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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




6 Catullus

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
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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.
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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

25 Introduction

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




26 Catullus

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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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.
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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,
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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.

75 Table of Manuscripts

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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* notam sic interclusi; ()
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Calph{urnius): ed. Vicentina 1481

Avfantius): Emendationes in Catullum, Venetiis 1495
{Av.?, Venetiis 1500)

Pall{adius): ed. Veneta 1496
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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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2

Passer, deliciae meae puellae,

quicuim ludere, quem in sinu tenere,

cui primum digitum dare appetenti

et acris solet incitare morsus,

cum desiderio meo nitents 5
carum nescioquid lubet iocari,

1t solaciclum sui doloris, _

credo, ut tum gravis acquiescat ardor;

tecum ludere sicut ipsa possem

et tristis animi levare curas! 10

zb

tam gratum est mihi quam ferunt puellae
pernici aureolum fuisse malum,
quod zonam soluit div ligatam.

3

Lugete, 0 Veneres Cupidinesque

et quantum est hominum venustiorum:

passer mortuus est meae puellae,.

passer, deliciae meae puellae,

quem plus illa oculis suis amabat. - 5
nam mellitus erat suamque norat

ipsam tam bene quam puella matrem,

2 1 Grammatici Latini VI: 260 (Caesius Bassus), 293 (Atilius Fortunatianus), 614
(“Censorinus de mefris”)

2P 3 Priscianus, Institutiones grammaticae 1.22; ¢f. Carming Epigraphica {ed. F. Buecheler)
1504.49

2 3quiV, al. cul OF appetenti y: at petenti V, al. patent G*R?, al. parenti G? (mamus

recentior] 4eaV, corr.R* 6karumV, corr.m libet V, al. iubet OF 7 ut B, Guarinus:

etV 8tum ... acquiescat B. Gugrinus: cum ... acquiescet V. ¢ tecum V, al. secum 02
Iudere GR, luderem O, corr. OF, al. luderem G* '

2P 3 negatam V: lipatam Priscianus R2 erat negatam R 2 in margine

3 3 motuus G, corr. G?

2
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nec sese a gremio illius movebat,
sed circumsiliens modo huc modo illuc
ad solam dominam usque pipiabat; 10
qui nunc it per iter tenebricosum
illuc, unde negant redire quemquarm.
_at vobis male sit, malae tencbrae
Ordi, quae omnia bella devoratis:
tam bellum mihi passerem abstulistis ° 15
(o factum mate! o miselle passer!);
‘vestra nunc opera meae pueilae
flendo turgiduli rubent ocell.

4

Phaselus ille, quem videtis, hospites,

ait fuisse navium celerrimus,

neque ullius natantis impetum trabis

nequisse praeterire, sive paltrmalis

opus foret volare sive linteo. 5
et hoc negat minacis Hadriatic

negare litus insulasve Cycladas

Rhodumgque nobilem horridamque Thrada

Propontida trucemve Ponticum sinum,

ubi iste post phaselus antea fuit 10

3 12 [Seneca] Ludus de morte Claudsi 12.6; cf. Carmina Epigraphica z504.71 16 of.

Carmina Epigraphica 1522.4 18 Petrarea, Epp. Var. 32.43

4 Cf. [Vergili] Catalepton 10 1 Grammatici Latini VI 134 (Marius Victorinus}, 393

{Terentianus), 612 (*Censovinus de metris”); Scholia Bernensia ad Vergili Georgicon
4.280; Scholia ad Lucanum 5.518; Augustin.,, De Musica 5.5, 11, 16

g circumsiliens] c. silens V, al. siliens O corr. R*  illuc movebat GR, al. vacat hoc verbum
G*R* 10 pipiabat y, pipilabat (: piplabat V' 11 tenebricosum Parth.: tencbrosum V

12 fllud V, al. illuc OF 14 orc quae B (al. quae iem G¥): ovcique V' bella super scripto
id est pulera OG 15 passarem R, corr. R* 160 (19 u: bonum Vo miselle 2473,
quod, miselle Goold: bonus ille V (bellus ille R?) 17 vestra cod. antiguior ap, Av.; ma V
18 turgideli R, corr. R2 :

1 phasellus V, corr. m  z ait Calph.: aiunt V  celerrimus Parth.: celerimum O, -zr- GR
3 ullivs Calph.: illius V  trabis Av. (trabis impetum iam Caiph.): tardis V4 nequisse §:
nequeesse V. 4—5sive ... sive (y7) yfisine ... sineV 6neganty minecis ¢ minael V
= insulasve deladas G (dd- G2), insula vegeladis O 8 Thradia J.A.K. Thomson {traciam
iam o) tractam V' gsintam O 1o ubuste O phasellus V, corr. m
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comata silva; nam Cytorio in fugo
loguente saepe sibilum edidit coma.
Amastri Pontica et Cytore buxifer,
tibi haec fuisse et esse cognitissima
ait phaselus: ultima ex origine

tuo stetisse dicit in cacumine,

tro imbuisse palmulas in zequore,
et inde tot per impotentia freta
erum tulisse, laeva sive dextera
vocaret aura, sive utrumque Iuppiter
simul secundus incidisset in pedem;
neque ulla vota litoralibus deis

sibi esse facta, cum veniret & mari

novissime hunc ad usque limpidum Jacum.

sed haec prius fuere: nunc recondita
senet quiete seque dedicat tbi,
gemelle Castor et gemelle Castoris.

5

Vivamus, mea Lesbia, atque amemus,
TUINOTesque SeNUT SEVeriorum
omnes Uus aestimemus assis!

soles occidere et redire possunt;

nobis, cum semel occidit brevis ux,
noX est perpetua una dormienda.

da mi basia mille, deinde centum,

dein mille altera, dein secunda centum,
deinde usque altera mille, deinde centum;
dein, cum milia multa fecerimus,
conturbabimus, illa ne sciamus,

15

20

25

io

25-7 Priscignus, Institutiones grammaticae g.49 (= Grammatici Lotini [1: 484); Grasmmatici

Latini I: 252 (Charisits), 344 (Diomedes)

11 ¢ytorio 7, citherio {3): citeorio V13 cytore (1 (cichore iam ). citheri V
14 cognitissima y: cognot~- V25 phasellus V, corr! m 17 tuas GR 18 in potenta R,

corr. R™ 20 vocaret aura (): vocare cura V21 -de- in rasura R

22 literalibus R,

corr. i 23 a marl y (-ed Lachmanz): amaret V24 novissimo (3 25 hec ez hoe ¥

recomdita O 27 castor y: castrum V, al. castorum G*R 2

5 3 estinemus O, extimemus GR 4 ocidere O 5 nobiscum V' 8 dein mille Calph.: deinde
mille V, deinde mi R* dein Puccius: deinde V, da R? 1o dein v: deinde V' millia GR

11 conturbabimus 8: -avims V  nesciamus V
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aut ne quis malus invidere possit
cum tantum sciat esse basiorum.

6

Flavi, delidas tuas Catullo,

1d sint illepidae atque inelegantes,

velles dicere nec tacere posses.

verum nescioquid febriculosi

scort] diligis: hoc pudet fateri. 5
nam te non viduas iacere noctes

nequiquam tacitum cubile dlamat

sertis ac Syzio fragrans olivo,

pulvinusque peraeque et hic et ille

attritus, tremulique quassa lecti 10
argutatic inambulatiogue.

nam nil stipra valet, nihil, tacere.

cur? non tam latera effututa pandas,

ni tu quid fadas ineptiarum.

quare, quidquid habes boni malique, - 15
dic nobis. volo te ac tuos amores

ad caelum lepido vocare versu.

7

Quaeris quot mihi basiationes

tuae, Lesbia, sint satis superque.

quam magnus numeryus Libyssae harenae

lasarpiciferis iacet Cyrenis

oraclum Jovis inter aestuosi .5

5 13 ¢f. Prigpea 52.12

13 tantum % tantus V  scet Buecheler

6 znifineV shic) O 7nequid quem O 8 ac syrio Av., et syrio Ald.: asirio 0G, a
sirfo R, a syrio m (assirio 8) fragrens ¢9: flagrans V' g et hecerillo V, hic supra scr. G°
(al- praescr. G?), al. hic R?, al. ille R*bis 12 nil stupra valet Haupt, ni stupra valet
Scaliger, nil ista valer Lachmann, alii alia: inista prevalet O, i ista prevalet GR 13 cum
Camips ecfututa Lachmann (exf- fam 1472): et futura V  pandas (: panda V' 14 ni
A. Guarinus (nei Marcilius): nec V. 15 babes bonique O 17 versum V, corr, R?

7 1 quot a: quod V. 4 lasarpici feris GR (al. fretis R, 1. fecls O aces O tyrerus OR,
tyarenis G (a del. G3), al. cyrenis R* 5 oraclum y: oradum V
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et Batti veteris sacrum sepulcrum, venistine domum ad tuos penates
aut quam sidera multa, cum tacet nox, {ratresque unanimos anumque matrem?
furtivos hominum vident amores; venistl. o mihi nuntii bearti! 5
tam te basia multa basiare visam te incolumem audiamgue Hiberum
vesano satis et super Catullo est, 10 narrantem loca, facta, nationes,
quae nec perniumerare curiosi ut mos est tuus, applicansque collum
possint nec mala fascinare lingua. iucundum os oculosque saviabor.
i o quantum est hominum beatiorum, 10
8 4 quid me laetius est beatiusve?
Miser Catulle, desinas ineptire, 10
et quod vides perisse perditum ducas. }
fulsere quondam candidi tibi soles, Varus me meus ad suos amores
cum ventitabas quo puella ducebat B visum duxerat e foro otiostm,
amata nobis quantum amabitur nulla. 5 scortillum, ut mihi tum repente visum est,
ibi illa multa cum iocosa fiebant, ' i non sane illepidum neque invenustum.
quae tu volebas nec puella nolebat, huc ut venimus, incidere nobis 5
| fulsere vere candidi tibi soles. i sermones varii: in quibus, quid esset
1 nunc iam illa non vult; tu quogue inpote<ns noli>, ' iam Bithynia; quo modo se haberet;
T nec quae fugit sectare, nec miser vive, 10 ecquonam mihi profuisset aere.
J sed obstinata mente perfer, obdura. respondi, id quod erat, nihil neque-ipsis
! vale, puella. iam Catullus obdurat, nec praetoribus esse nec cohort, 10
| nec te requiret nec rogabit invitam. cur quisquam caput unctius referret,
i at tu dolebis, cum rogaberis nulla. _ : praesertim quibus esset irrumator
scelesta, vae te! quae tibi manet vita? 15 i praetor, nec faceret pili cohortem.
quis nunc te adibit? cui videberis bella? : “at certe tamen,” inquiunt “quod illic
guem nunc amabis? cuius esse diceris? ‘ natum dicitur esse, comparasti 15
quem basiabis? cui labella mordebis? ‘ ad lecticam homines.” ego, ut puellae
at tu, Catulle, destinatus obdura. - unum me facerem beatiorem,
“non” inquam “mihi tam fuit maligne,
9 ut, provinda quod mala incidisset, 7
non possem octo homines parare rectos.” 20
Verani, ommibus e meis amicis at mi nullus erat nec hic neque illic,
‘ antistans mihi milibus trecentis,
. T 4 UNAnimos 1 (—és {): uno animo V  anumque Faernus: sanamque O, suamque GR,
6 batd ed. Rom. (bati iam 76): beati V, ol. bedri G*R? g basiei V, al. basiz G*R2 al. sanam G*R* 8 tuis R, corr. R* 9 suaviabor ( (suabizbor igm B): suabior V
tocatulo O 11 euriosi V, corr, R2 ! 17 lecius G :

10 1 var(rjus y: varius V mens V, corr. R*G? (meus supra scr. iam GY) 2 odosum G,
oce- OR, 0c-R* 3tum G, tunc OR {corr. R?) 4 inlepidum G, corr. G* 7 farbithinia ©
se. posse V8 ecquonam Statius: et quoniam:V, al. quonam G*R*  aere {{}: here V
9 neque nec in: ipsis V, corr. (al. praeser.) G*R? 10 nec {z°) om. R {gl. nec R3): nunc
Woestphal 11 referet R~ z3 nec O, non GR fal. nec G*R?} facerenty 16 lecticam a:
leticam OR, letittam G, letidam G* hominis V

i 8 3 candida G, corr. G* 4 quod V, corr. R2 amai;ﬂiter m 6 cum V, tum R?
! 8 candid=i G* g inpotens ¢: inpote O, impote GR  noli ome. V: add. Av. 10 necgue OR
{corr. R*), nec que G 15 ve Ottob. 1982, Neap. F.%g: ne V teqg O, teq GR, te § R?
16 adhibit O 18 cwi] cum O ) -
9 rver(rlani{ veranniV e om, O: o0 Baehrens =z antistans Aw., antestans Pall, antistes (p:
antistas V :
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fractum qui veteris pedem grabati

in collo sibi collocare posser.

hic illa, ut decuit cinaediorem,

“quaeso” inquit mihi, “mi Catulle, paulum 25
istos commoda; nam volo ad Serapim

deferri.” “mane,” inquii puellae,

“istud quod modo dixeram me habere,

fugit me ratio; meus sodalis —

Cinna est Gaius ~ is sibi paravit. 30
verum, utrum illius an mei, quid ad me?

utor tam bene quam mihi pararim.

sed tu insulsa male et molesta vivis,

per quam non licet esse neglegentem.”

11

Furi et Aureli, comites Cazulli,

sive in extremos penetrabit Indos,

litus ut longe resonante Eoa
tunditur unda,

sive in Hyrcanos Arabasve molles, 3
seu Sagas sagittiferosve Parthos, ’
sive quae septemgerminus colorat

acquora Nilus,

sive trans altas gradietur Alpes,
Caesaris visens monimenta magni,. 10
Gallicum Rhenum horribile aequor ulsi-

mosque Britarnos,

22 fracruin qui (p}: fractumque V' 24 decuit % docuit V  sined- O 26 commoda G,
comodam O, comoda R (corr. R 2): commodum enim Hand, d%; modo Deering, da modg;
Munro  sarapim GR, corr. R? 27 deserti V, al. deferri R2 inquil Scaliger (inquio iam
Ald): inquid O, inquit GR 28 diffexarn R, corr. R 1 zgmens GR, corr. R? 30 cinna est
Ceins zq73: cuma est gravis V. 31ady:a V' 32 paratis Statius 33 tu insulsa #: tulse O,

tuinsula GR  mane G, malle G%, corr. G2 nivis O

2 penetrabit 2473 «avit V  lindos R, corr. B2 3 ubi R* resonans Statius coa O

5 hircanos O arabassque G, arabesque K 6 seu 6: sive V sagas a (sacas z472):
sagax V sagitiferos ve O 7 sive O, sive quay 8 epra O gsui O gratietur R,
corr.R* 11 horribile aequor Hawupt, horribiles vitro McKie: horribilesque V (que del. R#)
21/12 ulti/mosque R*: / ultimosque V (vitimosque O)
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omnia haec, quaecumgque feret voluntas

caclitum, temptare simul parati,

pauca nuntiate meae puellae 15
non bona dicta.

cum suis vivat valeatque moechis,

quos simul complexa teriet trecentos,

nullum amans vere, sed identidern omnium B}
ilia rumpens; 20

Iiec meum respectet, ut ante, amorem,

qui illius culpa cecidit velut prad

ultimi flos, praetereunte postquam
tactus aratro est. '

12

Marrucine Asini, manu sinistra

non belle uteris: irt foco atque vino

tollis lintea neglegentiorum.

hoc salsum esse putas? fugit te, inepte;

quamvis sordida res et invenusta est” 5
non credis mihi? crede Polliond

fratri, qui tua furta vel talento

muiari velit: est enim leporum

differtus puer ac facetiartim.

quare aut hendecasyllabos trecentos 10
exspecta, aut mihi linteurn remitte,

quod me non movet acstimatione,

verum est mnernosynum mei sodalis.

12 § Pastrengicus, De originibus rerum fol. 18

13 feretpifere V. rsnuncdare O zzquilineni V23, 24 eodem versu V; adoneum suo
loco posuir G*rerasa c. 12 Hiuli parte

12 % marrucine Parth.: matr- V, 4l. matutine G* 2 ioco GR, loco O, al. loco G*™R?
. 3 linthea O neglegendoram O 4 salsam G, falsum al. salsum O, falsum Rm,

al. salsum R2*m? 7 frater O 8 voluit O o differtus Pastrengicus: dissertus C,
disertus GR  pater Calph. (et “vetus codex,” adn. Marc. 22.728) (an diserte pater
legendum?) faceciarum O zo endeca sillabos V' (endecas- m*) 1z lintheum O
remicte R 12 monet O estimatone (y): ext- V./ 13 est mnemosinum (77): nemo est

. - '\
sinum O, est nemo sinum GR \




108 Catullus 109 Catulli Liber
nam sudaria Saetaba ex Hiberis munus dat tibi Sulla litferator,
miserunt mihi muneri Fabullus 15 non est i male, sed bene ac beate, 10
et Veranius; haec amem necesse est quod non dispereunt tu labores.
ut Veraniolum meum et Fabuflzm. di magni, horribilem et sacrum libellum!
C quem tu seilicet ad tuum Catullum
13 misti continto, ut die periret -
, Saturnalibus optimo dierum! 15 -
Cenabis bene, mi Fabulle, apud me non non hoc tbi, salse, sic abibit.
paucdis, si tibi di favent, diebus, nam, si luxerit, ad librariorum _
si tecum attuleris bonam atque magnam curram scrinia; Caesios, Aquines, ;
cenam, non sine candida puella Suffenum, omnia colligam venena, -
et vino et sale et omnibus cachinnis. 5 ac te his suppliciis remunerabor. 20
haec si, inquarm, attuleris, venuste noster, vos hinc interea valete abite i
cenabis bene — nam tui Catulli illuc, unde malum pedem attulistis, -
plenus sacculus est aranearum. saecli incommoda, pessimi poetae.
sed contra accipies meros amores - ;
seu quid suavius elegantiusve est: 10 14P
nam unguentum dabo quod meae puellae ! ' ‘ -
donarunt Veneres Cupidinesque, : Si qui forte mearum ineptiarum .
quod tu cum olfacies, deos rogabis ‘, lectores eritis manusque vestras .
totum ut te faciant, Febulle, nasum. non horrebitis admovere nobis, -
- « = o=
14 ' ' -7
Ni te plus oculis meis amarem, : ; -
mclunchssune _Calve,'. munere isto . : ! Commendo tibi me ac meos amores, -
odissem te odio Vatiniano: ; i '
nam quid fed ego quidve sum locutus _ Aurel. veniam peto pudenter, L -
: . o ’ ut, si quicquam animo tuo cupisti, T
cur me tot male perderes poetis? , : 5 ; ; 11
istd di - jenti ' quod castum expeteres et integellum,
isti di mala multa dent client, - : : . nihi pudice 5
qui tantum tibi misit impiorum. . _ ; CONSETVEs puerumm Ml Puctes:
quod si, ut suspicor, hoc novim ac repertum ‘ . : - :
17 Plinius, Naturalis historia 1 praefatio 1 i4 9 Martianus Capella 3.229 15 Macrobius, Saturnalia 2.1.8
. ' . } - - ' o -
14 settaba O, sethabs GR  ex hiberis (3), -eis Lachmann: exhibere V 15 misserunt G, g sulla 3 (Sylla Martianus Capella): siflla V. zomi w michi V 14 misti 7: misisd V'
corr. G* numeri V, al. muneri G*R* «6 haec] al. hocR?  amem & ameni OG, almeni R , } 15 opimo GR, al. optimo R?, oppinio O 16 hoc yd:hec V' salse G, false OR, al. salse R*
(-l-exp.RY) zyut(@:etV ) ‘ ' sicyd: fit OG, sit R achibit O, adbibit GR, corr. R* 17 luserit G, al. -x- G* 18 curram &:
13 6inguam &: unquem V (um- R) 7bnR, AR 8saculus V gsetR, sed R* - meos O . - curam O, cur tam GR  scrinea R 19 suffenum 7 (suphenum iam 1472): suffenam V —
10 quid p8: qui V, al. quod R*  elegancius ve O 13 olfaties R, corr. R* : 20acazhac V' tibi hils supplitus O 23 seclin: seculi V' ingomoda OR, covr. R?
14 1oi (5) (nei Lachmann):ne V 3 vaciniano GR 4 loqutus R, corr. R* 5 male 1472 (mali 14P (a ¢ 24 seiunxerunt B. Guarinus et Av.j 3 ammovere O
igm B):malis V 6dent {p:dapt V' 8 si ut] sive G, corr. G2 35 11be G, corr. G 2 pudenter Maehly: -em V (pudentem peto G, transp. G¥)
- “i!_v
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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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72 75

Huc est mens deducta tua, mea Lesbia, culpa
atque ita se officio perdidit ipsa suo,

ut iam nec bene velle queat tibi, si optima fias,
niec desistere amare, omnia si facias.

Dicebas quondam solum te nosse Catullum,
Lesbia, nec prae me velle tenere Iovem.

dilexi tum te non tantum ut vulgus amicam,
sed pater ut gnatos diligit et generos.

MUIC te Cognovi; quare, etsi mpensius uror,
multo mi tamen es vilior et levior.

qui potis est, inquis? quod amantem iniuria talis
cogit amare magis, sed bene velle minus:

73

76

Si qua recordanti benefacta priora voluptas
est homini, cum se cogitat esse pium,
nec sanctam violasse fidem, nec foedere in ullo
divum ad fallendos numine abusum homines,
multa parata manent in longa aetate, Catulle, 5
ex hoc ingrato gaudia amore tibi.
nam quaecumque homines bene cuiquam aut dicere possunt
aut facere, haec a te dictaque factaque sunt.
omnia quae ingratae perierunt credita menti.

Desine de quoquam quicquam bene velle mereri
aut aliquem fieri posse putare pium.

omnia sunt ingrata, nihil fecisse benigne <est>;
immo etiam taedet, <taedei> obestque magis;

ut mihi, quem nemo gravius nec acerbius urget
quam modo qui me unum atque unicum amicum habuit.

quin tu animo offirmas atque istinc te ipse redudis
et dis invitis desinis esse miser?
difficile est longum subito deponere amorem,
difficile est, verum hoc qua lubet efficias;
una salus haec est, hoc est tibi pervincendum, ' 15
hoc facias, sive id non pote sive pote.
o di, si vestrum est misereri, aut si quibus umquam
extremiam fam ipsa in morte tulistis opem,
me miserum aspicite et, si vitam puriter egi,
eripite hane pestem perniciemque mihd, 20

74

Gellius audierat patruum obiurgare solere,
si quis delicias diceret aut faceret.

hoc ne ipsi accideret, patrui perdepsuit ipsam
uxorem et patruum reddidit Harpocraten.

quod voluit fecit: nam, quamvis irrumet ipsum
nunc patruam, verbum non faciet patruus.

72 8 Donatus ad Terenti Andriam 728 13 Hieremias de Montagnone, Compendium moralium notabilium 4.5.21

3 queat Lachmann (queam iam 8): -que tot V. optuma O

1sigue G 3 violase O inullo 6: nulle V5 manent {: manentwmn O, manenti GR
catulli G (corr. GT) 6 exhaec (Bi= haec) O amore] avicere O 8sint O g ommiaque V
grate V [-tae G3%) 1o cur te te fam Bachrens, iam te cur (i: cur tejam V11 quin 6:
qui V tul V, corr. R* - animum Stat. affirmas R istinc te ipse Ellis (isthinc te usque
m G. Buchananus), istinc teque Heinsiug: instincteque O, Istinctoque GR 12 dis (3),
is.¢: des V' 13 amicu R, corr. R* 14 qua libet ¢ quam libet V' officfas O 15,

f, hoc] hec VIR O), corr. K2 faties R (fades mr) 17 dii V' miseri O 18 extremam a:
xtremo V, extrema R?  ipsain Ald.:ipsam V20 pernitiemque R

72 2preme R, perme G, prime O 6 mi tamen es A, Guarinus: fta me nec V7 quod R
606 (1, quia Statius: quam V

73. 1 quicquam (: quisguam V3 est add, Friedrich 4 tta Avantius; initio versus prodest
suppl. Puccins, juverit Baghrens, iam iuvat Munro; alii alia imo G cbesique OG,
cbstetque R, stetque R? megis Av.: magisque magis V. 5 quem Ese.{b): @ O, que G
6 habet GR, habuit R 2 in margine :

74 1 gelius O(corr. O7), lelius GR, al. Gellius R*  solere B. Guarinus: flere V2 delitias _
3 hec (B) O perdepsuit “vir eruditus” apud Statium: petdespuit V' 4 reddit O
harpocratem O, -them GR : .

guare cur tete jam amplius excrucies? 19

~ -
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quae mihi subrepens imos ut torpor in artus
expulit ex omni pectore laetitias.
non iam illud quaero, contra ut me diligat illa,
aut, quod non potis est, esse pudica velit:
ipse valere opto et taetrum hunc deponere morburm.
o di, reddite mi hoc pro pietate mea.

ve i i
rum id non impune feres: nam te omnia saecla

foscent et, qui sis, fama loquetur anys.

79

Lesbius ; quid ni
15 est pulcer; quid ni? quem Lesbia malit
quam te cum tota gente, Catulle, ta

sed tamen hic pulcer vendat cum gente Catullum
51 tria notorum savia Teppererit,

77

Rufe mihi frustra ac nequiguam credite amice

(frustra? immo magno cum pretio atque malo),
sicine subrepstl mi atque intestina perurens

ei misero eripuist omnia nostra bona?
eripuisti, eheu nostrae crudele venenum

vitae, eheu nostrae pestis amicitiae.

80

Quic?I dicam,-_ Gelli, quare rosea ista Iabe]la
hiberna fiant candidiora nive,

m .
ane domo cum exis et cum te octava quiete

‘e .molli longo suscitat hora die?
nescioquid certe est: an vere fama susurrat
_ grandia te medii tenta vorare viri? ’
sm_cgrte est: clamant Vicroris rupta 1:'niselli
ilia, et emulso labra notata sero.

78

Gallus habet fratres, quorum est lepidissima coniunx
alterius, lepidus filius alterius. _
Gallus homo est bellus: nam dulces iungit amores,
‘ cum puero ut bello bella puelia cubet.
Gallus homo est stultus, nec se videt esse maritum,
qui patruus patrui monstret adulterium.

