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ABSTRACT

Although editions of Nemesianus have been surprisingly 
numerous, very few of them have contributed appreciably to our 
understanding of this author, and most texts have been based on a 
very limited number of manuscripts. There has been no commentary of 
any length since that of Burman and there has never been one
in English covering the whole corpus. The present thesis is an 
attempt to remedy these deficiencies. There is a text of the 
Eclogues and Cynegetica which is the first to have been based on 
an examination of all the known manuscripts, and a detailed and 
accurate apparatus criticus is provided. Readings of interest for 
which there is no room in the main body of the apparatus criticus 
have been included in an appendix. The textual history of both the 
Eclogues and the Cynegetica is thoroughly discussed. The question 
of the authenticity of the Eclogues is examined and llemesianus*s 
authorship is held to be proved. There is a commentary, mainly 
concerned with textual and grammatical matters, on both the 
Eclogues and the Cynegetica. A complete list of editions of 
I'lemesianus to date is provided, as well as a bibliography. There- is 
also an excursus on the scansion of final -£ in Latin poetry and an 

Index Verborum.
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ABBREVIATIONS

ALL Archiv für lateinische lexicographie.
K-S Ausführliche Grammatik der lateinischen Sprache, R.

Klihner and C. Stegmann, 1955»
LHS Lateinische Grammatik, Leumann - Hofmann - Szantyr.
TLL Thesaurus Linguae Latinae
OLD Oxford Latin Dictionary
R-E Paulys Real-EncyclopSdie der classischen Altertums-

wissenschaft.

Abbreviated references to periodicals usually follow the system 
of L'Annee rhilologique. The editions of Nemesianus by Barth (1615), 

Ulitius (1645), Johnson (l699), Maittaire (1713), Burman (1731), 
Wernsdorf (178O), Beck (I8O3 ), Adelung (I8O4 ), Lemaire (l824),
Stern (l852), Haupt (I838), Glaeser (I84 2), Baehrens (I88I), H. 

Schenkl (IB8 5), Keene (I88 7), Postgate (1905), Martin (191?), 
Giarratano (1924), Raynaud (1931), Duff (l934), Van de Woestijne 
(1937), Dunlop (1969), Volpilhac (l975) and Korzeniewski (1976) are 
cited by the authors' names. E. Lbfstedt's Syntactica (Lund 1942) is 
referred to as Lbfstedt. L. Castagna, I Bucolici Latini Minori. Una 
Ricerca di Critica Testuale, Florence 1976, is referred to as 
Castagna. Neue-Vagener, Formenlehre der lateinischen Sprache,
Leipzig 19 02, is cited as Neue. The etymological dictionary of 
Walde-Hofmann (third edition) is indicated by the authors' names.
In the commentary, plain sets of figures (e.g. 2,14) refer to the 

Eclogues of Nemesianus.



THE AUTHORSHIP CF THE ËCLCGUSS
Since the early sixteenth century, as a glance at the list of 

editions will show, the vast majority of editors have taken the 
view that the eleven Eclogues assigned to Calpurnius in all the V 
manuscripts are really the work of two different poets, and that the 
last four poems are in fact by Nemesianus, In their editions Werns

dorf (178O), Lemaire (l824, virtually a copy of Wernsdorf) and 
Raynaud (1931) attempted to demonstrate Calpurnius's authorship of 
all eleven, but Haupt (Opuscula 1.p.564ff), summarised by Keene in 
his edition (pp. 14-22), found no difficulty in refuting Wernsdorf's 
rather weak arguments. More recently, however, A.E.Radke (Hermes 

100 (1972), 615-2 3) has seen fit to re-open the debate by attacking 
Haupt, and it is therefore necessary to examine her arguments point 

by point.
The attribution of all eleven Eclo.gues to Calpurnius can be 

traced back as far as the twelfth century, to the Florilegium 
Gallicum, which includes excerpts from the eleventh eclogue, now 
generally attributed to Nemesianus, under the title Scalnurnius 
(or Calpurnius ) in bucolicis. The Eclogues as a whole appear 
attributed to Calpurnius by the scribes of all the V manuscripts 
(although in several later hands have added the name Nemesianus), 
and by a number of early editors. On the other hand we have evidence 
(also dating from the twelfth century), that Eclogues written by 
an Aurelianus existed apart from the Eclogues of Calpurnius : two 
catalogues of the library of the monastery at Prtifening datable 
to the twelfth century^ include the items "Bucolica Aureliani" (no.

^Gustav Becker (Catalogi bibliothecarum antioui. Bonn I8 8 5), dates 
the catalogue to 1158 but on p215 tells us that the date 1165 is 
found in it.



i?3) and "IIII paria bucolica Calpurnll" (no, 178)^ (see Haunt p.
373 and Castagna pp. 249-51). Again, v/e find i-n G before poem 3 the 
title Aureliani neir.esiani cartaginenais egloghe (sio) and in H 
Aurelii nemesiani cartavinensis noetae illustris/ carmen bucolicum, 
while the Parma edition c, 1490 has a similar title. In Hiccardianus 
6 3 6, Angelius has added Aurelij Kemesiani Cartag bucol' Explicit. 
Thus we can trace the attribution of all eleven poems to Calpurnius 
back to the twelfth century, but we also seem to have evidence of 
the existence of eclogues by Nemesianus at this time. Also, although 
the vast majority of manuscripts attribute all eleven poems to 
Calpurnius, we have the evidence of the less-interpolated branch of 
the tradition that Nemesianus was responsible for the last four.

Radke argues that if we were dealing with two poets, one from 
the first century and one from the third, we should expect to find 
scribal errors characteristic of the different scripts she alleges 
must have been involved, but that in fact we find the same errors 
throughout the corpus, suggesting a unitary tradition dating back 
to the first century. The examples of corruptions which she cites, 
however, are all either commonplace, or psychological errors, or 
similar to corruptions found in other manuscripts where the old 
Roman cursive script is not involved. As far as script is concerned, 
there is no evidence either way, since we cannot now know which 
scripts or how many were involved in the transmission of the text,

pEither the compiler of the catalogue is confusing the four
Eclogues of Nemesianus with the seven of Calpurnius, or else we have
a reference to a manuscript which contained only four eclogues of 
Calpurnius. There are two such.still extant, Farisinus lat. 8049 
which Reeve tells us (CQ 28 (1978), 228) never left France, and
Vaticanus lat. 5245. It is possible that a relative of one of these
manuscripts is here referred to.



and the fact that the poems appear in some manuscripts together 
with Virgil's Eclogues makes it perfectly possible that we are 
dealing with two sets of poems originally put together for a 
similar reason, i.e. they are all examples of the same genre.

According to Radke, there is no evidence within the poems 
themselves for separation. She does not, however, comment on the 
fact that there is glorification of the Emperor in poems 1, 4 and 7, 
but none in the last four poems; that the parenthetical use of 
memini and fateor which is found in the first seven poems (memini - 

3.11 and 4 .1 0 5; fateor - 2.6l; 3.28; 4*70; 6.30) is not found in 
the others; that etenim, which is rare in the poets generally - 
occurring not at all in Lucan, only once each in Virgil, Propertius 
and Tibullus, three times in Silius Italiens, four in Ovid, five in 
Valerius Flaccus and six times in Horace, - occurs twice in the 
first seven poems, but not at all in the last four or in the 
Cynegetica, and, a significant point, that otatius is imitated in 
the last four Eclogues and in the Cynegetica (e.g. hem. 1.84-5 
imitates Theb. 12.812f and 818; 2.18, Theb. 1.452; Cyn. 18f, Theb. 
7 .1 67 etc.), but not at all in the first seven, since, as Eaupt 

shows, Wernsdorf is wrong to compare 4*87 with Siluae 5 .1.1 If.
Radke also ignores the fact that some late or rare expressions and 
constructions appear in the last four poems (e.g. 1.Q% super haec»̂  

a.11 <le LLode _    ; 3.63-9 fluorem / lactis ; 3.7% kecLtrccVuLS.
4 ,6 3 uanorug), which do not appear in the others. She fails, 

too, to comment on Haupt's conclusion that there are at the most 
eleven cases of elision in the first seven poems, but thirty-nine 
in the last four poems. All these points are worthy of consideration 
but Radke passes over them in silence.

Radke takes Haupt to task (p.6l9) for his allegedly incorrect 
statistics concerning the incidence of fourth foot trochaic caesura 
in the poems, and also for the importance which he attaches to



these statistics. Haupt puts the number in the first'seven poems at 
over 70 and that in the last four at 6, while Radke clai:'.s that 
these figures should be 57 and ?• Since, however, neither Haupt nor 
Radke gives any indication as to how these figures are arrived at, 
it is impossible to account for the discrepancies with any degree 
of certainty. Ky own conclusion is that there are 72 caies of 
fourth foot trochaic caesura in the first seven poems, plus 4 
cases of elision of short vowel at 4 s, an average of one every 
9.1 lines, and in the last four poems there are 8 cases, an average 
of one every 39»8 lines. The proportions for the individual poems 
vary considerably, from one every 7*7 lines to one every 14 lines in 
the first seven poems, and from one every 22.5 lines to one every 87 
lines in the last four, but the difference between the two sets of 
poems is still very substantial.

Radke wholly ignores the evidence for separate authorship which 
recent metrical studies of the poems have yielded. G.E.Duckworth 
(TAPA 98 (1967)1 79-88) has analysed in detail the metrical patterns 
of the poems and gives on pages 81 and 84 tables of their incidence. 
Ee shows that there are a number of metrical patterns which appear 
several times in one group of poems and not at all in the other 
and comments that "Nemesianus is metrically very different from 
Calpurnius." His figures for the comparative frequencies of fourth 
foot homodyne, and repeated, opposite, and reverse patterns also 
show considerable differences between the two sets of poems, and he 
comments (p.86), "The differences between Nemesianus and Calpurnius 
are again very striking e.g. °/\ of fourth foot homodyne : Nem. 4 1.07, 
Cal. 61.08; repeats Nem, 15.2, Cal. 41.33, difference from fourth 

foot homodyne Nem. + .16.07, Cal. - 19.75; change in repeats plus 
near repeats, difference from fourth foot homodyne - Nem. + 0.16, 
Cal. - 2 3.3 0, opposites every 2 9.0 lines for Nem., Cal. 23.0; 
reverses one every 24.4 lines in Nem., 4 4 . 6 in Cal.; favourite



reverse in Hem. ssds - sdss, Cal, dsdd - ddsd.

"T-''.is difference in reverse patterns is of especial interest - 
Calpurnius's preference for dsdd -ddsd is typical of Ovid and some 
Cilver Age poets (Columella, took 10, the Zinsiedeln Eclogues,
Valerius Flaccus, Statius The paid and Siluae), but otherwise this 
particular reverse combination is almost never a favourite, except 
in Virgil's Eclogues, and in the late period in Faulinus of Ilola 
and Arator. The reverse ssds -sdss of Nemesianus is far more 
frequent; it is the favourite in Catullus LXIV, Virgil's Georgies 
and Aeneid, Horace, Grattius, Gerrr.anicus Caesar, Kanilius, Aetna, 
the other Silver Latin poets, and in the late period, a definite 

majority of the poets (13 out of 18)." T.Birt (Ad Historiam 
Hexametri Latini S;^Tnbola. Bonn 1877 p.63) goes into much less detail, 
but comes to similar conclusions. V/.R.Hardie (JPh 30 (1907),273) 
also briefly analyses the metrical patterns and comes to the 
conclusion that Nem. is the "weakest and least classical" of the 
authors he has examined :"he has written his Eclogues in a vein of 
verse which belongs rather to didactic poetry, and his didactic 
poem in a vein which would be more suitable for Eclogues :
Calpurnius, rather more than two centuries earlier, is better 

inspired."
Of the 8 elisions in the first seven poems, all but one are in 

the first foot. (Keene, who says that all eight are in the first 
foot, evidently includes in the first foot elisions in the arsis of 
the second foot, as at 3.82, but I have included such elisions in 
the second foot). In the last four poems, on the other hand, there 
are 39 elisions, 12 in the first foot, five in the arsis of the 
second foot and the rest in other feet. In the first seven poems 
there is no elision of a long syllable, if we except the doubtful 
cases 4.40, 4 .1 3 4 and 7.77, whereas there are two elisions of long 
syllables in the last four (9 *1 4; 9 *3 2; doubtful - 9.16) and also
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hiatus (9 .4 8). I do not attach particular importance to the fact 
that there is no parallel in the first seven poems for the ending 
montiuagus Fan ( I O . 1 7 ) ,  as there is no other example of such an 
ending in the last four poems either.

In the first seven poems, final -o  is shortened only in the case 
of nuto (6.8 4) and nescio (l.2l), for which parallels can be found 
in classical authors. (See my excursus). In the last four poems, on 
the other hand, the example set by later poets is follo'.'ed and the 

scansions mulcendo (8,55), amb8 (9 .17), exuect8 (9.26), horre8 
(9 .4 3), laudand# (9.80).coniungo (IO.I4 ), can# (IO.I8 ), concedo 
(10.4 2), cano (11.4 1) are admitted, and we find five further 
examples of this shortening of final -o in the Cynegetica at uu.1, 

8 3 , 86, 194 and 260.
Radke claims that poem 9 is an earlier version of poem 2 because, 

she supposes, Calpurnius later felt that the former poem showed a 
lack of good taste, but she does not explain why, in that case, poem 
9 appears in the corpus after the "improved" version or, indeed, why 
it was not suppressed altogether. She does not appear to notice, 
what must surely be a significant fact, that the beginning of the 
second Eclogue attributed to Nemesianus imitates both the beginning 
of Virgil's second Eclogue and the second of Calpurnius; this fact 
is lost if all eleven Eclogues are to be attributed to Calpurnius.

The fact that such a large number of lines and phrases from the 
first seven poems reappear in the last four, Radke dismisses as of 
no importance, observing that Virgil often repeats himself. There is, 
however, a very important difference between the way in which Virgil 

repeats himself and the repetitions here ; there is generally a very 
good reason for Virgil's repetitions. Ke may wish to remind us of 
another incident in a story or of another character, to make a 
point about the situation in hand. In the case of the last four poems, 
however, there is no apparent reason for the repetitions, often of
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several lines and often close to other repetitions : it is either a 

cace of simnle repetition, which would be unparalleled, in Classical 
literature - setting aside the vexed question of Catullus 68 - or 
one of an inferior poet stealing from another.

G, H and s preface the poems of Calpurnius with an apparent 
dedication to Nemesianus. Radke, without saying which manuscripts 
are involved or from which manuscript she is quoting, says that the 
title Ad Nemesianum is to be compared with cases of poems in 
Horace where the person mentioned in the title is to be identified 
with the unnamed addressee of the poem, and that Aurelii Nemesiani 
poetae Carthaginensis egloga prima, as Nernsdorf suggests, means 
"the poem about Nemesianus," with heliboeus representing Nemesianus. 
The fact that in poem 4 as well as poem 8, i.eliboeus is a patron of 
poetry gives some credence to this theory, but in that case, we have 
to explain why Keliboeus is alive in poem 4 and dead in poem 8, and 
why the poet represents himself as Corydon in poem 4 ana as Timetas 
in poem 8. The practice of attempting to identify the characters 
in Eclogues with real people seems to me a perilous one, however, as 
we have no evidence that waiters of Eclogues ever used bucolic names 
as pseudonyms for certain of their contemporaries, no information at 
all about the life of Calpurnius and not a great deal about that of 

Nemesianus which might help us to discover who are the personalities 
involved. Many attempts have been made to identify the characters in 
Virgil's Eclogues, but there is much to be said for the view of 

E.V. Rieu who says (The Pastoral Poems p.124), "1 do not believe 
that he (sc.,Virgil) wished us to take either Tityrus or Heliboeus 
for himself. He is their creator. If he is either, he is both of 
them - Tityrus singing for ever under the spreading beech and 

Meliboeus never ceasing to lament for his once prosperous flock."
But if we do accept that real people are concealed under bucolic 
names in these eleven poems, we are obliged to take one name as
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referring to one person only, otherwise confusion would reign. But 
this is quite impossible here : Tityrus is often used in Latin 
poetry to indicate Virgil or his Eclogues (as at Prop. 2.34.72;
Ovid Am^1.13/2 3 , S.P. 4.16.33) or as a direct reference to Virgil's 
Eclogues (as at Martial 8.33.8; Sidonius Apollinaris Spist. 8.9.5
uu. 12 and 5 6) and the name may represent Virgil in poems 4 and 9
of our corpus, as Radke says, but it is also used simply because it 
is a traditional name in pastoral poetry (as at Anth.Lat. 1.2 no. 
719a (Riese) attributed to Pomponius, and Severus Sanctus
Endelechius, Anth. Lat. 1.2 no. 893)» and it is unlikely in the
extreme that the cow-herd of poem 3 or the retired and white- 
haired poet of poem 8 is to be identified with Virgil. Our poet, or 
poets, is, or are, simply using the traditional names of bucolic 
poetry because they are traditional and no significance is to be 
attached to their use. Haupt's explanation of the alleged 
"dedication", that it arose from confusion of the two statements. 
Explicit Calnurnii bucolicon and Aurelii Nemesiani 
Carthaginensis bucolicon incinit, is far more likely.

Radke says that it is impossible to explain the appearance of 
Meliboeus as patron in both poems 4 and 8 by saying that 
Nemesianus is simply taking over the name from Calpurnius, as the 
latter poet, she alleges, did not have sufficient reputation in 
antiquity for this allusion to be clear to the third century 
audience of Nemesianus, This point could be answered in a number of 
ways. First, there is no reason why Nemesianus's allusions should 
have to be clear to his audience. Again, it is not necessary to 
understand the use of the name Meliboeus by Nemesianus as an 
allusion to Calpurnius, as the names Tityrus and Meliboeus occur 
together in Virgil's first Eclogue (where, however, Meliboeus is 
not a patron). The names may simply be intended to remind us of 
Virgil's poem, just as uu. 72-4 remind us of Virgil Buc. 1 .3 and
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1.38-9, and uu. ?3f remind us of Virgil Buc. 1.59f. Then again, ve 
have no evidence that Calpurnius was not sufficiently popular at 
this particular period for allusions to him to be recognised. Cn 
the other hand, Calpurnius is the only poet from whom Nemesianus 

takes over lines and p:rases in bulk with little or no alteration 
which he perhaps would not have done if the work of Calpurnius was 
well-known at that time. It is difficult to know why Calpurnius's 
poems should have been so treated. Radke also asserts that it 
would be unlikely that Nemesianus by his use of the name Meliboeus 
for his patron wished to allude to Calpurnius, as by doing so, he 
would be representing himself as one using Calpurnius as a 
mediator between himself and Virgil - a very unlikely assertion, 
because as I said above, Meliboeus is not a patron in Virgil, and 
also because there is a considerable number of places where the 
last four poems imitate Virgil directly and cannot be echoing 
Calpurnius, e.g. poem 11, which is strongly influenced by Virgil's 

eighth Eclogue. I have answered above Radke's argument that 
Meliboeus in poems 4 and 8 must be the same person because Tityrus 
in both poems 4 (6lff, 162-3) and 9 (84)» she alleges, represents 
Virgil. I might add that if the identification of Tityrus with 
Virgil were general in antiquity as Radke asserts, although I can 
find little evidence to support this idea, it would not be strange 
if two different poets were to make it independently. It does seem, 
however, that Tityrus was not always used to indicate Virgil or his 
writings, and therefore no particular significance can be attached 
to Nemesianus's use of the name.

Thus the majority of Radke's arguments have very little weight. 
While Haunt's essay has been considered by most since its appearance 
to have settled finally the question of the authorship of the 
eleven poems, other work has been done in the meantime, as might be 
exrected in the course of a hundred years, which supports his



conclusions, but Radke is so intent upon her attack on Kaupt that 

she totally ignores the work of Birt, Hardie and Duckworth. She has 

also failed to comment on a number of points which Haupt made 

which militate against her theories. Eaupt's essay, therefore, with 

a few minor modifications, remains the final word on the subject.
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X 1.63 '.>olita::ur, '! a 6 Liblictecu ..aziorvle , ..aplcs,.

..ritten cn par cl..mont, it x.easurec 26" % -60 n:;. . , an' ccnxains 

' ■' 5 leaves (-...ccorcing to Soi.enkl) or 1 16 (cccor; in.; to Giarratano;. 

There ar« 33 lines to a rage. ('/erdicre in his edition of Celi urnin;

Brussels, ^054, incorrectly says 36). The manuscript c:n - L U
'1C lit lira (ff, 1-;6r) ; Varro Le He lustier, (if. 40r-"00r} : the

Iclorues of Calvuinire (if. 0"r-" 1''r; and once e oi. ..e:.:. i " - r-

Ifv). The re. ainin;; leaves are clani:. Jchenhl dates the section 

containing Ten. ana Galrv.rnius tc between " foO and ' 37''; fursian 

and A. Cataldue I-nnellius (dotalo.'uo diblicthecoe _ tinae '.'eieri.s 

et Classicae Taniiscrirtae c.uae in re.nio Teapclitano hueec 
Torbor.ico acse/uantur, daples 1o27, p. 2 54f.; date it to the 

beginning of the fifteenth century; raehrens dates it to t'ne aid 
fifteenth century; and Castagna dates it to the end of the four

teenth century or to the beginning oi the fifteenth century. Cchenhl 

believes that a is the manuscript referred to by letrarch in a 

letter to lastrengo written between 136O and 1370 which says, 

"Expecto otiaui Calrurni Bucolicum carmen et tuam Varonis 

agricultural." (Var. ep. nxx, p. 573, '6OI, Lug. hat. edition).

The scribe has made some corrections himself (ll ) and there 
are also variant readings from the V tradition and corrections 
made by a second hand (h ) of about the same period, which are 
difficult to distinguish from L. There is also a very snail number 
of good corrections by a third hand (h^) in very black ink. These 

corrections are listed by Giarratano (pp. xiv-xvii). The poems 

have no titles, but a short space lias be.n left between each, and 
a later hand (seventeenth century according to Lursian) has added 
Nemesiani eclogae. At the end is written in the sane hand
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Aureliani Nemesiani Tartar buccl' exnlicit. Lao Tatian amen. T c e  

of the initial letters are in red an. blue. The na.ee of the inter

locutors are sometimes riven in the :r.ar.;in. ".8" is incorrectly 

prefaced by Corid on.

The last leaf of the codex tells us that "Joannes Antonius 

Ferillus patrie, neap, ac iuuenis apprime litteratus Jacobun 

Ferillum. hoc libro donauit 1.1 VII hiis Juniis" and also, "Antonii 

Geripandi e:c Jacobi perilli a.rioi opt. rr.unere,'' Later it was brought, 

together with other books belonging to Seripandus, to the library of

G. Giovanni a Carbcnara and is now in the o.useo lazionale, Naples, 

formerly the luseo Reale Icrbcnico. It was first discovered and 

collated by J.F. I'Orville and this collation survives as 

Icrvillianus 199 in the Bodleian Library at Oxford. It nus later 

collated by G. lursian for haupt for an edition which was never 

-publ. -by Baehr-ens (very irBcctcratcl-y tho Suhenkl Iby

Schenkl himself: and by Giarratano.

This manuscript is referred to in some early editions as 

Lorvillianus 1 or a.

G Gaddianus pi. 90, 12 inf. (Siblioteca Laurenziaria, Florence).

./ritten on paper, it measures 293 x 224 mm,. , and contains 74 

wecitten leaves. The number of lines to a page varies between 26 

and 5 2 , but there are usually 29 for the Eclogues. The manuscript 

was written at the beginning of the fifteenth century (A.h. Bandini, 

Catalogus cod.icuin latinorum Bibliothecae hediceae Laurentianae,

1 7 7 5, vol.3). It contains the twelve Eclogues of Petrarch (ff. 1 - 

4 4 ), the Culex (ff. 45-31), the Birae (ff. 52-5), the Bclo.rues of 

Calpurnius (ff. 55-o7v) and those of Hem. (ff. 6'rr-73v) , followed 

(f. 7 4) by an anonymous, incomplete Eclogue of 55 lines which 

Korzeniewski ip. 8 of his edition) dates to the fifteenth century.
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The Zc le rue s of Lem, are prefaced 'ey the title aureliani 

nemeeiani carta"inencis erlcghe inciuiunt. There are numerous 

interventions in the text, almost all of -hich hav^ been made by 

the scribe, in the form of corrections to the text itself or notes 

in the margin. A few seem to have been made b.,-- a second hr no. The 

titles and initial letters are in red.

The manuscript was given to the library in 1755 by Francesco 

III. It is first mentioned by Glaeser and ..aupt, and first collated, 

somewhat inaccurately, by Bcehrens. Later uckenkl made a more 

accurate collation, and Giarratano examined the manuscript in 190G, 

and in the following year collated it and checked all the places 

’■/here his version differed from Gchenhl’s.

H i" us. Brit, karleianus 2573 (British Library, London).

/ritten on paper, it contains 531 leaves err 25 lines to a 

page. C. Schenkl in his edition of Ausonius (Berlin 1384. p. xxi) 

dates it to the end of the fifteenth century and so does the 

Catalogue of the Barleian Tanuscrirts in the British Tuseum, "808, 

vol. 2, p. 701, but Schenkl (ho 5 (1885), 287) and Gabbadini, Le 

gconerte dei codici latini e greci nei secoli XIV e XY 1, p.35 n 52, 

consider it to be sixteenth century and they may well be right. The 

contents include a Latin translation of mesiod's works, the 

Eclogues of Calpurnius (ff. 25-42), and those of Lem. (ff. 42-45) 

(Verdiere, presumably through a misprint, says 25-26), with an 

index rerum et uerborum of Calpurnius and Lem. (ff. 50-56), works 

of Petrarch, Bucolics 1-7 of Theocritus translated into Latin, a 

life of Theocritus by Phileticos, Virgil's Eclogues (ff. 127-144), 

works of Ausonius (ff. 133v-248v), hose11a (ff. 245-260) and 

Probae Paltoniae Cento et Gregorii Tiferni poetae illustris 

opuscula. There are numerous marginal notes, mainly directions to 

the index.
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H. Mueller-Struebing looked at H for Schenkl, and his collation 
has evidently been much copied, as the same few errors appear in 
several editions* Castagna (p. 25) thinks that this manuscript 
originally came from Florence. I have examined this manuscript 
myself.

M Magliabecchianus VII. 1195 (Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, 
Florence).

Written on paper, it has 151 leaves and 26 lines to a page.
The size of the leaves varies, but they measure on average 221 x 
147 mm. It was written between the end of the fifteenth and the 
beginning of the sixteenth century, and f. 77r bears the date 
MTXIII. The manuscript was written by at least two hands, one of 
which is that of Alessio Lapaccini as a note on f. 84r tells us. 
There are a few marginal notes in the section containing Nem. (ff. 
55-61), apparently by the scribe, and also some interlinear ones. 
The manuscript previously belonged to the Stozziana, where it had 

the number 789* For the full contents see Castagna pp. 20-2.

a Ambrosianus 0 74 sup. (Biblioteca Ambrosiana, Milan).
Written on paper in the fifteenth century, it has 183 leaves 

and measures 212 x T45 mm. There are 25 lines to a page for the 
Eclogues, ff. 61-64; 80-86; 106-111; 173-175 are blank or 
scribbled on. The contents include poems attributed to Virgil; 
Claudian's Epigrams ; Orestis fabula; the Eclogues of Calpurnius 
(ff. 112-127) and those of Nem. attributed to Calpurnius (ff. 127- 
133v), (Nemesiani is added by a second hand); Parthenopaeus of 
Jovianus Pontanus; and elegy by Antonius Panormita; an Epithal- 
amium by Janus Pannonius; Carmen in Venetae urbis laudem; Be ortu 
atcue obitu hermaphroditi. The names of the interlocutors and also
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scve v&.lsnts h.av? been a-'red in the margin by the first hanb, '’.36 

is incorrectly prefaced Ti.etas.

This manuscript, as L'Grville's remarks at xhe end of his 

collation show (lorv. 202 f. 24v), is tne manuscript referred to by 

some early editors as Lorv, 3 cr c. Tcherdcl used A. Ceris.ni's 

collation. Giarratano made another in 130c and re-examined the 

manuscript in I3 0 9.

b Ambrosianus 1 26 sup. (Biblioteca Ambrosiana, hilan).

hritten on paper and dated 1A6; in xhe colophon, it measures 

2''4 X " 3 8 mm. There are 62 leaves, the last blank and 20 lines to a 

page. ff. 31 and 34 are also blank. According to a note at the 

beginning of the manuscript, it './as bought in Venice by ^ntonius 

Clgiotus, first librarian of the ^mbrcsian. The manuscript contains 

the De Raptu Proserrinae (ff. 1-30); Le cantu auium et sono 

ouadrupecum (if. 3 2-3 3)? the mediaeval poem Ihilcnela; the hclogues 

of Calpurnius (if. 55-53v) and those of hem. attributed to 

Calpurnius (ff. 33v-6lv). A later hand in xhe margin restores the 

Eclogues to hem. Giarratano collated this manuscript in 1309. b is 

clearly the manuscript referred to by early editors as Dorv. 2 or b 

as the colophon is quoted by D'Orville in his collation (lorv. 202 

f. 24v).

c Vaticanus 2110 (Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana).

Vritten on parchment in the fifteenth century when Nicolas V 

was pope (1 44 7-1 4 5 5)* There are 123 leaves with 40-43 lines to a 

page. The manuscript measures 284 x 216 mm. It contains a Latin 

translation of Aristotle's Magna horalia (ff. 1-56); Cicero's 

Tonica (ff. 57-65r); the observations of Boethius on the Tcpica (ff. 

65r-67v); the Eclogues of Calpurnius (67v-77r) and those of Nem.
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attributed to Calpurnius (fi. 77l -3Gv ;; a Latin translation of the 

de di--nitate sacerdotal! dialogue b / Joannes Chryscsxcuus (ff. 91 - 

1 2 0) and an extract from the latter's Vita (ff. 120v-''29). There is 

a small number cf variants in the margin apparently in the sa;..e 

hand.

d Vaticanus 3"52 (Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana).

'./ritten on paper in the fifteenth century, it measures 2" 5 x 
14 7 mm. (Verdiere incorrecxly says 247mm.). There ar'̂  81 leaves and 

3" lines to a page. ff. "8v; 26-30; 5’'X; 81 v are blank. The manu
script contains the Eclogues of Calpurnius (ff. l-'lpm) and those of 

Nem, attributed to Calpurnius (ff. ijm-lcrp, followed by poems by 

Cyprian ("9-22), the le ortu ex obitu fcenicis attributed to ■ 

Lactantius (ff. 23-5) 2nd sooie works cf ausonius (f. 3'̂ on). There 

are a feu corrections in the first hand.

C. ochenkl in his edition of Ausonius dates this manuscript to 

the fourteenth century, but Castagna (p. 5 8) says it is fifteenth 

century.

e Vaticanus Urbinas 553» (cli.m 332) (biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana) 
’./ritten on parchment in the fifteenth centur-y, it has 389 

leaves and 29 lines to a page. It measures 385 x 240 mm. according 

to the catalogue and 387 x 2 47-mm. according to some editors, along 

with many other poems, it includes the verses of lublio Greg.
Tiferno and the Eclogues of Calpurnius (ff. 95r-108r) and those of 
Nem. attributed to Calpurnius (ff. 108r-115v). (The catalogue, 

followed by Verdiere, incorrectly says f. II3 ). At the end of the 

codex is the note, "Fecericus le Veteranis Urbinas sub diuo 
Federico Urbinat(e), duce inuiGtis(s). romanae eccle(s). dictât, 

transcripsit" and also "quo principe decedente utinam et ego de
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::cfiù tunc subie tus ••uiesoerem gc inutcnti ten-or un c: 1 oui to. to , "

’r'i: ch r.ean that the manu:, crôpt was copied net Ion- Vef ere une death 

of the lulce c'lrhino (1412). . . : cnitius (rh. /o. 15-0, 142) says 

that this is the same manuscript as no. 474 in the "Gicrnale 

Jtcrico d. Arch. Tosc.", 7*^h1.

There are a few corrections by Vbteranus ano -,o e others by a 

later hanc. ff. 1; 4; 5r; 94v; 2'2v; 309v are blank. The titles are 

in red and the initial letters in roll an Hue, a.n, there is rone 

illumination.

her the full contents see libliothecae .-h.ostolica.e >'ioes hanu 

Icrioti Reoensiti Cod. Irlinates latini, vol. ' , on. 304-7.

f Vaticanus Cttobcnianus 1466 (olim ^iltaemysianus) ^liblicteca 

Apostolica Vaticana).

..ritten on paper, a variety of briquet 7609, Vicenza, Vacua 

1 42 7-1 4 3 2, in the fifteenth century in 2 humanist cursive scr-pt. 

The manuscript measures 193 x '-35 mm. and there are 55 leaves in 

all, 2v-4v: pv; 6v; 8v; 5” ; 24v; 34v-37v and 52v-55v being blank.

On f. 9 according to the catalogue, f. 1 according to Castagna, is 

written "I.T. JAC..0 Ilhl::l CT.-TuIIj-.TC’' and "hei mihi cuam longs 

causa fuere vie." There are 24 lines to a page. The manuscript once 

belonged tc the Tuioe Giovannan.gelo nltemps. It -as acquired by 

Alessandro VIII Cttoboni, then by Benedetto hlV and finally by the 
Vatican, ff. 1-17r contain the helorues of Calpurnius under the 

title G. Calnurnii Bucolicum incipit, followed by (ff. I7r-24r) the 

Eclogues of he:., attributed to Calpumius, and various other poems 

including exceruta from Ovid's heroides and Virgil's neneic. Cn 

f. 5 IV is V,ritten "AhlkhA.1/ j..hC gratias amen./ FI. 1C. " for the full 

contents see h.ar.uscrits Classicues Latins de la Bibliothèque 

Va ticane, Paris, vol. 1, pp. 577-8. The names of the speakers are
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in a secend hand and there are also sere variante in the margin 

arngrently in the firrt hand. ff. 2dr and v seen to be in a thir" 

h;nd. 4 .5 6-6'! are emitted and a ora ce left, su. es x in' that the 

scribe realised that there were lines missing in his exe."lar. In 

poem 1 cf hem., uu. ", ;0 and 8" are prefaced by ^nin., u. 25 by 

Tity. and u. 86 by Ti.

g Vaticanus lalatinus 1652 (biblicteca Apostolica Vaticana)

hrixten on parchment in Ih 6 0 , it measures 267 % 159 mm. It 

contains 129 leaves and 37 lines xo a page. The contents are 

Tibullus (ff. 1-2Sr): Catullus (ff. 23v-6jr); the holepues of 

Calnurnius (ff. 6Cr-7rr) and xhose cf _:em. attributed tc Calpurnius 

(ff. 70r-7fv) and Ifouertius (ff. 74v-i29). .̂t xhe end of xhe codex 

is -written, "a h'petro montopclitano die pit I februarii "4cC/' pro 

clarissimo uiro domine Jair.osio Manettoy hebrei patriis.../... 

anem'otum" , and this is follo’-'ed by two hexameters written on the 

death of Giannozzo hanetti, died 1439. The names of the speakers, 

the titles and the initials are in red. Two correcting hands have 

been at work. Readings from this manuscript are ; uoted by Garth 

and Gebhard, and it was considered to be the best manuscript by 

hernsdorf.

h Vaticanus Reginensis 1759 (liblioxeca Apostolica Vaticana).
written on parchment in the fifteenth century, it measures 153 x 

123 mm. and has 22 leaves with 25 lines to a page. It contains only 

Calpurnius (ff. 1-16) and the Eclogues of-Hem, attributed to 

Calpurnius (ff. l6v-22v). There are a few corrections by the scribe 

and a large number of marginal notes in a second h- nd in t/ie text 

of Calpurnius. The manuscrirt -.us cnce in the library of C. Cilvestro.
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i Iaursntianrs pl. 37, H  (Biblioteca Laurenciana, Florence)

Iritlen on parchment in the fifteenth century, tn- :,urn;: crin u 

measures 323 x "95 'm. anl has 224 leaoes with 35 limes to a page.
It contains the tunica of Jilius Italiens, the wc' crues cf 

Calnurnius (ff. "77^-1 C7v) under the title . Calfurnii carmen 

bucolicum inciuit, and those cf hern, attributed to Calpurnius (ff.

187v-19Jly). (Verdiere says that Calpurnius is on ff, "40-161, 

apparently confusing this manuscript with l). The contents also 

include a Latin translation of Hesiod's " ,/orks and lays" by Valla 
(f. i93v) and Claudian's le bantu Iroser- inae (ff. 207-24). There 

are a few corrections by the scribe and a number cf interventions 

by a second hand. In several places an original error also found 

in fry has been corrected. 1.1 is incorrectly prefaced by Amyntas 

and uu. ".2"; ".30 and 1.8" by H .  This manuscript once belonged 

to lietro de' Medici, son of Cosimo.

j Holkhamicus 554 (library of the lari of Leicester, iiolkhara Hall, 

Norfolk).

Tritten on paper in the Fifteenth centujry/, it measures 225 x 

"63 mm. and 46 leaves with 33 lines to a page. It contains the 

Iclomues of Calpurnius (ff. 1-12r) and those of Fern, attributed to 

Calpurnius (ff. I2r-17r), the I'dcrues of Virgil (ff. i7v-29v) and 

the Achilleid of otatius (f. 30ff.). R. Fbrster (Philologue 42 

(1834), 156TT*) wrongly says that this manuscript is devotee to 
Calnurnius. There are no titles or initial letters in Nem. The 

manuscript was acquired in Italy about 1 7 1 3.

k .rruxellensis 20589 (Bibliothèque Royale nlbert Irenier, Brussels) 
.ritten on paper, a variety of Briquet "4Q1 or 1402, the manu

script measures 200 x 140 mm. There are 12 leaves with 33 lines to
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a page. Frangois Masai (Scriptorium 7 (1955)» 265ff.) says that he 
discovered this manuscript which is a continuation of Bruxellensis 
20428. It contains Cal. 6.81 - end, the Eclogues of Nem. (ff. 2-6v); 
Bartholomei Coloniensis Egloga bucolicis carminis (ff. 7-9)» De 
gallo (et) uulpe fabella (ff. 9-10); Panegyricon Carmen sophie (f. 
lOr-IOv); Be corno et uulpe fabella (ff. 10v-12v).

The manuscript is written in a strongly individualised cursive 
and is signed and dated very precisely by the scribe Joannes de 
Gorcum, midday the day before the Feast of St. Paul 1490. From this 
information Masai deduces that the original of the codex is to be 
looked for in the school of Beventer. Verdiere, from his examination 
of microfilm of the first Beventer edition (Hague Library 170 G 55)» 
has concluded (Scriptorium 8 (1954)» 296f.) that k was copied from it,

1 Laurentianus bibl. Aed. 205 (olim Leopoldinus) (Biblioteca 

Laurenziana, Florence)
Written on paper in the fifteenth century, the manuscript 

measures 225 % 155 mm. and has 188 written leaves with 25 lines to a 
page. The initial letters are coloured and the titles are in red. On 
f. 188 is written, "Georgii Ant. Vespuccii Liber" and on f. 1 
"Libreriae Capituli S.M. de Flore de Florentia est liber." This 
manuscript was formerly in the Bib. Aedilium Florentinae Ecclesiae 
and is now in the Biblioteca Laurenziana, not the Biblioteca 
Nazionale Centrale, as Verdiere says in his edition of Calpurnius.

It contains the Eclogues of Calpurnius (ff. 140r-155r) under the 
title Calpurnii Buccolica and those of Nem. attributed to Calpurnius 
(ff. 155^-16lv), as well as Bonatus's life of Virgil; the Appendix 
Vergiliana; the Achilleid of Statius; Claudian's Be Raptu 
Proserpinae (ff. 81-105) and others of his poems; and poems by 
Lactantius, Maximian and others. For the full contents see



25

3itlicthec£e L-c^'ol i; ae talc un To;..us Iri.v.us , jlcr=rice 1791 , pr:, 

5 0 9-5 2 1. The ::.c?-o:-ue£ are corrected here arc there by s. record hand. 

At 1 .2 5 ; ''.5O; 2.'h‘ and 25; ana S.; 7» the ucribe h.as oniited xhe 

whole or part of a ’-ford and left a space.

n honacensis 562 (Bayerische Jtaatsbiblioteeh, hunicli;.

hr it ten on paper, the manuscript contains 1 5I leaves vâth 25- 

lines to a page and measures 2J/ 170 rm;.. It is signed cn f. 2or

with the initials of Hartmann Jchedel, ■̂;ho says that he copied it 

at Padua on f'ovember 19th, 14''--5» Tf. 1-h'2 and f . 151 are in 

Schedel’s hand, i. 23 being wriiten c. "402, f . 94 in 12.6c and f.

109 in "167 in hur-emberg, and the manuscript as a '-irele was 

probably completed by the ena of 1467. The manuscript contains the 

Eclo.rues of Calpurnius (ff. pr-lpr) under ,he title Inciniunt 

Buccolica Theccriti Calfur/nii Ciculi noetae clsrissimi, and those 

of hem. attributed to Calpurnius \ff. 19r-26r), and also includes 

hicolai Lusci Veneti ecloga ad ?r. Barbarum (f. 27); Antonii de 

Oamro egloya nurtialis (f. 56); francisci _arbari liber de re unoria 

(ff. 45-94); F-oy^ii florentin! eoistula an seiiibu-s ducenda sit unor 

(ff, 101-141); Plutarch’s letter to Trajan (f. 142) and other works. 

For a full list of the contents see Catalogus codicum latinorum 

Bibliothecae Hegiae honacensis, G. helm and G. Laubinann, vol. 5 part 

1, p. 6 7. Schedel has included the number of the Eclogue in the 

title for the first six Eclogues of Calpurnius, but afterwards has 

left a gap. He has also left a gap in the text at 1.10 and 2.77.

1.24 is incorrectly prefaced by Tim, ff. 24 and 25 have been 

inverted.

n Biccardianus 724 (olim LIIII 1O) (miblioteca Biccardiana,

Florence).
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Written on parchment in the fifteenth century, the manuscript 

measures 203 % 136 mm. and has 29 leaves with 22 lines to a page, 
f. 27r is blank. It includes the Eclogues of Calpurnius (ff. 1-I8r) 
and those of Nem. attributed to Calpurnius (ff. 18r-25r) and part of 
the de Magia 4 of Apuleius (f. 2?v). For the full contents see 
Catalogus Codicum Manuscriptorum qui in Bibliotheca Riccardiana 

Florentiae Adseruantur 1756, p. 90. There are no titles to Calpurnius 
and Nem. There are a few corrections in a second hand.

o Borvillianus 147 (= Auct. X. 1.4.45) (Bodleian Library, Oxford).
Written on paper, the codex consists of four manuscripts bound 

together written between I46O and I465 in North Italy. It measures 
approximately 221 x 170 mm. and consists of iv + 195 leaves. There 
are some illuminated capitals. The Eclogues of Calpurnius under the 
title Calphurni poetae bucolica incipit feliciter (ff. 83r-99v) and 
those of Nem. attributed to Calpurnius (ff. 99v-106v) are to be found 
in the third manuscript which is dated I46O. At the end of the codex 
is the colophon, "hunc librum donauit eximius artium et / medicine 
doctor M. Joannes Marcho/ua de Venetijs congregationi Canonicorum 
Eegularium s. augustini. Ita ut tamen sit / ad usurn dictorum 
Canonicorum commorantium / in monasterio s. loannis in Viridario 
Padue Quare / omnes pro eo pie orent MCCCC LXVIJ." For a full list of 
contents see A Summary Catalogue of Western Manuscripts in the 

Bodleian Library, Oxford vol. 4 » F. Madan, Oxford 1897» no. I7 0 2 5, 
pp. 72-7 5. 1 have examined this manuscript myself.

p Quirinianus CVII I (Biblioteca Queriniana, Brescia).
Written on paper (not parchment as Verdiere says) by various 

scribes in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, it measures 207 

X 140 mm. It contains 252 leaves with 23 lines to a page. ff. 36-
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43, "55-3, 156-'6 2, 247-52 are errty, or scribbled on. nncnrst 
various other works,.the manuscript contains Jr.lL'urnius ^ff. 3"r- 

97r) on à the Iclc.cues of hen. attributed to dal. urn ius (ff. 97r- 

■’35v). for the full contents of the onnnuscriut see a. leltrani, 

"Index code, class, hat. qui in hyol. -.,uir. adseruantur", JlhC 16 

(■’9 0 6), 72-82, no. 55* The scribe has added a few variant-readings 
in the margin in the text of dalrumius. The titles have been added 
by a later hand, and Calpurnius bears the title 1. Calrkurnii 

oiculi et h. Aurelii / Cl^rucii heuesiani bucolica. One of the 

scribes ’sas Federicus Falatius erho copied in 1455 Gaii rlinii 
secunci oratoris vercnensis (sic) de viris illustrious. Ln f. 24£ 

is written "Mernoria della biancaria de ni bio. Antonio di Colleoni." 

The part of this manuscript containing Calpurnius and few., is 

datable to the period before 14c3, as o is almost certainly an 
apograph of this manuscript un., is aatea HcO in a colophow. p is 

almost certainly Burman's Lorv. 4 or d, cf. cohors (5.55) quoted in 
Lorv. 202,a reading unique to o and p.

q Corsinianus 45 F 5 (olim no. 64) (_dblicteca Corsiniana e cei 

Lincei, home).

Written on parchment, it has 111 leaves (not 84 as lobinson 

Ellis says) and 55 lines to a page. It contains Petrarch’s Eclogues ; 
Claudian’s Be Bantu Proserpinae (ff. 52v-69v); the Psychcrr.achia of 

Prucentius ; the E'wistola Cargos poetisse ad Phaonem amasium suum 

feliciter (Cvid Her. 1 5); the Eclowues of Calpurnius (ff. 87v-93r) 

and those of Pern, attributed to Caliurnius (ff. 98r-lC2v); Culex 

and Aetna uu. 1-6 . It was first described by nobinson Ellis (JPh 16 

(188S), 1 53-5 6), who says it is a very tall octavo, with the titles 
and interlocutors' names in red. It has a large margin of more than 
an inch on the right of the text, and a smaller one, of about half
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an inch, on tie left. Lllic cates it to the late fourteenth c-ntury 

or early fifteenth, Clausen and Goodyear in the Cxford Classical 

Text of the Avr^en'ix Vergiliana (no. 17 and 1'} ) to the fourteenth 

century an" Giarratano to the beginning of the fifteenth a-nrury.

r Behdigeranus 60 (olim Vratislaviensis 14i") (xxxquart.- 1,4."") 

(Siblioteka I’niversytecka, ,,’rocla-').

Written on paper '■ith parchment fixed in front to preserve the 

manuscript, it measures 0,14 x 0,195 It '..-as written b;s one scribe 

in the fifteenth century and has 128 leaves ''ith 22 or 21 lines to a 

page for Calpurnius and ..e:: . The titles and nao-ea of speakers are in 

red, and. so is the index on f. 2r. ff. 1 and 2v are blank. The poems 

of Calpurnius are from ff. 5r-20r under the title C. Calohurnii 

•poetae clarissimi Tuccolicon carmen incimit. ff. 20r-27r contain the 

Eclogues of Tern, attributed to Cr.lpurnius. Other pcem:^ in the manu

script i n d u c e  Fio 11° nont. max. nicolaus ce valle (f. 27v); 

Hesiod's ". orks and lays" (ff. 28r-47v) (f. 43r is blank): the 

v^rgilii uita of Probus (f. 4 8v); Alcinus poeta de Virmilii laude 

(f, 49r); Culex (ff. 52r-6lr); Aetna (ff. 73r-87v}. for the full 

contents see Kcnrat Ziegler, Catalogus codicum latinorum classicorum

^As Castagna points out (p. 48), in some previous editions the 
manuscript meant by the s'gobol r has been given the number of s and 
vice versa. Castagna bl&mes Glaeser for this mistake as he calls 
Hehdigeranus secundus the manuscript ’-'hich cornes first in 
numeration, but Glaeser gives no indication them he i;ne" of any 
numbering of the manuscripts. It is perhaps rat;er Giarrat-no's 
mistake in inverting the nuobers and this should have been noticed 
by later editors. Castagna contributes further to the confusion, in 
my opinion, by calling the manuscript Giarratano means by s, r, and 
vice versa, I have preferred tc keep to Giarratano's designation, 
which is also followed by Verdiere and Vol'oilhac,
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cui in Bibliotheca Irbica "k-ati. lavienw i adr ?i-uanti;r , Breslau i ?" 5 » 

-n. 22-6. Th'-->re are a few scribal corrections., uuy ".2i arc i.;C 

are incorrectly prefaced by nllYf. and 1.21 wiol. ai Y .

s Hehcigeranus 59 (olim Vratislaviensis 1410; (^AlViI= J . 1.4.10; 

(libliotelca Iniversytecka , ..roclaoT;.

Written on paper in the fifteenth century, the manuscript 

contains "'’6 leaves, one inserted by the bookbinder, and measures 

0 ,1 45 X 0,21m. It is made up of two codices from different libraries, 

if. 4-27 have 26 lines to a page anc ff. 28-115 have 22. There are a 

few notes in the scribe's hand, and the text of ^racontius also 

bear? ^or.e notes i.e a later hand. Cn ff. 2r anc pv is a register of 

the contents, ff. 2v and It are blank. The • oems of Oalrurnius are 

cn ff. 4r-"8r under the title Calnhurnii ucetae ad nemesianum 

carthaminensen bucolica incirit Isic). The Eclogues of hem. 

attributed to Calpurnius are on ff. 16r-24r. ff. 24v-26v and 2?v are 

blank. There are no titles to the individual poems, or names of 

speakers. On f . 2?r the title to Calpurnius is repeated from f. 4r 

with the addition of the words Jimohcsii e n y : a t a , which work is not 

in the manuscript. It appears xhat this leaf '-as originally meant 

for the beginnin: of the codex, ff. 28r-5-1v contain quinti sereni 

medici liber, ff. 55 a:id 56 are blank, if. 57r-10Gr contain 

Iracontii de laudibus lei libri 3 attributed to Augustine. For a 

full description of this manuscript see Ziegler on. cit., pp. 2"-2,

t honacensis '’9699 (olim Tegernseensis) (bayerische Ctaatsbibliothek, 

Munich).

Written on paper, the manuscript has 20.leaves, with 27, 28 or 

29 lines to a page, and measures 208 x 155 :mc. It contains only 

the Eclogues of Calpurnius (ff. 1-14v) uncer the title Titi
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Calr? urni j Ciculi hucolicum carmen and these of Hem. ttributer tc 

Galr-urnius (if. *.4v-20). It is signed and dste 1 c.t tn-: en.,: by

Brother Jtephanus Levgolter. There is one marginal correction by the 

first hand, at hem. 4.42. Gee also fatalc ,uc ccdieurn latinorum 

Zibliotrecae ie. iae hone ce no is , c . i.al::: and n. ^^eubnann, vol. 4, 

part 3, p. 270 (no. 2142). This na.iUscrint is probably a copy of 

the second leventer edition. (Gee my section o.i the = knrscript 

Tradition).

u hiccardiarius 6;.6 (dim L IV 14) (riblictsca liccardiana, Florence).

Written on parchment in the fifteenth century, the manuscript 
measures 225 :< 150 mm. and has 126 leaves ■.•■ith 26 lines to a page, 

f. 24 is blank. Fnilippus Gictti nadicundolensis wrote ff. 46-125 

’■•’•hich bear the colophon Womrletum fuit die rxv cctubris WCCGCLaII 

exemnlauit Philiu^us Giotti rasicundo/lensis. The Eclogues of 

Calpurnius are to be found on ff. 25-59r and those of hem. 

attributed to Calpurnius on ff. 59v-45-« I- about ^492 the manu

script was collated by Anyelius ’’ith Lgoletus's codex, as the 

colophon shows; ’Contuli ego Nicolaus anyelius hunc codicem/ cum 
multiscue aliis & cum illo uetustissimo codice/ quern nobis Thadeus 
Ugoletus pannoniae remis / biliothecae praefectus e Germania 

allatum/ accomodauit in quo multa carmina sunt re^erta/ Anuio salutis 
MCCCCLluGQI. ' A note at the beginning of the codex shows teat it ’■■'as 
bought by Ludovicus Bcgerius in 1575 and was also corrected by him. 

The manuscript contains many emendations and notes in different 
hands, both marginal and interlinear. The hind of : icolaus Anmelius, 

however, is easily distinguished in most places, and his readings 
are noted as A in the apparatus criticus.

v Yciticanus latinus 5"23 (Biblioteca Apcstolica VW-ticana),

Written on paper, the manuscript has 43 leaves with 25 lines to
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a page and measures 215 x 150 mm. It contains Petrus Faulus 
Yergerius de ingenuis moribus (ff. 1-26v) and-the Eclogues of 
Calpurnius under the title T. Calphurnij Bucolicum carmen (ff. 2?r- 
42r) and those of Nem, attributed to Calpurnius (ff. 42r-48v), 
According to the librarian of the Vatican, the manuscript is fifteenth 
century, but Br. A.C. de la Mare considers it to be fourteenth.

w Sloanianus 777 (British Library, London)
Vrit,ten on parchment in the mid-fifteenth century, the manu

script contains leaves with 27 lines to a page and measures 210 x 
125 mm. The names of the interlocutors are in green and red. The 
contents include Columella; The le Kedicina of Sammonicus; the Be 
Nauigatione Brusi Germanici of Pedo; the Eclogues of Calpurnius (ff. 
52-45^) under the title LUCII CALPHRNIJ BUCOLICA and those of Nem. 

attributed to Calpurnius (ff. 45v-51r); the Ibis and other poems 
attributed to Ovid; Aetna and the Be fortuna of Symphosius. For the 
full list of contents see Catalogus librorum manuscriptorum 
Bibliotecae Sloanianae, p. 144 and also Index to the Sloane Manu
scripts in the British Museum, E.J.L. Scott, London I9 0 4. The whole 
manuscript is written in one hand which has been identified by Br. 
de la Mare as the hand of Pomponio Leto, writing for Fabio Mazza- 
tosta. There are a few corrections in the first hand and others in 
a second. I have collated this manuscript myself.

X Vindobonensis 505 (Oesterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Vienna) 
Written on parchment according to Endlicher and Glaeser, or 

paper according to Verdiere and Castagna, in the fifteenth century, 
the manuscript has 45 leaves with 21 lines to a page and measures 
185 X 152 mm. It contains only Calpurnius (ff. 20r-58r) and the 
Eclogues of Nem, attributed to Calpurnius (ff. 58r-45v). A second
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haul rrteû 1845 has xace sc::e alterations to the text an:, l.ae also 

corrected the numcoring cf the poecs. The first hanc has nac o a few 

corrections. The ran:script is described 'ey i. nrilicher in Gatal. 

c0d . r.-h 11. 1 a t . 3i c 1. Vino. , Vienna (I8g6), p. 18$ no. 266. Glaeser 

published a collation of this manuscript in his edition.

y i.eidensis Vossianus L.q, 107 (Tilianus) (olim Vossianus lat. 1$l) 

(ribliotheek der Hijksuniversiteit, Leiden).

Written on paper between 1470 and 151O, the manuscript has 88 

leaves and measures 227 x ^30 :no. ff. ''-57^ and 6S-38v '■■ere 

written by one hand. ff. 33-67 were left blank and used later, ff. 

83-39v, -.•:hich have 22-2$ lines to a page, .ere written by the first 

hand, and ff. oO-cfv, v-hich have 20-22 lines to a page are by 

another hand. ff. 68V -67 are clani:. The manuscript includes 0oryus 

Ausonisnum (ff, i-37v); ^usonii ad Faulinum er. 29 (25 418) (ff. 

58r-5$v); Gataloyi urbium fragmenta (ff. 60r-62r); enistulae 

Graecae huscnii ad Feulinum 8, 9 (l2, 14 401 402). The Eclogues of 

Calpurnius are on ff. 68r-o2v under the title C. Calrurni.i carmen 

bucolicum incinit feliciter and tiiose cf hem. attributed to 

Calpurnius are on ff. 82v-8Sv. There are a few corrections by the 

first hand. The titles, names of speakers and a few variants have 

been added by a second hand. 1.1 is incorrectly prefaced by Amyn.; 

u u . 1.21, 1.80 and 1.81 by and 1.86 by F i . Gee also Codices 

Vossiani L-'tini pars 2 codices in cuarto, k.A. de heyier, Leiden 

1976. The manuscript once belonged to bishop Jean du Tillet de Erion, 

then to Elia Vinet and ’-'as used by Gcaliger and Toll. It was 

collated by Boecking (1845), L. litiller (I864), Saehrens (1875)» 

3chenkl (1875“"832) and Peiper (I876 and I88 4), cf. Peiper,

Ausor.ius, Leipzig 1886, p. Ixxf.
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z Canonicianus Class, Lat, 126 (Bodleian Library, Oxford).

Written on paper in the fifteenth century, the manuscript has iv 

+ 93 + ill leaves ( the modern numbering starts on f. iv and goes 

from ff. 1-9 7), with 2 5 - 9 lines to a page and measures 215 x 150 

(1 4 2 /1 5 0 X 90/8 5) mm. The original text ends on f. 91 - ff. 91v-94v, 

95v-96v are blank. Some leaves have been lost after f. 41* According 

to Br. de la Mare, the whole manuscript seems to have been written 

by one scribe, apart from some marginal notes and an addition on f. 

95, and possibly f. iii-iiiv. The contents include works by Tibullus, 

Ovid, Martial, Bante, Pier Paolo Vergerio and Virgil's Eclogues. The 

Eclogues of Calpurnius under the title Theocritus Calpurnius poeta 

bucolicus incipit are on ff. 4&r-59r and those of Nem. attributed to 

Calpurnius on ff. 59r-64v. The manuscript was owned by Bionigi Zanchi 

of Bergamo, as a note on f. Iv tells us, and later by Matteo Luigi 

Canonici and his brother Giuseppe, and then by Giovanni Perissinotti, 

It was acquired by the Bodleian in 1817* I have examined this manu

script myself.

THE FLORILEGIA

Parisinus latinus 17903 (olim Nostradamensis 188) (Bibliothèque 

Nationale, Paris). '

Written on parchment, the manuscript has 166 leaves written in 

two columns with 43 lines to a column and measures 535 x 250 mm. The 

manuscript contains excerpta from Prudentius, Claudian, Ovid, 

Tibullus, Horace, Juvenal, Persius, Martial, Petronius, Virgil, 

Calpurnius, Terence, Sallust, Boethius, Cicero, Quintilian, Seneca, 

Plautus (Querolus), Macrobius, Aulus Gellius, Caesar, Sidonius, 

Cassiodorus, Suetonius and Bonatus. Nem. is to be found on f. 74r -

column 2 and 74v column 1 under the title Scalpurius in bucoliccis.
- -"'V:, I
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Thi? manuscript -/ms cue of r group ci anuocri/t.: obtained b ■'

Claud I Jcly froio his grandfather, Antoine Loiuel, and presenter tc 

the Metre Lane library in i63C. It was rediscovered by h,L. ncth 

who collated it for Leber's text, ^nter ..oth's death, ..blfflin 

published the collation and dated the :-.anusc._i .t to the first half 

of t;':6 thirteenth century (rhilolonus "7 ('d:6l tlO-l/. . ewncke 

also cates it to the th.irteenth century, but lllnan cates it to the 

twelfth century on the yround, tint this was a very _vidian era, and 

Cvid is abundantly represented in Florileria. The thirteenth 

century dating is, however, now generally accepted, see also 

Inventaire des Manus. Latins ce Lctre bare et I 'Autres fonds,

Leopold lelisle, Paris 1671, p. 75. This manuscript, or one very like 

it, was used by Vincent de Beauvais for his Gneculun 1 aius. (lee CT_

27 (1532), 9-10).

Parisinus 7647 (dira Thuaneus) (bibliothèque Lationale, Paris).

Written on parchment, the manuscript has I85 leaves -ritten in 

t ’.'O columns with 47 lines to a page and measures 275 "  "90 l w w . if,

1-55 contain part of an anonymous natin lexicon. The florilegia are 

contained on ff. 54^-185^. Nem. 4.19» 2'’-24, 82 and 58 » attributed 

to Calpurnius, are on f. 1i4r. keyncke (bhk 25 (I87O), 1^5) '-'ho 

rediscovered it in 1870 dates it to the beginning of the thirteenth 

century, or end of the twelfth century, anc the latter date is now 

generally agreed. I.eyncke considers that this manuscript is at 

least fifty years older than the Nostradamensis. It is carefully 

’.ritten, with most titles in red. There are many alterations in 

sixteenth and seventeenth century hands, including that cf Jacques 

Auwuste de Thou, to whom the manuscript once belonged. It also 

belonged to Colbert who acquired it in 1630, as a note at the 

beginning of the codex sho’cs. Later it belonged to the bibliothèque
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reo^e, under uouic f., .

bononiensis o ; , p2 II n. 1 ( iblioteca Lniversitaria, bologna).

Lritten on paper in the fifteenth to sixteenth censuriez, the 

- .anusori -t measures ;00 x 210 un. There ore 53-1 leaver numbered from 

5 to 553, many of '-hich are clank. It includes excerpta frc". 

henophon, Gallust, nulue Gellius, Euripides, Cicero, lliny, Ausonius, 

Plutarch, Plautus and Livy, for the full contents see Lodovico 

Prati, )IPC 16 (19^8 ), "21-13 8 . jt contains hex:. 4,20-52, 56-9 under 

the title Ex Calnhurnio noeta siculo anc is numbered El. Erati 

incorrectly says that it contains only E.20-5. Pan. is on f . '''It 

(or 115 according to a later numbering). The names of the inter

locutors are in the margin. A note inform:: us that the manuscript is 

"Ex ribliotheca lacobi Eiancani Eonon."

Atrebatensis c4 (olim 65) (bibliothèque Eunicipale, Arras)

written on vellum, the manuscript ccntcuins 145 leaves, 5" havin''- 

been lost, th .15 lines to a page in th'O colur:'ins, and measures 450 x 

553 mm. The initial letters ere in blue and red, and titles are in 

Vermillion. It contains excerpta from Erudentius, Claudian, Virgil,

3tatius, Lucan, Tibullus, Ovid, Lorace, Juvenal, ..artial, Petronius, 

Auctor Catalecton, Calpurnius and Nem. (f. 67v) under the title 

Calpurnius in buccolicis, Terence, Callust, Boethius, Plato, 

Nacrobius, Cicero, Seneca, Aulus Gellius, Caesar, Sidonius and 

Suetonius. A note on f. 1v in a fourteenth century hand tells us that 

"Nunc librum de floribus philosophoruri ercpauit Ecclesiae 

Atrebatensis do minus Jacobus Arondelli ipsius Ecclesiae canonicus, 

sunplicans ut omnes in eo legentes deurn devote exorent pro anima 

ejus et benefactoribus suis." It m'as formerly thought that this r:anu- 

script had been lost, as it -ras hno'mn only from a :..ention by
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re (I if. covers.: it in "923. Eh" canuxcrirt -ri-tsn at the ;;.ch

O.I ut. V&2&" (Yec.e.Gtux ) in jiuras. Ellran datez it to the f ourteenth

century, cut the library dates it to the fifteenth century, '.urciure, 

-:ho publishes a photograph of it in his edition cf Calpurnius, cates 

it to the end of the twelfth century, because the ’ritinq resembles 

that of a document c atcc 1132 (cf. h. 1-rcu, : anuel de naleo -trathie 

latine et française, Paris '.924 pl. .il, 2;. J.E. hall also 

considers that it "as ’ritten c. "230. Oa.tagna declines to enter 

the controversy.

hscorialensis 1 14 (_eal biblioteca del hscorial).

.'ritten on parchment, the manuscript has 2p" leaves with 30 

lines tc a page in 2 columns an: measures p27 :: 220 ;mo. Ehe initials 

and capitals are in blue and red and the epigraphs in red. It 

conte ins excerpta from Prucentius, Claudian, Virgil, Valerius 

Placcus, otatius, Lucan, Ovid, Tibullus, Horace, Juvenal, Persius, 

Martial, Petronius, Calpurnius and hem. (f. 97t ) under the title 

Calrurius in bu.colitis, Terence, Jallust, Boethius, Plato,

Marcianus Ccpella, Priscian, hacrobius, Cicero, ^uintilian, Ceneca, 

Plautus, Aulus Gellius, Caesar, oidonius, Cassiodorus, Cuetonius, 

hgesi^pus, 3. Jerome, 3. Joannes Chrysostomus and Petri ^Ifcrsi 

doctrine clericalis. According to M.C.h. Morata there is only one 

hand, according to bllman, two. hartel dates the manuscript to the 

thirteenth to fourteenth centuries, but G. Antolin, who describes 

it in the Catalogs de los manoscritos latinos de la heal liblioteca 

cel rscorial 5 (/Cl?), pp. 865-5 , dates it to the beginning of the 

fourteenth century. The florilegia are on ff. "r-2l6v. The manuscript 

was first studied seriously by bllman.
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. in e i iG io  ^ i ? z .  u a n t  en. oE ^_wu%sche oUzw.ue o i b r i c u n e : : , _,£

E-rlin;

written on parchment, the anuccri t contain:: 77 letvec -ith 

6(3—82 lines to a page in two columns. ... tracts fro., ^al-.uirnius and 

fen. ere found cn f. 2?v, all attributed to Celpurniun. 1he lines 

it contains frc.-' j e:;:, are 4./y, 21-24, 52. The entire ::.anuEcript is 

s.ritten in one hand. It be .pins (lr> Inci :irr.t '"lores auctorun anr
Ta

ends "ith a six line poem. It is generally agreed that dcheicewin 

is correct in eating the manuscript to the fourteenth century.

Peiner was the first to use the manuscript, for his edition of 

huerolus and wives the contents in full pp. xiv-zru. Jf. also 
hancGtrend's guerelusstucien, p. 6;ff. A copy of this m.anuscript 
made by A.,.',L. uchlee in ' 3Ch-5 exi.-ts under the reference liez. C. 

fuart. 77.

Laurentianus Gonv. Gopur. 440 /liblioteca j. 'urensiana, Plcrence).

fritten on paper, the codex is made up of various manuscripts 

and leaves glued together. They are -.ritten in various hands, 

mostly at the beginning of the sixteenth century and acme are 
signed. The manuscript measures on average 183 x i$6 rmi. There are 

526 leaves, many of which are damaged ana illegible. Gome are blank. 

There are 20 lines to a page. This is the only manuscript "hich has 

excerpta from the Cynewetica of both Grattius and fern., and the only 
one which separates hem. from Calpurnius and puts fern, first. The 

excerpta from Lem. are on ff. 145v-145r and for the Cynenetica are 

u u . 78 (iam) to SO (rraesumitj; u u . 157-59 (sic.us init) ; u u . 205- 

21"; uu. 248-250 and 231-2, and for the Ed.:mues 1.13-20; 24-6;

52-8 ; 55-4 2 ; 50-2 (erat); 56-7; 2 .25-6 ; 44-9; 8.27-54; 45 (uindemia 
feruet) to 58; 4*"7-9; 24-9 (om. 25). Castagna considers, though he 

does not give his reasons, that the scribe vdio transcribed fern.,
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Jalx’-urnius an'. Grattius probably joined the anv.scripts together.

; . . Ccoensa, -w-cu?" wiicnl ow.1 Jiblic' : . '.a . hical' lict.icnary of the 
Italian I luma niat n , boston 1?62 identified no-'t of the authors from 

’/hose ’-orks the excerpta are taken, and the rest recent of these 

seems to date the compilation to the last quarter of the sixteenth 

century. There is a description of the uanuscri t in hriF teller, 
Iter Italicum 1, Loncon-Leiden 19 65, p. 75* 7ee rise lei furia, 
Guppl. ad catal. Sybl. raur., II, ff. 25?-2c5v.
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THE MANUSCRIPTS OF TEE CYNEGETICA

A Parisinus 75^1 (olim Baluzianus 6 7 6, Regius 4351) (Bibiliotheque 

Nationale, Paris)*
The manuscript is a collection of works and fragments from the 

ninth to the fifteenth centuries, put together in the seventeenth 
century by Etienne Baluze* The manuscript of Nem. is written on 
vellum in two columns, most of which have 29 lines, and measures 
184 X 120 mm. Fragment 10 contains the Cynegetica. G. Bursian first 
found this manuscript (as also B), and dated it to the tenth 
century, which dating is followed by Baehrens and Martin. Vollmer 
(preface to Liber Medicinalis, Quintus Serenus, Corpus medicoruin 
latinorum* vol. II, fasc. 5, Leipzig I9 1 6, P* xii) dates it ninth 
to tenth century. Van de Woestijne says that the hand is strikingly 
like that of Bernensis 3 6 6, a manuscript of Valerius Maximus 
written c. 86O, cf. F. Steffens, Lateinische Paléographie. Berlin 
1929 pi. 6 0; E. Châtelain Paleo&rabhie des classiques latines,
Paris pl. CLXXXI. They are indeed very much alike, but the capital 
letters H, I, P and Q seem to me to be different and I would 
therefore hesitate to say that both manuscripts were written by the 
same hand, though they may well have been. A later hand has added 
the title nemesiani cynegetica. The scribe has corrected some of 
his own errors, and there are a number of corrections and 
alterations in another hand which are apparently not taken from 
another source, but probably made ex ope ingenii. There are also a 
number of corrections and conjectures in the hand of Baluze. It is 
difficult to tell precisely how many hands are involved. The manu
script also includes in the same section as Nem, Anonymi liber de 
rebus ad grammaticam pertinentibus and Testamentum Caroli Magni. 
Imperatoris. The text of the Cynegetica is to be found on fos. 13-
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18. For the full contents see Cat, hihl. reg. IV (l?45)» P» 373f«

B Parisinus Lat. 4839 (olim Philbert de la Mare 440, Regius 5047) 
(Bibliothèque Nationale, Paris).

Written on parchment, the manuscript has 5I leaves with 28 lines 
to a page. It contains the Periegesis of Priscian (l-20); the 
Cynegetica (20-26), and the Liber Medicinalis of Quintus Serenus 
(26-4 8); fos. 48v-51v are blank. There are a number of corrections, 
marginal notes and interlinear notes in the scribe's hand, and some 
others in a later hand, possibly that of Philbert de la Mare. The 
manuscript is carelessly written. Van de Voestijne (pp. 25-5) lists 
the different types of mistake. Pepin (Quintus Serenus, Liber 
Medicinalis, Paris 1950, p. xxviii). Van de Woestijne and Verdiere 
date B to the ninth to the tenth century, while Bursian, Baehrens 
and Martin date it to the tenth. Baehrens was the first to collate 
this manuscript, and also A, but did the job carelessly.

C Vindobonensis 5261 (Oesterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Vienna),
Written on paper in the sixteenth century, in or after I5O5 

and before 1530 by Sannazaro (see H. Schenkl, Supplementband der 
Jahrbücher für klass. Philol. xxiv (I8 98), 587-480), it has 78 
leaves, according to Van de Woestijne, 72 according to Endlicher, 
and 19 lines to a page. It measures 200 x 120 mm. At the front of 
the codex is written, Ausonii, Ouidii, Nemesiani et Gratii 
fragmenta. Actii Sinceri manu scripta, Martirani et doctorum 
amicorum. The manuscript includes loviani Pontani Epistola ad Actium 
Sincerum Sannazarium. Neap. Idib. Febr. 1505 (ff. 1-2); B. Ausonii 
Magni Burdigalensis Carmina quaedam (ff. 5-27); Versus Ouidii de 
piscibus et feris (ff. 43-6); Nem.'s Cynegetica (ff. 48r-56v);
Grattius (ff. 58v-72v); and the Excerpta of Paulinus of Nola, The 
manuscript is described by Endlicher in Catal. codd. phil. lat.
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b ib l io th .  P a la t . V in d . . I 856, p, 204-5 (n o . c c c v i) ;  by G. H e id r ic h ,  

R u t il iu s  Namatianus, 19-12i pp. 15-4; by C. Schenkl in  h is  e d it io n  o f 

Ausonius (p . x x x iv ) and by R. P e ip e r , "D ie h a n d s c r if t l .  U e b e r lie fe r -  

ung des Ausonius," BJ Suppl. Bd. X I ,  5 4 4 ff .

There is  a lso  a m anuscript o f the Cynegetica w r it te n  on paper 

c . 1600 in  the Bodleian L ib ra ry  a t  Oxford (B o rv ill ia n u s  57)» This  

is  alm ost c e r ta in ly  a copy o f the second A ld ine  e d it io n :  note ' , 

e s p e c ia lly  th a t both read 3anus fo r  Ianus a t  u . I0 4. F u ll  d e ta ils  

o f th is  manuscript are to  be found in  A Summary Catalogue o f the  

Western Manuscripts in  the Bodleian L ib ra ry  a t  O xford, F . Madan, 

Oxford 1897, v o l .  IV, p. 52.
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1

That the manuscripts of the Eclogues had a common archetype 
can he shown by the fact that all are corrupt at ^.^6; 2.9;

2.51 ; 4*47; and that all reverse 4 *64-5 .
The manuscripts can be divided into two main groups, NO and 7.

m

2NG agree in the following errors and omissions:
1 .5 8 mittite si sentire datur) si sentire datur mit(t)ite
1 .42 fouisti) nouisti
1 .46 hinc) hie
2 . 6 uenerisque) ueneris
2 . 2 0 quaeque) atque
2.22 gramina) littora N: litoro G

2 . 4 2 Bacchi) uini
2 .7 5  Pauni uates) uates fauni
4 . 4 7 ad undas) habunda(n)s
4 . 5 8 animos) annos

Both omit or corrupt the beginnings of uu. 5*6 and 5*7.

N cannot be derived from G because it does not share G's 
omission of 1.73» G's omission of a word at 5*17» G's collocation

had arrived at the main body of the conclusions in this section 
before Volpilhac, Castagna and Reeve published their accounts of 
the manuscript tradition.

2The true reading is given for comparative purposes.
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of 2 .4 9 after 2.45, nor G's repetition of 4*13 both in its place 
and after 4*6. It also does not repeat G's errors at, for example, 
1.2 rancis) raris; 1.10 carusque) carisque; 1.82 sonas) canis;
2 .2 7 tamquam nostri) nostri tamquam; 2 . 5 0 libarunt) sudarunt; 2,74 
etiam) omnes; 3*53 saliens liquor ore) saliensque liquore; 4«8 dum) 
nam.

G cannot be derived from N because it does not share N's 
transposition of 2.81 after 5.16 and N's omissions of words at 1.25; 
1.71 ; 2.25; 3*5; 4 .6 0. it also does not repeat N's errors at, for 
example, 2.l6 aeuo cantuque) cantu euoque; 2.71 duco) ducas; 5*32  

adstringit) affrigit; 5*59 cymbia) tibia; 4*28 squamea) sua mea;

4 . 3 6 tibi bis) tribis; 4.53 gramina) germina.

Until Glaeser's edition, not much attention had been paid to N, 
and Baehrens was the first to collate G. Baehrens asserts without 
argument that G is the more reliable manuscript (PLM 5, pp. 66-7), 
while Schenkl (pp. xli-xlii of his edition) prefers N, and cites a 
few places where G seems to him interpolated. Giarratano discusses 
the question in more detail (pp. x-xviii) and agrees with Schenkl 
that N is to be preferred to G, but for different reasons, since he 
detects in G the presence of emendations by the scribe, and he 
rightly points out that G has almost as many good readings as N. 
Castagna next takes up the problem and analyses the divergences 
between N and G in great detail (pp. 129-43)* I find his arguments 
in some places a little difficult to follow, but he agrees with 
Giarratano that G has been emended by the scribe, and rightly rules 
out the suggestion made by Giarratano (p. xiii) that N is perhaps 
contaminated with V. It is presumably to be inferred from these 
conclusions (although Castagna does not say so), that where NV 
agree against G, the reading of NV ought in most cases to be



44

preferred, since it is likely that they are preserving the truth 
independently. I am not totally convinced of the validity of some 
of the evidence which Castagna adduces to support his theory that 
the scribe of G is emending, as for example in the case of G's 
reading at 5*7 sumersasque, which Castagna interprets as an unhappy 
emendation by G where N has a lacuna, G's reading looks to me more 
like a scribal error, (The archetype of NG was clearly damaged at 
this point, cf. the apparatus criticus). Again, I am not convinced 
that G's inmunia at 1.2 is an emendation, since this reading is 
found also in A, and, although GA are clearly related, there is no 
evidence that Angelius used G. Additions to Castagna's list of 
probable conjectures by G where the archetype is corrupt (p. I4 0) 
may be 2,50, where N's libar is closest to the truth, and G has 
sudarunt, and 5*65 where G "corrects", and in fact corrupts, the 
metre. Overall, however, Castagna's evidence and conclusion as to 
the relative worth of N and G seem to me to be sound. Thus we can 
propose the following stemma for NG:

NG and V
Castagna (p, 258) censures Giarratano for his comment (p. xxviii) 

"codices secundae familiae non omnino neglegi possunt, sed 
cautissime adhibendi sunt" which Castagna claims implies that the 
readings of N and G are "infinitely" better than those of V, and 
he produces figures from Giarratano's own edition to show that this 
is by no means the case. Castagna is right not to exaggerate the 
fidelity of NG as witnesses to the archetype, but his evidence is 
by no means convincing. First, ,in his tables of divergences on
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p. 240 and 2 4 1, Castagna does not distinguish possible readings 
from obvious errors, and in a number of the cases he cites, there 
is little to choose between the two readings. At 5*26, V*s nymphae 
is probably an intrusion from 5*25, uot lectio facilior. (See 
below on sub-groups in the V tradition). Secondly, Castagna uses 
this table of divergences to deduce the percentage of cases in 
which NG's reading is preferable to that of V. Kenney comments (CR 

28 (1978), 4 4), that Castagna's remark (p. 242), "Potrei aggiungere 
altri esempi: ma direi comunque che üc (i.e. NG) è preferible a p, 
(i.e. V) in non piu del 20% dei casi di divergenza" ought to mean 
"of the remaining 86 cases," because 16+10=26, which is more than 
20% of 105. I simply find Castagna's use of percentages unclear 
and unhelpful. Thirdly, Castagna completely ignores the fact that 
all the V manuscripts attribute all eleven poems to Calpurnius, 
which is surely a significant point against the reliability of V. 
Lastly, Castagna ignores the nature of some of the variants in V: 
obvious interpolations, such as Astacus at 2.1, which appears in all 
the V manuscripts but auz, and nigra at 2.44, and emendations, such 
as at 1.9; 1*25; 1*29. It is consequently reasonable to suppose 
that some of the other variants may be due to less obvious editorial 
interference. This is of some importance in deciding between 
variants in NG and V, as it always has to be borne in mind that V 
is more likely to be interpolating. (For interpolations in G, see 
above). Thus we can propose the following stemma for NG and V:

CO

H
We find in H the following colophon which has given rise to



46

much speculation about H's sources:
collatus accuratissime hie codex cum ill'o uetustissimo: / 
quern Thadeus ugoletus pannoniae regis bibliothecae / 
praefectus e germania secum attulit et cum illo/ quern 
Johannes boccaccius propria manu scripsisse / traditur 
bibliothecae sancti spiritus florentini / dicatum, et cum 
plerisque aliis: ubi titulum et / operis diuisionem multa 
etiam carmina reperimus.

There are five main problems about the sources of H: 1) Does H 
contain a collation of Ugoletus's German manuscript? 2) Did H know 
the ed. Juntina? 5) Did H know Riccardianus 656? 4 ) What is the
source of the readings from the NG branch of the tradition which H 
could'not have got from A, ed. Farm, or ed. Juntina? 5 ) Did H 
know the ed. Ven.?

1) Schenkl argues (WS 5 (I88 5), 287-91) that H knew the German 
codex only indirectly. He asserts (p. 288) that, "Aus dem Umstande 
...dass Text und Subscription von derselben Hand berrühren, ergibt 
sich deutlich genug, dass der Codex Harlèianus selbst keine Collation 
des Codex Pannonicus enthalten kann, sondern dass er aus einem 
anderen Exemplars, in dem die Yarianten jener Handschrift 
verzeichnet waren, entweder mittelbar oder unmittelbar geflessen 
ist." He further asserts that the impersonal collatus in H as 
opposed to contuli ego of Angelius*s colophon in Riccardianus 6 5 6, 
implies that the scribe of H did not himself make the collation. It 
is, however, possible that H might be a fair copy of a manuscript 
in which H ’s scribe had previously recorded his collations. On the 
other hand, the similarity of H's colophon to that of Angelius 
suggests that H knew Riccardianus 656 (i.e. u +u ^+A) amongst other 
sources' (see below) and H may perhaps have opted for the impersonal 
collatus because some of his readings had been taken from A and
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V/ere not the fruits of H ’s own collations; which particular 
readings it is impossible to say. Since, however, our knowledge of 
the manuscripts mentioned by H is confined to what we can deduce 
about them, and that is very little, speculation about the extent 
of H's knowledge of the Ugoletus manuscript seems to me to be 

pointless.
2) As further evidence for H ’s not knowing the Ugoletus manuscript 
directly, Schenkl mentions the fact that the titles in the ed. 
Juntina (1504) are almost identical with those in H, and concludes 
that the readings (mostly good) from the KG branch which appear in 
H have been taken from the ed. Juntina. Castagna also says, 
presumably for the same reasons as Schenkl, that H "surely knew" 
the ed. Juntina (p. 254). Apart from the similarity of titles, the 
only evidence I can find which might support this theory is 5 .6 5, 
where H and the ed. Juntina have the truth while KGA and the ed. 
Farm, are in error, fghinruwy also have the truth here, so that 
this is not particularly strong evidence. As for the titles, 
Castagna comments that Greco-Latin coinages such as Epiphunus are 
reminiscent of certain titles of Boccaccio's, and I wonder if it is 
possible that the titles in H and the ed. Junt. originated in the 
Boccaccio manuscript. This is pure speculation, however. The 
evidence above seems tô suggest that H knew the ed. Junt., but it 
does not appear to me nearly as strong as Schenkl and Castagna 
would have us believe.
5 ) Schenkl claims (p. 289) that H knew Rice. 6 5 6, but as Castagna 
points out, his arguments are not very convincing. Schenkl quotes 
three places in Calpurnius where the readings seem to suggest 
dependence on the Riccardianus. As Castagna mentions, however, 
Schenkl has the wrong reading for H at Cal. 2.27 and this must 
therefore be discounted. At Cal. 5 .2 4 F as well as H reads sola tu
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and e£, so that this is not firm evidence of H's dependence on the 
Riccardianus.^ Schenkl's third example, which is much stronger 
evidence for dependence on Riccardianus, Castagna ignores: at Cal. 
2.66 in H liquentia has been ousted by rorantia which appears as a 
gloss in the Riccardianus but is found nowhere else. Further 
evidence, not mentioned by Schenkl, is perhaps furnished by the 
fact that H agrees in error with u at 3-53 and 4*44, but on both 
occasions a few other manuscripts (firy and fhinrm/y) have the same 
reading. The strongest evidence is in my opinion the similarity 
between the colophon of H and that of Angelius in Ricc. 63 6.
4 ) There are in H quite a number of readings from the KG tradition 
which are not in A, ed. Farm, and ed. Junt., e.g. 1.75 pascentur: 
3*47 arripit; 3*54 euomit; 4*39 iam nulla etc. Castagna says (p.
2 3 5) that we cannot now know whether the manuscript used by Ugoletus 
was still extant when H was written, or whether it had already 
been lost, and suggests that H derived his KG readings not from 
Ugoletus but from G. Schenkl and Giarratano, however, say that 
these KG readings are from the Boccaccio manuscript. Baehrens (FLM 
3, p. 68), however, asserts that "sine dubio" the Boccaccio manu
script was destroyed by fire with Boccaccio's other books in 1471, 
see F. Bluhme, Iter Italicum 2, Halle 1824-36, p. 9I, but 
according to H's colophon, the manuscript was in S. Spirito.
Castagna concedes that in some places, such as Kern. 4*70, K alone 
has the genuine reading, although this could be due to conjecture.
To this one might add the fact that H is nearest to the truth at 
5 .5 1* However, as Castagna says, this alone is not sufficient 
evidence to prove that the Boccaccio manuscript belonged to a

 ̂There appears, however, to be no other evidence that H might have 
known F.
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different 'branch of the tradition from NG and Y. Reeve (C£ 28 

(1978), 23 5)» while admitting that there is no manuscript in the 
catalogue compiled in 1451 of the library of S. Spirito where the 
manuscript of Boccaccio was supposed to have been which answers the 
description of G, nor any manuscript listed containing Nem. or 
Calpurnius, nevertheless suggests that G found its way to this 
library and is to be identified with Boccaccio's manuscript. Since 
we have no record of either G or a Boccaccio manuscript in this 
library, such speculation is pointless. I am not convinced that H 
knew G at all, as there are a number of cases where, if G had been 
used, we might have expected to find its correct reading in H but 
do not, nor is the correct reading to be found in so that it is 
more likely that the NG readings in H came not from G, but from 
another source and possibly more than one (i.e. the Ugoletus manu
script, Boccaccio's manuscript or the ed. Junt.).
5 ) Castagna suggests (p. 23 6) that H is contaminated with a text 
from the Y tradition which bears some affinity to the ed. Yen.
There can be no doubt that the first part of this suggestion is 
true, but there is not a great deal of evidence to suggest that a 
text akin to the ed. Yen. was involved. H does very often give a Y 
reading found also in the ed. Yen. but as these are mostly 
readings found in a number of other Y manuscripts, this proves 
nothing. I have found only two places in Nem. where the only Y 
member which shares H's reading is the ed. Yen., viz. 2.30 
nulloque biberunt, which appears also in A, and 2.50 amet, which 
reading is also shared by u (A?). At 2.40, on the other hand, H

^ A probably did not use G either, but a manuscript not unlike it. 
See my section on other sources of variant readings in A.
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agrees in error with a number of V manuscripts while the ed. Yen. 
has the truth.

Castagna concludes that H has several subsidiary sources: the 
ed. Junt., probably also u and A, and at least one manuscript 
from the NG branch, probably the Boccaccio manuscript. My own 
conclusions are less definite: we know from the colophon that H 
was contaminated "cum plerisque aliis" and that two manuscripts 
which we do not now possess were also involved. It is not 
impossible that some of the sources hitherto suggested for ÏÏ were 
used, but it is also not impossible that the readings which seem 
to suggest dependence on a particular extant source were also in 
one or other of the lost manuscripts, and it is therefore 
dangerous to speculate about the possible sources of particular 
readings, and to be too dogmatic about the relationship of the lost 
manuscripts to the extant manuscript tradition.

H, A, the ed. Farm, and the Lost Manuscript of Thadeus Ugoletus 
Our information about the lost manuscript of Thadeus Ugoletus 

comes from three sources, the colophons of the ed. Farm.:
Impressum Farmae per Angelum ugoletum E uetustissimo atque 
emendatissimo Thadaei Ugoletti (sic) codice e Germania 
allato in quo Calphurni et Nemesiani uti impressi sunt 
tituli leguntur.

of H:
collatus accuratissime hie codex cum illo uetustissimo: / 
quem Thadeus ugoletus pannoniae regis bibliothecae / 
praefectus e germania secum attulit et cum illo / quem 
Johannes boccaccius propria manu scripsisse / traditur 
bibliothecae sancti spiritus florentini / dicatum. et cum 
plerisque aliis: ubi titulum et / operis diuisionem multa
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etiam carmina reperimus 
and the colophon added to u by Nicolaus Angelius Ugoletus;

Contuli ego Nicolaus Angelius hunc codicem / cum multisoue 
aliis & cum illo uetustissimo codice / quem nobis Thadeus 
Ugoletus pannoniae regis / bibliothecae praefectus e 
Germania allatum / accomodauit in quo multa carmina sunt 
reperta / Anno salutis MCCCLXXXXII 

Unfortunately, although Angelius was involved with two of these 
texts, other sources have been used and a different approach to the 
text has been made in each case, with the result that it is now 
very difficult to come to any certain conclusions about the nature 
of Ugoletus*s manuscript, although there has been much speculation. 
Various deductions can, however, be made about it. As Castagna tells 
us (p. 216), it is clear from Angelina's foreword to the text of 

Nem. in the Riccardianus?
Ex Vetustissimo codice e Germania / allato hie est transcriptus 
titulus finis bucolicorum / Calphurni.i Aureli.j Nemesiani poeta 
Cartagi/nensis

that in the Ugoletus manuscript, the last four Eclogues were 
attributed to Nem., whereas in V and the Florilegia all eleven are 
attributed to Calpurnius.

