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ALSTCACT

Although editions of Kemesiznus have been surprisingly
numerous, very few of them have contributed aprreciably to our
understznding of this author, and most texts have been based on a
very limited number of manwscripts. There has been no commentery -of
any length since that of ETurman (1731) and there has never been one
in BEnglish covering the whole corpus., The present thesis ié an

attempt to remedy these deficiencies, There is a text of the

Eclogues and Cynexetica which is the first to have been based on

an examination of all the known manuscripts, and a detailed and
accurate avparatus criticus is provided. Readings of interest for
which there is no room in the main body of the apraraius criticus
have been included in an appendix. The textual history of both the
Beclogues and the Cymegetica is thcrovghly discussed. The question
of the authenticity of the Eclogues is examined and Nemesianus's
authorzhip is held to be proved. There is a commentary, mainly
concerned with textual and grammatical mestters, on teth the
Eclogues and the Cynegetica. 4 complete list of editions of
Yemesianus to date is provided, as well as a vibliography. There is
also an excursus on the scansion of final -o in Latin poetry and an

Index Verborum.
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ABBREVIATIORS

ALL Archiv flir lateinische lexicographie.

K-S Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der lateinischen Sprache, R.
Klhner and C. Stegmann, 1§55.

LHS Lateinische Grammatik, Leumann - Hofmann - Szantyr.

TLL Thesaurus Linguae Latinae

OLT Oxford Latin Dictionary

R-E Paulys Real-Encyclopiddie der classischen Altertums-

wissenschaft.

Abbreviated references to periodicals usually follow the system

of L'Annéfe philologique. The editions of Nemesianus by Barth (1613),

Ulitius (1645), Johnson (1699), Maittaire (1713), Burman (1731),
Wernsdorf (1780), Beck (1803), Adelung (1804), Lemaire (1824),
Stern (1832), Haupt (1838), Glaeser (1842), Baehrens (1881), H.
Schenkl (1885), Keene (1887), Postgate (1905), Martin (1917),
Giarratano (1924), Raynaud (1931), Duff (1934), Van de Woestijne
(1937), Tunlop (1969), Volpilhac (1975) and Korzeniewski (1976) are
cited by the authors' names. E. LBfstedt's Syntactica (Lund 1942) is

referred to as LBfstedt. L. Castagna, I Bucolici lLatini Minori. Una

Ricerca di Critica Testuale, Florence 1976, is referred to as

Castagna. Neue-Wagener, Formenlehre der lateinischen Sprache,

Leipzig 1902, is cited as Neue. The etymological dicticnary 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.



TEL AUTHCRSEIF CF TH. ECLCGUES

3ince the early sixteenth century, as a gl;nce at the list of
editions will show, the vast majority of editors have tzken 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 Verns-
dorf (1780), Lemaire (1824, virtually a copy of sernsdorf) and
Raynaud (1931) attempted to demonstrate Calpurnius's authorship of
all eleven, but Hauvt (Cpuscula 1.p.364ff), 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), 615-23) has seen fit to re-open the debate by attacking
Eaupt, and it is therefore necessary to examine her arguments point
by peoint.

The attribution of all eleven Eclogues to Calpurnius can be
traced back as far as the twelfth century, to the Florilegium
Gellicum, which includes excerpts from the eleventh eclogue, now
generally attributed to lemesianus, under the title Scalvurnius

(or Calpurnius ) in bucolicis. The Eclogues as a whole avppear

attributed to Calpurnius by the scribes of all the V manuscripts
(although in several later hands have added the name Nemesianus),
and by 2 number of early editors. On the other hand we have evidence
(also dating from the twelftﬂ century), that Eclogues written by

an Aurelianus existed apart from the kclogues of Calpurnius : two
catalogues of the library of the monastery at Frufening datatrle

to the twelfth century1 include the items "Bucolica Aureliani" (no.

1Gustav Becker (Catalogi bibliothecarwm antiocui, Bonn 1885), dates

the catalogue to 1158 but on p215 tells us that the date 1165 is

found in it.



173) and "IIII paria bucolica Calpurnii® (me. 172)° (see Haurt p.
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Aurelii nemesiani cartarine

while the Farma editicn c¢. 1490 has a similzr title. In Iiccardiznus
1

€36, Angelius has added fureli} lemesizni Usrtas bucol! Zxrplicit.
H o

Thus we can trece the ztiribution of 211 eleven voems to Calpurnius
back to the twelfth century, but we also seem to hzve esvidence of
the existence of eclogues by Femesianus at this time. ’lso, although
the vast majority of meznuscricvis attribute gll eleven poems to
Calpurnius, we have the evidence of the lesz-interpclated branch of
the tradition that lemesianus was responsible for the last four.
Radke arzues that if we were dezling with two poets, one from
the first century and one from the third, we should exﬁect to find
scrital errors characteristic of the differemt scrivts she alleges
must have beern involved, but thai in fact we find the same errors
throughout the corpus, suggesting a unitary tradition dating btack
to the first century. The examples of corrupntions which she cites,
however, are all either commonplace, or psychological errors, or
similar to corrurtions 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,

2Either the compiler of the catalogue is confusing the four

Fclocues of lemesianus with the seven of Calpurnius, or else we have
a reference to a manuscript thich contained only four eciogues of
Calpurnius. There are two such.still extant, Parisinus lat. 8049
which Reeve tells us (Cg 28 (1978), 22&) 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 avvear in some maruscricts together
with Virgil's Eclogues makes it perfectly rossitle that we are
dealing with two sets of poems originally put together for a
similar reason, i.e. they are all exemples of the same genre.
According to Radke, there is no evidence within the poems
themselves for separation. She does not, however, comment on thne
fact that there is glorification of the EZmperor 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 pocems (memini -
2,11 and 4.105; fateor - 2.61; %.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 Itelicus, four in Gvid, five in
Valerius Flaccus and six times in Horzsce, - occurs twice in the
first seven poems, but not at all in the last four or in the
Cvnegetica, and, a significant point, that sftetius is imitated in
the last four Zclogues and in the Cynegetica (e.g. Liem. 1.84-5
imitetes Theb. 12.812f and 818; 2.18, Theb. 1.452; Cyn. 18f, Theb.
7.167 etc.), but not at all in the first seven, cince, as Haupt
shows, wernsdorf is wrong to compare 4.87 with Siluze 5.1.11f.
Radke also ignores the fact that some late or rare exrressions and
constructions appear in the last four poems (e.g. 1.2% super haecy

AA
211  de uoce . 3 3.68-9 fluorem / 1actis;4%.18 he&ernlﬂxss

4,63 uaporug), which do not appear in the others. She fails,
too, to comment on Haupt's conclusion that there are at the most
eleven cazes of elision in the first séven voems, 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.619) for his allegedly incorrect
statistics concerning the incidence of fourth fcot trochaic caesura

in the poems, and also for the import:nce which he attaches to



these statistics. haupt puts the number in the first seven pcems at
over 70 and that in the last four at 6, while Zadke clairs that
these figures should bte 57 ancé 7. Since, however, neither haupt nor
Radke gives any indication as to how these figures are arrived at,
it is impossible to account for the discrevrancies with any degree

of certairty. iy own conclusion is that there are 72 ca:ses 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 & cases, zn average
of one every 39.8 lines. The proportions for the indivicual pcems
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 differerce between the two sets of
poems is still very substantial.

Radke wholly ignores the evidence for separate authorshiv which
recent metrical studies of the poems have yielded. G.3Z.Duckworth
(TAPA 98 (1967), 79-88) has analysed in detail the metrical patterns
of the poems and gives on vages 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 cof 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 : Kem. 41.07,
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 - Kem. + 0.16,
Cal. - 23.30, opposites every 29.0 lines for Kem., Cal., 23,0;

reverses one every 24.4 lines in Nem., 44.6 in Cal.; favourite



reverse in lNem. ssds -~ sdss, Cal. dsdd - ddsd.

"Tnis difference in reverse patterns is of.especial interest -
Calpurnius's preference for dsdd -ddsd is typical of Cvid and some
3ilver Age poets (Columells took 10, the Einsiedeln Zclogues,
7alerius Flaccus, Statius Thebaid znd 3iluae), but otherwise this
particular reverse combination is almost never a favourite, except
in Virgil's Eclogues, and in the lazte period in Faulinus of IHola
and Arator. The reverse ssds -sdss of Nemesianus is far more
frequent; it is the favourite in Catullus LXIV, Virgil's Georgics
and Aeneid, Horace, Grattius, Gerwanicus Caesar, iManilius, Aetna,
the other 3ilver Latin poets, and in the late period, a definite

majority of the poets (13 out of 18)." T.Birt (44 Eistoriam

Hexametri Latini Symbola. Bonn 1877 v.63) goes into much less detail,

but comes to similar conclusions. W.3.Hardie (JPh 30 (1907),273)
also briefly analyges the me‘rical patterns and comes to fhe
conclusion that Mem. is the "weakest and least classical" of the
authors he has examined :"he has written his Eclogues in a vein of
verse which belongs ratrer to didactic poetry, and his didactic
poem in z vein which would be more suitable for Eclogues :
Calpurnius, rather more than two centuries earlier, is better
inspired."”

0f 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%34 and T7.77, whereas there are two elisions of long

syllables in the last four (9.743 9.32; doubtful - 9.16) and also



hiztus ($.48). I do not attach particular importznce to the fact
that there is no varallel in the first seven poems for the ernding

montiuazus Fan (10.717), as there is no other exauvle of such an

ending in the last four poems either.

In the first seven poems, final -0 is shortened only in the cacse
of puto (6.84) and nescio (1.21), for which perzllels can te found
in classical authors. (See my excursus). In the last four poems, on
the other hand, the examrle set by later pcets iz folloed and the
scansions mulcendd (8.55), ggﬁé (9.17), exvectd (9.26), horred
(9.43), laudandd (9.80),coniungd (10.14), cand (10.18), concedd
(10.42), cano (11.41) are admitted, and we find five further
examples of this shorteaing of final -0 in the Cynegeticz at uu.1,
83, 86, 194 and 260.

Radke claims that poem 9 is an earlier version of pcem 2 beczuse,
she supposes, Calpurnius later felt that the former poem showed a
lack of good taste, but she does not explain why, in that case, poenm
9 appears in the corpus after the "improvad" version or, indeed, why
it was not suptressed altogether. She dces not aprear to notice,
vhat must surely be a significant fact, that the beginning of the

second Bclogue attributed to Iemesianus imitates both the beginning

of Virgil's second Bclogue 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 nuanber 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. He may wish to remind us of
anotrer incident in 2 story or of another character, to make a

point about the situwation in hand. In the case of the last four poenms,

however, there is no apparent reason for the repetitions, often of

10
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several lines and often close to other repetitions : it is either =z
cace of simnle repetition, which would be unpsialleled. in Classical
literzture - setting aside the vexed guestion of Catullus 68 - or
one of an inferior poet stealing from another.

G, H and s preface tre poems of Calpurnius with an apvarent
dedication to liemesianus. Radke, without saying which manuscrirts
are involved or from which manuscript she is cuoting, says that the

title Ad Nemesianum is to be comvared with cases of pcems in

Horace where ths person mentioned in the title is to be iderntified

with the unnamed addressee of the poem, and that Aurelii Nemesiani

poetae Lzarthaginensis eglogza trima, as wernsdorf suggests, means

"the poem about MNemesianus," with leliboeus representing Nemesianus.
The fact that in poem 4 as well as poem 8, l.eliboeus 1s a patron of

poetry gives some credence to this theory, but in that case, we have
to explain why feliboeus 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 writers of LEclogues 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 ztout that of

Wemesianus which might help us to discover who are the person=zlities
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 Pastorzl FPoems p.124), "I do not believe

that he (sc..Virgil) wished us to take either Tityrus or Meliboeus
for himself. He is their creator. If he is either, he iz both of
them - Tityrus singing for ever under the spre-ding 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



referring to one person orly, otherwise confusion would reign. RBut
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.1.15.25, E.P., 4.16.33) or as a direct reference to Virgil's
Eclogues (as at Martial 8.55.8; Sidonius Apollinaris Epist. 8.9.5
uu, 12 and 56) 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.Llat. 1.2 no.
T19a (Riese) attributed to Pomyponius, and Severus Sanctus
Endeleckius, Anth. Lat. 1.2 no. 893), and it is unlikely in the
extreme that the cowzherd of voem 3 or the retired and white-
haired poet of poem 8 is to be identified with Virgil. Cur 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 alieged
"dedication", that it arose from confusion of the two statements,

Exvlicit Calournii bucolicon and Aurelii HNemesiani

Carthaginensis bucolicon incipit, is far more likely.

Radke says that it is impossible to explain-the apvearance 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 Kemesianus. This point could be answered in a number of
ways. First, there is no reason why Nemesianus's allusions shculd
have to be clear to his audience. Agzain, it is not necessary to
understand the use of the name Meliboeus by lNemesianus as an
allusion to Calpurnius, as the names Tityrus and Heliboeus occur
together in Virgil's first Eclogue (where, however, Mzliboeus 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. 1.5 and



1.78-9, and uu. 75f remind us of Virzil Buc. 1.59f. Then again, we
have no evidence that Calpurnius was not suffipiently popular at
this particular period for allusions to him to be recognised. Cn
the other hand, Calpurnius is the only poet froa whom Ieintesiancs
takes over lines and prrases in bulk with little or no alteration
which he merhaps 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 treaiéd. Hadke also asserts that it
would be unlikely that Femesianus by his use of the name rleliboeus
for his vatron wished to allule to Calpurnius, as by doing so, he
would be revresenting himself as one using Czlpurnius as a
mediator between himself and Virgil - a very unlikely assertion,
because as I said above, leliboeus is not a patron in Virgil, and
also because there is a consideracle numover of vplaces where the
last four poems imitate Virgil directly and cannot bte eclroing
Calpurnius, e.g. voem 11, which is sitrongly influerced by Virgil's
eighth Eclogue. I have answered above Radke's argument that
Meliboeus in poems 4 and & must be the same person beczuse Tityrus
in both posms 4 (61ff, 162-3) and § (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 fwo different poets were to make it independently. It does seen,
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 Haupt's essay has been considered by most since its appearance

to have settled finally the cuestion 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 supportis his

13



conclusions, but Radke is so intent upon her
she totally ignores the work of Birt, Hardie
also failed to comment on a number of points
which militate against her theories. Haupt's

a few minor modifications, remains the final

attack on Eaupt that
and Iuckworth. She has
which Haupt made
essay, therefore, with

word on the subject,
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[

-

gconerte dei codici latini e greci nei secoli XIV e XV 1, p.33 n S

N
-

consider it to te sixteenth century and thery xay well be risht. The

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

3

Sclogues of Calvurnius (ff. 25-42), and those of Lem. (ff. 42-43)

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

index rerum et uerborum of Calpurnius and llem. (ff. 50-56), weris

of Petrarch, Zucclics 1-7 of Theocritus translated into Latin, a
life of Theccritus by Phileticos, Virgil's Zclogzues (ff. 127-144),
works of Ausonius (ff. 133v-248v), losella (ff. 243-260) and

Frobae Faltoniae Cento et Gregorii Tiferni pcetae illustris

ovuscula. There are nunrerous marginal notes, mainly directions %o

the index.

17



H. Mueller-Struebing looked at H for Schenkl, aﬁd 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 tears the date
MPXIII. The manuscript was Qritten by at least two hands, one of
wrich 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 O 74 sup. (Biblioteca Ambrosiana, Milan).

Written on paper in the fifteenth century, it has 183 leaves
and measures 212 x 745 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

(£f. 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; Le ortu

atque obitu hermaphroditi. The names of the interlocutors and also

18
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W

Zt'irville's rerarks at ths enc of ni:

collation show (Iorv. 202 f. 24v), is fae manuscript referred to by
some early editors as Dorv. 3 or c. .chenkl usec 4. Cerizni's

o o .

collation. Giarratano made anotrner in 1508 and re-examined ihe

menuscrint in 1509,

b Ambrosianus i 2€ sup. (Ziclictece Lmbrosisna, [ilanj.
“ritter on paper anc cated 14467 in the colorphon, it measures

214 x *538 mm. There are €2 lezves, the last uvlan: end 27 lines to a

s
I3
s
-
\NO
(@}
\O
.
o
'_l
0

clearly the manuscript referred to by early ecitors as Iorv. 2 or b

as the colovhon ig cuoted by I'Crville in ris collation {ILcrv. 202

=

f. 24v).

¢ Vaticanus 2110 (Siblioteca Apostolica ¥aticara).
'ritten on parchment in the fifteenth century vhen Ticclas V¥
was pope (1447-1455). There are 128 leaves with 40-43 lines to a

page. The manuscript measures 284 x 21& mr. It contains a latin

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

Topica (£f. 57-65r); the observations of Soetiius on the Tcpica (ff.

65r-67v); the helogues of Celgurnius (67v-77r) and those of Kem.
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atiributed to Calvurnius (ff. 77r-30v;; a iatin translaticn of the
de_dimmitets secerdeteli dislosus br Joenanes Chryscstcocius (£2. 31-
1207 and an extract from the latter's Jitz (L. 120v-"Z2L), There is
e emall numter cf veriants in the nergin eyparently in the sale
nand.
¢ Vaticanus 3752 {Siblicteca ancstolica Vaticanz).

“ritten on raper in the fifteenth ceniuvry, it mszasurss 2°5 %
147 mn. (Vercidre incorrectly szye 247urme ). Trere ars 21 lezves end
Z“ lines %o & rage. £f. "8v; 28-30; 5iz; 8v
seript coniains the Sclosues of Calrturnive (£F. 1-i3r) ani those of

- . . e - st - - P N
Yem., attributed to Colrurnius (If. 1Zr-ifr,, follcwed by ncenms by

C. ocrenkl irn his edi

the fourteenth cerntury, tut cestazna (p. 30) says it is fiftesnth

e Taticanus Urbinas 253, (clim 332) (Ziblicteca azostolica Vaticara).

‘ritten on parchment in the filteentn century, it has 229
leaves ans 29 lines to a rage. It measures 285 x 240 mm., accordins

-

to the catalogue and 387 x 247mm. according to some editors. xlong

(=X

with many other voems, it includes the verses of Fublio (reg,

Tiferno ané the kclogues of Calpurnius (ff. 95r-i108r) an’ those of

Yem. attributed to Calpurnius (ff. 108r-113v). (The catalogue,

ah

+

: N N . . ~ 1
followed by Verdiere, incorrectly says f. 113). At the end ol the
codex is the ncte, "Federicus e Veteranis Urtinas sub diuo
Federico Urbinat(e), duce iruictis(s). romanze eccle{s). dictat.

transcrinsit" and also "quo principe dececente utinam et ezo de



hich a7l
of twe Iure é'lrbine {1452). . lenitius (Iz. io. 1570, 742 =ars
that this is the same marniscrirt as no. 474 iz the "sicrnele
Jtorico &, Arch. Tozc,", T.0d1.

There are a few correcticng vy ari .62 othern Ly 2
later hanc. £, 13 £3 Sry S4vy 272vy 70%v are tlanl., Tk titles are
in »ed and the initisl lettexrs in sold ans lue, @l thers iz rome

LETL

rLa s e O AT - 1002 -
£ Teticanue Citeoternianus 1LcC zca
mmm st~ e TS Angag
AT0OSV0LLICA fETLCELE f e
P Ll - e - xpemead = R FRE F4EYe! rs - ey e
.rittan cn peper, & veriavy ¢l _~rifues [ou%, Jlszonmzz, rucus

1427=1472, in the fifteenth century in a humanist cursive sco'ri.

4 -y 2 - - Sr P U Y
gll, 2v-4vy 5vy Svy 8v; 9wy 24vy 34v-3Tv anc SZv-Siv beinr blank
On f. 9 acceoxdinsy to the catalogue, £, 1 eaccordiny To lasterna, is
written "IL.l.. JAZ..0 1UUINT CLAULIAIC" and M.lei nihi guam longe

belonged tc the Zuke Giovannangelo sltemps. It ras acquired Ty
Alessandro VIII Cttoboni, then by Zenecetto 11V eand finelly by the

Vztican, ff. 1-17r contain the Lclorues of

titie C. Cal—urrnii Sucolicum incipit, followved by (ff. 17r-24r} he

melocues of attrituted to Celouvrnivs, and vasious otherx

[p7)

including excermta from (vid's Zersices and Virgil's ieneicd, (n

f. 5'v is written "AULRsas;, W10 gratias amen.,FI.Is." Jor the full

52

cortents see Ieruscrits Classicueg Lating de la 2ibliotn

mn
$3]

Jaticane, Faris, vol. 1, 7. S577-8. The names of the speziiers are
LEL1Cane, s Fo

21
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leeves znc
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Tibullus (£

o

. !
calwurnivs (£f,

;
/ ST PR S
\ 2. Cu2sitius

££. 70r-74v) an

1

b

3 v om e eaang ! FR
adem~iun" and T 33

b

e
e

death of Giannozzo -

he titl

th

D

2

]

teen at worlk.

s

and Gebhard, a

wernsdorf.

W Veticanus Rezinersis 1759 (Zitlioteca Ar

Written on parchment in the fiftesenta
123 mm. ard has 22 lesaves with 25 lines to
Calpurnius (ff, 1-16) and the Eclogues of

Calruraius (f£7.
and a large numter of marginal rnotes in a

of Calpuraius. The manuscrirt s cnce in

22

ostolica Veticana).

it measures 1S3 x
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s [ = z R N ) e PO S, ey
i Tezurentianve pl. 27, 4 (Liviiotece Laurenciene, Jliroice;

JONC T N - 3 t. SRR A cn Feiemaas - .
written on parcoment in troe Ziftsentr cenitiry, To envreoint
megguraer Z2% v 195 em, anl tas zZIl lsaves iith 28 lince o s
- e T aa -~ . e T R . PN ~ o -
It contains the Iunice of siliuvs itelicus, the -2 ¢.oves cf

. 4 A PR b - [} . . L - s
Czlwurniue (£f. 177v-"1107v, uncer tie title .. Jellvrnii carren

bucolicun irncipit, and thcse cf Tem. attributec To Celouxnius (ff.

Y - RN ) s .. s m e foa
167v-1Sav). (Verdidre says that Calrurnius is on £f, 1£0-761,

tly confusing this wanvecrint with 1). Tre contents also

apraren o th

inciude 2 lztin translation of Lesicd's ".Jorks ent Lays" by T=lla
- \ ~ - o - - . ~ ~ 1.

(f. 193v) and Claucian's Le lzwtu Iroser inae (ff. 2C7-24). Thers

in fry hes been correctsd. 1.7 is incorrectly prefecsc by Amrnias

AN

and ut. ".273; .30 znd 1,87 Tty am. Trnis menuveacript once belongzed

to Fietro de' edici, scir of Cosiro,

j Holkhamicus 334 (Library of the tarl of Leicester, liolkham Fall,

Zclorues of Caltirnius (ff. 1-
Celvurnius (ff. 12r-17r;, the Zclogues of Virgil (ff. i7v-29v) and
the Achilleid of Statius (f. 20ff.). R. TBrster {(Frnilclomus 42
(18324), 158ff.) wrongly says that this menuszcrint is devoted to
Calrurnius. There are no titles or initial letters in ¥em. The
manuscrint was acouired in Italy about 1713,

-

- N ~e 0 — . ™ - - . -
k Pruxellensis 2058¢% (Zibliothecue Rovale albert rrenier, >Srissels
Pl B )

.ritten on paper, a vairiety of Zriguet 1407 or 1402, ths zanu-

scrivt weasures 200 ¥ 140 mrm. There are 12 leaves with 2% lines to



a page. Fran%ois Masai (Scriptorium 7 (1953), 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)3 De

gallo (et) uulpe fabella (ff. 9-10); Panegyricon Carmen sophie (f.

10r-10v); De cormo 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. Faul 1490. From this
information Masai deduces that the original of the codex is to be
locked for in the school of Deventer. Verdigre, from his examination

of microfilm of the first Deventer edition (Hague Library 170 G 33),

24

has concluded (Scriptorium 8 (1954), 296f.) that k was copied from it.

1 Laurentianus bibl. Aed. 203 (olim Leopoldinus) (Biblioteca
Laurenziana, Florence)

Written on paper in the fifteenth century, the manuscript
measures 223 x 155 mm. and has 183 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. Vespuceii Liber" and on f. 1
"Iibreriae 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 ediftion of Calpurnius.
It contains the Eclogues of Calpurnius (£f. 140r-155r) under the

title Calpurnii Buccolica and those of Nem. attributed to Calpurnius

(ff. 155r-161v), as well as Donatus's life of Virgil; the Appendix
Vergiliana; the Achilleid of Statiusj Claudian's De Raptu
Proserpinae (ff. 81-105) and others of his poems; and poems by

Lactantius, Maximian and others. For the full contents see
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5065217, Trhe mclosues are ceorrectsd rnere enc tiers by a second nand,
= . A, O . k) - . P s IO

£t 1.25: *.30; 2.7 and 2% ana 3.07, to cripve lieés omitted Tre

Scredel's hand, f. 28 being witten c. 1452, f. 94 in 145C ani £,
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ibliothecae Regize onacensis, C. IZelm and &G. Laubmann, vol. 2 mert

1, p. 67. Schedel has included the number of the mcliczue in the
title for the first six zclogues of Celpurnivs, cut afterwards has
left a gap. He has also left a gav in the text atv 1.%0 and 2.77.

1,24 is incorrectly vrefaced by Tim. ff. 24 and 25 have bveen

inverted.

n Riccardianus 724 (olim LIIII 10) (sidlioteca Ziccardiana,

Florence).
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Written on parchment in the fifteenth century, thé manuscript
measures 203 x 136 mm. and has 29 leaves with 22 lines to a page.
f. 27r is blank. It includes the Eclogues of Calpurnius (ff. 1-18r)
and those of Nem. atiributed to Calpurnius (ff. 18r-25r) and part of
the de Magia 4 of Apuleius (f. 27v). 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 Dorvillianus 147 (= Auct. X. 1.4.45) (Bodleian Library, Oxford).
Written on paper, the codex consists of four manuscripts bound
together written between 1460 and 1465 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 Calrzhurni nonetae bucolica incipit feliciter (ff. 83:-99v) and

those of Nem. attributed to Calpurnius (ff. 99v-106v) are to be found
in the third manuscript which is dated 1460. At the end of the codex
is the colophon, "hunc librum donauit eximius artium et / medicine
doctor M. Ioannes Marcho/ua de Venetijs congregationi Canonicorum
Regularium s. augustini. Ita ut tamen sit / ad usum dictorum
Canonicorum commorantium / in monasterio s. Ioannis in Viridario
Padue GQuare / omnes pro eo pie oremnt MCCCC LXVIJ." For a full list of

contents see A Summary Catalogue of Western Manuscripts in the

Bodleian Library, Oxford vol. 4, ¥, Madan, Oxford 1897, no. 17025,

pp. 72-73. I 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-



A ATD oo 4 D T/ o s b e oy L A e N 5
ATy 1IE_E, ASELTG2, ZAT-5Z egrs suvty, oy scritilsd om. amcnost

various cther -rorks, . the manvecriyt ccnteins Jrlinrzniue (£F. 27r-

[ S -y 1N PR ~oe- L + avde o B .- on ~ 7.
O7r, ent the Zclcsves of len. atirituted tc Jal vraiuve (I7, 27r-
sl = - L7 e em e oy AT . + - e deeprn .o 2
Civ,. Jor tre full ceontents cf fiz nfoiagCrirt see Al eitrani,

nT a8 = R f1s ;s DT . g S | T ’
Index codd. class,. lat. cui in Jyvwl. uiz. alizcruvanituvs", S0 1€

o

et variany readinss

in the mergin in the tzxt of Jelrurrius., The titliles rez=ve Teen zdled
by a later hand, and Jelpurrius Tezrs trns title T, Jalcuurnii
Jiculi et .. Aurelii / (lvmwedii Temeeizni bucclica,., ine of the
zcriltes vwas Felericus ralatius who coried din 1455 gedii Flieid

The part of this manuscrint contuining Celpuruius and Ten, iz
- - N - - . “ AT - PR . o - -
¢atatls to the pericd tefore 14E0, az o is almost certainly an

alxcst certainly Burman's lLorv. 4 or &, cf. cohors (3.55) gucted in
Torv. 202,a reading unicue to o and o.

o Corsinianus 43 F 5 (olim no. 64 {lLiblicteca lorsiniznz e fei

Prudentiusy the Zristola Sattos voetisse ad rhacnem arasium suum

feliciter (Ovid Her. 15); ‘he Zclosues of Calpurnive (ff. 87v-93r)
and those of Fem. attributed to Calrurnius (ff. 98r-102v); Culex

and Aetna uu. 1-6. It was first descrited by .iotinson =Zllis (JFh 16

(+8eg), 153-56), vho says it is a very tall octavc, with the titles

and interlocutcrs' names in red., It ras a large margin of ucre than

an inch on the rirht of the text, and a smaller one, of avcut half

27
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r tehdizeranus 69 (olim Vratisiavierzis 1411) (xwmcuart.- H.4.%7)

(3itlioteka Universytecka, .rocla ).
written on raper witz parchmeant fized in front to rreserve the

maruscript, it measuress 0,14 x 0,752 m. It was writien ty ons scrite

voetse clarissimi Tuccolicon carmen incizit. £f. 20r-27r contain the

Teicmaes ¢cf Tem, acirivutec to Celinurnius, Cther yesrm: in the manu-

secrint incluce Pic II~ weont. mex. nicolaus de valle (f. 27v);

e 's " orxs and Iays" (ff. 2Sr-47v) (f. 43r is blank); thre

N
jat}

10

4

“

Tersilii uita of Frotus (£. 48v); Alcinus vosta de

azgicorum

i.A
P
Q
!
&
o
Q
f‘l

contents see Honrat Ziegler, Catazlosus cocicum la

prs

h
i L

b

1 . y : . .
s Castagna points ovt (p. 45), in some previous sdi

"
O
|
9]
-

[

manuscrictt meant by the symbol r has been given ithe nwiber of s and

~

e
vice versa. Csstagna blames Glaeser for this misteke zg he calls

4o

Rehdigeranus securcus tne ranuscyript +hich ccomes first in

numeration, but Glreser gives no indication thet he Yne of any
nunbering of the manuscripts. It is perhers rat er Gierrat=no's
mistake in inverting the nwibers and this should have been noticed
by later editors. Castagra contributes further to the confusion, in
my ovninion, by calling the manuscrivt Giarrateno means bty s, r, and
vice versa, I nave vreferred tc izeep to Giarratano's designation,

- . s N P .
wrich is also followed by Verdiere and Volwvilhac,



s Z=hdigeranus 59 {olim Vratislaviernzis
(zivlicteka lniversytecka, .roclaw;.
Wiritten on mawer in the fifteenth century, ihz manuzcrirt

contains 116 leaves, one insertel by the toclktinder, =nd meeoures

0,145 x 0,2'm. 1t ic made ur of two codices from aifferent litreries.

ear= =¢re notes i ¢

o

the contents. £f. 2v and 3r are tlank. The - cemns cof

=y
[0
.

cn

blank. There are no titles to the individual voems, cr names of

~

speakers. (n f. 27r the title to Jalrurnius is rewneatea frem f. 4r

with the adcdition of the words simvonecsii e:

+

< m g N T - ] = -
d, N1l Wer.l 15 nNvu

L 3
v

in the manuscript. It +rtpears that this leaf rrae originally meant

wecici liver. ff. 55 and 56 are blank. £f. 57r-108r contain

5

Tracontii de laudibus Tei libri 3 attributed to Ay ustire. For a

full description of this manuscript see Ziegler ox. cit.,, Tp., 2°-2,

. . I'4 . - . - . . .= N
t lonacensis 19699 (clim Tegernseen51s) (payerlsche steatsbibliothsk,

lunich).

Written on paver, the

29 lines to a page, and measures 208 x 155 mm. It centains only

the &eclosues of Calvwenius (£f. 1-14v) uucer
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Salvrvrnil siculi sucolicwn gerien ant ilicse

. /o~ - IoTan - . . . - . . - . "
Calzurnius (ff. “4v-22,. 1t is sigied auc datsld 570 o1 tas

u iccardianus €2

(4

(clim L IV 14} {Zitlic*sca liccerdianz, Florence)
written on perchment in the fifteentih century,

measures 225 x 150 mm. and has 126 leaves with 2% linez fc a 3

£, 71 iz hlénk, Fhilipvus Gictti Zadicundolensis wrote ££f, 48-125

wrnich besar the cclovhen Zormtletw: fuit die wxv cewurtriz | CIIlLATT

)

exerplauit Philivnus Giotti Zadicundo/lensis.

Calvurnius are o be found on f£f. Z5-39%r and thacse of em.
attributed to Celiurnius on ff. ;Gv-i
zcript was collated by Angelius ~ith Ugoletus's ccaex, as the
éolophon shows: 'Contuli ego iicolaus anzelius hunc cocdicem, cunm
multiscue aliis & cum 1llo vetustissimo codice/ quem nobis Thaceus
Tgoletus panncniae rezis ; biliothecae przefectus e Jermaria
allatum/ accomodauit in quoc multa carmina sunt rejerta/ Anno salutis

P}

VCCCCLXAXIIL' A note at the veginning of the codex shows tret it va

[0}

bought by Ludovicus Rozerius in 1575 and was also corrected by him.
The manuscript conbains many emendaticns and notes in diffzrent
hands, both'marginal an? interlinear. The hend of icoleus Anzelius,
hoever, iz easily dizstin uished in moest places, and his rezdings

are noted as A in the apraratus criticus.

v Vaticanus latinus 512% (Biblioteca Apcstolica V:ticana).

“ritten on ypaper, the maanuscrirt has 43 leaves -ritl

=)

25 lines to
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a page and measures 215 x 150 mm. It contains Petrus Paulus

Vergerius de ingenuis moribus (ff. 1-26v) and -the Eclogues of

Calpurnius under the title T. Calphurnij Bucolicum carmen (ff. 27r-

42r) and those of Nem. attributed to Calpurnius (ff. 42r-48v).
According to the librarian of the Vatican, the manuscript is fifteenth

centufy, but Ir. A.C. de la Mare considers it to be fourteenth.

w Sloanianus 777 (British Library, London)

Writien on parchment in the mid-fifteenth century, the manu-
script contains 91 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 Medicina of Sammonicus; the De

Nauigatione Drusi Germanici of Pedo; the Eclogues of Calpurnius (ff.

32-45v) under the title LUCII CALPURNIJ BUCOLICA and those of Nem.

attributed to Calpurnius (ff. 45v-51r); the Ibis and other poers
attributed to Ovid; Aetna and the De fortuna of Symphosius. For the

full list of contents see Catalogus librorum manuscriptorum

Bibliotecae Sloanianae, p. 144 and also Index to the Slozne Manu-

scripts in the British Museum, E.J.L. Scott, London 1904. The whole

manuscript is written in one hand which has been identified by Dr.
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 305 (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 132 mm. It contains only Calpurnius (ff. 20r-38r) and the

Eclogues of Nem. attiributed to Calpurnius (ff. 38r-45v). A second
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Graecaze svscnii ad Fsulinum 8, 9 {12, 4 201 £02). The Zclogues of

Celpurnive are on Ef. 68r-82v under the title £. Clalrurnij carmen
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1976, The manuscrirt once beleonged to bishop Jean du Tillet de Erion,
then to zlia Vinet and was used by Scaliger and Toll. It was

collated by Boecking (1845), L. ililler {1864), Baehrens (1875),
Schenkl (1875-1882) and Feiver (1876 and 1884}, cf. Peiver,

Ausonius, Leivzig 1866, p. lxxf.
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z Canonicianus Class. Lat. 126 (Bodleian Library, Oxford).

Written on paper in the fifteenth century, the manuscript has iv
+ 93 + iii leaves ( the modern numbering starts on f. iv and goes
from ff. 1—97), with 25-9 lines to a page gnd measures 215 x 150
(142/150 x 90/85) 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 Dr. 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, Dante, Pier Paolo Vergerio and Virgil's Eclogues. The

 > Eclogues of Calpurnius under the title Theocritus Calpurnius_poeta

bucolicus incipit are on ff. 46r-59r and those of Nem. attributed to

Calpurnius on ff, 59r-64v. The manuscript was owned by Dionigi Zanchi
of Bé}gamo, as a note on f. 1v tells us, and later by Matteo Luigi
Canonici and his brother Giuseppe, and then by Giovanni Perissinotti.
It was acquired by the Bodleia; in 1817. I have examined this manu-

script myself,

THE FLORILEGIA

farisinus latinus 17903 (olim Nostradamensis 188) (Bibliothéque
Nationale, Paris). | , o
Written on parchment, the manuscript has 166 leaves written in
two columns with 45 lines to a column and measures 335 x 250 mm. The
‘manuscript contains excerpta from Prudentius, Claudian, Ovid,
Tibullus, Horace, Juvenal, Persius, Martial, Petronius, Virgil,
Calpurnius, Terence, Sallust, Boethius, Cicero, Quintilian, Sénecé, :
Plautus (Querolus), Macrobius, Aulus Gellius, Caesar, Sidoﬁiu;, |

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

column 2 and T4v column 1 under the title Scalpurius in bucolicecis.:

R
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THE MANUSCRIPTS OF THE CYNEGETICA

A Parisinus 7561 (olim Baluzianus 676, 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 writien on
vellum in two columns, most of which have 29 lines, and measures
184 x 120 mm. Fragment 10 contains the Cynegetica. C. 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 medicorum
'latinorum, vol, II, fasc. 3, Leipzig 1916, p. xii) dates it ninth
to tenth century. Van de Woestijne says that the hand is strikingly
like that of Bernensis 366, a manuscript of Valerius Maximus

written c. 860, c¢f. F. Steffens, lateinische Pal¥ographie, Berlin

1929 pl. 60; E. Chatelain Paléopraphie 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. bibl. reg. IV (1745), p. 373f.

B Parisinus Lat. 4839 (olim Philbert de la Mare 440, Regius 5047)
(Biblioth&que Nationale, Paris). '

Written on parchment, the manuscript has 51 leaves with 28 lines
to a page. It contains the Periegesis of Priscian (1-20); the

Cynegetica (20-26), and the Liber Medicinalis of Guintus Serenus

(26-48); 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 Woestijne (pp. 23-5) lists
the different types of mistake. Pépin (Quintus Serenus, Liber
Medicinalis, Paris 1950, pe. 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 3261 (Oesterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Vienna).
Written on paper in the sixteenth century, in or after 1503

and before 1530 by Sannazaro (see H. Schenkl, Supplementband der

Jahrblicher flir klass. Philol. xxiv (1898), 387-480), 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 Ioviani Pontani Epistola ad Actium

Sincerum Sannazarium. Neap. Idib. Febr. 1503 (ff. 1-2); D. Ausonii

Magni Burdigalensis Carmina gquaedam (ff. 3-27); 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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biblioth. Palat. Vind., 1836, p. 204-5 (no. ecccvi); by G. Heidrich,

Rutilius Namatianus, 1912, pr. 13-4; by C. Schenkl in his edition of

Ausonius (p. xxxiv) and by R. Peiper, "Die handscrifil. Ueberliefer-

ung des Ausonius," BJ Suppl. Bd. XI, 344ff.

There is also a manuscript of the Cynegetica written on paper
c. 1600 in the Bodleian Library at Oxford (Dorvillianus 57). This
is almost certainly a copy of the second Aldine edition: note
especially that both read& sanus for Ianus at u. 104. Full details

of this manuscript are to be found in A Summary Catalogue of the

Wegstern Manuscripts in the Bodleian Library at Oxford, F. Madan,

Oxford 1897, vol. 1V, p. 52,



THE MANUSCRIET TRADITION OF TEE ECLOGUES

That the manuscripts of the Eclogues had a common archetype
can be shown by the fact that all are corrupt at 1.76; 2.9;
2.513 4.47; . and that all reverse uu. 4.64-5.

The manuscripts can be divided into two main groups, NG and V.

NG
NG agree in the following errors and omissions:2
1.38 mittite si sentire datur) si sentire datur mit(t)ite
1.42 fouisti) nouisti
1.46 hinc) hie
2.6 uenerisque) ueneris
2.20 quaeque) atque
2.22 gramina) littora N: litoro G
2.42 Bacchi) uini
2.73 Fauni uates) uates fauni
4.47 ad undas) habunda(n)s
4.58 animos) annos

Both omit or corrupt the beginnings of uu. 3.6 and 3.7.

N cannot be derived from G because it does not share G'é

omission of 1.73, G's omission of a word at 3.17, G's collocation

1I had arrived at the main body of the conclusions in this section

before Volpilhac, Castagna and Reeve published their accounts of

the manuscript traditionm.

2The true reading is given for comparative purposes.

42
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of 2.49 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 raucis) raris; 1.10 carusque) carisque; 1.82 sonas) canis;

2,27 tamquam nostri) nostri tamquam; 2.30 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 3.16 and N's omissions of words at 1.23;
1.713 2.23; 3.5; 4.60. 1t also does not repeat N's errors at, for
example, 2,16 aeuo cantuque) cantu euoque; 2.71 duco) ducas; 3.32
adstringit) affrigit; 3.59 cymbia) tibia; 4.28 squamea) sua mea;

4.36 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 3, pp. 66-7),
while Schenkl (pp. xli-x1ii 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
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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 3.7 sumersasque, which Castagna interprets as an unhappy
emendation by G where N has a lacuna. G's reading loocks to me more
like a scribal error. (The archetype of NG was clearly damaged at
this point, ¢f. 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. 140)
may be 2.30, where N's libar is closesi to the truth, and G has
sudarunt, and 3.63 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:

0

NG and V

Castagna (p. 238) censures Giarratano for his comment (p. xxviii)
"eodices secundae familiae non omnino neglegi possunt, sed
cautissime adhibendi sunt" which Castagna claims implies that the
readings of N and G are “infinite}y" 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



P. 240 and 241, Castagna does not distinguish possible readings
from obvious errors, and in a2 number of the cases he cites, there
is little to choose between the two readings. At 3.26, V's nymphae

is probably an intrusion from 3.25, not lectio facilior. (See

below on sub-groups in the V iradition). 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 (QE
28 (1978), 44), that Castagna's remark (p. 242), "Potrei aggiungere
altri esempis ma direi comunque che x (i.e. NG) é preferible a F
(i.e« V) in non piﬁ 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 éf 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
4is more likely to be interpolating. (For interpolations in G, see
above). Thus we can propose the following stemma for NG and V:

A

I

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

45



46

much speculation about H's sources:

collatus accuratissime hic codex cum illo uetustissimo: /

quem Thadeus ugoletus pannoniae regis bibliothecae /

praefectus e germania secum attulit et cum illo/ quem

Johannes boccaccius propria manu scripsiése;/ traditur

bibliothecae sancti spiritus florentini / dicatum, et cum

plerisoue aliiss: 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? 3) Did H know Riccardianus 636? 4) What is the
source of the readings from the NG branch of the tradition which H
could not have got from A, ed. Parm. or ed. Juntina? 5) Did H
know the ed. Ven.?

1) Schenkl argues (WS 5 (1883), 287-91) that H knew the German
codex only indirectly. He asserts (p. 288) that, "Aus dem Umstande
e«s.dass Text und Subscription von derselben Hand berrfihren, ergibt
sich deutlich genug, dass der Codex Harléianus selbst keine Collation
des Codex Pannonicus enthalten kann, sondern dass er aus einem
anderen Exemplare, in dem die Varianten jener Handschrift
verzeichnet waren, entweder mittelbar oder unmittelbar geflossen
ist." He further asserts that the impersonal collatus in H as
opposed to contuli ego of Angelius's colophon in Riccardianus 636,
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 éolophon to that of Angelius
suggests that H knew Riccardianus 636 (i.e. u+u2+A) amongst other
sources ' (see below) and H may perhaps have opted for the impersonal

collatus because some of his readingé had been taken from A and



vere not the fruits of H's own qgllations; which parficular
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 NG branch which appear in
E 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. 234). Apart from the similarity of titles, the
only evidence I can find which might support this theory is 3.63,
where H and the ed. Juntina have the truth while NGA and the ed.
Parm, are in error. fghinruwy also have the itruth 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 manuseript. This is pure speculation, howevér. The
evidence above seems t6 suggest that H knew the ed. Junt., but it
does not appear to me nearly as strong as Schenkl and Castagna
would have us beiieve.

3) Schenkl claims (p. 289) that H knew Rice. 636, 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. 3.24 P as well as H reads sola tu
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and es, so that this is not firm evidence of H's dependence on the
Riccardianus.3 Schenkl's third example, which is much stronger
evidence for dependence on Riccardianus, Castagna ignores: at Cal.
2.66 in H liguentia 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 3.33 and 4.44, but on both
occasions a few other manuscripts (firy and fhinruwy) have the same
reading. The strongest evidence is in my opinion the similarity
between the colophon of H and that of Angelius in Rice. 636.

4) There are in H quite a number of readings from the NG tradition
which are not in A, ed, Parm. and ed. Junt., e.g. 1.75 pascentur;
3.47 arripit; 3.54 euomit; 4.39 iam nulla etc. Castagna says (p.
235) that we cannot now know whether the manuscript used by Ugoletus
was still extant whken H was written; ¢r whether it had already .
been lost, and suggests that H derived his NG readings not from
Ugoletus but from G. Schenkl and Giarratano, however, say that
these NG readings are from the Boccaceio manuscript. Baehrens (géﬂ
3, p. 68), however, asserts that "sine dubio" the Boccaccio manu-
séript was destroyed by fire with Boccaccio's other booﬁs in 1471,

see F. Bluhme, Iter Italicum 2, Halle 1824-36, p. 91, but

according to H's colophon, the manuscript was in S. Spirito.
Castagna concedes that in some places, such as Nem. 4.70, H 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
3.51. However, as Castagna says, this alone is not sufficient

evidence to prove that the Boccacecio manuscript belonged to a

3 There appears, however, to be no other evidence that H might have

known P.
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different branch of the tradition from NG and V. Ree&e (cg 28
(1978), 233), 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 Boccacecio'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

4

do not, nor is the correct reading to be found in A 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. 236) that H is contaminated with a text
from the V tradition which bears some affinity to the ed. Ven.
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. Ven. was involved. H does very often give a V
reading found also in the ed. Ven. but as these are mostly
readings found in a number of other V manuscripts, this proves
nothing. I have found only two places in Nem. where the only V

member which shares H's reading is the ed. Ven., viz. 2.30

nulloque biberunt, which appears also in A, and 2.50 amet, which

reading is also shared by u2 (A?). At 2.40, on the other hand, H

4 A probably did not use G either, but a manuscript not unlike it.

See my section on other sources of variant readings in A,



agrees in error with a number of V manuscripts while the ed. Ven.
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 H 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., Parm. and the Lost Manuscript of Thadeus Ugoletus

Qur information about the lost manuscript of Thadeus Ugoletus
comes from three sources, the colophons of the ed. Parm.:

Impressum Parmae 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 hic codex cum illo uetustissimo: /

quem Thadeus ugoletus pannoniae regis bibliothecae /

praefectus e germania secum attulit et cum illo / quem

Johannes boccacecius propria manu seripsisse / traditur

bibliothecae sancti spiritus florentini / dicatum, et cum

plerisque aliis: ubi titulum et / operis diuisionem multa

50
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etiam carmina reperimus

and the colophon added to u by Nicolaus Angelius Ugoletuss

Contuli ego Nicolaus Angelius hunc codicem / cum multisoue

alijs & 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 Angelius's foreword to the text of
Nem. in\the Riccardianus:

Ex Vetustissimo codice e Germania / allato hic est transcriptus

titulus finis bucolicorum / Calphurnij Aurelij Nemesiani poeta

Cartagi/nensis

that in the Ugoletus manuscript, the last four Ecloggés Qere
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. Parm. 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 coAjecture, 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. Parm., it is difficult to be certain whether H
and ed. Parm. 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.

Parm.

4.10 animo G'AH, not in ed. Parm.

u. 4.6 appears twice in G and ed. Parm., once in its proper
place and once after 4.6. In Riccardianus 636 by 4.6 A has
added "uacat hic 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 1.31 G

reads fagosque, not fagosue as Castagna says.

Agreements between A and H




53

A and H alone agree in error in the following places:
1.14 iam) et
1.70 hic) 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.

4.13 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 2.15 A and the ed. Ven. read reuelare, but as j reads
reuellare, the possibility of independent error cannot be
ruled out.

2.30 nullo libarunt) nullogue biberunt ‘AH ed. Ven.

2.48 et) tum A ed. Ven.

3,25 nosque etiam) uos etiam et A ed. Ven.

2,51 cymbala) cymbia A ed. Ven.

4.69 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 gua) gui

Castagna also mentions 1.70, 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, Verdiére 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, "Die Lesarten die Nicolaus
Angelius auf dem Rand des Codex Riccardianus 636 vermerkt hat (4),
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 manuscriri had certain
corruptions found in the V branch. We cannot now know. As regards
the readings characteristic of G, it is in my view more probable,
as Reeve suggests (p. 232), 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; 2.32; 3.37.

Ugoletus’ MS Boccagcio IMS

¢

The ed. Parm. and the ed. Ven.

Both Schenkl (p. 287) and Castagna (p. 230) 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 636 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 with ed. Ven. in the following unigue
errors:

1.73 te pinus) te primis

2.61 gquae ducit) quae non ducit

illudere in ed., Parm. at 3.42 is probably also taken from ed. Ven.,

and poséibly also splenderet lumine at 2.76. 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 also suggests that the ed. Parm. used the second

v

Deventer edition but he gives no evidence and I can see none.

The ed. Parm. and the ed. Bon.

There is clearly a link between the ed. Parm., and the ed. Bon.
of 1504 which has notes by Guidalotti. Both refer to the first

three poems as prima, secunda, tertia, but then refer to the last

as "#ndecima.
They alone offer certain errors:

2.86 uiburna) urbana

3,32 astringit) astringere

4.17 mentem) mente

Castagna tells us (p. 230) that there is only one case where
Guidalotti emends the reading of ed. Parm., 2.83, but 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 goad readings from the NG class and agree in a unigue
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; 3.34 etc. Schenkl
suggests that these good readings in ed. Junt. are taken from the
Ugoletus manuscript, as Nicelaus Angelius, whose colophon in Rice.
636 is dated 1492, made the proof correction of the ed. Junt. at

about the same time (See Bandini, De 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 3.32., 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.
Ven. At 4.11 ed. Junt., like Hafu2y 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

that ed. Junt. agrees with u or u2 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. 636. In both editioms,
with a few exceptions, where the truth is noted in the margin in
Ricc. 6326, 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 khe V tradition, as at 1.25; 2.71; 4.24 etc. Two examples
make the use éf 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 X desere carmen néu ’q\;

Angelius clearly wishes the text to read ceptumgue 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 provof 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. 6.46 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. 1.13 tepuere (which reading
does not appear in the ed. Ven. or the Deveﬁter 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 ftwo 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 Angelius'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 manusgript and added various
readings which Angelius had missed. We know, according to Castagna,
that Angelius was not the only one to use Ricec. 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. 636,

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 itaken these readings

directly from the ed. Parm. Castagna, on the other hand (pp. 227-8),
says thaf 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 636.

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 2.48; 3.26; 4.69. Castagna (p. 224) and Reeve (232) have also
suggested the ed. Hom. tfadition, and variants from this branch
have indeed been added, for example, at 1.63; 1.69; 2.67; 3.9; 3.34.

Schenkl (pp. x1iii-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 gources of
variants when we cannqt be certain which hand has noted thes. 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. 230), 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 3.34 and 4.8 as
examples, but in both these cases the text has been altered to the
NG readings by means of erasures apd 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 Anéelius 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. x1iii) 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. 25, 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



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 11985

This manuscript was first discovered by Castagna'who says (p.
222) that it was written after the collation of Angelius in Ricc.
636 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; 4.13 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; 2.50; 2.79 etc. and also does not
repeat their errors at 2.1; 2.44 etec.

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; 4.53, 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

62
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reuelare ifA 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 Ricec., 636, 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 thé
line is to be inserted there. One might also add that Castagna is
wrong to say (p. 225) that Angelius's instructions noted in Rice.
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 rot 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 thé 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 afe the interventions at 2.76;
3.153 3.42 and probably also those at 1.11; 1.31; 3,47 etc. There
are also a number of readings common to the V tradition e.g. 1.9;
1,263 1.29; 2.18; 2.23; 2.33; 3.26 etc. At 4.45 is noted the

reading sed et huc which is found in a'ktz (sed de huc g), but
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none of these manuscripts contains all the readings éfter 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, gui pando at 3.19, which Burman conjectured much later,

and lusus adegerat at 4.71. There is one gloss, luscinia, explaining

aedona at 2.61.



CONCORLANCE OF SIGLA

Williams Giarratano Verdiére Castagna Reeve
(1943 ed.)
a a a a a
b b b b b
c c c ¢ c
a a a a (a)"
e e e e (M1) e
£ £ £ £ (M2) (£)
g g g 8 g
h h h (M4) h
i i i i (M) i
J - z z z
k - x x (M1) (x)
1 1 3 1 (m5) 1
m - v v (M5) v
n . n n n (M4) n
o - - - -
P P P p (M3) P
a q q Q q
T T T s (M2) s
) s s r (M3) T
t - w w (M1) (w)
u u u u (M2) u
v - - - f
W - 1 k (M4) k

1The brackets signify that this manuscript has been eliminated by

Reeve and the siglum used to signify another manuscript.
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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 De Raptu Proserpinae,

Cambridge 1969, p. 24,and M.D. Reeve CG 28 (1978), 237, and v), and
in the earliest V manuscript definitely datable (cy written 1447-
55), the text already has the interpolations and lacunae which

distinguish the V manuscripts.

Errors common to all ¥ manuscripts

Omissions of whole lines

1.28;3 2.833 3.30.

Intervolations

1.9 comam uicine Timeta) meam mihi care senectam

1.25 aut Oeagrius) modula(n)tibus

1.29 seruans) guercus

1.67 messi) campo

2.79 iurare) nar(r)are

3.39 fetus) fructus

3,40 primi) pueri

4.45 urere) uertito

4.47 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 abcdegjklmpgstvxz (/3).

fhinruwy agree in the following errors:
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1.44 anni) animi fghinruwy

2.41 uiolaeque) uiolisque fhinruwy

2.67 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).