81

Nemone in tanto potuit populo esse,

Tuventi
b bellus homo, quern ty diligere inciperes
78 praeterquam i i : ’
< quam iste tuus moribunda ab sede Pisauri
0spes in idi
T Pes maurata pallidior statua,

ui tibi i
qui 1ibi nunc cordi est, quem tu praeponere nobis

sed nunc id doleo, quod purae pura puellae e einesds guodfcs facte? 5

savia comminxit spurca saliva tua.

21 quae Caiph.:seu V  torpor 8% corpore V. 22 leticias OG, delitias R, corr. R
mel{meuts meurme V 26dei OG, &ii R michi V, corr. R* hec OR, co
proprietate V, corr. m

77 1roffe V, rufe 1 amico GR z imo GR  precio G 3 surrepsti Calph.; subre
subrecti GR mi (i mei V in testina G 4 el Lachmann, sic ¢ si V, al mi R
5 Heripuisti G 5, 6 hea OR, he heu G, corr. R*: eheu Baehrens 5 crudelle G,

’vean]lm non id G, id verem non B seda O 4 noscent Om
OqUEtlr anus Calph.: famuloque tapus (canus G) V., a.l.’

nosscent GR  quis scis GR
ulcher GR  -ni quem 3¢ (-ni quod 7): inquam V  mall

-e- (i.e. tenus) R 2

6 nostro GR  pestis B. Guarinus: pectus V. amicicie OG o natorum GR  sania O repererit GR it GR 3 pulcher GR
=8 4 puela O cu}?it 0 o _ ' . ‘ mberr.ta O 3exiser(y exisset V 6 tiita O, tanta GR, al. ¢ 1 gk
785 A praecedentibus seiunxit Statius; post 77.6 collocavit Scaliger, post 80.8 Berg, uannus et Pall.; ille te mulse v ral.tenta R* 8 ilia et emulso
g1.10 Corradinus de Allic 2 sania V, corr. R? conminxit Scaliger: conmudt venti V. 3 pisanum O 5 qui Calph
pr.quid V nueG 6 quod
quod {7: quid

conjunxit GR




194 Catullus

COMMENTARY

1

Versus domini Benevenuti de Campexanis de Vicencia

de resurrectione Catulli poete Veronensis. pucture: 2 + 5 (question and answer) + 3 lines, articulated by namgue,

poet dedicates his libellus to his friend Cornelius Nepos (L 3 n.). As Zicari
65 pointed out, the tone of C.’s dedication, unlike Meleager’s Mofica ¢ika,
. Tdvbe pepels wayrapmov aodav; (AP 4.1.1) and Martial's cutus ois fieri,
ihelle, munus (3.2.1), is easy and relaxed, not bookish: C. himself occupies
scene from the very start, and hence his book is a concrete thing, an
ject in his hand. The poem’s programmatic quality is obvious; less obvious
he fact that here C. demonstrates the qualities, or some of them, which
most admired in Greek, and vindicates for Latin, poetry. For example,
claims — by exercising it — the freedom to write poetry in conversational
dior; notice the introductory question-and-answer, and the repeated use
fiminutives, such as libellus (which is not merely a metrically convenient
bstitute for liber; see Mart. 10.1.1-2); and again, esse aliguid; (L 3 n.);
nthetical Iuppiter, as an exclamation (cf. 66.30); the idiom gquidquid hoc
elli; habe tibi, a legal formula (precise but humdrum); and lepidum, ‘nice’
ook at, as in Plaut. Pseud. 27-8 lepidis litteris, lepidis tabellis lepida
onscriptis manuy). The implication is that ‘the lyric can be about ordinary
e and in the language of the people; and poetry of this kind deserves
fous critidsm’ (Copley 1951; see also Gordon Williams, Tradition and
iginality in Roman Poetry [1968]: chapter 2). Furthermore, C. claims for
elf a high degree of metrical freedom; take lines 2—4, where the ‘basis’
he line (in this metre consisting of the first two syllables) is varied each
me: trochee, followed by spondee, followed by iambus. A few Latin writers

cuding Varro before C,; Martial after him) adhere rigorously to the

Ad patriam venio longis a finibus exul;
causa mel reditus compatriota fuit,

scilicet a calamis tribuit cui Francia nomen
quigue notat turbe praetereuntis iter.

quo licet ingenio vestrum celebrate Catullum,
cuius sub modio clausa papirus erat.

Et titulum et versus textui subscripsit G; titulum omisit, versus libro praef
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lepidum novum: of. Playt. Epid. 223 vestit

spondaic basis in hendecasyllables; C. by his practice here draws attention
ut nove!

to the principle of free variation, and almost flaunts it by applying it in
successive lines at the very outset. '
For a change of tone in the last two lines of the poem, see il. g—z0 nn. It
may be that C. at first conceived of his poem as ending with the word fibelli,
which echoes so neatly the libellum of 1. 1, and which again draws attention
to brevity. If so, these eight lines would furnish a good example of the
‘cyclic’ structure so often used in C.’s short poems; and Bardon (1943: 15)
has complained that the final wish in 1. g—10 spoils the clear effect of the
repetition of the leading idea of 1. 1-2. Yet Bardon himself has drawn
attention {ibid., 18) to the frequent occurrence in C. of a structure wherein.
the last two lines of a ten-line poem are in some way sharply distinguished
from the rest; this ‘8 + 2’ structure, with some variations, he finds in a great
many of the ‘polymetric/ poems. For an example see M. Zichri's discussion
of poem 2, cited in the Bibliography to that poem; the slight change in
tone or direction, adumbrated in the final two lines, more or less, of a short
poern, is characteristic of C. Seen in this light, the slightly disconcerting
asymmetry and redirection, implicit in the ending of poem 1, will prove
acceptable and necessary after all. It is doubtful whether such asymmetry
can be taken as a sign of early composition (and on the obvious implication,
for dating, of iam tum, see |. 3 1.); on the other hand, the nature of the claim
magde for the book is scarcely such as could have envisaged the collected
works as we have them. (For a discussion of the chronology of the liber
Catulli, see the Introduction, pp. 3-1¢.) The poet’s obvious delight in the
outward aspect of his new book suggests a first publication; and the tone of
the initial ‘“movement” of the poem is, as Zicari remarks, ‘juvenile’ rather

than mature.

@ aurata, ornata ut lepide, ut concinne,

his citas . -
msI;:ilznon of lines 1—2-Pastrenglcus {De Or. Rerum 88b) refers not to C. but
oo e, our manuscripts of whom give arido; but he also quotes lines s
e = ;1;:. }?;asragmahé, zﬁm i/[ directly, and these turther quotations maki’ 17';
: W atatullus Ms, probably V. Therefore, he e
r tha . s he either found arid
fTO}r;:ls ;Sldore Ms, or corrected from Servius (unlikely) or, as Haupt sun :srtzeda
o Ut:1 1; ;;xri ;Ii C'.li- see E. (note in the App. Crit. of his text-edition) aigd also’
L. + 1he lransmission of the Text of Carullus.’ [ i 3
o Plima us,” Studi in onore di Luies
asfzfiz}o?u t(}filorer?.ce, 1980-):01041‘2. A third possibility (not entertai;ec; bmgl
mUllamsadin;s his..ar;lda v, and.a 'A, arido OGR. If Martia 8.72.2 has gridi in tie
i , this is _arcuy dfmfwe for the gender which, as Servius remarks, is
(regulr yt} 1:Lnasculu-[e i Virgil though (oddly) feminine in Catnllys, Priedléch
nored 2t the cacophonic sequence arido modo was to be avoided; he comement
o h:;‘}rlrenuous effofrt made by Cicero, Pro Milone 61, to avo;d even thzn S
sequence of sounds populo modo. For the fe 1
hae] ; . m. aridy i
SC;SI;‘zgatu‘mes 4. in reply to A. Statius (cited by Gaisser 1g93: 17: :eng C:hIgerl'
us é’e;’1 ng}htly says that the explicit testimony of Servius abour C.‘s irr;: 217 )
age s lou d outweigh the unannotated readings of medieval M - hi el
that the ‘other sources’ amount to, P ik el
c e .
3 A;;neéz.:l’)us Llfk Corn}t:.lhus Nepos the historian, as we know from Ausonius (se
- ot Like C. himself, and many oth i )
: , Y other men of letters in th
It::.e day, Nepos hailed from Cisalpine Gaul; the elder Pliny, s Nom
t ' . 4 I
(31i 2073:.2,};2112 Jl}:.u-n .::oméermneus meus (in the Preface} as well as Pag: aceola
.127), ronica (apparently a prose work) .
¢ : seems to have taken th
orm of 2 comparative chronology of Greek and Roman history: Au]usnGeIfiu
: S

in his Naturalis

1 cuiz on the question whether C. wrote guci (he probably did) see Fordyce. V had
gui for cui at 2.3 {corrected by (s variant), and also at 24.5 and 67.47. At 17.14
cutiocum {cf. V) may preserve an original quoi; if so, we have here an early error
in C.'s text. Quoi is possibly also the cause of V's gua at 71.1. If at 64.254 V's
gui points to guoi standing for cuf, then O. Skutsch receives additional support
(though he does not use it) for his emendation eui Thyades in that line.
dono: the first two lines pretend to depict C. as having just received the first copy
of a small volume (fibellus} of his own poems. It is the physical appearance of
the book that is stressed in line 2, and therefore probably also in line . We may
reasonably conclude that dono conveys ‘to whom am I in fact presenting ... 7,
which suits the notion of a little scene in which C. himself is the chief actor,
even though parallels can be found for taking the indicative dono as equivalent
to donem. (Kr. cites Plaut. Most. 368 quid ege ago? and Cicero, Ad Att. 16.7.4

nunc guid respondemus?).

ngle : . ear, while the adjecti
“ :::;i;s il besms to seem highly approptiate. We do not know Whi:nc?}‘::
‘@ was published; iam tum of course suggests that it was more th
Years before this poem was written, e e afew
* On Nepos and Catullus, and their [iter
, eir literary cirdle, see Wi

A \ 3 15€man 1979: 154-66.

4 esse aliquid: of. Cicero, Ad Fam, 6.18.4 si est talis <orators, ego quZ;ueZz'quz’d

sum; also Ad At 4.2.2 si umanam in 4
- A m In d :. 13 .
aliquid putare gsse. 7 fcendo fuimus aliquid, TD 5104 eos
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for several reasons. That virgo does not occur elsewhere in poems 160 is
immaterjal; these poems have no place for it except in the context of an address
to the Muse. Secondly, the word virgo does occur twenty-two times in the
more formal poems, 61 to 68, and virgineus twice; again, it fails to occur in the
short elegiac epigrams 69-116. This only means that it belongs to the ‘high’ or
‘elevated’ style, and would therefore be appropriate to apostrophizing a god or
goddess in & dedication. Thirdly, the word ergo absolutely canrot mean, and
nowhere comes close to meaning, by the agency of <a person, as it would have
to do on Bergk’s interpretation. On the contrary, in every instance quoted in

- TLL it means ‘for the seke of or ‘in consequence of’ a thing or an aim (except
,at Aeneid 6,670 where, since Anchises is dead and the meaning ‘on his account’
is in quesdon, we are close to genitivus rei). In other words, the alignment of
ergo is objective, not subjective. See further Clausen 1976: 38—43 (n. 2: “The
evidence against Bergk is clear and damning’). Again, that ‘patron’ should be
applied to the recipient of a dedication such as this hardly fits either the literary
atmosphere of the titne — however unsurprising it might be in a later generation
~or C's atterly independent character. Bergk’s whole idea contradicts C.’s
modest confidence in his work for its own merits — merits acknowledged, after
all, by Nepos himself, as is clear not only from lines 26 here but also from .
Nepos’ Life of Atticus, written in the later 30s B, i.e., during the time of Gallus
and the young Virgil; in that Life, an obscure C. Iulius Calidus is singled out as -
the ‘most elegant’ Roman poet since <those two giants, it is implied> Lucretius
and Catullus. Again, the Muse is in fact needed, in order to provide a divine
addressee for the optative manent. F. Cairns (196¢) has pointed out that ‘a
writer asking or wishing that immortality or long life be granted to his work
traditionally makes his request or wish to a divinity.” C. has conquered his
doubts before publishing, but still ventures only a modest aspiration to fame
(plus uno sueculo, 1. 10); yet this claim itself, being so severely limited, seems
hardly designed to flatter the ego of a patronus, if it was through his support
alone that the work was to survive. Finally, for the apostrophe, cf. 36.11 (Venus),
and also Horace Odes 1.4.14 and 1.26.6. For the Muse as the poet's patron f. also
Priapea 2, where perhaps quidquid id est recalls C. The apostrophe is structurally
in place; it gives the poem force, 2s an example of an epigrammatic device which
we shall see C. employing in several poems that follow, namely the surprise
-ending or change of direction in the fast two lines. On the question of metre,
‘the elision of 7 before u is extremely rare, the two vowels being of a “timbre
trés fermé” ... Such an elision is totally absent from C.’s dactylic poems, for
example’ (Monbrun z1976: 31-8). It is rare enough in C.’s non-dactylic poems; in
11.22 it is at the end of 2 line; in 14.8 and 29.22, it follows si, nisi.

The punctuation adopted here meets the difficulty, raised by Zicari, that in
Catullus and Martial there is never a heavy pause after the fourth syllable of a

tiugas, ‘nonsense’ — a depreciatory word (Plautus so uses it, and of. Hor. E
1.19.42), and not primarily a description of a recognized poetic genze; C. calls,
short poems nugae and ineptige in order to stresstheir playful and witty na
Martial's lterary application of the word probably recalls C. The collection.

if indeed it was a collection — of nugae, praised some time ago (fem tum ..
line 5) by Cornelins Nepos, need not be supposed to include, for example,
grim atmosphere of poem 11, or even the serious introspection of poem 8.

5 There is no thought of numerical opposition between unus and tribus, w
would be pointless; there is however some such contrast between omune a
fribus. This in turn rules out a factitious opposition between usnus and omne;
we must take {as the rhythm of the line also suggests) unus-Italorum togeth
in the sense "first of Italians to ... (as opposed to Greeks, 2.g., Apollodorus,
had written summaries of world h;story) Both Horace (Od. 3.5¢) and Prop
(3-1.3) claim to be the first to introduce Greek literary genres into Italy.
The fhitia? { in the rioun Jtalia is lengthened, against its natural value (so ¢

the word may appear in hexameters) by Callimachus in Greek, and (after C)
Latin: by Virgil (Aen. 6.61; see E. Norden ad loc.).

6 explicare, “unroll’; it is interesting that it is of a chronicle (by Atticus) tha
Cicero (Brut. 15) writes ut explicatis ordinibys temporum uno in conspechu
omtia viderem; see note on 3 above.
cartis here = ‘rolls’; these consisted of cartae (sheets of papyrus) glued toget

i in a volumen.
; 7 labariosis, ‘involving weary work.” This ‘non-personal’ use (cf. Ter. Heaut. ¢
Cicero De legg. 3.19) is quite regular, contrary to what is said of Calvus” use.
i the word by Gellius, 9.12.1c (F.).
, 8 Estis implied after Ebelli; but<f. V. Aen. 1.78 quodcumque hoc regni. The phi
is slightly disparaging, as is gualecumgue. For the punctuation see the final p ‘
ofthen.onl 9. ‘ '
See App. Crit: al mei is of course not intended as & variant but as an-
explanatory note: ‘my bock, that is.’ In R* these words have been erased hy

a later hand, and what was then left of them has been almost, but net qui
obliterated by a library stamp; but on close inspection traces can be seen. .
Even had they vanished eompletely, m comes to our rescue (as he often dees,
in matters connected with the text of R} by picking up the words, and so
proving that they had been inserted by R for although m is careless, he ney
invents,
g-10 Notice the change of tone: shy modesty is replaced by modest conﬁdence_
9 The metrical defect in the line as transmitted caused the Humanists either t
restore ¢ (later adopted by most editors) or or to substitute guidem for qued,
Presumably the second of these remedies prompted Bergk's rewriting of thy
line (qualecumaque quidem est, patroni ut ergo), which however is unconvin
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es the clauses with equal balance,

phalzecian hendacasyliabic ling; and it divid quicqi

:nstead of overloading the former clause. There %s a dlsn!nct;oin 1:‘::’63 T
which has ‘quantitative,’ and qualecumgue, W ich has qwii1 4t§i fﬁC;lty licetor
(see Pasoli 1977-8: 35)- T}sle punctuatiﬁn e;;zts;er;;?;;pzbamn of ; cirilar 3
relative guod is postponed, in a rare fiyp . e e :
sort, see perhaps Propertius 3.21.16; for 9ther Ifl_yper ate in C. 49 €420
h /s n, 64.8 and 66.47 (both involving a relative pronoun,
if :i:; 5, 57.8, 62.13 and 14, 64.66 and 216, 67.2,1, 1{10.3. Po:; gecgiifcjréé
(omnia quae) and ‘a much more drastic example’ o ‘ tI;OStPO s
relative, 68131 (Wiseman 1979: 172 - 40/ who adds: . oughrd_ il
parallel or its positioning inside a subordinate clause, the wo 6?5 e ;
intelligible, and much less contorted than th.at of (e.g.} 4.439 or_th th E C.Onsequ
patrona virgo = the poet’s Muse. The notion of chente_ :, wi R e coneen
duty of fides (cf. 34.1 i1 fide), explains why C. can describe a good p
(16.5) and a bad one as impius (£4.7)-

2

tructure: 8 + 2 (one sentence only, of ten lines; a slight pause before 1. 9).
his, the best known perhaps of all C.’s lyrics, presents great difficulties of
terpretation, partly because of a corrupt text. Debate reaches back to the
arly Humanists; the most penetrating account is still that of Ziciri 1963.
e effectively defends B. Guarinus” emendations; see App. Crit.
‘Catullus is deeply in love (almost certainly, with Lesbia); and he chooses
the trivial-seeming medium of an address to his beloved’s.pet bird to declare
e depth of his passion (dolor, ardor, tristes curae). He is clearly not
hilandering, and by the same token he does not say that he fongs to be in
ve bird's place; the curae are the real subject of the poem, and he finds it
impossible to forget them in distraction as she does.
: Notice above all the poem’s élan. The continuity of the utterance can be
lustrated by one fact: not until we come tol. g, with tecum, do we discover -
hat passer is vocative. The address to the bird is carried down to the end
af 1. 8 before the poet draws breath, as it were, and even to the end of |. 10
and of the poem) before he finishes the opening sentence (cf. poems 11, 25,
8, 49). In contrast to poem 1, careful development appears to be replaced by
storrent of words, 2 rush of feeling, and a progression not circular this time
at essentially linear, though with discreet repetition of certain concepts. -
Here we have a clear 8 + 2 line structure (see intr. n. on poem 1), and
ince more the final couplet leads us in a direction not wholly foreseen (see -
selow). In the order of exposition, as well as in the thought, poem 2 is an
xtremely sophisticated piece; its imbalance, though apparently ‘natural,’ is
n fact contrived, and applied with great skill. In language there is a mixture -
of the colloquial (for which poem 1 paves the way) with occasional touches
strangeness or allusiveness. Engelbrecht 1909 protested, with apparently
fidignant 'surprise: “This is not a lovesick poet’s groan’; but he wrote when
istill somewhat romantic view of C. prevailed (Fr.’s commentary, to which
often refers, had just been published). Much more to our taste is the

sge1. ‘Catallus, c. 1,/ TAPA 82: 200-6. ' -
goifiy’;g;?c o la dedica a Cornelio, Quaderni di vita peronese 11/121 433
a s . . !
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assessment, two generations later, by Zicari: ‘The fascination of the Ji Gaisser 1993: 242—3, who appositely remarks, “There could hardly be
poem consists in an air of morbidity, just barely mannered enough to plea er example of the Renaissance tendency to read Catullus through
areader of refined tastes, or, if we wish, a docta puella, who would also k oiial ... placed in Martial’s frame [Mart. 11.6], C.’s picture loses its
how to apprediate properly the clever variations on, and amplifications 6 ctive and sentimental elements.’ The recent revival of this interpretation
familiar motif. If the perfection of a poem consists in the degree to wi be traced in the bibliography below, under the names of Genovese 1974,
the poet has succeeded in saying what he meant to say, then this po ngrande 1975, Hooper 1985, and — on the other side — Jocelyn 1980
perfect — but a [usus.” In other words, poem 2 is an infellectual poem & Adams 1982. My own view agrees with that of Wiseman 1985: 138—;
while it remains a profound expression of love. especially his observation (139, n. 36): ‘One of the arguments cited <in
Both Brink 2956 and Zicari have drawn attention to the carefully formal gour of the obscene interpretation>, Festus 410 L on struthion, is in fact
arrangement (‘law of increasing cola’) by which each of the subordina :silentio argument against.” On the passages of Martial usually quoted
relative clauses is a little longer than the preceding one; Brink notices lefenders of the interpretation, I should like to observe briefly: (i) at
the way in which the last two lines summarize the opening eight, since tecs; itself, M. speaks of the conditions of a festival as spurring to literary
ludere sicut ipsa possem (1. 9) takes up ludere in the opening statement (. Wity (versu, ... poetae), and it seems a priori probable that here, as in
and the words et tristis animi levare curas (1. 10) echo gravis ardor (L. .the phrase Passer Catulli does in fact mean a book; in any case, Catulli
The charge that the structure of lines 28 is “slack’ has to face these ot quite the same as Catullianus; (i) in 7.14 the passer, and Stella’s
other indications of careful artistry; even its anacoluthon proceeds witl mba, are characterized as nugae, in contrast with Aulus’ gemuine human
traditional literary rules. Ziciri shows how the whole eight-line sente But the coarser interpretation, revived at the Renaissance, especially in
is carefully organized into two halves, of contrasting structure. He add les by Pontanus and Panormita (and later upheld by Politianus) had a
“The reality of a poem consists in its language; and here the language is run, in vernacular literature (where again the sparrow happened to be
that of passion. For three verses the poet lingers over describing to hlms rerbial for salacity) as well as in Latin. In Pietro Aretino (20.20) passero
the play between the little creature and the lady; then he thinks over inembrum virile; so also ucello, in Italian literature of the fourteenth and
scene agein and interprets it, and from word to word tries out on himself enth centuries and also of the modern period.
credibility of his own interpretation. Credo ... nescic quid ... tum; thi
are the moments of an evaluation made by the reason. The tenderness an:
the warmth irradiated by desiderium and solaciolum are contained withi
a structure rich in inteliectualized elements; and the vocabulary here is th
conventional vocabulary of epigrammatic art.’
I have suggested that the last two lines redirect the thought of the poes
and thereby contain a surprise. There are in fact two sentiments, each wij
a considerable literary history, that might be expected by C.’s readers. O
of these, “Would that I were’ <some jewel, say, on my mistress’ breast>
is found in early skoliz and in Hellenistic poetry. Another (referred to
Bishop 1966) is found at Meleager, AP 7.195.1, where dmédrnua wébwy is C
solaciolum doloris. But C. says neither ‘could I but be in your place!’ nory
‘could I but be freed altogether from love’; what he says is, ‘could I but pla
with you as she does, and relieve my passion <for the moment>’. Ther
thus a double surprise, inasmuch as C. alters the customary sentiment i
each of the traditional topof he half-recalls.
An obscene interpretation of the word ‘sparrow’ in this poem and th
which follows, and hence of both poems, has commonly been ascribed #
Politianus (Misc. 1.6), but was originally aired by Pontanus (A 1.5.1-3%

passer: picked up by fecum in L. g (after a succession of subordinate clauses in
single sentence without stops; see introductory n.). F. has a long n. on the
identification of the bird’s species, in which the candidacy of Passer domesticus —
hich, as F. admits, is what Pliny meant by passer — is briskly dismissed with a
;reference to D’ Arey Thompson's Glossary of Greek Birds. See however Kipps
1953 for a true and charming account of a house sparrow which sang in captivity
and was deeply affectionate.

{On the apparently strange variant al. patenti (X) I wrote in CE as follows: ‘The
original reading at petenti was so hard to interpret that (before appetenti was
thought of} something plainly had to be done to change it for the better, and at
patenti looks on the whole like'an attemnpt {unsuccessfu] ... and indeed feeble)
-in this direction.”

For appetere = ‘peck at’ Kr. cites Livy 7.26.5 (of a bird} 0s oculosque hostis
¥ostro et unguibus appetit,

is usually supposed that desiderium meum = ‘the object of my 1onging’
(see OLD s.v. desiderium 2}. But Nisbet 1978: 92 overturns this view, with

a reference to Anacreon PMG 444 (of "Epws mapBémos) w68 orirSwy, and
translates ‘shining with longing for me’ (abl). See also Baker 1958. I cannot
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easily follow M.J. Edwards, AC 60 (1991: 262 n. 15) in his contentio
‘must agree with nitenti rather than desiderio.”

6 See App. Crit. This is (pace Kx.) not the only place where V apparenth
spelling libet, rather than lubet. See 62.36, 76.14. In six places howev i
to have had lub- (fubet at 17.17, 24.9, 38.7, 61.126 and 204, lubeat
O’s variant here, this may quite possibly be a misinterpretation o
superscript { (libet) in A, the i being there intended as a correction o
~ as O may have supposed — of the /.
ivcari, with partly erotic overtones. Cf. 21.5 iocaris una; also 8.6 mul
tocasy fiebant, where see n, and reference 10 Ov. A4 3.766,

7-8 Notice that credo and nescio quid modify solaciolum and carum res
in the direction of uncertainty and vagueness: ‘I suppose ...” (€. does-ng
to know the girl’s inner thoughts). Regarded in this light, credo is by m
ironical. It must also be linked, as we have seen, to solaciofum; thus
wrong in choosing to read credo, tum gravis acquiescit ardor. Solacioly
vocative is also doubtful; it occurs five lines after the initial vocatives, P
delicide. Contrast poem 13, where the addition of the seu ... sen dauses
part of a continuation — amplifying comites — and the vocative is clearly
arl. 74 (parati).

7 doloris, 8 ardor: figurative expressions with erotic significance. Cf. 50,17
dolorern; 45.16 ignis ... ardet, 62.23 iuveni ardenti, 68 .53 cum tantum @
etc. In 62.27 flamma and 29 ardor, the literal meaning {Hesperus’ lig
erotic overtones. For acquiescere in the sense intended here, of. Cicero, Dl g2 57-81
1.19 agitatio mentis, quae numquam acquiescit, Plin. Ep. 4.21.4 dolor-mi
acquiescet. Notice the combination gravis acq. ardor; E. quotes Celsus 3
febris gravior and 2.8. 23 febris guievit.

