a line. It might be argued that if marite = ‘as a husband,’
we then have the required emphasis on the husband — and ‘any husband,’ even a
vegetable husband-figure, needs a masculine termination. However, Courtney
1985 makes a strong case for reading maritd. . _ .

56 Goud 1995: n. 9 demonstrates that Weber was right to read innupta here.

58 The true comparative force lies in minus invisa (the father has a danghter off his
hands); it is — claims Kr. — transferred to magis cara (not really a comparative,
but a parallel phrase, is sought — the poem is full of these). The bride, in fact,
simply by becoming cara to her husband, becomes less invisa to her parent. But
the previous line shows some emphasis on par and maturo; the gir! has made a
good marriage (par), at the right time, and so is both relieving her parents more
than if it were otherwise and also more likely to make a happy marriage than if
she those the wrong person or left it too late. If, therefore, we ask ‘dearer than

.
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what?’ the answer is ‘dearer than she would have been without par conubium
maturo tempore.” On the metrical peculiarity of the line (pyrrhic word after
trithemimeral caesura, in a hexameter beginning with 4 trochaic word), see Kr.

G*, who misses the R * correction, is already hurrying; see below, 64.319 n.

59 It is tempting to tead At for Et, because of T's tua (suggesting the archetypal
reading ETTV). See, however, Fraenkel 1955, who points to the formula xal o.

Goud 1995 argues, on the ground of symmetry with lines 11-1g, that an
additional line (58¢) has been lost in addition to the refrain. This prompts him
to call for the retention of nec, as well as V’s tua, in line 59, assuming 2 priox
prohibition in the lost line.

60 pugnare: s¢."cum eo (or ei, with poetic dative as in 64).

For né + imperative (archaic), cf. 61.193, 67.18.

61 ipse is added by R* (followed by m?) from X; G does not omit the word, so no
action is talled for on the part of G2, .

63 The reading patris est is suggested by the reading in T, and avoids the difficult
quantity.in patri. .

See the Introduction, p. 24; X ventures an emendation of the unmetrical
reading in A {which is reproducéd in O), adding a word to make the line metrical, -
the result being dats pars data — a good example of early critical tinkering with
the text, applied to X. '

64 duobus of course refers to her parents; but “to fight ageinst two’ is a proverb
, (mpbs Hbo pdyerbar): Plato Phaedo 8gc, Legg. 11.919b. .
65 iura, figurative (in the case of the mother).
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63
Structure:
{1 + 15 + 12} + {1% + 24 + 17} + 3
narr. orat. narr. narr. orat. T nart. endosing

Gorati4+6+7.

The above diagram shows how I interpret the movement of the poem. For .7

other analyses see Q. (who offers alternatives), Guillemin 1949 (‘a tragedy
in three acts”), Schifer 1966, Oksala 1969 (‘two acts’), and Courtney 1985. It
seems to me that Guillemin has correctly pointed out the importance of the
break at line 38: with her, I would separate Day 1, which ends there, from
Day 2 (inmy view = all that follows, to . go) in terms of the action. (I cannot
follow Courtney in regarding Il. 2749 as a single continuous narrative.) On
the above analysis, there are two movements and a coda; each movement
encloses a speech between two narratives, with the following difference:
in the second movement, the third section (Il. 74-90) does indeed contain
eleven lines of narrative, to balance 1. 3949, but splits those 11 lines to
insert between them a brief speech by Cybele. (That is, the tripartite and
symmetrical structure of each movement is reproduced in miniature iz the
third section of the second movement. The effect of this, as it seems to
me, is to accelerate the poem’s tempo towards the end —~ a not undesirable
development in a poem that ends with incitates and rapidos.)

The themes may perhaps be described as follows: L
Day 1: Access of religious frenzy, resulting in enslavement to. the goddess
by self-mutilation; ) , , ) B
Day 2: Remorse, and desire to flee (with a backward glance at lost happiness)
followed by re-enslavement.

prayer
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Structure: 4 + {10) + 4 + 6 (unitary, si ‘

: litary, single-sentence; because of the lon
parenthesis on the death of C.’s brother, the main -
e ) r, the main clause does not begin
21 kind of dedicat-ion, in the form of a letter, written to Hortensius Hor-

US, accompanying a translation from Callimachus (poem &6) which had
evidently been requested (65.17 tua dicta). Influenced, it may be, by the
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translation just corpleted, this poem too is written in a somewhat ‘Alexan-
drian’ manper; notice especially the typically Hellenistic simile at the
end. Its structure is (considering its modest length) remarkably intricate,
encapsulating a second theme within the first; we find this kind of struc-
ture, more elaborately developed and on a much larger scale, in poems 64
and 68. The poet begins by saying that he has been kept from literary
creation by a lasting sorrow over the recent (line 5, nuper) death of his
brother. Next, he gives utterance to his grief in a diréct address to the
brother he has lost. After ten lines (probably no more) of emotional out-
burst, occasioned by this thought, he returns to his primary theme by
saying that he has managed to complete, and is sending to Hortalus, a
translation which will show that the latter’s request has not been for-
gotten; and the notion of ‘forgetting’ prompts him to add the delicately
worked simile with which the poem dloses. Clearly the composition has
what Eduard Fraenkel called ‘double orientation,” consisting as it does of
an epicedion, addressed to one person, within a dedication to another.
For this reason, and also because of the literary decoration with which
it is here associated, the lament for the brother (despite the depth of
feeling it conveys) makes less of an impact than the starker language of
poem 1o1,

The address to the lost brother is so similar to that in poem 682, written
apparently in Verona (68.27), that it is not unlikely that this poem (with
poem 66) was also composed in Verona before C. went to Bithynia; a pair of
early poems, then. On the identification of (Hortenstus) Hortalus, see the
intr. n. to poem gs.

1 etsime ... 15 sed tamen: of. Ciris 1 etsi me . .. 9 non tamen. S. Mariott
(Humanitas [Coimbra] 3 [rg50-1]: 371—3) contends that this is deliberate
repetition.

See App. Crit. For the reading defectum cf. Ov. M. 9.154 vires defecto reddat
amori, Val. Flace. 7.116 solo maeret defecta cubili, as well as German. Arateg 6 5
defecta labore, and Lucilius 639 M doloribus confectuin corpus. The R* variant
can scarcely have been original: it offers no metrical or other advanta e that
might have appealed to Coluccio. Either A or X had something like gﬁécﬁum;
if so, then con- should perhaps be Tegarded a5 a suggested emendaticn, Against
defectum, Kr. urges that it is used more of physical than mental affliction
(contrast Cicero's dolore conficior, quoted by E.); less plausibly, E. suggests that
the other sense of defectum, ‘abandoned (by),” makes the word ‘an awkward one
and less likely therefore to be used <heres.’ '

2 doctae virgines, the Muses; doctae, ‘proficient’ as artists, not learned’; the word
is transferred (B.} from poets to their patrons, the Muses.
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3 fetus, ‘offspring,” but used of any product. (Associated with virgines, the word
has of course practically ceased to be recognizable as a metaphor.) ‘

4 mens animi, “the thought of the mind,’ is almost an‘Epicurean-tec}%m_cal' term
(see n. on 64.408); Lucretius uses it four times. The animus is, &5 _to 11:5_ mat¥t?r, a
concentration (in the human breast) of soul atoms, individually 1de_n_t1ca'l wrch.
those of the-anima or life substance, which are more widely dlispersed over
the body; animus is distinguished from mere anima by  capacity for ';hc?ug_ht,
emotion, etc., while mens appears to be thought of as animus in its ﬁmcupmng

5 ;ZI:liznius’ insertion of in deserves serious consideration. If Lgt_hago gurgite
is instrumental ablative, mei is awkwardly separated from fm.m,s_ bya noun
phrase depending on manans and alluir [op which it .depe_nds)'m t_he_nexi 1.11:1e;
in gurgite would of course merely say where the action occurs. The final 1 in

i (Mss) may also reflect i = in. _ ) o
Leglrfel;eat\irgh’s zdherence here and elsewhere to the X version of the text
against that of O, see the Introduction, p. z7. R N

6 pedem, ‘poefic’ singular; in 64.104, labello is no more metrically o_b_hgato‘ry than
pedem here, but C. elects it; cf. 61.9-10, 68.70. e

7 On the Trojan shore, the ‘Rhoetean’ grave was that of Ajax, the Slgean ‘thato
Achilles (cf. 64.363). At V. Aen. 6.505, a cenotaph is set up for __D_.e1phrobus at »
Rhoeteumn; the ritual there (triple conclamatio, cf. ter.ooce vocavi) is the same as
that of poem 101 (frater ... frater ... frater), where seenn. . PR

R#'5 emendation is original. It is. picked up by 72, not by m; this to me implies

that it belongs to the later stratum of R2 corrections; nor is this surprising, for
the obvious source of its invention lies in the references to Troy in 6;8.88—9,
where the Mss invariably testify to Troig, and where the context is again rglated
to the death of C.'s brother. Note again m’s preference for ?pelling with the
lettery (Troya). In m's retheo the coincidence with O isfortuitous, and probably
due 1o simple carelessness; m? returns to the readingof R. . ‘

9 The Humanistic supplement alloguar, audiero numquam ... | oq?;zr}tem _app_l'ears
in some ffteenth-century Mss (the earliest of which, ca. 1430, is item 58 in
the Table: see Zicari 1978: 85 n. 14), though the line is missing in OGR. Some
editors have accepted it as-genuine, filling the gap with tm?,.(or te} facia (or
fata, or verba); facta might be suggested by 9.7. The repetition alloguar ...
loguentem is however clumsy. At the same time, to suggest, as Fr. does, fl}at
the variation of tense in alloguar, audiero is beyond the capacity of Humanists,
is to underestimate them. On the supplement see E., Commentary® 3545
{Excursus). For the marginal variant verba, replacing fata in the supplement,
see Ziciri 1978: 845 (= 1958: 83). On the attribution. of the supplement to
Tommaso Seneca see Mynors x—xi {footnotes).

10 vita ... amabilior: ¢f. 64.215, 68.206.
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12 maesta tua ... morte, taken together (maesta participially, ‘saddened’;
B. compares 64.379), though F. takes .m. with canam, as ‘ablative of external
cause.” The process of corruption from morie canam to morte tegam (V) would
imply that at some stage canam was shortened to cam, and mortetecam became
-tegam. For interchange of ¢ and g, of. Clausen 1976: 42-on poem 1, referring
to 36.14: ‘GOLGOS was corrupted to COLCOS in late antiquity’; thus E.'s
argument against canam, that ¢ and g are not confused in the tradition of
Catullus, appears to be invalid. Because of the proximity of morte, it would
hardly be possible to accept tegam and take it as referring to the coming simile
of the nightingale, which sings in the shade (Odyssey 19.520). ,
14 The myth has two forms. In Homer (Cd. 19.518-23), A¢don, daughter of
Pandarecs (king of Crete) married Zethus, who jointly ruled Thebes with
his brother Amphion; having ne children, and being therefore jealous of
Amphion’s wife Niobe, she attempted to kill Niobe's eldest son, but by mistake
murdered her owri son Itylus instead. In the later version, Philomela, daughter
of Pandion (king of Athens) had a sister Procne, who marred Tereus; Tereus
lzter committed rape upon Philomels, and the sisters combined to kill Itys, son
of Procne and Tereus, and to serve him as a meal to his father. Then before
Tereus could take revenge, occurred the metamorphosis into birds: Procne to
a swallow, Fhilomels to a nightingale, Tereus to a hoopoe. C. uses the later
legend, but the earlier form of the name (Itylus); the word Daulias, connected
_with Tereus {king of Daulis in Phodis), points to the later myth. In fact, as E.
points out, the name of Daulis is derived from davads (a dialect word for daods,
“thick,” of foliage), and so can be naturally connected with the nightingale, which
sings from deep leafy cover.

R*¥s correction is very close to the truth; but m's carelessness in transcribing
causes him to retain the reading of R {Baiula), whereas al. Baulias (m?) is
perhaps the result of an attempt to copy R *'s al Dauilas (R's capital D’s and B's
are very similar in outline). Notice Baiulas (G from m); G* is uncertain about
this word, arid adds to it what he takes to be m’s originel reading.

16 carming, ‘verses’ (notimplying several poems). At Prop. 4.7.83, carming refers
to a two-line inscription in elegiacs; iri the words spoken by Cydippe at Ov. Ep.
20.235, the phrase mea carming denotes a single versified epistle. '
Battiadae = Callimachus {a name he gave himself both as a patronymic and also
because Battus was the hero-founder of his city, Cyrene). ,

R*s attempted correction is not followed by m, who in this part of the book is
often careless in omission; m fails to notice the very small b.{see App. Crit.).

17 nequiguam: not implying that the winds betrayed their trust, but as a
(characteristically Catullan) parallel expression to credita ventis, ‘in vain,
entrusted to the winds.” Cf. 64164, where also nequiguam is virtually
superfiuous; similarly, perhaps, irrita 64.59. Cf. also 30.9-10.
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1 k3 . . .
9—12-;:e HTe:.e ;oncludmg ;I:L:Jle (based on the notion of “forgetting’; see intr. n ) gi
151C grace and charm to an otherwise sligh , e
201 'O has a fit of carelessness, but corrects himseglf Elt?v::":)kward e ofexae
21 miserae + oblitae: of, perhaps 64.57 desertam in s .
23 atque, ‘and suddenly — (cf. V. Ec 7.7)-

decursy, spondaic, ‘a sudde
U . én check’ (), throwing the qui
preceding dactyls into relief, as the apple comes 1:0g res: ek movemans of e

ola miseram se cernat hareng,

Kaiser, L.M. 1950. ‘Waves and Color in C, g5,/ CB 27:2

Van Sickle, 1.B. 1968. ‘About Form and Feeling in ¢ 65," TAPA 99: 487508
. 65, : 487—508.
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porICIAIE: 14 + 24 +40 + (10) 4 6
Oran analysis of the structure gee Kidd . 1
an'}lﬁl}lmmﬁrized in Courtney 198s: 92—;970‘ 45 Kidds anglysis 15 Tecalled
s i : T :
o Othei?:)?l’?r isa t.ranslat.u')n from Callimachys (cf. poem 116 for a efere
work whilh Om its position, we may say that it js ahnOSt.Certairﬂ nhce‘
translatioc ! P‘?ﬁm §5 was 'designed to accompany. The fact thar iy e
e I}Iénfuﬁzs, inter alia, that it is of only very limited valye £ ; lsha
ot Catutlus as a poet; even the Iaﬂguage-(tg gether with the P(;r t ‘e
em”s

struct F :
ure and rhythms: see E. for examples) is often carefully adapted to

that of Calli ' i
ato Caﬂnnac.lms. Until not so many decades ago, only a few short scraps
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' Why did Catullus choose to transiate this particular poem? The key ma
lie in hn-eslz_I—zz (‘et tu non orbum tuxti deserta cubile / sed fratr?s /
flebile discidium’). It has leng seemned to me that these two lines wl'fg:
may or may not have had their equivalents in Callimachus’ poem (l;ut i': i
more 11'1(8].3[ than not that they had), could be applied to C.’s grear sorr .
at the time of poem 65 {IL. 5-8) and of poem 68% if that is contempora OENS
seems Qrobable; see above). Kidd 1970: 40-2 has independently colzne tlg t}’fs
conclusion that these two losses — separation from Lesbia and (especiall X
the brother" s death — may constitute the relevance for C. of Cal]i]fmd'l113;2
poem. In thls connection it should be observed that at 65.22 Catullus s
addresslilng _lus brother, ‘semper maesta tua carmina morte canam.’ In?}rfe’

e . ] - - ’
E?l ﬁTi tt: :ﬁ) ;ﬁﬁiﬁg_ follows this declaration, lines 21—2 alone seem to

‘ Of Fhe Callimachean original, F. (iner. 1. to poem 66) well remarks: "The
gﬁece- is gallant court-poetry, characteristically Alexandrian in its pare;de of

usion, d_rawn frorp astronomy, history, and mythology, in its compressed
and ‘SE‘.IE.CI'D.IE handling of incident, in its playful and arch sentimental;
and in its interest in the psychology of love. It could perhaps be adclit}:i
that' whereas in the first three of these four characteristics of the ge i
Callimachus shows more elaboration, more arifice, than Catullus ii ?}fe
?ast of them, namely psychology, Catullus seems far to surpass Callj:tnach :
in terms of-vwidness and force (see Luppino 1958); not surprisingly, si co
for him (as in poem 63, for example; see the introductory note to thgafiaoeﬁ?

