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FElena Ermolaeva

ODYSSEUS AS A TARGET IN THE ODYSSEY
AND AESCHYLUS’ FR. 179, 180 RADT
(ON THE HISTORY OF GREEK PARODY)

Despite its seeming simplicity, it is not easy to provide a clear definition
of the concept of parody because of its mixing with reception, stylization
and imitation. The important feature of a parody, as a secondary text,
is the recognizability of the primary text.! Ancient Greek epic parody
is characterized by the application of a sublime epic style to non-poetic
matter: bath servants, tailors, cooks, thieves, gourmet catalogues, weasels,
mice and frogs, etc. Epic parody was designed to be recognized for the
most part as a parody of the Homeric poems, and its techniques, for all
their diversity,? were essentially reduced to adapting Homeric verses, half
verses or formulas in an unexpected context. Thus, Matron of Pitana (HS
534. 1) reworked the beginning of Homer’s Odyssey, AvOpa pot &vvene,
Modoa, moAvTponov, 0g PdAa TOAAY ..., in a symposial way with minimal
touches: Aginva pot Evvene, Modoa, ToAbTpo@a kol LaAo TOAAG.

It is only logical that the study of epic parody in diachronicity leads
to the question of where and when parodic elements first appear in Greek
literature.

The earliest evidence that can be regarded as similar to parody is
considered by Enzo Degani, an authoritative researcher of the genre, as
an inscription from the late 8" century BC, the so-called Nestor’s Cup,
poems by Archilochus, Assius and Xenophanes (Silloi).> A paradigmatic

I Ancient Greek epic parody became the subject of description as an independent
genre in the 19t century, when it began to be taken more seriously than furti
genus: Peltzer 1855; Brandt 1888; Murray 1891; and a subject of research in the
20™ century, especially after the theoretical works of M. Bakhtin: Bakhtin 1929
[M. M. BaxtuHn, IIpoonemovr nosmuxu /Jocmoescroeo], id. 1965 [M. M. BaxtuH,
Teopuecmso @pancya Pabne u napoonas kyrnemypa cpednesekoswvs u Peneccancal:
Householder 1944, 1-9; Leli¢vre 1954, 66-81; Koller 1956, 17-32; Pohlmann
1972, 144-156; Degani 1982; Rose 1993 (a general descriptive work); Cebrian
2008; Chambers 2010.

2 Sens 2005, 225-227; Olson—Sens 1999, 5-12; 33-39.

3 Degani 1982, 24.
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166 Elena Ermolaeva

npdtog gupetg of this genre is Hipponax (Athen. 9. 406 a — 407 ¢;
15. 697 £ — 699 ¢), and the first professional parodist is considered to
be Hegemon of Thasos (Arist. Poet. 1448 a 12). However, modern
commentaries on the Odyssey repeatedly refer to “parody” in the Odyssey
itself.* Eduard Stemplinger in his book on plagiarism in Greek literature
speaks of a parody of the /liad in the Odyssey, comparing Od. 8. 248 and
1.1.1775

Agamemnon on the character of Achilles, //. 1. 177 (= Zeus on one of
Ares, 1. 5, 891):

aiel yap tot Epig te QiAn TéAepoi te payor te

For you are always fond of strife, wars and battles.
Alcinous on the temperament of the Phaeacians, Od. 8. 248:

aiel 6’ Nuiv daig te @ikn kiBapig e yopoi teb

We always enjoy the feast, the cithara and the singing and dancing.

We would agree with Degani that in such cases in Homeric poems it is
not a question of the poet imitating suos ipse versus, but of the formulaic
style of epic language.” Nevertheless, the effect that the //liad’s “heroic”
formulas had on the public in the non-heroic passages of the Odyssey may
have been one of the impulses for the emergence of parody as a technique
and, later, as a genre. Let us consider several such cases.

4 E.g., de Jong 2001, 456: on the Eurymachus scene (Od. 18. 394-398): “the
heroic parody”; Steiner 2010, 158 about the fight between Odysseus and Irus (Od. 18.
9-100): “the motif also parodies Iliadic battlefield encounters; there dragging by the
foot is the typical method of removing a dead enemy from the field (/1. 10, 490, 11,
258,113,383, 14,477,17, 289, 18, 537,21, 120)”’; Russo 1992, ad Od. 17, 300 on the
hapax xovopaiotémv, cf. Bopopatotigin /1. 13. 544; 16. 414. 580: “The suggestion
of parody here was first made by V. Bérard in his note ad loc., L’Odysseé, 111 (Paris,
1924-5)” etc. In examining passages where the Odyssey contains “parodic” allusions
to the /liad, Burkert’s approach seems to be the most productive: “Interpretation must
try to work out individually for each case whether it is naive-grotesque myth in the
framework of matter-of-fact religious structures, or conscious poetic play taken to
extremes, or subversive mockery” (Burkert 2008, 32).

> Stemplinger 1912, 3.

¢ Hainsworth 1988, 361 notes that the line Od. 8. 248 is clearly modelled on
a verse from the //iad, but he does not call it a parody.

7 Degani 1982, 23.
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I. “Heroic” Formulas from the Fight Scenes in the /liad

1. The spear regularly hits the right shoulder, obviously to disarm the
right hand: ...katd 8££10v @pov (at the end of the verse, /1. 5. 46, 98; 11.
507; 16. 343; 22. 133), de&10v dpov (11 14. 450; 16. 289, 468).

2. The warrior falls down with a groan: oip®&ag (in 2-3 feet, /. 16.
290; 20. 417; 21. 529).

3. A sound-pattern description of the helmet (or the brass spear point)
falling to the ground with a clang (at the end of the verse, /1. 13, 530; 16,
118): ...xapal / yopdors poppnoce necovoa.

4. “He fell backwards into the dust”: ...0 8’ ¥7rTi0g év Kovinou (at the
end of the verse, //. 13. 548; 15. 434; 16. 290); év kovinot tec®v... (at the
beginning of the verse, /1. 14. 449452, al.)

5. Baie / Eppuye (passim)

6. “Hit (usually — with a spear) and did not miss”: kol fdie 005’
apapoapte (ZI. 11. 350; 13. 160; 21. 591; 22. 290); ... 00d’ apapapte
(1. 14. 403; 16. 322; 21. 171).

II. Three Scenes from the Odyssey 17, 18, 20,
where the Suitors Throw Various “Missiles” at Odysseus

1. Antinous was the first to throw a footstool at Odysseus (Od. 17.
462-465): 8

&c 8p” Eon, Kkoi Opfivuv? Ehdv Paie deE10v dpov,
TPLUVOTATOV KaTd VDTOV O & E0Td0N fdTe MéTpn
gumedov, ovd’ Gpa v oeiikev Pérog Avtivooto,
AL dkémv kivnoe képn, Kokd fuGGOdoUED®V.

464 Eumedov 206 Q*: -6oc P

So he said and, picking up the footstool, hit Odysseus straight in the
back in the right shoulder, but he remained standing still like a rock, '
and Antinous’ missile did him no harm, he only shook his head
silently, plotting an unkind deed.

8 Here and below quoted from West 2017.

9 For the words 0pfjvug and cpélag meaning “a footstool” (“Fufbank”™) see
Laser 1968, 44-45.

10Tt was Steiner who pointed out the similarity of the second half of the
hexameter in Od. 18. 463 with the comparison with the rock in 7/. 17. 434-436:
GAN’ &g te oA pével Eumedov (Steiner 2010, 137).
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Let us compare it to /. 14. 449452, where the son of Panthous
Polydamas killed Prothoénor by striking his right shoulder with a spear.

6 8 émi [TovAvddapog &yyéomarog NAeY apbviop
[avooidne, paire 82 Mpoborivopa deE10v dpov,
viov Apniddkoto, o1’ dGpov & SBpuov Eyyog Eoyev,
0 0 év Kovinol mec@v €le yoiav dyoostd.

In 7/. 16. 287-290 Patroclus hit Pyraechmes in the right shoulder and
he fell backwards with a groan (dropped dead): xai Béie [Tvpaiyunv .../
... TOV PaLg H£E10v Dpov ... / d &’ DrTI0G &v KovineL / KdmmesEY oipdEaC.

2. Eurymachus was next to throw a bench at Odysseus (Od. 18. 396—
398):

®¢ Gpo povnoag ceélag EALafev: avtap ‘OdVeoEDg
Apewopov mpog yodva kabéleto AovAyiog,
EvpOpoyov deicag 6 8 ap’ oivoydov Bare ysipa
deluepnv: mpdyoog 8¢ yapai Béppnecs necovoa,
avtap 6 Y’ oipd&ag méoey VITIOG £V KOVINLGLY.

So saying, he took the footstool, and Odysseus, in fear of Eurymachus,
fell to the lap of Amphinomus of Doulichium. And so Eurymachus hit
the cup-bearer in the right hand, the wine scoop fell to the ground
with a clang, and the cup-bearer, groaning, fell over on his back
(dropped dead).

Deborah Steiner observes!! that the /liad repeats scenes where the
hero aims at a warrior of equal statute, but hits an inferior one, often
a charioteer (e.g., 1. 8. 119, 311-312; 15. 430; 16. 466-468, 731-743).
Eurymachus, instead of Odysseus, felled the cup-bearer.

To the allusions to /. 16. 287-290 already mentioned the scenes of
armor crashing to the ground are to be joined: in //. 13. 527-530 Meriones
struck Ascalaphus’ arm with his spear so that his helmet fell from his hand
and rattled to the ground:

11 Steiner 2010, 216.
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... Mnpovng 8¢ Bod atdravrog Apni

dovpi Bpayiova TOYEV ETAAUEVOG, £k & dpa YELPOS
AOADTIG TPLEAAELD Yopol BOopupnce TEGoDGa.

And in /I. 16. 116—118 Hector cut off the tip of Ajax’s spear with his
sword, so that the brazen point fell to the ground with a clang far away
from Ajax.

... THAe &’ am’ adtod
aiyun) yolkein yopadig poupnoce necovoa.

3. At last, in Od. 20. 299-302 one of the suitors, Ctesippus, announces
to the others that he has decided to treat a beggar (i. e. Odysseus) and
throws a cow’s foot at him taken from a basket containing food for those
of lowest rank.!?

¢ imav Epprye oo mHda yepl marxeint

Keipevov €k kavéolo Aafmv: 6 & daevat’ Odveceds
Nk TaporAivag kepolv, petdnoce 8¢ Goudn
capdaviov pdAia tolov: 0 8’ edduntov Paie Toiyov.

So saying, he launched a powerful hand at the cow’s foot, taking it
from the basket. Odysseus dodged it, tilting his head slightly, and
grinned sardonically in his heart. The blow hit a solid wall.

All three scenes reproduce formulas and vocabulary typical of the battle
descriptions of the /liad,'? the difference is that in the Odyssey the hero,

12 Russo 1992, 121 writes about the “edibility” of the cow’s foot thrown at
Odysseus. On the difference between the roles of feasts and the scenes of treats
in the /liad and the Odyssey see Davies 1997, 97-107. The scenes of Odysseus
being humiliated by the suitors, accompanied by their persistent laughter in
Od. 1720, prepare scenes of their slaughter. The word capddviov is a hapax. The
etymology and meaning of this word is unclear; that the word was “dark” already
in antiquity is evident from the different spellings in manuscripts, as well as in
Eustathius and Pausanias: capddviov 28 tt* Z H Eust.:-66viov Paus."! Q* U2 Eust.
w, -dcdviov N (West). Clearly, at least, the word has nothing to do with Sardinia
(Podosinov 2019 [A. B. ITonocunos, “CapaoHH4YecKuii CMEX OT CapANHCKUX TpaB?”,
Hnooesponeiicrkoe szvikoznanue u kiaccuveckas guionozus], 866—871).

13 The similarity of the second half of the hexameter Od. 18. 463 with the
comparison in /1. 17. 434-436 (GAN’ &g e otAn pével Eumedov) was pointed out
by Steiner 2010, 137.
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back from Troy, faces new, somewhat unexpected, risks: a fight with the
notorious begger Irus; instead of spears, a footstool (cpérag, Opiivov) and
a cow’s foot (Boog mdda) are thrown at Odysseus — life-threatening, but not
overly heroic and worthy of the victor of Troy. The role of the mistakenly
murdered charioteer is assumed by the cup-bearer, and the helmet rattling
on the ground is the wine scoop. Bernard Fenik believes!# that this triad of
throws in the Odyssey, in terms of textual coherence and gradation, shows
that the effectiveness of the suitors is failing: Antinous hits Odysseus in
the right shoulder, 8e£10v dpov / mpopvotatov katd védtov — right in the
back (he, as is typical of an anti-hero, behaves indecently, attacking from
the back); Eurymachus hits the cup-bearer’s right hand, oivoy6ov yeipa
de&tepnv; and Ctesippus misses and hits the wall, toiyov.

Joseph Russo in his commentary on Od. 18. 403-404 makes
a lengthy digression on the parody of the /liad in the Odyssey, in which
the polemic is readily apparent: “Monro suggested that verses 18. 403—
404, where one of the suitors says to the person next to him after the
cup-bearer’s death: ‘we quarrel over beggars and spoil the pleasure of
supper’, is an imitation, or perhaps a parody, of the Illiad 1l. 1. 574-6,
where Hephaestus, interrupting a quarrel between Zeus and Hera, says the
same words, only instead of ‘because of the beggars’ he says ‘because of
mortals’, Bvntdv. The language is definitely very close, but the deliberate
imitation or parody belongs to written literature, referring to its prototype.
Such refined allusions are alien to the oral tradition”.!3

It is difficult to disagree with Russo, and the reappearance of the
lliad’s “‘heroic” formulas in a non-heroic context in the Odyssey is
explained by the conventions of epic language and formulaic style and
cannot be called a parody technique. However, the phenomenon, which
in the Odyssey arises from the conventions of the epic genre, is used as
a special device by the authors of parodies of Homer. As evidence that the
allusion to the /liad in the Odyssey may in turn have been the material for
literary parody, we will refer to two fragments from Aeschylus’ play, the
Ostologoi (Bone-Gatherers), which have not previously been considered
in connection with the history of ancient Greek parody.!¢

14 Fenik 1974, 182-187.

15 Russo 1992, 72.

16 The two fragments quoted from Athenaeus are all that remain of the drama
Ostologoi, about the genre of which there is some debate, see e. g. Gantz 1980, 151—
153; Radt 1985, 291-292. The Ostologoi are attributed to tragedy by such scholars
as e.g. Wilamowitz 1894, 194, n. 36 (“Psychagogen, Penelope, Ostologen, Kirke
caTvupiKn, also wol eine tetralogie™); Sommerstein 2009, 178—179; Grossardt 2003,
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III. Odysseus in Aeschylus’ Ostologoi (Fr. 179, 180 Radt)

Athenaeus (15. 667 c) reports: “And Aeschylus, in The Bone-Gatherers,
says that when playing cottabus one sets aside his elbow”. [TGF 179 Radt]:

1 Evpopayog Tovk GALOGT 00dEV fioooV < — >

2 HBp1l” VPpiopove 0vK Evarsiovg Epoir

3 v pév yap avtd Trkéttafog deit Todpov Képa,
4 100 & dyxuAnTod K06GaPLoG £6TL 6KOTOG (?)

5 < > éktepav (?) Npodoa yeip Epicto

1 ovtog dAkog G. Hermann; fccovac Murusus; 3 okomog dei Dobree;
4 ayxvAntoig kooodfoig Schweighaeuser; énickonog Bothe.!”

Here was another one — Eurimachus — who was just as shamelessly
tormenting me. For he constantly used as a target (oxomog dei) my
head, and the young man’s arm (Bdca yeip) with his elbow set back,
as in a game of cottabus (dykvAntoic xoocdfoig) splashing out
téxtepavt, spat out (€pieto) <the wine> straight into the target.

158; to satyr play by G. Hermann 1828, 3, 40; Nauck 1889, 58-59. Seidensticker
1999, 205-207 admits that it is a satyr play, but is nevertheless careful to place the
fragments in the category unsicheres. The Bone-Gatherers are to be understood as
a chorus of the relatives of Penelope’s suitors collecting the bones of the dead after
being burned, in which case the person speaking in both fragments is Odysseus,
addressing the imaginary suitors. Others believe they are fragments of a satyr play in
which the satyrs begging in Odysseus’ house are described as “gatherers of bones”;
Odysseus tells them of the insults he has suffered at the hands of the suitors (on the
literature see: Grossardt 2003, 155-156). The word dotoldyog appears in Athenaeus as
the title of a drama by Aeschylus and only once more in the comediographer Epilycus
(5-4t cent. BC, see Comic. fr. 7. 1 Kock) without any context, so it is difficult to judge
its meaning. Grossardt 2003, 155—158 derives the meaning of 6cToAdyOL “gatherers
of bones” from the Homeric expression 6ctén Aevka Aéyew (1. 23. 239, 252 — on
the burial of Patroclus; 24. 793 — on the burial of Hector). Assuming that composite
words in -Aoyog (“collector of something”) do not appear until the 5t century BC, he
believes that the composite could be a neologism of Aeschylus.

17 <> an anceps is suggested. For a full, very extensive critical apparatus, see
TrGF 1985 (Radt). Translated by the author according to the following reading of
the text:

Evpbpayoc 00tog Ahog o0dev focovac
VPPl VPRpLoHOVS VK Evarciovg Epolr

MV HEV Yap adTd oKOTOG el TOOUOV Kapa,
0D & AyKLANTOIG KOGGGBOo1g EMiGKOTOG
téxtepdvt Npdoa yeip £pieto
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Athenaeus (1. 17 ¢) quotes another passage from Aeschylus [TGF 180
Radt] about a chamber pot flying into Odysseus’ head. In both cases, it is
the unanimous opinion of critics that Odysseus is speaking:

1 <x—>088 éortiv, 6c mot” ape’ €uoi é€rog
2 YEAMTOTOLOV, TNV KAKOGLOV 0VPAVNY,

3 Eppuyev 000 fjpopte: mEPL 0 EN® KAPQ
4 TIYElo’ Evonaynoev OGTPAKOVUEVT,

5 yopig popnp@dv TELYEOVY TVEOLS ol

Here’s someone who once threw a laugh-inducing missile at me,
a foul-smelling chamber pot (ovpévnv), and did not miss. Having
broken around my head, the pot was shipwrecked, <shattered> into
tiny shards (6otpakovpévn), and breathed on me by no means a smell
like pots of myrrh.

After the quotation, Athenaeus writes (1. 17 f): “In Homer, even when
depicting drunken suitors, it never reaches the indecency invented by
Sophocles'® and Aeschylus, but is limited to the cow’s foot being thrown
at Odysseus”.

The reference of the fragments of Aeschylus to the Odyssey is obvious,
but the similarities with the //iad should also be noted.

Aeschylus’ verses resemble //. 11, 349-353:

H po, kol Gurenoddy Tpoiet doAydoKIov EY)0G

Kol BéArgv, 000’ AQAPAPTE TITVGKOUEVOS KEQAARQLY,
Grpnv Kok kKOpvOa: TAaYyON 3’ Amd YaAKkOPL YOAKOG,
008’ TKeTo YPO KOAAOV*

So he said (Diomedes to Odysseus) and having lifted it up, let fly
a spear with a long shadow and, aiming at the head, hit and did not
miss the very helmet (the edge of the helmet): the copper bounced off
the copper and did not reach the beautiful body.

Aeschylus has the same order as the Homeric verses: first the missile
is named (Homer’s “spear casting a long shadow”, doiyockiov €yyog;

18 Athenaeus is referring to Sophocles’ fr. 565 Radt, in which the chamber pot
breaks over Odysseus’ head as well. For a detailed comparative analysis of both
fragments of Sophocles and Aeschylus, see Palutan 1996, 10-27.
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Aeschylus’ Bélog yehotomotov,'? v kdkoosuov ovpavny), followed by
a formula typical of batt le scenes — Eppryev 00d™ fjpapte “hit and did not
miss”;20 after that, the target is indicated — “the head” (Homer’s kepoAfipv,
Aeschylus’ mepi 6° €ud kapq); finally, both passages are concluded by
passives mAGyy6n — tAnyeic’ from related verbs mAdl® and mAntto. Here
Aeschylus has an obvious parody of the heroic verses from the /liad, with
an allusion to the triad of throws from the Odyssey, driven ad absurdum:
to the Homeric footstool and cow’s foot, the cottabus and the chamber
pot are added.?! Katerina Mikellidou in her article “Aeschylus Reading
Homer”?2 notes Aeschylus’ tendency to modify well-known passages
from the Odyssey towards excessive realism. Thus, for example, in
Homer’s Nekyia (Od. 11. 134—137) Tiresias predicts to Odysseus a gentler
death that will come from the sea, while in Aeschylus’ Psychagogoi he
promises that “A heron flying overhead will hit you with droppings from
its belly, and then a sea creature’s thorn will fester your old shabby skin”
(fr. 275 Radt).

Thus, it would be incorrect to apply the notion of parody as a genre
in the strict sense to the Odyssey itself. However, since already in the
Odyssey there are scenes in which the ‘heroic’ formulae of the epic appear
in a context far from heroic,?? this phenomenon could be considered one of
the techniques of the ancient Greek parody genre,?* not only for imitatio,
but also for detorsio Homeri. 23
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Saint-Petersburg State University
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elena.ermolaeva304@gmail.com

19 The adjective yehmtomotdg is perhaps a neologism of Aeschylus (LSJ s.v.;
TLG).

20 The expression Eppryev ovd” fuapte was marked as a formula epica by Radt
in his apparatus criticus.

21 The sequence of allusions to ‘throws’ in the Odyssey continues in the
Lycophron’s Alexandra: according to Sens, Lycophron’s verse 778 (mAnyoaig...
Boiaiow dotphkmv) refers to Aeschylus’ Ostologoi (Sens 2017, 385).

22 Mikellidou 2016, 331-341.

23 Hainsworth 1968, 112: “flexibility of the Homeric formula”.

24 For example, Hipponax (fr. 73 W.) parodies Odysseus’ duel with Irus
(Od. 18. 28). On the reception of the scene with Irus in Greek poetry see Steiner
2010, 153—155 (with a bibliography). Margarita Alexandrou writes about allusions,
including parodies, to the Odyssey in Hipponax (Alexandrou 2016, 32—44).

25 The expression detorsio Homeri belongs to Degani 1983, 29.
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This paper reviews the cases in which the heroic formulae of the //iad appear in
the non-heroic passages of the Odyssey, namely in the fight scenes in the lliad,
which are repeated in the scenes where the suitors throw different “missiles” at
Odysseus (Od. 17. 462-465; 18. 396-398; 20. 299-302). While it would be in-
correct to apply the notion of parody as a genre to the Odyssey itself, these
examples show that epic heroic formulas appearing not in a strictly heroic context
could provide material for a future Greek parody.

B crarbe pa3OuparoTcs ciaydad MOSBICHUS Tepondeckux popmyn Hiuaowv: B He-
reporndeckux naccaxax Ooucceu: 310 (HOpMyIbl U3 CLIEH HMOEAUHKOB B Miuaoe,
KOTOpBIE IIOBTOPEHBI B CLICHAX, TI¢ XKEHUXHU OpocaroT B Oancces pa3inyHble “cHa-
psner” (Od. 17. 462-465; 18. 396-398; 20. 299-302). XoTst NPUMEHSTH ITOHATHE
[apoauy Kak jKaHpa B CTPOIOM CMBICIIE CJIOBA II0 OTHOLICHHIO K caMoil Oouccee
ObUTO OBl HEKOPPEKTHO, TEM HE MEHEE, 3TH MPUMEPHI MOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO TepoHnde-
CKHC (bOpMyJ'IBI 3I10Ca, MOABJIAACH B OTHIOAbL HE T'€POUYCCKOM KOHTCKCTE, MOITIN
HOCITY)KUTh MaTepUajioM JUlsi Oyaymel JpeBHerpedecKoi apoIuH.
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WITH OR WITHOUT A KOINON.
THE LONGUE DUREE OF
TWO REGIONAL FESTIVALS.
I. THE PAMBOIOTIA AND THE
BASILEIA FROM THEIR BEGINNINGS
TO THE FOURTH CENTURY BC

Introduction: The Games of Koroneia and Lebadeia
and their Geographical Horizon

Festivals played an important role in Boiotia from the earliest perception
of a regional identity.! Between the Low Archaism and the early fifth
century BC, a regional body was slowly developing in Boiotia: there was
a boiotarch, a ‘leader of the Boiotians’, and people could on occasion meet
at an assembly.?

In 447/6 BC, at Koroneia, the victory of the Boiotians over the
Athenians marked the definite start of a new era: after this battle, probably
through a process of progressive implementation, a new federal body
was born, the ‘classical koinon’. Already in this period, it seems that the
Boiotian League exploited the shared festivals “as a way of consolidating
its own identity”. At Koroneia the ancient sanctuary of Athena Itonia
saw, in the late fifth century BC, the dedication of a trophy and two cult
statues;? these acts made it a symbolic venue, and this aura was shared by
the festivals which probably took place here already in this century.

A few decades later, in 371 BC, the Boiotians decided to establish
another regional festival in Lebadeia, the Basileia. In Lebadeia, the
oracle of Trophonios had offered valuable prophecies since at least the
sixth century BC. The decision to increase the political value of the spot

I Schachter 2016, 179—180; Grigsby 2017.

2 Boiotarchs in the 1%t quarter of the 5™ cent. BC: SEG 60. 509 (Aravantinos
2014). Assembly: Hdt. 5. 79. 1. On Boiotian ethnicity, see Kiithr 2007; Larson 2007;
Ganter 2014; Beck—Ganter 2015.

3 “TAls a way ... identity”: Parker 2004, 15 (on the Hellenistic period). Trophy:
Plut. Ages. 19. 2. Bronze statues: Paus. 9. 34. 1. See infrra (Section 1) on the trophy.
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with the addition of an agonistic dimension testifies to the awareness of
the complex implications raised by the administration of these regional
festivals.*

Recent years have seen an upsurge of studies in Boiotian festivals:
these span from focuses on case studies, such as the Basileia, to
broader overviews of the epigraphic evidence for specific festivals,® the
entire history of all the festivals’ or specific moments of their history.®
In particular, two topics attract the attention of the scholars more than
others: on the one hand, the survival of the Basileia and their status in
the first century BC;® on the other hand, the relationship between the
Pamboiotia and the development of Boiotian identity.!® No comparative
study exists, however, of both the Pamboiotia and the Basileia, although
these two regional festivals share two significant characteristics, namely
their attachment to the celebration of regional identity and the very long
celebration down to the imperial era.

These games remained ‘local’ — we lack positive evidence that they
were ever granted ‘stephanitic’ status. Only in one case is it possible that
the Boiotian koinon was trying to have Delphi declare ‘sacred’ the agon
of Lebadeia, but this single piece of evidence does not explicitly refer
to this festival.!! It is hard to agree on a criterion to define as ‘local’ an
agon in the sense of not-international. The Pamboiotia, for instance, were
always restricted to Boiotian teams and athletes in the Hellenistic and the
Roman period, but they might have hosted foreign dancers and athletes
in the fifth century BC. Conversely, the Basileia changed name between
the second and the first century BC; the new name, ‘Trophonia’, might
depend on the decision not to stress unwanted dangerous links in the eyes
of the Romans.!?

Generally, the Basileia and the Pamboiotia can be read in the light
of the recent acquisitions on the history of Hellenistic athletics: many
of the new traditions predated the fourth and the third centuries BC.!3

4 Establishment of the festival: Diod. 15. 53. 2 (see Section 3). See Section 1
on the earlier fame of Lebadeia.

5 Knoepfler 2008; Knoepfler 2020.

¢ Manieri 2009.

7 Grigsby 2017.

8 See e.g. Miiller 2020.

° On this point, see Knoepfler 2020 and Matthaiou—Papazarkadas 2020.

10- See Kiihr 2019.

11 JG VII 4136, on which see Section 3 (Part II).

12 Cf. Section 4 (Part II).

13 On the recent approach to the Hellenistic festivals, see Mann 2016.
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In the third century BC, the appearance of isolympic and of stephanitic
games added new labels and demands to pre-existing habits;!# initially,
the central criterion underlying the request that a festival be accepted as
icolvumog or otepavitng is “that the prize money and other awards
were to be paid by the home city, not by the festival city”.'® The dispatch
of delegates (Dempoi) aimed at the recognition of the ‘panhellenic’ identity
of a festival.!”

Not even the prize represents an unambiguous hint of the status of
a festival: stephanitic games could grant crowns of gold and lifelong
pensions,!'® but the information on these consequences is restricted to
contests in Asia Minor and does not necessarily reflect the Boiotian case.
As far as Boiotia is concerned, we only know of one contest that solicited
the elevation of some of its dydveg to a stephanitic status in the last
quarter of the third century BC, the Mouseia of Thespiai (/. Thespiai
155 = Manieri Thes. 12). It is legitimate to consider the Pamboiotia and
the Basileia as ‘local’ festivals, despite the presence of international
competitors,'? because we have no proof that the koinon actively sought
an elevation of their status to a ‘panhellenic’ one.

Based on the catchment area of the winners, the Pamboiotia, the
festival held in Koroneia for Athena Itonia, can be considered a local
(regional) event, since only the Boiotians participated in this celebration.
Most of our epigraphic evidence on the origin of the winners of this

14 On the continuity of these habits, see Parker 2004.

15 In the first document with the word icoAdumiog, Ptolemaios I1 requests that the
new festival in the memory of his father, the Ptolemaia (279/8 BC), be ‘isolympic’,
i.e. “that the same prizes (té(?) ic]o GOLa) and honours be given to the winners
of this festival as the ones given to those who won the Olympic games (6c]omep
kol Tolg T0 OAdpma vevik[n]koot)” (CID 4. 40. 18-21 and Remijsen 2014, 352—
353). The practical dimension of these technical terms also emerges from the first
document testifying the word ctepavitng: the Aetolians sent ambassadors to have
their Soteria, founded to commemorate the liberation of Greece from the Galatians,
declared stephanitic (see Sy/l.3 402. 13—18).

16 Slater 2012, 169.

17 T use the adj. “panhellenic” to refer to this wide recognition. The linguistic
use was suggested by Robert 1984, but it was criticized because only the four main
festivals of the Greek mainland (Olympia, Pythia, Isthmia, and Nemea) bore the status
of ‘panhellenic’ (Funke 2003). I thank the anonymous reviewer for this suggestion
and remain persuaded that the Hellenistic evolution of these local festivals allows
for the label ‘panhellenic’ in this new, wider sense.

18 [ Milet 1. 3. 147. 18-21; JOAI 8. 161 n. 1. Cf. Remijsen 2011, 99 and Pleket
2014.

19 On these international competitors, see Sections 3—4 (Part II).
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contest dates to the third and the first century BC:20 we never read the
names or ethnic of foreign winners and the only exception might concern
an Italian living in Boiotia (/G VII 2871: cf. Section 4). On the other
hand, the Basileia, established in the fourth century BC, were open,
during the third and the second centuries BC, to competitors from all
over the Mediterranean Sea: this celebration attracted participants from
Italy and Asia Minor.?!

As suggested by Christel Miiller, a form of ‘federal memory’ granted
the survival of festivals such as the Basileia during the second century
BC, despite the official dissolution of the Boiotian koinon in 171 BC.??
In this essay, I will concentrate on the very long history of the Basileia
and the Pamboiotia, to understand the reason for the long success of these
two festivals. When a xowov existed in Boiotia, it can be proved that
both these festivals were organized by the xowvov; at the same time, they
predated the existence of federal ties and, through what Miiller defined
a ‘federal memory’, they acted as carriers of regional memory down
to the latest documents on the Boiotian federal institutions in the third
century AD.

The First Part (I) of this investigation will concentrate on the early
stages of both festivals and show the paths through which Koroneia and
Lebadeia began to exert a centripetal attraction that naturally granted their
festivals a regional aura. This is evident from what happened in the fifth
(Section 1) and the fourth century BC (Section 2). In the Second Part
(IT), I will focus on the Hellenistic fate (Section 3) of the festivals, when
both were held and supervised by the kowvov. A transition then occurred
in the first century BC (Section 4), when the Boiotian federal institutions,
dismantled by the Romans in 171 BC, were partially revived under new
forms. The final section (5) will consider the sources about the two
festivals under the Roman empire.

20 The main epigraphic catalogues for the Pamboiotia are still Schachter 1978
and Schachter 1980; for the Hellenistic period, see Kalliontzis 2020, 90. On the later
fate of the Itonion, see Knoepfler 1988, Miiller 2014, 127-129 and Part II.

21 On the Italian participants and the international status of the festival, see
Turner 1996 and Papazarkadas 2019, 209 and 218. Manieri 2009 lists 16 documents,
of literary and epigraphic nature, related to the Basileia; Turner 1996 has a catalogue
of 35 documents connected with the Basileia. In the absence of relevant new
acquisitions, to this date, we possess thirty-three texts which document the origin of
the athletes, from the mid. 4t cent. BC (/G VII 552; IG VII 2532; FD 11 1. 510) to
the mid. 3" cent. AD (/4G 81; IG 112 3169-3170).

22 Miiller 2014 and Miiller 2020. See Kiihr 2019, 8385 on the role of the
“emotional bond” in the history of the Pamboiotia.
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A general conclusion will draw on the historical evolution outlined
in the previous sections and argue that the festivals remained the socio-
political backbone of the koinon, because they had always been perceived
as a regional event with unparalleled continuity. It is exactly this unique
link between these two festivals and the history of Boiotian identity that
makes a combined study of their evolution particularly interesting.

1. The Fifth Century BC: Festivals in Koroneia,
Oracular Cult in Lebadeia

In the early stages of the Pamboiotia, we only possess indirect literary
sources down to the end of the fifth century BC. This first section will
discuss these materials and introduce the parallel history of Lebadeia,
where no regional festival existed in this period. However, it will be
argued that the site already enjoyed regional fame, that later allowed its
upgrade as a spot of national pride for all the Boiotians.

The available sources on the Pamboiotia are literary (Alcaeus,
Bacchylides, Pindar, Plutarch) and material (vases of difficult interpre-
tation). In the late seventh or the early sixth century BC, Alcaeus (F 325
Liberman) attests to the international fame of a sanctuary not far from
Koroneia, when he mentions a warlike Athena:

"Qvoocc’ ABavao Tolepddoke,
¢ mor Kopoviag <medin> puéd<ng>
Voo Tapolfev AUEL<
Kopario motapm mtap dxbaic.

At this stage, the goddess might either be Athena of Alalkomenion,
situated in the western area of the chora of Koroneia (between Haliartos
and Koroneia), or Athena of the Itonion, where the Pamboiotia were
later celebrated. The Itonion was possibly inside the city, and the vague

23 Alcaeus might have written the hymn for the inauguration of the temple
of Athena Itonia in Koroneia (Mackil 2013, 159), and it has been argued that the
‘warlike’ goddess has the same traits as the Thessalian Athena Itonia, allegedly
imported by the Boiotians during their migration southwards (Kowalzig 2007, 362
and n. 73). In light of the kinship relationships between Boiotians and Lesbians
attested by Thucydides in the late fifth century BC (Hornblower 2010, 131-132 and
Fragoulaki 2013, 110-111), it might not be coincidental that a Lesbian would choose
to dedicate a hymn to a Boiotian goddess (cp. Schachter 2016, 180 n. 12).
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indication of Alcaeus on the placement of the temple (Kopwvnag mediw
péoMc)** would also seem to indicate this.?

This ambiguity resurfaced in another instance, if we can judge from
another discussed fragment by Bacchylides (F *15 Sn.):

Ovy €dpag Epyov ovd’ ApPolrdc,

aALG xpuoaiydog Ttoviag

%P1 Top” EVOUISOAOV VAOV EA-
0ovtog appov T deiéa.

An ancient scholar already wondered whether Bacchylides “meant
the same (sc. Athena) as that of the Alalkomenion”.2¢ The Alalkomenion
and the Itonion were probably related at the beginning; in the absence
of clear positive indications, we might prefer a reference, in Alcaeus,
to Athena Itonia, because of the absence of strong military associations
with the parallel cult of Athena of Alalkomenai. Neither Alcaeus nor
Bacchylides explicitly mentions regional games for the goddess in these
short fragments, but they are important to support a high chronology for
the cult of the goddess.

Progressively, for reasons unclear to us, the rites in honour of Athena
gained regional importance. This fame added to the profound local
resonances of Koroneia for the Boiotians. Koroneia would only later
become the focus of the Boiotian military identity, after the victory of
446 BC against the Athenians.?” The liberation of the region was a seminal
event in the history of Boiotia and in the history of the games held in
Koroneia: the evolution of agones such as the Pamboiotia has a profound
connection with the history of the kowov as a whole.?

In Koroneia, the Boiotians placed a trophy which would signal their
national pride (Plut. Ages. 19. 2):

mnciov yap 6 vedg éotv 0 Tig Ttoviag AOnvag, kol Tpod adTod
pomoov €otnkev, 0 mAior Bowwtol Xmdptovog oTpatnyodviog
gvtavbo viknoavteg ABnvaiovg kal Tolpidny drokteivavteg Eotnoay.

24 Cp. Liberman 1999, 234 n. 265 on the restitution of v. 2.

25 See Schachter 2016, 179-180 and Schachter 1981, 113 on the confusion
between these two Athenas, that were both central to the nascent community of the
Boiotoi. On Athena Itonia see Lalonde 2019 (87—166 on the Boiotian cult).

26 ¥ Stat. Th. 2. 721 = Bacchyl. F *15 A Sn. See Schachter 1981, 112 and n. 7.

27 Cp. Beck—Ganter 2015, 135. Battle of Koroneia: BNJ 4 F 81; Thuc. 1. 113. 1;
Diod. 12. 6; Plut. Per. 18. 2; Ages. 19. 2; Paus. 1. 27. 5, with Beck 2020.

28 See Knoepfler 2008, 1462.
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A second aspect of the monumentalization of memory was the
erection, in the sanctuary, of two new bronze cult statues, realized by
a pupil of Phidias, Agorakritos (Paus. 9. 34. 1). These statues represented
Athena and Zeus and therefore identified the male mapedpog of the
goddess once and for all, by replacing a theriomorphic mate probably
represented by a snake. 2°

Between Alcaeus and the elevation of Koroneia and of the Itonion to
a momentous show of Boiotian identity, there are other indications that
many regional activities took place on the spot. In the sixth century BC,
there was a ritual procession for Athena and another god, who was later
identified as Zeus: the scene is represented on a lekane of the middle sixth
century BC.30 These rites were part of a more complex organization, which
shows in detail the participants to a sacrifice and the necessary instruments.

We have reasons to believe that, after Alcaeus, Pindar also helped
enhance the international fame of the Itonion and of the activities
which happened there. He offers an emic perspective on the agon and
the status of these competitions, in his daphnephorion (F 94 b Sn.—M.)
for Agasikles of Thebes, son of Pagondas.?! In the preserved verses, the
victories at the Pamboiotia are listed together with those at Onchestos and
at Pisa (vv. 44-48):

.intnov T okunddov mo[Av-
YV®OTOLG €Ml ViKoug,
aig év didvesoty Oyy[notod khv]zéc,
Taig 8¢ vaov Ttoviag af....... o
YoiTov oTEPAVOLG £KO-
ounbev &v te Ilioq mepurl.

Maybe this song was written after the aforementioned battle of
Koroneia.’2 What matters the most here is the mention of victories in

29 On the identity of Athena’s napedpog see Schachter 1981, 119-121.

30 BM B 80. See Ure 1929, 167-171 and Schachter 1981, 122—123. The presence
of a crow (kopdvn) on the lekane has been considered a reference to the city of
Koroneia, but sometimes the bird is understood to be a raven (k6pag): cf. the state
of the art in Schmidt 2002, 51-62 and Connelly 2007, 168—169 on the reading of
this procession as a panegyris.

31 This family tree was reconstructed by Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1922, 435—
436; see also Mackil 2013, 160—161; Schachter 2016, 259-260; Papazarkadas 2018.

32 See most recently Mackil 2013, 160—-161 and Schachter 2016, 259-260. An
important piece of information is the fact that the daphnephoria was led by a maig
apeaing, a boy with both parents still living (Mackil 2013, 160 n. 54).
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contests: these horse races must have belonged to this embryonal stage
of the Pamboiotia. Pindar refers to victories of horse races (43: innowv
T oKkuTddmv) at Onchestos (46) and at the temple of Athena Itonia (47).
Before this list of victories, Pindar recalls the proxenies obtained by
Agasikles and his family (41): the combination of these aspects (agonistic
victories and political career) might have consequences on the reading
of the previous reference to the honours received by “those who dwell
around” (41-43: tipabev yap 1 mdAal o vOv T aueiktiovésotv). These
people might impersonate an association or a regional body connected
with the festival of the Pamboiotia and with the one held at Onchestos;3?
the regional character of the reference seems to depend on the Theban
audience of the ode, which must have easily understood the reference.
Therefore, this could be an indirect sign of a political organization, or
even — assuming that the ode was very likely written in the later forties —
one of the earliest witnesses to the new Boiotian koinon.

From a syntactic point of view, Pindar is referring not only to the
Pamboiotia, but also (and firstly) to the festival of Poseidon.3* Therefore,
I would suggest that the Pamboiotia are presented by Pindar as part of the
network of Boiotian regional festivals and not as a preeminent meeting of
the Boiotians; moreover, their regional aura proves a local prestige which
allowed Pindar to list this event together with the Olympic games. This
is a curious elevation of a strictly local festival, through the lens of its
regional impact, to an ‘almost panhellenic’ status.

As well as horse races, we may have hints of dance competitions at the
Pamboiotia, if we accept Kowalzig’s suggestion of “Boiotian military dances
staged as hunts based on some Thessalian model”.35 In addition, the ritual
procession on the aforementioned lekane may be the setting for contests of
boxers and chariot races, and maybe concerts of aulos players, since such
players can be seen on a series of black-figure vases found in Koroneia,
considered to be the output of a “workshop of the Itonion” by Ure.3¢

3 Mackil 2013, 162-163.

34 The last verse mentions Pisa (49: [...] v 1¢ [Tioq mep]), but the lacuna, of
eight to ten characters according to Snell and Maehler, might suggest warning
against a “juxtaposition of the Itonion with the renowned sites of Olympia and
Onchestos” (Larson 2007, 134). Maybe the final verse introduced a new verb, or
a clearer distinction was made in the missing section.

35 Kowalzig 2007, 364. See Bacchyl. F 15 and F 15a Sn. (supra). Cf. Kowalzig
2007, 363-364 on Pind. FF 106-107 Sn.—M. and Mackil 2013, 160 for this hypo-
thesis, that remains highly speculative.

36 Ure 1929, 167—-170; Ure 1935; Larson 2000, 205 n. 57; Larson 2007, 134
and n. 24.
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By the second half of the fifth century BC, the Pamboiotia also
played a pivotal role in the ethnogenesis of the Boiotians. The celebration
was connected with the memory of the alleged migration of the local
inhabitants from Thessaly: Armenidas, a local historian who probably
lived at the beginning of the fourth century BC, lingered on the etymology
which explicitly states the origin of Itonian Athena from the Thessalian
city of Iton (BNJ 378 F 1). Moreover, Boiotos, the national hero, was
sometimes believed to be the son of an Itonos:37 it is clear that the Boiotians
slowly assigned a focal place to Athena Itonia. Once we recall this, we
can understand that these games, despite being reserved for Boiotians,
could be seen from the outside as a celebration worthy of recollection and
memory: just as Alcacus sang of Athena, so would travelling Bacchylides
and Pindar refer to those competitions.

While the Pamboiotia were then a likely reality of Boiotian cultic and
political life in the fifth century BC, possibly not yet under this name,3®
in the same century, Lebadeia was a much less significant city in terms of
political power. Nonetheless, the literary sources indicate that Lebadeia
was well known for the oracle of Trophonios, which was also popular
abroad and particularly among the Athenians.3°

Herodotus (8. 134. 1) recalls, for instance, the visit of the Carian Mys,
sent by Mardonius, but only mentions the descent of the man:

obtog 6 Mi¢ &¢ te Aeadelay paiveton dmikduevog kai uiodd meicag
TOV Emyopiov avdpa katofijvar Topd Tpoedviov.

37 On Armenidas’ fragment, see Tufano 2019a, 131-138. On Boiotos and
Itonos, see Ganter 2014, 237-238. On the connection of the festival with the
tradition of the origin from Thessaly: Kowalzig 2007, 364. Maybe only after the
battle of Koroneia of 446 was Athena Itonia given “a more explicitly ethnic, pan-
Boiotian role” (Mackil 2013, 193).