The Ugoletus manuscript did not belong to the V family.
Castagna (pp. 216-7) draws our attention to the fact that at Cal. 
2.18, Angelius has added the correct reading where u has a V 
variant, commenting "sic habebat emendatus codex." A further point 
which Castagna does not mention is that the Ugoletus manuscript 
almost certainly contained lines missing from the V branch, since 
the lines which Angelius has added in u are not found in the ed.
Ven. which he probably also used (see below). It is perhaps also 
possible to deduce in a few places what the reading of the Ugoletus
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manuscript must have been, where H and ed. Farm, agree in a V 
reading and there is no sign in u that A ever added an NG reading, 
e.g. at 1 .25 and 1.37» That the Ugoletus manuscript was closer to 
NG than V is shown not only by the probability that it contained 
lines missing from V, but also by the number of cases, too large to
be due to conjecture, in which the variants which Angelius notes
are readings also found in the NG branch. A few of these variants 
indicate a closer relationship to G than N, but as not all are 
found in H and ed. Farm., it is difficult to be certain whether H 
and ed. Farm, are taking readings from other sources, or whether A 
is, although the former is perhaps more probable. Castagna gives a 
table of agreements between A and G on p. 218 but as usual he gives 
both true readings and errors and not all his other examples are 
cogent. A and G agree in the following errors:

1.11 et calamis et uersu, an error not shared by H and ed. 

Farm.
4 . 1 0 animo G^AH, not in ed. Farm.
u. 4 . 6  appears twice in G and ed. Farm., once in its proper
place and once after 4 «8. In Riccardianus 636 by 4*6 A has
added "uacat hie uersus" (not deest as Castagna says). It 
is doubtful whether the scribe of N would have corrected this 
error.
G and A are also alone in preserving the truth at 1.2.
A and G ’s flauit at 1.5 could conceivably be independent 
error, as the same reading is found also in k (1490) and q 
(late fourteenth or early fifteenth century) and has perhaps 
been caused by the influence of inflare above. At I.31 G 
reads fagosque, not fagosue as Castagna says.

Agreements between A and H
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A and H alone agree in error in the following places:

1.14 iam) et 
1 .7 0 hie) hinc
1,81 tibi ne) tibi neu H, A's signs in u seem to indicate 
that this is what he wanted the text to read.
4 .1 3 dulces cantu) cantu dulcis H : cantu dulces A
At 1.9 , AH alone have the truth.

Other Sources of Variant Readings in A
It was Schenkl who first suggested (p. 287) that some of A's 

readings originated in the ed. Ven., and Giarratano (p. xxxv) and 
Castagna (p. 220) list some of these. A number of these readings, 
however, occur in other V manuscripts also, but there is still some
evidence to support the theory that A knew ed. Ven. H agrees with
A in some of these readings.

At 2 .1 5 A and the ed, Ven. read reuelare, but as j reads 
reue11are. the possibility of independent error cannot be 

ruled out.
2 .3 0 nullo libarunt) nulloque biberunt 'AH ed. Ven.

2 .4 8  ^ )  turn A ed. Ven.
3 .2 5  nosque etiam) uos etiam et A ed. Ven.
3.51 cymbala) cymbia A ed. Ven.
4 . 6 9 herbas) artes A ed. Ven.

In a very few cases A has errors not found elsewhere in the tradition 

e.g.
2.41 erro) horti 
2.83 qua) qui

Castagna also mentions I.7 0 , but this is a reading found also in 
H and may possibly have appeared in the Ugoletus manuscript.

The danger of speculating about the manuscript of Ugoletus is
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high-lighted by Castagna when he rightly points out (p. 221) that 
Giarratano, Verdiere and Korzeniewski are wrong to identify this 
manuscript with A alone, but he goes on to say that some of A's 
readings are also characteristic of G and of ed. Ven, and to praise 
Korzeniewski's statement (p. 6) that, "lie Lesarten die Nicolaus 
Angelius auf dem Rand des Codex Riccardianus 6^6 vermerkt hat (A), 
sind wohl groesstenteils einem germanischen Codex...entnommen; 
aber da manche Lesarten mit einigen Codices der V-Klasse 
uebereinstimmen, scheint er auch aus anderen Codices, die er nach 
seiner Angabe mit dem Codex Germanicus verglichen hat, Varianten 
mitzuteilen." The fallacy here is that since the Ugoletus manuscript 
is lost we cannot say with certainty that because any particular 
reading appears in a manuscript or edition still extant it could 
not have appeared in the Ugoletus manuscript also. The evidence of
1.25 might suggest that the Ugoletus manuscript had certain 
corruptions found in the V branch. Ve cannot now know. As regards 
the readings characteristic of G, it is in my view more probable, 
as Reeve suggests (p. 252), that the Ugoletus manuscript bore some 
resemblance to G rather than that readings were taken by A 
directly from G, as there are a number of places where A might
have noted G's reading had he known it, e.g* at 1.85; 2.52; 5*57

Ugoletus MS Roccabcio MS
Ven

The ed. Parm. and the ed. Ven.
Both Schenkl (p. 287) and Castagna (p. 250) suggest that the 

ed. Ven. was used in the preparation of ed. Parm. as there are a 
number of places where ed. Parm. agrees with NG in a reading not
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found in the Riccardianus 656 or agrees with ed, Ven, in a peculiar 
reading not found in any manuscript. Their conclusion is probably 
correct, but their evidence could have been more convincing, Schenkl 
cites resonant tua at 1.2 as a reading which probably goes back to 
the ed. Ven,, but as he admits himself, this variant is also in u, 
and a number of other V manuscripts.

The ed. Parm. agrees w ith  ed. Ven, in  the fo llo w in g  unique 

e rro rs  :

1.75  te pinus) te primis 
2,61 quae ducit) quae non dueit 

illudere in ed, Parm. at 5*42 is probably also taken from ed. Ven,, 
and possibly also splenderet lumine at 2 ,7 6. It is possible that the 
interpolation of Astacus at 2.1 has also come from ed. Ven., but 
this is a very common interpolation in the V manuscripts.

Schenkl a lso  suggests th a t the ed, Parm. used the second 

Deventer e d it io n  but he gives no evidence and I  can see none.

The ed, Parm, and the ed. Bon.

There is  c le a r ly  a l in k  between the ed. Parm. and the ed. Bon. 

o f 1504 which has notes by G u id a lo t t i .  Both r e f e r  to  the f i r s t  

th ree  poems as prim a, secunda, t e r t i a , but then r e fe r  to  the la s t  

as tLndecima.

They alone offer certain errors:
2.86 uiburna) urbana 
3 .3 2 astringit) astringere 
4 . 1 7 mentem) mente

Castagna tells us (p. 230) that there is only one case where 
Guidalotti emends the reading of ed. Parm., 2.83, hut this is 
incorrect. At 2.87 ed. Bon. "corrects" ed, Parm.'s unmetrical at 
to aut and at 4*11» ed. Bon. has the true reading adederat where
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ed. Parm, has the error ederat■

The ed. Parm. and the ed. Juntina (1504).
These two early editions are clearly related; both preserve

the lines missing from the V tradition, transpose uu. 3.25 and 26,
preserve many good readings from the NG class and agree in a unique
error at 2.44* The ed. Juntina is not a copy of ed. Parm., however,
as it sometimes has readings from the NG tradition, where ed. Parm.
follows the V branch, e.g. at 1.8, 58* 67; 2.48; 3*54 etc. Schenkl
suggests that these good readings in ed. Junt. are taken from the
Ugoletus manuscript, as Nicolaus Angelius, whose colophon in Eicc.
636 is dated 1492, made the proof correction of the ed. Junt. at
about the same time (See Bandini, Be Florentina Juntarum
typographia, Florence 1791, I* P* 50f.). Castagna states (p. 228)
that where the ed. Junt. disagrees with the ed. Parm., it always
preserves a reading from the NG tradition while ed. Parm.'s
reading is from the ed. Ven. This is generally true, but not always,
e.g. at 1 .44 ed. Junt.agrees with NG in the truth while ed. Parm.
agrees with fghinruwy. In two places where the ed. Junt. has the
truth, ed. Parm. has an error of its own, 2.86 and 3*52. At 1.81,
ed. Junt. has a very significant error not found in ed. Parm. (see
below), and there is another unique error at 4*51* At 1.20, ed.
Junt. has the truth, together with H and some V manuscripts, while
ed. Parm. agrees with NG, ed. Ven. and other V manuscripts in error.
At 3*9 ed. Parm. agrees with ed. Ven. in error, but ed. Junt.'s
error is found in fru(in ras,)y. At 3*42, ed. Junt.'s error is
shared by HV plerique while ed. Parm.'s error is also found in ed.

2Ven. At 4.11 ed. Junt., like Eafu y reads the truth, while ed.
Parm. agrees with NGV reliqui in error. Thus Castagna is over
simplifying the situation. In most of these cases it will be noted

2that ed. Junt. agrees with u or u while it disagrees with ed.
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Parm.
The source of the good readings in ed. Junt. not also found in

ed. Parm. is something of a mystery. Schenkl suggests that they are
taken from the Ugoletus manuscript. Castagna says simply that the 
ed. Junt. had a fuller knowledge of the NG tradition than ed. Parm.
and I am surprised that he does not suggest the Boccaccio manu
script mentioned in the colophon of H as a possible source. We have 
no real evidence for the source of these good readings. It is 
possible that this is simply a case of Angelius experimenting with 
the text by adopting different readings for different editions, and 
that these good readings may have been in the Ugoletus manuscript.
The fact that ed. Parm. has less of the truth than ed. Junt. 
although Angelius possibly had access to the correct reading, 
parallels the state of the text of Nem. before Baehrens, when N was 
known but editors continued to accept the readings of V in most 

cases.

Ed. Parm., ed. Juntina, the Ugoletus Manuscript and Riccardianus 636

Schenkl suggests (p. 228) that the readings of the Ugoletus 
manuscript (i.e. readings from the NG tradition) are taken in both 
the ed. Parm. and the ed. Junt. from Ricc. 6 3 6. In both editions, 
with a few exceptions, where the truth is noted in the margin in 
Ricc. 6 3 6, presumably taken from the Ugoletus manuscript, ed.
Parm. and ed. Junt. have this reading, whereas in the places where 
the V reading stands with no variant added, ed. Parm. and ed. Junt. 
follow the V tradition, as at 1.25; 2.71; 4*24 etc. Two examples 
make the use of Ricc. 636 by these editions almost certain.

At Cal. 2.18f. (Schenkl pp. 284-5) u follows the V tradition, 
fusing uu. 18 and 19 into one. Angelius has added in the margin the 
correct reading and then repeated the first two words of u. 18
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omnia cessabant, which have subsequently been partially erased. In 
ed. Parm. this repetition has led to the appearance of both 
versions of these lines one after the other, first the correct NG 
reading and then the V.

The dependence of ed. Junt. on Ricc. 636 can be demonstrated 
by Nem. 1.81 (Schenkl p. 285) which appears in the manuscript thus: 

Perge puer ceptu^ tibi iam ̂  desere carmen nëu
Angelius clearly wishes the text to read ceptumque tibi neu desere, 
but his marks have been misunderstood, and the line reads in the 
ed. Junt.:

Perge puer ceptum tibi neuque desere carmen 
There is no knowing why, if Angelius made the proof correction of 
the ed. Junt., he did not alter the text here. Schenkl (p. xliv) 
says that Angelius seems to have done the work hastily and quotes 
as an example Cal. 6 .4 6 where he has not noted the reading of the 
manuscript against a very corrupt line, but has simply obelized. 
Schenkl quotes some other examples (p. 285) demonstrating ed. Junt.'s 
dependence on Ricc, 636.

In a few places the two editions preserve a true reading where 
Ricc. 636 follows the V tradition, e.g. I.I3 tepuere (which reading 
does not appear in the ed. Ven. or the Deventer editions which 
have been suggested as further sources for the texts of ed, Parm. 
and ed. Junt.). Schenkl wonders what the source of these readings 
could be, and, while he does not exclude the possibility that ed. 
Junt. is simply taking over readings from ed. Parm., he thinks it 
more probable that tepuere was originally noted by Angelius in the 
manuscript and was removed by later glossators, as he says happens 
occasionally in manuscripts, but I find it hard to believe that the 
reading could have been removed without any trace at all remaining.
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Castagna accounts for these readings by suggesting that Ricc, 636 

was not the direct source of the texts of the two editions, but 
that Angelius and the editor of the ed. Junt. had added the collation 
of Angelius to different base texts when the Ugoletus manuscript 
was still at Florence, one working more carefully'than the other.
It is the suggestion of Castagna that Angelina's other exemplar was 
the ed. Ven. or a text very similar, and that his collation was 
easier to read than the Ugoletus manuscript. Then either Ugoletus 
or the editors of ed. Junt. checked the manuscript and added various
readings which Angelius had missed. We know, according to Castagna,
that Angelius was not the only one to use Ricc. 636 as there is at 
least one other correcting hand. (See below). Castagna gives no 
evidence for these suggestions, however, and I find it particularly 
hard to believe that the repetition in ed. Parm, at 2.18 f. (above) 
in particular was not brought about by direct use of Ricc. 63 6.

Other Sources of the ed. Juntina
Schenkl (p. 287) doubts whether the ed. Juntina depends 

directly on the ed. Ven. as does the ed. Parm., since ed. Junt. 
agrees with ed. Parm. in a unique error found first in ed. Ven. in 
only four places, as for example 2.76 splenderet lumine, and he 
suggests that the ed. Junt. could have taken these readings
directly from the ed. Parm. Castagna, on the other hand (pp. 227-8),
says that the ed. Junt. is not dependent on the ed. Parm., or if it 
is, it is not exclusively so, and that both editions independently 
grafted on to a text closely affiliated to the ed. Ven. a series of 
NG readings. He further asserts that the ed. Junt. shows greater 
knowledge of the NG tradition than does ed. Parm., for which see 
my section on the ed. Parm. and the ed. Juntina. I cannot find any 
cases of the ed. Junt. agreeing with the ed. Ven. where ed. Parm.
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does not also do so, and the fact that at 2.44 ed. Parm. and ed. 
Junt. alone read me misero may further suggest that the ed. Junt. 
is taking over readings from the ed. Parm. Schenkl also suggests 
that the ed. Junt. used both Deventer editions, but he gives no 
evidence, and I can see none.

Sources of the Variant Readings in Riccardianus 6 3 6.
The sources of the variant readings added in this manuscript 

and the number of hands involved are disputed. It is generally 
agreed, however, that the ed. Ven., or a very similar text was used, 
and variants from this text have in fact been added, for example, 
at 2 .4 8 ; 3*26; 4 *69. Castagna (p. 224) and Reeve (232) have also 
suggested the ed. Rom. tradition, and variants from this branch 

have indeed been added, for example, at 1.63; 1*69; 2.67; 5*9; 5*54*
Schenkl (pp. xliii-xliv) distinguishes five different hands. 

Reeve, however, suggests (232) that less attention to hands and 
more to the sources of the variants would give a clearer picture, 
but this is wrong in my view, as, given a number of possible 
sources, it is impossible to be sure which are the sources of 
variants when we cannot be certain which hand has noted There 
are a number of places in this manuscript where it is quite 
impossible to tell which hand has made a particular alteration and 
these cases are often very important for increasing our knowledge 
of the sources. It is also impossible to be certain when these 
variants were added, and this can lead to difficulties. Castagna, 
for example, contends (p. 23O), that in the ed. Parm. and often 
in the ed. Junt., there are readings from the NG tradition which 
are not added by A in Ricc. 636 and he cites 3*54 and 4*8 as 
examples, but in both these cases the text has been altered to the 
NG readings by means of erasures and it is surely impossible to 
state categorically either that these erasures were not already
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present in the text when Angelius saw it, or that Angelius did not 
make them himself.

Castagna (p.,224) suggests that the first corrector in Ricc.
636 added some readings from the ed. Ven. or a text similar to it, 
Angelius next added more readings from the ed. Ven. and also some 
from the Ugoletus manuscript. Finally, readings from the ed. Rom. 
were added. However, he does not explain how he arrives at these 
conclusions.

Reeve, unlike Schenkl (p. xliii) and Castagna (p. 49), does 
not believe that the readings noted from the ed. Ven. in Ricc. 636 

were added first, but that readings from the ed. Rom. tradition 
preceded them. He quotes as an example (233) two variant readings 
noted in the margin at 3*25-6 . Reeve is, however, simplifying the 
situation here, partly because he has omitted some of the evidence. 
He says, quite rightly, that u has conflated the lines, but 
ignores the fact that another hand has erased the part of the line 
which properly belongs to u. 26 and inserted the rest of u. 2 5 , nor 
does he say which hand he thinks is responsible. Again, the mere 
fact that the ed. Rom. reading precedes that of the ed. Ven. in the 
margin does not necessarily prove that all the ed. Rom. readings 
were added first. In fact, as Reeve himself admits, the second 
version is not that of the ed. Ven. at all, but the same as that in 
az, although this may simply be an independent error. He also does 
not mention the fact that Angelius has added a version of 3*26 
which appears above the variants he quotes. Reeve contends that 
these variants are in the same hand as the colophon, i.e. that of 
Angelius, but this does not seem to me to be so. Reeve (233) 
concludes that all the notes not in the hand of Rogerius, who 
owned the manuscript in the sixteenth century, were entered by 
Angelius over a fairly long period of time from three sources: the 
ed. Rom. branch, ed. Ven. and the Ugoletus manuscript. In favour
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of part of this theory is the fact that some of Angelius's notes 
are in darker and thicker ink than others, but'I am not convinced 
that there are only two glossators involved, although as the matter 
of the hands is so difficult, I hesitate to state that the theory 
is definitely false. My own impression is that the ed. Rom. readings 
were added by one hand, and the ed. Ven. and Ugoletus manuscript 
readings by Angelius, but this is simply an impression.

Magliabecchianus VII 1195
This manuscript was first discovered by Castagna who says (p. 

2 2 2) that it was written after the collation of Angelius in Ricc.
656 and before H, while he is unsure how it stands chronologically 
in relation to the Parma and Juntina editions. The base text is 
unquestionably V and it has been contaminated with the NG branch. 
This NG text is clearly related to A, as it agrees with it in error,
for example, at 1.81; 2.18; 4.10; 4 .I3 post 4.6. Castagna also
quotes 1.5 , which as I mentioned above may possibly be an 
independent error, and 1.11 where he says M's et calamis uersu et 
appears to be an unhappy emendation of NGA's et calamis et uersu, 
although it is in my opinion more likely that it is simply an error.

M has more NG readings than the Parma and Juntina editions and 
therefore cannot simply be a copy of either except on the 
assumption of contamination. It preserves an NG reading where they 

do not, e.g. at 1.47; 2.33; 2 .5O; 2.79 etc. and also does not
repeat their errors at 2.1; 2.44 etc.

As regards the V readings in M, Castagna (p. 223) says that M 
has a preference for the firuy branch and agrees with them, e.g., 

at 2.41 ; 3.41 ; 4 .5 3, but this may be due to dependence on Ricc. 636 

(see below). The scribe adds a variant reading at the time of 
copying the manuscript only once, at 2,15 where he adds Ae's variant
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reuelare in the margin while he reads releuare in his text.
Castagna canvasses the possibility (p. 224-) that M is derived 

from u + A, but rejects it. As Reeve points out (n. 31» 231-2), 
however, Castagna is wrong to state that the transposition of uu. 
3 .25 -6 in M could not have been found in Ricc. 6 3 6, as in the latter 
manuscript Angelius has noted u. 26 in the margin, and there is a 
sign above u. 25 which might be interpreted as indicating that the 
line is to be inserted there. One might also add that Castagna is 
wrong to say (p. 225) that Angelius*s instructions noted in Ricc.
636 are not sufficiently clear for M to have understood where 
dulcia was to be inserted in u. 2.37 after Idas has been ejected: 
the mark after cui in Ricc. 636 is perfectly plain. On the other 
hand. Reeve completely ignores the fact that there are a number of 
cases in M where M has an NG reading which is not noted by Angelius, 
does not appear in ed. Parm. and ed, Junt., and in one case, does 
not appear in H either (2.33)* As with certain readings in the ed. 
Junt,, we have a case where another member of the NG family has 
been involved in the constitution of the text, but we have no 
evidence as to which manuscript this might be.

Variant Readings in Magliabecchianus VII 1195
Castagna (p. 226) suggests that the variants and corrections 

in M are all in the hand of the scribe, Alesso Lapaccini. Some were 
made at the same time as the main text and others, in red ink, at 
a later date. Many of these variants are probably from the ed. Ven. 
(p. 227), Almost certain examples are the interventions at 2 .7 6; 
3 .15; 5 .4 2 and probably also those at 1.11; I.3I; 3*47 etc. There 
are also a number of readings common to the V tradition e.g. 1.9; 
1.2 6; 1.29; 2.18; 2.23; 2.33; 3*26 etc. At 4 .45 is noted the 
reading sed et hue which is found in a^ktz (sed de hue g), but
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none of these manuscripts contains all the readings after we have 
eliminated those found in the ed. Ven., so that there are clearly 
at least three sources for the variants in M, and it is impossible 
to identify two of them on such scanty evidence. Castagna draws 
our attention to two variants which may possibly be emendations by 
Lapaccini, oui pando at 3*19» which Burman conjectured much later, 
and lusus adegerat at 4.11. There is one gloss, luscinia, explaining 

aedona at 2.6l.



65

CONCORDANCE OP SIGLA

Williams Giarratano Verdiere Castagna Reeve

(1943 ed.) 
a a a
b b b
c c c
d d d
e e e
f f f

s s s

h h h
i i i
J - z

k - X

1 1 j
m V
n n n
o — —

P P P
q q q

r r r
S S 8

t w
U  11 11

V  -

w - 1

a a
b b

c c
d (a)
e (Ml) e
f (M2) (f)

S e

h (M4) h
i (M2) i
z z

X (M1) ( x )

1 (K5) 1

V (M 5 ) V

n (M 4 ) n

P (M3) P

q q

s (M2) s
r (M3) r
w (Ml) (w)

u (M2) u
- f
k (M4) k

^The brackets signify that this manuscript has been eliminated by 
Reeve and the siglum used to signify another manuscript.
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Williams

X

y
z

Giarratano Verdière Castagna

' y (m5)
m (M2)

Reeve

y
m
w
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The V Manuscripts

All the manuscripts which constitute the V branch of the 
tradition were written in the fifteenth century (with the possible 
exception of q, see J.B. Hall, Claudian Be Raptu Proserpinae, 
Cambridge 1969» P- 24^and M.B. Reeve CQ 28 (l978), 237, and v), and 
in the earliest V manuscript definitely datable (c, written 1447- 
55), the text already has thé interpolations and lacunae which 

distinguish the V manuscripts.

Errors common to all V manuscripts 
Omissions of whole lines

1.28; 2.83; 3.30.

Interpolations
1 ,9  comam uicine Timeta) meam mihi care senectam
1 .25  aut Oeagrius) modula(n)tibus

1 .2 9  seruans) quercus 
1 .67 messi) campo 
2 .7 9 iurare) nar(r)are
3 .3 9 fetus) fructus
3 .4 0 primi) pueri 
4 . 4 5 iirere) uertito
4 . 4 7  ad undas) ab ulmis

There are many other errors common to all the V manuscripts.

The V branch of the tradition is divided into two main sub
groups, fhinruwy (='-) and abcdegjklmpqstvxz (y§),

fhinruwy agree in the following errors;
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1.44 anni) animi fghinruwy
2.41 uiolaeque) uiolisque fhinruwy
2 .6 7 geminasque) geminosque fhinruwy
2.82 auena) auenae Hfghinruwy
3.51 uocalia) uenalia firuy : ueralia hnw (where all the other 

V manuscripts but a have the truth).
3 .6 8 fluorem) liquorem fghinruwy. Reeve (228) asks whether 

abcdegjklmpqstvxz (a) could have taken the true reading 
fluorem from an outside source, implying that the 
archetype of the 7 manuscripts read liquorem, but it is 
surely much more likely that liquorem in fghinruwy is a
gloss belonging only to this group.

4 . 3 9 iam nulla) nam nulla fhinruy (uersum om. w)
4 . 4 4 niueum) nactum Hfhinruwy
4 . 6 3  uaporo) uaporem fghinruwy

abodejklmpqstvxz agree in error in the following places:
2.6 uenerisoue) uenerique abcdegjklmpqstvxz
2.11 quod) et abodejklmpqstvxz
3 ,2 5  om. abodejklmpstvxz
4 . 3 9 iam nulla) non ulla bedgjklmpqstvxz. uersum om. e
4 . 4 4 niueum) natum abcdegjlmpqstvxz; notum kt
4 . 6 8 quoque uersicoloria) qu(a)e uer(s)icoloria abcdegjklmpqs 

tu Cin ras.) vxz

g agrees sometimes with one sub-group and sometimes with another. 
Reeve tells us (228) that he inclines to the view that "gnu had a 
common hyparchetype," but the evidence which he produces to support 
this theory is, at least as regards Nem., not very strong. At 2.41 
and 2 .5 9 he is obliged to admit that g's reading is not the same as
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that of n and u. At 2,56 I do not agree that u reads diane; it seems
to me to read dione. Of his examples, the only one which in my
opinion has any weight at all is 1 .44 animi, and this seems to me 
insufficient evidence to include g in this sub-group. Reeve also 
wonders (228) whether gnu found 3-25 from a source outside the
group. The answer to this question is almost certainly no: n has
the truth, but the beginning of the line in g is corrupt, and the 
first hand of u conflates uu. 3 «25 and 26, which makes it highly
probable that both lines were in u*s exemplar, g appears to me to be

contaminated:
habent 3 «25 fghinruwy
3.68 fluorem NGHbcdjklmpqstvxz: flurorem a: liquorem fghinruwy 

but
24,39 jam nulla NGHy : nam nulla fhinruy: non ulla bcdgjklmpqs

tvxz: non ilia a: uersum om. ew
4 . 4 4  niueum KGA: nactum Hfhinruwy: natum abcdgjlmpqstvxz: 

notum kt

ocean be further divided into two sub-groups, fir(u)y, first 
identified by Schenkl, p. lii, and hnw.

firy agree in the following errors:^
1 .7  detondent) detrudent permittere) promittere
1,51 concilioaue deum) consilioque deus

1 .6 9 mella) mala
1.81 tibi ne) tibi iam neu 

2 .2 3 prato) pacto
2 .3 2  aera) atria

 ̂Unlike Giarratano, Castagna and Reeve, I mention here variants 
which occur only in the manuscripts in question.
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2 .5 2 quooue unam) uuam

2.61 ducit) duceret 
3.1 atque) ac
3 .3 6  tumuerunt) timuerunt
4 . 1 2  uulnera) uellera

4 . 3 2  arto) arte 
4 . 4 2 cantu) tantum
4 . 6 3 ture uaporo) fonte uaporem
4.68 uersicoloria) uarieque coloria firu (sub ras.?)y
4.71 quo currunt) concurrunt migrant) magice

firuy agree'in the following errors:
1.10 in) mihi firu (sub ras.?)y
1.61 meritae) meriti
2 . 5 0 dum Pallas) dea pallas firu (sub ras.) : mea Pallas y

3.51 uocalia) uenalia 
om. 4 «56-61 firuy
4 . 7 0  quo rumpitur) corrumpitur 

u has suffered a number of erasures and in many of these places, 
it looks as though the original text agreed in error with firy, but 
it is impossible now to be sure.

The ed. Romana 1471 and firuy
Reeve claims (p. 224) that firy derive from the ed. Rom. and

later adds (p. 226) that everything he needs to say about firy
"can be truthfully said about u." Unfortunately, neither of these
claims is wholly true. There is some evidence to suggest that i is
not descended from the ed. Rom. as it preserves the truth in several
places where the ed. Rom. and fry are corrupt:

2
1 .63 phoebea i: phorbea fru y , ed. Rom.
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2.41 erro i: atrae ry; atre u, ed. Rom.: antre f (p.c. )
25 . 9  suerat i; sueuit fru y ed. Horn.

2 13 .3 4  collidit i: sustulit fru y ed. Rom.; sustolit y
u is also clearly not descended from the ed. Rom., since it 

agrees with i in all the cases cited above and is also not inter

polated at 1.7 , 74» 2.1; 5 2» 3*45 and 4*32» It is impossible to say 
whether or not u could have been the parent of ed. Rom., since 
there are so many alterations to the text that it is difficult to 
tell how many hands are involved and to distinguish one from another. 
Reeve (232-3) considers that certain readings were added to u from
ed. Rom.; which is possible, as there are a number of readings 

2added by u which agree with firy and ed. Rom., but this theory 
ignores the fact that the base text of u and ed. Rom, already had 
some features in common. I can find no evidence, however, that fry 
are not descended from the ed. Rom. and I have therefore eliminated 
them from the summation stemma.

ed. Rom

Other early editions and firy
The ed. Parisina of 1495 is also closely linked to this group 

and agrees with firy in error, for example at 2 .2 3 prato) pacto;
2 . 2 6  expecto) experto; 4«42 cantu) tantum; om. 4«56-6l; 4 . 7 0 Qpo 
luna) colubrina; 4 .7I migrant) magice.

Also linked, but less closely, are the ed. Cadomensis (15OO?) 
and the ed. Ascensiana (1503) which agree with firy for example, at 
2 .3 2 , 61 ; 3.1 ; 4 .7 1. These editions, however, have no authority.

hnw
Giarratano (p. xxiv) first realised that h and n were related
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but had not looked at w.
hnw agree in the following errors;

1 .26 concinerent) concinnent

1 .27 quia) quare
1.49 iaces) tapes
1 .6 9  dat) dant hn**w
2.11 quod) qui
2 .5 7  cura) rura
3 .3 2  acutas) acutis
3.51 uocalia) ueralia
4 . 7  hos) nos
om. 4 .26-37 hn, om. 4.26-43 w
4 .6 3  quoque KGAH: qu(a)e V plerique: uerbum om. hnw

4 . 6 5  lauros) tauros 
Of hnw, Reeve tells us (224) that, "If h was copied directly 

from n, therefore, k (i.e. w) must derive from h; but even if not, 
it must derive from n." I can find no evidence that h was not copied 
from n, but w does not repeat h's errors at 1.38, 47; 2.15, 58, 6O;
3.28 and 55 and I wonder if w's relationship to n is,as simple as 
Reeve implies, w is a very corrupt manuscript with a number of
lacunae and many errors which suggest that the scribe had little
idea of what he was copying (e.g. primus for pinus 1.30; defendet 
for dependent 4*48), but there is also evidence of conjecture (e.g. 
getulusque at I.7 6; uagitibus at 2 .3 2; noctiuagus at 3 .1 7; acerbum 
at 4 .5 3), which it seems unlikely that an ignorant scribe could 
have made, and there are also places where w has the truth and hn 
are in error (e.g. 2.40; 3*69). Again, at 4»5, h has the unmetrical 
reading puerilisque, presumably a misunderstanding of n's pilisque, 
while w has the metrical puerique, and at 4 .6 4 h's unmetrical 
reading lustrauitque cineres has been "corrected" in w to lustrauit
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cineres. All this suggests to me that if w is descended from n, the 
text has undergone some degree of damage and correction in the 
process and its relationship to hn is not that of an apograph. It 
has, however, no readings of importance and I have therefore 
eliminated it and h from the summation stemma.

Thus we can propose the following stemma for the oc branch of the V 

tradition:

ed, Rom,
y i \

w
abcdegjklmpqstvxz

These manuscripts agree in omitting 3*25 and in the following 

errors :
2,6 uenerisque) uenerique
2,11 quod) et
4 , 3 9  iam nulla) non ulla (except a, which reads non ilia and v 

which has non nulla)
4 . 4 4  niueum) natum (except kt which have notum)
4 , 6 8  quoque) quae 

Castagna is troubled (p. 178) because the manuscripts which omit
3 ,2 5  do not show particularly clearly their interdependence, unlike 
firuy and hnw, and asserts that the omission of the line is not due 
to homoeoteleuton or to any other polygenetic cause. On the other 
hand, he can see no reason to suspect that the V manuscripts which 
do contain this line have been contaminated with the NG tradition
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or any other branch. However, the reason for this omission is not 
difficult to deduce, and it is one which Casta-gna has rejected. At 
first glance the manuscript evidence seems to be totally confused, 
but a closer inspection reveals that the main confusion was 
probably caused by the appearance of the word nymphae above the 
word nysae, with its similar beginning and ending, in the archetype 
of V. nymphae came to oust nysae and appears in u. 26 in all the V 
manuscripts whether they have u. 25 or not. Once nymphae had appeared 
in both lines, the omission of one or other line becomes likely and 
could easily occur in different manuscript groups independently.
This omission, indeed, almost occurred in u, while the first hand 
has conflated uu. 25 and 26. Thus the omission of 5.25 can be 
easily accounted for, and it is not necessary to assume a common 
archetype for those manuscripts which omit 5 .2 5 , i.e. abodejklmpqst 
v%z. This assumption is probably justified, nevertheless, by the 
evidence quoted above and by the agreements between the various sub
groups of this branch of the tradition, although as Castagna points 
out, the evidence for this branch is not nearly so strong as that 
for fhinruwy.

This second branch of the V tradition is also divided into sub
groups, Imx, cjpqs and dektv. The position of a and z is rather 
more difficult to determine.

Imx (Castagna p. 175)•
2

1 .5 0  om. dignus (add, x )
1.75  te pinus) teque prius l^mx
2 .1 4  pectoris) corporis
2 .4 8 e^)
5 .1 9 uitea) uitrea
5 .4 7  corripiunt) corrumpunt
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3 .65  bibenti) bibendi
4.71  uellitur) rumpituj 

m and x are more closely related to one another than to 1:
1.7 permittere) committere
1.12 ludebat) rumpebat
1.31 ulmos potius) potius ulmos
4 . 2 6  iuuenca) iuuencam
4 . 5 2  potabit) potablt potabit
4 . 6 9  mycale) micale micale 

X cannot be copied from m since only the former preserves 1.75
and 2 , 4 6 and it is unlikely that x got these lines from another
source, since there are lacunae unique to x left unfilled in x. m 
is probably descended from x before certain corrections had been 
made to x (cf. t.50 quoted above). There are a few places where m
has the truth and x is in error:

1.86 demittit m: dimittit x
2 .4 5  horreo m: horrea x
3 .5 0  haurit m: aurit x
4 . 3 5  nares m: narres x
4 . 4 4  seue m: scaeue x
4 . 5 7  pacienter m: patienit (?) x 

but these are minor corrections which could easily have been made ope 
ingenii, and I think it most probable that m is descended from x.

Imx, a and z
There are a number of places where a and z agree with Imx and
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with 1 or mx only.

almx

Imxz

mxz

Iz

2.25  perierunt) uerbiun om. 1: pellerunt x: pepuleriint amx^
2 .3 0  nullo libarunt) nullos lamberunt almx
2 . 4 0  heu hen) en ego a**Imx
3 .5 7  fngientes) cupientes a^lmx

1.83  perdncat) producat Imxz
2 .7 7 uidi nulla tegimur) nulla tegimur teneras Iz (om. uidi); 

nulla tegimur te (teniras sup.) x; uidi nulla tegimur x^ 
in mg.: nulla tegimur m (teneras in mg. m^)

3.11 cum) tunc Imxz

2 .6 9  haec) hoc

1.85 pinnis) plenae
4 . 1 0  1 and z are the only manuscripts to have the truth here.

a and z
3 .2 6  nosque etiam) uos etiam
a and z ( and g^) have the lines in the correct order at

5.52-3.
4 .4 5  solet hie) sed et hue a^z

Reeve (226) says that a is a "hybrid of 143 and 145" (i.e. ps and 
Imx), and this is partly true ( see above, and below, p.m(>), but 
ignores the fact that at 2.1 a is one of only three manuscripts in
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the V tradition (uz are the others), which is not interpolated. 
Similarly at 2.47 it is the only V manuscript -which reads si tu 
rather than tu si, and is the only manuscript (besides g and z) not 
to transpose 3*52 and 53» & must therefore either be correcting or 
else it must be drawing on another, lost source, in which case we 
cannot know that the readings it shares with ps and Imx were not 
also drawn from this other source. In either case, Reeve's statement 
is incorrect. There are similar difficulties with z, which often 
agrees with Imx and a but occasionally agrees with NG, e.g. it 
agrees in error with NG at I.I4 against V and has the truth with 

GHu^ at 1.5 8.

a and z also sometimes agree with manuscripts from the cjpqs and 
dektv groups :

a and cjpqs and dektv
3 .1 0  dissona sibila) sibila dissona acdekpstv: sibilla 

disona jq

a and cjpqs and dv
3 .5 2  pressis) pressit

a and ps
3 .5 9  cymbia) cymbala p: cimbala as

az and ektv^
2.11 sonaret) sonarent

az and ps
1 .73 te) fert
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z and dev
2.86 uiburna) iuburna

z and c.jq
1.44 nostrique) nos tri

2z and rqs, dektv and Hu
3 .38  noma) dona

az and Imx, dektv and A
3 .3 3  breue) leue Aa”'eklmtxz
3 .63  nrosatus) natus ab

5 2az and ektv , 1 and AH
3 .2 6  nutrimus) nutristis

az. 1. ns, ektv^ and A
1.32  subicit) su2#erit

b
It is not possible to fit b into any particular group, but as it 

is not interpolated at 1.2 or 3 *1 5» unlike acdejkpqstvz, it 
therefore stands closer to Imx, and probably closer to rax than 1;

1.66 quod) quot brax

a* -

ra
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cinqs and dektv
That cdejkpqstv constitute a sub-group can be shown by I.5 6:

blanda tibi) oscula ibi cjpqs: uerba om. dv (add, v^). The
fact that ekt have the truth here is no doubt due to the activity 
of the editor of the ed. Ven. (see below), v has possibly found
nonsense in his exemplar and omitted it.

These manuscripts can be further divided into groups, cjpqs 
and dektv.

cjnos
3 .2 6  nosque etiam) nos etiam
3 .6 3  nrosatus) nronatus 
1 .5 6 (above)

Some of these manuscripts also agree in the following errors:
3 .3 2 uellicat) uellitat cjps

4 . 7  hos) flos cjqs
4 . 5 9  gaudia) grandia jpqs

ps form a further sub-group (See Giarratano p. xxiv and Castagna 
pp. 166-7 ), and agree in the following errors:

1 ,9  canamque) cantabo
1.12 ludebat) laudabat
1.15  uictor) uictos
1.33 nemus) genus

1.44 aeui) anni
1.66 ualet) lauet
1.81 tibi ne) tibi iam nec
2.12 sollicitumque) sollicitamque
2 .3 4 calathos) calamos
2 .4 5 nallentesque) nallentes
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2.51 noma) noua
2.55 o nastoralis) et pastoralia
2.68 nraemia) munera
5 .2 7  ueneratus) ueneratur
3.31 oui) gui
3 .32 astringit) substringit
3 .5 3  mutilum) rutilum p; rutulum s
3 .3 7  ostendit) ostentat
3 .42  elidere) illidera

3.51 mergit) uertit
4 . 3 6  anni) agni
4 . 4 4  calorem) colorem

om. 4 .50-5»
4 . 5 9  nerferat) proférât
4 .6 5  cineresque) cinereque

Neither manuscript is a copy of the other since each has a few 
slight omissions and some errors not found in the other. There is, 
however, a manuscript which is almost certainly an apograph of p, o. 
This manuscript, in a different hand from that of the text, bears 
the colophon: Onus absolutum ad netitionem Joannis Marcha/nonae 
artium et medicinae doctoris .p. Bono/niae. Brixiae Anno.l.MCCCCLX.
A comparison of its readings with p reveals that one is almost 
cèrtainly a copy of the other.

1 .73  pinus) nierus p: nicrus uel nierus o
2.71 mane) nitine (?) op (reading difficult to decipher in 

both places).
3 .33 mutilum) rutilum op
5 .55 chorosQue V: cohorsque op

All of these readings are unique to these two manuscripts. Further
more, the evidence would seem to suggest that it is o which is
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copied from p :
2 .4 2  pocula p: bocula o

2 .4 5  om. dulce o
3 .3 9  fructus p: tuctus o
3 .5 2  ab unis p: ab undis o
3 .6 5  bibenti p: bidenti o
4 . 2 9  arbor p: armor o
4 .6 4  cinereque; mereque o 

If p were copied from o, and the above differences were due to 
the scribe of p correcting o, he would surely also have corrected 
such slips as duli (2.7) and splederet (2 .7 6) instead of repeating 
them. All the parts of p are normally dated by scholars as fifteenth 
to sixteenth century, but as o is dated 146O, it follows that for o 
to be a copy of p, we must assume for the text of Calpurnius in p a 
date prior to I46O, or else that p and 0 are both copied from an 
earlier manuscript in Brescia. A comparison of the readings of o 
with those in Burman's appendix shows that this is the manuscript 
referred to as Borv. 4 .

Neither c, j or ps can be the source of the other manuscripts 
in this sub-group as each has omissions not found in the others, q, 
on the other hand, has no omissions other than those common to this 
branch of the tradition, c cannot be copied from q as it has the 

truth where q is in error at T.3 1; 3»27» 38» 47» 4*20, ;46, 59 etc. 
ps cannot be copied from q as they have the truth where q is in ' 
error at 1.44; 3.27, 47; 4.20; 3 6, 4 6 , 6 3. It is difficult to say 
with certainty whether or not j was copied from q. q is generally a 
much more faithful witness, but j has the truth at 3 .2 7 where q is 
in error. Both share certain peculiarities of spelling, such as 

iddas (2 .3 7, 5 2 , 5 3), uhe (2.44); sibilla disona (3 .IO) and are
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closely related, if j is not actually copied from q.

dektv
The relationship of these manuscripts is a little more complex 

as evidence of interpolation is clearly visible in each.

d and v
V was first discovered by Reeve (224) and d in all probability 

derives from it. The following errors are unique to dv:
1.11 et calamis uersus) et calamo uersus

2.8 om. non (add, v^ in mg.)
3 . 2 6  nosque etiam) nos etiam et
3 .34  collidit) collit (corr. v^ in mg.) 
lacuna at I .56 dv (filled by a later hand in v) 
marginal note at 2.20.

There have been two correcting hands at work in v besides the
scribe and it would appear, as Reeve says, that d was copied from v

2 3after v had been at work, and before v had begun his activities,
cf. 2.10 where v omits clausere, but the word appears in the margin,
and appears in its proper place in d; and I .5 where v ’s error
bontis is corrected in v by v^ but is reproduced by d.

V and the ed. Ven.
Reeve (224) says, "Everything that the ed. Ven. owes to tradition 

2 5can be found in f + f + f " (i.e. v after all corrections had 
been made to it), and this appears to be partly true, e.g. uirga in
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ed. Ven. and the Deventer editions appears to be a misreading of v's 
E

iiira, where d retains iura, and at 3-42 where these early editions 
repeat v ’s error illudere, corrected in v to illidere which is also 
the reading of d. At I .56 the words omitted by dv, but added in v by 
a later hand, appear in the early editions. It is not wholly true, 
however, to say that everything that is traditionary in the ed. Ven. 
can be found in v e.g.

1.10 deos, also in ps, not in v
1 .38  facta, also in a (s.c.) c (in mg.) z, not in v
1.69  flore, also in fimruy, not in v
4 . 1 3  dixere, also in NGHcefirtu, not in v.

a. v^ and z
Reeve (228) considers that these three manuscripts form a sub

group, but his evidence is not particularly convincing. The fact that 
these three agree in reading the truth proves nothing at all, and 
Reeve further ignores the fact that some of their true readings (e.g.
1.61 and 4 .63) are found in other V manuscripts. None of the errors 
which he cites on p. 229 are exclusive to av^z either, and in three 
of these four cases they agree with Imx as well, and we have already 
seen (above) that az have some links with this group. The only error 
I can find which is exclusive to av^z is 2.11 sonarent. Reeve also 
does not tell us that the first hand in a has altered the truth 
breue to leue which might (a possibility Reeve rejects) indicate 
contamination.

e and the ed. Ven.
The following errors are unique to e and the ed. Ven.:

2.61 quae ducit) quae non dueit
2 . 7 6  lumen splenderet) splenderet lumine

om. 3 .13.
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3 .5 8  crine) crinem
4 . 8  condictas) condicta
4.18 possum non uelle) non possum non uelle 

om. 4 . 3 9

4 . 4 5 solet hie) sed hoc
It was Schenkl who originally suggested that e was derived from 

the ed. Ven. and this is almost certain, e is of a later date than 
ed. Ven. (see Castagna p. 149 and 3I) and does not differ 
significantly from it. Also ed. Ven. has 4.31-35 (om. 4.36) 
while e omits 31-3 6.

k and t
These manuscripts agree in the following errors:

1.41 ^ )  ^
1 .46 nobis) uobis
1.54 reuerentia) uenerantia
1,66 dant Fauni) dat Faunus 
2 . 3 furiosa) firmata
2.11 de uoce) de more
2 .4 3 placido) blando
2 . 5 6  et) o
2.82 cantamus) cantare et
3 . 6  possent) poscunt
3 .6 3 prosatus ipso) natus ab illo
3 .6 4 hastas) haustas
4 .4 4 niueum) notum
4 .5 4 coget) perstringet

Verdiere first suggested that these two manuscripts were
derived from early editions, "A propos du Calpurnius Siculus de
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Bruxelles," Scriptorium 8 (1954), 296-7 . k is probably a copy of 
the first Deventer edition and t of the second.

k and Dav. 1 alone share the following errors:
1 .50 canente) cruente
2 . 8 6 coniferas) confertas
4 . 7 2 meus) minus

t and Dav. 2 alone share the following errors:
1 .50 canente) cernente 

1.75 in aruis) in arui
1 .7 7  anni) annis
2.61 ducit) non canit
2 .8 6 coniferas) consertas 
3 .5 e tereti) e tenti
4 .7 2 meus) munus

It was Schenkl, too, who first realised (p. liv of his edition) 
that the Deventer editions were derived from the ed. Ven. Another 
early edition which agrees closely with the Deventer editions is the 
ed. Norimbergensis (1490?) which repeats their errors at 1.66; 2.3, 
5 6 , 77; 3 .6 , 1 4, 5 0 , 6 3, 6 4; 4*30. Schenkl gives no evidence for 
the derivation of the Deventer editions from the ed. Ven., but 
these editions agree, for example, in the following errors:

3 .42  elidere) illudere
4 .1 5  cur) et 

om. 4 . 3 6

4 .5 4  iuga) uirga

The Deventer editions are, however, not simply later copies of 
the ed. Ven., but bear signs of emendation, cf. 2.3, 11, 43; 4«54
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above, and sometimes restore the truth, as at 2.8 and 2.5 0,
V

2

Ven

ed. Dav

ed. Dav.

A, az and v
Giarratano alleges in his edition (p. xxxv) that there are 

frequent agreements between A and the manuscripts ade and ed. Ven. 
d, e and ed. Ven. are, as I have shown above, copied from v, a 
manuscript which Giarratano did not know, and therefore his group 
can be reduced to Aav. Some of his examples can be discounted as 
errors commonly found in the V tradition, and others are not found 
in a, and we are not left with any errors peculiar to these manu
scripts alone. A's agreements with the ed. Ven. may be due to his 
use of this edition (see above in my section on A).

V and cjpqs
V cannot be the source of cjpqs because they do not repeat v's 

errors at, for example, 1,86 and 4«1 5«
None of the manuscripts cjpqs can be the source of v as it has

the truth where they are in error at, for example, 1.6l.
V and cjpqs disagree in error at, for example, 2.30 nullo

libarunt) nullo lamberunt cjpqs: nulloque biberunt v and 3«65
prosatus) natus ab v: pronatus cjpqs.
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Poggio's Manuscript
Poggio spent some years in England, and in 1423 we find him 

writing from Rome to Niccolo de* Kiccoli: "mittas ad me oro 
Bucolicam Calpurnii et particulam Petronii quas misi tibi ex 
Britannia." (Poggii Epistolae, Florence 1832, vol. 1, p. $1).
Reeve (op. cit.) takes up the idea, first proposed by Baehrens 
(PLM 3» P» 68), that this manuscript of Poggio's was the source of 
the V manuscripts. Reeve's theory (226-7) is based on the idea that 
the V manuscripts in all probability originated in North-East Italy 
(perhaps specifically Padua), Florence and Rome, an idea which 
reminds him of another fifteenth century tradition, that of Silius 
Italiens, all of whose manuscripts derive from a copy made for 
Poggio in 1417. He thus criticises Castagna for not mentioning the 
possibility that the V manuscripts might all derive from "this copy 
of Poggio's."

From Reeve's reference to a copjr of Silius Italiens "made...for 
Poggio," we might infer that by "this copy of Poggio's" Reeve means 
a copy made by or for Poggio, but he does not say so specifically 
and his words could refer to the manuscript which Poggio found; 
indeed, Poggio's own words might refer either to the manuscript he 
discovered or to a copy of it. This point is important, as a copy 
of the original manuscript Poggio discovered would have to have 
been made after 1417 - Poggio was in Britain from I4 I8 to the 
beginning of 1423 - and could not therefore be the ancestor of v 
if Reeve is right (237) in dating it to the fourteenth century. On 
the other hand, if by "this copy of Poggio's" Reeve means the manu
script Poggio found, then this could of course be of any date and v 
could have been derived from it before it was discovered by Poggio, 
but Reeve makes no mention of this as a possibility. Whichever' 
interpretation of the phrase "Poggio's copy" is correct. Reeve 
fails to appreciate that his placing of v in the fourteenth century
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causes difficulty to his theory. If the Vatican is right in dating 
V to the fifteenth century, then this difficulty is of course 
removed, but this is not what Reeve says.

The principal weakness in Baehrens's and Reeve's theory is the 
simple fact that we have no evidence to support it. It is a 
possibility, but no more than that, and it is, in my opinion, unfair 
of Reeve to admonish Castagna for failing to consider a theory 
based on nothing but surmise.

Baehrens (p. 67) suggests that Parisinus 8049, the only extant 
manuscript which contains both Petronius and Calpurnius, is to be 
identified with Poggio's manuscript. Reeve, however, asserts (228) 
that Parisinus 8049 has never left France, which is a poor 
argument as a copy of it could have been made there and travelled 
to Britain. But Parisinus 8049 could not in any case have been an 
ancestor of V because it apparently never contained more than 
Calpurnius 1-4.12 and because it is a far worse copy than V (of. 
Giarratano p. xxix).

Poggio's manuscript may have played an important part in the 
textual history of Calpurnius and Nem., or it may have been a very 
minor member of the tradition. Since we know nothing more about it, 
however, than what Poggio tells us, and since we have no evidence 
at all about its subsequent history, it seems pointless to 
speculate about it.

Variant Readings added in the V Manuscripts 

2.
laxatus in q at 3*4 may be a conjecture.
There are not many corrections in q, and the sources of some of 

these are not identifiable. There is, however, some slight evidence 
to suggest that the archetype of q and v had some variant readings 
in the margin.
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Margin of poem 2 : Astacus diet'/ Idas prenomine incipit q : 

ASTACUS/ DICTU3/ I M S  dv
3.51 cimbia dqv (all in mg. in the first hand).
4 . 5 9 gaudia cd (text) qv (margin): grandia jpqs (text), 
d and v also have the meaningless notes uitea at 3»19 and 

parilis at 4»5»

V

Reeve has been led to make a sweeping statement about the first 
hand in v (22 9) which unfortunately is largely unjustified. He quotes 
a number of readings of merit found in v which he says may be 
conjectural or accidental and comments, "Even if some or all of 
these readings derive from another manuscript, the wider stemma is 
not affected because f (i.e. v) belongs very firmly to M3 (i.e. ps) 
and no other member of M3 has them." Some of these readings are, 
however, to be found in ps, and a number of others are shared by 
other manuscripts of the^  branch of the V tradition, and therefore 
the situation is not quite as clear as Reeve would have us believe. 
Most of these readings are fairly simple corrections, however, and 
need not imply separate descent for v (see above).

The source of these variants is impossible to identify, but 
all the readings, apart from those at 4»18 and 4*69, are also to be 
found in a or z or both. The readings at 4.18 and 4 . 6 9 may be 
conjectures.

a
The variants in a are all noted in the first hand. Most of 

them are readings commonly found in the V tradition, but at 2.40 
and 3*57 a is brought into line with Imx and at 4.45 with z.
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f
The variants are noted by the hand of the scribe. Some of them

are errors commonly found in the V tradition, but rumritur (1.2)
and sectabas (I.61) have the appearance of conjectures, and
possibly also mihi at 2.25 where the only other V manuscript not 

2to have me is u . The scribe of f has clearly not gone through the 
text systematically as there are numerous errors left uncorrected.

1
There are a few interventions by a second hand in 1, but they 

are not sufficiently numerous to identify the source.

X,

At least one correcting hand has been at work here. It is dated 
1543 and has added the title "Aurelij nemesiani / chartaginensis 
poete" and a few variant readings, probably from an early edition.

K
There have been two correcting hands at work here, besides one 

correction by the scribe at 3*16. One hand has clearly had access 
to the NG tradition as it has noted the omissions of lines 1.28, 
2 ,83 and 3.3 0. The transposition of 3»52 and 3«53 found in all the 
manuscripts except a and 2 , has been corrected. At 1.59 is noted 
the variant ornatus, which is found also in the ed. Cadomensis, the 
ed. Brassicana and the ed. Oporiniana. Reeve says (237)* "The 
corrections in red derive from the ed. Ascensiana," but gives no 
evidence. The only evidence I can see is at 3«19 where the variant 
comptus has been added, and the ed. Ascensiana reads comptes.

Thus we can propose the following stemma for V:
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ed. Rom ed. Ven

ed. Lav

ed. Lav

This y with the codices descripti eliminated appears thus

ed. Rom
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The Florileffia

Nem. is represented in seven florilegia, and although none of 
these makes an original contribution to the text of Nem., their 
relationship to the direct transmission is of interest. Four of 
these florilegia, Parisinus Thuaneus 7^47 (p)» Parisinus 17903 (n), 
Atrebatensis 64 (a) and Escorialensis Q 114 (e) (Ullman's sigla), 
form a group.^ They all attribute all the quotations to Calpurnius, 

all offer the same lines, i.e. Cal. 2.23-4» 3.10; 4.14-3» 155-6; 
5.12-3, 46-8 ; 6.53-6 ; Nem. 4.19 (leuant.. .curas"), 21-4, 32, 38 
(uocat...umbram), and preface each set of lines with the same title. 
All four are £>f French origin and their contents are in general the 
same. They also agree in unique errors at Cal. 4.155 mihi; 5.46 erit, 

On p. 192 Castagna gives a table of concordances between the 
Florilegla, NG, 7 and P (Parisinus 8049). He confuses matters by not 
distinguishing true readings from errors, but once this has been 
done, certain conclusions can be reached:
1) There is no evidence for any link between the Florilegia and P. 
There is only one line in the Florilegia which is also found in P 
(Cal. 2 .23), but P has two errors in this line not found in the 
Florilegia, or, indeed, in any other manuscript.
2) There are errors which are unique to the Florilegia, but these do 
not suggest access to a branch of the direct tradition now lost. At 
4.21 na's h' is probably a scribal error, and at Cal. 4.155 and 5 .4 6

^ These four manuscripts, together with Berolinensis Liez. B. Santen, 
6 0 , are generally regarded as representative of what is commonly 
referred to as the Florilegium Gallicum. See Anders Gagner, 
Florilegium Gallicum: Untersuchungen und Texte zur Geschichte der 
mittellateinischen Florilegienliteratur, (Skrifter utgivna av 
Vetenskaps-Societeten i Lund 18), Lund 1936.
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connectives have been ejected, no doubt by the editor who compiled 
the original florilegium.
3) The Florilegia agree in various true readings with both NG and V, 
which of course proves nothing, but while the Florilegia agree in 
error with V at 5.12 and 6.55 (6), they do not agree with NG in 
error. This, together with the fact that the Florilegia attribute 
all the extracts to Calpurnius, suggests that there is a rather 
closer affinity between the Florilegia and the V branch of the 

tradition than with the NG branch.

According to Castagna (p. 195)» it was Ullman who first put 
forward the idea that the common archetype of the Florilegia
belonged to the ninth century. In fact Ullman (CP 23 (1928), 130-1),
rejects this idea without saying whose it originally was and 
suggests that "The common archetype perhaps belonged to the twelfth 
century. An earlier date may be suggested to some by the reading of 
one manuscript (n = Paris 17905) in line 118 of the text that 
follows (i.e. Tib. 1.10.3 6). It has pauppis, while the other manu
scripts, evidently following the archetype, have pupis. It may be 
thought that the immediate parent of n had pa^p^is, intended for 
puppis. If this be true, it would seem that the grandparent of n 
used an open a, and that would point to an earlier century. But it 
is not safe to draw definite conclusions from one such case. It is
more likely that the scribe still had in mind the word pauperis of
line 76 (i.e. the heading.Be felicitate pauperis) and the 
occurrences of pauper in line 77 (i.e. Tib. I.5 .61). An argument in
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favour of the twelfth century is the fact that a classical revival 
takes place in that century. Another is that Ovid is more extensively 
represented than any other poet in our florilegium and the twelfth 
century is the heart of the aetas Ovidiana." Verdiere (p. 72 of his 
edition of Calpurnius) accepts Ullman's general theory about the 
relationship of the Florilegia to one another, but with regard to the 
date of the archetype comments, "je me demande pourquoi M. Ullman la 
rejette pour expliquer la faute par la présence de pauneris a la 
ligne 76 et de pauper a la ligne 77« Le scribe avait eu tout le temps, 
je (Crois, d'oublier ce qu'il avait écrit quarante lignes plus haut!
Or l'a ouvert est utilisé dès le IX® s. Dans ces conditions, il se 
pourrait que l'archetype des manuscrits a texte entier et des 
manuscrits a florilèges soit de cette époque." I agree with Verdiere 
that paupnis is unlikely to have arisen in this way and would suggest 
that the presence of nauita in the same line or audax in the line 
above might be more likely to have caused the corruption, but on the 
other hand, I cannot agree that an open a was necessarily the cause 
of the confusion and Ullman is in any case right not to .attach too 
much importance to a single case. The theory of Castagna (p. 195-6) 
is that the Florilegium was compiled from a complete ninth century 
manuscript in the twelfth century. Neither Verdiere nor Castagna, 
however, takes into account the fact that many of the texts are 
utterly unlikely to have been available in the nin^h century and most 
scholars agree with Ullman in a twelfth century date for the compiling 
of the Florilegium Gallicum, see Reynolds and Wilson, Scribes and 
Scholars'* , Oxford, pp. 95-6.

The relationships of the individual florilegia to one another 
were first discussed by Ullman (CP 23 (l928), 130-54) and no one 
since has seriously disagreed with his conclusions. Ullman contends 
(p. 147) that n, while it has most individual errors, also has many 
genuine readings not found in the other florilegia and concludes that
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it has no near relatives, while p, a and e are descended from an 
intermediate manuscript. He lists a number of examples which appear 
to bear out this view. Further evidence for the derivation of epa 
from an intermediate manuscript rather than from the common 
archetype of the four is their omission of Aetna 655-54.

There are a number of cases (listed by Ullman, pp. 148-9) where 
pa agree in errors which are unlikely to have arisen independently. 
There is also a small number of cases (listed on p. 149) where n and 
e agree in error, which would appear, as Ullman says, to point to a 
closer relationship between n and e than had previously been 
suggested. The number of cases is, however, small, and some may be 
due to independent error. Ullman analyses a number of puzzling sets 
of variants (pp. 150-2) and eventually concludes (p. 155-4 ): "the 
fact that no close relative of n has been found raises it, in spite 
of its faults, to a point where only the three other manuscripts 
together can claim equality...On the other hand the large number of 
errors in n warrants our putting greater credence in epa when these 
agree with one another," Ullman does not offer a stemma, but Verdiere 
(p. 75) and Castagna (p. 198) agree in the following:

Ullman (CP 25 (1928), 152-3) suggests that only part of 
Berolinensis Diez. B. Santen. 60 (b) (from f, 37 on) is related to 
our group, and because it contains certain "uerba scriptoris ad 
lectorem" which also appear in e, he considers that the former is 
derived from the latter.'Verdiere (p. 75) and Castagna (p. 198) in 
their stemmata also derive b from e, but ignore the fact that b's 
excerpts from Calpurnius and Nem. appear in the section which is not
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closely related to nepa in Ullman's view, Ullman suggests that the 
excerpta in the first part of the manuscript have been chosen 
because they represent authors widely studied in schools, but makes 
no suggestion about the text from which these excerpta might have 
been made. The excerpta from Calpurnius and Nem, in b consist of 
fewer lines than in nepa and do not include the headings to each 
citation (ad superbiehtem etc). It is impossible to say on such 
scanty evidence where the first part of b stands in relation to 
nepa, but it is interesting to note that at Cal. 5.4Q it agrees with 
pae in error in reading tonsoribus and at Nem. 4.21 it has hie 
while na have h' and pe the truth, hoc.

CO

In Schenkl's view (p. xlix and ^  6 (I884), 8 5) the reading 
tonsoribus (Cal. 5.48) in epa, is an emendation of tondentibus 
found in the group of manuscripts he calls w, i.e. firu and Gothanus 
55» and he therefore places the common ancestor of these manuscripts 
earlier than that of the florilegia. Ullman (CP 27 (l952), 8-9) 
objects that "the reading of n shows that the archetype of all the 
florilegia had torrentibus, in agreement with the best manuscripts. 
It is possible that the archetype of epa changed to tonsoribus 
under the influence of tondentibus. but it is more likely that the 
archetype of the w family changed torrentibus to tondentibus through 
the influence of a florilegium." On both these theories Castagna 
comments (p. 194)» "Non vedo la nécessité di stabilire un rapporte 
genetico tra le due lezioni caratteristiche, che possono ben essere 
due diversi ed indipendenti fraintendimenti di torrentibus. scritto
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fopse in forma compendiosaand this is my view also. There does 
not appear to be any evidence for the Florilegia being more closely 
related to one particular group of V manuscripts than to the others.

Bononiensis 83 (saec. xv-xvi)
The Exc. Bon, contain a much shorter selection of quotations 

from Calpurnius and Nem. than the other Florilegia: only 3«90 from 
Calpurnius, and from Nem.'s fourth eclogue, uu. 20.32 and 36-59» The 
Exc. Bon. are not related to the group of Florilegia discussed above 
as they agree in error with V at 4.24 whereas the other Florilegia 
agree with NG in the truth. The Exc. Bon. were taken from a manuscript 
which belonged to the V tradition, as is shown by the attribution of 
all the lines to Calpurnius and by the fact that they agree in error 
with 7 at Nem. 4.24 and 4.30 but do not share any errors with NG. As 
Castagna rightly says (p. 202), the manuscript from which the 
excerpta have been taken could not have been a member of the firuy 
group as they omit uu. 56-61, and I cannot find any evidence for the 
excerpta being from any particular V manuscript. Castagna points out 
(p. 202) that both the Exc. Bon. and the ed. Farm, incorrectly 
preface 4.37 with Mopsus and it is possible that the excerpta may 
have been taken from this edition, but Castagna does not say why, in 
that case, the compiler does not know that poem 4 (although 
admittedly numbered XI also in the ed. Farm.) is by Nem., since this 
fact is mentioned in the colophon and also before poem T in the ed. 
Farm.

Laurentianus Conv. Sopp. 440 (saec. xvi)
This florilegium differs from all the rest in that it offers 

lines from the Cyn. and gives Nem.'s Eclogues to their rightful 
author. It also contains excerpta from Grattius and Calpurnius. There 
is no other extant manuscript to which this description applies, but
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it is true of the second Aldine edition (1534)« Conv. Sopp. agrees 
with this edition in error at Cyn. 209 sinus ; 245 capitique decoro; 
5 .5 3 potis; 4 . 1 7 serenans; 4*18 non possum nolle and also in having 
uu. 5 .52-3 in the correct order. It is therefore likely that Conv. 
Sopp. was complied from this edition. Castagna, who eventually also 
comes to this conclusion, rightly draws our attention (p. 208) to 
the resemblance between the life of Nem. by Petrus Crinitus in the 
second Aldine edition, and the description of Nem. in the title in 
Conv. Sopp. There is, however, one drawback to Castagna*s theory 
and that is that a note in Conv. Sopp. states that the three poets 
have been "nuper inuenti ab Actio Syncero Sannazario," but the second 
Aldine edtion does not say this. The only reference in this edition 
to Sannazaro is concerned with his discovery of the texts of Ovid's 
Halieutica. the Cynegetica of Grattius and that of Nem., not Grattius, 
Calpurnius and Nem., so that if the compiler of Conv. Sopp. did use 
the second Aldine edition, he must have had only the briefest glance 
at the introduction to have made such a mistake.
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Tr"Z 'ZLATI0K3EIF OF Tl::b OF 11 CY"ÜG4?ICA

An archetype for the three surviving manuscripts of hemesianus 
can be assumed because they have 12 and 224-230 out of place
and share the following corrupt readings: u. 20 comuellere; 35 

currus; 45 ingentia; 76 nobis ; 99' hinc; 107 natum; 112 
deductaoue; 131 quis non; 142 in; 209 sinus ; 232 est; 282 nosse;
311 temuore. Verdi&re (Prolégomènes p. 66) lists further examples, 
but these are not certainly corrupt readings.

It is difficult to come to any definite conclusions about the 
relationships of the manuscripts. In the vast majority of cases 
where they disagree, this is simply due to a trifling copying error 
on the part of a single scribe, and the number of really 
significant errors is small. To complicate the position further, 
we have a number of corrections in A, many of which it is 
impossible to date, and we know that the scribe of C, the well- 
known humanist Sannazaro, was perfectly capable of correcting 
many of the errors which he may have found in his exemplar.

A and G
There are many cases where A and C agree in the true reading 

where B is in error, and both have similar colophons, but the 
number of cases v/here they agree in error is yery” small, viz,

99^iusa B: luso AC and 
2

254 praedae A B: praeda AC
In neither of these cases is the error particularly 

significant. Verdiere, partly because of his theories concerning C 
and Vindobonensis 277, which I shall discuss below, argues for 
separate descent from the archetype, and discusses (p. 72f.) some
of the places where C disagrees with A. Most of his evidence I find
unconvincing: he makes the great mistake of supposing that the



100

errors peculiar to C necessarily indicate that it must have 
descended separately from A, which does not contain these errors.
To make probable the separate descent of 0 and A from the 
archetype, it is necessary to show that where 0 is right and A 
vn?ong, C could not have acquired the truth by conjecture and that 
C's errors could not be due to the condition or script of A. I shall 
therefore examine the readings adduced by Verdiere as evidence, to
see if they do in fact support his theory,

35 loquantur AB: loquuntur C 
Verdi&re considers that C's reading may be a misreading of an open 
a, such as is tor.be found in Vind, 277, but it may quite easily be 
due to a simple error, (mundi appears almost directly above 
loquantur in A),

245 curantem A : purantem AB: purgantem B s u p , lin,: 

fur ant em C
Verdiere says that curantem is perfectly clear in A, This is true,
but it is almost as clear that 2  has been erased, and the £ which
has been written over it is not the same, it seems to me, as A?s
usual £, Sannazaro might be emending purantem, perhaps intending
furantem to mean furtim condentem (of, TLL), the correction
curantem not having been made when he saw the manuscript,

2
46 praecepit A BC: percepit A

Verdiere asks why Sannazaro conjectured praecepit when A's percepit 
is acceptable. The manuscript is blotched here, but it seems to me 
to read pcepit, and Sannazaro is either preferring the reading of 
the second hand or making a necessary conjecture,

54 placidis ex placidas C 
Sannazaro has corrected his error placidas to placidis, Since 
flumineas and umbras appear in u, 55 and harundineas in the line 
below, I can see no reason tô  suppose that Sannazaro could not 
have made this error himself without the aid of the "lost" portion
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of Vind. 277, Verdiere would have us believe.
116 urimaeuis A: primaeui C 

C's reading may possibly be a slip, as Van de V/oestijne suggests 
(p. 27 of his edition), £ being lost before sanguis, or it may be, 
more probably, that -is...-is...-is was thought inelegant by 
Sannazaro. Whatever the reason, this is no argument for separate 

descent,
122 iugandi" AB; iugandis -C 

Verdiere. wonders why Sannazaro should have conjectured iugandis 
when faced with the "excellent" iugandi, Other editors, however, 
knowing iugandi, have preferred iugandis, and I can see no reason 
to believe that iugandis is anything other than a conjecture by 

Sannazaro,
174 catulos ex catulis. ' * .

Again Sannazaro, perhaps tfder the influence of illaesis preceding, 
made a slip and corrected himself. There is no need to suppose, as 
Verdiere does, that the error appeared in his exemplar,

265 deuerberat A: diuerberet C 
As Verdiere says, A clearly reads deuerberat and he concludes that 
diuerberet cannot be a conjecture of Sannazaro's because he can see 
no reason for reading the subjunctive. There is, however, nothing 
unusual in having the subjunctive in a subordinate clause 
dependent on a primary clause which has the subjunctive, (See 
Martin ad loc,). This could be a conjecture of Sannazaro's, or it 
might simply be a slip, Verdiere does not mention that de- has 
been corrected to di- in A, though it is impossible to say when, 

Verdière's other examples are a little more difficult to 
explain.

26 metatus A: meatus B: metatur B in mg,: maetatur C 
Sannazaro may perhaps have preferred -ur because of the 
surrounding present indicatives, but why he should have spelled
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the word thus is puzzling.
36 emisso AB: é misso C 

The only explanation I can see for the separation of the 
prepositional prefix is that bK'i & is ct
pa-AcLpSÇj2,h/if\^ to  I Aj-ico-te^ bKc\b ^  cwvL (niSAO... ùJfJL. h o \)e ^  boiceA s^pouroubel^.

127 sed AB: ŝ unt C 
This error is repeated at 157, a. fact which Verdiere does not 
mention. Verdiere suggests that Sannazaro found in his exemplar s_, 
the insular abbreviation for sed, which he took to be the 
continental abbreviation for sunt (see V/.M. Lindsay, iTotae Latinae 
p. 283). Sed is not abbreviated in A, and Verdiere does not tell 
us whether such an abbreviation appears in Vind. 277• It is very 
likely that Sannazaro made a copy of Kemesianus prior to making 
the very neat one which we now possess, and that in the earlier 
one he made abbreviations which he has expanded incorrectly here.
But it is a difficult problem,

245 cauitisque decoris A: captuque decoris B: canitioue 
decoro C

Verdiere claims that Sannazaro would have made the easy correction 
to capitisque decori if he had had A ’s reading before him. But the 
dative might equally have suggested itself to him. Opinions 
differ as to the significance of altus honos here and Sannazaro's 
interpretation of the phrase may be the reason for his choice of 
the dative case,

Verdiere makes a great deal of these few cases, but none of them 
is beyond explanation. He has not found a single case where C is 
right and A is wurong, where G could definitely not have acquired 
its reading by conjecture.

There have also been objections to the theory that C is derived 
from A based on speculations about the lost portions of Vind, 277, 
a mutilated manuscript of which only the quaternions 17 and 18
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survive, together with excerpta of Martial which may have 
belonged to the first quaternion. The.contents of the surviving 
part of Vind. 277 are: 'Versus Eucheriae poetrie' uu. 21-32;
'Versus Guidii de piscibus et feris'; an elegiac couplet 'Geruus 
aper...'; 'Gratti Cynegeticon Lib. 1'; and select epigrams from 
Martial (written in a different hand from the other works). The 
texts of the Halieutica and Grattius contained in C are 
generally agreed to be derived from Vind. 277 and Haupt suggested 
that C's text of Nemesi'nus is also derived from Vind. 277, from 
a section now lost, H. Schenkl, however ("Zur Kritik'und 
Ueberlieferungsgeschichte des Grattius und and, lat, Lichter," 
Jahrbucher fur classische Philologie, Sunnlementbd. 24 (l898), 399- 
4 0 1) endeavours to prove that Vind, 277 never contained 
Nemesianus. His calculations are based on the assumption that 
Parisinus lat, (Thuaneus) 8O7 I is an apograph of Vind. 277, because 
of the similarity between the contents of the Thuaneus and what 
remains of Vind, 277- Thfs, too, has been disputed, but the 
arguments in favour of this assumption presented by J.A, Richmond 
(The Halieutica ascribed to Ovid, London 1962, p, 6f.) seem to me 
entirely convincing. The Thuaneus does not contain Hamesianus, and 
Schenkl concludes that Vind, 277 did not do so either, since there 
is no evidence that there were any leaves following quaternion 18, 
and according to his calculations there is no room for Nemesianus 
in the quaternions preceding those we still have, Richmond regards 
Schenkl's cùLculations as "plausible, yet not quite convincing" 
for various reasons (p, 3f•) :

"(a) He has to assume pages with varying numbers of lines; 
this deprives the demonstration of desirable rigour,

(b) He relies on the loss of a whole line at Grattius,
V, 59, as evidence for the loss of a line at the foot of 
a page, yet the fragment at Halieutica, v, 127, and the
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gap after concolori, v, 1 2 4, which are also evidence for 
the foot of a page, are not brought.into account.

(c) No account of the lacunae between vv, 81 and $1 is 
given."

Verdiere (p. 70) rejects them because the first 149 lines of 
Grattius in the Thuaneus are written in scriptura continua and 
Schenkl has not made allowance for parts of the lost quaternions 
possibly having been written in this way, too. It does not seem to 
me helpful to bring the Thuaneus into the discussion, as if there 
'was once room in Vind, 277 for Nemesianus, that is no proof that 
Nemesianus was in fact in it, and again, Vind, 277 might have 
been mutilated before the Thuaneus was copied from it. Setting 
this aside, there does not seem to me any reason to believe that 
Vind, 277 ever contained Nemesianus,

Three sixteenth century scholars speak of Sannazaro*s 
bringing back from France certain works hitherto uhkno\fn,
Summontius mentions Grattius, the Halieutica, Nemesianus and 
Rutilius Namatianus, while Gyraldus and bogus mention only the 
first three, bogus goes further and says that these three works 
were all in a very old manuscript (uetustissimo codice -see below). 
This has led two modern scholars (Haupt, Guidii Halieutica, Gratii 
et Nemesiani Cynegetica p, xxiii, and R, Sabbadini, be Scoperte dei 
codici latini e greci,'p,l63) to conclude that this manuscript was 
Vind, 277, It is clear for textual reasons that Sannazaro did use 
Vind, 277 but that this manuscript contained the three works . -
together is not clearly stated in the sources as these scholars 
would have us believe, A certain Summontius in his preface to the 
dialogue Actius by J.J, Pontanus (I509) says, "aduexit (i.e. 
Sannazaro) nuper ex Heduorum usque finicus atque e Turonibus dona 
quaedam mirum in modum placitura literatis iuris Hartialis 
Ausonii et Solini codices nouae et incognitas emendationis,,,Is
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etiam ad nos attulit Guidii fraginentura de piscibus, Gratii poetae 
cynegeticon, cuius merainit Guidius ultima de Ponto elegia, 
cynegeticon idem (sic, for item) Aurelii Nemesiani qui floruit sub 
Numeriano imperatore et Rutilii Namatiani elegos...," and 
Gyraldus (Historia poetarum Dial. 1545 P» 4) mentions a letter from 
Pontano to Sannazaro, "Sed quod Gratius scripserit Actius ' ’ ■‘
Sannazarius mihi aliisque pluribus asseruit et nos (sic, for nobis) 
ostendit cum Neapoli animi gratia ex urbe profecti essemus: se enim 
ex Heduorum finibus atque e Turonibus detulisse ppusculum de 
piscibus Guidii et Cynegetica Gratii et Nemesiani. Id quod etiam 
suo scripto testatus est Pontanus quadam sua epistula ad ipsum 
Actium et P. Summontius," The fact that the phrase "ex Heduorum 
finibus atque e Turonibus" appears in both suggests that both are 
quoting from the same source. In neither reference is it stated 
that all three works were to be found in one manuscript.

The evidence of bogus in his preface to the second Aldine 
edition (1554) seems at first sight to be more precise: "Si quidem 
cum proxima aestate Somae essem, conflata mihi non mediocris 
amicitia fuit cum loanne bucretio Aesiandro Germano iuuene cum rara 
et exquisita bonarum artium et litterarum cognitione; turn graece 
hebraieeque et latinae linguae peritia egregie instructo. Is mihi 
trium optimorum, et antiquissimorum authorum, qui tarn diu 
latuerunt, ut peritus in obliuionem hominum uenerint, copiam fecit, 
Gratij , qui de uenatione siue K’'JVTjy£Ttic:3v' librura carmine 
conscripsit; itemque K, Aurelij Nemesiani, qui idem tractauit 
argumentum: quibus adiunctura erat P, Ouidij Nasonis fragmentum de 
piscibus,,.Illud uero dolendum summopere est, quod tam lacer, et 
mutilatus ad nos peruenit: ut non pauca in eo uideantur 
desyderari. Aesiander quidem ex uetustissimo codice, quod (sic, for 
quern) nobilis et cultissimus nostri temporis poeta Accius Syncerus 
Sannazarius longobardicis literis (sic) scriptum ex Gallijs secum
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attulerat, quam potuit intégré et incorrupte descripsit una cum 
autoribus illis coniunctis. Quorum exemplar mihi cum dedisset: non 
modo ut edendos curarem uolenti mihi permisit: uerum etiam, id ut 
facerem, ultro ipse me est adhortatus..."

Since, as Schenkl shows (p. 395), the second Ald*ne edition 
does not rely for its texts of the Halieutica and Grattius on one 
manuscript alone, but on two - Sannazaro's apograph bound into 
Vind. 277 (fos. 74-8 5) and C - bogus is either not giving us 
sufficient information about his sources, or else some other 
manuscript is here referred to, Schenkl concludes that Aesiander 
did not have the old manuscript itself, but a third copy by 
Sannazaro which had taken the deciphering of the manuscript still 
further, "Ebensowenig Aesiander die Halieutica und den Grattius aus 
dem alten Codex selbst abgeschrieben hat, ebensowenig braucht er ftir 
die Cynegetica des Nemesianus eine andere Quelle gehabt zu haben, 
als Sannazar*s uns noch erhaltene Copie im Cod, Vindob. 3261 oder 
eine andere Abschrift von derselben Hand, wie deren ja auch ftir 
Grattius und die Halieutica mehrere existiert haben, Ich glaube 
mich aber nicht zu tSuschen, wenn ich annehme, dass Sannazar aus 
Frankreich bloss eine Abschrift des Nemesianus mitgebraucht hat,.," 
(p, 40 1), The text in the second Aldine edition of the Halieutica 
and Grattius in a number of places has readings which do not 
appear in C or Vind. 277 and Schenkl puts forward three possible 
reasons for this: that Aesiander has introduced into his copy 
variants taken from Sannazaro's; that Aesiander or bogus has 
introduced his own corrections, or that bogus had before him an 
interpolated copy which had' been collated with the original 
(p, 394). From the text of the Eclogues in the second Aldine 
edition, it appears perfectly possible that bogus has introduced 
his own conjectures, as the text is not that of any of the 
surviving manuscripts, and is the oldest source of the readings



107

immitis (2.6); genis leues (2.1?); and potis (3«55), which are 
almost certainly conjectural.

bogus, then, is an unreliable witness and the words of neither 
Summontius nor Gyraldus can be taken as evidence that the works of 
the three poets were all to be found in one manuscript. In fact 
Summontius mentions Rutilius Namatianus and Nemesianus, and neither 
of these appears in what is left of the old Vind. 277» It therefore 
seems to me most likely that Sannazaro when on his travels in 
France discovered Vind. 277» Par. lat. 75^1 (a ) and the exemplar of 
the surviving manuscripts of Rutilius Namatianus and made various 
copies, Verdiere in his edition of Grattius (p, 95) says that C is a 
second and better copy of Grattius than that bound into Vind. 277, 
so that Sannazaro may have made the latter copy first, and 
subsequently discovered Nemesianus and made C. It is also important 
to remember that neither Grattius not the Halieutica appears in A or 
B which are almost as old as Vind, 277, which shows that Nemesianus 
and Grattius were being transmitted separately in the tenth 
century.

In the absence of any reliable evidence both in the text itself, 
and in the remarks of sixteenth century scholars, it is easy to 
speculate, but in view of the fact that there is no evidence or 
convincing argument that Nemesianus was ever contained in Vind.277, 
whilst we have two tenth century manuscripts showing the separate 
transmission of the text of Nemesianus, and bearing in mind the 
large number of agreements between A and C, I would conclude that 
C is descended from A,

A and B
The relationship between A and B has also been the subject of 

some discussion. A cannot be copied from B because 3 omits u, 279 
(cf, B's colophon: Versus Codicis cc'xxv autem recte nrmero
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rimantur) , and also iam in u. 46 an., liber in u, 2 6 4, but whether 
B is a poor copy of A (as Schenkl suspects, p. 4OI) or is 
independently descended from the archetype, as Van de Woestijne 
thinics (p. 20) is a difficult question. Van de V/oestijne gives
four reasons why he considers that 3 is not a copy of A:

"1 le Parisinus B contient une serie de fautes graphiques 
(confusion de lettres et de groupes de lettres)
auxquelles le texte de A, écrit en une minuscule très
claire, n'a pu que malaisément donner lieu;

2 B s'écarte de la leçon de A en bon nombre d'endroits, 
sans que ces variantes puissent s'expliquer par une 
transcription fautive du texte de A , le Parisinus lat,
7561 (=A) ne pouvant pas, aux dits endroits, pr'^ter à 

mèlecture;
3 les annotations de la main du copiste de B portant sur 

plusieurs de ces variantes tendraient a prouver que les 
variantes en question figuraient deja dans la modèle de B;

4 enfin, les gloses fourvoyées dans le texte du Parisinus B 
(cf,les vers 135 et 212) semblent devoir indiquer que B 
derive d'un modèle annote,"

The distinction between the first two reasons escapes me, as it 
evidently also does Verdiere who runs them into one (p, 67).

As regards the errors which Van de Ivoestijne cites to support 
his first point, it appears to be a characteristic of B to 
rearrange the letters in words (cf, 3 6; I4 6 ; 192; 218; 2 2 7; 2 3 2;
2 3 2; 280; 322). There are also numerous minor errors, such as 
horrendaque for horrendasoue (4 1); but there is no reason to 
assume that these errors are caused by difficulty in reading the 
exemplar, since there could be any number of other reasons for their 
appearance. To the errors which Van de Voestijne cites to support 
his second statement may be added u. 259 maurusia AC: macrus B, but
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it does not seem to me impossible that these errors should not 

simply have arisen as a result of careless copying. Van de 

Woestijne also mentions uu. 153 and 177 but I cannot see what he 

is referring to.

There are a number of glosses, variant readings and explanatory 

notes in B in the scribe's own hand, and it is these to which Van 

de V/oestijne refers in points 3 and 4» Unfortunately he does not 

understand or simply ignores B's sigla, which means that he does 

not always correctly distinguish variant readings from glosses, 

and of the two examples which he quotes in support of point 4, at u.

133 it is not clear exactly which reading in B he regards as a 

"glose" - autem, presumably - and at u. 212 c is preceded by the 

sign and is therefore not a "glose" but a variant reading. This 

leads him into complete confusion on p. 22 where he says that at u.

135 passo is "glosé" by aperto (in fact a variant reading), which 

"proves" that lumine passo must have appeared in the exemplar of B. 

Thus, according to his reasoning. A, which reads lumina passa, 

must be deviating from the reading of the archetype, as he cannot 

see why B, if he had lumina uassa before him, should have written 

lumine passo which is, as he says, scarcely satisfactory. This is 

nonsense: if Van de V/oestijne believes that lumina passa is what 

Nemesianus vnrote (which he evidently does, as this is what he prints) 

then according to his argument, at some stage in the tradition this 

"en tous points satisfaisant" reading lumina passa must have been 

changed to lumine passo, which.then appeared in the archetype of 

AB, and was promptly changed back again by A. This "deviation" 

from the reading of the archetype by A proves, according to Van de 

V/oestijne, that there must have been another manuscript between A 

and the archetype in which the "conjecture" lumina passa appeared.

Van de V/oestijne attributes this "conjecture" to ninth century 

school-masters, and concludes by saying (p. 23), "Le Parisinus B
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se trouverait ainsi reproduire plus fidèlement l'aspect de 

l'archétype que ne le fait le Parisinus lat. 7561 (=a )" and

justifies this assertion in a footnote, "En raison même des fautes

qui déparent si fâcheusement son texte (pour autant que celles-ci 

ne soient pas le fait du copiste de B)." It is far more reasonable 

to suppose that lumine passo is a simple error which arose in an 

exemplar of B and later had the correct reading added to it as a

variant. I am not clear why 3 should be considered so reliable by

Van de Woestijne when it contains a multitude of elementary 

scribal errors, while he speaks of "I'imperitie du copiste du 

Parisinus lat. 7561 (=A)" which in fact contains a sounder text: 

where A is corrupt, 3 seems to me to be more corrupt still, e.g.

295 totos canibus A: toto scenibus B 

55 s&oller&acerea A: retoller& aurea B 

Verdiere also believes that A and B are descended independently 

from the archetype. He would go further, however, and suggests that 

the archetype of A ahd B was an annotated one and that it is 

connected in some way not clear to me with Vind. 277* Verdiere 

quotes various passages in support of this theory (pp. 74-5) but 

none of these seems to me evidence that A, at any rate, is 

descended fT'om an annotated exemplar.

155 uero AC: autem B 

Verdière suggests that the abbreviations au and ^  could have been 

confused. This seems to me unlikely: either variant could be due 

to psychological error, but either way, nothing is proved about 

descent from the archetype.
2170 nouos BC: notes ex nouos A: h sup, ras. A 

The fact that A has for some reason altered the archetypal reading 

proves nothing about descent from the archetype: either A and 3 got 

nouos independently, or E has copied what he fancied he saw as the 

original reading beneath the alteration in A.
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2295 toros manibus A C: totos ggnlbus A: toto scenibus B 
Like Van de V/oestijne, I do not agree with Verdiere that the 

alterations in A are in the scribe's hand, and therefore his 

argument seems to me invalid. In any case, the disagreement between 

A and B could be due either to a barely legible archetype, or to 

B's further corrupting A's already corrupt reading.

Verdiere, like Van de V/oestijne, is led into error by his 

failure to take into account the sigla which distinguish glosses 

from variant readings. In 3 a gloss is sometimes prefaced by the 

sign e.g. at u. 110 where carinam is glossed •!. dorsum and at u. 

200 where maritas is glossed .|. f eminas , whereas a variant reading 

is introduced by the sign ± e.g. u. 70 confeceris, T  cum (sun, lin.) 

and u. 89 sunt Ï sint (sup, lin.). Therefore at the end of u. 135» 

dr a and ir a above lumine passo indicate that lumina passa is an 

alternative reading and matura dr apto does not mean, as 

Verdiere (p. 68) would have us believe, "c'est-k-dire matura ou 

aperto," that is, matura glosses passa and.aperto glosses passo, 

but that aperto is a variant reading and matura glosses passa.