3,68 fluorem) liquorem fghinruwy. Reeve (228) asks whether

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

4.%9 iam nulla) nam nulla fhinruy (uersum om. w)

4.44 niueum) nactum Hfhinruwy

4.63 uaporo) uvaporem fghinruwy

abcdejklmpgastvxz agree in error in the following places:

2.6 uenerisque) uenerigue abcdegjklmpgstvxz

2.11 guod) et abcdejklmpgstvxz
3.25 om. abcdejklmpsivxz

4.39 iam nulla) non ulla bcdgjklmpgstvxz. uersum om. e

4.44 niueum) natum abcdegjlmpgstvxz: notum kt

4.68 quoque uersicoloria) qu(a)e uer(s)icoloria abcdegjklmpgs

tu (in ras.) vxz

& 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 2.59 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. Ree?e 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 NGHbecdjklmpgstvxz: flurorem a: liguorem fghinruwy

but

4.39 iam nulla NGHyz: nam nulla fhirruys: non ulla bedgjklmpgs

tvxz: non illa a: uersum Om. ew

4.44 niuveum KGA: nactum Hfhinruwy: natum abcdgjlmpgstvxz:

notum kt

x can be further divided into two sub-groups, fir(u)y, first
identified by Schenkl, p. lii, and hnw.
firy agree in the following errors:5

1.7 detondent) detrudent permittere) promittere

1.51 concilioque deum) consiliogue deus
1.69 mella) mala

1.81 tibi ne) tibi iam neu

2.23 prato) pacto

2.32 gera) atria

> Unlike Giarratano, Castagna and Reeve, I mention here variants

which occur only in the manuscripts in question.



2.52
2.61
3.1

3.36
4.12
4.32
4.42
4.63
4.68
4.71
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te) quogue unam) uuam

ducit) duceret

atgue) ac

tumuerunt) timuerunt

uulnera) uellera

arto) arte

cantu) tantum

ture uaporo) fonte uaporem

uersicoloria) uariecue coloria firu (sub ras.?)y

quo currunt) concurrunt migrant) magice

firuy agree in the following errors:

1.10

1.61

2.50

3.51

in) mihi firu (sub ras.?)y

meritae) meriti

dum Pallas) dea pallas firu (sub ras.): mea Pallas y

uocalia) uenalia

om. 4.56-61 firuy

4.70 quo rumpitur) corrumpitur

u has suffered a nuamber 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:

1.63 phoebea i: phorbea fruzy, ed. Rom.




2.41 erro i: atrae ry: atre u, ed. Rom.: antre f (p.c.)

3.9 suerat i: sueuit fruéy ed. Rom.

3.34 collidit i: sustulit fruzy ed, Rom.: sustolit y1

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, 745 2.1, 52; 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
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tell how many hands are involved and to distinguish one from another.

Reeve (23%2-3) considers that certain readings were added to u from
ed. Rom., which is possible, as there are a number of readings
added by u2 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.

u///js\\gd. Rom.

¥ r 3

Qther 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 2.23 prato) pacto;

2.26 expecto) experto; 4.42 cantu) tantum; om. 4.56-61; 4.70 guo

luna) colubrina; 4.71 migrant) magice.

Also linked, but less closely, are the ed. Cadomensis (15007)
and the ed. Ascensiana (1503) which agree with firy for example, at

2.%32, 61; 3.1; 4.71. 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 loocked at w.
hnw agree in the following errors:

1.26 concinerent) concinnent

1.27 guié) guare

1.49 iaces) taces

1.69 dat) dant hn'w
2.11 quod) gui
2.57 cura) rura

3,32 acutas) acutis

2.51 wocalia) ueralia

4.7 hos) nos
om. 4.26-37 hn, om. 4.26-43 w

4.63 gquoque NGAH: gu(a)e V plerique: uerbum om. hnw

4.65 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, 60;
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 1.763 uagitibus at 2,32; noctiuagus at 3.17; acerbum
at 4.53), 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 puerigue, and at 4.64 h's unmetricél

reading lustrauitque cineres has been "corrected" in w to lustrauit




cineres. All this suggests to me that if w dis desceﬁded 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.

-9

Thus we can propose the following stemma for the o« branch of the V

tradition:

u n

Ed. ROm. /\
f//l\\? B\

W

abcdegjklmpastvxz

These manuscripts agree in omitting 3.25 and in the following
errors:

2.6 uenerisque) uenerigue

2.11 guod) et

4.39 iam nulla) non ulla (except a, which reads non illa and v

which has non nulla)

4.44 niuveum) natum (except kt which have notum)

4.68 quogque) guae

Castagna is troubled (p. 178) because the manuscripts which omit
3,25 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

73
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or any other branch. However, the reason for this omission is not
difficult to deduce, and it is one which Castagna 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 1likely 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 3.25 can be
easily accounted for, and it is not necessary to assume a common
archetype for those manuscripts which omit 3.25, i.e. abcdejklmpgst
vxz. This assumption is probably Jjustified, 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, lmx, cjpgs and dektv. The position of a and z is rather

more difficult to determine.

1mx (Castagna p. 173).

1.50 om. dignus (add. x°)

1.73 te pinus) teque prius 17 mx

2.14 pectoris) corporis

2.48 et) ac

3.19 uitea) uitrea

3.47 corripiunt) corrumpunt
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3.65 bibenti) bibendi

4.71 wellitur) rumpitur

m and x are more closely related to one another than to 1:

1.7 permittere) committere

1.12 ludebat) rumpebat

1.%1 ulmos potius) potius ulmos

4.26 iuuenca) iuuencam

4.52 potabit) potabit potabit

4.69 mycale) micale micale

x cannot be copied from m since only the former preserves 1.75
and 2.46 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 certazin corrections had been
made to x (cf. 1.50 quoted above). There are a few places where m
has the truth and x is in error:

1.86 demittit m: dimittit x

2.43 horreo m: horrea x

3.50 haurit m: aurit x

4,35 nares m: narres x

4.44 seue m: scaeue X

4.57 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.

B—¥N

ilmx, a and 2z

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

almx
2.25
2.30
2.40
3.57
lmxz
1.83
2.77
3.11
mxz
2.69
1z
1.85
4.10
a and 2z

3.26

perierunt) uerbum om. 1l: pellerunt x: pepulerunt amx1

nullo libarunt) nullos lamberunt almx

heu heu) en ego a'lmx

fugientes) cupientes a'1mx

perducat) producat lmxz

uidi nulla tegimur) nulla tegimur teneras 1z (om. uidi):

nulla tegimur te (teniras sup.) x: uidi nulla tegimur x2

in mg.: nulla tegimur m (teneras in mg. m1)

cum) tunc lmxz

haec) hoc

pinnis) plenae

1l and 2z are the only manuscripts to have the truth here.

nosoue etiam) wos etiam

a and z ( and g2) have the lines in the correct order at

3.52-3.

4.45

golet hic) sed et huc alz

Reeve (226) says that a is a "hybrid of M3 and M5" (i.e. ps and

imx), and this is partly true ( see above, and below, p.1i{), but

jgnores 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 inferpolated.
Similarly at 2.47 it is the only V manuscript which reads si_ tu
rather than tu si, and is the only manuscript (besides g2 and z) not
to transpose 3.52 and 53. a 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 lmx were not
also drawn from this other source. In either cage, Reeve's statement
is incorrect. There are similar difficulties with 2z, which often
agrees with 1lmx and a but occasicnally agrees with NG, e.g. it
agrees in error with NG at 1.14 against V and has the truth with

GHu2 at 1.58.

a-and z also sometimes agree with manuscripts from the cjpgs and

dektv groups:

a and cjpas and dektv

3.10 dissona sibila) sibila dissona acdekpstv: gibilla

disona jq

a and cjpgs and dv

3.52 pressis) pressit

a_and ps
3,59 cymbia) cymbala p: cimbala as

3

az and ektv

2.11 sonaret) sonarent

az _and ps
1.73 te) fert



z and dev

2.86 uiburna) iuburna

z_and cjq

1.44 nostrigue) nostri

z and pas, dektv and Hu2

3.38 poma) dona

az and lmx, dektv and A

3,33 breue) leue Aa1ek1mtxz

3,63 prosatus) natus ab

az and ekth, 12 and AH

3,26 nutrimus) nutristis

az, 1, ps, ektv3 and A

1.32 subicit) suggerit

lo

It is not possible to fit b into any particular group, but as it
is not interpolated at 1.2 or 3.15, unlike acdejkpgstvz, it

therefore stands closer to lmx, and probably closer to mx than 1l:

1.66 guod) quot bmx

A
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cijpgs and dektv

That cdejkpgstv constitute a sub-group can be shown by 1.56:

blanda tibi) oscula ibi cjpgs: uerba om. dv (add. vs). 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, c¢jpas

and dektv.

cjpoas

3,26 nosque etiam) nos etiam

3,63 prosatus) pronatus

1.56 (above)
Some of these manuscripts alsc agree in the following errors:

3,32 uellicat) uellitat cjps

4.7 hos) flos cjgs

4.59 gaudia) grandia jpgs

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

2.34 calathos) calamos

2.45 pallentesque) pallentes




2.51
2.55
2.68
3.27
3.31
3.32
3.33
3.37
3.42
351
4.36

4.44
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poma) noua

o pastoralis) et pastoralia

praemia) munera

ueneratus) ueneratur

cui) gui

astringit) substringit

mutilum) rutilum p: rutulum s

ostendit) ostentat

elidere) illidera

mergit) uertit

anni) agni

calorem) colorem

gﬂ' 4-50-5'

4.59
4.65

perferat) proferat

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: Opus absolutum ad petitionem Joannis Marcha/nonae

artium et medicinae doctoris .p. Bonq/niae. Brixiae Anno.TL.MCCCCLX.

A comparison of its readings with p reveals that one is almost

cértainly a copy of the other.

1.73
2.7

3.33
3.55

pinus) pierus p: picrus uel pierus o

mane) nitine (?) op (reading difficult to decipher in
both places).

mutilum) rutilum op

chorogsque V: cohorsque op

A1l 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:

2.42 pocula p: bocula o

2.45 om. dulce o
3.39 fructus p: tuctus o

3.52 ab uuis p: ab undis o

3,65 bibenti p: bidenti o

4.29 arbor p: armor o

4.64 cinereque: meregue 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 (2.76) instead of repeating
them, All the parts of p are normally dated by scholars as fifteenth
to sixteenth century, but as o is dated 1460, 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 1460, or else that p and o 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 Dorv. 4.

Neither ¢, 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. ¢ cannot be copied from q as it has the
truth where q is in error at 1.31; 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 a{ 1.443 3.27, 473 4.20; 36, 46, 63. 1t is difficult to say
with certainty whether or not J was copied from g. g is generally'a
much more faithful witness, but j has the truth at 3.27 where q is
in error. Both share certain peculiarities of spelling, such as

jddas (2.37, 52, 53), uhe (2.44); sibilla disona (3.10) and are
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closely related, if j is not actuwally copied from gq.

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 4 in all probability
derives from it. The following errors are unique to dv:

1.11 et calamis uersus) et calamo uersus

3

2.8 om. non (add. v’ in mg.)

3,26 nosque etiam) nos etiam et

3

2,34 collidit) collit (corr. v’ in mg.)

lacuna at 1.56 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

3

after v2 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 4; and 1.5 where v's error

3

bontis is corrected in v by v° but is reproduced by d.

v and the ed. Ven.

Reeve (224).says, "Lverything that the ed. Ven. owes to tradition
can be found in f + £2 4 o (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
igig, 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 1.56 the words omitted by dv, but added in v by
a later hand, appear in ?he 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.) ¢ (in_mg.) z, not in v

1.69 flore, also in fimruy, not in v

4,13 dixere, also in NGHcefirtu, not in v.

3

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 ahd 4.63) are found in other V manuscripts. None of the errors

3

which he cites on p. 229 are exclusive to av’z either, and in three
of these four cases they agree with lmx as well, and we have already
seen (above) that az have some links with this group. The only error

3

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 follﬁwing errors are unique to e and the ed. Ven.:

2.61 quae ducit) quae non ducit

2.76 lumen splenderet) splenderet lumine

om. 3.15.
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3,58 crine) crinem

4.8 condictas) condicta

4.18 possum non uelle) non possum non uelle

om. 4.39

4.45 solet hic) 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 31) and does not differ
stgnificantly from it. Also ed. Ven. has uu. 4.31-35 (om. 4.36)

while e omits 31-36.

k and t
These manuscripts agree in the following errors:
1.41 tu) in

1.46 nobis) uobis

1.54 reuerentia) uenerantia

1.66 dant Fauni) dat Faunus

2.3 furiosa) firmata

2.11 de uoce) de more

2.43 placido) blando

2.56 et) o

2.82 cantamus) cantare et

3,6 possent) poscunt

3,63 prosatus ipso) natus ab illo

3,64 hastas) haustas

4.44 niuveum) notum

4.54 coget) perstringet

Verdieére 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

2.86 coniferas) confertas

4.72 meus) minus

%t and Dav. 2 alone share the following errors:

1.50 canente) cernente

1.75 in aruis) in arui

1.77 anni) annis

2.61 ducit) non canit

2.86 coniferas) consertas

3.5 e tereti) e tenti

4.72 meus) munus

It was Schenkl, too, who first realised (p. liv of his edition)
that the Teventer 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,
56, 773 3.6, 14, 50, 63, 643 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

4.15 cur) et

om, 4.36

4.54 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 2.50.

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 A4).

v and cipags

¥ cannot be the source of cjpgs because they do not repeat v's .
errors at, for example, 1.86 and 4.15.

None of the manuscripts cjpas can be the source of v as it has
the truth where they are in error at, for example, 1.61.

v and cjpgs disagree in error at, for example, 2.30 nullo

libarunt) nullo lamberunt cjpgs: nullogue biberunt v and 3.63

prosatus) natus ab v: pronatus cjpgs.




Poggio's Manuscript

Poggio spent some years in England, and in 1423 we find him
writing from Rome to Niccold de' Niccoli: "mittas ad me oro
Bucolicam Calpurnii et particulam Petronii quas misi tibi ex

Britannia." (Poggii Epistolae, Florence 1832, vol. 1, p. 91).

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 Korth<East Italy
(perhaps specifically Padua), Florence and Rome, an idea which
reminds him of another fifteenth century tradition, that of Silius
Italicus, 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 copy of Silius Italicus "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 1418 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-
s¢ript Poggio found, then this could of course be of any date and v
could have been derived from it before it wasvdiscovered 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 to6 support it. It is a
possibility, but no more than that, and it is, in my opinion, unfair
of Ree&e 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 ié\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 (cf.
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

a

laxatus in q at 3.4 may be a conjecture. .
There are not many corrections in gq, 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 dict'/ Idas prenomine incipit q:

ASTACUS/ DICTUS/ IDAS dv
3.51 cimbia dqv (all in mg. in the first hand).
4.59 gaudia cd (text) ov (margin): grandia jpas (text).

d and v also have the meaningless notes uitea at 3.19 and

parilis at 4.5.

i<

Reeve has been led to make a sweeping statement about the first
hand in v (229) 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 zre,
however, to be found in ps, and a number of others are chared by
oéher manuscripts of the/B branch of the V tradition, and therefore
the situation is not quite as cleaf 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).

1<

The source of these variants is impossiblé-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 4.69 may be

conjectures.,

|

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 lmx and at 4.45 with z.
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I+

The variants are noted by the hand of the ‘scribe. Some of them
are errors commonly found in the V tradition, but rumpitur (1.2)
and sectabas (1.61) have the appearance of conjectures, and
possibly also mihi at 2.25 where the only other V manuscripi-not
to have me is u2. The scribe of £ has clearly not gone through the

text systematically as there are numerous errors left uncorrected.

| [

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

are not sufficiently numerbus to identify the source.

|4

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.

There have been two correctinglhands 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,
2.8% and 3.30. The transposition of 3.52 and 3.53 found in all the
manuscripts except a and 2z, 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 comptos.

Thus we can propose the following stemma for Vi
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k ed, Dav, 2

ot

This, with the codices descripti eliminated appears thus:

'

ed. Rom.



The Florilegia

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 7647 (p), Parisinus 17903 (n),
Atrebatensis 64 (a) and Escorialensis @ 114 (e) (Ullman's sigla),
form a group.6 They all attribute all the quotations to Calpurnius,
all offer the same lines, i.e. Cal. 2.23-4; 3.10; 4.14-5, 155-6;

5.12-3, 46-8; 6.5%3-6; Nem. 4.19 (leuant...curas), 21-4, 32, 38

(uocat...umbram), and preface each set of lines with the same title.

All four are of 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
Florilegia, NG, V 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 ére unique to the Florilegia, but these do
not suggest acceés 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 5.46

6

These four manuscripts, together with Berolinensis Iiez. B. Santen.
60, are generally regarded as representative of what is commonly

referred to as the Florilegium Gallicum. See Anders Gagnér,

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, suggestis that there is a rather
closer affinity between the Florilegia and the V branch of the

tradition than with the NG branch.

\

Flor.
v
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 17903) in line 118 of the éext that
follows (i.e. Tib. 1.10.36). 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 paugpis, 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.De felicitate pauperis) and the

occurrences of pauper in line 77 (i.e. Tib. 1.5.61). 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 pauperis 3 la

ligne 76 et de pauper 3 la ligne 77. Le scribe avait eu tout le temps,
je ©rois, d'oublier ce qu'il avait gcrit quarante lignes plus haut!

Or 1'a ouvert est utilisé des le IX° s. Dans ces conditions, il se
pourrait que 1'archétype des manuscrits 3 texte entier et des
manuscrits 3 florii?ges soit de cette gpoque." I agree with Verdiere
that paupvpis 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
mich 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 Verdisdre nor Castagna,
however, takes into account the fact that many of the texts are
utterly unlikely to have been available in the ninth 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

Scholars1, Oxford, pp. 95-6.

The relationships of the individual florilegia to one another
were first discussed by Ullman (CP 23 (1928), 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 manuscrint. 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 633-34,

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. 153-4): "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 naznuscripts
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:

A\

Ullman (CP 23 (1928), 132-3) 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. Verdiére (p. 75) and Castagna (p. 198) in
their stemmata élso 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 superbientem 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. 5.48 it agrees with
pae in error in reading tonsoribus and at Nem. 4.21 it has hic

while na have h' and pe the truth, hoc.

In Schenkl's view (p. x1ix and WS 6 (1884), 85) 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 (1932), 8-9)
objects that "the reading of n shows that the archetype of all the

florilegia had torrentibus, in agreement with the btest 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 necessitd di stabilire un rapporto
genetico tra le due lezioni caratteristiche, che possono ben essere

due diversi ed indipendenti fraintendimenti di torrentibus, scritto



forse in forma compendiosa," and 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 56-59. 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 V 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. Parm. 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. Parm.) is by Nem., since this
fact is mentioned in the colophon and also before poem T in the ed.

Parm.

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 capitigue decoros;

3.53 potis; 4.17 serenans; 4.18 non possum nolle and also in having

uu, 3.52-3 in the correct order. It is therefore likely that Conv.
Scpp. 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 eé%ion 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 Mem., 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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T-® CELATIONSEIE OF Tilw WANUSCHITTS CF Tilx CYNmGATICA

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

currus; 43 ingentia; 76 nobis; 99° hincj; 107 natum; 112

deductacue; 131 guis nonj; 142 in; 209 sinus; 252 est; 282 posse;

311 temvore. Verdi®re (Prolégom®nes p. 66) lists further exampvles,

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 cocpying 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 nunber 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 C

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 where they agree in error is very small, viz.

99-1usa B: luso LC and

234 praedae Asz praeda AC
In neither of these cases is the error particularly
significant. Verdidre, partly because of his theories concerning C
and Vindobonensis 277, which I shall discuss below, argues for
seperate 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
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errors veculiar to C necessarily indicate that it must have
descended separately from A, which does not cqntain these errors.
To make probable the separate descent of C and A from the
archetype, it is necessary to show thai where C is right and 4
wrong, C could not have acguired 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 Verdidre as evidence, to

see if they do in fact support his theory.

35 loquantur AB: loguuntur C

Verdidre considers that C's reading may be a misreading of an open
a, such as is to.be found in Vind. 277, but it may quite easily be
due to a simple error. (mundi appears almost directly above
loguantur in A),

45 curantem A2= puranten AB: rurgantem B sup. lin.:

furantem C
Verdidre says that curzntem is perfectly clear in A. This is true,
but it is almost as clear that p 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 (cf. TLL), the correction

curantem not having been made when he saw the manuscript.

46 praecepit AZBC: percevit A
Verdidre asks why Sannazaro conjectured praecepit when A's percepit
is acceptable. The manuscript is blotched here, but it seems to me
to read Decepit, and Sannazaro is either preferring the reading of

the second hand or maiking a necessary conjecture.

54 placidis ex placidas C

Sannazaro has corrected his error placidas to placidis. Since

flumineas and umbras appear in u. 53 and harundineas in the line

below, I can see no reason to_ suppose that Sannazaro could not

have made this error himself without the aid of the "lost" portion
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. . Tr SN .
of Vind. 277, as Verdiere would have us believe.

116 oprimaeuis A: primaeui C

C's reading may possibly be a slip, as Van de VWoestijne suggests

(v. 27 of his edition), 8 being lost before sanguis, or it may be,

more probably, that -ise..-is...-ig was thought inelegant by
Sannazaro. Whatever the reason, this is no argument for separate
descent.

122 iugandi: AB: iugandis .C

Verdisre. 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 uder the influence of illsesis preceding,
made a slip and corrected himself. There is no need to suppose, as
Verdiére does, that the error appeared in his exemplar.

265 deuerberat A: diuerberet C

As Verdidre says, A clearly reads cdeuerberat and he concludes that

diuverberet 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. Verdidre does not mention that de- has

been corrected to di- in A, though it is impossible to say when.
Verdidre's other examples are a little more difficult to

explain.

6 metatus A: meatus B: metatur 32 in mg.: meetatur 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 bhigisa C.Dn:yectu.re_bﬂ Somnazarc,the occent

Ptf"xaf‘S%zN?r\sko:n(L?mte Ehok = and. miseo_are bo be baken sepcu‘o,l:elﬁA
127 sed AB: sunt C

This error is repeated at 157; a fact which Verdisre does not

mention., Verdidre suggests that Sannazaro found in his exemplar S,

the insular abbreviation for sed, which he took to be the

continental abbreviation for sunt (see W.k. Lindszy, Hotae Latinae

. 283). Sed is not abbreviated in A, and Verdi®re does not tell
us whether such an abbreviation appears in Vind. 277. It is very
likely that Sannazaro made a copy of Lemesianus 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 capitisgue decorig A: captugue decoris B: cawviticue

decoro C
Verdidre 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. Opinicns
differ as to the significance of azltus honos here and Sannazaro's
interpretation of the phrase may be the reason for his choice of
the cdative case,

Verditre makes a great deal of these few cases, but none of them
is beyond explanation. He has not foﬁnd a single case where C is
right and A is vwrong, where C 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 speculaticns ahout the lost portions of Vind. 277,

a mutilated manuscript of which only the quaternions 17 and 18
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survive, torether with excerpta of iartizl which may have
belonged to the first ouaternion. The.contents of the surviving
part of Vind. 277 are: 'Versus Zucheriae poetrie' uu. 21-32;
'"Versus Ouidii de piscibus et feris'; an elegiac courlet 'Ceruus
aper...'; 'Gratti Cynegeticon Lib. 1'; and select epigrams from
Fartial (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 Hzupt suggested
that C's text of Wemesi:nus is 2lso derived from Vind. 277, from
a ssction now lost. H. Schenkl, however ("Zur Xritik' und
Ueberlieferungsgeschichte des Grattius und and. lat. Lichter,”

Jahrbucher flr classische Philologie, Supvlementbd. 24 (1898), 399-

401) endeavours to prove that Vind. 277 never contained

Nemesianus., His calculations are based on the assumption that
Pariginus lat. (Thuaneus) 8071 is an apograph of Vind. 277, because
of the similarity between the contents of the Thuaneus and what
remains of Vind. 277. This, too, has been disputed, but the
arguments in favour of this assumption presented by J.A. Richmond

(The Ealieutica ascribed to Ovid, London 1962, p. 6f.) seem to me

entirely convincing. The Thuaneus does not contain Hemesianus, 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 calcuiations there is no room for Nemesianus
in the gquaterrnions preceding those we still have. Richmond regards
Schenkl's caleculations as "plausible, yet not quite convincing"
for various reasons (p. 3f.) 1
"(a) He has to assume pages with varying numbers of liness
this deprives the demonstration of desirable rigour.
(b) He relies on the loss of a whole line at Grattius,
ve 59, as evidence for the loss of a line at the foot of

a page, yet the fragment at halieutica, v. 127, and the



gap after concolori, v. 124, which are also evidence for
the foot of a vage, are not brought _into account.
(¢) No account of the lacunae between vv. 81 and 91 is
given,"
Verdidre (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 partis of the lost guaternions
possibly having been written in this way, tooc. 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 azain, Vind. 277 mizht have
been mutilated before the Thuaneus was cépied from it. Setting
this aside, there does not seem to me any reason to beiieve that
Vind., 277 ever contained Nemesianus,.
Three sixteenth century scholars speak of Sannazaro's
bringing back from France certain works hitherto unknown.
Summontius mentions Grattius, the Halieutica, Nemesianus and
Rutilius Namatianus, while Gyraldus and Logus mention only the
first three. Logus 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 (Eaupt, Quidii Halieutica, Gratii

et Nemesiani Cynegetica p. xxiii, and R. Sabbadini, Le Sccperte dei

codici latini e greci, p.165) 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 (1509) says, "aduexit (i.e.
Sannazaro) nuver ex Heduorum usque finitus atque e Turonibus dona
guaedam mirum in modum placitura literatis iuris Martialis

Ausonii et Solini codices nouae et incognitae emendationis...Is
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etiam ad nos attulit Cuidii fragmentum de pizscidus, Gratii poetae
cynegeticon, cuius meminit Cuidius ultima de Ponto clegia,
cynegeticon idem (sic, for item) Aurelii Kemesiani qui floruit sub
Numeriano imperatore et Rutilii MNamatiani elegos...," and

Gyraldus (Yistoria poetarum Dial. 1545 p. 4) mentions a letter from

Pontano to 3annazaro, "Sed quod Gratius scripserit Actius R
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 opusculum de
piscibus Ouidii et Cynegetica Gratii et Nemesiani. Id cquod etiem
suo scripto testatus est Pontanus quadam sua epistula ad ipsum
Actium et P. Summontius." The fact that the phrase "ex Heduorum
finibus atgque e Turonibus" appears in both suggests that both are
quoting from the same sourece. In neither reference is it stated
that all three woxks were to be found in one manuscript.

The evidence of Logus in his preface to the second Aldine
edition (1534) seems at first sight to be more precise: "Si quidem
cum proxima aestate Romae essem, conflata mihi non mediocris
amicitia fuit cum Ioanne Lucretic Aesiandro Germano iuuene cum rara
et exquisita bonarum artium et littersrum cognitionej tum graece
heﬁraiceque et latinae linguae peritia egregie instructo. Is mihi
trium optimorum, et antiquissiﬁorum authorum, qui tam diu
latuerunt, ut peritus in obliuionem hominum uenerint, copiam fecit,
Gratij, qui de uenatione siue KUVWYGTLKSV librum carmine
conscripsit; itemque M. Aurelij Femesiani, qui idem tractauit
argumentum: gquibus adiunctum erat P. Ouidij Nasonis fragmentum de
piscibus...I1llud uero dolendum summopere est, cuod tam lacer, et
mutilatus ad nos peruenit: ut non pauca in eo uideantur
desyderari. Aesiander quidem ex uetustissimo codice, quod (§ig, for
gggg) notilis et cultissimus nostri temporis poeta Accius Syncerus

Sannazarius longobardicis literis (sic) scriptum ex Gallijs secum
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attulerat, quam potuit integre et incorrupte descripsit una cum
autoribus illis coniunctis. Guorum 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. 393), the second Ald&né 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. 74-83) and C - Logus 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 fiir
die Cynegetica des Nemesiznus 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 flr
Grattius und die Halieutica mehrere existiert haben. Ich glaube
mich aber nicht zu t#uschen, wenn ich annehme, dass Sannazar aus
Frankreich bloss eine Abschrift des Nemesianus mitgebraucht hat..."
(p. 401). The text iﬂ 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 Logus has
introduced his own corrections, or that Logus 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 Logus 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
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immitis (2.6); genis leues (2.17); and potis (3.53), which are
almost certainly conjectural.

Logus, then, is an unreliable witness and the words of neither
Summontius nor Gyraldus can be taken as evidence that the works of
the three voets were all to be found in one manuscript. In fact
Summontius mentions Rutilius Hamatianus and llemesianus, and neither
of these appears in Qhat 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. 7561 (A) and the exemplar of
the surviving manuscripts of Rutilius liamatianus and made various
copies. Verdidre 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 nor 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 conkasined 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 B omits u. 279

(cf. B's colophon: Versus Codicis ccxxv autem recte nimero
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rimantur), and also iam in u. 46 an. liber in u, 264, but whether
B is a poor copy of A (as Gchenkl suspects, P. 401) or is
independently descended from the archetype, as Van de Woestijne
thinks (p. 20) is a difficult question. Van de Woestijne gives
four reasons why he considers that B is not a copy of A:

"1 le Parisinus B contient une série de fautes graphiques
(confusion de lettres et de groupes de lettres) |
auxquelles le texte de 4, derit en une minuscule trds
claire, n'a pu que malaisément donner lieuj

2 B s'écarte de la legon de A en bon nombre d'endroits,
sans que ces variantes puissent s'expliquer par une
transcrivtion fautive du texte de A, le Parisinus lat.
7561 (=A) ne pouvant pas, aux dits endroits, pré%ef 3
mélecture;

3 les annotations de la main du copiste de B portant sur
plusieurs de ces variantes tendraient 3 prouver que les
variantes en gquestion figuraient déjé dans la modéle de Bs

4 enfin, les gloses fourvoyées dans le texte du Parisinus B
(cf.les vers 133 et 212) semblent devoir indiquer que B
dérive d'un modéle annoté."

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

As regards the errors which Van de %Woestijne cites to support
his first point, it appears to be a characteristic of B to
rearrange the letters in words (cf. 365 1465 1925 218; 227; 232;
2523 2803 3%22). There .are also numerous minor errors, such as

horrendacue for horrendascue (41), 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
avpearance., To the errors which Van de VWoestijne 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 cannct see what he
is referring to.

There are a number of glosses, variant reedings and explanatory
notes in B in the scribe's own hand, and it is these to which Van
de Woestijne refers in pcints 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 gquotes in support of peint 4, at u.
133 it is not clear exactly which reacding in B he regards as a
"glose" = autem, presumably - anc at u. 212 ¢ 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" fy 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 lurmina passa,

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

see why B, if he had lumina vassa befcre him, should have written

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

nonsense: if Van de Woestijne believes that lumina tassa is what
Nemesianus wrote (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

AR, and was promptly changed back again by A. This "deviation™

from the reading of the archetype by A proves, according to Van de
Woestijne, that there must have been another manuscript between A

and the archetype in which the "conjecture" lumina passa appeared.

Van de voestijne attributes this "conjecture" to ninth century

school-masters, and concludes by sayinz (p. 23), "Le Farisinus B



se trouverait ainsi reproduire plus fiddlem=nt l'aspect de
1'archétype que ne le fait le Parisinus lat. 7561 (=A)" and
justifies this assertion in a footnote, "En faison méme des fautes
qui dévarent si fAcheusement son texte (pour autant cue celles-ci
ne soient pas le fait du copiste de B)." It is far more reasonzble
to suppose that lumine passo is a simple error which arcse in an
exemplar of B and later had the correct reacing added to it as a
variant. I am not clear why 3B should be considered so reliable by
Van de Woestijne when it contains a multitude of elementary
scribal errors, while he speaks of "l'impéritie du copiste du
Parisinus lat. 7561 (=A)" which in fact contains a sounder text:
where A is corrupt, B seems to me to be more corrupt still, e.g.

295 totos canibus A: toto scenibus B

33 g&oller&acerea A: retoller& aurea B

Verdiere also believes that A and B are descended incependently
from the archetype. He would go further, however, and suggests that
the archetype of A a2hd B was an annotated one and that it is
connected in some way no% clear to me with Vind. 277. Verdidre
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 fyom an annotated exemplar.

133 uero AC: autem B

Verdi®re suggests that the abbreviations éi and Eg could have been
confused. This seems to me unlikely: either variant could be due
to psychological error, but either way, ncthing is proved about
descent from the archetype.

170 noucs BC: notos ex nouos A: h sup. ras. A2

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 B has ccpied what he fancied he saw as the

original reading beneath the alteration in ‘A.
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295 +toros manibus A2C: totos eznitus A: toto scenibus B

Like Van de Vioestijne, I do not agﬁee with Ve;diére that the
alterations in A are in the scribe's hand, and therefore his
argusnent seems to me invalid. In any case, the disagreement tetween
A and B could be due either to a varely legible archetype, or to
B's further corrupting A's already corrupt reading.

Verdi%re, like Van de Woestijne, is led into error by his
failure to take into account the sizla which distinguish glosses
from variant readings. In B a gloss is sometimes prefaced by the
sign +)» e.g. at u. 110 where carinam is glossed s dorsum and at u.
270 where maritas is glossed s feminas, whereas a variant reading

is introduced by the sign % e.&. u. 70 confeceris, ¥ cun (sup. lin.)

and u. 89 sunt T sint (sup. 1lin.). Therefore at the end of u. 135,

T a and t a above Jumine passo indicate that lumina passa is an

alternative reading and-+» matura ¥ apto does not mean, as

Verdidre (p. 68) would have us believe, "clest-d-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 nc glosses, explanatory notes and, apparently (since
it is difficult to distinguish the hands in A), no variant recdings
in the scribe's hand in A, although there are a few corrections by
him. Heverfheless, Verdiére 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 ande, that A's exemplar
contained "legons 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 2 must have
been descended from it. (Verdiére 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



112

argument (p. 73) he says, "A et B contiennent les mZmes eycerpta
des Ealieutica d'Cvide,” which is untrue cf the 4 and Z of which
he has been speaking, but true of the manuscripts of Grattius,
Vind. 277 and Tar., 8071). nis case for A's being descended from an
annotated manuscript is therefore totally unconvincing.

Both Verdi®re and Van de Woestijne fail to get to srips 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 h=zs the
truth and A is in error are few ana not of great significance:

44 saeuae BC: saeue A

71 utque BC: utquae A

87 Latonae BC: Lato//e (n exp.?) A

109 sub pectore BC: supvectore A

146 conclusa BC: conclausa A

161 ne BC: nec A

174 catulos BC: catulus A (not 181, as Van de Woestijne says).

204 manat BC: manant A
211 semina AzBC: semine A

307 fulgura 3C: 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 freguently runs two or three words into one, and this cannot
alwvays 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 maxe the same inccrrect division:

16
21
27
29
30

34

39
49
53
56
57
67

non Semelen C: nonsemel en B: non semel en A

sacrilego rorsntes C: sacri legos orantes A3

et saeuo uiolatum AC: et pysaeudouio-latu B

in arboreas C: inarborezs A: inarbore as B

sunt qui sgquamosi referant C: 35 guis gqua osireferant A:

. . S .. a4
Sunt cui squi so~ ireferant B

Philomela tuas sunt C: vphilo mellatuassunt A: vhilomelatu

ar B

Tantalidum AC: Tanta-1idu 3

citi discurrimus C: citidis currimus A: citidiscurrimus B

gaudemus AC: Gaude amnus B

praefigere telis C: profiger& olis A: pfigeretgiis B

sinu spinosi BC: sinus pinosi A

tigrimgque bibunt BC: tigrim gue bibunt A

147 saltu transcendens AC: salturans cendens B

168 uexare& rabes A: uewik rabies 3B

179 Phoebe reparauerit ortus C: phoebere para ueritortus A:

s

phereparauverit ortus 3B

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 numnter of variant readings in B. Scme of these are

to be found in A's text:

135 ¥ a * a above lumine passo

193 git * sic sup. lin.

215 medicus ¥ os sup. lin,

but there are more which are hot:
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45 purzntem I g suvp., lin,

118 nornfirmo ¥ in sur. lin.

228 manathi-bero ¥ i sup. lin. fhiberno in mng.

230 giruntur % cinguntur suvn. lin.

292 arma rit T ue sup. lin.

317 magne ¥ ma gis suv. 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 conjectuces on the part of B, that 3 had access to
another manuscript now lost. Van de ‘oestijne (p. 19) suggests that
B has made #=cme "conjectures" but I fina 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 nmusco in mg.-P ceuni sup. lignu sit

%23 Miratl que adi biu suvp. lin.

128 nutrire ue¥ suv. lin.

212 et _audimus ¥ ¢ sup. lin.
There are alsb cases where the gloss does not apply to B's
reading, which is corrupt.

+5 moben p m uYt sup. lin, (mul.?)

120 aerem sk ueloce

218 Exebreo (for ex ebore) no W hole ris (sup. lin.)

Again, we have a numbter of cases where there is a sign which
normally introduces a gloss or cther note, above a word, but nothing
follows it. This occurs with P at uu. 213 22; 263 433 443 107, p at

uu. 773 1125 114 and 2095+ at u. 56 and Q@ at u. 68, which may
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incicate that somecne had made the mark intendinz to add z note
and had not done so, or trnat 3 was ccpying the notes and was
unatle to decipher his exemplar at this point. The fact that the

glosses at u. 30 (soui sosi = p patriae) and u. 54 (humona id rumo

nat sup. lin., 2 in mg.) are attempts at explaining corrurt

readings is no evidence for 3'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 3's gloss, and this may
suggest that the archetype of A and B 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 ¢ tinue

and at u. 230 where the vox nihili, giruntur is glossed

.

cinguntur, which is also nonsense.

Thus the evidence does seem to me to suggest thet 4 snd B are
independently descended from the erchetype, and combining this
conclusion with our earlier one that C is derived fvom A, we can

prorose the following stemma:

~ariant readings, glosses
e

I

.

B
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EDITIONS'

ECLOGUES3

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. éalphurnii
carme bucolicu incipit feliciter." All eleven Eclogues are

attributed to Calpurnius. The contents of this edition are the

same as those of laurentianus pl. 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 O musarum cultor" etc. At the beginning
the book is dated "A NATIVITATE CHRIST LVCEN/TESIMAE NONAGESIMAE
QUIN/TAE OLYMPIADIS ANNO II VII / IDVS DECEMBRES," and again at
the end, "TITI CALPHURNII POETAL SICVLI / BVCOLICVM CARMEN/
FINIT./ ANNO INCAR. DOMINICE. M, CCC LXXII." All eleven Eclogues
are attributed to Calpurnius undgr the title, "TITI CALPHURNII
SICULI BUCOLI/CUM CARMEN." This appears to be the edition which
Wernsdorf thought was no longer extant. This edition was reprinted

at Milan in 1490, at Venice in 1494 and again at Venice in 1496.

Maittaire first mentioned an edition entitled "Calphurnii Siculi

poetae Bucolica" published by Fabrizi (called Fabricius) in Parma

1 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 14778. Wernsdorf was unable to find any trace of sﬁch an edition,
and thought that Maittaire was confusing it with the Parma edition
of 1490. Verdidre mentions it in his edition of Calpurnius Siculus
(1954), but I have been unable to trace it and must agree with

Wernsdorf's conclusion.

344 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 1488 and 1498. Hellinga,

however, (The Fifteenth Century Printing Types of the Low

Countries, Amsterdam 1966) dates it between 1488 and Lecember
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 Dauantrig
(gig) Anno Millesimo quadrin/gentesimo nongentesimo primo Per
me Iacobi / de Breda iuxta scholas."

A

5 *The Parma edition c. 1490 of A, Ugoletus (ed. Parmensis) is the

first to assign the finél four poems to Nemesianus under the
title "AVRELI NEMESIANI POETAE CARTAGINEN/SIS ECLOGA FRIMA
INCIPIT." Ugoletus tells us in a colophon that it is, "E
uetustissimo atque emendatissimo Thadei Ugoletti codice e
germania allato I quo Calphurni et Nemesiani uti Tpressi sunt
tituli leguntur,” and its relationship to H and A is discussed
elsewhere in my section on éhe Relationship of the Manuscripts.

Hain=Copinger dates this edition c. 1493/94.

6 *An edition with a text very similar to that of the Teventer
editions was published by Georg Stuchs, under the title "Titi

Calphurnij Siculi Bucolicum carmen," at Nuremberg e. 1490.



in 1478. Wernsdorf was unable to find any trace of such an edition,
and thought that Maittaire was confusing it with the Parma edition

of 1490, Verdiére mentions it in his edition of Calpurnius Siculus

(1954), but I have been unable to trace it and must agree with

Wernsdorf's 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 1488 and 1498. Hellinga,

however, (The Fifteenth Century Printing Types of the Low

Countries, Amsterdam 1966) dates it between 1488 and Lecember
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 Dauantrig
(sic) Anno Millesimo quadrin/gentesimo nongentesimo primo Per
me Iacobu / de Breda iuxta scholas.™

A

*The Parma edition c. 1490 of A. Ugoletus (ed. Parmensis) is the

first to assign the finél four poems to Nemesianus under the
title MAVRELI 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 I quo Calphurni et Nemesiani uti Tpressi sunt
tituli leguntur,” and its relationship to H and A is discussed
elsewhere in my section on £he Relationship of the Manuscripts.

Hain-Copinger dates this edition c. 1493/94.

*An edition with a text very similar to that of the Teventer
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 mclogae XI", no. 4870 (a misprint for
4270), 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 MS. Lat. Class. f.2, fos. 23-26,

Many of its readings are identical with those of no. 6.

8 Two editions of Calpurnius were published by Antoine Caillaut
in Paris, one c. 1492 under the title, "Carmen bucolicon
Calphurnii," and the other ¢. 1500 under the title,

"Buccolica calphurnii.”

A third Teventer edition of Titi Czalphurnii Siculi Bucolicum

carmen was published by EHeinrich de Liordheim c¢. 1494. The
readings of this edition as reported by Wernsdorf 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

jdentifiable with the latter edition.

#Carmen bucolicon calphurnii, published by Philippe Pigouchet

in 1495. The text of this edition is very similar to that of

no. 1.

Buccolica calphurnij/poete clarissimi nuper per fratrem

Johan/nem Caron Marchyanensem exacta cum/uigilantia emendata,

edited by Jean Caron and published by F€lix Baligault between
1495 and 1500. *A later edition was published at Caen c. 1500
under the title "Bucolica calphurnii poete clarissimi nuper per
fratrem iochannem Caron lMarchianensem exacté cum uigil=Ztia
emédata 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

ivcunditer decantata, published by Henry Guentell at Cologne

between 1495 and 1500. The text is similar to that of the

Deventer editions.

13 In C. Calphurnii Bucolica facilis commentatio, Paris 1503,

edited by Josse Bade (called Ascensius). Re-edited in Venatici

et Bucolici poetae, J. van Vliet, Leyden and the Hague 1728.

14, 15 *Two edi£ions were edited by Benedictus Philologus and
and published in Florence in 1504 under the titlé "Eclogae
Vergilii. Fraci Pet. / Calphurnii Iocannis Boc. / Nemesiani.
Ioan. 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.

Bazalerium, Bologna 1504. It follows the Parma edition of.
Ugoletus, but has some good readings by Guidalotti himself.
This is the first edition to eject 4.13 from the text after

4.6 where it appears in some early editions and in G.

Editio Germanica <ToTOg 1513, 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

. [} i 3 .
Germanicis, siue, Longobardicis mauis, excussa Lipsiae, ut
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arbitror." He says that he believes that it was printed by Andrea
Lotter, but at Leipzig we only know of a printer called Melchior
Lotter. It is undated, but he believes it was printed in about 1513.
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.
Wernsdorf'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 1539
ed¢ition. 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 trazce of this

edition has been lost or that Barth has invented a source for what

are in fact his own conjectures.

17 T, Calvhurnii Siculi et Aurelii Nemesiani Carthaginensis

Poetarum Aeglogae, decoro diligenter obseruatio etc, J€rdme

Victor and Jean Singren, Vienne (France) 1514.

18 *(C. Calphurnij Bucolica ab Ascensio jam diligéter recognita,

Vu. Stockel, Leipzig 1517. The introduction is dated 1503 and

it includes a letter from Ascensius.

19 T, Calphurnii Siculi Bucolicon et Aurelii Nemesiani

Cartaginensis Eclogae, Aldus, Venice 1518.

20 *Amorum libri II. Te amore conjugali IIT etc. J.J. Pontanus,

Venice 1518,

21 *Ludi Literarii Magistris etc. edited by Ioannes Alexander

Brassicanus, with a life of Nemesianus, Hagenau 1519,
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22 *Titi Calphurnii Siculi et Aurelii Memesiani...@Bclogze etc,

Apud C. Froschoverum, Zurich 1537.

23 Rerum bucolicarum scrivtores. F. Virgilii Zclogze X, T.

Calphurnii Bclogae VII, Aurel. Nemesiani Olymoii Fclcgae IV et

Act.Sinceri Sannazarii Eclogae V, Christophe Egenolph,

Franckfurt 1539.

24 *En habes lector Bucolicorum autores XXXVIII etc. Joannes

Oporinus, Basle 1546.

25 Illustrium poetarum flores per Octauianum Mirandulam collecti

etc. Toannes Bellerus, Antwerp 1563.

26 #¥M,A.0.¥emesiani...T. Calphurnii...Bucolica...commentariis

exposita opera ac studio R. Titii (Epistola Hugolini

Martellii, in gqua loci aliquot.horum Poetzrum uel declarantur,

uel emendatur), Florence 1590.

27 +*Les Pastorales de Némésien et de Calpurnius, A.M., de Mairault,

Brussels 1744. VWith notes, a prose translation into French

and an excursus on kclogues.

28 La Bucolica di Nemesiano e di Calpurnio, T.G. Farsetti 1761.

29 +M.Aurelii Olympii Nemesiani Eclogae IV et T. Calpurnii

Siculi Eclogae VII ad Nemesianum Carthaginienserr}1 cum notis

selectis etc. Mitavia 1774. Taken from Burman's Foetae Latini

Minores.

30 *T, Calpurnii Siculi Eclogae XI. Recognouit adnotatione et
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glossario. Instruxit Christian Daniel Beck, Leipzig 1803.

Founded on the editions of Burman and Wernsdorf.

31 *Des Titus Calpurnius Siculus L&ndliche Gedichte, F. Adelung,

St. Petersburg 1804. With a translaticn 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 1805,

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 1830.

36 *Corpus Poetarum Latinorum, Wilhelm Ernst weber, Francofurti

ad Moenum 1833, Follows Burman and Wernsdorf.

37 M. Aurelius Olympius Nemesianus Vier Idyllen, R. Mueller,

Zeitz 1834. With a translation into German verse.

38 Poetae Minores, M. Cabaret-Tupaty, Bibliothdque latine-

frangaise, Paris 1842.

39 %Calp. et Nemes... recensuit, C.E. Glaeser, GOttingen 1842.

Glaeser collated some of the manuscripts himself and used

g r s xy for his apparatus criticus,
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41

42

43

44

45

46

*Calpurnii et Nemeziani bucolici recensuit H. Schenkl, Leipzig

1885. With introduction, apparatus criticus, index verborum,

index auctorum, imitatorem, locorum similum. Schenkl first

isolated the manuscript group firy.

*The Eclogues of Calpurnius Siculus and M, Aurelius Olympius

Nemesianus, Charles Haines Keene, London 1887. Reprinted 1969
Georg Olms Verlag Hildesheim. He is heavily indebted to

Glaeser for his introduction and apparatus criticus.

*Anthology of Latin Poetry, Robert Yelverton Tyrrell, London

1901, (Ecl. 3. 18-51).

*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.

*I carmina bucolici di Calpurnio e Nemesiano, F. Vernaleone,

edited by Vincenzo Fiorentino, Noicattaro 1927. Text taken
from that of Giarratano, with introduction and notes, and a

translation into Italian. There are a number of misprints.

+Latin Pastorals by Virgil, Calpurnius Siculus and Nemesianus,

J.E. Dunlop, London 1969. Text of Eclogues 1, 3 and 4, taken

from the Loeb edition, and notes.

*Hirtengedichte aus SpHirBmischer und Karolingischer Zeit,

D. Korzeniewski, Darmstadt 1976. Text and translation into

German with introduction and some notes.

123
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CYMeGETICA

1 ~Venatus et Aucupium, J.A. Lonicer, Frankfurt 1522. With an

introduction by Sigismundus Feyerabandius. Follows the Aldine

edition of 1534.

2 *Gratii Falisci Cynegeticon, cum poematio cognomine M.A,

Olympii Nemesiani Carthaginensis notis perpetuis uariisque

lectionibus adornauit Thcmas Jchnson M.A. Londdn 1659. With a

brief introduction and commentary.

3 Cynegeticon des Nemesianus, Christiznus Fridexricus Schmidt,

Lunebourg 1716.

4 *Gratii Falisci Cynegeticon ex M. Aurelii Qlywpii Nemesiani

Cynegeticon. Cum notis selectis Titii, Barthii, Ulitii,

Tohnsonii et Petri Burmanni integris, Mitavia 1775. The text

differs from that of Burman's of 1731 in a2 few vlaces, almost

¢

all certainly misprints.

5 *Gratii Cynegeticon et Nemesiani Cynegeticon, itau 1775.

"According to the title page, this edition contains the De

Aucupio, but this is not the case.

6 *M. Manilii Astronomicon libri V ex recensicne R. Bentlei,

Venice 1788, This edition includes a life of Nemesiarus. The

text is taken from Burman's edition.

7 *Gratii et Nemesiani carmina uenstica, R. 3tern, Ealle 1832.

With notes and introduction. Includes the Te Aucupio.

——————————————
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8 *0vidii Halieutica Gratii et MNemesiani Cynegetica, . Kaupt,

Leipzig 1838. Includes the le Aucuvio. With an introduction
discussing the manuscrirt tradition, apparatus criticus and

Index Verborum.

9 *Selections from the Lesz Known Foets, N. Pinder, Oxford 1869.

uu, 240-82 with notes.

10 *I1 Cynegeticon, ossia il Libro de Venatione... volgarizzato

da L.¥. Valdrighi, liodena 1876. Text and the first translation

into Italian verse. Some notes, mainly on thes subjeé¢t matter.

11 "I Cinegetici de Femesiano e Grazio Falisco, S. Rossi, Messine

1910,

12 *The Cynegetica of Nemesianus, Donnis Mhartin, Cornell

University Thesis 1917. Text, without apparatus criticus,

introduction and commentary.

. w2 s - .
13 *Les Cynégétiques de Nemésien, Paul Van de Woestijne, Gent

1937, With introduction mainly concerned with the manuscripts,

and an Index Verborum.
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ECLCGUES AND CYNEGETICA

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. 1600 partly by R. Titius.

2 *Hoc uolumine continentur poetae tres egregii etc. H. Steyner,

Augsburg 1534. Follows edition no. 1.

3 *Gratii Poetae de uenatione liber I etec, apud Seb. Gryphium,

Leyden 1537. Follows edition no. 1.

4 *Epigrammata et Poematia uetera, ed. Pierre Pithcu apud N.

Gillium, Paris 1590. Re-edited *Lyons 159€. 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 1603.

6 *Daretis Phrygii Poetarum et Historicorum omnium primi de Bello

Troigno Libri Sex a Cornelio Nepote, apud Iocach. Trognaesium,

Antwerp 1608. Omits Eclogue 2. Follows edition no. 4.

7 *Corpus omnium ueterum poetarum latinorum etc. Volume II, A

Petro Bassaeo Patricio Gacensi, Geneva 1611, second edition
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edition Geneva *1627. rfollows edition no. 4.

*Venatici et bucolici vostae latini, Gratius, kemesiznus,

Calvhurnius etc. Edited by C. von Barth, Hanover 1613,

*Chorus vpoetarum classicorum duvlex; sacrorum et profanocrum

lustrztus illustratus etc. Part 1. L. Muguet, Lyons 1616.

Follovs edition no. 4.

*Gratius, Nemesianus, Calpurnius cum Izrete Fhrygio, Alexandre-

Charles de Trogney, Douay 1632, rFollows no. 4.

Venatio Novantigqua, edited by J. van Vliet (Ulitius), Leyden

1645 (1655). Includes the De_Aucupio.

ed. Aureliae Allobrogum 1646 mentioned by Keene. Follows

edition no. 4.

*Autores rei Venaticae antiqui, edited by J. van Vliet, Leyden

1653. A durlicate of 1is 1645 edition, except for some

preliminary matter.

*0Opera et fragmenta ueterum Poetarum letinorum profanorum et

ecclesiasticorum vol. 2, edited by lichael Maittaire, London

1713, a copy of which was published under the title of Corpus

omnium ueterum Poetarum Latirorum tam prophanorum quam

ecclesiasticorum etc. London 1721. Includes the Te Aucurio.

Follows edition no. 4.

ed. Fediolani 1731 mentioned by Keene. Follows edition no. 4.
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16 TFoetae latini rei uenaticae scriptores et bucolici anticui

(cum notis Zsrthii, Ulitii, Johnsonii), edited b, Sigebert

Havercamp and R. Bruce, Leyden 1728. With an elaborate

cormentary.

17 *Poetae Latini rei uenaticae scrivptores et Bucolici antioui,

edited by J. van Vliet, Leycden and the Hague 1728. Includes

the De Aucupio. Copious notes.

18 *Poetae latini minores tom. 1, edited by F. Surman, Leyden 1731.

Includes the De Aucupio. With introduction and notes,
including those of Ulitius, Barth, Titius and artellius. The
text only, without the notesywas reprinted at Glasgow in ¥1752,

under the same title.

19 M. Aurelii Olympi MNemesiani poetae Carthaginenesis nec non

T. Calpurnii Siculi opera guae exstant omnia, edited by

Heinrich~-Gottlieb Schmid, Lunebourg 1746.

20 *Collectio Pisaurensis omnium poematum carminum, fragmentorum

latinorum etc. tom. 4, edited by Pasquale Amati, Foglia 1766,

Includes the e Aucupio.

21 *¥Poetae latini minores, edited by J.C. Wernsdorf, Altenburg 1780.

The Cynegetica,and De Aucupio are in vol. 1, ana the Zclogues
in vol. 2. Wernsdorf argues in his introduction for the
attribution of Nemesianus's Eclogues to Calpurnius. There are

copious notes.