3% We have no way of knowing how old the denomination of ‘TTapfoidtia’ was:
as such, it firstly occurs in Polybius regarding the panegyris (4. 3. 5; cp. Schachter
1981, 123). As in the well-known case of the mavéAAnveg in Homer (7. 2. 530),
mov- seems to mark an exclusion more than an inclusion: in other words, as is
the case with the history of the ethnic mavéhAnveg, the root mav- seems to confine
the celebration to the Boiotians, while excluding other £€0vn (on the existence of
a “criterio di esclusione” behind the Homeric mavélinveg, see esp. Antonetti 1996,
9-10. On the root mav- and its meanings, see Hall 2002, 132). At the same time, it
is a sure sign of the circulation of the simple ethnic BoibtiovBowwroi, since these
forms with mav- can only be understood if the simple form pre-exists.

3% On the oracle of Trophonios, and on the Trophonion in Lebadeia, see
Schachter 1994, 66—89; 109—118 and Bonnechere 2003.
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The Basileia were a later creation by Epameinondas, and the rites
on the spot did not include games in the fifth century BC. It is however
interesting how, by the first century BC, the mention, in Pindar (O/. 7. 84),
of the dydveg T évvopor Bowwtiov, could be interpreted by the Augustan
grammarian Didymus (F 13 Braswell = 116 Coward—Prodi) as Baciieia
Kol Apgiapeto koi Anha €mt AnAie kai Tpoedvela év Agfadeiq.*0

Pindar is listing the other victories achieved by Diagoras of Rhodes,
and this is the only occasion*! where he does not specify the name of
the city. Diagoras was a meplodovikng,*? since he won at the Isthmus, at
Nemea, at Delphi, and at Olympia. Pindar sent him the Seventh Olympian
Ode, which was probably performed in Rhodes.

This victory ode, probably written ca. 464 BC, is a witness of the fame
of a Boeotian competition abroad, although it remains uncertain whether
these seasonal games are among the suggestions listed by Didymus
(F 13 Braswell), who also ignores that the Trophonia in Lebadeia can-
not have been an additional game different from the Basileia.** The
Pamboiotian trait** makes the identification of these dy@®veg &vvopor with
the festival of Koroneia likely: not incidentally, it should be noted how
the mention of the mere ethnicity, Bowwtimwv, is not accompanied by the
significant root mav- which will be used for the name of the festival in the
Hellenistic period.*

To sum up: the Boiotians performed gymnastic contests in Koroneia,
in the archaic period, which soon gained an international reputation. These
contests cannot be reconstructed in detail due to the absence of complete
surveys of the program of the early Pamboiotia; yet, the external fame of
this cult and the activities involved must not have escaped the foreigners,
who associated the Boiotians with this lively cult.

This external fame was further enhanced by the military victory of
446 BC, which added a flair of national pride to the city and enhanced the
interest in the new xowdv. Even if we ignore the name of the celebration
at this stage, it was so well-known that a mere mention in the form of

40 See Prodi 2020 for a useful study of Didymos’ profound knowledge of
Pindar’s poetry.

41 Cf. the less unclear mention of Thebes at v. 83.

42 Giannini in Gentili 2013, 167-173.

43 On this double name, see Part II.

44 On the ethnic value of this identification, see Grigsby 2017, 9.

45 T agree with the suggestion of the anonymous referee that “dydveg &vvopot
Bowwtiov could well be a poetical transformation of the name Pamboiotia known
to the audience”.
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‘Bowwtiov dydvec’ could make the association clear. The Basileia were
a later creation, but Lebadeia was already an internationally renowned
Boiotian spot. Both Koroneia and Lebadeia, therefore, possessed by the
late fifth century BC the potential to represent abroad the Boiotian regional
activities, as well as, in the case of Lebadeia, attracting also foreigners
interested in the local cult.

2. The Fourth Century BC

The situation described in the previous section is reversed in the follow-
ing century. While the birth of the Basileia in 371 BC is luckily witnessed
by an important literary source and followed by a good number of
inscriptions, we lack sources on the history of the Pamboiotia in the fourth
century BC. In the final part of this section, we will comment on this
specific situation.

After the suppression of the Boiotian koinon in 386 BC and its re-
foundation after 379 BC, Thebes was successful in establishing a regional
and international hegemony that is now believed to have survived
the death of one of its great men such as Epameinondas (362 BC).4¢
Epameinondas was instrumental in the victory against the Spartans at
Leuktra (371 BC) and took the chance to celebrate the event with the
decision to establish a new festival at Lebadeia (Diod. 15. 53. 4 = Manieri
2009 Leb.1):

dAlov d¢ katéomoev g and Tpopwviov TpocedT®s avafefnkota
Kol Aéyovta, 010TL mpootétayev O 0g0g avtoic, dtav &v AeOKTpolg
vikiowoy, dydva Ti0évat Al Bactrel stepavitnv: d¢’ od 81 Botwtol
TNV To1oVGL TV Taviyvpy €v Agfadeiq.

The Basileia were designed by Epameinondas to commemorate
the Theban victory at Leuctra: the dyov is dedicated to Zeus Basileus,
“protecteur attitré de la nation béotienne”.#” The choice of Lebadeia
marked a strategic stronghold on the road between Thebes and Delphi.
On the one hand, the site occupied the chora of the then-destroyed
Orchomenos, which had once controlled Lebadeia. Since Lebadeia was
in the “Einflubereich von Orchomenos”, it was not a neutral place:

46 Cf. Schachter 2016, 112—-132.
47 Knoepfler 2008, 1436.
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Epameinondas’ choice signalled the Theban lead of the Boiotian League
in 371 BC,*8 because the new festival was established in a place inter-
nationally renowned as Lebadeia, and in a site which recalled the Theban
opposition to Orchomenos.

On the other hand, the Spartans had plundered Lebadeia only twenty-
five years before, in 395/4 BC (Plut. Lys. 28. 1). The new importance given
to this area also marked a new beginning, for a spot which was to honour
Zeus through a new festival. The Thebans wanted to make the most of this
new federal venture when they detached the name of the festival from the
underground oracular god, Trophonios, who had been presiding over the
site until then. In the same context of activities at Lebadeia, just like the
battle of Koroneia (447 BC) had prompted a redefinition of the cult at the
Itonion, a new cult statue for Trophonios was made in the sanctuary by
Praxiteles (Paus. 9. 39. 4).

Zeus had symbolically presided over the victory of the Boiotian army
against Sparta and, despite the certain fictitious character of these ex-
post tales, there are several traditions that developed around the battle
of Leuctra and emphasised the devotion of Epameinondas towards this
god. Diodorus connects the festival to the celebration of the victory: the
god has directed Epameinondas and he institutes the contest.** Diodorus’
very good knowledge of Boiotian history is a fact we should not dismiss:
not only is his fifteenth book indebted to Ephorus, who had perused
Daimachus of Plataiai (a universal historian of the fourth century BC well-
versed in Boiotian history), Anaximenes and Callisthenes. Diodorus also
knew the work of two other universal historians of the fourth century BC,
Dionysodorus and Anaxys.>°

48 “Einflubereich von Orchomenos”: Kithr 2007, 284. The advantages of
choosing Lebadeia over Leuctra for a festival indirectly confirm the predominant
role of Thebes in the post-378 koinon (Schachter 2016, 115 n. 7 on Lebadeia as
“a flagship for the Theban-led Boiotoi”). On the value of Lebadeia, see Beck
1997, 191-192; Farinetti 2011, 89; Mackil 2013, 208-210; Schachter 2016, 117
and 187.

49 A different path was followed by Callisthenes (BNJ 124 FF 22 a-b). In his
Histories, Callisthenes reported about the good signs that had foretold the Theban
victory. Cicero, the source of the fragment (De div. 1. 74. 9), does not repeat
the version of Diodorus on the institution of the agon; this inauguration is also
absent in the third source on Epameinondas and the omina of Lebadeia, Polyaenus
(Strat. 2. 3. 8); on these traditions, see Tufano 2023, 76-82.

50 On Ephorus’ plagiarism of Daimachus, see BNJ 65 T 1 and Tufano 2019a,
325-333. Dionysodoros and Anaxis: BNJ 67 and 68 (= Diod. 15. 95. 4).
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The dedication of the festival to Zeus Basileus, not the most common
epithet of Zeus in Boiotia,’! aimed to give at least a regional acknow-
ledgment to the institution: the new term was immediately successful, and
we have three inscriptions, from the middle fourth century BC, mentioning
athletes from Tanagra, Thebes and Delphi.5? In the first two cases, the
restitution of the name Boocilewo is certain: the Theban winner, Timokles,
raced with the horses at the Basileia and at the Herakleia of Thebes.>? His
epitaph was written under a statue of Polykleitos and the city decided to
restore the statue after the destruction of 335 BC:

oUK €01’ 00OEV Téppa Biov BvnTdV Emvoioig,
ALG TOYM Kpeioowv EAmidog £Ee@avn,
i kai TywoxAénv Acomiyov Neavic’ viov
wpocbe mpiv évoeiooh’ Epya mpémovta PUGEL,
0¢ Baoiiela Awdg kai év ‘Hpaxiéovg tpio<i>v d0loig
immoig viknoog ddpat’ Emnyrldioey.
vacat
[ToAvkdertog éndeioe [sicl.

This text almost inaugurates the Theban tradition to focus on the
pride of these young victors.>* It is not clear whether Timokles’ victories
in horse-racing were only won at the Herakleia or jointly refer to both
Basileia and Herakleia. In any case, the epigram is an early sign of the fact
that Thebes recognized the victory at the Basileia as a definitive glory to
remark. In this dedication, moreover, we note that it is sufficient to refer to
the contest by specifying the god, at least in Thebes.

The later epigraphical evidence suggests that the Basileia included —
possibly already in the fourth century BC — gymnastic and equestrian
competitions:>> we lack a specific program of the contest, but victories are
attested in running contests, in the wrestling (wdAn), in the moaykpdtiov,

51 See Schachter 1994, 111 on the novelty of the choice of this epithet.

52 ]G VII 2532; 552. SEG 23. 332, a list of victories from Delphi: FD III
1. 510 = Ebert 42 = CEG 1I 803; cp. Knoepfler 2008, 1426 and n. 17, where the
scholar recalls Robert’s support for the identification of the Zeus cxnmnTpopopog
of the inscription with Zeus Basileus. Cf. also /G VII 530 (from Tanagra, early
3rd cent. BC: kolov dydva A1dg), with Knoepfler 2008, 1436 n. 46 and Manieri
2009, 152.

53 IG VII 2532, 11. 5-6; CEG 11 630. See on this text Grigsby 2017, 95-97.

54 On this tradition: Scharff 2016.

55 For a broad introduction to the Basileia, see Schachter 1994, 85-86 and 116—
118; Turner 1996; Knoepfler 2008.
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in the boxing, in the mévtabiov and the race with arms, the omAiitng
(0popog).>¢ Since the festival was never interrupted (see Part II), it can
be assumed that the competitions recorded on in the first century BC
inscriptions can be traced back to the first years.

It was a festival for individual athletes, and not for groups;>’ the
almost complete absence of a military trait marks a difference from the
Pamboiotia.>® The Basileia were celebrated during the month of Panamos,
the ninth Boiotian month, between August and September; based on the
accounts delivered and published in the first century BC, the account
rendering occurred in Pamboiotos, the tenth month. The frequency of this
festival is controversial.>

This predominantly local festival included a procession for Zeus.
Until recently, this event could only be hypothesized thanks to a later
text: the procession for Zeus Basileus is mentioned in an imperial text
which might describe a Hellenistic setting. The first Love Story ascribed

36 Running contests: e.g. in the stadion (ca. 600 m: /AG 45, 2-3: 200-180 BC;
SEG 14. 478a, 3: 100 BC); diavAog (equivalent to two stadia: SEG 14. 478a, 3:
100 BC); d6A1x0¢ (long course on a distance between 7 and 20 stadia: /G V 2. 142.
40: 31 cent. BC ex.). [1a\n: IG 1V 428, 2: 240-220 BC; Matthaiou—Papazarkadas
2020 (15t half of the 15t cent. BC). [Tayxpdriov: e.g. SEG 3. 367 (= Manieri 2009,
Leb. 12,40-30 BC [see Miiller 2014, 129 on the date]) and Matthaiou—Papazarkadas
2020. TToyun: e.g. IG VII 47 (early 15t cent. BC? [cf. Knoepfler 2008, 1455-1456
n. 119]) and Matthaiou—Papazarkadas 2020. [Tévtabiov: e.g. SEG 3. 367. The
armed race probably had different origins in the different places where it occurred
(Patrucco 1972): in Boiotia, the émAitig was also part of the Eleutheria of Plataiai
(Philostr. Gymn. 8). For the Basileia, we have evidence that the dmAttig was part of
the contest in the 15t cent. BC (SEG 3. 367 and SEG 14. 478a, from Potidaia: the
indication of the Basileia forces us to postdate the inscription after the institution
of the Boiotian koinon and the change of name, but this might have happened
immediately after 86 BC; however, see Grigsby 2017, 192—193 for the possibility
that Sulla awarded Lebadeia, for the good omens which he had received from the
oracle). This evidence is the only one with a military reminiscence, and thus the
late attestation does not allow us to consider it present from the beginning. For the
horse races, see a list of documents in Turner 1996, 122, nos. 19-24. From the lists
on SEG 3. 367 and on the new apologia (Matthaiou—Papazarkadas 2020), we learn
that the contests included the dnéPooig, a race on a chariot where one of the two
men on it had to complete the distance on foot, the horseback race (kéAng), and the
two-horse chariot race (cvvwpic).

57 The previous list draws on Turner 1996, 109 and 121-122.

3% Cp. Knoepfler 2008, 1440-1441 and Knoepfler 2020, 222.

59 On the month, see Roesch 1982, 37-41 and Turner 1996, 109.
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to Plutarch® concerns a girl who is contended by two men, and finally
dies in the quarrel which occurs between the suitors. In the narrative,
the maiden is presented as a xavneopog, “carrier of a basket”, for Zeus
Basileus in Lebadeia.®! The story also proves that the festival was visited
by foreigners: in order to perform these rites, the girl came to Lebadeia
from Haliartos, and was seen there by one of the two pretenders, Straton
of Orchomenos. The publication of a new dmoloyia from the first century
BC now confirmed the practice of a mopnn during the festival.

Although relatively few in number (few inscriptions, one literary
reference), we have seen that some sources allow a relatively complete
picture of the early celebrations of the Basileia in the fourth century BC,
testifying also to the impact of these celebrations on the consolidation of
the regional networks and on the Theban control (at least possibly until
335 BC, when the city was destroyed). Nonetheless, it was necessary to
complete the direct witnesses with an eye to later inscriptions. A different
situation, with few exceptions, is typical for the history of the Pamboiotia
in the same fourth century BC.

There is a significant gap in our documentation on the Pamboiotia after
the end of the fifth century BC: a possible late echo of the classical dy@®veg,
so far neglected, is a curious anecdote reported by Diodorus (14. 11. 5).
Retelling the events of 404 BC, he reports that in that same year Lasthenes,
a Theban and Olympic winner, had also won against a racehorse (mpog
inmov a0AnTVv Spapdvta vikijoar), on a route from Koroneia to Thebes.
The distance, roughly thirty miles (more than 44400 meters), does not
correspond to any of the known race competitions, and the anecdote has
no parallel among the extant sources. I would suggest that the city of
Koroneia, in the final years of the Peloponnesian War, might still be the
setting of local games, even if the singularity of the episode must be taken
with due prudence.

After this episode, we only have Polybius, who refers to the panegyris
of the Boiotians on the spot, and epigraphic documents of the third century
BC attest that the entire Hellenistic koinon performed, in these competi-
tions with a strong military character, the military prowess and skills of the

% Linguistic reasons prevented Ziegler from ascribing the essay to Plutarch,
even if the peculiarities of style might depend on the genre of the short stories,
as outlined by Giangrande 1991. For a recent overview of the status quaestionis
see de Jesus 2009 and Tufano 2019b. The prenuptial character of the short story is
underlined by Bonnechere 2003, 310.

6l Plut. Am. narr. 770 F: Euelde yop 1d Au 1@ Pactrel KavnQopelv.

62 Matthaiou—Papazarkadas 2020, A 32-33.
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Boiotians: it was now a way, as we will see in the next section (3, Part II),
to check the military training of the subunits of the federal army.%?

Therefore, the long period of silence approximately coincides with
the fourth century BC. Before the Hellenistic kowvov born in 287 BC,
we have a treaty (/G IX? 1. 170), signed between the Boiotians and the
Actolians around 270 BC, sworn also by Athena, probably Itonia.%
A possible argumentum ex silentio against the continuity of the Pam-
boiotia might be the decision itself, by Epameinondas, to establish the
Basileia as a festival of national pride, with all the aforementioned
strategic advantages, in the apparent oblivion of an eventually pre-
existing festival of the Boiotians in Koroneia.

For these reasons, it could be that the first organization of the festival
of the Pamboiotia only occurred in the second quarter of the third century
BC;% however, it seems better to think of a reorganization in connection
with the new needs of the Boiotian League. Perhaps the Pamboiotia had
not been institutionalised and fully given a program and an organization
before Epameinondas created the Basileia. The first relevance of this
new competition contributed to the temporary eclipse of the regional
celebrations at Koroneia, which could only be reprised under new
circumstances, namely after the re-foundation of Thebes in 316 BC and
the rebirth of the Boiotian League.

To be continued.
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Sapienza University of Rome
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The paper offers the first half of a comprehensive historical survey of the two
most important Boiotian regional festivals, i.e. the Basileia of Lebadeia, for Zeus
Basileus, and the Pamboiotia of Koroneia, for Athena Itonia. The author contends
that these festivals had a regional impact and were performed independently of
the existence of a federal government in Boiotia. Part I, in particular, addresses
the origins of the two festivals and their status in the fourth century BC. Until the
end of the fifth century BC (Section 1), the Pamboiotia are not attested with this
name, but indirect evidence of literary and archaeological nature suggests that
ritual processions and contests were held in Koroneia for Athena Itonia. The
Basileia were only established in 371 BC, but in the sixth and the fifth centuries
BC Lebadeia gained a wide reputation as an oracular site, also abroad. Section 2
concentrates on the fourth century BC, which marks the actual beginning of the
Basileia. The literary and epigraphic evidence of the fourth century BC on this
festival is discussed, but needs to be integrated with later sources: this is possible
because of the continuity of the Basileia throughout the Hellenistic and the
Republican periods. The Basileia were an individual competition and, although
Theban in its first initiative, the festival became a national venture of the
Boiotians. The fourth century BC marks a gap in the extant evidence on the
Pamboiotia. The author contends that this was a moment of minor fortune for the
festival and that the Basileia, at first, substituted the Pamboiotia as an occasion of
self-celebration in Boiotia.

[Ty6mukyeTcs 9acTb | cTaThy, B KOTOPOIA aBTOP aeT BCECTOPOHHHA HCTOPHUSCKUI
0030p IByX HamOoJiee Ba)KHbIX OeoTHickMX npasaHecTB — bacuneil B Jlebanee
B yecTh 3eBca bacmesca u [Tam6eoTnii B Koponee B uects Adunast Utonnn. As-
TOp J0KAa3bIBAET, YTO OHU UMEIH PETHOHATIbHOE 3HAYCHUE U IPOBOJMINCH BHE 3a-
BUCHMOCTH OT CyILIECTBOBaHMsl B beotun ¢epepanbHOro opraHa ynpaBieHHS.
B wactu | paccmarpuBaeTcst IpebICTOpUS ATUX MPA3JHUKOB M UX cTaTyc B IV B.
0 H. 9. Brutots 10 konma V B. (pa3gen 1) He 3aCBUIETENCTBOBAHO Ha3BaHUE
“[TambeoTnn”, HO KOCBEHHBIC NMICEMCHHBIC U JIUTEPATypHBIC CBHICTEIHCTBA TI0-
3BOJIAIOT NPEAIOJI0XKUTh, YTO B KopOHee MMPOBOANIMCH NPOLCCCUN U COCTA3AHUA
B uectb Aduabl Utonun. bacuien 6pum yapekaeHsl TonpKo B 371 I 10 H. 3., HO
uB VIu 'V BB. JIebanes Obuta n3BecTHA 3a peaenamMu beotun Oaarogaps cBoemy
opakyxy. B pazmene 2 aBrop obpamaercs k [V B. 10 H. 3., KOrJa Ha9aIu MpoBo-
mutbes bacnen. OOcyX1aloTcsi TUCbMEHHbBIE M apXEOJIOrMYeCKUE CBHICTEIb-
ctBa IV B., HO MHOTHE TIPEIIOIOKEHUS ACMAIOTCSA HA OCHOBAHUH 0O0JIee MO3THUX
UCTOYHHMKOB, 4TO 000CHOBaHHO OJiarojapsi HEMPEPLIBHOCTH CyliecTBOBaHus ba-
CHJICEB B UIMHUCTHYECKOE W pUMCKoe Bpems. bacuimen npemxycmarpuBaiyu WH-
JIUBHUlyaJIbHBIE COCTSI3aHMs. YUpeKJCHHbIe 10 MHuIuartuBe dus, oHU 3aTeM
CTaly HallMOHAJLHBIM TIPAa3THUKOM Bcex OeoruiineB. Jns IV B. 10 H. 3. HeT
CBHJICTEIIECTB CyliecTBOBaHUs [lamOeoTuii. ABTOp Ioiraraet, 4To B 3TO BpeMs
OHH OBLIH B YOoaake — Kak noBOJ NPOAEMOHCTPUPOBATE OTHUYECCKYIO UACHTUY-
HOCTH UX 3aMeHmH bacuen.
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A CONJECTURE ON PINDAR,
PYTHIAN 2. 81-82

advvata 6 £moc EKPalelv KpaToov v dyadoig
d0Aov GoToHV: SUmG pav oaiveov ToTi Thvtog ¢-
oV TAyXL STAEKEL.

82. dtav Heyne: dyov MSS: ayav Boeckh

The deceitful citizen cannot utter an effective word among good men,
but nonetheless he fawns on all and weaves his utter ruin.!

Modern editors generally print Heyne’s dtav for the MSS’ dyav.?
Gentili’s retention of the paradosis, notwithstanding Cingano’s attempt to
justify it,? is metrically improbable. lambic full base is rare in Pindaric
glyconics.* Everywhere else in Pythian 2 the base in s2 is occupied
by a spondee. The juxtaposition of dyav and mdyyv is at best clunky
and the sense not easy and with dyav the verb is left, unexpectedly,

' The text is that printed by Snell-Machler 1987, 59. The apparatus is my own.
The translation is from Race 1997, 241.

2 In addition to Snell-Maehler 1987, 59, Turyn 1952, 84, Race 1997, 240,
Bremer 2003, 124, Liberman 2004, 70 (“Nombreuses autres corrections moins
plausible”) and Ferrari 2018, 92 all print dtav. Most 1985, 113 n. 82 says that dtov
is “preferable” but does not explain why. Schroeder 1900, 191 originally obelized
dyav, but at 1908, 96 he “returned” to Heyne’s dtav (noted by Schroeder at 1923,
515). The exception is Gentili 1995, 70, who “by deviating from the consensus on
metre among modern scholarship, keeps dyov” (Itsumi 2009, 214).

3 Cingano in Gentili et al. 1995, 399-400.

4 As Itsumi 2009, 214 explains, “According to his [Gentili’s] colometry,
a pherecratean which ends with a short syllable can be followed by a glyconic which
starts with an iamb (— U — U — U U ——uUuU — U —)!” See further Itsumi 2009, 25
(“while the notation x — can be used [sc. for oo] for tragedy and elsewhere, it is
not appropriate for Pindar”) and 34-35. Understandably, editors since Gentili have
declined to follow his lead.
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without an object.’ dyav is far more likely to be an error arising from
scribal anticipation of mdyyv, whether because of its nearly similar sense
(‘entirely’/‘very much’), its appearance (because of the following -ay-),
or both.

Heyne’s @tov has also been doubted. Burton observes that &tov
dwumhéxkewv is a difficult phrase to parallel.® According to Lloyd-Jones,
“Heyne’s drtav ... gives the verb a most unusual object”.” Carey notes that
the agency of dwn “is usually divine, not human”.® Kirkwood comments
that dtav “to some extent contradicts the preceding sentence”, but suggests
that it may be justifiable as “hyperbolic”.? He also notes that dtav would
have been an instance of lectio facilior because it is “hard to see how
[Gtav] would have been corrupted”.'® Kirkwood concludes that the text
“must be regarded as uncertain”.

The main difficulties with ¢rtav are that it is rather an incongruous
object for dwoumiéxkel. The verb seems to demand an intricate rather than
a cataclysmic object. It is also difficult to imagine a human “weaving
destruction”. One could imagine the Moipat, or perhaps some other god or
goddess, doing something like that, but not a mortal. At v. 78 Pindar asks
Trépdett ¢ 11 pdha TodT0 Kepdaréov terébet; (“But what profit really
results from that cunning?”),!! clearly indicating that while slanderous

5 In the active domiékm invariably takes an accusative object, including in
Pindar (Pyth. 12. 8; Nem. 7. 99).

¢ Burton 1962, 130. The closest parallel I could find using a 7LG proximity
search was &mhekeg dtnv at Apollinar. Met. psalm. 49. 44 (4™ century AD). Carey
1981, 58 responds to Burton’s point about the use of dramiékm (although he does
not specifically address the difficulty of finding parallels for the phrase dtov
dwomAékew), arguing that Burton takes too limited a view of the potential figurative
uses of the verb.

7 Lloyd-Jones 1973, 125 n. 97 (= 1990, 134 n. 97).

8 Carey 1981, 58. Carey does not consider whether this could be an argument
against dtav (I think it is). He claims that dtav means ‘self-delusion’. But if dtav
meant that here, it would trump the expectation that the deceitful citizen should try
to deceive the person whom he is flattering. His argument also relies on a meaning of
étn which, according to Braswell 1998, 86 (n. on 21, &tav), is not the predominant
one in the 5™ century (which was ‘ruin’ or ‘calamity’).

9 Kirkwood 1982, 158.

10 Farnell 1930-1932, 2. 133, who considered Gtav “bad”, had complained that
it does not “explain the MS. corruption”, but without stating why.

" Tr. Race 1997, 239. Huschke’s conjecture kepdoi in v. 78, which gives
a reference to a crafty vixen, does not perhaps follow the pl. dAonékwov (77) neatly
(a problem felt by Boeckh and Kayser, see Schroeder 1922, 22 [n. on 78]; reading dat.
kepdoig would only raise the question whether the dat. of such a noun is plausible,
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people cause problems (at least for their targets), they do not ultimately
profit from them themselves. But dtav, as the ruin of one’s enemy, could
be understood as a kind of profit to the deceitful citizen and therefore
as contradicting v. 78. More generally, Pindar’s envious slanderers do
not normally deal in &tn. They deploy words behind their targets’ backs
aimed at denting their reputations. Words deceive (Ol 1. 29). They are
an dyov ... pBovepoiowv, ‘a tasty morsel for the envious’ (Nem. 8. 21).
Bowra observes that ¢06vog is closely associated with yoyog, pdpog
and kokayopia.'? dotoi and woAitar talk. That is why in Pindar a hope is
sometimes expressed that the victor or the singer will meet with good-will
/ lack of envy from townsfolk (Ol 6. 7, 7. 89-90; Nem. 8. 38, 11. 17-18).
The latter are branded as xaxoldyou (Pyth. 11. 28). Envious neighbours
start malicious rumours on the sly (Ol 1. 47-51: &vvene kpved [47]). In
Pythian 2, Pindar says that he must avoid the ddrog advov kaxayopidv
(53), the ‘powerful bite of calumnies’. dpwg pav (82) suggests a contrast
between the &nog ... kpatawdv (81) and some other kind of utterance that
might be damaging.!? If there had been a lacuna in the transmitted text
instead of the corrupt dyav, it would have been quite natural to supply
an object for dwumiékel that has something to do with words. Lastly,

at least for this era), but it is certainly an attractive conjecture (especially in a fable-
like context) and it is printed by Kirkwood 1982, 146, Gentili in Gentili et al. 1995,
70 and Liberman 2004, 68. Carey 1981, 56 thinks it preferable. However, I agree
with Lloyd-Jones 1973, 124 (= 1990, 133) that “the best editorial procedure would
be to mention Huschke’s conjecture, but to place a crux against képdet in the text”.

121964, 187, citing Nem. 7. 61 (yoyoc); Ol 6. 74; Pyth. 1. 82; fr. 181 Macehler
(udpog); Ol 1. 53; Pyth. 2. 53, 11. 28 (xaxayopio). One may add chatter, 10
Aorayfoat (O 2. 97), and mépeactig (Nem. 8. 32), ‘misrepresentation’. Pi. calls
the latter the companion of the kind of words which the fawning deceiver can be
expected to have used here at Nem. 8. 33 (aipdrov pobwv opodeortog); for discussion
see Bulman 1992, 48-50.

13 saivov (82) may and probably does here imply an utterance, but flattery is
harmless unless accompanied by a more dangerous kind of utterance. It is unlikely
that Pindar is suggesting that slander can simply be ignored just because it does
not benefit slanderers personally. Otherwise, why describe it as an duoayov KaKov
(76), devote time and space to its discussion here (and elsewhere) or indeed attack
a slanderous enemy like a wolf (84)? Most 1985, 113—114 argues that “this sentence
does not oppose any kind of success on the part of the tricky citizen to the futility
asserted in the previous sentence” and therefore that Wilamowitz” oud¢ should be
read instead of the transmitted dpwg. But Most also asserts that “it contrasts the
kinds of means which are available to [the tricky citizen]” and thereby undermines
his argument. Whichever way one looks at it, there is a contrast and no need to
tamper with Spwg.
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Kirkwood’s point about dtav being lectio facilior is a valid one. In the
face of all this,!'# it is surprising that dtov has become the preferred text.
A different solution would be to read dpmg pav caiveov moti Tavtag
apav mayyv dwamAéket, i.e. ‘nonetheless while fawning on all he is tightly
weaving a curse’.!> The groundwork for a reference to a curse is laid in
the chain of thought that starts with mention of the ape (72). Apes always
appeal to children because children are naive. Not so the Underworld
judge Rhadamanthys, who is immune to deceptions (drdtouct, 74). How-
ever, for a mortal deceit is an ever-present danger posed by y100pwv mo-
Mapang (75) and it is impossible to fight because those who deceive do
so like foxes, on the quiet or under their breath, as is clear from y160pwv
(75) and the preposition in the compound vrogdtieg (76).'° What, it is
then asked, is the benefit to the fox (78)? In truth there is none. The sort
of scheme the fox deploys remains low like a fisherman’s net at sea, but
Pindar will float above the surface like a cork (79-80). In other words,
he will avoid being ensnared. It is impossible for a deceitful citizen to
say out loud in polite society a word that has the power to harm a noble
person (81-82). Nonetheless, while the deceitful citizen praises everyone
in polite society, in less polite society, he is privately weaving a tight
curse (82). Both wdyyv and the diwa- of dtumiéket underline the care taken
over the curse. In dramAékel the 610- may reinforce the variance between
open flattery and private curses, while -mAéker has connotations of

14 T have not mentioned the earlier editors and commentators who rejected
Heyne’s dtav in favour of Boeckh’s dyav, including Schneidewin, Mezger,
Gildersleeve, Fennell, Christ, Farnell, Sandys and Bowra. LSJ s.v. tunAéko I also
accept it (“dyav maryyv . fo try every twist, wind all ways”). But both sense (“weave
a bend” is a strange locution) and the prosody of the first syllable (Schroeder 1923,
191: “de genuine vocis mensura [Choerob. 1 308, 14 Hlg] dubitari licet”) are
doubtful.

15 Gerber 1976, 67 does not record it, but Pauw 1747, 135 suspected that
cawvov tott Tavtag opa should be read. It is not entirely clear what Pauw meant
(his failure to use accents does not help), but e.g. Heyne 1824, 1. 179 and Mommsen
1864, 156 understood Pauw to mean dpa. apd cannot at any rate be the subject of
the masculine caivwv. I wonder whether there has been some misunderstanding.
Pauw himself added “a in apa est anceps, ut nemo nescit”, which might indicate
that he meant apd rather than @pa. The initial alpha in dpo cannot be described
as “anceps”. Strictly, it is not properly anceps in apd either since it is long in
Epic (and Doric) and short in Attic. If Pauw meant dpé, it is strange that he did
not propose Gpav.

16 The emphasis on the “stealthy” slanderers is noted by e.g. Lee 1978, 281 (with
n. 3), who treats y100pwv and vo@drtieg as “virtually synonymous”.
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trickery.!” This then supplies something consisting of words that might
be dangerous to Pindar’s patron and which contrasts with the unavailable
€mog ... kpatowov (81).18 Unable to utter a strong or reliable word in public,
the deceitful citizen must resort to a private curse. While it is difficult
to provide a precise parallel for the phrase dpdav dwamiéke, ‘weave [i.e.
compose] a curse’,'? the metaphor “weaving words” (or things that consist
of words) is a common one?’ and the idea that the deceitful citizen should
quietly (as may be inferred from the emphasis on stealth in y10Opwv
and vmoedrtieg [75, 76]) weave a curse is, while bold, a variation on that
metaphor. A poorly formed rho would account for the transmitted éyov.2!

One might object that mention of a curse is alien to Pindar’s high
style, but it has often been observed that in the “epilogue” or “coda” of
this ode (following yaipe [67]) he uses popular images and phrases.??
Certain features associated with dpai may lend further support. Curses
are sometimes invoked in desperation, when the person making the curse
lacks other means of redress.?? advvata (81) suggests this as the motive

17 See e.g. CGL s.v. mAékm 5: “(pejor., of persons) devise, contrive — trickery,
plots™.

18 As is required for metre, the initial alpha of dpd is long (as at Isthm. 6. 43).

19 T take the verb to mean ‘compose’, as at Opfjvov dwamdé€ons’ (Pyth. 12. 8, of
Athena), with apdv the product woven by the deceitful citizen (presumably from
words). On the early and classical use of diamAiékw, see the survey by Held 1998,
382-384, who concludes that it “most frequently means to weave a product, not to
interweave material”.

20 Ol 6. 86-87 miékwv | mowilov Huvov, Nem. 4. 94 ppota tAékov, Pae. 3.
12 (= fr. 52 c. 12 Machler) dowdaic év evmhe[kéoot and fr. 179 Machler doaivod 8’
Apvboovidaioy mokidov | dvonpa; cf. also [Eur.] Rhes. 834 miékav Loyoug (with
the commentaries ad loc. of Fantuzzi 2020, 569, Fries 2014, 428 and Liapis 2012,
292) and Pl. Hp. mi. 369 b.

21 In MS B (98 recto) the top of the gamma has some damage and there is no
clear loop underneath (it is filled in). It therefore differs little from the Ao in €x0pog
(four lines below in the MS). This illustrates how slight the change proposed is.
At Men. Sam. 477 the papyrus has &y®, but Kassel’s épd may be right.

22 E.g. Wilamowitz 1922, 291 n. 1: “Auf Fabeln geht es nicht zuriick, wenn
Pindar hier Affe, Fuchs und Wolf einfiihrt, sondern er greift einmal nach volk-
stimlichen Bildern und Ausdriicken, sehr werschieden von seinem sonstigen
Stile”. Even in less overtly “popular” contexts, Pindar occasionally refers to magical
practices, for instance at Pyth. 4. 213-219 where Faraone 1993, 6 has argued
convincingly that the imagery of burning, flagellation, madness and bondage seems
to reflect “the language, the goals and the social context of traditional Greek erotic
incantations”; see also Graf 1999, 92-93.

23 See Watson 1991, 67 (“[Curses] are also typically resorted to by persons who
have no other means of redress”) and 38 (with n. 182).
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for a curse. The thoroughness with which the deceitful citizen weaves
the curse (emphasized, as suggested above, by mdyyv and swmAéxet [82])
may also reflect another feature of curses. It has been observed that “it
is usual for persons uttering a magic spell to express their wishes in the
fullest possible terms, in order to avoid any misapprehension on the part
of the demons or spirits who will execute it”.2* It is, lastly, accepted that
defixiones may have originated in Hieron’s native Sicily?® and Pindar
would presumably have been aware of the practice.

Nicholas Lane
Ealing, London

njglane@yahoo.com
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Heyne’s conjecture at Pythian 2. 82 has become the modern vulgate. This note
argues that there are reasons why editors should resist it and instead proposes
a new solution to the crux.
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PETITS RIENS SOPHOCLEENS : ANTIGONE II*
(V. 162-169, 189-190, 203204, 207-208, 241-242,
253-254, 289-290, 320-321, 370375, 389-390,
392-393, 413-414, 444445, 497-501)

Kp. Gvopeg, T pEV o1 mOAeog Ao@ords Oeol
TOAL®D GOA® ceicavteg dpOmeay TaA-
VUG &7 €y® TOUTOIGY €K TAVIMV diya
gotell’ ikéobat, todto pev ta Adiov 165
oéPovtac eidmg g1 OpOVOV el kpaTn,
00T’ 001G, fvik’ Oidimovg dpHov TOALY,
KATEL SIOAET’, AUPL TOVG KEIVOV £T1
TAIO0G PEVOVTOG EPTESOIC PPOVILLOGLY.

Créon rend hommage a la fidélité du cheeur aux trois générations de
Labdacides que les choreutes ont connues, celle de Laios, celle d’Edipe et
celle d’Etéocle, qui est naturellement aussi celle de Polynice, d’Antigone
et d’Ismene. C’est nécessairement (Edipe et Jocaste que keivov vise
ou plutdt devrait viser, car, en 1’état du texte, c’est impossible. Mais le
texte est fautif, comme le prouve une autre difficulté : si la séquence
apel Tovg ketvav £t | Toidag pévovtag Eumédolg epovipacty répond a la
proposition kdmei dSuwAet’ et (je tiens cela pour un fait incontestable) a elle
seule, il manque la séquence qui devrait correspondre a Mvik’ Oidimovg
®dpBov mOMv. La conclusion inévitable, a laquelle Miiller 1967 et Lloyd-
Jones—Wilson se sont rendus tandis que Jebb et Griffith s’y sont, aux

* « On obtiendrait donc, ai-je écrit (Hyperboreus 28 : 1 [2022] 42) a propos
des vers 29-30, oimvoic | yYAvkov Eppotov gicopudot mpog yapav Popdc,  douce
bonne fortune pour les oiseaux qui s’y précipitent en vue d’un jouissif repas ” : il est
difficile de nier qu’un tel vers soit digne de Sophocle ». Pour que le vers soit digne
de Sophocle, il faut lire oimvoic YAvk0 | Eppotov eicopp®dot Tpog xopdav Popdc. Je
prie donc le lecteur de bien vouloir noter la correction. Dans la méme observation
(43 n. 62), il nous échappé que notre suggestion sur [liade 1, 5 se rapproche
d’une conjecture inédite d’A. Heubeck publiée par W. Burkert dans P. J. Finglass,
C. Collard, N. J. Richardson (edd.), Hesperos. Studies in Ancient Greek Poetry
Presented to M. L. West on his Seventieth Birthday (Oxford 2007) 59—-60.
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dépens de leurs lecteurs et de Sophocle, soustraits, est qu’il manque un
vers apres le vers 167 (W. Dindorf). Ce vers devait aussi mentionner
Jocaste et donner ainsi a keivov le référent qui lui manque. Tout cela,
Lloyd-Jones—Wilson le voient, mais ils supposent la perte de deux vers.!
L’hypothese de I’omission d’un seul vers suffit ; ce vers a di avoir a peu
pres le sens de celui que je forge « exempli gratia » et qui contient la ou
les causes de son accidentelle omission, oTépyovtag adTOV Kol dduapd’
opoomopov.? Lachmann? attribue a Créon 294 vers (6 x 7 x 7) répartis
en 105 (15 x 7) prises de parole. L’ajout d’un vers a la rhese détruit la
computation de Lachmann, mais il s’agit d’un ajout indispensable. Si le
principe lachmannien est juste, il doit y avoir une unité en trop dans les
vers attribués a Créon par la tradition ou par ’illustre érudit.*

Kp. 78’ €otiv 1] cdlovoa Kol Tavtg Emt
mAéovteg OpOfg Tovg eikovg moovpeba. 190

Créon vient d’afficher son intention de ne laisser personne perturber
I’ordre de la cité : il ne fait aucun cas de celui pour qui il existe plus
important que sa propre patrie, pueifov® 6otig vl g avTOD TATPOG |

' Deux trimeétres sont proposés « exempli gratia » dans 1’apparat critique et chez
Lloyd-Jones—Wilson 1990, 122.

2 J’emprunte a Lloyd-Jones—Wilson I’idée d’utiliser cette épithéte (Oed. rex
260).

3 Lachmann 1822, 46 et, pour le détail, 70. Il considére le role de Créon comme
dévolu au protagoniste, malgré le témoignage d’Eschine (voir Pickard-Cambridge
1996, 188-190) selon lequel il revenait au tritagoniste (cf. Sommerbrodt 1876,
68). Le pionnier (cf. Lachmann 1841, 457—458) n’a jamais cessé d’étre convaincu
d’avoir découvert avec le chiffre sept et ses multiples un principe de composition et
de distribution des parties parlées de la tragédie (principe que Lachmann constate
sans pouvoir en expliquer la raison) et, au moins pour Sophocle — auteur présumé
de I’élévation du nombre de douze choreutes attesté par une scéne célébre de
I’Agamemnon d’Eschyle (Wilamowitz 1914b, 175) — et Euripide, des parties chantées
par deux demi-chceurs de sept choreutes auxquels s’ajoute le coryphée (Lachmann
1819, 123—137). Il avait méme deviné qu’on marcherait dans ses pas sans se référer
a lui (voir les travaux particuliers réunis dans Irigoin 2009).

4 On verra nos observations sur le v. 776.

5 Legon de L* K et conjecture de Wakefield, que, en compagnie de Nauck
(entre autres), je préfere a peilov’ des autres témoins. Jebb a la naiveté de penser
que la paraphrase de Démosthéne, De falsa legatione 248, suggére que 1’orateur
« lisait » peilov’, comme si Démosthéne lisait Sophocle dans un texte muni de signes
diacritiques. Je ne crois d’ailleurs pas que sa paraphrase suppose que Démosthéne
ait entendu peilov’.
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othov vouiler (182—183), et il ne considérera pas comme son ami un
ennemi de la patrie, o9t dv ¢ilov mot’ dvopa dvouevi] yBovog | Beiunv
éuavtd (187-188), car « c’est la cité qui assure notre conservation et
c’est en ¢étant a bord d’une cité bien pilotée que nous nous faisons nos
amis ». Griffith trouve que tovg @ilovg molovueda « neatly redeploys »
oihov (v. 183, 187). Mais quel rapport entre se faire ses amis et étre
a bord du vaisseau bien piloté qu’est la cité bien gouvernée ? « It seems
to be illogical to speak of one’s friends in this context », remarque
Ehrenberg.® Et le grec dit-il Tov¢ @ilovg moigicOor pour dire « se faire
ses amis » ? Le tour @ilovg moleicOat ne semble attesté qu’au sens de
« se concilier ’amitié » de gens qui forment le COD dont @ikovg est
lattribut. J’oppose ob yap TAGKOVIEC €D GAAL dpdvieg KTOUEDN TOVG
@idovg chez Thucydide (2, 40, 4).7 Jebb et Griffith observent a juste
titre qu’un passage du « dernier discours » de Périclés chez Thucydide
(2, 60, 2) fait écho au passage de Sophocle.® Nul ne s’étonnera que rien
chez Thucydide ne fasse écho au saugrenu Tovg @ilovg molovpeba. Loin
que les occurrences précédentes de @ikov préparent Tovg @ilovg, elles
suggérent une faute par persévérance. La bonne gouvernance garantit,
selon Créon, le salut des citoyens comme le bon pilotage d’un vaisseau
garantit le bon déroulement de la traversée : dei Kohog mAodg £60’,
dtav @evyng koka, dit Philoctéte (641) ;° « una nauis est iam bonorum
omnium, quam quidem nos damus operam ut rectam teneamus, utinam
prospero cursu ! », écrit Cicéron a son frére (Fam. 12, 25, 5). On voit
ou je veux en venir : Sophocle a di écrire Tavtng &mt TAéovteg 0pOT|g

¢ Ehrenberg 1954, 147. Bruhn 1913 cite avec a-propos Démocrite fr. 252 Diels,
TOMG Yap €0 dyopévn peyiotn dpdwoic £6TL, Kai £v ToVTE TavVTo EVi, Kol ToVTOL
o@lopévov Tavto c@letat Kol TovTov dtaedeipopévon T TavTa dtopdeipeTot.