There are no glosses, explanatory notes and, apparently (since 

it is difficult to distinguish the hands in A), no variant readings 

in the scribe's hand in A, although there are a few corrections by 

him. Nevertheless, Verdiere would argue on the basis of the 

"evidence" of u. 135 and the situation at u. 45 which I have 

discussed above in my section on A and C, that A's exemplar 

contained "leçons doubles." He claims to have proved (Grattius vol.

I pp. 89-93) that there was a Merovingian model for Vind. 277 and 

the Thuaneus, and that this had double readings, but even if these 

assertions are true, this does not prove that A and 3 must have 

been descended from it. (Verdière is thoroughly confused by this 

point, for he mixes up his sigla for the manuscripts of Grattius 

with those of Nemesianus, as at the beginning of his third
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argument (p. 73) he says, "A et 3 contiennent les mêmes excerpta 

des Ealieutica d'Cvide," which is untrue cf the A and 5 of which 

he has been speaking, but true of the manuscripts of Grattius,

Vind. 277 and Par. 8O71). His case for A ’s being descended from an 

annotated manuscript is therefore totally unconvincing.

Both Verdiere and Van de V/oestijne fail to get to grips with 

the problem here. The latter has the clue to the solution in his 

third and fourth points, but he then proceeds to misinterpret the 

evidence completely. It is true that the cases where 3 has the 

truth and A is in error are few and not of great significance;

44 saeuae SC: saeue A 

71 utque BC: utouae A 

87 Latonae BC: Lato//e (n exp.?) A 

109 sub pectore BC: suppectore A 

146 cone lus a BC: c one 1 aus a. A 

1 61 ne_ BC : nec A

174 catulos BC: catulus A (not 181, as Van de Woestijne says).

204 manat EC : manant A 
2211 s.emina A BC: semine A 

307 fulgura BC: fulgora A 

but in spite of this absence of any exceptionally good true 

readings preserved in B and not in A, these passages do seem to 

afford evidence that A and B are independently descended from the 

archetype. Coincidences in truth between B and C may well be due 

to conjecture by Sannazaro.

The division into words in both manuscripts is very interesting. 

A frequently runs two or three words into one, and this cannot 

always be accounted for by exigencies of space. B does the same 

thing, though not to the same extent and for no apparent reason. 

There are also a number of cases, more in B than in A, where the 

division into words is incorrect, and also a few' where both
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manuscripts make the same incorrect division;

16 non Senelen G ; nonsemel en B ; non semel en A 

21 sacrilego rorentes G; sacri legos orantes A3 

27 et saeuo uiolatum AC; et p'saeudouio-latu B

29 in arboreas C: inarboreas A; inarbore as B

30 sunt qui scuamosi référant G: S guis qua osireferant A: 

Sunt qui squi so^ ireferant B

34 Philomela tuas sunt G : nhilo mellatua^sunt A : philomelatu 

ar B

39 Tantalidum AC : Tanta-lidu 3

49 citi discurrimus C: citidis currimus A: citidiscurrimus B 

53 gaudémus AC ; Gaude amus B
’  I •

56 praefigere telis C; profiger& olis A: pfigeretolis B

57 sinu spinosi BC: sinus pinosi A

67 tigrimque bibunt BC; tigrim que bibunt A 

147 saltu transcendens AC: salturans cendens B 

168 uexare& rabes A: uex& rabies 3

179 Phoebe reparauerit ortus C : phoebere para ueritortus A: 

phereparauerit ortus B 

199 tritonide oliuo AC: tritoni deo liuo B 

This would seem to suggest that A and B are both descended from

an archetype which had no word divisions. A and B are sometimes

strikingly alike visually, but this could be due either to B 

copying A, or to attempts by both to represent the appearance of 

another manuscript.

There are a number of variant readings in B. Some of these are 

to be found in A's text:

135 ‘i a Ir a above lumine passo 

193 sit ± sic sup, lin.

215 medicus dr os sup, lin. 

but there are more which are hot :
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45 purantem 1 g sur, lin.

11S nonfirmo î in sur, lin.

228 manathi-bero -f £ sup. lin. ̂  hiberno in :ng.

230 giruntur i  cinguntur s u p . lin.

292 arma rit îr ue sup. lin.

317 magne ±  ma gis sur, lin.

The above variant readings are also not found in C or in the 

second Aldine edition, which would suggest, since it is unlikely 

that they are conjectures on the part of B, that B had access to 

another manuscript nov; lost. Van de Woestijne (p. 19) suggests that 

B has made acme "conjectures" but 1 find this difficult to believe.

The glosses and explanatory notes in B are also interesting. It

is possible that the scribe of B made these himself, but this is 

unlikely. Apart from the improbability of a scribe's being able to 

make intelligent notes when he has made such a faulty text, some of 

these notes seem to suggest that the scribe was copying something 

which he understood no better than he understood the text, e.g.

11 musco in mg. »|« ceuni sup, lignu sit

33 Miratu que adû biu sup, lin.

128 nutrire uel sup, lin.

212 et audimus Ir £ sup, lin.

There are also cases where the gloss does not apply to B's

reading, which is corrupt.

i5 moben 9? m u3r sup, lin. (mul. ?)

120 aerem «h ueloci

218 Exebreo (for ex ebore) no m hole ris (sup, lin.)

Again, we have a number of cases where there is a sign which 

normally introduces a gloss or other note, above a word, but nothing 

follows it. This occurs with at uu. 21; 22; 26; 43; 44; 107, J2 at 

uu. 7 7 ; 1 1 2; 114 and 2 0 9;*)» at u. 56 and q at u. 6 8 , which may
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indicate that someone had made the mark intending to add a note 
and had not done so, or that 3 was copying the notes and was 
unable to decipher his exemplar at this point. The fact that the 
glosses at u. 30 (soui sosi = p patriae) and u. 54 (humona id" humo 
nat sup, lin., a in mg.) are attempts at explaining corrupt 
readings is no evidence for B's having made these notes as A is 
also corrupt at this point in both places, having readings which 
are not likely to have given rise to B's gloss, and this may 
suggest that the archetype of A and 3 was difficult to decipher 
here. It is possible, however, that B himself may have made the 
notes at u. 137 where annue is incorrectly glossed with c tinue 
and at u. 230 where the uox nihili, giruntur is glossed 
cinguntur, which is also nonsense.

Thus the evidence does seem to me to suggest that A and B are 
independently descended from the archetype, and combining this 
conclusion with our earlier one that G is derived from A, we can 
propose the following stemma:

/Variant readings, glosses 

B
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EDITIONS^

ECLOGUES

1 *The editio princeps of the Eclogues is that of C. Schweynheim
and A. Pannartz, Rome c. 1471 (ed. Romana). There is no title 
page, and the poems themselves are prefaced by, "C. Calphurnii 
carme bucolicu incipit feliciter." All eleven Eclogues are 
attributed to Calpurnius. The contents of this edition are the
same as those of Laurentianus pi. 37» 14.

2 *The Eclogues are included in an edition of Ausonius published
in Venice in 1472 (ed. Veneta). The edition has no title page, 
and begins, "Ad lectorem ô musarum cultor" etc. At the beginning 
the book is dated "A NATIVITATE CHRIST DVCSN/TESIMAE NONAGESIMAE 
QUIN/TAE OLYKPIALIS ANNO II VII / IMS DECEMBRES," and again at 
the end, "TITI CALPHURNII POETAE SICYLI / BVCOLICVM CARMEN/
FINIT./ ANNO INCAR. DOMINICE. M. CCC LXXII." All eleven Eclogues 
are attributed to Calpurnius under the title, "TITI CALPHURNII 
SICULI BUCOLl/CUM CARMEN." This appears to be the edition which 
Vernsdorf thought was no longer extant. This edition was reprinted 
at Milan in 1490» at Venice in 1494 and again at Venice in 1496.

Kaittaire first mentioned an edition entitled "Calphurnii Siculi 
poetae Bucolica" published by Fabrizi (called Fabricius) in Parma

 ̂ I have marked with an asterisk those editions which I have 
consulted. Many (but not all) have been listed by Castagna and 
some, indeed, are discussed in greater detail, but this is the 
only comprehensive list.
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in 1478. Vernsdorf was unable to find any trace of such an edition, 
and thought that Maittaire was confusing it with the Parma edition 
of 1490. Verdiere mentions it in his edition of Calpurnius Siculus 
(1954)1 but I have been unable to trace it and must agree with 
Vernsdorfs conclusion.

3,4 Two editions of Calpurnius Siculus were published at Deventer 
under the title "Titi Calphurnii Siculi Bucolicon carmen." One, 
published "in platea episcopi" (Richard Paffraet), is undated 
and has been assigned variously to I488 and 1498. Hellinga, 
however, (The Fifteenth Century Printing Types of the Low 
Countries, Amsterdam I96 6) dates it between 1488 and December 
24th, 1490 because of the type used in it. *The other edition 
was published by Jakob van Breda and bears the colophon, 
"Bucolica Titi Calphurnij Siculi finiunt / Impressa Dauantrie 
(sic) Anno Millesimo quadrin/gentesimo nongentesimo primo Per 
me lacobu / de Breda iuxta scholas."

\

5 *The Parma edition c. 1490 of A. Ugoletus (ed. Parmensis) is the 
first to assign the final four poems to Nemesianus under the 
title "AVRELI NEMESIANI POETAE CARTAGINEN/SIS ECLOGA PRIMA 
INCIPIT." Ugoletus tells us in a colophon that it is, "E 
uetustissimo atque emendatissimo Thadei Ugoletti codice e 
germania allato 1 quo Calphurni et Nemesiani uti Tpressi sunt 
tituli leguntur," and its relationship to H and A is discussed 
elsewhere in my section on the Relationship of the Manuscripts. 
Hain^Copinger dates this edition c. 1495/94»

6 *An edition with a text very similar to that of the Deventer 
editions was published by Georg Stuchs, under the title "Titi 
Calphurnij Siculi Bucolicum carmen," at Nuremberg c. 1490.
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Hain-Copinger mentions a Leipzig edition of the poems, under the 
title "Bucolicum carmen seu Eclogae XI", no. 48?0 (a misprint for 
4 270) , with the colophon, "Bucolica titi calphurnij siculi 
finiunt." This is probably the edition of which a collation by 
J.G. Huber exists in the Oxford M3. Lat. Class, f.2, fos. 23-26. 
Many of its readings are identical with those of no. 6.

7, 8 Two editions of Calpurnius were published by Antoine Caillaut 
in Paris, one c. 1492 under the title, "Carmen bucolicon 
Calphurnii," and the other c. I50O under the title,
"Buccolica calphurnii."

9 A third Deventer edition of Titi Calphurnii Siculi Bucolicum 
carmen was published by Heinrich de Hordheim c. 1494. The 
readings of this edition as reported by Vernsdorf are similar
to those of the other two Deventer editions and to the Nuremberg 
edition and Reeve (p. 234 n. 49) thinks that it may be 
identifiable with the latter edition.

10 ^Carmen bucolicon calphurnii, published by Philippe Pigouchet 
in 1495. The text of this edition is very similar to that of 

no. 1.

11 Buccolica calphurnij/poete clarissimi nuper per fratrem 
Johan/nem Caron Marchyanensem exacta cum/uigilantia emendata. 
edited by Jean Caron and published by Felix Baligault between 
1495 and 1500. ‘''A later edition was published at Caen c. 15OO 
under the title "Bucolica calphurnii poete clarissimi nuper per 
fratrem iohannem Caron Marchianensem exacta cum uigilStia 
em^data per Iohannem le bourgoys. Rothomagi: pro Roberto mace." 
The copy in the British Library has unfortunately lost several
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pages.

12 Buccolica canori poete Titi Calphurnii Siculi undecim aeglogis 
iucunditer decantata, published by Henry Quentell at Cologne 
between 1495 and I5OO. The text is similar to that of the 
Deventer editions.

15 In C. Calphurnii Bucolica facilis commentatio, Paris 1505» 
edited by Josse Bade (called Ascensius). Re-edited in Yenatici 
et Bucolici poetae, J. van Vliet, Leyden and the Hague 1728.

1 4, 15 *Two editions were edited by Benedictus Philologus and
and published in Florence in I504 under the title "Eclogae 
Vergilii. Fraci Pet. / Calphurnii loannis Boc. / Nemesiani. 
loan. bap. Ma / Pomponii Gaurici." The texts are identical.
One also bears the name of P. de Giunta (ed. Juntina).

16 *Calpurnii et Nemesiani Poetarum Bucolicum Carmen. Una cum 
Commentariis Diomedis Guidalotti Bononiensis. Per C.

, Bazaleriuffi, Bologna I50 4. It follows the Parma edition of.
Ugoletus, but has some good readings by Guidalotti himself.
This is the'first edition to eject 4*15 from the text after 
4 . 6 where it appears in some early editions and in G.

Editio Germanica Atottoç 1515. This edition is known only to 
Barth and most editors doubt its existence. It is also often not 
clear from Barth's notes when readings are supposed to have 
appeared in the editio Germanica and when they are his conjectures. 
Barth said that he found it in a ruined convent in the Hercynian 
Forest. He describes it as "Vetustissima editio...litteris 
Gerraanicis, siue, Longobardicis mania, excussa Lipsiae, ut
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arbi.iTor." He says that he believes that it was printed by Andrea 
Letter, but at Leipzig we only know of a printer called Melchior 
Lotter. It is undated, but he believes it was printed in about 1515. 
It contains, he says, the works of Calpurnius, Grattius and 
Nemesianus, which would mean that the Aldine edition of 1534 is not 
the first edition containing the Eclogues and Cynegetica.
Vernsdorf 'makes a half-hearted attempt to identify this mysterious 
edition by suggesting that Barth really means the Parma edition of 
Ugoletus, while Glaeser suggests that Barth is thinking of the 1559 
edition. Barth, however, does state that his edition contained the 
Cynegetica, so that neither of these explanations can be the true 
one. We must conclude, therefore, either that all trace of this 
edition has been lost or that Barth has invented a source for what 
are in fact his own conjectures.

17 T, Calphurnii Siculi et Aurelii Nemesiani Carthaginensis 
Poetarum Aeglogae, decoro diligenter obseruatio etc. Jérôme 
Victor and Jean Singren, Vienne (France) 1514»

18 *C. Calphurnij Bucolica ab Ascensio iam diligeter recognita.
Vu. Stbckel, Leipzig I51 7. The introduction is dated I505 and 
it includes a letter from Ascensius.

19 T. Calphurnii Siculi Bucolicon et Aurelii Nemesiani 
Cartagineneis Eclogae, Aldus, Venice 15I8 .

20 *Amorum libri II. Be amore conjugali III etc. J.J. Pontanus, 

Venice I5I8 .

21 *Ludi Literarii Magistris etc. edited by Icannes Alexander 
Brassicanus, with a life of Nemesianus, Hagenau 1519*
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22 *Titi Calphurnii Siculi et Aurelii Nemesiani...nclogae etc.
Apud C. Froschoverum, Zurich 1557.

25 Rerum hucolicarum scrintores. F, Virgilii Eclogae X, T.
Calphurnii Eclogae VII, Aurel. Nemesiani Olympii Eclogae IV et 
Act.Sinceri Sannazarii Eclogae V , Christophe Sgenolph,
Franckfurt 1559.

24 '̂"En habes lector Bucolicorum autores XXXVIII etc. Joannes
Oporinus, Basle 1546.

25 Illustrium poetarum flores per Octauianum Mirandula.m collecti 
etc. Icannes Bellerus, Antwerp I565.

26 A.0.Nemesiani...T. Calphurnii...Bucolica...commentariis 
exposita opera ac studio R. Titii (Epistola Hugolini 
Martellii, in .qua loci aliquot horum Poetarum uel declarantur, 
uel emendatur), Florence 1590.

27 *Les. Pastorales de Nemlsien et de Calpurnius, A.M. de Mairault,
Brussels 1744. With notes, a prose translation into French 
and an excursus on Eclogues.

28 La Bucolica di Nemesiano e di Calpurnio, T.G. Farsetti I76I.

29 ^M.Aurelii Olympii Nemesiani Eclogae IV et T. Calpurnii
Siculi Eclogae VII ad Nemesianum Carthaginiensem, cum notis 
selectis etc. Mitavia 1774. Taken from Eurman's Poetae Latini 

Minores.

50 -x-T. Calpurnii Siculi Eclogae XI. Recognouit adnotatione et
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glossario. Instruxit Christian Daniel Beck, Leipzig I8O3 . 
Pounded on the editions of Burman and Vernsdorf.

31 *Bes Titus Calpurnius Siculus L^ndliche Gedichte, F. Adelung,
St, Petersburg I8O4 . With a translation into German. All 
eleven eclogues are attributed to Calpurnius. There is an 
introduction, and also some notes.

32 Calpurnius auserlesene Gedichte, C. Ch. G. Wiss, Leipzig I8O5 .

33 Calpurnius Idyllen, E.E. Klausen, Altona 1807. From Beck's text.

34 *Corpus Poetarum Latinorum, W.S. Walker. All eleven eclogues
attributed to Calpurnius, Lonodn 1828. Reissued in 1849 and 

1871.

35 Virgil Bucolica et Titi Calpurnii Bucolica etc. ed. F.A.C. 
Grauff, Berne I83O.

56 ^Corpus Poetarum Latinorum, Wilhelm Ernst Weber, Francofurti 
ad Moenum 1833. Follows Burman and Vernsdorf.

37 M. Aurelius Olympius Nemesianus Vier Idyllen, R. Mueller,
Zeitz 1834. With a translation into German verse.

38 Poetae Minores, M. Cabaret-Bupaty, Bibliothèque latine- 
française, Paris 1842.

39 ^Calp. et Nemes... recensait, C.S. Glaeser, Gottingen 1842.
Glaeser collated some of the manuscripts himself and used 
g r s X y for his apparatus criticus.
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40 *Calpurnii et Nemesiani bucolici recensait H. Schenkl, Leipzig 
I8 8 5. With introduction, apparatus criticus, index verborum, 
index auctorum, imitatorem, locorum similum. Schenkl first 
isolated the manuscript group firy.

41 *The Eclogues of Calpurnius Siculus and M. Aurelius Olympius
Nemesianus, Charles Haines Keene, London 1887. Reprinted 1969 

Georg 01ms Verlag Hildesheim. He is heavily indebted to 
Glaeser for his introduction and apparatus criticus.

42 *Anthology of Latin Poetry, Robert Yelverton Tyrrell, London 

1901. (Eel. 3. 18-51).

43 *Calpurnii et Nemesiani Bucolica, Cesare Giarratano, Naples 
1910. Re-edited at Turin 1924. With a long introduction 
including a brief description of the manuscripts. He collated 
NGabcdefghilnu himself and also used pqrs in his apparatus 

criticus.

44 *1 carmina bucolici di Calpurnio e Nemesiano, F. Vernaleone, 
edited by Vincenzo Florentine, Noicattaro 192?. Text taken 
from that of Giarratano, with introduction and notes, and a 
translation into Italian. There are a number of misprints.

45 *Latin Pastorals by Virgil, Calpurnius Siculus and Nemesianus, 
J.E. Dunlop, London I969. Text of Eclogues 1, 3 and 4 , taken 
from the Loeb edition, and notes.

46 *Hirtengedichte aus SpâtrOmischer und Karolingischer Zeit,
D. Korzeniewski, Darmstadt 1978. Text and translation into 
German with introduction and some notes.
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CYNEGETICA

1 '-Venatus et Aucupium, J.A. Lonicer, Frankfurt 1582. With an
introduction by Gigismundus Feyerabandius. Follows the Aldine 
edition of 1534.

2 *Gratii Falisci Cynegeticon, cum poenatio oognomine N.A.
Olymnii Nemesiani Carthaginensis notis perpetuis uariisoue 
lectionibus adornauit Thomas Johnson 11.A. Londdn 1699. With a 
brief introduction and commentary.

5 Cynegeticon des Nemesianus, Christianas Fride-ricus Schmidt, 
Lunebourg I716.

4 *Gratii Falisci Cynegeticon et M. Aurelii Olympii Nemesiani
Cynegeticon. Cum notis selectis Titii, Barthii, Ulitii, 
lohnsonii et Petri Burmanni integris, Kitavia 1775» The text 
differs from that of Burman's of 1731 in a few places, almost 
all certainly misprints.

5 ^Gratii Cynegeticon et Nemesiani Cynegeticon. Mitau 1773.
According to the title page, this edition contains the De 
Aucupio, but this is not the case.

6 *M..Manilii Astronomicon libri V ex recensions R. Bentlei,
Venice 1788. This edition includes a life of Nemesianus. The 
text is taken from Burman's edition.

7 *Gratii et Nemesiani carmina uenatica, R. Stern, Ealle 1832.
With notes and introduction. Includes the Be Aucupio.



125

8 ^Ovidii Halieutica Gratii et Nemesiani Cynegetica, K. Kaupt,
Leipzig 1858. Includes the Le Aucunio. With an introduction 
discussing the manuscript tradition, apparatus criticus and 
Index Verborum.

9 ^Selections from the Less Known Poets, N. Finder, Oxford I8 6 9.
uu. 24O-82 with notes.

10 *11 Cynegeticon, ossia il Libro de Venatione... volgarizzato
da L.F. Valdrighi, Modena 1876. Text and the first translation 
into Italian verse. Some notes, mainly on the subject matter,

11 I Cinegetici de Nemesiano e Grazio Falisco, S. Rossi, Kessine
1910.

12 ^The Cynegetica of Nemesianus, Lonnis Martin, Cornell
University Thesis 1917. Text, without apparatus criticus, 
introduction and commentary.

15 *Les Cynegetiques de Nemesien, Paul Van de Woestijne, Gent
1937. With introduction mainly concerned with the manuscripts, 
and an Index Verborum.
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ECLOGUES AND CYMEGETIGA

1 *Poetae tres egregii, G. Logus, Aldus Venice 1534 (ed. Aldina 
secunda). This is the first edition to have the Eclogues and 
Cynegetica together. A manuscript copy of this text of the 
Cynegetica exists in Dorvillianus 57» fos. 9-12 which was 
written c. léOO partly by R. Titius.

2 *Hoc uolumine continentur poetae tres egregii etc. ÏÏ. Steyner, 
Augsburg 1534. Follows edition no. 1.

3 *Gratii Poetae de uenatione liber I etc. apud Seb. Gryphium, 
Leyden 1537. Follows edition no. 1.

4 *Epigrammata et Poematia uetera, ed. Pierre Pithou apud N. 
Gillium, Paris 1590* Re-edited *Lyons 1598. This edition is the 
basis of many later ones. The text of the Eclogues is based on 
those of the ed. Juntina and the Paris edition of 1503. The text 
of the Cynegetica is very like that of ed. Aldina secunda. but 
differs from it in a few significant particulars. The colophon 

is dated 1589.

5 ed. Lugduni mentioned by Keene. He says it follows edition no. 4 

and is dated I603.

6 *Daretis Phrygii Poetarum et Historicorum omnium primi de Hello 
Troia.no Libri Sex a Comelio Nepote, apud loach. Trognaesium, 
Antwerp 16O8 . Omits Eclogue 2, Follows edition no, 4 .

7 ^Corpus omnium ueterum poetarum latinorum etc. Volume II, A 
Petro Bassaeo Patricio Gacensi, Geneva I6II, second edition
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edition Geneva *1627. Follows edition no, 4.

8 "Venatici et bucolici noetae latini, Gratins, Eemesianus,
Caluhurnius etc. Edited by G. von Harth, Hanover I6 13.

9 *Chorus •poetarum classicorum dunlex; sacrorum et profanorum
lustretus illustratus etc. Part 1. L. Muguet, Lyons I616. 
Follows edition no. 4 .

10 *Gratius, Nemesianus, Calpurnius cum Larete Phrygio, Alexandre-
Charles de Trogney, Douay I63 2. Follows no. 4*

11 Venatio Novantiqua, edited by J. van Vliet (ülitius), Leyden 

1645 (1855). Includes the De Aucupio.

12 ed. Aureliae Allobrogum I646 mentioned by Keene. Follows

edition no. 4»

13 *Autores rei Venaticae antiaui, edited by J. van Vliet, Leyden
1653. A duplicate of his 1645 edition, except for some 
preliminary matter.

14 *Onera et fragmenta ueterum Poetarum Latinorum profanorum et
ecclesiasticorum vol. 2, edited by Michael Kaittaire, London 
1715, a copy of which was published under the title of Corpus 
omnium ueterum Poetarum Latinorum tam prophanorum cuam 
ecclesiasticorum etc, London 1721. Includes the le Aucunio. 
Follows edition no. 4 .

15 ed. Mediolani 1731 mentioned by Keene. Follows edition no. 4.
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18 Poetae latini rei uenaticae scriptores et bucolici antioui
(cum notis Barthii, Ulitii, Johnsonii), edited b;, Sigebert
Havercamp and R. Bruce, Leyden 1728. With an elaborate 
commentary,

17 *Poetae Latini rei uenaticae scrintores et Bucolici antiqui,
edited by J. van Vliet, Leyden and the Hague 1728. Includes
the Be Aucupio. Copious notes.

18 *Poetae latini minores tom. 1, edited by P. Burman, Leyden 1731.
Includes the Be Aucupio. With introduction and notes,
including those of Ulitius, Barth, Titius and Martellius. The 
text only, without the notes^was reprinted at Glasgow in *1752, 
under the same title.

19 M. Aurelii Ol^mpi Nemesiani poetae Carthaginenesis nec non 
T. Caluurnii Siculi opera quae exstant omnia, edited by 
Heinrich-Gottlieb Schmid, Lunebourg 1748.

20 *Collectio Pisaurensis omnium poematum carminum, fragmentorum
latinorum etc. tom. 4» edited by Pasquale Amati, Foglia 1786. 
Includes the Be Aucupio.

21 *Poetae latini minores, edited by J.C. Wernsdorf, Altenburg 1780.
The Cynegetica.and Be Aucupio are in vol. 1, and the Eclogues
in vol. 2. Wernsdorf argues in his introduction for the 
attribution of Nemesianus's Eclogues to Calpurnius. There are 

copious notes.

22 *Phaedri et Aviani Fabulae, Milan 1785. With a translation into
Italian.
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23 *Poesies de M.A.O. Nemesien, suivies d'une idylle de J.
Fracastor sur les chiens de chasse, edited by G. Délateur,
Paris 1799. With a translation into French prose. Includes the 
De Aucunio. Follows edition no. 18.

24 *Bibliotheca classica Latina vol. 134» edited by K.E. Lemaire,
Paris I8 24. The text, testimonia and argumenta are those of 
Wernsdorf. Includes the Te Aucuoio.

25 ^Collections des Auteurs Latins, edited by M. Nisard, Paris
I8 4 2. With a translation into French. The text is that of 
Lemaire.

26 *Poetae latini minores vol. 3» edited by Emil Baehrens,
Leipzig 1881. Includes the Be Aucuoio. This was the first 
edition to use G and to give EG their proper position in the 
manuscript tradition. His collation of the manuscripts, 
however, was not very carefully done and his apparatus 
criticus contains a number of errors.

£cLo«̂ u.es vjibk soAue
27 *Corpus poetarum latinorum vol. 2,■'̂ edited by H. Schenkl^ CMoê -g-bicoL

edited by J.P. Postgate, London 1903. With apparatus 
criticus. Includes the Be Aucurio.

28 *In; Oxford Book of Latin Verse, edited by H.W. Garrod, Oxford
1912. Texts of Cyn. 1-102 (no. 303) and Eclogue 3 (no. 304).

29 ••Poetae Minores, edited by Ernest Raynaud, Paris 1931. Includes
the Be Aucupio and a translation into French. Some notes. The 
Eclogues are attributed to Calpurnius.
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30 In; Minor Latin Poets, edited by J.'-i. and A.M. EuMi, Loeb 
Classical Library, Cambridge, Massachusetts and London 1934- 
Includes the Te Aucunio. With a translation into English.

31 *!'lémesien. Oeuvres, edited by Pierre Volpilhac, Paris 1973.
Includes the Te Aucuoio. With introduction, notes and 
translation into French.
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ORTHOGRAPHY

The manuscripts o f the Eclogues belong m ainly to  the f i f t e e n th  

century and are th e re fo re  no r e l ia b le  guide to  the s p e llin g s  which 

Nem. h im se lf used. The manuscripts A and B o f the C ynegetica, 

however, which are f iv e  cen turies  o ld e r , do seem to  in d ic a te  th a t  

Nem. p re fe rre d  non-assim ilated  forms of in -  and a d - , and I  have 

th e re fo re  accepted non-assim ilated  forms where they are a tte s te d  

and have re g u la ris e d  throughout. I  have not in troduced s p e llin g s  

which are not found in  any manuscript o f Nem.

The fo llo w in g  are the forms which I  have adopted:

1 In- not assimilàted: inbellis; inlaesus; inmitis; inmittere; 
inmodicus; inpatiens; inpendere; inpingere; inplicare; inponere; 
inprobus ; inprudens; inpune.
In- assimilated: imbutus; immunis; impius.

2 Ad- not assimilated: adquirere; adrodere; adstringere; adsuescere; 
adtonitus; adtritus.
Ad- assimilated: accingereY allicere; applaudere; arridere: 
aspectare; aspicere; assiduus.

3 Con- not assimilated: conplere; conruges.
Con- assimilated: collidere; colligere; commodare; commouere; 
communis; complacitus; componere; corripere; corrumpere.

4 s omitted after ex-: expectare; extinguere.
5 Miscellaneous spellings which I have preferred are: conubia: 

hiemps; pinna; querella.
I  have everywhere adopted the commoner - es endings o f th ird  

declension nouns; endings in  are  found only in  H firu y  where 

they are  frequent but not constant, and I  have recorded them in  my 

apparatus where they occur.

as b<£> w S - e X .  t k s u  b u î o  P o P < h s  W x X W w m  1 1 k c u ^ Ê .
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THE APPARATUS CRITICUS

My reports of the readings of the manuscripts are the results 
of my own collations, either of the manuscripts themselves or from 
photographs or microfilm. I have not included many insignificant 
corruptions, nor unimportant variations in spelling, such as £ for 
ae, nor mediaeval misspellings, such as michi for mihi. Where the 
correct spelling appears assigned to a few manuscripts only, it is 
to be assumed that the word is misspelled in the others, as at 1.1,
6, 53» 88; 2,44 etc. Readings of interest for which there is no 
room in the main body of the apparatus criticus have been included in 
the Appendix Lectionum.
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T -:e"'i'politanus 7̂ .2 saec. yr~r i:i. uel :-:iv ex.
G Gadeianus pl. $0, '>2 inf. eaec. >;v

A Codex Cer::.anicus Thadei Lgoleti cuius scricturas in n,;
Riccarr.ianus cpo C. ^ngelius enotauit.

II Ilarleianus 2572 saec. y.v uel xvi 
i; Magliabecchianus VII 1195 saec« xvi 
7 ccdicurn qui sequuntur consensus

a Àmbrosianus G 74 sup. saec. xv 
b Ambrosianus I 26 s up,, saec. xv 
c V'-ticanus 2110 saec. :cv
d Vaticanus 3''52 saec. :(v
e Vaticanus Urbinas 353 saec. zct 

f Vaticanus Cttobonianus i486 saec. crv 
g Vaticanus ralatinus 1652 saec. :-rv 
h Vaticanus Reginensis 1759 saec. xv
i Laurentianus pl. 37» 14 saec, xv
j Ilolkharnicus 53'̂'- saec. xv 
k Bruxellensis 20589 saec. xv
1 la.urentiaiius bibl. ^eu. 202 saec. jcv
m Monacensis 382 saec. xv
n Riccardianus 724 (dim L.IIÏI 10j saec. xv

o Dorvillianus 147 saec. xv
P quirinianus CVII 1 saec. xv 
q Corsinianus 43 F 5 saec. xiv uel xv 
r ilehdi-geranus 6O saec. xv 
s Rekdigeranus 59 saec. xv
t konacensis (oliin Tegernseensis) 19899 saec. xvi 

u Riccardianus 636 saec. xv
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V Vaticanus 5123 saec. xiv xv

w Sloanianus 777 saec. xv

X Vindobonensis 305 saec. xv 

y Leidensis Vossianus L.Q. IO7 saec. xv-xvi

z Canonicianus Class. Lat. 126 saec. xv

FLORILËGIA 

Parisinus Thuaneus 7&47 saec. xii-xiii

Parisinus 17903 (olim Nostradamensis 188) saec. xii-xiii 

Atrebatensis 64 (olim 65) saec » xiii-xv 

Escorialensis Q 114 saec. xiii-xiv 

Berolinensis (Uiez. B. Santen. 60) saec. xiv

Bononiensis 85 (52, Busta II n. 1) saec. xv-xvi

Laurentianus Conv. Sopp. 440 saec. xvi

His etiam compendiis usus sum: a.c. = ante correctionem: codd. = 

codices omnes; p.c. = post correctionem; ras. = rasura; s.c. = sed

correxit; HV plerique = H et plerique codices V stirpis; HV

reliqui = H et omnes codices V stirpis praeter eos quorum propria 

nota adlata est
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BUCOLICA

TIM. Dum fiscella tibi fluuiali, Tityre, iunco 
texitur et rancis inmunia rura cicadis, 

incipe, si quod habes gracili sub harundine carmen 
compositurn, nam te calamos inflare labello 
Pan docuit uersuque bonus tibi fault Apollo, 
incipe, dum salices haedi, dum gramina uaccae 
detondent, uiridique greges permittere campo 
dum ros et primi suadet dementia soils.

21 Dum Gbcgilnux ( in  mg. )  ; d Urn H q(? )v: urn jpqsz; cum a : qum N:
2uom X f is c e l la  NGBV p ie r . : f is c e la  c: c is t e l la  N ( in

mg. )? s is t e l la  g t i t y r e  Haiz

2 rau c is  NHV p ie r . : r a r is  G immunia GA: in  mutua N ix :

inmutua n: immitua g; immi tua b : im ita tu r  iu  ( in  r a s . ) :

resonant tua HV r e l i q u i : im ita n tu r  ed. Ascensiana; m itta n tu r  

e d .■Cadomensis: resonant sua E e in s iu s ; rumpuntur Haunt: 

in u ita n t  B a rth : in i ta n tu r  G laeser; u ita n tu r  Froehner

ru ra  NGHV p ie r . : iu ra  j : sura S c riv e riu s  : regna cod. T i t i i

3 quod NGHavz: quid V r e l iq u i  g r a c i l i  codd. : ten u i
2

Barth harundine Nbgnps vx

4 la b e llo  NHV: sab e llo  G
2

5 uersuque NGHV p ie r . : uersusque N cps f a u l t  NGHV p ie r . : 

fa u e t p % f l a u i t  GAq

6 haedi H iu
7 detondent HV p ie r . : de tondent s : detondet G: detonderet N: 

detrudent i  u i r i l iq u e  N ( c o rr . m̂ ) p e rm itte re

NHV p ie r . ; perm ictere Gu** : p ro m itte re  i :  prom ictere u; 

committere x
8 dum NG: e t  HV p rim i G (m ex c o r r . )  d e m e n tia

NGHV p ie r . : dementia cs
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TIT, hos annos canaaque comam, uicine Timeta,
tu iuuenis carusque deis in carmina cogi's? TO
uiximus et calamis uersus cantauimus olim,
dum secura hilares aetas ludebat amores.
nunc album caput et ueneres tepuere sub annis,
iam mea ruricolae dependet fistula Fauno.
te nunc rura sonant; nuper nam carmine uictor I5

risisti calamos et dissona flamina Mopsi 
iudice me. mecum senior Meliboeus utrumque 
audierat laudesque tuas sublime ferebat;

9 canamque NGHV pier.; caramque x: cantabo ps comam 
uicine timeta AH: comam uicine timere G: coma uicine timere 
(timera m^)N: meam mihi care senectam V pier.: meam mihi cane 
senectam x: comam uicine Thymoeta Haupt, fortasse recte
10 carusque NHV: carisque G deis GHailvz: diis bcgjnqux; •
dis N : decs ps in NGHV pier.: mihi iu (sub ras.)
11 uiximus V pier.: diximus NGHiu et calamis uersus asuv^:
et uersus calamis p: et calamo uersus v: et calamis uersu
bcgijlnqxz: et uersu calamis H: et calamis et uersu NGA: et 

2calamos uersu n : et calamo et uersu Barth: et calamis et 
uersum Baehrens cantauimus codd.: mandauimus Eeinsius:
aptauimus Baehrens
12 hilares V pier.: illares N: ylares G: orthographia etiam 
peius deprauata Hiux; hilaros Eeinsius ludebat GHV pier.;
ludabat N (corr. m ): laudabat ps: rumpebat x
13 caput NHV: campud G et NGAHv: ac V reliqui
tepuere Nx^in mg.: ztepuere G (z del, et in mg. uenus in
tepuere); stupuere HV pier.: periere Keene
14 iam V pier.; nam NGz: et AH
15 te NGH: et V sonant codd. : sonent Earth nam NGHV

? 2 3•pier. : iam u carmine HV pier. : carmina NGajpsu v-'z
uictor NGHV pier.: uictos ps: raucos Maehly
16 risisti codd.: uicisti Maehly dissona GHV: disona N

2flamina NAHV pier.: carmina Ggiu x
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quern nunc emeritae perniensum tempera uitae
secret! pars orbis habet mundusque piorum. 20
quare age, si qua tibi Meliboei gratia uiuit,
dicat honorâtes praedulcis tibia manes.

TIM. et parere decet iussis et grata iubentur.
namque fuit dignus senior, quern carmine Phoebus,
Pan calamis, fidibus Linus aut Oeagrius Orpheus 25
concinerent totque acta uiri laudesque sonarent. 
sed quia tu nostrae musam deposcis auenae, 
accipe quae super haec cerasus, quam cernis ad amnem, 
continet, inciso seruans mea carmina libro.

TIT. die age; sed nobis ne uento garrula pinus 50

20 secret! codd.: siderei Maehly piorum HV pier.:
priorum NGagnuv^
21 gratia NGHV pier.: uerbum om. z uiuit codd.: uiui (sc.
fuit) Castiglioni
22 praedulcis NGHV pier.: perdulcis nu tibia NGHV pier.: 
fistula z
23 iussis et grata GHV: iussis grata N
25 fidibus Nciu; fidibusque GHV reliqui linus N^V pier.;
orthographia peius deprauata NGbcsv: uerbum om. 1 aut
Oeagrius N: aut egrius G: modulatibus Hacgiqvz: 
modulantibus V reliqui 226 concinerent NGHV pier.: concinnent n totque NGHu ;
atque V uiri GHVi uiridi N (di postea exp.)
sonarent NHV: sonabant G (corr. in mg.) 2
27 quia NGHV pier.; quare n musam N (in mg.)HV: laudem
NG
28 uersum om. V, add. A super codd.: sacra Leo
haec codd.: hoc Eeinsius
29 seruans NGAH : quercus V
30 nobis ne uento codd.: foliis cantu (uel canturn) ne Burman 
garrula HV pier.: garula Njnp: gracula g: cartula G (sed 
garula in mg.)
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obstrepat, has ulmos potius fagosque petamus.
TIM* hie cantare libet; uirides nam subicit herbas 

mollis ager lateque tacet nemus omnes qnieti 
aspice ut ecce procul decerpant gramina tauri.

omniparens aether et rerum causa, liquores, 35

corporis et genetrix tellus, uitalis et aer, 
accipite hos cantus atque haec nostro Meliboeo 
mittite, si sentire datur post fata quietis. 
nam si sublimes animae caelestia templa

sidereasque colunt sedes mundoque fruuntur, 40

tu nostros aduerte modos, quos ipse benigno

31 obstrepat GHaipsuvzs obstrepet KV reliqui has NGHV
pier. ; hos gpsv ulmos potius NGHV pier.s potius ulmos x
fagosque NGcginus fagos ne xs fagosue HAV reliqui
32 uirides GV pier.: uiridis Hi; uiridas N (corr. m )̂

SLL.'b'iclb ! subiicit Hs subycit vs subic N; suggerit Apsv^ (in mg.);
sugerit a; surgerit z; sugegerit ex subegerit 1; subigit GV 
reliqui; subrigit Baehrens
33 lateque tacet HV; lacteque (c postea exp.) tacet N; late 
tacet et G: lateque iacet Baehrens nemus NGHV pier.;
genus ps: pecus Burman
34 decerpant gramina tauri codd.s deflectant flamina Cauri 
cod. Titii
35 otoniparens HV pier. ; omni parens Nc; omne parens G: 
omnipotens ps liquores NGHV pier.; liquoris bcgjlnpquv
36 genetrix bnu
37 accipite NGHV pier.; accipe bpsx (s^cQ hos cantus Ns 
hoc cantus G: hos calamos HV pier.
38 mittite si sentire datur HV pier.; si sentire datur 
mittite N; si sentire datur mitite G fata NGHV pier.:
facta a (s.c.)c (in mg.) z
39 nam codd. : iam Ulitius^
41 nostros...modos codd.t nostris...modis Burman
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pectore fouisti, quos tu, Meliboee, probasti. 
longa tibi cunctisque diu spectata senectus 
felicesque anni nostrique nouissimus aeui
circulus innocuae clauserunt tempora uitae. 45

nec minus hinc nobis gemitus lacrimaeque fuere 
quam si florentes mors inuida carperet annos; 
nec tenuit tales communis causa querellas.
"heu, Meliboee, iaces letali frigore segnis
lege hominum, caelo dignus canente senecta 50

concilioque deum. plenum tibi ponderis aequi
pectus erat. tu ruricolum discernere lites
adsueras, uarias patiens mulcendo querellas.

42 fouisti HVs nouisti NG
43 spectata codd,; sperata Burman
44 anni NGHV pier.; animi ginu nostrique NGHV pier.t
nostri cjqz aeui NGHV pier.; anni ps
46 hinc HVs hie NG gemitus lacrimaeque codd.s lacrymae 
gemitusque Earth
47 quam GHV; qua N florentes NG V pier.; florentis Hi 
carperet NGAH; pelleret V pier.; carperet uel perderet uel 
rumperet Burman; uelleret Glaeser; tolleret Heinsius
48 nec NGV pier.; h(a)ec Hnqv (a.c.) tenuit codd.; renuit
Martellius tales NGV pier.t talis Hiu, prob. Glaeser
com(m)unis NGHV pier.; comunes s; communes Glaeser. communis 
défendit Leo
49 iaces NGHV pier.; taces n l(a)etali HV; mortali NG
50 canente senecta NGHV pier.; callente uel sapiente senecta 
Baehrens s'labente senecta Hartel; post fata peracta Maehly 
om. dignus Ix, sed add, x^
51 concilioque deum NGHV pier.; consilioque deus i 
ponderis codd.; iuris et Maehly
53 assueras NGHV pier.s adfueras 1 patiens GHV pier.s
pariens gs paciens Ncxz(?)s paeans Maehly; sapiens Burman ■ 
mulcendo NHV: mulcedo G; mulcere Wakefield; mulcensque 
Ulitius querellas jlsxz
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sub te iuris amor, sub te reuerentia iusti
floruit, ambiguos signauit terminus agros. 55

blanda tibi uultu grauitas et mite serena
fronte supercilium, sed pectus mitius ore.
tu calamos aptare labris et iungere cera
hortatus duras docuisti fallere curas;
nec segnem passus nobis marcere iuuentam 60

saepe dabas meritae non uilia praemia Musae.
saepe etiam senior, ne nos cantare pigeret,
laetus Phoebea dixisti carmen auena.
felix o Meliboee, ualel tibi frondis odorae
munera dat lauros carpens ruralis Apollo; 65

dant Fauni, quod quisque ualet, de uite racemos.

2 2 54 iuris .N, Martellius; ruris N GHV iusti N HV; iuris G
(corr. ex ruris)N (corr. ex uiris)
56 blanda tibi NGHV pier.; blando tibi gnu(s.c.); oscula ibi
cjpqs; blanda tibi om. v, add, uultu grauitas Nabgilnuz
uultus grauitas G(s exp.)Hcpqsu^v; grauitas uultu x; grauitas
uultuque x^ serena codd.; seuera Martellius

2
58 et iungere GHu z; et iungera N; coniungere V reliqui

259 hortatus NGAH: oratus V: ornatus g ; noras uel gratus tu 
Heinsius duras codd.: crudas Heinsius; diras uel dubias
Burman fallere GHV pier.: falere Na
60 passus nobis codd.; nobis passus Beck
61 saepe dabas NGHag^lu^v^(in mg.)z; sedabas bcgijnqu; sed 
dabas v; se^ dabas x: sedabis p(?)s meritae NGHV pier.;
meriti iu
63 laetus Phoebea codd.: laetius orphea Burman; praeuius 
Hyblaea Heinsius dixisti codd.: duxisti cod. Titii.
Heinsius carmen NHV pier.: carmina G: carmine 1
64 frondis odorae Hblpsuz; frondis odore NGV relioui; frontis 
honora Maehly
65 lauros NGHV pier.: laurus gin
66 quod NGHV .pier.: quot bx ualet NGHV pier.; ualent
Heinsius
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de messi culmos omnique ex arbore fruges;
dat grandaeua Pales spumantia cymbia lacté,
mella ferunt Nymphae, pictas dat Flora coronas^
manibus hic supremus honos: dant carmina Musae. 70
carmina dant Musae, nos et modularaur auena,
siluestris te nunc platanus, Meliboee, susurrât,
te piiius; reboat te quicquid carminis, Echo
respondet siluae; te nostra armenta loquuntur;
namque prius siccis phocae pascentur in aruis 75
insuetusque freto uiuet leo, dulcia mella
sudabunt taxi, confusis legibus anni

67 messi Maehly; messe NGAH; campo V; messo Burman
268 dat NGÏÏV pler.; dant x cymbia GHinu z

2
69 mella NGHV pler,; mala iu pictas NGHV pler.; pietas g
(s.c.) iu dat NGHV pler.: dant n̂  flora NGHV pler.;
flore iu
70 hic NGV; hinc AH honos HV: honor NG
71 dant codd.; dent Burman nos et GH: nos N ; nos te V
pler.; nos tamen z: nos quae Burman
72 te nunc NG; nunc te HV pler.; quoque z
73 uersum om. G reboat NHV pler.; reboant Baehrens
te HV pler.; tune N; fert apsz quicquid HV; quiquid N;
quid quit uel cit Gebhardt Echo codd.; exit ülitius

274 respondet NA uel u ; respondent GHV siluae codd.:
siluis Modiud armenta codd.: arbusta Haupt
loquuntur NAH; locuntur G; sequuntur V pler.; secuntur nvxz 
post siluae interpunxerunt Burman. Giarratano, Duff
Earth maiorem distinctions# post pinus posuit. Leo post 
respondet
75 pascentur NGH; nascentur V in aruis GHV pler.; in
herbis N (corr. m^ in mg.)
76 insuetusque Heinsius. prob. Baehrens. Giarratano;

2 2hirsutusque Hg iu ; uestitusque NGV pler.: uestituque gnu; 
uillosusque C. Schenkl; in uetitoque H. Schenkl
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messem tristis hiemps, aestas i" tractabittbliuam, 
ante dabit flores autumnus, uer dabit uuas, 
quam taceat, Meliboee, tuas mea fistula laudes." 80

TIT, perge, puer, coeptumque tibi ne desere carmen, 
nam sic dulce sonas, ut te placatus Apollo 
prouehat et felix dominam perducat in urbem, 
namque hie in siluis praesens tibi Fama benignum 
strauit iter, rumpens liuoris nubila pinnis. 85

sed iam sol demittit equos de culmine mundi, 
flumineos suadens gregibus praebere liquores.

79 sinte 78 coll « V obe-Los VJlL\-i<xyws
78 tractabit GHV; tractâuit N; praestabit Haupt; iactabit 
Burman; ructabit Ellis oliuam NG; oliuas AH7
79 floris Hi uer NGHV pler.: nec bgilnux
80 quam GHV; qua N laudis Hiu
81 coeptumque ed. Oporiniana; ceptumque NGAq; certumque H;
c(o)eptum V reliqui tibi ne NG; tibi neu H; tibi iam ne

2V pler.; tibi ne iam x; tibi iam neu iu ; tibi iam nec ps
82 sic NGHV pler.; si z sonas NHV pler.; sonans z; 
canis G
83 prouehat GHV pler. : prouheat N; prouehit c perducat

2NGHV pler.; perducit c ; producat Ixz in NGHu ; ad V2urbem GHV; orbem N (corr. m )
84 namque codd.; iamque Heinsius hie in siluis codd.; hue
e siluis Hoeufft
85 rumpens NGHV pler.; rumpes g, Barth liuoris NGHV pler.;
liuoribus a pennis NG; plena HV pler.; plene bgx;
plenae Iz
86 demittit npqv; dimittit NGHV pler.; dimitit c; dimittat j
87 flumineos NGHV pler.; fluminibus Ix suadens NGHV pler.:
sudans z liquoris Hi
Explicit prima G
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II

Pormosam Tonacen Idas puer et puer Alcon 
ardebant rudibusque annis incensus uterque 
in Donaces uenerem furiosa mente ruebant. 
hanc, cum uicini flores in uallibus horti
carperet et molli gremium conpleret acantho, 5

inuasere simul uenerisque imbutus uterque 
turn primum dulci carpebant gaudia furto. 
hinc amor et pueris iam non puerilia uota;

1 donacen GHbgqu idas puer N: ydas puer G: puer idas Hauz:
puer astacus bgjlnpqvxi orthographia deprauata cis
2 rudibusque NGAHz ; rudibus V reliqui incensus NGHV pler.:

2intensus u : sucensus z
3 furiosa NG: furiats HV pler. ruebant NGHV pler.t ruebat ci
4 uicini codd.: uicinis Hartel floris Hiu uallibus codd.
callibus G. Hermann
5 molli codd.: dulci Barth26 uenerisque Hil nu: uenerique V reliqui: ueneris NG 
imbutus codd.: immitis ed. Aldina secunda
7 turn NGHpsv: tunc V reliqui carpebant NGHV pler.; carpebat j
carpserunt Earth dulcia tunc primum carpebant uel capiebant
Burman
8 hinc NHV: hie G iam non AHv: iam nunc NGV reliqui
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‘I’ quis anni ter quinque hi ernes et T cura iuuentae.
sed postquam Tonacen duri clausere parentes, 10
quod non tam tenui filo de uoce sonaret
sollicitumque foret pinguis sonus, inproba ceruix
suffususque rubor crebro uenaeque tumentes,
turn uero ardentes flammati pectoris aestus
carminibus dulcique parant releuare querella; 15

ambo aeuo cantuque pares nec dispare forma, 
ambo genas leues, intonsi crinibus ambo.

At
9 quis anni ter quinque hiemes et cura iuuentae codd.: uix anni ter 
quinque et mens et cura iuuentae Summers ; quis actae ter quinque 
hiemes et cura iuuentae Heinsius; quis anni ter quinque hiemes et 
cruda iuuenta Haupt: quis anni ter quinque ignes et cura iuuentae 
Leo ; quis anni ter quinque uirent et crura iuuenta Ellis ; quis anni 
ter quinque hinc mens et cura iuuentae Verdiere: quis anni ter 
quinque hymeni sed cruda iuuenta Maehly: quis anni ter quinque 
increscit cura iuuentae Baehrens; quis anni ter quinque et primae
cura iuuentae Burman; quis anni ter quinque biennis cura iuuencae
Birt: quis tantum ter quinque hiemes set cura iuuentae Hall : quis 
aeui ter quinque hiemes et cura iuuentae Hartel
11 quod NGHglu: qui n: et V reliqui tenui filo de codd.: tenui
de filo Titius: tenui sua filia uel filum ceu Maehly uoce codd.:
uoxque Glaeser sonaret NGHV pler.: sonarent av^z
12 sollicitumque GHacijluxz: solicitumque Nbn: sollicitamque ps: 
sollicitiumque g: sollicitusque Ulitius: insolitumque Heinsius 
pinguis sonus 
sonus Ulitius

2pinguis sonus NGHu : linguis onus abilnuxz: pei.ora cgjpqs: linguae

14 flammati om. 1 pectoris NGHV pler.: corporis Ix
19 releuare NGHV pler.: reuelare A
16 aeuo cantuque GHV: cantu euoque N 2
17 genas l(a)eues NGHV multi : genas lenes N cqx: genes leues s: gen 
leues p: genas leuas n intonsi NGHV pler.: intonsis v
9 ohe-Lcs g fLPiy-i'b VĴ  Lb)<xqrt<;
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atque haec sub platane maesti solacia casus 
alternant, Idas calamis et uersibus Alcon.- 

I. "quae colitis siluas, Dryades, quaeque antra, Napaeae, 20 
et quae marmoreo pede, Naides, uda secatis 
litora purpureosque alitis per gramina flores: 
dicite, quo Donacen prato, qua forte sub umbra 
inueniam, roseis stringentem lilia palmis?
nam mihi iam trini perierunt ordine soles, 25

ex quo consueto Donacen expecto sub antro. 
interea, tamquam nostri solamen amoris 
hoc foret aut nostros posset medicare furores.

218 haec sub Glaeser: hie sub KG: hi sub AHu : sub hac V reliqui: 
hinc sub H. Schenkl
19 Idas NHabcilpuxz alcon NGHabgijlnpqsuvxz

220 dryades ilpu v quaeque HV: atque NG napaeae Hu
21 Naides ed. Farm.; naiades GHabgilnquvz uda NGHV pler.:
ulla abcjq secatis NHV pler.: secantes Gi
22 litora Ggln: littora NHV pler.: gramina Barth alitis
NGHV pler.: uerbum om. z purpureosque NGHV pler.: purpureos
quae n, Gudius; purpureos (om. -que) cijpqsu gramina HV:
littora N: litoro G floris Hi
25 dicite quo donacen (donacem H) prato GH: donace prato N 
(dicite quo pr'ato add., pto exp. N ): dicite quo prato donacen 
bclquv: dicite quo prato donacem agnpsz; dicite quo pacto
donacen i: dicite quo pacto donacem x

2 2 125 mihi iam NGHu : me iam V perierunt NGHu : petierunt a b
cgijnpqsuv: pellerunt x: pepulerunt ax^: uerbum om. 1: 
pecierunt z
26 expecto NGHV pler.: expert© gi
27 tamquam nostri NHV: nostri tamquam G
28 hoc NHV pler.: hie G: haec x nostros posset N (rapidos

2 2 sup, m ) G: posset rabidos Hcjpqsu yz: posset, rapidos bgilnux:
posset radios a
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nulla meae trinis tetigerunt gramina uaccae
luciferis, nullo libarunt amne liquores; 30

siccaque fètarum lambentes ubera matrum
stant uituli et teneris mugitibus aera conplent,
ipse ego nec iunco molli nec uimine lento
perfect calathos cogendi lactis in usus.
quid tibi, quae nosti, referam? scis mille iuuencas 35
esse mihi, nosti numquam mea mulctra uacare.
ille ego sum, Donace, cui dulcia saepe dedisti
oscula nec medics dubitasti rumpere cantus
atque inter calamos errantia labra petisti.
heu heui nulla meae tangit te cura salutis? 40

pallidior buxo uiolaeque simillimus erro. 
omnes ecce cibos et nostri pocula Bacchi

29 trinis NHV pler.: ternis G
30 nullo libarunt Glaeser; nullo libar N; nullo sudarunt (d ex r) G; 
nullo lamberunt bcgijpqsuv^z; nulles lamberunt alx; nulloque 
biberunt AHv: nullo labeFt n: nullos libarunt Ulitius
32 aera NHV pler.: ethera G: aethera Ulitius: atria i
33 iunco molli NG: molli iunco HV uimine NHV: uigmine G

234 calathos GHiu v : calatos Nabcgjlnquxz: calamos ps
35 quid NGHV pler.; qui gu scis NGHV.pler.; sis gs
iuuencas NGHV pler.: iuuencos cjpqsv: bidentes Rooy
37 ille ego sum Donace cui dulcia GAH: ille ego sum Donace dulcia 
cui N : Idas ille ego sum Donace cui saepe V pler. cui NGHV
pler.: quoi fix
40 heu heu GAv: heu N: en heu Habcgijnpqsu: en egoi a^lx: heu ego z

2tangit te NGHl: te tangit V reliqui cura NGHacjpqsu v: causa
V reliqui
41 uiol(a)eque GAHV pler.: uil (del.) uioleque N : uiolisque inu: 
uiolleque b erro NGHV pler.: ero sxzi horti A
42 omnis Hiu nostri codd., suspectum: noti Heinsius
bacchi ailsux: bachi HV reliqui: uini NG
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horreo nec placide memini concédera somno. 
te sine, uae misero, mihi lilia fusca uidentur
pallentesque rosae nec dulce rubens hyacinthus, 45

nullos nec myrtus nec laurus spirat odores.
at si tu uenias, et Candida lilia fient
purpureaeque rosae, et dulce rubens hyacinthus;
tunc mihi cum myrto laurus spirabit odores.
nam dum Pallas amat turgentes unguine bacas, 50

dum Bacchus uites, Deo sata, poma Priapus, 
pascua laeta Pales, Idas te diligit unam."

43 somno HV: sompno G; sono N
44 ue NGabcglnvxz fusca NGA: nigra HV
45 pallentesque NGHV pler.: pallentes ps rubens HV: rubensque
NGA hyacinthus ed. Parm. 2om. 4 6 -8 be, gm. 47-9 z, 47-9 67 g, corr. m
46 nullos nec myrtus nec laurus spirat NGHV pler.: turn mihi cum
mirtho laurus spirabit x : nullos nec myrtus nec laurus (lauros m"')
spirabat odores z myrtus Hijvz

247 si tu NG Ha: si G: tu si V reliqui et codd.; iam Titius: 
tunc C. Schenkl
48 et dulce rubens Hinu: ac dulce rubens Ix: tunc dulce rubens
agjpgs: tum dulce rubens Av: tunc dulce rubensque N: dulce rubensque
G : dulce atque rubens Baehrens
49 uersum post 45 colloc* G tunc NGHV pler.: tum v
spirabit NHV pler.: spirabat G: pirabit s
50 dum N^HV pler.; cum NG: dea iu (sub ras.) amat NGV pler.:

2 2 amet Hu v turgentis i unguine NGAH: sanguine N V
51 uites Deo sata Glaeser: uites deus sata H: uites deus et sata V: 
uuas cl's et sata N: deus uuas et sata G: uites meus et sata Burman: 
uites deus et sua uel rata Heinsius: uuas dum Bacchus Deo sata 
Baehrens: Ceres et aut Tellus Ulitius sata NGHV pler.: noua ps
52 te NGHV pler.: quoque i diligit NGalsx: dilligit z:
dilliget (?) j: diliget HV reliqui unam NGHV pler.; uuam i
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haec Idas calamis. tu, quae responderit Alcon 
uersu, Phoebe, refer; sunt curae oarmina Phoebo.

A. "o montana Pales, o pastoralis Apollo, 55
et nemorum Siluane potens, et nostra Lione, 
quae iuga celsa tenes Erycis, oui cura iugales 
concubitus hominum totis conectere saeclis: 
quid merui? cur me Ponace formosa reliquit? 
munera namque dedi, noster quae non dédit Idas,. 60
uocalem longos quae ducit aedona cantus; 
quae licet interdum, contexte uimine clausa, 
cum paruae patuere fores, ceu libera ferri 
norit et agrestes inter uolitare uolucres,

53 h(a)ec GE7 nier.: hic N: nec g tu quae GHblu v; tuq; N:
turn qu(a)e cjnpqsuv^xz: tune quae g; tuque quae a : nunc quae i 
responderit GHV: respondis N
54 refer NGHY nier.: refert z sunt codd.: sint Barth 
curae Haunt ; aurea codd.
55 o pastoralis NHV nier.; et pastoralis ps: o pastaralis G
56 Dione NGHV nier.: dionç bu : diane gn: dyone x
57 erycis Has cui NGHV nier.; quoi x: uerbum om. c 
cura NGHV nier.: rura n
58 conectere bu

259 reliquit NG HV nier.; reliquid G: relinquit ijnu; relTquitur g
61 longos qu(a)e ducit NGHV nier.: longos qug ducat a: 
longosque ducit g: longos quae duceret i aedona GHV nier.; 
neius denrauata Ngluz
62 contexte HV: contesto G: contexo N clausa codd.:
clausae Haunt
63 paruae patuere NGHV nier.: caueae patuere Maehly; paruae 
potuere g: paruae patiere s: patuere paruae n (s.c.) i paruae 
pâture z libera GHV: liberara N
64 norit Vernsdorf: norat j: nouit codd. agrestes NV nier.; 
agrestis Hi: agrès G
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soit rursus remeare domum tectumque subire,. 65

uiminis et caueam totis praeponere siluis.
praeterea tenerum leporem geminasque palumbes
nuper, quae potui, siluarum praemia misi.
et post haec,. Ponace, nostros contemnis amores?
forsitan indignum ducis, quod rusticus Alcon 70

te peream, qui mane boues in pascua duco. 
di pecorum pauere greges, formosus Apollo,
Pan doctus, Fauni uates et pulcher Adonis, 
quin etiam fontis speculo me mane notaui,
nondum purpureos Phoebus cum tolleret ortus 75
nec tremulum liquidis lumen splenderet in undis:

66 totis codd.: notis Heinsius
67 geminasque palumbes NGAEV multi; geminosque palumbes nu (sub. 
ras.): geminosque palumbos iu : geminasque palumbos g
68 quae codd.: quod Titius praemia NGHV pler.: munera ps
69 et NGHV nier.: tu 1 h(a)ec NGHV nier.; hoc xz
70 forsitan GHV nier.: forsitam Nal (a.c.)sz quod NHV: quia G
71 peream NG: cupiam HV duco G: ducam HV: ducas N
72 pecorum GHV nier.: precor Nps
73 fauni uates V nier.: phauni nates s: uates fauni NG(q; sunra lin.
add, g ): faunusque pater Plitius Adonis NHV: apollo G
74 etiam NHV: omnes G
75 cum HV nier.: quom x: dum NG: turn v: quum s ortus NGHV nier.;

3orbes in mg.
76 tremulum N"HV: tenerum G lumen splenderet NG; splenderet
lumen HV
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quod uidi, nulla tegimur lanugine malas; 
pascimus et crinem; nostro formosior Ida 
dicor, et hoc ipsum mihi tu iurare solebas,
purpureas laudando genas et lactea colla 80
atque hilares oculos et formam puberis aeui.
nec sumus indocti calamis: cantamus auena,
qua diui cecinere prius, qua dulce locutus
Tityrus e siluis dominam peruenit in urbem.
nos quoque te propter, Ponace, cantabimur urbi, 85
si modo coniferas inter uiburna cupressos

77 tegimur NGE7 pier.: regimur j: tegimus Barth quod uidi
nulla tegimur lanugine NGHV pier.: quod nulla tegimur teneras 
lanugine 1: quod nulla tegimur te (teneras sup, m^) (lacuna) 
lanugine % (corr. m in mg.): quam nulla tegimur teneras
langugiue z malas NGHV multi : mala bcgjnpqs: malla x: mallas x
78 pascimus NG; pascimur HV pier.; poscimur c crinem NGH acijnp
q(in mg.)xv^(in mg.)z; crimen ex crinem 1; crimen V relioui
79 iurare NGAH; nar(r)are V
80 colla GHV; collo N

2 281 om.u. 81 N (add, m in mg.) formam GHV; forma N ; formosam z
82 indocti GHV; indoctis N calamis codd.; calamos Heinsius
auena NGV pier.; auen(a)e Hinu
83 qua NGH: qui A; for tasse quae TJlitius uersum om. V
84 e NHV; et G dominam GHV; cl*am N in NGAH; ad V
85 donace GHV pier.; donaci Ngp cantabimur 1; cantabimus NGHV
reliqui
86 modo coniferas NGHV pauci ; modo corniferas b.in(s.c.)pqsx; modo 
conféras c; modo carniferas g (r exp.) om. inter c
uiburna NGHV pler.; iuburna vz; urbana ed. Parm.
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atque inter pinus corylum frondescere fas est."
sic pueri Ponacen totosub sole canebant,' 

frigidus e siluis donee descenders suasit
Hesperus et stabulis pastes inducere tauros. 90

87 atque NGHV pler.; at ed. Farm.; aut ed. Bon. pinus GHp:
2pinos NV reliqui corylum iu z

88 pueri NGHV pler.; pueru z 2
89 descenders Nbglnqvz; discedere GHcijpsu x: discendere u (in ras.); 
discede a; decedere Baehrens suasit NHV pler.: suauit G: 
susasit a
90 pastes NGHV pler.; pastores c (s.c. in mg.) 
inducere NGHV pler.; includere 1, Baehrens 
Explicit secunda G
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III

Nyctilus atque Micon nec non et pulcher Amyntas 
torrentem patula uitabant ilice solem, 
cum Pan uenatu fessus recubare sub ulmo 
coeperat et somno laxatus sumere uires;
quern super ex tereti pendebat fistula ramo. 5
hanc pueri, tamquam praedam pro carmine posaent
sumere fasque esset calamos tractare deorum,
inuadunt furto; sed nec resonare canorem
fistula quem suerat nec uult contexere carmen,
sed pro carminibus male dissona sibila reddit, 10
cum Pan excussus sonitu stridentis auenae

1 Nyctilus il atque NGHV pler.: ac i Micon NGabgjInpsuxz
et om. s Amyntas Hisv
2 patula NHV: patula G solem NHV: sonu (del.) solem G
3 cum NGHabcgjlnpquvz
4 coeperat Hailnpsuvz: se parat Glaeser et codd.: ex Burman

2 2laxatus q (in mg.), Hoaufft: lassatus Ecjpqsu v : laxatas G: 
lassatas Nabgilnuvxz: lassus (sic) Earth: lapsasque Burman: 
resolutus Schrader sumere codd.: resumere Barth, Burman
5 super ex tereti G1 (alt, m ) : super e tereti HV pler.: super et

2tereti buv: super teriti N % uerba om. N
6 hanc pueri tamquam HV: uerba om. NG (sed in N h iam scriptum erat. 
cetera addidit m^) praedam pro carmine codd.: praedem pro
carmine Titius: per praedam carmina.Gudius
7 sumere fasque HV: sumersasque G: fasque (sinnere (?) add, m ) N
8 inuadunt GHV: inuadet N (corr. m^)
9 quem codd.: quam Ulitius: quae Martellius: ceu Heinsius
suerat NGHV pler.; fuerat agjps: sueuit u (in ras.)

210 male NGHailpsu z: mala V reliqui dissona sibila GHV pler.;
dissona sibilla N: sibila dissona acpsv: sibilla disona jq
11 cum NG: turn HV pler.; tunc Ixz
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iamque uidens, "pueri, si carmina poscitis" inquit,
"ipse canam: nulli fas est inflare cicutas, 
quas ego Maenaliis cera coniungo sub antris.
iamque ortus, Lenaee, tuos et semina uitis I5

ordine detexam: debemus carmina Baccho."
haec fatus coepit calamis sic montiuagus Pan:

'He cano, qui grauidis hederata fronts corymbis 
uitea serta plicas quique udo palmite tigres
ducis odoratis perfusus colla capillis, 20
uera louis proles: iam tunc post sidera caeli 
sola louem Semele uidit louis ora professum. 
hunc pater omnipotens^uenturi prouidus aeui.

15 iamque ortus Lenaee tuos g^ (in mg.): similia sed orthographia
deprauata GEabgilnux: iamque ortus Lenee tuus ÏÏ: iamque ego Bac(c)he2tuos ortus acjpqsu (in mg.)vz; iamque ego Baccheos ortus Ulitius: 
iamque ego Bacche tuos orsus Titius semina Codd.: stamina
Titius
16 carmina NGHV pler.: carmina g, uir doctus apud Burmannum: canere 
2g in mg. post hunc uersum in N insertus est II 81, suo loco

omissus, in eoque scriptum est illares ejb puberius.
17 haec HV pler.t hoc Nbglnu xz: uerbum om. G (sed h m in mg.) 
fatus coepit Hailnpsuvx: fatus cepit V reliqui; cepit fatus NG 
haec fatus coepit) occoepit fatus Glaeser
18 grauidis GHV: grauidus N corymbis i
19 uitea NGHV pler.: uitrea Ix plicas GHV: plicans N

2quique udo NGAH: qui quando V; qui comptus g , Santenius: qui 
comptas Heinsius: qui quasso uel comptus Hoeufft: qui pando uel 
lento uel quique udo Burman: qui ouantes Ulitius
20 odoratis...capillis NGH: odorato...capillo V perfusus NGHV 
pler.: profusus g (corr. m )
21 iam tunc NGHV pler.: iam turn vx: nam cum Baehrens: nam tunc
Burman: quoniam Glaeser post sidera codd.: per sidera Maehly

2caeli NGHV pler.: caelo u : celo i
22 uidit iouis NGHV pler.: iouis uidit n
23 uenturi codd. : futuri Beck
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pertulit et iusto produxit tempore partus,
hunc Nymphae Faunique senes Satyrique procaces, 25
nosque etiam Nysae uiridi nutrimus in antro.
quin et Silenus paruum ueneratus alumnum
aut gremio fouet aut resupinis sustinet ulnis,
euocat aut risum digito motuue quietem
allicit aut tremulis quassat crepitacula palmis. 30

cui deus arridens horrentes pectore setas 
uellicat aut digitis aures adstringit acutas 
applauditue manu mutilum caput aut breue mentum

24 pertulit NGH: protulit V iusto 7: iuso G: iusso N225 uersum om. abcjlpqsvxz Satyri procaces in ras. u (uu. 25 et226 contraxit u) u.26 add. A In mg. uu. 25 et 26 u in mg.
(u. 26 bis)

226 nosque etiam NGbilnu : nosque et iam x: nos etiam cjpqs: nos
2 5etiam et v: uosque etiam El : uos etiam et Av : uos etiam az: nos

2etiam uel uos etiam u : hosque esse g: nos et clam Hoeufft:
nobiscum Schrader nysae GAH: nise N: nymph(a)e uel nimph(a)e 7

2 2 5nutrimus NGiu : nutrimur bcgjlnqsvx: nutremur p: nutristis AHal v
in mg. z nutrimus in antro) nutriuimus antro Castiglioni
27 quin et NGHV pler.: quin etiam qv: quem et g silenus NGacg
ijnpqsu ueneratus NGHV pler.: ueneratur ps: ueteranus 0.
Schubert

228 resupinis NGHV pler.: resupinus jlqsu vx
29 euocat aut GH (in mg.): aut euocat N (corr. m^): aut uocat ad H: 
et uocat ad V motuue Glaeser: motuque codd.
30 uersum om. V, praebet A in mg.
31 horrentis Hi
32 uellicat NGHV pler.: uellitat cjps adstringit Hi:- astringit
GV pler.: substringit ps: affrigit N acutas NGHV pler.:
acutis n
33 applauditue Hclnvx: applaudit ue abjpqsz: applaudit ne g: 
applauditque iu: aut plauditue NG mutilum NGHV pler.: multum a:
rutilum p: rutulum s breue NGHV pler.: leue Aa^lxv^ (in mg.) z
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et simas tenero collidit pollice nares.
interea pueri floreacit pube iuuentus 35

flauaque maturo tumuerunt tempora cornu.
turn primum laetas ostendit pampinus uuas:
mirantur Satyri frondes et poma Lyaei.
turn deus, 'o Satyri, maturos carpite fetus'
dixit, 'et ignotos primi calcate racemos.' 40

uix haec ediderat, decerpunt uitibus uuas
et portant calathis celerique elidere planta
concaua saxa super properant: uindemia feruet
collibus in summis, crebro pede rumpitur uua
nudaque purpureo sparguntur pectora musto. 45

34 et codd.: aut Barth simas NG (in mg.)A uel u H: summas GV
pler.: sumas z collidit NEV pler. : collidit collidit G (corr.
m^); collit v: sustulit u^ naris Hiu
35 pueri codd.: puero Burman iuuentus NG: iuuenta AÏÏV:
iuuentas Heinsius
36 tumuerunt NGHV pler.: timuerunt is cornu codd.: crine Maehly
37 l(a)etas NGHiux^in mg.: lenes Aq(in mg.)v: leues psz: leuas 
abcgjnqx: uerbum om. 1: foetas Burman ostendit NHV pler.:
extendit G: ostentat ps
uu. 38-41 om. j
38 mirantur satyri maturos capite fructus a (u. 39 in mg.)

2frondis Hi poma NGV pler.: dona H pqsu vz
39 tum NGHpsuv: tune V relioui fetus NGH: fructus V
40 primi N: sic uel pruni G: pueri HV
41 haec HV: hoc NG ediderat NGHV pler.: ediderant s: audierant
iu (in ras.)
42 elidere NG: illidere HV pler.: illidera ps: illudere y
43 concaua GHV: cum caua N 245 nudaque HV pler.: udaque iu : rubraque NG: scabraque Maehly: 
duraque uel crudaque L. Müller
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turn Satyri, lasciua cohors, sibi pocula quisque 
obuia corripiunt : quae fors dedit, arripit usiis. 
cantharon hie retinet, cornu bibit alter adunco, 
concauat ille manus palmasque in pocula uertit,
pronus at ille lacu bibit et crepitantibus haurit 50

musta labrisj alius uocalia cymbala mergit
atque alius latices pressis resupinus ab uuis
excipit; at potu saliens liquor ore résultat,
spumeus inque uraeros et pectora defluit urnor.
omnia ludus habet cantusque chorique licentes; 55

46 tum GHV: cum N
47 corripiunt NGEV pler.: corripuit jqv: corrumpunt Ix quae NG:
quod HV fors NG: sors HV arripit NGH: hoc capit V:
occupât Ulitius arripit usus) accipitur uas Maehly

2
48 cantharon Hipu
49 concauat NGHV pler.: concanat cs: conuocat bgnv^z palmasque

2GHaiu vz: palmas Nbcgjlnpqsu: palmis x
50 pronus at NGHV pler.: primus ad c : protinus i haurit HV pler,
aurit Ggix; harit N (corr. m^) crepitantibus NGHV pler. :
trepidantibus a

1 251 uocalia Ha bcgjlpqsuv z: uenalia iu: ueralia n: uocabula NGa2cymbala Hinpsz:- orthographia deprauata NGabcgjlquvx: cymbia Au v (in 
m£. ): cimbia q in mg.

2
52 uersum post 55 colloc. codd. praeter ag z. 52 post 55 prob.

1 2Baehrens pressis HV pler.: pressus NG (corr. m )u : pressit
acjpqsv: pressât Baehrens
53 at NG: ac HV:râd Barth : aes Baehrens potu as: potus NGHV
pler.: putu z : poto Heinsius: potis ed. Aldina secunda: potum 
Baehrens saliens liquor ore NHV: saliensque liquore G, prob.
Baehrens: rediens liquor ore Maehly
54 spumeus V: euomit NGH: euomis Glaeser: ebibit (uel pressât/ 
spumeus) Baehrens defluit NGV: diffluit H: difluit u^
55 chorique Glaeser: corique NG: chorosque HV pler.: corrosque n: 
cohorsque p: corhosque s licentis Hi post licentes
Glaeser interpunxit
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et uenerem iam uina mouent; raptantur amantes 
concubitu Satyri fugientes iungere Nymphas, 
iamiamqne elapsas hic crine, hic ueste retentât, 
tum primum roseo Silenus cymbia musto
plena senex auide non aequis uiribus hausit. 60

ex illo uenas inflatus nectare dulci
hesternoque grauis semper ridetur laccho.
quin etiam deus ille, deus loue prosatus ipso,
et plantis uuas premit et de uitibus hastas
integit et lynci praebet cratera bibenti." 65

haec Pan Maenalia pueros in ualle docebat, 
sparsas donec oues campo conducere in unum 
nox iubet, uberibus suadens siccare fluorem 
lactis et in niueas adstrictum cogéré glebas.

56 raptantur amantes NEV: raptantur amanti G: trepidant adamantes 
Maehly: raptantur amicis L. Millier
57 concubitu HV: concubitum G: cûcubitum N satyri codd.:
satyris uel satyros Heinsius fugientes NGV pler.: fugientis
Hi: cupientes a^lx nymphas codd.: nymphae L. Müller

259 primum NGHiu v: primus V reliqui silenus acijlpqsuv 
cymbia Hinu: orthographia deprauata Gbcgjlvxz: cymbala p: cimbala 
as: tibia N
60 senex NHV: senes G (corr. m^)
62 hesternoque NV pler.: h Externoque H: externoque Gbgjn (corr. m )
63 prosatus ipso Hginu: prosatus ab ipso N: satus ab ipso G: natus
ab ipso Aalvxz: pronatus ipso cjpqs: pro natus ipse b
64 plantis codd.: palmis H. Schenkl
65 integit NG: ingerit HV bibenti NGHV pler.: bibendi Ix
67 ouis Hi 268 fluorem NGAHbcjlpqsu vxz: flurorem a: liquorem V reliqui 
Explicit tertia G
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IV

Populea Lycidas nec non et Mopsus in umbra, 
pastores, calamis ac uersu doctus uterque 
nec triuiale sonans, proprios cantabat amores. 
nam Mopso Meroe, Lycidae crinitus lollas
ignis erat; parilisque furor de dispare sexu 5

cogebat trepidos totis discurrere siluis.
hos puer ac Meroe multum lusere furentes,
dum modo condictas uitant in uallibus ulmos,
nunc fagos placitas fugiunt promissaque fallunt
antra nec est animus solitos ad ludere fontes, 10

1 Lycidas Hinsv
2 ac HV: et NG

23 nec codd.: nil Scriverius triuiale NGHV: rurale G in mg. 
cantabat NGHV pler.: cantabit z
4 crinitus codd.: formosus Heinsius
5 erat codd. : erant Heinsius post 6, G habet u. 13 (qui iterum 
suo exstat loco), in u Angelius adnotauit: "uacat hie uersus: inque 
uicem cantu dulces dixere querellas."
7 hos NGHV pler.: nos n: flos cjqs multum lusere furentes GHV:
luxere parentes furentes N (unde pauentes Glaeser) furentis Hiu

2 2a dum NHV: nam G condictas HA uel u v : conductas NGV reliqui:
2codictos v: constitutas u ulmos codd.: ornos Modius

9 placitas NAH: placidas G (in quo corr. m^ in mg.)V
promissaque HV: premissaque NG (in mg.)

2 110 animus N V pler.: animos G (s exp.): animo G AH: animis Ivx:
amnus s: arons N ad ludere Iz, Maehly: adludere Nabjq:
alludere GHV reliqui fontis Hiu
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cum tandem fessi, quos durus adederat ignis, 
sic sua desertis nudarunt uulnera siluis 
inque uicem dulces cantu duxere querellas.

M. inmitis Meroe rapidisque fugacior Euris,
cur nostros calamos, cur pastoralia uitas 15

carmina? quemue fugis? quae me tibi gloria uicto? 
quid uultu mentem premis ac spem fronte serenas? 
tandem, dura, nega; possum non uelle negantem.

cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas.
L. respice me tandem, puer o crudelis lolla. 20

11 cum NG: tum HV pler. ; tunc 1: dum Barth quos durus
NGAH: quos luxus bcgjlqvx: quos lusus V reliqui: quos dirus E. 
Schenkl: dirus quos (ederat) C. Schenkl: quos torridus Baehrens 
adederat Hau^fuel a): ederat NGV pler.: aderat z
12 uulnera NGHV pler.: uellera iu (sub, re?,)
13 uicem NGHV: uices cod, Titii dulces cantu NGV pler.:
dulcis cantu iu: cantu dulcis H duxere V pler.: dixere
NGHciu: luxere Glaeser; mulsere Maehly
14 rapidisque ex rabidisque N
15 cur...cur NGHV pler.: quur...quur Ix: cur...et v 
uitas NGHV pler.: uites ps
16 quemue NGHV pler.: quemne ed. Bav. prior: quae me codd.: 
quaenam Burman uicto NGHV pler.: luso uel spreto uel fido
Burman
17 quid codd.: si Burman uultu mentem NGAH: uultum ueniens
V pler.: uultum scoenis uel poenis Gebhardt serenas codd.:
serenans ed. Aldina secunda, prob. Vernsdorf
18 nega NG: negas HV possum non uelle NGHV pler.: non
possum nolle v: possum non uelle in mg.: possim non uelle 
Burman: possum nunc uelle Ulitius; possum nam uelle 0. Schenkl: 
possum iam uelle Baehrens
19 amat NGHV pler.: amet bglnux (ut semper) leuant...curas 
habent Exc. Parr., Berol., Atreb. et Esc.
uu. 20-32 habet Exc. Bon.. 21-4 habent Exc. Parr., Berol., 
Atreb. et Esc.
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non hoc semper eris: perdunt et gramina flores, 
perdit spina rosas nec semper lilia canderit 
nec longnm tenet uua comas nec populus umbras: 
donum forma breue est, nec se quod commodet annis.

cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas. 25

M. cerua marem sequitur, taurum formosa iuuenca, 
et Venerem sensere lupae, sensere leaenae 
et genus aerium uolucres et squamea turba 
et montes siluaeque, suos habet arbor amores:
tu tamen una fugis, miserum tu prodis amantern. 30

cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas.

21 non hoc GHV pler.: non hec Nbf: non hie Exc. Berol., Baehrens: 
nunc hoc u: hec hoc p: hoc hoc s eris HV Exc. Parr.; erit
G: herit N gramina GHV: germina N flores V pler.:2 * florem N (corr. m )G: floris Hi
22 perdit GHV: perdunt N: perdet Barth candent NHV pler.:
canent G
23 longum NGHV pler.: longam x
24 nec codd.: et Heinsius se NGHV: scit G (in mg.)
quod NG, Exc. Parr., Atreb.. Esc, et Berol.: tibi HV Exc. Bon. 
com(m)odet NG Exc. Parr., Atreb., Esc, et Berol.: com(m)odat 
HV pler., Exc. Bon.: commodans z annis NGHV pler.: annus
G (in mg.)i^n: annos iu^ nec se quoi (cui) commodet annus
Maehly
25 cantet ex cantat N uu. 26-37 cm. n
26 iuuenca NEV pler.: iuuenta G (ut uid.): iuuencam x
27 leaenae GHl
28 aerium GHi: aereum IfV reliqui uolucres et HV:'uolucru et
N : uolucrum tum G squamea GHV pler.: sua mea N: siqua mea
a: stamea g, corr. m^
29 suos codd.: suosque Burman arbor amores GHV pler.:

2arbos amoris N : amor amores g (corr. m ): actor amores c
30 prodis NG: perdis HV: pellis Burman: spernis Heinsius
31 quisque...curas om. G
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L. omnia tempus alit, tempus rapit: usus in arto est. 
uer erat, et uitulos uidi sub matribus istos, 
qui nunc pro niuea coiere in cornua uacca, 
et tibi iam tumidae nares et fortia colla, 
iam tibi bis denis numerantur messibus anni,

cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas.
M. hue, Meroe formosa, ueni: uocat aestus in umbram. 

iam pecudes subiere nemus, iam nulla canoro 
gutture cantat auis, torto non squamea tractu 
signât humum serpens: solus cano. me sonat omnis 
silua, nec aestiuis cantu concede cicadis.

cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas.
L. tu quoque, saeue puer, niueum ne perde colorem

35

40

32 alit codd.: agit Verdiere arto Ncgjq: arcto GHV pler..
Exc. Parr.. Atreb., Berol.: arte i est NGHV pler.: om. glx
34 cornua codd.: praelia Barth
35 et fortia NGlxz: iam fortia HV reliqui: tarn fortia Titius
36 tibi bis GHV: tribis N denis NV pler.: deni Gaclpsxz
messibus Hg ipsu x(?):mensibus NGV reliqui anni NGHV pler.:
agni ps
37 quod...curas om. G unoquoque loco
38 ueni GHV: vni (e supra scr.)N uocat...umbram habent Exc.
Parr., Atreb., Esc. umbram NGHV pler.: umbra bips
39 iam pecudes subiere HV pler.: iam pecudes subire bcgjnsu: iam 
subeunt pecudes N: iam pecudes subeunte G iam nulla NGH:
nam nulla inu: non nulla v: non ulla V pler.: non ilia a: et iam 
nulla Glaeser
42 cantu NGHV pler.: tantum i: cantum glx concede NHV pler.:
concede Giu
44 quoque GHV: q; N s(a)eue NGHV pler.: scaeue px
niueum NGA: nactum Hinu: natum V reliqui colorem NGHV pler.:
calorem ps o formose puer, niueo ne crede colori cod. Titii
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sole sub hoc: solet hie lucentes urere malas. 45

hie age pampinea mecum requiesce sub umbra; 
hie tibi lene uirens fons murmurât, hic et ad undas 
purpureae fetis dependent uitibus uuae.

cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas.
M. qui tulerit Meroes fastidia lenta superbae, 50

Sithonias feret ille niues Libyaeque calorem,
Nerinas potabit aquas taxique nocentis 
non metuet sucos, Sardorum gramina uincet 
et iuga Marmaricos coget sua ferre leones.

45 solet hic NGAH: sed et hic V pler.: sed et hue a\z: sedet 
hoc u: sed de hue g(?) lucentes GV pler.: lucentis Hiu:
luentes N: liuentes Heinsius urere NGH: uertito V pler.:
ucrtite j
46 hic HV pler.: h* N : hac G: die bgjlnqu
47 hic GHV: hoc N lene NGHV pler.: leue bgjlnx
uirens NG: fluens HV pler.: fluat z ad undas Glaeser:
habundas N: habundans G (habunde in mg.): ab ulmis HV pler.: ab 
ulnis c : abunde Baehrens
uu. om. 50-55 ps
50 tulerit HV pler.: tullerit N : tuleris G: tulit g 
lenta NG: longa HV
51 Sithonias anqv^ (in mg.) libyaeque calorem Baehrens: 
libieque calorem NG: libycosque calores iluvz: similia sed 
orthographia deprauata Habcgjnqxz: libyesque (calorem?) Verdière
52 Nerinas Nabgijlnqxz: Narinas c : Nerynas (Nereydas in mg.) G: 
Nerines Hu (in ras.)v potabit potabit x aquas GHV:
aqua N (corr. m^) nocentis NGHV pler.: nocentes gluxz
53 metuet NGHV pler.: metuat bn: métuant g sucos Gcgln:2succos NHV reliqui Sardorum N GHV pler.: sardot uel sardet
N : sarebrum n: salebrosaque iu^ (in mg.): Sardorum et
Castiglioni gramina GHV pler.: germina N : carmina a (s.c.)
uincet GHV: uiuet N: iunget Heinsius 

254 iuga...sua NGu : sua...iuga HV pler.: sua...iura bv: sua... 
iugi c leonis Hiu
hunc uersum post 55 colloc. N (corr. m^)
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cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas. 55 

L. quisquis amat pueros, ferro praecordia duret, 
nil properet discatque diu patienter amare 
prudentesque animos teneris non speret in annis, 
perferat et fastus. sic olim gaudia sumet,
si modo sollicitos aliquis deus audit amantes. 60

cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas.
M, quid prodest, quod me pagani mater Amyntae

ter uittis, ter fronde sacra, ter ture uaporo, 
incendens uiuo crépitantes sulphure lauros, 65

lustrauit cineresque auersa effudit in amnem, 64

cum sic in Meroen totis miser ignibus urar?

uu. 56 -9 habent Exc. Bon. uu. 56-6I om. iu
56 duret NEV pler.; curet G: diues g
57 diu GHV: diri N
58 animos HV Exc. Bon.: annos NG speret Maehly: spernat
codd.
59 perferat NGHV pler.: proférât ps gaudia NGHV pler.:
grandia jpqs sumet Aabcjnpqvz: summet NGHV reliqui
60 aliquis deus NGHV pler. : deus aliquis z audit GHV: 
uerbum om. N
62 Amyntae iv

2
63 uittis acs: uitis NGV pler.; uictis Hipu z: uiciis Heinsius 
fronde GHV: frondes N ture uaporo Gz: thure uaporo NHaps
u^v^: ture uaporem b: thure uaporem cgjlqvx(?): fonte uaporem i: 
fronde uaporem nu
65 post 64 habent codd., transposuit Haupt. 65, 65. 64 colloc.
C. Schenkl. Valckenaer trans. inter,se lustrauit ê t incendens

2 2 264 cineresque NGHV pler.: cinereque ps auersa Hbin q u vz:
aduersa N (d supra au)GV reliqui
65 uiuo NGHV pler.: uiuos c : uino bgjnz (s.c.)
crepitantis Hi lauros NGHV pler.: tauros n

266 meroen Hbipquv: meroe 1 , prob. Heinsius: meroem NGV reliqui 
totis codd.: totus Vendel
Barthii

ignibus codd.: ossibus cod.2
urar (ex uratr)N: uror G: arsi N (m in mg.) HV
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cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas.
L. haec eadem nobis quoque uersicoloria fila • 

et mille ignotas Mycale circumtulit herbas;
cantauit, quo luna timet, quo rumpitur anguis, 70
quo currunt scopuli, migrant sata, uellitur arbos. 
plus tamen ecce meus, plus est formosus lollas.

cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas.