22 *Phﬁedri et Aviani Pabulae, Milan 1785. With a translation into

Italian.
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. . s /. . . .
23 *Poésies de M.A.0. lémésien, suivies d'une idylle de J.

Pracastor sur les chiens de chasse, edited by $. Delatour,

Paris 1799. With a translation into French prose. Includes the

De Aucunio. Follows edition no. 18.

24 *Bibliotheca classica latina vol. 134, edited by N.S5. Lemaire,

Paris 1824. The text, testimonia and argusenta cre those of

Wernsdorf. Includeés the Te Aucuwnio.

25 *Collecticns des Auteurs Letins, edited by ¥. MNisard, Paris

1842. 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 Ie Aucuvio. This was the first
edition to use G and to give XG their proper position in the
manuscript traditicn. His collation of the manuscripts,
however, was not very carefully done and his apparatus
criticus contains a number of errors.

' E wes wikh some MO(,\,LC:QQ,HOAS
27 *Corpus poetarum latinorum vol. 2,%edited by H. SchenklﬁCEnegeEkg

edited by J.P. Postgate, London 1905. With apparatus

criticus. Includes the De Aucuvio.

28 ¥*In: Oxford Book of Latin Verse, edited by H.W. Garrocd, Oxford

1912, Texts of Cyn. 1-102 (no. 303) and Eclogue 3 (no. 304).

29 ~Poetae Minores, edited by Ernest Raynaud, Paris 1831, Includes

the De Aucupio and a translation into French. Some notes. The

Tclogues are attributed to Calprurnius.
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30 -In: Minor Latin roets, edited by J.w. znd 4.9, Luif, Loeb

Classicel Library, Cambridge, Massachusetts and London 1934,

Includes the Te Aucunio. With a translation into “nzlish.

=

31 *érmésien. Qeuvres, edited by Pierre Volpilhac, Pzris 1975.

Includes the De Aucuvnio. #ith introduction, notes and

translation intec French.



ORTHOGRAPHY

The manuscripts of the Eclogues belong mainly to the fifteenth
century and are therefore no reliable guide to the spellings which
Nem. himself used. The manuscripts A and B of the Cynegetica,
however, which are five centuries older, do seem to indicate that
Nem. preferred non-assimilated forms of in- and ad-, and I have
therefore accepted non-assimilated forms where they are attested
and have regularised throughout. I have not introduced spellings
which are not found in any manuscript of Nem.

The following are thé forms which I have adopted:

1 In- not assimilated: 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: accingere} allicere; applaudere; arridere;

aspectare; aspicere; assiduus.

3 Con- not assimilated: conplere; conruges.

Con- assimilated: collidere; colligere; commodare; commoueres;

communis; complacitus; componere; corripere; corrumpere,

4 s omitted after ex-: expectare; exitinguere.

5 Miscellaneous spellings which I have preferred are: conubia;

hiemps; pinnaj querella.

I have everywhere adopted the commoner -es endings of third
declension nouns; endings in -is are found only in Hfiruy where

they are frequent but not constant, and I have recorded them in my

apparatus where they occur.

The maAuﬁbgpks vy hebwen hun;awa,h&MLEA(DJ:SFOkaL&ces,qAAv
as Nem, seems be hawe uwsed b Ewe Forms Wdlserem rw&d.:s, | have
paked b n\a‘:)mlks reading n Base placeg '
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THE APPARATUS CRITICU3S

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 e for

ae, nor mediaeval misspellings, such as michi for mihi. Where the

correct spelling appears assigned to a few manuscripts onl&, it is
to be assumed that the word is misspelled in the others, as at 1.1,
6, 53, 68; 2.44 etc. Readings of inﬁerest for which there is no

room in the main body of the apparatus criticus have been included in

the Apvendix Lectionum.
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v Vaticanus 5123 saec. xiv uel xv

w Sloanianus 777 Saec. xv

x Vindobonensis 305 saec. xv

y Leidensis Vossianus L.Q. 107 saec. xv-xvi

z Canonicianus Class. lLat. 126 saec. xv

FLORILEGIA

Parisinus Thuaneus 7647 saec. xii-xiii

Parisinus 17903 (olim Nostradamensis 188) saec. xiji-xiii
Atrebatensis 64 (olim 65) saec. xiii-xv

Escorialensis Q 114 saec. xiii-xiv

Berolinensis (Diez. B. Santen. 60) saec. xiv

Bononiensis 83 (52, Busta II n. %) saec. xv-xvi

Laurentianus Conv. Sopp. 440 saec. xvi

His etiam compendiis usus sums 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

religui = H et omnes codices V stirpis praeter eos guorum propria

nota adlata est
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135

BUCOLICA

Dum fiscella tibi fluuiali, Tityre, iunco

texitur et raucis immunia rura cicadis,

incipe, si quod habes gracili sub harundine carmen
compositum. nam te calamos inflare labello

Pan docuit uersuque bonus tibi fauit Apollo. 5
incipe, dum salices haedi, dum gramina uaccae

detondent, uiridique greges permittere campo

dum ros et primi suadet clementia solis.

1 Dum Gbcgilnux2(in ﬁg.): d Um Hq(?)v: um jpgsz: cum a: qum N:

uom x fiscella NGHV pler.: fiscela c: cistella N° (inm
mg.): sistella g tityre Haiz
2 raucis NHV pler.: raris G immuniz GA: in mutua Nlx:

inmutua n: immitua g: immi tua b: imitatur iu (in_ras.):

resonant tua HV reliquis: imitantur ed. Ascensianas: mittantur

ed..Cadomensiss resonant sua Eeinsius: rumpuntur Haupt:

inuitant Barth: initantur Glaeser: uitantur Froehner

rura NGHV pler.: iura j: sura Scriverius: regna cod. Titii

3 quod NGHavz: quid V reliqui gracili codd.: tenui
Barth harundine NbgnPS'vxz '

4 labello NHV: sabello G

5 uersuque NGHV pler.: uersusqgue Nchs fauit NGHV pler.:

fauet p : flauit GAq

6 heedi Hiu
7 detondent HV pler.: de tondent s: detondet G: detonderet N:

detrudent i uirilique N (corr. m1) permittere
NHV pler.: permictere Gu1: promittere i: promictere u:
committere x

8 dum NG: et HV primi G (m ex _corr.) clementia

NGHV pler.: dementia cs
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hos annos canamque comam, uicine Timeta,

tu iuuenis carusque deis in carmina cogis? 10
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 sonantj; nuper nam carmine uictor 15
risisti calamos et dissona flamina Mopsi

iudice me. mecum senior Meliboeus utrumque

audierat laudesque tuas sublime ferebat;

9 canamque NGHV pler.: caramque x: cantabo ps comam
uicine timeta AH: comam uicine timere G: coma uicine timere

. 2 . -
(timera m“)N: meam mihi care senectam V pler.: meam mihi cane

senectam x: comam uicine Thymoeta Haupt, fortasse recte

10 carusque NHV: carisque G deis GHailvz: diis becgjnqux:
dis N: deos ps in NGHV pler.: mihi iu (sub ras.)

11 uiximus V pler.: diximus NGHiu et calamis uersus asuv3:
et uersus calamis p: et calamo uersus v: et calamis uersu
begijlngxz: et uersu calamis H: et calamis et nersu NGA: et
calamos uersu n2: et calamo et uersu Barth: et calamis et
uersum Baehrens cantauimus codd.: mandauimus Heinsius:
aptauimus Baehrens

12 hilares V pler.: illares N: ylares G: orthographia etiam

peius deprauata Hiuxs hilaros Heinsius ludebat GHV pler.:

ludabat N (corr. m1)= laudabat ps: rumpebat x
13 caput NHV: campud G et NGAHv: ac V religui

tepuere Nxzin mg.: ztepuere G (z del. et in mg. uwenus in

tepuere): stupuere HV pler.: periere Keene

14 iam V pler.: nem NGz: et AH

15 te NGH: et V sonant codd.: sonent Barth nam NGHV
pler.: iam n2 carmine HV pler.: carmina NGajpsu2v32
uictor NGHV pler.: uictos ps: raucos Maehly

16 risisti codd.: uicisti Maehly dissona GHV: disona N

. 2
flamina NAHV pler.: carmina Ggiu'x
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quem nunc emeritae permensum tempora uitae

secreti pars orbis habet mundusque piorum. 20
quare age, si qua tibi Meliboei gratia uiuit,

dicat honoratos praedulcis tibia manes.

et parere decet iussis et grata iubentur.

namque fuit dignus senior, quem carmine Phoebus,

Pan calamis, fidibus Linus aut Ceagrius 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.

dic age; sed nobis ne uento garrula pinus . 30
20 secreti codd.: siderei Maehly piorum HV pler.:
priorum NGagnuv3

21 gratia NGHV pler.: uerbum om. z uiuit codd.: uwiui (sc.
fuit) Castiglioni

22 praedulcis NGHV pler.: perdulcis nu tibia NGHV pler.:
fistula z

23 jussis et grata GHV: iussis grata N

25 fidibus Nciu: fidibusque GHV religui linus N2¥ pler.:
orthographia peius deprauvata NGbcsv: uerbum om. 1 aut

Oeagrius N: aut egrius G: modulatibus Hacgiqgvz:

modulantibus V reliqui

26 concinerent NGHV pler.: concinnent n totque NGHu® :
atque V uiri GHV: uwiridi N (di postea_exp.)

sonarent NHV: sonabant G (corr. in mg.)

27 quia NGHV pler.: gquare n musam N2 (;Q_Eg.)HV: laudem
NG

28 uersum om. V, add. A super codd.: sacra Leo

haec codd.: hoc Heinsius

29 seruans NGAH : quercus V

20 nobis ne uento codd.: foliis cantu (uel cantum) ne Burman

garrula HV pler.: garula Njnp: gracula g: cartula G (sed
garula in mg.)



obstrepat, has ulmos potius fagosque petamus.
TIM. hic cantare libet; uirides nam subicit herbas
mollis ager lateque tacet neﬁus omne: quieti
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 GHaipsuvz: obsirepet NV religui has NGHV
pler.: hos gpsv ulmos potius NGHV pler.: potius ulmos x

fagosque NGeginu: fagos ne x: fagosue HAV reliqui
. 1

32 uirides GV pler.: uiridis Hi: uiridas N (corr. m')
cubicik Pachrens ¢ subiicit H: subycit v: subic N: suggerit Apsv3 (in mg.):

sugerit as surgerit z: sugegerit ex subegerit 1l: subigit GV

reliquis subrigit Baehrens

33 lateque tacet HV: lacteque (¢ postea exp.) tacet N: late

tacet et G: lateque iacet Baehrens nemus NGHV pler.:

genus ps: pecus Burman

34 decerpant gramina tauri codd.: deflectant flamina Cauri

cod. Titii .

35 omniparens HV pler.: omni parens Nc: omne parens G:

omnipotens ps liquores NGHV pler.: liquoris bcgjlnpquv

36 genetrix bnu

37 accipite NGHV pler.: accipe bpsx (8.c.) hos cantus N:

hoc cantus G: hos calamos HV pler.

38 mittite si sentire datur HV pler.: si sentire datur

mittite N: si sentire datur mitite G fata NGHV pler.:

facta a (s.c.)c (in mg.) 2

39 nam codd.: jam Ulitius

41 nostros...nodos codd.s nogtris...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 gquerellas,

"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 gquerellas.

42 fouisti HV: nouisti NG

43 spectata codd.: sperata Burman

44 anni NGEV pler.: animi ginu nostrique NGHV pler.:
nostri cjqz aeui NGHV pler.: anni ps

46 hinc HV: hiec KNG gemitus lacrimaeque codd.: lacrymae
gemitusque Barth

47 quam GHV: qua K florentes NG V pler.: florentis Hi
carperet NGAH: pelleret V pler.: carperet uel perderet uel

rumperet Burman: uelleret Glaeser: tolleret Heinsius

48 nec NGV pler.: h(a)ec Hngqv (a.c.) tenuit codd.: renuit
Martellius tales NGV pler.: talis Hiu, prob. Glaeser

com(m)unis NGHV pler.: comunes s: communes Glaeser. communis
defendit Leo
49 iaces NGHV pler,: taces n 1(a)etali HV: mortali NG

50 canente senecta NGHV pler.: callente uel sapiente senecta
Baehrens: labente senecta Hartel: post fata peracta Maehly
om, dignus 1x, sed add. x3
51 concilioque deum NGHV pler.: consilioque deus i
ponderis codd.: iuris et Maehly

53 assueras NGHV pler.: adfueras 1 patiens GHV pler.:
pariens g: paciens Nexz(?): pacans 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 uwultu grauitas et mite serena

froﬁte supercilium, sed pectus mitius ore.

tu calamos aptare labris et iungere cera

hortatus duras docuisti fallere curas;

nec segnem passus nobis marcere iuuentam 60
gsaepe dabas meritae non uilia praemia Musae,

saepe etiam senior, ne nos cantare pigeret,

laetus Phoebea dixisti carmen auena.

felix o Meliboee, uale! +tibi frondis odorae

munera dat lauros carpens ruralis Apollo; 65

dant Fauni, quod quisque uwalet, de uite racemos,

54 iuris N, Martellius: ruris N°GHV iusti N2HV: iuris G
(corr. ex ruris)N (corr. ex uiris)

56 blanda tibi NGHV pler.: blando tibi gnu(s.c.): oscula ibi
cjpas: blanda tibi om. v, add. m3 uultu grauitas Nabgilnuz:
uultus grauitas G(s gzp.)ﬂcpqsu2v= grauitas uultu x: grauitas
uultuque x3 serena codd.: seuera Martellius

58 et iungere GHu2z: et iungera N: coniungere V religui

59 hortatus NGAH: oratus V: ornatus g2: noras uel gratus tu

Heinsius duras codd.: crudas Heinsius: diras uel dubias
Burman fallere GHV pler.: falere Na

60 passus nobis codd.: nobis passus Beck

61 saepe dabas NGHag21u2v3(in mg.)z: sedabas bcgijnqu: sed
dabas v: se® dabas x: sedabis p(?)s meritae NGHV pler.:

meriti iu
63 laetus Phoebea codd.: laetius orphea Burman: praeuius

Hyblaea Heinsius dixisti codd.: duxisti cod. Titii,
Heinsius carmen NHV pler.: carmina G: carmine 1

64 frondis odorae Hblpsuz: frondis odore NGV relicui: frontis
honora Maehly

65 lauros NGHV pler.: laurus gin

66 quod NGHV pler.: quot bx ualet NGHV pler.: ualent

Heinsius
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de messi culmos omnique ex arbore fruges;

dat grandaeua Pales spumantia cymbia lacte,

mella ferunt Nymphae, pictas dat Flora coronasj

manibus hic supremus honos: dant carmina Musae. 70
carmina dant Musae, nos et modulamur auena.

siluestris te nunc platanus, Meliboee, susurrat,

te pinus; reboat te quicquid carminis, Echo

respondet siluae; te nostra armenta loquunturj

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

68 dat NGHV pler.: dant x cymbia GHinu’z

69 mella NGHV pler.: mala iu2 pictas NGHV pler.: pietas g
(s.c.) iu dat NGHV pler.: dant n' flora NGEV 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 gquae Burman

72 te nunc NG: nunc te HV pler.: quoque z

73 uersum om. G reboat NHV pler.: reboant Baehrens

te HV pler.: tunc N: fert apsz quicquid HV: quiquid N:
quid quit uel cit Gebhardt Echo codd.: exit Ulitius

74 respondet NA uel u2: respondent GHV siluae codd.:
siluis Modiud armenta codd.: arbusta Haupti

loquuntur NAH: locuntur G: sequuntur V pler.: secuntur nvxz

post siluae interpunxerunt Burman, Giarratano, Duff

Barth maiorem distinctionem post pinus posuit, Leo post

respondet
75 pascentur NGH: nascentur V in aruis GHV pler.: in

herbis N (corr. m® in ng.)

76 insuetusque Heinsius, prob. Baehrens, Giarratano:

hirsutusque ngiuzz uestitusque NGV pler.: uestituque gnu:
uillosusque C. Schenkl: in uetitoque H. Schenkl
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messem tristis hiemps, aestas + tractabit*bliuam,

ante dabit flores autumnus, uer dabit uuas,

quam taceat, Meliboee, tuas mea fistula laudes." 80

perge, puer, coeptumque tibi ne desere carmen.

nam sic dulce sonas, ut te placatus Apollo

prouehat et felix dominam perducat in urbem.

namque hic 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 liguores.

79 ante 78 coll. ¥V cbelos odfiik Willams
78 tractabit GHV: tractauit N: praestabit Haupt: iactabit

Burman: ructabit Ellis oliuvam NG: oliuas AHV
T9 floris Hi uer NGHV pler.: nec bgilnux
80 quam GHV: qua N laudis Hiu

81 coeptumque ed. Ovoriniana: ceptumque NGAg: certumque H:

¢(o)eptum V religui tibi ne NG: tibi neu H: tibi iam ne
V pler.t tibi ne iam x: tibi iam neu iu2: tibi iam nec’ ps : .
82 sic NGHV pler.: si z sonas NHV pler.: sonans z:

canis G

83 prouehat GHV pler.: prcuheat N: prouehit c perducat
NGHV pler.: perducit ¢: producat 1lxz in NGHuz: aqd v
urbem GHV: orbem N (corr. m2)

84 namque codd.: iamque Heinsius hic in siluis codd.: huc

e siluis Hoeufft

85 rumpens NGHV pler.: rumpes g, Barth liuvoris NGHV pler.:
liuvoribus a pennis NG: plena HV pler.: plene bgx:
plenae 1z

86 demittit npqv: dimittit NGHV pler.: dimitit c: dimittat j

87 flumineos NGHV pler.: fluminibus 1x suadens NGHV pler,:
sudans 2 liquoris Hi

Explicit prima G
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II

Formosam Donacen Ildas puer ei 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 gimul uenerisque imbutus uterque

tum primum dulci carpebant gaudia furto.

hinc amor et pueris iam non puerilia uota:

1 donacen GHbgqu idas puver N: ydas puer G: puer idas Hausz:

puer astacus bgjlnpqvx: orthographia deprauvata cis

2 rudibusque NGAHz : rudibus V religui incensus NGEV pler.:
intensus u2: sucensus 2z

3 furiosa NG: furiats BV Ppier. ruebant NGHV pler.: ruebat ci
4 uicini codd.: uicinis Hartel floris Hiu uallibus codd.:

callibus G. Hermann
5 molli codd.: dulei Barth
6 uenerisque Hilznu: uenerique V religui: ueneris NG

imbutus codd.: immitis ed. Aldina secunda

7 tum NGHpsv: tunc V reliqui carpebant NGHV pler.: carpebat j:
carpserunt Barth dulcia tunc primum carpebant uel capiebant
Burman

8 hinc NHV: hic G iam non AHv: iam nunc NGV reliqui
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T quis anni ter quingue hiemes et.T cura iuuentae,

sed postquam Donacen duri clausere parentes, - 10
quod non tam tenui filo de uoce sonaret

sollicitumque foret pinguis sonus, inproba ceruix

suffususque rubor crebro uenaeque tumentes,

tum uero ardentes flammati pectoris aestus

carminibus dulcique parant releuare gquerellaj; 15
ambo aeuo cantuque pares nec dispare forma,

ambo genas leues, intonsi crinibus ambo.

AA
9 quis anni ter quinque hiemes et cura iuvuentae codd.: uix anni ter

quinque et mens et cura iuuentae Summers: quis actae ter quinque
hiemes et cura iuuentae Heinsius: quis anni ter gquinque 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 Verdiére: quis anni ter
quinque hymeni sed cruda iuuenta Maehly: quis anni ter quinque
inerescit cura iuuentae Baehrens: quis anni ter gquinque 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 NGHgiu: qui n: et V religui tenui filo de codd.: tenui
de filo Titius: tenui sua filia uel filum ceu Maehly uoce codd.:
uoxque Glaeser sonaret NGHV pler.: sonarent av32

12 sollicitumque GHacijluxz: solicitumque Nbn: sollicitamque ps:
sollicitiumque g: sollicitusque Ulitius: insolitumque Heinsius
pinguis sonus NGHuz: linguis onus abilnuxz: peiora cgjpqs: linguae
sonus Ulitius

14 flammati om. 1 pectoris NGHV pler.: corporis lx

15 releuare NGHEV pler.: reuelare A

16 aeuo cantuque GHV: cantu euoque N

17 genas 1(a)eues NGHV multi: genas lenes Nchx: genes leues st gen

leues p: genas leuas n intonsi NGHV pler.: intonsis v

Ié}/l chelos ad Pixit Williams
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atque haec sub platano maesti solacia casus

alternant, Idas calaﬁis et uersibus Alcon.

"quae colitis siluas, Dryades, guaeque 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, tamguam nostri solamen amoris

hoe foret aut nostros posset medicare furores,

18 haec sub Glaeser: hic sub NG: hi sudb AHuz: sub hac V reliqui:
hinc sub H. Schenkl

19 idas NHabeilpuxz alcon NGHabgijlnpgsuvxz

20 dryades ilpuzv quaeque HV: atque NG napaeae Hu

21 Naides ed. Parm.: naiades GHabgilnquvz uda NGHV pler.:
ulla abejq secatis NHV pler.: secantes Gi

22 litora Ggln: littora NHV pler.: gramina Barth alitis
NGHV pler.: uerbum om. 2 purpureosque NGHV pler.: purpureos
quae n, Gudius: purpureos (gg; -que) cijpgsu gramina HV:
littora N: litoro G floris Hi

23 dicite quo donacen (donacem H) prato GH: donace prato N
(dicite quo prato add., pto exp. Nz): dicite quo prato donacen
bclquvs: dicite quo prato donacem agnpsz: dicite quo pacto
donacen i: dicite gquo pacto donacem x

25 mihi iam NGHu2: me iam V perierunt NGHuZ: petierunt a1b
cgijnpasuv: pellerunt x: pepulerunt ax1= uverbum om. 1l:
pecierunt =z

26 expecto NGHV pler.: experto gi

27 tamquam nostri NHV: nostri tamquam G

28 hoc NHV pler.: hic G: haec x - nostros posset N (rapidos
Sup. m?) G: posset rabidoes chpqsugvg: posset rapidos bgilnux:

posset radios a



nulla meae trinis tetigerunt gramina uaccae
luciferis, nullo libarunt amne ligquores;
gsiccaque fetarum lambentes ubera matrum

stant uituli et teneris mugitibus aera conplent.
ipse ego nec iunco molli nec uimine lento
perfeci calathos cogendi lactis in usus.

quid tibi, quae nosti, referam? scis mille iuuencas
esse mihi, nosti numquam mea mulctra uacare.
ille ego sum, Donace, cui dulcia saepe dedisti
oscula nec medios dubitasti rumpere cantus

atque inter calamos errantia labra petisti.

heu heu! nulla meae tangit te cura salutis?
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:

3

nullo lamberunt begijpgsuv

biberunt AHv: nullo labeTt n: nullos libarunt Ulitius

32 aera NHV pler.: ethera G: aethera Ulitius: atria i

23 junco molli NG: molli iunco HV uimine NHV: uigmine G

34 calathos GHiuzv: calatos Nabegjlnquxz: calamos ps

35 quid NGHV pler.: qui gu scis NGHV ,pler.: sis gs

iuuencas NGHV pler.: iuuencos cjpqsv: bidentes Rooy

z: nullos lamberunt alx: nullogue

30

35

40

37 ille ego sum Donace cui dulcia GAH: ille ego sum Donace dulcia

cui N: Idas ille ego sum Donace cui saepe V pler.,

pler.: quoi fix

40 heu heu GAv: heu N: en heu Habcgijnpgsu: en ego!l a11x: heu ego z

cui NGHV

tangit te NGH1: te tangit V religui cura NGHacqusuzv: causa
¥V reliqui

41 uiol(a)eque GAHV pler.: uil (del.) uioleque N: uiolisque inu:
uiolleque b erro NGHV pler.: ero sxz: horti A

42 omnis Hiu nostri codd., suspectum: noti Heinsius

bacchi ailsux: bachi HV religui: uini NG
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horreo nec placido memini concedere 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.

om. 46-8 be, om. 47-9 2z, 47-9 post 67 g, corr. m2

46 nullos nec myrtus nec laurus spirat NGHV pler.: tum mihi cum

mirtho laurus spirabit x: nullos nec myrtus nec laurus (lauros g1)

spirabat odores z myrtus Hijvez
47 si tu NGZHaz si G: tu si V reliqui et codd.: iam Titius:

tunc C. Schenkl ]
48 et dulce rubens Hinu: ac dulce rubens 1lx: tunc dulce rubens
agjpas: tum dulce rubens Av: tunc dulce rubensque N: dulce rubensque

G: dulce atque rubens Baehrens

49 uversum 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.:
amet Hu2v turgentis i unguine NGAH: sanguine N2V

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

147
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haec Idas calamis. tu, quae responderit Alcon
uersu, Phoebe, refer: sunt curae carmina Phoebo.
"o montana Pales, o pastoralis Apollo, 55
et nemorum Siluane potens, et nostra Dicne,
quae iuga celsa tenes Erycis, cui cura iugales
concubitus hominum totis conectere saeclis:
quid merui? cur me Donace formosa reliquit?
munera namque dedi, noster quae non dedit Idas,. 60
uocalem longos quae ducit aedona cantus;
quae licet interdum, contexto uimine clausa,
cum paruae patuere fores, ceu libera ferri

norit et agrestes inter uolitare uolucres,

53 h(a)ec GHV pler.: hic N: nec g tu quae GHbluzv: tug; N:
tum qu(a)e cjnpqsuv3xz: tunc quae g: tuque quae a : nunc quae i
responderit GHV: respondis N

54 refer NGHV pler.: refert z sunt codd.: sint Barth
curae Haupi: aurea codd.

55 o pastoralis NHV pler.: et pastoralis ps: o pastaralis G

56 Dione NGHV pler.: diong bu : diane gn: dyone x

57 erycis Has cui NGEV pler.: quoi x: uerbum om. ¢

cura NGHV pler.: rura n

58 conectere bu

59 religuit NGZHV pler.: reliquid G: relinquit ijnu: relTquitur g
61 longos qu(a)e ducit NGHEV pler.: longos que ducat a: ’
longosque ducit g: longos quae duceret i aedona GHV pler.:

peius deprauata Ngluz

62 contexto HV: contesto G: contexo N clausa codd.:
clausae Haupt
63 paruae patuere NGHV pler.: caueae patuere Maehly: paruae

potuere g: paruae patiere s: patuere paruae n (s.c.): paruae

pature z libera GHV: liberara N
64 norit Wernsdorf: norat j: nouit codd. agrestes NV pler.:

agrestis Hi: agres G
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scit rursus remeare domum tectumque subire, 65
uiminis et caueam totis praeponere siluis.

praeterea tenerum leporem geminasque palumbes

nupér, quae potui, siluarum praemia misi.

et post haec, Donace, nostros dontemnis 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 NGAHV multi: geminosque palumbes nu (sub.

ras.): geminosque palumbos iu2: geminasque palumbos g

68 quae codd.s quod Titius praemia KGHV pler.: munera ps

69 et NGHV pler.: tu i h(a)ec NGHV pler.: hoc xz

70 forsitan GHV pler.: forsitam Nal (a.c.)sz quod NHV: quia G
71 peream NG: cupiam HV duco G: ducam HV: ducas N

72 pecorum GHV pler.: precor Nps
73 fauni uates V pler.: phauni nates s: uates fauni NG(q3; supra lin,

add. G): faunusque pater Ulitius Adonis NHV: apolle G

74 etiam NHV: omnes G

75 cum HV pler.: quom x: dum NG: tum v: quum s ortus NGHV pler.:
orbes v3 in mg. .

76 tremulum N HV: tenerum G lumen splenderet NG: splenderet

lumen HV



150

quod uldi, 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, Donace, cantabimur urbi, 85

si modo coniferas inter uiburna cupressos

77 tegimur NGOV pler.: regimur j: tegimus Barth quod uidi
nulla tegimur lanugine NGHV pler.: quod nulla tegimur teneras

lanugine 1: quod nulla tegimur te (teneras sup. m1) (1acuna)

lanugine x (corr. m2 in mg.): quam nulla tegimur teneras

langugiue z malas NGHV multi: mala begjnpgs: malla x: mallas x1
78 pascimus NG: pascimur HV pler.: poscimur c crinem NGH acijnp

q(in mg.)va(in mg.)z: crimen ex crinem l: crimen V religui
79 iurare NGAH: nar(r)are V
80 colla GHV: collo XN

81 om.u. 81 N (add. m2 in mg.) formam GHV: forma N2: formosam 2z
82 indocti GHV: indoctis N calamis codd.: calamos Heinsius

auena NGV pler.: auen(a)e Hinu

83 qua NGH: qui A: fortasse quae Ulitfius uersum om. V

84 e NHV: et G dominam GHV: cl'am N in NGAH: ad Vv

85 donace GHV pler.: donacé Ngp cantabimur l: cantabimus NGHV
reliqui

86 modo coniferas NGHV pauci: modo corniferas bjn(s.c.)pasx: modo
conferas ¢t modo carniferas g (r exp.) om., inter ¢

uiburna NGHV pler.: iuburna vz: urbana ed. Parm.
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atque inter pinus corylum frondescere fas est."
sic pueri Donacen totosub sole canebant,
frigidus e siluis donec descendere suasit

Hesperus et stabulis pastos inducere tauros. 90

87 atque NGHV pler.: at ed. Parm.: aut ed. Bon. pinus GHp:

pinos NV reliqui corylum iuzz

88 pueri NGHV pler.: pueri z

89 descendere Nbglngvz: discedere GHcijpsuzx: discendere u (in ras.):
discede a: decedere Baehrens suasit NHV pler.: suauit G:
susasit a

90 pastos NGHV pler.: pastores c (s.c. in mg.)

inducere NGHV pler.: includere 1, Baehrens

Explicit secunda G
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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;

quem super ex tereti pendebat fistula ramo. 5
hanc pueri, tamguam praedam pro carmine possent

sumere fasque esset calamos tractare deorum,

inuadunt furto; sed neé resonare cancrem

fistula quem suerat nec uwult 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 NGabgjlnpsuxz
et om. s Amyntas Hisv
2 patula NHV: patulz G solem NHV: soni (del.) solem G

3 cum NGHabegjlnpguvz
4 coeperat Hailnpsuvz: se parat Glaeser et codd.: ex Burman

laxatus q (in mg.), Hoeufft: lassatus chpqsu2v2= laxatas G:

lassatag Nabgilnuvxz: lassus (sic) Barth: lapsasque Burman:

resolutus Schrader sumere codd.: résumere Barth, Burman

5 super ex tereti Gl (alt. m2): super e tereti HV pler.: super et

tereti buv: super teriti sz uerba om. N
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6 hanc pueri tamgquam HV: uerba om. NG (sed in N h iam scriptum erat.

cetera addidit m2) praedam pro carmine codd.: praedem pro

carmine Titius: per praedam carmina, Gudius

7 sumere fasque HV: sumersasque G: fasque (sinnere (?) add. m2) N
8 inuadunt GHV: inuadet N (corr. m2)

9 quem codd.: quam Ulitius: quae Martellius: ceu Heinsius

suerat NGHV pler.: fuerat agjps: sueuit u (in ras.)

10 male NGHailpsuzz: mala V reliqui dissona sibila GHV pler.:
dissona sibilla N: sibila dissona acpsv: sibilla disona jq

11 cum NG: tum HV pler.: tunc 1lxz
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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 15
ordine detexam: debemus carmina Baccho."

haec fatus coepit calamis sic montiuagus Pan:

“te cano, qui grauidis hederata fronte corymbis

uitea serta plicas quique udo palmite tigres

ducis odoratis perfusus colla capillis, 20
uera Jouis proles: iam tunc post sidera caeli

sola Iouem Semele uidit Iouis ora professum,

hunc pater omnipotens,uenturi prouidus aeui,

15 jamque ortus Lenaee tuocs g2 (in mg.): gimilia sed orthographia

deprauata GHabgilnux: iamque orius Lenee tuus N: iamque ego Bac(c)he

tuos ortus acqusuz(in g.)vz: iamque ego Baccheos ortus Ulitius:

iamque ego Bacche tuos orsus Titius semina €odd.: stamina
Titius

16 carmina NGHV pler.: carmina g, uir doctus apud Burmannum: canere

g2 in mg. post hunc uersum in N insertus est II 81, suo loco

omissus, in eogue scriptum est illares et puberius,

17 haec HV pler.: hoc Nbglnuzxz: uerbum om. G (sed h m2 in mg.)

fatus coepit Hailnpsuvx: fatus cepit V religui: cepit fatus NG

haec fatus coepit) occoepit fatus Glaeser

18 grauidis GHV: grauidus N corymbis i
19 uitea NGHV pler.: uitrea 1x plicas GHV: plicans N

quique udo NGAH: qui quando V: gqui comptus 32, 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...capille V perfusus NGHV
pler.: profusus g (corr. m2)
21 iam tunc NGHV pler.: iam tum vx: nam cum Baehrens: nam tunc
Burman: quoniam Glaeser post sidera codd.: per sidera Maehly
caeli NGHV pler.: caelo u2: 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. 320
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 V: iuso G: iusso N
25 uersum om. abcjlpgsvxz Satyri procaces in ras. u2 (Eg. 25 et
26 contraxit u) u.26 add. A in mgz. uu. 25 et 26 w? in ng.

(u. 26 bis)
26 nosque etiam NGhilnu2: nosque et iam x: nos etiam cjpgs: nos
3

. : 2 . .
etiam et v: uosque etiam Hl : uos etiam et Av”: uos etiam az: nos

etiam uel uos etiam u2: hosque esse g: nos et clam Hoeufft:

nobiscum Schrader nysae GAH: nise N: nymph(a)e uel nimph(a)e V
nutrimus NGiu2: nutrimur becgjlngsvx: nutremur p: nutristis AHalzv3
in mg. 2z nutrimus in antro) nutriuimus antro Castiglioni

27 quin et NGHV pler.: quin etiam qv: quem et g silenus NGacg
ijnpgsu ueneratus NGHV pler.: ueneratur ps: ueteranus Q.
Schubert

28 resupinis NGHV pler.: resupinus jlqsuzvx

29 euwocat aut GH (in mg.): aut euocat N (corr. 51): aut uwocat ad H:
et uvocat ad V . motuue Glaeser: motuque codd.

30 uersum om. V, praecbet A in mg.

21 horrentis Hi

32 uellicat NGEV pler.: uellitat cjps adstringit His astringit
GV pler.: substringit ps: affrigit N acutas NGHV pler.:

acutis n

33 applauditue Hclnvx: applaudit ue abjpgsz: applaudit ne g:
applauditque iu: aut plauditue NG mutilum NGHV pler.: multum a:

rutilum p: rutulum s breue NGHV pler.: leue Aa11xv3 (in mg.) 2
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et simas tenero collidit pollice nares.

interea pueri florescit pube iuuentus : 35
flavnaque maturo tumuerunt tempora cornu.

tum primum laetas ostendit pampinus uuas:

mirantur Satyri frondes et poma Lyaei.

tum 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 purpurec sparguntur pectora musto. 45
34 et codd.: aut Barth simas NG (in mg.)A uel u2H= summas GV
pler.: sumas z collidit NHV pler.: collidit collidit G (corr.
91): collit v: sustulit u“ naris Hiu

35 pueri codd.: puero Burman juuentus NG: iuuenta AHV:

iuvuentas Heingius

36 tumuerunt NGHV pler.: timuerunt is cornu codd.: crine Maehly
37 1(a)etas NGHiuxzin mg.: lenes Aq(in mg.)v: leues psz: leuas
abcgjngx: uerbum om., 1l: foetas Burman ostendit NHV pler.:

extendit G: ostentat ps
uu., 38-41 om. j

28 mirantur satyri maturos capite fructus a (g. 29 in mg.)

frondis Hi poma NGV pler.: dona H pqsuzvz
29 tum NGHpsuv: tunc V reliqui 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 v

43 concaua GHV: cum caua N

45 nudaque HV pler.: udaque iu2: rubragque NG: scabraque Maehly:

duraque uel crudaque L. Miiller
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tum Satyri, lasciua cohors, sibi pocula guisque

obuia corripiunt: quae fors dedit, arripit usus.

cantharon hic retinet, cornu bibit alter adunco,

concauvat ille manus palmasque in pocula uertit,

pronus at ille lacu bibit et crepitantibus haurit 50
musta labris; alius uocalia cymbala mergit

atque alius latices pressis resupinus ab uuis

excipity at potu saliens liquor ore resultat,

spumeus inque umeros et pectora defluit umor.

omnia ludus habet cantusque chorigue licentes; 55

46 tum GHV: cum N

47 corripiunt NGEV pler.: corripuit jqv: corrumpunt 1x quae NG:
quod HV - fors NG: sors HV arripit NGH: hoc capit V:

occupat Ulitius arripit usus) accipitur uas Maehly

48 cantharon Hipu2 5

49 concauat NGHV pler.: concanat cs: conuccat bgnv’z palmasque

GHaiuzvz: palmas Nbegjlnpgsu: palmis x

50 pronus at NGHV pler.: primus ad c: protinus i haurit HV pler.:
aurit Ggix; harit N (corr. m1) crepitantibus NGEV pler.:

trepidantibus a
.51 uocalia Ha1bcgjlpqsuvzz: uenalia jiu: ueralia n: uocabula NGa
cymbala Hinpsz: orthographia deprauata NGabcgjlquvx: cymbia Au2v (ig

mg.): cimbia q in mg.
52 uersum post 53 colloc. codd. praeter agzz. 52 post 53 prob.

Baehrens pressis HV pler.: pressus NG (corr, m1)u2: pressit
acjpgsv: pressat Baehrens
53 at NG: ac :-dd 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 Vs euomit NGH: euomis Glaeser: ebibit (le pressat/
spumeus) Baehrens defluit NGV: diffluit H: difluit u2

55 chorique Glaeser: corique NG: chorosque HV pler.: corrosque n:
cohorsque p: corhosque s licentis Hi post licentes

Glaeser interpuniit
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et uenerem iam uina mouent: raptantur amantes

concubitu Satyri fugientes iungere Nymphas,

iamiamque elapsas hic crine, hic ueste retentat.

tum primum rogeo Silenus cymbia musto

plena senex auide non aequis uiribus hausit. 60

ex illo uenas inflatus nectare dulci

hesternoque grauis semper ridetur Iaccho.

quin etiam deus ille, deus Ioue 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 cogere glebas.

56 raptantur amantes NHV: raptantur amanti G: trepidant adamantes

Maehly: raptantur amicis L. MUller

57 concubitu HV: concubitum G: cucubitum N satyri codd.:
satyris uel satyros Heinsius fugientes NGV pler.: fugientis
His: cupientes a1lx nymphas codd.: nymphae L. Miller

59 primum NGHiu2v= primus V reliqui silenus acijlpgsuv

cymbia Hinu: orthographia deprauata Gbcgjlvxz: cymbala p: cimbala

ass tibia N

60 senex NHV: senes G (corr. m1)

62 hesternoque NV pler.: h Externoque H: externoque Gbgjn (corr. m2)
63 prosatus ipso Hginu: prosatus ab ipso N: satus ab ipso G: natus
ab ipso Aalvxz: pronatus ipso cjpgs: pro natus ipse b

64 plantis codd.: palmis H. Schenkl

65 integit NG: ingerit HV bibenti NGHV pler.: bibendi 1x

67 ouis Hi |

68 fluorem NGAHbcjlpqsuzvxz: flurorem a: liquorem V religui

Explicit tertia G
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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 Iollas

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 wallibus ulmos,

nunc fagos placitas fugiunt promissaque fallunt

antra nec est animus solitos ad ludere fontes, 10

1 Lycidas Hinsv

2 ac HV: et NG

3 nec codd.: nil Scriverius triuiale NGHV: rurale G2 in mg.
cantabat NGHV pler.: cantabit z

4 crinitus codd.: formosus Heinsius

5 erat codd.: erant Heinsgius post 6, G habet u, 13 (qui iterum

suo exstat loco). in u Angelius adnotauit: "uacat hic uersus: inque
in a

uicem cantu dulces dixere querellas.”

7 hos NGHV pler.: nos n: flos cjgs multum lusere furentes GHV:
luxere parentes furentes N (gggg pauentes Glaeser) furentis Hiu
8 dum NHV: nam G condictas HA uel u2v2: conductas NGV reliqui:
codictos v: constitutas u? ulmos codd.: ornos Modius

9 placitas NAH: placidas G (in gquo corr. m' in mg. )V

promissaque HV: premissaque NG (in mg.)

10 animus N°V pler.: animos G (s exp.): animo G'AH: animis lvx:
amnus s: arons N ad ludere lz, Maehly: adludere Néqu:
alludere GHV religui 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.

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.

respice me tandem, puer o crudelis Iolla, 20
11 cum NG: tum HV pler.: tunc 1l: dum Barth quos durus

NGAH: quos luxus begjlqvxs: quos lusus V reliqui: quos dirus EH.
Schenkl: dirus quos (ederat) C. Schenkl: quos torridus Baehrens
adederat Hau2(uel.®: ederat NGV pler.: aderat z

12 uulnera NGHV pler.: vellera iu {3ub. razs.)

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 lx: cur...et v

uitas NGHV pler.: uites ps

16 quemue NGHV pler.: quemne ed. Dav. prior: quae me codd.:

quaenam Burman uicto NGHV pler.: luso uel spreto uel fido
Burman

17 quid codd.: si Burman uultu mentem NGAH: uultum uweniens
V pler.: uultum scoenis uel poenis Gebhardt serenas codd.:

serenans ed. Aldina secunda, prob. Wernsdorf

18 nega NG: negas HV possum non uelle NGHV pler.: non
3

possum nolle v: possum non uelle v” in mg.: possim non uelle
Burman: possum nunc uelle Ulitius: possum namvuellé C. Schenkl:
possum iam uelle Baehrens

19 amat NGHV pler.: amet bglnux (ut semger) 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 candent
nec longum tenet uwua comas nec populus umbras:
donum forma breue est, nec se gquod commodet annis.
cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas. 25
cerua marem sequitur, taurum formosa iuuenca,
et Venerem sensere lupae, sensere leaenae
et genus aerium uoclucres et squamea turba
et montes siluaeque, suos habet arbor amores:
tu tamen una fugis, miserum tu prodis amantem. 30

cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas.

21 non hoc GHV pler.: non hec Nbf: non hic 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.:
florem N (corr. mz)G: floris Hi |

22 perdit GHV: perdunt N: perdet Barth candent NEV 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 2z annis NGEV pler.: annus
G (;g_gg.)izn: annos iu’ nec se quoi (cui) commodet annus
Maehly

25 cantet ex cantat N uu. 26-37 om. n

26 iuuenca NHV pler.: iuuenta G (ut uid.): iuuencam x
27 leaenae GH1

28 aerium GHEi: aereum NV reliqui uolucres et HV: uolucru et
N: uoluecrum tum G squamea GHV pler.: sua mea N: siqua mea

as stamea g, corr. m2

29 suos codd.: suosque Burman arbor amores GHV pler.:
arbos amoris N: amor amores g (corr, m2): actor amores ¢
30 prodis NG: perdis HV: pellis Burman: spernis Heinsius

31 quisque...curas om. G
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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, 35
iam tibi bis denis numerantur messibus anni.
cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas,
huc, Meroe formosa, ueni: uocat asstus in umbram.
iam pecudes subiere nemus, iam nulla canoro
gutture cantat auis, torto non squamea tractu 40
signat humum serpens: solus cano. me sonat omnis
gilua, nec aestiuis cantu concedo cicadis.
cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas.

tu quoque, saeue puer, niueum ne perde colorem

32 alit codd.: agit Verdiere - arto Negjq: arcto GHV pler.,
Exe, Parr.,, Atreb., Berol.: arte i est NGHV pler.: om. glx

34 cornua codd.: praelia Barth

35 et fortia NGlxz: iam fortia HV reliqui: tam fortia Titius

36 tibi bis GHV: tribis N denis NV pler.: deni Gaclpsxz
messibus ngipsuzx(?)amensibus NGV reliqui anni KGHV pler.:
agni ps

37 quod...curas om. G unogquogue 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 illa a: et iam

nulla Glaeser

42 cantu NGHV pler.: tantum i: cantum glx concedo NHV pler.:
concede Giu

44 quoque GHV: q; N s(a)eue NGHV pler.: scaeue px

niuveum NGA: nactum Hinu: natum V religui colorem NGHV pler.:

calorem ps o formose puer, niueo ne crede colori cod. Titii



sole sub hoc: solet hic lucentes urere malas. 45
hic age pampinea mecum requiesce sub umbra;
hic tibi lene uirens fons murmurat, hic et ad undas
purpureae fetis dependent uitibus uuae.
cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas.
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 huc a1z: sedet
hoc u: sed de huc g(?) lucentes GV pler.: lucentis Hiu:
luentes N: liuentes Heinsius urere NGH: uertito V pler.:
uertite J

46 hic BV pler.: h' N: hac G: dic 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 anqv2 (in_mg.) libyaeque calorem Baehrens:

libieque calorem NG: libycosque calores iluvz: similia sed

orthographia deprauata Habcgjngxz: libyesque (calorem?) Verdiére

52 Nerinas Nabgijlngxz: Narinas c: Nerynas (Nereydas in mg.) Gs

Nerines Hu (in ras.)v potabit potabit x aquas GHV:
aqua N (corr. m2) nocentis NGHV pler.: nocentes gluxz

53 metuet NGHV pler.: metuat bn: métuant g sucos Gegln:
succos NHV reliqui Sardorum N2GHV pler.: sardot uel sardet

N: sarebrum n: salebrosaque iu2 (in_mg.): Sardorum et
Castiglioni gramina GEV pler.: germina N: carmina a (s.c.)
uincet GHV: uiuet N: iunget Heinsius

54 iuga...sua NGu2: sua...iuga HV pler.: sua...iura bv: sua...
iugi ¢ leonis Hiu

hunc uersum post 55 colloc. N (corr. m1)

162
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cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas. 55
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,
8i modo sollicitos aligquis deus audit amantes, 60
cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas.
quid prodest, quod me pagani mater Amyntae
ter uittis, ter fronde sacra, ter ture uaporo,
incendens uiuo crepitantes sulphure lauros, 65
lustrauit cineresque auersa effudit in amnem, 64

cum sic in Mercen totis miser ignibus urar?

uu. 56-9 habent Exc. Bon. uu. 56-61 om. iu

56 duret NHV 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.: proferat ps gaudia NGHV pler.:
grandia Jjpgs sumet Aabcjnpgvz: summet NGEV reliqui

60 aliquis deus NGHV pler.: deus aliquis z audit GHV:

uerbum om, N

62 Amyntae iv

63 uittis acs: uitis NGV pler.: uictis Hipuzzz uiciis Heinsius
fronde GEV: frondes N ture uaporo Gz: thure uaporo NHaps
u2v3: fure uaporem b: thure uaporem cgjlqvx(?): fonte uaporem i:
fronde uaporem nu

65 post 64 habent codd., transposuit Haupt. 65, 63, 64 colloc.

C. Schenkl. Valckenaer trans. inter se lustrauit et incendens

64 cineresque NGHV pler.: cinereque ps auersa Hbin2q2u2vz:
aduersa N (d supra au)GV religui

65 uiuo NGHV pler.: uiuos c: uino bgjnz (s.c.)

crepitantis Hi lauros NGHV pler.: tauros n

66 meroen Hbipquv: meroe 12, prob. Heinsius: meroem NGV reliqui

totis codd.: totus Wendel ignibus codd.:s ossibus cod.

Barthii urar (ex uratr)N: uror G: arsi N (m2 in mg.) HV
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cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas.
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 Iollas.

cantet, amat quod quisque: leuant et carmina curas.

68 quoque NGAH: qu(a)e V pler.: uerbum om. n: quid uel quin

: . . 2 /.
Glaeser uersicoloria Hau (in ras.)v (?) v° (in mg.)z:
uersico loria G: uersu colaria N: uericoloria begjlpgsx:
uaricoloria n: uarieque coloria iu (sub ras.)

69 Mycale Hinu2: micale micale x: orthographia deprauata NGV

reliqui herbas NGHV pler.: artes Av5 in mg.s etas x

70 quo luna H12 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 Ni2
(in ras.)nu2: 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 (ggl.) migrant G: migra g:
magice iu (sub ras.) uellitur NGHV pler.: rumpitur lx

post u., 73 in G, duo uersus erasi

Explicit quarta G
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SIGLA COLICUM

A Parisinus 7561, saec. ix uel x
'B Parisinus 4839, saec. x

C Vindobonensis 3261, saec. xvi
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CYFEGETICC: LIBZR

Venandi cano mille uias; hilaresgue labores

discursusoue citos, securi 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 numguam

trita rotis. iuuwat aurato procedere curru

et parere deo: uirides en ire per herbas 10
imperat: intacto premimus uestigia musco;

et, quamuis cursus ostendat tramite noto

Inscriptione caret A: INCIPIT MAURELII MENESINI KARTAGIKENSIS/
CYNEGETICON B: M. AURELII NEMESIANI/CARTHAGIKENSIS/CYNEGETICON C:

R . 2
nemesiani cynegetica A

1 cano codd.: cane Gronovius, prob. Damsté

2 proelia AB: praelia C

3 pandimus codd.: pandimur ed. Germanica Barthii Aonio ex
aonio C glossam liber pater ad aonio gscr. B

oestro AC: ostro B, corr. m2

5 Castaliusque codd.: Castaliique Pithoeus alumno codd.:

alumnus Ulitius
6 late AC: late B metatus A: meatus B, 4+ suv. Bglz maetatur

C: metatur B2 in mg., ed. Aldinza secunda

7 inponitgue B: imponitque AQC: imponit A
8 inplicitum B: implicitum AC

10 parere AC: parcere B, corr. m2 in mg. uirides AC:

uiridaes B en ire AC: enire B

11 ceuni super lignum sit Bgl in mg.

12 Versum hic 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 iugalem
letalemgque 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 Dirces
Pisaeique tori legem Tanaigque cruentum
imperium sponsasque truces sub foedere primo
dulcia funereis mutantes gaudia taedis. 25

Biblidos indictum nulli scelus; impia Myrrhae

13 Calliope Azc: Calliope B: calloope A faciles codd.: facies
ed. Aldina secunda: facilest Pithoeus: facias Scaliger

prato 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 B

16 cecinit AC: cecinis B (corr. m2)

17 laetalemque AB: loetalemque A2: lethalemque C depelicis AB:
de pellicis C, ed. Aldina secunda astu AC: artu B: aestu
Burman

20 dignatus sb + Bgl complerit ed. Aldina secunda: compellere
codd.

21 sacrilego rorantes C: sacri legos orantes AB: sacrilegos
rotantes (gic) 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 551 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

juit in arboreas frondes animamgue uirentem.

sunt qui squamosi referant fera sibila Cadmi 30
stellatumque oculis custodem uirginis Ius

Herculeosque uelint semper numerare labores

miratumque rudes se tollere Terea pinnas

post epulas, Philomela, tuas: sunt ardua mundi

qui male temptantem curru Phaethonta loguantur 35
extinctasque canant emisso fulmine flammas

fumantemque Padum, Cycnum plumamque senilem

et flentes semper germani funere siluas.

27 conubia A: connubia C: concubiz 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

30 qui squamosi referant AZC: quis quam osi A: squi soi B: squi
sosi B1

31 uirginis AC: uiginis B ius BCAZ (in mg.): uis A in eius alt.
22

32 Herculeosque A2C: Herculeos AB numerare codd.: fort.
memorare Postgate "num forte post 25 ponendus, cum

numerare parum ad sequentia faciat?" Baehrens

33 se tollere Terea A2 (in mg.): se tollere Therea (in ras. ac...(?):

sub, ras.: s&oller&acerea A sed alt. e del. A2: retoller& aurea

B: se tollere ad aera (siue aethera) Bachrens : sustollere
Terea Burman rudes...pinnas codd.: rudi..:pinna Heinsius

34 philomela tuas sunt C: philomella tuas sunt A2: philomella tua
sunt A: philomelatu aT¥ B

35 temptantem C: teptantem A: tetantem A2B curru ed. Alding
secunda: currus codd. “Aphaetonta C: ph&tonta A: pheconta B
loguantur AB: logquuntur C 4%k04Jﬂu9nEa. Ea&kkeng

%6 emisso AB: & misso C fulmine AC: flumine B

37 cycnum C: cicnum AB: cignum A2 plumamgue AC: palmamque B

38 funere codd.: in funere uel funera Heinsius



Tantalidum casus et sparsas sanguine mensas
condentemque caput uisis Titana Mycenis
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:
haec iam magnorum praecepit copia uwatum,
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;
nos timidos lepores, inbelles figere dammas
audacesque lupos, uwulpem captare dolosam

gaudemus; nos flumineas errare per umbras
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40

45

50

41 horrendasgue AC: horrendague 3B uices codd.: neces Ulitius

priores codd.: prioris ed. Aldina secunda

42 iratae AZC: irate AB sacris ex sacrisque C

43 pulchraeque C: pulchreque A: puchreque B incendia Pithoeus:

ingentia codd., ed. Aldina secunda

44 saeuae BC: saeue A circes: pro filia solis Bgl SUp.

45 nec AC: naec B pie AC: piae B curantem A2= furantem

C: purantem AB: purgantem B (sup.)