9 O wrote secum (for tecum) in the margin, and also glossed ipsa with
clearly he took the meaning to be ‘could I but play with her as the bird d
Marginal secur can also be seen in the British Library Ms Burney 133 {Ne
in my Table of Manuscripts). G*'s variant al. luderem must have been tak
from X, who saw it in 4; cf. O. It does not appear in R?* who presumably rejedte
it as both unmetrical and ungrammatical,

Kr. observes that the line has no caesura, each foot consisting of a words
does not explain this, but compares 42.2. In hoth poems, it seems to me,

effect striven for is one of heavy emphasis. Notice how tecum Iudere picks
quicum ludere (1. 2).

B. 1926. 'C.'s Carmen [I,” CP 21: 361—3.
8. ‘L'ode de C. sur le passereau {Carm. 2}, Eos 31: 79-86.
'1953. Sold for a Farthing TS, title, Clarence, the Life of a Sparrow].

Q. 1956. Latin Studies and the Humanities (Inaugural Lecture, Cambridge):

1958. 'C."s Cum Desiderio Meo,” CP 53: 243—4.

M.CJ. 1959. Patterns of Personality and Imagery (diss. Harvard).
iridge, Mass.: 143—52.

M. 1563. ‘Il secondo carme di C.,* Studi Urbinat 37: 205-32. .

JD. 1966, 'C. 2 and Its Hellenistic antecedents,” CP 61: 158-6%.

H. 1968. ‘Die Einheit von C.s erstem Passergediche,” Latormus 27: 810-22.
oser, E., and Schmidt, E.A. 1970. ‘Gebet eines Liebenden: C.s erstes
p-Gedicht,” Mitteilungen fiir Lehrer der alten Sprachen, 1. Jahrgang, Heft
8. : - -
e, EN. 1974. ‘Symbolism in the Passer Poems,” Maia 26: 121--5.

garande, G. 1975. ‘C."s Lyrics on the Passer,” MPhL 1 137—46

man, H. 1075. “Zn C. 2, 7£,’ Eranos 73 55-61.

o1z 42E—4.
J.N. 1982. The Latin Sexua Vacalpulary Lcndon -

Y. 1984. ‘C.'s Sparrow, Martial, Juvenal and Ovid,” Latomus 43: 861~-8.

tti, P.A. 1984, ‘Per una rilettura dei carmi 2—3 di C,” GIF 36: 253-61.

er, RW. 1985, ‘In Defence of C.’s Dirty Sparrow,” G&R 32: 162—78. - -

id; ALA. 1986. ‘Zur korrekten Restitution des zweiten Gedichtes C.s,” Maig 38:
_8_ .

fich, T. 1986. ‘C. ¢ 2: passer und malum als zeichen der Liebe,” RhM 129: 36-53.

eentreu, . 1993, ‘Passer und malum in Cs c. 2,7 Philol'ogus 137: 216—222. [Join

bto 2. 1

nas, R.F. 1993. ‘Sparrows, Hares and Doves: A Catulla_n Metaphor and Its

radition,” Helios 200 13242,

Zb

re can be no link with poernr 2: (i) the structure of poem 2 is complete and
ontained, on the pattern 8 + 2 lines, with the energetic resolution (and -
iatement) in the last two lines; (i) the syntactical change in the tense and
ood of the verbs (possem ... gratum est} cannot be properly expl'a_ined-
way, despite the efforts of editors to do so; Mart. 2.63.3 (luxuriz est si tanti
ives amares) is not a genuine paralle] (see Ziciri on poem 2); (iii) some

Engelbrecht, A. 1509. "Zu C.s Fasser,” Wiener Eranos: 1506,
Fay, EW. 1923, ‘C. Carmiien 2,’ CP 8: 301—9. :
Braunlich, AF. 1923. ‘Against Curtailing C.’s Passer,” AJP 44° 349-52. [ArgueaL

strongly for the unity of poems 2 and 2t, See however R.G. Kent's adden
which disagrees.]
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sudden event —such as the dropping of the apple in the story, here alludedss
of Atalanta and Hippomenes — is envisaged in poem 2% whereas in péess
C. is reflecting on a wholly static situation (see Kr.); (iv) it is probable th
short poem, of which poem 2P is a fragment, was inserted between thi
passer poems, just as poem 6 appears in the collection between the two

poems 5 and 7.
TruCtuIe:5+5+2.+4+2
On the death of the hi
i : passer. This poem must of
n e | course be read as a i
e :I?ei 2, whgther or not the three lines we designate as oeC Om%}nmn
il oI CIVENINg poem, now lost {and the vast ma; by of schoy
cve that sy majority of scholarg
We saw in poem > h -
Ne s ow the poet surpri i
o s m 2 | e Tprises us in the endi ' i
ecta; . ;if; zja:l&uonal literary genres in mind and havlelgf’oi;f; i
poem_ " (Herer 4 gly. The same thing oceurs, somewhat more obyigy 01111“
2) - - However, the structyrg] formula is not 8+ 2 but her
> note of lamentation for the bird, which is struclllct l'a'fh};CT
L, ! at the

1 ferunt (cf. 64.2 dicuntur), ‘the tale is told": here a sign that C. is passing {rox
first-person reference (grafum mihi) to the world of myth. .
Atalanta (pernix = modukns; Hesiod, Eceae fr. 21 Rz = 73 Merkelbach-Wat
had many suitors, whom she dismissed by inviting them to ron a race with
her. To one of them, Hippomenes (or Milanion), Aphredite had given
golden apples from the garden of the Hesperides; these he threw down as sHi
ran, and she could not resist picking them up, so that he won the race (a5
her). The scholiast on Theocr. 3.42, who tells us this, also interprets the sto
indicating that A. herself desired to be defeated —a characteristically Hell
psychological innovation. See Philetas fr. 18 Powell, Ov. M. 10.560-80.
z gureolum: probably, as Kr. suggests, the adj. refers to colour only. See 61
aureolos pedes; V. Ecl. 3.71, 8.52 (aurea mala).

3 zonam solvere = (bumw Aew (O4. 11.245, if the line is genuine); cf. 61.53,
soluit: trisyllable (the u was originally vocalic, as at 61.53 and elsewhere
= poets as early as Ennius found the cansonantal alternative useful, &
. For the leap into simile at the conclusion of & short personal statemen
¢f. 65.19-24, where the poet’s imagination appears to be absorbed, as Lere,

simile for its own sake.

R*’s marginal remark erat negatam is of a kind unparalleled in his Caad
at least. There is more than one way to interpret it. McKie {158—9) insig
that it must have been written immediately after the erasure of the wo
negatam and the substitution for it of ligatam were performed. [ should:
thought that, if this were so, R*'s narural mode of expressing the change:
have been to write simply al. negatam. To me, the use of the imperfect:
(it used to be negatam’) has a distancing effect; Colucdo appears to im
something like this: ‘the original reading — as I remember (and I should’s
record the fact} — was negatam, though I previously emended it unhesi
to ligatar; but now [ am not so sure.” (No doubt the basis of Coluec
obvious initial confidence and therefore unusually violent course in acti

erasing the word was his finding or remembering the line as it is givenih

ich the i '

L e a}hg;z%:csm“?i:es 11 2 quite unexpected direction (see 11-13 p)
e e mght.e i to pl:oduce a fulmen in clausyl, of this kjnd-'_.
2o e migh *pect, in the short poems usually seyled ‘epigramg’ §

I (Poems 69-116), but rather in the monosﬁchlzcg;o:i;s z;

814¢ epigrams, poems 69-116
d treatment from start to ﬁnislr'l.?re senerally marked by unity of theme

ant to do), it becomes
ear that certain ex i
ook &b . tam expressions had all alone por
. a:t;; e nlznt. H omines venustiores, for example, has little ti Somt'fg
T is e indicates intellectua) brilliance, at 36.17 inven . ‘:H
9 . WL also 13.6, where penyste noster closely follows sﬁ' o
e et

Priscian.)
. s e purpose which this crea: : i .
Lisenhut, H. 1965. ‘Zu Cs c. 2a und der Trennung der Gedichte in d . : '- eation of an unlamentmg e acmaﬂyserves
Handschriften,” Philologus 109: 301-3. |
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structure at the end, where meae pz}zella; (lf T7)8ech05fs 3;:15: Sf_ﬁ-l

i ¢ oculis (1. 5); so too the fienao o1l reminds us .

is::;?f: alzieo By suc]:g means the poem’s artistic unity 15 finally ass
(=] N X

1

d mellit
& mellitus: a slang expression (48.1, 99.1; SOME eds. would reac melity
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R i indications of hake the blunder of introducing the word [O does not have it). Notice how m
Despite the change of direction, there are certain indi mits the word, following R *'s observation; but m? restoresit, simply because it
ccurs in the text of hus exemplar R, even though it has slready been condemned
(by R2).

ipiare usually of infants cries, or of the shrill chirping of very young birds
[OLD sxv. pipio, pipito); Htiare, it has been claimed (see Birt, as quoted by
r.), was appropriate to the natural song of birds, espedally sparrows (Suet. fr.
16z Reifferscheid, passerum est titiare; see also A Riese, Anth. Lat., 762). The

substitution, if such it was, is of course metrically necessary. On pipiare and
her forms, see Ellis, d. maior? (1878} 350-1.

i i e Lati
The plurals have seemed to editors to require explane_nwn‘JE Bu; tdh )
of mind, which gave to so maay abstract NOUNS (e.g.i fides, 1f euc}l &
embodix;ient implies that the regular and the persgmﬁ?dhu;e ;hss o )
close together and could not always be sharply dlangms ed . f o
chink it necessary to print Veneres at 86.6, whereas c_:thers 0 nc_;te.5 o
attends the Graces (gratiae, Gratine). Consequently it seems qul ;
plurals even when personification is i;nphed. Ak I_mims .
i i . {ntr. ., para. 2. . ‘
For the meaning of vernusfoTum ¢ ¢
s the patroness of all that can be called venustus {he quf;tzs Pltau:s w
1 moerfifates omniu;n penerum et penustatumy; hence, of nomin
a
ary sense of the adj. ,
/A1l who feel for loveliness. -
quantum est + gen. 1s colloquial; ¢f. e.g., Plaus. Capt. 836 quan

A parody of epic style; but tenebricosum is a colloquial, even somewhat
Stalgar form, which lightens the tone and firmly identifies it as mock-heroic. The
umorous pseudo-solemnity of the whole passage is greatly deflated in the last
fwo lines of the poem, where the passer is (or, if we read vestra, the shades

Orcus are) reproached for the zrivial crime of reddening Lesbia’s eyes. For

e general ides, editors quote Greek parallels from AP 7 (199.3, 203.4, 211.3,
36)-
ic, not iffud.

"The bird s now going by way of the road {less probably, ‘the journey’} <to
e place> from which, they say, no one returns. It makes little sense to say that
teturns from the road, when the journey is not yet over. The bourne from
iich no traveller returns is of course a firm literary convention, and it is no
dd or journey but a place ~ the realm of Acheron — as the long list of allusions
iedrich’s edition will confism. Hence i#lluc, not illud.
Metrically, illitc is a spondee, illud a trochee. In a very important and
entia] axticle {1969: 3843), Otto Skutsch showed that, in the group of
35 2~26 to which this belongs (though not in the dedication poem 1, which
d natureliy have been composed and added later), out of 263 hendecasyliabic
there is not even one with a trochaic ‘basis,” i.e., a trochaic first foot;
‘eas 260 (and I hope presently to show that the number should be 261} our
263 have a spondaic basis. Hence again illucis to be preferred to illud.
: . N rit. and B he sentiment: cf. Philetas fr. 6 (Powell, Collectanea Alexandrina) drpamov
At 32.1 1 read ipsimilla (‘my litdle mistress’); se¢ App- ¢ : kiao / Fwvoe, ThY obmw Tis émf}rrfov #ADep 68frms and Theocr. 17?1189_“20 Ta
o Petron. 3.3, 69.3, 751'11’ 76.1), ia Tive ;.. aép wa xékpomTas, Sber waAw otwér véaTos.
here = an - iy

Thiu:iiznd syuabley ffillius is always short in C; B. expelled Iﬂm_&'

and I have followed him {see - there}.

hominum sacrilegissume:&d
opiume, Rud. 706 quantum est
Opmmo’?ﬂ?id?om was metrically useful at the end of a hendecasyllabi :
9.10 It p

a4, 12.3, (13.10), 23.18, 27.2, 45.20- _ ’ o
:?Cc)uzlj;- a lgleflenistic figure (Callim. H. 3.211 ooy qbaeeaa'Lqubmna';IL;I ;
‘ t. g

st Tleakoy Looy daéeruty uolow); cf. 14.T, 82.2, 104.2, Plau ,
Ad. go3.

21.11). CE Cicero, Ad Att. 1 18.1, and later examples. Besfo-r:n iii;;;:‘
m;:um mel (in a similar sense) occurs 'm' PIautufs (Poen. 2er7,the has
ipsam, ‘his imistress’; of. ipsa 2.9 and ipse = tlk:ie iasi 5,a the o
Plaut. Azl 356 ipsus, Cas. 790 ipsa. We S-].'lOL:l take ip e
enjambement will then be similar to thE}t in lines T3-14- o ke :
matrem will not do: matrem gains nothing, and suam can v

:nn.) we can now add a set of papyrus fragments from Euphorion’s Thrax

e tant in 4 (note the unsuel ~15 SH) containing a series of curses called down on an unnamed enemy
siliens) in X, reprodudng a similar variant in A L

vadant in O here). The superfluots movebat has slippe_d. in, ;.; a
Etlhe end of line 8, because of the similarity of fllius and ilfuc. The o

l + ;I EJ + fr h b b th rs0 LE] 1983- Ihel_'[' tone (as wa T y
gl vaca oc Veroum mus hﬁve COINE om Xp wlilo PIO A y was s P()Inted out b .}rff C

, who kindly drew the papyrus to my attention) seems to be mock-heroic,
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.25 1 have urged, putting the preceding line in a parenthesis and altering
metuation, there will be no need to rely on Housman. Parentheses in
s, often of an exclamatory sort, can be found at 1.7 (Tuppiter!), 29.21
1), 61.152—3 (refrain, and apostrophe to Hymen, in mid-sentence),

. (immemor al), and 68.89 (nefas!), among other instances. At 68.14x,

n Williams (1968: 712) suggested putting atgui ... sequuum est between
wets and thus removing the need to indicate a lacuna after the Jine.

oty to. translate — with slight omissions ~ the text I offer: ‘Shades of Orcus,
e taken my preity bird away (A shameful deed! Poor little birdl); it is
wlt that .. ." Some early scribe (it may be suggested), not understanding
pHed parenthesis, altered vestra to tua because he thought it referred to

and the editors suggested that the victim is an animal; Lloyd-J
1584: 72) further suggests that it may be a pet bird; and he compar'
poer.
male ... malae: cf. xaxds xaxds (e.g, Ar. Eg. 2) and similar expressioe
Aul. 43 mala malam aetatem exigas). Cf. also 61.19, 78.4.
14 At 2.9 (where see n.) G* alone preserves {from X) a faulty variant
G* alone preserves a sound variant reading, from the same sou
possible that R2, who saw X, was blind to the merits of the vax
he failed to recognize orci as the genitive singular of Oreus.} ten
(Luer. 1.115) is a solemn expression; here (as at Plaut. Psexd. 795
mock-solemn. §
bella, ‘pretty’ —~ another slightly colloquial weord, which further
tone. -
15 The effect of mihi is to transfer the girl’s feeling for the bird to the,
15-17 1 find difficulties (later to be specified) in accepting the text as i
most editions, and have attempted to deal with these by
(i) removing the period at the end of 1. 15;
{if) placing L. 16 in a parenthesis, with 2 sermicolon at the end of the i
(iii) reading vestra (referring to the shades of Orcus) in place of fua.
- There is some indication of Ms autherity for the change from fua:
Avantius, in his Emendationes in Catullum, published in 1495, attribte
readings, differing from the universally received vulgate of his timy
antiquior codex in which he found them. These are:
(a) at 2.9, for sicut ipsa possem, read sicut inse possem;
(b) at 273, for habet diu ligntam, read habet diu negatam;
(c) (here), for tua nunc opera, read vestra nunc opera;
(d) at 3.18, for timent [not tument] ocelli, read rubent ocelli.
Two of these readings {b and d) prove, as McKie (5-6) has note
Avantius’ antiguior codex was genuine: they reproduce what we now.
be the original reading of R. So there need be no doubt that the two r
readings, including vestra here, really did appear in the codex that Av:
consulted. .
. Additional probability is added to the reading vestra by the metrical;
noted, that fua, an jambus, is metrically at odds with the spondaic ba
not only in the rest of this poem (since we have decided that ilfuc is th
reading in 1. 12), but, with only two exceptions (both explicable) in th'j
263 hendecasyllables of the group of poems z2—26. Vestra, on the other
being a spondee, conforms to the (nearly 100 per cent) rule of the group:
McKie, who of course did not contemplate the parenthesis and repun
I now suggest, envisaged the possibility that the reading vestra mig}
‘attractive to some,’ as he puts it; but he adds (p. 6 n. 1}: ‘They must
heavily, however, on Housman's “Vester=Tuus,” C(2 3 (1909), 244248,

Boold 1969, who would altogether eliminate hiarus in Catullus, has
fsfructed a plausible case for reading quod, miselle passer. He finds (p. 196)
o.factum male cannot be balanced against o miselle passer because the first
s exclamatory but the second merely indicates the vocative, its real function
ieing to ‘explain’ the pronoun ‘you’ (implied in tuq). ‘Transpose the rhetorical
ion into English, and the dlumsiness of the repetition becomes self-evident:
.calamity, o sparrow, you have made her weep.”” This begs the question ,
gther the next line kas to be attached to the end of line 16; Goold does not
ept the possibility that both o's are exclamatory, but merely remarks that
vogative o after exclamatory o is intolerable’; therefore he emends the second o
grod, on the grounds that o miselle passer ‘contravenes the stylistic practice of
tullus’ (p. 199) by placing vocative o before a noun and adjective; but in order
mestablish this “stylistic practice’ he must alter the manuscript reading accepted
.scholarship at both 1.9 {where he chooses Bergk’s unacceptable rewriting
the Ene: see n.), and 31.x2. But {i) hiatus with pathetic effect. does seem to
eur in Catullus {66.11; 68.158; 76.10 if we accept the V reading) and also in
pertius (2.15.1 0 me felicem! 0 nox, etc.), and would be particularly effective
¢ before the exclamatory repeated o (as for parenthetical exclamation in
iallus, there are in all about a dozen instances of this, some of which I have
d above), and {ii) the wit of the poem (and Catullus’ love poems rarely lack
touches) depends partly on the final two lines with their surprise ending:
this point in the poem, Catullus is about to show the reader, in a couplet which
ely ought to be self-contained, that the poem is not after all a lament for the
ird but a reproach, addressed to some person or persons, for reddening the girl’s
yes with teazs. To introduce this notion too early, in mid-line (as Goold would
o) tends to blunt the point when it comes.

'wo final arguments. First, the word opera should surely be linked to activity
her than to passivity. Qualified by fua, it would refer to the prima facie victim,
.bird; by pestra, to the subject (plural} of the phrases omnia bella devoratis
d bellum passerem abstulistis. Notice the sequence of active verbs: (i) in a
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gent?ral.sfatcajment, in the present tense, omnig bella devoratis; (ii) in ap raught had to stand off the shore; sometimes it was towed astern
aPPI%C?i'ﬂ'Onr in the perfect tense, mihi passerem abstulistis; then (iti), in.a grger ships in order to do their inshore ferrying upon arrival in port,

‘ fjsti:fg ;11; V:‘;11:5 {EaTld as{«{:eﬁdn;lg in degree) from the wrong experienced: s could be said to make long voyages in statu pupillari, as it were.
fouls again 1 Ii]i HSIt)CeW.ﬁl tt he pueééa: vestra munc ..., (’and.now it is i because of its shallow draught, it was particularly useful for transport
- ex,tr emelf unlﬂ.a;.-lc. N ;h e i:ﬁ ng :w there is no real climax, and d the fields’ during the Nile floods (V. Geo. 4.287—94). An Egyptian
oace-filor ySecondI .the & wor ;fmc ecomes httI-e more than a m ting for the poem should perhaps not be ruled out. It has been subjected
adversative on i zriw IdaII:OStIr;P eh at vobis (_1- 13) is marked by a sty extensive analysis by Peter thasgow. In an article, not yet published
(dimactid sectiom of thu era Ea change of dl.recmon that dominates the fwhich he and T hope to publish in consultation, it will be suggested that
will be given in & mome 11031;1- ( x;n}fles of single aPDSiTOthfS that d spoem may be in essence a version, slightly adapted, of a lost Phaselus
isells waserr, s oot t:;; 8 ﬂstea},l if we transfer our attention at [ nices (Bepevikns ¢danios) by Caﬂimachu..s, on a vessel owned T:'ry the
followingﬁ 01:1 anofh i ;Po}f-trop es, each of three }ines — one apostrapls _-hemine of poem 66 (as well as of Callimachus’” Coma and Victoria
are a P e ST—w 10 seetns fo me much weaker. And I doubs iices). In this interpretation the lake, originally, is Lake Mareotis;
ny examples in ?atullus shorter poems of a double apostrophe in dlus’ Tuppiter secundus is Zevs Odpuos; the place names derive from
Comf_’gfable to this. S_mglf-‘ apostrophes that turn the movement of a poer nt trade routes; and the Dioscuri {line 27) are mentioned in connection
E:Z:C z a strong ending may be found at poem 27 (at vos), 35 {ignosco # eir worship at the Ay Ayavaios. To see a possible translation here
there is & ot 3"3 j 7 I[:l”‘df’ rzzfer omnes),h 46 (0 dulzces), and 76 (o di). In poe seem to have some slight advantage over the often-expressed view that
end, with dverfative Ef m afots:oi_e ffl’ a 80dd9§5, .l‘emrrl'mg howeye ‘_ oem has something to do with Catullus’ return from abroad, at'least
L;ne e i;OS,t o l‘e nnales .Vs[f(s: with which we started: he following reason. The view just mentioned raises a question, which
<512 Biicheler: see . 4 ten-iine mscription in memory of the-dog My!f& s have not answered. Poems 46, 31, and 10, commionly believed to
512 Blicheler: see F., who gives the text). linked with poem 4 in a ‘return from Bithynia’ cycle, leave no doubt
ut the identity of both speaker and place. Why should Catullus here —
only here — if he is the speaker or is represented by the intermediary,
d.if the setting is Sirmio, leave out all the names that could attach the
sin to its occasion? In Glasgow’s words, ‘the modern recognition of the
ards involved in the identification of a poet’s persona with himself causes
to view this traditional hypothesis with suspicion and explore other
s of interpretation ... It has never been seriously considered whether
s poem might be, as others of Catullus certainly” are, a translation of
reek original” Certainly it is so placed in the collection as to attract
be greatest possible attention: not only very eatly, but also between the
o pairs, of sparrow poems and kiss poems, which have always been
-emninently linked with the poet's fame. It would be hardly surprising
atullus chose here to exhibit his Callimachean affiliation by example,
1ge in the opening poem he had undoubtedly done so by precept. This
erpretation, if it could be incontrovertibly established, would explain
ch that is Greek, and specifically Hellenistic and Callimachean, about
gam 4; these characteristics have been noted by several critics. Mette, for
ample, was in 1962 the first 1o show systematically that the poem owes
ch (directly or indirectly, we should now have to add) to four different,
islightly different, categories of Hellenistic epigram: namely, dedicatory
pigrams, whether in the first person (self-dedicatory) or third person, and

Skutsch, O. 1969. ‘Metrical Variations and Some Textuzl Problems in C., B
38—40. [Read illuc.] '

Goold, G.P. 1969. ’C. 3.16, Phoenix 23: 186—203.

Walters, K.R. 1976. ‘Catullan Echoes in the Second Century ap, CEL 1512, CWE
3559- .

Moussy, C. 1977. ‘Veneres Cupidinesque (C. 3.1),’ Mélanges offerts 3 L. Sé
Senghor. Dakar: 305—14. 3

Dahlén, E. 1¢77. ‘Der tote Sperling der Lesbia: einige Randbemerkungen zz
Gedicht 3,” Eranos 75: 15-21.

Cassadio, V. 1986—7. ‘C. 111 ss,,” Museum Criticum 21/22: 337-8.

Mezzabotta, M.R. 1990. ‘Johannes Burman, Catullus 3-11~14 and Virgil, Aenis
1.33," LCM 15: 190-1.

Elerick, C. 1593. ‘On Translating Catullus 3,” Scholia 2: go-6.

4

Structure: 12 + 12 + 3. .
The phaselus was a handy vessel, of varying size, used to convey goods
or passengers, or both, in the Mediterranean sea and on the Nile. Atsse
for example, it could serve as a tender to ships which by reason of
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also sepulchral epigrams, which may similarly be expressed either in the Castor’s twin.’ Throughout the poem
ot third person. Certainly these two kinds of epigram, the dedicatory and: poem,
sepulchral, on whose fusion the effect of the poem depends, are represe;
to an outstanding degree in the epigrams of Callimachus himself. °
prejudice to the question whether poem 4 is a translation, and considers
simply as a creation of C.’s art, we may say this:
The poem is an extremely sophisticated composition, inserted betwee

with a personality, a fife history, and its
econdly, that its ‘life’ is to be seeq in an ambyj
hoice of vocabulary that (helped by the rapidi

P .
ader’s attention and engages his, or

two pairs of Lesbia poems (just as 2* divides one pair, and 6 the other) There is a celebrated full-len

having nothing to do with her. Tt brilliantly exploits the pure jambic li be used for checking C.’s text, e gdlaffilrz d")\rfﬁ ; th'ls eotores & dos'e oy
difficult in Latin — to express a feeling of speed in movement, suitable to Appendix Vergiliana, Catalep tor; 10 -{éabfnere ltz;: gt l‘?m’_’nusJ ten
ship. Linguistically, it explores the creation of an impression of remoten binus had been a mulio). T e et rospies

and mystery in a short poem —written in a quite unheroic metre - by thea
of epic words and phrases, usually with Greek overtones. In addition to thi
the poem — like others of C.’s ‘polymetrics’ — contains a surprise toward: hospites: the address to the casual visi

end. In 1L 1-24, it seems to derive from the fusion of two kinds of fun sepulchral, rather than dedicat visitor
epigram. In one of these, the deceased person speaks to the passer-by (£ 2 ait ... celerrimuys, a conspicu
wapodiTys), giving — according to a formula, and in a certain order — his; navium c.: for the fact that th
her name, accomplishments {dperal), origin (home, parents, antecedent expect, the gender of the par
or ancestors. In the other, the poet or his persona is made to speak E) 2130 Indus, qui est omn;
the dead in the third person; in this category are included several epig
on ‘dead’ ships, for example AP 9.34 and 36. Within the last three

‘etre: Pure fambic trimeter (cf. poem 29).