68 quoque NGAH: qu(a)e V pler.: uerbum om. n: quid uel quin
Glaeser uersicoloria Hau (in ras.)v (?) (in mg.)z :
uersico loria G: uersu colaria N: uericoloria bcgjlpqsx:
uaricoloria n: uarieque coloria iu (sub ras.)

2
69 Mycale Hinu : micale micale x: orthographia deprauata NGV
reliqui herbas NGHV pler.: artes Av^ in mg.: etas x

2
70 quo luna Hi in ras. : quod luna NV pler.: qua luna G: 
colubrina i (sub ras.) u (sub ras.) timet V pler.: tumet
NGHiu (sub ras.) quo rumpitur HV pler.: quod rumpitur Ni
(in ras.)nu^: qua rumpitur G: corrumpitur i (sub ras.)u (sub 
ras.)
71 quo currunt GHV pler.: quo curl N : concurrunt i: qui currunt 
Pontanus migrant NHV pler.: quo (del.) migrant G: migra g:
magice iu (sub ras.) uellitur NGHV pler.: rumpitur Ix
post u. 73 in G, duo uersus erasi
Explicit quarta G
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SIGLA COLICUM

A Parisinus 75^1 , saec. ix uel x 
B Parisinus 4839» saec. x 
C Vindobonensis 3261 , saec. xvi
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CYKEGETICON LIBER

Venandi cano mille uias; hilaresque labores 

discursusque citos, seciiri proelia ruris, 

pandimus. Aonio iam nunc mihi pectus ab oestro 

aestuat: ingentes Helicon iubet ire per agros,

Castaliusque mihi noua pocula fontis alumno 5

ingerit et late campos metatus apertos

inponitque iugum uati retinetque corymbis

inplicitum ducitque per auia, qua sola numquam

trita rotis. iuuat aurato procedere curru

et parere deo; uirides en ire per herbas 10

iraperat: intacto premimus uestigia musco; 

et, quamuis cursus ostendat tramite noto

Inscriptions caret A: INCIPIT î'IAURELII MENES INI KARTAGINENSIS/
CYNEGETICON B: M. AURELII NEIffiSIANl/CARTHAGINENSIS/CYNEGETICON C:

2nemesiani cynegetica A
1 cano codd.: cane Gronovius, prob. Damste
2 proelia AB; praelia C
3 pandimus codd.: pandimur ed. Germanica Barthii Aonio ex

aonio C glossam liber pater ^  aonio sscr. B
2oestro AC; ostro B, corr. m

5 Castaliusque codd.: Castaliique Pithoeus alumno codd.:
alumnus Ulitius

6 late AC: lat^ B metatus A: meatus B, ♦ s u p . B^^: maetatur
2C: metatur B in mg., ed.Aldina secunda27 inponitque B: imponitque A C: imponit A

8 inplicitum B: implicitum AC
210 parere AC: parcere B, corr. m in mg. uirides AC:

uiridaes B en ire AC: enire B
gl11 ceuni super lignum sit B in mg.

12 Versum .hie posuit Pithoeus, post 24 habent codd. et codd. :
at Raynaud cursus codd.: cursus se ed. Aldina secunda
ostendat codd,: ostendas Ulitius
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obuia Calliope faciles, insistere prato 
complacitum, rudibus qua luceat orbita sulcis..

nam quis non Nioben numeroso funere maestam 15

iam cecinit? quis non Semelen ignemque iugalera 
letalemque simul nouit de paelicis astu? 
quis magno recreata tacet cunabula Baccho, 
ut pater omnipotens maternos reddere menses
dignatus iusti conplerit tempora partus? 20

sunt qui sacrilego rorantes sanguine thyrsos
(nota nimis) dixisse uelint, qui uincula Birces
Pisaeique tori legem Lanaique cruentum
imperium sponsasque truces sub foedere primo
dulcia funereis mutantes gaudia taedis. 25

Biblidos indictum nulli scelus; impia Myrrhae

2
13 Calliope A C: Calliopg B: calloope A faciles codd.; facies

ed. Aldina secunda; facilest Pithoeus: facias Scaliger2prato AC; parto B (corr. m in mg.)
14 complacitum H. Schenkl; complacito codd.: non placito Baehrens 

luceat AC; lucet B
15 Nioben AC: moben B maestam AC: mestam B2
16 cecinit AC: cecinis B (corr. m )

2
17 laetalemque AB: loetalemque A : lethalemque C depelicis AB:

de pellicis C, ed. Aldina secunda astu AC: artu B: aestu
Burman

20 dignatus sb * B®^ complerit ed. Aldina secunda: compellere
codd.

21 sacrilego rorantes C : sacri legos orantes AB: sacrilegos 
rotantes (sic) Burman

22 nota nimis AC: nota ninis B
23 Pisaeique C : Pisei (om. que) A: Pyreique B
24 foedere AC: fodere B
25 taedis A^C: tedis AB: lucernis B^^ in mg.
26 Biblidos codd.: Byblidos uel Bublidos Verdiere
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conubia et saeuo uiolatum crimine patrem 
nouimus, utque Arabum fugiens cum carperet arua 
iuit in arboreas frondes animamque uirentera.
sunt qui squamosi référant fera sibila Cadmi 30

stellatumque oculis custodem uirginis lus
Herculeosque uelint semper numerare labores
miraturnque rudes se tollere Terea pinnas
post epulas, Philomela, tuas: sunt ardua mundi
qui male temptantem curru Phaethonta loquantur 55
extinctasque canant emisso fulmine flammas 
fumantemque Padum, Cycnum plumamque senilem 
et fientes semper germani funere siluas.

27 conubia A: connubia C: concubia B saeuo uiolatum AC
(uiolatum ex uiolatur C): psaeudouio-latum B: foedo uel scaeuo 
uiolatum Ulitius

29 iuit codd.: irit Heinsius arboreas AC: arbore as B
[■u 
J

2
30 qui squamosi référant A C: quis quam osi A: squi soi B: squi

sosi B
li]
2

31 uirginis AC: uiginis B ius BCA^ ( m  mg. ) : uis A m  eius alt.
m

2
32 Herculeosque A C: Herculeos AB numerare codd.: fort,

memorare Postgate "num forte post 25 ponendus, cum
numerare parum ad sequentia faciat?" Baehrens

33 se tollere Terea A^ (in mg.): se tollere Therea (in ras. ac...(?)
2sub, ras.: s&oller&acerea A sed alt.- e del. A : retoller& aurea

B: se tollere ad aera (siue aethera) Baehrens : sustollere
Terea Burman rudes.,.pinnas codd.: rudi..ipinna Heinsius

234 Philomela tuas sunt C: philomella tuas sunt A : philomella tua 
sunt A: philomelatu ar B _ 235 temptantem C : teptantem A: têtantem A B curru ed. Aldina
secunda: currus codd. ''^phaetonta C: ph&tonta A: pheconta B 
loquantur AB: loquuntur C pKo-̂ l::K<S)i'vbcL BcuLkKeng»

36 emisso A3: ë raisso C fulmine AC: flumine B
237 cycnum C: cicnum AB: cignum A plumamque AC: palmamque B

38 funere codd.: in funere uel funera Heinsius
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Tantalidum casus et sparsas sanguine mensas
condentemque caput uisis Titana Mycenis _ 40
horrendasque uices generis dixere priores.
Colchidos iratae sacris imbuta uenenis
munera non canimus pulchraeque incendia Glauces,
non crinem Nisi, non saeuae pocula Circes,
nec nocturna pie curantem busta sororem: 45
haec iam magnorum praecepit copia uatum, 
omnis et antiqui uulgata est fabula saecli.

nos saltus uiridesque plagas camposque patentes 
scrutamur totisque citi discurrimus aruis
et uarias cupimus facili cane sumere praedas; 50

nos timidos lepores, inbelles figere dammas 
audacesque lupos, uulpem captare dolosam 
gaudemus; nos flumineas errare per umbras

41 horrendasque AC: horrendaque B uices codd.: neces Ulitius
priores codd. : prioris ed. Aldina secunda

2
42 iratae A C : irate AB sacris ex sacrisque C
43 pulchraeque C : pulchreque A: puchreque B incendia Pithoeus:

ingentia codd., ed. Aldina secunda
gl44 saeuae BC: saeue A circes: pro filia solis B sup.
245 nec AC: naec B pie AC: piae B curantem A : furantem

C : purantem AB: purgantem B (sup.)
2

46 iam om, B magnorum AG: magnarum B praecepit A BC:
percepit A

47 saecli A^BC: seculi A
48 nos C : non AB
49 totisque codd.: notisque Heinsius citidis currimus A
50 etuarias B facili AC: facile B
51 inbelles AB: imbelles C
52 audacesque AC: audeces B
53 gaudemus AC: gaude amus B
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malmnus et placidis ichneumona quaerere ripis
inter harundineas segetes feleraque minacem 55

arboris in trunco longis praefigere telis
inplicitumque sinu spinosi corporis erem
ferre domum; talique placet dare lintea curae,
dum non magna ratis, uicinis sueta moueri
litoribus tutosque sinus percurrere remis  ̂ 60

mine primum dat uela notis portusque fideles 
linquit et Adriacas audet temptare procellas.

mox uestros meliore lyra memorare triumphos 
accingar, diui fortissima pignora Cari,
atque canam nostrum geminis sub finibus orbis 65

litus et edomitas fraterno numine gentes, 
quae Rhenum Tigrimque bibunt Ararisque remotum 
principium Nilique 'bibunt' in origine fontem;

54 placidis AB: placidis ex placidas C: placitis ed« Germanica 
Barthii icneumona C: sicnheumona A: sicu humona B (humo
nata 3^^ sup. ) quaerere A^BC: q"̂  : rere A

55 harundineas AB: arundineas C felemque B: faelemque AC
56 praefigere C: profigere B: profigeret A: perfigere Johnson 

telis C; tolis B: olis A: contis Baehrens
57 implicitumque AC: implicitamque B sinu spinosi BC: sinus

pinosi A erem AC: aerem B
gl58 lintea : retia B sup. curae codd.; cymbae Heinsius: melius

cumbae Postgate : cursu (=cursui) Baehrens: gyro Damste
59 dum codd.: cum Johnson sueta AC: suaeta B
60 percurrere AC: percurre B

2 261 uela A BC: ue. A notis ABC: nothis A : h sup. B
62 linquit. ex linquid C Adriacas AB: hadriacas 0
65 mox A^(in mg.)C; uox AB triumphos AC: triumfos B
65 geminis codd.: gemini Heinsius
67 quae Rhenum AC: querenum B tigrim quebibunt A
68 bibunt in codd. : bibunt ab ed. Aldina secunda; uident in

Johnson: colunt in Johnson: metunt in Stern: habitant in Tross
■obg-Los cJuLF) Jt-i(: VJULiqms.
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nec taceam, primum quae nuper bella sub Arcto
felici, Carine, manu confeceris, ipso _ 70
paene prior genitore deo, utque intima frater
Fersidos et ueteres Babylonos ceperit arces,
ultus Romulei uiolata cacumina regni;
inbellemque fugam referam clausasque pharetras
Parthorum laxosque arcus et spicula nulla, 75

haec uobis nostrae libabunt carmina Musae, 
cum primum uultus sacros, bona numina terrae, 
contigerit uidisse mihi ; iam gaudia uota 
temporis inpatiens sensus spretorque morarum
praesumit uideorque mihi iam cernere fratrum 80
augustes habitus, Roraam clarumque senatum
et fidos ad bella duces et milite multo
agmina, quis fortes animat deuotio mentes:
aurea purpureo longe radiantia uelo
signa micant sinuatque truces leuis aura dracones. 85

69 primum codd,: prima Stern; primus Burman
70 felici C; feliti B: felicia A confeceris ABC: cum B° sup.

2
71 paene AB: poene C deo A BC; de A utque BC: utquae A

frater AC: pater B
72 babylonos ceperit arces AC (ceperit C): babylonis coeperit 

artes B
75 ultus romulei AC: uultus rumulei B regni AC: regna B
74 inbellemque AB: imbellemque C clausasque codd.:

exhaustasque Burman 275 arcus A BC: arcos A nulla codd.; muta Barth: nuda Clark
76 uobis Pithoeus: nobis codd.2
78 uota ABC: pota (sic) A
79 inpatiens AB: impatiens C spretorque morarum C: spretorque2(sed -que del, m ) memoratum A: spretos memoratum
80 praesumit AC: praesummit B
81 augustos AC: angustos B
84 purpureo AC: purpurea B radiantia BC: radiantta A
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tu modo, quae saltus placidos siluasque pererras,
Latonae, Phoebe, magnum decus, heia age suetos 
surne habitus arcumque manu pictamque pharetram 
suspende ex umeris, sint aurea tela sagittae;
Candida puniceis aptentur crura cothurnis; 90
sit chlamys aurato multum subtegmine lusa
conrugesque sinus gemraatis balteus artet
nexibus; inplicitos cohibe diademate crines.
tecum Naiades faciles uiridique iuuenta
pubentes Dryades Nymphaeque, unde amnibus umor, 95

adsint, et docilis decantet Oreadas Echo, 
duc age, diua, tuum frondosa per auia uatem: 
te sequimur, tu pande domos et lustra ferarum, 

hue igitur mecum, quisquis perçussus amore

86 placidos A (?)C: placidas B; placitos Heinsius
gl87 Latonae Phoebe C: Latonaephebe B: Lato=e pheebe A; sol B sup.

heia AB: eia C 
288 pictamque A C: pictumque AB

89 humeris codd. sint AB (sup.)C: sunt B
90 cothurnis C : coturnis AB
91 chlamys C: chlamis A: clamis B subtegmine BC: subtemine A

lusa B: luso AC
gl

92 conrugesque AC: corrugesque B: correctes B sup.
2gemmatis ABC: gemmatus A artet A3: arctet C

95 implicites AC: implicates B diademate AC: deademate B
gl 294 naiades C: naides AB: desil uarum B sur. faciles A C:

facile B: facilem A
gl95 Dryades AC: driades B: deflu minum B^ sup. nymphaeque

2A C: nympheque AB amnibus AC: anibus B umor A: humer
2A BC 2

96 docilis AC: dociles A B decantet C: dicant AB 
oreadas ed. Aldina secunda: oreades codd.

98 domos C: dolos A: solos B
299 hue Ulitius: hinc codd.. mecum A C: metum AB
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uenandi damnas lites auidosque tumultus 100

ciuilesque fugis strepitus bellique fragores 

nec praedas auido sectaris gurgite ponti.

principio tibi cura canum non segnis ab anno 

incipiat primo, cum Ianus, temporis auctor,

pandit inocciduum bis senis mensibus aeuum. 105

elige tunc cursu facilem facilemque recursu,

seu Lacedaemonio natam seu rure Molosso,

non humili de gente canem. sit cruribus altis,

sit rigidis, multamque trahat sub pectore lato

costarum sub fine decenter prona carinam, 110

quae sensim rursus sicca se colligat aluo,

renibus ampla satis ualidis diductaque coxas,

cuique nimis molles fluitent in cursibus aures,

huic parilem submitte marem, sic omnia magnum,

dum superant uires, dum laeto flore iuuentas II5

100 damnas AB: danas _ex damas 0 auidosque codd.; pauidosque
uel rabidosque Ulitius: rabidosque Baehrens: rapidosque
Postgate : subitosque Martin 

2101 strepitus A EC: strepidus A
102 praedas AC: predas B auido AC: auide B: auidus Ulitius
103 segnis ab anno AC: signis abanni B
104 ianus AC: iaiis B: sanus ed. Aldina secunda auctor AB:

author C
105 aeuum C in ras « : annum C sub, ras.
107 lacedaemonio A: lacedemonio BC natam ed. Aldina secunda:

natum codd. molosso AC: moloso B
109 rigidis AC: rigidus B trahat codd.: gerat ed. Aldina

secunda
110 carinam : dorsum B^^ sup.
112 diductaque Bogus : deductaque codd.
114 submitte C : summitte A: sumite B sic omnia magnum C :

siconTa magnum A: sicoma magnum.B; sunt omnia magna Scaliger
115 laeto AC: loeto B iuuentas AC: iuuenta B: iuuentus ed.

Aldina secunda
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corporis et uenis primaeui sanguis ■■.'bundat. 

namque ?-;raues morbi subeunt segnisque senectus, 

inualidamque dabunt non firmo robore prolem. 

sed diuersa magis feturae conuenit aetas:

tu bis uicenis plenum iam mensibus acrem 120

in uenerem perraitte marem; sit femipa, binos

quae tulerit soles, haec optima cura iugandi.

mox cum se bina formarit lampade Phoebe

ex quo passa marem genitalia uiscera turgent,

fecundos aperit partus matura grauedo, 125

continue largaque uides strepere omnia prole.

sed, quamuis auidus, primos contemnere partus

malueris; mox non omnes nutrire minores.

nam tibi si placitum populosos pascere fetus,

21l6 primaeui 0: primaeuis A: primae uis B: primaeuus A 
abundat AC: habundat B

gl118 non firmo ABC: infirme B sup. robore AC: robure B
2

119 sed diuersa AC: sidiuersa B feturae A : feture A:
foeturae B: faeturae C

120 plenum codd.: plenis Kuttner acrem AC: aerem B
(uelocem B^^ in mg.)

121 permitte AC: pmitte B femina A: faemina B: foeraina C
gl122 Quae AC: que B ■ soles codd.: annos B sup.

iugandi A3: iugandis C hie in codicibus sequuntur uu. 224-
lbux,v\

230 quos traiecit Kaupt ; _____Ochradero-'uraemonstrartbe
123 se bina AC: sebina B formarit codd.: formauit Burman;

renouarit Heinsius lampade AC: laphade B
2 glphoebe AC: phoebae A : phebe B: luna B® sup.

125 fecundos A3: foecundos C
126 strepere AC: strejgae B
127 sed AB: sunt C contemnere C : contempnere A: contemp nere B

0"1128 nutrire codd.: uet B" sup.
  gg

129 placitum codd.: sTT + B sup. pascere ex poscere C
fetus A: faetus B; foetus C in ras. (ex partus ?)
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iam macie tenues sucique uidebis inanes 
pugnantesque diu, quisnam prior ubera lambat, 
distrahere inualidam lassato uiscere matrem. 
sin uero haec cura est, melior ne forte necetur 
abdaturue domo, catulosque probare uoluntas, 
quis nondum gressus stabiles neque lumina passa 
luciferum uidere iubar, quae prodidit usus 
percipe et intrepidus spectatis annue dictis. 
pondéré nam catuli poteris perpendere uires 
corporibusque leues grauibus praenoscere cursu. 
quin et flammato ducatur linea longe 
circuitu signetque habilem uapor igneus orbem, 
inpune ut medio possis consistera circo: 
hue omnes catuli, hue indiscreta feratur 
turba: dabit mater partus examen, honestos

130

155

140

130 tenues AC: tenues (i supra alt, e) B sucique A: succique BC 
inanes AC: manes (i supra m) B

131 quisnam ed. Aldina secunda: quisnon A; quis non'BC: qui non B sup» 
ubera AB: hubera C

133 uero AC: autem B cura est AC: cura tibi est B
134 Abdaturue ex Abdaturque C
135 quis pro quibus B^^ sup. gressus AB: gressu C

2 2 stabiles AC: stabilis A B (est sup.) lumina AB C :
2lumine B passa AB C : passo B; pansa Heinsius: matura i"

aperto B in mg.
137 annue AB: adnue C
138 poteris AC: poteres B

2
139 corporibusque A C: corporibus AB 

Ulitius
cursu AC: cursus B,

141 circuitu uel circuita signetque C: circuitusign& A: circuitus 
■igne & B

142 inpune B: impune AC ut Johnson : in codd. medio in
glras. C, medios sub, ras. possis: sb ut 3 sup.

143 indiscreta AC: indiscraeta B
gl144 examen AC: exam. B: examine ed. Aldina secunda; iudicium B^ sup



176

iudicio natos seruans trepidoque periclo. 145

nam postquam conclusa uidet sua germina flammis,
continue saltu transcendens feruida zonae
uincla, rapit rictu primum portatque cubili,
mox alium, mox deinde alium, sic conscia mater
segregat egregiam subolem uirtutis amore. 15O
hos igitur genetrice simul iam uere sereno
molli pasce sero (passim nam lactis abundans
tempus adest, albent plenis et ouilia mulctris),
interdumque cibo cererem cum lacte ministra,
fortibus ut sucis teneras conplere medullas I55

possint et ualidas iam tunc promittere uires.
sed postquam Phoebus candentem feruidus axem 

contigerit t^rdasque uias Cancrique morantis 
sidus init, tunc consuetam minuisse saginam
profuerit tenuesque magis retinere cibatus, 160

145 iudicio AC: indicio B: exitio acaliger trepidoque codd.:
trepidosque Baehrens; trepidansque Burman

146 conclusa BC: conclausa A germina AC: gremina B: filios 
B^^ sup.

147 saltu transcendens AC: salturans cendens B zonae:
glcirculi ignei B in mg.

2148 uincla A BC: uinda A portatque AC: port&que B
2150 subolem AC: sobolem A B

151 genetrice A: génitrice BC
152 lactis in ras. C, nactis (?) sub, ras. abundans AC:

habundans B
154 cibo AB: cibo ex cibi C : cibos Heinsius; nouo Baehrens: ultro 

Bamst6
155 sucis AB: cuccis C
157 sed AB: sunt C
158 morantis AC: raorantes B
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ne grauis articules deprauet pondéré moles, 
nam turn membrorum nexus nodosque relaxant 
infirmosque pedes et crura natantia ponunt, 
tune etiam niueis armantur dentibus ora.
sed neque conclusos teneas neque uincula collo 165

inpatiens circumdederis noceasque futuris
cursibus inprudens. catulis nam saepe remotis
aut uexare trabes, laceras aut pandere ualuas
mens erit, et teneros torquent conatibus artus
obtunduntue nouos adroso robore dentes I70

aut teneros duris inpingunt postibus ungues;
mox cum iam ualidis insistera cruribus aetas
passa, quater binos uoluens ab origine menses,
inlaesis catulos spectauerit undique membris,
tune rursus miscere sero Cerealia dona 175

2
161 ne BC; nec A deprauet C: degrauet AB; regrauet A

pondéré AC: podere B moles codd.: molles ed. Aldina
glsecunda: canis B sup.

162 turn codd.: cum ed. Aldina secunda
2 2163 infirmosque A BC: infirmesque A natantia AC: nutantia A

(±iÇ') B
165 conclusos C: conclausos AB
166 inpatiens B : impatiens AC circumdederis A: circum

dederis C: circumderis B
167 inprudens AB; imprudens C remotis codd.: remotas Bamst^
168 uexareà rabes A: uexere trabes C : uex & rabies B

pandere codd.: mandere Heinsius ualuas C: uuluas AB
1 2

170 nouos BC: notos ex nouos A , h sup. ras. A
171 inpingunt codd.: infringunt Heinsius: infigunt Johnson
172 cum iam ed. Aldina secunda: iam cum codd.

gl173 passa sb ♦ B sup.
2

174 spectauerit J ohns on : spectaueris ABC: spectaberis A : spectaris 
Tross

gl175 miscere AC: miserere B cerealia: frumentalia B sup.



178

conueniet fortemque dari de frugibus escam. 
libera tunc primum consuescant colla ligari 
concordes et ferre gradus clausique teneri. 
iam cum bis denos Fhoebe reparauerit ortus,
incipe non longo catulos producers cursu, 130
sed paruae uallis spatio saeptoue nouali.
his leporem praemitte manu, non uiribus aequis
nec cursus uirtute parem, sed tarda trahentem
membra, queant iam nunc faciles ut sumere praedas.
nec serael indulge catulis moderamina cursus, 1^5

sed donee ualidos etiam praeuertere suescant
exerceto diu, uenandi munera cogens
discere et emeritae laudem uirtutis amare.
nec non consuetae norint hortamina uocis,
seu cursu reuocent, iubeant seu tenders cursus. 190

quin etiam docti uictam contingere praedam

2
176 dari AC: dare B escam A: aescam A EC
179 Phoebe reparauerit C: phoebaereparauerit A: phereparauerit B

1180 catulos A BC: catulus A
2181 sed codd.: seu Tross paruae A C: parue AB saeptoue

nouali C: saepto ueno uali A: septoq; nouali B
182 praemitte A: praemite B: premitte C manu AC: manu B
183 sed AC: s& B
184 sumere C: summers AB praedas codd.: praedam ed. Cryphiana
183 nec C: ne AB moderamina Heinsius: moderaraine codd.
186 ualidos: lepores B*'̂  sun.
187 munera Ulitius: munere, AC sic interpunxit Postgate: numere B

2189 consuetae A BC: consuete A: consuetas Burman uocis codd.:
uoces Burman

190 cursu Heinsius: cursus codd.: rursus Burman reuocent,
iubeant codd.: reuoces iubeas Heinsius

gl191 quin AC: quam B: ante B sun.
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exanimare uelint tantum, non carpere sumptam. 
sic tibi ueloces catulos reparare memento 
semper et in paruos iterum protendere curas.
nam tristes morbi, scabies et sordida uenis 195

saepe uenit multamque canes discrimine nulle
dant stragem: tu sollicites inpende labores
et sortire gregem suffecta prole quotannis.
quin acidos Sacchi latices Tritonide oliua
admiscere decet catulosque canesque maritas 200
unguere profuerit tepidoque ostendere soli, 
auribus et tineas candenti pellere cultro.

est etiam canibus rabies letale periclum. 
quod seu caelesti corrupts sidere manat,
cum segnes radios tristi iaculatur ab aethra 205

192 exanimare AC: examinare B carpere sumptam AC: carperae
suptam B

195 sic AB (sup.) C: sit B
195 tristes A: tristis C, prob.. Baehrens; triscis B morbi

scabies BC: morbis cabies A
196 saepe uenit AC: sepeuenit B canes codd.: cani Burman:

canum Bamste
197 dant codd.: dat Burman sollicites AC: sollixitos B

inpende AB: impende'C
198 suffecta AB: subfecta C quotannis AB: quot annis C
199 acidos AC: occidos B Tritonide oliua ed. Aldina secunda:

Tritonide oliuo AC: Tritoni deo liuo B: Tritonide pingui uel 
dulci Housman: Tritonide olenti H. Schenkl: fortasse leui 
Postgate

gl200 maritas: feminas B sup.
201 unguere AC: ungere B tepidoque ex tepidos C

2202 tineas C: tinias AB candenti A BC: candendi A
203 la & ale (o supra pr. a m^) A: loe tale B: lethale C
204 caelesti AB: coelesti C manat BC: manant A

2205 iaculatur A3: iaculantur C aethra ABC: aethrae A
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Phoebus et adtonito pallens caput exserit orbe, 

seu magis, ignicomi candentia terga Leonis 

cum quatit, hoc canibus blandis inuiscerat aestus, 

exhalat seu terra sinu, seu noxius aer

causa mali, seu cum gelidus non sufficit umor 210

torrida per uenas concrescunt sernina flamnae:

quicquid id est, imas agitat sub corde medullas

inque feros rictus nigro spumante ueneno

prosilit, insanos cogens infigere morsus,

disce igitur potus medicos curamque salubrem. 215

tunc uirosa tibi sûmes multumque domabis

castorea, adtritu silicis lentescere cogens;

ex ebore hue trito puluis sectoue feratur,

admiscensque diu facies concrescere utruraque:

mox lactis liquides sensim superadde fluorés, 220

206 adtonito B: attonito AC exserit A: exerit BC
orbe codd.: orbi Burman

207 seu codd.; sed Baehrens ignicomi AC: ignocomi ex
ignocomis B candentia AC: cadentia 3

208 hoc codd.: hos Scaliger
209 exhalat codd.: exhalans Baehrens seu: cum B^^ sun.

sinu Scaliger: sinus codd. seu noxius AC: sue noxius B
2210 umor A: humor A BC gelidus ex gelidos C

211 concrescunt codd.: crudescunt uel inolescunt Heinsius
2sernina A BC; semine A

212 id est imas AC :  id : imas A; & audimas B (c sun.)
2215 medicos AB C : medicus A3

216 sûmes AC: sumas B domabis AC: donabis B
gl217 castorea: genera medicinae B in mg. adtritu ex

autritu (?) C: attritu AB^: atritu B silicis AC: scilicis B
■°’l218 ex ebore AC: exebreo B: nomen holae ris B° sup, 

sectoue feratur AC: secto ueferatur B
219 facies AC: faties B
220 fluorés AB^C: fluros B
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ut non cunctantes haustus infundere cornu 
inserto possis Furiasque repellere tristes 
atque iterum blan-'as canibus co inponere mentes, 

sed non Spartanos tentum tanxumue Kolossos 
pascendura catulos; diuisa Britannia mittit 225
ueloces nostrique orbis uenatibus aptos. 
nec tibi Pannonicae stirpis temnatur origo, 
nec quorum proles de sanguine manat Hibero, 
quin etiam siccae Libyes in finibus acres
gignuntur catuli, quorum non spreueris usum. 230
quin et Tuscorum non est extrema uoluptas
saepe canum. sit forma illis licet obsita uillo
dissimilesque habeant catulis uelocibus artus,
baud tamen iniucunda dabunt tibi munera praedae.

222 possis AC: posis B
223 blandas codd.: blandis Bnk uu. 224-230 post 122 in

codicibus
2 2224 spartanos C: partanos A: parthanos A B molossos A C:

molosos AB
2227 pannonicae A BC; pannonice A stirpis AC: stripis B

témnatur C: tempnatur AB
228 manat hibero AC: manathi-bero (ti supra lin.) B: ± hiberno 

B^^ in mg.
229 Libyes ed. Aldina secunda; libies A: libiaes B: lybies C : 

affrice B^^ sup.
250 gignuntur AC: giruntur ( & cinguntur surra lin.) B
231 Tuscorum A3; Thuscorum C extrema codd.: externa Wight

Duff uoluptas AC: uolunptas 3
232 sit Barth ; est codd. : sed Scaliger forma A ("e surra lin.

A^C: froma B uillb A^BC: uallo A
234 iniucunda ed. Aldina secunda; iniocunda codd.

2rraedae A B; praeda AC
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namque et odorato noscunt uectigia prato 235

atque etiam leporom sécréta cubilia monstrant.
horum animes moresque simul narescue sagaces
mox referam; nunc omnis adhuc narranda supellex
uenandi cultusque mihi dicendus equorum,

cornipedes igitur lectos det Graecia nobis 240
Cappadocumque notas référât generosa propago 
"t armatat et palmas superet grex omnis auorum. 
illis ampla satis leui sunt aequora dorso

235 odorato AC: hodorato B
2

236 atque A BC: adque A cubilia AC: conabula B
237 horum AC: honorum B

2 2
238 supellex A BC: suppellex A; subpellex B in mg.
239 equorum AC: aequorum B
240 Graecia C : gratia A3
242 armata et palmas superet grex omnis Postgate: armata et palmas 

nuper grex omnis codd., prob. E. Lienard; armata et palmis 
superat grex omnis Ulitius: armata ut palmis superat grex omnis 
Stern : harmataque et palmas nuper grex omnis V.'ernsdorf : armenti 
et palmas numeret grex omnis Gronouius: praemiaque et palmas 
superet grex omnis Martin: ambiat et palmas superat grex omnis 
Ulitius : Sarmatiae uel Marmaricae uel Aemathiae et palmae oui 
par grex omnis Heinsius: Aemathiae palmas superat grex omnis 
E. Swartius: Sarmatorum (sic) L. Hermann; Kartius et palmas 
superans grex omnis Burman: Sarmatiae palmas superet grex 
omnis Eden: Argaea et palmae nuper grex omnis J. Gothofredus: 
firmata et palamas superet grex omnis Verdiere; maternos. 
palmas numerat Epeiros Barth: forma sat; et palmas superat 
grex omnis Barth: Marte det et palmas nupert grex omnis ed. 
Germanica Barthii unde Marte decet palmas grex nuperus omnis 
Barth okelos culPVJq U'i ll\a.YWA_

245 leui A: laeui C: leuis B aequora dorso AC: equorâ dorsi B
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imnodicuraque latus paruaeque ingentibus alui,
ardua frons aiiresque agiles capitisque decori . 245

altus honos oculique uago splendore micantes;
plurima se ualidos ceruix resupinat in armos;
fumant umentes calida de nare uapores,
nec pes officium standi tenet, unguia terram
crebra ferit uirtusque artus animosa fatigat. 25O
quin etiam gens ampla iacet trans ardua Calpes
culmina, cornipedum late fecunda proborum,
namque ualent longes pratis intendere cursus,
nec minor est illis Graio quam in corpore forma;
nec non terribiles spirabile flumen anheli 255

prouoluunt flatus et lumina uiuida torquent 
hinnitusque oient tremuli frenisque repugnant, 
nec segnes mulcent aures, nec crure quiescunt.

2 2244 inmodicumque A BC: inmodicum A paruaeque AC; paruique A :
prauisque 3 ingentibus alui AC; ingenibus aluis B

245 capitisque decori Baehrens; capitique decoro C: capitisque
decoris A; captuque decoris B 

2
246 oculique A BC: oculisque A splendore AC; spendore B

2247 se C: seu A B; s=e A
2

248 umentes AB: humentes A C
250 uirtusque AC: uirtutisque B

gl251 calpes: pro nomen montis B in mg.
252 cornipedum AC; cornupedum B late AC: latg B fecunda A:

foecunda C: secunda B
253 pratis AC: par this B intendere C : incendere AB

cursus AC ; currus B
255 terribiles spirabile AC: terribilis spiritalç B flumen ed.

Germanica Barthii: numen codd.: lumen Ulitius; flamen Verdiere 
anheli Ulitius: anhelae codd.: anhelis Barth

256 flatus AC: saltus B
258 nec segnes A^BC: haec segnes A
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sit tibi praeterea sonir.es, Maurusia tellus
quern mittit (modo sit gentili san uine firmus) 260
quemque coloratus Mazax deserta per arua
pauit et assiduos docuit tolerare labores.
nec pigeat, quod turpe caput, deformis et aluus
est ollis quodque infrenes, quod liber uterque,
quodque iubis pronos ceruix diuerberat armos. 265

nam flecti facilis lasciuaque colla secutus
paret in obsequium lentae moderamine uirgae:
uerbera sunt praecepta fugae, sunt uerbera freni.
quin et promissi spatiosa per aequora campi
cursibus adquirunt commoto sanguine uires 270
paulatimque auidos comites post terga relinquunt.
baud secusj effusis rierei per caerula uentis,
cum se Threicius Boreas superextulit antro
stridentique sono uastas exterruit undas,

259 maurusia tellus C; maurus iatellus A: macrus tellus B 
2

261 coloratus A 0; coloratur AB Mazax codd.: Mazux
glSalmasius: pro gentis B sup.

262 assiduos codd.
2

263 caput A BC; capud A
264 infrenes C : infren-es (i erase ut uid.) A: fre nies B 

liber uterque AC: uterque (om. liber) B: libera torque (sc. 
ceruix) Bamste

265 quodque AC: quod B iubis pronos...armos codd.: iubas
2pronis...armis J ohns on diuerberat A : deuerberat AB:

diuerberet C: euerberat Burman
266 lasciuaque AC: lasciuiaque B secutus codd.: solutus 

Burman
2

267 lentae A C : lente A: legent^ B
268 fugae A^C; fuge AB

gl269 promissi AC: promisi B: permissi Heinsius; longi B sun.
271 terga AC: terga t sup, add, b”* relinquunt AC; relingunt 3

2
272 nerei A C: nerie B: nere ex neri A caerula AC: cerula B
273 threicius AC: threitius B
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omnia turbato cesseront flamina ponto: 275

ipse super fluctus spumanti murmure feruens 
conspicuum pelago caput eminet; omnis euntem 
Nereidum mirata suo stupet aequore turba.

horum tarda uenit longi fiducia cursus, 
his etiam emerito uigor est iuuenalis in aeuo. 280
nam quaecumque suis uirtus bene floruit annis, 
non prius est animo quam corpore passa ruinam, 
pasce igitur sub uere nouo farragine molli 
cornipedes uenamque feri ueteresque labores
effluere aspecta nigri cum labe cruoris. 285
mox laetae redeunt in pectora fortia uires
et nitidos artus distento robore firmant;
mox sanguis uenis melior calet, ire uiarum
longa uolunt latumque fuga consumera campum.

275 cesseront AB: cesseront C flamina AC: flumina B
276 super fluctus codd.: pater fluctus (id est heutunus) Baehrens

murmure codd.: marmore Heinsius
2

277 conspicuum pelago A BC: conspicum pelato A eminet AC;
eminet B

278 Hereidum C: Eaidum AB mirata in ras.C, sub ras. siq...(?)
stupet codd.: super Burman

279 uersum _om. B
280 emerito uigor AC: emorito uirgo B iuuenalis A3: iuuenilis C

2281 nam quaecumque A ; nam quecumque AB: nam quiconque C
282 passa ed. Aldina secunda: posse codd.
283 uere AC; u^re B farragine AC: feuragine B

2284 cornipedes A BC: Carni pedes A labores codd.: uapores
Heinsius

285 effluere AC: efflue 3 aspecta codd. labe codd.: tabe
Ba±th

286 laetae A^: laete BC: lete A
287 robore AC; robure B firmant HdnËiu&î formant co&<L,
288 sangals AB: sangnuis C, sed corr. calet ire BC: ca 1& ire A
289 uolunt codd.: ualent Tross consumers AC: consummere B
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inde ubi pubentes calanos durauerit aestas 290

lactentesque urens herbas siccauerit omnem
messibus umorem culmosque armarit aristis
hordea turn paleasque leues praebere memento:
puluere quin etiam puras secernere fruges
cura sit atque toros manibus percurrere equorum, 295

gaudeat ut plausu sonipes laetumque relaxet 
corpus et altores rapiat per uiscera sucos. 
id curent famuli comitumque animosa iuuentus, 

nec non et casses idem uenatibus aptos 
atque plagas longoque meantia retia tractu 3OO
addiscant raris semper contexere nodis 
et seruare modum iYxa,culis linoque tenaci. 
linea quin etiam, magnos circumdare saltus

2
290 inde ubi AC: indubi B
291 lactentesque AB: lactantesque C : lactantesqug a"̂  urens 

herbas A: urens herbas C: uirens haerbas B
2

292 messibus AB: mensibus C umorem AB: humorem A C
culmosque Martin ; culmisqué ed. Aldina secunda; culmusque codd.
armarit AC: arma rit (ue. sup. ) 3: aptarit .vight luff
aristis Martin: aristas A3 in mg. C : aestas 3

2
293 hordea AB: ordea G paleasque A BC: palleasque A

leues AC: leuaes B
294 puras secernere AC: purasse cernere B
295 atque AC: adque B toros manibus A (in ras.) C: totos

2manibus A : toto scenibus B percurrere AC: percurre B
296 plausu C: plauso AB laetumque AC; letumque B

gl
297 uiscera sucos AC: uiscere succos B: aquas B sup.
298 comitumque AC: commitumque B
299 idem A: iidem C; hisdem B
300 retia AC: recia B
361 addiscant AC: atdiscant B contexere AC: contraxere B:

glstringere B sup.
303 linea AC: linaea ex llnaea B
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quae possit uolucresque metu concludere praedas,
digerat innexas non un a ex alite pinrias. 505

namque ursos magnosque sues ceruosque fugaces
et uulpes acresque lupos ceu fulgura caeli
terrificant linique uetant transcendere saeptum.
has igitur uario semper fucare ueneno
curabis niueisque alios miscere colores 310

alternosque metus subtegmine tenders longo.
dat tibi pinnarum terrentia milia uultur,
dat Libye, magnarum auium fecunda creatrix,
dantque grues cycnique senes et candidus anser,
dant quae fluminibus crassisque paludibus errant 315

pellitosque pedes stagnanti gurgite tingunt.
hinc mage puniceas natiuo munere sûmes:
namque illic sine fine greges florentibus alis
inuenies auium suauiaue rubescere luto

2505 pinnas ABC: pennas A
307 fulgura BC: fulgora A caeli A3; coeli C
308 Terrificant ex terrificant C saeptum Baehrens: septum 

codd.
N- gl

310 curabis Kaupt: cura tibi codd.: so sit B sup.: curato uel 
curabunt Haupt: curam athibe Lachmann

311 subtegmine codd.: subtegmina ed. Aldina secunda tenders 
Ulitius: tempore codd.

512 dat AB: dant C milia AB: millia C
2

313 libye A: libiç 3: lybie C: liby^ A fecunda AB: foecunda C
uersum post 316 traiecit Ulitius

2314 grues AC: gruues B Cycnique C: cicnique A: cignique A B
anser AC: anscer B

315 dant quae AC: dantq; B
317 hinc mage AC: huic magne B (magis sup.) munere codd.;

murice Barth et Heinsius
319 luto AC: lutho C
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et sparsos passim tergo uernare colores. 320

his ita dispositis hiemis sub tempus aquosae
incipe ueloces catulos inmittere pratis,
incipe cornipedes latos agitare per agros.
uenemur dum mane nouum, dum mollia prata
nocturnis calcata feris uestigia seruant. 325

320 uernare codd.: uenare ed. Aldina secunda 
322 pratis AC : partis B
324 mollia AC; molia B
325 seruant AC: ser uant B

FINIT. M. ATJBELII NKME/SIAITI EARTACINIENSIS/CYNECETI COK A 
VERSUS concis. CCC. XX. V. AUT RECTE NUMERO RIMANT^ B 
FINIT M. AVRELII/NEKESIANI/KARTHAGINENSIS/CYNEOETICCN C
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C C ' : . : 3 : ; : A . : Y  c i .  T i n  H C L O G U E s

1 tibi Hern, varies in his scansion of tibi. The second syllable 
is long here and at 1.21; 1.43; 1*56; 1.31 and Gyn. 21b, but 
short in the remaining 16 cases.

Tit^/rus The name is also used by Theocritus (3.2, 3* 4; 7.72), 
Virgil (B u c  . 1, 3» 5» 6, 8 and 9)j Calpurnius (3 and l) , Longus 
(2 .32) and Severus Sanctus Endelechius, Be mortibus couia (no. 893 
in Hiese’s Anthologia Latina, uu. 99* 101, 121).

2 inmunia This line caused difficulty to earlier editors, 
particularly I-'Iartellius , because resonant tua in H and many of the 
V manuscripts does not agree with u. 8: it is clearly still early 
in the morning and therefore the cicadas would not yet have begun 
to sing. It was a commonplace among the poets that the cicada 
sings during the heat of the day when men and animals rest 

(Hesiod Op. 584; Scut. 396; Theoc. 16.94; Virgil Luc. 2.13; Culex 
153). GA's reading inmunia, of which the earlier editors were not 
aware, gives us the sense which the context requires, resonant 
tua seems to be a conjecture from Virgil 3uc. 2.12.

3 sub Barth explains sub harundine, "ad modos fistulae." Cf.
Copa 2, Crispum sub crotalo docta mouere latus. sub is a Grecism, 
imitating the use of of accompanying music. Volpilhac (p. 6 4, 
n. 4 1) compares Virgil Aen. 12.180, a quite different use of sub.

8 primi.. .dementia solis Other examples of the phrase
dementia solis seem to be lacking, dementia is usually used of
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the sky, as at Col. 4.23.1 mitis e.c temoerata. . .caeli cle.nentia, 
or of the weather, as at Flin. enist. 5.6.4 aestatis mira 
dementia, sol could be used here in one of two senses, "sunshine," 
as at Cic. Or. 2.14*60 cum in sole ambulem, or in the sense of "a 
time of day,” as at Juv. 2.133 nrino sole. Thus the phrase nrimi 
clem.entia solis could mean either "the mildness of the early 
sunshine," or "the mildness of the early morning."

9 Timetas Haupt (Onuscula I, p. 399) prefers the spelling
Thymoetas and Wendel ("Be Hominibus Sucolicis," Jahr bile her ftlr
klass. nhilol. Sunpl. 26, 6l) supports him, comparing Virgil Aen.
1 2.3 6 4» where, however, the name is Thymoetes, not Thymoetas, and
he is not a bucolic character. I can find no example of either
Timetas or Thymoetas, but as the spelling Timetas is found here 

2in N AH and in the title in other manuscripts, I have preferred 
this form, although Haupt may well be correct. Korzeniewski (p.
Ill of his edition) considers that Timetas derives either from 

TL|A.i\̂ TYjg or TL 1̂ 5.1/ > comparing u. 22 honorâtes, u. 70

honos, but these explanations seen to me very far-fetched.

11 uiximus "(once) I enjoyed life to the full" (as opposed to 
simply having existed), cf. Cic. Q. Fr. 3*1.4*12 quod me 
cohortaris ad ambitionem et ad laborem, faciam quidemt sed 
quando uiuemus? Eor. C a m . 3*29*41-5 ille notens sui/ 
laetusoue deget, cui licet in diem/ dixisse uixi; eras uel 
atra/ nube polum Pater occunato/ uel sole ruro and Hier. 
enist. 22 .29 rebus tuis utere, et uiue dum uiues. diximus could 
only mean "sing" and would therefore add nothing to the line.

et calamis^uersus cantauimus This, the reading of asuv^, is
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accepted, by most editors. Barth conjectures et calamo et uersu 
from calamo uersu, which he claims to have found in an old 
edition now untraceable, but this conjecture makes poor sense 
and would give us a line with only a fourth foot spondaic 
caesura, for - hich there is no parallel in l\em. Baehrens 
conjectures et calamis et uersum autauimus, no doubt working 
from NGA’s unmetrical reading et calamis et uersu and possibly 
also thinking of Prop. 3«3*35 carmina neruis aptat, but this 
again gives poor sense and, as Magnus points out (Fh.V/. 26 
(1882), 8I3), the second _et is superfluous and cantauimus quite 
satisfactory. Baehrens does not give any reason for his 
conjecture and it is strange that he did not adopt et calamis 
uersus when he was avmre of this reading. The second et in NGA 
possibly came in from u. 13. Heinsius conjectures mandauimus 
although it is not clear what he would read with it, but a 
phrase such as mandari uersibus (Cic, Arch. 20) is no parallel 
for calamis mandare, since the former reference is to written 
verse, and here we are dealing with "singing," as calamis tells 
us. cantauimus is, in any case, in no need of emendation.

12 ludebat Owen on Ovid Trist. 2.491 comments, "ludere is used 
of the lighter forms of verse contrasted with the serious epic, 
tragic and didactic poetry. Thus it means to write pastorals 
(Verg. Bu g . 1.10, Geor. 4.565)» lyrics (nor. Carm.1.32.2), 
satires (Hor. Sat. 1.10.37» cf. 4 ,139), love elegies (Am.
3 .1.2 7 , Fast. 4 .9 , Trist. I.9.6I, 3.2.3, 5.1*7)» epigrams 

(Kart. 7 .1 2.9 )."
For the construction ludere amores of. Virgil Geor.4*565 

carmina. ;lusi and Ovid Trist. 1.9.61 lusum.. .carmen.
Volpilhac compares Lucr. 4*101» Ovid I'et. 13*737 and Tib.
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1.2.89, but the meaning in each case is "mock", which would be 
impossible here.

13 tepuere This, the reading of N, seems to me to give better' 
sense than HY's stupuere, of. Lucan 4*284 paulatim fugit ira 
ferox mentesoue tepescunt.

sub For this use of sub, "under the effects of", cf. Ovid 
Met. 5*62 sub uulnere.

15 sonant Barth and Burman both favour sonent, but as Beck 
points out, this would be inconsistent with what follows:
Timetas has recently been victorious in a competition and would 
therefore already be much talked-of at the time Tityrus is 
speaking.

13-6 carmine uictor/ risisti HGajpsu^v^z read carmina, which
would have to be taken as accusative of respect, but would be 
rather confusing so close to the other accusatives after 
risisti, and there appear to be no parallels for such an 
expression as carmina uictor. I can see no reason to read 
raucos/ uicisti with Kaehly.

16 dissona Nem. uses this word again at 3*10. It is not found 
in Horace, Virgil or Ovid, but occurs in later poets such as 
Lucan, Statius, Claudian and Prudentius. It is found in 
poetry used of music only in Nem.

flamina Barth prefers to read carmina here, but Beck 
rightly compares Hor. Carm. 3*19*19 flamina tibiae, carmina
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was probably introduced under the influence of carmine above.

Mopsi The name is also used by Virgil (3uc. 3.1 and 10;

8.26 and 29) and Calpurnius (poems 3 and 6). Servius on Virgil
boBu g . 6 ,72 says that Callus translated in'*Latin a poem of 

Euphorion, which told how Calchas and Mopsus had a divination 
contest, and Wendel,("I)e nominibus bucolicis," Fleckeis. Jahrb. 
Supp. 26 (1901), 4 7) suggests that Virgil may have used this 
name as a compliment to Callus. Ovid also uses Mopsus as the 
name of a Thessalian prophet (Met. 12.456 and 328), and there 
is an Argonaut of this name in Statius, Seneca and Valerius 
Placcus. Unlike the Mopsus of poem 4» he is in this line an 
unskilled musician,

17 Meliboeus The name is also found in Virgil (Bu c . 1 , 3 , 5  and 
7 ), Calpurnius (1 and 4 ) and Catalepton 9»18. Wendel remarks
(p. 4 9), "Meliboeum lohannes Antiochenus appellat pastorem ilium, 
qui Oedipodem expositum inuenit (frg. 8, Müller FHG vol. 4 
p. 34 3). Quis hoc nomen fabulae adiecerit ignoramus; dubitari 
autem non potest, quin Yergilius pastorem Meliboeum ab 
Oedipodis fabula acceperit."

18 audierat Pluperfect for imperfect. K-S say (I, pp. 14O-I),
"Aus der Volkssprache stammt die eigenartige Tempus- 
vershiebung, vermbge deren das Plusquamperfekt bestimmter 
Verben nicht in der eigentlichen Bedeutung dieses Tempus, 
sondern ganz im Sinne des Imperfekts...gebraucht wird; das 
trifft vor allem fueram und habueram... im SpSLtl. besonders bei 
den Afrikanern."
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sublime Used aù'.scrbially, cf. Virgil 3uc. 9.27f.; Lucr. 2.206; 

Frud. Per. 10.6 9 6.

19 uermensum temuora Of. (Tib.) 3.3*9 tua cura uermeuso defunctus 
teauore lucis; Cic. frg. de Univ. C. 9; Seneca Here. Fur. 742.

20 secreti Kaehly reads siderei here, comparing uu. 39-40, but
qsecreti is quite satisfactory, cf. Hor. I0 .6 3 luniter ilia

piae secreuit litora genti and Hor. Carm. 2.13*23 sedesoue 
discretas riorum. These two passages also support the reading 
here of riorum. The idea of a mundus riorum was traditional, of. 

Hor. Carm. 1,10.7? Virgil Aen. 5*734 s.nd 6.638-9; Ovid Ket. 11,62 
etc., and see Lemaire p. 537f* The location of Elysium is rather 
vague in Latin literature, but it is always at the end of the 
world and usually beyond the Ocean Stream where the sun sets.
(See E.F. Smith on Tib. 1.3*37-66 and R.G. Austin on Virgil
Aen. 6.657-7 3)* Servius on Aen. 5*735 says, "secundum roetas in
medio inferorum est suis felicitatibus plenum, ut solemoue suum 
sua sidera norunt (Aen. 6.641)* secundum philosophes elysium 
est insulae fortunatae, quas ait Sallustius inclitas esse 
Komeri carminibus, quarum descriptionem Forphyrius commentator 
dicit esse sublatam, secundum theologos circa lunarem circulum, 
ubi iam aër purior est: unde ait ipse Vergilius (6.887) aeris 
in camris, item Lucanus (9*10) non illuc auro rositi, nec ture 
serulti perueniunt."

Timetas (uu. 39-40) seems less certain than Tityrus of the
existence of the mundus riorum.

21 gratia uiuit uiuo is used with an abstract subject also at 
Ovid Met. 12.61? (gloria); A.A. 2.101 (amor); Trist. 5*14*39 
(fama); Stat. Theb. 11.714 (libertas and spes); Theb. I2.4 4I
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(odia); Lucan 10.188-9 (uirtus and amor). Of. also Virgil Aen.
7.401-2.

uiuit L. Castiglioni ("Eue note alle Bucoliche di Calpurnio 
e Nemesiano," Studi in Onore Gino Funaioli, Rome 1955, P* 20) 
objects to uiuit, saying, "Li uiuere, uigere nel senso di 
'durare' nessuno, credo, ha mai fatto questions," and therefore 
conjectures uiui, justifying it by saying, "II punto sul quale 
si concentra il pensiero del poeta e Melibeo defunto e il 
ricordo di lui strappato alia realta presenter è ^ietta 
esigenza poetica quella che richiami al ricordo di lui vivo, piu 
e raeglio che non alia sopravvivenza del ricordo," and compares 
Virgil Aen. 6.655.

Gastiglioni's objections to the reading of the manuscripts 
seem to me to be trifling; it is clear from the parallels I 
have quoted above that uiuere was used in the sense of durare 
(see also Lewis and Short p. 2001 uiuo 02). uiuit also makes 
better sense than uiui - it is the fact that they still feel 
affection towards Meliboeus that causes them to praise him now, 
not simply that they respected him when he was alive.

25 Nem. is perhaps recalling here Virgil Buc. 4*55-7 non me
carminibus uincat nec Thracius Orpheus / nec Linus, huic mater 
quamuis atcue huic pater adsit / Orphei Calliopea, Lino formosus 
Apollo. Orpheus is described as Oeagrius also at Virgil Geor. 
4.524; Stat. Theb. 5*545^*; Manil. 5*526. V s  modulatibus and . 
modulantibus are either - conjectures after the uncommon 
adjective had become corrupt, or . conscious attempts to continue 
the balance of carmine Phoebus, Pan calamis, fidibus Linus. The 
insertion of -que after fidibus was then necessary to restore 

the metre.
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26 totoue Burman (p. 723) explains the appearance of atoue as 
having come from oxcue after the t  of totcue was absorbed by 
concinerent. totoue emphasises the greatness of Meliboeus,

27 musam musa is used here in the sense of "a piece of verse," 
as at Lucr. 4*589; Virgil Buc. 1,2 etc. NG read laudem, no 
doubt under the influence of laudescue above, but the repetition 
of laus in two consecutive lines would be inelegant,

28 This line has been lost from the V tradition and Kaehly 
attributes its omission to auena (u. 27) and amnem (u. 28). See 
Housman's edition of Lucan (p. xix) for further examples of this 
type of omission. V s  ouercus (u. 29) is an attempt to restore 
the sense after u. 28 had been lost,

super haec Understand "the glorious deeds of Meliboeus." 
surer is used here as equivalent to in the sense of
"concerning." It is often found in this sense governing,the 
ablative, but as LHS say (2, p. 281), "in gleicher Bedeutung 
vereinzelt auch mit dem Akk. seit Tert, (z.B. cult, fern. 1 , 1 , 2  
sententia dei super sexum istum..) und der Itala..., ferner z.B. 
bei Pallad..., in den Vitae patr. (3 , 160 surer sermonem =
5, 1, 16 de, gr. exTL ), Ale. Avit..., Greg. Tur... " Heinsius 
conjectures the ablative hoc (sc. sene), the more common case 
when super is used as equivalent to Leo suggests reading 
sacra for surer, but I can see no reason for describing the 
cerasus in this way.

30 Burman conjectures foliis cantu (cantui) ne garrula rinus, since 
Nem. says (u, 33) tacet nemus, and the two statements seem to
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him incompatible, because if the wind is blowing, not only the 
pine would be making a noise, but the other trees as well. But 
the pine need not be part of this nemus since at u, 31 

Tityrus suggests that he and Timetas move a\;ay from the pines 
and it is probably to be assumed that they have done so by u. 33 : 
pines tend to form their own forests and do not mingle much with 
other trees. Burman is in any case being hypercritical here; it 
is surely going too far to assume that by tacet nemus omne 
Timetas means that there is dead silence, without so much as a 
leaf stirring, but simply that their surroundings are peaceful. 
The pine seems to have been thought especially noisy by the 
ancients, cf. Ausonius Srist. 24.13f. (Schenkl’s text);
Claudian Be rapt. Froserrinae 1.204f.; Terentianus Maurus 1980-1 
(Septimius Severus), no doubt because of the rattling noises 
made by the pine cones in the wind. Titius's suggestion that 
garrula refers either to birdsong, or to the rustle of leaves 
is clearly vn?ong, as these sounds could come from any tree.

32 subicit "puts forth." subicere is used of plants also at 
Virgil Buc. 10.74 quantum uere nouo uiridis se subicit alnus 
and Virgil Geor. 2.18f. laurus/ uarua sub ingenti matris se 
subicit umbra.Apsv^ read suggerit which is perhaps a gloss. G 
and the majority of the V manuscripts read subigit which is 
unmetrical and makes no sense. Baehrens, who regards G as the 
most reliable manuscript, conjectures subrigit.

33 nemus Burman (p. 723) says that genus in ps can be defended, 

but does not do so; presumably he would understand animantum. 

Because of the common confusion between pecus and nemus in 

manuscripts^ as at Ovid Fast. 3.71; Virgil Geor. 3*264 and Aen. 
3.221, Burman suggests pecus, comparing Hor. Carm. 1.2.7; Ovid
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l'et. 13.821 and Galpurnius 1.37, and would adopt peons if it had 
any manuscript authority, however, he seems xo ne wise to retain 
nenus here, because to read pecus would mean that u. 34
virtually repeated the same idea.

37 cantus To read calaraos here, with V and Baehrens, the word 
would have to be taken as meaning "song", and I cannot find a 
parallel for the use of calamos in tlois sense, cantus is more 
appropriate, cf. Tirae 50 acciuite has uoces. calamos has 
possibly come in from another line, perhaps u. 2 5.

38 guietis quieti is used of the dead also at Anth. Lat. 315.6,

39-40 Luiselli (liaia 10 (1958), 198-9), says that these lines recall
Virgil Aen. 6,719-20 and 10.3. Cicero also has the same basic 
motif of the souls of the good existing in a place apart. He uses 
colere for "live in" at Somn. 3cip. 3*8 and Nem.'s use of temula 
in the sense of suatia also recalls Cicero’s use. Ennius 
(Va^len fr. 39) also uses temula in this way, and this use is 
also found occasionally in Lucretius, e.g. 5.1204-5 magni 
caelestia mundi/ templa. (Here of the sky),

40 This line is identical to u. 3 of Buecheler Carm. Bpigr. 755, 
a Christian inscription.

mundoQue fruuntur This use of mundus in the sense of Elysium 
appears to be very rare. The only other examples in TLL (8 ,1638) 
are Hufin. Orig. princ. 2, 3, 6 p, 124, 7 sanctorum...est... 
mundus ille, non etiam impiorum sicut iste noster, and Rust.
Help, benef, 137 gratia dei limina nandit ad mundi potioris 
iter regnumoue rerenne caelestis uatriae. To these must surely
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be added lianil. 1 .77'̂  aetherios uiuunt annos mundocue fruuntur 
which, as J. Kubaux (Les themes bucolicues~dans la poesie latine, 
p. 2d4) suggests, Lem. must be echoing here. Cf. also Manil.
1.758 dignatague nomina caelo and Lem. I .50 caelo dirnus.
Adelung considers that mundo means the earth and explains that 
although the pious dead are living in heaven, they still take an 
interest in what happens on earth, which seems to me very far
fetched, and would imply an extraordinary use of frui.

Luiselli ("L’identificazione del Melibeo", Maia 10 (1958), 
179f.), considers that there is a Pythagorean element in the poem. 
Raynaud suggests Christian inspiration and Verdiere ("La 

Bucolique post-virgilienne", Eos 56 (1966 (19&9)), 177 and 
Prolegomenes, p. 12-4) thinks that the poem reflects Platonism 
as it appears in Cicero. Paladini ("II Compianto di Melibeo in 

llemesiano", ^  25 (l956), 524-5) believes that he detects a 
Stoic influence at im. 44-5 and u. 19. Volpilhao (p. 65) also 
regards the ideas expressed here as predominantly Stoic, but 
thinks that Nem. is mixing several philosophical doctrines. To 
me, Lem.*8 ideas of Elysium appear to be rather vague, as is 
the case with other Latin poets (see my note on 1.20); perhaps, 
like many people, Lem. was not clear what he did believe.

41 aduerte A rare use of aduerto with the plain accusative, 
which is also found at Varro L.L. 10.46 and Tac. ann. 14.4.5. 
Burman, because of the rarity of this use of aduerto would 
read tu nostris aduerte modis (sc. mentem, oculos, aures or 
sim.). He rightly adds, however, "nihil tamen temere mutem, 
quum huius aetatis scriptores audacius saepe locutiones 
ueteres nouauerint." The Deventer editions read in for but
aduerto appears to be used with ^  only in the sense of
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literal notion, as at Ter. Tun. 543-4; Livy 57.9.7 and Ovid 
Met. 6.1 SO.

45 srectata "respected." Burman reads snerata here, explaining 
"quia puisque sibi uouet diuturnitaten, uel quia Melibeo 
uouerant longam aetatem eius arnici, ut sequentia u. 46 &c 
uidentur uelle" and compares the variants at Ovid Met. I4 .6 5 2, 
but this use of spectata, he admits, is quite acceptable, cf. 
Silius 16.352 longo sonipes srectatus in aeuo.

45 circulas Bor circulus of time of. Seneca Epist. 1.12.6
mensis srtiore praecingitur circule and Forph. Kor. Carm. Saec. 
21 circulus temporum. Bor the idea of life consisting of 
concentric circles, Volpilhac rightly compares Seneca Tuist.
1.12.6 tota aetas partibus constat et orbes hebet circumductos 
maiores minoribus. Est alicuis, oui omnes comnlectatur et 
cingat; hie pertinet a natali ad diem extremum. Est alter, oui 
annos adulescentiae excluait; est oui totam pueritiam ambitu 
sue adstrinnit; est deinde per se annus in se omnia continens 
tempora, quorum multiplications uita componitur. Kensis articre 
praecingitur circule: angustissimum habet dies gyrum, sed et 
hic ab initio ad exitum uenit, ab ortu ad occasum.

47 carperet The supporters of pelleret are in my opinion
misguided. Keene translates "v;ere hastening on" and V/ernsdorf 
compares Galpurnius 5.121 aetiuas imuellit Noctifer horas, but 
Neliboeus is dead, not ageing prematurely. Burman regards such a 
use of pellere as "duriter et sine exemplo", unless it has the 
same sense as uita truditur, as at Fetronius 45 and elsewhere, 
and Beck approves of this theory. But Burman rightly doubts the
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acceptability of this expression.

If we possessed only 7's reading, Giaeser's conjecture 

uelleret would be a very satisfactory solution to the problem, 

cf. Lucan 6.562 ilia (i.e. mors ) genae florern orinaeuo cor nor e 

uolait. However, LGAH read carperet, which must surely be the 

truth, of. Seneca Enist. 120.18 ad mortem dies extremus ueruenit, 
accedit omnis, caruit nos ilia, non corriuit. 7's pelleret 

possibly comes from a gloss on carperet, uelleret.

si...carperet Imperfect for pluperfect. LH3 say (2, p. 521), 

"Die...Verwendung des Honj. Impf, statt . PLqpf. ist bei 

volkstümlichen Autoren, wenigstens zum Teil, als GrëLzismus zu 

werten, z.3. Vitae patr. 5*15*59 si responderem eis, inueniebar 

delectatus nach eu ô'TjV . . . rj x cTrCo jupj v . -. , sonst,

z.T. unter dem Linfluss der Klausel, als v/illkürlicher ./echsel, 

z.B. bei Vert, und Fulg," Here the use of imperfect for 

pluperfect seems to be due to metrical necessity, as at 2.75*

48 communis causa Glaeser conjectures communes, but Leo rightly 

defends the reading of the manuscript, interpreting it thus:
Kac TO k:oLvo\/ ou krot-Te. e noc ^ o l-olv'toc

o S c u T o u .  ('quoted by Giarratano ad loc. )

49 letali Keene justifies Glaeser and Schenkl's retention of 

ICG's mortali by saying (CR 26 (1912), 97-8), xhat the phrase 

mortali frigore means "the chill of death, such as mankind are 

(sic) liable to, a meaning which is mere clearly defined by 

lege horninum in the following line and which may perhaps be 

illustrated by Calp. iv 159, where the term of life allotted to 

man mortale (pensum) is contrasted 'rth the everlasting life of 

the gods (perpetuo caelestia fila métallo). The somewhat
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unfamiliar use of mortali would account for the change to letali.
If the archetype had letali, it is hard to see why mortali should 
have ousted that word." A similar use of mortalis is found at Cic. 
Phil. 14*12,33 mortalis condicio uitae and this adjective is 
acceptable here, but I think it extremely probable that NG*s 
mortali has come about under the influence of mors in u. 47. TLL 
(a  1 5 1 3  4 5 )  also reads mortali here and says that it is used in 
the sense of "mortem imminentem praenuntians uel afferens^Ubo-Us^" 
but this is inappropriate as Meliboeus is not dying but already 
dead. For HV*s letali cf. Ovid Met. 2.611 corpus inane animae 
frigus letale secutum est. (Prud, apoth. 4 6 6; Sedul. carm. 3*36).

frigore For frigus meaning "the chill of death," cf. Virgil 

Aen. 12.951 and Lucr. 4 ,924.

50 canente senecta Nem. is perhaps echoing Virgil Aen. 10.192 
canentem...senectam and emendation is unnecessary. As Titius 
points out, canente senecta is not to be taken as dependent on 
dignus, and he rightly compares u. 43 longa tibi, cunctisque 
diu spectata senectus. canente senecta is probably temporal in 
force, "deserving to go to heaven when you were old."

51 ponderls aeoui It is difficult to be sure exactly what Kern, 
intends this phrase to mean. The same expression occurs at 
Vulg. lev. 19 .36 and Vulg. prov. 11.1, but in both cases it is 
used literally of weights. Nem. might be using pondus 
metaphorically to mean "importance" or "authority", as at Prop. 
5 .7 .4 4 ; 4 .7 .8 8; Cic. Att. 11.6.1; Ovid Fast. 1.182; Seneca Dial.
1 1.14.2 , where the metaphor is from the scales. On the other 
hand, pondus may signify "stability" or "constancy", as at Cic.
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Fin. 5.2 aeouinsimus aextimator et index, cr it nay be used in 

the sense oi benignus, as at Cic. ad 0. fr. 2.5.4 nobilitàte 

ininica, non aeouo sens tu, ("no friendly authority"), nondus 

and grauitas (u. 5 6) are two qualities frequently associated 

with one another by the Romans, e.g. at Cic. Ayr. 2.52; Ceneca 

eqist. 1 1 5.5 ; Arnob, nat. 2, 41, p. 61, 20; 2, 4 5 , p. 8 5 , 26;

7, 41, p. 2 7 4 , IQ, and it nay be that Lem. is recalling 

Silius's description of Brutus (8 .639) laeta uiro grauitas ac 

mentis amabile noncus but here, too, it is not clear how 

pondus is to be taken. Housman compares this line of Silius, 

and also Silius 6.429 animi uenerabile pondus and kanil. 5.451 

pondéré mentis, with l.anil, 1.771 strictae pondéra mentis, on 

which he comments, "pondus non sxringit mentem sed stricta 

mente efficitur."

On balance I would translate ponderis aeoui, "friendly 

authority": Meliboeus was a highly respectable and dignified 

man but not an unapproachable one. "Impartial authority" is, 

however, another possible translation.

55 patiens mulcendo This is an awkv:ard expression and has been 

variously explained and emended, Kaehly's paeans has found 

favour with Baehrens, H. Schenkl, Giarratano and Schubert, the 

last punctuating with a comma after adsueras and comparing 

Claudian Cons. Eon. 4.226 and Eor. A.P. 197 (Bentley's version, 

et amet pacare tumentes); but paeans would seem to render 

mulcendo superfluous. Burman reads sapiens mulcere, comparing 

Virgil Geor. 1.234 felix ponere, and Wakefield conjectures 

patiens mulcere, but it is unlikely that anyone would have 

replaced mulcere by mulcendo, a much rarer form, with its 

unusual scansion. Gebhardt (Crepundiorum seu iuuenilium curarum 

libri tres, Hanover 1615, p. 147), suggests pauiens, "Ut pauire
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hic esset compescere, componere, ci quasi conplodere, 

comrrinendo exstinguere : hetaphora sumr.ta a solo û aecuore 

aedificii cuod fistuca compauitur ac complanatur, " but examples 

of pauire used in these senses appear to be lacking, and I can 

see no difficulty in patiens as regards sense, as the good 

nature of Meliboeus is stressed throughout the poem (e.g. uu. 

4 1-2 ; 5 6-7 ). Jernsdorf's explanation, "h. quum uarias querelas 

patienter audires, easque placares et componeres," and that of 

Beck, "patiens (ferens, patienter audiens) querelas ita ut 

mulceas (lenias, componas eas), poetice pro, patiendo niulcens" 

do not take account of the syntax, and Ulitius's patiens 

mulcensque is clumsy in the extreme. I have been unable to find 

an example of verbal adjective with the ablative of the gerund, 

but such a use is probably not unjustifiable, as other kinds of 

adjective are sometimes found used in this way, e.g. Cic.

Or. 1.240 cum disserendo par esse non posset. The adjective is 

normally used with a preposition, see C.P.W. Küller, Ciceronis 

Opera Omnia 5.1 Teubner 1896, pp. xxiii-xiv, but the absence of 

a preposition can be defended, cf. K-3 1, p. 754, "Sei 
Adjektiven steht der Ablativ des Gerund, selten...Klassisch bei 

Adjektiven nur im limitativem oinne, wie C. 1^. 128 latine 

loquendo cuiuis erat par. de or. 1 .2 4 0."

mulcendo is probably used here as equivalent to the present 

participle, as often in later Latin, see LII3 2, p. 380,

"WMhrend bereits Liv. und Vitr, den Abl. des Gerundiums nicht 

selten ohne Unterschied vom Part. Praes. und im './echsel mit 

diesem...verwenden, dehnt sich sein Gebrauch in der nachklass. 

Volkssprache auf Kosten des Part. Praes. immer mehr aus... 

Allgemein wird der Gebrauch seit dem 3 Jh." It is found in 

poetry for example at Virgil Aen. 2.6; Eor. Carm. 4.11*50;
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the present participle with an object cf. Venantius Bortunatus 

carm. 1 1.19*2 ani.mos dura uicenco.

If mulcendo effectively equals mulcens, nations must then 

be used here adverbially, of. Lbfstedt (dyntactica 2 , p. 3 68f), 

"Seit Kltester Zeit ist diese Brscheinung die ganze Latinitdt 

hindurch flir die pcetische Sprache so wie fllr die pcetisch- 

rhetorisch stilisierte Irosa charakxeristisch," e.g. Virgil 

Aen. 1.301 Libyae citus astitit oris; Prop. 4.3.49 rauci 

sonuerunt cardine postes.

Thus patiens has the force of xatienter here and mulcendo 

is equivalent to mulcens, "patiently allaying."

mulcendo Bor the scansion, see my excursus.

254 iuris...iusti Burman, Titius and Barth all support N GSV's 

ruris for iuris, taking ruris amor to mean the study of 

agriculture, and Barth points out that justice and agriculture 

were often conjoined, e.g. at Cic. Rose. 75 nita rustica... 

iustitiae magistra est. Martellius, however, rightly prefers 

iuris because the context is law, not agriculture. Heinsius 

also reads iuris (=leges scriptae)...iusti (=bonum). The 

expression iuris amor might be paralleled, by Cic. Leg. 1.43 

ipsam aeouitatem et ius ipsum amant, ruris could have come 

about either by visual aberration or the recollection of 

ruricolum in u. 52 above. KV read iusti, but the evidence of 

LG is confused, probably due to iusti having been ousted by 

iuris which had occurred earlier in the same line, and then 

having been variously emended.

Volpilhac, who prints ruris...iuris, strangely uses Lucan 
9 . 1 9 2 iusti reuerentia to support his reading.



206

56-7 serena/ fronte Lerr.. is here probably imitating Galpurnius 

5 .^6-7 fronte serene. Martellius conjectures seuera, cut Men. 

is at pains in these lines to emphasise that while Meliboeus is 

an upright character, he is not 0 forbidding one, of. blanda 

and mite (u. 5 6), s.nd therefore seuera would be inappropriate. 

Silius (8 .6 0 9) similarly speaks of the laeta... grauitas of 

Brutus.

58 antare et iungere.../ hortatus Hortor used with the 

infinitive is mainly found in poetry, although it is also 

found at Cic. off. 5*55; Flanc. Cic. epist. 10.17.2 end Nepos 

Phoc. 1 .5 . V  s coniungere is probably an interpolation from 

Virgil Buc. 2.52 calamos cera coniungere.

59 hortatus Heinsius, who was aware only of V s  reading, 

conjectured noras tu or gratus tu.

Buff takes the implied object of hortatus and docuisti to 

be n^, i.e. Timetas, but it may be nos, i.e. the young people 

in general, of. perhaps nobis (u.6 0) and nos (u. 6 2).

duras Heinsius conjectured crudas, but as Burman points out, 

the jingle duras...curas is quite common, e.g. at Virgil Aen. 

4 .4 8 8 ; Silius Italicus 11.571-2.

fallere curas Cf. Ovid Trist. 5*2.16 fallebat curas and ibid, 

5 .7.59 detineo studiis animum fallooue dolores.

65 dixisti carmen Heinsius, Broukhusius and Beck would all read 

duxisti carmen. Broukhusius on Tib. 2 .15 ,4 says that duoere is 

used of epic and sad songs, and dicere of lighter works, but 

this statement is not quite accurate, and even if it were, is
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surely not evidence against dixisti, cut in favour of it, since 

we are told, that Meliboeus was laetus and we should scarcely 

exrect to find shepherds reciting epic to the accompaniment of 

the fistula.

There appear to be three situations in which ducere carmen 

is used rather than dicere: of writing epic (e.g. Eor. Serm. 

1.10.44; Prop. 4.6.15; 3tat. Silu. 5*5»92); of songs of 
mourning and complaints (Cvid Z.F. 1.5*7) and of composing verse 

in general, as distinct from "singing" it, (Ovid Trist. 1.11.18; 
5 .14.51 ; 5 .1 2.6 5). In the first two cases the idea of length 

which is often present in duco seems to be relevant (as in the 

slightly different case at 2 .6l), since epics are by nature long 

and no one ever mourns or complains briefly, (dee also my note 

on 4 .15).

dicere, on the other hand, is used as equivalent to canere, 

when employed with carmen, as at Virgil Buc. 6 .5 and Her. Carm. 
Saec. 8, or of writing short poems as at Virgil Buc. 10.5 
(where again "singing" is involved, of. u. 8), or of playing a 

tune on a musical instrument, as at Eor. Chrm. 1.52.4; 4.12.10.
There are three apparent exceptions to the rules which seem 

to dictate whether dicere or ducere should be used; lirae 75, 

Prop. 1.7 .1 and ibid. 1.9.9. At Dirae 75 and Prop. 1.9*9 we 

have dicere used of sad songs. In the former case we are again 

dealing with a song played on the fistula, and in the latter, 
the reference is to writing elegy, although it is interesting 

that here the Renaissance manuscripts and Heinsius read ducere. 

At Prop. 1 .7 .1 we have dicere used of epic, where again the 

Renaissance manuscripts, supported by Ocaliger, read ducere, 

but perhaps we are dealing with a reference to Homer's use of

& u) of his epics, where, of course, the reference to
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singing is more appropriate than it is in the case of Latin epic. 

There is therefore perhaps a degree of overlap in the uses of 

dicere and ducere, but if so, it is one which does not trouble 

us here, as the context is "singing", (of. cantare u. 62) and 

dixisti, the reading of all the manuscripts, is therefore the 

appropriate verb.

66 Used here instead of the genitive, of a part taken from

the whole, as at Cyn. 176. Sittl (Lohale Verschiedenheiten der 

lat. Snrache, p. 126) regards this use of as one of the 

features of African Latinity, but it is in fact found in Latin 

literature generally from Plautus on, becoming quite frequent in 

late Latin. See LHS 2, p. ^Q,

67 messi LGAH's reading, messe, is unmetrical and haehly 

therefore reads messi, .a rare form found otherwise only at 

Varro L.L. 5» 4, 21 ; R.H. 1, 53 and Charisius 1, 14 p. 28 (1 .43,

15 Keil). (See Heue 1, p. 329). V's camno makes good sense but 

is less precise- camno culmos need not necessarily signify 

grain - and may be an emendation to restore the metre. Burman 

reads messo, i.e. de frumento messo, but I can find no example 

of this substantival use of messum.

68 grandaeua The adjective is applied to Pales only in Nem. It 

also appears at Virgil Aen. 1.121 and Geor. 4.392, where it is 

applied to Nereus.

spumantia cw.bia lacte The same phrase occurs at Virgil Aen.

3 .6 6. At Virgil Buc. 5.67f. pocula...suumantia lacte are 

offered to laphnis.
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69-70 Most editors punctuate with a colon after coronas rno a 

full-stop after hones, but Volpilhac rightly adopts the 

punctuation of ..'ernscorf wixh a colon after honos, since hie is 

'here used in a prospective sense. I cannot agree with Volpilhac, 

however, in placing a full-stop after coronas , since the gift of 

the Muses continues the list given in 65-6 9 , and I have 

therefore punctuated with a semi-colon.

75-4 te pinus; reboat te quicouid carminis, Echo/ respondet

siluae; All the manuscripts read respondent in u. 74» except
2for MAu which read respondet. Vith either reading, the

expression is rather awkward, and various solutions have been

offered, Titius reads te ninus reboat; te ouiccuid carminis

Echo/ respondent syluae, and explains "quicouid carminis

respondet, Echo respondet & cuioquid syluae respondent, te

respondent," but this is difficult to reconcile with his text

and makes very poor sense, Kodius conjectures respondent omnia

siluae from Virgil Buc. 10.8, but this is quite unnecessary and

it is not clear what he would eject to make room for omnia.

carminis exit is the suggestion of blitius, but he does not

explain it, and the significance of this conjecture escapes me.

Gebhardt (op. cit. p. I4 8 ) conjectures te cuid cuit Carminis

Echo,/ respondent siluae, explaining, "kuicquid uocalis Echo in

carmine & te sonando ualet, omne impertit, & hinc plenis

angulis respondent ad tuas laudes siluae," and also suggests. Te

pinus reboat, te quid cit Carminis, but his explanation is

forced and his conjectures do nothing to simplify the text,

Baehrens proposes reboant, with siluae to be taken as
2nominative plural, whilst retaining MAu 's respondet, presumably 

under the influence of Virgil Geor. 5.225 reboant siluaeoue et



210

longus Olympus, which is an elegant conjecture but, I think, 
unnecessary. Leo suggests a stop after respondet, but I do not 
see how siluae could fit in with what follows. Keene, who also 
reads respondet, translates "every echo of the woods resounds 
your name," and adds "quicquid is ace., Echo nom., siluae dat.", 
which is totally at variance with his translation and ignores 
respondet and carminis. Dunlop (p. 190) translates "whatever 
song Echo sings of you, the woods repeat in answer," but this is 
not translating the text he prints (Duff’s), and takes no 
account of reboat.

reboat te is in itself unusual, reboare is rare: it occurs 
once each in Virgil and Lucretius, and not at all in Ovid, 
Statius and Lucan. Apart from the example here, Lucr. 4*546 
seems to be the only transitive use.

GHV's respondent appears to me to be either an interpolation
from Virgil Buc. 10.8 (quoted above) or an attempt to simplify
the text. There are to my mind two possible ways of justifying 

2the text of NAu . One is to follow Burman, who takes the words 
in the order, "Quidquid Echo carminis siluae respondet, te 
reboat," or to punctuate with a comma after carminis and 
translate "whatever song resounds you (i.e. your name), Echo 
sends back to the wood."

74 armenta loquuntur Haupt (Opuscula I, p. 4OO) conjectures 
arbusta, comparing Virgil Buc. 5*62ff. ipsi laetitia uoces ad 
sidera tollunt / intonsi montes, ipsae iam carmina rupes, / ipsa 
sonant arbusta *deus deus ille, Menalca* and Buc. 1.59f.
Tityrus hinc aberat ipsae te, Tityre, pinus, / ipsi te fontes, 
ipsa haec arbusta uocabant. He regards armenta as impossible 
with loquuntur. TLL gives no examples of loquor used of animals
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except in the case of prodigies, but Virgil Buc. 5.27-8 tuum 
Foenos etiam in.gemuisse leones/ interitun mcntesrue feri 

siluaeoue loouuntur may well be relevant here. This passage may 

be thought to tell for arbusta, but I think it very likely that 

Lem. is clumsily adapting Virgil's lines and has contaminated 

leones (here changed to armenta) with loouuntur, to produce the 
curious expression armenta loouuntur. Again, Claudian (26.4 1 0) 
speaks of the uox of cattle. Also, although loquor is apparently 
not used of the sounds made by animals, dico is, at Plautus Men. 

654 uin afferri noctuam, ouae 'tu, tu' usoue dicat tibi and 

Luoilius 2 Charisius ap. G.L.I. 125 19k), (r littera...) 
inritata canes ouam homo guam planius diclt. armenta 

furthermore contributes to the scene whereas arbusta does not: 

the Muses are singing for Meliboeus; the herdsmen are playing; 

the trees are whispering; Echo is picking up the sound and 

sending it back, "our ovm (nostra) herds speak of you." A 

return of subject to trees would add nothing,

secuuntur in many of the V manuscripts may be an emendation 

in order to simplify an unusual expression,

75-6 Lem. is probably influenced here by Virgil Buc. 1.59f. ante 
leues ergo pascentur in aeouore cerui/ et fréta destituent 

nudos in litore uisces' and Prop. 2.5.5^' sicca si posset niseis . 

harena/ nec solitus nonto uiuere toruus arer.

76 insuetusoue The variant readings here seem to indicate that 

the beginning of this line became corrupt early in the tradition 

and has been variously restored, hirsutus, although objected to 
by Heinsius, is a perfectly acceptable epithet for a lion, of. 
Ovid Her. 9.111; Met. 14.207 etc., but it adds nothing to the
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sense here, w's solitary retulus is certainly conjectural. There 
have been attempts to justify uestitus on the ground that it is 
often used of trees on mountains, and is used absolutely at Cic,
1 .D. 2 .5 5.13 2, but this is surely not a just parallel, as 
mountains without trees can be found, but not lions without hair, 
C. Schenkl's ui11osus (of. Virgil Aen. 8.77)» seems to me no 
Improvement on hirsutus. in uetitoque is the suggestion of H. 
Schenkl, which can be paralleled by Seneca Med. 758f. et 
uetitum mare/ tetigistis ursae (Here. Get. I58 5). I think it 
very probable, however, that uestitus is concealing an original 
insuetus, as Heinsius conjectured, and a comparison with the 
Propertius passage quoted above, and also Virgil Geor. 5.545 
insolitae fugiunt in flumina rhocae would seem to support his 
suggestion. Jacoby also comes to this conclusion (Voch. flir 
ICIass. Phil. 54(1386), 1294)» but is unenthusiastic, regarding 
insuetusoue as very improbable, but the best suggestion so far.

78 t tractabit Keene translates "presides over", and traotare is 
found in the sense of "have charge of" at Cic. Pam. 15.77.5» 
seruus, oui meam bibliothecen laultorum nummorum tractauit, but 
I can find no example of this verb used with an abstract 
subject, and although tractare is often used literally of 
handling vines, here it has to govern messem as well, which as 
Burman points out, is inappropriate. He therefore suggests 
iactabit, since the two verbs are often confused in manuscripts, 
e.g. at Stat. Theb. 5.67» but iactare seems to be used only of 
using the hands, or of verbal handling (see TLL 6 55 54ff.)
Ellis (AJPh 7 (I886), 91) conjectures ructabit, but parallels 
for such q use of ruetare seem to be lacking, praestabit, the

j suggestion of Haupt (Ouuscula I, p. 4OO), gives excellent sense 

and has been adopted by Baehrens and Giarratano, but such a
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corruption would be difficult to explain. Verdiere (Froleromenes,' 
p. 79)» taking his cue from Keene's rather - half-hearted support, 
would retain tractabit, and compares Cic. Kin. 5 . 4 . 59 where , 
speaking of vines, "tractare est stipule avant tueri" and he 
would translate tractare, "manipuler," but in the Cicero passage 
he cites, tractare is probably to be translated, "train," which 
is obviously irrelevant to messem. For tractare used of olives, 
of. Pliny K.H. 13.337 oleas tractandi. If tractabit is to be 
retained here, it must be used in the sense of "have charge of," 
or "manage", which gives adequate sense, cut this use with an 
abstract subject appears to be unparalleled . Cn the other hand, 
Haupt's praestabit accords much better with dabit in u. 79» but 
is difficult to explain palaeographically. I have therefore 
obelized here.

79 ante takes up prius (u. 75)» leading to guam (u. 80).

83 Cf. Calpurnius 4*16l Tityron e siluis dominam deduxit in 
urbem. The phrase dominam...urbem also occurs at 2.84 and is 
common in poetry from Cvid onwards, see TLL 5 1941 33.

84 namque 1 cannot see that the objections to namque are so 

great that it should not be retained in the text. Indeed Luff, 

though he prints iam.oue, translates "for". The only objection

I can see is that nam occurs in u. 82, and as the repetition of 
words and phrases at short intervals is quite common in Hem.
(e.g. 3«37 and 3*39 turn; Cyn. 132 lactis and 154 lacte; Cyn.
322 pratis and 324 rrata; all at the same point in the line) , 1 
cannot see that this is a serious objection.
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8/1-5 Cf. 3tat. Theb. 12.32lf. nraesens tibi ?ama benirnum/ 
strauit iter and icid. 12.8l3f. tibi (Thebaidi) si nuis adhuc 
praetendit nubila liucr/ occidet. The figure cf clouds of envy

poccurs also at Cyr. zel. 1 ̂ ; Greg. I-., moral. 6.53 and Optat. 

1.27 p. 50, 12.