46 iam om. B magnorum AC: magnarum B praecepit AzBC:

percepit A
47 saecli AZBC: 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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malumus et vlacidis ichneumona quserere ripis

inter harundineas segetes felemque minacem 55

arboris in trunco longis praefigere telis

inplicitumque sinu spinosi corporis erem

ferre domum; talicue placet dare lintea curae,

dum non magna ratis, uicinis sueta moueri

litoribus tutosque sinus percurrere remis, 60

nunc primum dat uela notis portusque fideles

linguit et Adrizcas audet temptare procellas.

mox uestros meliore lyra memorare triumphos

accingar, diui fortissima pignora Cari,

atque canam nostrum geminis sub finibus orbpis 65

litus et edomitas fraterno numine gentes,

quae Rhenum Tigrimque bibunt Ararisque remotum

principium Nilique Tfibunt* in origine fontem;

54

55
56

57

58

59
60

61
62
63
65
67
68

placidis AB: placidis ex placidas C: placitis ed. Germanica

Barthii icneumona C: sichheumona A: sicu humona B (humo
nata B8 sup.) quaerere A%EC: q®: rere A

harundineas AB: arundineas C felemque B: faelemque AC
praefigere C: profigere B: profigeret A: perfigere Johnson
telis C: tolis B: olis A: contis Baehrens

implicitumque AC: implicitamgde B . sinu spinosi BC: sinus

pinosi A erem AC: aerem B

lintea : retia Bglggg. curae codd.: cymbae Heinsius: melius
cumbae Postgate: cursu (=cursui) Bachrens: gyro Damstf

dum codd.: cum Johnson sueta AC: suaeta B

percurrere AC: percurre B

uela AZBC: ue. A notis ABC: nothis A2: h sup. B

linquit. ex linquid C Adriacas AB: hadriacas C

mox Az(lgigg.)C: uox AB triumphos AC: triumfos B

geminis codd.: gemini Heinsius

quae Rhenum AC: querenum B tigrim quebibunt A

bibunt in codd. : bibunt ab ed. Aldina secunda: uident in

Johnson: colunt in Johnson: metunt in Stern: habitant in Tross

v TR

o] 25



nec taceam, primum quae nuvrer bella sub Arcto
felici, Carine, manu confeceris, ipso
paene prior genitore deo, utque intima frater
Persidos et ueteres Babylonos ceperit arces,
ultus Romulei wiolata cacumina regnij;
inbellemque fugam referam clausasque pharetras
Parthorum laxosque arcus et spicula nulla.
haec uobis nostrae libabunt carmina Musae,
cum primum uultus sacros, bona numinz terrae,
contigerit uidisse mihi : iam gaudia uota
temporis inpatiens sensus spretorque morarum
praesunit uideorque mihi iam cernere fratrum
augustcs habitus, Romam clarumcue senatum
et fidos ad bella duces et milite multo
agmina, gquis fortes animat deuotio mentes:
aurea purpureo longe radiantia uelo

signa micant sinuatque truces leuis aura dracones.

69 primum codd.: prima Stern: primus Burman

70 felici C: feliti B: felicia A confeceris ABC: cum Bg1

70

75

80

85

sup.

71 paene AB: poene C deo AZBC: de A utque BC: utquae A

frater AC: pater B

72 babylonos ceperit arces AC (cgperit C): babylonis coeperit

artes B

73 ultus romulei AC: uultus rumulei B regni AC: regna 3B

74 inbellemque AB: imbellemque C clausasque codd.:

exhaustasque Burman

75 arcus AZBC: arcos A nulla codd.: muta Barth: nuda Clark

76 uobis Pithoeus: nobis codd.

78 uota ABC: pota (sic) A%

79 inpatiens AB: impatiens C spretorque morarum C: spretorque

(sed -que del, m2) memoratum A: spretos memoratum
80 praesumit AC: praesummit B
81 augustos AC: angustos B
84 purpureo AC: purpurea B radiantia BC: radiantta A

171
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tu modo, quae saltus placidos siluasgue vererras,
Latonae, Fhoebe, magnum decus, heia age suetos
sume habitus arcumque manu pictamque phzretram
suspende ex umeris, sint aurea tela sagittae;
candida puniceis aptentur crura cothurnis; 90
sit chlamys auvrato multum subtegmine lusa
conrugesque sinus gemmatis 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.

huc igitur mecum, quisguis percussus amore

86 placidos A (?)C: placidas B: placitos Heinsius

87 Latonae Fhoebe C: Latonaephebe B: Lato=e pheebe A: sol Bgl sup.
heia AB: eia C

88 pictamque A2C: 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

92 conrugesque AC: corrugesque B: correctos Bgl sup.

gemmatis ABC: gemmatus A2 artet AB: arctet C

9% implicitos AC: implicatos B diademate AC: deademate B

94 naiades C: naides AB: desil uarum Bgl sup. faciles AZC:
facile B: facilem A

95 Dryades AC: driades B: deflu minum 381 sup. nymphaeque
AQC: nympheque AB amnibus AC: anibus B umor A: humor
A2BC

96 docilis AC: dociles A2B decantet C: dicant AB

oreadas ed. Aldina secunda: oreades codd.
98 domos C: dolos A: sclos B

99 huc Ulitius: hinc codd.. mecum AZC: metum AB
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uenandi damnas lites auidosque tumultus 100

ciuilesque fugis strepitus belligue fragores

nec

praecas auido sectaris gurgite ponti.

princivio tibi cura canum non segnis ab anno

incipiat primo, cum Ianus, temporis auctor,

pandit inocciduum bis senis mensibus aeuum. 105

elige tunc cursu facilem facilemaue recursu,

seu Lacedaemcnio natam seu rure lolosso,

non humili de gente canem. sit cruribus zaltis,

sit

rigidis, multamque trahat sub pectore lato

costarum sub fine decenter prona carinam, 110

quae sensim rursus sicca se colligat aluo,

renibus ampla satis walidis diductaque coxas,

cuiogue nimis molles fluitent in cursibus aures.,

huic parilem submitte marem, sic omnia magnum,

dum superant uires, dum laeto flore iuuentas 115

100

101
102
103
104

105
107

109
110
112

114

115

damnas AB: danas ex damas C auidosque codd.: pauidosque
uel rabidosque Ulitius: rabidosque baehrens: rapidosque
Postrate: subitosque Martin

strepitus AZBC: strepidus A

praedas AC: predas B auido AC: auide B: auidus Ulitius

segnis ab anno AC: signis abanni B

ianus AC: iaiis B: sanus ed. Aldina secunda auctor A3B:
author C

aeuum ¢ in ras.,: annum C sub. ras.

lacedaemonio A: lacedemonio BC natam ed. Aldina secunda:
natum codd. molosso AC: moloso B

rigidis AC: rigidus B trahat codd.: gerat ed. Aldina
secunda

carinam : dorsum Bgl sup.

diductaque Logus: deductacue codd.

submitte C: summitte A: sumite B sic omnia magnum C:
siconia magnum A: sicoma magnum,K B: sunt omnia magna Scaliger
laeto AC: loeto B iuuentas AC: iuuenta B: iuuentus ed.

Aldina secunda
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corporis et uenis primaeui sanguis =bundat.

namgue sraues morti subeunt segnisgue senectus,

inualidamque dabunt non firmo robore prolem.

sed diuversa magis feturae conuenit aetas:

tu bis uicenis plenum iam mensibus acrem 120

in uenerem permitte marem; sit femina, binos

ouae 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

continuo largaque uides strepere omnia prole,

sed, quamuis auidus, primos contemnere partus

malueris; mox non omnes nutrire minores.

nam tibi si placitum populosos pascere fetus,

116

118
119

120

121
122

123

125
126
127
128
129

primaeui C: primaeuis A: primae uis B: primaeuus A2
abundat AC: habundat B

non firmo ABC: infirmo Bgl sup. robore AC: robure B
sed diuersa AC: sidiuersa B feturae A2: feture A:
foeturae B: faeturae C .

plenum codd.: plenis Kuttner acrem AC: aerem B

(uelocem g8t in mg.)

permitte AC: pmitte B femina A: faemina B: foemina C

Guae AC: gue B . soles codd.: annos Bgl Sup.

iugandi AB: iugahdis c hic in codicibus sequuntur uwu. 224-~
230 quos traiecit Haupt,  _ Schradefgfgéaemonstranke

se bina AC: sebina B formarit codd.: formauit Burman:
renouarit Heinsius lanpade AC: laphade B

phoebe AC: phoebae A2: phebe B: luna Bgl Sup.

fecundos A3: foecundos C

strepere AC: sirepae B

sed AB: sunt C contemnere C: contempnere A: contemp nere B
nutrire codd.: uet p&1 sup.

placitum codd.: ST + Bgl Sup. pascere ex poscere C

fetus A: faetus B; foetus C in ras. (ex partus ?)



iam macie tenues sucigue uidebis inanes
vugnantesque diu, quisnam prior ubera lamtat,
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.
pondere nam catuli poteris perpendere uires
corporibusque leues grauibus praenoscere cursu.
quin et flammato ducatur linea longe

circuitu signetaue habilem uapor igneus orbem,
inpune ut medio possis consistere circo:

huc omnes catuli, huc indiscreta feratur

turba: dabit mater partus examen, honestos

175

135

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

13% uvero AC: autem B cura est AC: cura tibi est B

134 Abdaturue ex Abdaturque C

135 quis pro quibus Bgl Sup. gressus AB: gressu C
Sup

stabiles AC: stabilis A°B (est sup.) lumina ABSC:

lumine 3B passa ABZC: passo B: pansa FHeinsius: matura ¥

aperto B in mg.
137 annue AB: acnue C

138 poteris AC: poteres B

139 corporibusque A2C: corporibus AB cursu AC: cursus B,

Ulitius

141 circuitu uel circuita signetque C: circuitusign& A: circuitus

igne & B
142 inpune B: impune AC ut Johnson: in codd. medio in
ras. C, medios sub. ras. possis: sP ut Bgl Sup.

143 indiscreta AC: indiscraeta B

144 examen AC: exam. B: examine ed. Aldina secunda: iudicium Bgl

sup.



176

iudicio natos seruans trepicdoque pericleo. 145
nam postquam conclusa uidet sua germina flammis,
continuo saltu transcendens feruida zonae
.uincla, rapit rictu primum pcrtatque cubili,
mox alium, mox deinde alium. sic conscia mater
segregat egregiam subolem uirtutis amore. 150
hos igitur genetrice simul iam uere sereno
molli pasce sero (passim nam lactis abundans
tempus adest, albent plenis et ouilia mulctris),
interdumgque cibo cererem cum lacte ministra,
fortibus ut sucis teneras conplere medullas 155
possint et walidas iam tunc promittere uires.
sed postquam Fhoebus 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 Scaliger trepidogue codd.:

trepidosque Baehrens: trepidansque Burman

146 conclusa BC: conclausa A ’ germina AC: gremina B: filios
Bgl Sugo
147 saltu transcendens AC: salturzns cendens B zonae $

circuli ignei Bgl in mg.

148 uincla AZBC: uinda A portatque AC: port&que B

150 subolem AC: sobolem A2B

151 genetrice A: genitrice BC

152 lactis in ras. C, nactis (?) sub. ras. abundans AC:
habundans B

154 cibo AB: cibo ex cibi C: cibos Eeinsius: nouo Bashrens: ultro
Damsté

155 sucis AB: cuccis C

157 sed AB: sunt C

158 morantis AC: morantes B



ne grauis articulos deprauet pondere moles.

nam tum membrorum nexus nodosque relaxant

infirmosque pedes et crura natantia ponunt,

tunc 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 torguent conatibus artus

obtunduntue nouos adroso robore dentes

aut

mox

teneros duris inpingunt postibus ungues;

cum iam ualidis insistere cruribus aetas

passa, quater binos uoluens ab origine menses,

inlaesis catulos spectauerit undique membris,

tunc rursus miscere sero Cerealia dona

161

162
163

165
166

167
168

170
171
172
173
174

175

ne BC: nec A deprauet C: degrauet AB: regrauet A2
pondere AC: podere B moles codd.: molles ed. Aldina
secunda: canis Bgl Sup.

tum codd.: cum ed. Aldina secunda

infirmosque AzBC: infirmesque A natantia AC: nutantia A2

(s.c.) B
conclusos C: conclausos AB
inpatiens B: impatiens AC circumdederis A: circum

dederis C: circumderis B

inprudens AB: imprudens C remotis codd.: remotas Damsté

uexare& rabes A: uexere trabes C: uex & rabies B

pandere codd.: mandere Heinsius valuas C: uuluas AB
nouos BC: notos ex nouos A1, h sup. ras. A2

inpingunt codd.: infringunt Heinsius: infigunt Johnson

cum iam ed. Aldina secunda: iam cum codd.

passa sb + Bgl Sup.

170

175

177

spectauerit Johnson: spectaueris ABC: spectaberis A2: spectaris

Tross

miscere AC: miserere B cerealia: frumentalia Bgl Sup.



178

conueniet fortemgue 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 producere cursu, 120

sed paruae uallis spatio saeptoue nouali.

his

nec

leporem praemitte manu, non uiribus aeguis

cursus uirtute parem, sed tarda trahentem

membra, queant iam nunc faciles ut sumere praedas.

nec

sed

semel indulge catulis moderamina cursus, 185

donec ualidos etiam praeuertere suescant

exerceto diu, uenandi munera cogens

discere et emeritae laudem uirtutis amare.

nec

seu

non consuetae norint hortamina uocis,

cursu reuocent, iuteant seu tendere cursus. 190

quin etiam docti uictam contingere praecdam

176
179
180
181

182
183
184
185
186
187
189

190

191

dari AC: dare B escam A: aescam AzBC

Phcebe reparauerit C: phoebaereparauerit A: phereparauerit B
catulos A1BC: catulus A

sed codd.: seu Tross paruae A20: parue A3 saeptoue
nouali C: saepto ueno uali A: septoq; nouali B

praemitte A: praemite B: premitte C manu AC: manu B

sed AC: s& B

sumere C: summere AB praedas codd.: praedam ed. Gryphiana

nec C: ne AB moderamina Heinsius: moderamine codd.
. gl
ualidos: lepores B~~ sup.

munera Ulitius: munere, AC sic interpunxit Postgate: numere B

consuetae A2BC: consuete A: consuetas Burman uocis codd.:
uoces Burman

cursu Heinsius; cursus codd.: rursus Burman reuocent,
iubeant codd.: reuoces iubeas Eeinsius

quin AC: quam B: ante Bgl sSuvr.



179

exanimare uelint tanium, non carpere sumptam.
sic tibi ueloces catulos reparare memento
csemper et in paruos iterum protendere curas.
nam tristes morbi, scabies et sordida uenis 195
saepe uenit multamque canes discrimine nullo
dant stragem: tu so}licitos inpende labores
et sortire gregem suffecta prole quotannis.,
quin acidos Bacchi latices Tritonide oliua
‘admiscere decet catulosque canesque maritas 200
unguere onrofuerit tevidogque ostendere soli,
auribus et tineas candenti pellere cultro.
est etiam canibus ravies letale periclum.

gucd seu caelesti corrupto sidere manat,

cum segnes radios tristi iaculatur ab aethra 205
192 exanimare AC: examinare B carpere sumptam AC: carperae
suptam B

193 sic AB (sup.) C: sit B

195 tristes A: tristis C, prob. Baehrens: triscis 3B morbi

scabies BC: morbis cabies A

196 saepe uenit AC: sepeuenit B canes codd.: cani Burman:
canum Damsté

197 dant codd.: dat Burman sollicitos AC: sollixitos B
inpende AB: impende C

198 suffecta AB: subfecta C quotannis AB: quot annis C

199 acidos AC: occidos B Tritonide oliuva ed. Aldina secunda:

Tritonide oliuo AC: Tritoni deo liuo B: Tritonide pingui uel
dulci Housman: Tritonide olenti H. Schenkl: fortasse leui

Postgate
200 maritas: feminas Bgl SUp.

201 unguere AC: ungere B tepidoque ex tepidos C

202 tineas C: tinias AB candenti AZBC: candendi A
203 la & ale (o supra pr. a gz) A: loe tale B: lethale C
204 caelesti AB: coelesti C manat BEC: manant A

205 iaculatur AB: iaculantur C aethra ABC: aethrae A°



Phoetus et adtonito vallens caput exserit orbe,
seu magis, ignicomi candentia terga Leonis

cur quatit, hoc'canibus blandis inuiscerat aestus,
exhalat seu terra sinu, seu noxius aer

causa mali, seu cum gelidus non sufficit umor
torrida rer uenas concrescunt semina flamnae:
gquicquid id est, imas agitat sub corde medullas
inque feros rictus nigro spumante ueneno
prosilit, insanos cogens infigere morsus.

disce igitur potus medicos curamque salubrem.
tunc uirosa tibi sumes multumque domabis
castorea, adtritu silicis lentescere cogens;

ex ebore huc trito puluis sectoue feratur,
admiscensque diu facies concrescere utrumque:

mex lactis liquidos sensim superadde fluores,

206 adtonito B: attonito AC exserit A: exerit EC

orbe codd.: orbi Eurman

207 seu codd.: sed Bashrens ignicomi £(C: ignocomi ex
ignocomis B candentia AC: cadentia B

208 hoc codd.: hos 3caliger

209 exhalat codd.: exhalans Baehrens seu: cum Bgl suv.
sinu Scaliger: sinus codd. seu noxius AC: sue noxius

210 umor A: humor AzBC gelidus ex gelidos C

211 concrescunt codd.: crudescunt uel inolescunt Heinsius

semina AZBC: semine A
212 1d est imas AC: id : imas A: & audimas B (¢ sup.)

215 medicos AB2C: medicus AB

216 sumes AC: sumas 3B domabis AC: donabis B
217 castorea: genera medicinae 88+ in mng. adtritu
autritu (?) C: attritu AB': atritu B silicis &

218 ex ebore AC: exebreo B: nomen holae ris Bgl suv.
sectoue feratur AC: secto ueferatur B

219 facies AC: faties 3B

220 fluores AB1C: fluros B

e

—

R

210

215

220

180

C: scilicis B



ut non cunctantes haustus infuncere cornu

I

inserto possis Furiasque repellere tristes
atoue iterum blan‘as canibus componere mentes.
sed non Spartanos tantum tantumue [Molossos
pascendum catulos: diuisa Britannia mittit 225
ueloces nostrigue orbis uenatibus aptos.
nec tibi Pannonicae stirpis temnatur origo,
nec quorum proles de sanguine manat Hibero.
quin etiam siccae Livyes in finibus acres
gignuntur catuli, quorum non spreueris usum. 230
guin et Tuscorum non est extrema uoluptas
saepe canum. sit forma illis licet obsita uillo

dissimilescue habeant catulis uelocibus artus,

haud tamen iniucunda dabunt tibi nunera praedae,

222 possis AC: posis B

223% blandas codd.: blandis Enk uu. 224-230 post 122 in
codicibus
224 spartancs C: partanos A: parthanos A2B molossos Azc:

molosos AB
227 pannonicae AZBC: pannonice A stirpis AC: siripis B
témnatur C: tempnatur AB

228 manat hibero £C: manathi-bero (ti supra lin.) B: % hiberno

Bgl in mg.

229 Libyes ed, Aldina secunda: libies A: libiaes B: lybies C:

affrice Bgl SUp.

270 gignuntur AC: giruntur ( % cinguntur supra lin.) B

231 Tuscorum AB: Thuscorum C extrema codd.: externa Wight
Duff uoluptas AC: uwolunptas B

222 sit Barth: est codd.: sed Scaliger forma A (@ suora lin.
A%C: froma B uille A2BC: uallo A

234 iniucunda ed., Aldina secunda: iniocunda codd.

praedae A2B: praeda AC

181



namque et odcrato noscunt uectigia rprato 2325
atque etiam leporum secreta cutilia monstrant.
horum animos moresgue simul narescue sagaces
mox referam; nunc omnis adhuc narranda supellex
uenandi cultusque mihi dicendus equorum.
cornipedes igitur lectos det Graecia nobis 240
Cappadocumgue notas referat generosa propago
1 armata+ et palmas superet grex omnis auorum.

illis ampla satis leuli sunt aeguora dorso

235 odorato AC: hcodorato B

236 atque AZBC: adque A cubilia AC: conabula B

237 horum AC: honorum B

238 supellex Agﬁc: Suppellex A: subpellex B2 in mg.

239 equorum AC: aequorum B

240 Graecia C: gratia AB

242 armata et palmas superet grex omnis Postgates: armata et palmas

nuper grex omnis codd., prob. E. Ligénard: armata et palmis

superat grex omnis Ulitius: armata ut palmis superat grex onmnis
Stern: harmatague et palmas nuper grex omnis Wernsdorf: armenti
et palmas numeret grex omnis Gronouius: praemiaque et palmas
suveret grex omnis Martin: ambiat et palmas superat grex omnis
Ulitius: Sarmatiae uel lMarmaricae uel Aemathiae et palmae cui
par grex omnis Heinsius: Aemathiae palmas superat grex omnis

E. Swartius: Sarmatorum (sic) L. Hermann: Martius et palnmas

superans grex omnis Burman: Sarmaiiae palmas superet grex

omnis Eden: Argaea et palmae nuper grex omnis J. Gothofredus:

. . N\
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 larte decet palmas grex nuperus omnis

NS N

Berth  obelo i M
243 leui A: laeui C: leuis B aequcra dorso AC: equora dorsi B

182



inmodicumgue latus wparuaeque ingentibus alui,

ardua frons auresque 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, ungula terram

crebra ferit uirtusque artus animosa fatigat. 250

guin etiam gens ampla ilacet trans ardua Calpes

culmina, cornipedum late fecunda proborum.

namgue ualent longos pratis intendere cursus,

nec

nec

minor est illis Graio quam in corpore formaj

non terribiles spirabile flumen anheli 255

prouoluunt flatus et lumina uiuida torgquent

hinnitusque cient tremuli frenisque repugnant,

nec

244

245

246
247
248
250
251
252

253

255

256
258

segnes mulcent aures, nec crure quiescunt,

inmodicumgue AZBC: inmodicum A paruaeque AC: paruigue A2:

‘prauisgue B ingentibus alui AC: ingenibus aluis B

capitisque decori Baehrens: capitique decoro C: capitisque
decoris A: captuque decoris B

oculioue AZBC: oculisque A splendore AC: spendore B

se C: seu A2B: s=e A

umentes AB: humentes AZC

uirtusque AC: uirtutisque B

calpes: pro nomen montis Bgl in mg.

cornipedum AC: cornupedum B late AC: latg B fecunda A:
foecunda C: secunda B

pratis AC: par this 3B intendere C: incendere AB

cursus AC: currus B

terribiles spirabile AC: terribilis spiritale¢ B flumen ed.

Germanica Barthii: numen codd,: lumen Ulitius: flamen Verdikre

anheli Ulitius: anhelae codd.: anhelis Berth
flatus AC: saltus B

nec segmes A1BC: haec segnes A



184

gsit tibi praeterea sonires, Maurusia tellus

quem mittit (modo sit gentili san uine firmus) 260
quemque coloratus lFazax deserta per arua

pauit et assiduos docuit tolerare labores.

nec pigeat, quod turte caput, deformis et aluus

est ollis quodque infrenes, guod liber utergue,

gquodgque iubis pronos ceruix diuverberat armos. 265
nam flecti facilis lasciuague colla secutus

paret in obsequium lentae moderamine uirgae:

uerbera sunt praecepta fugae, sunt uerbera freni.

guin et promissi spatiosa per aequora campil

cursibus adguirunt commoto ssnguine uires 270
vaulatimgque auidos comites post terga relinquunt.

haud secus, effusis Xerei per caerula uentis,

cum se Threicius Eoreas superextulit antro

stridentique sono uastas exterruit undas,

259 maurusia tellus C: maurus iatellus A: macrus tellus B

261 coloratus A°C: coloratur AB Mazax codd.: Mazux
Salmasius: pro gentis Bgl sup. '

262 assiduos codd.

26% caput A2BC: capud 4

264 infrenes C: infrenmes (i eraso ut uid.) A: fre nies B

liber uterque AC: uterque (om. liber) B: libera torque (sc.
ceruix) Damsté.

265 guodque AC: gquod 3B iubis pronos...armos codd.: iubas
pronis...armis Johnson diuverberat A2: deuerberat AB:
diuerberet C: euerberat Burman

266 lasciuaque AC: lasciuiaque B secutus codd.: solutus
Burman

267 lentae AZC: lente A: legente B

268 fugae a%c: fuge AB

. - s e Haiees . 1
269 promissi AC: promisi B: permissi Heinsius: longi Bg SUD.

271 terga AC: terga t sup. add. 51 relinguunt AC: relingunt B
272 nerei AZC: nerie B: nere ex neri A caerula AC: cerula B

273 threicius AC: threitius B



185

omnia turbato cesserunt flamina ponto: 275
ipse suver fluctus spumanti murmure feruens
conspicuum pelago caput eminet: omnis euntem
Kereidum mirata suo stupet aeguore turba.
horun tarda uenit longi fiducia cursus,
his etiam emerito uigor est iuuenalis in aeuo. 280
nam guaecwique suis uirtus bene floruit annis,
non rrius est animo cuam corpore passa ruinam.
pasce igitur sub uere nouo farragine molli
cornipedes uenamaue feri ueteresqgue labores
effluere aspecta nizri cum labe cruoris. 285
mox laetae redeunt in vectora fortia uires
et nitidos artus distenio robore firmant;
mox sanguis uenis melior calet, ire uiarum

longa uolunt latumgue fuga consumere campum.

275 cesserunt AB: cegsserunt C flamina AC: flumina 3B

276 super fluctus codd.: pater fluctus (id est levtunus) Baehrens

murmure codd.: marmore Leinsius

277 conspicuum pelago AZBC: conspicum pelato A eminet AC:
eminet B
278 Nereidum C: Naidum AB mirata in ras.C, sub ras. sig...(?)

stupet codd.: super Burman
279 uversum _om, B
280 emerito uigor AC: emorito uirgo B iuuenalis 43: iuuvenilis C
.281 nam gquaecunque A2: nam gquecumque AB: nam guecunque C

282 passa ed. Aldina secunda: posse codd.

283 uere AC: ugre B farragine AC: feuragine B

284 cornipedes A2BC: Carni pedes A labores codd.: uapores
Heinsiusg

285 effluere AC: efflue B aspecta codd. labe codd.: tate

286 lametae A2: laete BC: lete &

287 robore AC: robure B firmant Heinglug: formant codd.,

288 sanguis AB: sangnuis C, sed corr. calet ire BC: ca 1& ire A

289 uolunt codd.: ualent Tross consumere AC: consummere B



186

inde ubi pubentes caleamos durzuerit aestas . 290
lactentesque urens herbas siccauerit omnenm
messibus umorem culmosaue armarit aristis
hordea tum paleascue leues praebere memento:
puluere guin etiam puras secernere fruges
cura sit atgue toros manibus percurrere equorum, 295
gaudeat ut plausu sonipes laetumque relaxet
corpus et altores rapiat per uiscera sucos.
id curent famuli comitumcgue animosa juuentus.
nec non et casses idem uenatibus aptos
atque plagas longoque meantia retia tractu 300
addiscant raris semper contexere nodis
et seruare modum “maculis linoogue tenaci.

linea quin etiam, magnos circumdare saltus

290 inde ubi AC: indubi B

291 lactentesque AB: lactantesque C: lactantesqug A2 urens
herbas A: urens herbas C: uirens haerbas B

292 messibus AB: mensibus C umorem An: humorem A2C

culmosque artin: culmisque ed. Aldina secunda: culmusoue codd.

armarit AC: arma rit (ue. sup.) B: aptarit .ight Tuff
aristis Martin: aristas AB in mg. C: aestas 3B

293 hordea AB: ordea C paleasque AzBC: 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
manibus A2: toto scenibus B percurrere AC: percurre B
296 plausu C: plauso AB laetumgque AC: letumgque B

297 uiscera sucos AC: uiscere succos B: aquas Bgl SUup.
298 comitumque AC: commitumque B )
299 idem A: iidem C: hisdem B
300 retia AC: recia B
301 addiscant AC: atdiscant B contexere AC: contraxere B:
. gl
stringere B sup.

303 linea AC: linaea ex llnaea B



guae possit uwolucresque metu concludere pr=zedas,

digerat innexas non una ex alite pinnas. 305
namgue Ursos magnosgue sues ceruosque furaces

et uulpes acresque lupos ceu fulgura caeli

terrificant linique uetant transcendere saeptum.

has igitur uwario semper fucare ueneno

curabis niueisque alios miscere colores 310
alternosque metus subtegmine tendere longo.

dat tibi pinnarum terrentia milia uwultur,

dat Libye, magnarum auium fecunda creatrix,

dantque grues cycnique senes et candicus anser,

dant quae fluminibus crassisque paludibus errant 315
pellitosque pedes stagnanti gurgite tirgunt.

hinc mage vpuniceas natiuo munere sumes:

namque illic sine fine greges florentibus alis

inuenies auium suauigue rubescere luto

305 pinnas ABC: pennas G

307 fulgura BC: fulgora A caeli A3B: coeli C
308 Terrificant ex terrificant C saeptum Baehrens: septum
codd.

310 curabis Haupt: cura tibi codd.: s¥ sit 58t sup.: curato uel
curabunt Haupt: curam athibe Lachmann

311 subtegmine codd.: subtegmina ed. Aldina secunda tendere

Ulitius: tempore codd.
312 dat AB: dant C milia AB: millia C
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313 libye A: libie B: lybie C: libye A2 fecunda AB: foecunda C

uersum post 316 traiecit Ulitius

314 grues AC: gruues B Cycnigue C: cicnigue A: cignique A2B
anser AC: anscer B

315 dant quae AC: dantq; B

317 hinc mage AC: huic magne B (magis EEB') munere codd.:
murice Barth et Heinsius

319 luto AC: lutho C
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et sparsos passim tergo uernare coclores. 320
his ita dispositis hiemis sub tempus aauocsae

incipe ueloces catulos inmittere pratis,

incipe cornipedes latos agitare per agros.

uenemur dum mane nouum, dum mollia prata

\N
N
\un

nocturnis calcata feris uestigia seruant.

320 uvernare codd.: uenare ed. Aldina secunda

322 pratis AC: partis B
324 mollia AC: molia B

325 seruant AC: ser uvant B

FINIT. 4. AURELII HEME/SIANI KARTAGINIENSIS/CYSEGETI CON A
VERSUS COLICIS. CCC. XX. V. AUT RECTE NUFERO RIVANT™ B
FINIT M., AVRELII/NEESIANI/KARTHAGINENSIS, CYREGHTICCY C
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CCLUilA Ol T ICLOGLED
1
1 Tibi Hem., varies in his scansion of tibi. The zecond syllable

is long here and at 1.21; 1.432; 1.56; 1.31 and Cymn. 216, but

short in the remaining 16 cases.

Tityrus The name is also used by Theocritus (3.2, 3. 43 Ta72),

Virgil (Buc. 1, 3, 5, 6, 8 and 9}, Calpurnius (3 and ), Longu

1

(2.32) and Severus Sanctus Endelechius, De mortibus toun (no. 8%

in Riese's Antholoziz Latina, uu. 99, 101, 121).

2 immunia This line cavsed difficulty to earlier editors,
particularly liertellius, because rescnant tua in E 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 besrun
to sing. It was a comnonplace zmong the poets that the cicada
sings during the heat of the day when men anc anirals rest

Tesiod Op. 584; 3cut. 3%96; Theoc. 16.94; Virgil Zuc. 2.13; Culex

153). GA's reading immunia, of which the earlier editors were not

awvare, gives us the sense whicn the contaxt recuirez. resonant
PSS - LEslialit

)

tuz 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 Crecism,

imitating the use of ‘umo of accompanying nusic. Volpilhac (p. 64,

n. 41) compares Virgil Aen. 12.180, a cuite different use of sub.

8 primi...clementia solis Cther exammnles of the phrase

clementia solis seem to be lacking. clementia is usually used of
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the sky, 2¢ =2t Col. 4.23.1 rnitis ac temveratz...caeli cleuentia,

or of the weather, a7 at Plin. enist. 5.6.4 arstatis mira

clementia. g0l could be used here in one of two seuces, "sunshine,"

ag at Cic. Cr. 2.14.60 cum in sole ambulern, or in the gense of "a

tire of dey," as 2t Juv. 2.133 vrimo scle. Trus the vhrase »nrimi

clementia solis could mean either "the mildness of the early

sunchine," or "the mildness of tie early morning."
B (=)

9 Timetas Haupt (Ovuscula I, p. 399) prefers the spelling

s ’ N . - . .
Thymoetas and “endel ("Ze Nominibus ZBucolicis," Jahrblicher fiir

klass. philol. Sunpl. 26, 61) supports him, comparing Virgil fen.

12,364, where, however, the name is Thymoetes, not Thymoetas, and
he is not a bucolic character, I can find no example of either
Tizetas or Thymoetas, but as the spelling Timetas is found here

in NZAH and in the title in other manuscrivts, I have preferred

this form, although Yaupt may well be correct. Xorzeniewski (p.

111 of his edition) considers that Timetas derives either from
v - . 1 s

—n,],u,\q-y‘g or TuL r,uxv y comraring u. 22 honoratos, u. 70

hecnos, but these explanations seem to me very far-fetiched.

11 uiximus "(once) I enjoyed life to the full" (as opposed %o
simply having existed), cf. Cic. &. Fr. 3.1.4.12 guod me

cohortaris a2d ambitionem et ad laborem, faciam quidem: sed

quando uiuemus? For. Carm. 3.29.41~5 ille potens sui/

laetusaue deget, cui licet in diem/ dixisse uixi: cras uel

atra/ nube polum Pzter occuvato/ el sole puro and Hier.

evist., 22,29 rebus tuis utere, et uiue dum uiues. diximus could

only mean "sing" and would therefore add nothing to the line.

3

et calamis- uersus cantauinmus This, the reading of asuv’, is
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accepted by most edivors. Zazrith conjectures et calamo et uersu

from calamo uersu, wnich he claims to have found in an old
edition now untraceable, but this conjecture makes noor sense
and would give us a line with only a fourth foot spondaic
caesura, for -~hich trere is mno parallel in Nem. Baenrens

conjectures et calamis et uersum antauirus, no doubt working

from ¥GA's unmetrical reading et calamis et uersu and possibly
g P y

also thiniing of Frop. 3.3.35 carmina neruis aptat, tut this
again‘gives poor sense and, as .egnus points out (Ph.i. 26
(1882), 813), the second et is superfluous and cantauimus quite
satisfactory. Daehrens does not give any reason for his
conjecture and it is strange that he <id not adort et celzmis
uersus when he was aware of this reading. The second et in IGA
possibly care in from . 13. heinsius conjectures mandauvimus
although it is not clear wiat he would read with it, but a

phrase such as mandari uersibus (Cic. irch. 20) is no parallel

for calamis mandare, since the former refer=nce 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.

ludebat Owen on Ovid Trist. 2.491 commentis, "ludere is used
of the lighter forms of verse contrasted with the sericus epic,
tragic and didactic poetry. Thus it means to write pastorals
(Verg. Buc. 1.10, Geor. 4.565), lyrics (hor. Carm.1.32.2),
setires (Hor. Sat. 1.10.37, cf. 4.139), love elegies (Am.
3.,1.27, Fast. 4.9, Trist. 1.9.61, 3.2.5, 5.1.7), epigrams
(Mart. 7.12.9)."

For the construction ludere amores cf. Virgil Geor.4.565

carmina..vslusi and Ovid Trist.1.9.61 lusum...carmen.

Volpilhac compares Lucr. 4.101, Ovid Iet. 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 li, seems to me to give better’

sense than hV's sturuere, cf. Lucan 4.23834 paulatim fugit ira

ferox mentescue tevescunt.

sub For this use of sub, "under the effects of", cf. Ovid

Met. 5.62 sub uulnere.

15 sonant Barth andé 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.

N I 2 . .
15-6 carmine uictor/ risisti HGajpsu VBZ read carmina, which

would have to be taken as accusative of resrect, but would be
rather confusing so close to the other accusatives after
risisti, and %There avpear to be no parallels for such an

expression as carmina uictor. I can see no reason to read

raucos/ uicisti with Ilaehly.

16 dissona Nem. uses this word again at 3.10. It is not fcund
in Horace, Virgil or Ovid, but occurs in later pcets such as
Lucan, Statius, Claudian snd Frudentius. It is found in

poetry used of music only in Kem.,

flamina Barth prefers to read carmina here, but 3eck

rightly compares Hor, Carm. 3.19.19 flamina tibiase. carmina
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was probably introduced under the influence of carmine above.

Mopsi  The name is also used by Virgil (Buc. 5.1 and 10;
8.26 and 29) and Calpurnius (poems 3 and 6). Servius on Virgil
Buc. 6,72 says that Gallus translated iﬁ?Latin a poem of
Euphorion, which told how Calchas and Mopsus had a divination

contest, and Wendel,("De nominibus bucolicis," Fleckeis. Jahrb,

Supp. 26 (1901), 47) suggests that Virgil may have used this
name as a compliment to Gallus. Ovid also uses Mopsus as the
name of a Thessalian prophet (ﬂgﬁ. 12.456 and 528), and there
is an Argonaut of this name in Statius, Seneca and Valerius
Flaccus. Unlike the Mopsus of poem 4, he is in this line an

unskilled musician,.

Meliboeus The name is also found in Virgil (Buc. 1, 3, 5 and
7), Calpurnius (1 and 4) and Catalepton 9.18. Wendel remarks

(p. 49), "Meliboeum Iohannes Antiochenus appellat pastorem illum,
qui Oedipodem expositum inuenit (frg. 8, Mtller FEG vol. 4

P. 545). Quis hoc nomen fabulae adiecerit ignoramus; dubitari
autem non potest, quin Vergilius pastorem Meliboeum ab

Oedipodis fabula acceperit."

avdierat Pluperfect for imperfect: K-S say (1, pp.‘140-1),
"Aus der Volkssprache stammt die eigenartige Tempus-
veféhiebung, 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 Spdtl. besonders bei

den Afrikanern."
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supline Used awverbielly, cf. Virgil Suc. 9.27f.; Lucr. 2.208;

ner-encum Temnorz Cf. (Tibe) 3¢3.9 tum cum mermenso defuncius
>

temnore lucis; Cic. frg. de Univ. C. 9; Seneca Xerc. Fur. T42.

socreti Faehly reads siderei here, comparing uu. 39-40, but

IN
- A .
6.53 Iuniter illa

Pl
i

cecreti is quite satisfactory, cf. ior. ZIp.

piae secreuit litora genti and Lor. Carm. 2.7%.23 sedescue

discretas picrum. These tio vassages alsc surnort the reading

" here of piorum. Tne idea 0of a mundus viorum was traditionzl, cf.
————— ?

Hor, Carm. 1.10.7; Virgil Aen. 5.734 2nd 6.638-9; Cvid let. 11,6
etc., and see Lemaire p. 537f. The locztion of Zlysium is rather
vague in Latin literature, but it is always at the end of the
world and usually beyond the Ccean Siream where the sun setis,.
(5ee K.F. Smith or Tib. 1.3.57-66 and R.G. Austin on Virgil

Aen. 6.637-78). Servius on Aen. 5.735 says, "secundum poetas in

medio inferorum est suis felicitatibus plenum, ut solemaue suum

sua sidera norunt (Aen. 6.641). secundum philosophos elysium

est insulae fortunatae, quas ait Szllustius inclitas esse
Eomeri carminibvus, quarum descrirtionem Porphyrius comnentator
dicit esse sublatem. secundum theoclogos circa lunarem circulum,
ubi iam aBr purior est: unde ait ipse Vergilius (6.887) zeris

in campis, item Lucanus (9.10) non illuc auro positi, nec ture

sepulti perueniunt."

Timetas (33. 39-40) seems less certain than Tityrus of the

existenee of the mundus piorum.

gratia uniuit uiuvo is used with an absiract subject also at

Ovid Met. 12.617 (gloria); A.i. 2,101 (amor); Trist. 5.14.39

(fama); Stat. Theb. 11.714 (libertes and spes); Theb. 12.441
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(odia); Lucan 10.188-9 (uirtus and amor). Cf. also Virgil Aen.

7.401-2.

uiuit L. Castiglioni ("Tue note alle Bucoliche di Calpurnio

e Nemesiano," Studi in Onore Gino Funaioli, Rome 1955, p. 20)

objects to uwiuit, saying, "Li uiuere, uigere nel senso di

'‘durare' nessuno, credo, ha mai fatto questione," and therefore
conjectures uiui, justifying it by saying, "Il punto sul quale
si concentra il pensiero del poeta & Melibeo defunto e il
ricordo di lui straprato alla realtd presente: e ghietta
esigenza poetica quella che richiami al ricordo di lui vivo, piu
e meglio che non alla sopravvivenza del ricordo," and compares
Virgil Aen. 6.653.

Castiglioni'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 C2). uiuit also makes
better sense than ujui - 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,

Nem. is perhaps recalling here Virgil Buc., 4.55-7 non me

carminibus uincat nec Thracius Orpheus / nec Linus, huic mater

guamuis atoue huic pater adsit / Orphei Calliopea, Lino formosus

Apollo. Orpheus is described as Qeagrius also at Virgil Geor.
4;524; Stat. Theb. 5.343f.; Manil. 5.326. V's modulatibus anJ,.

modulantibus are either - conjecturesafter the uncommon

adjective had become corrupt, or . conscious attemptsto 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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totoue Burman (p. 723) explains the appearance of ztaue as
having come from otcue after the t of totcue was abrorted by

concinerent. toftcue empnasises the greatness of Meliboeus.

musam musa is used here in the sense of "a viece of verse,"

as at Lucr. 4.589; Virgil Suc. 1.2 etc. 4G read laudem, no
doubt under the influence of laudescue above, but the repetition

of laus in two consecutive lines would be inelegant.

his line has been lost from the V tradition and iizehly
attributes its omission to auena (u. 27) and amnem (u. 28). See
Housmen's edition of Lucen (p. xix) for further examples of this
type of omission. V's guercus (E' 29) is an attempt to restore

the sense after u. 28 had been lost.

super haec Understand "the glorious deeds of iieliboeus,”

suver is used here as eguivalent to de, in the sense of
"concerning." It is often found in this sense governing. the
ablative, but as LES say (2, p. 281), "in gleicher Bedeutung
vereinzelt auch mit dem Akk. seit Tert. (z.B. cult. fem. 1, 1, 2

cententia dei super sexum istum..) und der Itala..., ferner z.B.

bei Pallad..., in den Vitae patr. (3, 160 suver sermonem =

5, 1, 16 de, gr. &ml ), hlc. Avit..., Greg. Tur..." Heinsius
conjectures the ablative hoc (sc. sene), the more common case
when surer is used as equivalent to de. Leo suggests reading
sacra for suver, but I can see no reascn for describing the

cerasus in this way.

Burman conjectures foliis cantu (cantui) ne garrula vpinus, 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
rine would be making a noise, but the other irees as well. But
the pine need not be part of this nemus since at u. 31

Tityrus suzgests that he and Timztas move avay from the pines

and it is probvably to be assumed that they have done so by u. 33:
pines tend to form their own forests and do not minzle much with
other trees. Burman is in any case being hypercritical here: it

is surely going too far to assume that by facet nemus omne

Timetas means that there is dead silence, without so much as =a
leaf stirring, but sinmply that their surrouncings »re peaceful.
The pine seems to have been thougnt especially noisy by th
ancients, cf. Ausonius Erist. 24.17f. (Schenkl's text);

Claudian De rapt. Proserninae 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

garrvla refers either to birdscng, or to the rustle of leaves

is clearly wrong, as these sounds could come from any tree.

subicit "puts forth." subicere is used of plants also at

Virgil Buc. 10.74 guantum uere nouo uiridis se subicit alnus

and Virgil Geor. 2.18f. laurus/ parua sub ingenti matris se

3

read suggerit which is perhaps a gloss. G

subicit unbra.Apsv 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.

nemus Burman (p. 723) says that genus in ps can be defended,
but does not do so; presumably he would understand animantun.
Because of the common confusion between pecus and nemus in
manuscripts, as at Ovid Fast. 3.71; Virgil Geor. 3.264 and Aen.

3,2¢1, Burman suggests pecus, comparing hLor. Carm. 1.2.7; Ovid
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4

tlet. 13.82%17 ané Calpurnius 1,37, and woulcd adort vecus if it had

wise to retain

£
M

any manuscript authority. Hovever, he seems o
nemus here, because to read pecus would mezn that u. 24

virtually reveated the same idea.

27 cantus To read calamos here, with V ané ZSaehrens, the werd
would have to be taken as meaning "song", and I cannot find a
parallel for the use of calamos in this sense. cantus is more

appropriate, cf., Dirse 50 accinite has woces. calamos has

—

rossibly come in from another line ernaps U. 25.
I ! ’ ps U 2

38 quietis guieti is used of the dead also at Anth. Lat. 315.6,

39.40 Luiselli (iaia 10 (1958), 198-9), says that these lines recall

iz

9]

Virgil Aen. 6.719-20 and 10.3. Cicero also has the zame ta
motif of the souls of the zood existing in a place apart. He uses
colere for "live in" at Somn. 3cip. 3.8 and YNem.'s use of temvla
in the sense of svatia also recalls Cicero's use. Znnius

(Varlen fr. 39) also uses templa in this way, and this use is
also found occasionally in Lucrétius, €eZe H.1204-5 magni

caelestia mundi/ templa. (Here of the sky).

40 This line is identical to u. 3 of Buecheler Carm. BEpigr. 755,

a Christian inscription.

rmundoque fruuntur This use of mundus in the sense of Elysium

appears to be very rare. The only other examples in TLL (8.1638)

are Rufin. Orig. princ. 2, 3, 6 p. 124, 7 sanctorum...est...

munéus ille, non etiam impiorum sicut iste noster, and Rust.

Help. benef. 137 gratia dei limina pandit ad mundi potioris

iter regnumcue perenne caelestis vatriae. To these must surely




41

199

be added fanil., 1.77" setheriocs uivunt annos —undocue fruuntur

. . - \ . 5 Z .
which, as J. Hubaux (Les thézes bucolicues-dans la poesie latine,

p. 244) susgests, llem. must be echoing here. Cf. also llaril,

1.758 dignatague nomina caelo and Fem. 1.50 caelo di~rus.

Léelung considers that mundc means the earth znd exnlains that
although the pious dead are living in heaven, they still take an
interest in what hatpens on earth, which seems to me very far-
fetched, ana would imply an extrazordinary use of frui.

Luiselli ("L'identificazione del Kelibeo", Meia 10 (1958),
179f.), considers that there is a Pythagorean element in the poen.,
Raynaud suggests Christian iaspiration and Verdidre ("La
Bucoligue post-virgilierne", Zos 56 (1966 (1969)), 177 arnd

J \ )
Prolegomenes, p. 12-4) thinks that the voem reflects Flatonism

as it appears in Cicero. Paladini ("Il Compienio di ¥Melibeo in
Wemeeiano", 4T 25 (1956), 324-5) believes that he detects a
Stoic influence at uu., 44-5 and u. 19. Volpilhac (p. 65) also
regards the ideas expressed here as predominantly 5toic, btut
thinks that Nem. is mixing several philosophical doctrines. To
me, MNem.'s 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, Nem. was not clear what he did believe,

aduerte A rare use of aduerto with the plain accusative,
which is also found at Varro L.L. 10.46 and Tac. ann. 14.4.3%.
Purman, because of the rarity of this use of aduerto would

read tu nostris aduerte modis (sc. mentem, cculos, aures or

sim.). He rightly adds, however, "nihil tamen temere mutem,
guum huius aetatis scriptores audacius szepe locutiones
ueteres nouauerint." The Deventer editions read in for tu, but

aduerto appears to be used with in only in the sense of
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literal motion, as at Ter., Tun. 34%2-4; Livy %7.%.7 exd Cvid
let. 6.180.
gsnectata "respected." Burman re=zdz sverata here, exyplaining

"guiz cuisque sibi ucuet diuturnitatem, uel ouia elibeo
uouerant longam aetatem eius amici, ut secuentia u. 46 &c
videntur uelle" ancd compares the variants a2t (vid ilet. 14.652,
but this use of svectata, he acdmits, is guite accerptable, cf.

Silius 16.3%332 lonmo sonipes svtectatus in aseuo.

Sirculus For circulus cof time c¢f. Seneca Zpist. 1.72.56
mensis artiore praecingitur circulo and Porph. Hor. Carm. 3zsec.

21 circulus temporum. For the idea of life consisting of

concentric circles, Volpilhac rightly ccmpares Seneca Zpist.

1.12.6 tota aetas partibus constat et orbes habet circuzfuctos

majores minoribus. Est alicuis, cui omnes comnlectatur et

cingats; hic vertinet a natali ad diem extremum. Est alter, cui

annos zdulescentiae excludit; est ocui tftotan nueritiam ambitu

suo adstringity est deinde ter se annus in se omnia continens

tempora, cuorum multivnlicatione uita componitur. Mensis articre

praecingitur circulo: angustissimum habet dies gvrum, sed et

hic ab initio ad exitum uenit, at ortu ad occasum.

carperet The supporters of relleret ars in my opinion

misguided. Keene translates "were hastening on" and ernsdorf

g
compares Calpurnius 5.121 aétiuas imvellit Noctifer horas, but
Meliboeus 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 3Beck approves of this treory. IZut Suriwan ri htly doubts the
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acceptarility of this exnres:zion.
g

If we possessed only V's realing, Glaeser's conjecturs

uelleret -would be a very satisfa
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cf. Lucan 6.5é2 illa (i.e. mors) menae florenm drimaeuo cornore

uolait. Fowever, LGAE read cerve-=t, which mus
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truth, cf. Seneca Zpist, 120.78 &d mortem cdies exiremus nperuenit,

accedit omnis, carpit nos ille, :.on corrimit. V's pelleret

possibly comes from a gloss on carzeret, uelleret.

si...carperet Imperfect for pluperfect. L5 say (2, p. %21),

"Die...Verwendung des onj. Impf. statt . Plgof. ist bei

volkstlimlichen autcoren, wenigstens zunm Teil, als Grizismus zu

werten, z.B. Vitae patr. 5.15.39 si resvonderem eis, inuenietar

> k] / < 7
delectatus nach et oLmKF;B«)v.,, 'v]u}m,o":(o‘u.v]v... , sonst,

7,T. unter dem sinfluss der Klausel, zals willklirlicher .jecnhsel,
z,B. bei Tert, und Fulg." Here the use of im:erfect for

pluperfect seems to be due to metirical necessity, as at 2.75.

communis causa Glzeser conjectures communes, but Leo rightly

defends the reacing of the manuscript, interpreting it thus:

w

N\ N \ 7 3 e N ~
KOl TO koiLvoV 'n'otgos ov ‘r{d.“l"é(:'%e X TOLAUTAL

> d "
ogulor,duro&,. (“uoted by Giarratano zd loc.)
letali Keene justifies Glaeser and Schenxl's retention of

IG's mortali by saying (CR 26 (1912), 97-8), that the phrase

mortali frigore means "the chill of death, such as mankind are

(sic) liable to, a meaning which is mrre clearly defined by

lege hominum in the following line and wkich may perhaps be

illustrated by Calp. iv 139, wnere the term of life allotted to

man mortale (pensum) is contrasted ~ith the everlasting life of

the gods (pervetuo caelestia fila metallo). 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 Ciec,

Phil., 14.72.33 mortalis condicio uitae and this adjecfive 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

(8 1513 45) also reads mortali here and says that it is used in

the sense of "mortem imminentem praenuntians uel afferens}ghmu%"
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. 466; Sedul. carm. 3.36).

frigore For frigus meaning "the chill of death," cf. Virgil

Aen. 12,951 and Lucr. 4.924.

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, cunctisgue

diu spectata senectus. canente senecta is probably temporal in

force, "deserving to go to heaven when you were old."

ponderis aequi It is difficult to be sure exactly what Nem.

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.
3.7.443 4.7.88; Cic. Att. 11.6.1; Ovid Fast. 1.182; Seneca Dial.
11.14.2, 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. 3.2 zecuissimus se:ztimator et iucdex, or it may be used in
the sense of benignus, az at Lic. 2d (. fr. 2,.7.4 notilitate

inimica, non aecuo seraztu, ("no friendly autheority"). pondus

and grauitas (E° 56) are two cuzlities frequently associated
with one another by the lomans, e.g. at Cic. Agr. 2.32; Seneca
epist. 115.3; Arnob. nzt. 2, 41, p. €1, 20; 2, 45, p. 83, 26;

Ty 47, pe 274, 10, and it may be that llem. iz recalling

Silius's description of Zrutus (8.609) laefa uiro grauitas ac

mentis amabile poncus tut here, too, it is znot clear how

pondus is to be taken. Housman compares this line of 3ilius,

and also 3ilius 6.429 animi uenerabile pondus and lanil. 5,451

pondere mentis, with l.anil. 1.771 strictae pondera meriis, on

vhich he comments, "vpondus nor stringit mentem sed stricta
mente efficitur."”

On balance I would translate ponderis aegui, "friendly

authority": eliboeus was a highly resyectable and dignified

nT

man but not an unapproachable one. "Impartial autnority" is,

however, another vossible translation.

pvatiens mulcendo This is an awkward expression and has been

variously explained and emended. Maehly's pacans has found
favour with Baehrens, H. Schenkl, Giarratano and 3chubert, the
last punctuating with a comma after adsueras and comuvaring
Claudian Cons. Hon. 4.226 and Hor. 4.P. 197 (3entley's version,

et amet vacare tumentes); but pacans would seem to render

mulcendo superfluous. Burman reads satiens mulcere, colparing

Virgil Geor. 1.284 felix ponere, and Jaxefield conjeciures

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 iuuvenilium curarum

1ibri tres, Hanover 1615, p. 147), suggests pauiens, "Ut pauire



nic esset compescere, comtonere, & quesi complodere,

comrrinendo exstinguere: fetaghora suntta z solo & aecuore
aedificii cuod fistuca compauitur ac cemplanatur, " but exemples
of vauire used in these senses aprear toc be lecking, and I can
see no ¢ifficulty in patiens as rezarcis sense, #s the good
nature of lNeliboeus is stressed throuchout the poenm (e.g. Ul.
41-23 56-7). dernsdorf's explanation, "h. cuum uarizs querelas
patienter audires, eascque placares et compon=res," and that of
Seck, "patiens (ferens, patienter audiens) cuerelas itz ut
mulcees (1enias, componas eas), poetice pro, ratiendo mulcens"
do not take.account of the syntax, znd Ulitius's patiens
mulcensaue is clumsy in the extreme, I have been unable to find
an example of verbal adjective witl 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.z. Cic. Ie

Or. 1.240 cum disserendo par esse non posset. The adjective is

normally used with a preposition, see C.F.W, Il{ller, Ciceronis
Cfera Omnia 3.1 Teubner 1896, pp. xxiii-xiv, but the absence of
a preposition can be defended, cf. ¥-3 1, p. 754, "3Bei
Adjektiven steht der Ablativ des CGerund. selten...l{lassisch bei
Adjektiven nur im limitativem Sinne, wie C. Br. 128 latine
loguendo cuiuis erat par. de_or. 1.240."

mulcendo is probably used here as equivalent to the present
participle, as often in later Latin, see LIS 2, p. 380,
"W4hrend bereits Liv. und Vitr. den Abl. des Gerundiums nicht
selten ohne Unterschied vom Part. Fraes. und inm ‘/echsel mit
diesem...verwenden, dehnt sich sein Gebrauch in der nachklass.
Volkssprache auf Kosten des Part. Fraes. immer mehr aus...