psychology often oceupies th )
bach, to 1he wings pies the very centre of the stage, relegating myth, as

Historical note (see the genealogical stemma in F,, intr :

ga Macedonian; one of the leading Diadochor) toofk the trilt’ls 0-2212_31 P;‘EIEU‘YI
in 305 BC, and reigned until his death in 28 3. He and his third wifg Bereglf']f;
{also Macedoni_an born) were deified as geo; cwTfipes; hence the name Sotier
by whlch. the ﬁ‘rst Ptolemy is generally known. His successor Ptolem III
was married twice, each time 0 2 person named Arsinae; ofthe;e the secjtrmci
was the stepmother of the first. Arsinoe I was a daughter of Lysimachus
king of Macedon, by his first wife; ArsinoeIJ, Ptolemy’s sister, initially we ‘;
to Macedon as the second wife of Lysimachus; but after his de’ath in 235741 }1:
returneéf to Egypt. Having become the most influential person in the‘laid(j
she fabricated an accusation against the reigning queen, Arsinoe L, and so

persuade Ptolemy to make Her ks is ti :
queen. By this time she was at least §
vears old, and there were 1o children of the marriage. She took tliz n:;z
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of Arsinoe Philadelphus; the joint rulers were deified as feol QiAdderdot,
whence this Ptolemy came to be known as Philadelphus. Arsinoe I was
further deified under the name of Aphrodite Zephyritis {lines 54-8, where
seenn.). = :

Ptolemy III, later known as Euergetes, was a son of Ptolemy Philadelphus
by Axsinoe I, but was adopted by Arsinoe II, and so always referred to
himself as a ‘son’ of the feol Pihadergor. In 247 his father adopted him as
joint ruler, and his reign was calculated from that date, not from his father’s
death in 245. He had a sister named Berenice (‘Berenice C’ in Fordyce),
who in 251 was married to Antochus II, king of Syria. The ‘Berenice’ of
our poem, however, is another person; to place her we must turn for a
moment from Egypt to Cytene, where Ptolemy I had installed as governor
a certain Magas, son of his queen Berenice by her former husband and
hence half-brother o Ptélemy II. Magas, however, made Cyrene practically
independent of Egypt; his rule there, first as a satrap of Egypt and later
as king, lasted from 308 to 258. In his old 2ge he had a daughter named
Berenice {Berénice II, or ‘B’ in Fordyce); he betrothed her to the son of
Ptolemy I, as a natural and easy way of reuniting Cyrene with Egypt after
his death. But his plans for this marriage were frustrated by his widow
Apama, a Seleucid princess, who sought a husband for her daughter not
in Egypt but in Macedon (hoping no doubt for a son-in-law who would

after all keep Cyrene independent). The prince who turmed up was known as .

Demetrius ‘“the Fair’ (6 xaids). Apama herself succumbed to his charms and,
having duly married him to her daughter (who was still very young), she
took him as a lover. Berenice then reacted with unexpected firmmess: she
broke in on her husband and her mother and had Demetrius killed on the
spot {the bonum facinus of line 27). This was regarded as a heroic exploit on
the part of a girl defending her outraged virtue, and it opened the way for

her marriage with Ptolemy (III), which took place shortly after he was given
the title of king. Ptolemy and Berenice were half-cousins: they had one

grandmother in common, Berenice I ("A” in Fordyce), who was the mother
of Magas by one husband (a Macedonian named Philip) and of Ptolemy by
another. Since they had a blood relationship, and since the former king and
queen had been brother and sister, it was easy to call them also ‘brother and
sister,’ and the Canopic decree in fact calls Berenice the dergr of Prolemy.
Hence the word fratris (line 22); it can of course mean ‘cousin’, but in view
of these facts it may just as well be translated ‘brother.” Hyginus confuses
the two Berenices: see 4564 n. : ‘

The marriage of Ptolemy [II's true sister Berenice {‘Berenice C’ in Fordyce)
to Antiochus of Syria (see above) had been made possible by the exile of

Antiochus’ first wife Laodice, who was given in consolation a ‘part of Asia
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ip wi But when Antiochus
i dle over, in partnership with her two sons. but ! s
ﬁiﬁi Zr; sl'fe was not Is}a'ci:;lered with this. In order Ct}:) est;?hsl:ithe successg;:;
. ta Antioch with orders to mur
of her own eldest son, she sent agents foch with orers 52 eon of
sreni d her infant son. The murder ojf a daughte _ )
glee;f; I?xlvvas regarded in Egyptas anact of intolerable provocation. Leg;g;lgl
| ] - t out ont a punitive expeditiol
his bride, the newly wedded Ptolemy at once s five expection
ia. e Berenice 11, dedicated — so ran the leg :
o Sy T b hrodite Zephyritis (= Arsinoe II:
—oss of her hair in the temple of Aphrodite Zephyi
lc:;katl)al(n:':rr:)s so making a vow to ensure her husband’s sa_fe remm;iPEesentg,
;owever it was reported that the lock of hair had disappeare p mm{-uﬂe
temple; ‘ilvhereupon the court astronomer Conon promp:cly and tactfully
discgvéred it in the sky, and gave the name Bepevuczis I'I)\?rca;gs 10 :Sgsc?;lﬁ
. s
, located berween Leo and Bobtes. An (Ialhm‘ achus, as <
;i:te vs:gttig:d t‘;le discqvery with a poem, the Cmﬁvrm Beremfces. (A_ staternes];c1
e e rel IIL dated from 27z for a time cau
i1, the Suda that the reign of Prolemy 8 time d
\ i ine of the Coma tgo early; but papy.
holarship to attempt to date the setting 0 . ' ‘
' ;favi: estab}iished the fact that a joInt rexgnftbeg?i HL 2f66 a_tl';cioi:iej EII zii
i e was a gap of eleven years after this DEIOTE Yy
iggce:iaii{rem?:}? his %afher as joint ruler, it 1s clear tbat the ﬁrft joint ruler
was not this Prolemy but an clder brother who died in youth.)

The first line of Callimachus’ poem (Fr. 1102 Pf. Tldvra 7ov lelz; tzlf,oa’;:}}:aia'flu
’ i i it is quite likely that the
iBion Bpow ¢ t complete in sense (it is qui
tBiop Gpov | TE ¢éporTal) is no e e
i i i6Té and it is more complicate
first word in the second line was deTépes), com}
+he first line in the version by Catullus. The gem“:ral meaning is ';hat Cgln?_];
had plotted the movements of all the celestial bodies on a seties 0 star ¢ ; ns.
Barfett 1982 defines ypapuaiot as ‘lines used in c]iagra;nmatz_c .rep;eﬁent; aioght
ions, i i j i are joinea by s
stellations, in which stars of major magnitude :
loii‘;};‘f Ccft?ng the scholium on Aratus 190; he therefore seeks to defend the }I;/I;
readiln despexit in'the seﬁse Jooked down at’ (on the chartts, lnStEEIlC'l oi}(ooth g
uf at tghe sky); but it is hard to believe that C.'s readers would easily take the
o-nt‘ 7 . ) - - 7 -

z Ebt'fus ‘setting,” is first found as a term of astronomy in _Clcem 5 z?mf.ea, which
C kne;W an.d used (see n. on 64.125)- Notice the corruption to gbifis (a more
familiar word) and then to habitus-.

3 Conon hada special interest in eclipses (Sen. Nat. 7.3.3).

i X dated version of a much

+ This historical note began as an abridged and to some extznt up A
longer note put together by L. originally on the basis of data given M e
I?I;%ory of Egypt under the Ptolemaic Dynasty. For 2 fuller account see Marin 9841

13-27.
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4 cedant, ‘move on’ (through fixed phases). In the context of line 63, cedentem
translates dwiovra (see n.). On these technical terms, see Traglia 1955 and
Marinone 1980.

5 None of the three variant readings attested by R tnakes sense; none, therefore,
is the result of attempted emendation.

Latmia: the cave where the moon (Triviz = Diana) visited her lover Endymion
was on Mount Latmus {in Caria).
relegans, ‘banishing’ (F.). The myth explains the moon’s occultations.

R *s variant is interesting. The reading of Ms A, perhaps sublamta, has been
corrected by X, who adds a superscript i, thus: sublémYa (perhaps trying at the
same time to erase the n, but not completely succeeding; hence GR sublimia and
also the variant in R?). See also p. 40 :

6 gyro="orbit.” Notice guioclero (V); guio = guro (gyro), while clero is surely not,
as Frihlich suggested, a corruption of circo (a gloss on gyro), but more simply
(E.) a duplication of devo- in devocet {c] and d are endlessly confused).
aerio (Mss): the spelling should be kept. Aristode (see Kr.) Iocates in the orbit of
the moon the boundary between d+p and aifs; thus aetherio would be no more
appropriate.

7-10 The scholium on Aratus which gives us Callimachus’ text is quoted in a
distorted version by older editors (E., Fr., Kr.}, who wrongly supposed therefore
that it was made up of parts of three lines. C.'s translation is in fact quite close,

though longer than the Greek. It is just possible that Vossius’ <in>, brought
in to account for the n in V's numine, is unnecessary: cf. 59 in numine V. If
so, fulgentem clare will be heralded by lumine two lines before (but the syntax
becomes more congested). B.'s in limine is recommended by F. (who however
turns down limine at1. 59, because the Greek there seems to read gpaecw, ‘lights’).

9 See App. Crit. Haupt's cunctis is defended by Courtney 1985: 92, on the strength
of verbal echoes, within 2 balanced structure, of lines y—10 in 334, taking
account of Callimachus’ wiaw ke eols See however Marinone 1984: 128. (He
regards Haupt's emendation as a soluzione semplicistica.) Lee, in his edition,
accepts and prints cunctis.

9-10 multis ... demrum _.. pollicita est translates wicw édnre Beots. This Greek
phrase cannot imply a ‘pantheon’ (Kr.), since there is no trace of a pantheon at
Alexandria before 205 e (Pfeiffer). C. uses the feminine; from 548 it is clear
that the deified Arsinoe, known as Aphrodite Zephyritis, was a likely target of
the lock’s homage, though C. does not limit the dedication to her alone.

11 newe guctus hymenaeo: use of a Greek word permits the Latin poet to exercise
Greek metrical freedom (lengthening, or strong caesura, in the fifth foot, as well
as hiatus) in its vicinity: of. V. E¢l. 6.53, Geo. 4.137, Aen. 11.69; see 62.4 n.
Hiatus in the fifth foot is also allowed before 2 Greek word, e.g, at V. Geo.
1.2.81, Aen. 3.74.
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12 iverat: the first vowel in jerat would be short, even if Mss of Terence (and
Plautus, Amph. 401) give ferat and so on. '
Assyrios, vaguely, for Syrios (cf. F. on 68.144); see the Historical Note. Kr.
points to a similar example of geographical vagueness at 64.324 (Emathiag =
Thessaly, instead of Macedonia).

13 rixa: f. Prop. 2.15.4. The phrase n. rixa probably translates &vvyla deBrootrm
in Callimachus (echoed in AP 5.293.18, Agath.; see Marinone 1984: 127).

15 The substitution of anne for atque (V) is called for by the sense. Of the two parts
of a single question, linked by Vs atgue, one would require an affirmative, the
other — the second — a negative answer. But with anne the guestion becores an
alternative: do brides dislike the idea of marriage (Venus}, or are the tears they
shed (dismaying their parents, I. 16) only feigned, not real? For they do shed
them (cf. 61.80-2), and in fact they are feigned {l. 18).

17 thalami: if the reading parentum is kept, as it should be, thalami will refer to
the bride’s parental home: cf. 61.76-106, which contain the notion of ‘reluctant’
weeping (see previous n.) and are certainly supposed to be uttered at the house
the bride is leaving. Nisbet 1978: 105 claims that ‘after novis nuptis the thalamus

can refer only to marriage’ (meaning, presumably, the bride’s new home); buz
cf. once more 61.76—1086, with its refrain prodeas, nova nuptq.

18 The hyperbaton in this line is an extreme instance of a poetic mannerism both
Greek and Latin; see F.'s long note. Other examples of hyperbaton in C. include

_ 44.9, 57.8, 64.101; see also 1.9 n.
iuerint (= tuverint): as with ferint (= iverint), when the intervocalic #/v is
omitted the preceding vowel (in this case, u} is shortened by the influence of
the vowel that now immediately follows; <f. Prop. 2.23.22 (Fr. gives several
well-attested instances of this form, taken from Cicero’s letters).

19-20 ‘I came to understand this fact {that brides’ tears are feigned, 1. 18, and Venus
not disliked by them, L. 15) through the deep distress that Berenice showed when
her new husband went off to war.’

21 fratris: see Historical Note. Cf. (Fr.) Cicero, Phil. 2.99 uxori et sorori fuae, of
Antony’s wife, who was also his cousin; and Ov. Ep. 8.27-8:

quid quod avus nobis idem Pelopeius Atreus,
et si non esses vir mihi, frater eras. .
But F. may weil be right in suggesting that ‘the reference is to the formal
honorific style which described the Egyptian king's consort as his sister.’
Note R*'s attempted correction, disguised as a variant.

23 See App. Crit. B.’s ut, which he defends on the rather pedantic grounds that the
anguish was not felt orly at the moment of departure, is adopted by Kr. because,
as he puts it, ‘die Erinrerung an den schweren Abschied ist so Iebendig, daf nur
Ausrufe den Eindruck wiedergeben kénnen.” Vs cum need not be disturbed; it
goes well with the preceding lines. '
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24 The phrase tato pectore must surely be taken with the _words tibi ... .sollic:tae,
which enclose it. E., believing that it might just as easily ]-:le taken with mens
excidit, cites 68.25 (but notice de there). Translate “to you in your all-pervading
am’.?}iyklmz variant {= O) may point to an emendatory suggc?stion in X
McKie: 281 n. implies or states (i) that A, like O, wrote func; (%1] that X ﬁrs1_:
wrote nunc, in error, but added a correcting variant, al. tunc, which has made 1jcs_
way into R, Cf. 44.21 (func R, nunc G, corr. G¥ therefere tu_nc A); herel McK1e
gives a different account, apparenily involving fum, which I find some difficuiry

25 Zjicizpttli:irﬂy possible supplement; ithas in its favou_r (i pfa.laeography (’dtcl)uble
haplography), (i) the need of an object for cognoram, (ii) the frequently
occurring sequence af certe (10.14, 65.13). . .

26 Here magnanimam plainly translates ueyafuuor, as PfeIffe_r suggests; ¢ z;n. on
64.85. It is possible that in this line the intended reference is not to the. {)n;lcm
facinus but to an earlier episode (Hyg. Asfr. 2.24), when as a young g1r she
+urned the battle for her father; thus (pace F.) two instances of her courage are

i inone 19%4: 1445 and 23 1. 29 : :

28 gieipsl;echrfﬁ’ietro dga ;ocﬁo (b. 1469) preceded Robortellus as a teacher of
Greek and Latin at Lucca (Marinone 1984: 147). o ‘ ’ .
alis (archaic) = alius; ¢f. 29.15 alid (and Lucretius similarly, in a number ;}
passages). Translate ‘which no one else, evén one stron.geT than you were then,
would dare to do’; this appears to support 26 a parva virgine magnanimam, but

see 26 . Emendation to fortius is unnecessary, and would flatten the expression. -

Tor this kind of idiom see Fr. 6n 4.18 impotentia (= ‘wild at.ather times’) .b )
29 That is, you were brave enough to perform the bonum facinus (27), but broke

ight.
down and wept when your husband went to fig -
50 For Avantius’ suggestion, tersti, which has a good deal of merit, cf. perhaps 99.8
abstersti.

31 quis deus: the regular form (cf. 61.46 n.). Translate “What -god <was> 50 po:;nt
as to change you <in this way>?' The use by C. of the quis-tanius 1d‘.10r.n, e
validity of which E. supports here by examples taken from the Aeneid, ?1,5 not
brought out by his translation “who was the great god whc.} changed you?

Cf. Prop. 1.12.9-10, where La Penna 1955 sees the }nﬂuence qf the .
Callimachean couplet undeslying C. here.
is divis: see lines g—10 1. .

;i_ ;I‘::;t;: itzlt;—;i;eem togsiow that the bull’s sacrifice was part of what was vowed,
rather than an accompaniment of the vow itself. , .