85 pinnis H and most of the V manuscripts read plena, which 
makes little sense. Tama personified in the sense of "Fame" 
rather than "Run.our" is given wings also at her. Carm. 2.2.7-8,

87 flumineos flumineus is not used by other bucolic poets, but
it is found in other types of poetry, usea by Ovid, Lucan, 
Silius Italicus, Martial, Ausonius, Valerius Flacous, Statius, 
Claudian, Paulinus of Lola, Cyprianus Callus, Corippus, 

Palladius and Sedulius.
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1 Lem. is influenced here by the opening line of the second
Eclogue of both Virgil and Galpurnius, ant this fact is a point,
albeit a minor one, in favour of Nem.'s authorship of these four 
poems: to begin a poem with a line so similar to that of another 
poem in the same corpus would be clumsy, but with these four 
poems attributed to tneir proper author, this line becomes a 
compliment to both Nem.'s predecessors in the pastoral genre.

I'onacen V/endel ("le nomini eus buooliois," El e eke is Jahrb. 
3upnl. 26 (1901), 61), "Nomen femininum ignoratur, masculinum 

Ao v o l ^  exstat CIA 111 1 155 , 2571 " which leads him to the 
doubtful conclusion that, "Cum Donax nomen comoediae sit (Ter. 
Eun. 772. 774), 1‘onacen cuoque per nescio quos riuos e comoedia 
in Lemesiani eclogam fluxisse suspiceris." This does appear to 
be the only occurrence of the name in Latin poetpy, but it is 
also found in inscriptions, see TLL Onomasticon 5 226 6 5, so
that it is unnecessary to seek for its origins in comedy.

Idas The name is also used by Calpurnius, three times in 

Ovid's etamoruhoses (5.90; 8.505; 14.504), &t Virgil Aen. 9*575 
and Propertius 1.2.17. hendel fails to note that Theocritus also 
uses this name, in one of his non-pastoral idylls (22.140).

Idas puer The variants here illustrate the interpolation in 
the V manuscripts of readings from Calpurnius, a characteristic 
of this branch of the tradition. Here in the majority of the V 
manuscripts the line has been altered under the influence of 
Cal. 2.1 intaotam Crocalen puer Astocus et puer Idas, although
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Idas has had to be retained in 7 in u. 19 where Astacus would 

not fit the metre. The more common patterning in bucolic poetry 
is to have the noun before the name, as at Virgil Buc. 2.1, and 

Cal. 2."’ and 6.1, but the reverse occurs at Cal. 5-1 Lie on 

senior. Hauz's ruer Idas gives us a fourth foot block spondee, 
which is not in itself objectionable, as there are twelve 

examples of this in the Eclogues and five in the Cynegetica, but 

it is possible that, like the other V manuscripts, Hauz have 

been influenced here by Cal. 2.1, or else that they are adopting 

the more usual patterning, and therefore 1 have preferred the 

word order of HG.

Alcon The name is also used by Virgil (Buc. 5.11) and 

Calpurnius (6.1, 6 , 18, 21). The names Idas and Alcon occur 

together at Stat. Theb. 6.553^-* Servius tells us that the 
original Alcon was a Cretan archer v;ho accompanied Hercules and 
was so skilled that when a snake attacked his son he was able to 
kill it without harming the boy.

1-2 Donacen.../ ardebant The use of ardeo with the accusative 
object goes back to Virgil Buc. 2.1 (LHS 2, p. 53) and is later 
found at Kor. Carm. 4 .9 .15; Martial 8.63.1; Gell. 6.3.5; Aug. 
solil. 1.5 5 . 2 2 etc. LHS say (2, p. 5 1), "In der historischen 
Zeit ist der Ubertritt eines Verbums in die andere Kategorie 
ziemlich verbreitet. Im allgemeinen geht die Hntwicklung in der 
Hichtung einer steten Zunahme der Transitiva." pereo is similarly 
used transitively at Plautus Poen. 1095 and depereo at Plautus 

Epid. 21 9.

2 -5 incensus utercue/...ruebant cfiry read ruebat, but in view
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of the plural verbs ardebant (u. 2), inuasere (u. 6) and 
oarnebant (u. 7), it seems reasonable to retain the reading of 
the majority of the manuscripts, utercue is found with a 
singular adjective and a plural verb also at Cvid her. 5-46 
miscuimr.s lacrimas maestus utercue suas and Lucan 7.51-2 fati 
oertus utercue/ extremum tanti frueturn raueretis amoris.

5 in...uenerem...ruebant For this expression cf. Livy 5*47 in 
concubitus ruere.

furiosa mente fur i os a., the reading of l.G, is a less common
adjective than IT/'s furiata, and is not used by Catullus, 
Tibullus, Propertius, Virgil, Lucan, Valerius Flaccus, Silius 
Italicus, Statius or Calpurnius. The phrase furiata mente is 
quite common (see, for example, Virgil Aen. 2.407) and it would 
appear likely that V is again replacing a less usual expression 
with a more common one. Apart from this line, the adjective 
furiosus is used of parts of the body elsewhere only at Lucr. 
16.1184 furiosus uoltus et acer.

4 uicini Hartel conjectures uicinis, presumably in order to 
resolve the apparent difficulty of uallibus. This is a neat 

conjecture, but unnecessary.

uallibus Haupt says of this, the reading of all the 
manuscripts, "ualles horti intolerabiles sunt" (Ouuscula I, 
p. 4 0 1), and asked help of G. Hermann, who conjectured callibus. 
Keene describes this as a brilliant emendation, but Schenkl 
accepts it with some doubt "nam in callibus hortuli uix pueri 
aggredi potuerunt puellam neque causa erat parentibus cur earn
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clausam tenerent, si inira horti fines se tenuisset (p. Ixx). 
However, the idea of picking flowers in osllibus is improbable. 
uallibus can be justified, as it need not refer to anything as 
large as a valley, cf. 3tat. Theb. 7.749 uallem ceuat (of part 
of a mountain-side which becomes detached and rolls dovm), and 
Silius 5.662 where ualles is usea of the space between tv;0 sand- 
dunes, so that ualles here need refer to nothing larger than a 
hollow. Schenkl tries to solve the difficulty he finds over 
horti by suggesting that "horti uocabulo significetur uilla, non 
solum aedes ipsae earumque uicinia, sed etiam quae ad uillam 
pertinebant pasoua ab aedibus remotiora. constat autem 
antiquioribus temporibus, ueluti in Xll tabulis uccabulum herturn 
ad uillam significandam adhibitum esse." (of. Pliny N.E. I9 .50) 
"neque a ueri specie abhorret hac ui id posterioribus etiam 
temporibus in sermone uulgari usitatum fuisse, quern hoc loco 
secutus est N-mesianus." 1 consider it unlikely that hortus 
should be used in this rare sense here, and 1 also do not see 
that Donace's having been close to the house or some distance 
away could have had much bearing on the parents' subsequent 
course of action: wherever she had been, they had been unwise to 
allow her out on her ovm.

5 molli 1 cannot see why Barth should want to alter the text 
here, as it is perfectly sound, and the same expression occurs 

at Virgil Buc. 5«45.

6 uenerisque imbutus Titius, Martellius and Burman all favour 
the second Aldine edition's immitis, in the sense of "immature." 
However, 1 can find the adjective used in this sense only of 
fruit, as at Hor. Carm. 2.5.10, which Burman quotes; Pliny N.H. 
1 5 .2 6 and 19.82; Silius 8.578; Gell. 10.11.5.immitis is
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apparently not used with the genitive, and the only other sense 
in which it can be used, with the ablative ,•seems to be "cruel" 
or "harsh", as at Livy 2.29.9 Claudius...natura in.nitis;
Claudian carm. r.in. 26.51 (lacusj tac tu. .. immitis et haustu, a 
meaning which would be inappropriate here.

The use of imbutus with the genitive is rare. TLL cites only 
Sohol. Hor. ars 512 and Pass, coron. 1. The more common use is 
with the ablative, and he_ nsdorf compares Silius 5.64-5 
uirgineis iuuenem taedis, primooue hymenaeo/ imbuerat coniunx.
The evidence for an ablative form Veneri, however, rests on only 
one passage, Plautus Poen.'1.2.49 (256), where it is rejected by 
Pius and Leo but retained by Bentley and Lindsay. At Cyn. 42,
Nem. uses the ablative with imbutus, sacris imbuta uenenis, but 
in view of the fact that the evidence for the ablative form 
Veneri is so tenuous, 1 read ueneriscue here.

7 turn urirnum. culci oarnebant Burman suggests dulcia tunc rrimum 
carpebant, comparing, for reasons not clear to me, Claudian 
Erith. Eon. 81 in nrimis titubans audacia furtis, but this 
conjecture is unnecessary. He is also doubtful about oarnebant 
because of the presence of carperet above (u. 5)» and tentatively 
suggests caniebant, as at Ovid Her. 4.27, but rightly rejects it 
"quia & alias eadera uerba repetere solet noster."

Barth conjectures carpserunt, but in late Latin the imperfect
is sometimes found when we might expect the perfect, cf. K-S 1,
p. 127ff.; "Am hMufigsten ist der wechsel des historischen 

u-ndL < 1 ^  bfi.sc,K i-elbencLen I fw,
Perfekt^flihrt (wie der griechische Aorist) die Hauptereignisse
und Haupttatsachen an, das Imperfekt hingegen stellt die
gleichzeitigen Nebenhandlungen und begleitenden bmst&nde

veranschaulichend dar. Auf diese Leise tritt auf dem historischen
Gemâlde Licht und Cchatten hervor. las Perfekt erzMhlt, das
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Imperfekt beschreiüt." LH3 (2, p. 3 05) compare Yitae ratr. 3.2"6 
uitam suam consumebat.

8 iam non This is clearly the correct reading here, as u. 9 
shows: their feelings are no longer those of children, but of 
young men.

9 The only words in this difficult line which have been left 
untouched by editors are ter cuincuel The difficulty falls into 
two main parts, each with subsidiary questions: whether anni 
and hienes are possible together, and if not, which of then 
should be emended; and whether any meaning can be extracted 
from the rest of the line, and if not, in what way it should be 
emended.

In spite of such renderings as, "Their years were only 
fifteen winters" (Duff), and "whose years numbered but fifteen 
winters" (Këene), it would appear superfluous to mention both 
anni and hiernes, and pleonasms such as Ovid Met. 6.438f. iam 
tempora Titan/■quinque per autumnos repetiti duxerat anni, are 
no parallel since here hiem.es and anni stand side by side. There 
have therefore been a number of emendations of anni and hiernes.

Heinsius would presumably have his conjecture ouis actae ter 
ouincue hiem.es in parenthesis, since actae would go 
extremely awkwardly with cura iuuentae, but even with a 
parenthesis, the line would read somewhat clumsily. Hartel 
suggests aeui, but an expression such as aeui hiemes would seem 
to be unparalleled . Kornhardt (TLL 6 2780 54) includes this 
line under two headings, hiemes as equivalent to anni, and 
under "hiernis tempus", so that in the latter case, anni would 
have to be taken as genitive, which is highly improbable.
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J.I. Hall wculc read quia tantun ter ouincue hiemes sed 
cura iuuentae, suggesting that anni is either a visual slip, or 
has wandered in from u. 2 by a process of ...ental association.
This gives good sense, but such a corruption seems to ,'.e rather 
unlikely, anni is usually used of age on its own -.-ith a number 
(but cf. 4 .3 6) and therefore other &cKoLars have focused their 
attention on hiemes.

Leo's ignes is rather a feeble effort, in my opinion. Burman ocidjL 
bracket ouis anni ter quinaue and read et rrimae cura iuuentae, 
which Haupt (Ouuscula 1, p. 402} says is impossible "cum pueri 
iam se inpensius colere et ornare coepisse ut puellae placèrent 
(hoc enim uoluit Burmannus) praepostere hie atque inepte 
dicerentur,.." Burman's conjecture and interpretation are 

indeed unlikely, but Haupt is going too far in his condemnation.
He then goes on to say, "im.mo error librarii tollendus est:
Nemesianus enim scripsisse uidetur Quis anni ter ouinoue hiemes 
et CRVBA IVYBI'ITA, quo non puerilia optantium aetatem nondum 
adultam apertius indicaret, (ac dixit similiter Silius XII 348 

crudos sine uiribus annos)". This is a clever conjecture but,
1 think, wrong: cura iuuentae surely takes up and elaborates on 
non puerilia uota in the line above, i-laehly adds h^/meni sed to 
Haupt's cruda iuuenta - an ingenious though grotesque emendation - 
but hymen used in the sense of "marriage" would appear to be 

indeclinable.
Ellis's conjecture, uirent et crura, is palaeographically 

unlikely, and makes extremely poor sense. Baehrens's increscit 
makes better sense, though it fails to bring out the probable 
contrast between pueris and iuuentae, and is also 

palaeographically unlikely.
Birt (The Halieutica of Ovid, p. 191) would read biennis...

I
iuuencae, saying that ejk has crept in, as it has in u. 5 1 , but
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the adjective biennis is very rare, and mention of a. iuuenca is 
surely quite irrelevant. G. Crlandi ( itudi ...edievali 17 ("976), 
753 n. 5) would also read iuuencae, taking it as nominative, but 
he does not say whether he also reads biennis.

The emendation of dummers, et mens, is clever, and not 
impossible palaeographically, but it seems to require sk or set 
(sed), rather than at before it, so that u. 9 then elaborates on
u. 8: "they were fifteen, but they had the minds and cares of 
young men." Verdiere's hinc mens (Eos 56 (1966-I969), 179-80), 
would be an easy corruption, but is less satisfactory from the 
point of view of sense.

It does not seem to me possible to justify the reading of 
the manuscripts and none of the emendations is entirely 
convincing. 1 therefore obelize the ’./hole line,

11 This line has troubled some editors, and various emendations 
have been suggested, but although the line is somewhat 
tortuously phrased, the reading of the manuscripts can be 

defended.
I'laehly objects to tarn because it is not followed by guam 

or ut and suggests non iam, in the sense of non amulius. This 
is an elegant conjecture, but unnecessary, as a general 
comparative clause such as "as it did before" is to be 
understood.

The use of dn here has also caused difficulty. ^  must 
belong with uoce and not with tenui filo as it would appear to 
be impossible for to follow the adjective and noun which it 
governs. Eaehly says that filo de is "ein bnding" without 
defining precisely what he finds objectionable about it, though 
no doubt he means that it is impossible for to follow just
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the novji, ’-/here there is no adjective or dependent penitive.
He v/ould therefore read sua lilia or f iliro ■ ceu and remarks 
that sus filia "soheint noch am jerathensten zu sein, vrenn man 
dem Lichter nicht etva die Abgeschmacktheit zutrauen will: 
ouod non iam tenui, filum ceu, uoce sonaret", but neither of 
these conjectures gives good sense. Titius in the margin of his 
copy suggests tenui de file, which is not in my opinion a very 
useful alteration, and de more of the Levenxer editions looks 
like an early and not very happy emendation. I am not clear 
quite how Glaeser means his uoxoue to be taken, Eurman is 
perhaps nearer the mark '-hen he says that "non temere 
acditur, ne duo ablativi voce, file impedirent sensum." ^  is 
here used with a modal or instrumental ablative, as at 3 .6 4,
Anth. Lat. (kiese) 246.2 dulce de labris locuuntur, and often in 
Latin literature ( see ILL 3 62 23ff.;. A. dudeman (TIL 5 62 I9) 
says "certa exempla non ante saec, 1 obuia, sed ncnnulla priera 
iam proxime ad hunc uulgarem usun accedunt. inde ab Apul, deest 
apud neminem et plerisque recentioris aetatis in deliciis 
habetuci" sonare uoce appears at Hilius 2.491 and Calpurnius

2 .4 .
I would translate the line "because her voice did not sound 

so fine and delicate as it used to do."

12 sollicitumoue (foret ninguis sonus) The use of the neuter 
sollicitumoue at first sight seems puzzling, but it is 
probably to be explained as meaning "a circumstance causing 
apprehension", of. K-3 1, p. 32 "Lie im Griechischen hâufig 
vorkommende Konstruktion, in der auf ein Subjekt, wenn es 
nicht als ein bestimmter Gegenstand, sondern als ein 
allgemeiner Eegriff (als ein Ling oder hesen) aufgefasst werden 
soil, das prddikative Adjektiv ohne -llicksicht auf das Genus
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s dubjektes in der substantivierten kiutraliorm den din-"ii'

besogen wire, als: cu< a y a & o w  TTc A ü Vcc>t̂ 'XVLTj , findet 
sich in der lateinischen dprache ziemlich selten und meistens 
nur in der Eichtersxrache. 11. Icen. 2)3 modus omnibus rebus, 
soror, ontimumst habitu. 7erg. n. 3, 60 triste lupus stabulis.
A. 4j 569 uariura et mutabile semper femina."

Ulitius conjectures sollicituscue, './hick is unnecessary. 
Heinsius suggests insolitumcue, but this is rather feeble. 
sollicitum here means "worrj'ing", as at Gic. nil. 2.5 ouid 
magis sollicitum di d  potest; Ovid net. 7*454 soilicituncue 
alicuid laetis interuenit etc.

ninwuis sonus V reads linguis onus. Stegen (latorr.us 25 (1966), 
313) translates V  s text "et qu'il y avait un fardeau 
d'inquiétude sur sa langue" and compares Catullus 51*6-8 and 
Virgil Aen. 4*76 incipit effari mediaaue in uoce resistit, but 
as V/ernsdorf points out, linguis refers only to Donace, and the 
use of the plural linguis of one person's tongue would be 
unparalleled. . V/ernsdorf attempts xo justify the use of the 
plural in two ways, firstly bp comparing Kor. hoist. 1.5*18 
sollicitis animis onus eximit, and attributing the plurals both 
in Horace and Hem. to metrical necessity, and secondly by 
suggesting that linguis refers to the boys as well, since 
Eonace's parents can recognise signs of guilt in them, too. The 
first suggestion I find unlikely, and the context of the Horace 
passage is different, and his second suggestion sterns to me an 
unnatural way of taking the line, especially next to the 
singular ceruix. Castagna ("Fonti Greche del 'bucblica' di 
Kernesiano," Aevum 44 (1970), 457), supports Stegen's 
interpretation, comparing a fragment ascribed to Callimachus,
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CTfc y X c j  (Tc-Tj TrXéLcTTcc^ o X lctÈ o ;̂ e V L

(it. i'feiffer, Fragmenta, oxford 194 / vol. i, p. 475 , fr. 754),
saying, "II nostro verso nemesiano pare una traduzione
abbastanza fedele di questo fra.rrr.ento," but lapsus would be a 
much nearer translation than onus, which gives quite a different 
sense, and I can find no parallel for the use of onus with 
lingua.

2
I'GHu read rin.wuis sonus. dtegen ashs if ninruis "est bien 

le terme propre pour une voix de femme." The answer to this 

question lies in his objection that with ainguis sonus, u. 12 

"n'ajoute pas grand-chose a l'idée du vers precedent." u. 12 in 

fact enlarges on u. 11: she speaks non tar, tenui filo, i.e. her 

voice has 'in,guis sonus. It is true, as dtegen points out, that 

the use of pinguis of a woman's voice is apparently 

unparalleled. , but it is used of sounds as at Gell. 15.21.4, 

where he describes urbes as oinguius than urbis, and in view of

the use of tenui filo of the voice in u. 11, the use of

pinguis here must be considered admissible.

There has been some speculation as t ■ the significance of 

ninguis sonus. Glaeser says that this change in Lonace's voice 

indicates pregnancy and V/ernsdorf (exc. xviiii, p. 355), 
supported by 3ch.enkl, says that it is a sign of lost 

virginity. I can find no evidence t.:at either idea was current 

in antiquity. It is impossible to be sure what Hem. means here. 

The whole description from uu. 11-3 is rather obscure, but I 
would think it probable ti'.at Lonace's voice is p in mu is through 

excess of emotion,

imnroba ceruix Turman says that improba here means .grandior, 

tumescens, and Barth rightly compares Catullus 64.377. For
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imrrobus used in the sense cf "large", cf. Columella 6.1.3 

genibus imorcbis, ungulis mcmnis; Ctat. Theb. 6.339 horr.inem 
surer imrrobus exit, hllis on Catullus 64.377 quotes a story 
from Ramage's hooks and byways of Italy, p. 208. Ramage met 
"an intelligent inhabitant" in Venusia who told him that it was 
a custom in northern Italy to "measure the neck of a 
marriageable youth or maiden correctly with a ribbon; then 
double the length, and bringing the two ends together, place the 
middle of it between the teeth. If we find it is sufficiently 
long to be oarried from the mouth over the head without 
difficulty, it is a sign ihat the person is still a virgin, but 
if not, we are to infer the contrary."

17 genas leues The second Aldine edition reads genis leues, cut 
this is ,apparently an emendation to bring about a chiasmus with 
intonsi crinibus.

intonsi The adjective intonsus is usually found either in the 
ablative case qualifying a noun, or followed by a Greek 
accusative, and probably for this reason has been, altered to 
intonsis in v. intonsus followed by the ablative is, however, 
perfectly acceptable and is found also at Apul. flor. 3, P» 14 
coma intonsus et genis gratus and Erac. laud, dei 1.395 
caesaries intonsa comis.

18 haec sub As Schenkl points out. V s  sub hac is probably an 
interpolation from Calpurnius 4*2. Here it is meaningless, since 
no plane-trees have hitherto been mentioned. AH's hi sub would 
give us a rather ugly line-opening,- and RG's hie sub makes no 
sense. H. Schenkl's hino sub would be rather obscure, since
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tkire is nothing ne- rby to which it could reasonably refer. I 
therefore prefer Glaeser's conjecture haec. sub. The readings of 
1:G and AH could easily have come about through confu-ion of 
abbreviations.

19 Idas calamis et uersibus Alcon The same distinction is made 
again at uu. 53-4, and at Virgil Hue. 5*2 tu calamos inflare 
leuis, ego dicere uersus where also both men go on to sing. The 
reason for this distinction is not clear to me.

21 Haides As Schenkl ("Zu Calpurnius" ALu 1 (I6S4 ), 292) and 
Ehwald (BFhW 55 (188?), IO8 4) point out, the reading of most 
of most of the mnauscripts and many of the editions, nai&ces, 
is unmetrical. The form nais, naidis (or naidos) is the more 
common, aocording to Lewis and Short.

22 litora...gramina H and G are confused here, and Barth
would read ,gramina..littora. But Hem. is very probably imitating 
Ovid 2 .11.15 litora marmoreis pedibus sipniate ruellae, and
V s  reading is to be preferred. Beck explains that our cure os cue 
alitis per gramina flores means that the nymphs nourish the 
flowers because they water them as they go,

25 trini The distributive is here used for the cardinal.
Originally the distributive was used in this ■■■ay in the case of 
plural nouns where only one object was meant, but later the 
use was extended to ordinary plurals e.g. Pliny H.H. 2.99 
trinos soles anticui saepius uidere, 7.169 etc. See K-S 1, 
p. 660. In late Latin the distinction between terni and trini 
was no longer clear and they were used interchangeably.
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26 ex QUO exrecto expecto is a perfect-present usee with a 
temp<Drcd- Conjunction, fee L1:J 2, p. 305.

50 libarunt ulitius's conjecture libarunt is certain. Hem. is
probably remembering here Virgil 3uc. 5 *25-6. The readings of 
the manuscripts, all corrupt, give some interesting indications 
as to their value and relationships. H comes nearest to the 
truth, while G's reading is nonsense. The reading cf AHv is 
clearly an attempt et emendation, while in the remaining 
manuscripts lamb- has crept in from the line below.

52 aera Originally aer signified the lower air and aether the
upper, but this distinction became blurred, see TIL 1 II51 61. 
Thus we have aethera comnlere at Virgil Aen. 7*395j 12.724 and 
Lucan 8 .6 5 8, but aera complere at Ovid Het.14.537 and luuenc. 
1.172. Therefore, either aera (the reading of ;hV) or aethera 
(the reading of G) would be perfectly acceptable here. I have 
preferred aera because, owing to the interpolated nature of G, 
the reading of HHV is usually to be preferred where HEY agree 
against G. (See my section on the Relationships of the 
Kanuscripts). atria in i is perhaps a reminiscence of Ovid het. 

5.153 ululatuQue atria comptent.

55 iuuencas Rooy (Snicilegia Critica, Lortrecht, p. IIO) would 
read bidentes here, as he says that although herdsmen in love 
exaggerate, it is still unlikely that they would boast of 
having a thousand heifers, and he compares Virgil Sue. 2.21 
(agnae) and Calpurnius 2.68 (agnas) wfich he says Hem. is 
imitating. Sut there are several objections to this conjecture. 
First, it is stated in u. 29 (uaccae) and u. 32 (uituli) that it 
is cows which Idas tends, not sheep. It is possible, too, that
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Hem. ic Here remembering the words ci i-olypèiemuo at Theocr.

11*34 i^OToL ^lXlol ^ o c r k i c J ' • Again, mille
need not mean "a tiiCUSTr.d" but eimol;/ a lar.ge n...mbc-r, ae at 
Virgil Aen. 5*593: 8.2)1 and Tib. 1.3*50, and in Hem. himself 
at 4 •65 and Cgn* 1.

As at Virgil lue. 2,20, a herdsman -,.lic is very probably a 

slave speaks of the animals he tends as chough they were his 

own.

58-9 These lines are repeated from Calpurnius (3*57-3).

39 inter calamos errantia 0. Oaemer/n^i (Thh 5 308 42) comments 
on this use of inter, "loo.? temp.';", cut the latter inter
pretation seems to me impossible, for calamos would in that 
case have to refer to the actual playing of the pi^e, which 
does not appear to be a possible use, and it is difficult to 
see how errantia would then have to be tahen. erro with inter 
is rare, but does occur also at nor. Garm. 5*13.13*

41 uiolaecue simillic.us erro Horace has the same idea at
Garm. 5*13.14 tinctus uiola rallor amantium. Page on Virgil
Sue. 2.47 nallentis uiolas translates uiola as "wall-flou'er"
and comments, "The 'paleness* of an Italian complexion, it

should be remembered, is 'yellow' rather than 'white', hence
the colour of gold is described in Latin as 'paleness' and

•pallere is used of a yellow rat .er than a white hue. Cf. Georg.
2

1.4 4 6; Eor. Hpod. 10.1 6; Het. 11,110." atrae in u may be an 
interpolation from Virgil Hue. 10.39*

42 nostri...Lacchi HG hereggloss Pacehi with uini, see
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llcuGnan ^  16 ( 932/, 4.: (= Classical Pavers vol. 2, p. 560; 

for similar cases of this type of e__or, s. gloss intruding into 

the text. The significance of nostri here is not clear. It nay

be Xsed to indicate affection or approval as at Plautus Pud.

12..''5; Cic. Q,. P r . 1.1.3: Idas wants to drink but cannot (hcrreo) ,

just as he wants to sleep and cannot, ana speaks of sleep in

approving terms (placido). Alternatively, nostri may be used in 
the sense of "with which '.le are both familiar", as at hart. 

10.64 .3 helicor.is gloria nostri, where l.artial is talking of 

himself nd Lucan, heinsius and Troukhusius (on Tib. 1.9.64) 
both conjecture noti and the latter compares the fragment 
attributed to Petronius (fr. 35.2= Anth. Lat. (kiese) I.4 6 7) nec

note stomachum conciliare mere, where, however, Vossianus L.Q. 86 
has toto, cut there the context is different, as the wine is 

being taken for medicinal purposes, as often in the poets. Thus, 

although the use of nostri is vague here, I can see no reason 

to alter it.

44 fusoa As at u. 1 and elsewhere in the poems, the scribe of 

the hyparchetype of 7 has decided that hem. must not simply 
imitate Calpurnius closely, but repeat him verbatim. It is more 

understandable that there should be tampering with the text in 

this poem than in the others, as I.en. has taken several 

complete lines from Calpurnius 3 (2.47= Cal. 3.55; 2.38-9= Gal.

5 .57-8) and has followed him more closely than usual elsewhere. 

Tut there is no reason to doubt the veracity of hC-A here, the 

more reliable branch of the tra/ition.

47-8 Lem. is imitating Calpurnius very closely in these lines 
and u. 47 as it stands repeats Cal. 3.55* Titius conjectures
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for et, presumably because seme V manuscripts read ia.: a-
Cal. 3.5 3, and C. ocr.enkl suggests tunc, no.doubt in order to 

create an anaphora with u. 4), but I see no reason for 
emendation. _et is, admittedly, redundant as regards sense, but 

serves to introduce the series of results of Lonace’s 

appearance.

Calpurnius at 3.55-4 also has the pattern si... et.../et (here 

-cue)... e t , but here the final £t causes a prosodic hiatus, net 

found elsewhere in the Eclogues. Cone of the manuscripts here 

have tried to "mend" the metre by substituting tun or tunc fcr 

e t , but either of these would come in very awkwardly and neither 

turn nor tuno is found in the miadle of a line elsewhere in hem. 

Beck rightly defends _et in u. 48 by pointing out that hem., as 

v i e i l as Calpurnius, is imitating Virgil Luc. 3.65 munera sunt, 

la.uri et suaue rubens hyacinthus where there is also a prosodic 

hiatus.

50 dum...amat dum is not here used as a restrictive particle in a

conditional clause as equivalent to dummodo (see TLL 5 2207 75), 

but eus a conjUTvelmo so that the indicative is required

here.

unguine Heinsius, who was aware only of V's sanguine,

conjectured unguine from Arnob. nat. 1.59 lapidem ex oliui 
unguine sordidatum, and this is in fact the reading of l.CuH, but 

he later came down ir favour of sanguine because of Arnob. nat. 

1.2,'’0 olearum ex ~ baculis cruor taeter exnrimitur. Both 

readings can therefore be paralleled , buu in view of the fact 

that V is the less reliable branch of the tradition, I have 

preferred 2'Ga H's unmuine.
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5 H eo Glaeser's conjecture hei-e is inspired a.u-: certainly

correct. The name Tec, i.e. ArjcO , he re ter, is .xCt attested

elsewhere in Latin, cut '/e do have the adjectives Lecis 

(Proserpina) at Ovid Let. 6.1h"; ?s. nact. Llac, fab. Cv. 6.1; 

Auson. 393, 30 and Teoius at Cvid Let. 8 .733. This unusual noun 

no doubt baffled a scribe, who, mistaking it for an oblique case 

of deus, and perceiving that the phrase demanded a nominative, 

altered his text. It is interesting that H represents this first 

stage in the ccuruwticn of the text. Later, et. added to 

restore the metre, as '-/e see in 7. In the LG tradition the 

process has continued still further: uites has been ousted by 

uuas, perhaps a gloss, and in L this renders the line unmetrical, 

if cl's is taken to represent deus. G by rearranging the words 

has restored the metre. Heinsius and Lurman have both tried to 

emend 7's reading, but the sense demands the mention of lemeter, 

as Ulitius saw, as it would be a striking omission if the corn- 

goddess A-ere not included in this list of deities responsible 

for fruits and crops. Laehrens's rearrangement of the s’ord- 

order to bring in LG's uuas seems to me quite unwarranted.

54 curae All the manuscripts read aurea and this adjective is

used of words or speech also at Luor. 3*12; Cic. an. 2.119; de

off. 3 .70; Fulg. Virmiliana Continentia, p. 154 L (Helm), but it 

is inappropriate here, as the nature of Ihoebus's songs is not 

relevant to what ^Icon sings. Haunt emends to curae, possibly 

thinking of Virgil Sue. 3*61 illi mea carmina curae (i.e. to 

Jupiter) and Jtat. Theb. 3•659, and this makes better sense, 

since it is Alcon's songs we are concerned with here.

62-4 licet. .ncrit Here, as at Cyn. 232, all the manu

scripts (except j which has norat) have the indicative nouit.



There is evidence for :He use cf i-.dici.tive •./ic.: licet in jr\

the Imperial pericd from .rrjinue on (see ±-1 7 "365 4pff.), but
ÀC æî(V(

it dLoeç, r\ot ̂ 00 be PoancL in po<iW‘̂  lursUL fcUe. P'lPkK

C«.ee LH S p- b05 ) , . oxi^^ is

probable thar .ernsccrf is ri ,ht to propose the subjunctive 

ncrit her=. The corrurticn from norit to nouit could easily 

have happened, especially with the indicative scit directly 

below it. nevertheless, a case could be made cut fcr the 

indicative.

62 clausa Eaupt conjectures clausae, presumably to be taken 

with fores, since he objects to the reading of the manuscripts 
on the ground that "clausa luscinia non potest libera ferri." 

clausa is, however, a quite appropriate epithet to apply to a 
bird before it is released and I can see no reason to alter the 

reading of the manuscripts.

63 paruae i.aehly, v'ho accepts Eaupt's conjecture clausae in u.

6 2, says that we need to be told here to -/hat the fores belong, 
and therefore suggests caueae. Tut this is unnecessary; we can 

infer from contexte uimine clausa that they belong to a cage of 
some sort, and the point about the bird's unexpected preference 

is made better if cauearn is held back until u. 66.

66 totis Heinsius, comparing Virgil Aen. 7.491 errabat siluis,

rursuscue ad licrna nota, conjectures notis. rurman rejects 

this, comparing 4 .6 , and comments "nam notam deberet domuc uel 
caueam potius uocare, quam siluas, in quitus errabat modo, sed 

in cauea habitabat." totis is here used as equivalent to 

omnibus, see my note on 4,6c and also LEd 2, p. 203. Compare 

also Cyn. 49 totis...aruis.
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7"’ te T-gream Here again it would appear likely that V has

altered an unusual expression to a mere common one. may ce 

accusative or ablative, lux the use oi eixter case with -ereo is 

unusual, rerea: : is usee -ith t..e accusative at llsutus loen. '’095 

and Ar.susentum True. ', and '..'it:: the ahlaxivs at Trop. 2.1).").

duco The reading oT G. HV read sue am, •...•hicsi is not impossible 
as the subjunctive C'uld be justified a.- being cue to 

assimilation of moods, or to the fact that we have a clause 

dependent on a subjunctive clause, or to the extension of the 
subjunctive in subordinate clauses generally in Late matin (see 

If id 2, pp. 547 and 575). It is, however, very likely that here 

HV are simply altering under the influence of the subjunctive 
earlier in the line.

72 Anollo Apollo killed the Cyclopes 'who made the thunderbolt 

which ’:illed his son Asclepius and l s a punishment was made the 
serf of Admetus, king of Therai, and looked after his cattle.

Volpilhac criticises nem. for having "forgotten" that Apollo 

v/as a cowherd not a shepherd, but neither grew nor me eus is 

restricted in use to sheep, and clearly ■:re --es here must refer 
to cattle after tiie reference in u. 7 1*

73 Fan Goctus This is the only example cited in TIL of this 
epithet applied to Pan, but it is elsewhere used of the Huses 
(Catull. 65.2; Cvid u.n. 3-411 etc.), of Pallas ^^Heg. in

I.aecen. 1.^7) and of Phoebus (otat. Silu. 5-3-91) and is no 

doubt used of Fan here because of his rûle as patron of the arts.

Fauni uates Fauns are connected wûth uates at Ann. ann. 2'’4

F'auni uatescue canebant. Taunus 'was endowed 'vith oracular and
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nromhetic mover (Cio. 2.2.3.5; ~iv. '.4û; Virgil A-n. V.c'iA.

lion. Aal. 5-'6.2-) etc.) an gave hie ans- err; in ire.: ; e or 

supernatural voices, inis metncd. of manifestation seems to have 

riven rise t-o the idea of plurality of faun.-, 'lio are here 

accredited ’-’ith the prophetic power of jaunus.

75 nurnurecs This adjective ray here mean "red" as it _cec at 

Cvid I et. 3.184 where it is used of ^urora, or "shining-", as at 

Virgil Aen. 1.590 and Cvid fast. 6.2)2, where it is used of 

light.

ortuG The fact that orbes appears only in v ^ , whose readings 

sometimes seem due to conjecture (e.g. at 3.26) sug-gests that this 

variant is also conjectural. Turman prefers orbes, comparing 

Cyn. 206, where the sense is uncertain, Tib. 2.4. g) c.nd Cvid 

fast. 3 •5''7, but the expression tolleret ortus can be paralleled, 

by Virgil G-eor. 4*544 Aurora ostencerlt ortus and 4*552 Aurora 

induxerat ovtus.

75-6 cum tolleret.../...s-plenderet leterminative cum occurs -vith 

the subjunctive in classical Latin only at Gael. Cic. e.' ist.

3.^.2 scrmones..., oui de eo turn fuerant, cum Romae nos essemus, 

but is more frequent in later Latin, (see LHo 2, p. 622).

82 indocti calamis This is the only example of indocti with the

. plain ablative cited by Gumpoltsberger (Tin 7 1218 76-7). Cn

the other hand, indocti with an accusative, calam.cs , the

conjecture of Heinsius, is also rare: TLL cites only Cell. p.'O.)

homo...pleracue alia non indoctus necue in rumens. Tut Leene is 

probably ri, ht to compare 4.2 calamis ac uersu dcctus, and the
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ablative is surely acccgtabl 

Cl]amis, but as Ehwald says 

surely a scribal error.

iro metis

:uis IS

33 locutus Icoui is use: of the sound of musical instruments, fo] 

example, also at Eue, rins. 1.2) and Apul. het. 5*"5*

84 Lem. is here imitating, and very nearly borrowing wholesale, Cal, 

4.16^ Tityron e siluis dcminam deduxit in urbem.

dominer...urbem for the locution dominam...urbem see the note 

on 1 .8 3.

85 cantabimur The majority of the manuscripts read cantaci ..us 

and Volpilhac comments (p. 69}, "les vers 82-34 semblent bien 
indiquer qu'Alcon représente le po'éte. IV est-il pas dès lors 

logique d'admettre que, comme en 1,82-8, il souhaite aller 

chanter lui-niéme a Home?" I have discussed elsewhere, in my 

section on the Authorship of the Poems, the dangers of attempting 

to identify the characters in these poems with real people. 

Volpilhac quotes in support of his theory Kor. 3erm. 2.1.46;

Ovid Trist. 4.19.59 and 3tat. 3ilu. 1.2.197, but none of these 
passages supports his interpretation. Eurman rightly says, "sine 

dubio cantabimur, id est celebrabimur. . .na.m an propter Lonacen 

cantaret urbi?". Alcon is ambitious, and wants to be famous in 

Home, not merely to be there.

S6 inter inter here governs cupressos, although hem. is doubt

less imitating Virgil Hue. 1.25 Quantum lenta sclent inner 

uiburna cunressi, -/here inter can only govern uiburna. That
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inter :-hrulc! gcv-rn ci: .re s.: os is necessary hotn to the rence anc 

to the balance with u . 87, where the more hrrble tree, the hazel, 

can only be the subject of fronèesoere. alcon is s humble ccet 

who may be allowed to shine ar. on ;■ the wore noble poets of none.

87 ninus heue (1 , pp. 769-70) reads p. in os in this line but the 

evidence which he quotes seems to sup- est that nines -.••as an 

earlier form, as it occurs at ^nn. ann. 267; Cato h. 28. i;

Varrc h.l. '.15 and in sc.;.e -anuscrints at Virgil rue. 8.22aĵ cL <7«c;. Ç .hL% 

whereas in “hose :f Virgil'', Cvid, Lucan, Valerius

flaccus, Jtatius and hartial the form pinus is nearly alv/ays 

found, and I have therefore preferred this for:: here,

88 toto sub sole "beneath the long day’s sun", or perhaps simply 

"all day." If the latter, for totus in the ablative used to 

denote the duration of time, cf. Cic. I.E. 2.105, 108, IpO;

Catull. 109*5; Gaes. 5 .G. 1.26.5; Curt. 8.6.19 and see LIh'3 2, p.

2 0 3; and for the use of sub when it appears to add nothing to the 

sense, see Eousman FCFhS 1927, 51 (=Clacsical Facers 3, P* 1274).

89 descenders The manuscripts are almost equally divided between 

descendere and discedere here. The latter verb is of course 

perfectly acceptable and is often used with _e (see TLL 5 1280 

19ff«), but there has been some argument as to vrhat descendere 

would signify here, hernsderf says that descendere is here 

equivalent to abire, but tne word is used in this sense 

apparently only to refer to departure from public office, as at 

oeneca clem. 1.'2.2 ana Lucan 1*354-5* Earth quotes as parallels 

for descenders as equivalent to abire, Virgil Aen. 11.450 and 

From. 2 .4 .1 9, but in the former case descenders must be usee in
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its literal sense because its subject, an army, is advancing 

partly along the mountains (see u. 5': ; anc -Joninrtcn cn u. '51), 

and '-£.s to c :ne ..cw.i tc reac t,.e plains, an- in the latter case 

deccend -re is used because the bout is moving downst_.ear. - 'it', th 

tide. Therefore, as far as 1 can see, if descendere i. the 

correct reading here, downward notion must be implied. ,chen::l 

points out that shepherds sit under trees up.-hill to avoid the 

heat and compares Cal. 4 .I0 8 , and we learn fro::. Pliny enist. 

2 .17.5 that cows were kept on hills in winter, although it is 

not necessary to suppose that the ccxvs were uphill here, only 

that the herdnen may have been, daehrens conjectures decedere, 

presumably thinlcing cf Virgil Geor. 4.186-7 but descendere is 

not in need of emendation.

Both discedere and descendere appear to me equally likely 

readings, but as r seems to be marginally '.he most reliable 

manuscript, I have adopted its reading descendere.
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Lyctilus This name appears to be unicue to ken. .endei (p. p8) 

comments, "Certo uero dicere posounuc hoc ncmen laculae, non 

ueritatio fuisse, cum de nocte infesta Graeci ncoina sua non 

duxerint. Liceri cognomen docere uioetur

personam quandam ab eius latere ita appellatam fuisse." The name

has been found on a gravestone now in the 

British i.useum ( CIG 4 .6859)• The name Lyctilus, if it is indeed 

connected with N u K T a X  uoq̂  , may be used here because

W o K T e  is an epithet of Lionysus (A .P , 9.524.'4;

Plutarch 2.589a, Pausanius 1.43.6), and Bacchus occuoies a large 

proportion of the poem, r.odoinus is no doubt influenced by Lem. 

when he uses the name Lectylus for one of the characters in his 

ov;n eclomue.

atcue hicon firy' read ac hycon and y et hycon, but the first 

syllable of the name must be short, as at Theocr. 5*112 M u K u V  , 

Virgil 3uc. 5*13, 7*50 and Gal. 5*1*

nec non et A double negative used for an emphatic affirmative, 

further strengthened by a redundant _et, as at Virgil Aen. 8 .4 6 1. 

This connecting formula is not used before Virgil and is not 

found in prose before the first century A.L. It is found often in 

the elder Pliny, once in kuinrilian, and also in Golumella, 

Suetonius, Plorus and the legal writers * Prom Virgil, the formula 

spread to Ovid, Lucan, Statius and the later poets. See LES 2, p. 

524; Lbfstedt Per. Aeth. p. 95PP*5 Kdbler AIL S, p. '81; Lease 

ALL 10, p. 59 0.
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Amyntas This ns’.ce is first used in bucolic poetry by Theocritus

(7 .2 ). It is ucec also by Vir -;il in Iclcrues 2 , 3 , 5  and ' O) and 

Calpurnius (fuc. L] and again b'y hem. at 4.62.

2 This is one of several lines which he.:. has borrowed from 

Calpurnius anc used without any alteration.

3 Pan is pictured resting fro:;, hunting also at Theocr. 1.'5.

recubare This verb is rare but classical and is also found, for 

example, in Lucretius (once), Tibullus (once), Virgil (5 times), 

Cvid (twice) and Valerius Flaccus (once).

4 somno laxatus sumere uires

laxatus There is some confusion in the .manuscripts here.
2 2lassatus, the reading of Hcjpqsu v would be virtually redundant 

as we already have fessus in u. 3 * Labgilnuvxz read lassatas, which 

has found favour with many editors, and dchuster ( M  212 (1927), 

120) asserts that this is the correct reading, lassatas would be 

acceptable if sumere here means "regain", but I can find no 

evidence fo_ the use of sumere as equivalent to resumere. G reads 

laxatas, which Heinsius approved, and which may be taken as a 

transferred epithet, but the most satisfactory reading is in my 

opinion laxatus , which is found in the margin of q. This reading, 

with which may be compared Virgil Aen. 5*856 placida laxabant 

membra cuiete, balances fessus in u. 5 and has the support of 

Hoeufft (lericula noet. et crit. Ill, p. 326). ochrader suggests 

resolutus, which is unnecessary.

sumere uires This phrase seems to have worried some editors, as
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it often means "gctner strength ^for an attack;", cf. Lvid . et.

' - . 5 ' 0 utcue (leones) soient sumr.tis in cur on uimitu: ire; i c i c.. 

3.832 uires in cornua sumo . It can, however, also ce used tc 

mean "take strength from" wmth the ablative, without suggestion 

of attack, as at Ovid w. .P. 4.10.42 et ( Boreas) sum it uires a 

rropiore l:co, and cf. ibid. 3.4.vl sumroissem tali clamore 

uigcrem. Barth would read lassus resumere, saying that the

scansion ri- is found, but he does not say where, and I find his
conjecture improbable.

5 ex Whilst ex is the preferred form in Latin literature before 

vowels, either e_ or ex can be used before any consonant (see heue 

2,p. S75ef.). Caesar always uses ex before t, but Lucretius on the 

other hand always has e_ (see Lachmann on 6.1018;. Lem.'s own 

usage is of little help here, since he has the set phrase ex cue 

tv/ice (2 .2 6 , Cyn. 124; and also e siluis twice (2.84, 89). It is 

perhaps, then, safest to adopt the reading of G, one of the more

reliable manuscripts, L having a lacuna at this point.

6 nraedam All the manuscripts read praedam here, but its 

significance is rather difficult to establish. Attempts to justify 

this reading have been few and unconvincing, and many editors 

have followed Titius in reading oraedem.

Burman supports praedam, comparing Cyn. 191 and Cal. 6.30 

where V reads praedam nactus, but he admits that he cannot explain 

the significance of praedam sumere pro carmine, "nisi...loco 

carminis, ouod poposcerant, & negauerat Pan, nunc furarentur eius 

fistulam." There is, however, no evidence ti.at Pan has refused to 

sing to the young men; indeed, his words at u. 12 (si carmina 

poscitis) imply that he aid not know they ';ished him to sing, and
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Burman is perhaps taking pro carmine in the wrong sense (see below). 
Volpilhac is surely correct when he says, "len bergers ne se 
contentent pas de prendre la flûte pour obtenir de Pan qu'il 
joue, ils tentent eux-mêmes de jouer." Volpilhac goes on to say, 
however, that the phrase praedam sumere is "frequent" in Nem., 
which is misleading, as it occurs only twice more, at Cyn. 50 and 
184 and in a quite different context, in the sense of "prey." The 
reading of the manuscripts appears to me to mean, "as if they were 
able to seize it (i.e. the fistula) as booty for the sake of a 
song", and the significance of these words is explained by 8- 
10 and 15-4: the pipe will not play for anyone but Pan, pro is here 
used in a final sense, "in order to get", as at Venantius 
Fortunatus V.M. 4-504 (p- 557» ed. F. Leo) pro munere currens; 
Orosius 7-5-2 persecutionibus, quas pro uita aeterna exciperent, 
and see S. Blomgren, Studia Fortunatiana, Uppsala 1955» P- 26, and 
J. Svennung, Orosiana, Uppsala 1922, p. 41f-

Editors who support praedem here have perhaps been deluded 
by the general similarity of this scene to that in Virgil Buc. 6 
into thinking the resemblance more close than it is (Silenus at 
Virgil Buc. 6.18-9 is described as having broken his promise to 
sing), praedem might be acceptable if it could be used as 
equivalent to pignus, but there is no evidence that such a use is 
possible, and even if it were, this would not explain why Nem. did 
not simply use the unambiguous pignus. praes is an unpoetic word 
and is not used by Lucretius, Horace, Virgil, Tibullus, Propertius, 
Ovid, Seneca, Lucan, Valerius Flaccus, Statius or Silius Italicus; 
indeed, the only example of its use in poetry which I have been 
able to find is at Ausonius Technopaegnion 12.2, though there may 

well be others.
Bunlop concedes that if praedem is the correct reading here.
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it is ussi loosely, as it refers neither to a yersen nor tc money, 

but nevertheless co.v ares Gic. Att. 2.52. ‘ rre.es nro flnminic,

■''hich passage is, however, cuixe irrelevant to the des.anas cf the 

context here, see ohachleton railey ac Icc. anc on ntt. 5. ;.4.

Also, as reck points out, r.raecem accords ill o/ith inracunt furto 

(u. 8). All in all, 1 can see no reason to reject nraecam.

9 suerat A contracted pluperfect usee for the imperfect, as 

often in poetry. See my note cn '.'8.

contexere carmen This metaphor also occurs at Cic. Is el. 8.13 

ccr.texere hoc carmen liceret, and linear fern. 2.2 cLirTco/

V

’ n r /
CTTacOV 0.00 bo 1-

0 male The intensitive use of male is colloquial. J.l. Hofmann

(Lateinische Umgangsscrache, Heidelberg 1926, p. 74), says, "hs

trat zunâchst zu Verben and Adj. der furcht, Besorgnis, des

Hasses und verwandter .Gex.ütsbe-./egun.gen, z.B. Ter Haut. 664

ouam timui male. Ad. 525 illud rus...tam male odi (Caes. Cic.
CCtOc4v

Att. 1 4,1 2̂), dann umgangssprachlich^zu andern, so in h&ufigem 

male mulcatus (Flaut., Ter,, Acc., Cic, Verr. 5>94, Phaedr.

1)5j9), dann bei Catull (10,55 insulsa male). Her. oat. , Sulpicia,* 

Mart...Eieselbe Punktion...im Roman., vgl. ital. malcaritatc 

usw."

sibila neuter plural, metri gratia, from sibilus (m.), as 

sibili is non-dactylic.

2 iamcue uidens Understand either hyctilon, hiconem et

Amyntan, or, less likely, with -ernsdorf, "that his pipe had been 

taken." There is a third possibility; the identical rhrase occurs
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at Virgil ruc. 6.2^, where Jiienus has jrwx le-'n roused from 

sleep, and oervius explains uidenti by uiwilanti, "with his eyes 

open", "wide awake" , which Go..in qton say is unparalleled.

Fare translates "r.cw beginning to open his eyes."

14 coniunyo F or the short final -o see my excursus.

15 Lenaee The less well-known name for tne god Bacchus, Lenaeus,

has become corrupt in some manuscripts anc the sense of the line 

has been restored by conjecture, wûth emo inserted to restore 

the metre, or possibly Eacche is a gloss which has intruded into 

the text.

semina Titius seems to have taken this word literally, which 

led him to conjecture stamina, but semina is used here in its 

common sense of "origins", though Fern, perhaps intended it to 

carry the meaning "sowing" as well.

17 fatus coepit HV's reading, with the participle first, is 

rather better than LG's cenit fatus. Glaeser's conjecture 

occoenit fatus is ingenious, but occinio does not seem to be 

used by the poets, except perhaps in Ausonius and dyprianus 

Callus, and possibly at Lucretius 5*889.

montiuagus A rare, mainly poetic, adjective, also used by 

Lucretius and Jtatius. It is used as an epithet for Fans at 

Jeneca Phaed. 784.

Fan This is the only example of a monosyllabic ending in hem. 

Virmil is cuite fond of this tyre of line-ending and it occurs
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: 1 tir. es ir. t.:e Aer.eic., eux i- xer pcets 00 nox use it so often.
It 0court eleven tie es in evic., four in Jtatius and only once in 

Lucan. 1er. may ce here recalling Cvid . et. ‘4.5'5 et leuibt.e 

cannis latitnntia oenice ter Pan. Per mcncnyllabic endings in 

general, see Auotin cn Virgil Aen. 4.1)2; Page on .-en. 1Q.2; 

Borden on nen. c p. IgSf. , 440i . , 4-'of; Bridges^ Ibant Cbtcuri, 

p. 8f.; Barouzeau, Traité de styliotirue latine, pp. 5 13-c;

V.H.I. Rouse ÇR 1 9 1 9, '$8-40.

18 grauidis hederata freinte ccrymris Bern, appears here to have 

been influenced by Virgil Buc. 5*59 diffus os lie der a ueetit 

nallente corymbos; Tic. .7*45 front redimita corvtibis and Cvid 

I' et. 5*6 6 5 grauidis . . . c o r b i s , hederata frcnte is a local 

ablative and vrauidis...corymbis is a sociative ablative 

dependent on uitea serta (u. 1 9).

hederata The adjective hederatus is rare and late. It is also 

used by Tertullian (coron. 7 p* 455; 1) and Paulinus of Bola 

(earn. 19*273) to describe Bacchus and his retinue, and also 

occurs in oidonius (earn. 9 *2 9 5)*

19 Tilicas For plico used in the sense of "plait" cf. Gell. 17*9*9 

ita uti orae...cohaerentes lori , ouod plicacatur, coirent.

udo The discovery of the reading of II, udo (since GAH were not 

known in Eurnan's tine), confirmed his suspicion, recorded in 

his PLI-I, vol. 1, Addenda, p. 725» that V's cuanc0 concealed an 

epithet. He sug ests that udo can be taken as describing Bacchus 

himself, or "de nadido flore uini." But the adjective must 

surely describe the vine-branch, cf. Jtat. Theb. 4 * 6 5 8 uda mere
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le," bunt r-t inacr.le. tigres, where the crrrus is

(u. 6 5 6). g ’ s ce:;, 'tus, ans rcx.e early editions' court os, -

feminine in the poets (ieue 1, p. c"6f.}, - Icon like early 

attempts at emendation.

ism tunc Laehrens's nam cum has found favour with some 

editors, and a causal clause ’-oul.i no ■;ell here, except that it 

would seem lihely th t hunc in u, 23 begins a new sentence (see 

below on u. 22), --'hich would leave the cum clause -ithout an 

apodosia. Also, im. 23-4 &re not the logical result of 1̂ , 2M-2 

The majority of the manuscri;ts read iam tunc= which is 

perfectly acceptable; even before Jupiter took over the 

pregnancy, 5:1 c chus -.-as already ( iam.) proved to be uera Icuis 

nrcl^s - because Jemele alone of mortals had seen Jupiter 

undisguised and had been blasted by a thunder-bolt as a result. 

1 have preferred tunc here, because although this form is in 

other writers often used before vowels or the letter £, hem. 

uses it before anj letter indiscriminately, and iam tunc is 

much more common than iam turn, in later '.-.riters (see J.5.

Hofmann in TLL 7 116 26ff.). Lurman's nam (tunc) makes sense, 

but has less point than iam. It is strange that no one, 

apnarently, has suggested iam cum ; Bacchus w-as already proved 

to be uera louis proles when Semele saw Jupiter undisguised;

.the fact that Jupiter took over the pregnancy vras a further 

proof. Glaeser conjectures cucniam, which gives good sense, but 

it is difficult to see h.ow such a corruption could have come 

about,

■cost sidera caeli Lunlcp (p. 194 ) sug ests that this piirase
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means "aftrr the thunder celt frc:.. heaven," and indeed the 

editions Era-sicrna, Asccrioiane ano oporiniena read ~c:;t

or ion n or acir uive oi pa.ace iron re. If thio io , ho r/er,

'/hat hem. meant, tn.ere • 'ov.l : have been nothin to prevent him 

from writing ful-.ir.g. go ell an; mahin ; the point clear. The 

nearest parallel to ouch use of sicus that 1 can fin: is lliny 

h.h. 2.82 sicerum i ••nes esse cui r’eciiui ad terras fulminum ncme

habeant. It is better to tahe the words in tneir usual sense: 

Seme le is the only one, apart fro., th- ..tars cf heaven, tc ;-e 

Juoiter in his true form.

root This use of post to mean "except for," "apart from" is 
rare. K-3 1, p. 555 mentions also Caes. 1.3. 6 .1 7 .̂  deorum 

maxime ! ercuriu:: colur.t, cost hunc Atcllinsm; Cic. Jail. J.

75*6 ut sua necessaria tost illius honorer habwrent; hor. Carm.
3 .9 . 6 necue erst Lydia post Chloen; Veil. 2.h5 .1 ciuium post 
un urn eminent iss im.us ; Ceneca et is t. 104, 9 tantus erit 

ambitionis furor, ut nemo tibi tost te uicse.tur, si alicuis 
ante te fuerit; Justin. 42.2.8 cur.: fines eius (rewni) post 
Farthiam omnium regnorum m.arnitudinem sunerent.

22 Cchenkl, Giarratano, Luff and others punctuate with a comma at 
the end of this line, but 1 thini; it unlikely that hem. would 

have switched from invocatory tc hunc in the sane sentence: 
hunc in the next line and hunc in u. 25 are surely in anaphora 
in tne same sentence. 1 have therefore punctuated '.nth a full 

stop at the end of u. 22, as do Eurman and ..eene.

Icuis ora trofessum Juuiter in his true for:;., i.e. ridin in 

a chariot hurling li,phtnin; and tnun..erbolts as he appeared to
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Jyno (Apollcâorus

23 u.enturi. . .aeui The sene eypree;:i:n also occur: at Vir; il aer.

3 . 6 2 7 hcud...uenturi incciuc aeui. aeart fro heirj unr.ececsary, 

Tech's futuri coes not scan.

2/ rertul it As Tech points out, 7's rroeulit is too r.uch lihe 
nr PC unit folloriny, an-, aids nothing to the ense. pertuli t 

reans "carry to full ter.T,as at lliny 1. .1. 7.57 cuaeian 

(ferinee) non nerferunt partus.

iusto nrodurit terrors rartus for a sinilar expression of. 
lyn, 20 iusti corplerit tenir ora cart us.

25—6 For the probable cause of the emission of u. 25 in sone V manu
scripts, see my excursus on the relationship of the manuscripts.

26 ncsoue...nutrirus The majority of the V manuscripts no doubt

understand n;rm~hae, which all the V manuscripts read for nysae
2 3here, as a case of apostrophe, but a 1 v z have thought it 

necessary to simplify by altering to nutristis. Ali, however, 

also have the second person pleural, altnough they preserve u. 2p 
and nysae in u. 26, and this may be due to the use of a number 
of different sources, the alii codices which bgoletus mentions in 

his colophons.

Fan is not normally connecte.’ witn tne rearing of Tacchus.

nutrimus L. Castiglioni jotudi in bncre di line Tunaibli, p. 
20-1) objects to nutrimus, which he takes as a perfect form, 
because of its ambiguity next to the present forms fouet, 
sus tir, et etc. he argues, too, that the preposition in: is
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SU;erilu:us te th- uonxe, and trcroses re&tin^ nutriu:~u= a.ntro. 

he \-crl-. not, however, insert inis into the- text, an ale 3 

remarks explanation of such a corruvtion as unnsoe nsart. few 

eyamrle.i of suck contractes perfects are ,iven in leue ; , r, c“ . 
where au/imus is rejected in Cicero, arc. retinue at Lucan l.ifO, 

but the forms coinus , in biplan fir. '’7.2.53 ana in some manu

scripts of Terence (fun. 539); subimus in lac. r.nn. 1^.2h; 

desimus oeneca brev. vit. 1 7.3 , lliny enist. 3.2''. 3 in some 

manuscripts; Iscess imuc brut. and Cass. hJic. Tarn. 1. ;. ' ) and 

repetireus Ceneca consol, helv. 9.10, are accepted, but it is in 

my opinion unlikely that nutri"us is a contracted perfect form at 

all: in view of the presence of fouet and sustin^t in u. 28, it 

is al'ost certain that nutrimus, too, is historic present.

27 ueneratus Ccl.ubert lActa Coe. Fhilol. Lins. 22 (f37h), 4 8 ) 

proposes ue ter anus , sayinp that it contrasts well ’-nth paruum 

and fits well "ith senes in u, 2 5 . It is true that Cilenus is 

often described in poetry as senew (e.g. at Cvid A .h . 1.545;

Fast. 6 .5 5 9) or senior (Fast. 1 .599), bu.:: ueteranus is an unpoetic 

word, although it occurs at Irud. 3pnmm. 2.1082 and Irac. Hex.

1.100, and is used to mean "old" only in technical language.

There is nothing impossible about ueneratus of t .e manuscripts: 

Silenus is a mere demi-goo. ano Bacchus one of the great gods.

29 euocat aut For euocare in the sense of "elicit" cf. oeneca
enist. 29 risum euocare lumentibus. H's aut uocat ad makes sense, 

but looks like an emendation of V, or possibly a conflation of 
the LG an'. V readings. 7 reads et uocat ad, which is accepted by 
early editors and is also possible, of. Livy 28.15 Carthaginienses 
fessos nox im.berc.ue ad necessarian cuietem. uocabat, but it is
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mer-: likely that ' o re a Jin : is a corruption of ,.G's than vice 
versa: rucccre could have been misread as; : uocare an' rhen ant 
altered, to to restore the sense.

For aut rlaccd second in th clause cf. j_ucr, 6.^05; Virnil 

Geer. i.JGh, A.en. '.56> etc.

notune This, Glaeser's conjecture, is recurred by the cense:

notucue would link euocat...risum and cuietem allicit as if they 

were simultaneous actions, whic . would be nonsense.

Flaccus ^.232 adstrictis ut se lit ccrnibus helle.

'3 uutilum This adjective is found fro^ Cicero and Caesar on, and 
its basic meaning is "cut off,” see .,'alde-hofnann 2, p. Ipof. It 

later became used to mean "’./ith horns cut off" or "ho_nless" as 
at Ovid A.A. 5.249, but this would be a strange epithet to apply 

to Silenus, who is sometimes portrayed as having horns, and 

mutilum has therefore been interpreted as "bald", a common 
attribute of Silenus. This would then, according to TLL, be the 
only example of mutilus with this meaning, apart from Gloss.
Ans il. hb 395 mutilo canite : tonso capite which presumably 

refers to monks, llautus (Capt. 269) uses acr.utilare for tondere. 

mutilus would appear, therefore, to mean "bald" only when the 
hair has actually been cut off, which is clearly not the case 

here, mutilus perhaps refers to the abnormally short forehead 
which Silenus often has in paintings, of. Apul. met. ',0.29.1 

unmula rotunda atcue mutila ckere again the adjective is applied 
to a part of the body without literal cutting off being 
involved
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5 A kl All the :'.anuccrlT.tr read fpt be re. _arth suggest: eut,

ich would be appropriate, a: '•;e ..ave succession of 

disjunctive wr. nicies in uu, 23-30 ani. a,;cin in uu. 3 2-;, anf u. 

32 completes the description. £T_ ices cccu_-, hc’.wv?r, in 

conclusions after disjunctive particles (see TIL 5 3'9" 7;if) and 

is also itself sometimes used in a disjunctive sense, (dee TLl.

5 894 30ff).

35 Tueri Turman prefers puero here, hut does not sap- -'hj:, and I 

can see no reason to alter the reading of the manuscripts.

iuuentus Heinsius conjectures iuuentas, which is very rare in 

the poets, and is used only once by Lucretius, three times by 

Virgil; four by Horace ana t" ice by Tibullus. Lucretius and 

Tibullus do not use either of the other similar words for "youth. 

Hera, uses iuuentas once, at Gyn. 115* AHV have iuuenta, which is 

less coraraon overall in the poets, although Propertius (d-2),

Cvid (21-'’;), Hanilius (4-2), Valerius Placcus (17-7),

Calpurnius (4-0), dtatius (24-15) and Hartial (5-0) prefer it to 
iuuentus. iuuenta is often used in the oblique cases as more 

convenient metrically than iuuentas and iuuentus, and is found in 

Hera, three times ( 1 .6 0 , 2.9 and Cyn. 94), al'v&ys in the oblioue 

cases, iuuentus is the most cooraon terra overall and I have 
therefore preferred it here. Lem. uses iuuentus at Cpni. 298. For 

the use of iuuentus , iuuentà.'.; iuuentas in the poets see 

Lberhard Heck, "Iuuenta-iuuentas-iuuentus in der rbra.ischen 

lichtung" in Siluae. Festschrift für ^rnst Linn, Tübingen 1970.

56 c ornu ioa.ehly objects to c ornu of the nanus or ipto on the

ground that a horned 3 cchus fits badly with his description in
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u. 21 ac v - r a  louis nroles anc Theref Ou. e reads crine. This 
consideration does not see::: to have worried, the poets, however, 
v;ho occasionally refer to a horned lac chus , especially as a 
giver of couragSj e..g. Tit. 2.'.;; 1er. C a m . 2. "5,50; Prop.

5. ̂ 7.^9; Cvid wet. 1.19; fa s t. 5.18'’; 5.767; 6./S5; rtat. dilu. 
5 .5.62 etc. Kirby flower loith on Tib. 2. "1.5 says that Zacchus 
arrears to have received his .'.orris in the Alexandrian age and he 
is often thus represented on rhe coins of the liadcchi. Plutarch, 
le Is. et Csir. 55 (her. p&lf) says that in his time this 
conception of lionysus was common in Greek are, of. also Philost. 
Imag. 1.15 etc. The horned Bacchus is less common in sculpture, 

see Ternaire p. Z^tfl’.

57 laetas lurmon conjectures foetas , comparing 4.48, although he 
concedes that the reading of the manuscripts can be justified. I 
have been unable to find another example of laetus used of uuae, 
but this adjective is often used of flourishing plants and crops, 
and is applied to uitis at Cic. 1.1. 2.158; Virgil Geer. 2.48,
2.221, and to palmes at Vir.il Geer. 2 .5 6 3.

ostend.it 111/ read os tendit and G ex tend it, both of --hi oh are 
possible, for the former reading cf. Columella 4.28.1 antecuam 
florem uitis ostendat and for the latter of. Cvid Trist. 4.6.9 
ut extensis tumeat...uua racemis, but I have preferred IhV's 
reading because, as tw.ere is no evidence that 1 is contaminated 
with V, and because G bears signs of cribal emendation, it 
would seem more likely that KrlV are preserving the truth 
independently. ps read ostentat, but the frequentative is 
inappropriate ’vith rrimum.
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ignctos Because he i the first to shew their use. T. us fie. 
'’.7.32 cf Csiris, urimus . . ./rorg.. . . non not is le, ;it ah arboricus. 
Feebly sur:,geste i whites , perheps thin: : in r of Jell. 1 7. t. " 3 oucd . . . 
(uinumj ess et ratura irritius, a clever conjecture, but iwnctos 
is perfectly satisfactory.

rrrir.i They are the first ever to treac the pra-.es. 7's uueri
nay have cone in from u. ;5, or is perhaps cue to a confusion of 
abbreviations.

42 elicere Lenaire alleges that elilere is more common than
illidere with reference to treading wine. This implies that there 
are a number of examples of these two verbs used in this way, but 
in fact, TIL cites only one other example of elicere used of 
wine: Prop. 4.6.73 uinacue fundantur prelis elisa Falernis, and 
does not have a single example of illidere used of wine. Beck 
considers that illudere fits better with lasciua cohcrs (u. 46), 
but illudere is surely nonsense.

45 nudacue LG's rubracue has found favour with some editors and 
could possibly be defended as a prclertic use, but it is more 
likely, as Schuster suggests 212 (1927), 125) that rubracue 
has come about under the influence of the following rurnureo. 
Kiiller (S. Ph. V/. 54 (1835), 1072) also rejects rubra, proposing 
instead dura or cruda, and I-.aehly would read scabra, but I can 

see no reason for not accepting HV's nudacue. CÇ. also Gxl.WJSllp.

47 ouae...arripit usus Schenkl (p. Ixxi) defends the use of two 
such similar -cords as corripiunt and arrir.it so close together 
on the ground that such examples of "neglegentia" ere cuite
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common. Müller, on the other hand, (B. Ph. W. 34 (I885), 1072), 
rejects the reading in spite of this defence, and regards 
Ulitius's occupât, together with quod, as more probable. Maehly 
is also worried by arripit, and reads, because of u. 4 8 » 
accipitur uas, comparing u. 17 for the metre, but uas is highly 
improbable.

arripit cannot be rejected here simply on the ground of the 
repetition. Cf. for repetitions of words with similar roots,
Ovid R.A. 41 ad mea, decepti iuuenes, praecepta uenite; Met.
2 .695 et dedit,)accepta uoces has reddidit hospes; Met. 7-455 
gaudia percepit nato secura recepto, and for repetitions in 
general see Norden on Virgil Aen. 6.204ff- and Allen on Cic. Biv. 
1.35- Cf. also 1 .59 duras.. .curas and see my note ad loc. V s  

hoc capit looks to me very much like an emendation, and it may 
be significant that H agrees with NG in reading arripit, although 
too much attention should not be paid to this, as H agrees with 
V in reading quod sorsl

quae It might be argued that NG's quae was prompted by pocula 
.. ./obuia, but I think it more likely that V s  quod is an 
emendation necessitated by the introduction of hoc. The fact 
that H has readings from both the NG and V branches of the 
tradition is no doubt due to its use of two or more sources 
representing both branches.

49 concauat Cf. Prop. 4-9-36 et caua suscepto flumine palma
sat est. TLL cites only three other occurrences of the verb 
concauo; Ovid Met. 2.195» Amm. 23.4-14 and Pulg. myth. 21 p. 3 8, 

24 (ed. Helm).
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50 lacus A hollow rock where grapes are pressed, cf. Tib. 1,1.10, 
2.5.86; Ovid Fast. 3.558.

51-4 The evidence of the manuscripts is very confused and no
attempt to solve the problems here has, to my mind, been entirely 
successful. The text appears in the different manuscripts as 
f ollnws:

alius uocalia cymbala mergit 51

excipit ac potus saliens liquor ore résultat 53
atque alius latices pressis (pressit cjpqsv) resupinus

ab uuis 52

spumeus inque umeros et pectora defluit umor. 54
7 plerique

alius uocalia cymbala mergit 5I 
excipit at (ac H) potus saliens liquor ore (saliensque

liquore G) résultat 53
atque alius latices pressis (pressus NG) resupinus ab

uuis 52

euomit inque umeros et pectora defluit (diffluit H)
umor 54

NGH

alius uocalia cymbala mergit 5 I 
atque alius latices pressis (pressit a) resupinus

(resupinis z) ab uuis 52

excipit ac potu. (putu z, potis ed. Aldina secunda)
saliens liquor ore résultat 53

spumeus inque umeros et pectora defluit umor.
2ag z, ed. Aldina secunda
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In the text as given by the majority of the V manuscripts, 
there is no verb governing latices, unless we read pressit, which 
looks suspiciously like an interpolation, potus would be the object 
of excipit, ac would be postponed as at Valerius Placcus 8 .4OO, and 
there would be a sense pause after potus. This is in my view 
unnatural and thoroughly clumsy. Also, u. 52 follows on a little 
awkwardly from u. 53-

The textual conformation of NGAH leaves intact the problem of 
the order of im. 52 and 53» latices does indeed now have a verb 
governing it, but euomit is otiose after liquor ore résultat and 
looks like a gloss which has crept into the text, or possibly an 
interpolation designed to restore the sense after the lines had been 
transposed. Also, the literal use of euomo is mainly confined to 
post-Augustan prose and its occurrence here is the only example in 
poetry cited by TLL. Again, while potus as the accusative of the 
noun potus governed by excipit would give good sense, we should then 
have two drinkers vomiting which would seem contrary to the require
ments of sense. G's saliensque liquore is clearly the result of 
liquor ore being ruTi together and -que then added to restore the 

metre.
Baehrens attempts to justify the order of the majority of the 

manuscripts by reading

alius uocalia cymbala mergit 
(Excipit aes potum saliensque liquore résultat);
Atque alius latices pressis resupinus ab uuis 
Ebibit

and suggests alternatively pressât in u. 5 2, retaining V s  spumeus 
in u. 54, but he is, in my opinion, taking quite unwarranted 
liberties with the text.
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2The line-order of ag z gives, to my mind, the best sense, with

u. 52 now following on quite naturally from u. 5 1. The repetition
of alius may have caused a transposition here: the scribe's eye
was drawn down from u. 51 to u. 52 after u. 51 had been copied, u.
53 was copied next and the omitted u. 52 inserted after it. V s
spumeus is to be preferred to euomit; for the postponement of -que
cf. Norden on Virgil Aen. 6,818. Giarratano, followed by Buff and 

2others, adopts ag z^s line-order while reading euomit and places 
saliens liquor ore in parenthesis, but this is most unnatural and 
thoroughly clumsy, Giarratano does not say what he intends his text 
to mean, and especially how he would take potus, but Buff 
translates "when drunk," clearly taking potus as a perfect 
participle with active meaning, as at Cic. Fam. 7.22; Prop. 2.29.1 
etc. Another possibility would be for potus to be the object of
euomit, but this, too, is inelegant and unlikely.

2Once we have adopted ag z's line-order and spumeus, the 
remaining problems are 1) whether to read an or ajt, and 2) to 
determine whether potus is possible and if so, what it means, and 
if not, what is to be read instead? The answer to the first question 
depends partly on the answer to the second, but ^  is probably to be 
preferred as there is a contrast between excipit and résultat. The 
second question is rather more difficult, potus as participle 
meaning "being drunk," referring to the Satyr, is. impossible as 
there is nothing with which it could go syntactically now that we 
have rejected euomit, and that it might be accusative of the noun 
potus is unlikely as latices is now the object of excipit. If 
potus is participle with passive significance, "having been drunk," 
then it would have to be taken with liquor, and the combination of 
the two participles potus and saliens is improbable, potus, 
therefore, must be rejected. The second Aldine edition reads potis, 
with Satyris presumably to be understood, but the plural is
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awkward, as Nem. has been describing individual Satyrs, poto, 
the conjecture of Heinsius, is elegant and -may well be right, 
but on balance I prefer as's potu, "in the act of drinking."
Thus I would read here:

alius uocalia cymbala mergit 
atque alius latices pressis resupinus ab uuis 
excipit; at potu saliens liquor ore résultat, 
spumeus inque umeros et pectora defluit umor.

52 resupinus The Satyr is not necessarily lying on his back to 
drink, but may only be leaning backwards, cf. Ovid Met. 15.520 
et retro lentas tendo resupinus habenas.

55 saliens Maehly considers that either Nem. is very careless in 
writing saliens...résultat, or else we should read rediens. But 
alteration is unnecessary; salio need not imply upward movement, 
cf. Cato R.R. 154 ut in culleum de dolio uinum salire possit, 
and is perhaps to be referred to the juice going into the 
drinker's mouth, whilst résultat refers to its coming out again.

55 ...-que...-que According to Christensen (ALL 15 (1908), 186),
the use of -que...-que to join two nouns signifying human 
activities is not common: "Angewandt wird q. q. von den Bichtern
eigentlich nur als Polysyndeton, d.h. in dem Sinne, wie im
Lateinischen überhaupt, auch in der Prosa, mehr als zwei 
Substantive im allgemeinen stets polysyndetisch oder asyndetisch 
an einander gefügt werden, so dass jene beiden Partikeln im 
Grunde nur gleich dem prosaischen et - e_t stehen." This is the
only example in Nem. of two nouns so joined.
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56-7 This is an awkward sentence and has been variously emended.
Müller (B. Ph. Wo. 34 (I885), 1072) suggests that we read 
raptantur amicis / concubitum (concubitum being the reading of 
NG) Satyris fùgientes iungere Nymphae, with nymphae the subject 
of raptantur, but it is impossible to see how this could be 
reconciled with what follows. Maehly conjectures trepidant 
adamantes / concubitum, but this is also highly unlikely. The 
use of raptare with the infinitive is extremely rare, and the 
only other example I have been able to find in poetry is Silius 
13.720 raptabat amor priscos cognoscere manes. /However, K-Ŝ
(1 , p. 675) say, "In der vorklassischen Sprache, in der Bichter- 
sprache und daran anschliessend in der Prosa seit Livius werden 
noch viele andere Verben mit dem Infinitiven verbunden." It 
therefore does not appear necessary to regard this, with 
Wernsdorf, as a Grecism: raptim discurrunt apprehensuri Nymphas 
fugientes ut concubitu sibi iungant. Bunlop translates "seized 
with desire to," as at Plautus (Gist. 215-6), Virgil (Geor.
3 .291-2) and Manilius use the phrase amor raptat, and I wonder 
if Nem. is not here using raptantur amantes Satyri as equivalent 
to amor raptat Satyros.

The use of iungere here also appears to be uncommon, cf. Trag. 
inc. 80 Helenam Paris innuptis iunxit nuptiis. (ed. Ribbeck).

63 prosatus ipso The variants in N and G here have apparently 
been caused by the intrusion of explanatory a^. Beck says that 
prosatus is "exquisitius," but natus ab in Aalxvz is more 
probably a gloss or an emendation of one of the unmetrical 

variants.

64 plantis - H. Schenkl conjectures palmis, perhaps feeling it
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undignified for a god to be treading grapes, but this is 
unnecessary: u. 63 is strongly emphatic to build up to what 
follows: the god himself is treading the grapes.

64-5 de uitibus hastas / integit HV here read ingerit, which 
may be a simple scribal error, or they may have been influenced 
by the occurrence of the phrase ingerit hastas at Virgil Aen. 
9 .763 and Stat. Theb. 9.708. Keene retains ingerit, comparing 
these two passages and taking de uitibus hastas as a unitary 
phrase with ingerit, "hurls," "throws," but the thyrsus was 
ornamented with vines, not made from them, integit fits
the context better, since uu. 64-5 list the very humble and 
ordinary tasks which Bacchus has condescended to do, and hurling 
the thyrsus scarcely counts as one of these. The vine-clad 
thyrsus is a fairly frequently mentioned attribute of Bacchus 
(e.g. at Ovid Met. 3.667) and there is perhaps a reminiscence 
here of Virgil Buc. 5*31 foliis lentas intexere mollibus hastas. 
This is the only example cited by Kuhlmann in TLL of intego 
used with elsewhere it is used with ex, e.g. Marcell. med. 
8 .115 ex altera parte panni...oculos, but usually it is followed 
by the plain ablative. ^  here denotes "the material used," cf. 
Ovid Met. 2.554 texta de uimine cista; Fast. 3*254 de tenero 
cingite flore caput; Silius 5.48 texens de uimine massam. There 
are no certain examples of this instrumental use of ^  before 
the first century, but from the time of Apuleius on, it becomes 
more and more common, e.g. Apuleius Met. 11.16 ; Peregrinatio 
Aetheriae 37*2, 37.3; Canon. Apost. 73*15 (Lidasc. Apost. 5 111 
Hauler) etc. See also my note on 2.11.

67 condueere x reads dedueere, but I can find no other example
of this verb used with in unum . conducere in unum, on the
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other hand, is quite common and is found, for example, at Ovid 
R.A. 673; Tac. ann. 2.52, 4«47» 15*26, Paneg. 10.25; Diet. 2.2 
and accords much better with sparsas.

68 uberibus...siccare For siccare with the ablative cf. Hor.
Carm. 1.3 1*10-2 diues ut aureis / mercator exsiccet eulullis / 
uina Syra reparata merce.

suadens siccare This use of suadeo with the infinitive of 
indirect command is poetic, and rarely occurs in prose. Cic. de 
Or. 1.59*251 nemo suaserit adulescentibus elaborare is an 
exception.

68-9 fluorem / lactis The only other example of this use of 
fluor appears to be Cyn. 220, which as Haupt points out 
(Opuscula 1, p. 371) is a significant point in favour of the 
Eclogues and Cynegetica being by the same author, fluor is post- 
Augustan and is used by Celsus, Arnobius, Ausonius and others. 
Some 7 manuscripts, characteristically, read the more common 
liquorem, cf. Lucr. 2.398 mellis lactisque liquores.

69 gleba This appears to be the only example of this word applied 
to cheese.
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1 Lycida.s The name is also used cy _heccritus i;), Virgil (j.uc 

7 and 9) and Calpurnius (; and 6),

nec non et See my note on 3.1.

Vopsus See my note on 1.16.

2 uersu doctus Keene rightly compares 2.62 indocti calamis.

3 triuiale A pcst-Augustan word found first, apparently, in 

Quintilian (1.4*27), it derives from triuium and no doubt 

originally meant "belonging to the cross-roads," hence, 

transitively, "common," "vulgar" or "trivial." It also occurs 

at Suet, Rhet. 6, Aug. 74; Juv. 7*55; Calpurnius 1.28 and seems 

always to be used of words or song.

prorrios LKS (2, p. 179) comment, "Im Spdtlatein erscheint 

urorrius (vgl. gr. l̂ S loc  ̂ ) als KorJcurrent von suus... , in

klassischer Zeit tritt es nur bei besonderem hachdruck zum 

Possessivum hinzu, z.3. Caes. civ. 3*20.3 calamitatem... 

rrouriam suam. Ansâtze zu der Verwendung von nr. statt suus 

finden sich schon früh, vielleicht bel Lucr. 3*991, sicher Hor. 

(epist. 1.7*51 cultello rroprios nurgantem leniter unguis, dann 

bei Tac., z.B. ann. 6.50.2 propria ad negotia digrediens. Bei 

einzelnen Spdtlateinern, so bei Amm..., Ps. Rufin. und Vitae 

patr., 1st suus von prourius fast ganz verdrdngt...Sonderlich 

volkstümlich vnirde rroprius jedoch nicht, \;ie es auch nicht in 

die romanischen Sprachen übergegangen ist."
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4 Feroe .Vend el ( on. cit. 61 ) v.orongly says that, "Iraeter 

Heines ianum nomen est insulae et uni is in Kethicpia sitae," as 

the name also occurs as the name of a person at Silius 2.104,

and there is a witch cf tint name in Apul. Vet. I.iqf. The heroe

of Ovid Fast. 4*570 and Trop. 4*6*70 which nchenkl mentions in 

his index (ll), is the celebrated island of the File.

crin it us Heinsius conjectures f orii.osus , presumably, as Burn an

suggests, under the influence of Ovid Her. 16.102 cut this is 

unnecessary, crinitus occurs as an epithet of a young man also at 

Virgil Aen. 1.740.

lollas The name is also used in Virgil Buc. 3 and Calpurnius

5, *4'and 6. Vendel (p. 43) co..nents, "lollas (= =

N o Ackog est celeberrimus ille Herculis comes atque

amicus, quern etian expeditioni in Erytheam factae interfuisse 

Diodorus (4*24.4) testis est. lubium non est, quin Euphoric in 

carmine laudato lollam quoque induxerit."

5 ignis This use, to signify one who inspires love, is much 

less common than its use as equivalent to amor (as in u. 11): 

Rubenbauer (TLL 7 295 75TT*) cites besides this line only Ter.

Eun. 85; Virgil 3uc. 3*66; Ovid 2.16.11; 3*9*56; Her. 16.104, 

17.85; Manil. 4.683 (lacob’s conjecture) and Homer. 72.

erat erant is the conjecture of Heinsius, but as Turman 

rightly says,"non male: nulla tamen nécessitas mutandi uulgatam." 

The distribution of the two subjects also tells against erant.

7-11 For-an inverted cum clause to be preceded by a verb in the
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perfect indicative (lueere) is rare. LnJ (2, p. 62;} say, "Im 
Hauptsstz steht meist ein curatives Temcus (impf. oder Ilopf.) 

ganz selten das hist. Perf. seir Cic. Phil. 2.75 al." Housman 
(CQ 27 (1 9 5 3), ?C = Classical Parers p. 1219} cays that in 

otatius he has noticed only two examples of the preterite (iheb.

5 . 8 9 and 10.529) against twenty cf the imperfect or pluperfect,

7 furentes ÎJ reads luxere narer.tes furentes, from which

Glaeser conjectured pauentes, out both luxere and pauentes would 

give the wrong sense. It could be argued that furentes has 

appeared here under the influence of furor in u. 5, but such 
repetitions are quite common in both poetry and prose e.g. Cic.

Eiv. 1.78; 1.12 and 15; Virgil 4.25-6, 173-4 , 247-8,

412-4; 6,162-4, 495-6; 10.82 -2; Hor. Carm. 5*3.60-1 and see my 

note on Cyn. 100.

9 placitas For the use of placitas in the sense of "fixed upon," 
"appointed", cf. Sallust Jug. 81.1 locum...placitum; Vulg. 1. Rem. 

13,11 placiti dies.

10 animus For the use of animus with est and the infinitive cf.

Virgil Aen. 4.639 sacra loui Stygio...perficere est animus;

Curt. 5 .3.11 ; Ovid net. 1.1 etc. GAH's animo was perhaps 
influenced by the more common expression in animo habere.

solitos ad ludere fontes Host editors read alludere here, 
but for alludere to be followed by a plain accusative denoting 
the place where the action of the verb takes place would be 
unparalleled.. - Catull. 6 4 . 6 6 ,  which Keene cites, is no parallel, 
as there-the accusative is governed by the preposition ante.
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Calpurnius (4 .6 7) uses alludere with the dative. ..seVily suggests 

ad lu'1 ere, which does iu fact appear in Iz, ana this would 

remove the difficulty, for the anastrcpne of the monosyllabic 

preposition cf. fan, if es s. '165 horrea fecuridas ad deficient ia 

messes ; btat. Theb. 10.7'4 medioscue per obuius ensis; hanil. 

4 . 6 0 5 uscue canes ad, nylla, tuos and see housman on hanil.

1.245.

1"’ durus adecerat ignis durus , the reading of hOAn, would be a 

strange epithet to use of ignis in its literal sense, and H. 

Ochenkl therefore conjectures dirus cuos ederat. ignis, however, 

is not used here in its literal sense, but as equivalent to 

amor, as often in the poets, and hem. almost certainly had in 

mind Virgil Aen. 6.442 hie cuos durus amor crudeli tabe peredit. 

The V manuscripts read lusus or lurus. Barth considers lusus is 

here used as equivalent to elusus , and .vernsdorf explains lusus 

ignis as meaning "amor saepius deceptus et hinc raagis urens." 

lusus is not impossible, but in view of the Virgil passage cited 

above, durus is to be preferred, lusus might have come about 

under the influence of ludere in u. 7 above.

adecerat Nearly all the manuscripts read ederat, a more

common verb than adedo, and ederat gives good sense, but would
require durus cuos to scan, and there is no manuscript

2evidence for this reading. Hau uel A read adederat, which is 

used of literal fire, for example, at Gvid I.1 5.4 1 . Titius 

explains "ignes deceptos corroserat, & iam ferme consumpserat," 

and a parallel for the figurative use of adedo is perhaps 

Silius 1 3.679-80 adesum/ cladibus Hasdrubalem. ad- could easily 
have been lost by haplography.
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13 duxere querellas The use of querellas as direct object of 
either dicere or ducere appears to be unparalleled, and various 
emendations have been suggested.

dixere appears in the less-interpolated branch of the 
tradition, and the expression cantu dixere querellas could 
perhaps be explained as an extension of dicere carmen, which 
occurs at 1.6$, and also at Cal. 1.92-3, 2.30. However, Markland 
on Stat. Silu. 5*5*92 argues very cogently in favour of duxere.
He cites as parallels the use of ducere bellum as equivalent to 
bellare (Virgil Aen. 8.55)» ducere dolorem for dolere (Silius 
8.212); ducere uolatus for uolare (ib. 12.101); ducere suspiria 
for suspirare (Stat. Theb. 9*711); ducere uirides annos for in 
iuuenta esse (Ovid A.A. 3*61, where the text is, however, 
doubtful). Here he says that duxere querellas is equivalent to 
querebantur, and dixere is employed "male."

The expression duxere querellas might furthermore be 
paralleled by ducere uoces, for which see Lucr. 5*1406; Virgil 
Aen. 4*462-3 and Manil. 5*117, and by carmen ducere at Ovid E.P.
1.5*7, and the idea of "drawing out" or "prolonging" inherent in 
ducere is surely relevant here. Markland would also read 
duxisti at 1.63, comparing ducit...cantus at 2.6l, but the 
context of these two passages is different, and I would retain 
the reading of the manuscripts at I.63* (See my note ad loc.).