7 L’explication de Wex 1829, « eos amicos, quos quisque sibi conciliare
studet, quibus carere non potest in gubernanda republica », ne résout pas le
probléme. Reinhardt 1933, 81 explique Tovg @ilovg molovpeba par Tovg Pikovg
ktopeba, sans référence explicite a Thucydide, et rapporte aussi cette « amitié »
a I’« Anhéngerschaft », « das Band politisch Gleichgesinnter » (p. 90).

8 Loin que Thucydide s’inspire de Sophocle (ce qui, du reste, n’est pas
impossible), Sophocle et Thucydide s’inspirent peut-étre chacun de son c6té d’un
propos déja tenu par Périclés avant la composition de I’ Antigone.

® Dans Phil. 1450-1451, 60’ €melyet yap xaipOg Kol TAODG KOTO TPOUVIV
(ainsi Schein 2013 d’apres Burges et Hermann ; texte transmis Kop0g koi TAog
88’ émelyetl yop kato mpopvav), il faut, je crois, lire non TAodg mais mvodg, mot
rarissime (attesté maintenant chez Posidippe 72, 1 Austin—Bastianini), certes, mais
dont Thucydide 2, 97, 1, fjv aiel Kotd Tpvpvay iotitol 10 Tvedpa, prouve la
justesse.
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Ao KaAovg Totovueda — ou peut-Etre TAoUv kKaAov.!? Le mérite de cette
belle émendation revient a Siegfried Mekler,'! et il est proportionnel
a I’inadvertance des commentateurs et éditeurs, excepté Nauck,'? qui
recommanda cette correction ensuite négligée. Sophocle parait employer
le pluriel mhot (Phil. 304, ovx €vBad’ oi whol toict cd@poctv fpotdv),!3
et ’expression TAolv moteicOat traverse toute la grécité depuis Thucydide
(4, 3, 1). La correction a aussi I’intérét de mettre en exergue 1’arrogance
de Créon : comme il I’apprendra, un bon pilotage ne suffit pas a garantir
une bonne traversée. Il faut la faveur divine, suspendue au respect des
dieux : 00g yevécoOor mhodv ve®dv annuova, demande a Artémis le fils de
Pélée qui lui offre un sacrifice (Euripide, Iph. Aul. 1575) ;'* « utinam
prospero cursu ! », prie Cicéron. Or I’importance du respect du sacré et
du divin pour le bon exercice du pouvoir, si solidement conceptualisé et
efficacement exercé ce pouvoir soit-il, est un des thémes fondamentaux
de la piece : la correction que je défends rétablit une illustration de ce
théme. Démosthéne (De falsa leg. 247) cite les vers 175-190 et son
texte porte aussi Tovg @ilovg, mais il n’est pas interdit de penser que
le texte de Sophocle cité par Démosthéne a été revu d’aprés le texte
courant de 1’Antigone. Ainsi, oteiyovcav dotoig (186) est la lecon de
la tradition manuscrite de Démosthéne et de la tradition de Sophocle,
mais la paraphrase de Démosthéne dit oteiyovcav Opod, ce qui suggéra
a Dobree que Démosthéne lisait docov. On lit Todg Adyovg morovueda
chez Stobée (3, 39, 16), qui cite les v. 187-191 : c’est une faute par
anticipation du vers 389 des Phéniciennes d’Euripide, dont est tirée la
citation qui suit.

10- Opposer diax 1081-1083, émov 8’ VPpilewv dpav B’ & PovreTor mapiy, | TadTNV
voule v ol ypdvem Toté | €€ ovpimv dpapodoav eig fubov mecelv (voir Finglass
2011, 443-444 ; le répertoire de Radtke 1867, 12 omet Ant. 189—190 !).

I Mekler 1885, LXIII : « tovg @ilovg motodpeba, quibus uerbis imaginis uim
non posse non infringi Gomperzius monet, dubium insuper est an post ovt’ av
oilov mot’ dvdpa dvopevii x0ovog Beiuny Epovt®d circulum quem dicunt uitiosum
efficiant : licet incerta sit correctio, mAolg kaAovg motoOpuebo ad traditam
scripturam proxime accedit ». L’objection de la circularité¢ de I’argumentation
est intéressante.

12 Nauck 1886, 159 : « To0g pidovg ist schwerlich statthaft ».

13 Dawe supprime, d’aprés une idée de Bergk, le vers apparemment superfétatoire.
On rapproche Xénophon, 4An. 5,7, 7, Aéyetat, dtav foppdc Tven, dg Kadol TAOT gioty
gig v EALGSa.

14 Voir aussi Pind. Ol. 6, 103-105 et Hutchinson 2001, 424 ; Soph. Phil. 779—
781.
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Kp. TOVTOV TOAEL TO® EKKEKTPLKTOL TAP® 203
pnte ktepilev unte kokdool Tva. . .

203 éxkexnpuktor tae® Musgrave : ékkeknpUybor tae® codd. :
gkkeknpOyOar Aéyw Nauck.

Des deux émendations mentionnées, Jebb, Dawe 1979, Lloyd-Jones—
Wilson et Griffith ont choisi la mauvaise, car ktepilewv frappe d’inanité!’
I’étrange contre-rejet tép, trés gauchement extrait du syntagme pnte
ktepilewv. 11 s’agit en fait d’une glose insérée qu’inspirérent les v. 27—
28, dotoicl eacwy Ekkeknpiybot O un | The® KaAdyor unde Kokvooi
twva. C’est une chance que I'infinitif ékxexnpyOon ait survécu dans la
tradition ; il appelle naturellement Aéyw, qu’il faudrait restituer méme si
Nauck 1886 ne s’était pas avisé de la parodie de Carnéade citée d’apres
Favorinus par Diogéne Laérce, 4, 64 p. 341 Dorandi, todtov 630Aiic THc6’
gxkeknpOybor Aéyw. Cette parodie administre la preuve que la vraie lecon
est ékkeknpdyBar Aéym chez Sophocle.

Kp. 1010V’ éuov epdvnua, kodmot’ &k v’ épod
TIUT] Tpoé€ova’ o1 KaKol TV EVOIKV. 208

208 tuf) Linwood : tiuny codd. | mpoééovo’] mpoo- KRZT.

Le datif « de point de vue » Tiui] semble un progres si on lit tpoé&ovs’, 1o
mais le texte comporte encore une difficulté sérieuse, car ce que Créon
refuse, c’est non d’accorder aux méchants des honneurs supérieurs
a ceux qu’ils donneraient aux bons mais de leur accorder les mémes
honneurs qu’aux bons : comparer 516, & 10l ope Tudg €& ioov @

I3 Le verbe n’équivaut plus qu’a Odantew (cf. par ex. Hermias, /n Platonis
Phaedrum scholia p. 163, 25 Lucarini-Moscherini, ktepicat yap 10 6dyat, et voir
Debrunner 1922, 110). Il n’est jamais suivi d’un complément de moyen ! Le sens
primitif était beaucoup plus large, puisqu’il s’agissait de rendre au mort ce qui
avait appartenu au vivant : voir Bruck 1926, 75-94. Bruck, 77-86 rattache a la
méme famille ktépag et ktdopat (voir la-contre Latte 1968, 325, en raison de la
différence de vocalisme ; Pott 1867, 486 admet la parenté de ktéavov et de ktépag
et évoque les difficultés liées au vocalisme). « No etymology » déclare Beekes
2010 au mot xté€pag.

16 Toutefois £k y’ éuod semble meilleur avec Ty (mpo)é&ovs’ : rapprocher
209-210, Bovdv | kai {dv opoimg &k v’ épod Tipunoetat.
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dvooePel ; 17 520, GAA’ ody O ¥pNoTOC TG Kak®d Aayelv icoc.'® On se
demande comment, en admettant qu’il le vouliit, Créon pourrait, en lui
accordant la sépulture, conférer a Polynice qui en est privé des honneurs
supérieurs & ceux qu’il est censé octroyer a Etéocle en le pourvoyant
d’une sépulture.!’” Hermann 1830, a qui la difficulté n’a pas échappé
et qui vitupere I’hiatus wpoé-,2° se contente d’adopter la variante tiunv
npocéEovs’ sans dire comment il interpréte le passage. Wunder 1846
croit savoir que Hermann entendait Tyunv ntpocé&ovs’ €k T@V Evikmv,
ce qui semble absurde, et il lui reproche I’explication qu’il lui attribue.
Hermann n’a guere pu entendre le passage comme le dit Wunder ; il

17 Brown 1991, 330-331 défend la variante duouevel, que Lloyd-Jones—Wilson
ne mentionnent pas.

18 Je discuterai ce passage dans le prochain jeu de ces « Petits riens sophocléens ».

19 Voir Willink 2010, 683-689. Il corrige les v. 24-25 afin que n’apparaisse pas
comme un fait advenu — ce qui est en contradiction flagrante et inescamotable avec
les v. 196-197 — la collation des honneurs funébres a Etéocle. Nauck 1852, 238 avait
déja évoqué le probléme et suscité de la part d’Ullrich 1853, 51-58 une réponse
plus convaincue que convaincante. Ullrich a toutefois raison de nier la possibilité
de mettre sur le compte d’une rumeur fausse (&g Aéyovot) I’accomplissement du
rite funébre au bénéfice d’Etéocle. Willink veut lire 'EtsoxAéa pév, dc Aéyovst, odv
dikm kpivag (xpnobeig mss.) dikorol (dukaig mss.) Kol VOU® Kotd x0ovog Kpvwyol
ope (kpuye mss.) T0ig Evepbev Eviyov Beolg (vexpoig mss., corr. Brunck d’apres
1070, 6V kétmOev v0ad’ ad Oedv). Le style est affreusement embarrassé. Le vers
24 contient au moins deux anomalies, ypncOeig (pour ypnoduevog ? ; défendu par
Allan 2006, 121-123) et (cUv dikn) dikaig (« iusto iure » Tite-Live 21, 3, 4 ; grec
tardif et byzantin dwaia dikn « la juste peine »), qui suggerent que Wunder 1846
peut avoir raison de reconnaitre une interpolation et donc que toute correction du
v. 24 risque d’équivaloir & un cautére sur une jambe de bois. Je tente cov dikn |
£€0ne 101G Evepbev Evtipov Beoic. En faisant connaitre (g Aéyovot et v. 32-34) son
intention de mettre Etéocle en terre, Créon lui ouvre le droit d’étre toig &vepfev
&vtyog Beolc. L’aoriste exprime une anticipation semblable a celle de npoticag &yxet
(v. 22). Croyant que &0nke implique que le rite a déja été accompli, un diorthote
aura cru bon d’exprimer clairement cette idée : de 1a E&kpuye, qui n’est pas le verbe
le plus approprié a Eteoxiéa (COD) &vtipov (attribut du COD), et la supplétion
du v. 24, effectuée « crassa Minerua » (en admettant que I’interpolation ne soit pas
elle-méme altérée).

20 Wunder oppose avtoéviny (El 272, cf. Oed. rex 107) a la remarque de
Hermann (« hiatum etiam in media uoce uitant tragici », Hermann 1830, 331). Jebb
ajoute mpoginag (Oed. rex. 351), qui est une correction de Reiske pour mpoceinoag.
Hermann 1’accepte, et pour cause : I’hiatus y est différent. On dira que tpoé&ovo’
peut étre excusé par I’impossibilité de la crase due a I’esprit rude (opposer Ant. 80,
npovyor”; voir Kithner—Blass 1890, 222). L’hiatus demeure ; s’y ajoute la difficulté
de sens.
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joignait peut-&tre Td@v €vdikmv a tyunv, « les méchants (n’obtiendront
pas) de moi les honneurs des bons » — mais tpocéEovs’ ne peut avoir
le sens que requiert cette interprétation. Wunder tente de neutraliser la
difficulté vue par Hermann au moyen d’un raisonnement captieux.?!
Le vers 520 réfuterait, s’il était besoin, I’argument voisin et non moins
captieux de Jebb selon lequel le méme honneur est plus grand conféré
aun ennemi de la patrie qu’a un patriote. La vérité est que ni tpoé&ovs’
ni mpocégovs’, corruption de mpoéovs’, ne conviennent. La correction
la plus obvie est (tyunv) kaBé&ovs’ (cf. par exemple 502-503, kaitot
mo0ev KAE0G Y’ Av evKAeéaTepOV | Katéayov...). J explique le changement
du préverbe par la mécomprehénsion du génitif t@v &vdikov, que Tpo-
permettait au diorthote de comprendre a sa fagon.

Kp. €V Y& 6ToYALN KATOPAPYVLGOL KOKA® 241
10 TPAypa. SNAOIG 8° MG TL oNUAVAV VEOV.

241 €0 ye otoydin] ti epoyudln; Aristt. Rhet. 1415b, quod re uera ad
locum Sophocleum uix pertinere docuit Kassel 1976, 184—185.

Le garde prend ses siretés : il affirme n’avoir pas commis
I’infraction et n’avoir pas été témoin de sa commission. « Well, you
are certainly doing a good job of figuring <me> out and getting your
defences up around this whole matter » dit Griffith, marchant sur les pas
de Jebb, « you take your aim well ». Méme si 1’on admet la supplétion
arrangeante du COD, on partagera I’objection de Seyffert 1865 : « quid
sit illud bene collineas aut quomodo cum iis, quae sequuntur, quae
nihil dissimulationis habent, re cohaereat uix ac ne uix quidem intellegi
potest ». Toute la question est, & mon avis, de savoir si ctoydln peut
exprimer I’idée que Wilamowitz?2 rend ainsi, « du stellst deine Netze
gut und umwallest rings die Sache », en en appelant au témoignage
capital d’une section de Pollux relative aux filets de chasse : xoAeiton

2l « Fingit autem habere aliquid praecipui uiros improbos, si non solum
scelerum suorum poenas non expendant, sed adeo eundem quem boni honorem
consequantur ».

22 Wilamowitz 1962, 456—457. Voir déja Schneidewin 1852, 56. Nauck 1886
a nui a la bonne intelligence du passage en éliminant, dans ses révisions du
Sophocle de Schneidewin, I’explication de ce dernier au profit de la pseudo-variante
aristotélicienne. Brown 1991, 329-330 défendrait la conjecture de F. Jacobs oteydln
« you are covering yourself » s’il ne préférait admettre une interpolation. Je rejette
les deux suppositions.
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TV APKVOV 1| OTiYN O6TOIX0C Kal 6TOYOC Kol GTOYOG KOL GTOYUOUOG
kol otoyopdg (5, 36). Wilamowitz appelle « Verwechselung » la
substitution prétendue, chez Aristote,? de ti gpolpidln; a 0 ye otoyaln.
Wilamowitz procéde lui-méme a une « Verwechselung », car le texte
de Pollux (I, 271, 2—4 Bethe) porte non kaAegitor T®V 4pkvOV 1 6TiYN
mais KoAgltar 8’ avT®V 1 o6Tdolg, ou avT®@v renvoie aux filets. Que
veut donc dire 1 otiyn ? S’agit-il d’un lapsus calami, d’un « sphalma
typothetarum »? Wilamowitz avait-il conjecturé 1} otaM& ou 1) oyaig 724
En tout cas, la pose de piquets de bois rangés otoyndoov ou ctymoov et
destinés a soutenir les filets de chasse est bien connue.?’ Le otoydlopion
de Sophocle serait a peu prés 1’équivalent du otoilm de Xénophon
(Cyn. 6, 8), « disposer en rang les piquets de bois destinés a soutenir
les filets » et par extension « disposer les filets », « indagine cingo »
comme traduit le 7GL. 11 parait inutile de recourir a une forme otiyiln
(conjecture citée par Jebb et Lloyd-Jones—Wilson et que Pearson 1924
mit dans le texte), « tu disposes en rangée », présente dans la Septante
(Ez. 42, 3, éotiyiopévol avtimpdcmnol otoal tplocai).?6 Il est en effet
beaucoup plus plausible d’admettre deux sens du verbe octoydlopat,
comme on admet deux sens du substantif ctoyacpndg, « conjecture » et
« fixation de filets de chasse sur des piquets ». On pourrait étre tenté
de rapporter otoyilm et otoydlopot a une origine commune, celle de

23 Lapsus memoriae d’ Aristote selon Griffith, qui cite Euripide, Iph. Taur. 1162,
Tl ppoyuddnt veoyuov; £€adda capd®c. « Clearly an interpolation in Aristotle’s text »,
prononce Brown 1991, 329. Kassel 1976, 184—185 donne une explication plus
subtile, dont il ressort que i poyudln; n’a rien a voir avec I’Antigone et ne devrait
plus étre citée comme variante du texte des mss. de cette picce.

24 Voir Pollux 5, 31, otdhikeg 0¢ kai oxorideg Kol oxyolddpata Eoia opba, €5
Gicpov d1TTdL, IoTApEVH HEV KOTO THG YTIC, TOTG 0& dikpolg AvEYOVTO TOVG TAV SIKTVMV
Bpodyovg te kai Tepdpdpovg ; Xénophon, Cyn. 6, 7 et 9 ; E. Pottier DAGR 1V, 851.
Cet aspect est omis dans 1’exposé de West 1979, 108.

25 La note de Bethe indique les textes pertinents.

26 West 1979, 107108 allégue, en faveur du texte et de I’interprétation ici
défendus, Eschyle, 4g. 1382-1383, dnepov daupgipinctpov, domep iybvowv, |
nepotoyilm, mhodtov ipoTog Kakov, ou meptotoyilm, impeccablement formé, est
sa correction des variantes nepiotiyilm (lu par Fraenkel 1950) et mepiotoryilm (non
métrique). Voir aussi West 1990, 218-219. On pourrait lire chez Sophocle ctoyiln,
mais West a raison de dire que la legon otoydln, sous cette forme et dans le sens
requis, se défend trés bien. Il est toutefois une difficulté que West ne voit pas :
comment, chez Eschyle, concilier avec un filet & attraper les poissons les piquets
du filet de chasse terrestre que parait impliquer mepiotoyilm ? On dira que la notion
de piquets est ici neutralisée. West 1998 lui-méme cite la conjecture intelligente
neptotorlm (Needham).
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otelym, oti& ; le latin collineo (cf. frangais « ligne de mire ») montre
qu’un verbe dérivé d’un mot qui signifie « ligne » (cf. oti§, otiyndov /
otoyMooVv) peut signifier « viser », otoydlopot. Mais cette tentation se
heurte a « die Unvereinbarkeit des Vokales », comme le remarque Pott,2’
entre otelyw, oti, otoymoov, d’un coté, et, de 1’autre, otdy0G, « alles
Aufgerichtete, Aufgestellte, gew. das aufgestellte Ziel 2. iibertr. das
Zielen, Vermuthen, Muthmassen ». Le mot ot6y0¢ (« pilier », inscription
attique de 307-306 av. J.-C.,2® « piquet »??) explique 1’équivalence
approchée de otoyalopot et de otoryiCw, puisque la rangée (otolyog) qui
soutient les filets est formée de piquets. Une confusion des deux familles
de mots était pratiquement inévitable. Au sens de « viser », ctoyalouot
n’apparait pas avant Hippocrate et, dans le sens de « conjecturer », pas
avant Platon. Le mot est absent de la poésie. Je crois que le otoydln de
Sophocle devrait faire son entrée dans les lexiques, les commentaires et
ailleurs, pourvu de son vrai sens, indiqué par Pollux, intrinséquement
possible et parfaitement adapté au contexte, « tu installes tes filets »,
« bene rem tuam indagine cingis et circumsaepis ».3° Je finis par ou
j’aurais commencé si je n’avais voulu éviter de donner a croire que
I’interprétation du passage de Sophocle dépend de cette considération.
Sophocle parait combiner deux métaphores eschyléennes qui ornent la
rhese de Clytemnestre, Ag. 1375-1376, mnuoviic dpkdotat’ dv | papEetev
Vyog Kpelocov EKTNONUATOC, et, passage qu’on vient de discuter, 1382—
1383, amepov augipinoctpov, donep ixbvowv, | tepiotoyilom.

Do. Omwg &’ O TPATOG MUV NUEPOGKOTOG 253
deikvuot, miot Badpo dSuoyepeg Tapiiv.

La raison d’étre principale de cette note est le fait que les commentateurs
de Sophocle?! ne paraissent pas saisir d’une maniére suffisamment

27 Pott 1871, 723.

28 JG 117 463 + Agora XVI 109.

29 Voir Harpocration IT 62 (Ilepiototyiletar), katd yop TG EKdpopag tdv Onpiov
opba EVA0 ioTdow, 6 KaAODGL 6TOiYoVG | 6TOYOVG.

30 Contrairement a mon rendu latin, je ne rapporte 10 mpdyua (COD) qu’au
second verbe. Brown 1991, 330 rapporte 10 mpdypo aux deux verbes en tant
qu’accusatif de relation. C’est 1’adoption de la conjecture fausse de Jacobs oteydaln
qui I’améne a cet expédient. Il déclare ensuite les deux métaphores « weak ».

31 Bradshaw 1962 y compris, bien qu’il explique que le pronom nfuiv vise
les gardes de nuit, les voktopOlakeg ou, comme on dit en grec byzantin, les
vuktookomol. Comme 1’ Agamemnon d’Eschyle, la piece commencerait donc la nuit
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précise le sens de mpdtog. Il convient de distinguer deux moments :
(1) le moment ou les gardes, qui s’étaient endormis (le locuteur n’ose
pas le dire explicitement), ont appris par le truchement du mp®drtog
nuepookomoc la commission du crime (I’accomplissement partiel3? du
rite funéraire ou I’accomplissement total d’un succédané symbolique
de rite funéraire) ; (2) le moment ou les gardes découvrent la coupable
qui, pourrait-on croire, s’apprétait, a la faveur d’une tempéte de
poussiére survenue a midi (415-421),33 a consommer le crime en
terminant le rite funéraire seulement commencé. L’idée communément
regue qu’Antigone, privée du concours d’Ismene, a une premiére
fois accompli I’intégralité d’un rite funéraire extrémement limité et
symbolique améne a se demander pourquoi elle revient auprés de la
dépouille de son frére.3* Selon notre passage, le « premier garde de

jour » — ni « le premier, le garde de jour » ni « le garde du premier

(le célebre dialogue initial d’Antigone et d’Isméne serait nocturne, cf. Wilamowitz
1923, 346) et il serait juste de dire que « the span of the play » est « apparently
a few hours » (Griffith 1999, 16) si et seulement si I’on prend « a few hours » dans
une acception généreuse. L opinion commune, conforme au canon aristotélicien, est
que « the action begins at or about the time of dawn » et que év vokti tf] vdv (16)
signifie que « the night has barely ended » (Willink 2010, 684-685) ou, autrement
dit, possede le sens de « last night », interprétation forcée, note Bradshaw.

32 Telle est I’opinion de Bradshaw 1962.

3 Les mots désignant ce en quoi les commentateurs voient une tempéte de
poussiére (kovioptdg en langage non poétique) sont kol 6t E&aipvng ¥0ovog | Tvedg
ayeipog oknmtov (417-418). On admet que oknmtdv seul désigne cette « colonne
de poussiére ». Je soupconne que ¥Bovdg (« raising from the ground », Griffith)
s’est substitué a kdévewc, dissyllabique comme moLewc a la fin du vers 289 ; kdvewg
oknmtdg signifie littéralement « carreau de poussiére ». Pour le génitif, comparer,
malgré la différence, Loyod oxnntog chez Eschyle, Pers. 715.

34 Wecklein 1878, 45 ne s’est pas épargné le ridicule de suggérer qu’ Antigone
revient parce qu’elle craint que la tempéte n’ait dispersé la terre déposée sur la
dépouille de son frére. Drachmann 1908, 68—69 ; Wilamowitz fils 1917, 31 et
Wilamowitz pere 1923, 347-348 admettent que Sophocle a totalement négligé de
motiver le retour d’Antigone. Elle se rend compte sur place (v. 423-428) que les
gardes ont défait son travail (cf. Ribbeck 1875, 484) ; elle n’était donc pas revenue
pour le refaire. Pourquoi est-elle revenue ? Le mystére se dissipe si c’est dans
le but d’accomplir d’autres parties du rite. Hélas, quoi que prétende Bradshaw
1962, 208-209, cela semble contredit par le propos du garde v. 247, k6viv maAvvog
Kapayotevoag 6 xpn. Drachmann 1908 et 1909 fonde sur, entre autres, le défaut
qu’il croit pointer I’hypothése « analytique » d’un remaniement de la part du poéte.
Mais ces incohérences n’impliquent pas nécessairement le remaniement : elles
peuvent étre originelles !
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jour »¥ — montre a ses collégues que le corps de Polynice a été 1’objet
des soins interdits. Chez Hérodote 7, 219, 1, obtol pév &t VOKTOG
gonunvav, Tpitot 8¢ ol NUEPOGKOTOL KATUOPOUUOVTIES ATO TMV AKPmOV HON
dapatvovong Nuépng, 1’adjectif tpitol, autrement placé que mpdtog chez
Sophocle, a une valeur adverbiale, « dans un troisi¢me temps, dans une
troisiéme étape ». Le jour hellénique est, comme la nuit, normalement
réparti en trois « veilles »%¢ et, au moment de 1’action tragique de
I’Antigone, les jours ne sont pas courts, car on n’est pas en hiver : le
cadavre de Polynice, mort la veille au combat, se décompose rapidement
(410-412). L’odeur qui s’en dégage était susceptible d’incommoder
les gardes le matin suivant, peu aprés que, ayant fait part (249-277)
a Créon de 1’échec de leur mission, ils ont regu du roi 1’ordre de trouver
le coupable. Pour éviter 1’odeur tout en surveillant le corps, ils se sont
placés de maniére a recevoir le vent qui souffle des hauteurs des collines
(xoONped’ dxpov ék maywv vmvepot, 411)37 vers le flanc de colline ou
se trouve le corps.’® Chacun maintient 1’autre éveillé (413-414) ; puis
survient la fameuse tempéte de midi. L’épithéte tpdTog marque qu’on
est a la premiére « veille » mais n’indique pas par elle-méme qu’on
est au petit matin. « Auf das Schlachtfeld (...) ist frither Morgen. Noch
schlafen die {ibrigen, als sie der erste Tageswichter weckt, um ihnen
die an der Leiche des Polynices vollzogene Bestattung zu zeigen ».3°
Ribbeck rapporte a notre passage ces vers de I’Antigone d’Accius (fr.
IV R., III Dangel), « Heus uigiles, properate expergite | pectora tarda
sopore, exsurgite ! ».40 L’épithéte mpdtog serait-elle une faute pour
npdog ? Cette épithéte marquerait qu’on est dans la premiére partie de

35 Les deux explications écartées sont de Schneider 1826.

36 Renvoyons a I’étude justement célébre de Dissen 1839. 1l discute le probléme,
laissé de coté par Fries 2014, des cinq veilles nocturnes que suppose [Euripide],
Rhes. 543 et 562. Voir aussi Mommsen 1883, 13—16; Sethe 1920, 114 et 125-128.

37 « <Facing down> from the hill-top(s), out of the wind », explique Griffith
erronément. Selon Barrett 2007, 468—469, 1’adjectif vmvepog, auquel s’oppose
TPOooNVENOG, signifie « (to) leeward », « sous le vent », et « you are to leeward
of an object when the wind is blowing from it to you ». D’ou dxpwv &k ndymv
vmvepot. Dictionnaires (s. v. dmvepog) et commentateurs de Sophocle se fourvoient
mutuellement.

38 On verra notre note au vers 1110.

39 Ribbeck 1875, 484.

40 Contreposer le voktopoiaf de I’Agamemnon d’Eschyle, 12—17, avec le
texte et le commentaire de Wilamowitz 1914b, 193—194 (car les éditeurs et com-
mentateurs, dont en dernier lieu Medda 2017, qui gardent ebt’ &v au v. 12 ruinent
non seulement la construction mais également le sens du passage).
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la matinée,*! mais 1’expression « technique » 0 mTp®TOG MUEPOGKOTOG
(on dit aussi uepoevras), c’est-a-dire le garde de la premicre viokn
diurne, est bien plus plausible.

Kp. GALG TDTO Kol TOAOL TTOAEMG
Gvdpeg LOMG pépovteg Eppdbovv pot... 290

Griffith observe 1’obscurité¢ de tadrta ; selon lui, il apparait au bout du
compte que le mot désigne « his edict, even his rule » et est le régime
de @épovteg. Jebb ne dit pas autre chose. Griffith alleégue tadto v. 33,
qui est parfaitement clair, et Tade v. 219, qui, en tant que régime de 10ig
amotodoly, ne saurait guére étre, dans la bouche de Créon, obscur. Il
faut peut-étre envisager de lire Taktd, qui exprime clairement le sens
attendu. Rapprocher 734, moAig yap Muiv ape ypr tdooew €pel; On
a plus d’une fois été amené a soupconner que cette erreur affectait nos
textes. Madvig suggére la méme correction, au sens, précise-t-il, de
« ad constitutam mensuram », chez Platon, Politeia 543c, nc0ov g
QLLOKTIG SEYOUEVOVG €1G EVIOVTOV TNV €1G TADTO TPOPTV TOPA TOV GAADV.
Pourtant tadta (« uictum ad custodiae officia exsequenda necessarium »,
F. Ast*?) semble plutét moins obscur dans ce passage que dans celui de
Sophocle. Comparer Pseudo-Phocylide 224, dovi® toktd vépolg, iva
Tol Katadvulog €in, « assigne a ton esclave la charge fixée de travail (et
pas plus) ». Fraenkel*} a raison de considérer comme gaté tadta chez
Eschyle, Ag. 551-553, €0 yap némpaktat. Todta 8 &v oG ypdve | T
pév Tig v AéEetey evmetdg Eyswv, | o & odte xkamipoppa. Ni moAld ni
nwévto ni tavTa* ne conviennent ; il faut plutot, ce semble, un participe
substantivé : serait-ce TaKTd, « ce qui circonscrit notre destin au long

41 Pour la portion du jour visée, voir Dissen 1839, 143. Rapprocher //. 8, 530
=18, 277 = 18, 303, mpd1 6’ vnoiot cvv tevyect BopnyBévtes. L’hypothese de
Pott 1859, 558 (mpwi > mpod M01, « ‘in frither Morgenstunde’ (primo mane), und erst
iibertragen liberhaupt : ‘frithzeitig’ » ; comparer Oed. Col. 477, mpoc Tpd TV E®) est
isolée. « Griech. mpwi ‘frithe’, vermutlich identisch mit ahd fruo ‘friihe’ » (Brugmann
1911, 708). — Rappelons (Liberman 2020, 173) qu’une erreur courante, consistant
a ne pas reconnaitre Tpmtdg sous TpdTog, compromet 1’intelligence de Sophocle,
Oed. Col. 144-145.

42 Ficin, il est vrai, ne traduit pas &ig Tadta et Bernhardy rapportait a tort tadta
a pebov (remarque de C. E. C. Schneider).

43 Voir Fraenkel 1950, II, 278. West 1998 et Medda 2017 acceptent todta.

44 Je me limite aux conjectures citées par West 1998. Ahrens 1860, 540-541
critique a juste titre les deux derniéres mais son &b yép mEmpaxTol TODTE ¥’ €V
TOALML ¥pOV® ne parait pas heureux.
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cours » ? Comparer 1025-1027, &l 8¢ un tetaypéva | poipo poipav €k
Oedv | elpye pn mhéov @épety, « si le lot circonscrit des dieux n’empéchait
le lot des mortels de recevoir d’eux davantage » (explication de H. L.
Ahrens®). La séquence ta pév... 0 0¢ constitue une apposition partitive,
le tout subdivisé (toxtd) étant idiomatiquement exprimé non au génitif
mais au méme cas que ses parties.*¢

Kp. ofp’ Mg AdAnpo SHAov EKkTeQUKOC L. 320
Dv. obkoLvV T0 v’ €pyov ToUTO TOGAG TOTE.

320 Addnpa] dAnuo legisse aut intellexisse uidetur X || 321 16 y’
Reiske : 168’ codd.

« Oh, how you were born (to be) an obvious chatterbox! », entend
Griffith. La note de Jebb est trés vague. Contrairement a Griffith, il ne
reléve pas que le genre de AdAnpo?’ a exercé une attraction sur celui
du participe ;8 elle permet au tétrasyllabe ditrochaique d’occuper la
place qui est la sienne dans le vers et qui excluait d’emblée éxnepukmg.
Mais « obvious » n’est pas une épithéte bien plausible de AdAnua et I’on
comprend qu’on ait suggéré d’autres adjectifs, plus ou moins heureux
(par exemple dewvov Burges ; diyswvov Lloyd-Jones—Wilson) mais dans
tous les cas fourvoyés. Lloyd-Jones—Wilson*’ se sont prononcés en faveur
d’une incise extrémement artificielle et peu adaptée a 1’exclamation :
oip’” d¢ AMdAnua, Sfilov, Ekmepukog €i. La vérité, toute simple, est qu’on
a 1a un cas de construction personnelle de &fjlog : Sfjlov &l kmepvKOg

4 Ahrens 1860, 606—607 suivi par Wilamowitz 1885. C’est la seule interprétation
qui satisfasse a toutes les exigences du contexte. Fraenkel 1950, 11, 463—464 entend
autrement et Medda 2017, 128—130 encore autrement le passage énigmatique.

46 Voir Jebb a Ant. 21-22. Je tiens pour fourvoyée la correction de Henry 2005,
110 apepav chez Pindare, Nem. 10, 55-56, petopeifopevol 8’ évarraé apépav
TOV peEV Topd motpl Qi@ | Al vépovtal, tav 6’ Ymo kevbeot yaiag €v yvarolg
®¢panvac. Un passage que cite Henry montre qu’il a tort, Ag. 445-447, ctévovot
8 &b Aéyovieg Bvdpa TOV pév b péyog dpig (il faut Spwv 1), | Tov 8 év povoic
KOADG TEGOVT .

47 Sur « the application to persons of verbal nouns in -po », voir Bruhn 1899,
139 § 236 ; Barrett 2007, 352 ; Collard 2018, 131.

48 Voir Kriiger—Cooper 1998, 1023 (1. 63. 6. 1 A ; ne mentionne pas notre
passage) Selon Heindorf 1810 637, a Platon, Protagoras 359 d, éne1dn 10 fjtre
slvan £avtod MOpédn auabdio odoa, « frequenti nec tamen constanti sermonis usu
participium hoc praegresso proxime nomini accommodari solet ».

4 Lloyd-Jones—Wilson 1990, 123.
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AMiAnpa, « il est évident que tu es né moulin a paroles », comme on
a 0mAog 0¢ Kal vV €6Tv ahyewv®ds eépav (Phil. 1011). 11 faut entendre le
v. 321 ainsi : « il est du moins évident que je ne suis pas le coupable »,
0UKOLV... momoag <OfAOg eipr>. Les vers 320-321 méritent une place
de choix dans une grammaire idéale a plus d’un titre, d’abord a celui
de Dlattraction générique (AGAnpa €xmepukdg dfjhov €1 pour AdAnuo
gkmeukmc Sfjlog £1), dont c’est un exemple non moins remarquable
qu’incontestable.

Vyimolg: dmolg 6t TO U KaAov EdvesTtt TOMLOG xapv.  370-371
T’ €pol mapéatiog yévorto unt’ icov epovav o¢ téd’
[€pdor. 372-375

370 de uocis vyimoAig uero significatu, uide sis Sommer 1948, 174 ||
375 &pdot A, rec. Lloyd-Jones—Wilson : €pdet cett., rec. Griffith.

Antistrophe du second couple strophe / antistrophe du premier « stasi-
mon ». Mentionnons I’hypothése oubliée mais suggestive de Kaibel°
selon laquelle les v. 370-371 visent Thucydide fils de M¢lesias, dont
I’ostracisme (442 d’aprés Kaibel)’! est censé avoir précédé de peu la
premiere représentation de 1’Antigone. La suite met en ceuvre le fopos
« puisse celui qui se conduit mal ne jamais avoir I’occasion de me porter
malheur en partageant avec moi foyer, navire, sacrifice et c. ».° Je trouve
a redire a la mise sur un pied d’égalité de « partager le foyer » et de
« partager la méme opinion » : celui qui se conduit mal porte malheur

50 Kaibel 1897, 27. Je reproduis sa « colométrie », que j’interpréte comme
suit (comparer Wilamowitz 1921, 516). Premier vers : trois métres trochaiques
en synaphie syllabique avec deux crétiques apparents (deux meétres trochaiques
« syncopés »). Second vers : trois meétres trochaiques en synaphie syllabique avec un
crétique apparent (un métre trochaique syncopé), un meétre trochaique. En somme,
2 x 5 métres trochaiques. Noter le « pendant ending » du dernier vers de la strophe
/ antistrophe et le contraste avec le « blunt ending » du premier vers. C’est limpide.
Que I’on compare chez Griffith (184) la colométrie et I’analyse des vers d’apres le
systéme de notation et d’interprétation qui s’est imposé aujourd’hui.

5L C’est non 442, datation de G. Busolt, mais 443 selon la démonstration de
Carcopino 1935, 168-177. A en croire S. Brenne chez Siewert 2002, 70, cette date
de 443, généralement acceptée, est douteuse ; il tendrait (93—94) a accepter une date
postérieure de quelques années.

32 Voir Kiessling—Heinze 1917 a Horace, Carm. 3, 2, 27-29 et Hopkinson 1984,
171-172 a Callimaque, In Cererem 116-117.
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si I’on est dans le méme bateau que lui, non si — hypothése d’ailleurs
problématique, puisque, contrairement a celui que 1’on condamne, on ne
se conduit pas mal — on pense la méme chose que lui. Griffith tente de
tirer icov @povdv, dont Nauck 1886 critique 1’« Undeutlichkeit », du
coté de « political association » (et donc de la communauté d’hétairie ?).
Heidegger3? constate aussi I’ambiguité du passage et suppose I’affirmation
par le cheeur de ’existence d’un savoir autre, « ein dichtendes Wesen »,
contrepos¢ au savoir de I’individu exclu. Il actionne les moteurs de
sa philosophie pour remplir de sens le @povelv d’un texte transmis en
réalité problématique. Schneidewin 1852 compare, entre autres, Euripide
fr. 852, 3-5 Kannicht, 6otig 8¢ TOV @OcGOvTa Ui Tdv 0€An, | Ui pot
vévolto pnte ovvOvtng Oeoig | unt’ év Boddoomn kowomAovy GTéEALOL
okdpog. Ce passage permet deux suggestions : Ufte cOUTAE®VI* ou UNTE
ouvBvwv.? Cette derniére alternative n’est pas moins plausible que sa
concurrente : rapprocher Trach. 655-659, un otain moAvKkomov dynuo
VvaOG aOTY, TPV TAVOE TPOG TOAV AVOGELE, VACIATIY E0Tiav dueiyoag, EvOa
KAnleton Butp. L’influence du mot dppvod (376) et éventuellement une
mécoupure (Uft-govv-) pourraient étre a 1’origine de la faute. Je subodore
que si Sophocle écrit mapéotiog et non Euvéatiog, c’est parce qu’il avait
employé un composé en cvv- la ou la tradition est fautive : il avait trés
naturellement opté pour la « uariatio » des préfixes.>¢

Dv. émel
o oAl mo0’ fi&ev debp’ v €Envyovy éyd 390

390 moO’] v’ Gv t, puto ex Oed. rege 434. Probauit, non coniecit (dico
propter Lloyd-Jones—Wilson) Erfurdt 1809, sed confer Plat. Soph.
233 b, 241 e ; Politicum 295 b. Pertinet autem illud oyoAf] moté ad
sermonem cotidianum (uide Collard 2018, 141).

33 Heidegger 1993, 137-138 et plus largement 137-152.

54 Voir Euripide, El. 1354—1355, obtog adwkelv pundeic Oehétm | und’ Emopkmv
péta cvumieito et Sophocle, Phil. 1032—-1033, nidg 0eoic ££ec0’, opod (v. 1. €nod,
Schein 2013, a tort) | TAedoavtog, aibew iepd; mdg onévdew &ti; — Conjecture
anticipée par Schmidt 1886, 496.

55 Van Herwerden 1887, 61 conteste le texte transmis et son cuvBONG anticipe
ma correction.

56 Wilamowitz 1914, XXX réemploie pour stigmatiser le mauvais godt d’un
adversaire non nommé (F. Blass) la séquence pnt’ €pol mapéotiog yévotro unt’ icov
@povdv en substituant involontairement, je présume, EUVEGTI0G & TAPEGTLOG.
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« Car je croyais que je ne me retrouverais au grand jamais ici ».>7 Telle
est I’interprétation que je défends. Griffith réhabilite I’infinitif futur avec
@v, dont ce serait le seul exemple chez Sophocle. Raeder’® suggere que
Sophocle recourt ici a cet usage « plebeisch » pour faire ressortir I’aspect
correspondant du garde. Dans le petit nombre de passages d’auteurs
attiques allégués par Griffith se trouvent deux textes de Thucydide (2,
80, 1 et 80, 8) ou, au moyen de variantes,>® 1’auteur de la plus récente
édition critique de Thucydide, G. B. Alberti, élimine ce en quoi beaucoup
de philologues éminents de jadis (C. G. Cobet en premicre ligne) voyaient
une incorrection. Plus d’un Moderne préferent, hélas, marcher dans
les pas de I’ennemi juré de Cobet, Ludwig Herbst, objet d’un sanglant
sarcasme de Wilamowitz et défenseur justement oublié¢ du futur avec Gv.
Collard®® allégue un passage du Pirithoiis attribué a Critias, fr. 7, 12—14
Snell-Kannicht : EvpvcsOéa yap ndc dokeig dv, dopevov | €l pot moborto
tadTo cVUTPAEaVTE og, | Aéetv v m¢ Gxpavtog NOAnTal Tovog; Selon
lui, cet extrait d’un fragment de tradition directe transmis sur papyrus (P.
Oxy. 2078, II¢ s. ap. J.-C.) « would seem to confirm this long-disputed
usage for Tragedy », pour lequel il cite le passage de Sophocle et un autre
passage contesté, Euripide, Hel. 448. Mais la correction infime Aéygv®!

57 Le verbe €Envyovv signifie non « vowed » (« I could have vowed » Jebb,
« I vowed » Moorhouse 1982, 216), mais « croire », « imaginer » : voir Fraenkel
1950, I11, 708 a Eschyle, Ag. 1497. La traduction de Griffith « [ was insisting » semble
participer de I’erreur que reléve Fraenkel et qui consiste a reconnaitre dans le verbe
intéressé un « uerbum dicendi ». Notre vers est donc différent d’Eschyle, Ag. 933,
NBE® Beoig deicag dv M’ EpEety (Epdewv TF, corr. Headlam) téde; « would you in
some fearful crisis have vowed that you would do the thing I am now inviting you
to do ? » (Fraenkel 1950, 11, 422 ; West 1998 et Medda 2017 gardent &pdetv, a tort).
Une transposition commencée par Hermann et parachevée par Wilamowitz 1914
donne a dv une position plus orthodoxe et améliore la facture du vers, dgicag av nOE®
Ocoio<tv> (mot trochaique) M3 EpEety Tade; Mais ¢’est peut-étre corriger Eschyle.

58 Raeder 1953, 11.

59 Dans le premier cas, la variante est la legon des mss. C G : on ne saurait
imaginer source plus « autorisée ». Dans le second, ¢v n’est pas dans C et le futur
est corrigé par G2 J2. Raeder 1953 ne se risque pas a défendre I’ infinitif futur avec
év dans ces deux passages.