I visi (£cive) belongs to the genre of
Ory, inscriptions (Kr. and F.).

ous Gredistn. Cf. 1.16 stetisse dis.
e -adj. in the superlative fails +0 folJo
unve gen., editors cite Cicero,

um fluminum maximuys.
~4 Meque ... neguisse, 6-7 negat ... ne

has of course the effect of reducing ¢

W, as we shouldﬂ
ND (wrongly ‘TD" in

gare: effective use of the double negative

hawever, and not clearly until the middle of these, it suddenly emerg .Me nescire hoc nescis, Playt, Amph he b;as_ffulness of a cla.im; of Ludl 33 M s
the poem is not, after all, composed in the vein of a funerary epigram of s = anything made of tims. ( "ifihacz.a? ut verum dicos dicers.

sort but rather in that of the dedicatory poem, ‘devoting’ some objeat: “‘overhaul anything afloat’). widens the yacht's boast: she could
god. Such were, in the first person, Callimachus’ Ep. 5, on a nautilus o impetus in this limited sense

Is an epic word (Enn, Ann. 376 and 506 Skursch

and in the third person, AP 6.69 and 70. The reader, who was familiar V. Aen. 5.215).

least in C.’s circle) with the kinds and conventions of Hellenistic poetry; For palmulis (“onl : .

after 24 lines made up his mind what he is dealing with, namely a funsi palmis. Conly here,'E, but see V. Aen. 5.163 [Fletcher 1991: 92]) of. 64.7

epigram of a certain type; thus the sudden change of direction take MiAAcis: on account of its violent and y i :

unawares, when the poem becomes a dedication instead. gales (metaphor in Hor. Og C3en nPreCl ictable northeast angd southeast
Apart from the Hellenism of the language (as impotentia, for exan 22 can stand in 2 mixed series w:fl:xj’-}E Zn -y S

reflects the meaning attached in Greek to dxparis), a remote and lege double negative in syntax, positive in que | ecatise of negat negare, which i

atmosphere is sustained by the use of an intensely artificial diction. ee App. Crit. The ship’s course ﬁOdIZe;nzg;ﬁee 34 n

becomes a ‘floating plank,” foliage is ‘hair,” and oars are ‘little palms.” ‘Thrace’) of the Propontie; but j¢ was the ¢ Elld .y follow the south side (ror

we have a strenuous effort to capture the vision of the phaselus as that made it rough (horrida). The ny 0:d winds from the direction of Thrace

thing, one to which strangely anthropomorphic language may be apglie westion is Thracias. (See however th‘:;;'ative form of the name of the wind in

in acknowledgment of the rapprochement between animate and inam 90, . 6, which do not seem to, me con};:mons raised to th.e word by van Dam

beings that pervades the early world of Greek myth. With this myth wind, cf. 26.3, where Apkeffote’s = sub ¢ ?swe} For Thracias 5 the hame of

end in view, the language maintains its elevation in other respe oblems in C. LX V] A”“-szt;ﬁoﬂ‘; » 50; anus. A:c, D A. Kidd notes (‘Some

not only is a forest comata, a sail lintewm, but the sea is aequor (ar Orion among the horrida siderg whidgt7o].38—49), .Phny NH xviii 278 includes

substitittion}, or freta; a following wind is Iuppiter secundus, and Pg hat should be obse are responsible for stormny weather;




216 Catullus 217 Commentary on Poem 4

ssime (V’s reading; see App. Crit.) should be retained. The adverb, in the
se ‘after all else’ (OLD 2), is perfeetly good Latin of the Republican period
10 RR 1.31.4); it will not scan in hexameters and so lacks the poetic cachet.
t the word, so taken, does not suit the notion that the poem refers to no

yre thar a single {westbound) voyage, since in that event the ship would
abstain from vows only at the last stage, that of river navigation, which would
e safest part of the voyage. It is reasonable to take esse facta as pluperfect
intention; as Munro puts it, the oratic recta would be neque ulla vota dis
alibus mihi facta erant tum, cum novissime veni ad hunc lacun, and the
plication; ‘I reached the last stage without ever having had to make such’
ws.” This fits the interpretation by which the ship has made many voyages
and fro, throngh many {tot, 18} stormy seas, and has now come to sheltered
15 in its old age. For a general interpretation, see the introductory n.
pmpidum: As F. points out, the word cccurs only here in verse, and ‘appears
{sewhere only in the most prosaic and technical contexts,” e.g., of a clean water
supply in Vitruvius. This serves (among other considerations) to render unlikely
emendation fimpidae at 31.13 {see n. there). .

ius here = ‘long ago’; fuere implies ‘past and gone,’ asin V. Aen. 2.325 fuimus

;ough, choppy waves, not to rough country. Cf. 64.270 horrificans. As
ave commented (see van Dam tog0:
not see Thrace as .Ezorrida, 297446 xad 0. 5) the voyager ]?Y "
9 Propontida: C. lengthens a final short open vowel at L. 28 and at 29.4 (bo
‘pure” iambics). In his n., F. suggests that C. ‘may have had precedent fo ‘
in Greek iambographers.’
1off. Since Bithynia was Ppre-eminent as a source of ship timber, o necess:
conclusion follows from these fines as to the starting point of a particular
10 iste post phaselus: conferring quasi-adjectival force o the adverb post i e
intended to be seéen as another Grecism {cf. 2 above); bur it should be n 3%
{Kr.} that Ennius (in prose, translating Euhemerus) does the same thing {
113 V* ceterosque tunc homines); for examples from Terence, Cicero
and Horace, see T. o
12 saepe sib-: for alliteration based on s in the description of wind-noises, cf,
10-12 {and see notes there). ' L
13 Apostrophe, often used by C. (see 1. 26-7, 64.69, 253, 299), is characterisi)
Hellenistic poetry; see A. Gellius 13.27.3 on Virgil’s somewhat ’neoten’c’;i i
this device.
Boxwood was proverbially abundant on Cytorus, a mountain just to 4
south of the famous shipbuilding city of Amastris; to take boxwood to C
was to take coals to Newcastle, or owls to Athens (Kr.); see Enst. 88.3
IL 1.206. Cytorus was also the name of & seaport; but the adj. buxifer m
naturally applies to the mountain. Cf. also 1. 14, where #bi suggests that &
one seaport, with its interior, is intended, Bexwood, however, seems to ks
had nothing in particular to do with shipbuilding; and buxifer may well b
purely ‘learned’ epithet, either translating éomething in Callimachus, or at:
rate suggesting Callimachus; f. 7.4 lasarpiciferis (linked to Cyrene and Batigd
and see introductory n. Kr. and F. observe that C. uses such compound adjs
: chiefly in his longer poems, and among the short poems only where the tor
' — elevated (as here and at 11.6~7) or else where a solemn note is parodied {36
J 583 and 5). Fust. 362.1 on I, 2.853 wugopdpos % Kirwpos mepigderar. ’
1y imbuisse: of. 64.12. Perhaps tr. ‘initiated” or ‘baptized.’ L
18 impotentia, a personification: “uncontrolled, wild.” Used {by poets) of amorén
passion, as at 8.9'and 35.12; of the wind, by Hor. Od. 3.30.3. i
19 The first sive is suppressed, as at Hor. Od. 1.3. 16 (also S. 2.5.20-11 and 8.1
20 vocare, “invite” Ov. Ep. 13.9 qui fua vela vocarat ... ventus (other refs. m
and Kr.). '
u‘tmmque = pedibys aeguis (Ov. P. 4.5.3), running before a stern-wind.’
23 fzbi = se (‘Dative of agent, not of advantage ... The yacht speaks throughos
in propria persona, as one who manages her own affairs,” L} C adds thes
datives only to perfect participle passive forms. :

. / N

Lroes. .
-recondita senet quiete: a poetic compression, expanded by Kr. as = senectutem

er quietem loco recondito degit.
enef is archaic in style, and solemn in intonation, but (as Kr. notes} the metre

femands it here.

“astor and Pollux were the protecting deities of seafarers; of. 68.65. F.,, who gives.
eferences, also shows that Castor was regarded as the senior in rank or prestige,

o that the name of Pollux was sometimes suppressed (the pair being sometimes
eferred to as Castores). Besides this passage, f. Stat. 5. 2.6.25—16, where Pollux -
 simply alter Castor, and Cicero, Verr. z.1.1z9, where aedes Castoris = their

eint ternple in Rome.

ith, C.L. 1892. ‘C. and the Phaselus of His Fourth Poem,” HSCP 3: 75-89..
rius, C. 1903. ‘Zur Deutung von C.s Phaselusgedicht,” Festschrift fiir O.

irschfeld. Berbin: 467-83. : :
gnburg, P.E. 1920. ‘De Catulli Phaselo,” RhM 73: 126—36.

ckay, L.-A. 1930. "Phaselus ille iterum (C. ¢. TV),” CP 25: 77-8.

erman, F. 1932, "Virgil und C.,” PhW 52: 1119-30. [Catalepton 10.]
zaghi, N. 1938. ‘Due interpretazioni: 1. — Catalepton 10, SIFC 15: 5564
Honpe, P. 1939. ‘C.s Phaselus,” PRIV 59: 1139—42.

Bongl, V. 1946. ‘Il carme 4 di C. e la sua critica,” RAL 1: 70-82.

idt, M. 1955. ‘Phasellus ille (zu C. 4)," Gymnasium 62: 43-9.

pley, F.O. 1§58. ‘C. 4: The World of the Poem,” TAPA 8¢t g~13. -




T

219 Commentary on Poem 5

218 Catullus

f the shadow of the senes severiores: ‘ne quis malus ...” The implicati

s that 1. 12 recapitulates the first theme, whereas the final line Eescuion

the secqnd t%leme: ‘tantum ... basiorum.” If this is so, we have in the tv:;

'oncludmg lines a sort of capping-piece which, detached by its aut, stands

thttle apart from the rest of the structure. Lines 1—3 employ the laxlguage o?

ﬁ.re a;:cougt'book: assis facere (cf. 42.13) and aestimare (both expressions are
st found in C.) are much more precise than pili facere (10.13, 17.17) and

Mette, HJ. 1962. ‘C. Carm. 4, RhM 105: 1537

Patnem, M.C.J. 1962 “C.'s Journey (Carm. 4)," CP 57: 10-19-

Hornsby, R.A. 1963, “The Craft of C. (Carm. 4)," AJP 84 256-65.
Seelbach, W. 1963. ‘Zu lateinischen Dichtern,” RhM 106: 348-9.
Richardson, L., Jz.1972- 'C. 4 and Catalepton 0 Again, AJP 93 215-22.
Leonotti, E. 1g82. ‘Osservazioni sulla strattura formale del c. 4 di €./ Anazetési

6—7: 17
Griffith, J. G. 1983. 'C., Poemn 4: A Neglected Interpretation Rewvived,’ Phoenix 33 tll more so than parvi putare (23.25) and the like (notice also gestimati
- . imatio,
123-8. . C meaning an exactly asse;sed value, at 12.12). But in 4—6 there is no busin
Watson, L.C. 183. “Two Nautical Points: (1) Hor. Epod. 1.1-2, (2) C. 4.20-1 LG  language at all. With L. 7, however, we return to accountancy; clearl e
. _ A , ; ly som
& 66, ‘ methed of computation is envisaged as the thousands succeed to huzdreds?

ut in tL;e climax immediately after the technical expression facio (in th
ense of a§sess,’ ‘calculate,” or ‘make up the number’) comes the explosivcee
onturbabimus: we shall go bankrupt. C. uses the very vocabulary of th
senes, to whom the poem bids defiance, in order to confound their mali ;
calenlation. What other end could the use of such language serve i glilant
u;nhl, or at least in this one? | FregE e Ao
e final summing-up in r2-13 reminds us of poem i i

third section recapitulates the whole, lines 21—2 refzrring‘!:cf)f 1128“;};11511; tﬁe
0 10-16. But there is a further link between these two poems: the usg 4%
llounds. In both of them open 4's are an index of triumph: see 5.1 and 0‘
45.20 and 22 (and the refrain as well}. In both, o sounds annourfc'e a malz "
speaker' oF §peakers: Septimius In 45, here the senes, whose grumblin, P
a}so voiced in the displeasing s and r sounds of 1. 2. An obvious point i 8}:5
etfect of occidit brevis lux, with a decreasing number of syllabl:lles inlse;di
ccessive Wor'_d and the chopped-off monosyllable at the end of the line —
very rare thing in hendecasyllables (it is repeated, significantly, at 7.7)
qﬂowed at once (to drive it home} by nox est. Notice also the; hgz
rpetia una dormienda, with its repetition of the vowel sounds uind' ;
gether with the use of extended, lingering’ words (perpetua dormiendac)l’
hie (somehow) powerfully soporific elision of -a before una, a;'ld the abru; ¢
enge of the ensuing da mi, announced in faint tones in the antecedegt
?end;r,z' and echoed later in the minor key of dein mille. Such are th
chanics of a poem once thought of as a delightful imprompru. :

Vaisinen, M. 1984. La Musa poliedrica. Indagine storica su C. 4. Helsinli.

Tourlides, G.A. 1689. "EpunueuTikoy oyéhov els KdrovAhov (IV.7) (Athens, 1589}

van Dam, H.-J. z9g0. ‘A Cemma in C. IV, Mn. 43: 446-9. ‘

Papy, . 1992. Une imitation de Catuile 4: la Dedicatic pennae Iusti Lipsi de F.

. Montmorency,’ LEC 60: 25561

Ax, W. 1993. ‘Phaselus dle — Sabinus lle,’
Mittelglter. Trier: 5—100.

Litergiur-parodie in Antike und

5

Structure: 6 + 5 + 2 (see below, p- 21819}
To Lesbia: let us enjoy our brief life and the love that
of and the malicious would destroy. - _
Critics in the past assumed that this was a sponteneous outburst of
tion, of which poem 7 was a moi¢ Yiterary’ reworking. For a time, i
discussion in the journals bore chiefly on the pragmatic question whe
finger-counting or abacus-counting was in C.'s mind. More recently,
ever, interest has shifted to the poem’s structure 2nd to 2 more thorod
going evaluation of C.’s artistry.
To a considerable extent, this poem akes its effect by the manipuls
of sounds — especially vowel sounds. These are carefully arranged in su
way as to reinforce the structural organization. It is often claimed that
are two distinct parts: lines 1-6 and 7—13. Certainly, after two self-contd
statements of three lines each (marked by the repetition unius ...
we come to an obvious break. At this point the utterance of C.'s pis
seems to turn into a game of numbers, the poem’s ‘second theme.
the development of this theme continue to the end of the poem, as
would have it? To me, the auf of 1. 12 implies a restatement: ‘Ot F
..."; the preceding five lines will be taken as a Jimactic unit, with &
and in 1. 12 we should see, I think, a re-

our elders disappréu

wivemus, ‘let us really live.” This extended s i

" . ense was established before C.:
Varro, Men. 87 Biich. (other-parallels in F.). o
atque, ‘that is to say.
'rymores, not ‘gossip” here but rather ‘grumbling’ or ing’
. o 1
by g’ or ‘muttering’ (Kr.; ‘malicious

e after ne sciamus severus of et ! . ,
heavy paus af ern f course strict,” not (ln our SensEJ ‘severe’; ef. Perhaps saevus in
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poem 103, where see nn. Lucretis uses noctis signa severa, thinking ab
of the fixity of the stars’ courses (5.1190). The comp. implies ‘unduly stric
a5 Kr. points ont, metrical considerations also apply; of. 5.2, 9.10.

3 assis: cf. 42.13. - '

5 The comma inserted in my text after nobis seems necessary if nobis i

taken as referring (in idea) both to lux occidit and to nox est dormienda o

editors punctuate nobis cum ...} :
niobis (in a general sense) = human beings. As Q. remarks, the frequen
‘aorist’ perfect tense of occidit confirms this.

6 una {not, of course, una = together’) combines with perpetua to qu
Notice the clever use of sound (“wavering’ alternations of « and a) to sugp
endless sleep, in contrast with the brutal cutting-off indicated by monesyls
(lux, at the end of the line, followed at once by nox).

7 On the history of the word basium (first used by C,; possibly an importas
from his native province), see F; later it became part of the colloquial langs
(hence bacio, baiser, etc.). See also poem 7, intr. . _

8 Both deinde mi, in the first part of the line, and dg, in the second, result
attempts by R* to restore the metre by original conjecture. As in the gré
majority of such cases, the R * corrections are picked up by m (not merel
m?), which shows that they belong to R*'s first diorthosis (see 253 ). In:
letter of Coluccio’s (Novati, III. 36), to which a date between 1392 and 1394
is assigned by the editor, this line is quoted, as McKie {90} notes, in the fo
given to it in the R* corrections: deinde mi altera da . .. This does not, howeger
give more than a terminus ante quem for the corrections. We simply domg
know how scon Coluccio began to correct his codex R, or even whether
had the copy made as soon as he received X or waited for some years to.f;
a suitable scribe; the large clear lettering of R appears to meet the needsiofa
a Coluccio whose eyesight was beginning to fail, towards the end of his.
{which herdly suggests the year 1375, thirty-one years before Coluccio’s d
to which McKie would implicitly assiga it). (On p. 197 and n. 1, McKie refg
to the year 1392 — quoting Novadi, II. 385 — as the time at which compt
of failing eyesight first occur.) It is possible that R itself is to be dated as.
as ca. 13923, and probable (at least) that Poggio or another copied m fromy
the years 1397-8. Thus, if Coluccic retumned to R to make a second diort]
shorily after the scribe of m took his copy — thefefore, when the reading
of R were “in the air,” so to speak, in Coluccio’s circle'— there could be a8

little as five years between what I formerly called ‘earty’ and ‘late’ correction
in R2. . .
10 fecerimus, fut. perf. indic.: note the archaic quantity of the # in later poets itd
always short; in Cicero, however, it is as a rule long. facio here = ‘count, add g
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gnturbabimus, ‘go bankrupt’ (always intransitive, in this sense).

#la, ‘how much.” ("What that sum is — a kind of demonstrative ille.) Cf. line 13
antum. i

Some editors punctuate conturbabimmus, illa, ne ...; but see n. on
onturbabimus (above). .

noidere, ‘cast the evil eye on.” In number magic, to be able to count your
dversary’s possessions gave you the power to put a spell on them.

tum ... sciat, ‘inasmuch as he knows.’

antum . . . basiorum, ‘the sum of ...’

rimmel, W.C. 1954. "Vivamus, mea Lesbia,” CB 31: 19~21.,
, N.T. 1956. “The Numerical Catullus 5,° CP 51: yg-100.
imm, R.E. 1963. ‘C. 5 Again,” C] 59: 15—21.
mager, S. 1964. ‘The Structure of C. 5,7 CJ 59: 361—4.
icksmeyer, E.A. 1970. ‘Observations on C. 5" AJP g91: 431—45.

6

cture: 5 + ¢ + 3 (see below).

rcalated between two of the most ardent poems arising out of C.'s own
sion for Lesbia, this occasional piece removes us temporarily from all
eper and more personal feeling. Who Flavius was is unimportant: Catullus
epido versu —rallying a friend, in the hope of finding out the name of his
esent innamorata. That the poem is an early composition may be guessed,
from its position in the collection or the fact that Lesbia fails to appear
it directly or indirectly, but from the touch of rhetorical terminology
hich, in line 11, it appears to contain: argutatio and inambulatio both
elong to the propaedeutic of the orator’s craft (see [ 11 n:), and (as I.h_ave
ggested in discussing poem 1) the prosaic and [ogical manner of exposition,
culated by nam (line 6) and quare (line 15), may well do so too. It may
st reasonably be supposed that Flavius was occupied in pursuing the
ocinium fori, which Catuilus himself, as seems inherently probable,rcame
Rome in the first instance to undertake, though from various hints he :
drops we may be pretty sure that he is distinctly half-hearted about it.

The poem exhibits a certain crcularity of structure, as Bardon (1‘9‘43:
5] has noted: in lines 1—3 (according to Bardon; I prefer the division
5) the theme is ‘let’s talk of your love-affair’; in.4—~11 {or 6~14, on my
erpretation) the evidence for the affair itself is presented; finally (z1-17
Bardon's reckoning, or perhaps 15—17) we return to the theme ‘let’s talk -

’
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In the concluding line and a half, as so often {in other, similar, poes
may be a pair of lines, or slightly more or Jess), we find an unexpectedtg
the friend, having been urged to share a confidence, finds that what €a
intends is to celebrate and publish the entire affair — te ac twos" ami
no doubt to his {imagined) consternation. When in L. 16 Catullus sa3
nobis, we should look carefully at poem 67, with its dic agedum nobist
and nobis dicere ne dubita: in that poem the house door, as a participa
an imagined dialogue, is implicitly being asked to vield to a trusted frie
(and sympathizer) a heavily guarded secret. The same thing surely oce
here. '

.kmd of technical term of rhetorical education: argutus is applied to clever speech
(cf. argutator, Gell. 17.5. 13}, to expressive looks and gestures, and to ve P;erzll
sounds (hence it is usual to tr. argutatio “creaking”). Nonius (’z4 30 M iy; L
says a_rgufari = loquacius proloqui. Is it possible that C. is makii-) la P 9h' )
line with the rotion that the couch is acting as counsel for the prisicjtil n e
to ‘speak — mustering ‘circumstantial evidence’ (Q.) against Flavius? E On,ﬂio
peir of rhetorical technical terms cf. 24.9 n. o e
13 ;um with effututa; for displaced tam, <f. 60.3.

p .

Set:s(:j lzb ?ssif'l;ﬁ';gﬂdec{ as the seat of strength: Priap. 26.11 defecit latus.
14 une i i i
4 i :1;}1:1311 :42135 :;J?loqmal (J.B. Hofmann, Laz. Umgangssprache, p. 100).

15 guidquid habes: cf. Hor. - T
T or. Od. 1.27.17~18 quidguid habes, age / depone tutis

1 delicias, ‘sweetheart’ (= amores 16, though a little stronger); cf. 45.24.
2—3 Notice the sequence of verb tenses (sint ... posses), for which cf. 23.22-3f
primary tense represents a closer degree of possibility, the secondary te
comparison that which is somewhat unresl. _

5 febriculosi, ‘sickly.” Association with ill health (cf. 81.3-4) or with hunge
(¢f. 21.1 and 10-11; also 47.2, where see n.) is for C. a conventional weape 0
abuse. Plaut. Cist. 406 implies that febriculosa was used of common (low-g :
prostitutes; see Morgan 1977

6 viduas, ‘without a mate’; ¢f. 68.6 lecto caelibe. Notice that in both places
epithet is transferred. Kr. cites Ov. Ep. 18.63 tot viduas exegi frigida no
Petron. 133.1 consentus fuit vidua pudicaque nocte. C

- tacitum, equivalent to a si clause (si faceat cubile, nequiguam tacet): ‘it
the couch keeping silence, for it shouts aloud.” Cf. 80.7.

g peraeque et hicet ille / attritus: the pillow is equally depressed (or compres;
not “worn’) on both sides of the bed. Cf. Ov. Am. 3.14.32 pressus pri
interiorgue forus.

The variant @l hic in R* (m?) is taken from X, as is dlearly shown by
presence of hicin G*. Where X {ies behind an R 2 variant, that verfant i
up by m?, not by m. To this rule there are virtually no exceptions.
not, of course, follow, either in logic or in fact, that where a correction
(sometimes expressed as a variant) is original, and not taken from X,
be reproduced in 7, not m? even in his later diorthosis, R* had som
ideas. S4ll, most of R¥'s truly original changes are due to his earlier dit
and identifiable as such by their appearance in m/m*; an example of thi
found in L. 17.

10 guassa: this adj., really appropriate t0 the bed (Ov. Am. 3.14.26 sporile
tremat), is transferred to the abstract nouns in 111, -
11 inambulatio, ‘walldng about,” as a courtroom orator’s activity (recomind
Rhet. Her. 3.27; contra, Cic. Brut. 158). argutatio is not found elsewhergls
may be suspected that it, too, is (unless C. invented it in order to use i

16 volo, with ‘tambic shortening.’
) g.” Cf. 17.8, etc. Q. quotes R.G. i
2.735; see also F. on 10.27. : vt on V. dem
ameres = 1. 1 deliciae. For amores in ‘c ’ i
. oncrete’ sense, i.e., signifyin
see 10.X, 15.1, 21.4, 38.6 (and 1.), 40.7, 45.1. FETRE A pemen

. - .
7 ad caelum vocare, ‘pay the highest honours to”; cf. Cicero, Ad Att. 6.2.9 nos i
caelum decretis suis sustulerunt. B

Fuchs, H. 1668. ‘Zu C.s Gedicht an Flavius,” MH 25: 54-6.

Iv;‘acy, S.‘;\’/.I 1969. “Argutatiinambulatioque {C. 6.11)," CP 64: 234~5

Morgan, M. Gwyn. 1977, ‘Nescio quid febriculosi LA or ’
e 7 q riculosi scorn.. ANoteon C. 6, CQ 27:
Al}en, A.1982. ‘Love Awry in C.,” Maia 34: 225-26. [Line 12.]
§hmer, 1I;fI.B. 1983. “Semiotics and Poetics in C. 6, LCM 8: 1412
ser, R. 1984. 'C. c. 6. O ignifi y

o n the Significance of Too Much Love,” Latomus 43:

yth, P.Y. 1989. ‘C. 6: Theme and Context,’ SLLRH 5. Brussels: g4—7

7

rélc;ure: dz + (4 + 2) + 4 (see below).