35 R¥s correction is fairly obvious; m* picks ;’; up. redd- is due to carelessness; the

incidence with O is, once more, accidental.
Co?;iill iediom reditum ferre cf. 63.47, 63, 79; for the form fetuli cf. also 63.52.




+
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36 Asiam: probably in a wide sense, including not merely Asia Minor but Syria.
(Since the word Asia does not occur in the works or fragments of Callimachus,
we clearly cannot know what he meant by it.) The inscription {OGIS 54), referred
to by . and quoted by E., mentions ‘Asia,” and alsc Cilicia and Pamphylia; the
eastern victories of Ptolemy’s campaign were historically the most significant,
though' of course he did not literally ‘add them to the boundaries of Egypt” itself
(L. 36). Notice the tense of addiderat, suggesting rapid and final conquest.

37 m’'s preferred spelling {diphthongs cae-, coe-) is twice imitated by G* -

38 novo munere = ‘new function’ (Le., as a constellation); the pristing vota had to
do with the Lock’s dedication in a temple, not with its catasterisin, which came
later. ‘

39 Cf. the famous adaptation in V. Aen. 6.460 invitus, reging, tuo de litore cessi,
‘The repetition of invifz stresses the pain (and cruelty) of separatior, which
dominates the emotional content of C’s poem, especially in the following
section.’See the intr. n., referring to L. 22, and observe there the strong word
discidium; cf. also g1-2.° - .

40 The Greek is close: oy 7e xépyy duoga odv re Blov. CL V. Aen. 4.492~3 testor

Loete L. tuumgue ... caput.

41 quod refers to caput. Read the words in the order guod si guis inaniter adiurarit,
digna ferat (‘let him reap a just reward'}.

43 Thé story of the canal dug by Xerxes is cited as an outstanding demonstration
of the power of iron tools, but the rhetoric with which C. presents it is highly
exaggerated: maximum in oris is not true, even if (i) progenies Thize means
the north wind (cf. next n.), and (i) oris refers only to the northern districts
of Greece; see F. on 45-6 (and to his n. on 43 add V. Aen. 7.5635—4 locus
multis memoratus in oris). Again, eversus (of Mount Athos itself} is a great
overstatement (repeated as admittedly hyperbolic by Ovid, M. 11.554-5).
CL. V. Aem. 1.43 disiecitque rates everfitque aequora ventis (of winds furrowing

- thie sea), Val. Flacc. 7.75 everso campeo (of ploughing). The canal merely cut
through the narrow isthmus joining the peninsula of Athos to the mainland. In
a court poem, of course, gross exaggeration is allowed in the — direct or indirect
— service of compliment.

44 The papyrus is interpreted by Pleiffer as reading auvajuwly @clns dpyos
Dimeppé[pler[ai, where clearly dmeppéperar = C.'s supernelitur. Bentley, who
followed Vossius in reading Thiae, took this name to indicate the Sun (whose
mother was @¢la, according to Hesiod and Pindar). CE. V. Aen. 7.217—18 guae
maxima quondam extremo veniens Sol aspiciebat Olympo, where quae maxima
may suggest a reminiscence of C.; if this is sc, Virgil interpreted C. a5 Vossius
was later to do. Pleiffer, however, doubted that the Sun could be represented
as ‘carried over’ a mountain north of Greece and far from Egypt. He pointed
to the gloss ®efas dprdpwr (= ‘grandson’ or ‘descendant’) in the Suda, quoted
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ig?thca lim acfh:s, Hecale, with reference to the north wind (Boreas); Boreas
1€ son of Aurora and the grandson of Thia and i vdi
he reconstructed the line as it is g For oy ordingly,
It 1s given above. For clarus, ‘<sky->clearine. *
as epithet of Boreas, of. V. Geo. 1 laro - Ton g
: ; reas ¢t V. Geo. 1460 claro ... Aguilone (cf. Ili
a(.)c@e;;yeysog Bopeao). For identification of & person by metrogymizaifigjss
. ; . of 64.32
tpr.-:i nfzto, where Latin Ops = Greek Rhea. Against Peiffer’s intemret:tizn‘I-
; anl (i} V Aen. 7.217 (quoted above as appearing to support Vossius and
entley), (ii} the rather difficult notion of a wind “carried over’ a mowuritain
; see

however lines 53-4, whi ;
4, which refer to a wind (Z ot Tt ,
45—64 The Greek runs: 7 Zephyrus) asa Wlnged horse.

Bovwdpos (= & Benicxos,
péloaoy
Migbelwy dhoai viies EBnoay “Abw.
(%a;hn'tach;ls h;re (e;lctravagantly calls Mount Athés ‘Arsinoe’s obelisk’ or “spit’
vmopos) ~ ct. “Cleopatra’s needle’ in London i i
005) pat — possibly with refer
to Arsinoce’s Macedonian connections; C., however, omits this fantasy enKIC'Zd
:970- ’4:., after Lenchjantin, prefers to ignore the scholiast and to @mend ﬂ;ovm' 05
Z éefivwopos, translaz.:mg ‘great passage’ (‘Bosporus’}. On 1T pds aéo, it ma lf
ah- tzla th;t the scholiast remarks: ‘“mother” is said xard riydy, sinc,e she viase
t el .ug? ter of 'Apama and Magas,” correctly, which dismisses — and perhaps
expiains? — Hyginus’ error (Astr, 2.24) about her parentage- See G.L Huxlep
JHS 100 (2980): 189~90 on Bovrrdpos. : - g
45 peperere is both poetically and palacographically the best of
hitherto proposed for Vs propere. -

' R s al.dcumque (= O) is essentially a metrical ‘variant’ (really a correction); it
12 not adopted by G2, who is already in haste (see 64.319 0.} and will presen’tl
F 7 ) cease to add variants and corrections, except for a very few isolated g
ms;;nces.l It is not necessary 1o suppose that X introduced for the firse time the

. lrjeah 1g 4. cumgue, though McKie: 2046 believes that he did. C£ p. 40
4 moﬁ;anuz, ;lillocproposed Chalybum, spelt it thus (with his own hand)iin the
ot brol.Corsin. Inc. 50. F. 37. His later adopti f th el
(Misc. 1.68; of. A. Guarinus, fol, 8,7 cir 1978, 370y PO

. : . ¢ 1ol. 877, and see Ziciri 1978 1+ 1A%
been due to a desire to avoid hi oy ey hare

iatus; but cf. the nn. on & nd

Mss here offer readin i fatu o o the

gs that end in -um). For hiatus af ) elisi

e e e . tter m, and also elision, at

pentameter, cf. 67.44, and possibl ; ichr]
‘ . , ¥ 97-2; and see M. Z
::oem_x f (1964)_.‘:11213-205 {= Scritti, 1978: 203—19). It may be that C Wo::lilr;-l
¥ case have avoided using a wholly Greek -
‘ : . proper-name form, ending ip -
almost immediately after the intens ’ oposed v
: ely Roman luppiter. Initially I ¢
read Chalybum in the iti i el AR
present edition; butin theend I ith ; esitati
decided on Chalybon, on ; jecti aghony, Fostsason
, on purely subjective grounds of euph icari i
: _ ‘ : phony. Zicari (art. cit.,
1964, 2. 19) points to ‘the crudity of the morphological Grecism, extrengely 1Zre

schol. P. Oxy 22 58) "Apcwdns unrods aéo, kal S

the emendations
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outside of book-titles, and in C.’s own pericd supported only by Varro, Men.
101 Biich.: Arcadon.’

To the reading in R (celitum), R* made two corrections: (i) celorum (cf. (s
celerum), (i) celtum, which is an attempted correction, essentially metrical in
nature, based on celitum = caelitum. The most Likely reading in X seems to be
celitum, s. 5. al. celerum (did X, or A, emend to celitum for the meaning’s sake?);
R*will thus have noticed celerum in X but changed it to celorum {= caelorum)
for the sake of metre, adding the further correction celtum (at a relatively late
stage, if we may judge from the sequence R#m3).

The emendation stringere is supported by -s at the end of ferrisin V.
abiuncige, ‘cut off’ (genitive sing., agreeing with the genitive concealed in mea;
this is proved by the Greek, which has »]edruntév pe). CL line 22 fratris ...
discidium, and see 39 n.

52~3 The reference is to Zephyr, half-brather of Memnon as a son of Aurora; the

53

54

Greek has Méuvoves Aiflomos ... 8f\vs drrys.

Bentley’s suggestion nictantibus (‘flashing’ or ‘winking’) has been revived by
Martyn: 1974; he considers that it translates xvxAdeas in Callimachus, Aetia
fr. 110.51—3. Bentley’s parallels, which he quotes, are Lucr. 6.836 nictare
insistereque alis (nixari Lachmanr, rightly) and V. Aen. 4.252 nitens . ..
alis. B. notes: ‘pennis nutantibus sive trepidantibus: Apul. Met. 6.15 libratis
‘pinngrum nutantium motibus, Cicero Arat, 88 tremebundis pinnis, Ovid M.
1.506 penna irepidante.” Palacographically, the change is not particuiatly likely;
more important, the word in fact means ‘winking’ and does not seem fully
transferable to the suppesed meaning; further, the verb nitens quoted by Martyn
from Aen. 4.252 (see above) is surely less than relevant, an objection that applies
also to nixari in Lucr. 6,836 as emended by Lachmann.

arsinoes: the R?* variant (= O) may well have originated in X.

Locridos: Bentley's conjecture is supported by P. Oxy. 2258 {see F; also notice
that the schol. in the papyrus seems to contain the word Aockpis). But the other
papyrus, PSI 1092, reads Aoxpucds, and when it was published in 1929 Stating’
Locricos was for a tme preferred; Kr.'s ed.? reveals hurried substitution of -cos
in the plates. V's eloctidicos seems to show traces of an alternative reading,
though its explanation remains obscure; but in any case it ends in -os, which
must be taken to support Locrides, since C. would surely have written Locricus,
not -cos, in the nominative case. See the arguments for Aokpueds in Callimachus

. given by Hansen and Tortzen 1973: 46. On Zephyr as Aokpés (Eustathius, p

223 Miiller), and the explanation thereby furnished for the phrase 'Arsince the
Locrian’ (because of her temple at Zephy'num) see Forsyth - 1972 Marinone 1589
argues strongly against Bentley’s reading.

ales: V has alis, which might seem to support Statius’ emendation alisequus
(on the model of pedisequus); this was defended by Housman 1929 before the
papyrus anmistakably revealed the word lmmo[s]. Thus Zephyrus, a wmd, is

55

56

58

59

&0

61
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certainly Arsinoe’s ‘winged horse’; and Zephyrus flies in the service of Aphrodite

-Zephyritis. 5. West, CQJ 35 (1985): 63 1. 13 would restore inwdr’, ‘rider.

m's is quig is careless and unmetrical; it is corrected by m? yet G * feels obliged
1o restote m’s mistaken original reading as a variant — unreflectively because in
haste? CL 64319 0.

advolat (GR = X) is clearly a mistake derived from X s other mistake advolat
. {for avolat) just above; O has the right reading in line 55, and also in 56 (where
X added & variant). X must surely have thereafter introduced collocat, as a
variant, from A, to mend the metre; he couid hardly have guessed independently
at the very word which we find in © (McKie: 205 and 207).

Since in the Greek (... Kovonirov vaténs aliyiarod) the first word is missing,
the unmetrical gracia/gratia has been variously emended. B, followed by E,
insists on Graiia (= Graia); but in this form it would surely have to-be -
scanned Graiiz, which again does not fit. The Greek cannot be filled out by -
Tpoio (Vitelli 1925) or ®8ia (Pleiffer 1932), because the final a in adjectives
of this kind is long. Consequently, Pleiffer afterwards (in his edition of
Callimachus) suggested that fike (see 57 1) may have stood there (and
not in 57). In any case the juxtaposition of Graia (‘Greek’ from the Egyptian
point of view; in fect, Arsinoe was Macedonian) with Cancpeis gives ag
attractive antithesis; grata, in comparison, seems flat, as even its defenders
{e.g., Martiotd 1972: 59) admit. Canopeis is the true Latin form; Canopitis,
as neuter abl. plural, would point to & nen-existent nominative, and. offers
little if any palaeographical advantage (though Mariott defends it). C. had
no reed to-adhere letter by letter to the Greek form of a name: of. 44 Thige

= @¢ins, and perhaps also 48 n. {on Chalybum). The sequence may be this:

canopeis[?] V; erronecusly canopicis {c for ) A; hence eanopicis GR(X),
conopicis {(ancther mistake) O. The regular Latin form {which appears in my
text) is, as already stated, Canopeis; and it is not far from the presumed

V reading. :

This line, in V, is quite corrupt. Any restoration should seek to preserve vario,
which both yields good sense and is to some extent called for, 25 an adjective, to
balance lumine. The argument for Fr.’s hic liguidi wes well explained by G.P.
Goold, Phoenix 12 {1958): 93116 {in a review of Mynors” OCT); its weakness
{which is also that of Lafaye’s hic dii, deriving ven ibi from a gloss vel divi) is
that the line seems overburdened with its two adjectives. The reading lumine
derives support from the Greek, restored as dpdes]w év modéeoow. F.'s manslation
‘shifting lights,” for varic lumine, seems unhappy.

Ariadne’s garland = the Corona Borealis; corona goes w1th ex A £ On the
legend, see Ovid, Fasti 3:456f£, M. 8.178.1

Clearly, the true reading (nos) was in X, and probably in A. O, who is erratic
throughout this passage (see 1. 58), is to be discounted as a witness to the
archetype here. - :
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62 C.s conceit is his own elaboration (ef. Callim s simple Bepevixeios xahds éyd
mAGkapos), and — as Marinone 1984: 218 remarks — it lingers over the parallel
with Ariadne. :

63 wvidulam is preferable to umidulam, as meaning “drencired’ {with ‘pathetic’
diminutive) by sea-spray; umid- is merely ‘slightly damp’; and the Greek has
tdaot] Aovduevow. Stars were pictured as rising from, and setting in, the ocean:
¢f. B. on 67-8. Pfeiffer, defending 8ae: against dakpio, for which, as he says,
there is not enough room in the papyrus, quotes Nonnus (of a star’s rising):
Bdac. Mvéuevos. CL. perhaps Matthew Arnold, Schrab and Rustum, sub fin.:
‘[waters] ... from whose fioor the new-bathed stars / Emerge ..." The Comais
irmagined as first rising from Ocean to its destined place in the sky. For cedere
= ‘rise towards a height,’ cf. Cicero, Arat. 475, where the Greek text of Aratus

- {694) has dpeaiooeral, and see Traglia 19557 436. )
R*s virid- is ap instance of a fairly common phenomenon, namely an

unsuccessful attempt on his part (followed as usual by m, and hence by G* to =

correct a nonsensical werd in R.

uridulam should surely be credited to B. Guarinus, whose sor (in 1521) reads

-usn in the text but annotates thus: wvidulam] sic legendum, non uvidulum,
pater existimat, cum ubique de caesarie non de crine loguatur.