0 Collard 2018, 170-171.

61 I’ « editio princeps » d’A. S. Hunt (1927) publie le futur transmis sans le
révoquer en doute ; Aéyewv est une correction de Housman 1972, 1147, qu’imprime,
sans autre indication, Page 1942, 124 (voir Boschi 2021, 161, qui approuve
I’intervention). Snell-Kannicht 1985 ne la mentionnent pas, se contentant de
renvoyer a une note de Kannicht 1969, 134 qui affirme mais ne prouve pas la
Iégitimité de I’usage contesté.
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suffit a rendre caduc le témoignage du Pirithoiis | Moorhouse®? refuse de
construire av avec £Envyovv au motif que « the references to oaths in 388
and 394 oblige us to take éEndyovv as an unmodified indic. Compare too
the guard’s earlier remark in 329, that he would not be seen returning ».
Mais Moorhouse aurait dii envisager ici un usage de 1’imparfait avec &v
itératif qu’il admet dans le Philoctete.%® Dans sa somme sur la syntaxe du
verbe grec classique, Stahl®* accepte la correction de Meineke fjkew (sc.
av) ; elle est si 1égeére®® qu’on pourrait hésiter entre les deux solutions,
pour peu que l’on fht sceptique sur le retour en grace de l’infinitif
futur avec d@v. La position de cette particule, que les commentateurs
ne considérent pas, semble néanmoins en faveur de son rattachement
au verbe recteur, car, si la particule porte sur le seul infinitif, sa place
contrevient trés fortement a la « loi de Wackernagel », tandis que la
position de la particule, rapportée au verbe recteur, peut se justifier par
I’habitude de faire bloc avec un verbe de ce type.®®

Do. AN M yap ExTOc Kol Top * EAmidag yapd 392
£01KEV GAAT UTjKOG OVOEV NOOVA). ..

Le garde exulte d’avoir mis la main sur Antigone. Griffith expose la
difficulté de éxtog mais écarte goktog, conjecture de Bothe et de Dawe
1979 qu’adoptent Lloyd-Jones—Wilson,®” au motif que « normally the
event, not the « joy », would be expressly ‘wished-for’ ». L’objection
est, malgré les excentricités typographiques de la phrase de Griffith,

62 Moorhouse 1982, 216. Voir la discussion de Cavallin 1875, 183185 a Phil.
869-871, ob yap mot’, & mod, TodT’ v EENuMe’ Eyd | TAfjval o” Elevidg Mde
oo ot | petvol mopdvta kol Euvoeerodvid pot. Sans affronter 1’objection
de Moorhouse et en se méprenant sur le sens du verbe, Wakker 2006, 174 entend
« I could/would have vowed that I should not soon be here again ».

63 Bruhn 1899, 65 § 117 ; Moorhouse 1982, 189 ; Wakker 2006, 169 ; Collard
2018, 127. Selon Pearson 1917, 254 au fr. 314, 227 (Limiers), il y a 1a un exemple
de cet usage. Le scrupuleux Poppo 1831, 756 niait le caractére correct de I’imparfait
avec @v itératif dans une subordonnée, mais voir Liberman 2017, 52.

64 Stahl 1907, 208.

% Méme correction chez Eschyle, A4g. 619, ou elle est rigoureusement néces-
saire, adoptée par Wilamowitz 1914, Fraenkel 1950, Denniston—Page 1957, West
1998 mais rejetée par Medda 2017.

66 Comparer Cavallin 1875, 183—184 et Fraenkel 1950, II, 422-423.

7 Voir Lloyd-Jones—Wilson 1990, 125 ; Dawe 2007, 239 et 356-357. West 1980,
366 qualifie la conjecture de « clever, at least ».
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fatale. Jebb écarte comme « very improbable substitutes » les conjectures
dromog (Seyffert 1865), dhoyog (Gleditsch) et gikog (Pallis), ¢’est-a-dire
map’ eikog Kol EAnidag. Je suggere, en tant que plus « vraisemblable »
du point de vue « paléographique », 1 yap 000G kol map’ EAmTidag xapd,
« en intensité, la joie qui vient soudainement et contre les attentes ne
ressemble en rien a un autre plaisir ». On trouve chez Elien (Var. hist. 12,
57) la locution devm Koi wop’ EAmida.

Dv. €yepTi KIv@V dvop’ avnp Emppoboig 413
Kakoiow, €1 T1g 1000’ APpedncol TOVOV.

Les gardes, qui avaient mission de surveiller le corps de Polynice, s’em-
péchaient les uns les autres de relacher leur vigilance. A I’inverse de
Jebb et Dawe 1979, Lloyd-Jones—Wilson,®® suivis par Griffith, écartent
axnonoot, correction de Hermann Bonitz,% qui croit relever chez
Apollonios de Rhodes 2, 98, O0d’ dpa BéBpukeg Gvopec dpeidncov
Baciifog, la méme faute que chez Sophocle, corrigée, en 1’occurrence,
grace a la tradition indirecte (Choiroboscos), que, contrairement a
R. Merkel, ni H. Fraenkel ni F. Vian n’ont suivie.”? Vahlen’! consacre
neuf pages fines et intelligentes d’un latin élégant a établir I’emploi
de dpedém au sens de « immemor sum », « non curo », « neglego »,
« se désintéresser de, ne pas se soucier de qc. ou de qn., négliger ». Il
semble en effet qu’on ait glissé du sens de « non parcere »7* (cf. El. 980,
yoyfg apsdnoavte’®), « ne pas Etre avare de qc. », « étre généreux »,
« ne pas y regarder », a celui de « prendre ses aises vis-a-vis de qc.
ou de gn. », « ne pas se soucier de », « se désintéresser de ». Vahlen
emprunte a Apollonios de Rhodes la plupart des passages qu’il étudie ; un
passage, 2, 869-870, Aiaxidn, nd¢ kaAov dpeldnoavtag aE0AwV | yain &v
aArodamni) onv Eupevat;, se rapproche de celui de Sophocle. Mais aucun
des textes allégués par Vahlen n’est antérieur a 1’époque hellénistique et
il convient de se demander si le glissement de sens que j’ai évoqué s’est
déja produit a 1’époque de Sophocle, voire chez lui. Tel semble bien étre

% Voir Lloyd-Jones—Wilson 1990, 125.

% Bonitz 1857, 48-49. Voir aussi Boissonade dans le TGL 11 2621-2622.

70 Wackernagel 1953, 896 prend au séricux la correction chez Sophocle et, chez
Apollonios, la variante de Choiroboscos.

71 Vahlen 1908, 171-179.

72 Voir Pott 1873, 553-554.

73 « Ohne ihr eignes gefdhrdetes Leben zu schonen » (Kaibel 1896, 222).
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le cas.” Lorsqu’un génitif détermine le verbe dxndéw et 1’adjectif
axnoneg,” il ne s’agit, antérieurement a 1’¢re chrétienne, que d’une
personne et non d’un objet tel que tévov. Le DGE allégue bien Apollonios
3, 596-597, dppa € Tic | kol okNTTpOV ELAcEIY aKkNdEeg, mais c’est
une erreur : les génitifs dépendent de éAdoeiav. Il suit que la conjecture
de Bonitz est une « Verschlimmbesserung ». Le vers de Sophocle pourrait
néanmoins souffrir d’un défaut réel ; on attendrait, si je ne m’abuse,
non le redondant émnippdboic kakoiowv, « des injures invectives »7® mais
émppoboig Adyoiloly, « des mots invectifs, des paroles invectives »,7’
comme keptopiolg yAdooag au v. 961 : voir la scholie émppoBoig:
Aowddpotg, VPplotikoig ; Hésychios E 5131 émppobnta- €miyoya, et
rapprocher Trach. 263, moAld pév Adyolc (avtov) émeppdbnoe.’® Si
I’on objecte que Adoyor & év aAAnloioy €ppdbovv kaxoi (4Ant. 259)
soutient kaxoicwy, je réponds que pobiéw « bruire » n’est pas Emnppobém
« invectiver » (« inueho, inuehor » expriment la force du préverbe) et
que c’est émppoboig Adyoilsiy et non Emppodoig kakoiotv qui correspond
a Mdyot éppdbovv Kakoi.

Kp. oV pév kopifolc av ceontov 1) 0éhelg
EEm Papeiog aitiag EAevbepov: 445

444 1] ol Zo, coni. Meineke.

Créon congédie le « garde » qu’innocentent les aveux d’Antigone. On
rapporte a £€w le génitif Bapeioag aitiag, mais le génitif dépend peut-étre
de éhevBepov, que 1’on trouve construit avec le génitif a valeur ablative,”

74 Si ce n’est pas nécessaire, il n’est toutefois pas impossible de pressentir ce
glissement dans un passage (2, 51, 5) de Thucydide extrait de la description de la
peste, aioydvn yop Neeidovy cedV adTdV £610VTEG TOPA TOVS Pilovg, « ils n’avaient
cure de leur propre vie ». Hobbes traduit « out of shame they would not spare
themselves, but went unto their friends ». Curieusement Vahlen 1908, 179 commente
bien 2, 43, 5 mais non ce passage.

7> On cite, comme si ce n’était pas un supplément aléatoire, [@i]Aov dknd[n]g
chez Sophocle fr. **208, 10 Radt (suppl. Hunt).

76 Qpposer Phil. 374-375, kdym xolwbelg £00VG fipaccov kakoig | Toig Taoty,
« avec tous les sarcasmes possibles ».

77 Le sens de « qui porte secours a » résulte, selon Schwyzer 1983, 471-472,
d’une confusion (ancienne) avec émtéppoboc.

78 Voir fr. 583, 10 Radt, ddpad’ (...) énippoba, « des maisons non irréprochables »,
avec Pearson 1917, 229 ad loc.

79 Voir par exemple Eschyle, Choe. 1060.
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et &m compléte peut-étre xopiloic dv ceavtov 1 Oéleig. Créon, qui est
lui-méme sorti du palais, ordonne au garde de quitter les lieux et peut-étre
«la sceéne ». On peut prendre €£m au sens imprécis de « geh’ mir aus den
Augen ».80 Un sens plus précis impliquant un renvoi du texte aux réalités
matérielles du théatre®! pourrait surprendre, mais Griffith remarque qu’il
se trouve un tel renvoi au v. 1293, opdv mapeotiv: 0 Yap v puyoig &tt,
si I’« ekkyklema » donnait a voir le corps d’Eurydice.?? Que la tragédie
sophocléenne ne s’interdit pas de telles allusions, c’est ce que prouve
ce fait souvent remarqué : au début du second « épisode » de I’Edipe
a Colone, Créon fait mention tij¢ €uf|g éneicddov (730).83

Av. 0élerg Tt petlov 1j katakteivai B’ EADV;

Kp. YD UEV 0VOEV: TOUT Exav dmavt’ Exo.

Av. i of|tar LEALELG; (G Epol TMV 6®dV AdY®V
GpeGTOV 0VOEV, UNd’ dpecbein moté, 500

o0t 0¢ Kol ool Tap Apavodvovt’ Eu.

Jebb hésite a considérer dpecOein (500) comme véritable passif,
analyse admise par Griffith, « plaise aux dieux que rien de ce que tu
dis ne me plaise jamais »® ou (et c’est plus plausible) comme médio-
passif (ainsi Kiihner-Blass,’> LSJ, DGE). Hermann 1830 est fondé

80 Exemples tragiques chez Bodensteiner 1893, 652. Le cas de Sophocle, EI. 75,
vo & E&pev, qui indiffére les commentateurs d’aujourd’hui, I’inquiéte. Lui et Kaibel
1896, 80 entendent « aus dem Bereiche des Hauses fort ».

81 Bodensteiner 1893, 652 n’admet pas dans la tragédie un tel renvoi, dont il
reconnait I’existence dans la comédie (cf. Droysen 1868, 9—14). Pourtant il allegue
lui-méme (653) le passage de I’Edipe a Colone que je vais citer. Voir Plutarque,
Marcellus 20, 8, nuiyopvog avanndnoag £€0eg mpog tv EEodov tod Bedrpov, avec la
remarque de Miiller 1886, 60 n. 4 ; West 1990, 21-22.

82 Voir Miiller 1847, 533-534 ; Bodensteiner 1893, 661 et 742 ; la-contre,
Dorpfeld—Reisch 1896, 241.

83 Voir Bodensteiner 1893, 653 ; Aichele 1971, 48 ; West 1990, 22 n. 42.

84 Méme analyse chez Allan 2006, 122. L’équivalence posée par L. Dindorf
(TGL 11 1924BC) dpéokopar passif = « placeo » est des plus douteuses. Jebb, qui
semble s’inspirer de Dindorf, et Griffith, qui s’inspire de Jebb, admettent des passifs
chez Hérodote 9, 79, 2 éyd & dv tovTov giveka pite AlyviTnot doyu uite toiot
Tadta dpéokeTal, et aussi 6, 128, 2, oot Tdv pynotpev fpéckovtd <oi> oi dr’
Abnvéwv amypévol. Ce sont des moyens, comme ’entend Powell 1938, dont on
admirera la stireté de classification des sens et usages du verbe. Bréve mais claire
présentation de 1’étymologie et des emplois principaux du verbe chez Pott 1869,
80-81. Les articles des dictionnaires laissent a désirer.

85 Kiihner-Blass 1892, 373, avec un double point d’interrogation.
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a trouver « facilius » dapeobeinv, « plaise aux dieux que je ne sois
jamais satisfaite », mais cette « facilité » est acquise au détriment de
la symétrie « rien ne m’agrée dans tes propos » / « puisse jamais rien
ne m’agréer dans tes propos ». Jebb moque 1’¢légant et, selon moi, tres
plausible apéot’ €in d’Elmsley et blame le passage d’une construction
personnelle a une construction impersonnelle,¢ mais, si Elmsley?” ne dit
pas comment il comprend sa correction, il n’en reste pas moins qu’elle
n’implique nullement une construction impersonnelle : un neutre pluriel
sujet se tire aisément de T®V oAV AdywV 0VOEV : comparer Phil. 446-447,
gmel 0084V T KaKOV Y’ ATMOAETO | GAL €D TEPIGTELLOVGLY oTA SapLoVEC,
et voir Oed. rex 1096-1097, coi 6¢ tadt’ apéot’ €in.88

Les vers suivants contiennent une difficulté négligée. En effet, selon
toute vraisemblance, comme Schneider 1826 1’a compris, ®g introduit
non une proposition causale justifiant ce qui précede mais la protase
de la comparaison dont oVt® 6& ouvre, comme au v. 426, ’apodose.
Faut-il introduire §” apres mg pour éliminer 1’asyndete ou faut-il éviter
le « horror asyndeti » caractéristique des copistes 78 Griffith adopte
la ponctuation de Lloyd-Jones—Wilson, reproduite ci-dessus, mais
interpréte un texte (celui de Jebb) qui implique une ponctuation forte
apres moté. Cette ponctuation ruine la véritable construction du passage
et altére son sens.

A suivre.

Gauthier Liberman
Paris, Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes ;
Bordeaux, Université Michel de Montaigne

gauthier.liberman@orange.fr

86 « As if one said, ‘not one of your words pleases me; and never may I feel
pleasure’: without, ‘in them’ ».

87 Elmsley 1821, 79.

88 Cité par L. Dindorf. J’en conclurais qu’il a mieux compris que Jebb la
correction d’Elmsley.

89 Voir Lloyd-Jones —Wilson 1990, 281 s.v. « asyndeton ». Seemann 1882
a consacré un excellent essai a cette figure chez Sophocle. Notre passage
8’y rangerait, je crois, dans la sous-section « § I. Asyndeton, quod propre dicitur,
causale », 22-27. Radt 1999 attire 1’attention du lecteur sur le « nouveau » cas des
Limiers, fr. 314, 166.
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c cccac

This is the second of five sets of text-critical, exegetical and sometimes metrical
remarks on Antigone. These *Sophocleuncula are not only minute philological
notes but they involve broader issues having a bearing on the interpretation and
meaning of the drama as a whole. These remarks were composed with a view to
drawing attention to a number of forgotten or unseen difficulties and to trying to
address a number of seen but unsolved problems more efficaciously. The text and
meaning of not a few other passages from other works of Sophocles or of other
writers (e.g. Aeschylus’ Agamemnon) are also dealt with.

CraTps mpencTaBiseT cO00H BTOPYIO M3 IATH MOCIEIOBATENFHBIX MyOIHKALINH,
CoZiepKalIUX 3aMEUaHMsi O KPHUTHKE TEKCTa, HK3ETeTUYECKUX M METPUYCCKUX
cinoxHOCTAX B Anmueone Codoxna. *Sophocleuncula MOCBSIIEHB HE TOJIBKO
YaCTHBIM (PUIIOJIOrMYEeCKNUM IIpodIeMam, Ho 1 Ooliee OOIIMM BOIIpOcaM, 3HAYHMMbIM
JUIs. MHTEPIIPETAllMU JpaMbl B ILIEJIOM. 3aMETKH MPHU3BaHbl MPHUBJICYh BHUMaHUE
K psiy 3a0BbITBIX HIIM YITYIICHHBIX U3 BUAY CIOKHOCTEH M MPEIIOKUTD Ooee neii-
CTBEHHbIE PELICHHsI 0CO3HABAEMbIX, HO HEpelIeHHbIX npodueM. K ananusy mnpu-
BJICKAETCS TAKKe HEMAJIO Maccaxeld u3 Apyrux npousseaeHuit Codokia u Apyrux
aBTOPOB (HaTMpUMep, U3 AeamemHona DCXUA).
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Vsevolod Zeltchenko

WHAT IS WRONG WITH NICOSTRATUS?
(AR. VESP. 82-83)

The beginning of Wasps!' is structured similarly to the beginnings of
the earlier Horsemen and later Peace, following the three-part scheme
of Aristophanes’ prologues as formulated by Paul Mazon: parade —
boniment — scéne.? The audience first observes a funny sketch involving
two slaves engaged in some burdensome but incomprehensible activity
(in Wasps they are on a night watch around the house, with their master,
Bdelycleon, on the roof); finally one of them steps forward and addresses
the audience directly to explain what is going on. In Wasps, however,
as in Peace, this clarification (boniment) is preceded by a discussion of
incorrect guesses that the spectators make and the actors comment on.
The technique itself appears to be traditional for ancient comedy:? in
addition to Pax 43 ff.,* we have fragments by Cratinus (342 K.—A., from
an unknown play) and Pherecrates (154 K.—A., from Pseudherakles) that
also suggest the situation “Now one of the audience, who thinks himself
too clever, must be saying...”. But only in Wasps is it uniquely deployed
as a self-contained episode, with the audience asking for an answer to the
question “What is the sickness of our master’s father?”, whereupon the

I In the autumn of 2018, while teaching Wasps to my class at St Petersburg
Classical Gymnasium, I reached the lines 82 ff. and, with no second thoughts,
presented their traditional interpretation — only to be immediately grilled by the
students about its weakness. In a lively discussion that ensued, I came up with
the explanation offered below. It is thus my pleasure to dedicate this paper to the
studiosa cohors of my former pupils: Valeria Aganina, Daria Artemieva, Xenia
Biriukova, Vera Garmanova, Stanislava Khizhniakova, Ivan Lapikov, Alexander
Sverdlin, and Sergei Zhikharev. The time is out of joint, my friends, and you are
born to set it right.

2 Mazon 1904, 170-172; 177.

3 Whittaker 1935, 181-183.

4 Tt is, however, worth noting the close relationship between Peace and Wasps,
which is not limited to the similar structure of their prologues and includes textual
borrowings in the parabasis (Moulton 1981, 84).
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named Athenians shout out their versions like children at a matinee, and
the slaves reject them one by one while simultaneously ridiculing their
authors (71 ff.):

vocov yap O matnp GAAOKOTOV 0DTOD VOGET,
fiv 008’ @v lg yvoin mot’ 008 Evpupdior,
gl un w010’ Nudv- émel tondlete.
— "Apvviog pév 6 Ipovamovg e’ ovtoci
glvat ILOKVPOV avTOV.
— AL 00OV Aéyel, 75
po AU, GALN g’ ahTod TV vOcov teKpaipETaL.
— 00K, GAAQ “@LA0-" PV €0TV apy1| TOD KOKOD.
001 8¢ pnol Zwciog Tpog AgpkvAoV
glval QIAOTTOTNY aTOV.
— 0VdOUAC Y, Emel 80
abtn ye ypnoTdVv 6TV AvOp®V 1 VOGOC.
— Nik661potog 8 o enoty 6 TkapuPwvidng
glvar @ILovTY adTov §| P1AdEevoy.
— ud OV KOV, ® Nikdotpat’, od erhdEevog,
€mel katamvyov €otiv 6 ye dloEevoc. 85
GAAOG PAVOPETT’ 00 Yap EEcVpNOETE. ..

The answer is then given: the old man is uAnAactic (a hapax legomenon
and, apparently, a coined word).>

Before getting to the point, I will have to briefly address three issues.
The first is how this amazing scene could have played out in the theatre.
Indeed, unlike the mentioned passage in Peace, which requires no stage
tricks (there, as in Cratinus’ and Pherecrates’ fragments, the audience
reactions are introduced via optativus potentialis: “Some young clever
boy must now be saying..., and, I guess, the Ionian sitting next to him
replies...”), here a reference to theatrical convention is not sufficient: the
names of the Athenians “giving voice” are accompanied by the deictic
pronouns 63i, ovtoct, and the address & Nwkdotpote, which means that
actors had to point at them — that is, not only to be sure of their presence,
but to know exactly where they sit, with Sosias and Dercylus necessarily

> By the way, the character’s comic name itself also begins with ®wlo-. The
audience does not yet know this, but when they soon do (at the very end of the same
explanatory monologue of the slave, v. 133), they will undoubtedly relate it to the list
of “puho- infirmities” (Kanavou 2011, 81; Biles—Olson 2015, 128; Nicoletta Kanavou
also notes that in v. 270 the chorus calls Philocleon il®59¢).



230 Vsevolod Zeltchenko

having to be near each other. C. F. Russo suggests that Aristophanes
arranged this in advance with “several friends”:¢ this is hardly plausible,
since the jokes made further about Amynias and the others are by no
means friendly. In formulating this objection, Douglas MacDowell puts
forward another explanation: all four of those named were officials and
therefore enjoyed the right of proedria, so the actor was sure in advance
which places of honour in the front row they would end up in.” This
hypothesis gives MacDowell support for the controversial identification
of Nicostratus and Amynias, which I shall briefly discuss further below.
One could give scope for directorial imagination here — for instance, to
suppose that special people were seated around the theatre who took turns
shouting the appropriate gilo- words, and that the actor “identified” these
shouts with certain Athenians, so to speak, not by face but by content.

The second difficulty has to do with the distribution of the lines in
the episode. The manuscript tradition is contradictory, and the scholiast
of the Ravenna codex (ad v. 74) testifies to the hesitation of the early
interpreters: Tveg apolfoia yapéotepov 0 Aéyesbot antd cuvex®dS TPOG
€vog (“some see dialogue here, but it would be better if the whole were
spoken by one character”). As for the editors, some do give the whole text
to Xanthias (though, as MacDowell observes, in that case his monologue
54-135 would prove exceptionally long for Aristophanes); others divide
it between Xanthias and Sosias, suggesting that one slave remains at the
house door, while the other walks along the edge of the orchestra and
reports the audience’s remarks to his colleague; this division has been
done in several different ways, none of which has distinct advantages over
the others. I have no fresh arguments on this point, and for my purpose the
question is not crucial; so I simply ask the readers to keep in mind that the
distribution of the lines is debatable, and I will try not to use the names
Sosias and Xanthias any longer. The only thing I would like to strongly
object to is the lacuna after v. 76 that was postulated by Bergk® and adopted
by Meineke, Starkey, MacDowell ef al. Bergk drew attention to oVx at the
beginning of v. 77 and regarded it as a negative response to some other
diagnosis that had fallen out between ‘lover of gambling’ and ‘lover of
drinking’ (MacDowell even hypothesized what might have stood in the
lacuna: ‘lover of women’, ‘lover of boys’, etc.). Two things, however,
seem to militate against this. Firstly, as some commentators have rightly
pointed out, the slave’s clue, “Yes, this disease does begin with ¢tio-,”

6 Russo 1962, 195.
7 MacDowell 1965, 49-50 (and n. 4 in p. 50); MacDowell 1971, 138-139.
8 Bergk 1852, XV.
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should have been uttered after the first attempt to solve the riddle, i.e. after
@unoKvPoc.? Secondly, all of the slave’s responses to the assumptions of
the audience contain some poignancy, and in Bergk’s version v. 77 would
stand out as disappointingly flat.! As for obk, as Wilamowitz has already
explained, it must be regarded as a response to Amynias’ remark.!!
Finally, a few words should be said about the identification of the five
Athenians mentioned. Philoxenus and Amynias are the bétes noires of
comic poets;!? about Sosias and Dercylus we can say virtually nothing.!?
As for Nicostratus of the deme Scambonidae, his identification with the
son of Dietrephes (whose deme is unknown), a rather important Athenian
politician and strategos (including in 423/2) who fell in 418 in the battle
of Mantinea, was proposed in 1877 by Gustav Gilbert, got into RE, LGPN,

9 Gilula 1983, 359; Biles—Olson 2015, 110.

10- Sider 1975 made a sophisticated attempt to deal with both of these difficulties
at once: if the lacuna contained the diagnosis ¢ikapyog, the answer obk, GAAL “@1A0-"
HéV €otv dpyn Tod Kokod would make a pun with the double meaning of dpyn.

" Wilamowitz 1911, 515 (= Wilamowitz 1935, 333-334); Gilula 1983, 359;
Biles—Olson 2015, 110.

12 Philoxenus, “ispiratore, intorno alla seconda meta degli anni Venti del quinto
secolo, di una vera e propria vogue tra i commediografi dell’archaia” (Stama 2014,
264), is made fun of as an effeminate xatoandywv and ndpvog also in Nub. 685—
687, Eupolid. fr. 249 K.—A., and Phrynich. fr. 49 K.—A.; see further: Storey 1995;
Chronopoulos 2017, 306-307. Amynias “seems <...> to be enjoying a comic vogue
c. 423/2” (Storey 2003, 216). According to the scholia to Wasps, he was mocked
by Cratinus (fr. 227 K.—A.) as dAalodv, koAa&, and cukopdvng. In our play, he is
mentioned twice more, as an aristocrat and supporter of oligarchy (466 ff.) and as
a member of the embassy to Pharsalos who is ruined despite his wealthy friends
(1267 ft., where the scholiast quotes an obscure and corrupted fragment from Eupolis’
Poleis, fr. 222 K.—A.; cf. also Com. adesp. fr. 244 K.—A., where Amynias’ name
was introduced by Meineke: there he (?) is called ttoyoraldv). Last not least, in
Clouds he is derided alongside Philoxenus as an effeminatus unfit for military service
(690-692). MacDowell (1965, 50-51), trying to reinforce Kaibel’s interpretation of
Hermipp. fr. 5 West by means of the argumentum ad npoedpiav, argues that Amynias
was a strategos in 423/2. See Storey 2003, 225-226; Chronopoulos 2017, 302-303
(with further bibl.).

13 The scholiast notes ad loc.: “there were two Sosiae, the son of Pythis and the
son of Parmenon”, while he gives two references at once about Dercylus: according
to one, he was a comic actor, and according to the other, a drunkard or innkeeper
(oVtoc (¢ kamnAog 7| nebvotig kopmdsitar). Although this last definition will be
of some use to my point (v. infra), it is obviously composed ad hoc to explain
@omotng; as for the actor, this suggestion is probably because one of the slaves
in The Wasps is called Sosias (MacDowell 1971, 140). See further Chronopoulos
2017, 303-305 (with bibl.).
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and PAA (but not into PA4),'"* became the subject of a special paper by
MacDowell (who proceeded, as we recall, from the ‘proedria argument’)
and is accepted by most modern commentators of Wasps.!> It will not matter
to us whether this is in fact that particular Nicostratus, or some other bearer
of this very common name (over 200 entries in PAA4); what will matter to
us is that we know absolutely nothing about the character, way of life, or
personal habits of Nicostratus the strategos: Thucydides, our almost sole
source about his fate, gives not the slightest clue in this respect. Indeed,
Gilbert, Starkie, and Lutz Lenz, trying to prove that the epithets ¢1ro00tg
and @1ho&evog from the prologue of Wasps fit the strategos well, are forced
to refer to the piety and generosity of... Nicias, and then transfer them to
Nicostratus, since they were acting in concert and were likeminded.'®

Now we can come to the main problem. Those who guess what an
“unusually severe disease” (dAloxotog vooog) afflicts Philocleon make,
one by one, four assumptions, each of which somehow compromises the
person who offers it: in other words, “the tongue ever turns to the aching
tooth”. This is explicitly expressed in the slave’s response to Amynias
(v. 76): “he judges illness by his own example”, i.e. he himself is subject
to the love of gambling. But while the first two of these diagnoses
indisputably point to real ailments, gambling addiction and drunkenness,
the next two, @loBvtng and pilo&evoc, suggested by Nicostratus, are of
a very different kind. How could they get on the list of “diseases” and
how do they characterize Nicostratus?

This difficulty has already been confronted by the scholiasts. The
solutions they offer are markedly heterogeneous, so that one can speak of
two ways of explanation, originally going back to different interpreters:

Schol. ad 81: émtémto 8¢ ovtoc Mepl TaC Ovoiac kai povreiog. 82a:
@BV aToV: PrroBbTaL gioilv ol deloidaipoveg, kal Bvovoty del
10i¢ Beoic vopilovrteg €k Tovtov aPAaPeig Eoecbat. 82b: | prhoEevov:
O p&v mpodc OV dyadov tpdmov eime O PIAOEEVOG, O & OC KVPLOV
fipracev: kol yop 6 POEEVOG EKOUMOETTO (G TOPVOG.

14 Even before Kirchner, Julius Beloch rejected it as “cine ganz unbegriindete
Vermuthung” (Beloch 1884, 334).

15 Gilbert 1877, 144—145; Lang 1890, 103 (“mdglicherweise™); Starkie 1897,
123—124; van Leeuwen 1909, 18; MacDowell 1965; MacDowell 1971, 138—139;
Sommerstein 1983, 159; Lenz 2014, 81; Biles—Olson 2015, 111 (“probably™);
Chronopoulos 2017, 305-306; etc.

16 Charles Fornara (1970) found an unexpected argument for establishing the
identity: based on an ostrakon bearing the name of Dietrephes, son of Euthoinos,
he promptly pointed out that Aristophanes’ ¢p1Ao00tng and @iA6&evog could be an
allusion to the literal meaning of the name of the strategos’ grandfather (¢90owvog).
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As we can see, the scholion finds the possibility of a pejorative under-
standing for @wloBvtng (it would mean ‘superstitious’: people of this
kind tend to sacrifice strenuously to protect themselves from the wrath
of the gods, and such was Nicostratus), but not for piAd&evog: instead, it
is suddenly claimed that Nicostratus himself uses the epithet in bonam
partem (but then why is it a disease?), and the slave understands it as
a proper name joking about Piloxenus the katombywmv. Nevertheless,
this inherently contradictory construction found support among many
commentators prior to 1900.!7 Following the scholia, they interpret
@wo00tNG in malam partem as deicdaipwv, regarding superstition as
a property of Nicostratus himself,!'® while in p1Ao&evog they see a positive
characteristic: “the joke appears to be exhausted with the epithet
oo c”, says Rogers,!” and Aristophanes needs @ilo&evoc only as
a springboard for a witticism about Philoxenus.

This explanation, however, is unsatisfactory for several reasons.
Firstly, as we shall see, nowhere else does the rather common word
@1o00tng denote the superstitious man, and our scholion is not fit for
the role of classicus testis because he is merely trying to solve ad hoc the
problem posed by Aristophanes’ text. Secondly, as van Leeuwen rightly
pointed out, @woBvtng and @AdEevog must denote naturally related
qualities, for Nicostratus refers to them as symptoms of the same disease,
i.e. as virtual synonyms;? ‘superstitious or hospitable” do not go together.
We are left, therefore, either with two vices or with two virtues.

The second option has been chosen by H. Miiller-Striibing and
MacDowell: “Aristophanes introduced them not because he seriously
regards such activities as faults, but simply to provide an opportunity for
comic comment on Nikostratos and Philoxenos”.2! It is a capitulation: the
whole line is recognized as having no independent meaning. Moreover,
do we really have any comic comment on Nicostratus here? Why are the
words e1lo00tng and elo&evog put into the mouth of this man, with an
indication of his deme, which suggests a personal invective?

17 Without going further back than the second half of the 19t century, we can
mention Richter 1858, 188; Rogers 1875, 16; Lang 1890, 101; Merry 1893, 9
(27 pag.); van Leeuwen 1893, 15; Graves 1894, 88; Starkie 1897, 184; etc.

18 Lang (1890, 101) and Starkie (1897, 184) assume that the euphemistic oath in
v. 84 (ué ToV KOv’, ® Nucdotpat’, ob pildEevoc) “is a reflexion of the superstition
of Nicostratus”; but cf. Chronopoulos 2017, 161 n. 158.

19 Rogers 1875, 16.

20 Van Leeuwen 1909, 19.

21 MacDowell 1971, 141; cf. Miller-Striibing 1880, 90 n. 3 (“ganz harmlos”).
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On the contrary, the first option — i.e. turning @1Ao00tng and E1AOEEVOC
into vices — has proved much more popular. This is not an easy task.
Let’s start with Dwora Gilula’s hypothesis?*? on the meaning of pil6&evog,
as it shows just how scholars have to twist the arms of the Greek dictionary
to postulate the pejorative meaning of the epithet. Gilula draws attention to
the servant’s reply: “No, Philocleon is not ilo&evog, because Philoxenus
is katombymv”’, from which she deduces that “being a Katamdywv excludes
the possibility of being a e1AdEevog”. Then she refers to K. J. Dover’s Greek
Homosexuality: according to the law attributed to Solon, male prostitution
in Athens was punishable by partial atimia, and thus the business was most
likely kept by the metics. So, pilo&evog, ‘lover of foreigners’, would be
a designation of a regular client of these katamvyoveg. This construction
seems to be based on a misinterpretation of the joke about Philoxenus,
which means simply “Are you mad to call my master’s old father Philoxenus
who is a katamdyov!”? As for pilofbtgc, beginning with a fair critique
of “the superstitious” (“one’s man superstition is another’s religion”),
Gilula comes to conclude that the word means ‘glutton’, since any sacrifice
involves the eating of meat. As we shall now see, this latter suggestion was
also made much earlier and in a different context.

Indeed, the point of contact between @iAoB0TNG and @LoEevog was
found in 1896 by Carl Wilhelm Volgraff, then a twenty-year-old student,
whose short note published in a Brussels university journal might have
gone unnoticed had it not been supported by Carl von Holzinger in
Bursians Jahresberichte and then by van Leeuwen in the second edition
of his commentary.?* According to Volgraff, it is the feast accompanying
any sacrifice that brings the two qualities together. Since then, most
commentators and translators have preferred to understand both words in
Volgraft’s way,?> but exaggeratedly: Nicostratus is an excessive lover of
sacrifices and pleasing guests, a maniac of offerings and receptions. For
the last hundred years, this is an opinio communis.?® It is only the reason

22 @Gilula 1983, 361-362.

23 This incongruence was noticed by S. Chronopoulos (2017, 161-162 n. 159).

24 Volgraff 1896/7; Holzinger 1903, 225-226; van Leeuwen 1909, 19.

25 Thanks to the acclaimed works of M. P. Nilsson and Paul Veyne, the over-
generalized statement “As every time that a beast was killed at home the form was
that of a sacrifice, it became nothing but a form; lover of sacrifice (philothytes) means
no more than hospitable” (Nilsson 1948, 12; cf. Nilsson 1940, 75; Nilsson 1955,
145; Veyne 1987, 196) has spread wide, despite the sober objections of Casabona
1966, 143 and Renehan 1975, 198.

26 However, “the superstitious man” was recently resurrected by Orth 2014, 453
and Lenz 2014, 81.
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for such an exotic vice that varies: Nicostratus does so either because of
his zest for life, willing to eat heartily and to indulge his friends,?” or
because of his unbridled generosity that is next to wastefulness and causes
damage to his household.?® Only John Vaio and, following him, Stylianos
Chronopoulos managed to get rid of the overly sympathetic image of
Nicostratus (for it still should be a disease!):2° as they presume, his love
for sacrifices and feasts is the kind of demonstrative consumption typical
of the aristocracy and asserting its social status.30

To assess these hypotheses, let us turn to the analysis of the two
epithets. ®1A0001Ng has strictly positive connotations, denoting not even an
ambivalent or neutral feature, but precisely a virtue. Pollux (1. 20) defines
it as 0 OgoV¢ vopilwv avip (in explicit opposition to deiodaipwv!) and
offers eboePnc, 6o10¢, Bedv Emuernc, ete. as its synonyms.3! Sometimes
a connotation of ‘well-versed, experienced in the Opferpraktik’ can be
picked up in it;3? in other cases, the meaning seems to be rather general
(‘religious’ without specific references to the sacrifices).?* More interesting
are the ‘social’ contexts in which giloBvcio appears as unconditionally
approved behaviour and is associated not so much with personal piety

27 Volgraff 1896/7; van Leeuwen 1909, 19.

28 Sommerstein 1983, 159—-160; Biles—Olson 2015, 111.

2% In van Leeuwen’s description, Nicostratus is quite a nice chap: “Amat
Nicostratus [...] bovis recens mactati carnibus cum familiaribus vesci” (van Leeuwen
1909, 19).

30 Vaio 1971, 338-339; Chronopoulos 2017, 161-162.

31 The word appears also in Poll. 7. 188 (60tat, @iAob¥ton, payot, yontec,
Enynrai, kobaptai, tedestal, anopdkrol, dmopdkTplot...), which is not, pace Orth
2014, 453, “eine Liste von Wortern fiir religiose Charlatane”, but an unordered
medley of nomina agentium related to rites and magic. ®1Ao801tg equals deicidaipmv
only for a Christian soul (Socr. Schol. 3. 20).

32 DL 2. 56 (on Xenophon): eboefng te kot @Ao00TNG Kai iepeia dtayvdvat
ikavog; Plut. Quaest. conv. 631 A: 0 8’ €0oepng Kol @1A000TNG, SMYNUOTIKOG OVEipOV
Kol 6ca ypnodpevoc i eripang 7 iepoic Oedv edpeveiq katdpbwaoey, H1dEwe dv kol mepl
TOVT®V EpOTMTO; Rom. 7. 2: t0d 8¢ Popudrov tpdc 1ve Buciay drotpamopévou (Kol
Yap MV EUAOVTING Kol PHovTIKOC). ..; Aem. Paul. 17. 10: 6AAd T Ogio mOAd VER®Y, Ko
PL00HTNG BV Kl LOvTIKOS, (G E10€ TPMTOV TNV GEMVNV dmokadatpopévny, Eveko
pooyovg avtii katébvoev; Philostr. Vita Apoll. 4. 19: v pév o npotnv ddreéy,
Emedn erhobvTac Todg Adnvaiovg £idev, Vmep iepdv Steréaro.

33 Philostr. Vita Apoll. 5. 21: “ti 8& 8Aho ye”, | 8”6 Kévog “fj 1oV Avmovpevov
pev koilesBot adTd TV ATV DO T0D CA0D, TOV 0€ YaipovTa IAap®TEPOV £0LTOD
yiyvesOat, Tov 8¢ Epdvta Beppdtepov, TOV 8¢ PrhobvTNV EvBedTEPOHV TE KO VUVDON;”
Eunap. Vita soph. 10. 6. 3: tuydv 8¢ Kotd v Eavtod @rotiay tToyng a&iog (to yap
KohoOpevov TA VPOV EmeTéTpomto), Kol eriobvTng v Kai daeepovtmg “EAAny. ..
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as with a willingness to spend for the common good and for the joy of
others.3* Philosophical or quasi-philosophical reasoning about stinginess,
generosity, and extravagance often emphasizes that abundant spending
on sacrifices, as well as on other social needs, can never be excessive
and unjustified; Aristotle discusses this in the 4™ book of EN, while
constructing one of his usual triads (ueyoalompénela / pkpompéncio, /
Bavavcia): "Eott 8¢ tdv Somavnudtov ol Aéyopev T Tipta, Olov
ta mepl Bgovg, dvabnuoto kol koatookevol Kol Ovoiot, opoimg 8¢ Kol
mepl mav 10 darpdviov (1122 b 19 sqq.). Even in a difficult passage by
Theophrastus, touching precisely on questions of excessive spending for
sacrifices (fr. 523 Fortenbaugh [= Stob. 3. 3. 42]: ypn Toivov tOV péAdovta
BovpacticecOat tepi 1O Ogiov eAodHTNV eivar, pum Td ToALd OOV GAAYL
TG TUKVE, TIUAY TO Oglov: TO pEv yap edmopiag, T0 & 0G10TNTOG oNUEiOV),
@oBVTNG, as it seems, is used in a positive sense. The desire to arouse
admiration for one’s piety, which requires being @iAoBvtng, is not itself
reprehensible for Theophrastus; however, as he points out, it must not be
a one-time luxurious action for which nothing but money is needed, but
regular devotional activity. Thus, the very possibility of a “compulsive” or
“manic” rloBvoia turns out to be seriously compromised.

Here I shall have to issue a caveat. Metagenes, one of the last poets of
the dpyaia, wrote a play called ®1io601ng; its few extant fragments (13—
16 K.—A.) give no information on either the plot or the main character.
August Meineke, referring to the cited scholium to Vesp. 82, suggested
that he was comically superstitious;33 although, as we have seen, in the
interpretation of Vesp. 82 the ‘superstition’ idea was almost abandoned
after Volgraff, it has survived among Metagenes’ editors as far as Kassel—
Austin and Chr. Orth.3¢ Accordingly, too, the commentators of Wasps
from time to time mention Metagenes’ play to prove that the piloBvacia,
when excessive, may also have been regarded as a weakness.3” It should
be emphasized, however, that among the numerous titles of Greek

34 Antiph. Tetr. 1. 2. 12: éug 8¢ €k ye 1@V mpogpyoocuévev yvooeshe <...>
TOALOG HEV KOl PEYAAOG EIGQOPAG EIGOEPOVTA, TOAAL OE TPNPOUPYODVTEL, ACUTPDG
8¢ yopnyodvta, ToALOVG 08 EpavilovTa, Leydrag 6& VTEP TOADY EyyVOg dmoTivovTa,
Vv 6¢ ovciov oV dwalopevov AAL” Epyalouevov Kektnuévov, euhofvtny 8¢ Kol
voupov 8vta; Plut. Themist. 5. 1: chvtovov & adTOV YEYOVEVOL YPNUATIGTTV O1 LEV
TWEG oot 01" Ehevbeptotnta kol yop erofdTv dvta kol Aapmpov &v Taig mepi Tovg
Eévoug damavaig, apdovov deicbor yopnyiog ...

35 Meineke 1839, 221.

36 Orth 2014, 453.

37 E.g. Biles—Olson 2015, 111.
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comedies containing a composite of the @ilotolodtog type (according to
the lists drawn up by Alfred Korte and Andreas Bagordo, there are a total
of 38, including 20 different ones),?® alongside negative characteristics
like ®lokAivng and PvAdpyvpog, there are definitely positive ones:
e.g. détopoc®® (-o1) by Philonides (épyaic), Antiphanes, Amphis,
Hegiochus, Alexis, Philemon, and Hegesippus; ®1ladeipot (-0g) by Am-
phides, Menander, Diphilus, Philippides, Apollodorus, and Sosicrates;
Ouvondtop by Antiphanes; ®ilountop by Antiphanes and Posidippus;
Prhodéomotog by Theognetes, Timostratus, and Sogenes; Phabnvaiog
by Alexis and Philippides; etc.4? Of course, we cannot rule out that in the
course of Metagenes’ play the hero’s giAioBvcia led to some undesirable
consequences (say, ruining him), but the characteristic in itself in no way
suggests a vice.

I have no need to analyze @ilo&evoc, a far more frequent epithet, in
as much detail.#! Since the time of Homer (cf. the formula that Odysseus
repeats when reaching an unknown place [{ 119 etc.]: & pot éy®, téwv
avte Ppotdv ¢ yaiav ikéve; / f§ O’ of y* OPpiotal te kai dyplot 00
dikotot, / e @oEevol kal oy voog 8Tl Bovdng;), hospitality is an
unquestionable virtue, both private and public, a duty towards men and
gods. The whole of Euripides’ Alcestis (where the servant speaks of
Admetus: dyoav €keivog éot’ dyoav @ho&evog [v. 809]) is an extended

38 Korte 1938, 123—124; Bagordo 2014, 167-168.

39 Hardly a proper name or the lover of hetairai; cf. Arnott 1996, 156-157.

40 Tt is edifying for our purpose that Korte, facing JavOpodmoig Awpi(Aov) in
a didascalic inscription, prefers to restore @\ ]JavOpdmorg instead of Mis|avOpodmoig
of the editio princeps (Korte 1938, 123—124).