Allgemein wird der Gebrzuch seit dem 3 Jh." It is found in

poetry for example at Virgil Aen. 2.6; Eor. Carm. 4.71.30;

204
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Yanil. 4.173, 201; 2.153. Zor the gerund used as ecguivalent to

the vresent participle with an otject cf. Tenairtius Forturatus

carm, 11.19.2 arinos vlura uicdendo.

If mulcendo effectively ecuals mulcens, patiens must then

be used here advertially, cf. LBfstect (Syntactica 2, p. 366f),
"Seit Hltester Zeit ist diese srscneinung die ganze Latinitit
hindurch flir die pcetische Sprache sovwie flr die pcetiscn-~
rhetorisch stilisierte Frosa charakteristisch," e.g. Virgil

Aen. 1.301 Libyae citus astitit oris; TFrov. 4.8.49 rauci

sonuerunt cardine postes.

Thus patiens has the force of ratienter here and mulcendo

is equivalen® to mulcens, "patiently allaying."

mulcenco For the scansion, sce my excursus.
o . . - ‘e - 2
juris...iusti Burman, Titius and Zarth all support K GEV's

ruris for iuris, taking ruris amocr to mean the study of

agriculture, and Barth points out that justice and agriculture

were often conjoined, e.g. at Cic. Rosc. 75 uita rustica...

iustitice megzistra est. llartellius, however, rightly vrefers

iuris because the context is law, not agriculture. Heinsius

also reads juris (=leges scriptae)...iusti (=bonum). The

expression iuris amor might be paralleled by Cic. Leg. 1.48

ipsam aeocuitatem et ius ipsum amant. ruris could have come

about either by visual aberration or the recollection of
ruricolum in u. 52 above. EHV read iusti, but the evidence of
NG is confused, probably due to iusti having been ousted by
iuris which had occurred earlier in the same line, and then
having teen varicusly emended.

Velpilhac, who prints ruris...iuris, sirangely uses Lucan

9.192 iusti reuerentia to support his reading.




56-7 serena/ fronte Wem. iz rere protartly imitating Calpurnius
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5.46-7 fronte sererz, rartellius conjectures seucra, but en.

P

is at pains in these lines to empnasise tha

«*

while [leliboeus i
an upright charecter, he is nov : fortidding one, cf. blanda

and mite (u. 56), and therefore seuera would be inapprcpriate.

<

Silius (8.609) similariy steaks of the laeta... crauites of
Srutus.
antare et iunrere.../ hortatus tortor used with the

infinitive is mainly foundé in poetry, althcugh it is also
found at Cic. off. 3.55; Flanc. Cic. epist. 10.17.2 znd Kepos
Phoc., 1.3. V's coniungere is probably an interpolation from

Virgil Buc. 2.3%32 calamos _cera coniungzere,

hortatus Heinsius, who was aware only cf V's rsading,

conjectured noras tu or graius tu.

Duff takes the implied object of hortatus and cdocuisti 1o
be me, i.e. Timetas, but it may Te nos, i.e. the youny people

in general, cf. perhaps nodis (u.60) and nos (u. 62).

duras Heinsius conjectured crudas, but as Zurman points out

the jingle duras...curas is quite coumon, e.g. at 7irgil Zen.

4.488; Silius Italicus 11.371-2.
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fallere curas Cf. Ovid Trist. 3.2.16 fallebat curas and ibid.

5.739 detineo studiis animum fallocue dolores.

dixisti carmen Heinsius, Droukhusius and Zeck would all read

duxisti carmen. Broukhusius on Tib. 2.15.4 says that ducere is

used of epic and sad songs, and gicere of lizhter works, but

1

this stztement is not quite accurate, and even if it were, is
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surely not evidence against cdixisti, cut in favour of it, since

ve are teld that ilelitoeus was laetus and we should scercely

L

extect to find chepherds reciting epic to the accomzmaniment of
the fistula.

There avpear to be three situations in which ducere carmen

is used rather then dicere: of writing eric (e.g. Eor. Serm.
1.10.443 Prop. 4.6.13; Stat. 8ilu. 5.2.92); of songs of
mourning and complaints (Cvid E.B. 1.5.7) and cf composing verse
in general, as distinct from "singing" it, (Ovid Trist. 1.11.18;
3.14.31; 5.12.63). In the first two cases the idea of length
which is often present in duco seems to be relevant (as in the
gslightly different case at 2.61), since epics are by nature long
and no one ever mourns or complains briefly. (See also my note
on 4.13).

dicere, on the other hand, is used as ecuivalent to canere,
when employed with carmen, as at Virgil Buc. 6.5 and Hor. Cerm.
Saec. 8, or'of writing short poems as at Virgil 3uc. 10.3
(where again "singing" is involved, cf. u. 8), or of playing
tune on a musical instrument, as at Hor. Cdrm. 1.32.4; 4.12.10.

There are three apparent exceptions to the rules which seen

to dictate whether dicere or ducere should be used: Lirae 75,

Prop. 1.7.1 and ibid. 1.9.9. At Dirae 75 and Frop. 1.9.9 we
have dicere useé of sad songs. In the former case we are again
dealing with a song ﬁlayed on the fistula, and in the latter,
the reference is to writing elegy, although it is interesting
that here the Renaissance manuscripts and rfeinsius read ducere.
At Prop. 1.7.1 we have dicere usea of epic, where again the
Renaissance manuscripts, supported by Scaliger, read ducere,
but perhaps we are dealing with a reference to Homer's use of

&eigcg ~ of his epics, where, of course, the referesnce to
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singing is more appropriate than it is in tre case of Latin epic.
There is therefore terhaps a degree of overlavn in the uses of

dicere and ducere, but if so, it is one which does not trouble

us here, as the context is "singing", (cf. cantzre u. 62) and
dixisti, the reading of all the manuscrivts, is thesrefore the

aponrovnriate verb.

de Used here instead of the geritive, of z part faken from

the whole, as at Cyn. 176. 3ittl (Lokale Verschiedenheiten der

lat. Sorache, p. 126) regards this use of de as one of the

features of African Latinity, but it is in fact found in Latin
literature generally from Plautus on, becoming cuite frecuent in

late Latin. See LHS 2, p. 58.

messi I GAR's reading, messe, is unmetrical and i‘aehly
therefore reads messi,.a rare form found otherwise only at
Varro L.L. 5, 4, 213 R.R. 1, 53 and Charisius 1, 14 p. 28 (1.43,
15 ¥eil). (See Feue 1, p. 329). V's campo makes good sense but
is less precise- campo culmos need not necessarily signify
grain - and may be an emendation to restore the metre. Zurman

reads messo, i.e. de frumento messo, but I can find no example

of this substantival use of messum.

grandaeua The adjective is applied to Fales only in Nem. It
also appears at Virgil Aen. 1.121 and Geor. 4.392, where it is

applied to Nereus.

spumantia cymbia lacte The same phrase occurs at Virgil fen.

3.66. At Virgil Buc. 5.67f. pocula...svumantia lacte are

offered to Laphnis.
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69-70 ost ecitors punctuate with a colon after corcnas -

5]
[
©

full-stop after honcs, tut Volpilnac rishily adopts the
runctuaticn of .Jernscorf witn a colon after honos, since hic is

nere used in a prosgpective sense. 1 cannot agree with Volzilhrac,
t.owever, in rlacing & full-stop afier corcnas, since the gift of

he luses continues the list given in uu. 65-69, and I have

therefore vunciuated with a semi-colon.

T73-4 te pinus; reboat te cuicouid carminis, kcho/ recpondet
siluae; A1l the ranuscrints read respondent in u. 74, except

R~ . . - e . -
for ¥YAu which read resypondet. /ith either readirng, the
expression is rather awkward, ana various sclutions have been

offered. Titius reads te winus reboat; te cuicquid carminis

Echo/ resvondent svluae, and explains "quicquid carrinis -

respendet, Echo resvondet & cuicguid syluae respondent, te
resvondent," but this is difficult to reconcile with his text

and makes very poor sense. Modius conjectures resrondent omnia

gsiluae from Virgil Buc. 10.8, but this is quite unnecessary and
it is not clear what he would eject to make room for omnia.
carminig exit is the suggestion of Ulitius, but he does not
explain it, and the significance of this conjecture escapes me.

Gebhardt (op. cit. p. 148) conjectures te cuid cuit Carminis

Echo,/ respondent siluae, explaining, "uicquid uccalis Echo in

carmine & te sonando ualet, omne impertit, & hinc plenis
angulis respondent ac 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 te taken as

- 2
nominative plural, whilst retaining FAu 's respondet, presumably

under the influence of Virgil Geor. 3.223 reboant siluaegue et
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longus Olympus, which is an elegant conjecture but, I thrink,

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 "guicquid is acc., 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 interpclation
from Virgil Buc. 10.8 (quoted above) or an attempt to simplify
the text. There are to my mind two possible ways of justifying
the text of NAuz. 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.”

armenta loquuntur Haupt (Opuscula I, p. 400) 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. 1.39f.

Titvrus 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 loguor used of animals
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siluaeous locuuntur may well be relevant here. This passzve zay

ik

[}

ly that

(=]

be thouzht to tell fcr arbusta, but I think it very
Fem. is clumsily acdapting Virgil's lines and has ccntaminated
leores (here changed to armenta) with locuuntur, tc produce the

curious expression zrmenta locuuntur. Agzin, Claudian (26.410)

speakxs of the ucx of cattle. Also, although locuor is apverently

not used of the sounds made by animals, dico ie, at Plautus i’en.

€54 uin afferri noctuam, ocuae 'tu, tu' uscue dicat titi and

Lucilius 2 Charisius ap. G.L.I. 125 19%), (z littera...)

inritata canes quam homo cuam anius dicit. armenta
nritat U ho cuam planius dicit t

furthermore contributes to the scene whereas arbusta does not:
the Muses are singing for lelibceus; the herdsmen are plaring:

eLlls ’ pLaflllZy
the trees sre +hispering; kcho is picking up the soundéd and

L. & &S s
sending it back, "our own (ncstra) herds spezk of you." A
return of subject to trees would add nothing.
sequuntur in many of the V manuscripts may be an emencation

in order to simplify an unusual evpression,

75-6  Yem. is probably influenced here by Virgil Buc. 1.59f. ante

leuves 2rgzo vpascenitur in zecuore cerui/ et freta destituent

nudes in litore wmisces and Frop. 2.3.5f. sicca si vosset wiscis

harena/ nec solitus ponto uiuere toruus zrver.

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 Eeinsius, is a perfectly acceptable epithet for a lion, cf.

Ovid Eer. 9.171; Fet. 14.207 etc., but it adds nothins to the
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sense nere. w's solitary zetulus is certairly cenjectural. There

o
g
ot
[T
(S8
[
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have been attempts to justify uestitus on the greouni th
often usec¢ of trzes on mcuntains, ani is usecd absoclutely at Cic.

WD 2.53.132, tut this is surely not a just parallel, as

mountains without trees can be found, but not lions without hair.
C. Schenkl's uillosus (cf. Virgil Aen. 8.77), seems to me no

improvement cn hirsutus. in uetitogue is the suggestion of E,

Schenkl, which can te paralleled by 3eneca ed. 758f. et

uetitum mare/ tetigistis ursae (Herc. Uet. 1585). I think it

very probable, however, that uestitus is concealing an original
deinsius conjectured, and a coemparison with the
Propertius passage guoted above, and also Virgil Geor. 3.543

insclitae fugiunt in flumina rhocae would seem to surpert his

suzgestion. Jacoby also comes to this conclusion (Joch, fiir

ul

¥lass. Phil. 34(1886), 1294), but is unenthusiastic, regardin

insuetusaue as very improbable, but the best suggesticnso far.

tractabit Keene translates "presides over'", and tractare is

A2

found in the sense of "have charge of" at Cic. Fam. 13.77.

seruus, oui meam bitliothecen multorum nummerumn tractauit, but
I can find no example of this verdb used Ui%h an atstract
subject, ané although tractare is often used literally of
handling vines, here it has to govern messem as well, which zs
Burman points out, is inavpropriate. fe therefore suggests
iactabit, since the two verbs are often confused in manuscrivts,
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 (AJPn 7 (1886), 91) conjectures ructabit, dbut parallels
for such a use of ructare seem to be lacking. praesisbit, the
sugzestion of Faupt (Oouscula I, p. 4C0), gives excellent sense

and has been adopted by 3Baehrens and Giarratano, btut such a
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corrurtion would be difficult to explain., Yerdidre (Frol

. 79), takin~ his cue from
would retain tractacit, and comperes Cic. Z'in. 5.74.320 -‘here,

. . . . z : : . PO
speaking of vines, "tractere est stipulé avant tueri" and he

2
1)

would translate tractare, "manipuler,” but in the Cicero casse
he cites, tractare is provably to be iranslateé, "train," which
is obvicusly irrelevant to messem. ror tractare used of clives,

cf. Pliny .2. 18,327 oleas trzctancdi. If tractabit is to be

retained hnere, it must be used in the sense of "have charge of,"
or "manage", which gives adeguate sense, cut this use with an

abstract sut’ect appears to te unparalleled . Cn the otner hang,
Haupt's praestavit accords much better with datit in u. 79, but

is difficult to explain palaeograrhically. I have therefore

obelized here.
ante takes up orius (u. 75), leading to guam (u. 80).

Cf. Calpurnius 4.161 Titvron e siluis dominam deduxit in

urbem. The phrase domiram...urbem also occurs at 2.84 anéd is

common in poetry from Cvid onwards, see TLL 5 1941 3%,
namgue I cannot see that the objections to nazque are so

great that it should not be retained in the text. Indeed Tuff,
though he prints iamgue, tranclutes "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 cuite common in XNem,
(e.g. 3.37 and 3.39 tum; Cyn. 152 lactis and 154 lacte; Cyn.
322 pratis and %24 prata; all at the same point in the line), I

cannot see that this is a sericus objection.
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24 -5 Cf. Stat. Theb. 2.22°f, nreesens tibi Fame beni-mun/

-

[€5}

strauit iter and itid. 12.273f, tibi (Thetzidi) si cmiz adhuce

1R

rroetendit nubila iiucr/ cccidet. The fijurs <f clouds o

al

WA 4 ~ . : - PR
occurs also at Cyr. zel. 1%3 Greg. .. meral. .28 and Upntet.

envy

85 pirnis H and most of the V maiuscripis read vlenz, which
no

mzkes little sense. Fama rersonified in the sense cof "Fame"

ratner than "Ruumour" is given wings also at lior, Carm. 2.2.7-8.

87 flumirneos flumineus is not used by otier bucclic pcets, but

it is found in other types of poetry, usec by Ovid, Lucan,
Silius Itzlicus, lartial, Ausonius, Valerius rlaccus, Jtatius,
Claudéien, Paulinus of lola, Cygrianus Gallus, Coripzus,

Palladius and Sedulius.
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Yem. is influenced here by tie cverning line of the zeccnd
Eclogue of both Virgil anc Calpurnius, an. this fact is a pcint,
albeixz a minor cne, in favour of ilem.'s authorship of these four
ﬁoems: to begin a poem with a line so similar to that of ancther
poem in the same corpus would be clumsy, bul with these four

line becomes a

by
-
w

poems attributed to treir prorer auther, t

w0
=
o

m
joN)

compliment to toth iem.'s precdecssser 1 the vastoral genre.

Lonacen Wendel ("Te rnominicus tucolicis," Fleckeis Jahrd.,

Sunpl. 26 (1901), 61), "lomen femirirum ignoratur, masculinum
Ao’\,ag exstat CIA 111 1133, 2371" which leads him to the
doubtful conclusion that, "Cum Dorax nomen comoediae sit (Ter.
Eun. 772. 774), Loanacen cuugue per nescioc quos riuos e comoedia
in Yemesiani eclogam fluxisse suspiceris.'" This does appear to
be the only occurrence of the name in Latin toetxzy, tut it is

also found in inscriptions, see TLL Onomasticecn 3 228 65, so

that it is unnecessary ito seek for its orizins in comedy.

Tdas The name is also usec by Calpurnius, three times in

Ovid's ¥etamorohoses (5.90; 8.305; 14.504), at Virgil Aen. 9.575

anéd Fropertius 1.2.17. “Jendel fails to note that Theocritus also

uses this name, in one of his non-rastoral idylls (22.140).

Icas Tuer 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 zltered under the irfluence of

Cal. 2.1 intactam Crocalen puer Astzcus et vuer Ides, although
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Tdas has had toc be retaired in 7 in u. 19 whers Astzcus would
not fit the metre. The nore commcn Tatterninzy in bucclic poetry
is to hrave the noun tefore the name, as at Virzil Zuec. 2.7, arnd

Cal. 2.7 and 6.7, but the reverse occurs at Jzl. 5.1 Micon

senicr. Hauz's ruer Idas giveg us a fourth foot blccit srondes,

wvhicn is not in itself objectionable, as there are itwelve

examrles of this in the zclozues and five in the Uynesetica, but

T

it is possible that, like the other V maznuscrirts, Hauz have

been influenced here by lal., 2.1, or else that they are adorting
T £

the more usual patterning, ani therefore I have preferrei tre
(=)

word order of iHG.

Alcon The name is also used by Virgil (Zuc. 5.11) and

Calpurnius (6.1, 6, 18, 21). The names Idas and ilcon occur

together at Stat. Theb. 6.553ff. Jervius tells us that tre
original Alcon was a Cretan archer who accompanied zZercules and
was so skilled that wnen 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 (g;g 2, D. 35) and is later
found at Eor. Carm. 4.9.13; lhartial 8.63.1; Gell. 6.32.3; Aus.
solil., 1.33.22 etc. LE3 say (2, D. 51), "In der historischren

Zeit ist der Ubertritt eines Verbumé in die andere Ketegorie
ziemlich verbreitet. Im allgemeinen geht die tniwicklung in der
Richtung einer steten Zunahme cer Transitiva." pereo is similarly

used transitively at Plautus Foen. 1095 and depereo at Plautus

2-3 incensus uterque/...ruebant cfiry read ruebat, tut in view
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of the plural verbs ardebent (u. 2), irmasere (u. 6) anc

carnebant (E- 7), it seems reasonable to retazin tlhe readin

cg
o}
L]

the majority of the mznuscrirts. utercue is found +ith a
singular adjective and a glural verb also at Cvid Her. 5.46

miscuirrs lacrimas maestus utercue suas anc Lucan 7.31-2 fati

certus uteroue/ extremum tanti fructw: raveretis amoris,

in...uenerem...ruebant for this expression cf. Livy 3,47 in

concubitus ruere.

furicsa mente furiosa, the reading of iG, is a less common

adjective than HV's furiata, and is not used by Catullus,
Tibullus, Propertius, Virgil, Lucen, Valerius Flaccus, 3ilius

<+

Italicus, Statius or Celpurnius. The thrase furiata mente is

quite common (see, for example, Virgil ien. 2.407) and it would
appear likely that V is azain replacing a less usuwal 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.

uicini Hartel conjectures uicinis, vresumably in order o

neat

n

resolve the apparent difficulty of uallibus. This iz

cenjecture, but unnecessary.

uallibus Haupt says of this, the reading of all the
manuscripts, "ualles horti intolerabiles sunt" (Opuscula I,

p. 401), and asked help of G. Hermann, who conjectured callibus.
Keene descrites this as a brilliant emsauCation, but Schenkl
accepts it with some doubt "nam in callibus hortuli uix pueri

aggredi potuerunt puellam necue causa erai parentibus cur eanm
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clausam ternerent, si intra horti fires se tenuisset (p. lxx).
However, the idea of picking flowers in csllibus is improbtalle.
refer to anything as

uallibus can be justified, 2z it need no

FApaS
v

large as a valley, cf. stat. Theb. 7.749 uvzllen csuzt (of vart

of a mountain-side which tecomes detached and rolls down), and
Silius 3.662 where ualles is usei of the space between #wo sand-
dunes, so that ualles here need refer to ancthing larger than a
hellow. Schenkl tries to solve the difficulty he finds over
horti by suggesting that "horti uccatulo significetur uilla, non
solum aecdes ipsae earumgue uicinia, sed etiam cuae ad uillam
pertinebant pascua at zecibus remotiora. constat autem
antiquioribus temporibus, ueluti in XII tabulis uccabulum horiunm
aé uillam significandam a2c¢hibitum esse." (cf. Pliny X.E. 19.50)
"neque a ueri specie abhorret hac ui id posterioribus etiam
temporibus in sermone uulgari usitatum fuisse, cuem hoc loco
secutus est Nsmesianus." I consider it unlikely that hortus
should be used in this rare sense here, and I also dc not see
that Donace's having been clecse 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 bteen unwise to

allow her out on her own.

molli I cannot see why Barth should want to alter the text
here, as it is perfectly sound, and the same expression occurs
at Virgil Buc. 3.45.

ueneriscue imbutus Titius, rartellius ané Burman all favour

the second Aldine edition's immitis, in the sense of "immature,"
However, I can find the adjective used in this sense only of
fruit, as at Her. Czrm. 2.5.10, which Burman cguotes; Fliny ¥.H.

13,26 and 19.82; Silius 8.378; Gell. 10.71.3.immitis is



apparently rnct used with tie genitive, and the only other serse
in which it can be used, with the ablaiive, -szems tc te "cruel"

k]
L

or "narsh", as at Livy 2.2%.9 <

4]

212ius,. . et

Claudian carm. min. 26.31 (lecus) tazctu...izmitis et haustu, a

meanin~ which would be inapnropriste here,
The use of imbutus with the genitive is rzre. L cites only
Schel. Hor., 2rs 312 and Pass. coron. 1. The more comzon use is

with the ablative, and We nsdorf comveres 3ilius 3.54-5

virgineis iuuenem taedis, primcoue hymenaeo/ irbuerat coniunx.

The evidence for an ablative form Vemeri, however, rests on only
one passage, rlautus Ioen."1.2.49 (256), vhere it is rejected by
Pius and Leo but retained by Bentley and Lindsay. At Cym. 42,

Nem. uses the ablative with imbuitus, sacris istuta uenenis, but

in view of the fact that the evidence for the ablative form

Veneri is sco tenucus, I read uenerizcue here,

tum vrimum dulci carvebant burman suggests dulciz tunc vrimum

carpebant, comparing, for reasons not clear to me, Claudian

Evpith. Eon. 81 in orimis titubans audacia furtis, but this

conjecture is unnecessary. He is also doubtful about carpebant

because of the presence of carperet above (3. 5), ard tentatively

suggests czniebant, as at Ovid hHer. 4.27, but rightly rejects it
"guia & alias eadem uerba repetere solet noster."

Barth conjectures carpserunt, but in late Latin the imrerfect
is sometimes found when we might expect the perfect, cf. ¥-5 1,
p. 127ff., "Am hHufigsten ist der Wechsel des histérischen

und. des beschreibenden {mperfokts. Das Porfeit

Perfektsuflihrt (wie der griechische horist) die Hauptereigrisse
und Haupttatsachen an, das Imperfekt hingegen stellt die
gleichzeitigen Nebenhandlungen und begleitenden Umst#nde

veranschaulichend dar. Auf diese ‘eise tritt auf dem historischen

Gem#lde Licht und uchatten herVor. Las Ferfekt erzlhlt, das



Innerfeki beschreibt." LIS (2, p. 3032) compare 7itze zatr, 2,215
uitam suem consumebat.
iam non This is clearly the correct reading rers, as u. 9

shows: their feelings are no longer those of children, but of

young men.

The only words in this difficult line which have been left
untouched by editors are iter cuincue! The difficulty falls into
two main rarts, each with subsidiary guestions: vhether anni
-~

and hiesnes are vossible together, and if not, which of then
should be emencded; and wnéther any meaning can te extracted
from the rest of the line, and if not, in whai a2y it should be
emended.

In spite of such renderings as, "Their years were only
fifteen winters" (Tuff), and "whose years numbered but fifteen
winters" (Kéene), it would appear superfluous to mention both

0

anni and hiemes, and pleonasms such as Ovid Met. 6.438f. iam

tempora Titan/ quingue per autumnos repetiti duxerat anni, are

no parallel since here hiemes and anni stand sicde by side. There

have therefore bteen a2 number of emendations of anni and hiemes,

Heinsius would presunably nave his conjecture guis actae ter

auincue hiemes in parenthésis, 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 zeul hiemes would seen
to be unparalleled . Kornherdt (TLL 6 2780 54) includes this
line under two headings, hiemes as equivalent to anni, and
under "hiemis tempus", so that in the latter case, anni would

have to be taken as genitive, whicn is highly improbable,

220
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J.Z. 5ell weuwlcé resd cuis tantum ter suincus nisres ned

cura iuuentae, suzvesting itnat anni is either a visual slip, or
hiee wandered in from u. 2 ty a grocess of .ental azsocisztion.

+]
5

is gives zood sense, but such a corruntion seens 1o e ratner

o

unlikely. anni is usuvally used of own with s nunter

[&]

age cn it
(but cf. 4.36) anc therefcre other scholars have focused their
attention on hismes.

Leo's ignes is rzther a feeble effort, in my opinion. Zurmen uGLJxL

bracket quis arni ter ouincue and read et vrimae cura iuuentae,

which Heupt (Opuscula I, p. 402) says is impossible "cum pueri
iam se inpensius colere et crnare coepisse ut puellae placerent
(hoc eninm uoluit Eurmannus) praevostere hic ataque inepte

dicerentur..." Burman's conjecture and interpretation are

indeed unlikely, but Haurt is gcing tco far in his condemnation.
He then goes on to =sayr, "immo errcr librarii tollencdus esti

Femesianus enim scripsisse uidetur Luis anni ter cuincue hiemes

et CRVDA IV¥

HTA, cuo rnon puerilia optantium aetatem nondum

adultam apertius indaicaret. (ac éixit similiter Silius XII 248

crudos sine uiribus annos)". This is a clever conjecture but,

I think, wrong: cura iuuentae surely takes up and elaborates on

non puerilia uota in the line above. llaehly adds hymeni sed to

Haupt's cruda iuuentaz - an ingenious though grotesque emencation -
53 (=] S

but hyvmen used in the sense of "marrisge" would appear to te

indeclinable.

Ellis's conjecture, uirent et crura, is palaeographically

unlikely, and makes extremely pocr sense. Baehrens's increscit
makes better sense, though it fails to bring out the probable

contrast between pueris and iuuentae, and is also

palaeograprhically unlikely.

Birt (The Yalieutica of Gvid, p. 191) would read biennis...

)
iuuencae, saying that et has crept in, as it has in u. 517, but
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the adlective tiennis is very rare, =na mention of a iuuenca is

ol r

surely guite irrelevant. G. Crlandi (Jtudi ..edievali 17 (°976),

738 n. 5) would zlso read iuuencae, taking it as nominative, otut
he does not say whether he also reads tiennis.

The emendation of Summers, et mens, is clever, an<Z not
t

impossible palaeographically, but it seems to require at or set

(sed), rather than et before it, so that u. 9 then elaborates on
u. 8: "they were fifteen, but they had the minds and cares of

young men." Verdidre's hinc mens (Zos 56 (1966-1969), 179-80),

would be an easy corruption, tut is less satisfactory from the
voint of view of sense.

It does not seem to me rpossible to Justify the reading of
the manuscripts anc¢ none of the emencations is entirely

convincing. I therefore obelize the /hole lire,

11 This line has troubled some editors, and various emencdations
have been suggested, but although the line is somewhat
tortuously vhrased, the reacding of the manuscripts can be
defended.

Maehly objects to tam because it is not followed by cuam
or ut and suggests non iam, in the sense of non amrlius. This
is an elegant conjecture, but unnecessary, as a general
comparative clause such as "as it did before" is to be
uncerstood.

The use of de here has also caused cifficulty. de must
belong with uoce and not with tenui filo as it would appear to
be impossible for de to follow the adjective and ncun which it
governs. laehly says that filo de is "ein Unding" without
defining precisely what he finds objectionable about it, though

no doubt he means that it is impossible for de to follow just
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the non, wrere there is no acjective or dependsnt Tenitive.

Ze would therefore read zua filiz or filum-ceu and renarks

that sua filia "scheint noch am zerathensten zu sein, wenn man
1

dem Lichter nicht eiwa die Abgeschmacktheit zutrzuen will:

cuod non iam tenui, filum ceu, uoce sonaret", but neither of

zin of his

thsse conjectures gives good sense. Titius in the narg

copy suggests tenui de filo, which is not in my opinion a very

useful alteration, and ae more of the Leventer editions looks
like an early and not very narvy exnencztion. I am not clear
quite how Glaeser means his uoxcue to be taxen. Burman is
perhaps nearer the mark ~hen he says tnat de "non temere
additur, ne duo ablativi veoce, filo impecdirent sensum." de is
here used with a modal or instrumental ablative, as at 3.64,

Anth. Lat. (Risse) 246.2 dulce de labris locuuntur, and cften in

- 5]

Latin literature ( see TLL 5 ¢2 23ff.}. A, Cudeman (TLL 5 62 19)
says "certa exempla non ante saec. 1 cUuia, sed nonnulla nriora
iam proxime ad hunc uulgarem usum accedunt. inde ab Apul. deest
apud neminem et plerisque recentioris aetatis in deliciis
habetur." sonare uoce arpears a2t 3ilius 2.4971 and Calvurnius
2.4.

I would translate the line "because her voice did not sound

so fine and delicate as it used to do."

sollicitumcue ﬁforet vincuis sonus) The use of the neuter

sollicitumoue at first sight seems puzzling, but it is

probably to be explained as meaning "a circumstance &ausing
apprehension”, cf. K-S 1, p. 32 "Die im Griechischen hiufig
vorkommende Konstrukticn, in der auf ein Subjekt, wenn es
nicht als ein bestimmter Gegenstand, sondern als ein

allgemeiner bezriff (als eir Ling oder .esen) aufzefasst werden

soll, das prddikative Adjektiv ohne .licksicht auf cas Cenus
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nur in der Lichtersrvrache., ¥l. Fcen., 233 nmodusz cmnibus retus
= < s ’
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soror, ontimumnst habitu. Verg. L. 3,

[

A. 4, 569 uarium et mutebile semper femina."

Ulitius conjectures gollicituscue, vhicix is winecessary.

Heinsius susrests insolitumcue, btut tinis is retrer Teelle.

sollicitum here means "worrring", as at Cic. il. 2.5 quid

magis sollicitum dici potest; Cvia let. T7.454 sollicitumngue

alicuid laetis interuenit etc.

pinsuis sonus V reads linsuis onus. Stégen (Latomus 25 (1964),

313) translaztes V's text "et qu'il y avait un fardeau
d'inguiétude sur sa langue" and compares Catullus 51.6-8 and

Virgil Aen. 4.76 incipit effari mediadue in ucce resistit, but

as Wernsdorf points out, linguis refers only to Donace, and the
use of the vplural linguis of one person's tongue would te
unparalleled, . Wernsdorf attempts to justify the use of the

plural in two ways, firstly by comparing Hor., kpist. 1.5.18

sollicitis animis onus eximit, and ettributing the plurals both

in Horace and llem. to metrical nececsity, and secondly by
suzgesting that linguis refers tc the boys as well, since
Tonace's parents can recognise signs of guilt in them, too. The
first suggestion I find unlikely, and the contexi of the Horace
passage is different, and his second suzgestion svems to me an
unnatural way of takingz the line, especially next tc the
singular ceruix. Castagna ("Fonti Greche dei 'bucdlica' di
‘emesiano," Xevun 44 (1970}, 437), supports Stégen's

interpretation, conmaring & iragment ascribed to Callimacrus,
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much nearer tramcsletion thzn onus,

"
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"n'ajoute pas grand-chose

fact enlarzes on u. "1: she speaks non taz tenui filo, i.e. her

. . . . N .
veice has -inguis sonus. It is true, 2 Stégzen points out, that

the use of pinguis of a woman's voice is aprarently
unvaralleled. , but it ‘s used of sounés =s at Gell. 13.27.4,

where he describes urbes as vninzuius than uvrbtis, and in view of

the use of tenui filo of the vcice in u. 11, the use of
pinguis here must be considered ad:issible.

There has been =zome speculation as t- the significance of

pinguis sonus. Glaeser says that this change in Tonace's voice

indicates pregnancy and Wernsdorf (exc. xviiii, p. 335),
supported by Sclenkl, says that it is a sign of lost
virginity. I can find no evidence t..at either idea was current
in anticuity. It is inrossitle to be sure +what llem. means here,
The whole description from uvu. 11-3 is rather ctscure, but I
weuld think it rrobabvle tiat Lonace's voice is pirguis through

evcess of emotior.

imnroba ceruix Surmen says that improta here means grandicr,

tumescens, and Barth rightly comveres Cztullus 64.277. For
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imrrocus used in the senss of "large", cf., Jolumella 6.1.3

zgenibus imvrecbis, unzulis mzomis; stat.

-~

suzer improbuz ewit. xllis on Catullus 64.377 auctes a story

from Hamage's lookxs and Tyways of Ttzly, p. 208. Ramage 1et

"an intelligent inhabitant" in Yenusia wnc tcléd him that it was
a custom in southern Italy to "measure the neck cf a
marriageable youth or maidaen correctly -iith a ritbon; then
double the length, and bringing the twc ends together, place the
niddle of it between the teeth. If we find it is sufficiently
long to be carried from the mouth over the heac without
difficulty, it is a sign that the person is still a virsin, but

if not, we are to infer the contrary."

genas leues The second Aldine edition reads genis leues, but

this is ,apparently an emendation to bring abocut a chiasmus with

intconsi crinibus.

intonsi The adjective intonsus is usually found either in the
ablative case gualifying a noun, or followed by a Greek
accusative, and vprobably 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 Irac. laud. dei 1,295

caccsaries intonsa comis.

haec _sub As Schenkl poinis out, V's sub hac is probably an

interpolation from Calpurnius 4.2. Here it is meaningless, since

no pvlane-trees have hitherto been mentioned. AH's hi sub would
T e

give us a rather ugly line-opening,.and :G's hic sub makes no

sense. 3. Schenkl's hinc sub would be rather obscure, since
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thore is nothing ne roy to vhich it could reascnatly refer. I

4
4
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therefore rrefer Glaeser's conjecture hasc. sub.

alings of

.G and AZ could easily nave come acout throush confu-ion of

atbreviaztions.

Idas calamis et uersibus Llccn The same distinction is macde

m

again at wu. 53-4, and at Virgil Zuc. 5.2 tu calamos inflare

.

leuis, e~o dicere uersus where also toth men go on to sing. The

reason for this distinction is not clear to me.

Ilaides As Schenkl ("Zu Calrurnius" ALL 1 (1884), 292) and
Ehwald (2Bn¥ 35 (1887), 1084) point out, the reading of most

of most of the mrauscripts and many of the editions, naf¥cls,

is unmetrical. The form nais, raidis (or naidos) is the more

common, according to Lewis and Short.

litora...gramnina i and G are confuseC here, and Derth

would read granina..littcra. Zut Nem. 1s very protably imitating

Ovid Am. 2.11.15 litora marmoreis pedibus sismate vuellze, and

V's reading is to be preferred. Beck explains that purvureoscue

alitis per zramina flores means that the nymphs nourish the

flowers because they waler them as they go.

trini The < istributive is here usec for the cardinal.

Originally the distributive was used in this -ray in the case of
o

plural nouns where only one object was meant, but later the

use was extended to ordinary plurals e.g. Pliny ©.H. 2.99

p1
-
-

trinos soles antioui saepius uidere, 7.169 etc. See K-S

p. 660. In late Latin tho distinction between terni and irini

was no longer clear snd they were usecd interchangeatly.
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libarunt Tlitius's conjecture libarunt iz certain., Ilom. iz

procably remembering nere Virgil Juc. 5.25-6., ihe rzeiin-s of
> J ) o 4 - -

the wmanuscripts, all corrunxt, give some interesting indications
as to their velue and relaticnships. i comes nearzst to the
truth, vhile G's reading is ncnsense. “he reziing cf AEv is
clearly an attempt 2t emeniation, wnile in the reweining

ranuscrints lamb- has crept in from the lire Ttelow.

asra Uriginally ser siznified the lover zir and actler the
upver, but this distincticn became blurred, see TLL 1 1151 61,

Irs

Thus we have zethera comrlere at Virgil fen. 7.3953 12.724 and

(‘l}

Lucan 8.658, but aera complere at (vid llet.14.537 and Iuuenc.

1.172. Therefore, either aera (the reading of iLV) or aethera
(the reading of G) would be perfectly acceptable here. I have
prelferred aera because, owing to the interpolated nature of G,
the reading of LZEV is usually to be preferred where NIV agree
against G. (See my section on the Relationsihips of the

- . N L. . . N . . P N T T
llanuscripts). atria in i 1s perheps a reminiscence of (vid llez.

5.153 ululatugue atria complent.

iuuencas Rooy (Spicileria Critica, Tortrecht, p. 110) wouléd

read bidentes here, as he says that although herdsmen in love
exaggerate, it is still unlikely that trey would boast of
having a thousand heifers, and he ccmra.es Virgil Buc. 2.21

(a"rae) and Calpurnius 2.68 (agnas) w:ich he says Lem. is

1m1uat1no. Zut there are severzl objections to this conjecture.
First, it is stated in u. 29 (uvaccae) and L. 32 (uituli) that it

is cows which Idas terxls, not sheep. It is possible, too, that
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sem. ic Liere remeutveriny tho vords of Toly
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ticrsTid” but simTtly & larse

Tirgil fen. 5.55U3 8.291 and Tid. 1.3.50,
t 4,6G s
a /—.O/ 2710 oM. .
As at Virgil Zuec. 2,20, a2 herdsunen e is very nrolably a

s

slave speazits of tiie acinalz he tends as thoush they wers his

oWl
35-9 These lines are repeated from Calpurnius (3.57-8).
39 inter calamos exrantia C. S:smer!n31 (Z.1 5 808 42) comments
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pretatio
case have to refer to i e, wnich
does not appear to be a pocsible use, and it is ¢ifficult to
see how errantia would then nave 1o be talken. erro with inler
is rare, but does occur alsc at Zor. Cerm. 3.18.73.

’

41 uiclasgue simillizus exrro Licrace has the seme idea at

T

Carm. 3.70.74 tinctus uiola rallor amantium. rage or Virgzil

Buc. 2.47 nallentic uiolas translates uiola as

and corments, "The 'paleness' of an Italian complexion, it

should ve remembered, is 'yellow' rather than 'white', hence

the colour of gold is described in Latii as 'paleress' and

=y

vpallere is used of a yellow rat .er than a wvhite nue. Cf. Geocz~,

[p]

: - S . .2 .
1.446; Eor. £vod. 10.16; iet. 171,170." atrae in u may te an

interpolation from Virzil Zuc. 10.39.

)

42 nostri...Bacchi 26 here-glocs Zacchi with uini, see
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Cousman U2 16 (195Z), &0 (= Llessical Frivers vol. 2, D. 550

for sisilar cases cf thiz tyve of e-.or, & sless Intiuding ianto
! - ~ 2 savs o3 - B +~ < G e S . .- - - T e -
the text. the zignificance of nosiri nece iz ot clezr, It may

he =sed to indicate afiection or an-roval as at rlauvtus Zud,
12153 Cice 4. Fr. 1.1.3: Idas wants to drink but cannot (horre o),

jungt as he wants to sleen and cannot, and 3peaks of sleev in
B b b
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tively, ncesri 2ay be used in
) ~ - 2 Mt o et A e - At Pamd T e ot T emae
the zense of "witn which e are teth familiex", @z at iors.

10.64.% Felicoris mloriza nostri, -here .zrtizl is talling of

. ~ ~ - . . - ¢ — -
himegell ~ndéd Lucan. icginsius and Zrouhusius (on Tib. 1.?.c4)
toth crnjectuvre ncti #nd tie latier comoares

. - . / o i , .
attributed to retronius (fr. 33.2= inth. Let. (il:se) :.467) nec

noto stomachum conciliar where, hcovever, Veosszianus L.i,. 86

(D
?

2]
o

has toto, tut there the context is aifferert, as
being taken for medicinal vurposes, as often in the zcets, Thus,
althourh the uvse of ncsiri is vegue here, I can see no reason

to alter it.

44 fusca As 2t u. 1 and elzewnere in the pcems, the scrive of
the hyparchetype of ¥V has decided that llem. must not simrly
imitate Calvurnius closely, wut repeat hin verbatin. It is more
understandatle that there should be tampering with the text in

this poen than in the others, as iem. has taken several
complete lines from Salpurniuvs 3 (2 4'7= Cal, 3,533 2.328-9= Cal.
%2,57-8) and has followed him more closely tiian usual elsewvhere.
But there is no reason to doubt tie veracity of G4 here, the

more reliable branch of the tra. ition.

47-8 Len. iz imitating Calpurnius very closely in the.e Iines

and u. 47 as it stands reveats Cal. 3.53. Titius conjectures



iam for et, nresunacly becouse scme ¥ sanuscri.is rezsd
Cal. 2.5%, and C. ucrenkl sug.esits tunc, zno.édoukt in o
create an anatncre with u. 47, but I zee 2o reascn for
emendation. et is, aamittecly, redundent as rs;z
serves to introcluce the series of results of Lonszce's

anpearance.
Calpurnius at 3,53-4
et, btut here the

-que)...et

<

founé elsewhere in the &
have tried to "uwend" the

et, but either of these

tun nor tunc is found in

Zeck rightly defends gt
well as Celpurnius, is i

lauri et suaue rubens ny

also nas the

oUl

the of a

cintin.

o'
<

in u.

witating Virgil Zuc.

acinthus where there

3 o~
nhiatus.

dum...acat

1ls

very avkwerily e

-

line elsevher

2lz0 a

rroscdic
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dur is not here used as a restrictive particle in a

conditional clause as ecuivalent to durmodo (see TLL 5 22C7 75),
Contemporaneous Pckion,

but as a conjumc‘:}on &xpmss‘m’c{“so that the indicative

here.

unguine

conjectured urguine from Arnob. nat. 1.29 lapidem ex cliui
unsuine sordidatum, and trhis is in fact the reading of .GiZ, Tu
ne later came down ir favour of sganguire because of Arnob. nat.
1.2.70 olearum ex ~haculis cruor taeter exvrimitur. Zoth
readinzs can thersfore be paralleigd. , but in view of the fact

that V is the less reliable brarch of the tradition, I

preferred 'GaH's unguine
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correct. Thie

no doubtt vaffle a scritve, whe, mistaxinz it for an obligue case

of fdeus, and rperceiving thet the phrass demanded a ncminative,

altered his text. It is interesting that H represents this first
stege in the co_ru-ticn of the text., lLater, et was acded tc
restere the metre, as we gee in V. In the iIG trediticn the
vrocess hsg continusc still further: uvites kas been ocusted by

uuas, perrnaps a gloss, and in i this renders the line uunmetrical,

if cl's is taken to represent dezus. G by rearranging the wcrds

has restored the metre. Heinsius ané rfurman nave botn tried to
emend V's reacding, tut the seinse demancs the menticn of Izmeter,

s Ulitius saw, as it would be & siriking omiszion 1f the corn-

[3Y]

godédess were not included in this list of ceities responsible
for fruits anc crovs. taenrens's rearrangement of the word-

e

order to brinz in IG's uuas seeis tc me quite unwarranted.

3 4 s L
c2

curae All the manuscrizts read aursz and this adjec

<

used of words or speech alsoc at Lucr. 3.12; Cic. 2c. 2.11%; de

o

ff. 3.703 Fulg. Virgiliana Continentia, p. 154 o (Zelm), but it

—_—

is inappropriate here, as the nature of fhoebus's scngs is not

relevant to what alcon sings. daunt emencds to curae, vossibly

thinkin- of Vireil Suc. 3.67 illi mea carmina curae (i.e. to

Jupiter) and stat. Theb. 3.659, ani this makes be

lceon's scngs we are corceined with here,

[0}
i
=
[¢]
D
.
ct
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[

-4 licet.../...ncrit Here, as at Cvn. 2322, all the manu-

scrirts {except j which has norat) heve the indicative aouit.
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‘nkla thr% e en cT e ri T t AT, A et 21 At Dy
prOOUU 5 e LEZTSCCIrI lg X1 4T O TILCUCEs 143 guijuncuoive

rorit herse. The corzuvrticn from anorit to nocuit ccoculd easily

have havpered, especially with tre indicative scit éirectly

below it. F¥evertheless, a caze could be macde cut fcr the

indicative.
clausa Eaui;t conjectures clausae, presuwiacly to be teken

with fores, since he objects to the reading cf the manuscrirtis

cn the grcund that "clausa luscinia non zotest libera ferri."

r

clausa is, however, a cuite atvprogpriate cipitret to entliy to a

biréd before it is released and I can see no reason to alzter the
readins of the maiuscripts.
paruae in U,

£2, says that we need to be told here to ~hat the Zores belong,
and therefore suzgests caueae, Zut this is unnecessery: we can

infer from contexto uimine clausa that they belong to a cage of

some sort, and the point about the bird's unexrpected jreference

is made better if caucam is held back until u. 66.

totis Eeinsius, comparing Virgil aen. 7.491 errsbat siluis,

rursuscue ad limina nota, conjectures notis. surman rejects

this, comraring 4.6, and corments '"nam notanm

cauvean rotius uocere, cuem siiuvas, in cuitus

in cezuea nabitabvat." totis iz here used asz egud
omnibus, sse ny note on 4.0 and lso Lz 2, p.

also Zvn., 49 tctis...aruis.
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72 Avpollo Apollo killed the Jyclcpes who made

3

234

+ o i R L N I B, P . -
te veresm Yere again 1t would eprear 1ilsiy trnat ¥ has

- L R PP PR S £ PR, PR - 3 . -
altered an unvsuel eyyprecsion toc a =ors conmon ons. te mayv oa
accusative or atlative, "ut the uwee of zitv.er cass witl, —eras is

inteual. meren: 1o used it t.e acctisetive a

and Arrurentum Truc. O, (itis trhe ablative 2t Ircp. 2015072,
cuco Trhe reading ol G, LV read ruczan, iiichh iz not imposzsible
as the  subjunctive c-uld o= Juziifiec a: tein Cue 1o
2ssimilation of mecas, or to the fact tinas we neve a cliause
detendent on a subjunctive clause, cr tc *tie extenzion ol tre

subjunctive in sucvordinate clauses generally in izte Latian (see

75). It is, hcwever, ver 1iiely trat here

(0N
\n

Li8 2, ©p. 547 and
LV are simply zltering tnder the influence ¢l ths sutjunctive

earlier in the line.

he thunderbelt
wnich "villed hie son Asclewnius anc ¢s & punishment was made the
gserf of Adnmetus, king

Veolpilhac criticises Iem. for having "forg

was a covwherc¢ not a sherherd, tut neitiler Zrex nor zecus 1y

restricted in use tc sneep, and clearly rrevsg here must reler
to cattle after the reference in u. T1.
Pan doctus This is the only examgle cited in Tii of this

epithet applied to Pan, but it is elsewhere used of the lluses
. . y N ~ ~ . .

(Catull. 65.2; (vid a.a. 3.4%1 etc.), of Fellas (zleg. in

taecen. 1.77) andé of Fricebus {otat. 3ilu. 5.%.91, ani is no

¢oubt used cof Fan nere tecauze of his r@le as vatron of the arts,

a2uni uates Fauns are connected with uvates at snn. ann. 2°4

¥
Fauri uatescue canebant., Fraurus was endowed with orscuisr anc
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75-6 cur tolleret.../...splenceret
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ur.certein,

extression tclleret ortus c

4 Aurocra ostencderd ortus

Leternminative

SCYMCNESeeey

classical rLatin only at Czel.

(0]

cui de eo tun fuerant, cun 2

tes, conraring

nd

vid
an be taralleled.

Aurcrea

4.552

k=3

cum occurs -with

1

at
SE%e

Cic. ev

-Cilge Nnos essewus,

but is more freguent in later Latin. (see

82 indocti calanis

the other hand,

NOmo...Dleracue

plain ablétive cited by

Lis 2,

This is the only examnple

Gumpoltsberger (Ll

ti

incéoc

+]

LL cites

is al rare:

necue i rus

with an accusative, calsa:

p. 622).
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locutus lcouli iz usez of
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evampie, also at Zuc. sins. 1.22

Jdomingm. . urbem For the lcocutiorn doziram...urbem zez the note
on 1.8%.
caantavimur The majority of the manuscripts read cantati . us

ot

and Volvilhac comments . 693, "les vers 82-34 cemblent bien
L R

indiquer cu'iAlcon représente le pote. 1'est-il pas dds lors

i

logigue d'admettre cus, comue en 1,82-8, il souvhaite aliler
= s ~ I 9

. A N ] - .
chanter lui-méme & Home?" I have discussed elsewhere, in my

o

section on the Authorsnip of tie Toers, the cangers of atternpting
to identify the characters in these poems witn real peorle.
Volvilhac quotes in supnort of his theory Hor. Serm. 2.1.4%;

Ovid Trist. 4.10.59 and 3tat. Silu. 1.2.197, tut none of these

passages suvports his interrretation. Zurman ri kily says, "sine
dutio cantabvimur, id est celebrabimur...nam an procter Lonacen
cantaret urbiv". Alcon is ambitiocus, and wants to be famous in
Rcme, not merely to be there.

4

inter inter here governs cupressos, although Iexm. is doubt-

lege imitatins Virgil Zuc. 1.25 cuantun lenta sclent izter
2 o a——

uiburna cuovressi, where inter can only govern
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line Ttut the

Varrc 2.1, 7.15 ard in scies ranuscripte a2t Virgil lue. E.ZEunA_CQU-Q“uug

LAQJ\Q :d)

vhereas in Those :f Tirpilh (vid, Lucan, Tglerius

toto sub sole "teneath the lcns day's sun', or serhars simuly

"all day." If the latter, for totus in %he ablative used to
denote the duration of time, c¢f. Cic. .T. 2.105, 08, 123;
Catull. 109.5; Caes. IZ.G. 1.26.5; Curt, 8.2.719 and see 1135 2, T.

20%; and for the use of sub when it anpears to add roihing to the
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sense, see Yousman ICrh3 1927, 37 (=C1

descendere The manuscripts are almost equally civided tetween
leccendere ané discedere here. Ths latter verb is of course

verfectly accevtatle and is often used with e (see TLL 5 280

19ff.), but there has been scme aryument as to what descendere

nere

iy
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would signify here. JWernsder

ecuivalent to atire, but toe word is used in this seuse

apparently only to refer to devaviure from rublic cffice, as at

L
L

Q

3eneca clem. 1.%2.2 and Lucan 1.Z34-5, Zarith cuotes as rarallels

for descen’ere as ecuivalent tc etire, Yirzil Aen. 11,450 and

(3
0]
o
w0
4]
[
3

Frow., 2.4,%9, tut in the foruer case gfesceniere nus
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descerndsre is uset becauses the Towt is moving counetoex it the

voirts out that shesyvhnerc

heat arni ccomnares
2.17.2 that cows were kept on nills in winter, although it is
not necessary to surtose that the cowvs were urpkill here, cnly

S
B 3 A LS "
trat the herdnen may rnave been

-

tresunably thinking cf Virgil

not in need of emencaiion.

—

zrz and descendere arvpear to me ecuslly likely

el

oth disce

to

[¢)]
H
=
I
o
'__J
D

readings, but as Il zeems to be marginally -~he most r

)

Tmanu=cript, I have adopted its reading descendere.

\5)
(\



\,

vevilus Trig ~ears to e unicue to l.ei.

comments, "Certo uero dicere posswius noc ncmern fatulaz, non

veritatis fuiscse, cun de nocte infesta Graeci ncrina suva non

duxerint. Literi coroncomen thcTéxLoS docere ulgetur

verconam cuancen ab eius latere ita appellatzi fulsse." The name

hfux'réXLOS haz tezn found on a grevestone now in the

Zritish ruseuw ( CIG 4.6859). The name Zvetilus, if it is indéed
Ve

connected with hJu&’reXLoS y may be used here because

N;K-rcf,)\uos is an epithet of Zionysus (4.P. 9.524.7%4;

Plutarch 2.%3%a, Fsusanius 1.40.%), and Bacchus occuvies a larze

vroportion of the poem., it.odcinus is nc deubt influenced by liem.

when he uses the name Zecivlus for one of the characters iz his
owr: eclozue.

atoue Ficon f:’LrydI read ac i.ycon and y et l.vcon, but the first
svllable of the name must be short, as at Theocr. 5.112 M i v

Virgil 3uc. 3.70, 7.30 and Cal. 5.7.

,

nec non et A double negative used for an empnatic affirmative,

further strengthened by a redundant et, as at Virgil hen. 8.461.

Thie connecting fcrmula is not used tefore Virgil and is not

239

b

found in prose before the first century A.L. It ic found often in

the elder Fliny, once in uintilian, and also in Columella,

Suetonius, lorus and the legal writers. From Virgil, the formula

spread to Ovid, Lucan, 3tatius and the later poets. See I8 2, 1.

5243 LBfstedt Fer. ieth. p. 95ff.; Klbler ALL 8, ». *8i; Lease

ALL 10, p. 390.
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Anymtas “rniz none i1z Jiret uveed in bucclic postry bty Thescriius
(7.2). It is uved glso by ¥ir-il (in helssves 2, 7, © and ") en?
Calrurnivs (Zuz. £4) @it 272in by lLem. at 4.€2,

Thiz is ons of several lines which e, has berrovzd Irom
Calpurnius ant use¢ witnout any alteration.

Pan is pictured resting froz huntirg alsc at Theocr. 1.75.
recubare This verbd is rare but classicel :nd is alsc found, for
examrle, in Lucretius (once), Tibullus (once), Virgzil (5 times),
Cvid (twice) and Valerius Flaccus (once).

sonng laxatus sumere uires

lavatus There is sore confusion in the manuscripts here.

~

\s . 2.2, - . .
lassatus, the reading ¢f Hcjpasu v would be virtually redundant

as we already have fesgus in u. 3. Labgilnuvxz read lassatas, which

has found favour with many editors, and uchuster (ZJ 212 (1927),

120) asserts thet this is the correct realing. lassatas would be
acceptarle if sumere here means "regain", but I can find no
evidence fo. the use of sumere as ecuivalent to resumere. G reads
laxatas, which Heinsius approvec, ana vhich may be taken as a
transferred evithet, but the most satisfactcry readin; is in oy

opinion laxatus, which is founé in the marzin of ¢

vith which may bte compared Virgil aen.