‘dererred sequel to poem 5: “You take me u muld

: : _ p on the “multitude of

: ZSPO?II:::I gsﬁww m};alny I'really want’; but the difference in psychologeic(:d
etween this poem and its companioﬁ—piece »

: ts , poem 5, is
et l;fihat had been, for all its sophistication, a record of straigitfi;sntzg
Tts ‘P:f ?f amorous pursuit; this, on the other hand, is a poem of hap;
fety, of love achieved. Echoes of poem 5 in poem 7 only serve to m}zﬁg

Pl

it contrast more evident.
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224 Catullus

The touch of pedantry in quaeris {"your question is’; today, surely;
a slightly scholastic flavour) sets the tone of quiet, complacent intel
inquiry which prevails in the first part of the poem. To such a t
geographical and historical referernces are wholly appropriate: they
have .been out of place in poem 5, which exists throughout in the g
of action. This ruminative note agrees with the introduction of several
WOI:CIS, coined apparently by the poet to suit the needs of the oce
basiationes (developed out of basta, itself a word to which C. seemig
have been the first to give literary status; see T. on 5.7% lasarp
another fresh coinage, languid in sound as well as learned, and exst
reference; and finally pernumerare. In 1 7 the strongly disjunctive
used, just as we found it to be used in poem 5, in order to introd:
new direction to the poem'’s imaginative movement. Thus we are prese .'
not with an unbalanced structure but with a carefully counterpoise
+ {4 + 2) + 4 lines, where the parts of the poem that lie outsid

parenthesis might be perceived as a self-sufficient statement, as if C
first written: o

Q. Quaeris, quot mihi basiationes / tuae, Lesbia, sint satis superque.
A. Tam te basia multa basiare / vesano satis et super Catullo est / quae {=
pernumerare curiosi / possent, nee mala fascinare lingua.

ut &

and thereafter, inside this framework of question and answer, had inse
two traditional images of numberlessness, those of the sands ,and the sta
ffmd had arranged these in such a way that their lengths respectively bal
in reverse order, the length of the question and of the answer.

I‘n nox, placed (as monosyllables so rarely are) at the end of a hendecasyk
;abzc line, we must see an echo of poem 5 (see intr. n. on p. 219); and s
is a graeceful echo of that preceding poem in the final two lines,’where ;
Senes severiores reappear as merely curiosi, and the epithet malus is gen
transferred from man to tongue. Thus the harsh terms used in poem:s
are to some extent softened. Yet in spite of this milder mood C. is ver
conscious of his obligation to poem 5 and strives to acknowledge the de
in his language, as we have partly seen. In this respect poem 7 stands:
POCHL 5 a3 poem 3 to poem 2; though the dependence is manifested not by
the unchanged repetition of an entire Jine, as at 5.4, but by a recall with
changes, suitable to the altered atmosphere of the second poem. Throughoms
most of poem 7, the aspect presented by the phrases repeated from poe'm:
18, In comparison, less youthful in spirit, less passionate ~ until we come:tg
T.fhe word vesano in 1. 10, and to the last two lines which it heralds. Here
in the sudden reference back to the dominant thought of pbern 5, ]:ies *r:l'ﬁ;
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ificant change of direction, at a penuitimate stage of the poem, which

ave been forced to recognize in each of the other lyrics so far discussed:
allus is not, after all, beyond the possibility of anxiety at the hands of
Uriosi.

basiationes: Q. has called attention to C.'s love of ‘Jearned” polysyllables
ending in -atio (cf. 48.6 osculationis); they are, of course, particularly suited to
hendecasyllabic verse. : :

tuae, ‘of you' (= tui). The personal possessive pronoun {possessive adj.) is often
ubstituted for an obj. gen., as here: cf. 87.4 in amore tuo.

Libyssa, ‘Libyan’; a Greek form (cf. 60.1 n.).

lasarpiciferis: the adjective in -fer, attached by C. to the proper noun here,

s probably as literary and conventional as buxifer, similarly attached at 2.13
where see n.). The identification of the plant known as lasarpiciam, or silphium
sihdior] is still uncertain. What is known is that it became the peculiar product,

: and principal source of wealth, of Cyrene: it appeared on the coinage of that city,
: and of no other. It wasused in cockery, and in fattening sheep, etc. Medically, it

appears to have been regarded as a panaces; the fact that infer alia it was prized
as an aphrodisiac is of ne significance for understanding this poem. It may have
been over-cropped; by C.'s time it was regarded as an article of luxury, in Rome
at least, and within a very few generations it had died out, being replaced, as F.

- says, by ‘an inferior quality ... from the East.” Strabo (2.5.37} applies the adj.

ciAdioddpos to Cyrene. :
Cyrenis: the short y is found, in Latin, only here and at Catalepton 9.61. Greek

-practice varies (see F.); C. may, especially in this context, have adopted from
. Callimachus the liberty to vary the quantty of the y.- :

The provenance of R*'s al. fretis is obscure; but if A had fetis, easily réad -
as fetis (altered to fecis by O; for example, see 42.14 and 18, 66.29, 68.87, and
84.11), then it would be easy to suppose feris to have been the reading in the text

-of X, through a not uncharacteristic error, with al. ff¢fis as an emending variant.

It is to be remembered that the strange and (to say the least) very rare word
lasarpiciferis appears as two words in our extant Mss, a fact whichintensified
the difficulty of restoring it and in itself contained a temptation to emend the
second “word’ — & temptation to which X may be supposed to have succumbed in
this instance.

5 aestuosi: transferred epithet. The orade of Zeus Ammon {= [uppiter) lay in the

burning desert of the region whick, of all the territory belonging to Cyrene, was
furthest from the moderating influence of the sea. To transfer the adj. to Zeus -
himself may have been Callimachus’ idea. : -

‘6 Batti: Battus was the legendary founder of Cyrene; Cellimachus (H. 4.175)

himself claimed descent from him (as ‘Battiades’; see 116.2 n.).
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1t is interesting that Callimachus seems to have been the first poét to use
figure of the stars of the sky as an image of uncountability {in prose, it is found
in Plato, Euthyd. 294b, combined with the other image in this passage, that
desert sand}. Kr., in 2 note on 5.7, suggests that the ‘many kisses’ motif also
go back to Callimachus, though Catullus exaggerates the number in a way tha

is highly characteristic of him. _
Battus’ tomb was in the agora of Cyzene: see Pindar, Pyth. 5.125 (93).
8 furtivos: cf. 68.145 furtiva ... munusculg, in a similar context. :
9 We should take te as one obj., and basia as the other (internal) obj., of basiare
As Kr. and F. point out, this has only one Latin parallel, Cato De Agr. 134.2, b

a Greek one at Mosch. 3.68—63. _

11-12 The last two lines introduce a new idea, and contain the point of the poens,
The echo of poem 5 is clear; ¢f. mala with 5,12 malus. For mala lingua of.

Ecl. 7.28. obe taken as amusj

: > , g : sing, at least ia di .

11 pernumerare, ’cmjmt to the e_nd, ‘count 'up,’ o : - of them as truces iam%i (36.5; Si‘:ﬁg dr'lld:;m share this :
curiosi = malevoli (Plaut. Stich. 208 curiosus nemost quin sit malevolus). - not meant by Leshia to refey g poem. : hPoennll 36). If this description was
‘inthea i 37. the only possible other i
view PLEP; zlir;afte metre, would T?e poem 8 itself, which defenders ;?I;icll_i'_‘e:
v f @ court by declaring it to be humorous. Mo ' h 1
: m évidence, either (a) that when C. r us. reover, there is

1‘[ . A Eferred o mmb h
.0: Eé:gsifuabgt; orany other non-iambic metre (see the intrz netzould mean
: al we do not possess, for ‘practical purposes,” all the fﬁblis};ioezn;isi{’
- T

of Cat.ullus- It would be strange indeed if such a line as this (. 5) should

2 2 dESCIﬂ)E IVI 15 a zwel EHO in dle tre ge g
. S I g he de Au ﬂssuﬂ f

Salax taberna . .

puella nam mi (me, ¢odd.}, quae meo siny fugir,
amata tantum quantum amabitqy nulla,
Pro qua mihi sunt magn

a bella pugnata
consedit istic, Pugnara,

, are intended
opinion; she thought

Moorhouse, A.C. 1983. “Two Adjectives in C., 7,/ AJP 84: 41728,
Segal, C. 1974 ‘More Alexandrianism in C. VII?,” M#n 27: 139-43.
Bertram, S. 1978. ‘Oral Imagery in C. 7" C{Q 28: 477-8.

Arlans, B. 1979. ‘C. 7,” AC 48: 630-5.

Johnston, P.A. 1993. ‘Love and laserpicium in C. 7, CP 88: 328—9.

8 . : . ant invect
' . ;h“?OI'OUiS CONTEXt 1 Our present poem ctive of poem 37 and
. 0F the relati
Structure: 2 + ¢ + 7 + 1, with itions; Q o i & . eation of this poem to the seventy-sixth
: 9 + 7 + 1, with many repetitions; see Q., p. 115, for a gg glac meditation on approximately th {a more leisurely,
‘ € same to

analysis. See also Schmiel 1990/91.
Modern criticism has usually regarded this moving poem as a serdg
‘dramatic monologue’ (Rebert 1920) on the theme of ‘the Jover’s cor
(Connor 1974). It has however been categorized by some critics
humorous portrayal <by Catullus> of himself in the character of a{
longing to touch her (i.e., Lesbia’s) heart by the vain threat of leaving; dictates its substi
These words were written in 1909 by Morris, and at least until very e
they have still found a following. Their validity has been hotly con
by llse Schnelle, J.P. Elder and others, but they were endorsed in 1
the authority of R.L. Wheeler. The two points made originally by
{humorous tone, and the attempt to win back Lesbia’s love) have
become entirely separate critical propositions: Swanson {1963) enti
article “The Humor of Catullus 8’ without mentioning the plea to Leshs
two years later T.E. Kinsey (1965: 539) adopted the view that ‘Catull
to win back Lesbia’s love’ without mentioning the humour. Schusts

] see S.A. Handford, The Latin
-CE 327, 61.?1,- 76.14 and 16, If this type of
0se, this is simply because only verse

tive, as here, on grounds of metrical

Self-addr -
ess (cf. poems 46, 51,52, 76, 79) is not merely a rhetorical device

utalways (in C, at least) has i
. - emotiona] overtones; see F
ointe g ; . on 68,135, Hi
1t out (and the same is true of poem 76, and perhaps poem ff ere, as Q.
- “awerencss of @ conflict within himself, >4 I points to
zut, Trin, i . ) :
0‘; : hendecz;;:;zm men;calii parallel, pace Fordyce and Quinn; the line s
except by chance (really it is ; .
.. part of a troch, ,
Sbledsiynfljeads Pf?rzzsf e (the form cited in F,/s n_ is perisse, with noa; teua'm eerk
# = cies; appropriately, after cundid; (sunny days’). CE. 5 in Iscussion).
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4 C., like many another man in love, was senslaved’ to his mistress; but with thi

line for evidence the sbsurd inference has been drawn that he stood on a lower
social plane than she did.

5 Repeated (with a slight variztion) at 37.12. See Intr. 0-

m's reading (amabiliter) well illustrates his carelessness. When such a readitig

recurs in one of the deteriores (see, In this instance, the Table of Manuscripts;

No. 29 n.), it cleazly proclaims the dependence of that Ms, 2t least in part, on 3

;ivznson, R.A 1963. ‘The Humor of C. 8," C] 58 193-6
. iey,dT.IE{. L1965. ‘C. 11, Latomus 24: 537—44. [See p. 539.]
wiand, R.L. 1966. ‘Miser Catulle: retation of 4
e 258 atulle: An Interpretation of the Eighth Poem of C./
I(\;/Ionzz, L.A. 1566. ‘Miser Catulle: A Postscript,” G&R 1311
ugel, H. 1967. ‘C., carm. 8, Athengeum 45: 27893, T

Akbar Khan, H. 1 .
, H. 1968, ‘Style and Meaning in C.’s Ei -
555-74- eaning in C.’s Eighth Poem,’ Latornus 27: .

Tt is curious how m repeats his own erzor at 37-12.

6 iocosa, of Tovers play’ (Kr.). Cf. Ov. AA 3.796 nec taceant imediis improba verbd
;ocis — which suggests that there is nothing ‘verbal’ about the ioci themselves
cum {with comma at the end of 7) gives a tighter, more integrated, syntax th
tuem. Otherwise the three lines {7-9), each of them virraally selé-contained, k
a jerky effect. See E Eraerkel, JRS st (2961) 5T 1. 20 who defends fun.
1m is not the reading of R {as Mynors and Q.), but of R*

g non oult: inan erotic sense. Cf. Alcaeus, AP 12.29 o) Béher, GAAG Behfoe: Contemporary Literary HeTm‘ .- O‘bdura: Lecture poétique du poéme VIIL
impotens, runcontrolled’ (= kaimep bxpaths @v); 1.8 with Avantius’ reading Otrawa: 299~316. eneutics and Interpretation of Classical Texts.
‘violently reject her.” Some eds. fill the lacuna with ne sis; but gquogue seem McCormick, PJ. 1987, ‘Reading and In )
make. this uflli_kely. N Gadamer, H.-G, 1981. ‘A Class?ca?TeX:iriﬁng C. 8/ i_bid. 317-26.
<noli> balances 1. 7 nolehat, and should therefore be preferred to Scaliget’ Thomas, RT. 1684, Menander and C. REM ermeneutic Challenge,” ibid. 327-32.

- s 127: 308-16. '

sis>. Colace, P.R. 1985. g
, PO 19855, 11 .
10 Before guae we must supply eatit, not €4. Tor guae fugit sectare, cf. Thed GIF 37° 5371 poeta si diverte. Orazio, C., e due esempi di poesia non seria,’

Granarolo, J. 1668. ‘La m i
T . aturation d i
RN u naturel dans le [yrisme catallien,” Euphrosyme
Skinner, M.B. z ’
, M.B. 7g7z. *C. 8: The Comic Am i

> / ; ator as Eiron,” CJ 66: 298—
Cz;;x;, 1\;[) 1973. (E 8 and 76, CQ) 23: 127—43, esp. 127—36 o
oo 1, P.J. 1974 ‘C. 8: The Lover's Conflict,’ Antichthon 8

esic, 5. 1981. ‘Miser Catulle, o

11.75 7L TO¥ PetyovTa Bukels; )
vivere practically = ess€; of. 10.33, Plaut. Mer. 908.
The correction in R* (m) is metrical in character, and as such — given Co

{nterests — fairly obvious; it has of course no connection with G.

13 rogabit, in an erotic sense. CE OV. Am. 1.8.43 (casta est quam nemo 10i
2.7.25.

24 ruidla (colloquial) = no7, ‘ot at ell’; of. Ov. Ep. 1011712 nullus erat! {{
aot there at all’); also M. 11579 viro, qui nullus erat, and 684 nulla est

.R.amIIeS G 1988 (Pu 99 Ju P
" . .1 O). Pul’se 4 q /
H Y i }?Idﬂﬂ‘z 15878 pere: tempo dﬁ‘l mito e
. tempo deHa I‘ealta nel farme 8 d.l C-, Aﬁl Accad. 1 310’ ttana 64- 161—76-

g, . 19 9. na nuova IHterpI'Etazl e d ]. ~t 1P . -
ebe (; 8 [] v O el carme 8 d C O heus 100 1~-12
caz, ].L. 1990. Ul'l commentario a Catulo 8, 15—18 CI C 24- 15 7-62

2 .

chrniel, R. 1990/91. *
I8 1950/ 91. The Stru . .
15866, eture of C. 8: A History of Interpretation,’ CJ 86:

ecreus, F. € . 5

Thom, 5. 15 99;92(: ::u ﬁoer.n; 8 de C. et le conflit de ses codes,” Euphrosyne 20: 47~72

nulla est. : ) ns: Arida ... pumice expolitum?,’ Akroterion 37: 15—.227 &

15 vae e (accusative) appears iess strong than vae tibi (B. says the dative i ‘ '
execratio, the acc. merely miseratio). Since only dat. or acc. case can :
the reading of V at 64.196, vae misera, is highly suspect; see the text @
there.

sibi manet differs from te ranet in implying the notion of fate: Cicer

ructure: 5 + 4 + 2.

eerful little poem of friendship, welcoming Veranius back from Spain

ere he had gone in co .
5 11 <P. Clodius>, cuius tibi fatum manet. D ressed). But the ﬂﬂﬁy?ﬁi&ﬁi&iﬁﬁn (to Wh?E poem 13 is -
; g-out of this simple and

17 diceris 'ywho will call you his own now, as [ did?’ rather than Kr.'s dightforward theme is
: : . : ‘ ; a good deal m \
will you be linked now by gosﬁlp? o - _hkely, as its tone suggests, this Oir: asubt"le than appears at first sight.
19 destinafus: probably substituted, metri graiia, {or obstinafus. tatively dated it to 6059 BC when C q&gieaﬂ{ poem: Syme 1956
achmémn’ - 4 - WO ave been about 21
el 1 55 ::etv;; thfit C. was born in 77 were correct, the poet ;I;leﬂzd'
A e time of the events in the poem, and Asinius Polli
puer (16, or thereabouts) in poem 12, which is also dat bI0
* able

Morris, EP. 1909 An Interpretation of C. VI, TransConmn 15 135-51.%
Rebert, HL.F. 1920 (O bdura — A Drematic Monologue,’ CJ 26: 287-92-
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‘of the words, which he did not question) that sanam was unmetrical; and so,
ther deliberately or instinctively, he substituted the metrically acceptable suam
r it in his text, relegating the old text to the stetus of 2 variant. anum (adj.):
:68.46, 78°.4; for senex as adj., cf. 67.4 ipse senex ('the old master).

e question is answered by repeating the verb; ¢f. 77.4—s5. For exclamatory o
with nom. as well as acc, of. Prop. 2.15.1 0 me felicem! o nox mihi candida!
muntti beati: nominative (see F.). C. does not employ the -ii genitive of noums
fas opposed to adjectives) in -ium or -fus. Twice, as Fr. points out, C. somewhat
awkwardly substitutes a dative in -io for what could more easily have been a
genitive in -7, if he had used that form (113.4, where see n., and 97.2). Even in
Lucr., -ii js rare (5.1006 only; see n. on 113.4); and it seems altogether lacking
in Cicero. “The i form, originally, it seems, a device suggested by Lucilius
for avoiding ambiguities, e.g., iudici (dat. of index or gen. of iudicium?), was
promoted by Varro. Ignored by Horace and used once by Virgil (Aen. 3.702,
unless fluvii is adj.), it occurs five times in Prop. (three of these are proper
names) and thereafter becomes normal’ (L.).

9 The hysteron proteron, by which the story precedes the greeting, is.

. characteristic of C. (cf. 31.8, 50.13), and also of Virgil in particular among the
_other Latin poets. Kr.: “The story comes before the greeting as being of greater
weight.” See further the n. on 50.13.

Hiberum is probably from Hiberus, as Kr. claims (F. agrees: ‘Hiber does not

" agccur in the obligue cases).

funis: as often happens with original R? corrections, fuus is superior both in
sense and also metrically. '

- applicans ... collum (‘your neck’): drawing towards one the neck of the person
to be greeted. Cf. Nisbet and Hubbard on Hor. Od. 1.36.6 for the sentiment.

) iucundum, ‘pleasant, delightful’: a word often applied by C. to his close friends,
, such as Calvus. '

. 0 guanfum est ...; ck. 3.2 n. The syntax is loose: as F. says, ‘the whole quantum
 clause takes the place, as it were, of a partitive genitive <and is> equivalent to
ommivm hominum beatiorum, “of all the happy men there are, who is happier
than 177"

to Veranius’ return from Spain (12.14~16). If so, then in poem
addresses an older man as inepte, and (b) he calls puer one of his owm:
or possibly slightly older. While (b) is not impossible, (a) seems

As in some other early poems, a certain liveliness is added by t
of unpoetical language (1. 2 antistans, ‘set off against’; |. 10 o GUANERE
hominum beatiorum, cf. Plaut, Capt. 835-6 o mihi quantum est h
optumorum optume). The order of the composition is straightforw,
there is a great deal of carefully introduced variety within it: first (as wesh
see presently) by the use of three different time-levels (perfect, pres:
and secondly by rapid movement of the focus from C. to his friend am
again, thus: Your return (my best of friends) to your family, gives m
You, safe home, I shall see, and hear your tales: what joy for me! (Obs
the sequence mez’s 1, mihi 2, tu0s 3; mihi 5, te 6; fuus 8, me 11.) Perhaps
important of all is the articulation of the little poem by means of o, repe
from [ 5 to L. z0. Thus the second-person first section poses a question:
venisti?) in the perfect tense, and answers it with a repeated venist
followed by an exclamation in the implied present tense, preceded by
the second part (Il. 6-g) we pass to the future, anticipating further delig]
but in . 10 we again recur to the present tense preceded by o, in order fon
again} to voice the poet’s own feelings. C.’s careful attention to balan
variety (avoiding, however, rigid symmetry), and the resulting liveline
are not sufficiently often recognized as having to do with the ease that con
from art. For poetic addresses of welcome, especially to a friend retyrni
from abroad, see Nisbet and ITubbard on Hor. O4d. 2.7 (intr. n. on p. 107}

12 B.'s substitution of o for e is still sometimes taken seriously by scholars 16
at least mentioned by ., for example); but its corollary, the subjoining of b
remark ‘who are three thousand iz number,” is absurd. It might be claimed 1
milibus trecentis should be taken as an abl. of measure, ‘by 300-miles’ (cf. Aa;*
Nub. 430 éxarow orablowsw dpicrov). But this would leave antisfare ex = ‘stands
out from among’; B. says this is not Latin, and he is probably right. Again,
milibus trecentis cannot be a mere — rather pointless — addition to amicis (‘why
happen to be 300,000 in number’); it must surely be a dative of the indireg
object after antistans (cf. praesto, etc.), while mihi clearly means ‘in my eye
{dative of the person affected). A literal rendering might be: ‘who <alone>
all my friends <are such as to> surpass 300,000 <friends>.” For a similar us
antistare, cf. Claudius Quadrigarius (ca. 80 B¢) qui ommnibus virtute antistaba
{B.). Cf. also Cicero, Ad Att. 2.5.1 Cato ille noster, qui mihi unus est prO ce
milibus. | '

4 sanam is plainty imported into X as 2 variant. A must have had something itke:
uno animo sanumque; to X, it must have been obvious (assuming this divi ot

e, R. 1956. ‘Piso and Veranius in C.,” C&M 17: 129-34.
10

tructure: (4 + 4} + 15 + 1. See E. Fraenkel, Horace 114ff,, for an analysis.

genre-piece, purporting to recount a conversation that resulted from a
chance encounter in the Forum. The atmosphere and tone are those of
Roman satire — editors refer to Horace, S. 1.9 — rather than Greek ¢pigram,
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15t 5
th its pointedness and ‘literary” language; S0 far as I—Ie]leilmstxcegf-.ntr}rze
e t(j bep thought of as having any possible influence on the I::; Ii‘];
A ots, in
Efilrssest resemblance to its tone might be found, ':E IKI. s;lgegem K
mirmne. Besides the suggestion (by the use of colloquia fmgg2 g {;'mts rrupees
lines .and other means) of a lively dialogue, there is; as_b . p{i s 0 e‘,ren
ellemfent of ‘wry, detached self-observation.’ The date. attribuse m e oot
(by implication) is shortly falftzr o {i‘;urﬁsfiifsrc;ri f;g{;filﬁ.,e L\iéms he o
. the summer, of 56 BC. "Val : il
stir;l'g(l):eId in the fivst line of poem 22; but whether hm?, is Alfer(x;se Verss
Itrlllen inent jurist who was to become consul suffecms in 3§ BC < 1.2_ &
P:alenlmcrjl) orJQuinti]ius Varus, the friend of Virgil and'ofelélorai é evi.de'
IOJSI his3de;1th, is addressed 10 Virgil), cannot be detenmxtc - nznand evidens
furnished by this poemy; both of them came fron} remo IfT cithe
thm might have been included in the arcle of C’s friends, 0 . ﬁa p
riegn;ﬂs ‘%fho moved in the legal and literary society of the capital.
o ; ]

L " d
Note the position of me, berween Varus and meus (Kr..'an enclitic wor
1
d tibi si.1). | |
* 1364.2;8ef: (;ee ¢he note on 9.8 R*'s correction 15 probably 1ndepe11:de;1{t.1
or s, ' :
however, shows that the same word, meus, was WriLtel abmi:l r}rlfteﬂs Teﬁx-e
had take;l it as a variant from X, as McKie suggests, he would have p
No one capable of scanning hendecasyllables could a?cept 111_115.& ¢ s
'z wisum: visere is ofren used of visiting the sick, especially wi I\Z lti;._, i o
. d later passages. Men
—g, Lucr. 61239, Qv. Am. 2.2.21, a1l et ‘ ‘
I[_lIECIG; iin?‘irnﬁ the probability that V.'s frend is sick, or pretending to be.
.2
scortillum: a hapax eiremenon. N
3 Here m reads func, thus following [uncorrectedgﬁil,( az;ld rcr;l I
i 1 ! ction or does not & the ;
either fails to notice R*'s corze 5 IC kthe g
i alternative is much the mo
+m worth making. The former : . :
- rarely, if ever, shows even this limited degree of mdepe(xi'uience(ri e{r
ver g , < : ‘
waY in which the correction was made (tinc, the exp}n‘lglarllf rtot ::1 e
being extremely faint) leaves the shapes of the four original letterl
Ullman's eye missed the correction.)
repente, ‘at first glance” _
4 non iane: as Kr. remarks, sane is apt 1o follow negations.
illepi i - cf. 36.27.
illepidum . .. invenustum: ct. 351 ‘ Ny .
5 inc?dit sermo (or mentio) of a topic ‘coming up’ It conversation: Ct.
i 6 {mentio].
22,5 {sermo), Livy 1.57 , .
6 :uid esset, ‘ow it was with,’ or {F.) wha.t wa's the ne;v; of )
7 se haberet. applied to a Roman province in Cicero, Ad Fam. 4.5.6.

El

3 irrumator: see 16.7 1.
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8 The emending variant is probably to be attributed to X; possibly to 4.
y id quod erat, parenthetical: ‘what in fact was true.’
ipsis must mean ‘the inhabitants’; Kr.s objection that the Roman
administrators could not have cared whether the populace made money or not
is beside the mark: the main point is that Bithynia turned out to be a miserably
poor province. If ipsis modifies praetoribus, then {as F. says) nec at the beginning
of I. 10 must be emended to hunc;, but nunc is meaningless (Kr.). The plural
in praetoribus is best explained as referring to successive praetors (Kr. and
F.), rather than as a generalizing plural (Q.), though Q.'s explanation is not
unreasonable.
m secks to follow R, but carelessly omits nec, The first step by m® was to
reinstate nec; the second, to follow R*'s new reading (= G%), imported from X.
' This seems simpler than the explanation offered by McKie {x36-8).

o cohorti, the governor's retinue (F. has 2 long n. on the history of the term);

‘staff’ would suggest too much in the way of officia] position and duties, though
‘aides-de-camp’ would partly correspond.