65 For the postponed namgue see 23.7 1.

66 Callisto, daughter of Lycaon, was a huntress and a follower of Artemis. She had
an amorcus entanglement with Zeus, in punishment for which Hera changed
her into a bear, with the not entirely fortuitous result that she was shot —and

-killed - by the goddess. Zeus, however, metamorphosed her into the celestial
‘Great Bear’ (Ov. M. 2.400ff., Fas#.2.155ff; Apollod. 3.8.2). (L)

iuxta (V) is unlikely to have been altered in quantity to fuxtd by C; but if we
accept the correction functa we must also accept Callisto as dative (= KaAilora),
and nat only are there no parallels to this form but Serv. ad Aen. 7.324 says
of Allecto that ‘we use enly three cases in this declension, namely genitive
Allectus, nominative and accusative Allecto.” It is true, on the other hand, that
the ‘rule’ just quoted is twice broken by Hyginus (Fab. 14 and 224: genitives
in -0}, and Fr. quotes dative Erato from CIL IX 747; this type of Greek name
seemns t0 have ‘embarrassed’” Roman writers, as Fr. remarks. In laying down this
‘rule’ about nanies, Servius inay have forgotten an isolated instance; this seems
thore likely than violation by C. of the regular vowel-quantity in an everyday
preposition.. ’

&7 B.’s desire to remove the comma after occasum hardly takes proper account
of Odyssey 5.272 &ure oovra Bowrny (cf. Germ. Arat. 13g tardus in occasum
sequitur sua plaustra Bootes), though he mentions it. The phrase vix sevo is a
Graecism, uéhes Sype (B.). Heliacal rising and setting are referred to. Norice how
the rhythm of the first part of |. 68 suggests slowness.
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G aAnff . ;lt Is not necessary to suppose that he ev
er this poi 2 1

§ poirt, G* abandons variants, and has very few corrections indead

: ed:

;1}11113; Ifht(::e ath 67..46 (andhpossibly L 44 also); 68.86; 101.1- and lastly 103
, though given in the form of 5 i ially ; o
variant l. mom Mo o OF2 ?;T'recnon, essentially reproduces the 2

i 124j that the variants in G2 -
poe’m 66" is perhaps not sufficiently exact; they had in aq - 1; © ,St(.)P affter
out’ before (see . 45 n}. y case been “thinning

6970 me nocte As F. explai
: - explains, she is in the sk, th fl i
] ;ndhat da;vn returns to ‘Ocean.’ (Tethys was OIZ'an’: m‘c;zr) P hemven, by e
o Tethyi: i ‘
hencizwzhfﬁp?py)ru; ];afs oy, pl{:smbly preceded by i (as suggested by Lobel)
i =) Imou may have been written b i i /
: () - v Callimach
zelative position in the line as is occupied by C.%s cange TefZ;ima;he;aa:e
, e

71 iazce, azd 74 quin, are both corrections (original) by R byt Guin (pici{ed b
fair,l aI;J 50 probably ]_Jelonging to the later stratum of g2 Wofk] is, it uﬂl g
R,iz v be sjcu&,-le_ss obvious than pace, which is found already in e

amitiusia virgo = Nemesis, Cf. 50.48~a1, v

72 ;z:;n d:flo X .vtz'more_. The Greek has olitlis épiéer /

- nrt al;,(i’;ov; em.s, given by the scholiast probably from the opening of th
eter, must have had somet Ing to do with the proverb Bobs éargi y)\aSne—n
s

ndicars -
Indicating total (prudent) silence, though the point here is that the truth will
not

]S:E concealed ander any threats whatever

€e App. Cri i '

74 Y thelzl:xftrjlft-;f.ff might perhaps be kept (there are eight instances of this adverb
both vers s b7 _Ut;’\’att, repeat?ng the arguments of Nisbet 2g78: 105, Teject
P uevfz, though for Nighet’s imi, accepted by Goold, he 5ub5;;i o S
paralIzI fi?;lz:'c:iﬂ? nostriI (n7i) as palaeographically preferable. He givese Z

L ption, and justifi f .
Cartullus himself, Justifies nostri = mei by other instances from
Mari .
75 Marinone 1984 comments on the pathetic effect of the epanalepsis (with

chiasmus) me afore afore me, i ifi
: .. e, intensified b ich i
emphasized by its position at the end of the liney e theclfet of hich i

;;-?g;mst the conje‘crure Hymenis see B. Rehm, RhM 90 (1941): 346-57
pastf‘lrcgzin:l ::ths -Whlfh (e, faertice,_ ‘her head"), while she ywas a;i;l, in time
ung,uems e y simple [ummxec?] oils (vilia = Aird), not [vet] enjoying an

cn as are used by married women].” Two alternative puncmagrioni

Bofs mos. The Tast two

. - Kopugis ., .
v
’ 1 L}
78 Gwo, wap[dlevin ptv 1 v &y, morAd TéTwKa
MTE, yupaikelun 5 ok dréhavaa LUpay




1

460 Catullus

on the whole suggests keeping the comma in C. (notice the rhythmical parailel
between the two hexameters in Greek and Latin: - « - |- - o i-~ ~pJ - fJ
—_3 » where wapfevin ... &rand dum ... fuit occupy the same positions in the
line). On the same grounds, I now find, Clausen 1970: 87 defends the comma
Ufﬂess we accept Morel’s nuptae for una (an unlikely corruption and p'erha s.
wrt‘h unguenta, an unlikely phrase; but see the elaborate article, Marinone 1 PS;
which em_is by recommending it), we must suppose {what comparison witi ’
Callimachus suggests) that unguents by itself is meant by C. to indicate
perfumed unguents, suited to married women, as opposed to the viliz of girlhood
[ser.f Callim. H. 5.15-16, 25, quoted by F.); the alternative is to suspect, with
Pfeiffer, that omnibus conceals an adjective expressing the content of va:aLKefwv
| and fneeming ‘suited to the married state.” For a modern argument against the
read.t‘ng vilia see Kidd 1970: 44-s5; for it, Nicastri 1969/70: 25. The rhythm of
the line, imitated from Callimachus (see above), with its heavy pause after fuit
may suggest that expers should be taken closely with ego, racher than with ,
mrgo..Were it not that Callimachus distinguishes between the Aitd, used when
Berenice was a girl, and the ‘womanly perfumes” of the pentameter, we should
be tempted to translate omnibus expers unguentis by ‘who am now’deprived of
all nnguents [whatscever],” and if we regard C. as a free translator we may still
io s0. Much depends on whether the Callimachean uér ... 8 must be ta.lzen to
d:;rgpbezei .1m1tated; [ am inclined to think that C. considered it unimportant, and
77-83 Berenice was famous for her enthusiastic encouragement (cwovd is
Atljlenaeus’ word) of the manufacture of perfumes in Alexandria; see Fnon 7t
This gives additional ‘courtly” value to these lines, so far as thc; exis-t d 4
Callimachuis {on which question, see the next n.). e

79-88 The lines are wholly absent from the text of Callimachus as we have it

E.ither C. used a different text from ours, or he imported ten original lines into
what was otherwise at least a fairly close translation. There are two main reasons
for supposing Callimachus to have written them: (i) as the rest of the poem is
translation, and its theme is very far removed from C.’s usual topics, it woulda
be puzzling if he were to have originated these ten lines, and only thése (for a
atternpt to deal with this difficulty, see Horvéth z962: 35:-6); {ii) the passé ;
seems to continue the ‘promotion” of Berenice’s perfume industry; of. I} 80—g
which urge wives to use libations of ointment on every occasion ’wh.en. the ”
sieep with their husbands (and see the foregoing n.). Nicastri 1969/70 aftez
an e.xhaustive inquiry (in which infer aliz he dismisses Pfeiffer’s idee; that
Callimachus published two different versions of his poem), shows the very high
probability that the lines were in the Greek text seen by é and were rer:ovlgd
bef_ore our pApYIUS was copied u the sixth to seventh centuries; he tentativel
but not implausibly, suggests that a prudish transcriber objected to L. 81 but?- ,
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found he must remove all ten linés to avoid an obvious break. Putnam 1960,
like Horvath (and also L. Ferrero, Introduzione 23—4 and n. 3¢, together with
T. Della Corte and others), believes the lines to be a ‘morelizing’ addition by C.
The argument for C.'s originality rests Jargely on psychological grounds; I found
it interesting but unpersuasive. Putnam’s great seTvice is to show the increase in
the emotional intensity of C."s language, compared with that of Callimachus.

79 “You, whom marriage has joined’ (note the tense): i-e., already-married women,

not brides. If the meaning were ‘on your wedding night,” as F. suggests, what

would be the point of the reference to adultérous wives in 8467 ‘
guam (see App. Crit.): a desperate, and unsuccessful, attempt by R* (reproduced
by m?) to remedy quem, a word that makes no sense here; writing quam as he
does, R* must be thinking of post (R’s reading) in L. Bo.

8o non, for ne (cf. Ov. Ep. 16.164 non ... putd, AA. 3.129, Ex Ponto 1.2.106 non
adimat), is not quite on all fours with non siris (V's text) at line 9z below, where
see 11; the words non prius are dosely linked, a fact that provides a further
argument in favour of B. Guarinus’ emendation. : ‘
unanimis, simply ‘loving’; cf. 9.4 0.

82 omyx = a jar made of onyx; cf. Prop. 2.13.30, 3.10.22, Hor. Od. 4.12.17. For the
nature of ‘onyx,’ see E.; “yellow” onyx resembled alabaster. .

83 See the App. Crit. R's unique reading gu[ajeritis, whatever its source, is of the
utmost importance for establishing the dependence of nearly all the deteriores
on R, not on G which, like O, has colifis (Introduction, p. 33): Presumably it
comes (by a slip) from the following qu[a]e, unless qufa]e was accidentally
omitted in X and then written above col=. Since it failsto scan, some late Mss,
which derive from R, replace it with petitis (quaerere = petere, MOIE o less).
Alternatively, the source of the reading in R may be as follows: colitisque [?] V,

colitis@ A, colitis que X (seeking to rmend the metrical fauitarising from taking
gue as a connective instead of a relative); X's correction was then accepted by
G but misanderstood by R, who — with' typical lack of thought and of feeling for
metre — supposed that the correction was intended by X to prescribe a change
of verh: m then foliowed R, but preferred his own diplithongal spelling. If this
account should be correct, it would seem probable also that X's exemplar wrote
the letter | in a way that allowed X to read it as 7} if s0, that exemplar was not a
very old Ms. (See the Introduction, pp- 25-6, for the date of A) *

&6 indignis, the true correction (disguised as a variant by R¥; adopted into the text
by m) is metrically sound and also adequate in sense. But R* later {followed
by m?) found it necessary to add, as a second variant (ultimately, from A), the
absurd and unmetrical indignatis that we see in O. I the genesis of indignatis
were to reside in an attempt by X to cure by a varfant the weakness of indigetis
(the presumably sole reading inherited from A, on this theory), we should be
hard pressed to explain its presence in O; it must in this case be supposed that
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A himself added the variant al. indignatis (see above, p. 40), and that X simply
copied both text and variant together, and finally that GR tock only the reading

. in the text, neglecting the vartant.

87
[#:4

magis, ‘rather,” in adversative sense; see 73.4 .

sanguinis (V) ¢can hardly be right (see however Marinone 1982: 20 n. 76, and
1989: 390); blood-sacrifices are not appropriate to Berenice’s lock: unguen =
unguentum (1. 78), but the word is unfamiliar, and its form would suggest
sanguen to the copyist. -

ne or non? B. conjectured that an original reading ne siris (siris Lachmann) was
corrupted to uestris, leaving a syllable to be supplied, and that non was inserted-
to fll this up (since sed seemed to demand a preceding negative). This is more

- usual Lagin than nen + subj.; cf. however the instances of the latter quoted by F.,
- and also L. 8o, where non precedes an imperative (but see n. there). For a sound

G2

93

defence of ne siris see Courtney 1982: 49-50.

The choice between affice and effice is linked to the reading and interpretation of
Lnes 93-4. : , .

proximus: the (very fragmentary) Grezk line can be recenstructed as beginning
yelropes Eorwoay. Hydrochoos (= Aquarius) and Qarion (= Orion) were the
subject, according to the schaoliast; they must have occupied pazt of another,

. pethaps the following, line. If 5o, C. has apparently squeezed into his final

“line what Callimachus took a whole couplet to express; hence, perhaps, C.’s

obscurity. It does seem that largis a. ». balances expertem non siris esse. If
with V we read effice, and also cur iterent, in the sense ‘keep repeating,” and if,
putting a comma at the end of 93, we treat coma regia flam as quoting what

. .the stars say as a result of the large munera, then we achieve good sense (see

i

-Kidd 1970 on punctuation and meaning). And (we must further ask) why should

Orion be next to Hydrochoos, normally 120 degrees off? Are we to explain this
as meaning (i), that the stars will keep saying ‘I want to become a royal tress, .
ever if the constellations have to crowd together so that O. is next to H.' or
{if) that they keep saying ‘T want, etc,” even if this (universal) demand on their
part involves congestion ameng the stars? In either case, ‘become a royal tress,’
to'make sense of the whole, would mean ‘become part of the Coma Berenices’
- so.that it would not (surely) be true to say that O. is close to H., but rather

, t:}iqt both of these constellations (together with many others) finally cease to

- exist in so far as the desire of their stars to desert them for the Coma is fulfilled.

This intricate conceit would, one might think, need more than Callimachus’
two lines to clarify, and C.’s single line Ieaves it uncharacteristically obscure.
Alternatively, reading affice, we may accept Lachmann’s paleeographicelly
dubious emendation corruering with_a stop at the end of line ¢2; the sense
could then be paraphrased, “would that the heavens should fall inte confusion,
so that . shone next to H. — gladly should I face this, so long as I might
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become once again a royal tress’ (note that the Italicized words are not implied
by flam, as Kidd points out; and this might tempt us to accept Markland's
emendation iterum for utinam). B., however, has argued against Lachmann’s
reading, maintaining that the expression corruerint indicates the total collapse
of the stellar universe and is therefore too violent for the context. But it may
be that for C. the operative part of the verb consists of the prefix con- {= cum);
in a few passages, e.g., Lucr. 6.824 and perhaps Curt. Ruf. 3.3.18, the root ,
idea of ‘rushing [together]’ seems to replace the acquired meaning ‘collapse’;
cf.,, possibly, V's reading (corruerit) at 68.52 (but see n. on the text there) ’
B. further claims that it would do the Coma no good to have her wish grante‘d -
presumably because she is already a celestial ‘Coma’; but this is to deny C. the
right to a certain measuze of elliptical expression, due to the translator’s need to
compress his original here, and perhaps it is also to forget the loyalty shown by
the Comainll. 35-40. Asit s, the changes in the lines are very abrupt; the effect
is staccato, and the sense hard to follow. In general, what is meant is surely that
the Coma would like to abandon its place in the sky and be once again a tress on
its mistress’ head, and cares not a whit if this were to Jeave a gap in the heavens
and cause major dislocations among the stars — the whole, of course, by way of
extravagant compliment to Berenice. (For the case against corruerint, see Kidd
1970: 46; also Gutzwiller 1992.) '
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67

Structure: 8 + 6 + {2 + 2 + 1) + {10 + 2 + 18).