41 This word cannot mean a ‘foreign agent’. It is instructive to trace the story of
an ostrakon APXENOX OIAOXXENON (6%/5% century BC) found in the Athenian
agora in 1938. Its first editor (Vanderpool 1949, 395) suggested an error instead of
APXENOZX OIAOXXENO (gen. sing.); then Mabel Lang interpreted ®IAOXXENON
as a pejorative @iAo&evav, ‘Archenus, a lover of foreigners’, i.e. most probably
a undiCov (Lang 1990, 33-34, no. 18). However, Stefan Brenne rightly rejected
this assumption (shared by Masson 1992, 113, Giugni 2001, 12, and Surikov 2018a
[A. E. Cypuxos, “IIpo3Buia y rpekoB apxandeckoil u kiaccuueckoit smox. III.
[Ipo3Buria nmoauTHKOB”, IIpobnemsl ucmopuu, guronocuu, kyabmypsi], 102, who
immediately changed his mind: v. Surikov 2018b [U. E. Cypuxos, “IIpo3Buria
y TPEKOB apXan4ecKoil 1 Kimaccndeckoit smox. [V. Apunsr: OT ‘BeIHKHX OCTPaKU3MOB’
JI0 ‘BEIMKHUX JeMaroroB’”, IIpobremvl ucmopuu, gunonoeuu, kyiomyput], 173) and
returned to the misspelled patronymic, arguing, inter alia, that “piho&evéw ist sonst
allerdings nicht mit dieser negativen Konnotation behaftet; das Gegenteil ist der
Fall, da nur so die Héufigkeit des Namens Philoxenos spétestens seit den sechziger
Jahren des 5. Jhs. zu erkldren ist” (Brenne 2002, 81; cf. Brenne 2001, 108; 271-272).
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statement that there are no limits to eilo&evia and it cannot be excessive,
even if in some circumstances we think otherwise.

I come to my point. All interpreters assume that the three jokes about
Amynias, Sosias/Dercyllus, and Nicostratus are of the same kind: people
name the vices that they themselves indulge in. Meanwhile, already the
second of these jokes (v. 78 ff.) does not necessarily mean “Sosias and
Dercylus are guhomotor”: this is well understood by the scholiast, who
suggests that Dercylus could be not only a pebvotig but also a kdnnioc.#
The third diagnosis is also self-defeating to the one who puts it forward,
but self-defeating in a slightly different way. Both @iAo60tng and
1LO&evog are unequivocally positive traits,*? and only Nicostratus, unlike
everyone else in the audience, paradoxically considers them symptoms
of a dangerous mental disease; only he is convinced that ¢iAoB0ton and
uLO&evot are fous a lier. Nicostratus is neither superstitious nor prodigal:
he is greedy.*

Vsevolod Zeltchenko
Matenadaran, Yerevan,
Bibliotheca classica Petropolitana
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In Vesp. 71 ff. two slaves invite the audience to guess what dangerous disease,
beginning with @tlo-, their master’s father is ill with. The named Athenians make
their assumptions, each of which somehow compromises the person who offers it:
first prAdkvPoc, then prlomdtng, and finally a certain Nicostratus shouts out the
strange @uoBVTNg 1| eloEevog. The scholia, followed by old commentators,
understand @1A000tng as dewcdaipwv (which has no parallel); modern opinio
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n

communis suggests that @uoBVTNG 1| @LOEevog means an over-hospitable
amphitryon, i.e. a careless spender or a boastful aristocrat: Nicostratus attributes
these qualities to Philocleon because he himself is one. The present paper stresses
that 1hoB0tng and @uhdEevoc are unconditional virtues, both private and public,
and it is impossible to give them any pejorative meaning. Aristophanes’ joke is that
only Nicostratus, and no one else, paradoxically considers spending on sacrifices
and guests to be vices, and that all piloBbtot and pildEevor are dangerous madmen
who must be guarded by their household. In other words, Nicostratus, whoever he
was, is ridiculed by Aristophanes as a miser.

B mposiore Oc (71 ciin.) nBa paba npemiararoT MyOduKe yrajaarh, KaKoi omacHoM
00J1e3HBI0, HAYMHAIOMICHCS HA OLAO-, OOJIEH OTell X XOo3suHa. Ha3zpiBaeMble mo
UMeHU a(UHSIHE BBIABHIAIOT BEPCHU (KOTOpBIE, OUEBHIHO, KAK-TO KOMIPOMETH-
PYIOT UX caMmmXx): crepBa GIAOKLPOC, 3aTeM PIAOTOTNG U, HaKOHell, Heknit Huko-
CTpaT BBIKPHKHBACT CTpPaHHOE QIA0BVTNG | pAdEevog. Cxommact, 32 KOTOPBIM
MOCJIeIOBaM MHOTHE CTapble HWHTEPNPETAaTOPhl, MOHMMaeT @L00VTNG Kak
de1o1dailoVv (4TO HE HAXOIUT Napauleseil); COBpeMEHHaAs 0pinio COMmmunis pea-
MOJIATaeT, YTo CJIoBa QIA0OVTNG | PIAOEEVOC 03HAYAIOT UpeaMepHO TOCTEIIPUNM-
HOTO XO3sMHa, T. €. OECIEYHOro MOTa MM XBACTIMBOTO apucTokpara: Hukocrpar
MPUITUCBHIBACT OTU Ka4€CTBA q)I/IJ'IOKJ'IeOHy, IMOTOMY 4YTO CaM TaKOB. B crarne noa-
YepKHUBACTCS, 4TO OIA000TNG 1 IAOEEVOC — 3TO Oe3ycIoBHEBIE TOOpoAeTeNH, He
TOJIBKO 4YaCTHBIC, HO U O6H1€CTBGHHI)IC, " npuaaBaTb UM CKOJ'II)KO-HI/IG}/ZLI) nel‘/'lopa-
TUBHOE 3HaueHue HeBO3MOXHO. IllyTka Apucrodana COCTOUT B TOM, YTO TOJIBKO
Huxoctpar, u 0oJblile HUKTO, TapaJOKCAIBHO CYUTACT TPAThl Ha KEPTBOIPHHO-
IICHUS U TOCTEH MOPOKaMH, a BcexX Orhofutal m eiAdEevol — omacHBIME Oe3yMIia-
MU, KOTOPBIX MX JIOMAlIHHUE JIOJDKHBI cTepedb. MHaue roBopsi, Hukoctpar, kTo Ob1
OH HHU OBLI, BRBICMEUBACTCSI APHCTO(PAHOM KaK CKYTIeI.
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DIONYSUS OR HERACLES:
MARK ANTONY’S RELIGIOUS POLICY
IN 41 BCE IN THE LIGHT OF
EPISTULA MARCI ANTONII AD KOINON ASIAE

1. Introduction

After the Battle of Philippi, triumvir Mark Antony spent the winter in
Athens. In the spring of 41 BCE, he marched through the central part of
Greece, Thessaly, Macedonia and Thrace to the Bosporus at the head of
a significant army, eventually crossing to Bithynia.! According to Plutarch
(Ant. 24. 3 1)),

gic yobv "Egecov gio16vtog avtod yuvaikeg uev gic Bakyag, dvopeg
0¢ kol maideg €lg Zatvpovg kai ITdvag 1yodvio dieckevacuévor,
Kittod 0¢ kol 00powv kol yoktmpiov Kol cvplyyov kol avidv
1 oM v mAéa, AOvucov adTtdv dvakaiovpévoy Xaptdoty kol
Meikiytov. Qv yap auéret Torodtog éviotg, Toig 8& moAloic ‘Qunotig
Kol Ayploviog.

at any rate, when Antony made his entry into Ephesus, women
arrayed like Bacchanals, and men and boys like Satyrs and Pans, led
the way before him, and the city was full of ivy and thyrsus-wands
and harps and pipes and flutes, the people hailing him as Dionysus
Giver of Joy and Beneficent. For he was such, undoubtedly, to some;
but to the greater part he was Dionysus Carnivorous and Savage.?

I Buchheim 1960, 11 f. For Antony’s stay 41-40 BCE in the East in details, see
App. BCiv. 5. 15-44; Joseph. AJ. 14, BJ. 1. 12; Plut. Ant. 24-30; Dio 48. 24-27,
SB 14224, as well as the following studies: Tarn 1934a, 31-40; Magie 1950, 427—
430, 1278-1281; Rossi 1959, 119-128; Buchheim 1960, passim; Bengtson 1977,
161-165; Huzar 1978, 151-154; Chamoux 1986, 238-248; Roberts 1988, 179-185;
Hekster—Kaizer 2004; Pelling 2008, 9-13; Halfmann 2011, 110-129, 237-239;
Van Wijlick 2021, passim etc.

2 Transl. Perrin 1959. For Néog Atdvucog as an official title, see Sniezewski
1998, 133 f.
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In Ephesus, Antony was probably persuaded to grant extensive
privileges and immunities to “the Association of Wreath-Bearers and
Victors in the Sacred Games from the Inhabited World” (X0vodog tdv
GmO TNG OIKOLUEVNC 1epoVIKDY Kol oTeEPOvVITAV), mainly consisting
of athletes. Representatives of this association had in all likelihood
previously enjoyed broad privileges officially granted by Roman sena-
tors.> However, the resumption of civil wars in the Roman republic gave
rise to doubts about the inviolability of honors and privileges granted
earlier. Concerned about their status and also wishing to obtain additional
rights, association members sent to Antony a certain priest, a native of
Ephesus and representative of the Koinon of the Greeks from Asia. The
priest came to the triumvir, enlisting the support of Antony’s “friend”, the
gymnastics teacher Artemidoros, as evidenced by the letter of Antony to
the Koinon of the Greeks from Asia concerning the privileges of iepovikat
and otepavitor (PLond 137v = SB 14224).4

Previous scholars have not paid close attention to this letter in the
context of Antony’s 41 BCE sojourn in the East,’ especially in the context
of his religious policy.® Thus, the connection between Epistula Marci
Antonii ad Koinon Asiae and Antony’s religious policy in the East in 41
BCE requires further consideration, as it might shed light on some very
significant features of the triumvir’s eastern policies at that time.

2. Antony’s religious policy in 41 BCE

There is a disagreement as to whether Antony was guided to some extent
by his Dionysian policy or Herculean one in the East after the Battle of

3 For the person who could grant these privileges, see Fauconnier 2016, 79.

4 For Antony’s stay in Ephesus in 41 BCE, see RDGE 57; Rogers 1991, 7 f.;
id. 2012, 95 f.; Knibbe 1998, 107 f.

5 Cf. Magie 1950, 428 and 1279 n. 4; Roberts 1988, 180; Pelling 2008, 11;
Halfmann 2011, 120 and 238 n. 2.

¢ The exception was my article: Krivolapov 2021 [T JI. Kpusonanos, “Epistula
Marci Antonii triumviri ad Koinon Asiae Kak HCTOUHHK 110 N3yYCHHIO TTPEOBIBAHUS
Mapka Antonust Ha Bocroke B 41 1. 10 H. 3.”, AHmuunbll MUp u apxeono2us).
Nevertheless, that study has incorrectly linked granting privileges to the Association
with Antony’s Dionysian policy (ibid. 136 f.). This paper makes an argument in favor
of Heracleism based on Antony’s origin from Heracles.
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Philippi.” Since scholars pay most attention to Antony’s Dionysianism
in the context of his religious policy in 41 BCE, let us consider this
issue in more detail at first. Antony’s opting for Dionysus as a deity
with whom he would later be identified seems to have been intentional.®
The inception period of his Dionysian policy has been a topic of serious
discussion among scholars.” The first mention of the link between Antony

7 Some scholars believe that Antony’s stressing his mythical ancestor Heracles
influenced, at least subliminally, his political decisions in the East (e. g., Kienast
1969, 441-444; Felten 1985, 136 f.; Huttner 1995, 108; Perez 2009, 182). However,
most scholars are inclined to believe that Antony was guided to some extent by his
Dionysian policy rather than Herculean one beginning in 41 BCE (e. g., Weippert
1972, 200 f.; Sniezewski 1998, 133; Hekster 2004, 174; Beacham 2005, 154 f; Rogers
2012, 95 f.). H. Halfmann, in turn, believes Antony, already during the first sojourn
in the East as a triumvir, appealed to both Heracles and Dionysus in his eastern
policies (Halfmann 2011, 110-112). As K. Erickson concludes, the propaganda of
Antony’s political opponents made it almost impossible to trace his connection with
Heracles after rapprochement with Cleopatra (Erickson 2018, 261 f.).

8 See Poloczek 2021: “On the one hand, Mark Antony clearly adapted a peculiar
element of Hellenistic monarchic ideology, thus introducing himself as the successor
of Ptolemies — the notion of Néog Atévvucog — but on the other hand, he also created
a quite new model of ‘personal relationship’ to the god based on the political
aspirations to be the conqueror, benefactor and true Lord of the East”.

® A number of scholars believe that the starting point of Antony’s Dionysian
policy was his stay of 41 BCE in the East and the events that took place in Ephesus
and Tarsus (e. g., Jeanmaire 1924, 243 f.; Taylor 1931, 108 ff.; Tager 1957, 90 ft,;
Weippert 1972, 201 f.; Huzar 1978, 195; Cresci Marrone 1993, 16 f.; Hekster 2004,
174; Beacham 2005, 155 f.; Halfmann 2011, 110-112, 120). Other scholars argue
that the Ephesian manifestation was just a sporadic episode that had no practical
consequences, and that a stable political line for identification with Dionysus begins
only from the time of Antony’s second stay in Athens and marriage to Octavia
(e. g., Craven 1920, 57; Tarn 1932, 148 f.; id. 1934a, 33; id. 1934b, 69; Pelling
1988, 179; id. 2008, 10; Buchheim 1960, 15, 100 n. 24; Osgood 2006, 240 f. and
n. 138). R. F. Rossi stands apart, asserting that the beginning of Antony’s interest
in Dionysus dates back to the time of his first stay in Athens in the winter of 42—
41 BCE (Rossi 1959, 112, 161). Developing this idea, E. V. Smykov suggested
that in this city Antony was initiated into the mysteries, organized to a large extent
by the Athenian community of Dionysian Technites (teyvitot). Then the triumvir
arrived in Asia, which was the area of responsibility for other representatives
of this religious community — Dionysiac Technites of Asia and Hellespont. The
members of this union took over the responsibility for greeting him and were
behind the organization of Asian celebrations and magnificent ceremonies during
Anthony’s procession to Ephesus, in the provincial capital itself, and later in Tarsus
(Smykov 2002 [E. B. CmbIk0B, “AHTOHUI U /IMOHNC (M3 HCTOPHH PEIUTHO3HON
HMOJMUTUKY TpuyMBHpa M. AHTOHHA)], 85-87).
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and Dionysus dates back to the spring of 41 BCE, when, according to
Plutarch, he was greeted in Ephesus as ®@c0og Néog Atdvucog.!? Plutarch
then reports a rumor spread during the meeting of Antony and Cleopatra
in Tarsus the same year “that Venus was come to revel with Dionysus for
the good of Asia”.!!

Since we have no other references to Antony’s Dionysianism in 41
BCE except for Plutarch’s previously-mentioned testimonies, the situation
seems to be quite obvious. There is no doubt that Antony’s appeal to the
cult of Dionysus, his notorious “Dionysianism”, was not a homogeneous
phenomenon; rather, it manifested differently at different stages of his
career. And even if Antony had participated in the dedication into the
mysteries of the Dionysian cult in Athens (as E. V. Smykov assumes'?), he
evidently did not place much political value on it throughout his first stay
in the East as a triumvir in 41-40 BCE. Most scholars rightly believe that
Antony viewed the divine honors paid to him, namely his initiation into the
Dionysian mysteries in Athens and his role in the Ephesian procession and
in Tarsus, as a matter of course, which seems consistent with his character.
In any case, these festivities could not have had a significant impact on his
policy, as scholars have remarked that the colorful descriptions of these
occasions, teeming with detail, are found only in Plutarch, who is not
considered the most reliable source due to his tendency toward excess.
Appian and Cassius Dio did not even mention the events in passing. They
were, in all likelihood, only minor episodes in the kaleidoscope of events
in 41 BCE for everyone, including the triumvir himself.!3

Thus, the Dionysianism of Antony in 41 BCE can hardly be called
a full-fledged religious policy. In this regard, Cassius Dio’s testimony is
more accurate. Some shocking features of Antony’s behavior that did not
correspond to mos maiorum, including his identification with Dionysus,
became apparent during his stay in Athens in the winter of 39—38 BCE
(Dio 48. 39.2).14

10 Cf. above n. 2.

11 Plut. Ant. 26. 3: kai T1g AOY0OG €xdpet S0 TAVIOV ®G 1] Aepoditn Kopdalot
mopd TOV Atdvocov En” dyadd tiic Aciog.

12 Smykov 2002, 85-87.

13 See inter alios Buchheim 1960, 15, 100 n. 24; Weippert 1972, 201 f.; Pelling
1988, 179 ff.; id. 2008, 10; Smykov 2002, 86 f.; id. 2017 [E. B. CmbikoB, “Mapk
AHTOHMH B MUPE JNTMHUCTUYECKUX MOHAPXUI: TOCYJaphb i Maructpat?”’], 92-94;
Osgood 2006, 240 f. and n. 138; Tisé¢ 2006, 175 f.; Pfeiffer 2019, 310-312 etc.

14 See Socr. Rhod. FGrH 192 F 2; Sen. Suas. 1. 6; IG 1I/II12 1043 11. 22-24
(esp. 1. 23: Aviw?]viov Bg0d véov Atovocov).
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Other information regarding Antony’s religious policy deserves
greater attention. First is Plutarch’s message that Antony was initiated into
the mysteries during his stay in 42—41 BCE in Athens (A4nt. 23. 2):13

10 maifov avtod APOg AKPOAoElS PIMOAOY®V Kol Béag dydvov Kol
puiosig €Tpene. ..

...for his entertainment he was content to listen to the discussions of
scholars, watch the games, and be initiated into the mysteries.

Although many scholars considered this as a reference to the Eleusi-
nian Mysteries,'® Smykov and W. J. Tatum have suggested that in this
phrase of Plutarch the word “initiations” (pvnoeig) should be understood
to mean Lesser Mysteries.!” Lesser Mysteries “were founded in order to
purify Heracles and lead him on to his initiation at Eleusis”,'® said Tatum.
At the same time, as is well known, Antony traced his ancestry from
Heracles.!” Thus, the triumvir stressed his mythical ancestor Heracles
through participation in Lesser Mysteries, as well as his deeply respectful,
deeply Hellenic attitude to Athens by establishing ties of cuyyévela.?

15 Plutarch was the only one who talked about Antony’s stay in Athens
after the Battle of Philippi in the winter of 42-41 BCE (Plut. Ant. 23. 2-4). For
Anthony’s pastime activities in Greece and in particular Athens at this time, see inter
alios Craven 1920, 20 f.; Rossi 1959, 107-108; Bengtson 1977, 155 £.; Pelling 1988,
175 f.; Kienast 1995, 193 f.; Habicht 1997, 360; Fontani 1999, 194 f.; Halfmann
2011, 105-106; esp. Tatum 2020, 456—460.

16-So e. g. Craven 1920, 20; Bengtson 1977, 155; Pelling 1988, 176; Kienast
1995, 193 n. 14; Habicht 1997, 360. Cf. Fontani 1999, 194 f. n. 4. For detailed
information about the Eleusinian Mysteries, see Parker 2005, 344-346.

17 The scholars noted that the time of Antony’s stay in Athens did not allow
him to be initiated into the Greater Mysteries, and it can therefore be assumed
that he was initiated into the Lesser Mysteries (Smykov 2002, 85; Tatum 2020,
462-464). For detailed information about the Lesser Mysteries, see Parker 1996,
188 ff; id. 2005, 341 ff.

18- Tatum 2020, 464 and n. 50. See in more detail Parker 1996, 98—100.

19 Plut. 4Ant. 4. 1, 36. 4, 60. 2-3; App. BCiv. 3. 60, 72; RRC 494/2. For an over-
view of Antony’s Heraclean origins and his supposed relationship with Heracles, see
inter alios Michel 1969, 114-125; Weippert 1972, 197-200; Huttner 1995; Cresci
Marrone 1993, 18 f.; Hekster 2004; Perez 2009; Erickson 2018.

20 Tatum 2020, 464. For the establishment ties of cuyyévela in the Greek world
and the political significance of mythical kinship in antiquity, see Musti 1963,
esp. 225 f. and 230-235; Schmitt 1988, esp. 539 f.; Elwyn 1993, esp. 262-267;
Liicke 2000, esp. 29 and 119-122; Erskine 2003; Papazarkadas, Thonemann 2008,
esp. 82; Kuhn 2014, esp. 83-87.
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According to U. Huttner, Antony also established ties of cuyyévela with
Ptolemaic Egypt and Cleopatra. Similar to the Hellenistic kings, Alexander
the Great was an important role model for the triumvir. Alexander was also
a Heraclide, bound to his progenitor by intensely strong ties, and the Pto-
lemies, who felt themselves to be Alexander’s successors and represented
themselves accordingly, thereby derived from Heracles (OGIS 54; Satyr.
FGrH 631 F 1) as well. Their common descent from Heracles created
a family relationship between Antony and Cleopatra, cvyyévela, after all.?!

In my opinion, this circumstance played a significant role during the
meeting of the triumvir and the Egyptian queen in Tarsus in August—
September 41 BCE.?2 Cleopatra, whose goal was to preserve the status quo
for Egypt, sought to depict herself as an independent and all-powerful ruler
by appearing in the guise of Aphrodite or Venus. The political meaning
of Cleopatra’s diplomatic reception for Antony on her ship in Tarsus
was also most understandable. The Egyptian queen sought to emphasize
her closeness to the triumvir in both divine and political contexts, which
should have been conducive to a close and mutually beneficial union
(Plut. Ant. 26).% In this regard, appealing to their common origin and
emphasizing their kinship with Heracles seems a natural step.

When Antony in 41 BCE provided support to Sisinna, who had
been in contention for power in Cappadocia against Ariarathes X (App.
BCiv. 5. 31), the triumvir was probably strengthened in this decision by
the fact that Sisinna claimed to be a Heraclide. Flavius Josephus described
the heritage of Archelaus (Sisinna). According to the ancient author,
Glaphyra, the daughter of Archelaus, trying to derive her nobility and
genealogy from great people, claimed to descend from Temenus on her
father’s side and from Darius I the Great on her mother’s side.?* At the same

21 Huttner 1995, 108. W. J. Tatum agrees with him (Tatum 2020, 464 n. 52).
H. Bengtson also does not disregard this aspect, but does not present it clearly
(Bengtson 1977, 166 f.). For the link of Ptolemaic dynasty both to Alexander and
Heracles, see in details Palagia 1986, 143 f.

22 The story of this meeting is contained, in addition to Plutarch, in Socrates
of Rhodes (Socr. Rhod. FGrH 192 F 1), as well as briefly mentioned in Appian
(BCiv. 5.1, 32), Cassius Dio (48. 24. 2) and Josephus (4J. 14. 13. 1, BJ. 1. 12.5). For
this meeting, see inter alios Buchheim 1960, 22-25, 102-103; Lindsay 1971, 155—
163; Grant 1972, 115-120; Holbl 2001, 240-241; HufBl 2001, 729-730; Osgood
2006, 182—183; Tisé 20006, 172 f.; Pfeiffer 2019; Van Wijlick 2021, 126—128 etc.

23 Buchheim 1960, 23; Huf3 2001, 730; Osgood 2006, 183; Egorov 2012
[A. b. EropoB, Aumonuii u Kneonampa], 188.

24 Joseph. BJ. 1.24.2: ... Thogvpa yeveahoyodoo TV £00THG EDYEVELQY ... KOTA
notépa eV amd Tnuévov, katd pntépo 88 and Aapeiov Tod YoTdomemc obGa.
For Glaphyra, the daughter of Archelaus I Ktistes, see Sullivan 1980, 1161-1166.
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time, Temenus himself claimed to be a great-great-grandson of Heracles.?>
Archelaus began declaring his Heraclean heritage soon after the death of
Antony, even issuing hemidrachms with the hero’s head on the reverse.2¢
Thus, mythical cvyyévela is a factor that cannot be underestimated in the
relations between Antony and Sisinna in 41 BCE.?”

The analysis of several developments taking place in 41 BCE indicates
that Antony consciously saw himself to a greater extent as a descendant of
Heracles rather than a manifestation of Dionysus at that time. The question
of whether Antony did practice a full-fledged religious policy rooted in ties
to his mythical ancestor Heracles is at least debatable. However, several
indirect pieces of evidence discussed herein show that several features of
Heracleism were at least present in Antony’s religious policy during his
stay in the East in 41 BCE.

3. Epistula Marci Antonii ad Koinon Asiae

We will focus further on the triumvir’s letter to the Koinon of the Greeks
from Asia. The copy of Antony’s rescript is written at the back of cols.
6—7 on the recto of a medical papyrus in the Greek papyri collection
of the British Museum (PLond 165).2 This papyrus of unknown prove-
nance (generally believed to be from Hermopolis, in Middle Egypt) is
traditionally referred to as “London Anonymous” and dated to the second
half of the first century CE. It is the longest Greek medical papyrus
known to date, being approximately 336.5 cm long by 23.5 cm high, for
39 columns of text.?’

The letter of Antony was discovered by Frederick George Kenyon
in 189239 It consists of 33 lines of text, given in a single column
(18.5 x 10 cm) and written in a fairly large, semi-cursive print. The
rescript is almost completely preserved, with the exception of a few letters

25 For Temenus, see Mayer 1934, 437-458.

26 BMC Cappadocia, 45, nos. 3—4; Head 1911, 752; Simonetta 1961, 48,
nos. 7-8; id. 1977, 46, nos. 7-8.

27 Cf. Huttner 1995, 108 f. For Antony’s policy towards Cappadocia in 41
BCE, see Craven 1920, 29 f.; Levi 1933, vol. II, 101 f. n. 3, 132; Tarn 1934a, 34,
id. 1934b, 69; Jones 1937, 176, 430 n. 3; Magie 1950, 435, 1286 n. 26; Buchheim
1960, 55 f.,, 110 f. n. 123; Simonetta 1961, 19, 47; id. 1977, 45; Hoben 1969, 176 ff.
and n. 163, 181 n. 177; Sullivan 1980, 1147 ff.; id. 1990, 182 f., 397 n. 129, 131 etc.

28 Ricciardetto 2016, CXXVI.

29 Ricciardetto 2012, 43 f.

30 Kenyon 1893.
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at the end, and the orientation of the writing is upside-down as compared
with the text on the recto.3! Although its presence on the papyrus is
thought-provoking, there is no indication of what motivated the owner of
the medical work to record Mark Antony’s edict.3?

The opening lines of this rescript (ll. 1-7) were also preserved on
a white marble stele found at Tralles (second—third century CE), though
in a distorted form.33 The corresponding fragment of the inscription is as
follows (with matching fragments highlighted in bold):

(...)
] émotoAn [— Mapkov Avimviov —]
Mapkoc AV]T®dVIog aVTOKPA[TOp TPLBV AvOpdY dnpoci]-
@V TPOYLAT|®OV 60 KATAGTA[oe®C TG KOWD T@V Ano Thg Al-
ciog EAMAvo]v kal toig mpoéd[poig .c.6.. yoil-
pew: Kol Tpote]pov Evrvyov[tog pot é&v 'Epécwt Mdapkov]
Avtoviov Aptepd®pov Tod Euod gikov —].34

A0 [—
[
[
[
[
[

15

31 Ricciardetto 2012, 45 f.; id. 2014, LVI n. 417; Saumell 2018, 139.

32 Kenyon 1893, 476. In the opinion of A. Ricciardetto, the letter of Mark
Antony could have a relationship with the medical world and its practices which
might have been a reason for recording the triumvir’s edict on the reverse side
of a medical papyrus (Ricciardetto 2012, 60). Later, Ricciardetto gave a new
interpretation by linking Mark Antony’s letter with the existence in Ephesus of
a Mouseion, in which an association of doctors organized competitions in honor
of Asclepius (id. 2016, CXXX-CXXXVIII). Developing this idea, J. C. Saumell
suggested that the owner of the papyrus may have been one of the participants
in the medical competition, who recorded the decree of Antony on the verso of
this papyrus in order to remind the jury about the privileges he could acquire
after winning (Saumell 2018, 156). However, these assumptions are criticized
by D. Manetti (Manetti 2019, 39), who noted that “sia I’interpretazione del testo
della lettera di Marco Antonio sia la sua presenza sul verso di P. Lond. inv. 137
non abbiano ancora trovato una soluzione soddisfacente e continuino a suscitare
dubbi” (ibid., 40). See also Fauconnier 2016, 78 f.

3 Keil 1911 = LTralleis 105 = PHI 262861 = AGRW 13181. Only two frag-
ments (A and B) that formed part of a larger monument containing several do-
cuments have been preserved. The inscriptions are too fragmentary to translate.
Fragment A mentions the letter of Mark Antony (1I. 10-15). Fragment B, which
appears to be part of this letter, notes a “synod” (Il. 11 and 14) and probably
provides a reference to the iepovikor and otepavitot in the opening lines (1. 2).
Both fragments were stored for a long time in the museum of the Evangelical School
of Smyrna after their discovery in the 70s of the 19% century. They disappeared
during the fire of this school in 1922. See in more detail Keil 1911, 123 ff.; Ebert
1987, 41 f.; Ricciardetto 2012, 46 f.; AGRW 13181.

34 The Greek text is taken from the following edition: AGRW 13181.



250 Gleb L. Krivolapov

The rescript of Mark Antony itself dates from 41 or 33/32 BCE.?
The paleographical comparison demonstrates that the part of the copy of
Antony’s rescript concerning the second request to him from M. Antonius
Artemidoros (1. 24-33) cannot be dated earlier than the last quarter of the
first century CE. The copy of the rescript itself is definitely later than the
writing on the recto. That is how we discover terminus ante quem of the
medical papyrus itself, namely the second half of the first century CE.3¢

35 There are only two possible dates for this decree (41 or 33/32 BCE), since
Antony only visited Ephesus twice after having become triumvir: after the Battle at
Philippi in the spring of 41 (Plut. Ant. 24. 3; App. BCiv. 5. 15; 28; Joseph. 4J. 14. 12.
2-4) and in the company of Cleopatra shortly before the final war with Octavian in
the winter of 33/32 BCE (Plut. Ant. 56. 1). F. G. Kenyon believed that the rescript of
Mark Antony was written in 41 BCE (Kenyon 1893, 477). C. Brandis, on the other
hand, suggested that honors and privileges granted to the Synodos by Antony should
be associated with the triumvir’s visit to Ephesus in 33/32 BCE. His conclusion
is based on the grounds that the concessions to “the Association” would have had
particularly great value in the 30s BCE (Brandis 1897, 516-518). This viewpoint
prevailed in historiography until the middle of the 20 century (e. g., Ziebarth 1900,
518; Poland 1909, 150; Oehler 1913, 1535; Klaffenbach 1914, 8; Gardiner 1930, 107;
Forbes 1955, 239). Later the same belief was shared by Br. Le Guen and L. Del Corso
(Le Guen 2001, 32; Del Corso 2008, 44). Nevertheless, as D. Magie pointed out in
1950, it seems more likely that privileges granted by the triumvir were more relevant
before the inevitability of a new civil war; i. e. during Antony’s visit to Ephesus in
41 BCE (Magie 1950, 1279 n. 4). As a result, most historians were skeptical about
the dating proposed by C. Brandis until the late 20" century (e. g., RDGE, 292 f.
and n. 4; Millar 1973, 55, no. 4, id. 1977, 456). However, another version based
on linguistic analysis of the text of the letter (to be more precise, 1. 18-19) was
suggested in 1987. According to J. Ebert, the first appeal to Antony by Artemidoros
and Charopeinos occurred in 41 BCE, while the second (by Artemidoros only) took
place in 33/32 BCE, since there seemed to be a considerable time lapse between these
events. The letter itself summarizing both of these meetings should be dated by 33/32
BCE (Ebert 1987, 39 f.). Thus, most modern scholars recognize the possibility of
both dates (e. g., Pleket 1973, 201; Cugusi 1979, pt. 2, 289; West 1990, 84; Manetti
1994, 57; ead. 2019, 38; Pelling 2008, 11 n. 31; Ricciardetto 2012, 45, 51 n. 26;
id. 2016, CXXVI; Fauconnier 2016, 78 and n. 28). For instance, Saumell writes:
“the position taken by these two authors [Kenyon and Brandis] seems reasonable
considering that in 1l. 11-12 the rescript makes allusion to some grants already
conferred on the association, allegedly in 42—41 BCE” (Saumell 2018, 139 and
n. 55). D. S. Potter even favors the higher date, i. e. 43 BCE (Potter 1998, 271 n. 34).

36 Saumell 2018, 139 f. Saumell summarizes the established view on the dating
of the copy of Anthony’s rescript and “London Anonymous” itself. See Manetti
1994, 57; Andorlini 2010, 44; Ricciardetto 2012, 45 and n. 13; id. 2014, LV and
n. 408, LVI n. 416; id. 2016, CXXVI f. n. 408, CXXIX n. 416-417; Dorandi 2016,
200 n. 9 etc. As for the paleographical comparison of Antony’s rescript and two
papyri from the first century CE, see Saumell 2018, 139 n. 56.
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As for the events mentioned in Antony’s decree, I guess the meeting
between Antony, Artemidoros and Charopeinos (1l. 1-23) described in the
first part of the letter could have taken place more likely in 41 BCE. Several
arguments support this point of view. First is D. Magie’s statement, with
which I am inclined to agree, that triumvir-conferred privileges were more
relevant when a new civil war was not imminent.3” Second is the fact
that the triumvir hosted numerous embassies (rpecsfeiat) in Bithynia and
Ephesus in 41 BCE (Joseph. AJ. 14. 12. 2, BJ. 1. 12. 4; Plut. Ant. 24. 1),
creating both the political context and opportunity for Artemidoros and
Charopeinos’s appeal to him.?® Finally, as A. Raggi revealed, “there is
clearly a documentary vacuum in the period of Antonius’ effective go-
vernment in the East, after his final departure from Italy in 37 BCE”.3°

Actually, the bulk of Antony’s Eastern decrees — which he wished
to have ratified in Rome — are dated 41-39 BCE, a period in which they
were necessary in the light of various threats to the triumvirs but Antony
had not yet lost his political power due to the actions of Octavian.*? Thus,
the proposed argumentation does not contradict the proposal put forward
by J. Ebert.*!

At the same time, we admit that both dates of the first appeal to Antony
by Artemidoros and Charopeinos (41 and 33/32 BCE) are beyond proof;
the arguments advanced here are not conclusive. Nevertheless, the first date
is much more preferable.

This is what the content of Epistula Marci Antonii ad Koinon Asiae
reads:

Mdapkog AvI®VIOg 0DTOKPATOP
POV AVOPAV INUOGIOV TPayUATOV
ATOKOTAGTAGEMG TML KOVDL TMV O~
7o g Aciag "EAMvov yaipewv. Kai
5 TPOTEPOV EVTLYOVTOC [ot &V Epéomt
Mdprov Avidviov Aptepd®pov, ToD
€uod @ilov kol dAeimTov, petd Tod €-
TOVOLOV TG GLVOS0L TV ATO TG

37 Magie 1950, 1279 n. 4.

38 Cf. Raggi 2020, 433. With regard to the privileges granted earlier (1l. 11—
12: tod (1) mpovmapyovta), they could have been officially provided by some
of the Roman politicians preceding Antony (see, for example, two letters of Sulla
concerning the Dionysiac Artists, written approximately in 84 and 81 BCE —
RDGE 49). See also Fauconnier 2016, 79.

39 Raggi 2020, 443.

40 Ibid., 443-447.

41 Ebert 1987, 39 f.
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15

20

25

30
30a

Marcus Antonius imperator, triumvir for the state’s organizing, to the
Koinon of the Greeks from Asia, greetings! Earlier I was petitioned
in Ephesus by Mark Antony Artemidoros, my friend and gymnastics
teacher, along with the eponymous priest of the Association of Wreath-
Bearers and Victors in the Sacred Games from the Inhabited World,

Gleb L. Krivolapov

01KOVUEVTG TEPOVIKDV KOl GTEPA-
vtV igpéwg Xapomeivov Epeoiov,
nepl Tod <to>*? mpobmdpyovTa Tt GVVO-
dm1 HEVELY AvopaipeTa, Kol TepL TV
rowmdv v Yureito n’ pod tiov
Kol QIAOVOPOT®V TG AOTPATEVGIOG
Kol GAettovpyesiog Taong Kol avemnt-
otabpueiog kol Thg TEPL TV IOV -
yopwv €keyelpiog Kol AcvAiog Kol
TopPLPOC, tva T cuvy®pNo”M Ypoyar T
TOPAYPT Lo TPOG DUAG CUVYOPDV,
BovAdpevog Kol d1d TOV EUOV ¢i-

Aov Aptepidmpov Kol Tidl Emwv-

L1 00TV iepel €ig T€ TOV KOGUOV TG
GLVOd0L Kol TV adENcy avTig Yo-
picacHot. Kai ta viv mdAv évtv-
YOVTOG Lot ToD ApTepdmpov Ommg
£ETL avTolg avabeival dEATOV Yok~
KAV Koi Evyopa&ar gig adtnyv mepl

TOV TPOYEYPOUUUEVOV OIAOVOPOT®V,
£€Y®D TPOOPOVLEVOG €V UNdevi Kad-
VOTEPELV TOV APTEUId®POV TTEPT TOV
< >
EVTVYOVTOC Emey®PNoO TNV AVE-]
Oeow Tiic 0éATO(V) MG Tapakorel [+ 3]
VUl 8(&) Yéypapo mepl TovTOV.43

42 (10) Kenyon, addition adopted by all publishers except P. Cugusi (Cugusi
1979, pt. 1, 262); according to Ebert, m(avta 10 m)poimapyovta would also be

possible.

43 The Greek text follows the most authoritative edition of the letter of Mark
Antony by Ricciardetto: Ricciardetto 2016, 66 f. The most important editions of this
rescript are: Kenyon 1893, 477; Brandis 1897, 509 f.; Ehrenberg—Jones 1949, 123,
no. 300; Vandoni 1964, 114 f.; RDGE, 290, no. 57; Cugusi 1979, pt. 1, 261-263;
Ebert 1987, 38 f.; Ricciardetto 2012, 48 f.; id. 2014, LXII; id. 2016, CXLVIII;
Saumell 2018, 137 f. For a detailed commentary on the rescript, see Ricciardetto

2016, CXXV-CXXXVIII, CXLVIIIL, 66—67, 187-188.



Dionysus or Heracles: Mark Antony’s Religious Policy in 41 BCE 253

Charopeinos of Ephesus, for previously existing [privileges] of the As-
sociation, that they remain inalienable, as well as for the rest of what it
asked of me honors and privileges: exemption from military service,
exemption from every liturgy, exemption from billeting, and during the
festivals [the right of a] truce, inviolability, [wearing] purple raiment;*
[asking] that I agreeing [with this petition] agree to write immediately
to you [about it]. I agree with that, wishing because of my friend
Artemidoros and [in the favor of] their eponymous priest both for the
decoration of the Association and for its prosperity to shew [them] this
favor. And now again I was petitioned by Artemidoros in order that
they be allowed to set up a bronze tablet and to engrave on it previously
written privileges. I, preferring that Artemidoros, who petitioned for it,
would not have any delay, gave my consent for setting this tablet up in
public, as he asks me. That is what I have written to you.*

The rescript of Mark Antony belongs to a broad epistolary genre known
as “official letters” and includes only the triumvir’s response to the request
concerning the granting of privileges.*¢ In the letter, Antony mentions two
appeals to him by Artemidoros and Charopeinos.

The first was the request made in Ephesus to grant “the Association”
certain honors and privileges they had previously held, which resulted
in Antony reinstating the previously-granted privileges and agreeing to
bestow some new ones. The second appeal occurred when Artemidoros
asked permission to fix the privileges on a bronze tablet, which could
then be hung up in a prominent place to make it official. The letter
itself was written to notify the members of the Koinon about the
triumvir’s decision, and as an additional guarantee for preserving “the
Association’s” privileges.4’

Lastly, let us turn to the individuals mentioned in Mark Anto-
ny’s letter. The triumvir was approached in Ephesus with a request from
M. Antony Artemidoros and Charopeinos of Ephesus. Antony describes

44 For the possible meaning of this particular privilege, see Saumell 2018, 138
n. 50. Cf. Sherk 1984, 86 n. 4.

45 This is my own translation of the letter of Antony with an eye on English
translation by R. K. Sherk (Sherk 1993, 105 f.) and French translation by Ricciardetto
(Ricciardetto 2012, 49 f.).

46 Saumell 2018, 140. For a general typology of letters in the Gracco-Roman
World, see Sarri 2018, 65—70. For the types specifically of Greek letters on papyrus
(as well as letters itself), see Hutchinson 2007; Luiselli 2008 (esp. 678). For official
letters from the Roman period, see Luiselli 2008, 690 f.; Sarri 2018, 170-176.

47 Cf. Millar 1973, 55; Ebert 1987, 39 f.; Saumell 2018, 140; Raggi 2020, 443.
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Artemidoros as his friend and gymnastics teacher, but his given name
suggests that Artemidoros or one of his ancestors was a freedman of
Mark Antony’s family. M. Antony Artemidoros is also mentioned in one
Ephesian inscription in a list of officials honoring emperor Hadrian in 123—
124,%8 which implies that the triumvir’s dAeintng had direct descendants
in the second century CE. In this inscription Artemidoros is characterized
by the epithet Tvbiovikng, 1. . as winner at the Pythian Games.*

As for Charopeinos of Ephesus, he was énavopog iepedc tig uvodov
TAV Amo ThG olkovpévng tepovik®dv Kol otepovitdv. At the head of the
Association under consideration was apylepedc, who held this post for
life. However, the organization’s priest was elected only to a one-year
term and was called iepedg émdvopog. The duties of this priest were
apparently performed in 41 BCE by Charopeinos.>® He is also mentioned
in the inscription from Ephesus dated to the twenties of the first century
BCE (27-25 BCE) as one of the officials, mainly other priests, responsible
for establishing the worship of Augustus.’! His full name is as follows:
“Perikles, son of Heracleides, by birth of Charopinos, Charopinos,
hieronica, member of the Synodos” .32

4. “The Association of Wreath-Bearers and Victors in
the Sacred Games from the Inhabited World”

The next point concerns the organization to which Antony’s letter
was addressed. The name of this Synodos (11. 8-10: XHvodog Td®V &mo

48 [Eph 276: (...) ol 10v | [ypv]oeov kocpov Paotd|[Cov]teg g HeydAng
0edig | [Apté]dog mpod moAemg iepels | [kai] iepoveikat €mt avOvmd/[to]v [Topmniov
Dérkovog | ymowoapévov Aptepdmpolv] | [t]od Ackinmiédov tod Hpakdeidov |
ypoupatéog avT®v | €pyemiotatioavtog Mdpkov | Avtoviov Aptepddpov
mobolveikov iepémg. Cf. Engelmann 1977, 202-203, no. 2; Hejte 2005, 449 f.,
no. 318. See also J. Robert, L. Robert 1977, 404 f., no. 438. Date: Q. Pompeius
Falco was governor in 123/124 (Eck 1970, 237).

49 See Kenyon 1893, 477; West 1990, 87. As suggested by R. K. Sherk, “he had
received Roman citizenship through the auspices of Marcus Antonius” (Sherk 1993,
106 n. 2). However, our available sources do not confirm this claim.

50 Kenyon 1893, 477.

S [Eph 902. See also J. Robert, L. Robert 1977, 393, no. 416. Charopinos
indicated here can with confidence be identified with the Charopeinos from
Antony’s letter, as clearly demonstrated by W. C. West (West 1990, 87 and n. 8).

52 SEG XXXVI. 1020 11. 8-10: IepwcAfic ‘Hpoakieidov @voet 8¢ Xo|pomivov
Xapomnivog, iepoveikng | an[0] cvvddov.
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TG olkovpévNg lepovik®y Kol otepavitdv) is similar to that of other
synods found in different inscriptions. Some of them were recorded
on papyri, others were preserved in inscriptions on stones and objects
of monumental architecture. Was there any connection between these
organizations? Who were the members of the Association mentioned in
the triumvir’s rescript? These questions have been the subject of lengthy
discussion by scholars.?

W. C. West was the first to suggest that “the Association of Wreath-
Bearers and Victors in the Sacred Games from the Inhabited World” was
a well-known and respected brotherhood of iepovikat and ctepoviton in
Ephesus devoted to Herakles. The organization’s members were athletes
who won the sacred contests and received the right of ypvcoopia.