. This reading,

5.236 placida lexatant

rembra cuiete, balances fessvs in u. 5 and has

the survort of

foeufft (Fericula voet. et crit. IiI, p. 326). schrader suggests

resolutus, which is unnecessary.

surere uvires This phrase ceeus

to have voerriec some editors, as
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it 2. et
T ivic.
3.632 uiwes in ccrruz gumnc . 1t can, Dowsver, alco e uszed ic

~ean "tate strencih frow' with the ablative, “jithcut sur~ezmtion

vrreplore  L-eo, anc cf., ibid. 3.4.77 suztsissenm tzli clsncrs
uigscrem. Parth would read lassug resumere, saying that the

gcansicn reé- is found, but he doez not say where, and I find his

conjecture improbanle,

ex YWhilst ex is the preferred form in Latin literature befcre

vowels, either e or ex can be used before any conscnant (see Ileue

\ - . B
2,0. 275ff.). Caesar always uses ex before 1, tut Lucretius on the

other hand aslweys has g (see Lachmann on 6.1018). Fem.'s cwn
usage is of little help here, since he has the set phrase ex cuc

twice (2.26, Cvn. 124; and also e siluis twice (2.84, g8¢). It is
perhaps, then, safest to acopt the reading of G, one of the more

reliatle manuscripts, I having a lacucna at this roint.

vraedar 411 the manuscripts read przedanm here, but its

-

significance is ratrer difficult to estatiish. Attempts to justiify

this reading have veen few and unconvincing, and nany ecditors
(&) o
hsve followed Titius in reading v.aecdem.
 am———

Burman supports praedam, coparing Cyn. 197 and Cal. 6.30

where V reads prasdam nactus, but he adrits that he cannot explain

the significance of praedan sumere pro carmine, "nisi...loco

carminis, ouod poposcerant, & negauerat Fan, nunc furarentur eius
fistulam." There is, however, nc evicdence tuat Fken

sinz to the young men; inceed, his worlis at u

vozcitis) imply that he Jid not knovw they ~is
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Burman is perhaps taking pro carmine in the wrong sense (see below).
Volpilhac is surely correct when he says, "les bergers ne se
contentent pas de prendre 1la £10te pour obtenir de Pan qu'il

joue, ils tentent eux-mémes de jouer." Volpilhac goes on to say,

however, that the phrase praedam sumere is "fréquent" 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 uu. 8-
10 and 13-4: 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. 4.304 (p. 357, ed. F. Leo) pro munere currens;

Orosius 7.3.2 persecutionibus, quas pro uita aeterna exciperent,

and see S. Blomgren, Studia Fortunatiana, Uppsala 1933, 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.

Tunlop concedes that if praedem is the correct reading here,
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vhich vassage is, llovwever, cuite irrelevanit To ithe denanags cf the

cor.text hers, zee shackleton zZaile

2CT nrasdan.

susrat A contracted vlurerfect usec for tre imverfect, s
often in vpeetry. 3ee my nots cn 71.78.
corntexere carmen This metarkhor also occuryg at Tic. Jsel. 2.718

- s - - ~ e -
cortexere rcc carmen liceret, &and sizcer rem. dot 7oquT¢J¢

2 7z

k] g
€TTec v aﬂpﬁov .

male The intensitive use of zzle is ccllocuial. J.IZ. lcfmann

N . . e N
(Lateinische Urmgangssvrache, ilcidelverz 1925, p. 74}, says,

trat zunidchst zu Vertern und 4dJ. der rurcht, Sesorgnis, des

Easses undé verwandter .Cenlitstevegungen, z.3Z. Ter Haut. 664

ouam timui male, Ad. 523 illud rus...tam male odi (Cees. Cic.
(M.A,C)l'\-
Att. 14,1’2), dann umgangssprachlich®zu andern, so in hiufigenm

male mulcatus (Plaut., Ter., Acc., Cic., Yerr. 5,94, Phaedr.

143,9), dann bei Catull (10477 insulss male), Hor. 3at., Sulvicia,

Yart...Lieselbe Funktion...im dorian., vgl. ital, malcarnitatc

usw.,"

sibila Leuter plural, metri sratia, from gitilus (m.), as
gitili is non-cdactylic.

ijamcue uidens Uncerstand either I'vectilon, liconem et

Amvrtan, or, less likely, with .ernsdorfi, "that n2is pipe had teern
d

taken." There is a third possibility: the icentical rhrase occcurs
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at Virsil _uc. 6.27, vhere silenu
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coriursmo ror ths short final -9 sze2 2y excursus.
Lenace The less well-inown name Ifor tre [Jod Ziscchus, Lanaeus,
has becore corvurt in some menuscripts anc the sense of tre line

0]
[oN

has bteen restor

P L%

by conlecture, -iith erc inserted to restore

the metre, or vossibly Zacche is a gloss which has intruded into

s
2
D
ct
D
v
ot

L]

tc have tarsen this worc literslly, which

1ed him to coniecture stazina, but sexnina is used here in its

ntenced it to

(™8

corron sense of "origins", though lem. perhaps

carry the meaning "sowing" as well.

fatus coepit hV's reading, with tre rvarticiple first, is
rather better than uG's cepit fatus. Glzeser's corjecture

occoenit fatus is ingenious, tut occivio dces nct szem to te

s

used by the poets, except perraps in Ausonius and Cyurisnus
Gallus, and possibly at Lucretius 5.889
monrntiuvazus A rare, rmainly poetic, adjective, also used by

Lucretius and Jtatiuvs. It is used as an epithet for Fans at

Jeneca rhsed. T34.

Fan This is the only examvle of a moncsyllabic ending in em.

encing and it occurs

[}
-
=
W
1

Virgil is gquite fond of this tyre of
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crguidisg herexrata frente corymris Lein. arpears here to have

o
48]
1]
3

influencecd bty Vir;il Zuc. 2.%9 diffusos

vallente corvmvos; Tit. ".T7.45 frons recdimita coryntis and {vid

ret. Z.EE5

"3

e e a A
rguicdis...COryrbis. hederata fren

ablative and srauidis...corymtis is a sociative ablative

dependent on uitea zerta (u. 19).

hederata The adjective hederatus is rare and¢ late. It is also

~

. - \ - “ £
used bty Tertullian (coron. T p. 437, 1) ancd Faulinus of Ilola

)

(carm. 19.272) to describe EFzochus and his retinus, and also

=

occurs in Sidonius (carm. 9.255).

vlicas For rlico used in the sense cf "plait" cf. Gell. 17.2.¢

-

ta uti orae.,.cohaerentes lcri, cuoc rlicatatur, coirent.

~ . o~ Lo - T ~ 4 . -~ s
udo The discovery of inhe reading of i, udto (since GAH were unct

known in Surman's time), confirmed his suspicion, recorded in
his FLii, vol. 1, Addenda, p. 725, that ¥'s cuanco corncealed an

epithet. Le suz ests that udo can be taken as descriting Zacchus

himself, or "de madido flore uini." Sut the adjectiive must

Xy

surely cescribe ths vine-branch, cf. Stat. Theb. 2,658 uda mero
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- LT ERPSNR. R Lo [ O
lcobunt retisscvle tirres, wnere thiz currus iz rsovinsss
Z
2N PRI -
(v. £5&;. 57 's coutuz, oo
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Ieminine 1 Tge TOoeTs (.6l
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arcdosis. Also, uu. 2%2-4 are not *the logical result of uu. 21-Z2.

The majerity of thne meruscri ts weszd iam tuxe, hich is
verfectly accevtatle: sven tsfore Juriter tocl over the

pregnancy, Iucchuz “ras already (iaﬁ) troved to Ge usrz Icuis

prcles - because semele alone of mortals he

undisguised and had been blasted by a thuncer-bolt as a result.

I have preferred tunc here, becausze altiough this forrm is in

other writers often used tefore vovels or the letter c, rem.

uses it before any letter indiscriminately, and iam tunc is

much more common than iam tuxr in later =riters (see J.Z.

FKofmann in TLL 7 116 26ff.). Surman's nam (iunc) melies zense,
tut has less voint than iam. It is strange that no one,

eoparently, has su~gested ilam cum: Zrcchus vias alreacy proved

to be uera Iouis proles vwhen Semele saw Juviter undisguised;

.the fact that Jupiter took cver the pregrancy was a further

1

aeser conjectures cucniam, whichn gives gool sense, but

vrcof. Gi
it is ¢ifficult to see how such a corruztion coulé have ccre

abtout.
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Y : £9-7 P T Lod. N A - LI
from ~witiny fulrire cz22l1 200 alin . the Toint cleoar, The

P A mman T = R e AT e T ya - .~ . K ol
nearest parallel o such o uvze ol sidug tist I ocan iz Fliny
lleie 2482 mifzrym 1 mes ecsze ¢ul fecilui ad Un neTen

vozt Thiz use of recst to ean "except fox," "arart from! is
rare. k-3 1, pe. 525 rentions alsoc Caes. _.3. 6,17.7 decrum

mavime | ercurivs colunt, wert hunc Awecllinern; Cic. Sali. J.

77.6 ut sua necesgaria tost illivs reroren katsorent: lor. Carm,

2.9.6 necus =ret ludia post Chloen; Yell., 2.9%.7 ciuium rest
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zrbitionis furor, ut nemo tibi rost te wicesstur, =i alicuis

arte te fuerit; Justin. 42.2.8 cun fines eius (resmi, post

Farthiem omnium regrnorum marnitudinem sunerent.

Schenkl, Giarrateno, Luff and others runctuate rith a comma at

L~

the end of this line, bui I thinx it uxlikely that lem. would

have switched from invocatory te tc¢ hunc in the same zentence:

> Aoy ~ - - 3 5 ~z oo PR I 3 v v A
runc in the next line and hunc in u. 27 are sursly in anavhore

w

o e tretan it o 1
Cre runctruiacted LT o2 iudid

in tiie same sentence. I nave trexre
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cJuno (Apcllciorus 2.4.75.

23 venturi,..aeul Tre grnme expresui
3.627 hzud...usnturl inccius aeui,

Zeck's Goes not zcar.

20 rertulit Ls Becls woiats out, V's Trowulit iz lile
vroduxit following, arn:: a<cs acihaing tc <= rsnze, nertulis
weans "cerry to full term," as &% Fliny _.o. 7.37 cuaedan
(ferinze) non rerferust rertus.

ci.

25-

& rFor the nrckable cause of the omizsion of u. 25 in some V manu-

scripts, see my excursus on the relationshiv cf the manuscrircis.

26 ncscue,..nutrirus The majority of the V meruscripts no doubt

understend nym-hae, which all the V manuscrigts read for nysee
—

, z L .
here, as a case cf apostrorhe, but a 1~ v7 z have thcught it

necessary to simplify by altering to nuiristis. AL, hcwever,

[A9]

also have the cecond person vlural, ali:iouzh they preserve u.

ané nvsae in u. 2€, and this may te due to ths use of a nurter
nysge 1

of different sources, the alii codices which Ugoletus mentions in

his colaopnons.

Fan is not normally connected witn tne resarinag of Zacchus,
nutrizus L., Castiglioni {otuci in tLacre ¢i sinc Junaioli, p.
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eujerilatus to LIe ganus, £N0 UTCroSes veoling

e ovle not, houevaezn, lnssrn Tais into the text, an slus
ewplanatisn ol such a corxuvtion ag unnscsang» ., .. faur

evanrie: cf such contraciel yperlectiz are _iven in leus I, v, €7,

vhere audimus is rejsctscd in Jicwro, and 1stisus 2% Lucan .43,

seripts of Terencs (lun. 5393 sutimus in Tzc. 1.4y
desirmus sSensca brev. vit. 17.7, Fliny enist. 7.2%.7 i= sore

my opinion unlikely that zZutzi-us iz z conitractsd nerfect Scrrm at
all: in view of the presence of fouet ant sustiret in v. 28, it

1,

uensratus Schubert (Acta 3oc. Fhilol, Lips. 22 (7874}, 420

vroroses ueteranus, sajings thet it ccocntrasts well with raruvum
and fits well --ith senes in u. 25. It is true that Jilenus is

often descrited in vcetry as senex (e.g. at Cvid £.:. 1.543;

n

Fast. 6.329) or senior (Fast. 1.399), but ueteranus is an unpostic

word, although it occurs at Irud. 3ymm. 2.108z and Lrac. Hex.
1.%00, ana is usec 1o mean "old" 2<nly in tecunical lansuage.

There is ncthing imyossivcle about uenerzatus of t .= manuscrip
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euoccat sut For euccare in the sense of "elicit" cf. Seneca

9]
(]
i
9N
ct
.
N
D
[
e
w
o
3
M
o
O
(e}
[8V]
a]
D
'.—Y
o
0}
]
t
[ N
o
o
w
r
4]
M
o
ot
j
O
@]
6]
(s
W
oy
i
jO
y
wm
[
n
m
0
m

but looks lilie an emendation of ¥V, or possitly & conflation of

the 'G an. V readinss. V reacs et uccet ad, which is accepted by

eerly editors anc

s alsc possitle, cf. Livy 2S5.715 Carthaginienses

(=8

41}

fessos nox izbhercue ad nec
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mors lilelr thas V'c rendin; is e cocooumvion of LGt
vernas ucopre ool navse usen nmiarezd el Ullare &1L Toen suh
2ltersc to aa to reztore tns sencse.

For aut rlzccd secénd in tn cleuvae:z cf, Lucr. €.70%7y Vi:
Cecr. 1.404, Len. “.3265 etc.
wotuve Tvis, Glesser's

tilum This aajective is found frowm Cicero ani Caeser on, ant

its tasic meaning is "cut ofI," see Jallde-iofmann 2, p. 1IEf. It
later tecame used to mean "with rorns cut cff" or "ho_nlesz" as
at (vid A.4. 2.249, but this wcoulc re a strainge epithet to ayrly

to 3ilenus, who is sometines porzrayed as having nornsg, and

]

ot

mutilum has therefore been intsrpreted as "bald", & cocrmmon

attribute of Silenus. This would then, accorziny to TLL, bs the

frowm Gless.

Ansil, U 395 mutilo carvite: tonso carpite which presusably

lzre for tondere

refers to monks. Flautus (Capt. 2€9) uses adrmuti

mutilus would appear, therefore, only when the

which Jilerius often heas in

I A danstq ~ 9 -
082 aljJecwvlvs 18 &nrv

un~ula rotunca atcue mutila vhere azain

+

the body without literal cutzing coff tein~
Vg &

<

to & part of

irvolved.
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=t anucerinic riud 81 hewe, _nrin suoosshio Ui,
vrich vrould b oapirotrints, ac s ave ruccesalon of
cisjunctive e ilcles in uu. £8-30 ant agoin in wu. ZE-3, o ou.
74 comz the ¢ toever, in
conclurions after TLL 5 53¢ 7;ff) and

is also itself scometimes uzed in a disjunctive senze. (Jee TLI

5 854 Z0ff).

Tusri Surman rrefers tuero nere, tut <oes nct gaw ~hy, and I
can see no reason to alter the readinr cf the zanvzcrirta.
ivuentus reinsiuvs conjectures iuvuentas, ~hich is very rare in

B

the woets, and is used only conrnce by Lucrstius, thrce tizes Ty

ivs. zucretius and

1

Virgil, four by iLcrece anz tice Ty Titu
Tibullus do not use either of the otkher similar words for '"routh."
ierm. uses iuuentas once, at Cyn. 115. &5V have iutenta, vhich is

less common overall in the poets, altrcuzh Trovertius (4-2),
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cvié (21-12), Yanilius (4-2
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Calturniue (4-0), Jte

iuvuentus. iuuventa is often used in the ctlicue cases as Tore

convenient metrically than iuuentezs and iuventus, and is founéd in

Hem. three tires (1.69, 2.9 and Cyn. 94), elwveys in the obtlioue
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cases. iuuentus is

therefore preferred it here. Zem. uses iuuentus at Cyn. 298. For

the use of iuvuventus, iuvuenta; iuuentas i the nosts see

sberhard Feck, "Iuvuenta-iuuentzs-iuvuentus in der rBnischen

Tichturnz" in 3ilvae. Festschrift flr _rrest ¥Yinn, Tlbingen 1970.

i

cornu reehly crtjects to cornu of tne uaruscuizts on the

ground that a lLornea 3 cchus fits tadly with his Jescriviicn in
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Te 21 av usra Yo This
congiceration does not sezm to have woriied. the mceic, hosver,
who occazicnally refer %5 & norned Laccnur, £8i<Cizlly a3 s
Fiver of couraTe) .. Tite 247423 utr. Cexm. 2.7%.20; Trov.

3 .97 dtet. silu.
3 czys thet Zzcchus

conception of Liornysus was common in Greei arz, cf. also rhilost.

Imeg, 1.15 etc. The horred Iacchus is less ccrmen in sculxture,

laetas Burmzn conjectures foetas, comjaring 4.48, althcurh ke

concedes that the readire of the marnuscripts can be justifisd. I
have been unatle tc find another exanple of lastus used of uuae,

~

but this =djective is often used of rlocurishing plants and crops,

and is apovlied to uitis at Cic. L.L. 2.158; Virgil Gecz, 2.48,
2,22%, and to rval~es at Vir.il Gecr. 2.363.
oztendit TV read ostendit and G extendit, totih of -~hich are

g

possible., For the former reading cf. Colurella 4.25.7 znteguen

florem uitis osiendat and for the latter cf. (vid Trist. 24.6.9

ut extensis tumeat...uva racemis, but I have preferred

reading because, as tiere is no evidence that i is contaminated

with V, and because G bears signs of -cribal emendation, it

8

would seem more likely that IEV are preserving the truth
inderendently. ps reac cstentat, but the frecuentative is

inappropriate witn drimu.

252
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b L "“"'t . - -
Zecouse ne 1 the fir: o uge., Z.Us iU,
4 ) o . P A I + < ~ - - P
LfeZe of o0 otin le it g2t arehoritus,

re rirst ever to tresac

may heve ccre in from u. 25, or ic periaps <ue to & confusion of

ere Lemaire alleges that elidere is Tore coumcrn than
o

illidere with reference to trezding wine. Thie implies that there

are a runter of exanrtles cf these two verbes usec in this way, but
in fact, TiL cites only one cther examirle of elicsre usgec of

wine: Prop. 4.6.7% uinacue fundantur prelis elisa Falernis, and

does not have a sinzle example of illidere used of wine, Zeck

considers that illudere fits tetter with lasciua cohers (u. 46),
but illudere is surely nonsense.
nudacue =G's rubracue hes found favour with sorme =ditcrs and

coulé rossibly be cefenfec as a prcleptic use, tut it is rore
likely, as schuster sugzests (3J 212 (1927), 123) that rubracue
has come about under the influence of the following purvoureo.

¥iller (3. Ph. «. 34 (1885), 1072) also rejects rubra, prorosing

scabra, tut I can

j=lt

instead dura or cruéa, and raehly -ouléd rea

see no reason for not accepting ZV's nudacue.Cl. alseo Cak-un]&J+_

. = H I T - - \
cuae...axripit uvesus schenkl (p. lxxi) cdefencs the use of two
such similar -rords as corriviunt and grrizit so clcse togethner

on the groun: trhat such examples of "meglezentia" ers cuite
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common. Miiller, on the other hand, (B. Ph. W. 34 (1885), 1072),
rejects the reading in spite of this defence, and regards
Ulitius's occupat, together with gquod, as more probable. Maehly
is also worried by arripit, and reads, because of u. 48,

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 iuvuenes, praecepta uenite; Met.

2.695 et deditoaccepta 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. Div.

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 gquod sors!

gquae It might be argued that NG's guae was prompted by pocula
ess/obuia, but I think it more likely that V's guod is an
emendation necessitated by the introduction of hoc. The fact
that B 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.

concauat Cf. Prop. 4.9.36 et caua suscepto flumine palma

gat est. TLL cites only three other occurrences of the verbd
concauo: Ovid Met. 2.195; Amm. 23.4.74 and Fulg. myth. 21 p. 38,

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

follows:

alius uocalia cymbala mergit 51

excipit ac potus saliens liquor ore resultat 53

atque alius latices pressis (pressit ejpgsv) resupinus

ab uuis 52
spumeus inque umeros et pectora defluit umor. 54

V plerique

alius uocalia cymbala mergit 51

excipit at (ac H) potus saliens liguor ore (saliensque

liquore G) resultat 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 51

atque alius latices pressis (pressit a) resupinus

(resupinis z) ab_uuis 52

excipit ac potu (putu z, potis ed. Aldina secunda)

saliens liquor ore resultat 53

spumeus inque umeros et pectora defluit umor.

agzz, ed., Aldina secunda
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In the text as given by the majoriiy of the V manuscripts,
there is no verb governing latices, unless we read pressit, which
locks suspiciously like an interpolation. potus would be the object
of excipit, ac would be postponed as at Valerius Flaccus 8.400, 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 uu. 52 and 53. latices does indeed now have a verd

governing it, but euomit is otiose after liguor ore resgultat 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 ocecurrence 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 run together and -que then added to restore the
metre.

Baehrens attempts to justify the order of the majority of the

manuscripts by reading

alius uwocalia cymbala mergit

(Excipit aes potum saliensque liquore resultat);

Atque alius latices pressis resupinus ab uuis

Ebibit
and suggests alternatively pressat in u. 52, retaining V's spumeus
in u. 54, but he is, in my opinion, taking quite unwarranted

liberties with the text.



The line-order of ag2z gives, to my mind, the best sense, with
u. 52 now following on quite naturally from u. 51. 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 -gue
c¢f. Norden on Virgil Aen. 6.818. Giarratano, followed by Luff and
others, adopts agzz'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 Iuff
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.

Once we have adopted ag2z's line-order and spumeus, the
remaining problems are 1) whether to read ac or at, 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 at is probably to be
preferred as there is a contrast between excipit and resultat. 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 liguor, 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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53

55

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 resultat,

gspumeus inque umeros et pectora defluit umor.

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.

saliens Maehly considers that either Nem. is very careless in

writing saliens...resultat, or else we should read rediens. But

alteration is unnecessary: calioc 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 géing into the

drinker's mouth, whilst resultat refers to its coming out again.

eee=0UE., . =QUE According to Christensen (ALL 15 (1908), 186),

the use of -que...-gue to join two nouns signifying human
activities is not common: "Angewandt wird q. q. von den Dichtern
eigentlich nur als Polysyndeton, d.h. in dem Sinne, wie im
lateinischen #iberhaupt, auch in der Prosa, mehr als zwei
Substantive im allgemeinen stets polysyndetisch oder asyndetisch
an einander gefligt werden, so dass jene beiden Partikeln im
Grunde nur gleich dem prosaischen et ~ et stehen." This is the

only example in Nem. of two nouns so joined.

258
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56-7 This is an awkward sentence and has been variously emended.

63

64

Miller (B. Ph. Wo. 34 (1885), 1072) suggests that we read

raptantur amicis / concubitum (concubitum being the reading of

NG) Satyris fugientes ‘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-S

(1, Pe. 673) say, "In der vorklassischen Sprache, in der Dichter-
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. Tunlop translates "seized
with desire to," as at Plautus (Cist. 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 ijunxit nuptiis. (ed. Ribbeck).

prosatus ipso The variants in N and G here have apparently

been caused by the intrusion of explanatory ab. 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.

plantis - H. Schenkl conjectures almis, perhaps feeling it



64 -

67

260

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.

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 de; 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. de here denotes "the material used," cf.

Ovid Met. 2.554 texta de uimine cistaj; 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 de 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 (Didasc. Apost. 5 111

Hauler) etc. See also my note on 2.11.

conducere x reads deducere, 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; Dict. 2.2

and accords much better with sparsas.

uberibus...siccare For siccare with the ablative e¢f. Hor.

Carm. 1.31.10-2 diues ut aureis / mercator exsiccet culullis /

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 suagerii adulescentibus elaborare is an

exception.

68-9 fluorem / lactis The only other example of this use of

69

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 V manuscripts, characteristically, read the more common

liquorem, cf. Lucr. 2.398 mellis lactisque liquores.

gleba This appears to be the only example of this word applied

to cheese,
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Lwcides The rame is also ussd ty Theccritus (%), Virgil (Zuc.

o o~

7 snd §) and Calpurnius (3 and 6).

nec non et ee my note cn 3.7.

opsus See my note on .16,
uersu doctus Keene rightly compares 2.52 indocti calanmis.
triuiale A post-Augustan word found first, arparently, in
Cuintilian (1.4.27), it derives from friunivm and no doubt
origirally 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 .28 and seems
always to be used of words or song.
prorrics L5 (2, p. 179, comment, "I Spdtlatein erscheint
. > . , .
orovrius (vgl. gr. bSLoS ) als Konkurrenit von suUS..., in

l:lassischer Zeit tritt es nur bei besonderem lachdruck zum
Possessivum hinzu, z.B. Caes. civ. 3.20.3 czlanitatem...
civ e amitatem..

prooriam suam. Ansitize zu der Verwendung von pr. statt suus

finden sich schon frith, vielleicht bei Luecr. 3.991, sicher Hor.

(egist. 1.7.51 cultello vroprios vurgantem leniter unsuis, dann

bei Tac., z.B. ann. 6.50.2 troiria ad negotia digrediens. Bei
einzelnen 3pdtlateinern, so bei Amm..., Fs. 2ufin. und Vitae

patr., ist suus von rroonrius fast ganz verdrdngt...ionderlich

volkstlmlich wurde mnrorrius jecdoch nicht, wie ez aucni nicht in

die romarnischen Sprachen Ubergegangen ist."
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4 Meroe Jendel (ov.cit. 61) wrongly zays that, "Iraeter
llemesianum noémen est insulae et urbis in nethicpla sitae," as
the nane also cccurs as tne nane of @ zerson at Uilius 2,104,
end there is a wiich cf tlat rnare in Avul. -et. 1,73f., The leroe

of (vid Fast. 4.570 and Frop. 4.6.78 which .chenxl nmentions in

his index (II), im the celebrated island of the cile.

crinitus Heinsius conjectures forncsus, vresunably, as Surman
suggests, under the influence of &vid Zer. 16.102 tut trhis is

unnecessary. criritus occurs as an epitnet of a young man alsc at

Virzil Aen. 1.740.

Iollas The name is zlso used in Virgil Buc. 3 and Calpurnius
3,.47and 6. ‘jencel (p. 4%) co.rents, "Iollas (= ’Iok)\&s =
3 - - . . 9 .. . :

|o>uxos est celeberrirmus ille :lerculis comes atque

amicus, auem etiam expeditioni in Erytheam factae interfuisse
Biodorus (4.24.4) testis est. Lubium non est, gquin Euphorio in

carmine laudato Ioliam qucgue induxerit."

5 iznis This use, to signify one who inspires love, is much
less common than its use as eguivalent to amor (as in u. 11):
Rubenbauer (ILL 7 295 75ff.) cites vesides this line only Ter.
Eun. 85; Virgil Buc. 3.66; Cvid &m. 2.16.11; 3.9.56; Eer. 16.104,

17.85; Manil, 2.683% (Iacob's conjecture) and Homer. 72.

erat erant is the conjecture of Ileinsius, but as Zurman

rightly says,"non male: nulla tamen necessitas nutandi uulgatam,”

The distritution of the two subjects also tells agzinst erant.

T-11 For -an inverted cum clause to be preceded by a verb in the
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rerfect incdicative (lusere) is rare. Lis (2, p. 623) sey, "Im

Hauptsztz steht meist ein cduratives Temrus (Impf. oder Tlexf.)

ganz selten Jas hist. Ferf. sgeiv Cic. Ehil. 2.73 al." Zousman
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5.89 and 10.3%29) against twenty cf the imverfect or pluperfect.

7 furentes N reacs luxere varertes furentec, from which

Glaeser conjectured rauentes, out both luxere and rezuentes would
give the wrong sense. 1t could be arguec that furentes has
appeared here under the influence of furor in u. 5, but such
repetitions are guite common in both poetry ana prose e.g. Cic.
Tiv. 1.783 H.Z. 1.12 and 13; Virgil Len. 4.25-6, 173-4, 247-8,

212-43 6.162-4, £G5-£; 10.,82--2; Hor. Larm. 3.3,60-7 and see my

note on Cyn. 100.

9 placitas For the use of placitas in the sense of "fixed upon,"

"appointed", cf. Sallust Jug. 81.7 locum...placifum; Vulg., 1. Reg,

13,11 placiti dies.

10 animus For the use of animus with est anéd the infinitive cf.

Virgil Aen. 4.639 sacra Ioui 3tygio...perficere est animus;

Curt. 5.3.11; Cvid Fet. 1.7 etc. GAH's animo was perhaps

influenced by the more common exvression in animo habers,

solitcs ad ludere fontes nest editors reac alludere here,

but for alludere to be followeé by a plain accusative denociing
the place where the action of the verb takes place would be
unparalleled. . Catull. 64.6¢, whicih Keere cites, is no parzllel,

as there-the accusative is governed by the nrerosition ante.



14

265

1 . -\ . a = - . 1 - - . 1 n
Calvurnius (4.67) uses a2lludere with the dative. ..eehly suzrestis

ad luisre, vnicr &does i: fact zrrear in lz, zzu tnis would

vrepositicn cf. fan. riess. "E5 horrea fecurdes ad deficientis

meeges; stat. Theb. 10.7:4 mecioscue per obtuius ensis; Mernil,

4.605 uscue canes al, ,cvlla, tucs and see fYousman on ~anil.

1.245.

durus adederat irnis cdurvs, the readinz of ILiGAz, would be a
%) 9

strange erpitret to use of ignis in its literal sense, and .

Schenkl therefore conjectures dirus cucs ecerat. iznis, however,

is not used here in its literal sense, but az equivaleant tc

amor, as often in the gpoets, znd illem. almost certainly had in
g1h0r, I

mind Virgil Aen. 6.442 hic cuos durus amor crudeli tabe peredit.

The V manuscripts read lusus or luxus. rarth considers lusus is

here used as ecuivalent to elusus, and Jernsdorf explains lusus
ionis as meaning "amor saepius decertus et hinc magis urens."
lusus is not imrossible, but in view of the Virgil vassage cited
above, durus is to be preferred. lusus mizht have come about

under the influence of ludere in u. 7 above.

adederat Nearly all the manuscripts read ederat, a more
common vert than adedo, ana ederat gives gocd sense, but would
recguire durus cuos to scan, and there is no manuscript

. . s o2 - . .
evidence for this reading. Hau uel A read acdederat, which is
used of literal fire, for example, at Ovid Am. 1.15.47. Titius
explains "ignes decevtos corroserat, & iam ferme consumpserat,”
and a parallel for the figurative use of adedo is verhaps

$5ilius 12.679-80 adesum/ cladibus Eascrubalem. ad- could easily

Lave been lost by haplograrhy.
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12 duxere auerellas The use of guerellas as direct object of

either dicere or ducere appears to be unparalleled, and various

emendations have been suggested.
dixere appears in the less-interpolated btranch of the

tradition, and the expression cantu dixere querellas could

perhaps be explained as an extension of dicere carmen, which

occurs at 1.63, and also at Cal. 1.92-3, 2.30. However, Markland
on Stat. Silu. 5.3%.92 argues very cogently in favour of duxere.

He cites as parallels the use of ducere bellum as eguivalent 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

juvuenta esse (Ovid A.A. 3.61, where the text is, however,

doubtful). Here he says that duxere querellas is equivalent to
uerebantur, and dixere is employed "male."

The expression duxere guerellas 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 2.61, but the

context of these two passages is different, and I would retain
the reading of the manuscripts at 1.63. (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 gqueri mean almost the same, which is hardly

an overwhelming objection, and he therefore reads dulci cantu
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mulgere, comvaring the refrain can

et carmira curas. similar uses of umulecers alzo cceur at 3iat.

silu. 5.1.275 =

sarkland's exnlenation hes in wy oninicn rendsred all cecn

NNeCEeSSaTy.

furacior uris A very common comrerison. Verditre in nis

commentary on Grattius 537 gives nimercus otrer ewvamrnles.

cuernue It is not necessary to rea. guemns with the first
Leventer elition, as the use of -us, or aut, in a succession of
guestions where there is no real alternative involved, is guite

common, cf. Virgil Aen.2.286, 5203 3.83 anz 1873 4.595; 5.742;

P ]

cguae me tibi gloria uicto? Surman comments ''mec cuare uictus

Llopsus diceretur, cuum fugeret i.eroce, poteram intelligere,

conieceramgue uel spreto uel luso esse legendun, uel etiam,

o)

cuaenam tibi gloria, ficto si uultu menitem premis? &c. se

seruari posse tandem uulgatam lectionem credebam, si uicto
explicaretur, amore tui uicto & succumbenti. & imitaticnem esse

Tibulli uidebam, qui lib. 1.8.49 puerc cuae gloria uicto est?

sic femina uicta Ov. 2.A. 1.278 & Fet. 4.2%% uicta nitore ILei,

posita uim vassa cuerela & ita potest capi Venus uicta apud

Gratium (sic) B7 ." Tibullus's poem shares other motifs with
em.'s poem: rholoe makes promises to larathus and btreazks thenm
(u. 63) and Tibullus warns thnat she will soon be o0ld and
unattractive (33. 47-8). Lunlop describes uicto as a conditicnal

1

ablative absolute, "if I am concuered," but lcosus's state as

uicte is surely alreacy a fact.
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connect it with tandem cura nexas? btut this readin. seexs to me

to melie nonsense of tandenm because it is cle

m
a1
]
H
o
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=
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)
1
0

(modo...nunc) that I:eroe nakes a hatit of holding out false

hoves by arranging to meet lorsus and tken not turning urp,

(wu. 8-10), wheresas tandem...neras surely implies that she has

done so on this cccasicon only. I would trerefore sevarate u. 17

(&N

from u. 18, which makes it necessary to read serenas with the

manuzcriots. wultu end fronte indicate the encouragxing
by ar (&

appearance that ileroe assumes and meantem her true attitude to

opsus, narmely that sne lcoks on hiwn as a source of amusement.
b

(u. 7).
nega The choice between neza and negas, and the question of

punctuation here seem to depend largely upon how the next

phrase is to be interrretec. The reading of e, non rvossum non
uelle, is unmetrical, and the "positive" sense given by the

reading of v, ncn vossum nclle, and by the coajsctures of

Ulitius, C. Schenkl znd Baehrens, i.e. he will love her if, or
although, she refuses him, is, as rartellius says, contrary to
the sense recuired here: the complaint of Mopsus is that he
loves leroe, but she is constantly breaxing her vromises to him.

Lemaire's possum non uelle negantem? which he explains as "Ztsi

tu negas, num inde fieri potest, ut te minus amsm?" I wvould
reject for the same reason.
There remain four possibilities. One is tc read negas?

possim with DBurman, thus making the clause nessiz non uelle

negantem a wish: her refusals make him love rer even :ucre,

which he wishes were not the case. The second is to take newas?



by Zurman's possim with potential force, the sequence of thcuzht
would te adecuate. The fourth interpreteztion is that of iartellius

which makes bettsr sense if one reads

to tell him cpenly that she does nct care for hiz, which he
1 \ - . o
really knows already (3. 17), &nd as he has sorme self-restvect,

he will cease tc love ner. nesa ancé possum, internally related
Y ’

P s

would then answer u. 17. This last is for me the most likely

solution and involves no conjecture.

19 Lunlop (2d loc.) points out thaat a refrain also occurs in Theocr.
Ia. 1 (15 times), Id. 2 ( 2 refreins, one 10 times and the

other 12); Moschus 3 (13 times); Virgil Zuc. 8 (2 refreins, 10

times each); Catullus 61 (9 times), and Peruizilium Veneris (11

times). Here the refrain occurs 10 times.

21 G. Kaivel (Germes 17 (1882), 419) sugzests that Xem. is
imitating Theocritus 23.2&ff. here, and Castagna (sevunm 44 (1370),
417) agrees, but 3chenkl (p. xxxiiif.) thinks that Zem. did not

know this author, and compares Ovid 4.4, 2.711%3-6 forma bonuz

frazile est, guantumouve accedit ac annos,/ fit minor et statio

carritur ipsa suo./ nec uiolae semper nec hiantia 1lilia florent/

et ricet amissa spina relicta rosa which is closer to lL.em. than

the Theccritus rassage, to my mind. The theue here is a common
one, and also occurs, for examvle, at Jeneca thaed. 761ff .3 Tib.

1.4.32.
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lonsum meiri gratia for gdiv, as at Virzil ien. 70.747; (vid
Let. 5.65 and 10.467.

uva uua is here uzel as ecguivalent toc uvitis, s at Virgil
Gecr. 2.67.

nec Burman dces not see vw:.y Zeinsius conjectured et here, but

it does make a scrt of sense. Deck explains it: "acccmmodat se
tuis annis - iuuertuti." This does not, however, bring cut
sufficiently clearly the idea of a gift of short duration, and

anris here more prcbably means "length of years."

. . .2
se cuod cormodet annis The reading of i n, se tibi commecdat

<

annus, makes sense, but it is & truism, and its application to
a particuler person comes in rather atruptly after a series of

generalisations. HV relioui read gse tibi commodat annis, bdbut

the use of the ablative arnis as eguivalent to annos (accusative

of duration) would be rather flat. KG reads se cucd comnodet

’ N 03 - . .
annis which gives the btest sense, and the generic subjunctive

is surely required here.

suos habet artor amores There have bteen three cdiiferent

interpretations suggested for this phrase. Accerding to
Martellius, love is in everything: "nam omnia, cuae natura

constant, suos foetus habent et amant."

Barth, on the other hand,
points out that some nymphs were irees, and Camps gives as one

interpretation of Frcp. 1.18.19 si cuos hatet arbor amcres,

"ltrees that are acquainted with love' (for each tree has its
nynth with which it can be identified)", so that if MNem. is

echoing Fropertius, this is provably the way he understood the
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vhrase, as toe othner ucssivle
line is not relevant izre. =~
o the sexuvality of tre=s, a

reference 3 y
Iomens wWere awvere of tiis fact, as
and¢ Claucian refers to it at
Venersm froncdes omniscue uic
mutua relmae/ fcedera, vopulec
vlatsni vlatanis zlnocue acdgiviist
ation is perhaps the most likely because cf the inclusion of
lanation of
i h had to nave teen
is

es in the list of thcse wheo love; the explanat
have

mont

ilartellius is rather trite, and lex., woul

more than usually careless to include moutes if the
ding to the third interpretation.

140) rejects both vredis

to be taken accer
that it is

prodis Faladini (Latomus 16 (1957),
and verdis for Zurman's pellis, sirangely asserting
or betrayal, but, as often in

30
extremely shy. This is totally

not a guestion here of desertion
Fem. is clearly indebted in uu.

Iclogues, of the loved-one being
incorrect, as u. 7 shows, though
26-30 to other passages where this is the case, e.g. Virgil Zuc.

2.63-5. Although perdo is often used of those desperately in
are not rejected, cf.

love, it appears usually to be used of those whose love is

returned, or at least, vhose attentions
Hor. Carm., 1.8.3; Cvid Am. 2.78.10, arna in the passive at Flaut.
Z2.7. tnly Catull., 91.2 seems doubtful,

1.13,

Cist. 1.2
this verb of a friend who has btroken his word, as lerce has here

.13; Yrop.
NG read ovrodis, which gives good sense. Catullus 0.32) uses
9 & f=) P4

(gg. 8-10). It need not imply, as Faladini seems to suggest,

that Mcpsus thinks ne has a rival.
Schuster (3J 412 (1927)) supports Giarratano's punctuation
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irnz one

surely misguided; the sense o

a'l
®

himself,

alit A1l the manuscripts reac¢ zlit, but Verdigdre

(Broléromdnes, p. 82) objects to it on the ground that, having

said that time aidé the developaent of tanings in order to
destroy them, iiem. then insists on the brevity of joy, which
implies that there is only a shorit svpace tetween the nourish-
rment of things by time, and their destruction. This, Verdilre
says, is obviously false, anc¢ he reads :git, comraring Cyn. 104

lanus temvoris auctor, and raximian zl. LVI1I (Baenrens FL¥ V,

P. 349 1.3), oznia tempus acit, cum temvore cuncta trzhuntur,

Then,in place of an antithesis, inere is a crescendc.

These objections I find uncenvineing. It is a short tine,
in comparative terms, between birth and death, and lLycidzas
illustrates his point by going on to describe how he saw calves
in the spring which are now fully grown bulls, Iolles is
twenty, and his days as a beautiful youth are already numtered.
Also, the antithesis of 2lit...ravit gives more point to usus in

arto est than agit...rapit.

Barth, who thinks this is the best poem in the coryus of Kem.

and Calpurnius, calls this "diuinissimus uersus."

coiere in cornua Larth conjectures cciere in praelia (sic),

for which see Stat. Trheb. 7.21 and 11.500, and Lucean 2.225,
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coiere in cornua does seem, at first sight, rather odd. TLL

(4 966 24) explains in cornua, "i. in pugnam" and describes
it as a syllogism, but cites no comparable passages. Nem. is
apparently using cornus 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."

uocat aestus in umbram Duff is wrong to understand nos

here, as the two shepherds are already in the shade (E° 1).
The object understood is Meroen, who is apparently the only

one not avoiding the heat.

iam nulla Glaeser reads et iam, presumably with N's
subeunt, otherwise the line would be unmetrical. et, 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,

cano For the scansion, see my excursus.

concedo ¥Yor the scansion, see my excursus.

lucentes The expression lucentes malas does not apparentl

occur elsewhere, but the motif of cheeks blooming with youth
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ceonnon eri.s

Pak&&ﬁpte geems cnly to have GLesn used of the zkin of &

injured or sick. The exrreszion liventes seszs occur: s

5.2"5 of a priestess in yrorhetic ecsztasy, end at otat.
.5.12 of a dying cnilc.

hic Schuster (2J 112 (1927), 20) rrefers G's hac to

hic which he says is obviocusly an early alteration from

ané regarcés hac as an unmistakable lectio cifficilior.

Interjectory are, however, is generally prececed, when

fe]

receced at all, by ancthier inperative, an aivexb such

hic, huc, nunc or cuare, a conjunction such as cuin or

——

interjecticn such as heia. ¥

‘or zgze to be rreceded by a

_——

demonstrative pronoun would appear to5 be very unusual,

=
ct

if

-
0

er-o,

not

unparalleled. I would therefore retain ILV's hic, This line is

then almost identical to Copa 31 hic age vnamuvinea fessu

S

requiesce sub wnbra.

lene uirens V's reading, lere fluens, nhas fouwnd favour wi

mcst editors. d. Schenkl and Giarratano, however, both adopt i 'G's

th

uirens. The phrase lene uirens fons murmurat seems at first

sight to preszent a difficult word order, if lene is taken with

murmurat. lene, however, is to te

unit cuzlifying fone, as at Stat. Theb. 4.816f,

fontibus amnis/ diripitur, modo lene uirens et surzite

taken with uirerns as a single

lcnzuscue a

TLUILO.

Calpurnius_has a similar

undas/ fons azit. V has,

picture at 2.57-8 uirides cues gexnmeus

the phrase tam lene fluenten.

as often, sinplified. Lucan 10.%375 has

274
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adé _undas % oant G tre corrupt here and tlhzrefore most editors
ab ulmis with LV, but if this is the irue reading, it is hard *o
see how the corrurtions in ¥ ana G could have come abcut., [IV's
reading locks suspicicusly like an intelligzent conjecture to

restore the sense., If we read ab ulmis, uiftibus uuae in u. 48 is

presurnably to be taken as a plecnasm for uvuae, with ab ulmis

o,

devendent on dependent., Sut zb ulmis adds ncthing zaterial to

the sense: vines were usually hung from elms as they are in
Soutnern Italy today, and it is noteworthy that wher this fact

is menticned at Virgil Zuc. 2.70; Geor. 1.2 ané Hor. Suist,

16.3, it is to make a particular point. lere, it is mere

radding and might cause confusion with fetis...uitibug following.
A further, though less important, “point against at ulmis is that
when liem. uses devencere at 1.14, he uses it absolutely.

habunde is noted in the margzin of G, from.which Zaehrens
coqjectures apunce, but this word is rare in poetry. It apvears

at Virgil Aen. 7.552 where it is used in the rare sense of satis,

[N
2%}

and occurs threes times in Cvid (het. 15.759; Trist. 1.7.3:

4.8.37) in connection with thanks or favour. This mazrginal note,
too, would appear to be an intelligent conjecture.

Glaeser conjectures ad uncas which, unlike 2b ulmis, adds to
the sense and, more important, would explain thre corruptions in
N and G. In ancient minuscule, d and b were visually very
similar, so that the corrurtion to azbuncas could easily have
come about, and later the word acquired the initial h with
which abundo freouently btegins in manuscripts. The reading ab

ulmis is then simply another case of conjecture in hV.

fastidia lenta Cf. Cvid ret. 14.76% lentos fastus. EV's

reading, longz, was perkaps influenced by Virgil Zuc. 4.61

longa...feetidia, where, however, the context is cuite different.
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librzecue calcren

Libyescue because len. usez Litve

bon s R A\ PR . R ~ >/ - -
and %'3, meiri cesuraj, and compares Lucan 1.3628 and 9.35!-2,

and Garson (Letomus 35 (1976,, 61) regards this as a "manifest
orthographical improvement." nowever, this fcrm has no manu-
script authority here, and there is nc reasou vhy lem. should

not have used Libvaecue here.

There is little to chocse between Libvazecue czaloren and

Librcoscue calores as regards sense, tut it is very likely that

the latter reading, that cf V, iz an interroclation in order to
produce another pair consisting of ncun and adjective dencting

the country of origzin to balance with pithoniass...niues.

Interpolation is zlso surely the reason for the apunezrance
P . i .2,
of Sardoacue in some early ecditions and salebrosacue in iu in

u. 53.

Sardcrum gramina Conington says on Virgil Euc. 7.47', "The

technical name is Zanunculus idardous, /6“170&;(L0V

X/Vc_;og g(,,re/,w y knovm in ¥nglish as celery-lezaved crow-
foot, so acrid that its leaves aprlied exterrally produce
inflammation. Thecse who ate it had their faces disterted into

' Cf. Solinus 4.4 and Serenus

the proverbial Sardonic smile,'
Sammonicus 22.427.

Verdidre (Prolégoménes, D. 83) rightly rejects Castiglioni's
conjecture Sardorum et, andé nis explanation of I's sarcet, that
a scribe omitted the abbreviation for -orum, and himselfl
suggests that the scribe of I confused abbreviations for -crum
and et. et, however, is not only unnecessary but would spoil the

asyndeton between the clause of uu. 53-4 Sardcrum...leones

which balances the asyndeton btetween #. 51 and that of uu. 52-3

276
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2717

conjectures iunret, but poszitly ne intendsd 1t Yo rovern U's
germine, the reference teing to voking some wilé snimsl. TV's

craming uincet, however, gives nerfectly rcod szense,.

discetcue diu patienter znare diu modifies dizcataue,and

vatienter, arare,

steret It is curious that editors should have let the
difficult reading of the manuscripts, srerrat, pass without
conment. Maehly's conjecture speret is surely a grezt improve-
ment: a lover must be patient, and not exvect zrudence from the
young, but be prepared even for scorn. This intergyretation

assumes that the teneris...annis belong to the beloved toy. 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 apvrovriate of a boy. Volpilhac compares 3tat. Theb.

4.512-3 ne tenues annos...srvernite, but the context is quite

different.

62ff. There is no manuscript auvthority for the transposition of

uu. 64-5, but some alteration seems necessary, as the cineres

(u. 64) are probably those of the bay-leaves, as at Theocr. 2.25
(though it is curidus that there it is expressly stated that they
are not seen), and without transposition this point is not

clear; alsoc, with u. 64 before 65, and cinerés before incendens,
we should have a rather strange hystercn protercn. The pouring-
away of the ashes in Virgil 3Zuc. 8 likewise follows the burning
of laurel, and also that of herbs and incense on the altar.

e
nas

Giarratano's apparatus is confused here, as he
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nunbered u. €4 of the manuscripis 65 in his text and in his
reference to Haupt, buit in his reference to C. .crenkl, &4

Valckenaer would read lustrauit, uiuoc crezitarntes sulrhure

laurcs/ incendens, cinerescue auerce effudit in amnem (Lnistola

ad Matthiam 2oeverum, p. 373, in Ludovici Caspari Valckenserii

truscula Philologica, Critica, (ratoria vol. I, Leipzig 1808).

For such a transposition o hemisticns see Ilousman on ranil.

4.257. Both Valckenaer's and Haupt's transpositions give bester
sense than the line order of the manuscripts, but I have

preferred Haupt's transposition because u. €5 works better as a
unit, with all the elements of the purification rite preceding

. 63, bus

lustrzuit. C. Schenkl would transvose u. 65 befcre

]

this is less satisfactory, as u. 63 is perfectly avprcrriate
after u. 62. The transposition of these lines can be explai..ed
by what hkousman calls homoeomescn, similerity within the verse
(see his edition of Lucan, p. xixf.): having copied u. 63, the
scribe's eye slips down from ture in u. 6% to sulprure in the
line below, and this line is then omitted, and the next (E- 64
in our manuscripts) copied. The scribe then realises his
mistake and copies the omitted line, malting the approrriate
signs in the margin to indicate the correct order, but these

instructions are subsecuently overlocked.

63ff, The influence of Virgil Buc. 8 upon these lines is clear,
but fem.'s magical procedure ciffers in a numter of rarticuvlars,
and he seems to bring in elements not only from spells to
bring back a lost lover, or to rid a person of uarecuited love,

as u. 72 seems to indicate, but also from those to raise the
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bring bvacl: 2 faithless lover, as in Virsil Zuc. 3;
Lucian Dial. ler. 4.5,etc.,we should also expect some of the
other vrerson's belonzings to be used in the spell (Virgil 2UC.

8.97; Lucian Lizl. iler. 4.5 etc.,. lleither the threacs nor thre

T

rerbs in Virgil are carried round the zerscn fcr ~thom ths spell

is being cast, and in ller. the herbs and incense are not
mentioned as teing burnt, as in Virgil., Like lledeg's spell
(Cvidvggg. 12.7167) for dissolvinz love, iycale's attempts are
unsuccessful.

ter The suvernatural power of the number three also aprears
at Virgil Suc. 8.74; Ceor. 1.345; 4.584-5; Aen. 2.792-3; 3.565-
6; 4.510, 690-1; 6.700-1; 8.230-1, 429-30, 564-6; 10,685, 885-6;
11.188-9; Ciris 369-73; Tib. 1.2.54; Gratt, 447; Ovid Fast.
4.551; Theocr. 2.43yand at rumerous other places. Iunlop gives
mofe examples, both from Classical and ILngiish literature. Ilem.,

like Ovid =zt Met. 7.267, not only mentions the magic number,

but does so three times.

uittis It is unnecessary to read uiciis with Feinsius. Ilem,
is almost certainly thinking of Virzil Zuc. 8, and uittis must
correspond to Virgil's molli uitta (8.64), as frondes sacrz does

to uerbenascue pinsuis (8.65). Fillets also feature in Theocr. 2

and at Valerius Flaccus 3.424 and 3eneca ried. 803. I.can find no

reference to vetch in connection with magic.
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1 A\ .. 7o ~ Y .
laurel (zs here), olive {(ien. £.220) or myrtle, wore uersena.

UETOXDO The adjective uzzcrus is very rare, zna the cnly other

+ PR 5 - p

irstance cited in Lewis and slicrt is trud. Ieristech., £.115, This

fact has rTrobably contritutsd to the confusiocn in scme manu-

£+

o
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crints. uazorer ccull nave coue avout under th

amnem in u. 64.

auersa An important feature of rites of all kinds. See also

Theccr, 24.96; Virgil 3uc. 8.102; Aen. 6.224; Valerius Flaccus

23,4423 Claud. Cons. Zon. 6.329.

uiuo...sulvhure - Also at Tib. 1.5.11-2 (of the sick); Frco.

4.8.86; Ciris 369; Ovid iiet. 7.261; rFast. 4.740; Zem. 260;
Claud. Cons. Eon. 6.524-5; Lucian Dial. l:er. 4.5. Pliny
describes the nature and uses of sulvhur ((I.H. 35. 174-7). Ee

tells us (175) that the Greeis called uiuwum sulvhur, anyros, and

that no other substance is more easily ignited, "cuoc apparet
ignium uim magnam ei inesse." (177).

Sulphur was used in ceremcnies of purification, cf. Kom. Cd.

22,481-94; Theocr. 24.96-8; Ciris 369; Pliny i.Z. 35.177 etc.

creritantes,..lauros Ilentioned also at Theocr. 2.1 and 24;

Lucr. 6.154f.; Virgil 3uc. 8.82; Prop. 2.28.36 (of sickness),

Ovid Fast. 4.742; Apul. Anol. 303 liet. 3.235 Valerius Flaccus

3,424, It appears to have been a gcod omen if the laurel

3

crackled loudly (Tib. 2.5.81;. The use of laurel erently

'

[

ct

persisted.in magzic rites in Italy for many centuries, as it is

mentioned in A.0. Blackmore's '"Lorna Doone" (ch. 53).
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nrnuceritis. Leinsius srelers the reazcins of 17, in Tlerce, and

ne accusative or the zhlative of the serzon teloved.

and the abtlative et Hor. Zvod. 17.4 and Gvid et. T.27.

totis iiendel (Eermes €3 (1924}, 347), objects to the

D

1

of the manuscritvts because he sarys that the ide

(0]

)

of ccmplzteness

. -

telongs to the lover, not to iznidbus, and therefore conjectures

totus. Zut totus nmiser would be most inelegant, and totis here
is perters a transferred evithet, cf. IZicr. Carm. 1.19.9 in e

tota ruens Venue where totum would be impossible metrically.