{Notice the generally increasing length of the Door’s utterance — italicized
zhove — under the interlocutor’s encouragement.) -

A dramatic duologue {Q.’s description) between an interlocutor (the poet?)
and a house door, recounting a piece of local gossip, of a scandalous
ort, concerning a woman whose identity and history woild be known to
he inhabitants of Verona and Brixia — and perhaps other towns in the
¢ syrrounding territory — in C.'s generation, but hardly te those of Rome at
 that time, and certainly to nobody since. The name of the person altuded to
in the last four lines (by hints that would sufficiently identify him to other

involved, and it is quite on the cards that another may threaten. -
Even without ‘the labors of generations of scholars’ (Badian 1980: 81},
it is not particularly hard to reconstruct from purely internal evidence the
bare outlines of the story, so far as they are relevant to an understanding of
the poem. The door is that of a house in Verona (1. 34). It now belongs to
Caecilius (L. 9), whose name is mentioned by C. merely for the purpose of
identification, though there is‘also an implication of respect and friendship
on the Door’s part, and of friendship on the poet’s part, in . . (There is no
reason at all why the Caecilius of this poem should not be identified with
C.’s fellow-poet Caecilius, who in poem 35 is called, or perhaps recalled,
to Verona by C. from the embrace of his lady love at Novum Comum;
see Hallett 1980, n. 3.) Caecilius acquired the house (whether by purchase
or inheritance does not matter) from the son of Balbus (L. 3; the name of
the son, whether or not it was also Balbus, is again irrelevant). Old Balbus
was well served by the Door, as the traditional guardien of female purity
(Il. z-4). But there were ugly rumours after Balbus died and his son brotight
to the house a bride from the not-far-distant town of Brixia: ‘they say she
came here a virgin; but really she had a former husband [in Brixia] who
was impotent, and in fact it was her father-in-law who ‘deflowered her,
whether through dn incestuous passion for the young bride or because the
older man was called in to perform the sexual act of which the husband was

- citizens of Verona) has been carefully disguised; a lawsuit has already been
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addressed. Cf. the effecs of i -
adress ct o Ealemr at the end of the first line of poem 27, and see
benigne, ‘generously’ 1
2 ¥’ (contrast maligne in 1. &)
Balbo: for this name angd others, see intr. n, &

incapable by nature.” Besides this (the Door adds) she had other lovers at
Brixia (‘How do I kmow this, you may ask, when I am fixed in this doorway
and can’t go out to hear the talk of the forum? Because I heard the woman
gossiping with her maids when she thought I couldn’t overhear’). Names
of the Brixian lovers emerged during this whispering; and the woman also
mentioned another man, whose name the Door will not give explicitly, ‘ne
tollat ... supercilia’ (1. 46), and who presumably lives in Verona and is
the particular cause of the Door’s feeling that she herself, as a servant who
must keep fides to Balbus as her late employer, is blamed by all and sundry

ipse semex: it mi )
(Il 10—14) for admiitting the son’s wife’s adulterers and thus bringing shame might be better to regard ipse (‘the master”; cf. 3.6-7 suam ipsam)

as the noun, senex as the adject;
, jective here. Cf. 61.¢ bus viri
Gnum mairem, 68.46 cartq anys oo shonig e also o
o e - Probably at 2.9 ipsg should be taken as = ‘your
5 TUrsus =per contra, not ‘once again’; ¢f. 22.1¢
nato, Frihlich’s emendation (fo t0), i srill
‘ _ T v0to), is still energetically di
spelling nato (rather than gnato) see Badian 1980: 838 n Y Soprred. For the
) See App. Crit.: notice O's disregard of metre N
Forrecto suggests that the Door b .
. e ied’
e eugges came married’ only a short while after the
Badian’s ingenious defe i
‘ nce of his suggested readin
. defer acta, b i
:)rf:t;rpretauon of the situation described here, may be ieimed toa?fd e li: Scl
orerunner in Bachrens’ pacty erg 2t i ow cards o
: . chre e. Against this, h 7
(line 4), which at this Pomt must surely imply ‘alone,’ e stands pse
marita: Kr, i i '
i - compares Livy 27.31.5 maritgs domos, and poeints 1o s il
szssmns at 68.6 lecto caelibe and Ov. I, 1 36 vidua domu T
expressior to : Vo1, 5.
7 g;i 1 ( come, now!’) is colloquial. Cybele uses jt {toalion) at ¢
. 055 = mihi; of. ine 18 nos . . nobis. 378
veterem is almost certain] i
‘ y to0 be taken with 4 i ical di
oi the line) rather thian with dominum Fiem (i e el divston
9 The Door’s naming of Caecil ‘ i
_ us, together with the following phrase § i
nunc, suggetsts that Caecilius, the Present owner of the houg ; 'rase'mdudmg
serex nor his son (see iner. o). % s nefther the
ita ... 'sot !
- quisqu;iaceam, somay 1 ..." to emphasize the Dogy's assertion
wee quitquam: of. 73.1. This kind of e is is slightls
s mphasis is sligh i
) ;?Hbq}?lﬁll similarly pote (= potest), for which see 17.24 1 ey archeieand.
2. 0 - . * . ) )
sensx:i :dy cc.nlwmcmg Testoration of the line has been offered but the [
sense ear: ‘everyone blames everything on me, the Doop’ {see lines fenera
g mol‘re TeCeNt attempts at réstoration, Lees suggeste& versi i
e ersion of 11—15,
; vere, etsi populi vana loquela facit,
eserves mention; might it he 7 i i
e g ¢ improved by the insertion of ig after 2tsi or after

on the house. L
Doors invelved in dialogue are not unknown in Latin literature; another

example is Propertius, 1.16. The chief attraction of this poem lies in
the skill with which C., treating the Door ‘as if it were a living being’
(Lenchamtin, intr. n.), endows it with all the characteristics of a female
servant who, borsting with gossip but determined (at first) to be both.
loyal and discreet, has a stream of secrets gradually extracted from her by
persistent questioning. The structure (see above) reflects the accelerating
tempo of her willingness to communicate what she can barely restrain; the
thernatic development of the poem lies in her change of attitude, and it holds
the reader’s attention because of the suspense produced by this, together
. with the humorcus detachment by means of which the interlocutor gains

his perhiaps not altogether laudable ends.

1 The mood of teasing irony in which the interlocutor addresses the Door is
established at once; iucunda (stressed by repetition with the parallel nouns viro
and parenti, emphasized by the caesura) is used in a general, conventional sense,
not as especially applicable ta the vir of the poem or to any particular parens.
The adjective fucundies is employed by Catullus, normally of human beings,
in contexts suggesting a relationship of warm friendship or affection (cf. the
I o1t 9.9); its repeated use in this line indicates at the outset of the poem that the
Door is to be regarded as 2 ‘human’ character, an idea developed throyghout (see
intr. n.). Here it is iucunda to husband and father as safeguarding the chastity of

females. _
> Greetings and compliments continue, still in general terms (Kr.).
auctet (= augeat) is an archaic form suitable to the language of benedictions; for
the archaic verb, and for the phrase bona ope, of. 34.23—4 bona sospites ope.
ope: the pentameter ends in z short open syllable; later poets avoid this.
3 Notice that the fitst appearance of the word ianug in the poem is deferred to this
line, which of course generates suspenise — and indeed surprise, since the reader
will naturally assume that a person, rather than a (personified) thing, is to be
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Acad. 2.32.103 Academia ... a gquibus,

i 51 i i pl., cf. Cicero,
For populi sing. with gui pl., cf. Cice 103 Ao v eelably

and see .5. Reid ad loc. for parallels (the idi;l: is, .
¢+ Tiv<s and he cites Madvig on De firr. 5.16)- _
e s con {not disguised as a variant), but can hardly be said
ss throughou the poem (cf. 1L 22
42 cum aliis for R's cum

R? attempts & correction
¢o follow it through. Either m, who is carele _
substulit, 25 suieque, 26 gquod meo for quod iners, 4 4 R cun
correction’ isti by changing it to istis (note tha

1 1ot

conciliis), garbles R's , 1o s (n0re e g
reverts to ist), or else R* at first allowed R's unmetrs : ,

r

nothing better to suggest (and m simply misread istius) but lazter }11{1 tnzd 50
end :he metre with isti, and was accurately followed by m? The secon
T

give differin
explanation seems better, since m and m* do not very often give g

versions of a single R* reading.

16—17 After non satis est, we have to unders
facere.

17 qui (ablative), How

3 ssum? ‘ _ '
SI;IE:T}:; ‘tries hard.’ scire laboro should be taken as either archaic (Ludil. 349-50M

labora discere) or colloguial (Hor. Ep.1.3.2 scire L‘._IbOTO.).. e former
20 prior, ‘first, formerly’ (probably not to be taken with vir in the ser zforme:
insbfand * even though in fact he seems 10 have been the person in question:
intr. n‘].’Por prior = prius, see K.F. Smith’s note on T.'Ib. 1.4..3 ;d
2 sicula= mentula. For hasta in the same sense, of. Priap. 43. 4.

i idi K. refers to the emperor
belically for faccidity or languot,
For beta, wem 8, 312'10n of a verb befizare for the commonly used

and quotes Automedon, AP 12.29-374, where

cand something like oportet before

?:\Cf. Plaut. Men. 786 qui cavere possum?, Most. 641 qui

Augustus’ personal substitu
lachanizare (Suet. Aug. 87.2),

A&;XG':E; s mzll.l; ;Zfi ilniazlinned with the second syllable long L.m_hke all

» V; I Itsn::i‘ies in -ius in C. (see below). Purther, if we tak'e.paf:.ar,-tllm's ag:i
Z;ae;_fubile together, the expression becomes awkwgd.l Ba,l’ 5 illusi t(e :;czl;r:m Sfr
“pricked’) is palaco graphically easy to accept. The princip argusm e
illius are these: (1) C. scans illfus at 3.8, 30.31, 1122, 6;.2:;}9, djfﬂpo I{ ilﬁ.u;
and 68.44; also ullius 4.3. wnius 5.3, totlus 17.10; (i1) t’ e bur e é/s
before a strong pause in the line, does not seem w0 ﬁ,t C. sdvezseﬂz m tie I.a Be
emendation calls for less displacement th.an Scaliger s, an ic et e
seems awkward (we have illgr in 1. zo)hand] of dubious relevanc

i uced as a fresh persona here). -

24 ;};:ﬁ:;;zr:jﬂscelemsse Jomum (implying the pollution of a household by

sexual misconduct) of. 64.404 n. (divos s}celemre penares).
*Jieposition,” as often (see 65-4 ).
” ’Z;‘:Z;: S;SEO;:;:;; aglat blirEds the judgment. Cf. Hor. Od. 1.18.14 CaeCUS

amor Sui.
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26 natus = gnatus; the n-form is used here for metrical reasons (64.298 n.).

27 unde unde, 'from some source or other,” of. Hor. 5. 1.3.88 (but see B.’s
objections). The omission of the second unde is the simplest way to explain the
unmetrical reading in V. ) B
foret virtually = esset. CL. 4.5, 63.46, 66.61, 68.40, 68.116, 99.13.
nervosius illud: of. Petron. 129.8 recipies ... nervos tuos si triduo sine fratre
dormieris (Fr.). '

- 29 Egregium: ironical affectatidn of surprise and admiration; of. V. A_eﬁ. 4.93 .

egregiam vero laudem et spolia ampla refertis. N otice the addition in parataxis
of mira pietate to egregium, which is characteristic of C.:cf. 71'.4'11. o
narras; colloquial; of. Ter. Andr. 466 bonum ingenium narras adulescentis, .
Cicero Ad Fam. 9.16.7 quem fu mihi ...
became obsolete. )

30 minxerit: again a euphemism. Cf. Hor. S. 2.7.51—2 sollicitum ne / ditior aut
formae melioris meiat eodem. C L
gnati ... gremium, properly ‘that ... which belonged to his son.’ ,

32 Cyenege: the restoration of Vs chinea is probable, though not certain, bur
during much of Brescia’s history this prominent hill (specula), the modern
Castello, has apparently beer known as colle Cigneo, Cig_n_o, or Cicneo. The
story of Cycnus and Phaethon is certainly domiciled in the Po valley (Ov. M. .
2.367—80), but appears to have no particular link with Brescia: see Richardson - .
1967: 430-1, who suggests retaining Chimeq (chinea, Mss), and refers in: support
of this to a name concealed in the Virgilian crux at Aeneid 10.186. '
supposita: the a is (rather awkwardly) lengthened by position. Cf. 17.24 pote
stolidum, 63.53 gelida stabula, 68.186 nulla spes, Tib. 1.5.28 pro segete spicas.
Petreius’ supposita in specula probably represents an attempted cofrectiqn by
a local antiquary, as B. suggests for ].C. Zanchi (see No. 113 in the Table of
Mss). For supponere in this sense, of. Petron. 116.1 haud procul suppositum
arci sublimi oppidum, where impositum is the Ms reading but sup- [Biich.'s
conjecture) is — independently, it seems — urged by Fr.; see Fr.’s palacographical
explanation. _ o

31 The debate between the Humanistic emendation praecurrit on the one hand,
and V’s percurrit on the other, has a topographical dimension, since the Mella, -
though close to Brescia, does not flow through the ancient city {see Tozzi 1973).
The reading Mello, for Mella, has probably been assiﬁﬁlated to the gender of
flumine (Fr., p. 434). Tozzi, reading percurrit (praecurrit first appears in Trinc. -
and not, as he claims, in Ald.* and Ald.2), concludes that by Mella C. meant the
Garza {a tributary). He supposes, after Lenchantin, that in antiquity the name
Mella was (sometimes) given to both rivers, since they eventually meet in one
bed (p. 492). In view of the distance (over a mile) of the Mella proper from the
outmost Eimits of the ancient city, he may well be right, and demonstrably right

narras? Later, as Kr. says, the idiom
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if only there were other evidence for the sharing of the name. This solution, in:

earlier version, is one of two commended by Zicari 1578: 13436, the other bej

the substitution of praecurrit for percurrit; Zicari himself, however, offers

third way out, leaving percurrit and changing guam to gua. See Carratello 19
333 n. 65, whose defence of Zicari’s emendation has now persuaded me.

" flavizs is a coriventiona] epithet of rivers, not to be takén too seriously; of. V. Aes

5.816 (Kr.). : : ;

34 See Giangrande 1970 for his attempt to substitute matronae (= the erring -

worman, whose lovers are mentioned in the latter part of the poem) for Veronae,

- In fact, Billanovich 1988: 35-6 shows, from an echo in a much later text, that th

‘ , true reading is after all Veronae. Though he seems unaware of Giangrande’s

B . article, this does not affect the outcome. Since there are no good grounds for

- replacinig mege with tuae, the Door must be supposed, if we accept Vs reading o

the line, to be situated in Verona (see the intr. n.). The reading tuae, champicne

by Scaliger; has however been defended by some modern scholars (Riese, for

i - example, and also Rambelli 1957: 65-88). - '

On what is meant by mater, in terms of the personal relations between heroes -

‘ or founders, transferred in myth to their cities, see Wiseman 1987: 324—36.

- 36 malum ... adulterium: cf. 61.97-8 mala ... adulteria.

38 For abesse with simple ablative of separation, cf. 63.60.

e 39 auscultare, colloguial (Ital. ascoltare).

= 41=2-Overhearing by the house door of a whispered (furfiva voce) conversation in
which the wornan confesses her sins to her maids (hardly in the entrance halll)
is, though implausible, a way out of the question asked by C. in 37—40; whereas
the interlocutor can pick up the stories circulating in the streets (3 dicunt,

§ ferant, etc.), how can the door pick up gossip, fixed to the house as ‘she’ is?
{C., however, does not broed over the intrinsic probabilities of the situation.)

44 speraret (or speret) = ‘suppose.” The argument for the emendation speraret does
not depend solely on the avoidance of hiatus, as Richardson 1967: 431 supposes;
the sequence of the tenses of verbs from 41 audivi to 45 addebat has some weight
also. On hiatds in €.’s poems written in elegiac couplets, with a defence of the
hiatus that would result in this line frotn adoption of the reading speret, see M.
Zicari, ‘Sothe Metrical and Prosodical Features of Catultus’ Poetry,” Phoenix 18
(1964): 193-205. . :

25-8 This elaborate periphrasis is no doubt intended to identify (for readers already
acquainted with the local scandals) the person whom the Door, like C., is
anwilling to name. For a P. Cornelius Balbus (married to a Caecilia) and a
C. Cornelius Longus at Verona in the early imperial period, see Wiseran
19871342, . '

46 Although it is almost invariably R *m*(not m)G? that yield a reading otherwise
found in O, which suggests that in these instances R took the reading from an

Macleod, C-W. 1981 The Argstry of C. 67
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bled by the sequence R*mG*
d not be troublea by e e

ration found by him in X, we need
g ;ere' the correction can easily be supposed to have suggested

: ; i bly fortuitons. o .
peement with O provety The person attacked, being dlsapPomted of

‘ stnation appears to be this. : i e o
Zhe szWhic:h weI:sP contingent upan his having natural hex.rds, cadflzd E:rl}i E .
jga‘:yl te pregnancy, and at the same time secretly adopted & , phich
Emm :ﬁilg' ;:e out to be his own. The deceit was suspected, and a iengthy

sequ ) ]

Tawsnit was the result.
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' Filologia e forme letterarie. Studi offerti

—38. Urbino.
o F. Della Corte 2.321-3 6 Hemes 157 e

Elegy: C. 67 and Propertius 1.9," The

i ilhelm and
Two Worlds of the Poet. New Perspectives of Vergil, ed. R.M. Wilkelm an

1. Jones. Detroit: 296—302.

6% {a and b)

Omne poem or two/ Afrer a century of he%a,tec} debate, l;n.odern sghoi:rnil;lz ;Z
redominantly inclined towards separating poenT 68 mtosmldiian 1.983.
’If)or example Wiseman 1974b and Courtmey 1985; contra, Sar fan 193
Fordyce, who succinctly outlines some but not au of the ob;ec:}'?quv Oould havi
: Userves: If they had stood apart in our text, they

hem, wisely o tood our t 1d have
1{Jeen facceptzd as Teferring to two quite Jifferent situations and ther

o ternptation to connect them.’ _
ha;i)::rf I‘;ET;& is pf:ented as a letter to & fnenld. Its ;:nig‘uecigi tj:i Z;y:;
aconingly, are omspondingly proot S0, G Llnio anons
68", where ey a1 ailo, wse the display of geographical and
o .(elébora:;dﬂ;?l ;cflf't}:li)s.e;}fismiztl;;;e reasoi fgr separating the. W{)o
other 1?;r$r1§; of composition; othet, perhaps more cogent, Te450NE wﬂl tz
P?ems_l; low. Yet because they are adjacent t© each other it is temp-tmgh'
i‘;infc»: :0‘:?.12 relationship between them. One view of such a relationship

. . I
was expressed by Vretska 1966. 3278 following (substantially) Della

intains that the two poems were
Corte 1951 and Wohlberg 1955. He main e e o ore

i i is ‘uxtapositon, however, to th
(_khb eraltiliyri?f{i?g;’: ;i-—fgclnsj g:txtfﬂfus {one can imagine, jthough certainty 1;
l'merpo'gl ) responding to the request for a poem, may first have cﬁmpose_
lﬁlipozzlm 62% refﬂsa.l, based on his situation at the moment. Th;n, Io;:gvetré
he rimembered an earlier composition \_fvhlch he thp;l&({fl itlco af:::inserzing
hand (for touching-up?) in a capsula (line 36} an682 e B
the interpolation as a connection of thought. (So 68° was

de mieux. _ - |
fmflfﬁisenTSt alto)geﬂler implausible account can be reconcde'd Vfllthdt}(n:n :iuvsgl
he text is set out here: 68 appears with a capitel letter at its hea
the te o

implied interval, though in CE this was conce
of a page);
agree) a new poem
unity versus division.

aled by its beginningat the top .

i i here (as most scholars
+ the lack of a capital at line 149, W :
o does not begin. See below on the general question of !