Glaeser's conjecture, luxere, has found considerable support, 
but such an expression seems unparalleled. OLD gives its 
meaning in the transitive sense as "bewail, mourn" (persons or 
events) and "lament" (with accusative and infinitive), neither 
of which meanings applies here. Maehly objects to lugere on the 
ground that it and queri mean almost the same, which is hardly 
an overwhelming objection, and he therefore reads dulci cantu
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milsere, comparing the refrain carte-, arat cucd suis^ue: leusnt 

et carmina cura,s. firailar uses of uulcero also occur at ftat, 

o ilu. 5*1 *27; lor. Gar::. 3.11.24; Jilius IQ. 615 etc., cut 

Aarkland's explanation has in my opinion rendered all conjecture 

unnecessary.

14 fuyacior furis A very common comparison. Verdiere in his

commentary on Grattius 537 gives numerous other examples.

16 ouemue It is not necessary to rea_ cuernne with the first

Deventer edition, as the use of -ue, or aut, in a succession of 

questions where there is no real alternative involved, is quite 

common, cf. Virgil Aen.2 .286, 520; 3-SB ano 187; 4.595; 5*742; 

6.319; 9.94; 10.675 etc.

ouae me tibi gloria uicto? Turman comments "nec cuare uictus

liopsus diceretur, cuum fugeret heroe, poteram intelligere, 

conieceramque uel snreto uel luso esse legendum, uel etiam, 

cuaenarr. tibi gloria, ficto si uultu mentem premis? &c. sed 

seruari posse tandem uulgatam lectionem credebam, si uicto 

explicaretur, amore tui uicto & succumbenti. & imitaticnsm esse 

Tibulli uidebam, qui lib. 1.8.49 puero ouae gloria uicto est? 
sic femina uicta Ov. A.A. 1.278 & met. 4*233 uicta nitore Dei, 
posita uim passa cuerela & ita potest capi Venus uicta apud 

Gratiun (sic) 6 7 ." Tibullus's poem shares other motifs with 

llem.'s poem: Fholoe makes promises to marathus and breaks them 

(u* 6 5) and Tibullus warns that she will soon be old and 

unattractive (mi. 47-8). Dunlop describes uicto as a conditional 

ablative absolute, "if I am conquered," but Kopsus's state as 

uicto is surely already a fact.
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1 7 -8 It is difficult to say preci-sly what wem, means by these 

lines, hernsdcrf anl others would read serenans in u. 17 and 

connect it with tandem dura neras? but this readin ; seems to me 

to make nonsense of tandem because it is clear from 1̂ . 8-9 

(modo...nunc) that heroe makes a haoit of holding out false 
hopes by arranging to meet hopsus and then not turning up,

(uu. 8-IO), whereas tandem...negas surely implies that she has 

done so on this occasion only. I would therefore separate u. 17 

from u. 18, which makes it necessary to read serenas with the 

manuscripts, uultu and fronte indicate the encouraging 

appearance that heroe assumes and mentem her true attitude to 

hopsus, namely that she looks on him as a source of amusement, 

( u .  7 ) .

18 nega The choice between nera and negas, and the question of 

punctuation here seem to depend largely upon how the next 

phrase is to be interpreted. The reading of e, non rossum non 

uelle, is unmetrical, and the "positive" sense given by the 

reading of v, non rossum nolle, and by the conjectures of 

Ulitius, C. Schenkl and Baehrens, i.e. he will love her if, or 

although, she refuses him, is, as hartellius says, contrary to 

the sense required here: the complaint of Hopsus is that he 

loves Heroe, but she is constantly breaking her promises to him. 
Lemaire's possum non uelle neganteni? which he explains as "Etsi 

tu negas, num inde fieri potest, ut te minus amem?" I would 
reject for the same reason.

There remain four possibilities. One is to read negas ? 
nossim with Burman, thus making the clause nossim non uelle 
negantem a wish: her refusals make him love her even more, 

which he wishes were not the case. The second is to take negas?
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rossum non uelle ne want era as a threat, as at lirgil 1'u.c .2.75 : 

hr will stop loving her if she persists in her unkindness. A 

third possibility is that negas is to be taken as a statement, 

which ’-'ould make reasonably good sense. If tinis were then followed 

by Turman's possim with potential force, the sequence of thought 

would be adequate. The fourth interpretation is that of Hartellius 

which makes better sense if one reads nega with LG; he wanxs her 

to tell him openly that she does not care for him, which he 

really knows already (u. 1 7), s.nd as he has some self-respect, 

he will cease to love her. nega and possum, internally related, 

would then answer u. 17. This last is for me the most likely 

solution and involves no conjecture.

19 Dunlop (ad loc.) points out that a refrain also occurs in Theocr. 

Id. 1 (1 5.times), M .  2 ( 2  refrains, one 10 times and the 

other 12); Eoschus 5 (13 times); Virgil Tuc. 8 (2 refrains, 10 

times each); Catullus 61 (9 times), and Peruirilium Veneris (11 

times). Here the refrain occurs 10 times.

21 G. Kaibel (Hermes 17 (1882), 419) suggests that hem. is

imitating Theocritus 23.2Sff. here, and Castagna (aevum 44 (l970), 

4 1 7) agrees, but Schenkl (p. xxxiiif.) thirhcs that hem. did not 

know this author, and compares Ovid A.A. 2.113-6 forma bonum 

fragile est, quantumoue accedit ad annos,/ fit minor et sratio 
carpitur ipsa suo./ nec uiolae semper nec hiantia lilia florent/ 

et riget amissa spina relicta rosa which is closer to hem. than 

the Theocritus passage, to my mind. The theme here is a common 

one, and also occurs, for example, at Seneca lhaed. 76lff.; Tib.

1.4 .32.
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2^ Ion.-rum me tri gratia for ciu, as at Virgil Aen. "0.740; Cvid

Let. 5 . 6 5 and "'0.4 67.

uua uua is here used as equivalent to uitis , as at Virgil

Peer. 2 .6 0.

24 nec Burman does not see v;,'.y heinsius conjectured et. here, but

it does make a sort of sense. Beck explains it; "accommodât se 

tuis annis - iuuentuti," This does not, however, bring out 

sufficiently clearly the idea of a gift of short duration, and 

annis here more probably means "length of years."

2se cuod commodet annis The reading of i n, se tibi commodat 

annus, makes sense, but it is a truism, and its application to 

a particular person comes in rather abruptly efter a series of 

generalisations. HV relioui read se tibi commodat annis, but 

the use of the ablative annis as equivalent to annos (accusative 

of duration) would be rather flat. KG reads se cuod commodet 

annis which gives the best sense, and the generic subjunctive 

is surely required here.

29 SUPS habet arbor amores There have been three different

interpretations suggested for this phrase. According to 

Eartellius, love is in everything: "nam omnia, quae natura 

constant, suos foetus habent et amant." Barth, on the other hand, 

points out that some nymphs were trees, and Camps gives as one 

interpretation of Prop. I.I8 . 1 9 si cuos habet arbor amores, 

"'trees that are acquainted with love' (for each tree has its 

nymph with which it can be identified)", so that if Nem. is 

echoing Propertius, this is probably the way he understood the
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phrase, as tne other possible interprexaxion of Iroperxlus's 
line is net relevant l.ere, t. third possibility is that it is a 
reference to the sexualiXy of trees, as Raynaud suggests. The 
Romans were aware of this fact, as rliny (h .1. 15*31) snows, 
and Claudian refers to it at nupt. rlon. o5ff. uiuunt in 
Vener-T. frondes o.xniscue uicizsim/ felix arbor anat; nutant ad 
mutua ralr.ae/ feeders, r-opuleo susrirat poxulus ictu/ et 
xlateni xlatanis alnocue acsibilat alnus. The second interpret
ation is perhaps the most likely because of the inclusion of 
montes in the list of those who love; the explanation of 
hartellius is rather trixe, and hem. would have had to have been 
more than usually careless to include montes if the phrase is 
to be taken according to the third interpretation.

50 -prodis raladini (hatomus 16 (1957), 140) rejects both prodis
and perdis for Turman's pellis, strangely asserting that it is 
not a question here of desertion or betrayal, but, as often in 
Eclogues, of the loved-one being extremely shy. This is totally 
incorrect, as u. 7 shows, though hem. is clearly indebted in uu. 
26-50 to other passages where this is the case, e.g. Virgil Tuc. 
2.63-5* Although perdo is often used of those desperately in 
love, it appears usually to be used of those whose love is 
returned, or at least, -whose attentions are not rejected, cf.
Hor. Carm. 1.8.3; Cvid 2.18.10, and in the passive at Plaut. 
Cist. 1.2.13; Trop. 1.13*7. Cnly Catull. 91*2 seems doubtful.

hG read prodis, which gives good sense. Catullus (30.3) uses 
this verb of a friend who has broken his word, as Heroe has here 
(uu. 8-10). It need not imply, as Taladini seems to suggest, 
that Hopsus thinl's he has a rival.

Schuster ( ^  112 (l927)) supports Giarratano's punctuation
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’■dth a comma after mieerir: as more correct then having one 
after fumis, as miceriim is parallel to amantem. _ut this is 
surely misguided; the sense of the passage is "omnia am.ant : tu 
una fugis," and miserum has no place in this clause: it is the 
fact that she alone flees which is important at this point, not 
whom she flees, i.cpsus then witn his next words returns to 
himself.

32 alit All the manuscripts read alit, but Verdiere
(Prolégomènes, p. 82) objects to it on the ground that, having 
said that time aids the development of things in order to 
destroy them, hem. then insists on the brevity of joy, which 
implies that there is only a short space between the nourish
ment of things by time, and their destruction. This, Verdiere 
says, is obviously false, and he reads ■■ git, comparing Cyn. IO4 

lanus temnoris auctor, and Haximian El. LVIII ('Baehrens ILi-: V, 
p. 349 1.3), omnia temuus agit, cum temuore cuncta trahuntur. 
TheUjin place of an antithesis, there is a crescendo.

These objections I find unconvincing. It i_̂  a short time, 
in comparative terms, between birth and death, and Lycidas 
illustrates his point by going on to describe how he saw calves 
in the spring which are now fully grown bulls. lollas is 
twenty, and his days as a beautiful youth are already numbered. 
Also, the antithesis of alit...ranit gives more point to usus in 
arto est than agit...rapit.

Earth, who thinks this is the best poem in the corpus of hem. 
and Calpurnius, calls this "diuinissimus uersus."

34 coiere in cornua Earth conjectures coiere in praelia (sic),
for which see Stat. Theb. 7*21 and II.3 0 6, and Lucan 2.225,
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coiere in cornua does seem, at first sight, rather odd. TLL 

(4 966 2 4) explains in cornua, ”i. in pugnam” and describes 

it as a syllogism, but cites no comparable passages. Mern. is 

apparently using cornua in the sense of "battles with horns" 

by analogy with the common use of arma in the sense of 

"armed conflict." in cornua is probably to be explained as a 

pregnant use, "for the purpose of horn-battles."

38 uocat aestus in umbram fuff is wrong to understand nos 

here, as the two shepherds are already in the shade (u. I).

The object understood is Keroen, who is apparently the only

one not avoiding the heat.

39 iam nulla Glaeser reads et iara, presumably with N's

subeunt, otherwise the line would be unmetrical. at, however, 

spoils the asyndeton of uu. 39-41 » and subeunt gives less 

good sense than subiere, the reading of HV plerique ; all 

living things except Meroe are already resting away from the 

heat.

41 cano For the scansion, see my excursus.

42 concede For the scansion, see my excursus.

45 lucentes The expression lucentes malas does not apparently 

occur elsewhere, but the motif of cheeks blooming with youth is
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co:::ron er.cugh, e.g. Oviè 3.;.b; oxat. Jilxi. 3 .4 .6 5. I an at 
a losr- as to why heinsius conjectured liuentes , as this 
pGLHbxcupie seems only to have been used of xhe shin of the 
injured or sich. 'The expression liuentec renas occurs at Lucan 
5 .2^5 of a priestess in prophetic ecstasy,--and ax Jtat. Lilu. 
5 .5.12 of a dying child.

46 hie Schuster (rJ 112 (1927), 120) prefers G ’s hac to LHV’s 
hie which he says is obviously an early alteration from u. 47, 
and regards hac as an unmistakable lectio difficilior.
Interjectory are, however, is generally preceded, when it is 
preceded at all, by another imperative, an adverb such as ervo, 
hie, hue, nunc or nuare, a conjunction such as cuin or an 
interjection such as heia. O’er are to be preceded by a 
demonstrative pronoun would appear to be very unusual, if not 
xinparallelecL. I would therefore retain L.hV's hic. This line is 
then almost identical to Copa 5I hie age oamrinea fessus 
recuiesce sub umbra.

47 lene uirens V s  reading, lene fluens , has found favour with 
most editors, h. Schenkl and Giarratano, however, both adopt LG's 
uirens. The phrase lene uirens fons murmur-at seems at first 
sight to present a difficult word order, if lene is taken with 
murmurât. lene, however, is to be taken with uirens as a single 
xmit qualifying fons, as at Ltat. Theb. 4 .816f. Icnguscue a 
fontibus arnnis/ diripitur, modo lene uirens et rurgite puro. 
Calpurnius^has a similar picture at 2.57-8 uirides cua gemmeus 
undas/ fons agit. V has, as often, simplified. Lucan IO.315 has 
the phrase tarn lene fluentem.
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sc: unnas h and G r.re corrupt here and therefore most editors 
ab ulmis with hV, but if this is the true reading, it is hard to 
see hew the corruptions in h ano G could have come about. IIY's 
reading looks suspiciously like an intelligent conjecture to 
restore the sense. If we read ab ulmis, uitibus uuae in u. 48 is 
presumably to be taken as a pleonasm for uuae, with ab ulmis 
dependent on dependent, but ab ulmis adds nothing material to 
the sense: vines were usually hung from elms as they are in 
Southern Italy today, and it is noteworthy that when this fact 
is mentioned at Virgil Buc. 2.70; Geor. 1.2 and Hor. Grist.
16.3 , it is to make a particular point, here, it is mere 
padding and might cause confusion with fetis...uitibus following. 
A further, though less important,'point against ab ulmis is that 
when hem. uses denendere at 1.14, he uses it absolutely.

habunde is noted in the margin of G, from-which laehrens 
conjectures abunde, but this word is rare in poetry. It appears 
at Virgil Aen. 7*552 where it is used in the rare sense of satis, 
and occurs three times in Gvid (het. 15*759? Trist. 1.7*3: h.F. 
4 .8 .37) in connection with thanks or favour. This marginal note, 
too, would appear to be an intelligent conjecture,

Glaeser conjectures ad undas which, unlike ab ulmis, adds to 
the sense and, more important, would explain the corruptions in 
N and G. In ancient minuscule, _d and b were visually very 
similar, so that the corruption to abundas could easily have 
come about, and later the word acquired the initial h with 
which abundo frequently begins in manuscripts. The reading ab 
ulmis is then simply another case of conjecture in HV.

50 fastidia lenta Cf. Ovid Het. I4 .76I lentos fastus. HV's 
reading, Tonga, was perhaps influenced by Virgil Hue. 4*8^ 
longa...fastidia, where, however, the context is quite different.
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b'" licyaerue calcrem Verdi^re U^rcle.ccrr.enes, p. S3) conjectures 
Li byes cue because Hem. uses Libye twice in the dvr, ere tics. (225 

and 3'’3, metri causa) , and compares Lucan 1.3cS and 5.331-2, 
and Carson (Latonus 35 (1578/, 8l) regards this as a "manifest
orthographical improvement." nowever, this form has no manu
script authority here, and there is no reason v;hy hem. should 
not have used Libyaecue here.

There is little to choose between Libyaecue calorem and
Libyeosoue calores as regards sense, but it is very likely that
the latter reading, that of V, is an interpolation in order to

produce another pair consisting of noun and adjective denoting
the country of origin to balance with hithonias...nines.

Interpolation is also surely the reason for the appearance
2of Sardoacue in some early editions and salebrosacue in iu in

u. 53.

53 Sardorum gramina Conington says on Virgil Eue. 7*4^, "The 
technical name is Ranunculus dardous, a ^ t o v

0^ ecry-e^o V , known in English as celery-leaved crow

foot, so acrid that its leaves applied externally produce 

inflammation. Those who ate it had their faces distorted into 

the proverbial Sardonic smile." Cf. Solinus 4.4 and Serenus 

Sammonicus 22.427.
Verdi'ere (Prolégomènes , p. 83) rightly rejects Gastiglioni’ s 

conjecture Sardorum et, and his explanation of h's sarcet, that 
a scribe omitted the abbreviation for -orum, and himself 
suggests that the scribe of h confused abbreviations for -orum 
and _et. _et, however, is not only unnecessary but would spoil the 
asyndeton between the clause of 53-4 Sardorum...leones 
which balances the asyndeton between ù. 51 and that of uu. 52-3
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Herinas...suces. nurman does not understand why neineius

conjectures junret, but possibly he intended it to govern H ’s

gernina, the reference being to yoking some wild animal. GZv''s 

gramina uincet, however, gives perfectly pood sense.

57 discatcue diu patienter amare diu modifies discatoue.and 
-patienter , a mare .

58 soeret It is curious that editors should have let the
difficult reading of the manuscripts, soernat, pass without 

comment. Kaehly's conjecture speret is surely a great improve

ment; a lover must be patient, and not expect prudence from the 
young, but be prepared even for scorn. This interpretation 

assumes that the teneris...annis belong to the beloved boy. They 

could conceivably refer to the lover: let him be sensible, even 

though he is young, but this is less likely as teneris...annis 

is more appropriate of a boy. Volpdlhac compares Stat. Theb. 

4 .512-5 ne tenues annos...snernite, bus the context is quite 
different.

62ff. There is no manuscript authority for the transposition of 
uu. 64-5 , but some alteration seems necessary, as the cineres 
(u._ 6 4) are probably those of the bay-leaves, as at Theocr. 2.25 
(though it is curious that there it is expressly stated that they 
are not seen) , and without transposition this point is not 
clear; also, with u. 64 before 6 5, and cineres before incencens, 
we should have a rather strange hysteron proteron. The pouring- 
away of the ashes in Virgil Buc. 8 likewise follows the burning 
of laurel, and also that of herbs and incense on the altar.

Giarratano’s apparatus is confused here, as he has
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numbered u. 64 of the manuscripts 6p in his text and in his 
reference to Haunt, but in his reference to J. wchenhl, 64 
indicates u. 64 of the manuscripts, while he does not make it 
clear precisely what transpositions Valckenaer wants. In fact, 
Valckenaer would read lustrauit, uiuo crenitantes sulnhure 
lauros/ incendens, cinerescue auersa effudit in amnem (hnistola 
ad Matthiam Roeverum, p. 573» in Ludovici Casnari Valckenaerii 
Gnuscula Fhilologica, Critica, Gratoria vol. I, Leipzig 1808). 
For such a transposition of hemistichs see housman on I.anil. 
4.257. Both Valckenaer's and Haunt's transpositions give better 
sense than the line order of the manuscripts, but I have 
preferred Eaupt’s transposition because u. 65 works better as a 
unit, with all the elements of the purification rite preceding 
lustrauit. G. Bchenkl would transpose u. 65 before u. 6 5, but 
this is less satisfactory, as u. 65 is perfectly appropriate 
after u. 62. The transposition of these lines can be explained 
by what housman calls homoeomeson, similarity within the verse 
(see his edition of Lucan, p. xixf.); having copied u. 6 5, the 
scribe's eye slips down from ture in u. 65 to sulphure in the 
line below, and this line is then omitted, and the next (u. 64 

in our manuscripts) copied. The scribe then realises his 
mistake and copies the omitted line, making the appropriate 
signs in the margin to indicate the correct order, but these 
instructions are subsequently overlooked.

65ff. The influence of Virgil Buc. 8 upon these lines is clear, 

but Hem.’s magical procedure differs in a number of particulars, 

and he seems to bring in elements not only from spells to 

bring back a lost lover, or to rid a person of unrequited love, 

as u. 72 seems to indicate, but also from those to raise the
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dead ar.d cure the sick. A notable omission from kic list of 
ingredients is pure water, which is normally an important 
feature of rites (see Iheccr. 24.53: Virgil buc. 6.64; Aen. 
6.229; Iron. 4.2.34; Cvid net. 7.261 and Claudian Cons. Hon. 
6 .5 2 7, of the sick). If heroe were here casting a spell to 
bring back a faithless lover, as in Virgil buc. 3; Theocr. 2; 
Lucian Dial, her. 4 . etcv/e should also expect some of the 
other person's belongings to be used in the spell (Virgil buc. 
8.9''; Lucian Liai, her. 4*5 etc.), Heither the threads nor the 
herbs in Virgil are carried round the person for whom the spell 
is being cast, and in 1er. the herbs and incense are not 
mentioned as being burnt, as in Virgil. Like Hedea's spell 
(Cvid. her. 12.167) for dissolving love, hycale's attempts are 
unsuccessful.

ter The supernatural power of the number tiiree also appears 

at Virgil buc. 8.74; Geor. 1.545; 4.584-5; Aen. 2.792-5; 5.565- 
6; 4.510, 690-1 ; 6.700-1; 8.250-1, 429-50, 564-6; 10.685, 885-6;
11.(88-9; Ciris 569-75; Tib. 1.2.54; Gratt. 441; Ovid Fast.
4.551 ; Theocr. 2.45)&ud at numerous other places, Lunlop gives 
more examples, both from Classical and English literature. Hem., 
like Ovid at Met. 7.261, not only mentions the magic number, 
but does so three times.

uittis It is unnecessary to read uiciis with Eeinsius. Mem, 
is almost certainly thinlcing of Virgil buc. 8, and uittis must 
correspond to Virgil's molli uitta (8 .64), as fronde sacra does 
to uerbenasoue pinguis (8 .65). Fillets also feature in Theocr. 2 
and at Valerius Flaccus 5*424 and Seneca Med. 805. I -can find no 
reference to vetch in connection with magic.
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fronde sacra Titius rem.rrks "uerbona scilicet.’' oerviuo on 
Virgil Aen. 12.120 sayo that all sacred boughs, which right be 
laurel (as here), olive (Aen. 6.230) or myrtle, -/ere uerbens.

uanoro The adjective uaocrus is very rare, and the only other 
instance cited in Lewis and Short is irud. Teristenh. 6 .II5 . This 
fact has probably contributed to the confusion in some manu
scripts. uaporem could have come about under the influence of 
amnem in u. 6 4.

64 auersa An important feature of rites of all kinds, bee also 
Theocr. 2 4.9 6: Virgil 3uc. 8.102; Aen. 6.224; Valerius Flaccus 
3.4 4 2; Claud. Cons. Hon. 6 .3 2 9.

65 uiuo...sulnhure • Also at Tib. 1.3.11-2 (of the sick); Prop. 
4 .8 .8 6: Ciris 3 6 9; Ovid Met. ?.26l; Fast. 4.740; hem. 260;
Claud. Cons, non. 6.324-5; Lucian Liai, her. 4.5. Pliny 

describes the nature and uses of sulphur (h .H . 35. 174-7). Ee 

tells us (175) that the Greeks called uiuum sulnhur, an',or os, and 

that no other substance is more easily ignited, "quo ap.paret 
ignium uim magnam ei inesse." (177).

Sulphur was used in ceremonies of purification, of. Horn. Cd. 

22.481-94; Theocr. 2 4.96-8 ; Ciris 3 6 9; Pliny 35.177 etc.

crenitantes...lauros Mentioned also at Theocr. 2.1 and 24; 
Lucr. 6.I54T.; Virgil Luc. 8.82; Prop. 2.23.36 (of sickness),
Ovid Fast. 4.742; Apul. Anol. 30; Met. 3.23; Valerius Flaccus 
3 , 4 3 4 .  It appears to have been a good omen if the laurel 
crackled loudly (Tib. 2.5.81). The use of laurel apparently 
persisted-in magic rites in Italy for many centuries, as it is 
mentioned in R.L. Llackmore’s "Lorna Loone" (ch. 53).
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66 in ■ ŵ roer.. . .urar This is the reading cf the majority of the
2n'-nuocrintG. heinsiuo prefers the reading cf 1 , in herce. and 

this is also possible, both uror and ardeo can be used with in: 
and either the accusative or the ablative of the person beloved. 
uror is used with in and the accusative at Cal. 2 .5 6 and --ith in 
and the ablative at hor. food. 11.4 and Gvid h.et. 7.21.

totis hendel (Hermes 69 (1932.), 347) > objects to the reading 
of the manuscripts because he says that the idea of completeness 
belongs to the lover, not to ignibus, and therefore conjectures 
totus. But totus miser would be most inelegant, and totis here 
is perhaps a transferred epithet, cf. HI or. C a m . 1.19.9 in me 
tota ruens Venus where toturn would be impossible metrically. 
Alternatively, totis could be used here as equivalent to 
omnibus ("with all its fires"), a use found in prose from 
Seneca and Pliny on, and often in poetry, from Virgil and 
Propertius on. It is particularly common in the legal writers 
and in late Latin, see LhJ 2, p. 203.

68 ouonue Keene here follows the V tradition and reads cuae
uersicoloria. Ee takes haec eadem as accusative and translates, 
"Mycale has performed these same incantations for me." But it is 
awkward to have a relative clause whose antecedent follows it, 
since ouae cannot follow haec eadem taken Keene's way. It is 
better to take haec eadem as nominative, ".this same v.rcman," and 
we then learn her name, cuocue has far more point than cuae; 
Lycidas is saying that l.ycale has cast spells for him, too.

uersiccloria L'litius would read diuersicoloria (fila) , a 
rare adjective which occurs only in late authors, including four



282

times in Marti anus Capella. Me is presumably thi;M:ii.g cf Virgil 
Bus. Î.73, but such a change is unnecessary. Threads are used in 
magic also at Jiris 3715 Lucan 6.460: letrcn. 31.2. At Mercell. 
med. 29 .3 2 the threads are of >' colours and used for medicinal 
nurposes.

For xhe use cf herbs in rites see also Tib.

1.2.62; 1.8 .17; Hor. derm. 1.3.49; Virgil Buc. 3.93; Aen. 7.^9; 
Gvid Fast. 2.423, 4.72-1; deneca enist. 9 . 6 etc. Keene translates 
i-notas as "foreign", comparing Virgil Buc. c.9of., but it might 
also signify "strange", "mysterious", cf. quint. 7.3.13 

obscurioribus et irnotioribus uerbis; Cvid Met. 14.299 ignotae... 
herbae (of Circe) and 366 innoto carmine. Again, it might mean 
"of unkno^vn qualities", cf. 3.40.

Mycale A witch called Mycale appears also at Cvid Met. <2.262 
and Seneca Here, Get. 228. It is strange, as Verdière says 
(prolégomènes, p. 34), that the name does not appear to be 
attested in Greek Literature. Verdiere thinks it possible that 
the name comes from k : < i o , which is used of thunder 
(Aristophanes hub. 292), of a river (Cpp. Cyn. 4 .I66), and of an 
earth-tremor (Plato rep. 6l5e), ana he quotes Lucan 6.685-93, 
where the sorceress Lrictho is portrayed as making various 
sounds. He concludes that the name has been given to a witch 
because it represents the unintelligible sounds which accompany 
most formulae in spells, cf. u.u u,u , (Aristophanes So_. IO).r r

70 QUO luna timet The problem here is two-fold; what is Mycale 
doing to the moon, and which, if either, of the readings of the
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manuscripts can. reasonably be taken as ^pressing that action^
It is difficult to believe that l.er. can be ref errin'-;- to any
thing other than the practice of witches of drawing down the 
moon: neither tumet nor timet would naturally suggest the 
reddening of the moon, and witches in Latin poetry do net, 
apparently, hurry time along by tampering with the moon's phases 
as tumet would suggest.

The solution to the problem is perhaps given by two passages 
in Cvid, Her. 6.85 ilia (kedea) reluctantem cursu deducere lunam/ 
nititur and. I-.et. 12.265f. mater erat v.ycale, ouam deduxisse 
canendo/saepe reluctantis constatât cornua lunae. Lurman explains 
timet as meaning that the moon is afraid of being dravn down, 
and as Cvid describes the moon as reluctans^suffering this 
action, it is perhaps not improbable that Hem. has gone one stage 
further and described it as afraid, either of being drawn do\-.n 
in particular, or else simply of any possible results of the 
incantation. On the other hand, it could be argued that tumet 
refers to the increasing size of the moon as it descends towards 
thé earth, though this is a rather forced explanation, rut of the 
two difficult readings, timet is less difficult to my mind, and 
tumet may have come about under the influence of rumnitur 
later in the line, or simply from the coirmion confusion between 
timeo and tumeo.

The drawing doi.n of the moon is a frequently mentioned 
accomplishment of witches, particularly those from Thessaly (see 
^ 6 2  2555 s.v. Finsternisse). That the belief in this practice 
was an attempt to explain the eclipse of the moon is made clear 
by Claud, de Bello Gothico 2;-3Tf. territat assiduus lunae labor 
atraoue Phoebe/ noctibus aerisonas crebris ululata per urbes/ 
nec credunt uetito fraudatam bole sororern/ tê  luris subeunte
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-lebo, sed centra secuta.s/ car'r.ara T'neusaiicss xstri.ûs lu.-.aè 
uenenis/ incestare iubar. Menander wrote a play about the 
activities of the Thessalian witches, GcTT^Axj , but 
unfortunately the surviving fragments tell us little about it. 
References to the drawing down of t:;e moon include nristophanes 
Hub. 729-5O; Plate G or,g. 515^; Virgil Luc. 8.69; hor. rood. 5.25; 
Tib. 1.2 .23 and 1.8.21; Prop. 1.1.19, 2.28.37 and 4.5.1$; Cvid 
Am. 2.1.23; Her. 6.85; Met. 7*208, 12.263f.; Lucan 6.505; Oilius 
8 .5OO; Mart. 9 .2 9.9 ; Pliny 1. .H. 30.7; Lucian Liai. Mer. ''.28'*; 
Claud, in rufin. 1.146-7 etc. P'or an ingenious explanation of 
how the witches convinced spectators that they had accomplished 
this feat see L.L. Hill^"The Thessalian Trick" (nhl'I 116(<973), 
221-238).

rumritur anyuis Also at Virgil Luc. 8 .7I; Tib. 1.8.20; Cvid 
Met. 7.203 etc.; 2.1.25; Medic. 39; Panil. 1.92; Lucan 9.914.

71 currunt scopuli...uellitur arbos These feats are part of 
Medea's repertoire at Gvid Her. 6.88 and i-.et. 7.204. The Marsi 
were also able xo move trees (oilius 11.441-2). Stones are 
apparently moved by a witch at Lucan 6.439* Others who are able 
to move trees and stones are Teuthras, who built Thebes in this 
way (Silius 11.441-2)^and Orpheus, whose singing attracted both 
trees (Hor. Carm. 1.12.7-8; Virgil Luc. 3*46; Geor. 4*5'0; Ovid 
Met. 10.90ff., 1 1.4 5-6) and stones (Ovid Met. 11.2), though of 
course in his case this effect was not produced deliberately.

migrant sata Also at Virgil Buc. 8.99; Tib. 1.3.19; Ovid R.A.
2 .54-5 . Pliny tells us that the T" elve Tables forbade this 
practice..Servius, commenxing on Virgil's line, says "magicis 
quibusdam artibus hoc fiebat, unde est in XII Tabb.^Keue alienam
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segetem pe.]exeris.’" At one time the belief that the life-fcrce 
of a neighbour's crops could be transferred to another's lane by 
magic seems to hate been common. In support of this ut. Augustine 
after quoting Virgil's words, says (Le Civ. Lei 8 .15) ec cuod hac 
nestifera sceleratacue doctrine fructus alieni in alias terras 
transferri rerhibentur, nonne in All dabulis, id est Homsnorum 
anticuissimis leribus, Cicero commémorât esse ccnsc-irtun: et ei 
oui hoc fecerit surrlicium constitutum?

72 plus...formosus According to Lunlop, this expression is a
step on the way towards the Romance languages. It seems, however, 
that the use of plus with an adjective is a form which had 
always existed in Vulgar Latin, \lthough the evidence for its 
colloquial currency between the time of Plautus and the second 
century Â.L. is slim, cf, Heue 2, p. 2 6 5: "Plus mit einem 
Adjektivum ist bei Plaut. Aulul. $.2.6 (420) male plus lubens 
faxim nicht beweiskrâftig, als sicher aber Idsst sich eine seiche 
Verbindung bei Ann. (Pab. $71 ed. L. htlller), bei nonius 3.507,
22 plus miser sim, si scelestum faxim nachweisen; dann scheint 
dieser Gebrauch von plus aus der 3chriftsprache verbannt zu sein 
und nur in der Volkssprache fortgelebt zu haben. Erst gegen das 
Ende des zweiten Jahrhunderts nach Chr. finden v/ir wieder plus 
miser bei Tertull. de spectac. 17; plus formosus bei Hemes.
Eclog. 4, 72; oft bei Sidonius Apollinaris, so Epist. $, 1$, 2 
plus rusticus; $.1$.4 plus fetida; 7.17 curm. V 12 plus onerosus," 
and many other examples from later matin. Bulnart in TLL also 
quotes Hor. oerm. 1.$.52 truculentior atcue plus aeruo liber.
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GY'"v: VICCH LI P.. A Hone cf the titles or colophons in the manu
scripts induces the words liber or libri, but it is most probable 
that lynereticon is a neuter pluocal genitive, line Geor icon. 
henriksscn (Gr ie.chische rüchertitol in cer rbnischen Literatur, 
Annales Acaû. ocient. Hennicae, Ger. L., Ion. "02.1, Helsinki "956) 

lists as titles the follcnin; wcrds in - otcov» : E ucro(,-y co y l)co v,
O S o  uTTOy^LK ovo f T f ^ o r r e o \ /  , T - r r o y  y c o c - T t K io i /

*^TTTOj^VT|o"TUKo V/ , whicn are all apparently in the accusative,
but as Richmond (The iidieutica ascribed to Cvid, London 1962, p.
2 5) points cut, either these nry not be cook-titles, or it is not 
possible to be sure -nether the noroinative was masculine or neuter. 
Ellipses of liber or libri occur in the title to book three of the 
Geordcs in Veronensis XL ($8) ( G LA IV 498) and in .the title to the 
Cyneyetica of Grattius in Ambrcsianus G. 81. Gatyricon is no doubt 
another example of ellipse, see Heraeus, Kleine Gchriften, 

Heidelberg 1957, P. IO9 .
whether :;e are to understand liber or libri here is another 

question. Hinc.mar of Reims tells us (i-.igne d  vol. 126, p. 535) "et 
lectione puer scholarius in libre qui inscribitur Hynegeticon 
Carthaginensis nurelii didici." liber seems not to have been used in 
the Classical period to designate the whole of a work unless that 
work comprised only one book, the plural being used i-.'hen the -/ork 
consisted of several books, but from the fifth century on, liber 
does appear to be used of a v;orh of more xhan one volume, cf. oicon. 
enist. 5*2.1 librum de statu animae tribus uoluminibus inlustrem 
I'lanertus Glaudianus...cornere et excolere curauit, and Hincmar's 
words therefore give us no clue as to "hether he had one book, or 
more than one book, before him. In the absence of any firm evidence 
on this point, therefore, I have understood liber. ± or the possible
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original length of the goes, s e .y nr te cn u, 52 5.

cano Groncvius, followed by la: .c t^ ..e. eesi&nur. Gyn- --tica,'’
knew. 35 (1923), 587), conjectures care, anc the latter objects to
cano cn the ground that the plural oancimus (u. 5} is incongruous 
so soon after a singular verb, cut neither comments on the fact 
that mihi follows randimus in u. 5 , ucr triat sec uimur is fcllo’ved 
by mecum at uu. $8f. './ernsdcrf, -;ho rejects the conjecture "nec ue 
enim kuw-rjyecrCcL tota est uenatic, nec mille eius uiae
possunt dici"- an unconvincing argument - attributes the passage 
from singular to plural to "poetico furore" and Luiselli ("II 
proerio del ' Gyr.egeticon' di Climpio hemesiano", uIFC 50 (1939),
7 9) says that it underlines the "crescendo" of, enthusiasm which 
pervades hem.'s proemium. This may be so, cut as Burman points out, 

• the alternation between singular and plural occurs elsewhere in 
Latin -'hrre no particular significance can be attached to its use, 
e.g. Cic. Fan:. 5.14.2; Prop. 1.7.3^. uud see K-o 1, p. 68f. Also, 
it is very difficult to believe that Lem. is not echoing the
first line of the Aeneid here, and possibly also Grattius u. 1.

For the short final -£ see my excursus.

^ - 2 . . . -cue. ../... -cue As at u. 200, the first -c_ue connects the
±'•■10 verbs and the second, the two nouns. For this use of -rue... 
-cue see K. Christensen ("s,ue - cue bei den rbmischen Hexametrikern 
(bis etwa 580 n. Chr.)" ALL 15 (1008;, 188).

5 uandimus Barth would have us believe that his German edition
reads P-n tuus. Llitius corrments "ego juramento illius non 
majorem ficem habeo, cuam Atopiensi & Utopiensi isti Bditioni, ex 
qua nobis iterum hoc nugamenti profert."
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Aonic Literally "Boeotian", uoec Acre in the sense of

"belonging to the lu:.es," as at Jatullns 6/.28; ^vil . 1 . 1.2.17: 

Jtat. jilu. 1.1.20; oilius 12.221- etc.

à Helicon oince Hesiod Theo..-,. 1 if. , it became a commonplace for

poets to describe themselves as being inspired by crinking from 

the spring on Mount helicon, or by meeting the Muses there. This 

motif is found in Latin poetry also, for example, at Lucr. 1 . " 8 ; 

Virgil Aen. 7 . 64 1 ; Hor. Carm. "'.12'.5, >-us 20c; Prop, p.p."; cvid 

Met. 3 .5 5 1 , Mast. 4.195; ..arxial 0. c45 ; nvienius Phae. 2 .7 6  etc.

5 C^staliuscue I-ithoeus proposed Caotaliicyie, but Castalius is 

found used absolutely of npollo also at mnnod. Carm. 2.139.2.

alurnno 'L'litius conjectures aluicnus, but the expression 

Castalius...alumnus would imply that Apollo was born or brought 

up there, which would" be false. Apollo is connected with the 

Castalian spring because, according to one account, the nymph 

Gastalia threw herself into a spring subsequently named after her 

when pursued by him. The poet is referred to as nursling of the 

Muses also at Palladas Anth. Tall. <0.52.2; Ausonius 599.^ etc.

1Q-<1 ire.../imnerat The use of the infinitive with impero is 

mainly post-Augustan and poetic, see TLL 7 535 p6f. Its use here 

with the active infinitive and without a noun or pronoun in the 

dative is rare, but it is also found at Prop. 4*3.85 and Lucan 

4 .5T. For further examples see.K-o 1, p. 682,

"1 The claim to poetic originality is a conventional one, cf. Lucr.

1.924-8; Virgil Geor. 5.291-5; Hor. Carm. 5*^*2-5; Prop. 5*1*5-4j
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Aetna 8; Lrrian Gyn. 1.2G.-;0. l.'/m.'s particular claim to 

criminality is nrecu:;,ally that he is the first ^etin poet to 

write a hunting rcsm. nu:..ter cf sc/.olarc, including ^.nh, hiegl, 

Müller and Tclrilhac, consider t.nai hem. musi have hno"n Grattius, 

tut their evidence I find unconvincing, li. Gchenh_ (Gunnler.ent- 

tand der Jchrtheher fdr hiass. Fnilol. 24 (1828), 457-8) and 

Gurcio ( IMG 27 ( 13 f 9 ) , 4-5<f.) discuss the vocabulary anc subject- 

matter of hem. anc Grattius and rightly conclude that there are 

mar her. differences between the t'-.'c authors, particularly as 

regards vocabulary. It is true that both authors deal with horses 

and dogs, but Oppian does so, too, and as l.artin points out, 

hem.'s work seems to show a knowledge of Gppian rather than 

Grattius. As regards language and style, as ..artin also tells us, 

Virgil Geor. 3 has clearly been the strongest influence on hem.

12 Fithoeus restored this line to its rightful place, although the 

asterisk against this line in the second Aldine edition '-here it 

appears after u. 24 shows that bogus ’-;as aware that the line -•.■as • 

not in its proper place.

et I am at a loss to understand why Raynaud should assert that 

"Le sens paraît exiger plutôt la conjonction ah f hem. elaborates 

in uu. 15-4 on his statement in u. 11, anu an adversative 

conjunction here would be inappropriate.

(se) The season for the presence of _se before ostendat in the 

second Aldine edition is uncertain, but it may have been 

inserted to give sense to the line when it appeared detached 

from its original context, with cursus be in. taken as nominative 

singular instead of accusative plural. Llitius and Johnson
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•r. Ltri cute tl:e c ;es

<5 cbuia .uii 13 surely wron:. to treriel;-xe cciu.

oouia here i__________  ore prols.. ly en epithet describing the

rodceeo sn: her willinrnec? tc hei: the poet in hie -.nrh, c

Pliny epist. 1.10.2 est ohuiuc et erncsiti .en:
(hunhrateg philcsophus) . i.crxial (4.51.3; describes .Jailicpe as 

nia.

13-4 Pithoeus conjectured facilest, and was followed by Baehrens and 

Haupt, but this conjecture is surely impossible: hen. is at pains 

to stress his originality (uu. 8-9, 11 and 14) a m  daring (u. 62),

and it is highly unlikely that he would describe his task as

easy.

comnia cito seems to be an attempt to restore some sense after 

u. 12 had been misplaced. The second Aldine edition has then 
gone further and read facies for the manuscripts' faciles and 

L'litius reads octendas in u. <2 to balance it . Callicne is then 

presumably to be taken as vocative, however, cstencas...facies 

is objectionable on the ground of sense, and it is more satis

factory to adopt H. bchenkl's conjecture com laciturn and retain 

faciles. For comulacitus with active force see heue 3, ?• "'17 and 

for the omission of est see h-S 1 , p. 1 3. Baehrens adopts 

facilest and conjectures non nlacito, cut xhis gives poor sense, 

and the objection to facilest still stands.

14 rudibus "new", as at hart. 9.71.6 rudis agna; Claud. Cons. Hon.

6 .5 4'' lunamcue rudem.

luceat icaliger was appapparentlv the first to ask how the path

could shine if it had not yet been trita. lueoat, however, is
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best interpreted as a subjunctive with prospective force, in a 

consecutive clause, " a meadow where a path will shine."

17 dfl cannot be employed here in the sense of "about,"

"concerning," a use found in prose and poetry of all periods, 

as the use of nosco with accusative of the object and also 

with ^  and the ablative appears to be unparalleled. Gudeman 

(TLL 5 63 24ff.), classifies the use of ^  here under "pro 

ablat. instrumenti uel modi," but I find this improbable. I 

think it most likely that ^  is used here as equivalent to 

ob, propter, as at Vitr. 10.1.5 inuentum de necessitate, see 

TLL 5 65 41 ff.

paelicis paelex originally meant a concubine, the wife's 

rival for her husband's affections. The idea of rivalry 

gradually gained prominence, as at Ovid A.A. I.32O where 

Pasiphae uses the word to describe the cows who are her 

rivals for the bull, and later it comes to mean simply a rival 

for someone's affections, paelex is used of Juno also at 

(Claud.) Laus Herculis 47.

astu Burman would read aestu, referring the phrase to 

Semele, but this is unnecessary.

18-9 tacet.../ ut tacere is used with ut also at u. 71 and 

Lucan 5.208.
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2 ' As .-'anitiur, (ihM 44 (1389) , 543-4), suggests, . ez. may be

recollecting Valerius Flaccus 5.?6 sbluit 2c c rcrar.t-s sen m i n e  

Furman's sscrtle-ns rctant-s appears to be a ".isrrinû."izry* c- n c

24 sub For sub with temporal force cf. u. 2 33 sub were ncuo anc
Cvif Fast. 5.491 sub ecdem terrors.

26 Liblidcs The manuscripts all have oicl- and this spelling is 

also found at Mythogr. 1 .234 Caunum et liblide:, an3 in some ^anu-

scripts of Cvid 'et. 9. Verdière (Frolégcnènes, p. 36) suggests

the spelling Tyblis or even Tublis, since the word is the Greek 

and Gars on (Latorus 35 (19?6), <60) regards this as 

a manifest orthographical improvement. The spelling 

is also attested, however, at Faus. 7.5.10 and in some manu

scripts of Farthen. 11, and I have therefore retained the 

spelling of the manuscripts here. For the story of the love of 

Biblis for her brother Caunus see Cvid het. 9«454ff.

27 saeuo Llitius conjectures foedo or scaeuo, but cf. Prop.

3 .15.11 lirce tarn uero crimine saeua and Lucan 2.18c uix erit 

ulla fides , tarn saeui criminis unum tot poenas ceuisse canut. For 

the story of hyrrha see Cvid I-.et. 10.258ff.

29 iuit Heinsius conjectures irit, but the reading of the manu

scripts is perfectly acceptable as the indicative in indirect 

questions is not uncommon in poetry and late prose, see K-8 2, 

p. 494, LH'6 2, p. 538 and Norden Vergilius Aeneis VI, p. 293.
Leo (Le Genecae Tragoedis Cbseruationes driticae I, p. 95 f.) 
gives a large number of examples. The indicative occurs in an 

indirect auestion after ut also at Valerius Flaccus 7.1^9.
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29 iuit in For ire plus in in the sense of "becomes," "changes 
into," cf. Ovid Met. 10.495 sanguis it in sucos; Seneca epist.
121, 4 uoluptates ituras in dolorem.

51 stellatumque Cf. Ovid Met. 1.664 stellatus...Argus and Stat. 
Theb. 6 .277 inocciduis stellatum uisibus Argum.

52 Baehrens suggests that this line be placed after u. 25, since he
regards numerare as inappropriate to what follows, and Postgate 
conjectures memorare, but it is not difficult to see from such 
examples as Virgil Geor. 4 «545-7 curam Clymene narrabat inanem/ 
Volcani, Martisque dolos et dulcia furta, / acue Chao densos diuum 
numerabat amores and Prop. 2.1.44 de tauris narrat arator, et 
numerat miles uulnera how numerare could have come to have the 
added meaning, "keep on telling" or "tell at tedious length."

58 funere This appears to be the only case of flere followed by
the plain ablative. Heinsius conjectures in funere or funera and
compares Ovid R.A. 127 in funere.../ flere. The former conjecture 
would involve the elision of a long syllable, which is rare in 
Hem., but not impossible, while the latter, the accusative, is 
the usual use with flere. Hem.'s use of the ablative here, however, 
can perhaps be paralleled by the use of the plain ablative after 
maerere, as at Cic. Sest. 59; Virgil Geor. 5«518; Ovid Trist.
1.5 .25 etc and after lacrimare, as at Seneca 654; Valerius 
Flaccus 5«9 etc, and is an ablative of cause.

45 curantem busta Cf. Ter. And. 108 curabat una funus; Aug. Civ.
5 .18 sepultura curaretur; Ps. Rufin. in Am. 6 .8 busta curabant. 
curantem, the reading of A, is preferable to C's furantem.
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although, as Haurt rays yc- v.aculs < , p

.irvcG -■ ible.

50 facili Buff translates "docile," and it is true that Grattius 

uses facilis as the opposite of intractabilis (u. <cO), tut here

its significance is more likely to be that of speed (citi u. 4 9 ),

facilis is used of the s-'iftness of animals also at .'art. 5 .3 ^ . 2  

and Juv. 3.5 8 .

53 flumir.eas Gee my note on 1.37.

54 ulscidis forth's German edition is said to have read olacitis

and the anonymous editor of the Milan edition of 1725 agrees, 

commenting "delectari enim Ichneumon acuis, testimonio est eius 

cognomen enucros, quod Isidorus asserit memoriae lib. XII cap. 2, 

Ee hoc animante plura Aristoteles in historia, Flinius et 

Aelianus; meir.init etiam Oppianus lib. III. Xos alibi in 

Pharsalia Lucani alicuid innuimus." placitis is an interesting 

conjecture, but not needed, for as Llitius rightly points cut, 

Lem. is at pains to emphasise the contrast between the noise of 

the city (as at uu. 100-1) and the peace of the countryside (as 

at u. 8 0 , where he again uses the adjective -olacidus).

ichneumona Ichneumon is "the common name of the forth African 

representative of a number of small weasel-shaped mammals 

belonging to the carnivorous family Yiverridae; the Indian 

representatives of the group being known as mongooses. A large 

number of species of the type genus are known, and range over 

southern Asia and all Africa, the typical keruestes ichneumon 

also occurring in the south of Grain. The latter is an
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inhabitant of Egvrt an: the north of Africa, "hare it is known

to f■- I ■ — -i-1II

.eventû ecixicn;

  . ') 'eocrice its habixs. .ee ulsc _eller ^nth

, p. ''53ff. and J .. . Toynbee ^ni..>ùs in ..men hifon.

55 felemoue TLL (6 425 57ff«; says, "inter fel- et fael- variant

code apud Cic. optimi codd. fael- habere videntur, contra

apud Thaedr. fel-," but other authorities maintain thsx fel- is 

the better spelling. ,.alde-Hofmann(l, p. 473 ) say, "-ae- 

schlechtere ochreibung" and ClL "fael- dub. cf. meles."

The identity of this animal is not clear, fulff (TLL 6 426 

21-2) says "dubiurri utrum mustela an catta intellegenda sit." Loth 

7arro (1.1. 5.1<) and Columella (8 .14) say that it steals 

poultry. Columella says feles...aut etiam mustela, which implies 

that the words are not synonymous, fliny (X .: 1. 10.202) describes 

the feles as stealthily hunting mice and birds, which sounds like 

a domestic cat, but minacem here suggests a larger, dangerous 

animal. The description of the animal sitting in a tree sounds 

rather like a panther, -.diich is found in both Asia and Africa, 

but Pliny (P.h. 10.202) distinguishes the feles and the mardus. 

Tuff translates "polecat," but although this cnimal is fierce, it 

is not fond of climbing. The most likely explanation is thut the 

animal here is a 'ûldcat, "hich lives mainly in mountain 

forests and is a keen climber of trees, bur I can fine no 

reference to the wildcat being hunted.

56 praefigere A and L here have the non-emistent word rrofivere. 

Johnson conjectured uerfi ere, bux as rtin rightly points cut, 

this word anrears to be unirue to Lucretius. Traefipere occurs in
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the sense of "imrale" at Livy 42.60.2; Lac. :.ist. 1.44; .vaet. Jul. 

Of ; Tiryil aen. 9.466 , eux it is more Likely that here it sinnly 

means "pierce" as at Tibullus 1.0.00 statcue latus craefira ueru, 

stat âx-cia rectus.

57 erem Greek '* common wci-cs for the hedgehog in

Latin are ericius and echinus. êr is found else-/here only at 

Plautus Cant. <34 where all the manuscripts have the accusative 

form i rim, and possibly also at herol. fry. 1 v-nere erim is 

conjectured for enim by Canal (7arro r.^. 7.6-3).

57-8 housman (CR 49 (1935), 79 = Classical loners 3, p."242), 

translates "carry home the prickly hedgehog wrapped in one's 

bosom," but it is surely highly unlikely that anyone -mould carry 

a hedgehog, which is covered not only with spii.es but with fleas - 

as well, about their person, sinu is more probably used here in 

the sense of a bag, as at Grattius 29.

53 curae This word has been variously emended, presumably 

because previous editors have felt, like Martin, that curae 

"slightly confuses the metaphor." The reading of the manuscripts, 

however, does not, in my opinion, offer any problems; cura, which 

is quite common in the sense of the poet's theme (see TLL 4 1463 

71ff.) refers back to the activities mentioned in uu. 46-58, 

which Mem. now announces will be the subject-matter of his new 

and "original" task, curae is a final dative, see IMG 2,’ p.. 98 . 

Baehrens conjectures cursu as equivalent to cursui, cf. \irgil 

Geor. 4 . 1 9 8 and Aen. 6.465 and see Meue 1, p. 54ff. Eeinsius's 
cymbae is awkward with non manna ratis following, and renders 

talioue virtually redundant. Lamste suggests "vro, comparing 

Grattius 225 and 245, but in both of these cases, the reference
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is to the movements of oogo -.-/rn hunting.

The metaphor of the poet's "cric expressed in sailing terms is 

cuite common anc occurs for example also at 7i. gil Geer. ".41:

2.4" anc 4,i"7: Hor. C-rm. 4 . " 5 . ; ; Lvic v'a: t. " . 4 etc.

59 moueri A medio-passive use •■•hich often occurs in connection 

with the movement of heavenly todies. It is used of ships also at 

Livy 5 7.2 9 . 2 and Gilius 6 .5 1 2.

c<-2 Martin compares the thought and expression in these lines with
p P . l

Claudian le rartu Iroserpinae^uu. 5ff*

64 diui The use of this title means that C>rus was dead "hen the

Cyne.vetica •'as •■ritten and gives us a terminus post cueir. for the 

composition of the poem^LecemLer 285 .

6 7 - 8 The frontiers of the Roman Empire - the whine (forth), Mile 

(South), Saône (feet) and Tigris (East).

hihunt.../...bibunt I fine it impossible to believe that Mem.

could have repeated himself in this way. Van de Moestijne, 

he/ever, retains the verb in both places, ana Verdiere (p. 86) 

seeks to defend it by comparing the repetitions nostri.../... 

nostros at 2 .2 7 - 8 and amat../...amat at 4.55-6 to which he 

attaches particular importance as the verb appears at the sare 

place in the line in both, but neither of these examples seems to 

me to have any weight whatever. It would appear extremely likely 

that a different verb in one of these lines has been ousted under 

the influence of bibunt in the other, just as at 2.53, libarunt 

has been replaced by lamberunt in some V manuscripts under the
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T >- ■f’l.uence oi in trie xine irli". it it n o n  yrccaile
that hi cunt l-elonr.-s in u. 67 than u. c: became ..e:;i. at .-mm in 

u. 67 to ce echoing Virgil hue. 1.62 aut nrarin henthru cipet aut 

Gerrania Timin and nen. 7*7'’5 cui hiterin hs cariii.u? bibunt. It 

is almost impossible non to say vhich veil bicunt ccult have 

supplanted in u. 6'i. Iross (. obseruatior.um '̂riticoiu:.. Liber, pp. 

4 5-7 ) conjectures habitant, cut I have been unable to find any 

examples of habitare used of rivers. Jtern’s metunt appears to 

be used as almost equivalent to incolsre only at lilius 8 . 5 6 5  

(ILL 8 889).

Johnson waxes indignant at hsm.'s apparent repetition of 

bibunt : "Ubi, hemesiane, est ilia tua uis poetica? ubi ille 

Leus qui in exordic tanta tibi induisit?" and suggests as a 

solution "repone itacue uel colunt, uel uident aut qucccuncue tibi, 

Lector, melius occurrerit." Cf these two conjectures, xhe latter 

has found greater favour, some editors comparing Lucan 10.191-2 

spes sit mihi certa uidendi/Niliacos fontes and 275 Lilum 

uidere calentem, but the sense seems rather to demand another 

verb meaning "inhabit," I therefore prefer Johnson's conjecture 

colunt, cf. Virgil Aen. 7*714 colunt Foruloscue et flumen 

Himellae and Lucan 5*250 qua colitur Ganges. hy ovm suggestion, 

from Jeneca lied. 5?2ff. and Claud. 24.158» would be principium 

et I-lili notant but this certainly is not "melius" than Johnson's 

colunt.

69 rrimum Lot a great deal is known about the reigns of Garinus 

and Luinerianus and we cannot be sure which -mars are referred to 

here. L. Bianchi (be fide histories in Carini et Lumeriani rebus 

gestis enarrancis Lemesiano poetae tribuenda, Iria 19^1 , pp. 16- 

9 ), concludes from JIiA Carus et Garinus et ..ucierianus "8.2 that
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tic . "ferer.ce mus t be x : successful Ictxles apainst liccletian 

a il d conduces that cub urctc refers to _ cia, but . r rtin cisa.rrees 

and contends ti.at if l.em. knew of xnese battler, he "ov.lb have 

known that ...xu.erianuc - as ceac, almost c"rx> inly murdered by his 

father-in-law Auer, mhereas at u. 64 2em. clearly thinks that 

both emperors are still alive. The luffs say that "the war 
maintained against the Jarmati.ns by Carus after hrobus' death 

was left to Garinus to finish, when Carus had to face the Persian 
menace in the hast," but it appears that there "as a campaign 
against the kuadi as "ell and lumericnus, not Garinus, issued

Imueriales, vi p. 578, no. 91 ) • dcssibly tiie wars mentioned here 

were in Germany, as Garinus issued a coin commemorating Victoria 

Germanica (Cohen no, : 58), and is called Ger^anicus riaximus in 

inscriptions (OIL 8.271?; 7G02). he had been sent cut to protect 

Gaul when his father was fighting the Persians (JHIl 5C.7), and it 

is possible, as hartin suggests, that the Germans, '-.-ho had been 

troublesome under the reign of Probus, had risen up in arms 

again. Baehrens would read urima, but since Arctos is used so 

vaguely byi the poets to mean any northern territory, and urima 

could as well mean "nearest" as "fxirthest", it is impossible to 

say what this phrase could signify, or what improvement it 

would make to the text, lui-m.an also objects to rrimum, saying, 

"certe incommoda uox ilia rrimum uraecipue cuia mox prior 

repetitur, sed nihil succurrit, quod substituam, nisi urimus 

confeceris cuis malit." In actual fact, however, there is no 

"repetition" since uricr in u. 7 1 means there not "first" but 

"superior," "more excellent" as at Lor. Carm. Gaec. 51 bellante 

xTior. uriuum may be used here as equivalent to rrimum cmnium as 

at nor. Germ. 2.3.4'i and Cic. Caecin. 90, or, less likely, in the
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,'se o' "for the first time," as at Virril ner:. 5 * -7/ ,

suggests.

7"-2 i'umerianus accompanied hie father on his carpai^pn against the 

Persians (2LA Carus et Garinus et humerianus 7; ânô on his death 

became governor of the has tern u:.;ire. .;e is referrt ô to in an 

inscrirticn as Persicus .mximus (GIL AIV "26), although he 

appears to have been a ran of letters ratner than a sclcier. (GLA 

Carus 11).

72 Labylonos Babylon is sometimes usee in tne poets as a 

synonr/m for Parthia (as at Lucan 1.10), or, as here, for the 

capital. In Lem.'s time, the capital was Gtesiphcn (not Geleucia, 

as hartin says, which was destroyed by ^vidius Cassius in A.I. 

1 64), and Babylon itself had long been little mere than a desert, 

see Strabo 1 6 .1 5 (738) and Pliny 1.H. 6.122.

73 uiolata cacum.ina There has been some discussion as to the 

significance of this phrase. B rth thinks that it refers to the

Euphrates, ’-hich the Em: eror Ladrian wanted to be the boundary 

between the Persians and the homans. llitius comments, "Keras 

nugas iterum agit Barthius" and says that uiolata cacum.ina refers 

to the death of the xmperor Carus, who was allegedly struck bv 

lightning in Persia, and Johnson agrees, Burman says that 

culmina refers to the emperors and is used in a similar way at 

Cons, ad Liviam 3-̂ 7 where, however, the accepted reading is now 

lumina, and at Claud, in ruf. 1.21 where the use of culmina 

hardly supports his interpretation. TrL (3 .^2."l) explains 

"dignitatem" and hernsdorf interprets "fastigium et maiestatem 

imperii Bomani," and cacumina here doubtless means something of
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Z ' . i v  s cr V, p.Xtrou ;r. w .-/non is a litxla va ..u s . c-cu.-.an

sur mum jnec variera cacuinan: Ten. Ecrt. caw... "9. , generis 

ficeicue c a cum en aa.o is asncci? tec inn gloria at Claud. I7.c: 

noetcuam :srta cuies et s unnun, nacta caouren/iam secure net it 

nriuatun .rloria per tun.

74 c la UP as ou e Bur-. ; an su., ects exhauc ta scue from ivii. Let. ".441,

but retains the reeling 01 the .r nuscrijts because he considers 

it fits better ’’ith the idea of unrarlihe flight, "ut fugae 

studio cbliti mcris sui fuerint, id est, tela ex Iharetra 

cepro.mere, et arcus tendere, et iceo nulla spicula eniserint, et 

nunc uerun esse sensum nuto. clauses Pharetras illustrauinus ac 

Cvid I A:-.cr. 11.2" in cuo loco notandum, tria his larthcrum 

segnitiae contraria dici: Cupidinem solute Pharetra primum 

legisse spicula, turn lunauisse, siue tetendisne crcun, demum 

certes sagittas habuisse."

75 nulla It is difficult to determine the exact significance of 

this word here and various attempts have been made to e.oend or 

explain it, Barth’s German edition allegedly read muta, which 

liartin approves, explaining that muta signifies "they no longer

'hiss through the air." This explanation seems to me rather far

fetched, and examples of mutus used in this way seem to be 

lacking. B.T. Clark (Ck 27 (1 9 1 3), 26i) suggests nuca in the 

sense of "unbarbed," but such a use would appear to be 

unparalleled.

There are several possible interpretations of nulla. Verdi^re
as

(irolegomenes, p. 87) says that the sense is^at Cvid Let. 9 . 735
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and Cic .id .-.tt. 15.2y  ̂c - w:.ich hs avparenxiy means Ce :en. 7f : 

both reference and quotation ere insecure te), bur he cries net 
explain what he considers the sense to be in there two nas-sces. 
The sense soens to ne to be "net existing," a use of nullus 
which is not appropriate here. Llitius su^^ests tho.L nulla is 

écrivaient to rercita, "ruined," but this is not quite what tl.e 
sense demands, he also surgesûs, "res nulla pro nulllus nretii 
aut merit i" and compares Cvid ..et. 8... 2; uenian da "i bus 
nrlli s cue naratibuc orent. Cf. also x.ivv q.62.^1 in cone ere ia 

cr^inun nulles se uscuan esse uident (of demagogues). The buffs 
translate "unavailing," but this is unlikely in. view of clausas 
and laxos; no arrows appear to have been fired, _ur: an suggests 
that we are to understand spicula emiserint, wioich gives 
excellent sense and is, I believe, the most satisfactory 

explanation of nulla here.

85 deuotio At the time of hem. , deuotio vras a s^monqom for
oboedentia or files, see TLL 5 379 19* Cor the scansion, see my 

excursus.

9"' chlamys Cernsdorf, in a long excursus, argues that hem. is 
using the word loosely for the tunic, as liana in her role as 
hunting goddess was usually represented vcith a .rircec. tunic, and 

the chlamys was never belted as described in u. 92, As hartin 
points cut, however, corrugesc,ue sinus need not refer to the 
chlamys. Also the chlamys is referred to as belted at r.pul. hot. 
1^.8 ilium succinctum chlamyde.

92 ccT>rumes(,ue This adjective, used for cmrru-atus , apparently 

occurs only here. TLL (4 1043 84) strangely understands Amcllc
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hers, •■hersas in fact uu. are a rdm-ssi tc _iana.

■4 faciles This adjective is uses in the sense of l'u:i;r_us,
urcuitius of nyrhs at Virgil lue. ;.9 an, Irac. Bern. 2."02 and 
cf namalryacs at Irop. 2.37.76.

'u docilis This appears ts be the crily example of th: s
adjective usee cf _ichc, cut it is very ar;rcpriate. Isidcrus 
defines docilis i, oriy. 10,66; "non cucd sit doc tua , ses cuia 
coceri ootest: eat enin inyenicsus et ad discendun actus."

U  p:  h . cr ...r L r  U isrtin points out, it is not necessary to interpret
this verb as iudenan (TLL 5 i 'i 7 31-2) does in the sense of iterum 
iterumcue aduocet, which would be a unique use. decantare is 
surely used here in its usual sense of "repeat," as at lor.
1.33 .3 etc. decantet appears tc be an emendation by Jannazaro;
AS have the unnetrical dicant.

100 auidoscue The reading of the manuscripts has been variously 
emended because of the presence of auido in u. 102. The 
reretition is inelegant, but not, I think, impossible, as 
similar repetitions occur elsewhere in Lem., both in the Cyn. 
and in the Eclogues, e.g. 121 binos 12q bina ; 169 and 171 
teneros ; 214 and 217 cogens ; 322 gratis 324 urata ; 2.7'’ and JA 

mane ; 3.4 and 7 sum, ere etc. I'or repetitions elsewhere in Latin 
poetry see ohackleton lailey, Iropertiana, p. 9.

tumultus Here probably used in the sense of "crov.'cs" as at 
Stat. 3ilu. 1.2.234 omnis ulebeio teritur rraetewta tunultu.
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, : . '2 U W I P I U S  r e r w s  ? v . x x u x  , c, c 0 ■. j o - f u r o  x p ; r  : v : d  o f  b y

Erupt, but : e::. in at p-'bun to omphanise the uuyleas-utuorc of 
the vf-._icu.-j cccr.-ationo "hick the lover of ’.uu.tiny in leaving 
behind hi:.:, c.n2 tc i.yly that ?. pennon in ko:n on hi: occupation 
would be inapyropriaus. .e uu: 
often used of the sea e.g. Lucr. I.IOql; her. C a m . 1.21.13 etc. 
Ulitius says that this line refers to fishing, but as hartin 
remarks, it must surely refer to .erchants -he risk their lives 
for profit, as the context requires a reference to another 
profession.

Oqff. For dog-broediny in antiquity, see Aelian h.A. 12.16; Tarro 
h.h. 2.9.1": Virgil Geer. 2.q2;ff.; Grattius 26qff., 237; Pliny

105 This line is rather clumsily phrased, but I take it to mean 
"opens a period of twelve months v.diich proceeds -.ithout 
interruption." bis senis r.ensibus is a descriptive ablative 
attached indifferently to inocciduun and aeuun. The ablative is 
used instead of the genitive for metrical convenience also for 
example at Claudian Bell. Gild. 1.4 I0 rraecinuos electa rube 
mani'olos.

■inocciduum This word is usually used of constellations and 
the only other example of its use of ti.ne is rustathius Tas. 
hex. 2, 3 p. 89OA. Lucan is apparently the first to use 
inocciduus (once), followed by Gtatius, Glauuian, Arncbius, 
Sedulius, Avienius, Favonius ^ulogius and Germanicus.

107 Lacedaemonio The Spartan dog is also mentioned, for exam le,
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accru '  ̂' a and ^ican . ,j-c aise ;,e_her, ..ntl:
pp. ""ofr., .'.arti:. ad Icc. , r̂a..ar: _a. -ai rar 1x3

iaea, pp. 2q4ff. an jÂill, ..cunds and Huntiam in Ancient
Greece, pp. 31-4.

roloeso The î.olossian dog is frequently mentioned in 1-tin 
literature, e.g. at Lucr. 3."Coq; Virgil Geor. q./Oq: her. Lrod. 
6.5: Gratt. 13"ff.; G tat. Theb. q.23q; Gilu. q.6."q; 1.747;

eed. 3"ff. etc. an: see also heller on. cit. 1, pp.
103xf.; Aymard on. cit. pp. 25Vff.; hull on. cit. pp. 2ff.

05 trahat trshere is used here for contrahere, as at Lucr,
6 .9 6 6, 1190 and Cvid Am. 2.2.33• There is no need to read 
with the second .̂ ildine edition.

110 costarum sub.fine Volpilhac rightly comments, "il s'agit du 
point où les côtes et le ventre se rejoignent, et non de celui 
où les c&tes et l'spaule se rejoignent, commie le pretend J.C. 
V/ernsdorf. "

carinam B glosses this -ord with dorsum, and carina does 
usually seem to be used of the spine e.g. Lact. opif. 5*4 (deiis) 
quasi carinam comme,git, ouam nos dicimus srinam; hacr. sat. 
7 .9 .22 suinali medullee, cuae hoc est animali, quod est naui 
carina and. cf. Cvid Let. 14.552 mediiscue carina subdita 
nauigiis srinae mutatur in usum, buL the sense demands that the 
word be used here in the sense of "rib-cage." decenter rrona 
would be inappropriate of a dog's bach, which is more or less 
level in every breed, and sub mectore lato and ccstaruw. sub fine
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bcnejalsc, the first sub surely indicates the uncer.ide c: the 
animal. I can find no other exam le of carina used of the mil
eage, but the justification for its use in this sense -uet be 
these "ords of 11 in:' (h.n. 11.207) uectuc ho. ini tant'n Irtun, 
relicuio (oninalibuo) corinattu.. c rina was no doubt originally 
anplied to the spine because of the spine's function of 
sunnortinp the rib-cage and because cf the resemblance of the 
spine and rib-cape tc the heel end l.asic timbers cf a shin, but 
by the time of Pliny, the curve of the heel seems tc have become 
the dominant idea, and so carina in ..em, comes naturally to 
_efer to the curving part of the animal, the rib-cage.

I'll sicca "firm," as at Ca.tull. 23.12; Gratt. 277 etc.

colli gat colli.mere is used here in the sense of contrahere, 
as at Pliny h .11. 9. SO simplici concha utrorue latere sese 
colligente ; Cvid Met. 13.910 aricem collectus in unum. . .uerteo:.

112 renibus 'This word is used in the sense of "loins" elsewhere
only at Vulg. Exod. 12.1"; id. Ian. 10.5.

diductaoue It is difficult to see what significance 
deductaoue of the manuscripts could have here, and the 
conjecture of bogus has been generally accepted. Johnson explain: 
"spread, lata, non contracta," and TLL (6 1020 4 6) "cistentus, 
patulus," quoting also Germ. 188; ..yiint.  ̂1.3.159. Avien. iret. 
445 and 4 6 7. The cog would need broad, powerful hindquarters for 
svjift running.
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ce

;t 5. s -a inly used of mules and horse?., un.'..- alec of cane Is ; rd 
'an? (once each).

4 onnia an adverbial accusative of reference after ra'onun, cf. 
Virgil ^en. 4.558; O.cfO; Jtat. Ach. 2.9.f. Austin on Aen. 4.558 
comments, "Vhio use of onnia ie an invention of Virgil's, by 
analogy •••ith and "as seldom imitated..., it is foreign
to prose (Livy xxi. 34.5 is not an example of it). Gee Vblfflin 
ALL 2 pp. 95::.; &15; L-V, p. 379; oil ..iesenschaftliche 
1 syntax, p. qt." Austin goes on to explain this, use of omnia as a 
generalizing e::ample cf the poetic accusative of respect after 
adjectives as an entirely Greek mannerism introduced by Virgil 
and widely adopted by later poets. The first certain prose 
example of such an accusative is Tac, her. 17 nudae craechia.

There is little to choose between AL's nrimaeuis
and C’s rrimaeui as regards sense, but the number of sibilants 
provided by A3's reading produces, I think, a very ugly line. 
There is a high number of sibilants also in uu. 41, 4S and 5 1 , 
but in these linns the sibilants are much less obtrusive. A3's 
nrimaeuis could have come about as the result of dittcgraphy.

113 robore KUttner conjectures cornore. firmus is cuite often
used of cornus, but it is also used wûth robur, as at Columella 

1.8.3; Lucan 1.142; Pliny k.A. qV.Ifi; Gtat. Theb. B.qOG; wuint, 
1.8.6 and corpore is therefore unnecessary.

As
122 soles A rare use of the word to mean "year''Volpilhac

 ̂ Por^cK^pU/
points 'OLL: ̂ itcoMOt .cean "day," as, at Virgil Vue. 9.3V-2, Since



this would be nonsense here. The meaning "year" is 

guaranteed by Ovid Trist. 4*7*1-2 bis me sol adiit gelidae 

post frigora bruinae / .bisque suurn tacto Pisce peregit iter 

and Stat. Ach. 1..455 donee sol annuus onines conficeret metas.

iugandi G's iugandis is presumably a conjecture by Sannazaro. 

TLL says (4 1453 ^O) that cura is used "cum gerund, persaepe, 

multo rarius cum gerundive." Here the abstract gerund is better 

than the gerundive, since haec optima cura refers to what has 

been discussed previously, that is, the right time for mating, 

not to the dogs themselves.

123 A rather elaborate way of saying "when two months have passed," 

The actual gestation period for dogs is on average 63 days. 

mox cum is not used here as a unitary conjunction equivalent to 

simulac as this would give less good sense than if the two 

words are taken separately.

se For the reflexive use of formare cf. Firm. math. 4.19.24 

Mercurius...si se sub trigonica radiations formauerit.

bina For bini in the singular in the sense of duo cf. Lucr. 

4 .4 51 and 5.879; Anth. Lat. (Riese) 791*25; lul. Val. 1 .3 etc. 

and see LES 2, p. 212.

formarit For the shortened form of the future perfect, see 

LES 1, p. 3 3 5. Burman conjectures formauit, but cf. uu. 157f* 

and u. 1 7 9. Heinsius conjectures renouauit, with which we 

might compare u. 1 7 9, but formare is quite satisfactory.
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■’crwarit la " a à - Fer f ormare

Lot. ^Bieoa) 8q.4

iubar.

the ablative c:. 287 anc

128 -rauedo The word is not used of pregnancy in the cl ssicsl

period. TTI (6 2267 7'-4) gives only two other examples of the 

’•'orc used in this sense, Is. i-u ;. serin. 12; , 1 and Isid, diff.

127 Columella also recommends discarding the first litter (7.^2."").

"29 rorulosos This is a post-classical word which occurs first in

Apuleius, e. g. nc^ulosan familiar g .et. p.2;. hee hretschrann,

Be Latinitate Arulei, p. 51»

130 sucicue Lonatus comments on Ter. gun. 3'8 : "sucus est humor

in corpore, ruo abundant bene ualentes, ci. 7erg. -cl. Ill, 6, 

et suous oecori et lac subcucitur aynis."

132 uiecere uiseus is used in Latin cf any vital organ, usually 

in the plural. It is used of the womb also at vquint. "C.q.4 

and Tig. 43.3.3.

ccuJtLn.j (t>P
~ uei-o rare word among the poets except for comedy. It is

not used elsewhere by hem. Axelson (Unpoetische .orter, p. 36) 

remarks, "der Gebrauch dieser lartikel, wo sie ücerhaupt in der 

Poesie vorkommt, in der newel an gewisse Partikeln oder 

Prononina gebunden 1st. (g.e does not specify which particles 

and pronouns he means.) Et̂ -ras freier verfahren nur Lucr. Cat. 

Eor. Juv." autem is found once each in Propertius, Aetna and
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Ly-qdar.us, twice in Ciris an:: Lartial, three times in Horace 

( in is tie:- ; , four in .aniline anc Catullus, sin in (.vie, 

seventeen in Lucretius, nineteen in Valerius Flaccus, thirty- 

four in Virgil (of 't.ich t-enty-eight are in the Ar-rn-jn) and 

forty-t-^Q tines in Gtatius. Ac rear, sin uerc. loth the 

combinations sin outer a.y pin uerc r.re rare in poetry, but sin 

uero occurs only in later Latin (see Iho 2, p. 6 6 9 ), e.g. at 

Valerius Fleccus 5.321; Corn. Apol. 373; luuenc. '’.62",

’■'hereas sin autem i - : found also at Virgil -leor. 1.67; C-atalerton 

7. 3 and. Prop. 2 .3 2 .2 5 . Jirice get-o

appears in A, the less corrupt manuscript, I have therefore 

preferred it to L's aui:<,o\.

134 abcaturue abdo seems often to have been used rather

ambiguously. Its significance here has caused some disagreement. 

Hey (I’LL 1 56 65-6) considers that it is here used in the sense 

of re.Toueo, but compares this line with Gratt. 27'~-30 accita si 

non/ sites in latebras unicue iriclusa marito est, where, 

ho’--ever, abdo is surely used in the sense of "shut up", "hidden 

a'-’ay." "Hidden a "ay," however, is precisely ’-Hat abdo here in 

fact means, in the view of Ihielmann (ALL 3> P* 474). The same 

problem of interpretation occurs at Virgil leer. 3 . 5 6 abde dome 

nec turpi ignosce senectae, which Conington says does not mean 

"remove him from home" but "leave him no longer out with the 

mares." I find this interpretation difficult to accept; it is 

surely bad economics to continue to keep a useless horse 

needing regular feeding and presumably also occupying land or 

an outbuilding which could be used for more profitable 

purposes, and Virgil must surely be recommending that the horse 

be turned off the farm, a s for this passage, the interpretation 

"shut un at home" is in my view nonsense: how and where could



311

one : O': o'-ut up another V Best exam--lee of abdo in the senr - cf 

nenou^o n-en tc ca.ry tne nccicicnal mending cf ccculto, but 

this riticnal nen.: e i.- lerhrps lackin !.. the case of fib.

2.".32 rrocul a dentec nine rrecor abde faces, fern, is almost 

certainly echoing Virgil here, ann it seems to me most likely 

that they are both using abdo in the sens of exclude. It is 

true that Varro, Jolumella, lliny and Cmrian rsco...;:;end rearing 

only the best r.up;ies so that the sother is not overtaxed, and 

not because they may be injured or rejected, bum this latter 

interpretation of the passage i- surely the only sensible one.

-9 There has been so?ce controversy about the meaning cf these 

lines. 'Vernsdorf interprets them thus: "loteris e corporibus 

greuibus uel its cuae rraeoncerant, praen .score cut leues 

cursu futuri sint, nemme leuiores nondere, and Jtern, Cabaret- 

lu-arty and Fiegl agree. Llitius on the other hand says, "ex 

grauibus corporibus amnosces leues cursus. .-̂ ut, ut rrimum 

Barthius construit: a yrauitate cornorun futuri cursus 

celeritatem rraenoscere rotes. Grauissimi enim catuli, 

uelocissimi euadunt, quia scilicet ex pondéré futura illorun 

magnitude, ex .magnitudine uelocitas praesumitur, " an- hrh:

(Grattii Cyne me tic on vol. 2, p. 89) also disagrees with 

'v/ernsdorf, ri.giitly describing his interpretation as "contorta.m. ' 

hem., then, seems to be saying that xhe heaviest puppies will 

turn out the swiftest. Ink, however, regards this statement as 

factually incorrect and comments, "Graues catuli grandia membra 

pronit'tunt, non tamen uelocitate.m; potest fieri ut canis 

corporis uim habeat magnam, careat autem uelocitate," also 

quoting Oppian Cyn. 1. 425-4 KyOotLTrvo'c S'ow reAeècucuv^

TToWoi/j / K.OCL cr̂  ^ j? cc C TO V ,

fCaiùcc^O )/ , kolL èupac, o(.va(.L$Y|̂
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He further suggests that Nern. is echoing Grattius im. 298-9 and 

has misunderstood him. This raises two very vexed questions: 

whether Nem. did in fact know the work of Grattius, and whether 

leuis at Grattius 299 (Enk*s text) is to be taken as accusative 

plural (in which case Grattius is expressing the same idea as 

Nem., see Housman, "Notes on Grattius," ÇG 28 (1934)» 128 = 

Classical Papers 3» P» 1225) or nominative as Enk believes (pp. 

87-8). But in fact these questions can be set aside, and Enk’s 

accusations of e r r o r  by Nem. can be answered

independently of Grattius, for F. Müller ("Ad Nemesianum," Mnem. 

46 (1 9 1 8), 3 2 9-3 3 ) has produced support for Nem.'s statement from 

Xenophon Cyn. 4*1: tt^cj'Tov' ovv eli/oCL
etToL \ cc (j> jD cl. 4 * 2 : K a. L

cooru 'T^UoLV'Tc^t cLt <UVég , uoyvyocC

3«3î S ê kcCL TrX 6 L ou üct |U.LKOoCL,
/  C \  V \ \  ■>  ̂ /•

y^UTToCL . . . Oit jA^eV O V V  ULVC^cCi. TT<OAACK,kL  ̂ 6K y  WV kVVT\ y e  (TL u  V

(X.-n OCTTe^ ou VTolL ‘V'Yĵ  ô LcC TO ^Lk y  o t/

(Bindorf's text, Teubner I9OO).

Enk (p. 88) quotes the thirteenth century writer Bernetrios 

Constantinopolitanos (Aelian H.N. II p. 588 ed. Herscher) whose 

words contradict his theory: 'Ev w  c*Tcté o-oc ̂  yù.
KUVO-^COC éTTLAe^oCL T O  yg T e y  O y.

Nem.'s conclusions about the puppies' speed are probably 

not unjustified: the heaviest will be the best-nourished and 

therefore the most likely to turn out fit and strong. Heaviness 

need not imply that their limbs will turn out large and 

ungainly, as Enk suggests. Müller's conjecture, however, 

based as it is on a desire to bring the reading of Nem. closer 

to that of Grattius ("Propius igitur iam ad Grattium accedit 

auctor posterior...si scripsisset Nemesianus perpendere uires /
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cor-cris c tone lei.es manlbuc -raenccccre curGU (an = cnr-rs ;) " 

is unwarranted, as it is by no means Certain that Hon. C it . hno" 

Grattius'r: work ann in any cnso, th.-: suejscn-'satt.-r i- -li -'.tly 

different, Grattius speaking only of strength an-' -■•eiqha , while 

hen. links strength, wei lit anc speed.

43 catuli hue Luff (p. /fq) strangely calls this "the single

occurrence of hiatus" in the Oyn-eyetica. There is hiatus at 

Gyn. 71 anc also at 2,13.

indiscrete- TLL explains the meaning of the wore, as "fere i.e.

indistinctuK." Virgil uses the word of tsûn brothers (men. "0,391) 

Cf. also Lact. epit. 33«3 cicut in gregibus recorum confuse et

indiccreta omnia, hem. is perhaps exaggerating here, as most 

litters have a "runt", •■■hic;i is usually distinguishable at a 

very early age.

144 examen This use of the '-ore as almost equivalent to

examinatio or indicium is poetic and. late. It is also found at 

3tat. Gilu. 3*2.203; kin. Tel. 3*10; Ter. l.aur. 81; Arnob. hat. 

2.L4 p. 3^,"; Hil. hyst. 2.1'i p. 33.24.

"4 3 trenidocue hartin comments,"If we follo'-.̂  the manuscripts,'a 

double construction must be understood for the ablatives iudicio 

and periclo, i.e. 'saving them by her judgment and from the 

danger.' Such a use seems impossible, horeover, the epithet 

treridus is naturally applied to the dogs rather than to the 

danger." The latter objection need not trouble us since it is 

clearly a straightforward case of transferred epithet. 1-rtin's 

other objection, ho^-ever, has more weight, and if the -roi'ds are
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to ce xa'-en as s.ie c escribes, the construction would irm*<=e''- 

seem to be impossible. I "onoer, ho’-wver, ••hethsr ..art in and 

others are ri ht in referring the danger to the rupries rathe r
than to the mother. The puppies are actually in no canyer, as

u. 'V.Z incites, although admittedly the motner ca.n..ct know that; 

it is the mother herself who is in danger, havirm- tc negotiate 

a ring cf fire tc reach her puppies. I would therefore 

translate "preserving the best ones by her judgment and in the 

face cf alarming peril." There would seem tc be no difficulty 

about the zeugma if the worcw. are taken in this way. Burman, 

supported by Icstgate, conjectures tre" icanscue, -hich is 

unlikely. Baehrens reads trcnidosc ue, followed by hartin and 

Volpilhac, but this is in r.y view unnatural an: a'ic’-arc.

.6 mermina There is nc other example cited in hlL oX cx rrO .1.

used of puppies, but it is used of goslings at ^vian. fab. 33.1 

and at hart. Cap. 7.729 of the young cf the hydrus.

rrimum primus is used here in the sense cf ontimus as at Liv.

2 6 .1 6.7 , Columella 3*8*1 etc.

portatcue cubili lliny mares a similar statement at h .H .

8 .1 3 1 ortimus in foetu oui nouissime cernere incirit, aut cuem 

primum fert in cuoile feta.

150 segrenat The verb is here used in its literal and rare sense

of "separate from the flock" as also at lhaecr. 3 .13*3 and 

Vulg. ha11. 2 3.3 2 * :.ai.rtin comments, "If '•••e recall the fact that 

egrrgiam literally means 'chosen from the herd,' the 

combination of the two ’■'orcs is rather triking. "
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13 G ci CO A final cative, as a

anno uorous ninistrar

i-inun ' r uar

01':

Isot,

-Çc ni^n te nucpii i , see ^rrian 8, '-4 ; m o n

çl tenupsrue...cibatu! I.e. - V- c. ' ■ ■- 1 1lie sérum ci

is also used of animals' fooci at xucr. 6.
.1. cicatus

o

2 .9 .8 ; 3 .5 .4; 3 .8 . 3 and a number of times in lliny. except for 

lliny, the wore appears only in ante- and post-classical Latin, 

hartin considers that mamis ha. the force of "otius, bum it is 

perhaps better to take it with tenues : i.en. is recommending that 

not too much of the sure fattening sayina should be given to the 

puppies, while the thinner cicatus should still be given.

1 6" articules deprauet Xenophon (Cyn. 7.4) also says that too 

much fattening food -•ill make a young dog's legs crooked.

"'63 natantia The word is used to mean "unsteady" also at dtat. 

-~’heb. 6.841-2 effusacue san,Tiine laxo/membra natant.

"68 laceras The proleptic use also occurs at Cvid i et. .5--9 

cum laceras aries balistaue concutit arces.

randere hartin comments "pandere ualuas could scarcely be

used of the actions of dogs. The proleptic epithet laceras 

applied to the doors indicates that mandere is the correct 

reading," I cannot follow this argument at all; there is nothing 

in the least improbable in the idea of dogs trying to open doors, 

and modern doors, at any rate, can be opened by so..e dogs. It
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t-' i: y u - Lille, of course, for - .u'T.y tc cr.er. a dccr, lui

attempt ..men." erit, ccm-. tibiw u. " 6ÿ; , presumably by 

sc rater, in.- at tie cocr. I have never seen a c o.y try to c o m  a 

door !’■ attempting to bite at it, and indeed, it is difficult 

to see "'.O'-' a cog could bite a closed ualua., although as le~. 

says, they might easily bite the -rood around the door. Verdier^ 

(p. 9 2 ) appears to object tc nsnd.-re on tne .qround that cogs 

are not lively to chew wood. This, he-ever, is untru", as nsny 

coys enjoy this activity, and it does not appear, as he'-', fears 

tc affect the sharnness of their teeth or cla-'s at all.

71 inrin^unt Johnson conjectures infi -unt and heinsius infrinrunt 

but innin-'unt, "dash against," is perfectly acceptable, cf.

Pliny h.H. 8.3 imcactcs arbori (lentes) fran,punt (ele^lanti'.

14 spectauerit The nanus crirts read srec taueris . -any editors

take u. 175 as the apodcsis to the clause beginning nor cum

(u. 1 7 2). If the lines are to be taken in this '̂ ay, tnen either

 ̂■.-e have a case of t'.'o co-ordinate verbs (passa u. 175 and

snectaueris u, 174) being used -'ithout a connective, '.'■•hich

would be contrary to Hem.'s usual practice and to good style, or

we must emend to scectauerit with Johnson, aetas is then the

subject of srectauerit and passa is a participle. Johnson

comnares Virgil Aen. 1.265 uicer^t aetas. Vernsdorf, on the
'utother hand, retains spectaueris, interpreting'^as the apodosis 

of the mox cum clause, srectaueris is then future perfect used 

for future, s- e LilG 2, p. 524. iartin agrees with 'vernsdorf, but 

for a reason whicn in my view supports Johnson's conjecture 

rather than spectaueris, since she remarks, "inlaesis...membris
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is not a reretition of ualiei?...pruritus, but ic e y l n i n e b  by

11. "6=-71": the boms -ill

at eirht ".onthe old, but that -ill net mean that their limbo 

also inlaesis, unless you have been wise enough not to loch them 

up. It seem: to :re that no:: solum...s^u etian is implied in the 

t-o clauses in uu. 172-3 and u. 174, an: I therefCxe res: 

sToeotauerit -ith Johnson. I or the omission of est after -assa, 

see h-G , p. 1 5 .