1 unctius: to anoint the head with rich uriguents was a sign of prosperity and of

the kind of luxury appropriate to days of ease; <f. 29.22 uncta ... patrimonia,

praetor = C. Memmius; for his name, and what C. says of him, see 28.9.

faceret, ‘assess, value.” Cf. 42,13 non assis facis?

quod of course refers here to the men, not the litter itseif, though the eight-bearer
litter was particularly associated with Bithynia (Cicero, Verr. 2.5.27; for other
Places where the lectica octophorus was used in C.’s time, see F.'s n.).

. The employment of ad is similar to its use in indicating the duties of officials
e.g., ad epistulas).

num, ‘exceptionally” (added to a colloquial ‘absclute’ comparative, for which

f. 1. 24 cinaediorem; F. considers this to be an extension of its use with the
uperlative).

acerern, ‘represent <myself as>’; at 97.9 facit, which Kr. and F. compare with

ithis, surely means something different, namely ‘judge.”

wmihi fuit maligne, ‘1 was hard up’ (maligne = ‘stingily,” opp. to benigne,

rectos, ‘tall, upright’ (cf, 86.2).
ic=in Rome, illic = in Bithynia.
abati: a light bed or cot (Gk. kpag<B>ares, kpaBiriov, Mod. Gk. xpe8<B>ar1).

fic, ‘at this point’; Kr. compares 64.269, quoting also V. Aen. 9.246 and Hor. 5.
.7 {in both of which places, speeches follow) and citing 44.13.

uediorent: on this use of the comparative; see l. 17 n.; on the word, . 16.2,
1 T,




234 Catullus 235 Commentary on Poem 11
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25 Some editors punctuate inguit, ‘miki, mi Catulle, .. .*
26 Scan commodd. For the shortened final syllable, which “may Tepresent)
pronunciation” (F.}, cf. mane in the next line (and cf. F. on both). &
O. Skutsch, BICS 23 (1976): 19-20. It is hard to find a satisfactory altem
the licence of the shortened final a in commoda (imperative); see (be
the commentaries of Ellis and Benoist, and also V. Coulon in RAM 90!
248-9. One is tempted by Nisbet's suggested restoration: following
commeoda as n. pl, and alters quaeso to guaero and istos to istaec. See.
(2978): 93—4 and MD 26 (1991): 82—3. ‘
R*s spelling of the name Serapis is probably independent (Colucei
in this field} and not related to the history of the reading we find in O
ad, ‘to the temple of’ (f. Ov. Am. 2.2.25 ad Isin). The cult of Serapis,
from Egypt shortly before 100 B¢, was linked with that of Aesculapius
cures were sought by incubation and in dreams. In C.’s day it was gn
popularity, especially with the demi-monde (see Kr.), and counter-meas;
were taken on three occasions (E.). :
27 mane, ‘hold hard,” ‘not so fast”
28 The syntax is as confused as C. himself is on being ‘taken up.’
istud, as F. puts it, ‘serves to point the reference — “as for my statement,-
you refer”’; and . is surely right in saying that ‘the guod-clause is best
adverbial like the guod seribis of Cicero’s letters (cf. 68.27)./
29 fugit me ratio, ‘T was mistaken.’ .
R*s independent correction (meus) is partially metrical in character (ck
30 On confusion of the syntax as an index of C.'s state of mind see 28 n. He
also have inversion (of Gajus Cinna) and the repetition of the subject invel
the use of is. Besides being marks of C.’s own embarrassment, these are la ;
colloquial touches, and so they reflect the style and atmosphere of the poeim' ;
whole. ' &
Cinna: a neoteric poet, friend (poem 95) and fellow-countryman of C. (seest
Introduction). :
32 guam = quam si (Kr. and F. give parallels from the Digest and inscriptionéiag
well as from Cicero.)
33 male here intensifies a disparaging adjective; at 14.5, a verb. Cf 16,13 n.

ture: 4 stanzas (a single sentence) + 2 stanzas.

s. profoundly moving poem two themes are fused, but not on equal

; the reader, having been lulled into believing that the genial opening

will dominate the poem, suddenly sees it displaced by a much grimmer

usion. C. begins by addressing his friends Furius and Aurelius ~ for

s they surely are, despite the rough and even abusive language to

he subjects them in poems 15, 16, 21, 23, 24, and 26; consider their

ation to him, expressed here in 1l. 14, and the very fact that C. entrusted

m his final message to Lesbia. C. utters the following proposal: ‘'The

of us have often talked of going abroad on service together; you have

L that you would accompany me even to the ends of the earth. Very well,

if you are ready for such formidable assignments, here is one you can
out much nearer home: take a message, not a very pleasant one, to my
smistress, to say that I abhor her conduct and have finished with her for
d; she is not to look for my love again.” Plainly the structure {see above)

omewhat top-heavy, with four stanzas addressed to the bearers of the
sage and only two to the message itself. When Horace, imitating the first
ve lines, condenses thern into four (Od. 2.6.1—4 Septimi, Gades aditure
cum), he underlines this imbalance. The key stanza is the fourth, where
bombast of the first twelve lines changes to a tone of bleak simplicity,
an effect of anti-climax before the harsh and brutal entry of the second
me — C.’s final renunciation of Lesbia. Of course, it is a fiction that the
age is transmitted to Lesbia by way of Furius and Aurelius; but C. can
rlonger address her directly, and must do so in a poem ostensibly addressed
another person, or persons. This could hardly be done gracefully without
Aing those addressed a substantial place in the poem; hence — as well as for
e-sake of anti-cdimax — the four preliminary stanzas. _

The poem must have been composed not earlier than the autumn of 55 Bc
from the references to Julius Caesar’s campaigns in Il 10~12) and certainly
t Jater than the battle of Carrhae in 53 B¢ (l. 6); those who believe C. to
ve died in 54 will think the latter date too late, but see the Introduction,
vivis: vivere is often virtually equivalent to esse, especially where the ta 4

colloquial. Cf. 8.0 n. e: Sapphic. C.’s Sapphics, as exhibited in this poem, are not far off

e final formalization of the metre by Horace. As to quantity, the only
iation is that in lI. € and 15 the fourth syllable is short, the line starting
th two trochees instead of a trochee and a spondee. The main difference
erns the caesura. (In Horace the weak caesura is only occasionally found
the 21 Sapphic odes of Books 1~3. Only 3 Sapphic odes occur in Book 4,
t they contain twice as many examples of weak caesura as do the 21 of

Sedgwick, W.B. 1947. ‘C. X: A Rambling Cormentary,’ G&R 16: 108—14.
Coulon, V. 1956. ‘Observations critiques,’ RhM g9: 245-34, esp. 2489,
Fraenkel, E. 1957. Horace. Oxford: 114~15.

Bellandi, F. 1980. ‘Notaa C. 10, 9~13," Orpheus 1: 448-58,

Nielsen, R.M. 1987. ‘C. and Sal (poem 10),” AC 56: 148-61.
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. and the same is true of the Carmen Saeculare.) Qut of thz elgziei::;ﬁ
Ti;i:’s in his poern, C. has strong cacsura only nine times s::nz :'E:I D,
(after the sixth syllable) five times, three of them in one s 1 thatg; ) O
+he other four, lines 7 and 23 seem to follow the principle caestrs

) ?j ckonéd as occurring between the Two parts of.a compou -
e el:e samnbics of 4.4 (where some editors would print praeter ire) anfl
. m:l imes in the hexameters of Lucretius. This bﬂngs t.he I3111'nbersd od,-r
oron m;les ok caesura up to ten and six. Unless this principle is ex*ce; t; _
i ros which seems difficult, line 6 has no caesura at 1'3.11, an ] e
zs;igt::{ii’: 111 appears to have its caesura overﬂddenl‘lsy ?11:1 eiltotriece.n geof-

: ines; on the contrary he elide . g
n? 1eE gi}g’ ii;ﬁil:;ﬁ: i:r:iin : vowel (see 1. 19 and 22). What happens
Zt 1:1; end of 1. 11 is another story L.

4 C. wrote funditur unde deliberately, to suggest by the repetition of the und
sound the repeated pounding of waves on a shore. Homce's aestuar unda (Od
2.6.4) echoes C. only faintly, with characteristic Augustan restraint in the
deploying of ‘sound effects.’

5 Hyrcanos: strictly speaking, they populated the southern shore of the Caspian
Sea, but here they are vaguely linked with several oriental nations.

6 Sagas: Latin spelling uses g; Greek has a kappa. The Sacae {or Sagae) were often
vaguely associated with the Scythae, and located in the northeast border region
of the Persian realm. Here, they are thought of as mounted archers (irmoroféra:

is how Arrian 3.8.3 described them), and hence as Mesopotamians, or at any rate
plainsmen, Jike the Parthians.
sagittiferosque Parthos: cf. V. Geo. 3.31, 4.313~14; Hor. Od. 2.13.27-18.

7 m's g is mere carelessness, not tinked with O.

& It is hard to say whether colorat aequora refers {(a) to the annual ‘alluvial
deposit’ (T.} left by the Nile on the low-lying fields {aeguora in its literal sense of

flat places) or (b) to the ‘dyeing’ of the sea by the silt brought down at the time

of flooding. If the word septemgeminus is more than a conventional epithet,
perhaps we are to think of the actual mouths of the river, and hence of (b). But
as none of the other geographical indications in this stanza has to do with the
sea, oI & sea — 1l. 1112 are another matter ~ whereas all refer to people or (by
implication) a country, {a) may be right after all.

16 momimenta, ‘reminders,” almost ‘trophies.” monimenta ‘tell a story,” and
(especially in Virgil) ‘carry personal associations’ (F., who quotes several

passages). CL. esp. Prop. 4.6.17 Actia Iuleae pelagis monimenta carinae.

magni: surely no indication of friendship, or of political partisanship, towards

Caesar is implied, even if the word is not used ironically as it was in certain

erisive anti-Pompeizn verses and demonstrations in the theatre. (After

ateroo, the men in the London street could easily have referred to “the great

Duke <of Wellington>" without thereby confessing to Tory sympathies in
olitics — or even before; in 1814, when Wellington entered Paris, "Young fohn

Tam Hobhouse, friend of Byron and the Radicals, who was travelling on the

ontinent, had what he called “an insatiable desire” to see “our great man”’

.. Longford, Wellington: The Years of the Sword, 1971 reprint (London): 425].)

ee App. Crit. McKie's {1984) suggestion was partly anticipated by Palmer, who

raposed horribilesque vitro in / usgue Britannos. Mention should be made of
Wilkinson's {1977) suggestion horribiles quoque, ulti-, though this had

een anticipated (as to horribiles quogue} by E. Maunde Thompson {AJP 21

0o}: 78-9), as McKie remarks.

t, roughly speaking, = sit; the association of ferre with voluntas is
ntional (si fers ita forte voluntas).

a i als:
On the identification of ‘Furius’ (quite a COMMON name I Rotnan ::;Sh :he

) e TL.P. Syndikus, Cainll: eine Interpretation L 1984, On poem Is}h "
i:mpc;o;\ist Furius Bibaculus (who also may or may not have b;en_ ;Cz Ifdusi
the Furius mentioned by Horace at §.1.10.36 and 2.5.41: see the 1C peonde?
remarks of Nial} Rudd, The Satives of Horace, 1966 zf;ygo) rmi  has boe

i ted it — to the present.

itten, from Muretus — who first sugges . : -
V;i::::nius De Grammaticis 4) classed Bibaculus with Valerius Catci)1i and eﬁ:C
( oet o£ ‘neoteric sympathies; yet we do not find thes‘e sympat e;; re ,
asap of C.’s fairly numerous references to him, as we mIg_ht expe;t'. er]r;m !

ﬂ;an‘é dii-.:us loc. cit., n. 3.) What C. and Bibaculus certainky had in <@ o

{Te:: z:n 4 3’4) was contumeline Cagsarutit {since C. atifadfed Calesa: ;
(Biba;:ulus 'must have made Augustus — possibly as ’On:'fav;and ; at .:Z i f-ga
his target; Cremutius Cordus, in Tacitus, says both Caesar and Augl 1
these Jampoons). ’ 2 5o
coiziites <§ufuri>, ‘ready and willing to accompany (cf. Hor. Od. 2.6.2 5¢p.

diture mecur). 3 . |
?nildz: "tzhe people for the country: of. V. Ecl. 1.64 sitientes ;?bmus Aifmzh 5
’ . this and 17.10 are, as F. Temarss, L€ ®
— o hi “where’ (a very rare us€ this an : :

’ ufrta;b;::n:les '1&1 Latin, except as 4 Grecism in two passages he qtes}(. .
- inC/ er (e.g
i ' d Eoa) are in C.s mann ;
double epithets (longe-resonante an : .

[ Izjzzmonovumplibellum), and A. Statins’ change to Tesonans is unnece

ep
' 58.
longe resonante cf. V. Geo. 135 . _ - .
PO%‘ cfn hardly be said to be at home with the Sapphic n‘fet;:e, ;f h;s s
mend the colometric error at 23—4 (at 11-12, X has done 1t£cl}r h:.; . o
claims the fight to replace the unfamiliar ut, in the sense of ‘where,

which of course is wnmetrical.




238 Catullus 239 Commentary on Poem 12

D.R. 1987. 'C. 11: A Study in Perspective,’ Latomus 46: 510-26.
ianm, M.C.J. 1989. ‘C. 11 and Virgil, Aen. 6.76—7, Vergilius 35: 28-30.
G.G. 1989. ‘C. 11 e Orazio, carm. 2, 6: due lezioni di poesia,” Mnemosynum.
i in onore di A. Ghiselli: 19-31.

R. 1989. ‘C. 11; Along for the Ride,” SLLRH 5. Brussels: g8—116.
diktson, D.T. 19g90. ‘Horribilesque ultimosque Britannos,” Glotta 68: 1203,
ecommends keeping the hiatus, in view of the new Gallus fragment, L. 22: Fata
ihi, Caesat, tum erunt .. .]
syth, P.Y. 1991, The Thematic Unity of C. 11," CW 84: 457-64.
ntano, M.S. 1991. ‘I fiore reciso dall’ aratro: ambiguita di una similitudine (C.
.22—4)," QUCC 37: 83—100. :

ricksmeyer, E.A. 1993. ‘Method and Interpretation: Catullus 11,” Helios 20:

fig-105. [The appendix contains a useful survey of previous articles.]
adez Corte, J.C. 1993. "Un ejercicio de imitacion de C. por Horadio: C. 11 v
Ddas 11 6,” Latomus 521 596-611.

14 caelites, ‘heaven-dwellers,” = dei (in epic and archaic language). Cf. 41
and zg0. ' )
temptare: of. V. Geo. 1.207 fauces temptantur Abydi, Hor. Od. 3.4.35—
Bosphorum temptabo.

15 mede puellge: a conscious, and sad, echo of the way in which C. had fo
referred to Lesbia,

16 non bona, ‘bitter, unkind.’ Cf. V. Aen. 12.75-6 dicta ... haud placitura

17 vive vale was a valedictory formula, sometimes dismissive (as at Plaut.
Hor. Ep. 1.6.67), sometimes not (Hor. S. 2.5.110, where the ghost of Tiz
addresses Ulysses in the underworld). o5

18 trecentos: cf. 9.2, 12.10 {see n.); also Hor. 5. 1.5.12.

20 ilia (symbolizing male sexual potency): cf. 63 -5, 80.8.

21 respectet, look in the direction of (here probably, despite F., with a notis
retrospect). C. seems to imply that Leshia had sought to be reconciled with
Cicero, Planc. 45 ne par ab eis munus respectent. Kr. says ‘mehr.’ :

22 ultimi, ‘at the furthest edge of.” V. Aen. 9.435-6 are surely written i
reminiscence of lines 224 here. .

12

ucture: (5 + 4) + (4 + 4). Notice the articulation by means of quare 10,
im 14. See Q. for a different analysis.
good-natured squib against a napkin thief (cf. poems 25, 33); not obscene,
in any way sexual, like many of the truly defamatory lampoons, but
veerned merely with a lack of good manners or good taste in social
haviour (notice the vocabulary employed: non belle, inepte, sordida,
venusta; the question of morals, even the morals of stealing, does not arise).
In fact, three different themes are combined here:
 the light-hearted attack on a guest for his poor idea of ajoke;
a compliment — by contrast — to the offender’s brother, who has the grace
‘be embarrassed by such witless conduct;
cknowledgment of a present sent to C. by Fabullus and Veranius, who
in Spain; notice that C. says they ‘sent’ {not ‘brought’) the gift, so that
is unlikely that they have recently returned; moreover, the use of the
rd mnemosyne suggests this (as L. put it, ‘you don’t need a memento of
‘ameone you see every day”). For the date of their absence in Spain (together;
his is not made clear in poem g, evidently because they returned separately
& Veranius arrived beforé Fabullus), see poem 28 n. The uncertainty of
he reading in line 9 {see App. Crit.) makes it undesirable to point to the
rd puer together with Asinius Pollio’s date of birth (76 B¢) as presumptive
widence for an approximate dating of the poem.
Marrucinus is best taken as a proper name (despite Kr. and others); it was
ommon custom of new families, like the Asinii who had come to Rome

Reit:enstein, R. 1922. "Philologische Kleinigkeiten: Zu Horaz und C." Hermes:

363-3.

Balogh, J. 1930, ‘C.s Scheltelied auf Leshia ’ Philologus 85: 103~5.

Todd, F.A. 1941. ‘C. XL’ CR 55: 70-3.

Pennisi, G. 1961. ‘C. e il carme dei "Non bona dicta’,” Helikon 1: 12748

Kinsey, T.E. 1965. ‘C. 11,” Latomus 24: 537—44.

Putnam, M.C.J. 1974. ‘C. 11: The Ironies of Integrity,” Ramus 3: 76~86.

Bright, D.F. 1976. ‘Non Bona Dicta: C.’s Poetry of Separation,’ QUCC 21: 105

Wilkénson, LP. 1977. ‘C. 11.117~32," PCPS 231 133—4. :

Evrard-Gillis, [. 1977-8. ‘C. 11; Quatre voies &' acces,” Humanités chrétienn,
418—27. :

Mulroy, D. 1977-8. ‘An Interpretation of C. 11, CW 711 237—47.

Woodman, AJ. 1978. ‘C. 11 and 51," LCM 3 775

Yardley, }.C. 1678. 'C. 11.7-8," LCM 3: 143-4.

— 1981. “C. 71: The End of a Friendship,” SO 56: £3-9.

Scott, R. C. 1983. ‘On C. 11," CP 78: 39—42.

Mayer, R. 1983. ‘C.'s divorce,’ CQ 33: 257-8.

McKie, DD. 2984. “The Horrible and Ultimate Britons: C. 11.13," PCPS 30: 7,
[Read horribiles vitro ulti-] |

Bellandi, F. 1985. ‘Meae puellae. Strustura e destinatario del c. 11 di C.,’ Qua, ;
del Dipart. di lingue e lettere neolatine, Ist. universario B ergamo 1: 17-33

Blodgett, E.D., and Nielsen, RM. 1986. ‘Mask and Figure in ., Carmen 1z 'R
547 2231, -
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since the Social War, to add a cognomen to mark a branch of a family

a gens, in the hope of establishing the family more widely in the sode :
the urbs. .

Paris. 7647 et 17903, for the exchange, due to abbreviation. The adnt. diserte is
slated by F. “explicitly,’ ‘in so many words’ (he cites Cicero and Ln’ry). it we
take it with pater we should perhaps render it ‘he is, quite clealy, ..." or ‘heis
e very essence of ...’ A. Guarinus has a note indicating his‘ own ?reference for
ater (which he renders as quctor and inventor): ‘pater ... licet alii puer legant,
aod non placet’ (although the word puer appears in the text, as was remarked
Della Corte 1951: 84). .

- For the unusual pl. lepores ef. Cicero, Orat. g6 omnes sententiarum lepores;
bus (as Kr. suggests) it may here be influenced by facetiarum, a wozrd used

; arly in the plural.

?Iefmaz interesz some teaders that Pontanus wrote to Panormita a p-oem (Am.
41.27) in C.'s manner, beginning: ‘Antoni, decus eleganfjarun*f / atque idem pater
.ommium leporum / unus te rogat ex tuis amicis / eras ad se vendas ferasque tecurfl/
quantumcumaque potes facetiarum ...  Furthermore, Janus Dou_sa the Elder, in
letter to Victor Giselinus dated 8 May 1571, wrote “te disertissimmo Jeporum ac
facetiarum patre’ (C. Heesakkers, Praecidunea Dousana [ Amsterdam, 1976]: 109).
ut ... aut: cf. 69.9, 103.1 and 3 (with imperatives). _

trecentos: in Greek as well as in Latin, multiples of 300 are a tradjnona'l way of
expressing (roundly or vaguely) large numbers: of. 9.2 milibus trecentis, 11.18
trecentos. We say ‘hundreds’ or ‘thousands.’ .

linteum = ‘napkin’ here, ‘sail” at 4.5; the cloth standing for the article ma@e of
: it

2 movet: of. Petron. 30.10 ron tam iactura me movet . ..

aestimatione, in a more or Jess concréte sense, ‘value.

mnemosynum: Greek {only here in Lafin). Tr. ‘souvenir. _ o .
sodalis: two friends are mentioned, but of course the use of thel singular (fo

. metrical reasons) causes no confusion; the nam clause explains everyt}u'ngj N
Saetgba: of. 25.7. For the fame of the flax, and hence the linen, of Saetabis iri
Spain, see Plin. NH 19.9, Sil Ital. 3.374—5 (cited by E). ' .
Hiberis: the correcton to -is (see App. Crit.) ‘is confirmed by Martial, who twice
emis a line with the words <ex hiberis> (4.55.8, 10.65.3)" {F.).

R*s *variant’ is a false correction of his own; m’s failure to.follow it may be due
10 dislike of it, or more probably to haste and carelessness.

ut: Vs et has almost certainly crept in from the preceding line. _ '
Veraniolum: affectionate diminutive; used for metrical reasons, and not 1m1_31y1ng
that he is (as E. believed) preferred to Fabullus, whose name is already in
diminutive form. :

1 sinistra: cf. 47.1 and perhaps 25.5 (where see nn.); the left hand was commi
associated with the act of stealing — it is said, because its movements ar
prominent, and more easily escape notice, than those of the right; but obsefy
33.3 dextra. Cf. Plaut. Pers. 226 furtifica laeva, Ov. M. 13.111 nataeque ad f
sinistrae.

2 belle: of. 4~5 salsum, etc; see intr. n. Most editors (e.g., B, E., Fr., Kz,
Lenchantin, Cazzaniga, Eisenhut, but not Mynors or Bardon?) punctuate ute
in ioco atque vino: Fr. alone debates the placing of the colon, arguing thet
punctuation at the end of the line is necessary out of regard for Pollio, to
a misunderstanding, since to punctuate after uteris would involve telling Poll
tout court “You are a thief.” Q. for his part has only a pair of commas, befor
and after in ioco atque ving, noting: ‘Take equally with 2 uteris and 3 tollis
I confess that neither persuades me.
in ioco atque vina: of. 50.6 per jocum atque vinum. Kr. quotes Thuc. 6.28.1 per

" mabids kal olvov.

3 lintea: see 11 .
neglegentiorum: ‘<fellow-diners>, when they are off their guard.” Cf. 255
oscitantes.

4 The variant goes back to A (McKie: 146); but R*'s correction may well be
independent, so obvicusly does the sense demand ir, o

5 quamvis: in this literal sense {‘as much as you like’) somewhat archaic and.:
colloquial by C.'s time: Plaut. Pseud. 1175, Men. 318, Ludl. 392 M, Varro R
'2.5. 1, Geero TD 3.73. ,

6 The question is here almost equivalent to a conditional clayse (Kz.).

7 talento: a Greek deromination is used, in the absence of a Latin word suitable-
for expressing the idea of 2 very large sum of money.

8§ mutari: here not in a monetary sense = redimi (Vossius was the first to expres
surprise that Pollio should have to pay for his brother’s thefts), but = infectu
reddere. B. cites Ter. Andr. 40 haud muto factum, Hor. AP 168 commisisse cavet
guod mox mutare laboret, and rightly notes that falento is not abl. of price bu
of instrument. )

9 Neither differtus nor disertus will do in close relationship with the genitive
facetiarum. Differtus, as a participle, would require (unlike plenus, to which.
some editors see an analogy) an instrumental ablative. As for disertus, the
supposed (Greek) genitive of the ‘sphere in which’ cannot be attested elsewher;
in C. To read pater <leporum ac jacetiarums, as 1 suggest, will produce an -
example of a familiar idiom. See Juv. 1445 (ed. Clausen): pater est P®Z, puer es

ones, F. 1984. ‘A Note on C. 12.1-3," € 34: 486-7. . . —
Clausen, W. 1988. ‘Catulliana,’ BICS Suppl. 51, Vir Bonus Discendi Peritus
{Festschrift for Otto Skutsch)]. London: 13-14.
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13 9 conira, ‘in return’; cf. 76.23, Ter. Eun. 355. V. Aen. 7.267

g::ff; intCé t};is Wcrrtci1 n-lzay be used either, like ‘my love,” in a personal sense
- at 0.16 n. and also poem 40, intr. 9] or in an impersonal

here (observe sex quid in 1. 10 and possibly - Sy

transference of the impersonal) sensciJ (tjzs;bgf:g,jiél\(:::t.sie IzLOtGher?l) o e
Puer, meros amores, / ceston de Veneris siny calentem (im.iti-ted ;0 P

meros cf 17211, - o C) For
15 The meaning is this: ‘If you can’t think ¢
a perfume than by calling it meros gmore
seu quid = quf si quid at 22.13, 82.2.