) 473 Commentary on Poem £8%

For establishing unity in composition, it is of no importance that 682 and
68b are found together in the Mss, without any break between them, and
under a heading ("Ad Mallium’) which on the Ms evidence can apply only to
II. 1—40; the same situation applies in other parts of the collection, especially
towards the end. Wisernan 1974b: 89 cites poems 101-16, which are run
together under a heading, fletus de morte fratris, that applies only to the
first of them. Some evidence even suggests that the heading goes back no
further than R?, and thus does not possess manuscript authority; and that it
was taken from the form of the name as it is first encountered in R (see line
11). In poem 61 the bridegroom’s name, which is Manlius (1. 215) Torquatus
(L. 209), appears in 1. 16 as Mallius; at line 215 we find the reading Maulius
in O (cf. the variant al. mauli in R?, here at 68.11). (Clearly Malli, or Mali,
could represent Manli at 68.11 and 30.) See however McKie, esp. 62, 86, 8q.

In 68 the name in Il. 11 and 30 begins in V with a consonant; in L. #1, at
least, it must do so because of the open vowel just before it. It is no remedy
to drag in the ‘Allius’ of II. 43, 50, 66, and 150, by teading mi Alli (or mi,
Alli) at 1. 13; the elision of the 7 at this position, in this metre, will stmply
not do {and certainly not as a result of conjectural emendation); there are .
only two or three instances of such an elision before a vowel in the very -
much looser satiric hexameters of Horace and Persius, and none at all in
those of more formal poets. In 68, on the other hand, the opposite is true;
at line 41 the name must begin with a vowel, for two reasons: (i) to make
possible the elision of m(e), and (ii) to give iwverit an object, which it has to
have. Moreover, V’s reading quam fallius (QVAMFALLIVS at some stage
of the transmission) must come from QVAMEALLIVS. The other names
given in 68° are: 50 alli or ali; 66 allius in O, with vel manllius in the
margin, but manlius in X, who clearly has here made a critical choice, as
he sometimes does, taking (vel) manlius from A, the common parent of
O and X, where evidently the variant appeared as such; O does not invent
variants for himself, but simply copies what he sees — or thinks he sees. We.
must therefore come to terms with the fact that 682 and 68 are addressed to
different people, and that the faint similarity between their names (one of
which began with a consonant, the other with a vowel) is simply accidental.

There are other reasons for separating the poems. They cannot have been.
addressed (in the first instance} to the same person at the same time, because
the circumstances of the people concerned are not the same: in 682, lines .
1-6, the addressee is living a forlorn bachelor life, whereas in 68° (L. 155) he.
receives a message of goodwill in assodiation with his lady leve (tua vita).
Further, the virtual repetition of 68* lines 20—24 at 68° lines 92-6 is very
much harder to accept in two poems (or parts of a poem) written at the same

. time and to the same person. It may be added that the verse-technique of
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68* differs from that of 68b ;
in at ] i
frequency of elisions. In 68" at ‘east one important respect, namely the

, if I calculate correct]

: : ¥, an av 151
occurs every 1.6 lines (cf. the eleg_giac epigrams, poems 69e-—rzaig§ ioiiiilﬁsiilel
(2.6, in lines 41—148), or Jess i i T o or every s
.6, . or less if we i it
(cf. here‘the long poems 67, 64, 66?2:;3;11‘111?85 s a laer sddicon
an-d 31 lines respectively). If 682 and 63t
this difference has to be explained.

Ve one elision every 2. 5, 3.1,
are parts of a single composition,

{(a) Lines 140
Structure: 10 + 20 + 10,
A letter to Manlius, containing a

request to C. for two kinds of solace
distress. = - ’

negative regly (recusatio) to Manlius’
eroticand literary, in a ime of personal

A complete’ and self-sufficient poem i
A ‘ . , possibly (though b
S:zta;zizgi ;‘ﬁfer‘r]mg f{o 68, but in no way structurally getergﬁsgd?;ais
ool 35 ; ;:;eryigfie;v?gp (tl10ug:’r1}l1tilrs1 analysis is somewhat too
: » 319—20] the piv 1
i‘:ixﬁoi:;ii;ré the sfeco_nd-person address to the Ios’gJ b:;tl?lrelr“(glif Cilli'; P;EI;:
will 7 c‘ircuf;ii o p:;gem 65 (see intr. n. there); in both instances it gives a
ety dreula Ity Of structure, .or at least an ‘enclosing’ type of structure
of éompoﬂﬁoﬁacfpgeé?. It dc:les not follow that the relationship, in daté
0 sompost > o to 68° should be presumed to resemble that of
S0 éomema;re ieen that the brother’s recent death seems to give a
S N or .o.th 65 and 66; whereas, as between 682 and ggb thy
Word repetitions (20, 22—4; 92, 94-6}, whatever they may ind_{cat: :

(See be}o‘v‘\‘ s & ha y
Te Id to I‘ECOIICIIE Wlth t.he otion Uf ViI a

1 quod, ‘as for the fact that .../ 4
guod scribis. Kr. compares, Cicero,
tua mihi valde gratq es:.

b
) ccz;:i:;i;nt:;: becg;rse :e taken to qualify in sense both fortuna and casy
» vedewed” or ‘smudeed.’ ! & '
conscribillent, 37.10 scribam, doel racher penned € 25
hoc (i L .
df:t (]_Iiilfsl):ng whick I have in front of me’) does as much as anything to prove
40 are a genuine letter-in-verse. The loose perinds
. . je. eriodi
lm'ej b;fore a major pause) is another epistolary touch ? "ol (fooreen
epistoitim, as a Latin word, oceurs onl ,
rd, ¥ here and twice in Apylei
and 79). In Greek, however, émeréhion is regularly used. pricis pol ¢

common formulg of epistolary style; cf, 27
Ad Att. 3.7.1 guod me rogas ..., voluntgs
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3 TFor the figure of shipwreck, applied to love, cf. Philodemus AP 10.21.6 céo

- mopdupée kiv(buevor mehdyer. Other applications of the figure can be found, e.g,,
in Cicero’s description of Catiline’s followers (Ca#l. 2.24 illam nauf'mgomm-
eiectam ac debilitatam manum). '

4 mortis limine: cf. the Lucretian (2.960, 6.1157) leti limen; neither expression,
however, need be supposed to refer to the gates of the underworld, as Kr.
suggests.

5 sancta Venus: a cult title; cf. 36.3, where F. has a helpful note.

6 lecto caelibe: of. 67.6 (of the iarua) es ... facta marita. It is not necessary to
suppose that Manlius is suffering from bereavement, or a tiff: his trouble is

unrequited love.
7 veterurn: the implication is that Manlius has asked C. for a new poem.

" 9 guomiam, ‘inasmuch as.” m {reading guere for guoniam) is singularly careless

here, as he is elsewhere in this passage; of. I. 22, 34, 38, 39, 42, 53, 59, 63, 70.
(Readings in CE, App. Crit.) Here m? corrects by reverting to R's reading, giving
the correction as a variant. '

me tibi dicis amicum does not suggest close friendship.

10 Notice the careful disjuncton, by means of ef ... et, between the munerg -
Musarum and the <munera> Veneris. The two complaints made by Manlius
in 5-8 (he finds it hard to sleep alohe, and older books give no solace in his
wekefulness) are taken up in reverse order.

Elision at the dizeresis of the pentameter is not avoided by C. except {under
Greek, especially Callimachean, influence) in poems 65 and 66; Kr. and T. both
point to lines 56, 82, 9o below. :

Musarum: for the expression ‘gifts of the Muses” Kr. and F. cite Archilochus,
fr. 1 D {= 1 West) Movodwr éoardw 8dpov, Theognis 250 dyhad Movedwy
3@&pa, and for ‘gifts of Aphrodite’ Hesiod Sc. 47 Tepmopevos dapoiat mohuxpiou
"Adpodirns, while F. points also to Anacreon, who in fr. g6 D (= 2 West) has
both: Movcéwy e kal dyrad &g "Adpodirns cuppioywy.

hinc = a me {colloquial,’ Kr.); cf. 63.74 0., 116.6 1., and the use of husic nostrum
at 109.z and perhaps of istinc at 76.11. ‘ '

11 The natural explanation of R*s al. mauli seems to be that it was the variant
reading of X, ignored by GR because it was unhelpful (not yielding a name}, and
that this in tarn represents a faulty transcription by X of something like mali
in A. ’

12 odisse = have a distaste for’; cf. Prop. 1.1.5 and 3.8.27.

14 dona beata, ‘gifts to be expected from one who is hdppy’ {transferred epithet).

15-26 Bearing in mind the distinction referred to in 1o n., these ten lines seem to
have nothing to do with literature; certainly they need not be taken as referring
to poetry, even to love poetry (see 17, n. on [usi).
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p S Z?Esils e plﬂﬁ = e toga vt IIIS or y()udl s paage O][ III.ﬁtU.II{y exd:a 1 dfor
b dg F ge
th g 73
the togﬂ pTQEieIfa Of dﬂld}lood. Ih.e ldea behIILd 15 'IS 18 eXPIeSSe& 3.150 by

Propertius 3.15.374
ut mili praetexti p o
ot data libertas noscere amorls 1te. ke sbort
! ‘ love poetry’; C.1s 5
17 lusi, T played the lover. (Not ' composed love p try’ talling

: See 33 1.
-« rather than those of the Muses. yn). ,
T v mont 1zal form of the expression Tmphes that the lover ‘has

ddess of love, not the other way about; the Ciris

udor est ablatus [Heinsis; velatus codd.] amictus

est deq nescia niostri: the us
tnowledge of the god or go the
inly imi ’ 1 way of putting It-
lainly imitates C.'s unusua ’ o
8 E;t? PsweeZc" of. Sappho L.-P. 47 (yAukUTLEOOS, of Eros), and Meleager.
1 jtter- ;ef o ! :
5 rikpeD YEUTAUEroL HEALTOS. ‘ .
12:18";1.2 1—(:r)cl n:uf’is Zs used to describe a lover's state of mmii( maﬁ; czlmp::hat ¢
ot ’ iti eaT .
1 — and it is to make this

mes — of bitterness and SWeetness ' = C

bmh]:f?:ze;t with dulcém ... miscet amaritien. There is no such tautology

amp

SUpPOSes.

in ve lines: cf. 91—3, and also.
57 Notice the repetition of frater(na) in thiree successive [ines; cf. 913,
19— _

ine 1 d at the same
i i ted at four-line intervals an .
1, where frater is thrice repex : o
P;’em i:;zothe Yine. This is probably sntended to suggest the.n,te of’ ;qnfa:mres
pfaie; Aen. 6.500 ter DOCE pocavi, Ov. Fasti 3.563—4 ferque vale’ dixit,
of. V. . 6. :
sar ad ora relatos / pressit. See Eurth.er 101.2 1. -
g studium ‘pursuit’ (again with no lizerary overtones,
1 7
e ' . end of the
ﬂlrli'[a:t?c? +he sense of abruptness given by the monosyllable at the en

line, followed by the heavy pause at the end of the first footin 1. 20.
ine,

i i exernplified in these lines.
20-1 m's correcting tendency is well p

: i i 21 .
The repetitions of #u etc. reinforee the effect of those mentioned in 19—
21_4 M I 7’ 3 .“ ’ v.
23 Kr. compares Fur. Alc. 347 o0 Y&p fov Tépriy efen:l\z ,ecz .
ac interitu, abl. of cause; of. line 87 below (raptu), an s0: 4&' nd 6552 nples
’ tota de mente fugavi, completely banished from my mind’; XA

of this Latin poetic idiom see E
26 haec studia =19 hoc studium. As Kr. says

simply of love or

the pl. 1s used here for the sake of

concinnitas with delicias.

27 Wiseman 1g74b: 6100 has rn—
~Jeronae turpe <est>r Catulle [=

ade an eloguent piea for regarding the wor-ds ,
V], esse’ as a direct quotation from Manlius

i i ing that C. means
Jetter to C. This would avoid the difficuley involved in assuming that

Veronae esse turpe Catullo esse). On thlg ot}k:er
a direct question in this way, at least in the
here, using the vocative — wonld be easier to

one esse to do duty for two (=
hand, that C. should introduce

- if not, as
second person — €VeN ‘ tive — o
accept if there were at Jeast one really valid parallel ins

he works of a
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poet. Of Wiseman's five citations in n. 52 from Cicero’s letters, one {Ad At
12.25.2} Is limited to one word, as is 12.34.3; 8.15.2 and 12.1.2 are proverbial and
noh-personal in expression; and at Ad Fam. 5.2.3, which is perhaps the closest,
ita is inserted to introduce the citation. See also line 28 n. for a further objection
to Wisernan's view.

28 guod here surely = ‘inasmuch as,” not ‘the fact that,’ following guod = ‘as for the
fact that’ in line 27. Wiseman's transladon ‘As for ... the fact that’ disguises

this. Notice also that non furpe in line 3¢ must directly contradict turpe in
line 27. . .
hic would mean ‘in Rome” (not Verona}, if we were to adopt the view that a direct
quotation is'involved, and assume (as Q. does) that the quotation continues to
line 29. On Wiseman's view (sce line 27 n.) it refers to Verona; this, I think, is-
right. F., who would expect an indirect quotation to follow guod scribis, deals
fairly with the difficulties inherent in his own assumption but still thinks direct
guotation ‘unparalleled and improbable.” ’ ‘
guisquis either = quisque, ‘everyone’ {on the analogy of the neuter quidguid =
guidque), or (more probably with such a phrase as de meliore nota) we are to
understand est, as F. suggests. Here he is supported by Wiseman.
de meliore nota, ‘out of the top drawer’ (the metaphor in Latin has to do with
choice wines, as in nota Falerni, Hor. 5. 1.10.24). The same inetaphorical use is
found in a letter from Curius (Cicere, Ad Fam. 7.29.1) ard in Petron. 116.5; F.
also cites Sen. De benef. 3.9.1. . ,
2g If we regard Veronae ... esse as a quotation (see 2y n.), it may be prSSSible_
to read tepefactat with R? rather than tepefacrer with Bergk; but the choice
between emendations is of little moment, and even in that case the subjunctive
seems on the whole preferable; the reason is not so much given as a fact,
as imputed by C. to the mind of Manlius. R¥'s attempted (end almost
successful) correction is of course partly, though not wholly, metrical in
character. ’ L
For the shortening of the second syllable in tepe- seé F.'s n. on 64.360
tepefaciet. The word tepefactare is elsewhere unknown, but F. points to two
instances of the analogous frigefactare in Plautus (Poen. 760, Rud. 1326).
30 non est turpe, magis miserum est: cf. Cicero, De Har. Resp. 49 miserum magis
fuit quam turpe.
magis, ‘but rather’; of. Lucr. 2.1086 non ... unica, sed numero magis
innumerali, V. Ecl. 1.11 non equidem invideo, miror magis.