"75 Cere alia con a The name of the goof ess is cc:rmon m-ton'ooy

for corn, a-' at Virgil Geer. 1 .297 ; - .art. 3 .5 .6 ; Gratt. qgc; 

Ctpian Cyn. ".J;4. Gvih is fcrici of the exTsssion Cereslia 

r on a , see I'.et. V. .'’22 and mast. 1 . oSq and 6.39".

'’ 73 clausicue teneri Luff translates "or be kept on a chain."

That dogs were chained as well as shut up we know from u. " 6 5  

and from Varro (n .h . 1.21.1;, but there is no evidence that 

clsudere -ras ever used as synonymous with uincire. Cato (awr. 

124.) si-riy says that dogs ought to be clauses. 1 em. has 

recommended above (uu. I6 5-6 ) that young dogs should not be 

confined, but as they gro’u older, this is one cf the things 

they must learn to bear.

179 Xenophon (Com. 7*6) advises hunting the young dogs at eight or 

ten months and Arrian (Cyn. 2 5 ." and 26.1) suggests eleven 

months for bitches and two years for dogs.

18" sed Tross conjectures seu (Obseruationum, Criticarum Liber, 

Hamm "823, p. 43). he rejects sed, "sed enim, unde % endeat, 

parum liquet; nan uerbis non lon.mo cursu o;: posit un esse nequit, 

quum sensus sit; catulos gaulatim cur-su producas (i.e. cursui
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acisu^iacias ; ■’u quidem haud ita lon-o, i v.oc ::ut in -;-arus

uc lie ant in sen to nouait, cuigge cuonia:?. n.tro.;v.s loco Ian aim; 

euagari non nos sunt, instisui c c nv.e n ientiss in vj.i est," and 

compares Gratt. ; 62 "here ieinsiua conjectures seu. Thir is net, 

i o- e v A r , a relevant parallel, a .id _nk rightly rejects seu at 

Gratt. 5 6 2 , El5 there is a contrast between u. qt an" u. J62. 

Here also, u. 18i is clearly not an explanation of u. 130, but 

a contrast tc it, and son (naruae), which picks up non lonyc, 

should therefore be retained.

q nec K-j say (I, p.''9 2f.;, "henn an einen affirnativen
t

Irrerativ ocer einen affirnativen volitiven Konjunriv ein 

neyativer Honjunktiv des uillens angereiht wire so steht regel- 

recht necue (nec)." horuin asserts that nec with the imperative 

is rare in classical poetry, cut h-G cuote a number of examples, 

inducing seven from Virgil (p. 195).

roc eramina hartin would retain roderamine of the manuscripts, 

suggesting that "cursus is not the object of indulge but 

genitive ’-/ith rod era mine , 'don't once only indulge the dogs 

with moderation in coursing, but train them frequently etc.'" 

but I can find no evidence for indulgere with the dative and 

ablative, or a parallel for such an expression as roderamine 

cursus, "restrained running." It right also be suggested that 

cursus is the object of indulge and that roderamine is ablative 

of manner; "don't grant the dogs runs in moderation once only 

etc.", but only a very few nouns can be used in the ablative 

without a oualifying adjective, and there is no evidence that 

moderamen is one of them (see h-G 1, p. 409 and Li:G 2, p. II7 ). 

heinsius conjectured moderarina, and most modern editors
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folle- M m .  jAM.scn, "hc -F.o net the originator of the 

conjecture nor oof:, ira ao nit in states, takes the lin- to res: 

"don't cnc« let th" ' cge hav' the manage-.en t of tne cha.ee (i. « 

don't let then forth unreotrained), but train then for a Ion- 

time in a snail valley or enclosed field," cut n .erenen rust

surely refer to th- a count of exercise ^Micn it is pr 

the dogs to take in order to build up their strength, cf. im. 

186-7} and the line must surely mean "regularly give the cogs 

the control of a run," i.e. a controlled run. This use of 

ro-eremen appears xo be rare: TLL describes it as "ce 

restricticne proprie de actions retir.endi" ana gives only one 

other example, Gilius "6.4"7 cunctanter et aero moderarina 

ecuorur. docenten (C-nrnum). TLL seems to be in two rinds about 

this problem, so A. Lumpe reads moderarina under moceraren 

(8 "20/ /;) and 7. lulhart reads roderamine under inrul-eo 

(7 '250 84).

187 munera AG's runere , punctuated '•.■ith a comma after it by

Postgate, gives good sense, but there are no other exsm.ples of 

a major sense pause between the fifth and sixth feet in Lem. 

Ulitius conjectures munera, and as hartin points out, munera is 

more natural than laudcm as the object of discere. c iscere 

might be absolute, but to is is unlikely, munera...discere then 

balances laudem...amare (u, 188). munere might have come about 

under the influence of moderamine in u. 185.

190 cursu reuocent, iubeant The manuscripts read cursus, -hich is 

difficult as I can find no example where the sphere of action 

from which a person or animal is recalled by another is in the 

accusative case. The natural object of reuocent is, as .artin
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suggests, the same as that of iubeant* i.e. catulos understood. 

Heinsius proposed cursu but Verdiere (p. 9.5)» who.wishes to 

preserve the balance of cursus...cursus. suggests that Heinsius 

is thinking of Cic, Fam. 10.1 de meo cursu...uoce reuocatus and 

objects that "apparemment, Ciceron n'est pas un chien de chasse." 

His solution is that cursus is equivalent to canis currens, but 

I can find no evidence for this suggestion. Heinsius's cursu is 

in my view the best solution, reuocare usually has a preposition 

when it is followed by the ablative, but it is also found with 

the plain ablative, as at Virgil Geor. 4»88.

reuocent, iubeant Heinsius suggests reuoces iubeas. This is 

neat, but unwarranted; hortamina understood is the subject of 

the plural verbs, and this change of subject causes no real 

confusion.

tendere cursus tendere is used here as equivalent to 

extendere as at Hor. Serm. 2.1.2 and Epist. I.5 .II. Heinsius 

presumably did not conjecture cursum to balance the singular 

cursu because cursum tendere apparently always means "direct 

one's course," cf. Virgil Aen. I.6 5 6, 6.240; Silius 9.216, 10.73 

etc., which would make no sense here.

192 c a rp e re  " te a r  a t , "  as a t  Ovid Met. 10.43  and 458 ; Phaedr. 

1.28.4.

1 9 5 -7 morbi...canes.../ dant stragem Bamste conjectures canum and 

Verdiere supports him (p. 94)»  contending that tristes morbi is 

the subject o f dant, and comparing Ovid Met. 7 .5 3 6 -7  strage canum 

primo uolucrumque ouiumque boumque / inque feris subiti deprensa
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rot-nth:! morbi but it is imp ossicle that r.crbi s.w uld gcvern 

the plural bent - hen the sinyulsr uenit intervenes . '. n r orf, 

however, preserves xhe reacin ; of tre .anusovi'tc, cor arin- 

Virgil Aen. 2. ; ' C I'e' it ar.-lo ruiner/'.. . - crue r : ich in turn nay 

be inspire/ by Lucr. 2. "'’45 (noer.ia ) Cab unt laber. rutrisci'.e 

rrirss. The reccing of the n o m  scripts can perhaps therefore be 

justified as an analogous use of the phrase dant stragem, -ith 

canes as the subject: "the dons suffer destruction." The 

sinnlest and noet likely solution is that cf Tuff, -bro takes 

canes as the subject anc ant stragem in an active sense, and 

translates "the dogs cause winespread mortality without 

distinction"; canes is presumably the raruce of u. "9/. Ten. is 

then expressing a fear that the "-up pies - sill contract diseases 

which -ill spread a.:.cngst the other dogs. Grattius (u, "42) also 

mentions the highly contagious nature of scabies.

195 scabies Scabies u'as a serious problem in antiquity, although 

it is not mentioned by Aristotle, kenecies for scabies in sheep 

are found in a number of authors, but only Columella (6.";."), 

Grattius and Ter., discuss it in dogs, (nor ancient remedies see 

Hull on. cit. pp. 56-7/' There is little similarity between Te.m. 

and Grattius*s discussions of scabies, as i.arrin points out:

Ten. imitates Virgil directly in his introduction of the subject, 

ifiile Grattius begins in a quite different manner (hOfff.).

199 Tritonide oliua Huhlmann (TLL 9 563 41) retains oliuo cf the . 

manuscripts but evidence for Tritonis being used otherwise than 

as a feminine adjective ampears to be lacking. It is highly 

unlikely-that Tritonide here is a noun, though the use of time 

name as metonymy for the olive-tree can be paralleled by Cvid
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Am. 2 .1 6,8 . Housman (CH 16 (19 0 2), 444 = Classical Papers 2, p. 

5 8O) says, "Pretty Latin is Tritonis oliuum. They conjecture 

oliua: but the corruption of oliua with Tritonide beside it, to 

oliuo would be a strange event; and what you would mix with 

vinegar to hake an ointment is not the berry of the olive, but 

its oil. Expel the gloss and write Tritonide pingui or dulci or 

the like. Ou. her. xix 44 'Pallade iam pingui tinguere membra 

putas,' trist. iv 5 4 'uigil infusa Pallade flamma,' Mart, vii 

28 3 *nec Tartesiacis Pallas tua, Pusce, trapetis / cedat.' 

Tritonide in Stat. silu. II 7 28 'Tritonide fertiles Athenas' 

means oliua rather than oliuo. In Nemes. buc. II 42 a similar 

gloss has invaded only part of the MSS: 'nostri pocula Bacchi'

V, uini NG." H. Schenkl's olenti and Postgate's leui show that 

they have been thinking along similar lines. I too think it- 

likely that oliuo is a gloss which has intruded into the text, 

but it is, of course, impossible to say which word it might have 

ousted. However, the second Aldine edition's oliua does not seem 

to me impossible; -£ could have come in from u. 196 or u. 2 0 2, 

or could have arisen simply from confusion between -a and -o, as 

at u. 9 1# Elision occurs in the thesis of the fifth foot also at 

u. 219 and 2 9 3.

200 -que...-que H. Christensen (^ue - que bei den rbmischen

Hexametrikern (bis etwa 500 n. Chr. f ALL 15 (l908))^points out 

that the use of -que...-que, where the first -que joins the two 

clauses together while the second joins the two accusatives, 

occurs several times in Virgil, Ovid and Statius, but only once 

each in Horace, Manilius, Grattius and Nem. He further comments 

(p. 19 6) that the use of -que...-que to connect types of 

animals occurs apart from this line only at Ovid Met. 13.832;
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14.255 and Avienius O.-b.T̂ n-. 4 j>5.

202 tineas tinea is used in Latin to denote parasites of various 

types, e.g. lice (Claud, in Eutr. 1.113, 26o) and woodworm 

(Vitr. 5.12 fin.). Here, to be scientifically accurate, it ought 

to be translated "psoric mite"1 On the subject of mites, the 

Encyclopaedia Britannia tells us (vol. 18, eleventh edition, p. 

6 1 9)* "A certain number of species...called...’psoric^ mites, 

give rise...to a highly contagious disease known as scabies or 

mange, which if not treated in time produces the gravest results. 

These mites belong exclusively to the Sarcoptidae and 

Lemodicidae...Three genera of Sarcoptidae, namely Sarcoptes, 

Chorioptes and Psoroptes, cause mange or scabies in mammals...Of 

the genus Chorioptes two species have been described on 

domestic animals, viz. Ch. symbiotes...and Ch. cynotis. which 

has been detected only in the ears of certain carnivora such as 

dogs, cats and ferrets." The knife which Nem. recommends is 

presumably used to cut off the skin encrustations which the mite 

produces. Martin equates the tinea with the ricinus, a 

suggestion which Volpilhac rejects (p. 119)» saying, "seules les 

tiques infectees (cf. P.J. Cadiot et P. Breton, Medecine canine, 

p. 2 6 2) provoquent une maladie mortelle, la piroplasmose, qui 

ne se manifeste pas par des affections dermiques." It is not 

impossible, however, that both ricinus at Varro R.R. 2.9.14»

Col. 7 .1 3.1 » Pliny N.H. 22.47» 30.82, 83 and at

Plut. M o t . 55© and Bassus Geop. XIX 2.10 are also references to 

this mite and not to the tick, which is usually found in an 

animal’s fur. With so mapy parasites and so few ancient terms 

for them, it is not unnatural that the same word should have to 

do duty for a number of different creatures.
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205 Burman, Baehrens, Postgate, the Buffs, Van de Woestijne and 

Volpilhac all punctuate with a comma after- rabies « but the 

sense is surely, "there is also rabies, a deadly peril to dogs," 

or "rabies is also a deadly peril to dogs."

ra b ie s  P l in y  (N.H. 7 . 64) suggests some causes o f ra b ie s  and 

a t  N .H . 2 9 .9 8 f f .  d escrib es  in  d e t a i l  ways o f p re v e n tin g  hydro

p h o b ia . G ra t t iu s  (3 8 3 -9 5 ) and C o lum ella  ( 1 7 .1 2 . I 4 ) recommend 

o th e r  p re v e n ta t iv e  m easures. A r is t o t le  (Be A nim alibus E is to r ia  

604a 4 -9 )  a ls o  d iscusses the  d is e a s e , and a few  o f th e  manu

s c r ip ts  o f A r is t o t le  exempt man from  th e  c e r t a in ty  o f death  from  

r a b ie s .  I t  is  s tran g e  th a t  n e ith e r  Nem. nor G r a t t iu s ,  u n lik e  

P lin y  (N.H. 8 . 152) ,  m ention the  danger to  p e o p le . O ther 

re fe re n c e s  to  ra b ie s  in  Roman p o e try  in c lu d e  H o r. 1 .1 0 .1 6 ,  

2 . 2 . 75» V i r g i l  Aen. 7 *4 7 9 ; P rop. 3 .1 6 .1 7 ;  Ovid M e t.  I 4 . 66; S t a t .  

Theb. 1 . 589» 625; S i l iu s  16.236 e tc .

204-211 Nem. here lists five possible causes of rabies. The first 

( 204- 6) has been the cause of much discussion (see below). The 

second possible cause is the time of the year and the heat it 

brings with it ( 207- 8 ) ;  the third is that the disease may 

emanate from the earth (2 0 9); the fourth is the unhealthy state 

of the atmosphere ( 209) and the fifth a shortage of water 

causing over-heating,(2 1 0).

204-6 The in t e r p r e t a t io n  o f these  l in e s  has been much d is p u te d .

W ernsdorf co n s id ers  th a t  c a e le s t i  c o rru p to  s id e re  is  a re fe re n c e  

to  the  sky , p o s s ib ly  th in k in g  o f V i r g i l  Aen. 1 2 .4 5 1 f*  abrupto  

s id e re  n im b u s /i t , or to  th e  a i r ,  as outbreaks o f d isease  were 

o fte n  a t t r ib u t e d  to  u n h e a lth y  atm ospheric  c o n d it io n s , bu t th is



325

is stated as a possible cause at u. 209. Burman thinks that 

sidere means the sun. Martin and Volpilhac consider that there 

is a reference in uu. 205-6 to an eclipse of the sun, cf. Lucr. 

5 . 7 5 8 solque 3U03 etiam dimittere languidus ignis, and naturally 

find this idea incompatible with Ulitius's explanation of 

corrupto sidere as "pro signo coelesti." Volpilhac (p. 119) 

comments, "les vers 2 0 5 - 6 évoquent manifestement une eclipse de

soleil, qui n ’est guère comparable au passage du soleil dans la

zone de l ’une ou l ’autre de ces constellations." He goes on to 

say (p. 1 2 0) that "l’expression caelesti corrupto sidere désigne 

une éclipse de soleil." I find im. 204-6 very vague and would 

not reject any of the above interpretations out of hand, - 

although I find it hard to believe that caelesti corrupto sidere 

could refer to the sun in eclipse, even if this meaning is

appropriate in 205-6, which is doubtful, as I have been

unable to find any evidence that eclipses were thought to cause 

diseases. Ulitius compares with segnes radios, uu. 157-9 » 

especially tardas uias, but 2 0 5 - 6 suggest to me bad weather 

rather than the very hot conditions referred to in im. 157-9* It 

is surprising that no one has, apparently, suggested that 

sidere might refer to one of the malefic planets. Mars and 

Saturn, although I think it unlikely that this is in fact the 

reference here.

As Volpilhac points out, each possible cause of the illness 

is introduced by seu, and magis in u. 207 seems to me to imply 

a connection between the causes suggested in uu. 2 0 4 - 6 and uu. 

207-8. The connecting link is possibly the Dog-Star. im. 207-8 

clearly contain a reference to the Sun entering Leo, which the

Romans considered to be the hottest time of the year, and the
atDog-Star rose^about this time (see note on u. 207}* The Dog-
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Star was thought to be even more baneful in the autumn, when it 

rose in the evening, see Homer 11.173,- 22.27; Hesiod 0pp.

419; Virgil Aen. 10.274 etc. and it is therefore possible that 

caelesti corrupto sidere may be a reference to it. The 

significance of 205-6 still remains unclear. Nem. may be 

referring to the appearance of the sun in bad weather such as 

might be expected in the autumn, cf. Lucan 5 «544-5 orbe quoque 

exhaustus medio languensque recessit/ spectantis oculos infirmo 

lumine passus and Avienius Phae. 1626-8. It is also possible that 

Nem. is incorrectly recalling Cic. Div. 1.57*130, where Cicero 

tells us that if the Log-Star rises looking dim, the atmosphere 

will be unwholesome. A third possibility is that sidere means a 

constellation, as at Stat. Silu. 1.1.95; Pliny N.H. 18.311^ and 

that am. 2 0 5 - 6 refer to a particular condition of the sun which 

has an effect on the constellation. According to Manilius 

(2 .90 5-9 )» it is by the influence of Phoebus that the stars 

decree whether things go badly or well on Earth. Manilius does 

not say so, but it is perhaps not unreasonable to suppose that if 

the sun is in an unhealthy or unusual condition, this has a 

corresponding effect on the constellations. The expression is 

very vague here and it is impossible to say with any degree of 

certainty what Nem. means.

206 adtonito Heavenly bodies are described as adtonitus also at 

Stat. Theb. 6 . 6 8 5 (the stars) and Claudian 26.66 (the Great 

Bear), and in both cases the adjective is to be translated 

"astonished." Here, however, it is possible that adtonitus is 

being used in an active sense, to mean, "that causes madness" 

cf. Virgil Aen. 6.53 on which Servius comments, "attonitae 

stupendae, non stupentis, ergo ’attonitae' facientis àttonitos.
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ut 'mors pallida,' 'tristis senecta.'" adtonitus in a passive 

sense is clearly required by the context in the Statius and 

Claudian passages, but has little point here, whereas the active 

sense is very appropriate,

orbe Volpilhac asks,"S'agit-il de I'orbis terrarum ou de 

I'orbis ipsius solis?" Luff supports the former interpretation 

and preserves orbe as an ablative of place, translating "in a 

world dismayed," which is surely impossible, although as 

Volpilhac says, exsero seems usually to be followed by an 

ablative of place (but apparently not at Seneca H.F. 594 

inlustre latis exeris terris caput). Barth would read orbi, and 

Burman would not reject orbi altogether, comparing 2.75 (where 

he prefers orbes of the early editions) and Ovid R.A. 2 5 6. 

Presumably they would take orbi as referring to the earth.

Burman also suggests ore, comparing Valerius Placcus 2.57 and 

Ovid Fast. 4*944» (where, however, the accepted reading is now 

orbe), explaining "ut ita 0£ solis attonitum ex ipso pallore 

arguatur." orbe, however, is in my view perfectly satisfactory, 

and like Martin, I think that it must refer to the sun. Martin 

compares Ovid R.A. 256 nec subito Phoebi pallidus orbis erit 

which presumably refers to the accomplishment of witches of 

making the sky cloud over, cf. Ovid 1.8.9-10. Martin would 

translate, "puts forth a pallid face from his astonished orb," 

and adds,- "Such an expression - as if the sun were distinct from 

its orb - is not unusual," comparing Virgil Geor. 1.442 and 

Avienius Arat. 1 5 6 8. Martin is, however, I think, misguided here, 

as the reference to Phoebus and his orb is surely a pleonasm, 

compare modern astronomical references to "the sun's disc." Of. 

Ovid Met. 1.592 dum calet et medio sol est altissimus orbe.
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and Manilius 1.4&9 medio cum luna implebitur orbe. For examples 

of similar pleonastic adjectival phrases, see Housman on Manil. 

1 . 5 3 9 and CQ 27 (1933), 4 = Classical Papers 3, pp. 1200-1.

207 seu magis LHS say (2, p. 498), "Lass im Spâtlatein magis z.T. 

ganz an die Stelle von potius ^vielmehr' getreten ist, das im 

Romanischen fast ganz fehlt..., zeigen nicht nur neue Partikel- 

verbindungen wie an magis 'oder vielmehr* (Tert. orat. 1 9 , 2 

Ter. Maur. 772 usw.), cur non et magis (Tert. anim. 32, 1 al.), 

seu magis (Nemes., Claud, al.).,."

ignicomi A rare and late compound adjective found also at 

luuenc. 3*1 and 4 .1 5I; Avienius orb, terr. 80; Auson. 396.8.

Leonis Manilius (4 .4 6 4-8 ) refers to the unhealthy effects of 

Leo. At the time when the sun entered the constellation of Leo, 

Sirius the Log-Star rose (about July 17th), and this star was 

considered one of the prime causes of rabies (Pliny N.H. 2.107 

and 8 .152). According to Pliny (N.H. 2.123), the hottest time of 

the year was when the Log-Star rose. The Encyclopaedia 

Britannica, however, (vol. 5» eleventh edition 1 9 1I, p. I8 3 ), 

states, "The experience of the ancient Greeks that Sirius rose 

with the sun as the latter entered Leo, i.e. the hottest part of 

the year, was accepted by the Romans with an entire disregard of 

the intervening time and a different latitude." The time for 

people to get rabies, according to Firmicus Maternus (8.9^4)jis 

when the Log-Star is on the descendant in Cancer and Mars is in 

opposition or in square aspect, and the influence of Jupiter is 

lacking.
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208 hoc The use of hoc here is so vague that it is impossible to 

be sure what significance is to be attached to it. It is most 

likely, however, that hoc picks up quod in u. 204 and refers 

therefore to letale periclum (203). Scaliger conjectures hos, 

which would make Phoebus the subject of inuiscerat « and this is 

possible, but not, I think, necessary,

inuiscerat This appears to be the first appearance of this 

verb in Latin. It is also used by Cassianus (conl. 4 .7 ,1) and 

figuratively by Augustine (conf. 7.21.27 fin., epist. 187.4 I etc.)^ 

Aponius (8 , p. I6I fin.) and Gregorius Magnus (moral. 3 0, 78 p. 

5 6 8B etc.).

209 An unhealthy atmosphere is often mentioned as the cause of 

disease e.g. at Lucr. 6 .IO9O ff., 1119ff.; Virgil Buc. 7.57,

Geor. 3.478ff., Aen. 3*157; Gratt. 375 etc.

211 concrescunt This is apparently the only example of coneresco 

used of fire. Heinsius conjectured crudèscunt or inolescûnt 

because concrescere recurs at u. 2 1 9 , but these verbs also seem 

to be unparalleled used of fire, concrescunt, "thicken"^ is 

perfectly satisfactory and there is.-nothing unusual about the 

repetition.

213-4 inque feros rictus nigro spumante ueneno/ prosilit "And 

spurt out into the fierce jaws in a discoloured, poisonous 

foam," i.e. the dog is snarling and foaming at the mouth. For 

niger in the sense of "having an unhealthy colour" of. Ovid Met. 

1,444 uulnera nigra ueneno. I can find no other example of 
prosilire used of a disease, but as this verb is used of
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liquids, vapours etc., its use here is not unnatural, cf. Pliny 

N,E. 1 2 . 5 8 inde prosilit spuma pinguis.

215 Celsus (5 .2 7 .2 ) and Bassus (Geop. 19*3) also recommend treatment 

for rabies. H.E. Walker, a veterinary surgeon, in an appendix to 

Jocelyn Toynbee's Animals in Roman Life and Art, p. 331» says 

that cures for rabies would appear successful where the "madness 

was merely a fit, or a manifestation of distemper such as 

encephalitis." Rabies is always fatal in animals and there is 

only one case of complete recovery by a human being, a small boy 

who was bitten by a rabid bat,

217 castorea Castoreum is a substance with a strong smell

secreted by the beaver. It had a number of medicinal uses, see 

Pliny 3 2 .1 3.

221 non cunctantes If no liquid was added, much of the powder 

would simply stick in the throat.

infundere cornu Virgil (Geor. 3*509-10) and Columella (R.R.

6 .1 0.1) also recommend the use of a horn in giving animals 

medicine.

223 blandas Enk on Gratt. 398 (p. Ill of his edition) conjectures

blandis. but gives no reason. Garson (Latomus 35 (1976), I6 1) 

objects that although blandus canis is a cliche, it is 

inappropriate for a dog with rabies. But this proleptic use of 

blandas is perfectly satisfactory.

224ff. For hunting dogs in general, see Aymard op. cit. ch. XII.
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224-30 These lines are found after u. 122 in the manuscripts. J.C. 

Scaliger (Poetic. VI.7) was apparently the- first to point out 

that they interrupt the discussion of breeding there, but Barth 

remarks, "Haec talia talibus Poetis exigua sunt peccata." J. 

Schrader (Obseruationum Liber, p. 86) objects to Nem.'s being 

criticised and was the first to suggest transposition, but 

after u. 127 (Sic. This appears to be a misprint for 107). He 

would have the lines in this order: 2 2 4-8 , 2 3 1-6 , 2 2 9-3 0 , since 

"Libraries uero, non autem Nemesianum, uersus 

turbasse uel ex illis effici cogique possit, horum animos 

moresque simul naresque sagaces/ mox referam quippe quae non ad 

Tuscos canes, qui in peruulgatis libris antecedunt, sed omnes in 

initio laudatos pertineant. Q,uis enim credat Poetam de canibus, 

quos unus forsan Oppianus memoret, ipse autem parce laudet, 

accuratius & diligentius agere uoluisse, quam de Spartanis & 

Molossis, & reliquis nobilioribus initio carrainis celebratis? 

Beinde, qui libros de uenatione scripserunt, aliis canibus 

animos, aliis nares sagaces tribuunt, ut Gratius vs. 171 at 

fugit aduersos idem quos repperit hostes/Umber: quanta fides 

utinam et sollertia naris,/tanta foret uirtus et tantum uellet 

in armisi At Tuscos & animosos & sagaces fuisse quis tradidit?" 

Schrader therefore transposes 229-30 after u. 236 so that 

these attributes then become those of the Libyans. As Nem, is 

apparently the only writer to mention the Libyan dogs, we 

cannot know whether the resulting description is a fair one. 

Schrader is, moreover, clearly identifying the Tuscan dog with 

the Umbrianjwhich Aymatd (op. cit. p. 2 6 3) regards as unlikely. 

According to Aymard, sculptures from the Etruscan period closely 

resemble Nem.'s description of the Tuscan dog. Apart from u. 232, 

the only reference to the Tuscan dog seems to be Oppian Cyn.
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1.396) which tells us nothing that would be helpful here. I see 

no reason, therefore, to move 2 2 9 - 3 0 from their place before

u. 2 3 1 . To Schrader’s transposition as a whole, there is one 

main objection: when what are now 2 2 4 - 3 6 are removed, u. 237  

follows u. 2 2 3. Schrader regards this as very apt, but u. 237 

seems to me clearly to belong after u. 2 3 6 , since it speaks of 

further characteristics of dogs and nares sagaces can have 

nothing to do with canine diseases. I have therefore followed 

Eaupt in his transposition of the lines, although the transition 

from u. 223 to 224 does seem a little abrupt, sed non in u. 224  

refers back to u. 1 0 7.

225 pascendum catulos K-S say (I, p. 734), "Liese Konstruktion 

gehftrt fast ausschliesslich der vorklassischen Sprache und dem 

altertümliche Ausdrucksweisen liebenden Varro an und begegnet 

nur selten in der klassischen Sprache, taucht dann wieder 

Bfters bel den spâteren Juristen auf." This construction is 

found in poetry also for example at Plaut. Trin. 869; Lucr. 1.111, 

2 .4 9 2 , 5.43-4; Catull. 39.9; Silius Italicus 11 . 5 6 2 ff.

Britannia British-bred hunting dogs, including the Agassaean^ 

were imported into Gaul by the Celts and used not only for 

hunting, but also for war, see Strabo 4.5*2 (c. 199), Claudian 

Stil. 3 . 3 0 1 ; Gratt. 174-8; Oppian Cyn. 1 .4 6 8 ff. It has been 

suggested that these were the ancestors of the bulldog, but Hull 

(op. cit. p. 2 6) considers that there is insufficient evidence on 

this point. Aymard (op. cit. p. 268-70) thinks that there were 

two different types of British dog, the Irish wolfhound and the 

Agassaean (either a bulldog or terrier).
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227 Pannonicae The Pannonian breed of dog is mentioned also at 

Oppian Cyn, 1.371.

228 Eibero The Spanish horse is also mentioned at Oppian Cyn. 1.37 

and Pollux 5 *3 7 .

231 Tuscorum For the Tuscan dog see my note on 224-30.

extrema Luff remarks "Non...externa seems to fit better the 

only Italian dogs in the passage" and translates "not foreign to 

us," This appears to suggest that Nem. is here looking upon 

himself as an Italian, which is unlikely. (See my note on u. 251), 

The reading of the manuscripts is quite satisfactory and is here 

almost equivalent to exiguus, minutissimus, cf. Prop. 1 .4 .11 

haec...forma mei pars est extrema furoris.

234 haud According to Martin, haud is rare in late Latin. This 

generalized statement is unhelpful as the use of haud in poetry 

depends largely on the type of verse a particular author is 

writing. Heraeus on Martial 9.2.8 says, "haud proprium heroic! 

uersus esse, hie quoque inde ab Aug. aet. a multis spretum (Calp., 

Pan. Mess., Colum.X, Manil.). In elegiacis semper uitatum est, 

deest hie omnino Ovidio (fast. 4 .6 0 9. 3*524 epist. 10.112 

dubia), Cons. Liv., El. Maec., sed et in tota append. Vergiliana 

Vollmeri hodie iam non legitur (Ciris 228 aut probum est) 

praeter Aetnam. Nec Horatius in odis usus est." There is also 

some variation from! author to author, as the following table of 

its occurrences in poetry shows, (haut and hau are included);

Lucretius 36

Catullus . 3 (twice in 64 , once in 66)

Virgil 123 (but not in the Eclogues)
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Tibullus 2

Propertius 6

Horace 16 (Once in the Epodes, 12 times in 

the Sermones, 3 in the Epistles)
Ovid 54 (in elegy only at Trist. 1.3.73 in 

the epic formula haud aliter)

Grattius 2

Manilius 0

Calpurnius 0

Laus Pisonis 1

Aetna 9
Persius 7
Lucan 35
Valerius Placcus 57
Statius 72

Silius Italicus 155
Martial 0

Juvenal 16

Serenus Sammonicus 3
Commodianus 0

Nemesianus 2 (Cynegetica)
Avienius 11

Prudentius 21

Claudian 24

odorato Carl Hosius (Ph • V. 42 (1 9 2 2), 2 6 8), considers that

odorato refers to the hound's tracking nose, while Wernsdorf

explains "quod odorem ferarum uestigiis inhaerentem seruat."

Martin and Luff, however, correctly interpret odorato as referring 

to the fragrance of the meadow. Xenophon (Cyn. 5«5) describes
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the difficulties for the hound in following a trail when there 

are flowers in a field.

240 cornipedes The word cornipes' was originally an adjective, 

used of the goat (Priap. 86.16) J'aFaunus (Ovid Fast. 2 .3 6I) and 

of the horse (Virgil Aen. 6.591, 7.779). Under Virgil’s 

influence it later became a synonym of equus, as here,

241 Oppian also describes the merits of the Cappadocian horse (Cyn. 

1 .1 9 7 f.). It is not mentioned by Xenophon, Arrian or Grattius,

242 Wernsdorf rightly calls this "locus uexatissimus totius 

poematii."

E. Liènard in his review of Van de Woestijne’s edition 

(Latomus 2 (l938), 73-4), would justify the reading of the manu

scripts by interpreting it thus; "Ĉ ue leur descendance 

généreuse, récemment armée, (le court règne de Carus s ’est passé 

presqu’en entier en Asie où il a fait une campagne heureuse 

contre les Perses), rappelle les caractéristiques des chevaux de 

Cappadoce et que le troupeau entier nous vaille a nouveau (s.e, 

référât) les triomphes de ses aïeux," but this explanation is in 

my view forced in the extreme, and it would seem impossible for 

nuper to go with referat when they are so far apart,

J. Gothofredus conjectures Argaea et palmae, also retaining 

nuper, which leaves the line without a verb, for it is unlikely 

that referat also governs palmas, and the balance of uu. 240-1 

seems to demand another jussive subjunctive here. Postgate’s 

superet appears to be the best solution, as it gives good sense 

and such a corruption is palaeographically plausible, although 

Gronovius’s numeret is also possible.
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The worst problem posed by this line is that of armata. 

Verdiere (p. 97) seeks to justify this expression by saying that 

armata (notis) "peut être mise sur le meme pied que l ’expression 

signo armare qu'on lit chez Lactance, mais, bien entendu, 

mutatis mutandis ; quo signo armatus exercitus capit ferrum, car 

J, Moreau me semble avoir parfaitement établi que, dans cette 

phrase, signum est 1’équivalent de nota. (Cf. J. Moreau, 

Lactance, Le la mort des persécuteurs II, Paris, 1954, p. 434)," 

but the two cases are quite different and it is difficult to see 

what sense armata (notis) would make."' Volpilhac considers that 

armata is to be taken as equivalent to instrueta, comparing TLL 

2 3 6 1 9, and interprets "une fois équipé, harnaché, pour lutter 

dans une course," but I have been unable to find an example of 

armata used in this sense without either the nature of the 

equipment or its purpose being specified. Also, the offspring 

would not need to be armata to be seen as pedigree stock. Again, 

palmas...auorum suggests racing, and race-horses do not wear 

armour, which is the only possible significance which armata 

could have here.Then we have the further problem that, even if 

armata gave good sense, the balance of the lines suggests that 

it is to be taken with grex rather than with propago. grex as a 

feminine noun, however, is rare, apart from Lucr. 2.662, being 

found only at Vulg. psalm. 78.13 and in various places in 

Christian Latin where the author is or may be translating the

Verdiere is also wrong to say that, "II est patent que Rome 
insiste sur le fait que ses seuls arma sont galea, cristae et 
cingula, c ’est-à-dire des armes qui ne sont pas offensives" because 
arma is used of weapons used at close quarters and cf. Cic. Caec. 21: 
arma alia ad tegendum. alia ad nocendum.
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Greek words Vo|-or| , '7TOL|j-vr| or ^  y  6 A 7j • See

TLL 6 2329 79ff. There is no evidence for the gender of grex in 

Nem. and armata seems to me in any case impossible.

P.T. Eden ( Œ  20 (>970), 142), who advances what is in fact 

Heinsius's conjecture Sarmatiae as his own, asserts that "the 

line all but demands a proper name, of place or people to 

balance Graecia and Cappadocum, " and Heinsius, Swartius, L. 

Hermann and Gothofredus seem to have agreed with this view. 

omnis, however, indicates that 242 summarises 3̂ . 24O-I, and 

to conjecture the name of a particular country for armata would 

therefore be contrary to the demands of the sense. A further 

difficulty involved in reading the name of any particular 

country for armata is that the sense and balance of the lines 

apparently demand a connective, and a proper name in the 

genitive followed by would involve a harsh elision 

unparalleled in Nem. On the other hand, if we drop ^t with 

Swartius, we have an asyndeton, which is also contrary to Nem.’s 

usual practice.

Barth’s conjectures are all more or less improbable, and 

the reading of his German edition looks suspiciously as though 

it has been invented in order to justify one of them*

Wernsdorf's conjecture harmatague et is ingenious, but 

harma is attested in Latin only in the sense of an eye-salve, 

whereas Wernsdorf doubtless wants it to mean a racing-chariot or 

team of horses.

Verdiere also seems to be thinking of the Greek when he 

proposes firmata et palamas superet, but palama for the Greek 

■TTocX a. jA.r'j does not appear to be attested in Latin.
Martin suggests praemiaque et, assuming that Nem. is, as 

often in this poem, imitating Virgil Geor. 3 » here uu. 49-50 seu
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guis Olympiacae miratus praemia palmae / pascit equos, This 

conjecture gives the best sense of any yet suggested, but is 

unlikely palaeographically.

Much energy has been expended in attempting to explain or 

emend these lines, but I remain unconvinced by any of the 

solutions so far offered, and I therefore obelize armata as the 

seat of the corruption.

245 capitisque decori This, the conjecture of Baehrens, gives 

much better sense than C's capitique decoro, while A and B are 

corrupt. The words are then to be taken with altus honos. Kehmel 

(TLL 6 2929 81 f.) considers that altus honos refers to the 

horse's mane, and there are a number of examples of honos used of 

hair, e.g. Tert. orat. 22 p. 195; Ser. Samm. 105, but I prefer 

to take the phrase more generally as referring to the overall 

appearance of the horse's head, and would translate "dignity."

247 plurima...ceruix The same phrase occurs at Virgil Geor. 3 .

51-2 where plurima, as Conington says, "denotes both thickness 

and length." These were evidently considered very desirable 

qualities in a horse, cf. Varro R.R. 2.57 ceruicibus crassis ae 

longis and Silius Italicus 16.362-3 insignis multa ceruice et 

plurimus idem / ludentis per colla iubae.

250 crebra Martin suggests that crebra limits ungula (u. 249) with 

adverbial force, but as Nem. is here imitating Virgil Geor.

3 .4991*. et pede terram / crebra ferit, it seems more likely that 

crebra here is meant to be taken in the same way, i.e. as an 

adverbial use of the neuter adjective. Conington compares with 

Geor. 3.499f«, Geor. 3*149 acerba sonans, and Page comments on
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Virgil Buc. 3 . 6 3 "the cognate accusative of the neuter 

adjective is often used adverbially,,.So too in the plural," 

and compares also Geor. 4*122.

231 gens For gens used as equivalent to regio cf. Ovid Met. 

1 5 .8 2 9 and Avien. ora 252, and see also Housman on Manil.

4.602.

Calpes Calpe was one of the pillars of Hercules in Hispania 

Baetica, the modern rock of Gibraltar. The other pillar, on the 

African coast, was called Abyla or Abila (see Avien. orb, terr. 

11 Of.). The fact that Nem. refers to the Spanish as living 

trans...Calpes culmina suggests that Nem. is writing in Africa. 

His designation in various manuscripts as Carthaginensis is 

further confirmation of his African origin.

2 5 5 - 6 "Panting, they pour forth terrible snorts, a stream of

breath." spirabile flumen is in apposition to terribiles flatus.

255 spirabile This adjective is found first in Cicero, who uses 

it of the air (N.B. 2.91 etc.).

flumen The manuscripts read numen, and this variant may have 

come about under the influence of Virgil Aen. 3*600, where the 

manuscripts vary between spirabile lumen and spirabile numen. 

numen, though accepted by Sabbadini in Virgil, would be 

nonsense here. Ulitius conjectures lumen, comparing Virgil Geor. 

5 . 8 5 uoluit sub naribus ignem and Geor. 2.140 spirantes naribus 

ignem, and for the repetition, uu. 67-8 and \m. 100 and 102, but 

I find it impossible to believe that Nem. would use the same



340

word in consecutive lines in two different senses. Verdiere 

(Prolégomènes, p. 99) conjectures flamen, comparing Apuleius 

Met. 1 1,2 5 . 4  and Prudentius 837-40, and says that Nem. is 

playing a game of adnominatio, as at u. I38 and u. 15O, but, 

unlike these two passages, flamen...flatus is inelegant.

Johnson suggests flumen or fulmen without explanation but I find 

it impossible to see what sense fulmen could make. Barth's 

German edition allegedly reads flumen and this reading gives in 

my view the best sense. For flumen used of air, cf. Apuleius 

mund. 10 (uentus) nec...aliud est nisi multum et uehemens in 

unum coacti aeris flumen.

anheli Klotz (TLL 2 67 59 *̂*) says of the adjective anhelus 

that it is "uox poetica (inde a Lucretio), maxime Flavianae 

aetatis, rara apud recentiores scriptores paganos, frequentior 

apud christianos."

258 mulcent aures muleere is used here as almost equivalent to 

mollire. relaxare. It occurs in the same sense at Prud. psych. 

3 3 1. Pliny (N.H. 11.137) regards relaxed ears as a sign of a 

sick horse, in equis et omni iumentorum genere indicia anlmi 

praeferunt, (sc. aures) marcidae fessis, micantes pauidis. 

subrectae furentibus, resolutae aegris.

259 sonipes In contrast to cornipes (see my note on u. 2 4 0), 

sonipes is found in poetry as a synonym for equus as early as 

Lucilius (5 4 2) and Accius, and thereafter in Virgil, Catullus, 

Silius Italicus, Valerius Flaccus and Statius.

Maurusia For Mauretanian horses see Oppian Cyn. 1.289, and
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Martin ad. loc.

260 gentil! TLL considers that gentilis is used as equivalent 

to nobilis here, and compares Ter. Maur. 188 gentilis...ecus, 

where, however, the interpretation is doubtful, gentilis is more 

probably used here in the sense of "native," as at Stat. Theb. 

8 .7 0 5 - 6 fatiscit/...umeris (Tydei) gentilis aper.

263 Livy also describes the Numidian horse as deformis (35*11«7).

264 ollis This dative plural form is found first at Ennius ann.

306 (Vahlen) and also at Lucr. 5 .1291, 1390; Virgil Aen. 6.730, 

8.659; Valerius Flaccus 3*386, 5*126; Avien. arat. 870, orb. 

terr. 1145; Ausonius Mos. l67; Prudentius ham. 730; CE 436.13; 

luuencus 2 .4 IO etc. For this form see Neue 2, pp. 423-5*

infrenes TLL (7 1488 81) considers this adjective signifies 

"indomitus, immoderatus, praeceps," but we surely have here a 

reference to the Numidian custom of riding a horse without a 

bridle. The horse was guided by the touch of a switch on the 

head, see Lucan 4*683; Silius Italicus 1.215ff.; Claudian 

1 5.4 4 0 . nec pigeat (2 6 3) is compatible with infrenes because, 

as Ulitius points out, Claudian, when speaking contemptuously 

of the ineffective methods of warfare of the Mauretanians, 

includes this practice as one of them (13*439), but Nem. is at 

pains to tell us that it is no disadvantage.

Further references to the practice of riding a horse 

without a bridle are at Arrian £. 24*3; Oppian Cyn. 4*50;

Virgil Aen. 4*41; Livy 35*11*7; Lucan 4*682; Silius Italicus 

1 . 2 1 5 and 2.64; Gratt. 517-8; Polybius 3*65; Claudian Bell.
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Gild, 439; Mart. 9.22.14; Herodian 7*9.etc.

liber utque Burman calls this locus suspectus." although he 

offers no suggestions. Bams té (l-Inem. 53 (1 9 2 5), 3O8 ) says . 

that there is no sensible interpretation of the phrase and 

conjectures libera torque (understand ceruix), but I cannot 

find another example of the use of torques, of collars on horses, 

only of a coupling collar for oxen. Also, this conjecture is in 

my view no improvement on the reading of the manuscripts, 

since libera torque simply repeats the idea contained in 

infrenes. liber uterque is vague and rather clumsy, but not 

impossible, uterque refers to the two types of horses which are 

ridden without bridles, the Mauretanian (259) and that 

belonging to the Mazaces (26l). Buff translates liber "temper of 

freedom" and Volpilhac, "L*amour de la liberté," but this seems 

to me incompatible with flecti facilis and paret in obsequium 

(265-6 ), and I would prefer to understand "l*rom restraint."

Nem. is  t e l l i n g  us in  264 -5  th a t  a lth o u g h  th e  Numidian  

horses appear too  h ig h - s p i r i t e d ,  th ey  a re  in  f a c t  q u ite  o b e d ie n t.

For liber used without an ablative of separation cf. Virgil 

Aen. 11.493; Stat. Theb. 7*632.

265 diuerberat TLL and OLB are divided as to whether there are 

two separate verbs, diuerberare and deuerberare. According to 

Hey (TLL 6 1571 35) de- is simply a variant form which often 

occurs in manuscripts, and there is no separate entry for 

deuerbero. OLB, on the other hand, considers that there are two 

separate verbs, although it lists only one example under 

deuerbero. Ter. 327, and translates "flog soundly," which is 

not the meaning required here. Gronovius (Obseruationum libri



343

très, Leyden l662, p. 543) conjectures quodque iubas pronis 

ceruix diuerberet armis, commenting, "Si memineris quid 

diuerberare sit, satis intelligas ceruicem armos diuerberare 

iubis dici non posse: non enim flagellare aut percutera est 

diuerberare, sed euentilare, discutera, agitando digerere & 

componere." This is incorrect, however, since diuerberare does 

mean percutere, see TLL 6 1571 37-8.

Martin attempts to justify C's diuerberet by saying, "Such

change of mood in dependent clauses of apparently the same 

significance is found occasionally in poetry e.g. Prop. 4 .4 .10; 

2 .1 6 .2 9 ," but since AB both have the indicative, attempts to

justify C's reading are not needed.

266 flecti facilis facilis is used with a passive infinitive 

also at Prop. 4 .8 .4O; Ovid A.A. 1.558; Lucan 2 . 6 5 6  etc.

facilis This adjective is used of animals in the sense of 

tractabilis also at Cic. off. I.9O; Avian, fab. 10.4;*Gratt.16 0.

lasciuauqe colla secutus Burman does not understand what 

this phrase means and therefore conjectures solutus. i.e. "sine 

loro & freno." The phrase is justifiable, however: the touch of 

a switch on his neck makes the horse turn in the direction his 

rider wishes him to go, and he "follows his nose."

267 paret in obsequium in obsequium is the result of the action 

of the verb. For the use of ^  and the accusative see K-S 1, p.

567.

lentae moderamine uirgae Silius Italicus also refers to this 

way of guiding the Numidian horse (l.215ff.).
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268 Ausonius refers to Nem.'s words at Grat. Act. 27 : "mirabamur 

poetam, qui infrenos dixerat Numidas (Aen. -4.41) et ilium 

alterum qui ita collegerat ut diceret in equitando uerbera et 

praecepta esse fugae et praecepta sistendi,"

269 promissi The significance and use of promissi have caused 

difficulty. Wernsdorf took it with campi and interpreted it as 

longi, porrecti patentis, but this would be a very unusual use 

of the word which generally describes beards or hair. Heinsius 

and Burman therefore conjectured permissi, comparing Grattius 

uu. 227-8 spatiis quails permissa Lechaeis/ Thessalium quadriga 

decus. Martin interprets promissi from its components as "sent 

forth," presumably taking it as nominative, and compares Lucr. 

4.680-2 turn fissa ferarum/ ungula quo tulerit gressum promissa 

canum uis/ ducit. promissa, the reading of the manuscripts, has 

been criticised in Lucretius too, notably by Lachmann in his 

edition, but N.P. Howard ("On Lucretius" JPh 1 (I8 6 8), I3 1 ) 

contends that the word is to be interpreted as "emissa, uel 

porrotenus missa," and quotes Nem.'s line as evidence. Munro also 

supports the reading promissa in Lucretius, citing this line and 

also Pliny N.H. I6 .IO7 nec ulla arborum auidius se promittit. 

"sends itself forth" i.e. "grows," but as Lachmann points out, 

this is hardly parallel. A similar use to that of Pliny of 

promitto occurs at Colum. 5*6.11 ramos proprius ferro 

compescunt uel longius promittunt, ut uites laxius diffundantur. 

Some editors., accept pro- also at Lucr. 4 *6 8 8. OLD accepts pro- 

both in Nem. and at Lucr. 4*681 and also at Silius 3*534 

quacumque datur promittere uisus. Martin's explanation seems to 

me a good one, and given the evidence of the Lucretius and 

Silius passages, I would retain the reading of the manuscripts 

here.
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273 snperextulit An unusual corapund first found in Tertullian

(resurr. 24) and later used by Augustine (Civ. 20.19); Evagrius 

(alterc. p. 44*17); Cassian. conl. I6 .1 4.4 ; Vulg. psalm. 7 1 ,16.

276 ipse Some scholars, including Magnus (Ph. W . 26 (1882), 8 I3), 

Duff and Martin refer this pronoun to Boreas, but it must surely 

refer to Nereus, previously mentioned in u. 272, putting his 

head out of the sea as in the similar picture at Virgil Aen. 

1.127; Ovid Met. 13.697; Stat. Ach. I.5 8 . The fact that Nem. 

goes on to mention the Nereids confirms this view.

murmure Cf. Stat. Silu. 1.3.21-2 spumosa...murmura. Heinsius 

conjectures marmore, comparing Lucr. 11.766f. where four 

different words for the sea are used within the space of two 

lines, marmor and murmur are sometimes confused in manuscripts, 

but murmure adds to the description of the noisy sea, whereas 

marmore does not. murmur is used of a noisy sea also at Prop, 

1.8.5; Ovid Trist. 1.11.7 etc.

278 mirata...stupet This pleonasm is quite common, cf. Lucan 8 .13 

stupens admirabatur; Apuleius Met. 9*34*2 stupore defixi 

mirantur etc. Baehrens conjectures super, which would then 

govern suo...aeguore, a rare and mostly poetic use of super not 

found elsewhere in Nem. For ire with the plain ablative in the 

sense of "pass over," cf. Virgil Aen. 4*404, 7*624*

283 farragine farrago was a mixed crop of inferior grains fed not 

only to horses (as also at Virgil Geor. 3*205), but also to 

cattle (Colum. 9*11*8) and geese (Varro R.R. 3*10.3)*
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284 uenamque f e r i  V i r g i l  ( G eor. 3 . 46O) recommends the p ra c t ic e  

f o r  c u r in g  s ickness in  sheep. V eg e tiu s  ( Kulom. 1 .2 2 ) g ives  

d e ta i le d  methods fo r  b le e d in g  a n im a ls .

lab o res  H e in s iu s  c o n je c tu re s  u ap o res , but la b o r  is  used in  

the  sense o f morbus a ls o  a t  V i r g i l  G eor. 3*452  o f .d ise a se s  o f 

sheep. Here i t  m ight alm ost be t r a n s la te d  "bad humours."

285 lab e  B a rth  c o n je c tu re s  ta b e , bu t TLL r i g h t l y  compares P a u l.  

N o l. carm. 19. 216 f .  u t  saniem s u ffu s a  lab e  coactam /  e x p rim e re t  

( m edicus) ; lab e  here  r e fe r s  to  the f lo w  o f the l i q u id ,  n o t to  

the  a ilm e n t ,  which is  expressed by u e te re s  lab o res  in  u . 284 , A t 

G r a t t .  468 labem r e fe r s  to  the  d isease i t s e l f  and is  th e re fo re  

not r e le v a n t  h e re , lab es  is  used o f the f lo w  o f l iq u id s  a ls o  a t  

Arnob. n a t . 5 *4 0 ; Auson. 3 2 5 ,7  P* 110 P e tc .

287 d is te n to  robore  Th is  appears to  be a ra re  use o f d is te n d o , no t

o f a p a r t  o f the body, but o f the  fo rc e  which ren d ers  i t

d is te n tu s , c f .  P e tro n . 87 .1  and see TLL 5 1512 6 5 f f .

f irm a n t  V e rd ie re  ( Prolégomènes p . IO O ), who c la im s H e in s iu s 's

f irm a n t  as h is  own c o n je c tu re , comments, "S i l 'o n  admet l a  

leç o n  fo rm a n t, par v o ie  de conséquence on e s t e n tra în é  a adm ettre  

au ss i q u ' i l  s 'a g i t  de la  'fo rm a t io n ' des membres du c h e v a l. Or 

c e t te  in te r p r é t a t io n  va a 1 ' encontre  du sens g é n é ra l,  p u is q u 'i l  

e s t q u es tio n  de ren d re  a l a  b e te  le s  fo rc e s  que l a  saignée l u i  

a v a it  f a i t  p e rd re ."  He goes on to  quote a number o f examples o f 

the  " v e r i ta b le  c lic h e "  robore  f i r m a r e . P a r t ,  how ever, a t  le a s t  

o f V e r d ie r e 's  o b je c t io n  is  in a c c u ra te  because i t  is  no t s tre n g th  

which the  horse has lo s t  by be ing  b le d , bu t the bad humours
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( u e te re s  lab o res  u . 284 ) whose rem oval re tu rn s  the  horse to  peak 

c o n d it io n . Kenney {CR 26 (1 9 7 6 ) ,  272) a ls a  supports f i r m a n t , 

say in g  th a t  i t  is  "a c o r re c t io n  such as any a t t e n t iv e  re a d e r is  

bound to  make," G arson, how ever, ( Latomus 35 (1 9 7 6 ) ,  l 6 l )  says 

th a t  f irm a n t  " in v o lv e s  c o n s id e ra b le  ta u to lo g y  in  the  whole 

c o n te x t and one cou ld  argue fo r  the  m anuscrip t re a d in g  on th e  

grounds th a t  the horses w i l l  h o ld  them selves e re c t  once t h e i r  

s tre n g th  r e tu r n s ,"  an e x p la n a tio n  which I  f in d  u n co n v in c in g . J .  

Kapp ( TLL 6 1103 35 ) a ls o  r e ta in s  the  re a d in g  o f the  m a n u sc rip ts , 

but fo rm are  appears always to  im p ly  a change in  shape or th e

im p a rtin g  o f shape i n i t i a l l y ,  which would be nonsense h e re . I

have th e re fo re  adopted H e in s iu s 's  c o n je c tu re  f i r m a n t ; th e  

m uscular s tre n g th  o f the  horses is  renewed by the b lo o d - le t t in g .  

fo rm ant cou ld  have come about under the  in f lu e n c e  o f f o r t i a  in

u . 286 , though th e  c o rru p tio n  is  common enough.

288 -9  u ia ru m / longa K-S say ( l ,  p . 230) o f th e  use o f s u b s ta n t

iv iz e d  a d je c tiv e s  w ith  the  g e n i t iv e ,  " h â u fig  gebrauchen D ic h te r

u . S p â t. nach A n a lô g ie  des p a r t i t i v en G en etivs  so lche  

Terb indungen , auch wenn im Grunde g ar k e in  p a r t i t iv e s  V e rh â ltn is  

v o r l i e g t ,  so L u cr. 2 ,  1100 c a e liq u e  serena = caelum serenum.

V erg . A . 1 , 422 m i r a t u r . . . s t r a ta  uiarum  = s tra ta s  u ia s  ( v e r g l .  

L u c r . 1 ,  315) '  2 ,  332 angusta u ia ru m . 725 fe r im u r  per opaca 

locorum . 5» 695 ardua te rra ru m .  8 ,  221 p e t i t  ardua m e n tis .

6 ,  633 per opaca uiarum  ( v e r g l .  N o rd en ). H o r. C. 4 ,  12 , 19 
amara curarum " e tc .  L u c re tiu s  is  a p p a re n tly  th e  f i r s t  L a t in  

w r i t e r  to  use the n e u te r  p lu r a l  o f a d je c t iv e s  thus and does so 

q u ite  f r e q u e n t ly ,  e .g .  a t  1.315 s t r a t a  u ia ru m ; 3*498 m unita  

u i a i ; 6 .332  r a r a  u ia ru m , and see C. B a ile y 's  e d it io n  v o l .  1 , pp. 

9 1 -2  and on L u c r . 1 .8 6 .
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289 u o lu n t Tross ( op. c i t . p . 49 ) would read  u a le n t  because o f  

u e te re s  lab o res  m entioned p re v io u s ly , and compares u . 253 . Th is  

is  a good c o n je c tu re , but u n w arran ted , as la e ta e  in  u . 286 

seems to  im ply  a r e tu rn  o f enthusiasm  as w e ll  as s tre n g th  to  

the h o rs e .

consumere T h is  verb  is  used o f c o ve rin g  d is tan ce s  a ls o  a t  

S o lin u s  52.47 ramorum umbrae am bitu  b in a  s ta d ia  consumunt.

292 culmosque a rm a r it  a r i s t i s  If we fo l lo w  the re a d in g  o f A and 

C, " th e  lo g ic a l  o rd er o f thought seems e x a c t ly  re v e rs e d ,"  as 

M a r t in  says . A ls o , we would expect aestas  to  be th e  s u b je c t o f 

a rm a r it  as i t  is  o f d u ra u e r it  and s ic c a u e r i t . I  can see no 

reason to  d o u b t, as f u f f  does, th a t  arm are is  th e  c o r re c t  verb  

h e re , as i t  is  found e lsew here o f p la n ts ,  e .g .  C lau d ian  14. IO  

arm at sp ina  rosas and see TLL 2 6I8 6 5 f f .  In v e rs io n s  such as 

V i r g i l  Aen . 6 .4  ancora fu n d ab at nau is  a re  no p a r a l l e l ,  f o r  th e re  

the  in v e rs io n  is  due to  m e tr ic a l  n e c e s s ity , see N orden’ s e d it io n  

p . 113 f f .  M a r t in  p o in ts  out th a t  D raco n tiu s  expresses a s im i la r  

id e a  as we m ight expect i t  ( Rom. 3 * 6 ) ,  nam ro re  m a r ita t  /  a rua  

suo u e l so le  fo u e t u e l tem perat aestus /  a lte rn a n s  e lem enta  

p o te n s , u t  re d d a t e t  umbras /  montibus a rb o re is  e t  culmos arm et 

a r i s t i s , and she th e re fo re  c o n je c tu re s  culmosque a rm a r it  

a r i s t i s . S chuster (" B e r ic h t  über d ie  nachaugusteischen  

h e id n isch en  B ic h te r  von 1915- 1925,"  ^  1927, 120- 21) ,  says th a t  

th is  em endation f a i l s  because M a r t in  has a lte r e d  two words. Th is  

is  a fe e b le  o b je c t io n , and I  wonder i f  B 's  i n i t i a l  e r r o r  ( aestas  

has c re p t in  from  u . 290) m ight no t be a c lu e  to  the source o f 

p a r t  o f th e  c o rru p tio n ;  a r i s t i s  has in  the archetype  become 

a r is ta s  under the in flu e n c e  o f aestas  above, and th is  has
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perhaps caused the  a l t e r a t io n  to  culmusque. to  remove the  two 

a c c u s a t iv e s , or p o s s ib ly  culmusque is  s im ply  a s c r ib a l  e r r o r ,  as 

th e re  is  some co n fu s io n  between u and o in  A and B.

293 hordea V i r g i l  was abused by th e  poet Bavius f o r  h is  use o f  

t h is  p lu r a l  form  a t  Bug. 5 .3 6, G eor. 1.210, 317» Q u in t i l ia n  

says ( 1. 3 . 16) hordea e t  m u ls a ...n o n  a l io  u i t io s a  sunt quam quod 

s in g u la r ia  p l u r a l i t e r  e f f e r u n t u r . The p lu r a l  a ls o  appears m e tr i  

g r a t ia  a t  Ovid M e t. 14*273» M ed ic . 53» 56 e tc .  For o th e r  

examples see TLL 6 3 2966 80.

297 a l t o r e s . . .sucos The o n ly  o th e r example o f a l t o r  used 

a d je c t iv a l ly  c ite d  by A . de Mess in  TLL is  P a u l. P e t r ie .  M a r t . 

6.497 a lto r e s  fa u o s .

298 iuuentus C urc io  considers  th a t  iuuentus h ere  means "young  

dogs,"* as a t  G r a t t .  330» but th is  is  s u re ly  im p o ss ib le  h e re .  

N e v e rth e le s s , i t  is  no t a t  a l l  c le a r  from  th is  l in e  what the  

ro le s  o f the  fa m u li and th e  comitum animosa iu u en tu s  a r e , o r  

w hether both  phrases r e f e r  to  one group o f peop le  or to  two 

d is t in c t  groups. G ra t t iu s  (2 1 8 -9 )  speaks o f turbam . . .com item . 

b u t a g a in , i t  is  no t c le a r  what t h e i r  r S le  i s .

299 casses For nets  in  g e n e ra l see Xen. Cyn. 2 .3 - 8 ;  A r r ia n  Cyn. 1; 

G r a t t .  2 5 f f .J  Oppian Cyn. 1 .1 5 0 -5  and e s p e c ia l ly  P o l l .  Onomast. 

V.4* See a ls o  Enk p . 1 8 f f . ,  M a r t in  ad lo c . . F . C apponi, " I I  

cass is  ed 1 suo i p o e t i ,"  Latomus 17 ( 1 9 5 8 ) ,  6 6 9 f f . ;  V e rd ie re

(Prolegom enes. pp* 2 0 4 -6 ) ,  and the  ta b le  from  E . Bebecque’ s 

Xenophon. L 'a r t  de l a  chasse, P a r is  1970 reproduced by 

V o lp ilh a c  (p .  147) .
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302 D i f f e r e n t  types o f n e t re q u ire d  d i f f e r e n t  th reads  and s iz e s  o f 

mesh, see Xenophon Cyn. 2 .4 - 5 ,  1 0 .2 .

504-511 met u . . . /  metus Enk on G r a t t .  85 th in k s  th a t  metus in  u .

304 r e fe r s  to  th e  fo rm id o . TLL, on th e  o th e r hand, reg ard s  u .

511 as a re fe re n c e  to  the  fo rm ido  and u . 504 as l i t e r a l  f e a r .  

A g a in , acco rd in g  to  TLL , G r a t t iu s ,  M a n iliu s  and Nem. a l l  use 

metus as a synonym f o r  th e  fo rm id o , bu t Housman reg ard s  th e  

M a n iliu s  passage (4 .1 8 2 )  as a re fe re n c e  to  l i t e r a l  f e a r .  As th e  

id e a  o f th e  fo rm id o * a rope s tru n g  w ith  fe a th e r s ,  was to  scare  

an im als  in to  the n e t ,  i t  is  n o t s u rp r is in g  to  f in d  th a t  th e  use 

o f metus is  sometimes ambiguous, and Hem. may be p la y in g  on the  

two m eanings, as G ra t t iu s  does a t  u .  88 m e tu s .. . f a ls o s . I  th in k  

i t  more l i k e l y  th a t  u . 504 is  a re fe re n c e  to  th e  fo rm ido  and u .

511 to  l i t e r a l  f e a r ,  b u t any o f th e  fo u r  p o s s ib le  in te r p r e ta t io n s  

m ight be th e  r ig h t  one.

309 u a r io . . . fu c a re  ueneno G ra t t iu s  a ls o  recommends dyeing  th e  

fe a th e rs  (u .  86) .

J10 c u rab is  The m anuscrip ts  read  cura  t i b i , bu t i t s  use w ith o u t  

s i t  where th e  sense demands the  ju s s iv e  s u b ju n c tiv e  o r som ething  

s im i la r  would appear to  be im p o ssib le  (see  K-S 1 , pp. 1 0 - 5 ) ,  

a lth o u g h  P o s tg a te , Damste and V o lp ilh a c  r e t a in  th is  re a d in g .

Damste  ("Ad Nemesianum C y n e g e tic a ,"  Mnem. 53 (l925), 308) 

compares G ra t t iu s  uu. 4 9 5 f f .  and u . 346 , b u t in  the fo rm er case 

the  om ission occurs in  a su b o rd in a te  c la u s e , which is  n o t 

unusual (see  K-S 1 , p . I I ) ,  and in  the  second th e re  is  no om ission  

o f a p a r t  o f esse . Haupt comments ( Opuscula 1 , p . 4 0 3 f . ) ;  "non 

p len a  e s t o r a t lo ,  sed dicendum e r a t  Cura t i b i  s i t  u e l omisso
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pronomine Cura s i t , u t  in  hac to ta  carm in is  p a r te  poeta  

p ra ec e p ta  d a t e t  quae fa c ie n d a  s in t  d o c e t. possumus p lu ra  

c o n ic e re  C u ra to , C u ra b is , Curabunt (nam fa m u li an tea  

commemorantur,) s c i t iu s  e t  p ro b a b lliu s  e s t quod Lachmannus 

e x c o g ita u it  Curam a th ib e . d i x i t  de hac u o c a b u li quod e s t ad 

s c r ib e n d i ra t io n e  in  commentario L u c re tià n o  p . 352: in  hoc ipso  

ad h ib en d i uerbo codicem palim psestum  Vaticanum  secutus M artin u s  

H e rtz iu s  earn in  G e l l i i  l i b r o  I cap . 3 e t  6 e x h ib u it .  ( a th ib e tu r  

Tac, ann. X V .4 a th ib e n tu r  Gaius III 174 a th ib u e r in t  Gaius II 

109) . "  Lachmann's is  an in te r e s t in g  c o n je c tu re , b u t a cco rd in g  to  

TLL (4 1459 13) ,  curam adhibe does n o t occur w ith  th e  i n f i n i t i v e ,  

"n o n n is i P a u l, d ig . 1 .1 5 .3 .1 4 * "  H au p t's  curabunt is  p o s s ib le  as 

th e  fa m u li a re  th e  s u b je c t o f a d d isc a n t ( 301) ,  bu t somewhat 

awkward, as th e re  have been two changes o f s u b je c t s in ce  th e n ,  

and fa m u li is  by th is  p o in t tw e lve  l in e s  away; c u rab is  is  

p ro b ab ly  th e  b e s t s o lu t io n  to  the  problem  as we have two second 

person fu tu r e  verbs fo l lo w in g ,  sûmes ( 317) and in u e n ie s  ( 319) .

The c o rru p tio n  cou ld  have come about by a s c r ib e 's  eye s lip p in g  

to  u . 312 and h is  ab sen t-m in d ed ly  w r i t in g  t i b i  fo r  - b is .

312 u u l tu r  V u ltu r e 's  fe a th e rs  were a p p a re n tly  used because o f  

t h e i r  s m e ll,  c f .  G r a t t .  79 and Lucan 4 *4 3 7 . The v u ltu r e  is  a ls o  

m entioned a t  G r a t t .  75 and Oppian Cyn. 4 *3 9 2 . The o n ly  o th e r  

b ir d  in  N em .'s  l i s t  which is  a ls o  m entioned by G ra t t iu s  is  the  

swan (u .  77) .

313 M a r t in  and K e l le r  ( op. c i t .  2 ,  p . 171) th in k  th a t  th e re  is  here  

a re fe re n c e  to  the  o s t r ic h ,  which is  found in  A ra b ia  as w e ll  as 

A fr ic a  and is  much s o u g h t-a f te r  f o r  i t s  b e a u t i fu l  plumage.
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314 cycnique sénés The swan is  r e fe r r e d  to  as senex e lsew h ere , 

b u t in  a t  le a s t  two o f th e  cases , th e  re fe re n c e  must be to  the  

swansong ( S t a t .  Theb. 5 *34 1 ; M a r t . 9 .4 2 . 2 ) ,  whereas here  th e  

re fe re n c e  must be to  the  w h ite  plumage ( c f .  u . 57 plumamque 

sen ile m ) . I t  is  p o s s ib le , how ever, th a t  in  S ta t iu s  and M a r t ia l  

senex has th e  added co n n o ta tio n  o f " w h ite ,"  c f .  Ovid H e r . 7 .2  

u b i f a t a  u o c an t. . .c o n c in it  a lbus o lo r , or perhaps swans were 

always thought o f as o ld  because o f t h e i r  c o lo u r .

316 p e l l i to s q u e  pedes I cannot f in d  an o th er example o f p e l l i t u s  

used in  th is  way, o f webbed f e e t ,  but i t  is  n o t in  my v iew  an 

u n n a tu ra l u se . P l in y  uses palm ipedes ( N .H . 1 0 .2 9  and 1 1 .256) .

317 -8 h i n c . . . / . . . i l l i c  V e rn s d o rf in te r p r e te d  h in c  as "from  the  

w a te r -fo w l"  and i l l i c  as " in  th e  r iv e r s  and m arshes." Such an 

in t e r p r e t a t io n  is  fo rc e d , acco rd in g  to  M a r t in ,  who says th a t  

"h in c  and i l l i c  must r e f e r  to  L ib y a , though th e  lo g ic a l  

co n n ectio n  is  broken by the  in te r p o s it io n  o f 3̂ .  314- 6^ " U l i t iu s , 

fo llo w e d  by Johnson, says th a t  u . 317 in te r r u p ts  th e  sense 

because " S i ad ardeas & c ic o n ia s  haec r e f e r a s ,  f a ls a  s u n t; s in  

ad L ibycas aues , uera  quidem" and th e re fo re  transposes u . 313 
a f t e r  u . 316, thus b r in g in g  L ibye  and h in c  c lo s e r  to g e th e r . But 

in  u . 316, Nem. may w e ll  be r e f e r r in g  to  the  fla m in g o , which is  

found in  N o rth  and C e n tra l A f r ic a  and is  noted  f o r  i t s  

v e r m il io n  plumage. The use o f h in c  here  is  somewhat vague , but 

i t  may w e ll  be used in  a p a r t i t i v e  sense, r e f e r r in g  to  the  w ater  

fo w l in  u . 316 , s in ce  the  o th e r b ird s  p re v io u s ly  m entioned do 

n o t have re d  fe a th e r s ,  i l l i c  cou ld  be taken  as a re fe re n c e  to  

L ib ya  or as a f u r t h e r  re fe re n c e  to  the  w a te r fo w l,  though i t  is  

p o s s ib le  to  ta k e  i t ,  w ith  V e rn s d o rf, as r e f e r r in g  to  the  r iv e r s



353

and marshes in  u . 315. D u ff t r a n s la te s  "among th e  fo rm e r ,"  which  

m ight r e f e r  to  a n y th in g .

317 roage P ro b ab ly  used here in  the  sense o f  potissim um  as a t  

G r a t t .  85 h in c  magis in  ceruos u a lu i t  m etus; P lin y  N .H . I 8.152 
m a tu re s c e n tia  frum enta  im bre la e d u n tu r e t  hordeum m agis.

Th is  form  is  c o m p a ra tiv e ly  in fre q u e n t in  e a r ly  and 

c la s s ic a l  L a t in .  In  P lau tu s  i t  is  found o n ly  b e fo re  vo w e ls , but 

in  c la s s ic a l  v e rs e , o n ly  b e fo re  consonants.

P lau tu s  10

L u c re tiu s  4 ( magis 154)

V i r g i l  1 ( Aen. 1 0 .4 8 1 ) ( magis 4 8 )

P ro p e rt iu s  3 ( magis I 9 )

Ovid 1 ( T r i s t . 2 .4 7 9 )

Prom th e  tim e o f T e ren tia n u s  Maurus on, mage becomes more 

common, o c c u rrin g  a lm ost 80 tim es in  p o e try  and a lm ost 20 tim es  

in  p ro s e , g e n e r a lly  b e fo re  a consonant, see TLL 8 52 8 f f .  and 

Neue 2 ,  pp. 5 9 4 -5 *

T e re n tia n u s  Maurus 3

Reposianus 1

S o lin u s  1 (22  ( l 2 .2 0 1 ) )

Nemesianus 1

l u l .  V a le r iu s  9

D ionys. Cato de moribus 3 (once b e fo re  a vo w el)

A v ien iu s  1

P ru d en tiu s  4 ( magis 11 tim e s )

S idon iu s  19

P au lin u s  P e tr ie o rd ia e  I 4
Ennodius 2

B oeth ius 1
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The o r ig in  o f the d o u b le t magis and mage a r is e s  from  the  

tendency in  e a r ly  L a t in  to  underva lue  f i n a l  F in a l  -_i in  an 

open s y l la b le  in  L a t in  became e .g .  c ap e . im p e ra tiv e  o f  

c a p e re . a lo n g s id e  c a p io , c a p iu n t (see  M. N iederm ann, P re c is  de 

Phonétique H is to r iq u e  du L a t in e , P a r is  1953» P« 38)»  so th a t  we 

have mage r a th e r  than *m a g i. F in a l  -_s was lo s t  in  e a r ly  L a t in  i f  

preceded by a s h o rt vowel and fo llo w e d  by an i n i t i a l  consonant 

(s e e  N iederm ann, p . 96) so th a t  f i n a l  - £  was sometimes 

p reserved  and sometimes n o t ,  g iv in g  us th e  do u b le ts  mage and 

m ag is , pote and p o t is . magis came to  be th e  more p o p u la r form  

in  c la s s ic a l  L a t in  (p p . 9 7 - 8 ) .

puhiceas V i r g i l  a ls o  recommends th is  c o lo u r f o r  th e  form ido  

( G eor. 3 . 372) .  For the  a d je c t iv e  punieeus in  g e n e ra l see J .  

A n d ré , Etude sur le s  termes de co u leu r dans la  langue l a t i n e . 

P a r is  1949» pp. 86- 90.

n a tiu o  munere m urice is  the  c o n je c tu re  o f B a r th , bu t the  

re a d in g  o f the  m anuscrip ts  g iv es  p e r fe c t  sense. As is  c le a r  

from  what fo l lo w s , Nem. is  here  r e f e r r in g  to  fe a th e rs  n a t u r a l ly  

co lo u red  and th e re fo re  needing no dye. munus is  here  a lm ost 

e q u iv a le n t to  donum, o f .  Ovid M e t. 14*685 n a tu ra le  d e c o r is /  

munus.

324 Prom th e  tim e o f  Homer, th e  e a r ly  m orning was co nsidered  the  

b e s t tim e to  h u n t, c f .  Odyss. 1 9 .4 2 8 -9 ;  V i r g i l  Aen. 4 .1 3 0 ,

586; Ovid M e t.  7 .8 0 4 ; Lucan 4 * 3 2 , 734» Seneca Phaed. 3 9 f • ;

G r a t t .  223.

325 The t e x t  ends here  in  the  m a n u sc rip ts , but i t  is  g e n e ra lly
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agreed th a t  the  poem has been tra n s m it te d  in  an incom plete  

s t a t e .  S e t t in g  a s id e  H au p t's  ingen ious re c o n s tru c t io n  o f the  

arch etyp e  in  which u . 325 comes a t  the bottom o f the  verso  s id e  

o f a l e a f  ( Opuscula 1 , p , 404f . ) ,  the  prooemium is  in o r d in a te ly  

lo n g  f o r  a poem o f  th is  s iz e  (102  l i n e s ) ,  and Nem, has no t 

f u l f i l l e d  h is  prom ise (u u . 237- 8 ) to  d e s c rib e  f u r t h e r  the  

a t t r ib u t e s  o f the  Tuscan dog. The poem as a whole a ls o  is  s h o rt  

fo r  a book o f C y n e g e tic a ; G r a t t iu s 's  a ls o  incom plete  poem 

breaks o f f  a f t e r  541 l in e s  and O ppian 's  books average 536 l in e s .  

I t  is  now im p o ssib le  to  t e l l  how long  th e  poem m ight o r ig in a l ly  

have been; O ppian 's C ynegetica  runs to  fo u r  books, and l i k e  

Nem. he deals  in  h is  f i r s t  book m a in ly  w ith  horses and dogs, so 

th a t  th e re  is  a p recedent f o r  a re as o n a b ly  lo n g  h u n tin g  

t r e a t i s e ,  b u t th e re  is  no evidence th a t  N em .'s w ork, or th a t  o f  

G ra t t iu s  fo r  th a t  m a tte r ,  was o f comparable s iz e  to  th a t  o f  

O ppian.
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APPENDIX LEGTIÜNUM

1 dum) cum rw : qum f

2 r a u c is )  raucos f  immunia) ru m p itu r  in  mg.

3 q u id ) quod w

4 f a u i t )  f l a u i t  k

8 d e m e n t ia )  dem entia f

9 hos) nos f y

10 d e is )  deos e k t

14 dependet) dependent f g ;  dependat x

16 m opsi) mopso p ( ? ) s :  mopsu z

17 mecum) tecum y

18 a u d ie r a t )  a u d ie ra n t i  ( s . c . )

22 p ra e d u lc is )  p e rd u lc is  hrw

25 a u t O eag riu s ) m o d u la b it is  r ;  modulanbus (? )  x

26 c o n c in e re n t) c o n c in e re t y

29 quercus) querens c

30 p in u s ) primus w

35 om niparens) om nipotent k

38 m i t t i t e  s i  s e n t ir e  d a tu r )  m i t t i t e  s i  s e n t ir e  d a t h ; m i t i  ne 

f in d a tu r  s e n t ir e  g ( c o r r .  m in  mg. ) f a t a )  fa c ta  a ( s . c . ) c

( in  mg. )  ez q u ie t is )  quietem  a ( c o r r .  in  mg. )  c

44 fe l ic e s q u e )  f e l ic e s  s : f a e l ic e s  r

47 f lo r e n te s )  f lo r e n t is  f  c a rp e re t )  p a l le r e t  h : p e l le t  a ;

p e l le  z

50 can en te ) can te  p : c ru en te  k ; cern en te  t

51 c o n c ilio q u e ) c o n s ilio q u e  k t  

54 sub t e )  s u b i t i  w
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56 b lan d a) b lando h
2

61 saepe dabas) sectabas f  in  mg.

65 phoebea) phorbea f r y  unde orphea Eurman carmen) carm ina f :

carm ine w

66 u a le t )  u a le n t  w: la u e t  ps 

69 f l o r a )  f l o r e  fm ry

73 te  p in u s ) te  pinnus a ; te  p rim is  e ; te  p ie ru s  p: te  p ie n is  s : te
2

p r iu s  1 ; teque p r iu s  1 mx; te  pignus j  re b o a t)  ro b o ra t g j

75 uersum om. m a r u is )  arm is g

76 in su etu sq u e) u e s titu q u e  h ; re s t itu s q u e  s ; ge tu lu sq u e  w 

79 n e r )  nec fhmrwy

81 coeptumque) coptum z

85 p in n is )  p len a  e h k r ty ;  p lene  mw; p laen a  f

86 iam s o l)  s o l iam j  d e m it t i t  ehmw: d i m i t t i t  k r t y ;  d im ic t i t  f

87 flu m in e o s ) flu m in ib u s  my

II

I id a s ) astacus hmwy; hastacus f r  

3 ru e b a n t) ru e b a t f r y

6 uen erisq u e  fh rw y

I I  quod f r y  ; q u i hw

13 su ffususque) effususque w

15 d u lc iq u e ) d u lc i  z r e le u a r e )  re u e la re  e ; r e u e l la r e  j

17 genas le u e s ) genas leu as  n ; leu es  genas y  ( s . c . )
2

24 p a lm is ) p la n t is  x ( c o r r .  m in  mg. )
2 225 iam t r i n i )  iam t r in o  c ; iam tarn g ( c o r r . m ) ;  iam m ih i f  in  mg. 

p e r ie r u n t )  p o t ie ru n t  (? )  p . c . p e t ( ? )  j

26 expecto  y  : e x p e rte  f r

29 t r i n i s )  te r n is  kw gram ina) carm ina a ,  c o r r .
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30 amne liquores) ubera matrum c (om. 3 1 )

32 mugitibus) uagitibus et w aera) atria fry

34 in usus) in usum pz (s.c.) : musum s

35 iuuencas) inuentas fv^y

37 ego om. m cui) quoi fmy

40 heu heu dehw: en heu fry; eheu kt
p

41 moleque c; molesque g erro) euro a; atrae ry; atre f ; antre
f

46 uersum om. m 4 6 - 8 om. rw

50 dum) dea fr; mea y 

53 ta quae) tum quern w

56 dione) diane hw; dyane m

57 celsa om. z cui) quoi fmry

58 saeclis) sedis Nhm

59 cur om. z reliquit) reliquid f; relinquit hry

60 noster quae) nosterque ps; que noster c; noster quern h

61 longos quae ducit) longos quae non ducit e; longosque ducit w: 

longos quae duceret ry; longos quam duceret f

aedona) e donace w 

63 cum) quom fmrxy; quum s 

65 scit) sicut r ; et w

71 in) ad w

72 pecorum) precorum m

74 fontis speculo) fonte speculo c; speculo fontis 1

75 nondum) nundum Nx: num dum s cum) quom f

77 nulla tegimur lanugine malas) nulla tegimur (lacuna) lanugine 

mallas m (teneras in mg. m ^); nulla tegimus lanugine malas f 

82 cantamus) certamus p

85 nos quoque te) nosque te g

86 modo) non w coniferas) corniferas hmw
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87 atque) at f 

89 suasit) suasi f

III

1 atque) ac fry^; et y et om. f

2 ilice) ille z

6 possent) posset z; poscunt kt

7 post 8 transpos. b

9 suerat) fuerat hw: sueuit fry nec) ne z

10 sibila) carmina y

11 excussus) excussis f

17 montiuagus) montmagus c: noctiuagus w

18 fronte a.̂ : fronde a

19 tigres) tygris H

22 uidit louis) iouis uidit h: iouis uidet w

25 uersum om. dekmt

26 nosque etiam) nos quoque etiam f

28 resupinis) resupinus h

29 quietem a: quietum a^

33 applauditue h: applaudit ue w

34 tenero) teneros z collidit) sustulit fry: sustolit y^ 

41 ediderat) audierant ry: audierat f

43 feruet) feruent fs

46 cohors) chori b ; chors a: cohoris f (m^ ut uid.)

52 resupinus) resupinis z

65 prosatus ipso) natus ab illo kt

67 conducere) deducere x (corr. m^ sup.)

69 in niueas) uinea hn
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IV

5 parilisque) puerilisque h; puerique w

11 cum) tunc y adederat fy; dederat r; edit et kt

15 cur...cur) quor..,quor fry: cur...tum j

20 crudelis crudelis q

22 perdit) perdet m

26 uu. 2 6 - 4 3 cm. w, uu. 26-37 h

32 alit rapit (om, ternpus) c

38 umbram) umbra h hue)nunc j

39 subiere) subire m iam nulla y (sup.): non ulla d 

42 cantu) cantum h

53 metuet) metuat fh: metuas w sardorum) sarebrum h: acerbum

w

54 coget) cogiet a: ferret w: perstringet kt

uu. 56-61 om. fry (in quo scriptum est "deest hie puto")

57 discatque diu om. w

59 perferat) préférât w sumet) sument w

63 uittis r y : uictis f

64 lustrauit cineresque) lustrauitque cineres h auersa) 

aduersum w

68 haec) nec j



TITLES

sine titulo Nhjnopsw
2Nemesiani Eclogae N

AurelianiJ nemesiani cartaginensis egloghe incipiunt G 

Calphnrnij Aurelij Nemesiani poetae Cartage/nensis egloga prima A 

Anrelii nemesiani cartaginensis poetae illnstris / carmen bncolicum 

ad C. titum calphurnium sicu/lum, Aegloga prima: quae epyfunus 

inscribitur: / Interlocutores Timetas et Tityrus amici H 

Calphurnii Aurelii Nemesiani Poetae Carthaginensis / Egloga Prima 

Interloquutores Timeta et Tityrus M

Titi Calpurnij poetae Octaua Egloga adsunt / Collocutores Timetas
2et Tityrus a Nemesiani a in m g ,

TIMETAS TITIRUS bg(?)

Octaua Egloga collocutores Timetas et Titirus cq 

TIMETAS ET TITIRVS dv

TIMETAS ET TYTIRÜS INTERLOCU/TORES AEGLOGA OCTAVA e 

In hac egloga tractantur laudes Meliboei uitae defuncti. 