~12 Cf. Servius ad :
Aen. 3.279: <Phaon> ... cym esset navicylarius .. Venerem

mutdtan ma 510 q p p 8“
(74 R Ymuoam grafis t!ﬁvexlf Uapropter ﬂb ea d()ﬂﬂius un entr
IS r
alﬂbﬂsi?o, CUM se ... u?lg‘ueléi,

feminas in sui qm [ i
reference to Professor R.S, Kilpatrick). Fre b 0 owe chis

1 dabo, “will provide {as host)’
back to Fabullus. (Kr., wron
colloguial, comparing 6.14.)
nam: elision in the first accented s

‘ ‘ yilable of 2 hend i

line occurs elsewhere in C. only at 55.4—5 (Kr.). Freecasylic or dea
olfacies, a kind of continuons fature: ‘when you are smelling it

totum: probably to be taken with te, rather than with nasum. f Cicero, Pro

mendacio factus. But either way the meaning is

Structure: 8 + 6.
Asin poem 11, two themes are united in a single composition; the paradoxi
dinner invitation to Fabullus (paradoxical because the invited guest mu
bring the dinner and find the company), and the praise of Lesbia for her gif
of ointment to Catullus — the only thing that he, the host, expects to be ab
to furnish, The occasion of the feast has given rise to much speculation; had?
Fabullus invited himself? From Cicero, De or. 2.246, it would appear to ha
been perfectly acceptable conduct to invite oneself to dinner at the houseo
familiar friend, using the formula cenabo apud te. C.’s joking reply certaink
appears to temporize — perhaps until Lesbia can be induced to part with
the ointment she has promised {paucis diebus may conceivably be intend
to allow for this delay). As Q. says, the opening lines ‘read more like
procrastination than an invitation.” F. allows himself to imagine that it w
written ‘to welcome Fabullus home from Spain, as poem ¢ was written -
welcome Veranius, and that Catullus makes play with his own impecunies;
in contrast to the fortune which he supposes Fabullus has brought back wi
him,” but adds: ‘it is as good a guess that it was written to please Lesbi
As an example of the genre (a poet’s invitation or mock-invitation) edite)
cite Philodemus, AP 11.44 (to Piso}, Horace Od. 1.20, 3.29, 4.12 (the lass
parody and inversion of C.’s poem: Virgil is to bring the ointment, whil
Horace will supply the feast), and Martial 11.52.1 {where the dinne
poor one, but the host will make up for this by refraining from reading
own verses). As often, C. treats a traditional topes with marked origina
See Horace, Ep. 1.5, for a more serious invitation.

f 2 more laudatory way of referring to
s, that will fit as wel]/

s itis o'nly with the pointed # of 13 that we turn
gly I think, describes y as ‘without emphasis’ and

syllabic,

Withelm, F. 1906, ‘Zu augusteischen Dichtern,’ REM g1 92— :
;Ch‘u?ter, M. 1925, “Zur Auffassung von Cs 13. Gedicht-’ WSB " z
rf, V. 194(_:3) - "Note critiche sul c. X117 d; C. Aevum 117: 228:,1';5 o
rrmer, O. 1972, ‘Einladung icurei .
Atking, B. 1979. ’lgoem 13 of C.,’g SzOuj; ;f;‘ff;’:hen Freundesmel Krass: e
berale, :
27-48.
itke, C. 1980. /C. 13: A Reexamination,” CP 7532531
J.I. 1980—1. ‘Poetic Stracture and Humor: C. 13, C.:W 12
» R.L. 1982. ‘Reflections ou C, 13, CW 76: 41-2. I S
tstein, W.H. 1984. ‘A Sense of Taste: C. 13,
e, H. 1986. ‘Meros amores. A Note on
» A-M. 1991. ‘Fabullo, I'unguentum,
¢c. Pelorit. 67: 33142,
n, RM., and Blodgert, E.D, 1991. ‘C.'s Cena:
ou Will Come,”” RBPA 6o: 87—100. .

1 cenabis implies an invitation; cenabo, a self-invitation (Cicero, De or. 2.246)
intr. n. ’ :
mi Fabulle: this form of address suggests close friendship (cf. Cicero’s mi

4 non sine: of. 64290, 66.34, for this emphatic, as well as metrically conven
way of saying ‘and also.’
candida, ‘bright, dazzling” (not solely of fair skin}.

5 omnibus, ‘every kind of.” See Cicero, Orat. ¢6, quoted above (12.9 n.).
cachinnis, used of distinctly audible, even loud, laughter (as at 31.14, aft
ridete).

8 In the latter part of the second century sc, Afranius (fr. 410 R} formed this:
in almost the words used by C. here: tanne arcula tua plena est araneary
also Plaut. Aul. 83—4 hic apud nos nihil est aliud quaesti furibus, / ita-
sunt oppletae atque araneis.

L. 1979. i
979- "Venuste Noster. Caratterizzazione e ironia in C. 13" Traglia 1:

" CJ 8c: 127-30.
C 139, QUCC 23: 87-91,
la venustas: osservazion; su . 13,” A

“UIl Tell You of More, and Lie,
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ient, defended successfully by Calvus, had given it to him in token of

gratitude, and Calvus in his turn — as a joke — sent this unwanted present on to
atullus.

sgritum ... impiorum, ‘all this wickedly bad stuff.” in a literary sense, but

perhaps with a slight allusion to the ideal of pietas, a word well suited to

describing the relationship between cliens and patronus (1. 6 clienti); it was a

treacherous kind of gift.

repertum: perhaps (as L. suggested) ‘original,” rather than the translations

offered by F. (‘ingeniously designed, recherché’).

Was Sulla really a litterator {clementary school teacher), or does C. simply

attach to him, in somewhat malicious fun, this not greatly complimentary

designation? It is impossible to say, since he is otherwise quite unknown.

non est mi male: for the idiom, of. 23.15 #ibi sit bene ac beate.

21 ‘At least you should console yourself by reflecting that this unsatisfactory

client gave you something for your pains; being the kind of man he is, he might

not even have dotie that!’

di magni: £, 53.5; also {not flippantly) at 109.3.

 scilicet, “no doubt the reason why you sent it was . .,

- Much depends on the punctuation here: should a comma be placed before, or .

14

Structure: 5+ 6 + 4 + 5 + 3 (see Q. for a brief analysis of the structun
Here again, as in poems 17 and 1 3, two themes are intertwined: a comp

to C’s friend Calvus, and a literary attack on the poetaster Suf
{cf. poem 22) and others of his kind. The poem is C.'s response to Cz
joke {as it must have been; see 1. 16 salse) in sending to C., as a preser
the Saturnalia, a collection of extremely bad verses by various hands
possible difficulty in interpreting the gift as a joke on Calvus’ part
C. appears to be more incensed than he would be if he knew Calvus netits
be in earnest in commending the book. But really, as L. remarked, ‘the:oiili
appropriate response to such a gift would be to fall in with the spirit of
jest by allowing oneself to be drawn, and reacting as one was expects
react; Calvus had dearly intended to draw Catullus’ fire, and it won

a shame to disappoint him.* F.’s suggestion that Calvus ‘perhaps mades}
selection of poems himself encounters the difficulty that C. seems to
it as certain that the book (before it was passed on to him}) had indeed b
given to Calvus by a grateful dlient, since he speculates (ut suspicor) onit
identity of the client (I. 8-¢). A similazly teasing atmiosphere prevails-

s

ﬁq oicher poems addressed to Calvus (poems 50, 53), where the tone and sty . after, the word continuo? If after (as in my text), then confinuo is read as an
% also are relaxed, easy and natural, as here. adverb and implies ‘you got rid of it at once.” If before, then continuo die are
| _ : linked as adj. and noun, ‘on the very next day’ (see the two Ovidian quotations
é}& ~ z See App. Crit. (The corruption of i to ne is usually sapposed to be due to:th in ). But why should C. put off reading it for a day? (It is doubtful whether
L fa_Ct that the form nei survived to C.'s time), ‘ continuo die can ever mean ‘on the very same day.”) The difficulty of the former
T (:_ ”iSi}. is archaic; cf. 6.2, 24; 45.3. interpretation lies in the awkward apposition die Saturnalibus (Plaut. Poesi. 497
- oc_ufz-s meis: f. 3.5, 82.2, Tog.2. die bono, Aphrodisiis, is much less harsh); or the alternative, which is to take
] -z um_tam& bY Maecenas (to Horace, fr. 3 M, FLP) ni te visceribus meis, Hor as a self-contained phrase, die optimo dierum — if, indeed, this is a permissible
e Plus iam z:lzl:go. expression — with Saturnalibus inserted. ' ‘

. 2 tucundtsst'me: s€e 9.9 1. wmisti, syncopated form for misisti. Cf. 66.21 luxti, 30 tristi, 77.3 subrepsti,
R 3 Doe‘s' Vatiniano meen (i) ‘the dislike felt - by everyone, perhaps - for 91.9 duxti, 99.8 abstersti, 110.3 promisti.
- or (it) "V.'s dislike for you’? There ere supporting passages for each view: 15 If oppinio (= O) or opinio stood in X, optima (see App. Crit.) strongly assumes

() 53.2, where Vatiniana criming clearly = ‘the charges against V.7 (i) Livye the character of a metrical improvement, perhaps first appearing as a variant

inX.

The Saturnalia (17 December) gradually became an extended holiday, marked
by goodwill and the giving of presents. i
16 For repeated non, cf. Ter. Phorm. 303 non non sic futurumst. I
salse, ‘you witry feflow!” (false OR; but, as F. remarks, Calvus has not broken h
his word). -
tibi abibit: tr, *you won't get away with this’ ~ ‘T won't let you off’ (not ‘it will
not come off like that for you' as F. has it}.

2.58.5 odisse plebem plus quam paterno odio, 'disliked them more than his
father had done.” Our choice may partly depend on the chronology of Calvu.s
successive prosecutions of Vatinius; on this question, and on V. himself, see:
introductory n. to poem s53.

5 male is intensive, with perderes; see 10.33 1. It adds no fresh meaning (beyond:
the field of reference of the verb). C£ Hor. S. 2.1.6 peream male, si ... .

67 clienti ... qui misit: C. depicts himself as suspecting that the only reason
why Calvus should have sent him a book of atrociously bad verses was that
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See App. Crit. Clearly X had false al. salse, or false with superscript s (cf. 14b
- R¥s abibit (followed by m) improves both metre and sense.

17 si = (of course} ‘when,’ not ‘if; luxerit is fut. perf. indic.

18 Caesios, Aquinios, These ‘generalizing plurals,’ as E. and F. call them, h
meaning ‘persons like C. and A,* are paralleled at 45.22 (Syrias Britanniasy
Both men are unknown, unless at Cicero, TD 5.63 the poet’s name Aguini
should read Aquine and its owner be identified with C.’s victim here. The na
Aquinus is rare; for an example from Spain, see T.P. Wiseman, Roman Studié:

A fragment of an introductory poem. Whether the poem, which was
prqbfftbly intended to be short, was ever completed, is impos’sible to sa

Ongmally it may have been intended to stand at the head of a collectioi-r(t'
of i.lght verse (inepiiae; cf. I 4 nugae) made by C. himself, from which
‘position it could have been displaced by the present poem 1 wh’en C. decided
to dedicate his new and enlarged collection to Cornelius N epos in g.'raﬁtude

(1987): 340. for the latter’s approval of the earlier one. The tone of ‘apologetic modesty’

19 Suffenum: pace F. (‘The change to the singular in Suffenum is a mere mattet {F.) resembles that of poem 1, though it is even more pronounced; and it i
of metrical convenience ...; there is no need to suppose ... that S. is being difficult to see how this ‘address to my readers’ could have ended with ths
, . e

- note of modest confidence on which poem 1 concludes, It is quite possible
that, as Kr. suggests, C. intended it to follow poem 1; but why it should
hafre.move*d from that position to its present place is hard to explain. Since
it is immediately followed by a group of poems mostly devoted to .seiual
themes (particularly the Furius-Aurelius-Juventius cycle, though not all of
thosej are here), attention must be paid to Wiseman’s (1969: 7-10) theo
 that it was written to open a fresh sub-group on a different kind of to ?;
(poems 15-26); but this theory is developed in the service of the view tl?at
: C grranged the collection as we have it, and inter alia it encounters the
difficulty that 16.12 (see nn.) seems to refer to poem 48 rather than to
- poems 5 and 7. See 16.4 n.
* See App. Crit. A Guarinus has the following note at 14.23: “tres vero
Sequentes versus ... pater meus tamquam transpositos suo loco restituit.’

given special prominence”), I have always supposed (and now find Fr. to ha
suggested) that there is a point in this change: 5. is uniquely bad; there are.
others Jike him. Cf. poem 22. It has been suggested (by Munro) that Suffenus
is gen. pl. with venena; but then Il 1839 become unbalanced, and surely o
is better employed in summing up all three offenders and their works (especialh
with his and suppliciis to follow).
20 his suppliciis: not so much “with these punishments’ as rather, in effect, “wi
these s punishments.’ ‘
21 intereq is here adversative, not temporal; for this meaning <f. 36.18. Translatg

? .

‘as for you, ...
valete ghite: these words constitute a single expression (‘be off with you, goof
luck to you'), though strictly speaking hinc can properly refer only to-abite.
the zeugme, of. Ter. Ad. 917 tu illas abi et fradice.
22 malum pedem: ‘bring one’s foot’ is an elaborate way of saying simply ‘comu
of. Ter, Andr. 808 si id scissem, numquam huc tefulissem pedem. The adjecti
malum, brings in the notion of ‘unlucky, ill-omened’ (cf. Ov. Tr. 2.16 sax
malum referc rursus ad ista pedem, Apul. Mei. 6.26 pessimo pede). But the

is also a suggestion of incompetence in the art of versification (playing on th
literary meaning of pes, ‘metrical foot’); Verrall 1913 finds in this line a paro

of the faulty rhythm presumably encountered in the verses of the collectia
though E. somewhat unfairly dismisses this a5 ‘more ingenjous than plausi
Certainly, however, Ovid (Tr. 1.2.215-16) plays on the double meaning of pe¢
vade, liber, verbisque meis loca grata saluta: / contingam certe guo licet i

3 horrebitis may mean only ‘shrink,’ ‘be refuctant” with kttle if any sense of
horror or repugnance; see the Passages cited in the Introduction, Pp- 8—9. It
_shoulti be noted that Pliny’s expression (Ep- 1.2.5) ab editione non abhorrere
is simply and justly trenslated by Professor Rudd ‘not averse to publishing’

(Author and Audience in Latin Literature, ed. T. Woodman and J. Powell
[Cambridge, 1992: 26)).

-Forsyth, P.Y. 1989. ‘C. 14B,” CW 83: 8x1—5.
pede. 1
23 saecli incommoda, ‘pests of our time.”
Structure: 13 + 6 (‘a polite request — a threat,” Q..

dressed to Aurelius, whom C. suspects of predatory sexual tendencies
that may be directed at corrupting the innocent youth, Juventius: ‘to [a
traps for him will be treated as infringement of my charge over I‘um ang
u will be punished in the way traditionally reserved for adulterers The

Verrall, AW. 1913. ‘A Metrical Jest of C.: The Hendecasyllable,” Collected Stidr

London: 24567,
Bower, E.W. 1961. ‘Some Techrical Terms in Roman Education,” Hermes §gs

462-77.
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Tuplin, CJ. 1981, 'C. 68, CQ 315 11334,
Most, G.W. 1981. ‘On the Arrange 's Carmin
A . ment of C. i iora,” Phi
o g of C's Ca a.Malora, Philologus 125;
Bright, D.F. 1982. “Allius and Allia," RhM 125: 138—40.
Papa‘ng‘hehs, T.D. 1982, ‘A Note on C. 68.156—57," QLICC 11: 13649
Sarkissiar, J. 1983. Catullus 68; An Interpretation. Leiden, .
Woocliman, A.J. 1983. ‘A Reading of C. 684, PCPS 29 100-6.
g;idncksmeyer, E.A 1983.'C. 51 and 68.51-6: An Observation,” CP 78: 425
: pton, KM.W. 1983, ‘A House in the City: C. 68.68," Latomus 42: 8676 .
Nr’enk, FE. 1983. ,Lesbia’s arguta solea: 68.72 and Greek Avyls, Glottg 61 23. ~6
Hzr];{_)ethiB. 2984, ‘Communes exerceremus amores, C. 68.6g,” ACD 20: 43 74 .
ard, T.K. 1684. ‘C. 68. T - ticat fuzes
o 584 he Texr as Self-Demystification,” Arethusy 17
Cava]lix?j, E. 1984/85. 'C. 68.70ss,,” MCr 19/20: 1¢1.
gappom, F.1984/8s. 'Note filologiche’ [68.1 571 QCTC 2-3: 1734
ourtney, E. 1985. “Three Poems of C.: (3. C : i
BICs (3). C. 68 and Its Compos@onal Scheme,’
Shipten, K.M.W. 2985a. °C. 68 and the Myth of Agamemnon,’ Latormus 44:
; 1:91185& ‘A Successful kdmos in C.,” Latomuys A4: §03—20 s
chilling, R. 1985. ‘La paronomasie dom -domi ns Vélagi
privaatia o um-dominus dans 1'élégie 68 de (.’

Poliakoff, M. 1¢85. ‘Clumnsy and Clever Spiders on Hermann's Bridge (C. 68.49—50;

Culex 1-3)," Glotta 53: 248-50,
Sh_rpton, KM.W. 1986. ‘The iuvenca Imagein C 68, CQ 36: 26870
Lain, N.F. 1986, ‘C. 68.145," HSCP go: 1558, -
é‘;lll.en, A I:<z986. “Sacrificial Negligence in C.,’ Latonus 45: 861-@‘
ipton, KM.W, 198+, ‘No Alt i 2 i ieen 37
on B 997. "No Alternative to Ceremonial N egligence (C. 68.374),” 50
Forsyth, P.Y. 1987. ‘Mune i i i
i 7 Taque et Musarum hine petis et Veneris: C. 68A.x0, CW
Brenk, F.G. 1987. “Arguta solea on the
68.68—72," QUCE 26 121-7.
Feath, M. 1988, ‘Catullus 685 .CM 13: 117-19.

Mﬂanese,.G. 1988. ‘Non possum reticere (C.68A. 21)" Aevum antiguum 1 261
Powell, I.G.F. 1990. “Two Notes on C." CQ 40: 195-206. [On oem 76 l d *
68.27—30.] R 7 andon

Allen, A. 1991, ‘Domus data ablataque: C. 68.157," QUCC 37: 101-6

I%c};\wu"ds, M. 199},1. “The Theology of C. 68~ Antike und Abendland 37: 68-81
etevre, E. 1991, “Was hatte C. in der Kapsel ... <68A> ...7 Zu Aufb d
) Aussage der Allius-Elegie,’ RhM 1341 31126, ' .

Simpson, CJ. 1992. ‘A Note on C. 68A.34f," LCM 1712,
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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.

reeney, D.C. 1992. “Shall I Compare Thee ...7 C. 68B and the Limits of Analogy,’
- Author and Audience in Latin Literature, ed. Tony Woodman and J. Powell,

" Cambridge: 33-44.

Fear, T. 1992. "Veronae Turpe, Catulle, Esse,” ICS 17: 245-63.

lershaw, A. 1993. ‘Al at C. 68.85," Papers of the Leeds International Latin seminar

7.27-9.
ear, T. 1993. ‘Another Note on C. 68a.34f.," LCM 18: 4.
impson, C.J. 1994. ‘Unnecessary Homosexuality. The Correspondent’s Request in

C. 68a,” Latomus 53: 564—5.
¢ Clauss, 1.]. 2993. ‘A Delicate Foot on the Well-Worn Threshold: Paradoxical Imagery

in C. 68%,” AJP 116: 237-55.
69

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). .




— 1

1

F

S A

()

!

I

492 Catullus

6 wvalle, "hollow.” CL. Ar. Eccl. 12 umpév puyots, Auson. Epigr. 87.5 valle femory
caper: cf. 72.1 (and 37.5) hircus. On the supposed distinction in meaning betwes
caper and hircus, see i on 37.5. Cf. Ov. AA 3.193 ne trux caper iret in alas,

= omnes (sc. feminae, or puellae).

8 guicum as a feminine form (cf. 66.77) is archaic.
bella puella cubet: also at 78.4.

9 crudelem .. pestem: the phrase is used at 64.76 to describe the Minotaur. As
often happens in C.’s short poems, overstatement (which here begins with mals
bestia) works up to a climax of rhetorical extravagance.

10 admirari: the Tepetition (from line z) produces a cydlic effect.
fugiunt: the indicative in indirect question (for fugiant} is colloquial; cf. 61.78
(Kr. gives other references).

Dane, N. 1968. ‘Rufus redolens,” CJ 64: 130.
Noonan, |.D. 1979. ‘Mala bestia in C. 69.7-8" CW 73t 155-564.
Cairns, F. 1992. ‘C. 69.9-10 and Ancient “Etymologies,”” REIC 119: 44245.

70

Structure: balanced (2 + 2).

As poem 69 is echoed in poem 71, so does poem 7o find thematic and
linguistic echoes in poem 72; because 72.1-2 mention Lesbia, we know
poem 7o also has to do with her. For the mode of expression there are Greek
precedents: Callimachus, Ep. 25 Pf. = AP 5.6; Meleager, AP 5.8 (cf. 5.24 and
12.70); see Laurens 1965. Ultimately the manner is Callimachean, though
the mere repetition of dicit should not be given undue weight. Skiadas 1975
draws attention to a contrast: C. is ‘involved,” whereas Callimachus is not
(cf. poem 72, which, as F. notes, is ‘clearly personal).

The poem records a period of disillusionment in C."s affair with Lesbia;
she ranks him still above all possible rivals, or says she does, but he for
his part begins to realize how little such ‘oaths’ are worth. Here again (see
poemn 6¢) the succession of vowel sounds and consonantal sounds produces
much of the poem’s charm: notice the sudden change from {mostly} sweet to
harsh consonants in 1. 4. Many of the epigrams contain, or hint at, a proverb
(I 3~4 here; cf. poems 93, 94, 100, 113, T13).

1 nulli = nemini. (Later writers, such as Livy and Tacitus, revert to nulli, perhaps
under the influence of poetry.)
mulier: a very general term (“woman’ or ‘wife’), in colloquial use (hence Italian

moglie); here employed to contrive a repetition within the perfectly general
statement contained in line 3.

' comtext,
2 non st cf. 69.3 -
Iuppiter
C. here. See 7z.2. '

petat, of a suit: of. V. Aen. 12.42 conubia nostra petentent.

j ‘it ter’ (els Udwp Ypape,
The proverbs speak of “writing on wate . .
' of eP]i?ato Phaedr. 276¢), or else of ‘letting the wind (or v{vater: Zenms ei 1.;;11 ta
at. both ’Prop. 2.288 and Ov. Am. 2.16.45-6) carry one’s wores away';
rwriting on the wind’ is unpara
(cf. 30.10) in a poetic ellipse.

Motivs der augusteische
teischen Zeit. Festsc : -
Mfl?;a;gzs;;ss. ‘C. 70: A Poem and its Hypothesis,” Helios 157 127-32.

ractice, to find . : e
Ir)ie:eded Cco balance merifo.) Possibly it continues, under aemulus, th

on Rufus of poem 69; if 50, is it addressed to C. himself?
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wubere: Editors suggest, on the whole rightly, that nubere can be used of a de

. oe o
. other than marriage; but passag v who col
iro nubit, nupsitque hodie, aubet mox nocti), where the meaning

ad hoc, de not really support this claim {as Kr. points out, in the Cistellaria

like Plaut. Cist. 43 (of a meretrix who cottéd:’;
e

just befare these words oceus, the talk had been of legitimate marriage).

etc.: provesbial; cf. Plaut. Cas. 323; also Ov. M. 7.801, which may echo

Soph. fr. 742 N%

Jleled. C. has simply conflated the two expressions

7 Laurens, P. 1965. *A propos d'une image carullienne (c. 70.4), Latoms 24: 545750-
de Venuto, D. 1966. I carme 70 diC.e

Slgig_:i\ D. 1975 ’i’eriuria Amantium: Zur Geschichte 1ind Interpretation eines
adas, A.D. .

Anth. Pal. 5.8 di Meleagro,” RCCM 8:

n Liebesdichtung,’ Monumentum Chilonense: Studien
hrift fiir E. Burck. Amsterdarm: 40018, esp. 407-9-

71

s 4 + 2 (nam). _ B o ,
?)t;u‘;t;;z;al hy{giene’ (poem 69 n.). It is surprising, in view of C.’s usual

i tus’ i ich E. calls “tame,” 1s
no name given. (Palladius’ iure bona, which

. . . PRy -t . 3}1
7If anyone desexves to be physically handicapped in his sociai life, it's that 1iv

v i 7o THFE.
:..ve bono: a loose poeric equivalent for the prosaic formula op#t
/ 1z).
sacer, ‘accursed’ (cf. 14 _ o
obstitit, ‘has got in the way” (of his success with gizls). N
On qui o gua for cuisee 1.1 0. R¥sal quoisan atternpted coTrection, ig
g _ .

by m, who shows signs of haste towards the end of the book (for example, he

omits the word aliguem at 73.2)-

2 Tdt}, v S ce TOW e tarda yAagra
, 11 achive sense Ihlnderlﬂg. Hora bO QWS the phras d P d g?'
aAvi 13

(5.1.932).
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podugra: the second syllable, (unusually) treated as long here, is short in tne 6.
Here m agrees with O; but m's correction of R is easy and obvious — and
independent.

3 exercet amoren: not simply = amore fruitur, as at 68.6¢ (which would apply to
one’s own love), but here ‘meddles in your love.
vester can mean fuus, even in the proximity of fe or fuwus; of. 39.20-1. But
C. may, as Kr. suggests, be thinking (together) of the person addressed and his
puella. -

4 mirifice, 2 work much used by Cicerc (z11 instances are quoted in TLL), never
seems merely to intensi{y another adverb, but always to be self-contained in
its meaning (‘wonderfully well,” etc); the parallel with favpacivs ws, drawn
by Nisbet 1978: 109, does not seem to be supported by usage. For this reason
— and because the placing of two adjs. or advs. in tandem is a feature of C.s
style — in CE I thought it right to enclose apte between commas: ‘has acquired

" both troubles to a remarkable degree — and appropriately, too!” At Lucr. 4.462
mirande multa and Quint. 3.5.14 mirabiliter multa, the adverb is used to
intensify, not a second adverb, but an adjective. The nearest parallel, in a sense,
is Gellins 16.6.9 nimium quantum audacter, though, besides being late, it has
nothing to do with mirifice. After much hesitation, and in view of the passages
cited from Lucr. and Quint., I have now deleted the commas. See n. on 53.2.