The essence of his theory is approximately as follows. These
“sacred victors” (iepovikal) were members of the ypvcoedpor at Ephe-
sus, a corporation (cvvédplov). They shared this high status with
particular priests “in behalf of the city”. They had the privilege of
carrying Artemis’ golden crown in processions in her honor. The

53 Some scholars saw them as Dionysian artists (teyvitat), comprising poets,
musicians and actors (e. g., Klaffenbach 1914, 8 f.; Magie 1950, 428, 1279 n. 4;
Mileta 2008, 108). Others considered them as exclusively athletes (e. g., Gardiner
1930, 107; Pleket 1973, 200-202; Fauconnier 2016, 78 f.). However, most scholars
agreed that the Association included both athletes and the winners of poetry, music
and theater contests (Brandis 1897, 521; Ziebarth 1900, 518 f.; Poland 1909,
150 f.; Oehler 1913, 1535 f.; Amelotti 1955, 133 f.; Forbes 1955, 240, 250 n. 10;
Sherk 1969, 293; Pelling 2008, 11; Le Guen 2010, 228 n. 56; Raggi 2020, 443
et al.). A. Pickard-Cambridge and H. W. Pleket were among the first to point out
that although the presence of athletes in this Association is almost certain, since
aAeimtng (the triumvir’s friend Artemidoros) is mentioned in the letter of Antony,
nothing indicates the presence of Dionysian artists (Pickard-Cambridge 1991, 297;
Pleket 1973, 200 ff.). Besides that, according to H. W. Pleket, at the time when
Mark Antony wrote his letter, these athletes did not even represent a permanent
association (Pleket 1973, 203 f.). In the view of F. Millar (who analyzed different
inscriptions mentioning other synods), it is extremely difficult to determine whether
we are dealing with different associations, branches of the same organization,
or, finally, with a single union that used different honorary titles (Millar 1977,
456). For a detailed analysis of all surviving references to similar associations, see
ibid., 456-463.

54 West 1990, 84 ff. The scholars’ position was accepted to different extents
in many studies on the topic (e. g., Le Guen 2001, 32 f.; Ricciardetto 2012, 52 f.
and n. 39; Fauconnier 2017, 450 and n. 49). Xpvcogopia is “a privilege to bear
gold in a procession or ceremony in honor of a divinity granted by decree of
a city to eminent benefactors, or enjoyed by ex-officio by certain priesthoods and
magistracies” (West 1990, 88 n. 9).
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Association had its permanent headquarters at Ephesus, which made
it possible for iepovikat to enjoy the right of ypvcopopia. The Mark
Antony papyrus represents an early document of this athletic Synodos
which moved its headquarters to Rome in the second century on the
initiative of M. Ulpius Domesticus.’> This Synodos had the formal title
as the originator of official correspondence, which is given in letters
of Hadrian and Antonius Pius,’® as well as in a variation form as the
dedicator of a statue with honorary inscription for M. Ulpius Domesticus,
in which the Synodos names itself.>” Thus, according to West, “the official
title of the organization, 1| igpd {uoTikn 6UVOd0G TV AOANT®V TTEPL TOV
‘HpoxAiéa iepoverk®dv otepavert®v, combines all the elements of athletes
and sacred victors”.%8

By extension of this theory, A. Ricciardetto linked Mark Antony’s letter
with the existence in Ephesus of a Mouseion,>® in which an association of
doctors organized competitions in honor of Asclepius,®® which J. C. Saumell
supported.®! C. Samitz, by contrast, opposed West’s theory, noting that
the city’s privileged treatment of the igpovikal was not uncommon and
not unique to Ephesus, so the evidence West relies on does not imply
the location of “the Worldwide Association of Athletes” headquarters.%?
While the association of the Dionysiac teyvitai, i. e. the participants
in musical agons, has been attested from the early Hellenistic period,
worldwide athletes’ association appears for the first time in presumably
the honorary inscription from Erythrae dated to the first century BCE
(I.Erythrai 429). There we find among other wreath-bearers oi dnd Tfig
oikovpévng adAntoi and oi amo tijc oikovuévng tepoveikat. Thus, at least

35 West 1990, 89. See also Rogers 1991, 56 ff.; Le Guen 2001, 33; Golden 2003,
171; Hervas 2017, 85 ff.

56 ]G XIV.1054, letter of Hadrian dated 134: cuvodm Euotiki] tdv mept tOV
‘Hpoaxiéa aOAntdv iepovelkdv otepavert®v. /G XIV. 1055, letter of Antonius Pius
dated 143: cuvodm Euatiky) TV mepl 1OV Hparkdéa AOANTOV iEpovEIKDY GTEPAVEITAOV.

57 IG XIV.1110, honorary inscription for M. Ulpius Domesticus: 1 igpd
&votikn cHvodog TV mepl TOV Hpakiéa dmd kotaAvcemg &v Tf) factiidt Poun
KOTOWKOUVTOV.

58 West 1990, 86. “The Sacred Xystic Synodos of athletes who are Victors in the
Sacred Games and Wreath-Bearers dedicated to Heracles”.

% For the Mouseion in Ephesos, see Holder 2020, 96 ff.

60 Ricciardetto 2016, CXXX-CXXXVIII. Contra Fauconnier 2016, 78 f;
Manetti 2019, 39—40.

61 Saumell 2018, 156.

62 Samitz 2018, 391. For skepticism towards West’s theory, see Pleket (SEG
XL. 1003); Lehner 2004, 69 f.
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in this early period, there might have been two associations of athletes:
one only for igpovikor and one open to all athletes.®®* The mention of
the first of these two associations (tfig cGuvddov TOV AN THG OIKOVUEVNG
iepoVIK®DV Kai oTe@avelt®dVv), according to C. Samitz, can also be found in
Antony’s letter.%

To sum up, today there is no way to know precisely to which asso-
ciation igpovikat and otepavitoan mentioned in Anthony’s letter belonged.
It can be only argued with high probability that this association consisted
exclusively of athletes since nothing indicates the presence of Dionysian
artists, winners of poetry, music and theater contests, or doctors.

Another probable assumption is that Synodos mentioned in the
letter had some connection to Heracles. The inscription dated 27-25
BCE, where Charopeinos (éndvopuog 1epedc thg cuvodov TV amd TG
olkovpéVNG lEpoVIKDY Kol oteavit@®v) is listed as the son of Heracleides
(IEph 902), indirectly indicates it. The letters of Hadrian and Antonius
Pius (as well as the honorary inscription for M. Ulpius Domesticus),
where Zovodog TV iepovik@dv kal ctepavit®yv is called to be tdv mepi
tov ‘HpokAéa, also confirm this idea (/G XIV. 1054-1055 and 1110).
Nevertheless, the alleged cult of Heracles was not documented before the
imperial period.

5. Conclusion

The triumvir’s motivation when granting privileges to the Association
remains a mystery. It might have been influenced by a desire to show favor
to Artemidoros and Charopeinos.® Or perhaps, by bestowing privileges
upon this organization, Antony provided broad honors and rights to the

63 Cf. Keil 1910 70 f.; Forbes 1955, 238 ff. (esp. 239); Pleket 1973, 199 f.;
Samitz 2018, 381 f. H.W. Pleket assumes, in contrast to established opinion,
that the process of awarding with a wreath mentioned in this inscription did not
concern a permanent organization but a particular group of athletes or igpovikat
present in Erythrae (Pleket 1973, 199 f.). However, we agree with C. Samitz
that the terminology used concerning these athletes alludes to the fact that they
saw themselves as part of an existing, full-fledged organization (Samitz 2018,
381 n. 56).

64 Samitz 2018, 381 f.

% Tt is indicated by the triumvir’s other actions during his time in the East in
41 BCE as described by Plutarch (4nt. 24. 1-6). See also cases with Anaxenor
(Plut. Ant. 24. 1-2; Strab. 14. 1. 41; SIG? 1I 766) and Boéthus (Boeth. FGrH
194 F 1; Strab. 14. 5. 14).
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city of Ephesus and its citizens.®® It cannot be ignored, however, that
Antony simply acted in accordance with the existing Philhellenic policy
of the Roman Republic in the East, because such rescripts were part of
everyday Roman diplomacy.®’ All these reasons had some influence on
the triumvir’s decision.

However, be that as it may, we cannot discount the religious
component of Antony’s eastern politics. The triumvir’s bestowal of rights
and privileges on “the Association”, if it has already been under the
special patronage of Heracles, can be considered as indirect evidence of
another manifestation of Antony’s religious policy, which, as the examples
highlighted earlier show, might be linked to his origin from Heracles.
There is no doubt that this conclusion includes two assumptions, which
are believed to be reasonable but have not been proven completely yet:

1) the meeting between Antony, Artemidoros and Charopeinos
(1. 1-23) described in the first part of the letter is dated 41 BCE;

2) the Association described in the letter had already been under
the special patronage of Heracles at the time of Antony’s 41 BCE sojourn
in the East.

The subject under research requires further consideration since available
data concerning Antony’s religious policy is fragmentary and confusing.
However, several indirect pieces of evidence in the sources would be in-
terpreted as manifestations of Heracleism, which can be attributed to Anto-
ny’s religious policy rooted in ties to his mythical ancestor Heracles. While
Antony apparently did not place much political value on activities relating
to his role as Néog Atovvcog at this time, he did practice a religious policy,
which at least contained some features of Heracleism. The influence of
Antony’s Herculean policy on his relations with Sisinna (the future Cappa-
docian king Archelaus) and Cleopatra in Tarsus can only be assumed. Still, the
triumvir’s participation in Lesser Mysteries in Athens may be solid evidence
supporting this hypothesis. The granting of privileges to the Zbvodog tdv
GO TG 0IKOLHEVNG iEpOVIKGV Kol atepovitdv can also be considered as
an argument for moving in this direction, albeit with certain reservations.

Gleb L. Krivolapov
Moscow Lomonosov State University
glkrivolapov(@gmail.com

% So, Antony doubled an area of refuge provided by the Temple of Artemis
at Ephesus. For the privileges granted by Antony to Ephesus in 41 BCE, see
App. BCiv. 5. 15; Strab. 14. 1. 23. The connection between the triumvir’s besto-
wal of rights and privileges on the Association and his policy towards Ephesus is
emphasized, for example, by F. G. Kenyon (Kenyon 1893, 477).

67 See Eckhardt 2019, 131-135.
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In 41 BCE, following the Battle at Philippi (October 42 BCE), the triumvir Mark
Antony toured the eastern provinces of the Roman Republic. During this trip, he
restored the authority of Rome, levied contributions upon the cities, and appointed
several rulers. The analysis of several developments after the Battle of Philippi
(the triumvir’s participation in Lesser Mysteries in Athens, as well as his relations
with Sisinna and Cleopatra) indicates that Antony stressed his mythical ancestor
Heracles several times. It follows that while Antony did not place much political
value on activities relating to his role as Néog Aiwdvvcog at this time, he did
practice a religious policy, which at least contained some features of Heracleism
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based on Antony’s origin from Heracles. In Ephesus (spring 41 BCE), Antony
was persuaded to grant broad privileges and immunities to the Association of
Wreath-Bearers and Victors in the Sacred Games from the Inhabited World, as
evidenced by his letter to the Kowov t@v dno tfic Aciog EAARvov on the
privileges of the cuvddov TOV GO TG OIKOVUEVNG LEPOVIKADY KOL GTEQUVITAV.
What emerges is that the letter may shed light on Antony’s religious policy during
his stay in the East in 41 BCE since the association of athletes mentioned there
could have some connection to Heracles. Thus, the events mentioned in the letter
of Mark Antony are, with certain reservations, additional evidence in favor of the
existence of Antony’s religious policy rooted in ties to his mythical ancestor
Heracles during his visit to the East in 41 BCE.

[Tocne 6utel mpy Oummnmax (OKTIOps 42 I. 10 H. 3.) TPUYMBHP Mapk AHTOHHN
B 41 T. 70 H. 3. COBEPUIWI MOE3AKY MO BOCTOYHBIM MPOBHUHIUAM PHMCKo# pec-
myOnuky. Bo Bpemst 3Toi moe3 Ky OH BOCCTaHOBUMII BiIacTh PrMa, 00510%ui1 ropo-
Jla HaJIOTaM¥ M Ha3HAYWJI HECKOJIbKUX MpaBUTENeH. AHATU3 psijia COOBITUH TocTe
outebl pu Dmmmmnmax (ygactue TpuyMBHpa B Mallbix MHCTEpHAX B AQUHAX,
a Taxke ero otHomeHus ¢ CucunHoi u Kieonarpoit) cBUAETEIBCTBYET O TOM, UTO
AHTOHUH HECKOIIBKO Pa3 OTKPHITO IMOJYEPKUBAT CBOIO CBS3b C MH(pHICCKUM
npeakom ['epaxiiom. 13 aToro cnemyer, uTo, XOTs AHTOHUH B TO BpeMs He IpHja-
BaJ OOJBIIOTO MOTUTUYCCKOTO 3HAYCHHUS IEATEIIEHOCTH, CBI3aHHOM C €T0 POJIBI0
“HoBoro [luonuca”, oH MpOBOAMII PETUTHO3HYIO MOJIUTUKY, KOTOpas, 10 KpaitHei
Mepe, coleprkana HEKOTOpBIe YepThl TepakiIiAn3Ma, OCHOBAaHHOTO Ha TIpo-
ucxoxxaenun Auronus ot ['epakia. B Ddece (BecHa 41 1. 10 H. 3.) AHTOHUS yOe-
JIAITH TIPETOCTaBUTh MIUPOKHE MPUBIIIETHH M UMMYHUTETHI “Co103y mobdenuTeneit
CBSIILICHHBIX UI'P U 00Janareneil BeHKOB CO BCEro 00MTaeMoro Mupa’, 0 4YeM CBH-
JIETEIILCTBYET €ro MuchbMo K Kowov t@v ano tiic Aciag EAMveV 0 mpuBHIESTHsIX
GLVOSOL TAOV GO TG OIKOVUEVTG lepoVIKDV Kol oTePaviT®V. B cTaTthe nemaercs
BBIBOJI, YTO JaHHOE MMUCHbMO MOXKET IPOJUTh CBET HA PEIUTHO3HYIO MOJIHUTHKY
AHTOHUS BO BpeMs ero npedsiBaHus Ha BocToke B 41 T. 10 H. 3., TOCKOJIBKY YIIO-
MSIHyTasl B TIMCbME acCOIMAIs CIIOPTCMEHOB MOIJIa HAXOIUTHCS O] TTOKPOBH-
TeabcTBOM [epakma. Takum 00pa3oM, COOBITHS, YIOMSHYTEIC B TUChME Mapka
AHTOHHS, SIBJISIOTCS, C HEKOTOPBIMU OTOBOPKAaMH, JIOTIOJIHUTEIbHBIM CBUICTEIb-
CTBOM B TIONB3Y CYIICCTBOBAaHUS Y AHTOHHS BO BpeMs €ro BH3UTa Ha BocrTok
B 41 I. 10 H. 3. PEJIUTHO3HON MOJUTUKHU, YXOJSICH KOPHSIMHU B CBSI3b AHTOHHS
¢ ero MU(UIECKUM TIpenkoM [ epaxiom.
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EINE KONJEKTUR ZU LUKREZ 3, 917

Im dritten Buch seines Lehrgedichts De rerum natura widmet Lukrez sich
einem zentralen Thema der epikureischen Philosophie: dem Nachweis,
dass der Tod nicht zu fiirchten sei. In diesem Zusammenhang wendet
der Sprecher sich gegen Klagen, wie er sie zumal in der melancholischer
Stimmung eines spiten Gastmahles gehort haben will, wenn die Kiirze des
Lebens und die Unendlichkeit des Todes — ein Thema, das zur gleichen
Zeit etwa auch Catull. 5, 4-6 behandelt — einander gegeniibergestellt
werden (Lucr. 3, 912-915). Den sarkastischen Kommentar des ebenso
epischen wie epikureischen Sprechers, der in dieser Klage malizids die
Angst vor dem Verlust der gegenwirtigen Mdoglichkeit zum hemmungs-
losen Weingenuss zu sehen vorgibt, entstellt jedoch ein gravierendes
textkritisches Problem, das auch die erneute Sichtung des Sachverhalts in
der Editio Teubneriana durch Marcus Deufert nicht hat befriedigend 16sen
konnen, weshalb Deufert schlieBlich bei der Setzung von cruces bleibt
(Lucr. 3, 916-918):!

tamquam in morte mali cum primis hoc sit eorum,
quod sitis exurat miseros atque arida ftorratf,
aut aliae cuius desiderium insideat rei

atque arida torrat QOcormree : atque arida torret O : ac torreat arda
C. Miiller : ac torreat arens Butterfield : atque aridus torror Housman
: atque arida torres Lachmann : atque arida tortet Romanes

Die Emendationsversuche fiir allen Rettungsversuchen zum Trotz
wohl unhaltbares forrat? beschrinken sich bislang auf die Ersetzung der

I Deufert 2018, 129; vgl. zur Begriindung Deufert 2019, 183 f.

2 Zur Widerlegung der von Ernout 1926, 144 und Kenney 1971, 104, vorgebrachten
Argumente filir eine Synizese bei torreat vgl. die stichhaltige Argumentation bei
Deufert 2019, 183. Zwar finden sich etliche Belege fiir die Synizese ea, die etwa bei
Vergil (aurea, Aen. 1, 698 sowie Aen. 7, 190; una eadeamque, Aen. 10, 87), Horaz
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anderweitig nicht belegten Verbform durch ein anderes Verb? oder ein
Substantiv* sowie auf minimale Umstellungen, die den Daktylus torreat

(cerea, Sat. 1,8, 43; ostrea, Sat. 2, 2,21) oder Ovid (aurea, Am. 1, 8, 59) auftritt, auch
bei Lukrez — Ernout 1924, 144 nennt anteacta (Lucr. 3, 672), zu vergleichen wire
etwa auch eadem (Lucr. 3, 1038) —, doch fiir die Endungen der Verbformen verweist
Deufert 2019, 183 lediglich auf das in Lucr. 1, 1034 iiberlieferte floreant, das mit
der Synizese als constructio ad sensum verteidigt werden konnte, aber aufgrund des
doppelten AnstoBes vielleicht doch mit den humanistischen Handschriften zu floreat
zu emendieren ist; als weitere Belege fiihrt Kenney 1971, 104 die bei Plautus und
seltener auch bei Terenz auftretende Synizese von eamus an, wihrend Deufert 2019,
183 zusétzlich auf ebulliat (Pers. 2, 10) verweist, das aber textkritisch ebenfalls nicht
unumstritten ist. Das prohibeant in Ter. Ad. 275 und Heaut. 1038 ist mit Gratwick
21998, 88 wohl als pro(hi)beant zu lesen, zumal Ernout 1926, 144 zu Recht auf
die entsprechende Synizese bei prohibet (Lucr. 3, 864) verweist. Die Mdglichkeit
einer Zuordnung des Verbs zur konsonantischen Konjugation erwégen Bailey 1947,
85 f. und Kenney 22014, 198; auch hier fehlen allerdings Vergleichsstellen, die die
schwankende Zuordnung zu verschiedenen Konjugationsklassen gerade auch fiir
dieses Verb belegen kdnnten.

3 Das von Romanes 1934, 25, vorgeschlagene fortet begegnet in der Beschreibung
einer verwundeten Schlange: omnia iam sorsum cernes ancisa recenti /| uolnere
tortari et terram conspargere tabo (Lucr. 3, 660 f.), wo die libertragene Bedeutung
,gequilt werden® aber noch deutlich von der eigentlichen ,sich winden® {iberlagert
wird. Zwar scheint Deufert 2019, 183 f., diese Konjektur mit dem Hinweis auf die
Seltenheit des Verbs in der Dichtung etwas vorschnell verworfen zu haben; was aber
dennoch gegen tostet spricht, ist die Tatsache, dass es zum handelnden Subjekt einer
sitis arida nicht wirklich gut passt: Der akute Schmerz der verwundeten Schlange
ruft eine Reaktion bei derselben hervor, der Durst dagegen quélt seine Opfer zwar,
verurteilt sie aber an unserer Stelle auch zu volliger Passivitit und Hilflosigkeit,
gegen die ein energisches Aufbdumen wie dasjenige der Schlange, die sich selbst
verwundet, um dem Schmerz zu entgehen (uolneris ardenti ut morsu premat icta
dolore, Lucr. 3, 662), nur in dem einen konjizierten Verb ausgedriickt wiirde.

4 Das von Lachmann 1850, 192, vorgeschlagene und durch den Hinweis
auf parallele Bildungen wie ,,labes, tabes, pubes, torques, saepes, moles, nubes,
sedes, ambages, compages, contages, rupes” gerechtfertigte forres stellt aus
paldographischer Sicht einen unschlagbar eleganten Minimaleingriff in den Text
dar, der — wie Lachmann selbst betont — zugleich die allerdings vielleicht etwas
zu harsch als ,tam absurde® charakterisierte Stellung des Attributs arida (die
zudem Kenney 1971, 104, mit dem Hinweis auf Verg. Aen. 2, 565 f. verteidigt hat)
beseitigt. Dennoch stellt das vollige Fehlen von Belegen aulerhalb des Glossarium
Cyrilli das entscheidende Problem von Lachmanns Argumentation dar, die seine
Konjektur zu einer Art Notlosung fiir degradiert. Die von Housman 1897, 237 f.
vorgeschlagene Emendation aridus torror weist dagegen die Schwachstelle auf,
dass sie von einer nachtraglichen generischen Angleichung des Attributs aridus an
sitis ausgehen muss, dessen maskuline Endung durch die Herstellung des korrupt —
und insbesondere schnell als korrupt zu erkennenden — unmetrischen torreat,
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in den vorletzten Versfull setzen, um das von dort verbannte arida dann
in synkopierter Form® oder als zweisilbiges Synonym® im Versschluss
unterzubringen — wirklich befriedigend ist, wie Deufert zu Recht bemerkt,
keine dieser Losungen.”

Und tatsichlich legt ein Blick auf die Uberlieferung nahe, dass hier
ein Umdenken in der Herangehensweise notwendig sein diirfte, um das
Problem zu beheben. Denn die Tatsache, dass der Vers bis zum letzten
Wort metrisch glatt aufgeht, dieses vom Sinn her durchaus erwiinschte
Wort dann aber eine unldsbare metrische Herausforderung darstellt, deutet
nicht nur auf die Entstehung der Korruptel am Versende, sondern auch
auf einen (in Relation zum einzelnen Vers) massiven Verlust hin, der
einer umtriebigen Emendationstétigkeit bereits vor dem Einsetzen unserer
Uberlieferung den nétigen Spielraum erdffnete, um durch die Umstellung
der tberlieferten Wortreihenfolge eine zweite Losung des Puzzles zu
erarbeiten, bei der dann auf unerklarliche Weise nur der letzte Stein nicht
passte: Die beiden Notlosungen einer spekulativen Nebenform torrat und
eines syntaktisch kaum erklarlichen Indikativ torret zeigen, dass man

ungrammatischen torrat oder syntaktisch sinnlosen forret nun isoliert dastand. Dass
hier nicht eher an der evidenten Verderbnis am Versende herumkonjiziert worden
sein soll, ist relativ unwahrscheinlich, weshalb das von Deufert 2019, 184 gefillte
Urteil (,,paldographisch unbefriedigend und stilistisch fragwiirdig™) vielleicht etwas
zu hart formuliert, in der Sache aber richtig ist.

3 Gegen die von Miiller 1974, 760, vorgeschlagene Umstellung ac torreat arda,
die sich fiir die Synkope von ardus neben von Miiller selbst angefiihrtem postus
bei Lukrez selbst (etwa in Lucr. 1, 35. 52. 1059 u.6.) nach Deufert 2019, 184 auf
verschiedene Belege fiir die Form ardus bei Lucilius, Plautus und der Inschrift
CIL 12 577 berufen kann, spricht insbesondere die Tatsache, dass man auch hier als
Ausldser der Korruptel die Herstellung des unmetrischen, aber der Regelgrammatik
entsprechenden arida annehmen muss, die durch die Umstellung der beiden Worter
ja nur dann einen Platz im Vers finden kann, wenn man gleichzeitig eine der beiden
iberlieferten und nicht weniger problematischen Formen forret oder torrat ans
Versende setzt und so letztlich den Fehler lediglich verschiebt, was zwar nicht
ausgeschlossen, aber auch nicht sehr wahrscheinlich ist.

¢ Butterfield 2009, 49-51, vermeidet die Synkope génzlich, indem er Miillers
ac torreat arda durch ac torreat arens ersetzt; abgesehen vom Fehlen der Belege
flir areo bereits bei Lukrez, auf das Deufert 2019, 184 hinweist, gestaltet sich die
paldographische Herleitung der Verderbnis in diesem Fall noch etwas schwieriger
als bei Miiller, da nun reguldres und metrisches arens nach (teilweisem) Verlust
entweder durch unmetrisches arida oder zunichst durch das synkopierte arda ersetzt
oder aus einem unerfindlichen Grund direkt per Konjektur zu arida gemacht worden
sein miisste, um die postulierte folgende Umstellung aufzulosen.

7 Deufert 2019, 184.
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kurz vor der vermeintlich schon am Horizont sichtbaren erfolgreichen
Restitution des Verses schlieBlich doch noch in Uneinigkeit und Aporie
verfallen ist.

Es soll daher im Folgenden der Versuch unternommen werden, die
mutmaBlich recht gravierenden Eingriffe, Umstellungen und Ergénzun-
gen der spitantiken und frithmittelalterlichen Korrektoren durch notge-
drungen ebenso schwere Eingriffe wieder riickgéngig zu machen und
den folgenden als urspriinglich postulierten Wortlaut von Lucr. 3, 917
wiederherzustellen:

quod miseros sitis torr<e>at exurat[]que <inhiantis>

Im Zentrum der folgenden Uberlegungen stehen dabei zum einen
die Beobachtung, dass die liberlieferte Form des Verses die tibliche Rei-
henfolge einer semantischen Steigerung von forrere zu (ex)urere gerade
umkehrt (vgl. aut pereunt res exustae torrentibus auris, Lucr. 5, 410 und
insbesondere fam soleat torrere atque urere quam genus omne | uisceris
in terris quodcumque et sanguinis extet, Lucr. 5, 902 f.), und zum anderen
die These, dass gerade das scheinbar durch die schlagende Parallele
insedabiliter sitis arida, corpora mersans, | aequabat multum paruis
umoribus imbrem (Lucr. 6, 1175 f.) geschiitzte arida® in Wahrheit nicht
die Worte des Lukrez iiberliefert, sondern den wichtigsten Versuch eines
spatantiken oder frithmittelalterlichen Korrektoren zur Heilung des sich
ihm bereits in defekter Form présentierenden Verses darstellt.

Der Ausloser fiir die Korruptel waren vermutlich zwei der haufigsten
Uberlieferungsfehler iiberhaupt, die wohl gleichzeitig oder kurz nachei-
nander auftraten: Der Verlust des letzten Wortes durch einen Abschrei-
befehler oder mechanischen Verlust und die Dittographie atgue nach
exuratque,’ die diesen Verlust bei abgesetzter Zeilenschreibung zumindest
fiir das Schriftbild notdiirftig kaschierte:

*quod miseros sitis torreat exuratque atque*

8 Das betont v.a. Deufert 2019, 184.

9 Vgl. zum Textverlust am ,,Versende [...], wo in der Lukreziiberlieferung
so hiufig Verderbnisse begegnen® — so Deufert 2019, 82 — insbesondere den Fall
Lucr. 4, 321 f. und dazu die Analyse bei Deufert 2019, 222; die Dittographie
wird etwa von Deufert 2019, 377 und 441 mit Gewinn zur Erkldrung evidenter
Korruptelen (sint nach vorangegangenem fuerint in Lucr. 6, 49 bzw. tenentes nach
vorangegangenem f(a)ed(a)eque in Lucr. 6, 899) herangezogen.
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Leider erkannte der Korrektor, dem die Verstimmelung des Verses
wohl alsbald auffiel, die eigentlich relativ offensichtliche Dittographie
seines Vorgingers nicht als solche und hielt atque fiir einen Teil des
originalen Textes — damit aber hatte er sich in eine Situation hineinma-
novriert, die bis heute die Emendationsversuche unter die falsche Pramisse
stellt, dass atque die Verbindung zwischen den beiden Pradikaten exurat
und forreat bilde und folglich zwischen den beiden Woértern zu stehen
habe. Als verheerend erwies sich auflerdem die moglicherweise von
dem unbewussten Bestreben, in dem chronisch unterfiillten Vers nicht
noch mehr (lange) Silben zu verlieren, diktierte Entscheidung, das aus
syntaktischer Sicht iiberfliissige angehéngte -gque dennoch mechanisch
mitzuschleppen. SchlieBlich ging es dem Korrektur ja darum, zu ergin-
zen, nicht zu tilgen, und bei ersterem Unterfangen fiel sein Blick
geradezu zwangsldufig auf das Attribut aridus, das den Durst ja auch in
Lucr. 6, 1175 so trefflich charakterisiert. Der Korrektor griff also beherzt
zu und ein, stellte forreat hinter atque, ergénzte dazwischen noch das sich
fiir den Daktylus im fiinften Ful} geradezu anbietende arida und gelangte
zu folgendem Vers:

*quod miseros sitis exuratque atque arida torre(a)t*

Wie dieser Korrektor das bis heute virulente Problem des letzten
Wortes im Vers vorerst ruhigstellte, ob er gegen die Metrik urspriingliches
torreat, als Vorldufer von Q morphologisch falsches torrat oder als
Vorldufer von O syntaktisch unmogliches forret schrieb, ist fiir die weiteren
Uberlegungen zunichst einmal unerheblich; jedenfalls fiel entweder ihm
selbst oder einem Nachfolger beim nochmaligen Uberlesen des Verses
zundchst einmal das aus syntaktischer Sicht stérende, aus metrischer Sicht
aber unentbehrliche -que auf, das nun nicht mehr vor dem Hintergrund
des urspriinglichen Verses, sondern auf der Grundlage des bislang ver-
meintlich so erfolgreich konjizierten Bestandes betrachtet wurde. Und
hier bot sich eine relativ einfache Moglichkeit zur Tilgung des stérenden
Anhéngsels an: Man versetzte miseros aus seiner urspriinglichen Position
in diejenige zwischen endlich von -que befreitem exurat, dessen Silbe nun
durch einen konsonantischen Anlaut des folgenden Wortes gelangt wurde,
und atque, wodurch der Vers seine tiberlieferte Form erhielt:

quod sitis exurat miseros atque arida ftorrat/torret}

Man mag gegen die hier prisentierten Uberlegungen einwenden,
dass der als urspriinglich angenommene Vers (quod miseros sitis torreat
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exuratque inhiantis) gleich zwei metrische Lizenzen beinhaltet: die
fehlende Beriicksichtigung des auslautenden -s bei der Bildung von
Positionslangen (sitis torreat) und die nur sehr notdiirftige Herstellung
einer zweiten Verszdsur durch die Tmesis von Préfix und Wortstamm
(ex-uratque). Doch beide Lizenzen sind fiir Lukrez gut bezeugt: Die
Vernachldssigung des auslautenden -s haben zuletzt Butterfield und
Deufert ausfiihrlich analysiert;'? zur Herstellung einer zweiten Zasur
in Versen, die lediglich die Trithemimeres aufweisen, konnen die
Ausfithrungen von Dubois und Deufert verglichen werden:!! Analog zu
den dort priasentierten Beispielen, die der Trithemimeres jeweils dadurch
eine Penthemimeres zur Seite stellen, dass ein Prifix durch Tmesis vom
Simplex des Verbs getrennt wird (dissolui. quod si in-mortales nostra
foret mens, Lucr. 3, 612; sic animas intro-duxerunt sensibus auctas,
Lucr. 3, 630; haud erit ut merito in-mortalis possit haberi, Lucr. 3, 715;
desiperest. quid enim in-mortalibus atque beatis, Lucr. 5, 165; com-
plerunt magno in-dignantur murmure clausi, Lucr. 6, 197), konnte im
vorliegenden Fall eine Hephthemimeres angesetzt werden: quod miseros
sitis torreat ex-uratque inhiantis.

Es gibt allerdings durchaus Verse, in denen auf diese Art und Weise
sowohl die Pent- als auch die Hephthemimeres hergestellt werden
konnen:'2 portat ouans, ducis ex-emplum e-uentumque secuti (Verg.
Aen. 11, 758); an tu reris eum oc-cisa in-sanisse parente (Hor. Sat. 2,
3, 134); quem modo felicem in-uidia ad-mirante ferebant (Prop. 2, 17,
11); auch wenn zumindest in den beiden letzteren Fillen die Herstellung
der Penthemimeres metrisch ,notwendiger® ist als diejenige der Hephthe-
mimeres, zeigen die Verse doch, dass letztlich beides moglich ist, was
die Tmesis auch im folgenden, dem hier vorgeschlagenen Vers metrisch
noch genauer entsprechenden Fall wahrscheinlich macht: inuiti quoque
auaritiam ex-ercere iubentur (Iuv. 14, 108).

10 Vgl. bei Butterfield 2008, 189 insbesondere die Zusammenstellung der Verse
sowie Deufert 2017, 224-226. Fiir sitis ist bei Lukrez zwar nur ein Fall mit regulérer
Herstellung der Positionsldnge bezeugt: sic igitur tibi anhela sitis de corpore nostro
(4, 875), zu vergleichen wiren aber insbesondere quid dubitas quin omnis sit haec
rationis potestas (2, 53) und quare etiam atque etiam, ut dico, est communis uoluptas
(4, 1207), auBerdem fotius umorem saccatum corporis fundunt (4, 1028) und nec
molles opus sunt motus uxoribus hilum (4, 1268).

1 Vgl. die Zusammenstellung der entsprechenden Verse bei Dubois 1933, 22,
sowie die weiteren Uberlegungen bei Deufert 2019, 416.

12 Vgl. neben der Aufstellung bei Christ 21879, 181 f., der sich wiederum auf
die (anders erkldrte) Sammlung bei Lachmann 1850, 413 f. beruft, insbesondere
auch Weber 1975, 192 f.



272 Heiko Ullrich

Der Vergleich mit Lucr. 6, 1175 f. legt dariiber hinaus nahe, arida in
Lucr. 3, 917 aus semantischen Griinden als nachtriagliche Einfiigung in
Analogie zu eben dieser Stelle im sechsten Buch zu identifizieren: Wéhrend
das Attribut dort den brennenden Durst und die daraus resultierende
Austrocknung (ardentia, 6, 1172; sitis arida, 6, 1175) zahlreichen Wortern
gegeniiberstellt, die Wasser in verschiedener Form bezeichnen (fluuios,
undas, lymphis putealibus, mersans, umoribus, imbrem, Lucr. 6, 1172—
1176), ist das Adjektiv neben den Verben forreat und exurat an unserer
Stelle reichlich tautologisch und verrét so seine Herkunft als aufgrund
der Parallelstelle herbeigezogenes, thematisch verwandtes, aber letztlich
iberfliissiges Fiillwort.

Das Bild des gierig Mundes dagegen ist bei Lukrez geradezu topisch
mit dem Durst verbunden: In 6, 1174 (direkt vor sitis arida im Folgevers)
erscheint ore patente, in 4, 876 ist von anhela sitis die Rede, in 6, 1264—
1266 sterben die zunéchst als siti prostrata [...] / corpora eingefiihrten
Pestkranken nimia ab dulcedine aquarum, was die aufgerissenen Miinder
zumindest impliziert, in 4, 1024 f. schlieBlich wird die Gier des sitiens in
ein besonders krasses Bild umgesetzt, wenn es heilit: totum prope faucibus
occupat amnem. Auch wenn der Durst nur im iibertragenen Sinne — und
in von Giussani und Deufert wohl zu Unrecht athetierten Versen!? —
verwendet wird, erscheint diese Veranschaulichung: et sitis aequa tenet
uitae semper hiantis (3, 1084).

Neben der Tatsache, dass das Partizip in derselben Position (und
wesentlich allgemeinerer Bedeutung) noch einmal bei Lukrez erscheint,
wenn iiber Pan als Musiker gesagt wird: unco saepe labro calamos percurrit
hiantis (4, 588), spricht auch die weniger moralisch gefarbte, in erster Linie
eine emotionale Bindung bezeichnende Verwendung des Kompositums
inhiare, die gut zu dem frohlich-melancholischen GewohnheitsgenieBer
aus 3, 912 f. passt und sich bei Lukrez an prominenter Stelle findet, wenn
Mars seine Geliebte Venus anschmachtet (1, 35-37):

atque ita suspiciens tereti ceruice reposta
pascit amore auidos inhians in te, dea, uisus
eque tuo pendet resupini spiritus ore

Die hier von Lukrez verwendete Konstruktion mit in und dem
Akkusativ wird von Vergil in dhnlicher Bedeutung wieder an die
héufigere mit dem direkten Objekt angeglichen: nec uarios inhiant

13 Vgl. zur Begriindung neben Giussani 1897, 136 f., insbesondere Deufert 2019,
198-200.
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pulchra testudine postis | inlusasque auro uestis Ephyreia aera (Verg.
Georg. 2, 463 f.). Plautus verwendet den Begriff zundchst eher im Sinne
materieller Gier (inhiat aurum ut deuoret, Aul. 194; bona mea inhiant,
MG 715, inhiat quod nusquam est miser, MG 1199); eine iibertragene
Bedeutung, hinter der die Herkunft der Metapher aus dem Bereich der
oralen Nahrungsaufnahme aber stets sichtbar bleibt (nam illic homo tuam
hereditatem inhiat, quasi esuriens lupus, Stich. 605) und die schlieBlich
ebenfalls bereits in die Richtung affektiver Zuneigung tendiert, die
in Vergils Georgica und Lukrezens Prodm zum ersten Buch vorliegt
(Truc. 337-340):

illum student iam; quasi uolturii triduo

prius praediuinant, quo die esuri sient:

illum inhiant omnes, illi est animus omnibus;
me nemo magis respiciet, ubi is huc uenerit,
quasi abhinc ducentos annos fuerim mortuos.'#

Vor diesem Hintergrund darf die Annahme, bei dem am Ende von
Lucr. 3, 917 ausgefallenen Wort kdnne es sich um das als Simplex
in derselben Position in 3, 1084 und 4, 588 belegte Partizip inhiantis
handeln, vielleicht doch einige Wahrscheinlichkeit fiir sich beanspruchen,
wobei fiir das Verb die Grundbedeutung ,den Mund 6ffnen® etwa im
Sinne des ore patente in 6, 1174 auch in ihrer negativ konnotierten, in
erster Linie durch den Vergleich mit einem hungrigen Wolf im Stichus
verbiirgten Unterart ,gierig das Maul aufsperren® anzusetzen und die fiir
das Simplex gut bezeugte absolute Verwendung kaum von derjenigen
des Kompositums mit direktem Objekt zu unterscheiden ist — wenn der
Durst diejenigen ausdorrt und verbrennt, die gierig das Maul aufsperren,
ist das Objekt von deren Gier nur allzu leicht aus dem Zusammenhang
Zu erganzen.

Fiir die Interpretation diirften der Verlust des frith konjizierten arida
und die Gewinnung von inhiantis ebenfalls einen Vorteil darstellen:
Dem niichtern-abstrakten Ton des folgenden Verses 3, 918 wird keine in
dieser Zuspitzung nur als libertrieben ironisch aufzufassende sitis arida
etwa im Sinne von ,der ach so dérrende Durst® zugemutet; umgekehrt
verweist die anschauliche Charakterisierung der kritisierten am Leben
hangenden Geniefler als unersittliche Gierschlunde (inhiantis) direkt auf
das desiderium des folgenden Verses voraus (3, 916-918):

14 Alle genannten Stellen finden sich ThLL 7, 1, 1595, 3—12.
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tamquam in morte mali cum primis hoc sit eorum,
quod miseros sitis torr<e>at exurat[]que <inhiantis>
aut aliae cuius desiderium insideat rei.

Als ob es im Tod eines ihrer dringlichsten Probleme wire, dass der
Durst die Armen ausdorren und ihren offenstehenden Mund verb-
rennen oder die Gier nach irgendeiner anderen Sache sie bedridngen
konnte.

Die Stilistik des Verses wiederum profitiert von der nun mit 5, 410
und 5, 902 f. iibereinstimmenden Reihenfolge der beiden Pridikate
torreat und exurat, von denen das zweite sowohl von der Bildebene
her als auch aufgrund der Verstirkung des zweiten Verbs durch das
(mithilfe der Tmesis eigens betonte) Préfix eine deutliche Steigerung des
ersten darstellt und so die erwartbare Klimax an die Stelle der hochstens
um eines komischen Effektes willen sinnvollen Antiklimax setzt; die
Annahme einer solchen ironischen Wirkungsabsicht scheint aber zu den
beiden Lucr. 3, 917 rahmenden, eher abstrakt-niichtern formulierten
Versen nicht recht zu passen.

Heiko Ullrich
Bruchsal

heiko.f.ullrich@web.de
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In Lucr. 3. 917 the paradosis offers the otherwise unattested *forrat* which can be
restored to regular forreat by reversing the ancient conjectures and accepting two
metrical licenses.

Pykonuchoe urenue B naccaxke Lucr. 3, 917 cogepuT He3aCBUIETEIbCTBOBAHHYIO
¢dopmy mimarona *torrat*. MoKHO BOCCTaHOBHUTH 311eCh 00OBbIYHYIO (hopMmy torreat,
W3MEHHB aHTHYHBIC KOHBEKTYPHI U IPUHSB ABE METPUICCKHIE BOTHHOCTH.
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UNPUBLISHED CONJECTURES
TO THE APPENDIX VERGILIANA
BY F. KORSCH, G. SAENGER, AND A. SONNY

Drafts and letters of pre-revolutionary scholars of the Russian Empire, in
particular those preserved in the archives of Grigory E. Saenger (1853—
1919, based in St Petersburg from 1901), contain numerous conjectures
to classical authors that have not been published so far. A particularly
vivid discussion, involving proposals by Fyodor E. Korsch from Moscow
(1843-1915) and Adolf I. Sonny from Kyiv (1861-1922),! concerned
the text of the Appendix Vergiliana, one of the ancient texts in the case
of which conjectural approach seems to be particularly welcome.> While
it would naturally be rash to expect each of the “guesses which we all
jot down in our margins™? to be of great value, it can be argued that
in certain cases future editors might profit from these conjectures. At
Catal. 5. 2, Sonny (see below) anticipated K. Miinscher’s conjecture
rhoezo,* almost universally accepted in modern editions.> At Ciris 79,
Saenger proposed in a letter to read the line as piscibus est canibusque maris
uallata repente (itself a modification of Korsch’s proposal; see below),
that is, exactly as it is now printed in B. Kayachev’s edition who treats
this version as a new combination of conjectures, one of them his own.°

I On Saenger, see Shilov 2003 [/I. H. lwioB, “MuHUCTp IOHEBOJIE: TBOP-
4ecTBO M Kapbepa B cyapbe I. 3. 3enrepa”], Smyshlyaeva 2021 [B. I1. Cmpiuisesa,
“3enrep ['puropuii Dnyapnosuu’]; on Korsch and Sonny, respectively Smyshlyaeva
2015 [B. II. CwmsimuisieBa, “Poccuiickue ¢uonoru-kiaccuku XIX Beka:
‘TepmaHoBcKoe’ HampaBieHHe (MaTepuaibl 1 Ouorpaduueckoro ciosaps)’],
213-217 and 426-429.

2 See e.g. Kayachev 2021; contrast the ardent debates on the appropriateness
of Saenger’s age-long conjectural work on Horace outlined in Smyshlyaeva 2021,
293-294.

3 Housman 1972, 46.

4 Minscher 1912.

5 See e.g. Westendorp Boerma 1949-1953, 1. 95; Salvatore 1963, 198; Rich-
mond 1966, 135; Dol¢ 1982-1984, 2. 170, Fairclough—Goold 2000, 488; it was
recommended by Housman 1972, 1170 as “excellent”.

¢ Kayachev 2020, 49.
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On a more general note, in a letter to be published soon A. E. Housman
approves of one of Korsch’s conjectures to Statius,” and D. R. Shackleton
Bailey in his edition of Statius’ Si/uae® accepts eleven emendations
proposed by Saenger, which is incidentally a higher number than that
of Housman’s conjectures accepted in the same edition, however unfair
this count is. Hopefully other conjectures by the same scholars (some of
them clearly not just first drafts but rather second thoughts on the already
published proposals) might turn out to be also deserving attention.