30, 32, 34 Kr. points out that in these pentameters there is puhctuation in the

second half of the line, contrary to C.'s unvarying practice elsewhere in his
longer elegiac poems (and indeed in the epigrams, except at 110.4); he correctly
attributes this to the relatively loose style of a versified letter.
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31 ignosces (‘polite’ future), ‘please forgive.” Hor. S. 1.9.72; with igitur, at Prop.
1.11.19. ’

32 cum neques: temporal (cf. perhaps line 8), but (as Kr. suggests) here cldse
enough to the causal sense to approximate the archaic cym-causal,

33 nam: elliptical, as F. notes. In this transition we merely imply the second request,
and explain why the second request also cannot be met. :
scriptorum: probably from scripta, not from scriptores. Notice that nam is used,
transitionally, as passing to a new subject: ‘now, as for <the other topie> ...°
In Il 1530, C. has very carefully explained why he cannot accede to Manlius’
request for munera Veneris (10); now he turns to the Tequest for poetry (munerg
Musarum), and let us remember that it was new (original) poetry that M. had
in mind {7 n.). Four lines are now devoted to C.’s reason for being anable to do
as M. wishes, in this respect also. Ie has no great copia scriptorum with him
at Verona. It seems artificial to suppose that C. needs a whole library to cope
with a friend’s request for lines to take a vexed mind ‘out of itself’; afrer all,
the friend presumably knew €. was at Verona, away from Reme and from his
books. Nor should we imagine that M. expected C. 10 sit down there and then
and compose a long, learned work for which histories and encyclopaedias were

indispensable. The very phrases used in 3940 (petenti copia posta est: ultro ego
deferrem, copia siqua foret) seem to suggest furnishing something that is ready
to hand. Accordingly, what C. says is most likely this: ‘T have only a small capsa
here; with just a few rolls <of work, scripta, brought with me> (for revision?).’
CE. Horace, 5. 1.4.22-3 (capsis ... scripta) and Lp. 2.1.268.

34 hoc, ‘probably ablative’ (Kr. and E.).
capsula, diminutive of capsa, which = scrinium (14.18), ‘a cylindrical box in
which volumina stood on end’ (F.).

36 sequitur, cither ‘accompanies me whenever [ come here’ or else loosely (in
‘conversational’ epistolary style) for secuta est.

37 quod cum ita sit: prosaic. CL. ]ﬁ\;enai 5.59.
mente maligna, ‘out of a grudging disposition.’ Cf. 1018 non mihi tam fuis
maligne . ..
id facere, colloguial (cf. 85.1 id faciam, and see n.).

39 non probably negates the whole dause; C. has to refuse both requests. His reasons
for doing so are dearly given in two phases, 15~32 and 33-6, where see nn.

Copia posta est (= posita est), *has been put at your disposal’; a fresh coinage,

on the analogy of copia facta est. For the whole expression cf. Seneca, Ep. 39.1
sed utriusque rei copiam faciam (to which Kenneth Quinn kindly drew my
attention).

40 ultro deferre (to volunteer’) is a set phrase; ¢f. Hor. Ep. n.12.22 51 quid petet,
ultro defer.
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Lines 41—160 » .
gt)mcture?vaﬁously described as “cyclic,’ ‘mesodic,” ‘omphalos’ or ‘Chinese
box’ arrangement of themes (e.g., abededcba; see for example the plan set

in Kr.%: 219). ‘
011;}111; groups go]f lines are balanced, with mathematical symmetry {or an
approach to it) around the central section in lines 87—104:

- 1014
i 87—90 gI-100
%‘g:—;e TZoy Brother's death Troy

For the question whether the apex passage, 91100, o_ngi-nallzlr foimt}eitpf}:f;
of the poem, see above: Copley 1957 and thhers ha've pom;: ouw o
‘réader can pass from go to 100 without interruption of the sensz.lli est
41-50 are usually regarded as an introduction, containing t‘he .rltanfe ussaa_
its beginning and end; lines 14960 are for the most part similar ydseen eiﬂ
kind of conclusion or envoi, again addressed by? name to Al}ms an rm;g hiy
balancing the introduction in length. For an important d1scussm1180 ths
‘conversational scheme,” together with that of 68, see Courtney_ 1985, who

gives parallels.

41 deae, the Muses (IL. 2.485 Ducis yap Seal éome). The fact that the Muses atre
formally addressed at this point serves powerfully to shmfr 'f;at a separfaﬁe1 )
composition (in some sense at least) begins h.ere, and that it has more o
character of a work of art than lines 1—40; see intr. n.

42 Notice the emphatic, almost excited, repetition of fuverit.

i i i 2 ’ hi ith wiveret,
m at first mis-writes fuverit as iuveret; then m* ‘corrects’ him with 3

i ing R’ dy correct reading.
apparently without consulting R’s already : .
43 TIcr!Pread nec, with V, would intolerably break up the Alogltal progression from
110 45. -
! m*'s senseless variant (al. 1, i.e,, zeras) can only be expl_ameci as the result of
R’s imperfectly drawn ¢ (fol. 30}, which indeed does distinctly resemble an 7.
This tends to show how slavishly m? (in contrast to m) seeks to recapture all
that hie sees in R.
caeca, ‘blinding’ as well as ‘dark’; 64.207 n. ' ,
4% The opposite of the usual claim of a poet to be the mouthpiece of the Muses
® (Callim. H. 3.186, Theocr. 22.216). B. has seen the point: the theme of this poem
is so personal and private to C. that the Muses cannot be expected to knmy itand
; th old about it first.
to prompt the poet; they have to be tol : -
46 unzs adI;ective; of 9.4 anumaque matrem, and especially 78%.4 fama ... anus;
also 67.4 0., where ipse senex = ‘the old master.’
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Both G and R leave a space, indicating a lacuna of one line; O. lc::'a?es no spac_e.

K Humanistic supplements began to be added in 7-class mss (Ziciri 1958: 83 =
1978: 84). : . '

i is; 58.3 and 64.274 magis magis.
8 magis ... atque magis; but of. 38.3 an s magis. '

:9 sub%;mis, ‘aloft.” The adj. (not particularly appropriate in this cont;xt) g )
conventional; Hes. Op. 777 depaimérnros dpdyrns. See .however the App. rit.
for Nisbet's suggested emendation subtilis aranea (which may perhaps re;e;lve
support from Prop. 3.6.33 putris et in vacuoc texetur araneq lecto, though he
does not cite or mention this passage). ' L

D.Zsllusion to a neglected inscription is used, in a somewhat different context,
by Propertius (2-6. 35-36; cf. 3.6.33). -

Posfz 49P See App. Crit. The earliest of the 5-class Mss, No. 58 in the Table,
retains the line. _

1 duplex, probably in the sense of ‘wily.’ See Nisbet and Hubbard on I—P:)r. Od.,

’ 1.6 1:\3'here “the word 1s a pejorative translation of Hom. Od. 1.1 wo?\urpc:rov.
T.I'leffstrongest Latin parallel is Ov. Am. 1.12.27 vos (@ung tablets) Tebus .
duplices pro nomine sensi. There is no reference to the blttE‘l-‘—SWEEt ar%tmomy o
1 1F;3 which as Kr. remarks is already too distant (considerations of unity apart).
zélmclszusia, ‘the goddess of Amathus’ (36.141n.) = Aphrod‘zt.e, or V;-I:;ry .

[ ! ined’: corruere as a transitive verb i -
v’ ruerit would mean ‘has ruine ;
> th: E;;rv transitive instances listed in OLD 4 are archaic, thouih Lucr. }:Isd orﬁe. If
nana’ i . there) should be right, C. would there
chmann’s emendation at 66.93 (see n. t ! :
'L:e iinijlntransiﬁvely; he does not employ it elsewhere. It was however pointed
. t by W.S. Watt, LCM 9: 1984, that C.'s imitator Martial never uses ruere
ou S. : .
transiively but seven times intransitively. But torruerit hai1 suplzfrt fr;m 100.67
dullas, as well as perhaps from the sens
um vesana meas torreref flamma me , . .
cCJf arderem in line 53. The repetition of the metaphor hardly seems d.lsastrOI:lsi;
C. is fond of heightening and expanding an image. For torrere of mental anguish,
. 3.1019, Hor. Od. 3.9.13. ‘
:Tfl Lifr ’ geiere: ‘in what category’; a discreet allusion to th_e fact (made
equlicit in 143-6) that C.’s love for ‘Lesbia’ was adulterous. F.’s “in what matter
is hardly adequate. P
torruerit: cf. 100.7, and note arderem in - 53- ’ o .
Trinacria rupes, “the Sicilian rock”: a typically ‘Alexandrian Renphras;s ft;r
” Mount Etna. As a figure for amorous passion it appeats zalso in Hor. Epod.
.30—3, Ov. Rem. 491, Ep. Sapph. 12. - .
zli;im 3a gecgraphical reference of a somewhat learned.kmd. The Pas; 'gf )
7 Thern:lopylae (‘hot gates,” i.e., the pass which had hot springs, Hdt. 7.176 feppa
Movrpd,) was in Malis, and adjoined Mount Oetla. )
in C., e.g., below at line 116.
5 meque postponed, as often in : ' . ‘
ié im%re, ‘shower’ {of tears); frequent in Ovid (B, E., F. cite Tr. 1.3.18)

s
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5766 See intr. n. The choice is between regarding 57-62 as referring to what
precedes or to what follows; if the latter, then %ic (63) must be changed 1o
ac, which is both unwarranted and palacographically unconvincing. See the
thoughtful article by Offermann 1975; he points out from other passages that

It is sornetimes C.'s way to move from theme to theme by a sort of association
of ideas, which produces a certain artisti

image of tears (fristi imbre) grow into that of 2 MOuURtain stream as it enters the
plain, than to insist (after F. Skutsch) that the two similes at 119-14 must for
the sake of symnetry be balanced by two similes here; and the NSCessaTy 4c at
63 represents a weakening of the forcefu] effect obtained by hic,

Ifwe punctuate as [ have done, it can be supposed that C. may have in mind I
914~15 loTaro Sdxpu Xéwv ds e Kprivm MEAGDUBPOS, § Te kar alyihimos wérpms
dwopepcr xée: Hdwp. _ ' :

6o Nisbet's objections to densi are worth considering; see PCPS 24 (1978): 114
1. 49, and MD 26 (1991): 843, " . e

61 The reading of A may perhaps have been double: possibly viatoriim, X taking
the i to be a correction; X is hardly an emendator of sufficient acumen to make
this correction for himself, If (s ~rum is pure error (which might otherwise

seem possible), it is hard to account for the adoption of the unhelpful variant
-rum from X by R=. B

lasso sudore: “poetic’ transferred epithet.

62 hiulcat may be a coinage of C.’s (Venantius Fort. 6.20.6 per hiulcatos agros; cf.’
however V., Geo. 2353 hiulea ... arpa). :

65 Castor and Pollux are the sailor’s protecting deities: cf. 4.27,
repetition: of gemelle, curiously parallel to that of izm here.

prece Pollucis implorata = Pollyce precibus imploraro (Kr.). C£ V. Aen. 1
vota deum.

where notice the

4

66 See the Introduction to CE, P- 22; as [ there suggest, both allius and manl<i>iys
probably go back to the source of OGR,ie to A. )
67 is ... isque ... isque: A's services to C. are now listed in detai], (Repetition of
is for deliberate emphasis, Kr.) :
limite, ‘pathway.’ .
68 dominam goes closely with domum, as ar &1 31 If Frohlich’s conjecture dominge
is read, Lesbia is then introduced before her ‘dramatic epiphany’ in line 7o
(Kinsey 167 43), which spoils the effect,
69 ad quam: ad = apud, or French chez (of the doming).
communes = mutuos (despite the objections of Kinsey 1967); of. Luer. 4.1195-6
communia gaudia, followed by mutua gaudia 1206,
exerceremus: the plural prepares the reader for the scene where Leshia enters
the room, without making any premature statement.




70 meili. -« pede: of. Prop. 2.72.24 ut soleant molliter ire pedes.
candida, ‘dazzling,” ‘shining.’

7% trito, ‘well-worn’; cf. elifecros.

72 arguf.a,.’squteaky,’ of any high-pitched sound. For the adjective, and iss
associations in respect to hearing and other senses, see F. (to his De oratore
reife;ence, ad: Aul. Gell. 1.5.2). There is a considerable literature o
celebrating the sound of the beloved’s shoe or s i
world-wide extension, FEpen and it appeacs o be o

73fL -sze Propertius after him (8- Prop. 1.3), C. is moved by the vision of his
mistress t0 an extended mythological simile.

74 Protesilaus’ marriage to Laodamia lasted one day, after which he went to Troy

and — first of the Greeks to leap ashore - perished there. There s 1o trace in

the legend of a neglected sacrifice 1 connection with Protesilaus’ house; Homer
id

(Hliad 2.761) merely says that it was half-fnished (guererds) when he went to
war. It has recently been suggested that the hostia (76) is Iphigeneia, and that

this reference serves or ‘date’ iage j
tves only to ‘date’ the marriage just before the Trojan War: see

HlOIIlas 19 78. Bllt ??""8 teH against th S ey P etation, as .\ia}i S (kie 98 M 9]
g 1 -
’ I Q!

76 Hostia: see 74 n.
caelestis ... eros = the gods.

77-8 For the interjected personal wish cf. 63
to the heroes at 64.22-).

77 Rhamnusia virgo = Nemesis; cf. 66.71 1. (also 50.20). If A had ranusis, both
O and X will have deviated from it in characteristic ways e

78 For R's quod, m has quam, inflaenced doubtless by tam m 77: m*adds al guod
Fhu? once again (cf. 9 n) showing the correction as a variant. ’ -
11"mzt:s eris, ‘against the will of the gods.” Cf. 76.12 dis inwitis.

79 pium cruorem = the blood shed in sacrifice by pii mortales (transferred e ithet
81 com.ugzs ... novi: cf. novg nupta 61.91, etc. (also 64.402 n.). ? ”
novitis obviously wrong and unmetrica]; the R * variant appears to be an att

to gain a more plausible sense, but it is of course still unmetrical e
82 una atque altera, here = one, followed by another (as in Cicero -Cluent & and
72). Elsewhere sometimes = “one or two’ {refs. in F.). ’ e
85 quod = ghruptum confugium,
non longo tempore abesse, si = “was not to be long delayed, if o
V’s abisse is perhaps influenced by isset 86. h
88 miles, 'as 2 soldier.’
87 raptu, abl. of cause (cf, above, 25 n.).
89 Troig ... /Troia: with the epanalepsis, Xr. and . compare 64.61~2 prospicit

ehew, [ prospicit. Cf. 9o bel i
el n‘p 99 below, gnd see the intr. n. on the Troy passages, as well

-91=3 (and also cf. the poet's greeting

f love poetry

K. points out how the spondsic line ending expresses a tragic thought which
could have been avoided by inversion of the two words; V. Aen. 10.91 begins
Europamgue Asiamque.

go acerba, ‘bitter’ because unripe, premature.
cinis in transferred sense (feminine, as at 101.4 and in Calvus 15, 16 M and
Lucr. 4.926; of. 101.4 1.).

91 See App. Crit. Heinsius' quaene etiam has been successfully overturned by
Courtney 1982: 50. Rather than obelize V's que vetet id, T have hesitantly come
to accept Watt's argumeﬁts (see ‘Sources’) for accepting Marcilius’ guae nunc et.

92 Cf. 20; notice also that 94 = 22, and compare 95-6 with 23—4.

See App. Crit.: O is not the source of the correction in G*R?, which is easy
and obvious.

93 Cf Lucr. 3.1033 lumine adempto animam moribunde corpore fudit, V. Aen.
6.363 per caeli iucundum humen at auras. '

97 nota sepulcra: cf. the use of noti at 79.4.

98 cognatos = cognatorum (another ‘transferred’ epithet); see Prop. (quoted
helow) and also Stat, S. z.4.22 cognata funera. ‘

"The dread of being buried in distant foreign soil was grounded in the belief
that the welfare of the soul after death depended on the performance of the
appropyiate cult acts by one’s kin; Kr. cites Prop. 3.7.9-10 (et mater non fusta
pine dare debita terrae [ nec pote cognatos inter humare rogos) and Ov.
Tr. 31-46. See Kr.’s .. on 1. 97 for other passages. )
compositum, 'laid out (for burial),’ or (F.) ‘laid to rest’ (OLD 4 c). ’

100 exiremo = at the furthest edge of the world, as in 11.2 extremos Indos. Ovid
speaks thus of his place of exile (Tr. 3.3.13 lassus in extremis iaceo populisque
locisque). '

101 For the resumptive tum, taking up the thread of 86-8, and for the suggestion
that 8g—100 are a later insertion, see the intr. n. ’

102 penetralis (connected with Penates, see Cicero ND 2.68) focos: the central
hearths of their houses. Editors. from B. onwards dte Cicero, Har. Resp. 57
deorum ... abditos ac penetralis focos and V. Aen. 5.660 rapiuntque focis
penetralibus ignem. ‘

z03-« Notice the displaced order of words: libera (‘unchecked’) in 103 goes with
otiain 104.