Alternatively, totis could be used here as ecuivalent to
omnitus ("with all its fires"), a use found in prose from
Zeneca and Pliny on, ané often in poetry, from Virgil and
Propertius on. It is particularly common in the lezal writers

and in late Latin, see LiJs 2, p. 203,

cuocue Keene here follows the V tradition and rezds cuae
uersicoloris. fe tekes haec eadem as accusative anc translates,
"iwvcale has performed these same incantations for me." Zut it is
avkward tc have a relative clause whose antecedent follows it,

.
since ocuae cannot follow haec eadem taken kLeene's way. It is

better to fake haec eadem as nominative, "this same woman," and

e then learn her name. cuocue has far more rcint than cuae:

Lycidas is saying that i.ycale has cast spells for rim, too.

uersiccloria Ulitius would read diversiccloria (fila), a

rare adjective wvhich occurs only in late authors, including four
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tirzes in ieriienus Cavpella. te is wnresunably thinitiiz of

TUZTOFES .

h

o

17n0t25...0FTDES For the use of rnerts in rites see 2lso Ti

1.,2.62; 7.8.77; Sor. serm. 1.2.49; Virgil Zuc. 2.9%5; iLen. 7.1

O

.
b

e

Cvid Fast. 2.42%5, 4.741; Seneca evist. 9.6 etc. Keene translates
irnotas as "foreign", comraring Virgil 3Suc. £.9¢f., but it night
"

also signify "strange", "mysterious", cf. wuint. 7.3.13

obscuricribus et iznotioritus uverbis; Cvid let. 14.299 irnotaec...

herbae (of Circe) and 366 iznoto carmine. 4gain, it night mean

"of unknown gqualities", cf. 3.40.

Iycale A witch called Iycale appears also at Cvid Met., 12.262
and Seneca Herc. COet. 228, It is strange, as Verdiére says
(Prolégomenes, p. 84), that the name does not appear to te
attested in Greek Literature. Verdifre thinks it possible that
the neme comes from r,uxcﬁo’&dt. y, Which is used of thunder
(Aristophanes Xub. 292), of a river (Upp. Cym. 4.166), and of an
earth-tremor (Flato rep. 615e), anc he guotes Lucan 6.685-93,
where the sorceress brictho is portrayed as making various
sounds. He concludes that the name has been given to a witch

because it represents the unintelligible scunds which accomrany

most formulae in spells, cf.,&b rks , (Aristophanes Ea. 10).
guo luna timet The prcblem here is two-fold: what is i.ycale

doing to the moon, and which, if either, of the readings of the
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o

manuscrints can reasonatly be taken az ypressing

It is dilfficult to believe that .ex. cen te referrin~ to any-

]
[0
Q

thing otrher than ihe przctice of witceh

moon: neitrer tumet rnor timet would naturally

reddéening of the moon, ané witches in Latin roeitry <o nct,
avparently, hirry time alons by tanjering with the moon's rhases
as turet would suggest.

The solution to the rrotlem iz rperhars given by two passeges

/

in Cvid, Zer. €.85 illa (i.edea) reluctantenm cursu deducere lunam

nititur and ret. 12.263f, mater erat . vcale, cuam deduxisse

I3 - . - 3
canendo/ssepe reluctantis ccanstabat cornus lunae., Surman explains

timet as reaning that the moon is afrsic of Tveing dram cdown,
when

and as (vid describves the moon as reluctans”suffering this

action, it is vperreps not imprcbatle that llem. has gone one stage

further and described it as afraid, either of being drawn down

in particular, or else sinply of any possible results of the

incantation. Cn the other hand, it could be arzued that tumet

refers to the increasing size of the moon as it descends towards

)

thé earth, though this is & rather forced explanation. Zut of the
two difficult readings, timet is less difficult to my mind, and
tumet may have come about under the influence of rumritur

later in the line, or simply from the common confusion bpetween

timeo and tumeo.

1

he drawing down of the mcon is a frecuently mentioned
accomplishment of witches, particularly those from Thessaly (see

RS 6 2 2333 s.v. Finsternisse). That the belief in this practice

was an attempt to exvlain the eclipse of the moon is made clear

by Claud. de Rellc Gothico 223ff. territat assiduus_lunae lzbor

atracue Fhoebe/ noctibus aeriscnas crebris ululata per urbes/

nec credunt uetito fraudatam Jole sorcrem/ telluris subeunte
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P
~lcbe, sed cantre cecutas; btartara Thevsalidass ratriis lurge
venenis/ incestare iukar. lensnder wrcte a play ebout the
eactivities of thrhe Theszalien wi y CUt

Yub. 749-503 Flato Corz. 51243 Virgil suc.

Tib. 1.2.43 anc 7.

sSwvivirs

drzwing dceun of the moon irnclude aristophanes

@

.€9; Eor. zrod. 5.45;

8.27; Froo. 1.1.19, 2.28.37 and 4.5.13%; Cvid

Am. 2.1.23; Her. 6.85; Met. 7.208, 12.263f.; Lucan 6.505; Silius

8.500; Hart. 9.29.

.

Claud. in rufin.

9; rliny ..Z. 30.7; vucian lial. iler. 7,287

" .146=T etc. Tor an ingenicus explanaticn of

how the witches convinced spectators that they hacd acccmrlished

trhis feat see L.z,

224 .228),

runritur ansuis

Eill,"The Thessalian Trick" (Zh! 116(7973),

)

Alsc at Virgil Zuc. 8.77%; Tit. 1.8,.20;

Fet. 7.20% etc.; Am. 2.71.25; Fedic. 39; ~anil. 1.92; Lucan 9.214.

currunt scopuli...uellitur artes These feats are part of

Medea's repertoire at Cvid Her. €.838 and Let. 7.204. The harsi

\

were also able 1o move trees (Silius 11.441—2). Stones are

1

apparently moved by a witch at Lucan 6.439. Cthers who are able

to move trees and

stones are Teuthras, who built Thetes in this

way ($ilius 11.441-2)3and Urpheus, whose singing attracted btoth

trees (Hor. Carm.

1,12.7-83 Virgil 3Buc. 3.46; Geor. 4.570; Ovigd

Met. 10.90ff., 11.45-8) and stones ((vid Met. 11.2), though of

course in his case this effect was not produced deliberately.

migrant sata Also at Virzil 3uc. &.99; Tib. 1.8.79; Cvia 3.A.

——————

2.54-5, Fliny tells us that the T-'elve Tatles forbtade this

vractice.. Jervius,

cuibusdam artibus

conmenting on Virgil's line, says "magicis

hoc fiebat, unde est in ZII Tabov. 'lleue alienam
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segetem re Jexeris.'" At ore time the telief that tre life-fcrce
cf a neirshtour's crops cculd te tranzferred to zauother's lard by

> L . . -y = -
razic ceems to he7e teen common. 1o supior

after cuctins

nestifera scelerziscue docirire fruvetus 2lieni in =liazg terrss

transferri rernitenitur, nonnse in ALl

anticuissinis lexibus, Ticero comwemcrel essze ccngscoirvtum et ei

m

~

~ui hoc fecerit surrlicium constitutumn”

nlus...formesus Asccowcing to Tunlcp, this exprescion is a

step on the way towards the Jicmance languages. It seens, hcwever,

3

that the use of plus with an adiective is a form which had

v

always existed in Vulgar Latin, :1lthough the eviderce fcr its
collocuial currency between the time of Flzuitus and the second

century A.L. is elim, cf. lleue 2, p. 263: "Flus mit einem

Adjektivum ist bei Flazut. kulul. 2.2.6 (420) male vlus lubens
fayim nicht beweiskriftig, als sicher aber 1l8sst sich eine sclche

. - . -, == = - ~ S a s T . o e
Verbindung bei snn. (rab. 371 ed. L. iklller), bei Nonius $5.507,

22 vlus miser sim, si scelestum fexim nachweisen; danrnn scheint

dieser Gebrauch von vplus aus der Schriftsprache verbannt zu sein
und nur in der Volkssprache fortgelebt zu haben. crst gegen das

Ende des zweiten Jahrhunderts nach Chr. finden wir wiecdezr plus

niser bei Tertull. de syectac. 17; vlus formosus bei lNemes,

Eclog. 4, 72; oft bei Sidonius Apollinaris, so gpist. 3, 13, 2

plus rusticus; 3.13.4 plus fetida; 7.77 carm. V 14 rlus onerosus,"

and many other examples from later wratin. Bulrart in TLL also

quotes Hor. Serm. 1.3.52 truculentior atcue plus secuc liber.
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YL UL DO LI Lone ¢n wie Sitles or corgtheony i tre raru-

that Tynezreticon is a neuter vlurel zoritive, like S=z2r-icon,

. g - F T T 4 . A 4
liztz as sitles irne follcuin: werdz in - wkov @ ELOﬂ*TQfYLKoV) ,

< P 7 < -
OSo;wOﬁonv ,'ﬂfoweumﬂxkov s onyyeronv ,

7 - . LR

e . - .
‘YﬂorcvnoﬂTLKo‘/ y wiica are &ll aprazrently in tie acousative,

P A A
o vic, lLondon 1%

noscikle to te gure -hether the nouinztive 2s masculine or neuter.

©llivses of liber or libri cccur in the title to book three of the

Georcics in Veronensis XL (32) (CLA I7 498) and in.the title to the

Cyneretica of Grattius in Ambresiznus 3. 8

b [ A

« watyricon is no dottt

another examvle of ellipse, see .. Heraeus, Hleine schriften,
HZeidelberg 19327, p. 109,

Whether we are to understand liter or litri here is znother

ouestion. Hincmar of ieime tells us (i.igne kL vol. 128, p. 333) et

lectione puer scnolarius in liorec cgui inscribitur iiynessticon

o
7]
[\
(e}
[
3

Carthasginensiz aurelii didici." liber seeizs not to have been

o+
L3
a

S

the Clas whcle of a work unless

work comprized only one beok, the plural btein, ussd when ihe work

consisted of several books, tut from the fifth century on, liter

oes aprwar to be used of a worll of more tThan one volume, cf. sicon.

[oR

nist. 5.2.7 librum de statu animze tribus uvolumiricus irnlustrem

o]

Mamertus Claudianus...comnere et excolere curauit, and Hincmar's

words therefore give us no clue as to ~“hether he had one toock, or
more than ons bhock, before him. In the absernce of any firn evidence

on this woint, therefore, I have understcod liver. ror the possible
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cri~inel lea-th of tie ~oem, z:e : e S27.
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cans ~roncvius, folloi=d oy lerewt (Mad Lermesdenus Tume cztica M

) z famgns) z A e m e, o 13 P e o7 - PN
Unem, BE (1225, ,17), cenjectures cane, andt tihe laiter chiects to

so scon after & sizngular verb, tut reither comments on the fact

T3
o
I
v
Lh
[
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o
”n
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3

hat mihi follows u. 3, ncr that seiuinuvr is fcllowe

Jecture "necue

+ =

ervades .em.'s proerium. Tnis may te zo, tut as Zurman vpoints out
E J ] it ’

m
[N
8]

the alternation between singular anc plural occurs elcswher
Latin ~here no rarticular significance can be attached to its use,
e.g. Cic. Famr, 5.14.2; Prop. 1.7.5f. and see K-5 1, p. 88f. Also,
it is very difficult to btelieve that Hem. is not echoing the
first line of the Aereid here, and possibly also Grattius u. 1.

For the shert final -g sce my excursus.

/ . N
Te2 cee=CUEuss/ess—CUE As at u. 202, the first -cue connects thre
two verbs and the second, the two nouns. rFor this use of -tUce..

(bis etwa 500 n. Chr.)" ALL 15 (1908,, 183).

% pandimus Barth would have us Ttelieve that Lis German ecition
reads P'n tuus. Ulitius comments "ego Jjuramento illius znon
majoremn ficdem habeo, cuam Atopiensi & Utcopiensi isti aditioni, ex

cua notis iterum hoc nugamenti profert.”
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S~ T temea Tl M
Lonin Litelraliy {

4 Telicon if., it vecaues & commcnnlace for
voets tc . being insgpired from
the spring on [.cunt Lelicon, cr ty meetinz tre Iluses there, This
motif is found in Letin npoetry also, for exeannle, at Lucr. 1.7°8;
Virzil Aen. 7.6471; Hor. Carm. ".%1205, ars 29€&; Frow. 3.%.7; uvid
Yet, 3,574, Jast. 4,197 .artvial 0,647 mvienius rhae. 2.7€ ete.

5 Cactaliuscue Fitroeus vprorosed Jestaliicue, but Jzutelius is
feouné used atsolutely of apollo also at zanod. Usrm. 2,102.2.
alurnc ‘Tlitius cenjsctures alunnus, ouv the exvre.sion
Castalius...alupnus woulé imply that apollo was bvorn or brought
up there, which would* be false. Apollo is ccnnectea with the
Castalian spring because, according to one account, the nymph
Castalia threw herself into a spring subseguently newet after her
when pursued by him. The poet is referred tc¢ as nursling of the
Tuses also at TFallaecdas anth. rall, 10.52.2; aAusonius 399.4 etc,

10-71 ire.../imperat The use of the infinitive with irpero is

rainly post-Auguztan and poetic, see TLL 7 SE5S ZEf. Its use here
with the active infinitive and withcut a noun cor pronoun in the
dative is rare, but it is also founé¢ at Frop. 4.3.85 and lucan

4.34. For furtner examples see .K-3 1, p. 682,

“1 The claim to roetic originality is a conventional one, cf. Lucr.

-
=4
-

i

.. - . B
1.924-%; Virgil Geor. 3.297-23 Ilor. Carm. 2.".z-5; Frep.e 3.7.3-4;
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vetra 23 Lrrien s warticular ocigin to

cri~inality is £ sne Tirst Letin pesi to
1

Al = 11 'twv-w Coie o AT 29y -

rie a Luntin (o] ladl g cLluCln: .un )

wut tieir evidziice I finc uncorvineini, a. uchenk. (survlsrmant-

rmatter of Zer.

D]
ol
N

ifferences tetiveen the two autkhcrs, ;articularly es
egards vocabulary. It is true that both authors dezl with horses
anc dogs, but Cppian dces so, tec, and as iartin points out,

em,'s work seems to show a knowledge o

7irgil Gsor. 3 has clearly teen the sircngest irfluerce on lem.

Fithoeus restored this line to its rightful place, altrough the
asterisk against tnis line irn the seccnd Aldine edition vhere it
-

appears after u. 24 shows that Logus was awere trat the line -as-

not in its prover tlace.

et I am at a loss to understaind why laynaud should assert that
. - 1A . Los . -

"Le sens varalt exiger plutSt la conjonction et.' ilenm. elabvorates

in wu. *3-4 on his statement in u. 17, anu an alversative

conjunction here would be inapprorrizte.

(se) The -eason for the presence of se tefore ostencdat in the

seconé Aldine edition is uncertain, bdut it way have teen

inserted to give sense to the line when it appeared detached

from its orizinal contert, with cursus bein;. taken as nominative

singular inctead of accusative plural. Ulitius anc¢ Johnson
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Faupt, but this conjecture is =zurely

mn
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to stres

conjectured fecilest,

A
iy

is orizinality {uu.

and it is highly unlikely thkat Lhe would describe hiz: task as

comnlacitc zeems to
u. 12 hed teen misplacec. The

gone further and read

ot

presunably to be
is objectionable

factory to adorpt

taken as vocative. aowever, cstencas...fzcie
on the grouné of sense, ancd it is moeore sati

. Schenlzl's con'escture coxn. lacitum and retain

attemrt to restore scie sense after

dine ecdi

acies for trhe masnuscripts! faciles and

litiuvs reads ostendas in u. 12 to talance it . Callicre is then

0

1))

faciles. For comvlacitus with active force see ‘eve %, v». 177 and

for the omiszicn of est see u-35 1, p.

-

‘2. bashrers adcypts

facilest ané conjéctures ncon vlacitc, tut this gives voor serse,

and the objection to faciles

rudibus "new", 23

£.541 lunaricue ruclem.

lucest = dcaliger

could :hine if it Lad not yet teen

6 rudis arme; Clauc. Cona. Son.
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best interpreted as a subjunctive with prospective force, in a

1"

consecutive clause, a meadow where a path will shine. "

de de 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 de and the ablative appears to be unparalleled. Gudeman

(TLL 5 63% 24ff.), classifies the use of de here under '"pro

ablat,., instrumenti uel modi," but I find this improbable. I

think it most likely that de is used here as equivalent to

ob ropter, 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. 1.320 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. peelex is used of Juno also at

(Claud.) Laus Herculis 47.

astu Burman would read aestu, referring the phrase to

Semele, but this is unnecessary.

9 tacet.../ ut tacere is used with ut also at u. 71 and

Lucan 5.208.
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in some raru-

the spelling Zyblis or even Zuclis, since the word is the Greek

A
7/ -

Bufykus and Gerson (Latomus 5 (1974}, "60) regexds this as
. . . - . /

a manifest orthegraphical improverent. The srelling ZSLPXLS

is also attested, however, at Iau

0]

scripts of Fartren. 11, and I have therefore retainec the

svelling of the manuscripts here, For the story of the love of

Biblis for her brother Caunus see {vid iet. 9.454fF,

2euo Clitius conjectures foedo cor scacus, but cf. Frop.

27

v

Z2,15.%1 Lirce tam uero crimine sasuz and Lucan 2.

ulla ficdes, tam saeui criminis unum tot poenzs cenvisuze canut., For

the story of “yrrha sese Cvid let. 10.252(Ff,

2% iuit Heinsius conjectures irit, otut the reading of the manu-

D
)

gs the indicetive in indirect

(£}

Is

scripts is perfectly acceptatl
guestions is not uncommon in poetry ana late prcse, see K-35 2,

p. 494, LHS 2, p. 528 and Forden Vergilius Aeneis VI, p. 297.

Leo (De Jenecae Tragcedis Cbseruationes Criticae I, ». 27 f.)

-

gives a large numbter of examples. The indicative occurs ir an

[¢]

U

indirect question after ut alsoc at Valerius Flaccus T7.11C.

{
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juit in For ire plus in in the sense of "becomes," "changes

into," cf. Ovid Met. 10.493 sanguis it in sucos; Seneca epist.

121, 4 uoluptates ituras in dolorem.

stellatumque Cf. Ovid Met. 1.664 stellatus...Arzus and Stat.

Theb. 6.277 inccciduis stellatum uisibus Argum.

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. 4.345-7 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."

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
Nem., but not impossible, while the latter, the accusative, is

the usual use with flere. Nem.'s use of the ablative here, however,
can perhaps be paralleled by the use of the plain ablative after
maerere, as at Cic. Sest. 39; Virgil Geor. 3.518; Ovid Trist.
1.3.23 etc and after lacrimare, as at Seneca Ag. 6543 Valerius

Flaccus 3.9 ete, and is an ablative of cause.

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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Tzeilid uil trantnlztes "locile," end it is toue et
- - o~ 1 e 1 - m + o o 5 - { s 2 -
ueer faciliz eg the oricusite of intrzctabilic (u. *£0), tut here

flumireas see my ncie on 1.87.

o1

[$V]

¢is Zarth's Germen e24i

|-

C

and the anonymous editor of tre ilan edition of 17325 agrees
commenting "delectari enim Ichneumon aguis, testimonio est eius
cognomen enucéros, quoc Isidorus asserit memoriae litv., XII cap. 2.
Le hoc animante plura Aristoteles in historia, ZFlinius et
Aelianusy meminit etiam Cpoienus 1ib., III. Zos alibti in

Pharsalia Lucani alicuid innuimus." placitis is an intsrestin-

voints cut,

YMem. is at pains to emphasise the contrast betiizen the noise of

/7

o /

the city (as at uu. 100-1) and the peace of the countryside (as

bl )

at u. 86, where he azain uses the adjective nlacilus)

ichneunona Ichneunon is "the common name of the Zorth African
representative of a number of small weasel-shaped mamrals
belonging to the carnivorous family Viverricdae; trhe Incian
representatives of the srour being knocwn as mongcoses. A large
number of species of the ftyre gerus ares kncm, and ran

scuthern Asia and all africa, the tyrnical Lermes

Q
ot

also cccurring in the zscuih of 3vein. The 1
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codGeesesapud Cic. optimi cold. fael- hebere videntur

schlechiere schreibuny" and (Ll "fael- dub. cf, meles,”

The identity of this animal is not clear. Lulff (TiL 6 424
21-2) says "dubium utrusm mustsla an catta intellegenca sit.” Zoth

a domestic cat, but minscem here suggests a larger, dengerous

animal. The descrintion cof the znimal sitting in a tree counds
rather like a panther, -thick is found in both Asia and Africa,
but Fliny {I.%n. 10.202) distinguishes the feles end the zerlus,
uff translates "vpolecat," but althcurh trhis snimel is fierce, 1

is not fond of climting., Tre acst likely exzlanation is that the

o

f

animal here is a -rildcat, ~hich lives nmainly in wmountain

w

¥ e Fal

forests and is & zeen climber of tiees, tut i can find no
’

the wildcat bteins hunted,

fu

reference to

AR ~

preefixere A =né I here have the

Johnson conjectured

this word anrvears
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57-8 Iousman (IR 49 (1935), 72 = Zlassicel Favers 3, p."242),
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translates "carry home the rrickly hecg

bosom," but it is surely nighly unlilely that anyone irould cearxry

a hedgehog, which i¢ covered not cnly with spiies btut itk fleas -

as well, atout their person. sinu is mcre probakly uses hers in

the sense of a bag, zs at Grattius 29.

53 curae This word has been variously emenced, presw ebly

because previous ecitors have felt, like lizartin, that curae
"slightly confuses the metapnor." The reading of the manuscrix

37

however, does not, in my crinion, offer any protlems: cura, which

=3
=
~
-
.
o
N

is quite common in the sense of the poet's theme (see
71£f.) refers back to the activities mentioned in uu. 4€-53,

which Nem. now anrotnces will te the subject-matter of ris new

and "original' task. curae is = final dative, see 115 2, p.. 9% .

.

RBzehrens conjectures cursu as eguivalent to cursui, cf., Virgil

Geor. 4.798 and Aen. 6.465 and see Keue 1, p. 541f. Eeinsius's

cymbae is awkward with non magna ratis follewing, end renders
talicue virtually recundant. Iamsté suggests _yro, coutering

Grattius 225 and 245, but in both of these cases, tie reference
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is to thr moverents ol coze o huntinn.
Tha netapncr ol the poet's ork evrres.ed in ssilinc terrmz is
s
el Uy
5% roueri 4 mecio-raszive use ~hilch often cecocurs in cenrection
with the movement of heavenly todies. It is used of ¢hips also at
Livy 37.29.2 and 3silius €.512,
7 T 3 - - + = - 3 1 4
£1-2 lartin ccrirares the thousht end expressicn in these lines with

T
Claudian Iz ravtu Iroserpinse”uu. 5ff.

~

itle means that Cirus was dezd ~ten the

S

N

compositicn of the pcem, Dscember ZE3.

67-8 The frontiers of the Romen cmpire - the .hire {lcrth), Ilile

~ . e .- \ s 4. \
Scuth), salne (Lest) and Tigris (last).
bibunt.../...bibunt I finc it impossivle to telieve that Xem.

could have reveatea himself in this way. YVan de Joeztijne,
heovever, retains the verb in both places, arc Verci

seel:s to defend it by comiaring the repetitions nostri.../...

7

ncstres at 2.27-8 and amat../...arcat at 4.55-6 to which he

attaches particular importance as the verb appears at thg sar:e

rlace in the line in both, but neither of thiese examples seems to
me to have any weight whatever. It would aprear extremely likel:r
that a different verb in one of these linss has Teen cus

the influence of tibunt in the other, Jjust s at 2.30, litzrunt

has been reylaced by lamberunt ia some V manuscriits under the
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atv repetition of

Libunt ¢ "Ubi, llemesiare, est illa tua uis recetica? uki ille

Leus gqui in exordic tantz titi indulisit?"

solution "repons itaque wel colunt, uvel uident aut ¢ucdcuncus tibdbi,

Lector, melius cccurrerit."

(f these zwoc conjectures, the latter
has found greater favour, scme editeors comiariang Lucan 10.191-2

spes sit mihi certa uidendi/Kilizccs fontes and 275 Lilum

uidere calentem, tut the sense seeuns rether to demand another

verb meaning "inhabit." I therefore prefer Joknson's conjiecture

colunt, cf. Virgil Aen. 7.774 colunt Foruloscue =t flumen

Himellae andé Lucan %.,230 qua colitur Ganges. [y own suggestion,

N

from JSeneca lied. 372ff. and Clauvd. 24.158, wouléd be prircipium

et Uili votant but this certeinly is not "melius" than Joirnscn's

colunt.
Trimum .ot a great ceal is known about the reizns of Carinus

andé liurerianus and we cannot be sure which iars are referred to

here. ¥. Bianchi (ie fice historica in Carini et uzeriani rebus

griesiano poetae tribuerda, Iria 19%%, pp. 6=

~

o), concludes from Slis Carus et Cerinus et .uverianus *3,2 that
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zinst the wuadi es -ell anc luzsrienus, not lerinus, issu

coins celecratirg @

1

oA
o

P . -~ - . N .
inmérialea, vi p. 378, no. 9 ). rcssibly thes wars mentioned here

3

were in Germany, as Carinus issued a coin comsemncrat

er: . aricus ldawinug in

~

Germanica (Cohen no. 58), znd is called

[*p)

inscrittions (CIL 8.2747; 7202). ze Lald been sent cui to protect
Geul when his father was firhting the Fersiancs (ggg Z0.7)y and it
ie vossitle, as [lartin suggests, that the Germans, whko had been
troublescme undéer the reign of Froobus, kad risen up in arms
again. Ezehrens would rezé¢ vnrina, btut since Arctos is used so

vaguely bty the roets to mean any Lorthern territory, and orima

could as well mean '"nearest" as "furthest", it is imvossible to

say what this phrase could sizsnify, or what imnrcvement it
« e J 2 pa

would make to the text. Zurmen also objects to prirum, saying,

"eerte incormoda uox illa vrimum vpraeciyue cuia —ox prior

(0]

reretitur, sed nihil succurrit, guod substituanm, nisi nrimu
confeceris guis malit." In actuel fact, hovever, trere is no

"revetition" since rrior in u. 77 means there not "first" but

"superior," "more excellent" as at kor. Larm. Saec. 51 bellente

vrior. nri-um may be used here as ecuivalent to zrivum crnium as

at Eor. Serm. 2.3.47 and Cic. Czecin., $0, or, less likely, in the



-3
nY

73

. s Mo 1. Fale : R | BN + sy -
cenEe o for the first tTirze," zs 2t 5.%04, &7 Lerz
susrestn, .

[ T ST ~ . ey Tl Do+l an PO [ e 3 P
-2 jumsrianus accornranied hiw Tather on nis carnrvzion steinst tre

- L A vpoas A - I . - e A e m a4~ IR
. Tpears to nave tsen a tan of letters ratier thern a scliize. (574

sometimes usac in the poets zs a

1y
Av]
o’
4
4
il
O
o
O
tL’
;\1
o
g
'_J
[e]
]
.
0N

svnonym for Farthia (as a2t Lucan 1.92), or, as rere, for the

164), and Datylon itself hLad long tezn little mcre than a desexr

see Stravo 16.15 (738) and Pliny > .H. 6.%22.

niolata cacurina There has been some discussion zs tc the

Zuthrates, vhich the cmreror :acrian wanted to te the toundary

between the Fersians an¢ the Zomans. Llitius corments, "ierzs

res

re
S

[
+
-
o
0

nuzas iterum agit 3a: ani sa

to trhe death of the wnmperor larus, ~ho was allegedl;

izghtning in Fersi < Johnson agreses. furman says that
light g F a, and Jehnson agrees urman says that

1ty
=

(

culnina rafers to tue emrerors and is used in a similar -2y at

Cons. ad lLiviam 347 ~here, nowever, the acceptec reading is now

L

lumina, and at Claud. in ruf. 1.27 where the use of culmira

harély supports his interpretaztion. Til (3.72.71) explains

imperii Zonani," and cacumins here deuttless msen: screinine of

300
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priuvetun rloria porti

(RS

stidio cbliti meris sul fusrict, ic est, tela ex fhrarvetra
cerromere, et arcus tendsre, et ideo nulila spicula e:ziserint, et
hunc verun esse sSensun [utd. clausasg rrnarstras illustrevicus ad

legisse spicula, tum lunauisse, siuve tetendisse ercum, demum
certas sagittas habuisse."

75 nulla It is difficult to cdetermine tie exact wignificsnce c¢f
this word here and varicus attewpts have teen zade to erenéd or
explain it. Barth's German edition allegedly read muta, vhich
artin approves, explaining that muta sisnifies "they no longer

"hiss through the air." This explanatiocn s¢ems to me rather far-
fetched, ané examples of autus used in this way seesm to te
lacking. &.7. Clark (Ci 27 (1973), 26!) sugrests nuda in the
sense of "unbtarbed," but such a use would ayprear to te
unvarallelec,

There are several possitle intervretations =f nuila. Vardidre
as
(irolfzorires, pe. 87) sarz that the ssnse is?at vid Lst. 9. 735
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CErasc UES ).

in counecsriia

translate "uravailias~,” but thig is ely i view cf clauveas
an” 1axos: nc arroi’s aupesr 10 n:ve been fired, Lur-an susrects
that we are to understand spicula einigerint, which gives
excellent sense and is, I believe, tie wmost seticfzctory
erplenation of ruliz here.

deuotic At the time of Liem., devotio was a synonyn for
otoedentia or fides, see TLL 5 879 12. ior the scensicn, sce ny
excursus.

hlawys «erascorf, in a long excursus, srgues that Nem. is

the word locsely for the turnic, as
zocdess was usually rerres

the cilanys =as never belted as

points cut, however, corrugescue sinus nesd nct
chlarmvs. Alsc the chla:vs 1g referreld to ag bel

11.8 illum succinctus chlamyde.

rcle

4]
[42]

turnic, and

CORruUFes ue This adjective, used for corru:atus, avrarently

occurs only here. TLL (4 1043 84 straznzely undersiands ancllc
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arjective used cf _Zcho, tut it is ver;r 21 rorrizste.
A RIS | ’ RS B .- L3 PR - .
lefines docilis griz. 10,80, "anom cucd =it doctus, cel cuis
ol I} N 4 R Pk T 4 = -- - -
coceri zotvest: est eninm ingenicsus et ac aoarntus."
R R b T ', & E A -~ 2 o
cecentat iAs llzrtin points out, it iz nst sneceszary to interopret

itervmcue aduccet, whicn rould be

irilar repetiticns cceouxr

in the Eclcgzues,

€.8.

s irelegant, but rnot, I trink, ixv

21-2) does in the

m

- ] M ooe o - ~
usual sencsz of "rereat," az at Zor. Carm.

tc be an ementation bty Jannazzro:
the manuscrigts hes Teen varsiously

elseere

127 binos

n

tenerosy 214 anc 217 cogenss 52:- pratis 324 Tratsy 2.77 ané T4
mane; 3.4 and T sunere etc., ¥or repetiticns slsevhere in lLatin
voetry see ohackleton Zailey, rroperiizna, t. 7.

tunultus lere probatly used in the sense of "crowds" as =t
Stat. 5ilu. 1.2.2%4 omnie nlebeic teritur rrastexta tunultu,
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attachea infifferently to inocciduw: ancd asuuwn. “he ztlative is

used instead of the genivive for metrical convenience also for

exannle at Claucdian Jell. Gild., 1.4716 vrzeciruos elecia mute

maninlos.

.inocciduun This woxd is usually used of constellations and

the only other examrple of its use of tine is sustathius Zas.

e

hev. 2, & p. 8904. Lucan is aprarently the first to use

inocciduus (once), followed by stative, Clavcicn, sractius,

.

AP s

Seculius, Avienius, Favonits cLulcgius and Ferraricus,

1C7 Lacedeercnio The drmarian dor is elso mentioned, for ewanle
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P R E R e e - 4 Ceed T g it :
tRn il Zoor. Z.0000 Lcr. Lrmod. W53 OV at, TL.2TT, L2

Ln - “rAn NET e T e S T AN - T
literature, e.z. 2t Lucr. 5.7C03; Tirsil Geor.s 7.405: lor, Trod.
ERAT

1 <L - T m ~ - T ea
tranal trohere ig as &t Lucz,
7z adn " cnl (arid Ae 2 " o - cod tm el - -
€.GCE, 1190 z2nd (vid Am. 2.2.,3%2, There is no need to rzad zerat

costarun sub fine Volwilhec rightly cormente, "il s'azit du

. ) . . .
point cu les cBtes et le ventre se rejoignent, et :uon de celui
h 6 1 £ .1 . TR
ol les cOtes et 1l'énaule se rejoignen

v

Jernsdorf."

carinam B glosses tiis -rord with dorsum, ani carina coes

usually seen

ouasi carinan commezit, cuzm nos cdicimus swirem; acr. sat.

7.9.22 snineli ~ecullese, curae hoc est animali, cuocd zst zzui

carina and cf. Cvia fet. 14.552 ediiscue carin

n
n
[
o
-,
e
Ik
M

nauvizsiis srinae wutetur in usunm, bui tne sence demands thazt the

3,

word be used here in the sense of "rib-cage."

cacenter vrona

would be inapvrerriate of a dog's vacik, wkich is nmors or less

level in every breed, and sut vectore lzto and ccstorw: sub fins
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. : X 4. p o~ ey oL PR - L2 B
avplied to the smine Yecauce of The suine's funetion of

Py 4 emia M - T 3 = PR T et o Fad ' R I oL
suerorting the riv-cages 2nl tecavse ¢l the recemblance of the
o S JOR O —— A N P 7 -~ 2 N < -
spine and ritv-caze tc the leel &ng itasic tirpers ¢ & enin, Tut

112

collizat ccllirere is used here in the sense of contrahere,

as at Fliny I.Z. 9.80 simplici conchza utrocue latere sese

collicente; Cvid Met., 13.970 avicer collectuz in urum...uertex,

renibus This word is used in the sense of "loins" elsevhere

only at Vulg. oxod, 12,173 id. ran. 10,5,

diductague It is difficult to see what signifiicance
deductente of the manuscripts could have lLere, zné the
conjecture of Legus has bteen generally accented. Johnson exnlzins

"spread. lata, non conirscta," and TL

patulus," croting also Germ. 188; .uint. "1.32.759. 4vien. .rszt.

445 and 467. The dog would neecd troad, po-erful hirdfuarters for

swift rurning.
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cnEe S erentiy e onlrouss 3P thi coxd of oo,
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It iz 50 oulice end Lorses, gnl-flec of

ramz (cnce =ncl

L \\,u\_,_ =l t.) e

Tirseil sen. 4,552 9.€57; Stat. Ach. 2.9.f. sustin on ssn. 4,558

comments, "Thiz uce of ornia iy an iaveniion of Viryilts, by
arzlozy ~ith Ta&vTa arnd -ag geldlom izitatad..., it is foreimn

to preze (Livy xxi. 24.5 is not an example of it), Jee .BLfflin

ATT A [~ - b -7 TTO . - 3 st R ~
ALL 2 trp. 95ff., €753 L=, v. 27%; :zoll .issenscheltliche

iy et T s - s
synter, p. 720" Austin zcec orn to exrlain thic use of cmnia az a

r later joets. The first certain prose

examnle of such an accusetive iz Tee, Ger, 17 nutes t_acchia,.

rrimaeuni There 1s little to choose between i3's oo

e

naeuis

ard C's vrimacui as regards sencse, tut the numter of sibilants

provided by A3's reading produces, I thinlz, a very ugly linse,

B “«

There is a high nunber of sgibilants alsc in uu. 41, 48 end 57,

O

lants ere much less otirusive, i3's

e

n

tut in these lin-<s the =ib

pricasuis could have come atout as the result of dittcgrarhy.
robore Mlttner conjectures correre. firmus is cuite often

used of ccrrus, but it is also uzed with robur, as at Colurella
1.8.%; Lucan 1.%42; Fliny ..=. 21.%37; Stet. Theb, £,309; wuint,

4
1

.8.6 and corpore iz therefore unnecescary.

As
goles L rare use of the word to mean "year,""Volvilhzc

. ) For example, . :
Poznts out itcamob cean "fay," as at Tirgzil Zuc. $.5°-Z, 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 brumae / biscue suum tacto Fisce peregit iter

and Stat. Ach. 1.455 donec sol annuus omnes conficeret metas,

iugandi C's iugandis is presumably a conjecture by 3annazaro.
TLL says (4 1453 10) that cura is used "cum gerund. persaepe,
multo rarius cum gerundivo." 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 ecuivalent to
gimulac 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 radiatione formauerit.,

bina For bini in the singular in the sense of duoc cf. Lucr.
4.451 and 5.879; Anth. Lat. (Riese) 791.25; Iul. Val. 1.3 etc.

and see LHS 2, p. 212,

formarit For the shortened form of the future perfect, see
LHS 1, p. 335. Burman conjectures formauit, but ef. uwu. 157f,
and u. 179. Heinsius conjectures renouauit, with which we

might comypare u. 179, but formare is quite satisfactory.
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120 sucicue Tonatus comments on Ter. Zutn. 378 : "sucus ect hurcr
- Pontiati i Sivindy —— - e

et sucus vecori et lac sutducitur zzris.”

w

uiscere uiscus is used in Latin cf any vital organ, usually
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tero Mq rare word amnns the ncets except for ceomed

- . 5 - ’
not used elsewhers by Jem. axzlson |(

remarks, "der Gebrauch dieser lartikel, wo sie Uterhaurt in cer
Foesie voriommt, in der Regel an gewisse Frartilkeln ccer
Prononina gebuncen ist. (e coes rot srecify which perticles

N

and Tronouns he means.) Ltwas freier verfalren nur Lucr. Cet.

Eor. Juv." autem in found cnce each ia Frovertius, ie



124

310

u2ro occur:z ounly in later Latin (s=s 1.5 2, p. &£
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abfaturue andc zeemrs coften

ambiguously. Its sizrnificance hers has causz=l scre dizagreenent.

ey (TLL 1 56 £5-0) consilers thet it iz here us=d in tre senss

/ - . N
ron/ altcs in lat=sbras unicue inclusa werito eant, thare,

avay." "Ziccfen a2y," hcwever, is precicely ~rat &:d0 heres in
fact means, in the view of Thielmenn (ALL %, 1. A?Aj. The sare

problem of intertretation cccurs at

nec turpi isnosce senectae, which Conington says dces not mean

"remeve him from home" but "leave him no longer out with the
mares," I finé this interpretation difficult tc accept: it is
surely bad economics to continue tc kxeep a useless horse
needing regular feeding and presumably zlso cccupying land

an outbuilding which coulcd be usec for more vprofitable

purposes, and Virgil must sursly be recommending that the horse

o

aczaze, the interrnretation

be turned off tre farm. as for this

=

"shut up at hore" is in my view nonsenze: how and -
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2 fas ceen soine corniroversy aboul the seanint cf tlhese
S . o~ L es A [ I AP R

lines., Wernscorf izisrposto ther thus: "Ioteris e

mrauibug uel iis cuwee rraer-onderant, praen.ccers cul leues

cursu futuri gint, nemre leuiores npondere, and stern, Cadarei-
Turarty end DTiegl egree. (Ulitivs on the other hand "ex

crauibus corpcribus zsnosces leues curcus. «Ut, Ut primum

Zerthius ceonstruit: o greuvitzie cornorun fuiiri curs

celeritoten rraenoscere potes. Graulssiodl enim catuli,

uelocisgeimi euvadunt, cuia scilicet ex poncere futura illorun

- n A Pente

mesnitudo, ex magnitucine uelccitas praesunituz," and In:

Wernsdorf, rizhily dezciibing his interwnretetion zs "coatortam,"

be sayin: that the heaviest pupries will

=

@]

D

I'em., then, seemrs t
turn out the swiftest. fnk, however, rezards this statement as
factually incorrect and comments, "Graues catuli grandie membra

nromitiunt, non temen uslocitatem; potest fieri ut canis

corporis uim habeat magnam, careat zutem uelocitate," also
4 . ST R, :ﬁ:.._ Y Y By
quoting Cprian Cyn. 1. £422-4 K/l’d'b’TTVOb § ov Telé@ouc«.v)

;iT:i,/D rs,e/,VOj )e‘.vgogb ‘;To)\)é\/, / K¢: o—eé,vo_s éz,?ﬁjoa.a'.-ov,

KoLrofév, AL Gvr‘os &vuLgﬁS
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He further suggests that Nem. is echoing Grattius uu. 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 takeﬁ as accusative
plural (in which case Grattius is expressing the same idea as
Nem., see Housman, "Notes on Grattius," Ckg 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 errcr by Nem. can be answered
independently of Grattius, for F. Miller ("Ad Nemesianum," Mnem,
46 (1918), 329-33) has produced support for Nem.'s statement from
Xenophon__m 4. 1-rrfnw'rov [Ae\/ ovv )wa) eLvaL rey&'&l'xs;
Qe 6xourds TR ke% A*S ekm%ﬁx 4.23 ke
Qv deo ToLaUTdr al .<v\/c_S . eoovral Laxu/ow, To v 87

3.32 )Cet,/)ous S¢ koL wletoug oL ToeaiSe, }A.L\‘/D"LL

fuﬁ%y acrgv OUVT@K ™ WGA\%HS ex Tov kvvqy‘dcuv
-

¢ﬂoaﬂtfouV¢aL Wns fyidbxs gL% TO}MkaV
(Dindorf's text, Teubner 1900).

Enk (p. 88) quotes the thirteenth century writer Demetrios
Constantinopolitanos (Aelian H.N. II p. 588 ed. Herscher) whose
words contradict his theory: 'E. ‘SUYQ) “‘gr’\“‘s Sy
I(’UVO(.f)‘-OL é‘TTLX SWL TOo mf)uq'efOV.

Nem.'s conclusions about the puppies! speed are probabdbly
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. MUller'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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trepidocue rertin cormments,"If we follow the manuscrizte,-a
double construction must bs understcod for the ablatives iudicio

v L
then bty her

05

and nericlo, i.e. 'savin
danger.' Such a use seerxs impossitle. ..orecver, the erithet

trenidus is naturally errlisd to tie dorms rather than to the

t

i.l-
n

=

danger." The latter objectiion need not trouble us since
clearly a straightfor'rard case of transferred ervithet., [ crtin's

other objection, however, has more weight, and if the words are
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u. *'2Z inmlies, wlthough edrittediv the nctier
it ie the wother rerself wic ig in ferzer, hev

a

riny of fire

" -
wres=ze

trancslate

n

face c¢f 2lar~ing

‘s
Tre
vi.T

zrcut

csunrcrted by icsitrete, conlecturss tre-idznrcue
unlikely., Zaehrens rezcs IR

Volpilheec, but this

rermine There

used of r»urrties, Ttut it is used
ané¢ at Yart. Cap. 7.729 of the
rrimum priats is used heres ir

2€.16.7, Coclumella 5.8.%1 etc.

rortatoue cupili

8.151 ortimus in foetu cui

-

vrel

alic

il

cf oxtimus as

Iliny ma<es a similar siztemeant =2t

=8
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iiv,

prirmun fert in cubi feta,

segrexat The verb is here used in its 1i
of "separate fron the flock'" as elso &t Iha
Tulz., Fett. 25.72. .artin comments, "If -e
erreriam literally means 'chesen from the h

comhination of the two -cris

is rather s

+

PR T IR
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articulos Zenrauet rZenothon (Lyn. 7.4) glszo says
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laceras The vrolertic use also cccurs at Lvid

cun laceras ariss balistate cencutit arces,

"nancere ualuas could sc

P

Fzrtin ccrrents

us2é of the actions of dogs. The proleptic epithet

applied to the dcors indicates that mandsre is the

reading." I cannot follow this arguwient at all: thke

given to the
Tiven,

that tco
coxed.

o at stat,

T, "7.5.IG
axrcely be
lacerag
correct
re is ncthing

in the least izmprobable in tne icdea of dogs tryirnr to cren docrs,
an¢ modern doors, at any rate, can be orensc by sc:.e cogs. 1t
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spectaueris u. 174) beins used without a cornective, ~hich

el be ir-zooitvles, of courze, foroc y ST
ar, neT o za Lo czanely o tra
stterpt inens eorxit, cc U, TSI, Trewus s
seretobin- at the ccocr. I have rever woen & fon tow Lo 2
door b attesrnting to bite 2% it, and indeed, it is

' A . - . - -
(z. 9¢) artpears to object tc neni.re or ire _round that doss

~ - - & o 1 = - 3 - o i - -
are not li-ely To crew wecod. Tiiz, heiever, is untrus, as Tany
) -~ s - n 3xr S e e & - -~ e P ~- D mm
dogs ernjoy thiz activity, andi it dcec nol anmesr, zs lem, fears,

-~ o 5 e A s e £ SN sy R .
tc affect the sharrness of f..elr teevn or clave at all.

Fliny .. 8.8 imractss arderi {(lentss) frangunt (sla~laznti’,
/
spectaverit The manuzcrirts reed srecteveris. -any ecitors

e have a case of tuio co-orcina

/ - 5]
would be contrary to em.'s usual rractice and to gocé style, or

)

we must emend to spectezuerit -vith Johnrnson. cetas is then the

subject of grectauerit anc passa is = tarticiple. Johnseon

comvares Virgil Aen. 1.265 uilerit zetas. Jermscorf, on the

other hand, retains spectaueris, interrretingtas the a
of tre mox cum clause. grectaueris ie then future perfect used
for future, see LIJ 2, p. I24. :artin agrees with “ernsdor?
for a reason wrich in my view suprorts Johnsen's conjecturs

rather than srvrectaueris, since she remarks, "inlsesis...membris
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for corn, & vt virzyil scxr. “.2073 .07
Urpilan Cyn. 0874, Lvid in Zond
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That doxs were chained as well g z=us UT
and 102101, tut trhere iz
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ten montits and Arrian (Cyn. 25.°

monts for titches and two years
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kxept on a chain."
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adguelacian; % vwinum (uniden Zeud dta lonmto, ved tui o in carus
velle sut 1o og=rto nouali, (ulsre cucnlon Lsvosve laco Lor i
euvesari non rezzunt, instizul coivenisntiszsi ans
connares Lratt. TEZ2 ioe Lelnzive coelzciuren sou. TLIv luw oncd,
Lovever
Cratt.
IZere also,
a contrazst tc it, and ('ufbfé}, f1iclt miecws un non lznvg,
ghoule therefors e reiainel,
nec K-5 say (1, v.792f.), " an einen affirmativen

t
Invzrativ ofer einen affiraztiven volitiven Honjunidiv ein
negativer lonjunktiv des Jillens aungereiht wird so steht resel-
recht necue (nec)." l.ortin asserts that nec with the irtersiive

- ¢ - N
inclufdirg seven from Virgil (z. *%%2,.

-~
i

rlartin would retain o

[
jov}
i
[S
'

'
D

dez

(]

N
m
ot

©
I

6]

cresting that "curszus is not the obj

Jgenitive with nmoderamine, 'don't once cnly indulge the Jors

with moderation in coursing, but train them frecuently ete.'”
+ 4. L

tut I can findéd no evidence for incdulwrere with the dative and

ablative, or a parallel for such an evrression as modsramine

cursus, "restrained ruanicng." It

cursus is the object of irndul:e and that moderarine is eblative

of manner: "cdon't grant the dogs runs in mecderation once only
ete.", but only a very few nouns can te us=d in the ablative
witheout a cuelifying adjsctive, and the
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grrely »afer to ths a-cunt cf exercice widico it is

the fogs to talie in order 1o build up their girength, cf. uu.

restricticne prorrie de acticre re

other =zxamxtle, osilius

ecuorun decenter (Corrum). TLL zeem: fc Be in two ~inds zhout

thig =rotlem, 2z 4. Lwine readz rncderanine undier wolsramen

fa amms a7 - T - :
(8 1208 27 ) cnd T. Zulks

(7 -

50 84).

Ny

runsra Aal's punctueted —ith a cox a’ter it by

Tostgate, gives 3006 sense, Hut there ars no cther erartles of
a maior sense pause betwesen the fifth anc gixth feet in Hem.
Ulitius conjectures munera, and as ..artin roints out, sunera is

more natural than laudem as the object of discere, discere

might be absclute, but tiiz is unlikely. murnera...Ciccers then

7 A ] N -
balances leudem...acere (u. 1S8). munere mizht

uvndéer the influence of pederawine in u. 185,

crrsu reuocent, iubeant The marntgecrirvtis read cursuvs, +hich is

difficult 2s I can find no examnle <

fror -hick a person or animal 1s recalled by a@notier is in the

accusative case. The natural object of reuccent is, as . artin
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suggests, the same as that of iubeant, i.e. catulos understood.
Heinsius proposed cursu but Verdiére (p. 93), who wishes to

preserve the balance of cursus...cursus, suggests that Heinsius

is thinking of Cic. Fam. 10.7 de meo cursu...uoce reuocatus and

objects that "apparemment, Cicéron 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.

reuccent, 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. 1.5.11. Heinsius

’presumably did not conjecture cursum to balance the singular

192

195-

cursu because cursum tendere apparently always means "direct

one's course," cf. Virgil Aen. 1.656, 6.240; Silius 9.216, 10,73

etc.,, which would make no sense here,

carpere "tear at," as at Ovid Met. 10.43 and 4583 Phaedr.
1'28040
7 morbi...canes.../ dant stragem Dams té conjectures canum and

Verdiere supports him (p. 94), contending that tristes morbi is

the subject of dant, and comparing Ovid Met. 7.536-7 strage canum

primo uolucrumgque ouiumgue boumque / inque feris subiti deprensa
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Am. 2.16.8. Housman (CR 16 (1902), 444 = Classical Papers 2, p.

580) 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 make an ointment is not the berry of the olive, but

its o0il. Expel the gloss and write Tritconide pingui or dulei 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, Fusce, 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; -o could have come in from u. 196 or u. 202,
or could have arisen simply from confusion between -a and -0, as
at u. 91. Elision occurs in the thesis of the fifth foot also at

u. 219 and 295.

200 -gque...=-que | H. Christensen (ﬁue - que bei den r¥mischen
Hexametrikern (bis etwa 500 n. Chr. ) ALL 15 (1908)¥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. 196) tpat 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 Ouvb.Terr, 4 35

tineas tinea is used in Latin to denote parasites of various

types, e.g. lice (Claud. in Butr. 1.113, 260) and woodworm
(Vitr. 5.12 fin.). Here, to be scientifically accurate, it ought
to be translated "psoric mite"! On the subject of mites, the

Encyclopaedia Britannia tells us (vol. 18, eleventh edition, p.

619), "A certaln 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
Demodicidae...Three genera of Sarcoptidae, namely Sarcontes,

Chorioptes and Péoroptes, cause mange or scabies in mammals,..Of

the genus Chorioptes two species have been described on

domgstic 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 infectées (cf. P.J. Cadiot et F. Breton, Médecine canine,

P. 262) 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. 7.13.1; Pliny N.H. 22.47; 30.82, 83 and K/ooq-cﬁv at
Plut. Mor. 55e 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 many parasites and so few ancient terms
for them, it is not unnatural that thevsame word should have to

do duty for a number of different creatures.
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203 Burman, Baehrens, Postgate, the Duffs, 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."

rabies Pliny (N.H. 7.64) suggests some causes of rabies and
‘at N.H. 29.98ff. describes in detail ways of preventing hydro-
phobia. Grattius (383-95) and Columella (17.12.14) recommend

other preventative measures. Aristotle (De Animalibus Historia

604a 4-9) also discusses the disease, and a few of the manu-
scripts of Aristotle exempt man from the certainty of death from
rabies. It is strange that neither Nem. nor Grattius, unlike
Pliny (N.H. 8.152), mention the danger to people. Other
references to rabies in Roman poetry include Hor. Ep. 1.10.16,
2.2.753 Virgil Aen. 7.479; Prope. 3.16.17; Ovid Met. 14.66: Stat.

Theb. 1.589, 6253 Silius 16.236 etc.

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 (209); the fourth is the unhealthy state
of the atmosphere (209) and the fifth a shortage of water |

causing over-heating.(210).

204-6 The interpretation of these lines has been much disputed.

Wernsdorf considers that caelesti corrupto sidere is a reference

to the sky, possibly thinking of Virgil Aen. 12.451f. abrupto

gidere nimbus/it, or to the air, as outbreaks of disease were

often attributed to unhealthy atmospheric conditions, but this
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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.

5.758 solque suos etiam dimittere languidus ignis, and naturally

find this idea incompatible with Ulitius's explanation of

corripto sidere as "pro signo coelesti." Volpilhac (p. 119)

comments, "les vers 205-6 &voquent manifestement une &clipse de
soleil, qui n'est gu%re comparable au passage du soleil dans la
zone de l'une ou l'autre de ces constellations.”™ He goes on to

say (p. 120) that "l'expression caelesti corrupto sidere désigne

une éclipse de soleil." I find uu. 204-6 very vague and would
not reject any of the above interpretations out of hang,

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 uvu. 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 uu. 205-6 suggest.to me bad weather
rather than the very hot conditions referred to in uu. 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 uniikely that thie is in fact the
reference here,

As Volpilhac points out, each possible cause of the iilness
is introduced by seu, and magis in u. 207 séems to me to imply
a connection between the causes suggested in uu. 204-6 and nu,
207-8. The connecting link is p;ssibly the Dog-Star. uu. 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

ak
Dog-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 Il. 11.173, 22.27; Hesiod Oppn.
4193 Virgil Aen. 10.274 etc. and it is therefore possible that

caelesti corrupto sidere may be a reference to it. The

significance of uu. 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 quogque

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 Dog-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. 18.313 and
that uu. 205-6 refér to a particular condition of the sun which
has an effect on the constellation. According to Manilius
(2.905-9), 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.

adtonito Heavenly bodies are described as adtonitus also at
Stat. Theb. 6.685 (the stars) and Claudian 26.66 (the Great
Bear), and in both cases the adjective is to be translated
"astonished." Here, however, it is pbssible‘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 stupentié, ergo 'attonitae' facientis attonitos,
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ut 'mors pallida,' 'tristis senecta.'" adtonitus in a passive
gense 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 l'orbis terrarum ou de

l'orbis ipsius solis? Duff 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. 256,
Presumably they would take orbi as referring to the earth.
Burman also suggests ore, comparing Valerius Flaccus 2.57 and
Ovid Fast. 4.944, (where, however, the accepted reading is now
Q;Qg), explaining "ut ita o0s solis ationitum ex ipso pallore
arguatur." orbe, however, is in my view perfectly satisfactory,
and likxe 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 Am. 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. 1568. 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." Cf.

Ovid Met. 1.592 dum calet et medio sol est altissimus orbe,
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and Manilius 1.469 medio cum luna implebitur orbe. For examplés

of similar pleonastic adjectival phrases, see Housman on Manil.