& cdore: cf. 69.9 nascrum ... pestem.
, perit: for this (less than literal) meaning, cf. 14.14.

Castiglioni, L. 1940/1. ‘Decisa Forficdbus,” Rendic. Ist. Lomb. 74: 389-418.
Kaster, R.A. 1577. "A Note on C,, . 71.4," Philologus 121: 308-31.

72

Structure: balanced (4 + 4); see Davis 1971 (three sets of structural patterns,
based on contrasts). - ‘

Related to poem 70 (g.v.); but also to poems 75 and 85, in which the thought
expressed here, espedally in L. 5-8, is progressively condensed. The great
change from poem 70 lies in the use of tenses: poem 70 is entirely in
the present (dicif), but a main factor in the working of poem 72 is the
steady progress in tiine from past state (dicebas) to completed action {dilexi;

cognovi) to present situation (es}. As Davis points out, there are two further

contrasts: Lesbia’s feelings (1—2 only) against C.’s; and romantic love (for
which C. finds a new kind of expression, 1. 6) in opposition to sexual desire.

It is of course C.’s discovery of Lesbia’s infidelity {only a future possibility
in poem 70) that finds expression in fe cognovi; nevertheless, he still burns
with passion. For the device of ‘advancing anaphora,” by which te steadily
advances towards the beginning of the line, producing an effect of excitement
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and climax, s , .
no further ;efi—e.poem 83 n. Notice how in the Jast two lines, where there i
for this (o er n:enci to fe or me, the expression becomes general; of P‘oeme .
; of.
statement copn € Et €T epigrams, €8 poems 73, 107, 110, 111, the ene 7?
g men es first), Tlhe opposition between quondam ’nos sf' Ira
,.-.Ca.gnovfin“q'withitsdelib [ - . mi. T
] ! . erate repetition of
o s Petition of ¢
gnate, verb in a quite different sense, is sharply pointed he same, or a

1 dicebas: cf. 70.1 and 3 dicit.

| . x
nosse . .. tenere: both Words have gef'.Erally amorous overtones but HEItheI
r

refers to a specific sexual act Wit
2 s e ict. With nosse we should supply velle from ], 2.

lovemn: cf. 70.2 n.
3 dilexi: the choice of g word indicati
indicating (as is evident fr
g ; L ing om what £
.pI:i sensual km_d of affection is deliberate: see line 4. At 6.5, th 0110;" )
earthier connotation, being applied to a scortym. 7 e word has an
4 generos: note the ‘extension’ of family implied by this
¢ it ‘ :
5 Czii;;. IaIz I’t!me p;erfe;t tense, ‘I have come to understand you,” almese (in th
: ave tound you out.” The central im r frens
) Ln[the poem is well brought out by Davis Tperisnesof he changes of tene
vilior and levior have here much .
the same meaning: Legh; !
l(:'1-'an:£hH. ;.80 paulatim levior viliorque haberi) 5 feshia hes o s R
7 *or the device of a short questiop s ing di
. ] uggesti
for'fasse requiris, ‘perhaps you are asigfgsmre‘% felogue see P o o
g:;;sms’;mmental (ablative} - “how?” — a5 in phrases like gui f
est = ] .
im-w.i: , Wfotes’t t<hﬁerz> (cf. 76.24 for potis est; 42.16 and 76,16 for potest)
» WIOINE, the opposite of fus; not ‘nigry * whidk oo - .
ety “orong,” ; jury,” which in English 1
- iii.se fh Eysmal vmivence (or, bj./ a metaphor, ‘injured’ feelings).gIn C j’:ii tf)
1o e connotation of unfaithfulness, espedally on the parr of a- strens,
1t retans in the Augustan elegists; F. quotes Pro pnbr
Ov. 0L o P- 2.24.39, 4.8.27,
8 bene velle = ‘the feelin i
gs of ordinary friendship, ’ i
; ' : ' ip.” according 1o F, who g
Kieutsf;ozgjj iam diu ego huic be@fe et hic mihi volumuys etgamicif:: ;tm;es :Plaut
» 100, interprets bene velle as originating in the sphere of friendship ’:7‘7”_“-
; but in

and

volf #bi;

| garfnon, D.P. 1970. ‘C. 72374, CJ 65: 3212,
Kaz%:i( I."II)'. 1971. "Poetic Counterpoint: C. 72, " AJP 92: 1962071
u . .. § ) '
14k, D.P. 1986, “Time and Traditional Diction in C. 72" SLLRH 4. Brussel
, . sels:
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Structure: 4 + 2 (uf ..
application).

Ingratitude and hostility on the part of one who had regarded C. as
intimate friend. The person referred to here may well be the Caelius o
poem 100; ¢f. l. 6 amicum with 100.6 unica amicitia. Rufus of poem 77 is
another candidate (not Alfenus of poem 30, despite Kr.; something more than

simple neglect is in point here). Of all poems in this category (complaints -
about breach of friendship), the present one is — as L. remarked — the most .

emotionally charged. In the last line, the multiple elisions are pathetic; any
slight awkwardness is deliberate, as though the poet wished, thereby, to
show his distress (reflected also in the repeated m-sounds).

For the restoration of the imperfect L. 4, see the n. below. Some editors
prefer to read <prodest>, immo ... But with this text the first, and more
emphatic, contrast of prodest would be with faedet, not, as the editors wish,
with obest. For the repetition taedet, taedet, see | 4 n.

1 desine: notice the use of the imperative to express ‘a general rule” (Kr., who
compares 28.13 pete nobiles amicos, and also the formula 7 nunc).
guoguar quicgiam; repetition for emphasis.

2 aliguem, ‘somebody or other,” not merely (as Kr.) = guemguam (‘any single
person’): see F. on 76.7, especially his tr. of Cic. Red. Sen. 30 difficile est non
aliquem, nefas quemquam praeterire, ‘it is difficult not to leave out someone or
other; it is wrong to leave out any single person.”
pium, ‘loyal’ in friendship.

3 ommnia sunt ingrata, ‘every kindness one does is wasted.” Kr. well compares
Plaut. Asin. 136 frigrata ... omnia intellego guae dedi et quod bene feci; other
referehces will be found in F., whose alternative explanation {in which smnia =
“the world"; ¢f. 89.3 n.) is perhaps too general for the context.
fecisse benigne, a more elaborate way of saying bene fecisse; of. 76.1 benefacta
(Cic. Ad Fam. 13.67.1 has plurimis ... benigne fecisti).

Est {&, omitted after the final e of benigne) must be restored if Avantius’ reading
is adopted in 1. 4; it is needed to kalance sunt.

4 For the repetition taedet, taedet cf. 64.26—7 ipse, ipse, and 107.4~5. The
enjambement, if we aceept prodest (or any of the other words supplied at the
beginning of the line), is-semewhat heavy for C. in epigrams of this length and
type, and should be avoided if possible. A scribe who was capable of omitting
one word might easily omit another (see L. 3); this is merely an observation, for
of course as an argument it has no weight. The opposition obesse-prodesse is
obviously familiar: see TLL g.2.265.35—72. Here, however, the first - and the

.) (a general statement, followed by a particulas,
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more emphatic — contrast implied in <prodest> would be with faedet, rather
than with obest.
Notice R*'s atternpt at metrical correction, an attempt based on the archetypal
A) reading magisque magis.
[ ')magis :gpotiis ?‘instead,’ ‘rather’), as at 68.30. F. cites als? V. Ecl. 1.1%, Prop.
2.3.53, to illustrate the acquisition by magis of the ‘adversative’ sense which (as
he rightly says) it bears in later Latin. _ ‘
5 gravius = acerbius: of. Caes. B.C. 1.5.4 gravissime acerbissimeque (decernitur).
urget: of. Tib. 2.1.79 quos hic graviter deus urget. _ ‘
6 R at first leaves R’s habet in place, but later —in the margin — offers 2 metrical
correction, which is accepted (as a variant, because it is marginal in R*) by #1% If
habuit had been there for m to see, it is very unlikely that he would have missed it.
See the ingenious, if not wholly convincng, explanation for the large number
of elisions in this line (parody of a metrical fault by the offender, who had
written the same line with te for C.’s me), offered by Postgate 1932.
wnum atque unicum: as Kr. says, the fact that Aulus Gellius (8.4.2) and
Apuleius (M. 4.31) treat this pleonasm as a formula suggests that they regarded
it as archaic.

- Postgate, P.E. 1932. PCP5 151-2: 6.

Oldfather, W.A. 1943. "The Most Extreme Case of Elision in the Latin Language?,’
CJ 38 (1943): 478-9-

74

e 4 + 2 (nam, postponed).

%;r:cgzt OL’LE a q(rcle ofpabttfsive poems on Gellius (poems 8o, 88, 89, 90,
g1, 116). From poem 116, probably the earliest of them, w1th its mention of
tela ista and its reference to the possibility of appeasing Gellius with literary
offerings, it seems that G. was himself an epigrammatist, and at least to that
extent C.'s literary rival; he was also his rival in the matter _of a magnus
amor, probably Lesbia (see poem 91). Probably he was L Ge]h'us Publicola,
son of the consul of 72 8¢, and consul himself in 36 (if so, hlS‘ unde may
have been the Gellius mentioned adversely by Cicero, Fro Sestio 110). For
his alleged incest with his stepmother, see Val. Max. 5.9.1. When he was 2
member of Clodia’s circle, in 56 BC, he seems to have been doubly linked
with the prosecution of Caelius, as (i) married to the sister o‘.f the prosecutor,
and (ii) possibly the stepson of Polla, against whom Caelius was charged
with fraud (R.G. Austin on Pro Caelio 23)- ‘ o

The point of the poem, namely that ‘fellatio precl.udes conversation’
(Gaisser 1993: 72), was first made by Parthenius {line 5 n. nam. qui




408 Catillus
irrumatur et fellat tacere cogitur); cf. Politianus, Miscellanea 1.83 coepit
irrumare patruum, eoque pacto tacere coegit, guoniam loqui fellator non
potest. Both passages are quoted in Gaisser 1993: 311 n. 21.

1 R’s lelius appears in m. The variant al. Gellius was surely taken by R° from the
margins of X. It looks therefore as if X had, in his text, the erronecus lelius of
GR. Notice that O has tellius at 8g.1. Tor the spelling of the name cf. elso 8o.3,
88.1 and s, go.1, and 116.6. It is not, however, likely that O has here corrected
Gelius to Gellius on the basis of any or all of these passages; consistency in
spelling is not O’s forte, as will be evident from the App. Crit.

Gellius: see intr. n. ‘
patruvim: the Romans thought of the patruus as a ‘Dutch uncle,” apt on occasion
to scold the young; see Cicero, Cael. 25 {quoted by Kr.).

2 delicias, ‘naughtiness’ {cf. 50.3 delicatos). As Kr. points out, Cicere (Cael. 27)
calls gne section of the speech against Caelius ‘deliciarum obiurgatio.

5 perdepsuit = Futuit; see depsit ar Cic. Ad Fam. 9.22.4 (discussing the use
of improper language). Giselinus, in the 1569 Plantin edition, attributes the
correction to ‘Cauchus et alil.” Scaliger claimed it for himself. See Gaisser
1993: 414-15.

4 Harpocrates (har-pe-chrod) was the god Horus (Hor), son of Tsis and Serapis;
in works of art he was depicted as an infant, hence with finger in mouth; but

this came to be interpreted as a gesture, counselling silence. Cf. 102.4 n. (On
" the spelling -en, see A.E. Housman, ‘Greek Nouns in Latin Poetry,” J.Phil. 31
(1910): 236-66.)

5 fecit = effecit (cf. 98.6).
irrumai: 16.1 . .

-6 nunc should really be included in the main clause, but the meaning is clear.

Kitchell, K.F. 1986, ‘Et patruum reddidit Harpocratem; A Re-interpretation of C., c.

74, SLLRH 4. Brussels: 00~z0.

tgi-:::urf; either two-part — (&+8)+(6+ 4) (see Q) — or
y Stofsasl ~eg, (6+3+3)+4 [bridge Passage] + (6 + 4) oré
1977, who has a useful discussion of the structu;e

499 Commentary on Poem 76

:Il:yt}un) at all. This gives a certain varie
€ 21N amare (at the diacresi
e resis) both h

ty; the' somewhat unusual elision of
elps this variety and adds a touch of

~

1 hu;l{ .. Izieducta -+ 3} ut, “led to the point where . e
Phrasz ;5 it};m of C;hls line, a;'td the character of meg Lesbia as a kind of set |
L 97.2; cf. mea puella), seemn to requi .
: 2 3 quire the punctuatio i
To isolate Leshig in a parenthesis in the fifth foor seerr}:s t e e
o i 0 me awkward both in
;ulzla: TZ some extent at least, this word is probab]
eveloped sense of ‘sexual miscongduce*
g uct’ (cf, 68.138-30)
2 officio, ‘devotion’ {e.g., to friend
: ; £ s; of. 68.12) = here sh jef
I.n adhering to the foedus amicitie (109.5 rz.). o e the el of P
psa suo: C's devotion turns
self-destructive,
3 bene velle: ¢f. 72.8 1. For the contra
3.6.55-6.
4 desiflore m. Another example of m’s carelessness

desistere, thys restoring R's reading, and here
i I
restoration as a variant.

omnia si facins: is, i
ominie facms; th'at is, if you should prove to be capable de toys. Th
48 TarTa wouely in the same sense; e o
. !
mavehpyos.

¥ intended to bear the
 for which Q. cites V. Aer.

out to have been misplaced, hence misguided and
st, Kr. quotes Theogn. 1091~¢4, Lygd. [=Tib].

(712 n.); m* writes 4l
(as often) disguising the

_ CT. {23.11
of. Bion 2.25 and also {as Kr. suggests) )

76

. Despite the apostrophe and

, C. with firmness
- he is. still gr'ip.ped by a passion he knows to have outlived ::il et;;?: I?l"e}ie '
_ . The

Df [ 8 q.v-)l but as 1s U.Slla.l m d[e
EplgramS) the Heatment 15 more IeﬂemVEf IESS dlIeCt alld paSSIOIlaer t}lan.
t

Structure: balanced (unitary: huc ... uf .. .).
See n. on poem 72 for poem-75 as an intermediate stage in compression
of thought between poem 72 and poem 85. The tenses (sec on poem 72;
are now reduced to two:.perfect and present. The opposition between fier
and facere, which forms the principal contrast in poem 8s, is already mad
explicit here, though less concisely and in a more laboured way. Notice, i
this poem, the fact that the first halves of Il. 1 and 3 show some measur

oem 76 an elegy: but in spite of ; i
of rhythmical correspondence, whereas Il. 2 and 4 do not correspond (i ) the Kind of e o e i

 sieep and (especially) the kind of Interior development we associate with
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tl?.e true love elegy, and I should prefer to describe it as an extended epigram
Like poems 72, 75, and 8s, it is inspired by C.’s conflict of emotions oveJ:”
Lesbia and the feeling that his love for her has been one-sided {cf. poem 87,
where see n. on the past tenses) — though this latter idea cannot be ﬁladé

explicit in the brief compass of poem 8 5. Asin poem 8, C. detaches himself—

as a rational being ~ from his infatuation, but with a struggle. If there s an
going beyond the mood of poem 8, it is that, as E. says, ‘here it is not thz
happiness that C. remembers . .. he has passed beyond recrimination and is
F}bsessed by his own undeserved suffering ... his despair is final, and there
is no thought of reconciliation.” (In the sdll later stages of the reiationship
as retﬂecte& in poems 11 and 58, C. turns — having formally re'pudiateci
Lesbia - to something like pure repulsion and bitterness unmixed with
any nostalgic feeling whatever.) Notice here the stress on fides — loyalty, a
personal attachment, whether to a patronus on the part of a cliens, or to t{'lE
godsf (cf. 34.1; and the poet is a kind of cliens, bound by fides as ;:ius poeta
to his patroness the Muse: 16.5 n.; a bad poet is intpius, 14.7), or to a trusted
friend or beloved person. C.’s claim to be pius, to observe fides, is neither
self-satisfied nor illusory; it is more like a formula of inVOC&tiOI'; assertin,
the sine qua non of a rational and constant practice of fides With,out whicﬁ
- one simply could not appeal to the gods to show and to exércise their kind
of fides in return. See, for this, Ariadne’s words at 64.191, caelestum fidem
comprecer; such fides is ‘the feeling of responsibility the gods have for those
in their care’ (Henry 1951: 53).

1 benefacta: cf. 73.3 fecisse benigne (benefacta, in a sense ‘active’ in meaning =
‘benefits conferred,” whereas beneficia indude - and usuaHy mean — benefits
received; cf. the title of Seneca’s treatise De beneficiis).

2 pietas denotes, as E. rightly says, the performance of human obligations that
have a divine sanction (such as discharging promises or oaths, as well as vows);
F.s definition, ‘conformity to divine will,’ is unsatisfactory. ’

3 in ullo: see App. Crit. {For a clear instance of in omitted by the copyist, see 87.3
where the preceding m makes the source of the corruption obxrious;) Pa::e Quin-n’
V’s dubious nec numguan at 48.4 should not be cted in support of a double ’
negative here, since, as F. remarks, the two hegatives are not separated.

5 Fr.s manent ium — manentum is O's reading — has something to commend it (it
is adopted by Lenchantin). In support of Fr., Levens argued that ‘tum answers
to si, as often; cf. 15.17, 64.231." {In both of these passages, however, tum is a
connecting particle that points the way to a future or virtual furure; I do not find
them relevant here.) L. went on to maintain that with tum 'the thythm is much

more Catullan; he uses elision to charge his lines more heavily <with emotions.’
This is true, and so commion in C. as to need no particular illustration. kl'-'or eli&e;i
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tum, of. 100.6 (with Palmer’s reading; see text and App. Crit. there); similarly,
iam is elided both in this poem at lines 10, 18, 23, and elsewhere (e.g., at 8.9).
parata, “won,” or ‘earmed’ (in the past, according to B., who observed that in
longa aetate should, if it refers to the future, be expressed by in + acc.); but C. is
surely thinking of a long future extent of life. The order of the words in the line
suggests taking in longa aetate with manent.
For (s confusion of the compendia for hec (B) and hoc (B}, of. 64.175 n. and
68.149 n.; also lines 15 and 16 below. o
ingrato; of. 73.3 for the meaning. At 1.9, however, it means ‘ungrateful.’
cuiquam, ‘to any single person,” F. (he aptly quotes Publilius ap. Sen. Dial. 9.11.8
cuiis potest accidere guod cuiguam potest and Cicero, Red. Sen. 30 difficile est
non aliguem, nefas quemquam praeterire). Sometimes quisquam is used after si
{which occurs in L. 7. here); of. 96.1, ¢8.1, 102.1.
quae: see App. Crit. (If we read -gue, the transition to the next section of the
poem will bisect the couplet 9—10, and the connection itself with the preceding’
section loses its force.) ' ' B
perierunt credita: suggesting a bad debt, to be written off as a loss. Cf. Seneca,
De benef. 1.1.1 sequitur enim ut male collocata <beneficia> male debeantur, de’
quibus non redditis sero querimur; ista enfm perierunt cum darentur. ' ’
There are several instances of hiatué in C., but this apparent example occurs
just before the diaeresis of the pentameter. In emending, we should retain iam
amplius — in that order — since these words ‘are regularly placed together, in
verse as in prose’ (F., who gives examples from Cicero and Virgil). As we have
seen, this poem contains several elided monosyllables (above, L. 5 n.). '
With animo, offirmas is intransitive (F. quotes Plaut. Stich. 68 and Ter. Eun. 217
for instances of this). Notice the rewriting by Ovid (M. 9.745), who in three
words {quin animum firmas) deliberately eliminates twq of C.'s elisions. On
the prevalence, or at least frequency, of elision in this poem (and a suggested
reason for it), cf. the notes on lines 5 and 10 above. Notice also that Ovid goes
on to say tegue ipsa recolligis, which supports E.'s fe ipse here. F. also quotes
Ov. Tr. 5.7.65 meque ipse (the vulgate reading, i.e., that of the dett.; but Merkel
-and Owen, unnoticed by F, read sic megue with the Codex Gothanus) reduco a
-contemplatu semoveoque mali. The emphatic ‘both — and’ of teque reducer ...
desinis would be pointless. istine = from that situation of yours’ (cf. 126.6 hinc).
(s reading is here slightly better than the reading of X; probably A had
istincteque and X turned £ into o by a slip. o
For George Buchanan’s emendation see his De Prosodia (Opera Omnia, 1715,
vol. z, part 5). ' ' '
dis inoitis: that is, “‘when Heaven itself opposes <the love that makes you miser>’
(cf. Prop. 1.1.7-8 et mihi iam toto furor hic non desinit anno / cum tamen’
adversos cogor habere deos). '
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23 See App. Crit. (me ut me is Vs
restorations me uf or ut me h
reasons that were given by L.
not be outside the subordina
me would top strongly suggest that contra must be

(i) palaeographical probability:
me and then adds another m i

@ ¢, forgetting to delete th

24 potis: here neuter, For the history of potis/pote, sea }; former.

The form Potis was dying out in C.’s tme ’ -

25 ipse, contrasted with 11z 123}
observes, (1-23}; a contrase emphasized by the asyndeton, as Kr

26 R*s correctj ] hi i
o on mi for mihi is, of course, metrical in nature. For th i
pendia (hec and hoc) see above, line 6 o e confuston of

13 Kr. quotes Menander fr. 726 (Kockh; = fr. 544 Kérte) épyov dori ... poxpiw
curmifeiar Bpaxel MNicat xpérw. See the references in Posch {on poem 93) 1979:
329 to various studies of this fragment.
longum subito, ‘an emphatic collocation’ (Q.). _

14 efficias, ‘you must do {this)’; jussive subjunctive, as at 8.1 desinas.

15 pervincendum: the heavy (spondaic, one-word) ending suggests difficulty. As
Kr. points out, such endings are much more common in the hexameters of
poem 64 (30 in 408 lines) than in C.'s elegiac couplets (z2 in 373 11, of which 8
are in the long poems 66, 68); noting this, F. describes the use of the device in
poem 64 as a ‘Hellenistic mannerism.” See his long n. on 64.3.

15, 16 Notice how the dosely similar compendia for hec and hoc (cf. 1. 6 n.) have
led our Mss into error (corrected by R?, suo Marte).

16 m corrects R's faties to facies; facias (G = X) is evidently unknown to him.
pote ... non pote: ‘polar expression’ (Kr., F.: see the parallels, Plaut. Trin. 360
and Sen. Medea 567, quoted by F.). Tor the form pote = (fieri) potest, cf. 1.23
and see 45.5 1.

17 si with the indicative = si quidem [Greek elmep); used in prayer formulae {“since
you ..., stressing the fact of the deity’s quality or action; not “if you ...”),
it has almost the same function as tu (cf. 34.13—20) or vos in the traditional
invocation. (The use of si with the indicative in poem 96 similarly appears to
express confidence rather than, as certain eritics have suggested, scepticism;

, see n. there.) One might tr, ‘if, as is the case, ...”

17ff. For the appeal to the gods, of. z0g.34f.

18 R*'s5 correction extrema has been defended (Virgil, in two passages, has extrema
iam in morte), but so has extremam, on the supposition that C. wishes to avoid
a string of ablatives. Palaeographically, there is little to choose between them.

15 puriter: this fo:rm of the adverb, instead of pure, is archaic, as F. points out herg
see, however, his note on 39.14, where ‘solemn’ connotations are less obviously
in place, C.’s use of the word here implies that his hands are clean in relation to -
Lesbia: the central idea seems to be that of integrity in conduct (to be classified,
no doubt, as a species of pietas). Total sexual abstinence outside C.'s affair with
Lesbia is not claimed; what is claimed is that while C. was in love with Lesbia he
was wholly faithful to her.

20 pestis ac pernicies (a kind of set phrase, .g., in Cicero — Rab. Perd. 2 [quoted
by E], In Cat. 1.33, De off. 2.51 - cf., for instance, Ludl. 77 M) = morbus,

unmetrical reading,
2ve equal standing). [
» as follows: (i) me, since
te clause; (ij) juxtaposis

so that the two possible
OW prefer ut me, for the
itis not emphatic, shoyld
on of the words contrg

rn_m.tha’??a 75:63-8, and v6: 4857,
P’ N CTitica piti recente,’ Convivium n.s. I
Oksala, P. 1958, ‘Fides und pietas bei C,’ Ares

Wille, I. 2964. ‘C.s Gedich
e L. 1964, °C. t 76 als Spiegelbild se; i
Llebesdlchtung,’ Das Altertym 10?898—9; e Licbeser

"C. 76: The Summin

05 2: 88—103,

ebnisses und seiner

68.°C. 8-Up,” Athenaeym 46: 5471,
Biaho 17 e f?ué;: est Iongu_m subito deponere amol‘em,,séé’?R 150 53
D LD o - 70t Blegy or Epigram?,” cp 67: 293—4. Sl
BOdOh,”.IW}.I -8and 76, CQ z23: 127—43, esp, 13643,

1-)-1974.°C. 76, Emeritg 42: 33742,
Leeman, A.D,, and dep Hengst, D. L ! ;
Cassata, L, 1977. ‘Le gioie della by e Py iSiine

Stoessl, T. 1977, C. Valerius Caryiys. Mensch, Leben

: ;;qmn, 1\1; 1986. “Analyse duy Potme 76 de C.,’ LEc 541 35166
b erae,r, ; -B. 1987. “Disease Imagery in C. 76.17-26," CP éz‘ 2 -
J.GF 1990. ‘Two Noteson ., CQ 40: 199—206, esp -1930—3-
» €5P. 199—202,

SEjVOIEttO N 199 ‘ i 7 C ;Iudl d i‘;l()
. - L. La protas: del C. 6 dl ’ i di 1 ¥i
. M . : - -7 i lﬂ'gla Cla'ssica iﬂ onore Cil

L. 25. C. can now see what is left of his love as a morbid affliction, needing Vine, B. ¢ .
: 2 ¢ , B, i . 26.21- . s
a cure. 993 76-21: ut torpor in artus, REM 136: 2927,
22 ex omni pectore, ‘completely from my ...’ (F; for parallels, see his n. on 68.23% 77

R*s instant self-correction is followed by m. There appear to be ro instane
where such R? corrections are neticed only by m>.
23—4 For a complete contrast in tone, cf. Ov. Am. 3.14.1—2 non ego ne pecces, ci
sis formosa, recuso, / sed ne sit misero scire necesse mihi.
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