105 tum refers back to 85 and recurs to the story of Laodamia. (See intr. n.)

106 Cf. 64.215 iucundior ... vita,

107 coniugium (abstract for concrete), ‘husband.” Notice that this single word has
strayed into the next couplet (a sign of undeveloped elegiac technique).
amoris: take with gestus (Fr.} rather than with barathrum.

108 barathrum: deep drainage holes, leading to underground channels (mod.
Greek katgvothra) are a feature of northwest Arcadia; some of them were
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attributed to Heracles. Pheneus was a city to the southwest of Mount Cyllene
in Arcadia.

110 emulsa, ‘drained out.’ ) ‘

111 For the metaphor in montis ... medullis, c£. V. Aen. 3.575 viscera montis.

112 audif, is said to,’ in imitation of the Greek use of éxodew (cf. .Ho-r. S 7.17.101).
By analogy with cluere (Kr., F.), used here {and here only) with 1rTf1n. , ’
falsiparens Amphitrioniades, ‘he who was falsely said to be A.mpl'{ltr}.ron s son
{= Heracles, who was really begotten by Zeus). The compo?:md a'd] ective seems
to be derived from Callimachus {revdondrep, H. 6.98, but in a different sense).
AsKr. and E. point out, the line is wholly Greek in effe.ct. o

113 The references to the legends of Heracles continue with the slaying of the
Stymphalian birds. )
c;ft? = ‘flying straight,” ‘vnerring’ (of an arrow at Hor. Od. 1.22.23). e
Stymphalia monstra: the crane-like birds of Lake Stympha.lus are © ake
monstra by C. because they ate men (as B. points out). Since the lake
was close to Pheneus (above, 108 n.), C. fancies that the subterran;:an
channels that drained the floods near the town (attributed by legend to
Heracles, though not as one of his labours) were constructed by I;Ih alt-l
the same time as he happened to be in the area in order te d?al with the
birds. Only E. notes that a Stymphalian bird appears.on denarii of the gens
Valeria. .

114 eri: Eurystheus, who enjoined upon Heracles the labours t.he completion of

) wh_ich conferred immortality on the hero, gave Heracles his orders llput was
deterior all the same, as Heracles himself remarks in Od. 1’16.621 )(;;a)\a yap
: \ Bedur) 5 Bé Aemols émerédher” défhovs).
okt yelopovt dott dedumuiy, 6 B¢ pow ya

115 plurﬂ'ﬁzs ut ...: i.e., the number of the gods who entered heave'n was to1 ‘be
increased by one when Heracles achieved deification (and hence,_ immortality).
His second reward, the hand of Hebe, is mentioned in the Fext 11lne‘ -

115-16 Od. 11.602 adrds 8¢ per” dbavdroio Geoiot répmeTas Ev Bahins kal €xel
kahhlodupor "HEnw. ‘

117 C. returns again to address Lacdamia.
altus amor: cf. Theocr, 3.42 Buftv &purTa. ’

118 tamen indomitam, ‘even untamed as you were,’ a comman r_n«.?.taphor for the
urwedded maiden {mapévos abuis, Odyssey 6.109). For the 1d10;:11, see 64.1C3
(alternative punctuation). F. here refers to Munro on Lucr. 3.553 and Housman
on Lucan 1.333- .

119 CL V. Aen. 4.599 confectum aetate parentem. Virgil has many clear echoes (_:nf

’ pé;em'68' of. 108 with Aen. 3.421~2 imo barathri ter gurgite vastos / sorbet in

bruptum fluctus. o . |

’ ;ei Appj.quit.: here we have another instance of a variant in X (reprod?zd
in R*m?, though with substitution, perhaps by R?, of neque for nec) whi
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covers a mere slip (causa for tem) made by X himself. X'
usual, the text of A, ) '

119-28 Two figures for the depth of Laodamia’s love,
superfluous; but, as Kr. points out, they balance,

the two similes for C.’s own passion in lines 53ff.
delight in the late appearance of a grandson to b
linked to Pindar, Ol 10.86-g0 dAL" Gire mals ¢
vedTaTos T6 Ty Fdy, pdde 3 of Bepuaive
Aaxbv mowuéva, émaxTov SANST LoD, SuéakorTy oTuyepdTaros and more remotely

to Il 9.481-3 Kal ' dpidns s e Te Tarp by waida Aty podroy ToAdyeroy

moAAciow éml kredresor. The second is the familiar image of two doves
{see 125-8 n.).

§ variant gives, as

They might seem a little
in the poem’s structure,
The first (a grandparent’s
e his direct heir) seems
dAbxov marpl wolewds korTi
Pehdrart wéor- émel TAoiros 6

11924 The expression carum caput may have been borrowed from C. by
Virgil {Aen. 4.354) and Horace (Od. 1.24.1~2). For the brief picture of the
grandfather’s pleasure in the fact that his daughter has at last presented him
with an heir to the family fortune (which by the Lex Voconia could not be *
bequeathed to a female if the testator was included in the census,
financially of some substance), cf. the lines on the bereaved mother

122 testatas, for testibus confirmatas, of a will (‘signed and sealed”)

1234 The distant relative is seen as a captator (legacy-hunter),
the Roman satirists had a special distaste: for the metaphor
Plaut. Trin. 1o1 sunt alii qui te volturium vocant.

123 impiq = contrary to family pietas. .
derisi, ‘made a laughing-stock’ (F.). looks forward to the result.

125-8 Another metaphor for the depth of Laodamia’s lave. Editors compare
(from poetry) Prop. 2.15.27-8 exemplo iunctae tibi sint in amore columbae,

! masculus et totum femina coniugium and (from prose) Pliny,
<columbae> comiugii

126 compar, ‘mate.’
improbius, ‘more shamelessly,’ .

128 multivola, ‘promiscuous’ (cf. 140 ommivolus, of Jupiter).

12 furores, ‘passion’ (plural because severa) instances have been given). Although
furores (cf. 64.54 and 94) might be applied to the amorous passion of doves
in the second simile, it can hardly suit the grandfather’s affection in the first;
however, Kr. is probably right in suggesting that it applies loosely to both.

130 conciliare (OLD 1 b) means ‘to bring a woman to a man as a wife (or mistress).’

131 cui postponed. As Kr. points out, such displacements occur in colloquial
language when more emphatic words or phrases claim priority, and poets use
them freely; he cites 51.5, 62.1 3—14, 64.8, 66 and 216.
aut paulo: the restriction surprises us, but is common in Latin: Cicero, ND
2.118 nikil ... aut admodum paululum; Hor. Ep.1.15.33

i.e., was
at 39.4—5.

a type for which
in volturium f.

NH 10104
fidem nom violant communemague seroant domum,

—4 nil aut paulum
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abstulerat; F. explains paulo (instead of paulum) with concedere digna by th

fact that ¢.d. stands in place of minor.
132 lux mea, cf. 160. For this intimate expression of affection of. Cicero, Ad Fa
14-2.2 mea luyx, meum desideriym (to his wife), ’ |
133~4 For the picture, of. poem 45, with its refrain,
134 candidus, of Amor: Prop. 2.3.24 (B.).

PO’r an exh -V Xest i .
austive dlSCuSSlOI?. Of the ph}.‘ase Crodﬂa Caﬂdfdus z’n fmfc.g see
2

Mantero 197g.

m P TS0M,; he Cltes II'O ertius Rk iy } -
- 8 T OUld ] 7 F()Tlf
th.e thlld [= . p (2 ) aﬂd ( - 10.1,

136 :::;?;da:: ’djscieetgl[i.e., not shameless). The future tense of feremus should
7 1t may be that C. suggests that he will tolera '

ote : te her furta so long as

she is dzs;lcireet, and does not overdo them. Recent attempts to defend BﬁChflEI’S.

1950 reading verecunde (adverb) have hardly sueceeded; verecunde fefre seems

an unli mbinati
unlikely combination, and the sense suffers. Against verecunde see, g
g + By

Bickel 1950, Holleman 1970, Bauer 1975; for verecunde, see Reymen 1974 and

Bright 1g76.

137 On lstu.lforum it may be remarked that in p-oem 17 and at 83.2 it is ‘the
p}fote;tmg cuckold who is called ‘stupid’; B. proposed tutorum here claiming
that the s may be a duplication of the fina] lett i the
by poon etter of simus, but the change is

138 caelicolum: for the form f ¢ a7

- 64.355 Trodugenum. Notice th
the sentence beginis with the pentameter (Kr.) Frce hashere, smusualy

138-9 C. here bends the mvth to i - i
e (. yth to serve his purpose; Juno is not traditionally so

140 V’s facta need not b_e changed; of. Prop. 1.18.25-6 omnia consyepi Hmidus
‘;:;;j:erre supegl}ae / tussa, neque arguto facta dolore queri. The Humanist
vho suggested furtg m, i In mj : ‘
who ay possibly have had in mind Prop. 2.30.28 dulcia furta

1431 lc)oiponi er: the. archaic passive infinitive elsewhere exists in C. on}yﬁ poem 61

;r h_?p;for this reason, and because componere is the reading of V, the end .
jc:) this line frequently ‘appears in the late Ms tradition in the form c;.m-ponere
I:\z]s.He‘st. But the chang.e fr?D:l fas to (a)equum would be hard 1o explain. Gordon
VViliams 1968: 712 implicitly denjes the presence of a lacuna by iarinting
ReEC ... est as a parenthesis; bur the ; i
S P .esm, but the Imperative tolle (142) does suggest

143 gec I:zzmm, ‘and in any case ... not.” As Kr. and F. agree, the nec here cannot
be shown to respond to th i ich *
oot o P € nec inr141, which ‘was perhaps answered by a lost

14—4 The Per{ume is & concrete PIESEII i e gar li O a l) Q
tation Of th i i i
; . l . g TS 5 nde, f hEI
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Assyrio = (vaguely) ‘Fastera.’ CL. 6.8 Syrio fragrans alivo. C. is by no means
alone in apparently confusing the two adjectives; Horace has malobathro Syrio
- (Od. 2.7.8) and Assyria nardus {Od. 2.11.16). For a careful account of the
history of the words in question see the nn. by Nisbet and Hubbard on these
two Horatian passages.

- See the App. Crit. As suggested there (the suggestion is mine, not Landor's),
- abbreviations for mira and media may have been confused. Though the notion
behind mira may seem ‘romantic’ to modern eyes, it is quite unlike C, to cut
across his meaning by introducing it. A doubtful alternative to media (not
noticed by editors) might be pura, on the basis of V. Ecl. 9.44 pura sub nocte.

munuscula: both here and at 64.103 the diminutive virtually stands for munera.

Metrical convenience, and possibly the liquid sound that C. likes to attach to

feminine utterance (cf, e.g., 45.13~16), may have prompted him to use it.

48 The reading dies is possible; see however E. For the ‘attraction’ of the relative,

cf. 153 (where plurima goes with munera 154) and 64.208-9.

candidiore: cf. 167.6 n. 7
9 guod potui: contrast 3z nequeo. The epilogue (149—60) must be attached to the
poem in praise of Allius (68, not to the letter to Manlius (68%).

the palaeographical distinction between the compendia for k{ajec and hoe, see
64.175 I

150 multis ... officiis: of. 42 quantis ... officiis (echoed here, along with Allius’

name).

151 vestrum: ‘your family’s’. CL. 64.160, where vestras and potuisti are juxtaposed.

Kr., however, takes it as = tuum.
robigine: cf. 4950 (only 2 slight change of metaphor). There is elso, in nomen
and the idea of oblivion, an echo of line 43.

153 Themis, goddess of justice (= Dike, the last of the godde;ses to leave the earth);
associated with Nemesis (their shrines, at Rhamnus in Attica, lay beside each
other and were vircally one).
piis (treated here as a noun): pietas is a human quality especially linked with
Themis. CE. 64.386 nondum spreta pietate (and 403-4 impia ... impia), 406
iustificam ... mentem avertere deorum (i.e, when pietas was abandoned by
men).

155 tua vita: cf. 132, 160, lux meg; &lso 45.13, 109.1.

See App. Crit. (R* makes an obvious correction, but in so doing he introduces
a fresh error, which is-in turn corrected by R2)..
156 domus ... domina: cf. 68 domum ... dominam. The parallelism implies that
domina here denotes ‘the lady of the house,’ not ‘my mistress’ (= era). This
would tell against the restoration in qua nos lusimus, adopted by Lee and

others.
Iusimus: for this meaning of the word, cf. line 17 n, -

See the App. Crit. O is not really at home with his compendia; of. 64.153. For
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157-8 The text is corrupt, but it appears that a further person is gratefully recorded
as having procured for C. an introduction — perhaps to Lesbia, perhaps to Allins
- even before the house was made available for the assignation.

157 This line is described by Mynors as a locus conclamatus. In order o keep some
kind of sense in the last sentence of such a long poem as this, in CE I adopted,
very hesitantly, Lipsius’ emendation. In support of his reading, terram dedit
auspex, cf. Varro LL 7.6 templum ... dicitur ... ab auspiciisin ferra ... (8)in
terris dictum templum locus augurii causa quibusdam conceptis verbis finitus.
Tor the role of auspices in matters of love, of. 45.19, 26. Perhaps this particular
auspex is poetically seen as fulfilling the office of an augur and delimiting —
augurii causa, in a manner of speaking — a femplum ferrestre (the house). But I
now regard this explanation as too controversial, and have abandoned it.

The spelling of Scaliger’s reading is taken from his 1577 edition. Cf. OLD s.v.
trado for the form transd-. Lee adopts te tradidit as from Scaliger. See further
Wiseman 1974a, who would read vobis me #radidit, supposing a name (now
lost) to end the line.

159 As parallels to the expression mihi me carior, F. cites two passages from Ovid
(Tr. 5.14.2, Pont. 2.8.27) and one from Cicero’s letters (Ad A#t. 3.22.3).

Vahlen, J. 1g02. Uber C.s Elegie an M. Allius,” SPAW 44: 102443 (= Ges.
Schriften 2.652-74).
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kins, B. 1992. “Two Notes on C.: L. 68.145 [Read mira]; II. Crucial Constants in
C.: Callimachus, the Muses, Friends and Enemies,” LCM 17: 15-18.
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" Cambridge: 33-44.
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Structure: 4 + 4 + 2 (statement; explanation; conclusion to be drawn).
‘The theme is ‘personal hygiene’; of. poems 71, 97. Yet it is delicately
written, using no vulgar terms: a fitting opening poem for a series of some
fifty elegiac epigrams characterized by exquisite artistry, particularly in the
manipulation of sounds, no matter what the subject may happen to be. The
language is very slightly colloquial {femina, neque mirum); there is one
hapax eiremenon (perluciduli). A ‘eyclic’ effect is obtained by the use of
repetition {quare, admirari) to link the concluding couplet with the opening,
.Like many of the epigrams, this repays reading aloud because so much of its
effect depends on sound-arrangement: in the second couplet, for example,
the ‘feminine’ i’s (cf. poem 45 nn.) together with the Liquid I's (cf. poem 25)
contrast with the harsh +'s in 1. 6 and the disapproving m’s in L 7.

On the question who ‘Rufus’ is, see intr. n. to poem 77. Noonan 1979
ingeniously sees the poem as a kind of allegory, with Bestia as a proper
name; but this view hardly takes adequate account of the prima fadie relation
of poem 69 to poem 71 (echoes, both in theme ~ odour — and in language:

caper = hircus).
3 non si, ot even i’ (<f. 48.5 n., 70.2 — where F. has a useful n. — and 88.8).

rarae, 'choice,” ‘exquisite’ (probably not referring to the fineness of the textle).
lubefactes: literally, ‘undermine’ a building, to impair its stability; hence

‘seduce.”
4 perluciduli, “ransparent’ (hapax eiremenon). Notice the melodious repetition of

(chiefly liquid) consonants in the kine. (At 31.13, if lucidae lacus undae is right,
it deserves the same praise). .
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