In the present article, I propose to publish a collection of conjec-
tures to the Appendix by the three scholars preserved in Fund 504
of the Archive of the Russian Academy of Sciences (Moscow), the
main archive of Grigory Saenger’s documents related to textual criticism,
and Fund 558 of the same archive, containing documents connected
with the scholarly activities of Fyodor Korsch. The following units are
involved:

F. 504. Inv. 1. Unit 196 — a large collection of offprints of Saenger’s
papers with marginal notes in his hand, apparently to be dated after the
corresponding papers. In particular, I quote from foll. 336v (notes on
an offprint of Saenger 1901; conjectures must antedate Saenger 1911,
where a related conjecture Ciris 5 tum mea quaeret eo dignum sibi]| cum
mihi Gargetto dignum stet was published on p. 157-158), 428v (notes
on an offprint of Saenger 1905; conjectures must antedate Saenger 1910,
where related conjectures Catal. 13. 6 adsim] mors sim and as<pis>
sim were published on p. 538-539), 440v—441r (notes on an offprint
of Saenger 1906), 676r—683r and 687r (notes on an offprint of Saenger
1911), 685v (undated separate piece of paper, perhaps related to the
second thoughts on Saenger 1911), 754v—755v (notes on an offprint of
Saenger 1910);

F. 504. Inv. 4. Units 130 and 131 — letters from Korsch to Saenger.
I specify the date every time I quote from a leaf for the first time;

F. 504. Inv. 4. Unit 241. Fol. 4-5 — a letter from Sonny to Saenger
dated April 8, 1911. When quoting Sonny’s conjectures, [ simply specify
the page of this letter;

F. 558. Inv. 4. Unit 100 — letters from Saenger to Korsch. I specify
the date every time I quote from a leaf for the first time.

7 Shumilin 2022.
8 Shackleton Bailey 2003.
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Like Saenger’s handwritten notes in margins of his articles, the letters
in question react to his published conjectures; they contain discussions
provoked by offprints of his works which he used to send to various
scholars.? Saenger’s letters to Korsch that I quote continue the same
discussions.

In the following list, I use shortened references to unit numbers
(e.g. 558.4.100.12r instead of F. 558. Inv. 4. Unit 100. Fol. 12 r). For the
lemmata, I try to use what Saenger considered the paradosis (whether it
is given explicitly in his papers or implied); I have accepted only those
changes against it which Saenger treats as unquestionably right. The
punctuation also follows Saenger’s one wherever possible.

Aetna 80-81:
Hi [sc. vates] Tityon poena strauere in iugera foedum,
sollicitant illi te circum, Tantale, poena...

80 poena strauere... foedum) strauere nouena (Haupt)... praedam
Saenger (558.4.100.12r, in a letter to Korsch from October 26, 1903)

81 illi] alui Saenger (558.4.100.12r)

Catal. 3. 9-10:
Tale deae numen, tali mortalia nutu
fallax momento temporis hora dedit.

9-10 nutu... hora] flatu... aura Saenger (504.1.196.440v), nocti... aura
Saenger (504.1.196.441r), luctu... aura Saenger (ibid.)

10 dedit] rapit Korsch (504.4.130.22v, in a letter to Saenger from De-
cember 11, 19006), tulit Saenger (504.1.196.440v), necat Saenger (ibid.);
hora dedit] ausa necat Saenger (ibid.), orsa necat Saenger (ibid.), heu
domuit Saenger (ibid.), interimit Saenger (ibid.), externat Saenger (ibid.)

Catal. 5. 1-2:
Ite hinc, inanes, ite, rhetorum ampullae,
inflata rhoso non Achaico uerba.

9 Including even those who did not speak Russian: see Shumilin 2022, 276 n. 14;
cf. perhaps Shumilin—Kostyleva—Rezvykh 2022, 256 n. 5.
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2 rhoso] rhoeso or poilw Sonny (4v), rho sed Korsch (504.4.131.8r,
in a letter to Saenger from May 9, 1911); inflata rhoso] fucata rho sed
Saenger (504.1.196.676r; the same variant is written in Saenger’s hand in
the margin of Korsch’s letter quoted above)

Catal. 9. 15-16:
...carmina quae prcii,'? saeclis accepta futuris,
carmina, quae pilium uincere digna senem.

15 prcium] superent Korsch (504.4.131.8r)

15-16 quae prcium... | carmina quae pilium] Maeonium... carminaque
Ascraeum Saenger (504.1.196.754v)

Catal. 9. 29-32:

non defensa diu multum certamine equorum,
obtabant grauidae quod sibi quaeque manus,

saepe animam generi pro qua pater impius hausit,
saepe rubro similis sanguine fluxit humus.

30 grauide quod sibi quaeque] profugam quam (Pomponius Laetus) sibi
Graia Saenger (504.1.196.755v); quaeque manus) quisque polus Saenger
(ibid.), quisque probus Saenger (ibid.)

32 rubro similis| rubens Isthmi Korsch (504.4.131.8r)

Catal. 13. 5-6:
ualent ualent mihi ira et antiquus furor
et lingua qua adsim tibi...

6 qua adsim] quam stringo Korsch (504.4.130.11v, in a letter to Saenger
from March 9, 1906), quam uibrem Saenger (504.1.196.428v), qua
mussem Saenger (ibid.), qua trux sim Saenger (ibid.), qua crux sim
Saenger (ibid.), qua falx sim Saenger (ibid.), proscindens Saenger (ibid.),
succensens Saenger (ibid.), crudelis Saenger (ibid.), fatalis Saenger
(ibid.), mortalis Saenger (ibid., later cancelled by his own hand)

10 This is how Saenger represents the paradosis in Saenger 1910 [I. D. 3enrep,
“3ameTku K taTuHCKUM Tectam’], 534; in particular, this is the text of B2,
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Catal. 13.30-32:
obesam ad uxorem redis

et aestuantes docte soluis pantices
osiculisque lambis suauis.

31 docte] glande Korsch (504.4.131.8r)

Ciris 1-11:

Etsi me uario iactatum laudis amore

irritaque expertum fallacis praemia uulgi

Cecropius suauis expirans hortulus auras

florentis uiridi sophiae complectitur umbra

tum ea queret eo dignum sibi quaerere carmen 5
longe aliud studium atque alios accincta labores
altius ad magni suspendit sidera mundi

et placitum paucis ausa est ascendere collem,

non tamen absistam coeptum detexere munus,

in quo iure meas utinam requiescere musas 10
et leuiter blandum liceat deponere morem.

Sonny (4v-5r) argues for Saenger’s text of these lines,!! but without
parenthesis,!2 sc. (with Saenger’s conjectures italicized):

11" According to Saenger 1911 [I. 3. 3enrep, “3aMeTKH K JIATHHCKUM Tectam’],
157.

12 His argument, clarifying his understanding of the text, is the following: “Bare
BOCCTAHOBIICHHE Hayaya 3TOH TMOAMBI KaKETCS MHE IPEBOCXOIHBIM; OCOOCHHO
yIauyHbIM IpeacTaBisercs MHe cT. 4 Gargetto dignum u ct. 7 mens tendit. Ho
nmapeHTe3a MHe He 1o BKycy. OHa nMerna OBl CMBICI, eclii OBl B HEl COACPIKAIOCh
O0OBSICHEHHE MPEIBIAYIIECIO KM BO3PaKCHHE, a HE NPOCTOC MPOJOIIKCHUE
HayaTod B MpeIbIAyIIeM MBICTH. Henp3st i 000iTHCHh Oe3 MmapeHTe3bl, COXpaHssl
npemioxkennsie Bamu ucnipasnenns? Torna cum mihi Gargetto dignum stet quaerere
carmen yKa3bIBaJio ObI Ha MPUYHHY, II0YeMy aBTOpa sophiae complectitur umbra.
Amdd001G ke HauuHaachk 0bl co cioB longe aliud” (“1 find your reconstruction of
the beginning of this poem excellent; particularly successful are, in my view, v. 4
Gargetto dignum and v. 7 mens tendit. But the parenthesis [in lines 5-8] is not to my
liking. It would be sensible if it contained an explanation of the preceding phrase
or an objection to it, not just a continuation of the thought begun there. Can we do
without the parenthesis, retaining the corrections you propose? Cum mihi Gargetto
dignum stet quaerere carmen would then point to the reason why sophiae umbra
complectitur the author. As for the apodosis, it would then begin with the words
longe aliud”™).
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Etsi me uario iactatum laudis amore

irritaque expertum fallacis praemia uulgi

Cecropius suauis expirans hortulus auras

florentis uiridi sophiae complectitur umbra,

cum mihi Gargetto dignum stet quaerere carmen, 5
longe aliud studium atque alios accincta labores
altius ad magni mens tendit sidera mundi,

et placitum paucis ausa est ascendere collem;

non tamen absistam coeptum detexere munus,

in quo iure meas utinam requiescere musas 10
et leuiter blandum liceat deponere morem.

5 tum ea queret eo dignum sibi quaerere carmen)] cum mens, Corycio
dignum si quid ferat antro Korsch (504.4.131.9v, in a letter to Saenger
from May 9, 1911); tum ea queret eo] iustum est Gargetto Saenger
(504.1.196.336v), fas ita Gargetto Saenger (ibid.), uolt dea Gargetto
Saenger (ibid.), uolt lyra Gargetto Saenger (ibid.), cui mens Gargetto
Saenger (ibid.), sueta ea Gargetto Saenger (ibid.)

7 ad magni] acta animi Saenger (504.1.196.336v), aucta animi Saenger
(ibid.); suspendit] se expandit Korsch (504.4.131.9v)

Ciris 12—18:

quod si mirificum genus omnes

mirificum sedi modo sit tibi uelle libido,

si me iam summa patientia pangeret artes

quattuor antiquis heredibus est data consors, 15
unde hominum errores longe lateque per orbem

despicere atque humilis possim contemnere curas,

non ego te talem uenerarer munere tali. ..

12 omnes] o Mes[salla, uirorum] Korsch (504.4.131.9v)
13 sedi... uelle] saecli (p)... nulla Korsch (504.4.131.9v)

after line 13 /doctrinae praestare suae mihi lumina uellet] Korsch
(504.4.131.9v)

14 artes] arce Saenger (504.1.196.677v)!3

13 This variant was already printed in the 1517 Aldine edition, but this fact
apparently escaped Saenger’s notice, as he does not mention it in his apparatus in
Saenger 1911, 158.
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Ciris 46-51:

accipe dona meo multum uigilata labore,
promissa atque diu iam tandem

impia prodigiis ut quondam exterruit amplis
Scylla nouos auium sublimis in aere coetus
uiderit et tenui conscendens aethera penna
caeruleis sua tecta super uolitauerit ales...

47 promissa atque... tandem) promissaque... tandem [perlege carta]
Korsch (504.4.131.9v), promissasque... tandem [perlege cartas] Saenger
(504.1.196.678v)

48 exterruit amplis) exterrita (Schrader) sompnis Korsch (504.4.131.9v),
exterrita sanctis Saenger (504.1.196.678v), exterrita flendi Saenger
(ibid.), exterrita apertis Saenger (ibid.), exterrita missis Saenger (ibid.),
exterrita obortis Saenger (ibid.), exterrita triplis Saenger (ibid.), exterrita
noctis Saenger (ibid.)

Ciris 62—63:
sed neque Maeoniae patiuntur credere chartae,
nec malus istorum dubiis erroribus auctor.

63 malus istorum]| Metamorphoseon Korsch (504.4.131.9v, with
a synizesis, referring to Parthenius of Nicaea); malus] meus Saenger
(504.1.196.678v)

Ciris 70-79:

siue etiam iactis speciem mutata uenenis 70
infelix uirgo — quid enim commiserat illa?

ipse Pater timidam seua complexus harena
coniugium castae uiolauerat Amphitritae,

at tamen exegit longo post tempore poenas,

ut, cum cura tuae ueheretur coniugis alto, 75
ipsa trucem multo misceret sanguine pontum;

seu uero, ut perhibent, forma cum uinceret omnes

et cupidos quaestu passim popularet amantes,
piscibus et canibusque malis uallata repente...

70 iactis] diris Sonny (4v)
72 seua] suda Sonny (4v), tecta Saenger (504.1.196.679r)

75 cura tuae... coniugis alto] curua freto... nauis in arto Korsch
(504.4.131.10r, in a letter to Saenger from May 9, 1911)
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76 ipsa... multo] illa... inmerito Korsch (504.4.131.10r); ipsa trucem]
inmeritum Saenger (504.1.196.679v), uirgineum Saenger (ibid.), litoreum
Saenger (ibid.), perspicuum Saenger (ibid.), frigidulum Saenger (ibid.),
S/c]yllaecum'* Saenger (ibid.)

79 piscibus et canibusque maris uallata repente est] pristibus et canibus
maris est uallata repente Korsch (504.4.131.10r), piscibus est canibusque
maris uallata repente Saenger (558.4.100.26v, in his response from May
17, 1911 to Korsch’s letter quoted above); canibusque malis] canibus
querulis Sonny (4v)

Ciris 133-141:

sed malus ille puer, quem nec sua flectere mater

iratum potuit, quem nec pater atque auus idem

Iuppiter (ille etiam Poenos domitare leones 135
et ualidas docuit uires mansuescere tigris,

ille etiam diuos homines —, sed dicere magnum est),
idem tum tristes acuebat paruulus iras

Iunonis magnae, cuius periuria diuae

olim se meminere diu, periura puellae 140
non nulli liceat uiolauerat inscia sedem...

137 homines] homini Korsch (504.4.131.10r; Saenger in his response
from May 17, 1911, 558.4.100.26v, finds this suggestion “brilliant”
(“Bbuiectsimie”), but proposes to connect this text with what follows,
homini sed discere magnum est, and to put an aposiopesis before it, not
after it, as Korsch did)

139 cuius] quamuis Korsch (504.4.131.10r)

140-141 olim se... puellae | non nulli liceat] offensae (Saenger)... puella
(H?) | non ulli (ed. Ascens. 1501) licitam (Miahly) Korsch (504.4.131.10r)

Ciris 174-176:

saepe etiam tristis uoluens in nocte querelas
sedibus ex altis caeli speculatur amorem
castraque prospectat crebris lucentia flammis...

175 caeli... amorem] callem... amorum Korsch (504.4.131.10r)

14 The manuscript actually says Sy/laeum, which is obviously a mistake.
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Ciris 184-188:

fertur et horribili praeceps impellitur oestro,

ut patris, a! demens, crinem de uertice serum 185
furtimque arguto detonsum mitteret hosti.

namque haec condicio miserae proponitur! una

siue illa ignorans...

185 serum] ferro Korsch (504.4.131.10r)

after line 187 [siue uolens prudensque illi dat pignora regni] Saenger
(504.1.196.682r, a modification of the supplement suggested in Saenger
1911 which had duci instead of illi)

Ciris 212-219:

tum suspensa leuans digitis uestigia primis

egreditur ferroque manus armata bidenti

euolat, at demptae subita in formidine uires.

caeruleas sua furta prius testatur ad umbras; 215
nam qua se ad patrium tendebat semita limen,
uestibulo in thalami paulum remoratur et alti

suspicit ad caeli nictantia'® sidera mundi,

non accepta piis promittens munera diuis.

214 euolat] ambulat Saenger (504.1.196.685v)
217 alti] ante Korsch (504.4.131.10r, comparing 215 prius)

Ciris 225-227:

non tibi nequiquam uiridis per uiscera pallor

aegrotas tenui suffudit sanguine uenas,

nec leuis hoc faceret (neque enim pote) cura subegit...

227 hoc faceret] ut'? fugeret Korsch (504.4.131.10r)

15 Miserae proponitur ed. Ald. 1517 (treated as an uncontestable standard
reading in Saenger 1911, 167): nisi ereptae ponitur A': nisi creptae ponitur R: nisi
erepto ponitur H: nisi rapto opponitur pAZ.

16 Nictantia Scaliger (treated as an uncontestable standard reading in Saenger
1911, 168): nutantia AH?p: mutantia RH'.

17Vt was already proposed by Greene 1780, but Korsch apparently did not know
that (this conjecture was not mentioned in Saenger 1911).



Unpublished Conjectures by F. Korsch, G. Saenger, and A. Sonny 285

Ciris 244-249:

si concessus amor noto te macerat igni,

per tibi Dictynnae praesentia numina iuro, 245
prima deum quae dulce mihi te donat alumnam,

omnia me potius digna atque indigna laborum

milia uisuram, quam te tam tristibus istis

sordibus et seonia patiar tabescere tali.

244 noto] casto Korsch (504.4.131.10v)

247-248 laborum | milia uisuram) libenter | officia ausuram Korsch
(504.4.131.10v)

248 milia uisuram) auxilia ausuram Saenger (504.1.196.683r), commenta
ausuram Saenger (ibid.), exempla ausuram Saenger (ibid.), mandata
ausuram Saenger (ibid.), portenta ausuram Saenger (ibid.)

Ciris 349-350:
postera lux ubi laeta diem mortalibus almum
et gelida ueniente mihi quatiebat ab Oeta...

350 et gelida ueniente mihi] egelida (Saenger) reuehens ignem
(G, Haupt) Korsch (504.4.131.10v); ueniente mihi] ueniens (ed. 1507)
genius Saenger (504.1.196.687r), ueniens diuus Saenger (ibid.), ueniens
Phaethon Saenger (ibid.)

Ciris 411-413:

illa ego sum Nisi pollentis filia quondam,
certatim ex omni petiit quam Graecia regno,
quam curuus e terris amplectitur Hellespontus.

413 quam curuus e terris]| quamque grauis Grais Korsch (504.4.131.10v)

Elegia in Maec. 1. 37-38:
marmora minaei, uincent monumenta libelli:
uiuitur ingenio, cetera mortis erunt.

37 minaei]l membranae Korsch (504.1.196.758r, ascribed to Korsch in
a note in Saenger’s hand)



286 Mikhail Shumilin

Priap. 2. 10-15:

meis capella delicata pascuis

in urbem adulta lacte portat ubera
meisque pinguis agnus ex ouilibus

grauem domum remittit aere dext<e>ram'®
teneraque matre mugiente uaccula

deum profundit ante templa sanguinem.

14 teneraque] tremensque Korsch (504.4.131.8r)
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The paper is dedicated to the publication of a set of previously unpublished
conjectures to the so-called Appendix Vergiliana (the corpus of works ascribed
to Vergil other than the three canonical ones) by three scholars of the Russian
Empire, Fyodor E. Korsch (1843—1915), Grigory E. Saenger (1853-1919), and
Adolf I. Sonny (1861-1922). The conjectures probably all date between 1901
and 1919 and are extant in the correspondence of the three scholars and
Saenger’s marginal handwritten notes on the offprints of his papers, both types
of sources preserved in the scholarly archives of Saenger and Korsch in the
Archive of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow (Funds 504 and 558
respectively).

B crarbe myOnuKyeTcs psiji He TOSBIISBIIMXCS paHee B Ie4aTH KOHBEKTYP K T. H.
Appendix Vergiliana (xoprycy Npou3BeICHNH, NPHUINCHIBABIINXCsS Bepru-
JIMI0 IOMHUMO TPeX KaHOHHUYECKHX) TpeX y4eHbIX, paboraBmux B Poccuiickoii
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nmnepun: @enopa Esrennesmaa Kopma (1843-1919), I'puropus Dnyapaosuya
3enrepa (1853-1919) u Anonsda Uspannesuua Connn (1861-1922). BeposrtHo,
BCE KOHBEKTYpHI matupyrorcs Mmexay 1901 m 1919 rr; oHH COXpaHHUIHCH
B TIEPETINCKE TPEX YUCHBIX M B PYKONINCHBIX 3aIMCAX 3€HTepa Ha MOJISIX OTTHCKOB
ero coOCTBeHHBIX pabOT B Hay4yHBIX apxuBax 3eHrepa u Kopma (Apxus
Poccwuiickoit Axanemun Hayk, Mocksa, pouast 504 u 558 cOOTBETCTBEHHO).
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THE DATE OF P. ALEX. INV. 622, PAGE 28.
A PAPYRUS FROM HERAKLEIDOU MERIS IN
THE ARSINOITE NOME

Despite the gaps and missing lines that hinder a full reading and make the
text too fragmentary to be translated, P. Alex. inv. 622 preserves precious
information, in particular a Roman #ria nomina formula that was attested
once in another papyrus (P. Gen. 11 97). Moreover, it is possibly attested in
the third one, which is a fiscal register, recently published in P. Stras. X;
there the cognomen is abridged, which leaves room for discussion whether
it is the same one or not. The same is true for the epitaph from Misenum,
CIL X 3385, that does not contradict with their date. Thus, the paper
makes a contribution to the prosopography of Roman Egypt.

It is of great importance that P. Alex. inv. 622 preserves two geogra-
phical sites in the Arsinoite Nome. One of them, vaguely, was no longer
mentioned in the sources since the second quarter of the third century AD.
Additionally, the papyrus’ handwriting was described by the editor as neat
and cursive, and it was written down in a document classified as a small
size official document 4 x 9.5 c¢m, in 8 lines. These palacographical details
must be considered to establish the date of the papyrus and to reedit it.!

P. Alex. 622, page 28 (I-1V AD, Arsin.):

[3 lines missing]

4 [-ca?-]Mdpkov Avioviov AToALVOpioV ATOKEYDPNKEY
[-ca?-]

5 [ -ca.? - Hpax]ieidov pepidog tod Apovoitov vopod €v

pevte[- ca.? -]

[-ca.?-]. . .. &mo apovpdv teccdpav . vmep eve [ -ca.? -

[ - ca.? - t€]taptov kai v medim Yevapyevwnoemg &v 1o [ - ca.? -

8 [1 line missing]

~N N
[

I Alexandria’s Greco-Roman Museum was closed since 2005 till now (2022)
for development. So, its holdings of papyrus were stored in Alexandria’s National
Museum. During this long period the museum’s holdings of papyrus had been
already subject to modern techniques of restoration to provide the papyrologists,
after reopening, with better readable texts.

289
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There is a discrepancy of dates in both of the published editions
as well as in digital databases. According to Heidelberger Gesamtver-
zeichnis, the document dates back to the first four centuries AD, while
according to DDbDP it is dated from 30 BC to AD 323, and according
to Trismegistos — AD 1-299.2 On the other hand, Giuseppe Botti, in
1901, registered the fragment as a piece of the holdings of Alexandria’s
Greco-Roman Museum, which was preserved in Sale no. 6, in one
of the furthest vitrines (F, G etc.). He classified it as “papyrus, dont
le déchiffrement n’est pas définitif”,> and dated it to the Byzantine
period.* In 1964 Anna Swiderek and Mariangela Vandoni published it
as a document from the Arsinoite Nome. They classified it as a contract
without giving a date.>

For adjusting the papyrus’ date from a historical perspective, the
following considerations are crucial:

First, line 4 preserves the fria nomina Marcus Antonius Apollinarius,
in the genitive case, Mapkov Avtoviov ATQAAVOPIOV ATOKEYDPNKEV.
So, it is most likely to imply his son. The personal name of Marcus
Antonius could be adopted in two ways: (1) since the second half of the
first century BC, it was generally the result of recruiting in the east by
Mark Antony during the second Triumvirate (43-33 BC),% as soldiers
who received Roman citizenship adopted the praenomen and nomen of
their general;” (2) it was also given to the freedmen of Antonia Minor
(35 BC — AD 37), the daughter of Mark Antony and Octavia. Later she
became the mother of Emperor Claudius.® In dating the papyrus back to
30 BC as terminus post quem the scholars from DDbDP presumably base
on the first option. However, does it match with the other attestations of
these tria nomina?

2 See Papyri info: https://papyri.info/ddbdp/p.alex;;inv622?rows=3 &start=
213&fl=id,title&fq=collection:ddbdp&fq=(ddbdp_series:p.alex+OR+hgv
series:p.alex+OR+dclp_series:p.alex)&sort=seriestasc,volume+asc,item+asc&p=
214&t=227.

3 Botti 1901, 340.

4 Ibid., 339.

5 Swiderek 1964, 23 (B. Contrats).

6 Groebe 1894, 2611 ff.

7 Mclean 2002, 8; Zoumbaki 2008, 167.

8 Oost 1958, 113-139; Zager 2014, 67-75.
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The same personal name, Mapkog Avtaviog AmoAvdp[log, is attested
in P. Gen. 11 97. 14 dating from the second half of the first century AD.°
It is part of the tax register in alphabetical order (letter M).! The
provenance of P. Gen. 11 97 is unknown.!! Nevertheless, three Roman
citizens’ names are attested among the documents from Arsinoite in the
papyrus from Geneva.

The son of Mdpxog Ovaréplog Bepve[kiovog (P. Gen. 11 97. 18)12
and a son or grandson of Mdpkog I[letpdvioc Kérep (P. Gen. 11 97. 22),
bearing the duo nomina, are mentioned together in a document from
the Arsinoite nome.!3 Additionally, [Ovaiépiog] Adyyog, most likely
the son or grandson of Mdpxog Ovaréprog Adyyog (P. Gen. 11 97. 3),
was attested in the Arsinoite nome.!* Furthermore, the second attestation
of Mdpkoc Avtaviog Amoiwvap[iog (P. Gen. 11 97. 14) is P. Alex. 622.
4: Madpxov Avtoviov Amoiivopiov, which evidently comes from
the Arsinoite nome. So there is enough evidence that Arsinoite is the
provenance of P. Gen. 11 97. In the light of this evidence P. Alex. inv.
622 also originates from Arsinoite.

Four more documents from Egypt mention Roman citizens with
nomen gentile Marcus Antonius and a cognomen beginning with Apol( ):

P. Gen. 11 97. 14 (AD 50-99): the tria nomina Mapkog AVT®V1OC
Amolwvap[ioc.

P. Stras. X 902, col. 8. 2 (AD 100-101, Herm.): the tria nomina
Maprog Avtdvio(g) AmoA( ).

O. Claud. 11 390. 9 and 388. 6 (AD 100-150): the duo nomina
Avt(®viog) AToMAVAP10G).

% P Gen. 11 97 (AD 50-99), 1. 14-15: ¥ Mapkog Avidviog Amolvap[iog
- ca.? -] I mpoodiaypapopévev (Mumpéiov) x(oik) [ - ca.? - ].

10 Martin 1932, 549-553.

11 Martin 1932, 549: “Rien ne permet de déterminer & quelle region de I’Egypte
appartiennent ces propriétaires”.

12.P Diog. 7 (26 Mai — 3 August AD 142, Arsin.), 1. 30: Ov[a]Aéprov
Bepvikiayov. Valerius Bernicianus is mentioned along with the son of Marcus
Petronius Celer, 1. 31: ITetp@viov Kélepa, in a cession of a katoikic land.

13 P Diog. 6. 27-30 (26 Mai — 3 August AD 142, Arsin.): OJborépiov
Bep\vikv/avév, together with Tlg[tp]o[viov K]érepa, in a cession of a katoikic
land, cf. Schubert 2000, 182—184, no. 62.

4 BGU 1 69. 1-2: [Ovaréprog] Adyyog [i]n[nevc] eiing Ampravii[c] T[0]p[pIng
Tpaviaviig (22 June AD 120, Arsin.).
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This evidence shows that such a combination of names could appear
since the mid-first till the mid-second centuries AD.

Nevertheless, one should not disregard that Roman families used to
bequeath names over generations, and the same tria nomina could emerge
in the third generation or after. For instance, veteran Marcus Valerius
Turbo, belonging to the second century AD,'> gave his praenomen and
nomen gentile to his two sons, who were called Marcus Valerius Longinus
and Marcus Valerius Montanus.!¢ So we can argue that this veteran was
the son of Marcus Valerius Turbo in P. Gen. 97,7 as they bequeath
the personal name Marcus Valerius over generations. Additionally,
Marcus Antonius Longus was the father of Marcus Antonius Serinus.'$
Another Marcus Antonius set a gravestone up to his father, Marcus
Antonius Valens.!” Moreover, two siblings were named Marcus Antonius
Heliodorus and Marcus Antonius Aper.20

Accordingly, in view of the probability that the same tria nomina
might appear in the third or fourth generation, the terminus ante
quem for P. Alex. 622 should be prolonged to the end of the second
century AD. This result matches well with the date of the epitaph,
the second century AD,?! to a gubernator called M(arcus) Antoni(us)

15 BGU VII 1565 (28 Oct. AD 169, Philadelphia, Arsin.), cession of 6 arourai
of katoikic land, 1l. 4-5: mapd Mdapkov Ovarepiov TodbpPfwvog ctpatidtov mEPt
Drodérpelav oettikag; 1574 (AD 176, Philadelphia), his will to his children, 11.
3—4: Maép[xe Ovarepin] TovpPowvt éverio, 10, 21; BGU VII 1662 (29 Sept. AD
182, Ptolemais Euergetis, Arsin.), 11. 2: dporoyel Kvpidda 0Jv[yd]tmp Mdpiov
Ovoiepiov TodpP[wvo]g dotr, 6, 12.

16 BGU VII 1662 (29 Sept. AD 182).

17" P. Gen. 11 97. 9—10: Mdpkog Ovarépiog TovpPm(v - ca.? -] vavBiov (Spoyun)
o TPOGIY[ PAPOUEV@V.

18 P Hamb. 197. 2 (29 Aug. AD 104 — 28 Aug. AD 105, Philadelphia, Arsin.),
1. 1-2: [0 d¢iva] Mépko Aviovio [Z]epive aeniewu[t] [- ca.12 -][ dwd t]od matpog
Maprov Avtoviov Adyyoo [ ... . [ xoipetv.

19 CIL VIII 3405 (not dated, Numidia): D(is) M(anibus) /| M(arcus) Antonilus
Valens vi/xit an(nos) XXIIII | M(arcus) Antonius / f(ilius) pio fecit.

200 pST XIIT 1325 (AD 172-175), 11. 1-2: Nepeosiovt you(vaoiopynoovtt)
BBr(topdrakt) évkti(cewv) ‘Hpakieon(oritov) [rapd Mdpkov Avioviov
‘HModmpov kal Mdapkov Avtoviov Amepog - ca.? - mepl tfg dtobnkng]
Aedop(évng) émtl oop(ayrot®v), t[f]g petmAray(viog) quUdV untpog ZaPifviog
Amol@vopiov.

21 This is an approximate date (AD 150/250), offered by EDR, depending only
on the text formula and palaeography.
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Apol[ ], in the fleet of Misenum, which was rife with marines from
Egypt.??

Second, another phrase that is important for determining the date
of P. Alex. 622 is év medim Yevapyevvnoewg in line 7. The plain of
Psenarpsennesis?® was not a village, but rather a region, which bordered
the territory of Karanis and was cultivated with wheat, date palms and
especially olive trees.?* The late papyri that mention the plain and in the
same time dated by the Egyptian regnal year of Emperors are undoubtedly
the best to rely on. Thus, the latest two pieces of evidence are:

1) P. Mich. VI 372, an assessment list from Karanis, Arsinoite
nome, dates back to 30 Aug. AD 179 — 28 Aug. AD 180 or 30 Aug.
AD 211 — 28 Aug. AD 212, depending on col. ii. 3: év k0 (&tet), which
is followed by tax charges, evidently, pertaining to the 19% year of
the Emperor’s reign, col. ii. 6: 10 (£tovg). Accordingly, the papyrus
was written in an Emperor’s reign that lasted at least twenty-four
years. Thus, the date at which this document was compiled is restricted to
the reigns of Commodus (27 November AD 176 — 31 December AD 192)
and Caracalla (28 January AD 198 — 8 April AD 217), because the reign
of Emperor Commodus ran to thirty-three Egyptian regnal years,?> and
Emperor Caracalla to twenty-five Egyptian regnal years (Year 1 = AD
192/3); the latest dating by Caracalla from the Arsinoite, which is the
second latest from Egypt, dated year 25, Epeiph 6 = June 30 AD 217.2¢

2) P. Gen. 111 145, a receipt for the payment of TéAog KataAOYIGUAV
from the Arsinoite nome, Il. 8-11: (§tovg) 10 Aovkio[v] XZemtipiov

22 CIL X 3385: D(is) M(anibus) | M(arci) Antoni Apol[(?)] | gubernato[ris] /
centur(ia) Ar[ri(?)---]; Hopkins 2014, 79 n. 332; Fiebiger 1894, 416 n. 161. He
classified Centuria Arrii among the seven uncertain naval centuriae.

23 The name appears chiefly in papyri in the form Wevapyevijoig, more rarely
as Yevapoevioig, Pevapyevviiolg, Pvapyeviiowc. There are also different ways of
abbreviation of the name in the documents. Cf. Selim 2016, 1974.

24 Selim 2016, 1973-1974.

2 BGU XIII 2289 (Aug. 29 AD 192 — Aug. 28 AD 193, Ptolemais Nea,
Arsinoites), 1. 1-4: &tovg Ay Aovkio[v Aikiov] Advpniiov Kop[podov] Kaicapog
70D Kv[piov - ca.? -] k4.; BGU 1270 (29 Dec. AD 192, Soknopaiu Nesos, Arsinoites),
11. 1-3: €rovg Ay Aovkiov Aikiov Abpniiov Kopddov Kaicapog tod kvupiov Tvfry.
BGU I 651 (May 9 AD 192, Karanis, Arsinoites), 11. 12—14: (¢tovg) A Aovkiov
Ailov Advpniiov Koppddov Kaiocapog tod kvpiov IMoyadv 19.

26 SB XII 10913. 6-8: (8tovc) ke 'Enei &kt ¢; Rathbone 1986, 105.
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Yeovnpov [EJvoePoic Ieptivaxog Apafucod Adwafnvikod [MopOikod
Meyiotov kai Mapkov Avpniiov [Av]tovi[vov] Ev[og]fodg ZePac-
v xoi [TovpAiiov Z[e]rtipiov [[éta Kai]loa[pog] Xeg[facto]d T[V]pt
ke. Thus, the document was written down on the 25" of Tybi, the
14t year of Emperor Septimius Severus’ reign, which corresponds to the
20t of January AD 206. Accordingly, one could conclude that the latest
evidence for the Plain Psenarpsennesis is AD 212, and it does not appear
in the documents from the second quarter of the third century AD. What
could be the cause for this?

Huebner suggests that such cases of abandoning the areas that hitherto
were prosperous with agriculture are due to climate change alongside
irrigation problems that arose simultaneously in several villages at
the outer edge of the Fayum depression, which led to the progressive
desertification of land, as well as a series of below-average Nile floods in
the 240s and 260s. Furthermore, climate proxies which record a general
shift in African monsoon patterns at the source areas of the Nile and
consecutively lower Nile flood levels from the middle of the third century
on, corroborate this impression.?” Huebner’s view matches well with the
low level of the Nile attested in AD 221.28

On the other hand, Lippert suggests that the initial element Pse-/Psi-
corresponds to Pz-§y- that in Demotic means “the lake”, which is plausible
phonetically. She links the appearance of Pedion Psenarpsennesis with
the body of water called pukpa Aipvn,?® or “small lake”, that existed once
in the Herakleidou meris. When the water level of the Fayum Lake fell
after the New Kingdom (c. 1539-1075 BC), it was only attested in Greek
texts of the third cent. BC and disappeared by the Roman period, when
the water level in the “lake” fell by another 40 meters.3? Thus, Lippert
believes that the plain of Psenarpsennesis took its name from this former
lake, “the lake of Harpsenesis” (P3-Sy-Hr-p3-Sr-n-Is.t),3! in the middle of
which was a sanctuary of Harpsenesis, and which by slowly shrinking
towards the south had left behind a fertile agricultural plain in the north;
the “small lake” no longer existed in the Roman period, but there still was

27 Huebner 2020, Abstract.

8 Swiderek 1971, 31-44.

29 Bonneau 1993, 53 n. 426, 54.

0 Lippert 2020, 153—-157.

I Selim 2016, 1974 n. 7: “The second part of the name which is Hr-p3-sr-n-Is.t
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a canal. She concluded that this region was exposed to geomorphological
changes over centuries.>> Moreover, Fayum was not insulated from the
variability of the Nile, and relied on flood-recession deposits of silt just
as other arable areas did.??

On the other hand, P. Alex. inv. 622 attests in line 7 the word
té]taptov, which refers to a fraction of land area,?* or even of a tax in
kind.?> Therefore, the plain of Psenarpsennesis was still in its thriving
cultivated period, and under the concern of the Roman administration.
So, the verb amoxeympnkev (1. 4) should not be explained by fleeing
from paying dues because of poverty. The holder of the tria nomina
and his son were Roman citizens, not Egyptians who were forced to flee
due to their inability to meet the exactions of the state.3¢ Furthermore,
a Roman citizen was exempted from liturgies, which might be burden-
some enough to push men to leave their property.3’” Motivation for
abandoning this land could be the lack of security, as some complaints
of robbery accidents in Pedion Psenarpsennesis are attested around the
proposed date of the document under study.3®

32 Lippert 2020, 154—155.

3 Adams 2019, 235.

34 P Brook. 8 (AD 177, Arsin.), 1. 25-26: élou®dvog apovpng tétopTov
ka[i] [aAAV mepl kdunv Klgpkesodya ortiknyv dpovpav; P. Cair. Mich. 111 8 (1)
(AD 82-96, Karanis), 1. 19: koung t[étaptlov apodp[nc] xa[i v drdpyovoav;
P. Lond. 11 141 (3 Jun. AD 88, Karanis), 1. 6-7: 1]0 vedpu[tov mepi] 6¢ Ye[v]
apyevijow t[f|g] avTiic pepidog dpovpdv TptdV Hpakodiig Aeyopévov [t]dVv Emi
70 a0TO Apovp@®V dekadvo Npicovg tetdptov §| 6cwv; P Mich. IX 539 (23 June
AD 53, Karanis), 1. 13-16: xai nepl Wevapyevijow ti[¢] avtig pepidog EAaidvog
15 dpovpar tpeig fuov tétapt[ov] dvtprakoo[tov]; P. Mich. 1X 554 (before
AD 93, Karanis), 1. 9-10: xai mepl 10 [Koapavida khipov Kotokikod dpov]pat
dvo tétaptov; SB IV 7379 (26 April AD 177, Ptolemais Eurgetis), 1. 18: kai év
o Kevtekep ortikag apodpag t€6oapes TETAPTOV.

35 P Mich. V1395 (8 Jun. AD 183, Karanis), 1. 11-13: yivovtat) (mopod aptafor)
0 1B, EmPoA() 6 a(vT0g) dvo TéTApTOV, (Yivovtar) (mtupod dptdfar) B o’.

36 ‘Wallace 1938, 191, 460.

37 Ibid., 115.

3% A number of veterans held lands in Domitian’s reign &v medio Yevap-
yevvnoewg, cf. SB XX 15346 (AD 88-89). But complaints of robbery accidents,
and need for urgent security, grew from the end of the 15t cent. to the 15t half
of the 2M cent. and on, cf. SB XIV 12022 (AD 100); SB XX 15779 (AD 100);
SB XXII 15781 (AD 158/9); SB XXIV 16252; P. Cair. Mich. 11 17 (AD 156/9,
Karanis).
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To sum up, the evidence presented in this paper indicate that P. Alex.
inv. 622 dates back to the first two centuries AD. No evidence supports
30 BC to be the ferminus post quem, or the third and fourth centuries
AD to be the terminus ante quem. There is no bar against considering
its terminus post quem to be AD 50, as it is the case for P. Gen. 11 97.
Accordingly, it can be argued that P. Alex. inv. 622, page 28 dates back
to AD 50-200.

Hanan M. 1. Ismail
Ain Shams University, Cairo

hanan.ismail@art.asu.edu.eg
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This paper endeavors to determine the proper date of P. Alex. inv. 622, page 28,
a papyrus from the holding of Alexandria’s Greco-Roman Museum. In
“Catalogue des Monuments exposés au Musée Gréco-Romain d’Alexandrie”
(1901) it was registered as a papyrus from the Byzantine period. In the
publication of 1964 it was undated, and in online databases it is dated differently.
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The study of the document from a historical perspective (onomastic and
prosopographic analysis of the name Mdpkog Aytdviog AToAilyépilog and
considerations on the toponym mediov Wevapyevviicemg) allows to date the
papyrus from 50 to 200 AD and draw attention to its potential historic value.
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B crarpe cTaBuTCA 3amada yTOUYHUTH NATHPOBKY mamupyca P. Alex. mHB. 622,
c. 28 u3 cobpanus ['peko-Pumckoro mysest Anekcaunpuu. B karangore 1901 . on
3HAYMIICS KaK Marnupyc BU3AHTUHCKOM 3110XH, B IyOnukanuu 1964 r. natupoBka
HE TPHUBOAMIACH, a B JJIEKTPOHHBIX 0a3ax JaHHBIX JNaHHBIE pacxomsarcs. Kax
CJIENICTBUE, TOKYMEHT MPAKTHYECKH HE YUYUTHIBAJICS B HAYYHBIX UCCIICOBAHUAX.

N3yuenne mnanupyca B HCTOPUUECKON MepcrneKTHBe (OHOMACTHYECKHI
U mpoconorpadgudeckuil aHaau3 UMEeHH MApKog AyTtdviog ATQAALYAPLOG
1 cooOpaxkeHUs 0 TomoHUMe [lceHapriceHHecHa) MO3BOISAIOT TaTUPOBATh €TO
Mexay 50 u 200 1. H. 5. ¥ TPUBJIEYb BHUMAaHHIE UCCIEAOBATENECH K €T0 MOTeHITH-
JIbHOW UCTOPUYECKOMN LIEHHOCTH.
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PIPA AND GALLIENUS*

I. Introduction

It is no secret that emperor Gallienus was as unfortunate in his reign as
in the Latin historiographical tradition that succeeded him. An animosity
began to take shape at the end of the third century as a result of the
separation of Gaul and the East during his tenure,! and it seems to have its
greatest exponent in the source known as the Enmannsche Kaisergeschichte
(EKG), a hypothetical lost work postulated by A. Enmann in 1884, dating
after Constantine’s death.?

In these literary sources, this attitude towards Gallienus enhances
the contrast between the “bad prince” and the princeps optimus, a very
common rhetorical device in ancient historiography which, in this
case, has an impact in favour of Claudius Gothicus, the ancestor of the
Constantinian dynasty. The heir works to the EKG certainly denote
notable Constantinian propaganda. Curiously, in the Greek tradition this
contrast is seen in the opposite direction: Valerian, celebrated by Trebelius
Pollio in the HA, is the object of sharp judgement in Zosimus (1. 36),
while Gallienus is treated in a neutral light (1. 37—40) or even praised
in Zonaras (12. 25) and Malalas (12. 27), both of whom describe him as
magnanimous and kind towards the needy.’

* Grup de Recerques en Antiguitat Tardana (University of Barcelona). This
study was undertaken within the framework of the research project PID2019-
104448GB-100 (Ministry of Economy, Industry and Competitiveness) and the group
2017 SGR211 of AGAUR (Agencia de Gestido d’Ajuts Universitaris i de Recerca).

I Pan. Lat. 8[4]. 10. 1, from 297, where his neglect or bad fortune is lamented,
as opposed to the restoration of the borders by the Tetrarchs.

2 Enmann 1884, proposing a date slightly later than 284. This date has been
moved to a period normally between 337 and 357: Barnes 1970; Bird 1973; Burgess
2005 and 1995, as used by Chastagnol 1970, 10; Syme 1980, 260 (= 1983, 151);
1971a, 221 £.; 1971b, 40.

3 The Christian literature is also favourable, for obvious reasons. Emperor
Julian is an exception, since his opinions on Gallienus, despite writing in Greek, are
founded on the tradition from the EKG (Caes. 313 ¢). A good resume is available
in Wickert 1926, 366.
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In any case, no hypothesis is exclusive or changes the fact that the
portrait of Gallienus’ reign in Latin tradition offers a litany of deadly sins:
from the neglect of the government (Aur. Vict. 33. 3; Eutr. 9. 8; 11; SHA
Gall. 4. 3; 5.7; 6. 3-7; Hier. Chron. 304 i) and his idleness and gluttony
(Aur. Vict. 33. 15; SHA Gall. 3. 6-7; 9. 3; 16. 1-3; 17. 4-6; Tyr. Trig.
29. 1), to the fiercest cruelty (SHA Gall. 11. 2; 18. 1; Tyr. Trig. 9. 3-9;
26. 1-2, 5) or contempt for his captive father (SHA Gall. 1. 1-2; 3. 8-9;
9.2,7;10. 2, 5; 17. 1), and ending with a liking for taverns (Aur. Vict.
33. 6; Amm. Marc. 14. 1. 9; SHA Gall. 21. 6; Tyr. Trig. 3. 4; 9. 1; 23. 1;
29. 1) and women (Aur. Vict. 33. 6; SHA Gall. 17. 7-9; 21. 3; Tyr. Trig.
3.4;9.1;29. 1; Oros. 7. 22. 13). This final excess will be the object of our
attention: the account of Pipa, or Pipara, Gallienus’ barbarian concubine.
This is an outstanding and unique episode which encompasses several
scholarly fields, especially the Empire’s diplomatic dealings in response
to the border pressure issues in the north. The sources are scarce and at
the same time both complementary and contradictory, so it is necessary to
sift the information and determine the certainties and possibilities before
making use of them.