Interloquutores Amyntas et Tityrus amici fir 

TIMETAS TYTIRUS g^

Tymetas et Tytirus (tityrus t) Interloquutores Egloga (Aegloga t) 

8^^ kt

Octaua egloga inducuntur thimetas & Titirus 1

Egloga (lacuna) in qua titirus et / Timetas Colloquuntur m

viii egloga Timetas Titirus u

NONA (viii in mg.) EGLOGA: COLLOQUUTO / TITIRVS. ET. TIMETAS x
2

1543 Aurelij nemesiani chartaginensis poetae (?) eglo. 1 x in mg. 

Cantant laudes Meliboei uita functi. Amyntas / et Tityrus amici
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Eglo. VIII y

Octaua egloga collocutores thimetas tityrus z

II

sine titulo NGbghjnopsw

Aegloga secunda: quae donace inscribitur / Interloqutores Idas et

Alcon rurales H

Idas et Alcon Eglo 2^ M

Titi Calpurnij poetae. Nona egloga Collocuto/res Idas et (?) Alcon: 

mutuo uersu Gantantes de/ Amore Donaces a 

Nona egloga collocutores. astacus et alchon c 

ASTACVS ET ALCON dv

A3TACVS ET ALCON INTEHLO/CVTORES AEGLOGA VIIII e 

In hac egloga cantantur amores pueriles inter amicos pastores Idan 

qui et Hastacus (astacus i) et Alconem In qua etiam poeta ipse 

loquitur fir

Astacus et Alcon Interloquutores Egloga (Aegloga t) nona kt (poeta 

add, t)

Nona egloga (?) inducuntur idas et alcon 1

Egloga (lacuna) In qua Idas et / Alcon colloquuntur m

Nona Egloga Collocutores Astacus: et Alcon / mutuo uersu cantantes

de amore donaces q

IX egloga u

EGLOGA IX COLLOQWTORES / IDAS ET ALGON (?) x 

Cantantur amores pueriles inter amicos pastores / Idan qui et 

Astacus dî (?) et Alcontem Eglo. VIIII y 

Egloga nona collocutores idas & alcon z
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III

sine titulo NGbghjnopsw

Aegloga tertia: quae bachus inscribitur / in qua Pan puerorurn

Nyctili Myconis / et arayntae impulsu modulatur H

Titi Calpurnij poetae decima egloga Collo/cutores Nictilos Kichon

et (?) Amitas. Inducen/tes pana cantare de laudibus Bachi a

DECIMA EGLOGA. COLL. NICTILOS. MICHON ET. amihthas inducen pana

cantare de laudibus bacchi c

Pan trium puerorum impulsu modulatur dv

PAN. TRITJM PUER0RUÎ4 INPVLSV MODVLATVR EGLOGA DECIMA e

In hac egloga pan inducitur cantare / laudes et munera dei bacchi

nictilo (Nyctilo ir) et micone (Kycone i, Mycon r) audientibus cum

amintha (Amynta i, Amyncta r) fir

Pan trium puerorum impulsu modulatur Egloga (Aegloga t, Eglo M) 10™^ 

(decima t, 3 M) Mkt 

Decima egloga t 1

Egloga X (lacuna m) In qua poeta Solus Loquitur mx 

Decima Egloga Collocutores: Nictilos Micon et Amin/tas Inducentes 

Pan cantare de laudibus Bachi q 

X egloga u

Pan inducitur cantare laudes ac munera Bac/cïii Nyctilo et Mycone

cum Amynta audientibus Eglo. X y

Decima egloga in qua pan cantar laudes bacchi z

IV

sine titulo NGhjnopsw

Aegloga quarta: quae / Interloqutores Mopsus et lycidas amici H 

Mopsus et Lycidas Egloga IIII M
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Titi Cal. poetae Undecima & ultima egloga. / Collocutores. Mopsus 

& Licidas Cantantes / amore (?) Meroes & lole a 

MOPSVS LICIDAS bg

Undecima egloga collocutores. Mopsus et licidas in (om. in q) amore 

merores (Meroes q) et lole cq 

MOPSVS ET LYCIDAS dv (lycydas v^)

MOPSVS ET LYCIDAS INTERLOCV/TORES AEGLOGA VNDECIMA e

In hac egloga licidas et mopsos / Amores suos disperat querelis et

secuntur (?) / Mores mopsus et licidas lolla f

In hac egloga Lycidas & Mopsus amores / suos querellis (querelis r) 

desperati prosequuntur / Meroes Mopsus & Lycidas lolle ir 

Mopsus et lycidas Interloquutores Egloga (Aegloga t) 11^^

(Undecima t) kt

Ultima egloga inducuntur mopsus & licidas 1

Egloga Ultima in qua Mopsus / et Licida Colloquuntur m

Mopsus licidas xi egloga u

EGLOGA XI VLTIMA COLLOQ/ MOPSVS.ET.LICIDAS x

Lycidas et Mopsus desperati suos amores pro/sequuntur Egloga

Undecima y

Undecima & ultima collocutores licidas & mopsus z

FLORILEGIA

TITLES

calpurnius in bucolicis Parisinus Thuaneus 7647

Scalpurius in bucoliccis Parisinus Nostradamensis 188 (by n^)

Calpurnius in buccolicis Atrebatensis 64

Ex Calphurnio poeta Siculo Bononiensis 83

Calpurius in bucolitis Escorialensis Q I.I4
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Calphiumus in bucolicis Berolinensis Biez. B. Sant. 60

Ex Eclogis eiusdem Ecloga p^ Conv. Sopp."440

Ex Ecloga 2^ Conv. Sopp. 440

Ex Ecloga 5 Be Baccho loquitur (?) Pan Conv, Sopp. 440

Ex Ecloga 4^ Conv. Sopp. 4 4O
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COLOPHONS

Aureliani Nemesiani Cartag bucol' Explicit / Leo gratias Amen N 

Antonij Seripandi ex lacobi perilli / amici opt. munere N 

Explicit quarta G

FINIS / Contuli ego Nicolaus Angelina hunc codicem / cum multisque 

alijs & cum illo uetustissimo codice / quern nobis Thadeus Ugoletus 

pannonia regis / bibliotheca praefectus e Germania allatum / 

accurato accomodauit in quo multa carmina sunt reperta / Anno 

salutis MCCCCLXXXXII A

Collatus accuratissime hie codex cum illo uetustissimo: / quem 

Thadeus ugoletus panoniae regis bibliothecae / praefectus e germania 

secum attulit et cum illo / quem Johannes boccaccius propria manu 

scripsisse / traditur bibliothecae sancti spiritus florentini / 

dicatum. et cum plerisque aliis: ubi titulum et / operis diuisionem 

multa etiam carmina reperimus H 

FINIS Msw

Titi Calpurnij poetae Bucolicum explicit / LEO GRATIAS AMEN a 

Lie 4 augusti I463 ego petrus feliciter peregi / FINIS b 

CALPURNEI. POETE. SICOLI. BUCOLICA / EXPLICIT FELICITER c 

TITI CALPH7RNII POETAE SICVLI BUCOLICV / CARMEN FOELICITER 

EXPLICIT dv^

TITI CALFVRNII SICVLI BV/COLICI. CARMINIS LI/BER. EXPLICIT 

FELICITE/R e

P. Calpurnij Buccolicon / carmen desinit / AMEN/ LEO GRATIAS /

FINIS f

Explicit Bucolica Calphurnii Poetae (bis) g and g 

C. CALPHVRNII / BVCOLICON / CARMEN / LESI/NI/T i 

Amen / Explicit carmen bucolicum Theocriti Calphurnij j 

Expliciunt bucolica titi Calphurnij siculi / scripta per manum.
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Johannis de Gorcum An/no a natali dominico millesimo CCCCXC k
TtXacr 1

'TfeXocr' / Anno ra Ixv die dena octaua / Nouembris in Padua

H.3 • m

Opus absolutum ad petitionem loannis Marcha/nonae artium & / 

medicinae doctoris .p. Bono/niae Brixiae Anno B.MCCCCLX o

T. Calpurni poete Siculi decima et ultima Egloga / Bucolici 

carminis explicit feliciter q

C. Calphurnii Bucolicon carm desinit / reXocr hca^Xo^ (?) r

Bucolica Titi Calphurnij Si/culi finiunt per me fratrem Stepha/nus 

leupolter I5 1O t

Titi Calphurnij poetae Siculi bucolicu carmen foe/liciter explicit v 

EXPLICIT BUCCOLICON THE/OCRITI CALFVRNII POET/AE SICVLI x 

C. Calphurnij bucolicon carm desunt y 

/ t S. - Finis z
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?i:L\L -o i:. l a t i l i o a t a y

One 01 the distinctive features of the poens of i'er.esianus is 

his treatment of short final -£. i'he shortening of the final vowel 

was apparently a feature of colloquial Latin pronunciation (see 

L. Küller, le he he trice, p. 4'’2ff.; Rudolf hartenberger, le o 

finali auud noetas latinos ab ^nnio uscue ad luuenalem, Liss. Bonn 

1911; p. 8; v.'.h. Lindsay, 'The Cautiui of Plautus, London I9OO, p. 

30; Quint. 1,6.21) and is frequently found in comedy. This feature 

of Latin pronunciation is accounted for by the Law of Brevis 

Irevians,"' according to orhich a long syllable following a short 

syllable with a dominant accent was shortened as a result of this 

emphasis. This most frequently affected words of iambic form. Long 

final -o was at first preserved outside comedy, but './as later 

admitted in dactylic poetry in the case of auxiliaries like uolo 

and certain other common ’-'ords. dhcrt final -o spread to nouns, 

adverbs and other verbs of iambic shape, and in the first few 

centuries of the Empire to words of other metrical sir pes and to 

the ablative of the gerund.

The final -o of the first person singular of the present 

indicative was originally always long, but under the influence of 

the Law of Brevis Lrevians, final -o is found scanned short in 

iambic verbs frequently in Plautus. The other poets, however, are 

at first reluctant to admit such shortening, and it is not until 

Ovid that we find short final -o appearing -fth any degree of 

frequency. It is perhaps a sign of its colloquial origin that we

There is still controversy about whether Brevis Lrevians is a 
phonetic or metrical law. Lee E. Lrexler, Einfhhrung in die 
rttmische Ketrik, Larnstadt 196?» p. 41TT.
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find it much less often in the Métamorphosés, where there are only 

five cases of puto scanned short, as opposed to thirty-three 

(thirty-four counting the dux), in the other poems, and peto is 

scanned short only once in the Metamorphoses (6.552), as opposed to 

four occurrences in the other poems (her. 1 2. ’9 7 ; "6 .5 5 ; A .A . 2 .1 0; 

Trist. 1.2 .7 7). The later poets vary considerably in their admission 

of short final -o in verbs. Seneca has many examples of short final 

-£, but Lucan, Valerius Elaccus, Calpurnius biculus and Grattius 

generally preserve the long syllable in verbs, bilius Italiens 

fluctuates in his usage, and in the case of btatius, verbs end with 

a long -£ generally only before a pause or caesura. In Martial, 

final -£ in iambic verbs is always short except for nego (1 1.4 9 ."2 ), 

but he often preserves long - o  in other verbs, e.g. laudo (5 .5 1 .1). 

Juvenal also shortens final -£ in iambic words and some other 

disyllabic words, but not those longer than two syllables, except 

for uroperabo (3 *5 9 1). lersius and Petronius have short -£ only in 

the case of verbs of iambic form.

2Iambic Verbs

•puto Shortened in Ennius; Propertius (2.26,18 parenthetic);

Ovid (23 times); Calpurnius (6 .8 3); Carm. Tins. 1.11; 

Martial (12 times). In the Priauea it is scanned 

short at 70.6 but long at 12.2. Catullus preserves 

long -£.

nego Shortened in Plautus, Ovid (^. 1.10.6 4), but

Catullus and Martial preserve long -£.

scio Shortened in Plautus, Terence, Virgil (rue. 8.4^, Aen.

3 . 6 0 2 and 1 0.9 0 4); Ovid Trist. 5*4*46; Valerius

These lists are arranged in chronological order.
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Flaccus ( ! . 1 96 arid 5*269; ; -Jeneca, -W-.rtial, Phaedrus , 

Statius.

uolo Shortened in Plautus, Terence, Catullus, Horace;

Propertius (2.10.5); Cvic ( ^ .  2 .5 .5 4); Phcedrus; 

Petronius; Persius; Statius; but long -o is preserved 

in the Priapea. 

rogo 'Shortened in Terence; Ovid (h e r . 11."27 used

parenthetically. See housman Ch 15 (1899), ,7^); Stat. 

Silu. 4 .9 .4 2 ; Martial (7 times); Long -£ is preserved 

in Virgil and three times in Statius. 

dabo Long in Lucilius, Virgil and Cvid, but short in

Catullus, Silius Italiens and Statius. 

amo Shortened in Cvid (^. 5.14.39» disputed; h .A . 6d8)

and Petronius. Catullus, Hcrace, Propertius and 

Persius all preserve long -£. 

cano Shortened in Ovid (h.P. 3.9.35)» Statius (Silu. 3.2.41)

Mem. 3 .18; 4*41» Cyn. 1. Tibullus; Propertius;

Grattius; Calpurnius and Lucan preserve long -£. 

neto Shortened in Cvid (5 times); Priamea 38.4. Catullus

Tibullus and Lucan preserve long -£.

Mon-iambic Verbs and Verb Forms

ibo Shortened at Caecil. 180 (Guardi's text).

nescio Shortened in Terence; Catullus (85.2); Virgil (5 

times); Tibullus (3 times); Ovid; Petronius. 

dixero Shortened at Horace Serin. 1.4.104.

desino Shortened in Tibullus (2.6.41); Ovid (her. 18.203).

confero Shortened in Ovid (h.P. 1.1.2 5); Statius (Silu.

3 .3 .4 2 ).
credo Shortened at Ovid r.P. 1.7.56 and twice in Valerius

Flaccus.
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or c-ro Shortened at Cvid Am. 3.1".q".

tollo Shortened at Cvid ioe. 3.2.26. ■

acci-'io Shortened in Seneca (hh. 542), but len/bKensd Carm. 

Sins. 2.4.

cerno Shortened in Seneca, Juvenal (if.6 4).

properabo Shortened in Seneca, Statius (iheb. 2.342) and 

Juvenal (3*59).

quaere Shortened in Seneca, Juvenal (3 .2 9 6), Statius (Theb.

1 . 6 6 and 9 .4 5 7). 

retineo Shortened in Seneca (Pho. IO5 ).

tenebo Shortened in Seneca (Pho. 4 1 2 ).

dilico Shortened in Statius (Theb. 7.514).

sentio Shortened in Statius (Theb. 2.336).

anteardculo Shortened in Martial (2.13.3). 

commendo Shortened in Martial (10.92.4 ). 

concede Shortened in Neo. (4 .4 2 ).

coniungo Shortened in Mem. (3.14).

expecto Shortened in Mem, (2.26).

horreo Shortened in Mem. (2.73;.

Pronoun:

ego

ambo

Shortened by Livius Andronicus (tray. 3 9); Maev. (com, 

9 ); Plautus; Terence; Cicero; Catullus; Virgil; 

Propertius and thereafter usually short. Pinal -o is 

found lengthened in Plautus and Valerius Placcus 

(3 7 times).

The -o is always long in the elegists. Its shortening 

may be due to the extension of Brevis Lrevians to non- 

iambic words, or by semantic analojjy with duo. Long 

-o is preserved in the Ilias Latina (9 4 1). It is
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shortened in Valerius Flaccus (V.cf;); Stat. Theb. 

6 . 37 4 (but lengthened at c.374, 793» 8T4; "O.fJ' 

1^.3 6 , 102): Martial 7-40.4; Me-. 2."7.

r: .

humerais

duo The -o_ is alv/ays short from haevius and Lucilius cn.

octo The -o is shortened first by Manilius (4.433; 5.339)»

then by Martial, Juvenal and Ausonius.

Nouns

Jhcrt final -o_ in poetry is also found in the nominative of 

nouns very early and becomes common in the Imperial period, but it 

is not found in the oblique case forms of nouns and adjectives of 

the second declension. Horace is the first dactylic poet to admit 

short final - o  in nouns with any degree of frequency, and this 

Eartenberger attributes to the fact that he is imitating colloquial 

language in his satires. Statius is also very free in his use of 

short final -o_ except in the case of some Greek names, but Lucan 

usually retains long -o. Juvenal shortens the final -_o of origo 

and other words of the same metrical form and some longer nouns.

In Martial, we find short final -£ in nouns of every metrical type, 

except for three proper names, and hereafter the practice becomes 

extremely common.

Some examples of the shortening of final -£ in nouns are: 

homo Shortened in Lucilius; Ilautus; Terence; Lucretius 

(6.652); Catullus (twice). Lucretius and Catullus 

both have long -£ twice, but after Catullus, short 

-£ becomes the rule. 

susnicio Shortened in Terence (^. 6 1 5). 

mentio Shortened in Horace (Serm. 1.4.93). 

leo Final -£ is scanned long in Lucilius, Lucretius,
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Cicero, Virgil and the Ilias Latina. Final -_o is 

shortened in Lucan, Seneca, Silius Italiens, Statius 

( 1 0 times), Juvenal (3 times), Phaedrus and Hem. (1.?6). 

Ovid, Manilius, Germanicus and Valerius Flaccus very 

in their scansion. 

nemo Shortened in Manilius and Seneca, Long -£ is preserved 

in Cicero, Lucretius, Horace (Serm. I.I.I), Aetna (1 0) 

and Persius. Ovid ( 5 times short, I4 long). Martial 

(short at I.4 0 ), Lucan, Juvenal (27 times short, twice 

long) and the Priapea vary in their scansion. 

superstitio Shortened in Seneca, but long -o is preserved 

at Statius Theb. 6.11 and 12.487* 

homuncio Shortened in Petronius.

lanugo Shortened in Statius (twice). 

obliuio Shortened in Statius and Lucan (IO.4 0 3).

consuetude Shortened in Juvenal (7*51)• 

damnatio Shortened in Juvenal (8.94)*

origo Shortened in Juvenal and Silius Italiens.

deuotio Shortened at Hem. Cyn. 83*

Proper Names

Cato Shortened in Varro Atacinus, Manilius, Lucan, Silius 

Italiens and Statius.

Pollio Shortened in Horace (Serm. 1.10.42, 8 5).

Gallic Shortened in Ovid (E.P. 4*11*1)*

Naso Shortened in Ovid ( 3 0 times).

Scipio Shortened in Ovid (A.A. 3*410); Statius (Silu.

3 *5 *1 1 0); Lucan (3 times).

Sulmo Shortened in Ovid (twice).

Agamemno Shortened in Seneca.

Corbulo Shortened in Statius (Silu. 5*2.35)*
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Acverbs ano Conjunctions

cito Shortened in Ilautuc anc. T-:-rence. Final -o is

shortened from Ticullus on everywhere except at 

Lracontius Crest. 60, see I'LL 3 120° 78if. 

immo Shortened by Plautus, Caecilius and Terence, but then

not found shortened till Seneca. It is also

shortened in Martial, Terentianus Taurus, Ausonius 

and Prudentius. 

modo modo is scanned pyrrhic more often than iambic in

Plautus, see ‘,;.L. Lindsay, Early Latin Verse, p. pof. 

Final -_o is usually short in Terence (but Ion.;; at 

And. 6 3 0) but is scanned long in Lucretius 3 times 

and at Cic. roet. L.L. 42.107» Lucretius is 

apparently the first poet in hexameters to scan it 

short (twice) and thereafter it is always short, as 

at hem. Cyn. 86 and 260.

ouomodo Final - o  is shortened first by Horace.

dummodo Always short in Propertius and Ovid.

postmodo Always short in Propertius and Ovid.

ergo Shortened in Ovid, Seneca and Statius. Petronius,

Silius Italiens and Juvenal preserve long -o. 

Martial and Valerius Flaccus vary in their scansion. 

tantummodo Always short in Ovid.

ouando Shortened in Germanicus, Statius and Martial.

Valerius Flaccus varies in his scansion. 

sero Final -£ is short in Seneca and Statius and

sometimes in Martial. 

subito Final -o is shortened in Seneca.

uero Shortened in Seneca. Valerius Flaccus is the first
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dactylic poet to shorten the final vowel (5.;21). The 

Ilias Latina preserves the long .-c (922) an-', so does 

Martial, otatius varies in ..is scansion. 

porro shortened by oilius Italiens ano Itatius.

Imperatives

There are not many examples of the imperative scanned with 

short final and of these, some are disputed. The first

generally accepted case is in Ovid.

caedito Supposedly found shortened at Trop. 4 .5 .77, now 

rejected.

esto Shortened at Ovid Trist. 4»5*72; Juv. 8.79.

respondeto Shortened at Martial 3.4.7*

exerceto Shortened at hem. Cyn. I8 7 .

Gerund

The shortening of final -_o in the ablative of the gerund seems 

to be found first in Seneca, who begins iambic lines in this way.

The readings medicando ((Tib.) 3*6*3) and'tegendo.(Ovid Her. 9.126) 

are no longer accepted, and as Palmer cor.mments on tlie latter 

reading, "no passage from any Augustan poet can be cited for the 

-dÿ save the false reading Tib. 3*6*3." The earliest occurrence in

dactylic poetry appears to be in Juvenal, and by the time of hem.

this scansion was not unusual. The trend continued and, according 

to Earl Strecker (introduction to Mediaeval Latin, translated and 

revised Palmer 1957» P* 72), in the quantitive poetry of the 

Middle Ages when the ablative of the gerund was often used for the 

present participle, final -_o was almost always short, e.g. 

exrergiscendo sonorem (cited by Htrecker-Palmer). 

lugendo Shortened in Seneca (H .0. 1862).
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retend o Shortened in Seneca (iho. 558,;.

sc" uenr.o Shortened in Seneca ( Led. 952-, a disrated rearing

See L. i.tiller, Le le ■ etrica, p, S 1 7 ). 

uincendo Shortened in Seneca (iv. 2 6 4 ).

uigilando Shortened at Juv. 5.252.

miseranco Shortened at Aegritudo Lerdicae 21.

renouando Shortened at Terentianus 1296 (quoted by Servius,

Aen. A.4 1 5 , who strangely says, "in hoc modo 'do' 

naturaliter creuis est). 

cessando Shortened at Serenus Sammcnicus S9 6 .

manando Shortened at Serenus Sammonicus 546 (naehrens,

FLH 5).

reuonendo Shortened at Serenus Sanmonicus 568 dub, lect.

laudando Shortened at Hen. 2.80.

mulcendo Shortened at Hen. 1.55»

rrohibendo Shortened at Prudentius Contra S?pnm. I.IQ.

cuniendo Shortened at haxinian eleg. 1.54.

snatiando Shortened by Alcimus Avitus (Priscian 8.71.1,

4 2 7 Keil).

temntando Shortened at Bede Vita Cuthberti 241.

prestando Shortened at Garm. de Gest. Bred. 1.987.

pugnando Shortened at Carm. de Gest. Fred. 1.384, 507 and

3 1 9 7 .

tenendo Shortened at Carin. de Gest. Fred, 1.1019.

uiuendo Shortened at Carm. de Gest. Fred. 1.946.
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INDEX VERBORUM*'

a ,  ab 3 .5 2 ;  C. 3 , 103 , 173 , 205.

abdere C. 134

abundare C. 116, 152
ac 4.2, 7, 17

acanthus 2 .5

accingere C. 64

a c c ip e re  1 .2 8 ,  37

a ce r C. 120 , 229 , 307

acidus 0 . I 99
acutus 3.32
ad 1 .2 8 ;  4 .1 0 ,  *47 C. 82

a d d isc e re  C. 3OI

adedere 4*11
adesseC. 9 6 , 153

adhuc C. 238
adm iscere C. 2 0 0 , 219

Adonis 2 .7 3

a d q u ire re  C. 270

A driacus C. 62

adrodere  C. 17O

a d s tr in g e re  3 *32 , 69
adsuescere 1.53
a d to n itu s  C. 206

a d t r i tu s  0 . 217
a d u e rte re  I . 4 I

aduncus 3*48

aedon 2 .6 l

aequor C. 2 43 , 2 69 , 278 

aequus 1 .5 1 ; 3 *60  C. 182

a e r I . 56; 2 .3 2  C. 209

a e r iu s  4 *28

aestas  1 .7 8  0 . 29O

a e s tiu u s  4*42

denotes a c o n je c tu re  which has been accepted  in to  the t e x t .  ( * )

denotes a p o s s ib le  c o n je c tu re .
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a e s tu a re  C. 4

aestus 2.14; 4-38 C. 208
aetas 1.12 C. 119, 1?2
aether 1.55 
aethra C. 205
aeuum 1.44; 2.1,6, 81; 3.23 C. 105, 280
age (inter.1. ) 1.21, 30; 4*46 C. 87, 97
ag er 1 . 3 3 ,  55 C. 4 ,  323

agere 1.26
a g i l i s  C. 245

agitare C. 212, 323
agmen C. 83

agrestis 2 . 6 4

a la  C. 318

a lb e re  C. 153

alhus 1.13
A lcon 2 . 1 ,  19,  53 ,  70 

a le r e  2 . 22; 4.32 
a le s  C. 305 
a l iq u is  4.60
a l iu s  5 . 51 , 52 C. 149 ( b i s ) .  310

a l l i c e r e  3*30
a l t e r  3*48
a lte r n a r e  2.19
a lte rn a s  C. 311

a l t o r  C. 297
altus C. 108, 246

alumnus 3*27 C. 5

a lu u s  C. I l l ,  2 4 4 , 263

amare 2 . 5O; 3 *56 ;  4 *19  ( e t  in  r e l l .  u e rs . i n t e r c a l . ) ,  56 , 57

C. 188 amans ( s u b s t. )  4 * 3 0 ,  60
ambiguus 1 .55

ambo 2 . 16 , 17 ( b i s )

amnis 1.28; 2.30; 4 .6 4  C. 93

amor 1 . 1 2 ,  54;  2 . 8 ,  2 7 ,  69;  4 . 3 ,  29 C. 99 ,  150

amplus C. 112 ,  243 ,  251
Amyntas 3 . 1 ;  4 . 6 2

anguis 4 . 7 0

anhelus C. 255

anima 1 .39  0 .  29
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animare C. 83

animosus C. 2 5O, 298
animus 4 .10, 58 C. 237, 282
annuere C. 137
annus 1.9, 13, 44, 47, 77; 2.2, 9; 4.24, 36, 58 C. 1 0 3 , 281 
anser C. 514 
ante (adu.) 1 . 7 9  

antiquus C. 47
antrum 2.20, 26; 3.14, 26; 4 .10 C. 273
Aonius C, 3
aperire C. 125 (apertus) C.6
Apollo 1.5 , 6 5 , 82; 2 .5 5 , 72

applaudere 3.33
aptare C. 90, 292
aptus C. 2 2 6 , 299

aqua 4 . 5 2

aquosus C. 321
Arabs C. 28
Arar C. 67

arbos 1.67; 4.29, 71 C. 56

arboreus C. 29
Arctos C. 69

arcus C. 75, 88

ardere 2.2, I4

arduus C. 34, 245, 251
arista C. 292
armare C. I6 4 , 242
arm en turn 1.74
armus C. 247, 265

arridere 3 .3 1

arripere 3.47
artare C. 92
articulus 0 . I6I
artus (subst.) C. I6 9 , 233, 250, 287
artus (adj.) 4 . 3 2

aruum 1.75 C. 28, 4 9 , 26l
arx C. 72

aspectare C. 285
aspicere 1 . 3 4

assiduus C. 262
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astus C. 17 

at 2.47; 3 .5 0 , 53
atque 1.37; 2.18, 39, 81, 87; 3-1, 52 C. 6 5 , 223, 2 3 6 , 295, 300
auctor C. 104

audax C. 52
audere C. 62
audire 1.18; 4 .6O
auena 1 .2 7 , 6 3 , 71 ; 2.82; 3.11

auertere 4 . 6 4

augustus C. 81
auide 3*60
auidus e. 100, 102, 1 2 7, 271

auis 4 . 4 0  C. 3 1 3 , 319

auius C. 8, 97
aura C. 85

auratus C. 9, 91
aureus C. 84, 89
auris 3.32; 0. II3 , 202, 245, 258

aut 1.25; 2.28 C. I71 aut...aut C. I68 aut...-ue...
aut 3.32f aut...aut...aut...-ue...aut 3.28ff.
autumnus 1.79
auus C. 242

axis C. 157

Babylon C. 72 
baca 2 . 5 0

Bacchus 2 .4 2 , 51 ; 3 . 1 6  C. 18, 199

balteus C. 92
bellum C. 6 9 , 82, 101
bene C. 281
benignus I.4 1 , 84

bibere 3«48, 5 0 , 65 C. 6 7 , 68
Biblis C. 26
bini C. 121, 1 2 3, 173

bis 4 . 3 6  C. 1 0 5, 120, 179

blandus I . 5 6 C. 208, 223
bonus 1 . 5 C. 77
Boreas C. 273
bos 2 .71

breuis 3.33; 4 . 2 4
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Britannia C. 225 
bustun C. 45 
buxus 2 .4 1

cacumen C. 73 
Cadmus C. 30
caelestis 1.39 C. 204 
caelum I.5O; 3.21 C. 307
caerulus C. 272
calamus 1.4, 11, 1 6 , 25, 58; 2.19, 39, 53, 82; 3.7, 17; 4 .2 , 15 

c. 290
calathus 2.34; 3.42 
calcare 3.40 C. 325
calere C. 288 
calidus C. 248 
Calliope C. 13 
calor 4 . 5 1  

Calpe C. 251

campus 1.7; 3 . 6 7  C. 6 , 4 8 , 2 6 9 , 289 
Cancer (sidus) C. 158 

candere 4.22 C. 1 5 7, 202, 207
Candidas 2.47 C. 90, 314 
canere I . 5 0

canere 2.83, 8 8 ; 3 .13, 18; 4 .4 I C. 1, I6 , 3 6 , 4 3 , 65

canis C. 50, IO3 , 108, 1 9 6, 2 0 0 , 203, 208, 223, 232 
canor 5 . 8  

canorus 4 . 3 9

cantare 1 .1 1 , 3 2 , 6 2; 2.82, 8 5 ; 4 .3 , 19 (et rell. uers. interc.). 4 0 ,
70

cantharos 3 . 4 8

cantus 1.37; 2 .1 6 , 3 8 , 6 1 ; 3.55; 4.13, 42

canus 1 . 9

capere C. 72
capillus 3 . 2 0

Cappadox C. 241
captare C. 52
caput 1.13; 3 . 3 3 C. 4 0 , 206, 2 4 5 , 263, 277
Carina C. 110 
Carinus C. 70
carmen 1.3, 10, 15, 24, 2 9 , 63, 70, 71, 73, 81; 2 .1 5 , 54; 3.6, 9,
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10, 12, 16; 4.16, 19 (et rell. uers. interc.) C. 76
carpere 1.47, 65; 2.5, 7; 5 . 5 9 C. 28, I92

carus 1 . 1 0

Carus C. 64

cassis C. 299

Castalius C. 5

castoreus C. 217
casus 2.18 C. 39
catulus C. 1 3 4, 1 3 8, 1 4 3, 1 6 7, 1 7 4, 180, 185, I9 5 , 200, 225, 230,
233, 322
cauea 2 . 6 6

causa 1.3 5 , 48 C. 210
cedere C. 275
cèler 3 . 4 2

celsus 2 . 5 7

cera I.5 8 ; 3 .I4

cerasus 1.28
Cerealis C. 175
ceres C. I54

cernere 1,28 C. 80
cerua 4.26
ceruix 2.12 C. 2 4 7 , 265

ceruus C. 306

ceu 2 . 6 3 C. 307

chlamys C. 91

chorus 3 . 5 5

cibatus C. 160
cibus 2 . 4 2 C. 154

cicada 1.2; 4 . 4 2

cicuta 3 . 1 3

ciere G. 257
cinis 4 . 6 4

Circe C. 44
circuitus C. I41

circulas 1.45
circumdare C. I6 6 , 303
circumferre 4 . 6 9

circus C. 142

citas C. 2, 49
ciailis C. 101
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clarus C. 81
claudere 1.43; 2.10, 62 C. 74, 178
dementia 1.8
coepisse 3*4, 17 coeptus 1.81
cogere 1.10; 2.34; 3*69; 4.6, 54 C. 187, 214, 217
cohibere C. 93
cohors 3 . 4 6

coire 4.34
Colchis C. 42

colere I.4 O; 2 . 2 0

collidere 3 . 3 4

colligere C. Ill
collis 3 . 4 4

collum 2.80; 3.20; 4 . 3 5  C. I6 5 , 177, 266 ‘
color 4 . 4 4 C. 3 1 0 , 320

colorare C. 26l
coma 1.9; 4.23
comes C, 271, 298

commodare 4 . 2 4

commouere C. 270
communis 1 . 4 8

complacitus C. I4

componere 1.4 C. 223
conatus (subst.) C. 169

concauare 3.49
concauus 3.43
concedere 2.43î 4 . 4 2

concilium I.5 I
concinere 1.26
concludere 0. 1 4 6, I6 5 , 304

concors C. 178
concrescere C. 211, 219
concubitus 2.58; 3.57
condere C. 40

condicere 4 . 8

cendueere 3.67
conectere 2.58
conficere C. 70
confundere 1.77
conifer 2.86
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coniungere 3 . 1 4

conplere 2.5, 32 *C. 20, I55

conrugis C, 92
conscius C. 149

consistere C. 142
conspicuus C. 277
consuescere C. 177
consuetus 2.26 C. 159, 189
consumere C. 289
contemnere 2.69 C. 127
contexere 2.62; 3 , 9  C. 3OI
continere 1 . 2 9

contingere C. 78, 1 5 8, 191

continuus (continuo) C. 126, 147

conubium C. 27
conuenire C. 119, 17&
copia C. 46

cor C. 212
cornipedes C. 2 4O, 252, 284, 323 
cornu 3 .3 6 , 48; 4 . 3 4  C. 221
corona 1 . 6 9

corpus 1 . 3 6 C. 57, 1 1 6, 1 3 9, 2 5 4 , 282, 297
corripere 3*47
corrumpere C. 204
corylus 2 . 8 7

corymbus 3.18 C. 7
costa C. 110
cothurnus C. 90

coxa C. 112
crassus C. 315
crater 3 . 6 5

creatrix C. 313
creber 3.44 C. 250
crebro 2 . 1 3

crepitaculum 3 . 3 0

crepitare 3 *5 0 ; 4 . 6 5

crimen C. 27
crinis 2 .1 7 , 78; 3.58 C. 44, 93 
crinitus 4 . 4  

crudelis 4 . 2 0
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cruentus C. 25 
cruor C. 285
crus C. 90, 108, 165, 1 7 2, 258 
cubile C. 1 4 8 , 236  

culmen 1,86 C. 252
culmus 1 , 6 7 C. 292

culter C. 202 
cultus C. 239

cum (praep.) 1.17; 2.49; 4.46 C. 9 4 , 99, I5 4 , 285
cum (çoni.) 2.4, 6 3 , 75; 3 .3 , 11; 4 .11, 66 C. 28, 77, 1 0 4, 123,
1 7 2, 1 7 9, 2 0 5 , 208, 2 1 0 , 273

cunabulum C. 18 
cunetari C. 221 
cuncti 1 .4 3  

cupere C. 50  

cupressus 2 . 8 6  

cur 2 .5 9 ; 4 .I5 (bis)
cura 1.59; 2.9, 4 0 , *54, 57; 4.19 (et rell. uers. interc.)
C. 58, 1 0 3, 122, 1 3 3, 1 9 4, 2 1 5 , 295 

curare C. 45, 298, *310 
currere 4 . 7 1  

currus C. 9, 35
cursus C. 12, 58, IO6 , II3 , I3 9 , I6 7 , 180, I8 3 , 185, 190 (bis).
253, 270, 279
custos c. 31 
cycnus C. 314 
Cycnus C. 37 
cymbalum 3 .5 1  

cymbium 1.68; 3.59

damma C. 5 I 
damnare C. 100 
Danaus C, 23
dare 1 .3 8 , 6l, 6 5 , 6 6 , 6 8 , 6 9 , 7 0 , 7 1 , 79 (bis); 2 .3 7 , 60 (bis);
3 . 4 7  C. 58, 61, 118, 1 4 4, 1 7 6, 1 9 7, 2 3 4 , 2 4 0, 3 1 2, 3 1 3 , 3 1 4 ,
315

de 1.6 6 , 6 7 , 8 6 ; 2.11; 3.64; 4.5 C. I7 , 108, 1 7 6, 228, 248
debere 3 .I6

decantare C. 96

decenter C. 110
decere 1.25 C. 200
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decerpere 1 .3 4; 3-41  

decorus C. 245 
decus C. 87 
defluere 3*54 
defonnis C. 263

deinde C. 149

demittere 1,86 
deni 4 . 3 6  C. I79

dens C. I6 4 , 170 
Deo *2 .51

dependere 1 .1 4; 4 * 4 8  

deposcere 1 . 2 7  

deprauare C. 16l 
descendere 2 . 8 9

deserere 1.81; 4*12 C. 26l
detexere 3 * 1 6  

detondere 1 . 7  

deuotio C. 83
deus 1.10, 51 ; 2.72; 3.7, 31, 39, 63 (bis); 4 .6O C. 10, 71

diadema C. 93
dicere 1.22, 30, 63; 2.23, 79; 3 . 4 0  C. 22, 4 1 , 239 dictum
c. 137
diducere *C. 112 
digerere C. 305 
digitus 3 .2 9 , 32 

dignari C. 20 
dignus 1.2 4 , 50 

diligere 2 . 5 2  

Dione 2 . 5 6  

Dirce C. 22
discere 4*57 C. 188, 215 
discernera 1 . 5 2  

discrimen C. 196 

discurrere 4 . 6  C. 49
discursus C. 2 
dispar 2 .l6 ; 4 . 5  

disponere C. 321 
dissimilis C. 233 
dissonus 1 .1 6; 3 . 1 0  

distendere C. 287
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distrahere C. 132
diu 1.43; 4.57 C. 1 3 1 , I8 7 , 219

diua C. 97
diuerberare C. 265

diuersus C. II9

diuisus C. 225

diuus 2 . 8 3 C. 64

docere 1.5, 59; 3.66 C. 262 doctus 2.73; 4.2 C. 191

docilis C. 96

dolosus C. 52

domare C. 216

dominus (adi.) 1.83; 2.84
domus 2 . 6 5 C. 5 8 , 98, 134

Donace 2.1, 3, 10, 2 3 , 26, 37, 59, 6 9 , 8 5 , 88
donee 2.89; 3*67 C. 186
donum 4 . 2 4 C. I75

dorsum C. 243
draco C. 85

Dryas 2.20 C. 95
dubitare 2.38
ducere 2.61, 7 0 , 7 I; 3.20; 4.13 0. 8, 97, 140

dulcis 1 .7 6 ; 2 .7 , 1 5 , 3 7 , 8 3 ; 3 .6 1 ; 4 . 1 3  c. 25 dulce
(adu.) 1.82; 2.45, 48, 83

dum 1.1, 6 (bis), 8, 12; 2.50, 5 I; 4 . 8  C. 59, II5 (bis),' 324

(Ms)
durare 4 - 5 6  0. 290

durus 1.59; 2.10; 4.11, 18 0. I71

dux C. 82

e 2.84, 89 ex 1.67; 2.26; 3 .5 , 6l C. 89, 1 2 4, 218, 305

ebur C. 218
ecce 1.34; 2 .4 2 ; 4 . 7 2

echo 1 .7 3 Echo C. 96

edere 3 .41

edomare C. 66
effluere C. 285
effundere 4 . 6 4 C. 272
ego 2 .3 3 , 37; 3 . 1 4 mihi 2.25, 36, 44, 49, 79 C. 3 , 5-, 78, 
80, 239 me (acc.) 2.59, 74; 4.20, 4 1 , 62 me (aM.) I . 1 7

(bis): 4 .1 6 , 46 C. 99
egregius C. I50
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elabi 3«58 
elidere 3*42 
eligere C, 106
emeritus 1.19 C. 188, 280
eminere C. 277
emittere C. 36

en C. 10
epulae C. 34
equus 1.86 C. 239, 295
eres C. 57
errare 2.39, 41 C. 53,,315 
Eryx 2 . 5 7  

esca 0. 176

esse 2 . 5 6  sum 2.37 est 2.87; 3 .1 3; 4.10, 2 4 , 3 2 , 72
C. 47, 1 3 3, 2 0 3 , 212, 2 3 1 , 2 5 4 , 2 6 4 , 280, 282 sumus 2.82 
sunt 2 . 5 4 C. 21, 3 0 , 34, 243, 268 (bis) sit C. 9 I, 108,
1 0 9, 121, 2 3 2 , 2 5 9 , 260, 295 Sint C. 89 erat 1.52; 4.5,
33 esset 3*7 fuit I . 2 4 fuere t . 4 6 eris 4.21
erit C. 169 futurus C. 166 foret 2.12, 28
et 1.2, 8, 11, 1 3 , 1 6, 35, 56 (bis). 5 6 , 58, 83; 2.1, 5, 8, 9, 1 9 ,
21 , 32, 42, 47, 43, 56 (Ms), 6 4 , 66, 73, 79, 80, 81, 9 0 ; 3-4, 15,
2 4 , 34, 38, 4 0 , 4 2 , 5 0 , 54, 69; 4.27, 28 (bis). 29, 33, 35, 54, 69

C. 6, 10, 2 7 , 38, 39, 47, 5 0 , 54, 62, 66, 72, 75, 82 (bis). 9 6 , 9 8 , 
1 1 6, 1 3 7, 1 5 3 , 1 5 6, 163, 1 6 9, 178, 1 8 8, 1 9 4, 1 9 5, 1 9 8, 2 0 2 , 2 0 6 ,
2 4 2 , 2 5 6 , 2 6 2, 2 6 3, 287, 2 9 7 , 3 0 2 , 3 0 7 , 3 1 4 , 320

(in initio emmtiati) 2.69; 3>56; 4.35 0. 12 et...et 1',23

et...et...et 3.64f. et...que C. 178 et...atque etiam
C. 235f. et (etiam) 1.71; 2.78; 3.1, 27; 4.1, 19 (et rell.
uers. interc.). 21, 47, 59 C. I4 0 , 2 3 1 , 269, 299

etiam 1.62; 2.74; 3.26, 63 C. 1 6 4, 186, 1 9 1, 203, 229, 236,
2 5 1 , 2 8 0, 2 9 4 , 303

euocare 5 . 2 9  

Eurus 4 . 1 4  

examen C, 144 
exanimare C. 192 

excipere 5*55 
excutere 5-11 
exercere C. 187 
exhalare C. 209 
expectare 2.26 
exserere C. 206
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extendere 5«37 
exterrere C. 274 
extinguere C. 36 
extremus C. 251

fabula C. 47 
facere C. 219
facilia C. 15, 50, 94, 106 (bis), 184, 266
fagus 1.51 ; 4 . 9

fallere 1.59; 4-9
Pama 1.84
famulus C. 298
far! 5 . 1 7

farrago C. 285
fas 2.87; 3*7, 13
fastidium 4 * 5 0

fastus 4 . 5 9

fatigare C. 250
fatum 1 . 5 8

fauere 1 .5

Paunus 1 . 1 4 (plu.) t.66; 2.75; 5 . 2 5  

fecundus C. 125, 252, 315 

feles C. 55
felix 1 .4 4 , 6 4 , 85 C. 70

femina C. 121 
fera C. 98, 525 
ferire C. 25O, 284
ferre 1.18, 6 9 ; 2.65; 4.50, 51, 54 C. 58, 122, 1 4 5, 1 7 8, 218
ferrum 4*56
feruere C. 276 feruere 5*43
feruidus C. 147, 157
ferus C. 5 0 , 215

fessus 5*3; 4 . 1 1

fetura C. II9

fetus (subst.) 5 . 3 9 C. 129

fetus (adi.) 2 .5 1 ; 4.48
fidelis C. 6l
fides 1 .2 5

fiducia C. 279
fidus C. 82
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fieri 2.47 
figere C. 51 
filum 2.11; 4.68 

, finis C. 65, 110, 229, 3 I8
'1 I-  (VI a. C .

firmus C. 118, 260 
fiscella 1.1
fistula 1 .1 4 , 80; 3.5, 9
flamen 1.16 C. 275
flamma C. 3 6 , I4 6 , 211
flammare (flammatus) 2.14 C. I40

flatus C. 256

flauus 3 . 3 6

flectere C. 266
flere C. 3&
Flora 1 . 6 9

florere 1.47, 55 C. 281, 3 I8

florescere 3.35
flos 1.79; 2 .4 , 22; 4.21 C. II5

fluetus C. 276

fluitare C. 1I3

flumen C. 255, 315
fluminous 1.87 C. 53
fluor 3 . 6 8 C. 220
fluuialis 1.1
foedus C. 24

fons 2.74; 4.10, 47 C. 5, 68
fores 2 . 6 3

forma 2.l6, 81; 4.24 C. 232, 254
formare C. 123
formosus 2.1, 59, 7 2 , 78; 4.26, 38, 72

fors 3 . 4 7

forsitan 2.70
forte 2 . 2 3 C. 133

fortis 4 . 3 5  C. 6 4 , 83, 155, 176, 286
fouere 1 .4 2 ; 3.28
fragor C. 101
frater C. 71 » 80
fraternus C. 66
freni C. 257, 268
fretum 1 . 7 6

frigidus 2.89
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frigus 1 . 4 9  

frondescere 2 , 8 7  

frondosus C. 97
frons 1.64; 3.38; 4.&3 C. 29
frons (-tis) 1.57; 3.18; 4 .17 C. 245
fr-uges 1 . 6 7 C. 1 7 6, 294 

frui 1 . 4 0

fucare C. 509
fvLgSi C. 74, 268, 289
fugax'4.14 c. 306
fugere 3.57; 4.9, I6 , 30 C. 28, 101
fulgur C. 307

fulmen C. 3&
fumare C. 37, 248
funereus C. 25
fimiis C. 1 5 , 38
fiirere 4 . 7

Furia C. 222
furiosus 2 . 3

furor 2,28; 4 . 3

furturn 2 .7 ; 3 . 8

fuscus 2 . 4 4

garrulus I . 3 0

gaudere C. 53, 296

gaudium 2.7; 4*59 C. 25, 78
gelidus C. 210
geminus 2.67 C. 65

gemitus 1.4&
gemmatus C. 92
gena 2 .1 7, 80
generosus C. 241
genetrix I . 3 6 C. I5 I
genitalis C. 124
genitor C. 71
gens C. 66, 108, 2 5I
gentilis C. 260
genus 4.28 C. 4 I
germenus C. 38
germen C. I46
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gignere C. 230 
Glauce C. 43 
gleta 3 . 6 9  

gloria 4 . 1 6  

gracilis 1. 3  

gradus C. 178 
Graecia C. 240 
Grains C. 254
gramen 1.6, 34; 2.22, 2 9 ; 4 .2 1 , 53

grandaeuus 1 . 6 8

gratia 1.21

gratus 1 . 2 3

grauedo C. 125
grauidus 3*18
grauis 3.62 C. II7 , 1 3 9, I6I
grauitas I . 5 6  

gremium 2 .5 ; 3.28 
gressus C. 133
grex 1 .7 , 87; 2.72 C. I9 8 , 242, 3 I8 

grus C. 314 

gurges C. 102, 3 1 6 

guttur 4 . 4 0

habere 1.3, 20; 3.33; 4.29 C. 233
habilis C. I4 I
habitus C. 81, 88
haedus 1.6
harundineus C. 53
harundo 1 . 3

hasta 3 . 6 4

hand C. 234, 272
haurire 3 .3 0 , 60

haustus C. 221
hederatus 3.18
heia C. 87
Helicon C. 4
herba 1.32; 4 . 6 9  C. 10, 291
Eerculeus C. 32 
Hesperus 2.90 
hesternus 3*62
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heu 1 . 4 9 " heu heu 2 . 4 0

Hiberus C. 228
hio 1.9, 28, 3 1 , 37 (bis), 7 0 ; 2.4, 18, 28, 5 3 , 6 9 , 79; J.5, 1 7 ,
23, 2 5 , 4 1 , 48, 58 (:^), 6 6; 4.7, 21, 45 (bis). 48 C. 4 6 ,
7 6 , 1 1 4, 1 2 2 , 1 3 3, 1 5 1, 1 8 2, 2 0 8, 2 3 7 , 2 7 9, 2 8 0, 3 0 9, 321

hio (adu.) 1.3 2 , 8 4 ; 4 .4 6 , 47 (bis)
hiemps 1.78; 2.9 C. 321
hilaris 1.12; 2.81 C. 1
hinc 1.4 6 ; 2.8 C. 317
hinnitus C. 257
homo I.5O; 2 . 5 8

honestus C. 144
honorare 1 . 2 2

honos 1 . 7 0 C. 246

hordeum C. 295
horrere 2.45; 5*31 horrendus C. 4 I
hortamen C. 189 
hortari 1 . 5 9

hortus 2 . 4

hue 4 . 3 8  C. 99, 143 (bis). 218
humilis C. 108 
humus 4 .4 1  

hyacinthus 2 .4 5 , 48

lacchus 3*6 2

iacere 1.49 C. 251
iaculari C. 205
iam 1.1 4, 8 6 ; 2 .8 , 2 5 ; 3 .1 2 , 1 5, 2 1 , 5 6 ; 4 .3 5 , 3 6 , 39 (bis)
C. 3, 1 6, 4 6 , 7 8 , 80, 1 2 0, 1 3 0, 1 5 1, 1 5 6, 1 7 2, 1 7 9, 184

iamiam 3 . 5 8

lanus C. 104

ichneumon C. 54
Idas 2.1, 1 9 , 5 2 , 53, 60, 78
idem 4 . 6 8  C. 299
igitur C. 99, 1 5 1, 2 1 5 , 2 4 0 , 283, 509

igneus C. I4 I
ignicomus C. 207
ignis 4 .5 , 11, 66 C. 16

ignotus 3 .4 0 ; 4 . 6 9

ilex 3 . 2
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ille 2.37; 3.49, 50, 61, 63; 4.51 C. 232, 243, 254
illic C. 318
imbuere 2.6 C. 42
imnrunis 1.2
imperare C. 11
imperium C. 24
impius C. 26
imus C. 212
in (cum acc.) 1 .1 0 , 8 3 ; 2 .3 , 34, 71, 8 4 ; 3.49, 54, 6 7 , 6 9; 4.13, 
34, 38, 6 4 , 66 C. 2 9 , 121, 1 9 4 ,.2 1 3 , 2 4 7 , 2 6 7 , 286 
(cum abl.) 1.75, 84; 2.4, 76; 3.26, 44, 66; 4 .I, 8, 3 2 , 58

C. 5 6 , 6 8 , .1 1 3, 2 2 9 , 2 5 4 , 280
inanis C. I30 

inbellis C. 51, 74 
incendere 2.2; 4 . 6 5  

incendium *C. 43 
incidere 1 . 2 9

incipere 1.3, 6 C. IO4 , 180, 322, 323
inde C. 290
indietus C. 26
indignus 2 . 7 0

indiscretus C. 143
indoctus 2.82
inducere 2 . 9 0

indulgere C. 185
infigere C. 214
infirmus C. 163

inflare 1.4; 3 .1 3, 6l
infrenis C. 264

infundere C. 221
ingens C. 4 , 244
ingerere C. 6
inire C. 159
iniucundus C. 234
inlaesus C. 174
inmitis 4 . 1 4

inmittere C. 322
inmodicus C. 244
innectere C. 305
innocuus 1.45
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inocciduus C. 105 
inpatiens C. 79, 166 

inpendere C. 197 
inpingere C. 171 
înplicare C. 8 , 57, 95 

inponere C, 7 
inprobus 2 . 1 2  

inprudens C. I67 

inpune C. 142 

inquam 5 . 1 2  

insanus C. 214 
inserere C. 222 
insistere C. 15, 172 
insuetus * 1 . 7 6  

intactus C. 11 
integere 5 . 6 5  

intendere C. 253

inter 2.39, 6 4 , 8 6 , 87 C. 55
interdum 2.62 C. 154

interea 2 .2 7 ; 3 . 3 5

intimus C. 71
intonsus 2 . 1 7

intrepidus C. 137
inuadere 2.6; 3 . 8

inualidus C. 118, I32

inuenire 2 . 2 4 C. 319
inuidus 1 . 4 7

inuiscerare C. 208
lo C. 31

lollas 4 .4 , 2 0 , 72

ipse 1.41; 2 .3 3 , 79; 3.13, 63 C. 7 0 , 276  

iratus C. 42
ire C. 4, 10, 29, 277, 288
is C. 212, 298
iste 4 . 3 3

ita C. 321

iter 1 . 8 5

iterum C. 194, 223 
iuba C. 265  

iubar C. 136
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inhere 1,23; 3.68 C. 4, I90

index 1 . 1 7  

indicium C. 145 
iugalis 2 . 5 7  C. 16

iugare C. 122
iugum 2.57; 4.54 C. 7
iuncus 1.1; 2.33
inngere 1.58; 3 . 5 7

Inppiter 3.21, 22 (bis), 63

inrare 2 . 7 9

ins 1 . 5 4

inssum 1 .2 3

instns 1.54; 3 . 2 4 C. 20
iuuare C. 9 
inuenca 2 .3 5 ; 4 . 2 6  

inuenalis C. 280 
innenis 1 . 1 0

iunenta 1.60; 2.9 C. 94
iuuentas C. II5

iunentns 3.35 C. 298

labellum 1 . 4  

labes C. 285
labor C. 1, 32, 197, 262, 284
labrnm 1 .5 8 ; 2 .3 9 ; 3.51

lac 1.68; 2.34; 3.69 C. 1 5 2, 1 5 4, 220
Lacedaemonius C. 107
lacer C. 168

lacrima 1 . 4 6

lactere C. 291
lactens 2.80
lacns 3 . 5 0

laetus 1 .6 3; 2.52; 3 . 3 7 C. 115, 286, 296

1ambere 2 .3I C. 131

lampas C. 123
lanngo 2.77
largus C. 126

lasciuns 3.46 C. 266
lassare C. 132
late 1 .3 3 C. 6, 252
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latex 3 . 5 2 C. 199

Latona C. 87
latns C. 244

latus C. 1 0 9, 289, 323

laudare 2,80
laurus 1 .6 5 ; 2 .4 6 , 4 9 ; 4 . 6 5

laus 1.18, 2 6 , 80 C. 188
laxare 3*4

laxus C. 75
leaena 4 * 2 7

lectus C. 240

Lenaeus 3*15

lenis 4 * 4 7

lentescere C. 217
lentus 2.33; 4*50 C. 267

leo 1.7 6 ; 4 . 5 4  Léo C. 207
lepus 2 . 6 7  C. 5 1 , 182, 236

letalis 1 . 4 9 C. 17, 203
leuare 4 * 1 9 (et in rell. uers. interc.)
lenis C. 85, 139, 293
lènis 2 . 1 7 C. 243

lex 1 .5 0 , 77 C. 23

libare 2.30 C. 7&
liber (adi.) 2.63 C. 177, 264

liber (snbst.) 1 . 2 9

libet 1 . 3 2

Libye C. 229, 313 Libyae (gen.) 4 . 5 1

licens 3*55
licet (coni.) 2.62 C. 232
ligare C. 177
lilinm 2 .2 4 , 44, 47; 4*22
linea C. I4 0 , 303
linqnere C. 62
lintenm C. 58
linnm C. 302, 3O8

Linns 1.25
liqnidns 2 . 7 6  C. 220
liqnor 1.35, 87; 2,3 0 ; 3*53 
lis 1 . 5 2 C. 100
litns 2.22 C. 6 0 , 66
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liuor 1.85 
longe C. 84, 140
longus 1.43; 2.6l; 4.23 C. 5 6 , 180, 253, 279, 289, 300, 311

loqui 1.74; 2.83 C. 35
lucere 4*45 C. 14

lucifer C. I36

Lucifer 2 .3O
ludere 1.12; 4.7, 10 C. 91
Indus 3 . 5 5 C. 188
lumen 2.76 C. 135, 256

Inna 4 . 7 0

In p a  4.27
lupus C. 5 2 , 307

In s t r a r e  4.64
lustrum C. 98
lutum C. 519

Lyaeus 3*38
Lycidas 4 .I, 4

lynx 3 . 6 5

l y r a  C. 63

macies C. 130
macula C. 302
M aenalius  3 . 14 , 66

maestus 2.18 C. 15
mage C. 317

magis C. 119, I6 0 , 207
magnus C. 18, 4 6 , 59, 87, 114, 303, 306, 313

m ala 2 .7 7 ;  4 .4 5

m ale 3 -1 0  C. 35

malle C. 5 4 , 128
malum C. 210
manare C. 204, 228
mane 2.71, 74 C. 324
mânes 1.2 2 , 70

manus 3.33, 49 C. 70, 8 8 , 182, 295
marcere I . 6 0

maritus C. 200
Marmaricus 4 * 5 4

marmoreus 2 .21
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mas 4 . 2 6  C. 1 1 4, 121, 124
mater 2.31; 4.35, 62 C. 132, I4 4 , I49

maternus C. 19
maturus 3.36, 39 C. 125
Maurusius C. 259
Mazax C. 26l
meare C. 300
medicare 2.28
medicus C. 215
medius 2 . 3 8 C. 142

medulla C. 155, 212
mel 1.6 9 , 76

Keliboeus 1.17, 2 1 , 3 7 , 42, 49, 6 4 , 72, 80
melior C. 6 3 , 133, 288
membrum C. 162, 174, 184
meminisse 2.43 memento C. 193, 293
memorare C. 63

mens 2.3; 4 .I7 C. 83, I6 9 , 223
mensa C. 39
mensis C. 1 9 , IO5 , 120, 173
mentum 3*33

merere 2 . 5 9

mereri I .61

mergers 3 .5 1

Meroe 4 .4, 7, 1 4 , 38, 5 0 , 66 
messis I.6 7 , 78; 4.36 C. 292
metari C. 6 
metuere 4.53 
metus C. 3 0 4 , 311

meus 1.1 4, 2 9 , 80; 2.29, 36, 40; 4.72
micare C. 85, 246

Micon 3 .1

migrare 4 .7 I
miles C. 82
mille 2.35; 4.69 C. 1, 312 
minax C. 55 
ministrare C. 154
minor C. 128, 254 minus I . 4 6

minuere C. 159 
mirari 3.38 C. 33, 278 
miscere C. 175, 310
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miser 2 .4 4 ; 4 *3 0 , 66 

mitis 1.5 6 , 57

mittere 1.38; 2.68 C. 225, 260
moderamen C. 185, 267
modo 2,86; 4.60 C. 8 6 , 260 modo...nunc 4*8f.
modulari I.7 I
modus 1 .41 C. 302

moles C. 161

mollis 1.33; 2 .5 , 33 C. 1 1 3, 1 5 2, 283, 324
Molossus C. 1 0 7, 224

mons 4 . 2 9

monstrare C. 236

montanus 2.55
montiuagus 3 . 1 7

Mopsus 1 .1 6; 4 .1 , 4
mora C. 79
morari C. I58

morbus C. 117, 195
mors 1 . 4 7

morsus C. 214
mos C. 237

motus 3 . 2 9

mouere 3*56 C. 59
mox C. 6 3 , 1 2 3, 128, 1 7 2, 220, 238, 286, 288 mox...mox C. I49

mugitus 2 . 3 2

mulcere 1.53 C. 258
mulctrum 2 . 3 6  C. 153
multus 4 . 7  C. 82, 9 1 , 1 0 9, 1 9 6, 216

mundus 1.20, 4 0 , 86 C. 34
munus 1.65; 2 . 6 0  C. 43, 187, 2 3 4 , 317
murmur C. 276
murmurare 4.47
musa 1 .2 7

Musa 1 .6 1 (plu.) 1.7 0 , 71 C. 76

museus C. 11
raustum 3 .4 5 , 5 1 , 59
mutare C. 25
mutilus 3 . 3 3

Mycale 4 . 6 9

Mycenae C. 40
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Myrrha C. 26 
myrtus 2 .4 6 , 49

Nais 2.21 C. 94
nam I.4 , 15, 32, 39, 82; 2.25, 50; 4.4 C. 1 5 , 129, 138, 1 4 6, 
1 5 2 , 1 6 2, 1 6 7, 1 9 5, 2 6 6 , 281

namque 1.24, 75, 84; 2.60 C. 117, 235, 253, 306, 3 I8 

Napaeae 2.20
naris C. 248 (plu.) 3 .3 4 ; 4-35 C. 237
narrare C. 238
nasci C. IO7

natare C. 163

natiuus C. 317
natus C. 145

ne 1 .3 0 , 62, 81; 4.44 C. 133, I6I
nec 1.46, 48, 6O; 2.16, 3 8 , 43, 45, 76, 82; 4.3, 10, 22, 2 4 , 42
C. 45, 6 9 , 102, 183, 185, 2 4 9 , 263 nec...nec 2.33, 46; 3.8f.;
4 . 2 3  C. 227f., 258 nec non 3 .I; 4 .I C. 189, 229
nec...nec non C. 254, 255
necare C. 133
nectar 3 .6I
negare 4.18 (bis)
nemus 1 .3 3 ; 2 .5 6 ; 4 . 3 9

neque C. 135 neque...neque...nec C. 165 f.
Nereis C. 278 
Nereus C. 272 
Nerinus 4.52 
nexus C. 93, 162 
niger C. 213, 285 
nil 4 . 5 7  

Nilus C. 68 
nimis C. 22, II3 

Niobe C. I5 

Nisus C. 44 
nitidus C. 287
niueus 3.69; 4.34, 44 C. 1 6 4, 310  

nix 4 .5 1

nocere 4.52 C. 166

nocturnus C. 45, 325 
nodus C. 1 6 2, 301
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non 1.6 1 ; 2.8, 11, 60; 3.1, 60; 4.1 , 18, 21 , 40, 55 C. 15,
1 6 , 59, 103, 108, 118, 128, 180, 189, 192, 221, 224, 230, 231 , 
282, 299, 305 et...non C. 231 -que...non 4.58
non...nec C. 182f. non...-que...non...non...nec C. 43ff.
non...-ue C. 210 
nondum 2,75 C. 135
nos 1.71 ; 2.85; 3.26 C. 4 8 , 5 1 , 53 nobis I.3 0 , 4 6 , 6O; 
4 . 6 8  C. 240 nos (acc. ) 1.62
noscere C. 235 nouisse 2.35, 36, 64 C. 17, 28, 189
notus C. 12, 22
noster 1.27, 37, 41, 44, 74; 2.27, 28, 42, 5 6 , 6 0 , 6 9 , 78; 4.15 
C. 6 5 , 7 6 , 226
nota C. 241 

hotare 2,74 
notus C, 61 

nouale C, 181
nouus 1 .4 4 C. 5, 1 7 0, 283, 324
nox 3 . 6 8

noxius C. 209

nubilum 1 .8 5

nudare 4.12
nudus 3 , 4 5

nullus 2 ,2 9 , 3 0 , 4 0 , 4 6 , 77; 3 .1 3; 4 . 3 9  C. 26, 75, 196
numen C. 66, 77
numerare 4 . 3 6  C. 32
numerosus C. 15
numquam 2.36 - C. 8
nunc 1,1 3 , 1 5 , 1 9 , 72; 4.9, 34 C, 3, 61, I8 4 , 238 
nuper 1,1 5; 2.68 C. 69 

nutrire 3.26 C. 128
Nyctilus 3 .1

Nymphae 1 ,6 9 ; 3 .2 5 ,  57 C. 95 

Nysa 3 . 2 6

o 1,64; 2 , 5 5 (Ms); 3.39; 4.20
obsequium C, 267
obsitus C. 232

obstrepere 1 ,3 1

obtundere C, I70

obuius 3*47 C. 13
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oculus 2,81 C. 3 1 , 246

odor 2 .4 6 , 49

odoratus 3*20 C. 235
odorus 1 . 6 4

Oeagrius 1.25
oestrus C. 3
officium C. 249
olim 1 .1 1; 4 . 5 9

oliua 1.78 *C. 199
ollus C. 264

omniparens 1.35
oranipotens 5*23 C. 19

onmis 1.33, 67; 2.42; 3.55; 4.32, 41 C. 47, 114, 126, 128,
1 4 3, 238, 2 4 2 , 2 7 5 , 2 7 7 , 291 

optimus C. 122
orbis 1.20 C. 6 5 , I4 I, 206, 226
orbita C, I4

ordo 2.25; 3.16
Oreas C. 96

origo C. 68, 173, 227
Orpheus 1.25
ortus 2,75; 3.15 C. 179
os 1,57; 3 .2 2 , 53 C. 164

osculum 2 , 3 8

ostendere C. 12, 201
ouile C. 153

ouis 3 . 6 7

Padus C. 37 
paelex C. 17 
paene C. 71 
paganus 4.62 
palea C. 293 
Pales 1.68; 2,52, 55 
Pallas 2 . 5 0

pallere 2.45 C. 206
pallidus 2 ,4 1

palma 2 .2 4 ; 3 .3 0 , 49 C. 242

palmes 3*1 9  

palumbes 2.67 
palus C. 315
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parapineus 4 . 4 6  

pampinus 3«57
Pan 1 .5 , 25; 2.75; 5.5, 11, 17, 66

pandere C. 3, 98, I0 5 , I68

Pannonicus C. 227
par 2 . 1 6  C. 183
parare 2 . 1 5

parens 2 . 1 0

parere 1.23 C. 10, 267

parilis 4.5 C. 114

pars 1 . 2 0  

Parthus C. 75
partus 3 . 2 4 C. 20, 125, 127, 144
paruus 2.63; 3.27 C. 181, I9 4 , 244
pascere 1.75; 2.72, 7 8 , 90 C. 129, 152, 225, 262, 283
pascuum 2 .5 2 , 71

passim C. 152, 320
pastor 4 . 2

pastoralis 2 .5 5 ; 4 .I5

pater 3 . 2 3 C. I9 , 27
patere 2.63 C. 48

pati 1 .5 3 , 60 C. 1 2 4, 1 3 5, 1 7 3, 282
patienter 4 . 5 7

patulus 3 . 2

paulatim C. 271
pectus 1 .4 2 , 5 2 , 57; 2.14; 3.31, 4 5 , 54 c. 3 , 1 0 9, 286
pecus 4 . 3 9

pecus (-oris) 2 . 7 2

pelagus C. 277

pellere C. 202
pellitus C. 316

pendere 3 . 5

per 2.22 C. 4, 8 , 10, 53, 97, 211, 261, 2 6 9 , 272, 297, 323
percipere C. 157
percurrere C. 6 0 , 295
percutere C. 99
perdere 4 .2 1 , 2 2 , 44

perdueere 1 .8 3

pererrare C. 86

perferre 3.24; 4.59
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perficere 2 . 3 4  

perfundere 3 *2 0  

pergere 1.81 
periclum C. 145» 203 
perire 2 .2 5 , 71 

permetiri 1 . 1 9  

pennittere 1.7 C. 121
perpendere C. 138 
Persia C. 72 
peruenire 2 . 8 4

pes 2.21; 3.44 C. I6 3 , 249, 316
petere I.3 I; 2 . 3 9

pharetra C. 7 4 , 88

Phaethon C. 35
Philomela C. 34
phoca 1 . 7 5

Phoebe C. 8 7 , 123, 179 
Phoebeus 1 . 63

Phoebus 1.24; 2.54 (bis), 75 C. I5 7 , 206
pie C. 45

piget 1.62 C. 263

pignus C. 64 

pingere I . 6 9 C. 88
pinguis 2.12
pinna 1.85 C. 33, 305, 312
pinus 1.3 0 , 73; 2.87
Pisaeus C. 23
pius 1.20
placare 1.82
placere C, 58 placitùs 4.9 C. 129
placidus 2 . 4 5  C. 54, 86
plaga C. 4 8 , 300

planta 3.42, 64

platanus 1.7 2 ; 2.18
plausus C. 296

plenus 1.51 ; 3 .6O C. 120, I53

plicare 3 . 1 9

pluma C. 37
plurimus C. 247
plus 4 . 7 2  (bis)
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poculum 2.42; 3 .4 6 , 49 C. 5, 44

pollex 3 . 3 4

pomum 2 .5 1 ; 3 «38

pondus 1.51 C. 1 3 8, 161

ponere C. 163

pontus C. 102, 275

populeus 4 . 1

populosus C. 129

populus 4 . 2 3

portare 3 . 4 2 C. 148

portus C. 61 

poscere 3 . 1 2

posse 2,28, 6 8 ; 3 .6 ; 4 .18 C. 1 3 8, I4 2 , I5 6 , 222, 304 

post 1 .3 8 ; 2.69; 3 .21 C. 34, 2?1
postis C. 171

postquam 2.10 C. I4 6 , I57

potare 3.53; 4 . 5 2

potens 2 . 5 6

potius 1 .31

potus C. 215

praebere 1.87; 3 . 6 5 C. 293
praeceptum C. 268 
praecipere C. 46  

praecordia 4 . 5 6

praeda 3 . 6  C. 5 0 , 102, 184, 191 , 234, 304
praedulcis 1 . 2 2

praefigere C. 56

praemittere C. 182
praemium I.6I; 2 . 6 8

praenoscere C. 139
praeponere 2 . 6 6

praesens I . 8 4

praesumere C. 80
praeterea 2.67 C. 259
praeuertere C. 186
pratum 2.23 C. 1 3, 235, 253, 322, 324 

premere 5 .5 2 , 6 4 ; 4 .17 C. 11
Priapus 2 .5 I 
primaeuus C. 116

primum 2.7; 3.37, 59 C. 61, 6 9 , 77, 177 
primus 1.8 ; 3 .4 O C. 24, IO4 , 127, 148
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principiiim C. 68, 103

prior C. 4 I, 7 I , I31

prius (a^.) 1.7 5; 2 . 8 3 C. 282
pro (praep.) 3 .6 , 1 0; 4 . 3 4

probare 1.42 C. 134

probus C. 252

procax 3 . 2 5

procedere C. 9
procella C. 62
procul 1 .3 4

prodere 4 .3O C. I36 

prodesse 4*62 C. I6 0 , 201
producers 3-24 C. 180
proelium C. 2 
profiteri 3 . 2 2

proles 3 .2 1 C. 118, 126, I9 8 , 228
promittere 4 . 9  C. I5 6 , 269

pronus 3 . 5 0  G. 110, 265
propago C. 241

properare 3 .4 5 ; 4 . 5 7

proprius 4 . 5

propter 2 . 8 5

prosatus 3 . 6 5

prosilire C. 214
protendere 0 . 194

prouehere 1 . 8 3

prouidus 3 . 2 3

prouoluere C. 256

prudens 4 . 5 8

pubens C. 95, 290
puber 2.81
pubes 3 . 3 5

puer 1.81; 2 .1 (bis). 8 , 8 8 ; 3 .6 , 1 2, 3 5 , 6 6 ; 4 .7 , 2 0 , 4 4 , 56  

puerilis 2 . 8  

pugnare C. 131
pulcher 2.73; 5.1 C. 45
puluis C. 218, 294 
punieeus C. 90, 317
purpureus 2.22, 4 8 , 75, 80; 3.45; 4.48 C. 84
pur us C. 294
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qua C, 8, I4 

quaerere C. 54
quam (comp.) 1.47» 80 C. 254, 282
quamuis C. 12, 127
quare 1.21
quassare 5 .5O
quater C. 173
quatere C. 208
que 1.5 , 7 , 9 , 1 0, 18, 2 0 , 26 (bis). 3 1 , 3 3 , 40 (bis). 4 3 , 44 (bis).
4 6 , 5 1 , 6 7 , 7 6 , 8 1 ; 2 .2 , 6 , 1 2 , 1 3 , 15 ,1 6 , 2 0 , 2 2 , 3 1 , 4 I , 4 5 , 4 8 ,
6 5 , 67; 3 .7 , 12, 1 5 , 1 9 , 25 (his). 26, 3 6 , 4 2 , 45, 49, 54, 55 (bis).
58, 6 2 ; 4 .5 , 9, 1 3 , 1 4 , 2 9 , 5 1 , 5 2 , 57, 58, 64 C. 1, 2, 5 , 16,
1 7 , 23 (bis), 2 4 , 28, 2 9 , 3 1 , 3 2 , 33, 3 6 , 37, 4 0 , 4 1 , 43, 48 (bis), 
49, 5 2 , 55, 57, 58, 6 0 , 6 1 , 67 (bis), 68, 7 1 , 74 (bis). 75, 79, 80, 
81, 85, 86, 88 (bis). 9 2 , 94, 95, 100, 101 (bis). 106, 1 0 9 , 112, 1 1 3,
117 (bis), 118, 126, 1 3 0, 1 3 1, 1 3 4, 1 3 9, 1 4 1, 1 4 5, 148, 1 5 4 , 158

(bis). 160, 162, 1 6 3, 166, 1 7 6, 178, I9 6 , 200 (bis), 201, 2 1 3, 2 1 5, 
2 1 6 , 2 1 9 , 222, 226, 2 3 3, 237 (bis). 2 4 1 , 244 (bis). 245 (bis). 2 4 6, 
2 5 0 , 257 (bis). 2 6 1 , 264, 2 6 5, 266, 271, 274, 284 (bis). 289, 291, 
2 9 2 , 2 9 3 , 2 9 6 , 298, 3 0 0, 3 0 2 , 3 0 4 , 306 (bis). 3 0 7 , 308, 3 1 0 , 3 1 1 ,
314 (bis). 3 1 5, 3 1 6, 319 et...que...que...que C. 6ff. 
querella 1.48, 53; 2 .1 5; 4»13

qui 2 .7 1 ; 5.18, 1 9; 4.50 oui 2.57; 5.31 quem 1.19, 2 4 ;
5,5, 9 C. 260, 261 qui 4.34 C. 21, 22, 50, 55
quorum C; 228, 250 quis 2.9 C. 85, 135 quos 1.41,
42; 4.11 quae 2.57, 6l, 62 C. 86, 111, 122, 504

oui 2 . 5 7 C. 115 quam 1,28 qua 2.25, 85 (bis)
quae 2.20 (bis), 21 C. 6 7 , 515 quas 5.14 quod C. 204
quod (acc.) 1.66; 2.77; 4 . 1 9  (et rell. uers. interc.). 24

quo 2 .2 5 , 2 6 ; 4 . 7 0  (bis), 71 C. 124 quae 1.28; 2.55, 55,
6 0 , 68; 5 . 4 7 C. 6 9 , 156 

quia 1 .2 7

quicumque C. 281 
quies 5 . 2 9  

quiescere C. 258 
quietus 1.53, 38
quin 2.74; 3 .2 7 , 65 C. 1 4 0, 1 9 1 , 199, 2 2 9 , 2 5 1 , 2 5 1 , 2 6 9 , 2 9 4, 
305
quinque 2.9 
quire C. 184
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quis (interroge) 2.55, 59; 4.l6, 17, 62 C. 15, 16, 1,
quis (indef.) 1.6, 21 
quisnam C. 151
quisque 1.66; 5 *4 6 ; 4 * 1 9 (et rell. uers. interc.)
quisquis 1.75; 4*56 G. 99, 212
quod 2.11, 70; 4*62 G. 265, 264 (bis), 265
quoque 2.85; 4*44, 68
quotannis G. 198

rabies G. 205 
racemus 1.66; 5*40 
radiare G. 84 
radius G. 205 
ramus 5*5
rapere 4*52 G. 1 4 8, 297

rapidus 4 * 1 4

raptare 5*56
rarus G. 501
ratis G. 59
raucus 1.2
reboare 1.75
recreare G. 18
recubare 5*5
recursus G. 106
reddere 5*10 G. 19

redire C. 286
referre 2.55, 54 C. 50, 74, 258, 241
regnum G. 75 
relaxare G. l62, 296  

releuare 2 . 1 5

relinquere 2.59 C. 271

remeare 2 . 6 5

remouere G. 6 7 , 167

remus G. 60

renes G. 112
reparare G. 179, 195
repellere C. 222
repugnare G. 257
requiescere 4*46
res 1 .5 5

resonare 5*8
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respicere 4*20 
respondere 1.74; 2.53 
resultare 3«55 
resupinare C. 247 
resupinus 3*28, 52 

rete C. 300 
retentare 3*58
retinere 3 . 4 8 C. 7, I60

reuerentia 1.54
reuocare C. 190
Rhenus C. 67

rictus C. 1 4 8 , 213

ridere I.I6 ; 3*62
rigidus C. 109
ripa C. 54
risus 3 . 2 9

robur C. 118, I7 0 , 287 
Roma C. 81 
Romuleus C. 73 
rorare C. 21 
ros 1.8
rosa 2 .4 5 , 48; 4.22 
roseus 2 .2 4 ; 3*59 
rota C. 9 
rubere 2.45, 48 
rubescere C. 319 
rubor 2 . 1 5

rudis 2.2 C. 1 4 , 53 
ruere 2,5 
ruina C. 282
rumpere 1.85; 2.58; 5*44; 4*70 
ruralis I . 6 5  

ruricola I.1 4 , 52 

rursus 2 . 6 5 C. Ill, 175

rus 1.2 , 1 5  C. 2 , 1 0 7

rusticus 2 . 7 0

sacer 4*65 C. 42, 77
sacrilegus C. 21
saeclum 2.58 C. 47
saepe I.6I, 62; 2.57 C. I6 7 , 196, 252
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saepire C. 181 saeptum C. 308
saeuus 4*44 C, 27, 44
sagax C. 237

sagina C. 159
sagitta C. 89
salire 3*53
salix 1.6
saltus C. 4 8 , 86, 1 4 7, 303 

saluber C. 215 
salus 2 . 4 0

sanguis C. 21, 39, 116, 228, 260, 27O, 288
Sardus 4*53
satis C. 112, 243

satum 2 .5 1 ; 4 . 7 1

Satyrus 3*25, 38, 39, 46, 57
saxum 3 . 4 3

scabies C. 193
scelus C. 26

scire 2.35, 65

scopulus 4 .7 1

s c r u t a r i  C. 49

se ( ^ . )  4 . 2 4  C. 33, 111, 1 2 3, 247. 273 sibi 3.46
secare 2.21 C. 218
secernere 1.20 C. 236, 294
sectari C. 102
securus 1.12 C. 2
secus C. 272

sed 1 .2 7 , 3 0 , 57, 86; 2.10; 3.8, 10 0. 119, 1 2 7, 157, 1 6 5,
181, 183, 186, 224 
sedes 1.40 
seges C. 55
segnis 1.49, 60 C. 103, 117, 205, 258
segregare C. I50

semel C. 185
Semele 3*22 C. I6

semen 3*15 C. 211
semper 3*62; 4*21, 22 C. 32, 38, 194, 301, 309

senatus C. 81 
senecta 1 . 5 0

senectus 1.43 C. 117
senex 3*25, 60 C. 3^4
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seni C. 105
senilis C. 57
senior 1 .1 7 , 2 4 , 62
sensim C. 111, 220
sensus C. 79
sentire 1.58; 4 * 2 7 (bis)
sequi 4*26 C. 98, 266
serenare 4 * 1 7

serenus 1.56 C. 151
serpens 4*41

sertnm 3 *1 9

sernare 1.29 C. 145, 302, 325
serum C. 152, 175 
seta 3*31

seu seu...seu...seu...seu...seu C. 240ff. seu...seu
c. 107, 190

sexus 4*5
si 1 .3 , 21 , 38, 39, 47; 2.47, 86; 3*12; 4*60 C. 129 
silbilum 3*10 C. 30
sic 1.82; 2.88; 3*17; 4*12, 59, 66 C. II4 , 149, 193
siccare 3*68 C. 291
siccus 1.75; 2 .3 1 C. Ill, 229

sidereus I. 4 0

sidus 3*21 C. 1 5 9, 204

signare 1.55; 4*41 C. 141 

signum C. 85 

Silenus 3*27, 59 
silex C. 217

silua 1 .7 4 , 84; 2.20, 66, 68, 84, 89; 4*6, 12, 2 9 , 42 C. 38, 86 
Siluanus 2 . 5 6  

siluester 1 . 7 2  

similis 2 .4 I
simul 2.6 C. I7 , 151, 237
simus 3*34 
sin C. 133

sine 2 . 4 4 C. 318
sinuare C. 85 

sinus C. 57, 6 0 , 9 2 , 209  

Sithonius 4*51
sol 1.8, 86; 2 .2 5 , 88; 3*2; 4*45 C. 122, 201
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solamen 2 . 2 7  

solatium 2.18
solere 2.79; 4*45 solitus 4*10
sollicitus 2.12; 4*60. C. 197 
solum C. 8 

solus 3 *2 2 ; 4 .4 1  

somnus 2 .4 3 ; 3 *4

sonare 1 .1 5 , 26, 82; 2.11; 4 .3 , 4 I
sonipes C. 259, 296

sonitus 3*11

sonus 2.12 C. 274
sord idus C. 195

s o ro r C. 45

sortiri C. 198
spargere 3*45, 67 C. 39, 320
Spartanus C. 224 
spatiosus C. 269  

spatium C. 181
sp ec ta re  1 .4 3  C. I 37 , 174
speculum 2.74
sperare *4 * 5 8

spernere C. 23O
spes 4*17
spiculum  C. 75

spina 4 . 2 2

spinosus C. 57

spirabilis C. 255
spirare 2 .4 6 , 49

splendere 2.76
splendor C. 246

sponsa C. 24
s p re to r  C. 79

spumare 1.68 C. 213, 276

spumeus 3*54
squameus 4*28, 40
squamosus C. 30
s t a b i l i s  C. 135

stabulum  2.90
stagnare C. 316
stare 2.32 C. 249
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stellatus C. 31
sternere 1.85
stirps C. 227
strages C. 197
strepitus C.. 101
strepere C. 126
stridere 3*11 C. 274
stringere 2 . 2 4

stupere C. 278
suadere 1.8, 87; 2.89; 5*68
suauis C. 319

sub (c. acc.) C. 321 (c. abl.) I.3 , I3 , 54 (;^) ; 2.18, 23,
2 6 , 8 8 ; 3 .3 , 14; 4.33, 45, 46 C. 2 4 , 6 5 , 6 9 , 109, 1 1 0, 2 1 2 , 
283
subicere 1 . 3 2

subire 2 .6 5 ; 4.39 C. 117
sublimis 1.18, 39

submittere C. II4

suboles C. 150

subtegmen C. 91, 311
sucus 4 . 5 3 C. 1 3 0, 1 5 5, 297

sudare 1 .7 7

suescere 3*9 C. 186 suetus 0. 59, 87

sufficere C. 198, 210
suffundere 2 . 1 3

sulcus C. 14

sulphur 4 . 6 5

sumere 3 .4 , 7; 4«59 C. 50, 88, 184, 192, 2l6, 317^
suimnus 3-44 
supellex C. 238
super 1,28; 3*5, 43 0. 276
superaddere C. 220
superare C. 115, *242
superbus 4 * 5 0

supercilium 1.57
superefferre C. 273
supremus 1.70
sus C. 306

suspendere C. 89
sustinere 3.28
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susurrare 1 . 7 2

suus 4.12, 29, 54 C. I4 6 , 278, 281

tacere 1.53, 80 C. 18, 69 

taeda C. 25 
tails 1 . 4 8 C. 58
tarn 2.11
tamen 4.30, 72 C. 234
tamquam 2 .2 7 ; 3*6 
tandem 4.11, 18, 20 
tangere 2.29, 40  

Tantalides C. 39 
tantum C. 192, 224 (bis) 
tardus C. 158, 183, 279 
taurus 1.34; 2 .9O; 4 . 2 6  

taxus 1.77; 4 . 5 2  

tectum 2 . 6 5  

tegere 2.77
tellus 1 . 5 6 C. 259

telum C. 5 6 , 89 

temnere C. 227 
templum 1.39 
tempera 3 . 3 6  

temptare C. 35, 62
tempus 1 .1 9 , 45; 3.24; 4.32 (bis) C. 20, 79, IO4 , 153, 321 
tenax G. 302 
tenders G. 19O, 3 II
tener 2.32, 67; 3.34; 4.58 G. 155, 1 6 9, 171
tenere I.4 8 ; 2.57; 4.23 G. I6 5 , 1 7 8, 249

tenuis 2.11 G. I3 0 , I60

tepescere 1 . 1 3

tepidus G. 201
ter 2.9; 4 . 6 3  (ter)
terere G. 9, 218
teres 3.5
Tereus G. 33
tergum G. 207, 271, 320
terminus 1.55
terra G. 77, 209, 249
terrere G. 312
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terribilis C. 255 
terrificare C. 308 
texere 1.2 
Threicius C. 273 
Thymoetas (*1.9) 
thyrsus C. 21 
tibia 1.22 
Tigris C. 6? 
tigris 3 . 1 9  

timers 4*70 
Timetas 1.9 
timidus C. 51 

tinea C. 202 
tingere C. 31 &
Titan C. 40
Tityrus 1.1; 2,84
tolerare C. 262
toilers 2 . 7 5 C. 33
torquere 4.40 C. I6 9 , 256

torrere 3 * 2

torridus C. 211
torus G. 2 3 , 295

tot 1 . 2 6

totus 2 .5 8 , 66, 88; 4 .6 , 66 C. 49
trabs C. 168

tractare 1.78; 3*7
tractus 4 * 4 0 C. 300
trahere C. IO9 , 183
trames C. 12
trans C. 251
transcendere C. 147» 308 
tremulus 2.76; 3*30 C. 257 
trepidus 4*6 C. 145
trini 2 .2 5 , 29

tristis 1.78 C. 195, 205, 222
Tritonis C. 199
triuialis 4.3
triumphus C. 63

truncus C. 56

trux C. 2 4 , 85
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tu 1 .1 0, 27, 41 , 4 2 , 5 2 , 5 8 ; 2.47, 53, 79; 4 . 3 0  ( ^ ) ,  44 
C. 8 6 , 9 8 , 1 2 0, 197 tibi 1.1 , 5 , 2 1 , 43, 51, 56, 6 4 , 81, 8 4 ;
2.35; 4 .1 6 , 35, 3 6 , 47 C. 103, 1 2 9, 193, 2 1 6 , 227, 2 3 4 , 259,
312 te (aoo.) 1.4 , 1 5 , 7 2 , 73 (bis). 7 4 , 82; 2 .4 0 , 5 2 , 71 

(abl. ?), 85; 3.18 C. 98 te (abl.) I . 5 4 (bis): 2.44 
C. 94
turn 2 .7 , 14; 3 .3 7 , 39, 4 6 , 59 C. 162, 293

tumere 2 . 1 3

tumescere 3*36
tumidus 4*35
tumultus C. 100
tune 2.49; 3*21 C. 106, 1 5 6, 159, 1 6 4, 175, 177, 216
turba 4.28 C. 144, 278
turbare C. 275
turgere 2*50 C. 124
turpis C. 265

tus 4 . 6 3

Tuscus C. 231

tutus C. 60

tuus 1.18, 80; 3 . 1 5 C. 34, 97

uacare 2 . 3 6

uacca 1.6; 2 .2 9 ; 4*34
uae 2 . 4 4  

uagus C. 246

ualere 1.66 C. 253 uale I . 6 4

ualidus C. 112, I5 6 , 172, 186, 247 
uallis 2.4; 3*66; 4 . 8  C. 181
ualua C. 168 
uapor C. 1 4 1, 248  

uaporus 4-63
uarius 1.53 C. 50, 309
uastus C. 274

uates 2 . 7 3 C. 7, 46, 97 
uber 2 .31 ; 3 . 6 8 C. I3I
ubi C. 290  

udus 2.21; 3 * 1 9

ue *3 .2 9 , 33; 4 . 1 6  0. 1 3 4, 1 7 0, 181, 218, 224

uelle 3.9; 4.18 C. 22, 32, 192, 289
uellere 4*71
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uellicare 5*32
uelox C. 193, 226, 253, 322
■uelum C. 6l, 84
uena 2.15; 5.61 C. 116, 195, 211 , 284, 288
uenari C. 1 , 100, 187, 259, 324
uenatus 5*3 0 . 2 2 6 , 299

uenentmi C. 42, 213, 309
uenerari 3 * 2 7

uenire 2.47; 3*23; 4*38 C. 1 9 6, 279
uentus 1 . 3 0 C. 272
uenus 1.13; 2.3, 6 ; 3 .5 6 ; 4.27 C. 121
uer 1.79; 4.33 C. 1 5I, 283
uerbera C. 268 (bis)
uernare C. 320
uero 2 . 1 4 C. 133

u e r s ic o lo r  4.68
uersus I.5 , 1 1 ; 2 .1 9 , 5 4 ; 4 . 2

uertere 3 * 4 9

u e m s  3*21

uester C. 63

uestigium C. 11, 235, 325
u e s t is  3*58

uetare C. 3O8

uetus C. 7 2 , 284
Tiexare C. 168

Ilia C. 1 , 1 5 8 , 288
uiburnum 2 .8 6

uiceni C. 120
uicem 4 .I3 (plu.) C. 4 I
uicimis 1.9; 2.4 C. 59
uictor 1 . 1 5

uidere 2.77; 3*12, 22; 4*33 C. 4 0 , (*68), 78, 126, 1 3 0, I3 6 ,
146 uideri 2.44 C. 80
uigor C. 280
uilis 1.61

uillus C. 232

•uimen 2 .3 3 ,  6 2 , 66

u in c e re  4 * 1 6 , 53 C. I 91
uinculum C. 22, 165 uinclum C. I48

uindemia 3*43
uinum 5 , 5 6
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uiola 2 .41  

uiolare C. 27, 73 
uir 1 . 2 6

uirere 4*47 C. 29
uirga C. 267 
uirgo C. 31

uiridis 1.7, 32; 3.26 C. 10, 4 8 , 94
uirosus C. 216

uirtus C. 1 5 0, 183, 188, 2 5O, 281
uis 3 .4 , 60 C. 1 1 5, 1 3 8, 1 5 6, 182, 2 7 0 , 286
uiscus C. 1 2 4, 1 3 2, 297

uita 1.1 9, 45
uitalis 1 . 3 6

uitare 3.2; 4*8, 15
uiteus 3 . 1 9

uitis 1.66; 2 .5 I; 3 .I5 , 4 1 , 6 4; 4 . 4 8

uitta 4 . 6 3

uitulus 2 .3 2 ; 4 . 3 3

uiuere 1.11, 21, 76

uiuidus C. 256

•uiuus 4 • 65

uix 3 .4 1  

ulcisci C. 73 
Tilmus 1 .31 ; 3*3; 4.8
ulna 3.28
umbra 2.23; 4.1, 23, 38, 46 C. 53
umere C. 248

umerus 3*54 0. 89
urnor 3.54 C. 95, 210, 292
unda 2 .7 6 ; *4 . 4 7  C. 274
unde C. 95

undlque C. 174

ungere C. 201
unguen 2 .5O
unguis C. 171

ungula C. 249

unus 2 .5 2 ; 3 .6 7 ; 4 . 3 0  C. 205

uocalis 2 .6 1 ; 3 .5I 
uocare 4 «38 
uolitare 2 . 6 4
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uolucer C. 304
uolucris 2 .6 4 ; 4.28
uoluere C. 173
uoluntas C. 134
uoluptas C. 231

uos uobis *C. 76

xiotum 2 . 8

uouere C. 78
uox 2 .11  C. 189

urbs 1.83; 2.84, 85

urere 4 .4 5 ,  66 C. 291
ursus C. 306

usus 2.34; 3.47; 4.32 C. 1 3 6, 230

ut (adu.) 1 . 3 4 C. 1 9 , 28, 7I (coni.) 1.82 C. *142,
1 5 5 , 184, 221, 296
liter que 1.17; 2.2, 6; 4.2 C. 219, 264

uua 1 .7 9 ; 3 . 37 , 41 , 4 4 , 5 2 , 64; 4 .2 3 ,  48

uulgare C. 47

uulnus 4 . 1 2

uulpes C. 5 2 , 307

uultur C. 312

uultus 1.5 6 ; 4 . 1 7  C. 77 

zona C. 147