II. Princess Pipa in Historiography

Indeed, the misgovernment of this “bad emperor” is illustrated by the
account that refers to a certain barbarian princess, Pipa by name (PIR?
P 317; PLRE 1 Pipa), with whom Gallienus kept concubinage, which is
presented as nefarious.

Three documents refer to this woman. They all take from Enmann’s
common source, and despite the obvious similarities, some notable
differences can be observed.

In the first place, Aurelius Victor (c. 360) reports the following (Caes.
33. 6-7):

Inter haec ipse popinas ganeasque obiens lenonum ac vinariorum
amicitiis haerebat, expositus Saloninae coniugi atque amori flagitioso
filiae Attali Germanorum regis, Pipae nomine; qua causa etiam civiles
motus longe atrociores orti. Namque primus omnium Postumus, qui
forte barbaris per Galliam praesidebat, imperium ereptum ierat.*

4 Pichlmayr—Gruendel 1966, 109. Henceforth we will use the Teubner edition
for the four quoted passages.
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Meanwhile, (Gallienus) kept visiting dens and taverns and befriended
pimps and wine-drinkers, while abandoned to his wife Salonina and
his scandalous love towards the daughter of the Germanic king
Attalus, Pipa by name. Because of that, more dreadful wars started.
Indeed, Postumus, who was ruling the Gaul against the barbarians by
chance, was the first of all to take the power.

This passage presents the relationship between the princess and the
emperor as part of the vices of the latter, on the same level as drinking
and frequenting dens of ill repute. Although Pipa’s father is identified as
a Germanic king named Attalus® (PIR? A 1328; PLRE 1 Attalus), the data
remains anecdotal and irrelevant, the result of copying the base source for
the text.

In addition to associating this “love affair” with other vices of the
emperor, it is also explicitly denigrated as “shameful” (flagitioso), an
adjective not applied to his consort, Cornelia Salonina,® whose mention
seems to confirm the “affair” was contemporary to the marriage. Indeed,
there is no record that the Augusta Salonina died or lost her rank at any
time during her husband’s reign. She is placed in Milan in 268, shortly
before her husband’s death, by Zonaras (12. 25).7

Finally, the consequences of this grievance transcend the family realm
and, like all Gallienus’ vices, affect the stability of the State as the cause
of new civil wars, for example the uprising in Gaul led by Postumus. The
causality is not specified so it should not go beyond rhetoric. Nevertheless,
the statement is useful to give an ante quem date to the beginning of the

5 The name is a Latin adaptation of the Germanic root Ad/ found in names like
“Albert” or “Alphonse”, which in turn recalls the Greek, unrelated name of the
kings of Pergamon. A similar case is that of one of the sons of Zenobia, Hairan or
Haeranes (PIR? S 329), altered to form Herodes (PLRE 1 Herodes 1), Herodianus
(PLRE 1 Herodianus 3) and Herennianus (PIR?> H 95; PLRE 1 Herennianus 1); or
another of her sons Wahballath, adapted as Vabalathus and translated as Athenodorus
(PIR? S 347; PLRE 1 Athenodorus 2); a summary of this series of names can be
found in Stoneman 1992, 114 f.

6 Although it may not be referred to as flagitiosus, Gallienus “abandoned”
(expositus) to his wife Salonina also offers an obvious negative connotation. This
has a place in the negative treatment we find in Aurelius Victor towards the female
characters who engaged in politics, such as Messalina (4. 5), Plotina (13. 13),
Julia Domna (21. 3) and Victoria (33. 14), Callu 1996, 143, contrasting with the
sympathies they occasionally receive in the HA (especially Tyr. Trig. 30-31). See
Estrada San Juan 2021.

7 She is not named but is called Baciiicoa. See also King 1873, 307.
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relationship with the princess at least according to the disposition of events
in the EKG: the Gallic secession took place in mid-260.3

More neutral is the Epitome de Caesaribus (c. 400) with the following
account (33. 1):

Gallienus quidem in loco Cornelii filii sui Salonianum, alterum filium,
subrogavit, amori diverso pellicum deditus Saloninae coniugis et
concubinae, quam per pactionem concessa parte superioris Pannoniae
a patre, Marcomannorum rege, matrimonii specie susceperat Pipam
nomine.’

In fact, Gallienus replaced his son Cornelius with his other son
Salonianus (sic), devoted to the different love of his lovers: his wife
Salonina and his mistress, Pipa by name, whom he took up from her
father, King of the Marcomanni, in the guise of a marriage after
granting a part of Upper Pannonia by a treaty.

Gallienus’ chapter in the Epitome (33) stands out for not containing
negative criticism of him, not even an explicit negative characterization.
In J. Schlumberger’s opinion, the text employed by the epitomator as
source, despite following a Latin source, uses assessments from the Greek
tradition, which is more thoughtful towards the figure of Gallienus.!? This
circumstance conveys some historical interest to the chapter since it does
not share the destructive criticism of the £KG but focuses only on Princess
Pipa and Gallienus’ ultimate fate in Milan.

The passage possibly suggests some kind of plot on the part of the
two ladies, if we connect the appointment of Saloninus to the romance.!!

8 Lafaurie 1964, 99; cf. De Blois 1976, 6, who places Saloninus’ death in the
winter of 259-260.

? Pichlmayr—Gruendel 1970, 160.

10 Schlumberger 1974, 151 f.: “Seine Quellen scheinen hauptsichlich lateinische
gewesen zu sein. Seine Urteile aber stiitzen sich oft auf die griechische Tradition”.
See also Festy 2002, who proposes, at the end of the biographies of Marius Maximus
in 222 and of the work of Cassius Dio in 229, the use of Nicomachus Flavianus’
Annales, who in turn would have employed Dexippus for the reign of Gallienus,
pp. xxvii—xxxi. See also Barnes 1976, 264.

I The Latin text seems to connect both ideas. A different opinion is found in
the translation by Festy 2002, 36: “Gallien cependant nomma a la place de son
fils Cornélius son cadet Salonin; il abandonnait a des passions contraires pour des
maitresses”. On the contrary, Banchich 2009: “Gallienus, in fact, substituted another
son, Salonianus, in place of his own son Cornelius, eager for the separate love of
Salonina, his wife, and of a concubine”.
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These alleged intrigues which are the only negative point amid otherwise
neutral information are connected with the emperor’s love (amori) for his
two lovers (pellicum), who later become a wife (coniugis, Salonina) and
a concubine (concubina), remarking the different categories. However,
as it is explained below, this was not a normal concubinage but rather
“the appearance of a marriage” (matrimonii specie). That apparent marri-
age also involved a dowry, the concession of Roman territory to the
princess’s father,'> Attalus, whose name is not given, just the title: the
king of the Marcomanni, a unique detail from this document.

Like Victor, the author of the Epitome and its source confirm the
coexistence of Pipa and the Augusta Salonina. Therefore, if Pipa’s was an
actual marriage, it would be bigamous. The law could not allow two wives
let alone a marriage to a non-citizen. In case we assume that an alliance
cannot be sealed by concubinage, as the epitomator seems to imply, the
simplest solution is not to discard the report but to admit it to the letter:
that matrimonii specie would have been arranged in keeping with the
Germanic custom, whereas under Roman law Pipa’s condition would be
that of a concubine.!3

12 We will see below this must not be seen as an abandonment of Roman
territory.

13 Solution accepted by Geiger 2015, 333 f.; Goltz—Hartmann 2008, 239 (“nach
romischem Recht irrelevant, aber als symbolischer Akt mdglierweise fiir die
Markomannen”); Speidel 2006, 76; Bray 1995, 31 and 123; Brauer 1975, 124; and
Homo 1913, 8; Bray and Speidel recall the passage from Tacitus on the marriage
between the Germans (Germ. 18. 1), to which it is usual to add that of the two
wives of King Ariovistus, the second one being the result of a political alliance
(Caes. Bell. Gall. 1. 53). Somewhere between is Van Berchem 1956, 13, who
refers to Pipa as “maitresse en titre”, maybe with Versailles in mind. An alternative
interpretation, beyond qualifying the data as a mere invention to defame Gallienus
(Kuhoff 1979, 18), comes from Den Boer 1972, 80, who proposes Pipa as a splitting
up of the Augusta Julia Cornelia Salonina and so identifying both women as a single
Germanic princess: Gallienus supposedly would have practised Germanic habits
and hence his wife stood for another slander in the aggressive tradition against
the emperor. However, we are not aware of any philo-Germanic attitude on the
part of the probably Greek Salonina (Salonina Chrysogone in eastern minted
coins, PIR? C 1499; PLRE 1 Salonina), in addition to the absence of matching
dates, R. Friedl 1996, 174 f. n. 127. Finally, the idea that Attalus’ daughter was
decisive in the alliance not as a concubine or wife but as a hostage is suggestive
(Goltz—Hartmann 2008, 239; Kehne 2001, 299; Bird 1994, 138; Hornsby 1952, 39,
elevated to the status of lover or wife only to degrade Gallienus; Kuhoff 1979, 18,
although “Gallienus was not in a position to demand any hostages™; De Blois 2019,
118 n. 357). Indeed, Attalus must have had the upper hand.
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On the other hand, the notice is preceded by Valerian Il being
succeeded by Saloninus (misspelt “Salonianus”, like the son of Cato the
Elder)'4 as Caesar, which is cited as related to the desire or the manoeuvres
of both his wife and his lover.!> The death of Valerian Caesar could have
been overlooked in summarizing the account. In that case, perhaps it
was told as a consequence of the intrigues between the two women in
the original source, which brings to mind the Caesar Crispus incident.
It would be logical to think that the mention of the Caesars in this context
comes from the Greek tradition instead of the EKG due to their absence in
Victor’s account, but the next passage will lead us to rethink that.

Finally, the Historia Augusta (HA, c. 400) presents two passages in
which the Marcomannic princess makes an appearance. The first of them,
from Gallienus’ biography, undoubtedly draws from the same sources as
Victor and the Epitome (Gall. 21. 3-4):

Tam variae item opiniones sunt de Salonini nomine, ut, qui se verius
putet dicere, a matre sua Salonina appellatum esse [dicat], quam is
perdite dilexit. [Et dilexit] Piparam nomine, barbaram regis filiam
[Attali]. Gallienus cum suis semper flavo crine<m> condit.!®

There are many opinions about Saloninus’ name, though the author
who believes himself more correct [says] he was named after his
mother Salonina,!” whom Gallienus loved very much. [He also loved]
some barbarian woman, Pipara by name, a daughter of the king
[Attalus]. Gallienus always dyed his hair blond when he was with his
people.

14 Plut. Cato M. 24. 9: “Cato had a son from this marriage, whom they named
Salonianus, derived from the mother’s name”; and Gell. N4 13. 20. 8: “(Cato)
married the daughter of his client Salonius, from whom Marcus Cato Salonianus
was born, whose name derived from Salonius, his mother’s father”. A simple mistake
made by the copyist according to Festy 2002, 155, since Salonina’s name is correct.

15 Den Boer 1972, 86 understands from this passage that Saloninus, in the source
of the Epitome, is the son of Pipa (similar reasoning is found in King 1873, 311).
If so, SHA Gall. 21. 3 (next passage) would be amending that source by specifying
that his name comes from Salonina. This kind of correction is not uncommon in the
HA, although the biographer’s reactions tend to be exaggerated: see below n. 26.

16 Hohl 1965, 98, except lacunas restorations.

17" False erudition by the author, since the name of the Augusta Salonina already
appeared in the base text of the EKG, see infra the table. This false debate, moreover,
had already taken place shortly before in the same book (Gall. 19. 3), which could
indicate he had found the same topic when changing the source.
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This passage is abruptly inserted in the work — as it is frequent —
towards the end of the Vita Gallieni, when the next book had already been
introduced (Gall. 19. 7; 21. 1-2). This is the result of the messy, hasty
way of writing admitted by the author himself (7yr. Trig. 33. 8).!8 We can
assume that, once the book was finished, the biographer realized he had
not included this notice from his source, as well as the years of Gallienus’
reign and some brief anecdotes, which are added with hardly any attention
to the style or the textual coherence (Gall. 21. 5-6).1°

First of all, it can be noted that it is a lacunary passage. There are
two lacunas postulated in the Teubner edition, indicated by Peter and
Hohl: esse ... quam and filiam ... Gallienus. The popular edition by Magie
proposes restoring them with dicat and quare respectively, and assumes
a third lacuna, dilexit ... Piparam, filled in with et dilexit, in addition to
exchanging quamvis for quam is, which is the reading chosen here.

Without the lacuna introduced by Magie, the text already makes sense
(quamvis perdite dilexit Piparam, “although he loved Pipara very much,
excessively”), but we can see that the change (“he also loved”) brings
us closer to the source, since it also reports that Gallienus loved both
the empress and the princess, as Victor and the Epitome point out in the
previous passages (“abandoned to his wife Salonina and his scandalous
love towards the daughter of the Germanic king Attalus, Pipa by name”;
“devoted to the different love of his lovers”).

Nevertheless, we disagree with Magie’s restitution at the end of the
passage (quare), which is intended to link the following sentence to the
notice. Undoubtedly, the presence of a connector like quare lends more
coherence to the text, but coherence is what is lacking at the end of the
vita, in which ideas without a thematic relationship appear constantly. The
statement about Gallienus’ blond hair is probably unrelated to the princess;
it is rather a plain description of one of the elements of imperial pageantry
that began to take hold throughout the third century: the assimilation of
the monarch with the solar divinity.20

18 Otherwise Syme 1971b, 24: “yet too might be a literary artifice”.

19° And he apologizes for it at the end of the work (Car. 20. 2-3). This makes
it very difficult to distinguish possible interpolations, especially in the second half
of the work, where the prose is more careless; the author acknowledges more than
once his poverty of style (Prob. 1. 6; 2. 7; Quadr. tyr. 15. 10).

20 Tdea repeated in Gall. 16. 4. The same ritual appears previously in another
biography from the HA: emperor Lucius Verus, says the author, took pride in his
blond hair and dusted it with gold powder to make it shine (Ver. 10. 7). It should
not be surprising to find such an element of the imperial ceremonial, which our
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Instead, we propose to restore this last lacuna with the name of the
Germanic leader.?! Firstly because it appears in Victor, and therefore
it is logical to suppose that it is provided also by the main source; and
secondly, because the author of the HA4, led by his — feigned? — obsession
with onomastics, does not miss an opportunity to provide names, real or
invented, for his characters. In that sense, he would hardly remove the
name “Attalus” from the passage he is copying: where the epitomator
summarizes his sources, the HA4 biographer devotes himself to a verbose
amplificatio in all sort of details.

Regarding the content, the chapter starts with a brief mention of
Saloninus, just like the Epitome. It may be a coincidence, or it may be
that the biographer also alternated between the EKG and the same Greek
source of the epitomator. He acknowledges not infrequently that he is
resorting to the Greek tradition, either in the form of fictitious authors
(e.g. Diad. 7. 4; Aur. 27. 6) or known authors like Herodian or Dexippus
(Gord. 2. 1; Max. 15. 3; Claud. 12. 6, etc.). In any case, the information
provided does not allude to any intrigue to put the diadem of Caesar on
Saloninus (not Salonianus). It revolves around the biographer’s onomastic
interests, which are present throughout the work and make it difficult to
distinguish between humorous erudition and genuine curiosity on the part
of the anonymous author.

Then, the name of Salonina is given, as in Victor and the Epitome,
and her husband’s love for her is mentioned, as well as — through the
restoration — his love for princess Pipara, daughter of the barbarian
king. The most striking feature of the text is the name Pipara, which
differs from that given by the other two authors. This name, if it is not
a copyist’s mistake, has led scholars in two directions: from pointing out
wordplay like many other examples that these biographies abound with to
looking for onomastic similarities outside the work, as we will elaborate
on later.

late biographer would know well, out of context. Similarly, we find Elagabalus
possibly alluding to Constantine covering the ground over which he would be
passing with golden sand (Hel. 31. 8), described as another extravagance, like
Verus’ and Gallienus’ hair, while the author being fully aware of the meaning
of this gesture and critical of it as Synesius of Cyrene was (De regn. 16 c—d,
a. 400). This kind of intentional decontextualization is intended as mockery. Other
examples in the work include proskynesis in Maximin. 28. 7 or eastern ceremonial
in Alex. 18. 3.
21 Also suggested by Barnes 1972, 148.
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Finally, we find that the H4 is the only text that reuses the character
of Pipa/Pipara, in recycling the same passage. It is common for the author
to reuse material from the so-called vitae maiores in writing the minores’
biographies,?? as in this case, the biography of the usurper Postumus (7yr.
Trig. 3. 4):%3

‘Quo interfecto ab omni exercitu et ab omnibus Gallis Postumus
gratanter acceptus talem se pr<a>ebuit per annos septem, ut Gallias
instauraverit, cum Gallienus luxuriae et popinis vacaret et amore
barbarae mulieris consenesceret.?*

‘When he (Saloninus) was killed, Postumus was accepted willingly
by all the army and by all the Gauls, and for seven years he acted in
such a way that he restored the Gauls, while Gallienus spent his time
in rankness and taverns and aged in love with a barbarian woman.

This chapter goes back to Aurelius Victor. In it, the “flagitious”
relationship between Gallienus and the barbarian princess is associated
again with dens and personal carelessness, and it is also related to the
Postumus rebellion in Gaul, in a less explicit way. This confirms that it is
a simple reuse of the same Latin source.

A comparative table of the four accounts about Pipa:

Aur. Vict. |Epit. Caes.| SHA Gall. | SHA Tyr.
33.6-7 33.1 21.3-4 | Trig. 3.4

Linkage between Gallienus and
Pipa’s concubinage and other X X
vices

Cause of Postumus’ uprising
in Gaul

Gallienus is in love with both
women

Saloninus precedes the account X X x

22 Categorization at the proposal of Mommsen 1890, 246, already with a first
listing.

23 This passage is ignored in the princess’s entry in both PLRE I Pipa and Stein
1950, 1718.

24 Hohl 1965, 101.
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Aur. Vict. |Epit. Caes.| SHA Gall. | SHA Tyr.
33.6-7 33.1 21.3-4 | Trig. 3. 4

Granting of Pannonian territory x
Daughter of a barbarian or “ " y
Germanic king
Daughter of a Marcomannic “
king
Daughter of Attalus X x?
Pipa as a concubine, lover x x x x
Pipa as a wife x

At this point, it is easy to distinguish the two traditions. On the one
hand, for the report on Pipa the author of the source of the Epitome
preferred to stick to the Greek source before the Latin EKG, probably
finding the former more reliable.

On the other hand, it is not certain if the HA, despite having authors
such as Herodian or Dexippus in its repertoire, has resorted here to the
Greek source of the Epitome, since one of the coincidences, the simple
mention of Saloninus and for a different purpose, may be accidental. As
for the emperor’s love towards both women, shared by the three sources
although uncertain in the HA4 due to being the result of the restoration of
a lacuna, it must have its origin in the common EKG.

For all these reasons, I suggest the following reconstruction for the
two traditions:

KG tradition Second tradition

In a negative evaluation of the figure of Gallienus began concubinage,
Gallienus, amid excesses such as frequenting | arranged through a certain
carousals and places of ill repute, the emperor | marriage, with Pipa, daughter

began a relationship of concubinage/love of the Marcomannic king.
affair with Pipa, daughter of the Germanic By this marriage, the

king Attalus, not ignoring at the same time his | emperor granted a territory
wife Salonina, because he loved them both. in Pannonia to his new father-
This was cause for the Postumus rebellion. in-law.

Another solution for the textual tradition has been proposed for the
account. According to J. Schlumberger, the HA4 biographer would have
read Aurelius Victor but not his source, the EKG, which would share all
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the details in Victor and the Epitome, thus undervaluing the unique details
in the epitomator. In this way, they would all be summaries from the
same source.?’ Nevertheless, we consider the uniqueness of details in the
Epitome, and the absence of an invective, as sufficient to claim a second
source, presumably Greek.

III. Pipa or Pipara

On the issue of the name of the Marcomannic princess, “Pipa” has com-
monly been accepted as the name in use (and thus it appears in proso-
pographic dictionaries), and “Pipara” as the distortion, due to verifying the
former in the larger number of documents (two versus one) and the latter
in a source that is otherwise prone to playing with names.

Nevertheless, paucity of evidence does not allow these arguments to
be taken for granted. Just as Victor and the Epitome draw, at least in part,
from the EKG, there are cases where the HA4 solves onomastic issues after
consulting other sources.2°

In order to explain the departure from tradition, it has been claimed that
“Pipara” was the result of silly wordplay by the anonymous biographer,?’

25 Schlumberger 1974, 152: “Die Epitome kennt insgesamt mehr Details: ‘per
pactionem concessa parte superioris Pannoniae a patre’; aber auch Victor ist um den
Namen des Markomannenfiirsten Attalus reicher als die Epitome”. Similarly, Syme
1980, 260 f. (= 1983, 151 f.) gives the EKG as the sole source for Pipa’s story.

26 Thus, for example, the entire biographical account of the emperors Pupienus
and Balbinus is dotted with the author’s constant doubt about “Pupienus” and
“Maximus” being the same person or not, correcting himself (Maxim. 33. 3—4;
Max. 1.2;15.4-6; 16. 6-7; 18). He also reacts indignantly when correcting his Latin
sources (Victor, Eutropius, the EKG) about the number of Gordians after having
read in Greek authors that they were three (Gord. 2. 1) and not two, as he had
previously assumed (Macr. 3. 5; Diad. 6. 3). However, when testimony to corroborate
these digressions is absent, the author tends to resort to a pretence of erudition
with humorous overtones and there is certainly an ‘érudition de grammaticus’
(Chastagnol 1970, 35). An example analogous to that of Pipara is that of Vitruvia
vel Victoria, mother of emperor Victorinus (7yr. Trig. 5. 3; 6. 3; 24. 1; 31. 1, PIR?
430; PLRE 1 Victoria), known only as “Victoria” in Aurelius Victor (33. 14).

27 Tt may come from the word piper (pepper) and the piperatum sauce according
to Syme 1980, 261 (= 1983, 152), one more example of the author’s lame puns and
jokes which sometimes lead to the formation of fictitious names. For some examples,
see Chastagnol 1970, 17 and 36. Nevertheless, “Piper” is overlooked as an attested
name, see below n. 31.
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thus ruling out the historical validity of the name. At the same time,
however, the onomastic resemblance to the name of a soldier attested by
epigraphy in Germania has been put into play,?® as well as that of a Dacian
king in Rome.?? The observation did not have effect, even though out-
side of Germany “Piper” is a root found in inscriptions throughout the
Empire, especially in the West.3® Accordingly, we will highlight a certain
Victoria Piperia in Thugga who was presumably married to a Gaius
Egnatius Victor (ILAfr 588. 89).

On the other hand, the only other testimony to the “Pipa” form is in
a highborn Syracusan lady from the first century BC (Cic. Verr. 3. 77—
79; 5. 31; 5. 81).3! It is noteworthy that this Pipa, a lover of the infamous
governor Gaius Verres, is described as greedy and manipulative in
collusion with another woman, Tertia, also Verres’ lover (3. 78-79. 83; 5.
31; 5. 40; 5. 81). Undoubtedly, it is an excellent parallel to draw with the
story of Pipa and Salonina. Hence it is possible that “Pipa” is the corrupted
name, presumably in the EKG, with Cicero’s In Verrem in mind.

The name “Pipara” therefore does not seem to be a joke or an unclear
allusion to pepper or a spicy sauce (n. 27), while the name “Pipa” does
evoke certain doubts. However, the contempt towards the HA as a source
has led to discard the former.

So, if the biographer did not manipulate the princess’s name, the
question of its origin in the historical tradition returns to us. Since
Victor and the Epitome give us the form “Pipa”, an alternative source for
“Pipara” should be sought out. If so, it could be a breviary or a chronicle
which did not differ in the rest of the story from the other two traditions
mentioned above.

The biographer, in the book dedicated to Gallienus and Saloninus,
quotes two spurious authors, as he usually does throughout the work. The
first one is Annius Cornicula (PIR* A 641), who is described as a flatterer

28 Lucius Piperacius Optatus, soldier of the Legio XV Primigenia in Bonn (CIL
XII1, 8080), Syme 1980, 261 (= 1983, 152).

29 Pieporus, king of the Costoboci married to a Dacian woman (CIL VI, 1801),
Migliorati 2016, 250.

30 Just to name a few examples, we have a Lucius Valerius Piperclus in Bolonia
(CIL X1, 6680, etc.), a Sextus Spurius Piperolus in Nimes (CIL XII, 3333), or an
Aulus Mineius Piper in Brindisi (CIL I, 3173) which turns “pepper” into a real
name, with extensive evidence. Even in the Danubian limes itself, like a Marcus
Aquilius Piperas in Augsburg (CIL 111, 5837) or another Piper on the riverbank in
Dacia (4E 1959, 307).

31 Also adduced in Syme 1980, 260 (= 1983, 151).
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(Gall. 17. 2) — perhaps a panegyrist? — 32 and the second is Palfurius Sura
(PIR?> P 47; PLRE 1 Sura), who allegedly wrote some ‘ephemerides’ about
Gallienus’ life. The author’s criticism against Cornicula is similar to
that of the bad historian often embodied in the bogus person of Aelius
Tunius Cordus (PIR* A 198, ‘ridicule ac stulte’ in Gord. 21. 3) in Junius
Capitolinus’ biographies.3? Following the rules that the author imposes on
himself to maintain the farce of multiple authorship, he could not turn to
Cordus’ character again in the Vita Gallieni, since that book was signed
by Trebellius Pollio. Instead, Sura’s ephemeris is more like the chronicle
we seek for.>* We could also add the /ibri auctorum by a third author,
Acholius (PIR?> A 36), a ‘magister admissionum Valeriani principis’
mentioned in the Vita Aureliani (SHA Aur. 12. 4), who is involved in
obviously false reports.3?

Unfortunately, speculation cannot be taken further. We will add
that perhaps it is not the correct path to decide which of the two names
has been manipulated or corrupted when the root amply attested in epi-

32 Rohrbacher 2016, 61 f.

33 Mentioned interchangeably as Junius Cordus or Aelius Cordus, the peak
of a bad biographer, whose bad practices the HA author himself also commits;
‘a splendid and cynical performer’, Syme 1971a, 15; 1971b, 25-29, cf. 74 f.

34 Sura’s name is possibly fictitious, perhaps inspired by another Palfurius
Sura (PIR? P 46), a senator who was executed after Domitian’s death under the
accusation of the Senate, according to the Scholiast of Juvenal (4. 53) and Marius
Maximus (says the scholiast) in his lost Vita Nervae; after all, Maximus was the
main source for the first half of the Historia Augusta. Towards the end of the work,
Syme 1971a, 9 considers the name of the brigand Palfuerius (Prob. 16. 4, PIR?
P 45; PLRE 1 Palfuerius) a ‘perverted name’ for Palfurius; cf. Rohrbacher 2016, 25.
For a historical treatment of this supposed author as a possible source of Aurelius
Victor, see Cizek 1994, 134 and 288, with a stemma on 139.

Regarding the name of Annius Cornicula, it is not known to be reflected in
another character but does derive from one of the biographer’s practices, the
invention of names reminiscent of emperors. Thus this case is compared by
Syme with Annius Severus, father-in-law of Gordian (Gord. 6. 4-5, PIR*> A 690);
with Aurelian’s freedman and also historian Aurelius Festivus (Quadr. tyr. 6. 2,
PIR?> A 1504; PLRE 1 Festivus), and with Trajan’s biographer Aurelius Verus
(Alex. 48. 6, PIR?> A 1630). However, the latter is a clear reference to Aurelius
Victor, mentioned along with his colleagues Fabius Marcellinus (PIR? F 44) and
Statius Valens (PIR? S 643) (i.e. Ammianus Marcellinus and Eutropius, Schlum-
berger 1974, 130).

35 As a possible source for the EKG in Cizek 1994, 134-136, 139, 207 and 288.
He is usually suggested to be related to a homonym bHrapyog in Sardes known by an
inscription (/GR 1V, 1510; PLRE 1 Acholius). See Estrada San Juan 2022.
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graphy is none other than “Piper”. Just as “Adl” becomes “Attalus”, both
“Pipa” and “Pipara” can go through adaptations of “Piper” in some local
spelling.3¢

IV. Date and Nature of the Alliance

Regardless of onomastic issues, there are still open questions about the
reported event and its historical context, as other scholars have ventured
before: first of all, the date.

This alliance, resulting in the settlement of the Marcomannic people on
Pannonian territory, necessarily had to take place after the Marcomannic
invasion of the province at the beginning of the reign,3” which was
probably the first reason for the treaty, to be sealed with the betrothal.
As we have seen, Victor and the HA4 date the concubinage or marriage
shortly before the usurpation of Postumus in 260, and the Epitome cites
it as already established when Saloninus was chosen as the new Caesar.38

Therefore, the hypothetical Greek tradition gives the end of 258 as
the date ante quem, and the Latin one sets the date before the middle
of 260. So, according to the Epitome, the marriage alliance was sealed
shortly after Gallienus arrived at the Danubian front, which leads us to
think that the proposal would already have been formalized before, either
by Gallienus or by Attalus. Nevertheless, from the information given by
Victor and the HA, the pact can be imagined as a solution agreed upon
in situ.>®

36 See nn. 28-31. As a note of curiosity, the German language preserves the
word in different forms and its meanings include an onomastic use in the surname
Pieper, Pfeiffer or Pfeuffer. See Grimm 1971, c. 1633-1635, 1641-1645, 1652 f.
for different etymologies.

37 Homo 1913, 8.

38 After Ingenuus’ rebellion on the Danube, which was triggered by the death of
Valerian II in middle or late 258, Fitz 1966, 24. It tempts to place Ulpius Crinitus
on the scene as dux of the Illyricum (PIR? V, 547), a position attributed by the H4 in
258 (from the consulate of Nummius Tuscus, Aur. 13. 1). However, the scene with
Crinitus and Tuscus is fictitious, a clear piece of Theodosian propaganda, and the
existence of Crinitus himself is questioned.

39 Tt is hard to imagine it otherwise without invalidating the account entirely,
like Hornsby 1952, 39, who denies the concubinage or marriage as well as the
dates given by the sources but does validate the alliance with the Marcomannic
people, from which he extracts that “Gallienus himself need not have appeared in
Pannonia”.
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Both versions of the account thus match the most accepted historical
reconstruction of events: the pact with the king of the Marcomanni had
to take place after the defeat of the usurper Ingenuus at the hands of
Gallienus and Aureolus in 258,40 with the legitimate emperor displaced
to the Danube, where he would have been present between the end of 258
and the beginning of 259.

The pact, as seen, took place after Ingenuus and Regalianus’ uprisings.
Here we find a reason for the emperor to trust the defence of the Pannonian
frontier not to a third dux but to a local chieftain linked to him personally
by both vassalage and kinship.*!

In spite of this, the pact between Gallienus and the Marcomanni lasted
in time beyond the death of the emperor. This is evidenced by Ammianus
Marcellinus when he includes these people in the Danubian defensive line
(31. 4. 2), and also by the Notitia Dignitatum, in which we find the name
of the Marcomanni in many military units (Occ. 5. 49-50, 198-199; 6.
22.65; 7. 38. 183) as well as a tribunus gentis Marcomannorum under the
command of the dux of Pannonia Prima (Occ. 34. 24). We should guess
that Fritigil, regina Marcomannorum at the end of the fifth century (PLRE
I Fritigil) attested by Paulinus of Milan (V. Ambr. 36), belonged to this
gens Marcomannorum t00.42

This procedure, the settlement of client nations on Roman territory
so as to strengthen the /imes or rather to make up for its deficiencies, had
been used previously in the same reign of Gallienus, with an Alamannic
or Frankish chief on the Rhine (Zos. 1. 30. 3).#3 It should be noted that

40 Bird 1994, 138; De Blois 1976, 4; 34; Fitz 1966, 11; 36 f.; Mennen 2011, 219;
Mocsy 1974, 206 f.

41 Migliorati 2016, 252: “quella della fedelta vassallatica dei Germani al proprio
signore”.

42 Van Berchem 1956, 15 supposes the reduction of an autonomous Marcomannic
kingdom within the Empire to a simple auxiliary corps under Aurelian or Diocletian
as the origin of the tribune mentioned in the Notitia Dignitatum. However, it could
be that this tribunate was the dignity granted to each leader of the Marcomanni such
as Fritigil’s husband just like the patriarch of the Jews held the dignity of prefect.

43 Alamannic, before the end of the Frankish raid in 257, in order to take care of
the invasion “entschlossener”, Manni 1972, 966 f.; 1949, 21 n. 2; also Festy 2002,
155 f.; Migliorati 2016, 251; Frankish, maybe in 257 (so after the invasion), with
the emperor on the Rhine, Geiger 2015, 332; Germanic, in 256, De Blois 1976, 34.
See too Fitz 1966, 36 f.; Homo 1913, 15. Coexistence of both treaties, the one on
the Rhine recounted by Zosimus and Pipara’s on the Danube, in Manni 1949, 21 f,;
Drinkwater 1987, 58.



314 Gabriel Estrada San Juan

the Marcomanni themselves were already part of the sphere of Roman
influence and politics after the end of the Marcomannic Wars at the end
of the second century. They probably joined Septimius Severus at the
beginning of the civil war (Herodian. 2. 9. 12), with Roman citizenship
being granted to a rex Germanorum as a result (CIL 111, 4453).44 This
relationship changed after the barbarian invasions from the reign
of Severus Alexander (Herodian. 6. 7) until the betrothal pact with
Gallienus.

After this emperor, this policy*® became more common in the periods
of absence of troops, either due to the continuous civil wars or the need
to nurture the comitatus.*® The two Gothic invasions of Greece under the
reigns of Gallienus and Claudius II proved the weakness of the Roman
defensive system and the need for innovation. The best-known example
is the Eastern border, which was entrusted to Odaenathus, exarch of
Palmyra, under the title of corrector totius Orientis (PIR? S 339; PLRE
I Odaenathus).

The marriage probably must have involved not only the defence of
a section of the Danubian /imes and the settlement in the part of Pannonia
“granted” to king Attalus, but also the provision of troops attached to
Gallienus’ comitatus, led by a Marcomannic chieftain with a close
connection to the emperor’s military staff. This procedure will become an
increasingly common practice during the second half of the third century.

Thus, for example, we have evidence of two, possibly three
Herulian leaders in the literary sources at this time: Naulobatus (PIR?
N 35; PLRE 1 Naulobatus), who received, as Odaenathus once did, the
ornamenta consularia from Gallienus (Syncell. 717 Bonn); and Bibulus

For similar events, Fitz 1966, 36 f. and Altheim 1938, 204 trace the practice
back to Marcus Aurelius, cf. however Van Berchem 1956, 13 f. Nevertheless, it
is with Gallienus when we can truly speak of a “policy” as it becomes a recurring
strategy: Geiger 2015, 332; 335 f. describes it as novel due to it being a long-term
plan instead of temporary and circumstantial solutions (see next footnote). For
a list of barbarian settlements in the Roman territory from Tiberius to Honorius, see
Williams—Friell 1994, 190 f.

44 See Schmidt 1939, 179181 for a history of the Marcomannic people in the
third century.

45 Literary sources, as is common, do not explain or imply any policy but rather
“incidental and independent” cases, De Blois 1976, 34 n. 53.

46 Geiger 2015, 335; Speidel 2006, 74 f.; Altheim 1938, 204. Pannonia itself
was the setting for another barbarian settlement not long after: that of the Carpian
people (Amm. Marc. 28. 1. 5) at the initiative of Diocletian after a military victory
over that nation (Pan. Lat. 8[4]. 10. 4).
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and Andonnoballus (PIR* A 581; PLRE 1 Andonnoballus), both in service
of Claudius II (Petr. Patr. F 188—189 Banchich).#’ Similarly, we know
of a certain Pompeianus “cognomento Francus”, general under Aurelian
during his campaign against Zenobia who finally settled in Antioch (Hier.
Chron. 306 e; PIR*> P 439; PLRE 1 Pompeianus 1),*® as well as a usurper
of Frankish roots, Bonosus, who had his support bases in this nation (SHA
Quadpr. tyr. 13. 4).4 Other more spurious passages point to other Germanic
and Eastern peoples.3?

The repeated application of this policy with client states suggests that
it was a successful strategy. The fact that we do not have more evidence of
campaigns on the Marcomanni implies this.’! Nevertheless, in none of the
mentioned cases is there an explicit granting of territory or, more correctly,

47 “Bibulus”, despite the name, is deduced as such from his interaction with
Andonnoballus in the cited passage; “Bibulus must refer to some German”, Banchich
2015, 126. The Latin name, if not another adaptation, is reminiscent of that of the
Cheruscan princes Flavus and Italicus, Segimer’s son and grandson respectively
(Tac. Ann. 2. 9—-10; 11. 16-17), as well as another /falicus, king of the Suebians
(Tac. Hist. 3. 5; 3. 21), and Septimius Philippus and Septimius Heliodorus, king
Aistimodius’ brothers (CIL 111, 4453), from which it could be inferred that he was
a second-generation philo-Roman aristocrat. Another example is the Frankish
Pompeianus.

48 Where his offspring proliferated, among whom Jerome mentions the priest
Evagrius (ibidem; Lib. Ep. LXX 251; PLRE Evagrius 6). On the credibility of the
testimonies regarding the Frankish people before the reign of Probus, see Barnes
1994, who however does not resolve the notice about Pompeianus, 18; cf. Watson
1999, 168, who does not doubt his barbarian condition. We will add that the name
of one of Evagrius’ brothers, Miccalus (PLRE 1 Miccalus), recalls the name Micca,
the alleged Gothic father of Maximinus the Thracian (Maximin. 1. 5; PIR* M 586).

49 The source, however, could not be more dubious, see Barnes 1994, 15:
“The Quadrigae Tyrannorum is virtually total fiction and nothing can be presumed
authentic beyond the bare names of the usurpers Firmus, Saturninus, Proculus and
Bonosus”.

50 Examples are the four Gothic-named generals entrusted by Valerian to a young
Aurelian (SHA Aur. 11. 4) or the Persian auxiliary troops in the field army of some
emperors, Altheim 1938, 188 f. In a different approach, Hartmann 2006, 116 f.
does not see a political continuity under Gallienus’ successors but a rupture, with
barbarian diplomacy being one of the grievances among the generals who plotted
against the emperor in 268. Although we do not share this position, we must say it
coincides with the data provided by Aurelius Victor and the HA that the concubinage
with Pipara was a trigger for the Postumus’ uprising in Gaul.

51 With the only exception of the Germanic invasion of Italy attributed by the H4
to these people under Aurelian (Aur. 18-21), wrongly, Syme 1980, 263 f. (= 1983,
154 f.); Schmidt 1938, 180.
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a settlement on Roman territory beyond Zosimus’ account and still less
a marriage alliance. If the handing over of territory as a “dowry”, as the
Epitome suggests, was the condition for such a union in Pannonia, why
did not Gallienus or a relative marry a Frankish or Alamannic princess?

It is logical to affirm that the marriage proposal had to arise on the
part of the barbarian king, therefore putting him in a position of equality,
if not superiority.5> Whether Alamannic or Frankish, we can say the same
for Zosimus’ unnamed Germanic chieftain. That is why we cannot include
political marriage within this new border policy, continued by Gallienus’
successors throughout the second half of the third century. Instead, the
marriage or concubinage between the princess and the emperor must
remain anecdotal, probably driven by specific circumstances that are
unknown to us. The brevity and sometimes unreliability of the literary
sources preserved for the period of the military anarchy are to be blamed.
They are unreliable not only because of the animosity against Gallienus
in the Latin historiographic tradition but also because none of the
authors who opened the article — Aurelius Victor, the Epitomator and the
HA’s biographer — were close in time to the events they describe, and
certainly they or their sources could have had other marriages in mind,
such as that of Arcadius and the Frankish Eudoxia.>

V. Conclusion

To sum up, we can state that the testimonies on Pipa or Pipara, con-
cubine or wife of Gallienus, combine a broader defence policy with
the circumstantial and anecdotal detail of a marriage alliance with the
daughter of a foreign leader. Parallels can only be found in some spurious
notices. The most similar is perhaps the case of the anonymous daughters
of queen Zenobia, settled in Rome after their mother’s defeat in 272
and married to illustrious Romans, one of them being emperor Aurelian
himself, according to Zonaras (12. 27). Nevertheless, we cannot infer
another bigamous marriage in the account because the author does not
mention the known wife of Aurelian, the Augusta Ulpia Severina (PIR?

52 See n. 13 on the hypothesis of Pipara as a hostage.

53 See Estrada San Juan 2021 for how Pipara and Gallienus’ notice could have
been drawn by historians, as a literary device and more than a century after the
event, after other marriages between Romans and barbarians, aside from its historical
background which is the matter that has occupied us here. See also Bleckmann 1992,
258 f., esp. n. 146.
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V 586; PLRE 1 Severina 2). Also, unlike Gallienus, in this case it is the
emperor who was in an advantageous position after defeating Zenobia.
A reminiscence of Alexander the Great is quite plausible.

Furthermore, the episode is too succinct and largely biased. The lack
of clarity among scholars is due in part to the three sources being heirs
to the EKG, wrongly assuming a single tradition, among which is the
HA, probably the most reviled literary text of Latin historiography (not
without reason). We have no doubt that if the passage which upgrades
Pipa’s concubinage to marriage were not given by the Epitome but by
the HA, it would have been refuted and forgotten; and, in fact, the most
striking discrepancy in the biographer’s account, which is the name
“Pipara”, has been mercilessly condemned.

So, as we have attested, there is no need to immediately discard any
striking contrast nor to hold a prejudice concerning this specific issue
between the three sources (or, more aptly, the two traditions we have
distinguished). After all, the two dates provided by them do match the
most accepted historical record. And the divergence regarding the name of
the princess is not an intentional modification or degradation from “Pipa”
to “Pipara” or vice versa but probably two derivatives of the same root.

Gabriel Estrada San Juan
Universitat de Barcelona,

gestrada@ub.edu
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Princess Pipa of the Marcomanni, alleged wife or concubine of emperor Gal-
lienus, is a character known to us through four references in three late sources.
The information they provide is scarce and difficult to interpret, despite the fact
that she is an important part of the alliance formed between these Germanic
people and the Empire. In this article, these passages are interpreted in detail,
while trying to reconstruct the historiographical tradition and relating the con-
tribution of modern scholars regarding the historical setting of the alliance and
the possible bigamous marriage implied by one of the sources.

O Ilune, npuHIIECCE MAPKOMAaHHOB, NMPEANOI0KHUTEIBHO CYNPYTre WU HAIOXKHU-
e uMIeparopa lamineHa, cOXpaHUIOCh YETHIPE YIIOMUHAHUS B TPEX IMO3IHUX
WCTOYHMKAX, KOTOPBIE COOOINAIOT CKYJAHbIC M TPYAHBIC JJIsl MCTOJKOBAHUS CBE-
neans. Mexay tem, ITuma urpana BaKHYIO PONb B 3aKIIOUCHHH COI03a ITOTO
repMaHcKoro Hapona ¢ Pumckoit umnepueil. B cratbe naeTcst mo BO3MOXKHOCTH
MOJTHBIM KOMMEHTApHH K JOLIEAIINM Iacca)xam, MPEANPHHUMACTCS IOTbITKA
PEKOHCTPYHPOBATh MCTOPHOTPa(UUECKYI0 TPAAMILHUIO U OLECHUTH BKJIAJ COBpE-
MEHHBIX YYEHBIX B BOIPOCHI 00 MCTOPHYECKOM OOCTaHOBKE NPH 3aKJIIOUEHUU
COr03a ¥ BO3MOXKHOCTH JBOEKEHCTBA ['alyneHa, Ha KOTOpOe HaMeKaeT OJUH W3
HNCTOYHUKOB.
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