1.539 and CQ 27 (1933), 4 = Classical Papers 3, pp. 1200-1.

207 seu magis LHS say (2, P. 498), "Dass im Spldtlatein magis z.T,

ganz an die Stelle von potius *vielmehr' getreten ist, das im
Romanischen fast ganz fehlt..., zeigen nicht nur neue Partikel-
verbihdungen wie an magis 'oder vielmehr' (Tert. orat. 19, 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

Iuuenc. 3.1 and 4.151; Avienius orb. terr. 80; Auson. 396.8.

Leonis Manilius (4.464-8) refers to the unhealthy effects of
Leo. At the time when the sun entered the constellation of Leo,
Sirius the Dog-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 Dog-Star rose. The Encyclopaedia

Britannica, however, (vol. 5, eleventh edition 1911, p. 183),
states, "Thé 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))15
when the Dog-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 guod in u. 204 and refers

therefore to letale periclum (203). Scaliger conjectures hos,

which would make Phcebus the subject of inuiscerat, and this is

possible, but not, I think, necessazy.

inuiscerat This appears to be the first appearance of this

verdb in Latin. It is also used by Cassianus (conl. 4.7.1) and
figuratively by Augustine (conf. 7.21.27 fin., epist. 187.41 etc.))
Aponius (8, p. 161 fin.) and Gregorius Magnus (moral. 30. 78 p.

S68B etc.).

209 An uhhealthy atmosphere is often mentioned as the cause of
disease e.g. at Lucr. 6.1090 ff., 1119ff.; Virgil Buc. 7.57,

Geor. 3.478ff., Aen. 3,137; Gratt. 375 etc,

211 concrescunt This is apparently the only example of concresco

used of fire. Heinsius conjectured crudéscunt or inolescunt

because concrescere recurs at u. 219, 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" ef. Ovid Met.

1.444 uulnera nigra ueneno. I can find no other example of

prosilire used of a disease, but as this verdb is used of
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liquids, vapours etc., its use here is not unnatural, cf. Pliny

N.H., 12.58 inde prosilit spuma pinguis.

Celsus (5.27.2) and Bassus (Geop. 19.3) also recommend treatment
for rabies. R.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,

castorea Castoreum is a substance with a strong smell
secreted by the beaver. It had a number of medicinal uses, see

Pliny N.H. 32.13.

non cunctantes If no liguid was added, much of the powder

would simply stick in the throat.

infundere cornu Virgil (Geor. 3.509-10) and Columella (R.R.
6.10.1) also recommend the use of a horn in giving animals

medicine.

blandas Enk on Gratt. 398 (p. 111 of his edition) conjectures
blandis, but gives no reason. Garson (Latomus 35 (1976), 161)

objects that although blandus canis is a cliché, it is

inappropriate for a dog with rabies. But this proleptic use of

blandag is perfectly satisfactory.

224ff. For hunting dogs in general, see Aymard cp. 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 poiht 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 (8ic. This appears to be a misprint for 107). He

would have the lines in this order: 224-8, 231-6, 229-30, since
"Librarios uero, non autem Nemesianum, uersus

turbasse uel ex illis effici cogique possit, horum animos

moresgue simul naresque sagaces/ mox referam quippe quae non ad

Tuscos canes, qui in peruulgatis libris antecedunt, sed omnes in
initio laudatos pertineant. Quis enim credat Poetam de canibus,
quos unus forsan Oppianus memoret, ipse autem parce laudet,
accuratius & diligentius agere ucluisse, quam de Spartanis &
Molossis, & reliquis nobilioribus initio carminis celebratis?
Deinde, qui libros de uenatione scripserunt, aliis canibus

animos, aliis nares sagaces tribuunt, ut Gratius vs. 171 at

fugit aduersos idem quos repperit hostes/Umber: gquanta fides

utinam et sollertia naris,/tanta foret uirtus et tantum uellet

in armig! At Tuscos & animosos & sagaces fuisse quis tradidit?"
Schrader therefore transposes uu. 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 Umbrian)which Aymard (op. cit. p. 263) regards as unlikely.
According to Aymard, sculptures from the Etruscan pericd 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 uu. 229-30 from their place before
u. 231. To Schrader's transposition as a whole, there is one
main objection: when what are now uu. 224-36 are removed, u. 237
follows u. 223. Schrader regards this as very apt, but u. 237
seems to me clearly to belong after u. 236, since it speaks of

further characteristics of dogs and nares sagaces can have

nothing to do with canine diseases. I have therefore followed
Haupt 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. 107.

pascendum catulos K-S say (1, p. 734), "Diese Konstruktion

gehbrt fast ausschliesslich der vorklassischen Sprache und dem
altertlimliche Ausdrucksweisen liebenden Varro an und begegnet

nur selten in der klassischen Sprache, taucht dann wieder

Bfters bei den spiteren Juristen auf." This construction is

found in poetry also for example at Plaut. Trin. 869; Lucr. 1.111,

2.492, 5.43-4; Catull. 39.9; Silius Italicus 11.562 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. 3.301; Gratt. 174-8; Oppian Cyn. 1.468 ff. It has been
suggested that these were the ancestors of the bulldog, but Eull
(op. cit; P. 26) 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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Pannonicae The Pannonian breed of dog is mentioned also at

Oppian Cyn. 1.371,

Hibero The Spanish horse is also mentioned at Oppian Cyn. 1,37

and Pollux 5.37.

Tuscorum For the Tuscan dog see my note on uu. 224-30.
extrema Duff remarks "Non...externa seems to fit better the

~only Italian dégs 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 parg est extrema furoris.

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. Hé;aeus on Martial 9.2.8 says, "haud proprium heroici
uersus esse, hic quoque inde ab Aug. aet. a multis spretum (Calp.,

Pan. Mess., Colum.X, Manil.). In elegiacis semper uitatum est,

deest hic omnino Ovidio (fast. 4.609. 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 oceurrences in poetry shows. (2333 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
Laung Pisonis 1
Aetna 9
Persius 7
Lucan 35
Valerius Flaccus 57
Statius 72
Silius Italicus 155
Martial 0
Juvenal 16
Serenus Sammonicus 3
Commodianus 0
Nemesianus 2 (Cynegetica)
Avienius 11
Prudentius 21
Claudian | 24

235 odorato Carl Hosius (Ph. W. 42 (1922), 268), considers that
odorato refers to the hound's tracking nose, while Wernsdorf
explains "quod odorem ferarum uestigiis inhaerentem seruat."”
Martin and Duff, however, correctly interpret odorato as referring

to the fragrance of the meadow. Xenophon (ng. 5.5) describdbes
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the difficulties for the hound in following a trail when there

are flowers in a field.

cornipedes The word cornipes  was originally an adjective,
o

used of the goat (Priap. 86.16),aFaunus (Ovid Fast. 2.361) and

of the horse (Virgil Aen. 6.591, 7.779). Under Virgil's

influence it later became a synonym of equus, as here,

Oppian also describes the merits of the Cappadocian horse (Cyn.

1.197 f.). It is not mentioned by Xenophon, Arrian or Grattius.

Wernsdorf rightly calls this "locus uexatissimus totius
poematii."”

E. Liénard in his review of Van de Woestijne's edition
(Latomus 2 (1938), 73-4), would justify the reading of the manu-
scripts by interpreting it thus: "que leur descendance
généfeuse, récemment armée, (le court régne de Carus s'est passe
presqu'en entier en Asie ou il a fait une campagne heureuse
contre les Perses), rappelle les caracteristiques des chevaux de
Cappadoce et que le troupeau entier nous vaille 3 nouveau (s.e.
referat) les triomphes de ses aleux,” but this explanation is in
my view forced in the extreme, and it would seem impossible fo?
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.

335
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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 @tre mise sur le méme pied que l'expression

signo armare qu'on 1lit chez Lactance, mais, bien entendu,

mutatis mutandis: quo signo armatus exercitus capit ferrum, car

J. Moreau me semble avoir parfaitement €tabli que, dans cette
phrase, signum est 1'équivalent de nota. (Cf. J. Moreau,

Lactance, De la mort des persécuteurs I1I, Paris, 1954, p. 434),"

but the two cases are gquite different and it is difficult to see

what sense armata (notis) would make.1 Volpilhac considers that

armata is to be taken as. equivalent to instructa, comparing TLL
2 3 619, 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 thé
equipmenf 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

1Verdi;re is also wrong tp say that, "Il est patent que Rome

insiste sur le fait que ses seuls arma sont galea, cristae et

cingula, c'est-ﬁ-dire des armes qui ne sont pas offensives" because
arma is used of weapons used at close quarters and c¢f. Cic. Caec. 21:

arma alia ad tegendum, alia ad nocendum.
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Greek words ‘VO‘J\,Y/) y TMOLILV or &YQ//\ . 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 (CR 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 u. 242 summarises uu. 240-1, 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 et would involve a harsh elision
unparalleled in Nem. On the other hand, if we drop et 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 harmataque 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

-nyx)\&W¢y) 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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quis Olympiacae miratus praemia palmae / pascit egquos. 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.

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. Mehmel
(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."

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, c¢f. Varro R.R. 2.57 ceruicibus crassis ac

longis and Silius Italicus 16.362-3 insignis multa ceruice et

plurimus idem / ludentis per colla iubae.

crebra Martin suggests that crebra limits ungula (u. 249) with
adverbial force, but as Nem. is here imitating Virgil Geor.

3.&99f. et pede ferram / 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



Virgil Buc. 3.63 "the cognate accusative of the neuter
adjective is often used adverbially...So too in the plural,"

and compares also Geor. 4.122,.

251 gens For gens used as equivalent to regio cf. Ovid Met.
15.829 and Avien. ora 252, and see also Housman on Manil.

4,602,

Calpes Calpe was one of the pillars of Hercules in Hispania
Bagtica, the modern rock of Gibraltar. The other pillar, on the
African coast, was called Abyla or Abila (see Avien. orb. terr,
110f.). 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.

255-6 "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.D. 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.

3.85 uoluit sub naribus ignem and Geor. 2.140 spirantes naribus

ignem, and for the repetition, uu. 67-8 and uu. 100 and 102, but

I find it impossible to believe that Nem. would use the same
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word in consecutive lines in two different senses. Verdiere

(Brolégoménes, p. 99) conjectures flamen, comparing Apuleius

Met. 11.25.4 and Prudentius 837-40, and says that Nem. is
playing a game of adnominatio, as at u. 138 and u. 150, 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 59f.) says of the adjective anhelus
that it is "uox poetica (inde a Lucretio), maxime Flavianae
aetatis, rara apudkrecentioreé scriptores paganos, frequentior

apud christianos,"

mulcent aures mulcere is used here as almost equivalent to

mollire, relaxare. It occurs in the same sense at Prud. psych.

331, Pliny (N.H. 11.137) regards relaxed ears as a sign of a

sick horse, in equis et omni iumentorum genere indicia animi

praeferunt, (sc. aures) marcidae fessis, micantes pauidis,

subrectae furentibus, resolutae aegris.

sonipes In contrast to cornipes (see my note on u. 240),
soniges is found in poetry as a synonym for eguus as early as
Lucilius (542) 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 gentili TLL considers that gentilis is used as equivalent

to nobilis heie, 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.

8.705-6 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. 167; Prudentius ham. 730; CE 436.13;

Tuuencus 2.410 etc. For this form see Newe 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
15.440. nec pigeat (263) 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 (15.439), 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 C. 24.3; Oppian Cyn. 4.50;
Virgil Aen. 4.41; Livy 35.11.7; Lucan 4.682; Silius Italicus

1.215 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.

or
liber utgue Burman calls this locus suspectus, although he

offers no suggestions. Damste (Mnem. 53 (1925), 308) says
that there is no sensible interpretation of the phrase and

conjectures libera torgue (understand ceruix), but I cannot

find another example of the use of torgues, 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 manusecripts,

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 (261). Duff 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 é?%%m restraint.”

Nem. is telling us in uu. 264-5 that although the Numidian

horses appear too high-spirited, they are in fact quite obedient.,
For 11235 used without an ablative of separation cf. Virgil

Aen. 11.493; Stat. Theb. T7.632.

265 diuerberat TLL and QLD 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 vwhich often
occurs in manuscripts, and there is no separate entry for

deuerbero. QOLD, on the other hand, condiders that there are two

separate verbs, although it lists only one example under
deuerbero, Ter. Ph. 327, and translates "flog soundly,"” which is

not the meaning required here. Gronovius (Obseruationum libri




343

tres, Leyden 1662, p. 543) conjectures guodque iubas pronis

ceruix diuerberet armis, commenting, "Si memineris quid

diuerberare sit, satis intelligas ceruicem armos diuerberare

iubis dici non posse: non enim flagellare aut percutere est
diuverberare, sed euentilare, discutere, 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;
2.16.29," but since AB both have the indiéative, attempts to

justify C's reading are not needed.

266 flecti facilis facilis is used with a passive infinitive

also at Prop. 4.8.40; Ovid A.A. 1.358; Lucan 2.656 etc.

facilis This adjective is used of animals in the sense of

tractabilis also at Cic. off. 1.90; Avian. fab. 10.4; - Gratt.160.

lasciuauge 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 in and the accusative see K-S 1, p.

567.

lentae moderamine uirgae Silius Italicus also refers to this

way of guiding the Numidian horse (1.215ff.).
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Ausonius refers to Nem.'s words at Grat. Act. 27: "mirabamur
poetam, qui infrenos dixerat Numidas (Aen.-4.41) et illum
alterum qui ita collegerat ut diceret in equitando uerbera et

praecepta esse fugae et praecepta sistendi."

promigsi 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 qualis 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 tum fissa ferarum/ ungula gquo 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 (1868), 131)
contends that fhe 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. 16.107 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 uwel longius promittunt, ut uites laxius diffundantur.

Some editors.. accept pro- also at Lucr. 4.688. QLD accepts pro-
both in Nem. and at Lucr. 4.681 and also at Silius 3.534

guacumque 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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superextulit An unusual compund first found in Tertullian

(resurr. 24) and later used by Augustine (Civ. 20.19); Evagrius

(alterc. p. 44.17); Cassian. conl. 16.14.4; Vulg. psalm. 71.16.

ipse  Some scholars, including Magnus (Ph. W. 26 (1882), 813),
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. 15.697; Stat. Ach. 1.58. The fact that Nem.

goes on to mention the Nereids confirms this view.

murmure Cf, Stat. Silu. 1.3.21-2 spumosa...nurnura. 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.

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...aequore, 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.

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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uenamgue feri Virgil (Geor. 3.460) recommends the practice

for curing sickness in sheep. Vegetius (lulom. 1.22) gives

detailed methods for bleeding animals.

labores Heinsius conjectures uapores, but labor is used in
the sense of morbus also at Virgil Geor. 3.452 of .diseases of

sheep. Here it might almost be translated "bad humours."

labe Barth conjectures tabe, but TLL rightly compares Paul.

Nol. carm. 19. 216f. ut saniem suffusa labe coactam / exprimeret

(medicus): labe here refers to the flow of the liquid, not to

the ailment, which is expressed by ueteres labores in u. 284. At

Gratt. 468 labem refers to the disease itself and is therefore
not relevant here. labes is used of the flow of liquids also at

Arnob. nat. 5.40; Auson. 325,7 p. 110 P etc.

distento robore This appears to be a rare use of distendo, not

of a part of the body, but of the force which renders it

distentus, ¢f. Petron. 87.1 and see TLL 5 1512 65ff.

firmant Verdi®re (Prolegomeénes p. 100), who claims Heinsius's

firmant as his own conjecture, comments, "Si l'on admet la

legon formant, par voie de conséquence on est entra?iné % admettre
aussi qu'il s'agit de la 'formation' des membres du cheval. Or
cette interprétation va % l'encontre du sens général, puisqu'il
est question de rendre 3 la vete lés forces que la saignée 1lui
avait fait perdre." He goes on to quote a number of examples of

the "véritable cliché" robore firmare. Part, however, at least

of Verdidre's objection is inaccurate because it is not strength

which the horse has lost by being bled, but the bad humours
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(ueteres labores u. 284) whose removal returns the horse to peak

condition. Kenney (CR 26 (1976), 272) also supports firmant,
saying that it is "a correction such as any attentive reader is
bound to make." Garson, however, (Latomus 35 (1976), 161) says
that firmant "involves considerable tautology in the whole
context and one could argue for the manuscript reading on the
grounds that the horses will hold themselves erect once their
strength returns," an explanation which I find unconvincing. J.
Kapp (ELE 6 1103 35) also retains the reading of the manuscripts,
but formare appears always to imply a change in shape or the
imparting of shape initially, which would be nonsense here. I
have therefore adopted Heinsius's conjecture firmant: the
muscular strength of the horses is renewed by the blood-letting.
formant could have come about under the influence of fortia in

u. 286, though the corruption is common' enough.

288-9 uiarum/ longa K-S say (1, p. 230) of the use of substant-

ivized adjectivegwith the genitive, "hHufig gebrauchen Dichter
u. Spdt. nach Analdgie des partitiven Genetivs solche
Verbindungen, auch wenn im Grunde gar kein partitives Verhiltnis

vorliegt, so Lucr. 2, 1100 caelique serena = caelum serenum.

Verg. A. 1, 422 miratur...strata viarum = stratas uias (vergl.

Lucr. 1, 315). 2, 332 angusta uiarum. 725 ferimur per opaca

locorum. 5, 695 ardua terrarum. 8, 221 petit ardua montis.

6, 633 per opaca uiarum (vergl. Norden). Hor. C. 4, 12, 19

amara curarum" etc. Lucretius is apparently the first lLatin

writer to use the neuter plural of adjectives thus and does so

quite frequently, e.g. at 1.315 strata uiarum; 3.498 munita

uiai; 6.332 rara uiarum, and see C. Bailey's edition vol. 1, pp.

91-2 and on Lucr. 1.86.
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uolunt Tross (op. cit. p. 49) would read ualent because of

ueteres labores mentioned previously, and compares u. 253. This
is a good conjecture, but unwarranted, as laetae in u. 286
seems to imply a return of enthusiasm as well as strength to

the horse.

consumere This verb is used of covering distances also at

Solinus 52.47 ramorum umbrae ambitu bina stadia consumunt.

culmosque armarit aristis If we follow the reading of A and

C, "the logical order of thought seems exactly reversed," as
Martin says. Also, we would expect aestas to be the subject of
armarit as it is of durauerit and siccauerit. I can see no
reason to doubt, as Iuff does, that armare is the correct verbd
here, as it is found elsewhere of plants, e.g. Claudian 14.10

armat spina rosas and see TLL 2 618 €65ff. Inversions such as

Virgil Aen. 6.4 ancora fundabat nauis are no parallel, for there

the inversion is due to metrical necessity, see Norden's edition

p. 113 ff. Martin points out that Dracontius expresses a similar

idea as we might expect it (Rom. 3.6), nam rore maritat / arua

suo uel sole fouet uel temperat aestus / alternans elementa

potens, ut reddat et umbras / montibus arboreis et culmos armet

aristis, and she therefore conjectures culmosque armarit

aristis. Schuster ("Bericht liber die nachaugusteischen
heidnischen Dichter von 1915-1925," BJ 1927, 120-21), says that
this emendation fails because Martin has altered two words. This
is a feeble objection, and I wonder if B's initial error (aestas
has crept in from u. 290) might not be a clue to the source of
part of the corruption: aristis has in the archetype become

aristas under the influence of aestas above, and this has



293

297

298

299

349

verhaps caused the alteration to culmusque, to remove the two
accusatives, or possibly culmusque is simply a scribal error, as

there is some confusion between u and o0 in A and B.

hordea Virgil was abused by the poet Bavius for his use of
this plural form at Buc. 5.36, Geor. 1,210, 317. Quintilian

says (1.5.16) hordea et mulsa...non alio uitiosa sunt quam quod

singularia pluraliter efferuntur. The plural also appears metri

gratia at Ovid Met. 14.273; Medic. 53, 56 etc. For other

examples see TLL 6 3 2966 80.

altores...sucos The only other example of altor used

adjectivally cited by A. de Mess in TLL is Paul. Petric. Mart.

6.497 altores faucs.

iuuentus Curcio considers that iuuentus here means "young
dogs,™ as at Gratt. 330, but this is surely impossible here.

Neverthelegs, it is not at all clear from this line what the

rdoles of the famuli and the comitum animosa iuuentus are, or
whether both phrases refer to one group of people or to two

distinct groups. Grattius (218-9) speaks of turbam...comitem,

but again, it is not clear what their rdle is.

casses For nets in general see Xen. Cyn. 2.3-8; Arrian Cyn. 1;
Gratt. 25ff.; Oppian Cyn. 1.150-5 and esﬁecially Poll., Onomast.
Vve4. See also Enk p. 18ff., Martin ad loc., F. Capponi, "Il
cassis ed i suoi poeti," Latomus 17 (1958), 669ff.; Verdisre

(Prolégomgnes, pPp. 204-6), and the table from E. Debecque's

X&nophon, L'art de la chasse, Paris 1970 reproduced by

Volpilhac (p. 147).
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302 Different types of net required different threads and sizes of

mesh, see Xenophon Cyn. 2.4-5, 10.2.

304-311 metu.../ metus Enk on Gratt. 85 thinks that metus in u.

304 refers to the formido. TLL, on the other hand, regards u.

311 as a reference to the formido and u. 304 as literal fear.
Again, according to TLL, Grattius, Manilius and Nem. all use
metus as a synonym for the formido, but Housman regards the
Manilius passage (4.182) as a reference to literal fear. As the
idea of the formido, a rope strung with feathers, was to scare
animals into the net, it is not surprising to find that the use
of metus is sometimes ambiguous, and Nem, may be playing on the

two meanings, as Grattius does at u. 88 metus...falsos, I think

it more likely that u. 304 is a reference to the formido and u.
311 to literal fear, but any of the four possible interpretations

might be the right one.

309 uarioc...fucare ueneno Grattius also recommends dyeing the

feathers (u. 86).

310 curabis The manuscripts read cura tibi, but its use without
sit where the sense demands the jussive subjunctive or something
similar would appear to be impossible (see K-S 1, pp. 10-5),
although Postgate, Damsté and Volpilhac retain this reading.
Damsté ("Ad Nemesianum Cynegetica," Mnem. 53 (1925), 308)
compares Grattius uu. 495ff. and u. 346, but in the former case
the omission occurs in a subordinate clause, which is not
unusual (see K-S 1, p. 11), and in the second there is no omission
of a part of esse. Haupt comments (Opuscula 1, p. 403f.): “non

plena est oratio, sed dicendum erat Cura tibi sit uel omisso
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pronomine Cura sit, ut in hac tota carminis parte poeta
praecepta dat et quae facienda sint docet.- possumus plura

conicere Curato, Curabis, Curabunt (nam famuli antea

commemorantur.) scitius et probabilius est quod Lachmannus

excogitauit Curam athibe. dixit de hac uocabuli quod est ad

scribendi ratione in commentario Lucretiano p. 352: in hoc ipso
adhibendi uerbo codicem palimpsestum Vaticanum secutus Martinus
Hertzius eam in Gellii libro I cap. 3 et 6 exhibuit. (athibetur
Tac. ann. XV.4 athibentur Gaius III 174 athibuerint Gaius II
109)." Lachmann's is an interesting conjecture, but according to

TLL (4 1459 13), curam adhibe does not occur with the infinitive,

"nonnisi Paul, dig. 1.15.3.14." Haupt's curabunt is possible as
the famuli are the subject of addiscant (301), but somewhat
awkward, as there have been twp changes of subject since then,
and famuli is by this point twelve lines away. curabis is
probably the best solution to the problem as we have two second
person future verbs following, sumes (317) and inuenies (319).
The corruption could have come about by a scribe's eye slipping

to u. 312 and his absent-mindedly writing tibi for =-bis.

312 uultur Vulture's feathers were apparently used because of
their smell, cf. Gratt. 79 and Lucan 4.437. The vulture is also
mentioned at Gratt. 75 and Oppian Cyn. 4.392. The only other

bird in Nem.'s list which is also mentioned by Grattius is the

swan (u. 77).

313 Martin and Keller (op. cit. 2, p. 171) think that there is here
a reference to the ostrich, which is found in Arabia as well as

Africa and is much sought-after for its beautiful plumage.
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314 cycnique senes The swan is referred to as genex elsewhere,

but in at least two of the cases, the reference must be to the
swansong (Stat. Theb. 5.341; Mart. 9.42.2), whereas here the
reference must be to the white plumage (cf. u. 37 plumamque
senilem). It is possible, however, that in Statius and Martial
senex has the added connotation of "white," cf. Ovid Her. 7.2

ubi fata uwocant...concinit albus olor, or perhaps swans were

always thought of as o0ld because of their colour.

316 pellitosque pedes I cannot find another example of pellitus

used in this way, of webbed feet, but it is not in my view an

unnatural use, Pliny uses palmipedes (N.H. 10.29 and 11.256).

317 -8 hinc.ss/ee.illic Wernsdorf interpreted hinc as "from the

water-fowl" and illic as "in the rivers and marshes." Such an
interpretation is forced, according to Martin, who says that

"hinc and illic must refer to Libya, though the logical

connection is broken by the interposition of uu. 314-6."Ulitius,
followed by Johnson, says that u. 317 interrupts the sense
because "Si ad ardeas & ciconias haec referas, falsa sunt; sin
ad Libycas aues, uera quidem" and therefore iransposes u. 313
after u. 316, thus bringiné Libye and hinc closer together. But
in g._316, Nem. may well be referring to the flamingo, which is
found in North and Central Africa and is noted for its
vermilion plumage. The use of hinc here is somewhat vague, but
it may well be used in a partitive sense, referring to the water
fowl in u. 316, since the oéher birds previously mentioned do
not have red feathers, illic could be taken as a reference to
Libya or as a further reference to the water fowl, though it is

possible to take it, with Wernsdorf, as referring to the rivers
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and marshes in u. 315. Duff translates "among the former," which

might refer to anything,

317 mage Probably used here in the sense of potissimum as at

Gratt. 85 hinc magis in ceruos ualuit metus; Pliny N.H. 18,152

maturescentia frumenta imbre laeduntur et hordeum magis.

This form is comparatively infrequent in early and
classical Latin. In Plautus it is found only before vowels, but

in clagsical verse, only before consonants.

Plautus 10

Lucretius 4 (magis 154)

Virgil 1 (Aen. 10.481) (magis 48)
Propertius 3 (magis 19)

ovid 1 (Irist. 2.479)

From the time of Terentianus Maurus on, mage becomes more
common, occurring almost 80 times in poetry and almost 20 times

in prose, generally before a consonant, see TLL 8 52 8ff., and

Neue 2, pp. 594-5.

Terentianus Maurus 3

Reposianus 1

Solinus 1 (22 (12.201))
Nemesianus 1

Iul. Valerius 9

Dionys. Cato de moribus 3 (once before a vowel)
Avienius 1

Prudentius 4 (magis 11 times)
Sidonius 19

Paulinus Petricordiae 14

Ennodius 2

Boethius ' 1
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The origin of the doublet magis and mage arises from the

tendency in early Latin to undervalue final -s. Final -i in an
open syllable in Latin became -e, e.g. cape, imperative of

capere, alongside capio, capiunt (see M. Niedermann, Précis de

Phonetique Historique du latine, Paris 1953, p. 38), so that we

have mage rather than *magi. Final -g was lost in early Latin if
preceded by a short vowel and followed by an initial consonant
(see Niedermann, p. 96) so that final -5 was sometimes

preserved and sometimes not, giving us the doublets mage and

magis, pote and potis. magis came to be the more popular form

in classical Latin (pp. 97-8).

pudiceas Virgil also recommends this colour for the formido
(Geor. 3.372). For the adjective puniceus in general see J.

André, Etude sur les termes de couleur dans la langue latine,

Paris 4949, pp. 88-90.

natiuo munere murice is the conjecture of Barth, but the

reading of the manuscripts gives perfect sense. As is clear
from what follows, Nem. is here referring to feathers naturally
coloured and therefore needing no dye. munus is here almost

equivalent to donum, cf. Ovid Met. 14.685 naturale decoris/

munus,

From the time of Homer, the early morning was considered the

best time to hunt, cf. Odyss. 19.428-9; Virgil Aen. 4.130,

5863 Ovid Met. 7.804; Lucan 4.32, 734; Seneca Phaed. 39f.;

Gratt, 223,

325 The text ends here in the manuscripts, but it is generally
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agreed that the poem has been transmitted in an incomplete
state. Setting aside Haupt's ingenious reconstructién of the
archetype in which u. 325 comes at the bottom of the verso side
of a leaf (Opuscula 1, P. 404f.), the proocemium is inordinately
long for a poem of this size (102 lines), and Nem. has not
fulfilled his promise (EE' 237-8) to describe further the
attributes of the Tuscan dog. The poem as a whole also is short
for a book of Cynegetica: Grattius's also incomplete poem
breaks off after 541 lines and Oppian's bocks average 536 lines.
It is now impossible to tell how long the poem might originally
have been: Oppian's Cynegetica runs to four books, and like
Nem. he deals in his first book mainly with horses and dogs, so
that there is a precedént for a reasonably long hunting
treatise, but there is no evidence that‘Nem.'s work, or that of
Grattius for that matter, was of comparable size to that of

Oppian.
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APPENDIX LECTIONUM

1 dum) cum rw : qum f

2 raucis) raucos f immunia) rumpitur £ in mg.
3 quid) quod w

4 fauit) flauit k

8 clementia) dementia f

9 hos) nos fy

10 deis) deos ekt

14 dependet) dependent fg: dependat x

16 mopsi) mopso p(?)s: mopsu z

17 mecum) tecum y

18 audierat) audierant i (s.c.)

22 praedulcis) perduicis hrw

25 aut Oeagrius) modulabitis r: modulanbus (?) x
26 concinerent) concineret y

29 quercus) querens ¢

30 pinus) primus w

35 omniparens) omnipotens k

38 mittite si sentire datur) mittite si sentire dat h: miti ne

findatur sentire g (corr. m> in mng. ) fata) facta a (s.c.) ¢
(in mg.) ez quietis) quietem a (corr. in mg.) ¢

44 felicesque) felices s: faelices r

47 florentes) florentis f 'carperet) palleret h: pellet a:
pellé 2z

50 canente) cante p: cruente k: cernente t
51 concilioque) consilioque kt

54 sub te) subiti w
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56 blanda) blandc h

61 saepe dabas) sectabas £ in mg.

63 phoebea) phorbea fry unde orphea Burman carmen) carmina f:
carmine w

66 ualet) ualent w: lauet ps

69 flora) flore fmry

7% te pinus) te pinnus a: te primis e: te pierus p: te pienis s: te

prius 1l: teque prius lzmx: te pignus jJ reboat) roborat gj
75 uersum om. m aruis) armis g

76 insuetusque) uestituque h: restitusque s: getulusque w

79 uer) nec fhmrwy

81 coeptumque) coptum z

85 pinnis) plena ehkrty: plene mw: plaena f

86 iam sol) sol iam j demittit ehmw: dimittit krty: dimictit f

87 flumineos) fluminibus my
11

1 idas) astacus hmwy: hastacus fr

3 ruebant) ruebat fry

6 uenerisque fhrwy

11 quod fry: qui hw

13 suffususque) effususque w

15 dulcique) dulci z releuare) reuelare e: reuellare j
17 genas leues) genas leuas n: leues genas y (s.c.)

24 palmis) plantis x (corr. m? in mg. )

25 iam trini) iam trino c: iam tam g (corr. mz): iam mihi £° in mg.
perierunt) potierunt (?) p.c. pet (?) J
26 expecto y : experto fr

29 trinis) ternis kw gramina) carmina a, corr. m'
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34
35
37
40
41
£

46
50
53
56
57
58
59
60
61
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amne liquores) ubera matrum ¢ (om. 31)

mugitibus) uagitibus et w aera) atria fry
in usus) in usum pz (s.c.): musum s

3

iuuencas) iuuentas fv’y
ego om. m cui) quoi fmy

heu heu dehw: en heu fry: eheu kt

moleque c: molesque g erro) euro a: atrae ry: atre f2: antre
uersum om. m 46-8 om. rw

dum) dea fr: mea y
tw quae) tum quem w

dione) diane hw: dyane m

celsa om, z cui) quoi fmry
saeclis) sedis Nhm

cur om, z reliquit) reliquid f: relinquit hry
noster quae) nosterque ps: que noster ¢: noster quem h

longos quae ducit) longos quae non ducit e: longosque ducit w:

longos quae duceret ry: longos quam duceret f

‘aedona) e donace w

63
65
71
72
74
75
17

cum) quom fmrxy: quum s

scit) sicut r: et w

in) ad w

pecorum) precorum m

fontis speculo) fonte speculo c¢: speculo fontis 1
nondum) nundum Nx: num dum s cum) quom f

nulla tegimur lanugine malas) nulla tegimur (lacuna) lanugine

mallas m (teneras in mg. m1): nulla tegimus lanugine malas f

82

85
86

cantamus) certamus p
nos quoque te) nosque te g

modo) non w coniferas) corniferas hmw
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87 atque) at f

89 suasit) suasi f
IIT

1 atque) ac fry1: et y et om. £
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 montivagus) montmagus c: noctiuagus w

18 fronte a1: fronde a

19 tigres) tygris H

22 uidit Iouis) iouis uidit h: iouis uidet w

25 uersum om. dekmt

26 nosque etiam) nos quogque etiam f

28 resupinis) resupinus h

29 quietem a: quietum a1

23 applauditue h: applaudit ue w

34 tenero) teneros z collidit) sustulit fry: sustolit y1
41 ediderat) audierant ry: audierat f

43 feruet) feruent fs

46 cohors) chori b: chors a: cohoris f (m1 ut uid,)
52 resupinus) resupinis z

63 prosatus ipso) natus ab illo kt

67 conducere) deducere x (corr, m° Sup.)

69 in niueas) uinea hn
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5 parilisque) puerilisque h: puerique w

11 cum) tunc y adederat fy: dederat r: edit et kt
15 CUr...CUT) QUOT...QUOr fry: CUT...tum j

20 crudelis crudelis q

22 perdit) perdet m

26 uu. 26-43 om. w, uu, 26-37 om. h

32 alit rapit (om. tempus) ¢

38 umbram) umbra h huc)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 &: ferret w: perstringet kt

un. 56-61 om. fry (in quo scriptum est "deest hic puto")

57 discatque diu om. w

59 perferat) preferat w sumet) sument w

63 uittis ry: uictis f

64 lustrauit cineresque) lustrauitque cineres h auersa)
aduersum w

68 haec) nec j



TITLES

sine titulo Nhjnopsw

Nemesiani Eclogae N2

Aurelianij nemesiani cartaginensis egloghe incipiunt G

Calphurnij Aurelij Nemesiani poetae Cartage/nensis egloga prima A
Aurelii nemesiani cartaginensis poetae illustris / carmen bucolicum
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
et Tityrus a Nemesiani a2 in mg.

TIMETAS TITIRUS bg(?)

Octaua Egloga collocutor;s Timetas et Titirus cq

TIMETAS ET TITIRVS dv

TIMETAS ET TYTIRUS INTERLOCU/TORES AEGLOGA OCTAVA e

In hac egloga tractantur laudes Meliboei uitae defuncti.
Interloquutores Amyntas et Tityrus amici fir

TIMETAS TYTIRUS g2

Tymetas et Tytirus (tityrus t) Interloquutores Egloga (Aegloga t)

8118.

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
1543 Aurelij nemesiani chartaginensis poetae (?) eglo. 1 x2 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 Cantantes de/ Amore Donaces a

Nona egloga collocutores. astacus et alchon ¢

ASTACVS ET ALCON adv

ASTACVS ET ALCON INTERLO/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
loguitur 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 g

IX egloga u

ECLOGA IX COLLOQVVTORES / IDAS ET ALGON (?) x

Cantantur amores pueriles inter amicos pastores / Idan qui et
Astacus dI (?) et Alcontem Eglo. VIIII y

Egloga nona collocutores idas & alcon =2
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III

sine titulo NGbghjnopsw

Aegloga tertia: quae bachus inscribitur / in qua Pan puerorum
Nyctili Myconis / et amyntae impulsu modulatur H

Titi Ca}purnij poetae decima egloga Collo/cutores Nictilos Michon
et (?) Amitas. Inducen/tes pana cantare de laudibus Bachi a
DECIMA EGLOGA. COLL. NICTILCS. MICHON ET. aminthas inducen pana
cantare de laudibus bacchi ¢

Pan trium puerorum impulsu modulatur dv

PAN. TRIUM PUERORUM INPVLSV MODVLATVR EGLOGA DECIMA e

In hac egloga pan inducitur cantare / laudes et munera dei bacchi
nictilo (Nyctilo ir) et micone (Mycone 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 g

X egloga u

Pan inducitur cantare laudes ac munera Bac/chi Nyctilo et Mycone
cum Amynta audientibus Eglo. X ¥

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 & Iole ‘a

MOPSVS LICIDAS bg

Undecima egloga collocutores. Mopsus et licidas in (gg. in q) amore
merores (Meroes q) et Iole cq

MOPSVS ET LYCIDAS dv (lycydas v3)

MOPSVS ET LYCIDAS INTERLOCV/TORES AEGLOGA VNDECIMA e

In hac egloga licidas et mopsos / Amores suos disperat querelis et
secuntur (?) / Mores mopsus et licidas Iolla f

In hac egloga Lycidas & Mopsus amores / suos querellis (querelis r)
desperati prosequuntur / Meroes Mopsus & Lycidas Iolle ir

Mopsus et lycidas Interloquutores Egloga (Aegloga t) 1908

(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 COLLOG/ 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 bucolicsis Parisinus Nostradamensis ;88 (vy n1)
Calpurnius in buccolicis Atrebatensis 64

Ex Calphurnio poeta Siculo Bononiensis 83

Calpurius in bucolitis Escorialensis @ 1.14
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Calphurnus in bucolicis Berolinensis Diez. B. Sant. 60
Ex Eclogis eiusdem Ecloga pa Conv. Sopp. 440

Ex Ecloga o8 Conv. Sopp. 440

Ex Ecloga 3 De Baccho loquitur (?) Pan Conv. Sopp. 440

Ex Ecloga 4a Conv. Sopp. 440
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COLOPHONS

Aureliani Nemesiani Cartag bucol' Explicit / Deo gratias Amen N
Antonij Seripandi ex Iacobi perilli / amici opt. munere N2
Explicit quarta G

FINIS / Comtuli ego Nicolaus Angelius hunc codicem / cum multisque
alijs & cum illo uetustissimo codice / quem nobis Thadeus Ugoletus
pannonia regis / bibliotheca praefectus e Germania allatum /
accurato accomodauit in quo multa carmina sunt reperta / Anno
salutis MCCCCLXXXXII A

Collatus accuratissime hic 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 / TEOC GRATIAS AMEN a
Die 4 augusti 1463 ego petrus feliciter peregi / FINIS b
CALPURNEI. POETE. SICOLI. BUCOLICA / EXPLICIT FELICITER c

TITI CALPHVRNII POETAE SICVLI BUCOLICV / CARMEN FOELICITER
EXPLICIT dv2

TITI CALFVRNII SICVLI BV/COLICI. CARMINIS LI/BER. EXPLICIT
FELICITE/R e

P, Calpurnij Buccolicon / carmen desinit / AMEN/ DEO GRATIAS /
FINIS f

Explicit Bucolica Calphurnii Poetae (bis) g and g2

C. CALPHVRNII / BVCOLICON / CARMEN / DESI/NI/T i

Amen / Explicit carmen bucolicum Theocriti Calphurnij 3

Expliciunt bucolica titi Calphurnij siculi / scripta per manum,
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Johannis de Gorcum An/no a natali dominico millesimo CCCCXC k
TQ/XOO' 1

TeNoo / Anno ra lxv die dena octaua / Nouembris in Padua
H.5. m

Opus absolutum ad petitionem Ioannis Marcha/nonae artium & /
medicinae doctoris .p. ?9?9/niae Brixiae Anno D.MCCCCLX o

T. Calpurni poete Siculi decima et ultima Egloga / Bucolici
carminis explicit feliciter qQ

C. Calphurnii Bucolicon card@ desinit / TelSo i<5g>\os (?) =
Bucolica Titi Calphurnij Si/culi finiunt per me fratrem Stepha/nus
leupolter 1510 ¢

Titi Calphurnij poetae Siculi bucolicu carmen foe/liciter explicit
EXPLICIT BUCCOLICON THE/OCRITI CALFVRNII POET/AE SICVLI b 4

C. Calphurnij bucolicon carm desunt y

Telog /LS8 - Finis 2
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Cne of the distinctive featurez of the noemns of leresianus is

"
-

bt

1e shortening of the final wvewel

-
T

wes avparently a feature of collocuizl Letin zrcauwaciation (see

L., ¥i1llev, Le DRe _.etrice, pn. 412f7.; 2ucolf Zartenberzer, Le o

iy

finali avnud voetas latinos a3t wnnio uscue ad Ivuenalen, Liss, Zonn

1911

O

s Do &3 %Well. Lindsay, The Csveiui of Flautus, iLondan 1920, p.

203 tuint. 1.6.21) and is frecuently found in comedy. This feature
of Latin pronunciation is accoun
b > 1 : + RIS N T A3 : 1
Trevisns, according to which a long syllable following a short
syllable with a dominant accent was shor
emphacis. This most freguently affected worcs of iambic form, Long

+ a

irst oreserved outside comecy, Sut was later

iy

final -0 was at
admitted in dactylic poetry in the case of auxiliaries lille uvoloc

and certain other cormeon words. o:iort final -o srread to nouns,

=ty

acéverbs and other ver®ns of iamxbic shape, and in the first few

ner metrical shves and to

centuries of the Zmpire to words of o

the ablative of the gerund.

The final -o of trhe first person singular of the gresent
indicative was originally always long, but under the influence of

the Law of Brevis 3Srevians, final -o is found scanned short in
iambic verbs frecuently in Plautus. The other cvcets, horever, are
at first reluctant to z2cdrit such shortening, and it is nct until
Cvid that we find short final -o appearing with any degree cf

frequencv. It is perhavs a sign of its collequial origin that we

1 . . ; . L= . .
There is still controversy about whether 3Brevis 3Srevians is a
phonetic or metrical law. See H. Lrexler, minflthrung in die

rBmische letrik, Darmstadt 1967, p. 41ff.
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3

find it much lesc often irn the [ctamorzhoses, where there are only

five cases of puto scenned short, as owposec to thirty-three

’ . N - . . (R 2 3
(thirty-four counting the ux), in the othsr Toems, and psio is

- . ~ 4 - -
scanned short only once in the iotamorvhoses (6.352), as opnozed to

four occurrences in the other poerms (iler. 12.797; 5,355 L.4. 2,103

Trist. 7.2.77). The later poets vary consideratvly in their ad.ission

final

kY
[ &)
)
@]
o]
ct

of shert final -0 in verbs. Seneca has many exanyles o
-0, but Lucan, Valerius rlaccus, Czlpurnius diculus and Grzttius
generally preserve the long syllable in verbs. 5ilius Italicus
fluctuates in his ucage, and in the case of statius, verbs end with
a long -o generally only bvefore a pause or csesura. In liartial,
final -0 in iambic verbs is always short except for nego (11.45.72),

but he often preserves long -0 in other verbs, e.z. lzudo (2.51.%).
= ] 1 7 D

|-

Juvenal also shortens final -o in iambic words end some other
disyllabic words, but not those longer than two syllables, except

for properabo (3.591). fersius ana Fetronius have short -5 only in

the case of verbs of iambic form.

Tambic Verbs2

puto Shortened in rnnius; Prorertius (2.26.18 varenthetic);
Ovid (23 times); Calrurnius (6.83); Carm. Zins. 1.11;
Martial (12 times). In the Priavea it is scanned
short at 70.6 but long at 12.2., Catullus preserves
long =-o0.
nego Shortened in Plautus, Cvid (Am. 1.10.64), but

Catullus and lartial preserve long -o.

scio Shortened in Plautus, Terence, Virgil (Zuc. 8.443 Aen.

3,602 and 10.904); Ovid Trist. 5.4.46; Valerius

2 . . . X
These lists are arranged in chronclegical order,



velo

pelgye)

dabo

2m0

cano

lTon-iambic

.lal, Theecrus,
Statius,

Shortened in rlautus, Terence, Catullus, Lcrzce;

4

Fropertius (2.1

n
e

Fetroniuvs; Fersiusy

in the rriarvea.

vhcertened in Terence; (vid (fer. '1.727 used
parenthetically. See EHousman Ci 13 (1899), .74); stat.

Silu. 4.9.42; lzrtial (7 times); Long -0 is pressrved
in Virgil and thnree tines in statius.

Longy in Imcilius, Virgil and Cvidé, tut skort in
Catullus, 5ilius Italicus and Statius.

Shortered iz Cvicd (Am. 2.714.39, distuted; 2.4

and Petronius. Catullus, Hcrace, Trc-ertius and

Persius all preserve long -o.

‘ .

Shortened in Ovid (£.P. 3.9.35); statius (5ilu. 2.2.47

Y

Titul

=

Tem. T usj; Ircpertiis;

3.783 4.4%1; Cyn.
Grattius; Calrurnius and Lucan rreserve long -o.

shortened in (vid (5 tives); ZIrie-esz

Tibullus and Lucan preserve long -gG.

Verbs and Verb Forms

ibo

nescio

credo

o

Shortened at Caecil. 187 (Guardi's text).
Shortened in Terence; Catullus (85.2); Virgil (5

, .

times); Tibullus (3 tizes); (vid; Fetronius.
Shertenec at wmorace Zerm. 1.4.104.

Shortened in Tibullus (2.6.47); Cvid (Zer. 18.20%),
Shortened in Ovié (E.P. 1.1.25); Statius (8ilu.
3.3.42).

Shortened at (vid =~.F. 1.7.56 and twice in Valerius

Flaccus.

370
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olero shertened av (vid dme 201703570,

tollo shortered at id im. 3.2.2€,

acci~io Shertened in seneca (The 5425, but len thinzg Coro.

Zins. 2.4,
cerno Shortened in Seneca, Juvenal (1%2.64),
properabo Shortened in Jeneca, Stetius (ZTheb. 2.3742) 2nd
Juvenal (3.59).
quaero Shortened in Seneca, Juvenal (3.29£), Statius {Theb.
1.66 and 9.437).

retineo Shortened in seneca (Iho. 105).

tenebo Shortened in Jeneca (Fho. 412),

dilizo Shortened in Statius {Theb. 7.514).

sentio Shertened in Statius (Theb. 2.3%26).

anieartoulo Shortened in ifertial (2.78.5).

commendo Shortened in iartizl (10.32.4).

concedo Shortened in len. (4.42).

coniungo Shortened in Nem. (3.14).

exvecto Shortened in Zem. (2.26).

horreo Shortened in Mem. (2.53,.

Pronouns

ego Shortened by Livius Andronicus (traz. 39); faev. {com.
9); Flautus; Terence; Cicero; Catullus; Virgil;
Propertius and thereafter usually short. Final -p is
found lengthened in Flauvitus and Valerius Flaccus
(27 times).

anmbo The -0 is always long in the elegists. Ifs shortening

may be cdue to the extension of Zrevis brevizns to non-

iambic words, or by semantic analogy with duc. Long

-0 is pressrved in the Ilias Latina (941). It is
o P .




11,26, T02): artiel T7.40.45 len. 2,77,

Twaerals

duo The -0 is alwars short fron llaevius and Lucilius cn.

b

octo The -0 is shoertsned first by taniliuve (4,435s 5,%2%9
—_— = Sy J A9

\
N

then by ilertial, Juveral and Auscnius.

Jouns

shert finsl -0 in rvoetry is also found in the nominative of
nouns very early and becomes common in the Imverial pesricd, tut it
is not found in the obligue case forms cf nouns andé azdjectives of
the second declension. HZorace is the first cdactylic poet to admit
short final -0 in nouns 'ith any degree of frequenéy, anc¢ this

Lartenberger attributes to the fact that he ig imitating collocuial

ng

language in his satires. Statius is also very free in nis use of

short final -0 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 anc some longer nouns.

In Martial, we find short final -0 in nouns of every metrical tvve,

except for three proper names, and hereafter the practice btecomes

extremely common.

Some examples of the shortening of final -0 in ncuns are:
homo shortened in Lucilius; Plautus; Terence; Lucretius

(6.652); Catullus (twice). Lucretius and Catullus
both have long -o twice, but aiter Catullus, short

-0 becomes the rule.

suspicio Shortened in Terence (4d. 615).
mentio shortened in liocrace (Jerm. 1.4.9%).

leo Final -o is scanned long in Lucilius, Lucretius,

372
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Cicero, Virgil and the Ilias latina. Final -0 is

shortened in Lucan, Seneca, Silius Italicus, Statius

(10 times), Juvenal (3 times), Phaedrus and Nem., (1.76).
Ovid, Manilius, Germanicus and Valerius Flaccus very

in their scansion.

nemo Shortened in Manilius and Seneca. Long -0 is preserved

in Cicero, Lucretius, Horace (Serm. 1.1.1), Aetna (10)
and Persius. Ovid (5 times short, 14 long), Martial
(short at 1.40), Lucan, Juvenal (27 times short, twice
long) and the Priapea vary in their scansion.
superstitio Shortened in Seneca, but long -0 is preserved
at Statius Theb. 6.11 and 12.487.
homuncio Shortened in Petrdnius.

lanugo Shortened in Statius (twice).

obliuio Shortened in Statius and Lucan (10.403).
consuetudo Shortened in Juvenal (7.51).

damnatio Shortened in Juvenal (8.94).

origo Shortened in Juvenal and Silius Italicus.

3

deuotio Shortened at Nem. Cyn. 83.

Proper Names

Cato Shortened in Varro Atacinus, Manilius, Lucan, Silius

Jtalicus and Statius.
Pollio Shortened in Horace (Serm. 1.10.42, 85).
Gallio Shortened in Ovid (E.P. 4.11.1).
Naso Shortened in Ovid (30 times).
Scipio Shortened in Ovid (A.A. 3.410); Statius (Silu.
3.3.110); Lucan (3 times).
Sulmo Shortened in Ovid (twice).
Agamemno Shortened in Seneca.

Corbulo  Shortened in Statius (Silu. 5.2.35).
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niunctions

cito shortened in Flautus and Terence, Final -0 is
shortened from Titullus on everywnere excent at
Dracentius
immo snoriened
not found chortened till Jeneca. It is alsc
shortened in lzrtial, Terentianus iesurus, Lusorius
and Prudentius.
moGo modo is‘scanned pyrrnic more often tran iarbic in
Flautus, see J/.I!., Lirndsay, Zarly letin Verse, p. F6f.
Final -0 is usuwally shert in Terence (but lonz =t
And. €%0) but is scanned long in Lucretius 3 tires
and at Cic. voet. L.D. 42.107. Lucretiuz is
apparently the first poet in hexameiters to zcan it
short (twice) and thereafter it is always short, as
at Nem. Cyn. 86 and 260,
cuorodo Pinal -0 is shortened first by Horace.
durmodo Always short in Prorertius anc Cvid.
postmodo  Always short in Propertius and Ovid.
ergo Shorteried in Ovid, Jeneca and Statius. Petronius,
Silius Italicus andé Juvenal preserve long -o.
Martial and Valerius Flaccus vary in their scansion.
tantummodo Alwvays short in Cvid.
auando Shortened in Germanicus, Statius and Fartial,
Valerius Flaccus varies in his scansion.
sero Final -0 is short in Jeneca and 3tatius and
sometimes in Martial.
subito Final -o is shkcrtened in beneca.

Shortened in seneca. Valerius Flaccus is the first



375

dactylic poet to cucrten the firnal vowel (5.321). Tre

. . 5 Loy ey . .
Ilizs letina wmreserves the long ~c (8%2) and o dces

tial. statius variez in iz scansicn.

TOTLO shortened by silius Italicus anc statius.

Interatives
There are not many examples of the inverstive scanned with
short final -0, and of these, some are disputed. The first
generally accepted case is in Cvic.
caedito Suprosedly found shortened at Ircp. 4.5.77, now

rejected.

esto shortened at (Cvid Trist. 4.3.72; Juv. 8.79.
respondeto Shortened at lertial 2.4.7.
exerceto Shcriened at Ilem. Cyvn. 187.

Gerund

The shcrtening 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 medicandd ((Tib.) 3.6.3) and tegendd. (Ovid Her. 9.126)
are no longer accepted, and as Palmer comments on the latter
reading, '"no pessages from any Augustan poet can bve cited for the
-g§ save the false reading Tib. 3.6.3." The earliest occurrence in
dactylic voetry appears to Tte in Juvenal, and by the time of XNen.
this scansion was not unusual. The trend continued ancd, according

to Karl Strecker (Introduction to iMediaeval 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 particiyle, final -0 was almost always shcrt, e.g.

-

. < . . -
exrerciscend® sonorem (cited by streciker-Falmer).

lugendo . Shortened in Seneca (H.Q. 1862).



uincenco
uigilando
miseranco

renouando

cessando

manando

reucriendo
laudando

nulcendo

rrohibendo

cuniendo

spatiando

temoptando

prestando
pugnando

tenendo

uiuendo

oy .
sncrtened in

>
D
1

ritudo rerdicae 27,

w

Jnortened at

Aen. 4.47%, vho strangely says, "in rcc

ot

Shortenecd at

sJhortenea at

Shortened at

shortened at

Shortened at

Shortened at

Shortened at

shortened by

427 Keil).
Shortened at
Shortened at

Shortened at

Shortened at

Shortened at

Terentianus 1256 (cucted

DEIenus

LJEeTrenus

1

Serenus

Hem, 2.80,

Tems 1.53,

aturaliter btreuls est).

sammcnicus 596

sanmnmonicus

DammAant A RA
SEamonlicus 2es

o

Frudentivs Contra Iymm.

laxinmian eleg. 1.54.

1

“
i

m
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4lcimus Avitus (Friscian 8.71.1,

Bede Vita Cuthterti 241.

Carm. de Gest. rred,
Carm. e Gest. Tred.
Carm. de Gest.

Carm., de Gest. ¥Fred.

10987.

1.384, 507 and

\O

EaS

oN

Fred. 1.1019.
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INDEX VERBORUM1

a, ab 3.52; C. 3, 103, 173, 205.
abdere C. 134
abundare C. 116, 152
ac 4.2, 7, 17
acanthus 2,5
accingere C. 64
accipere 1.28, 37
acer C. 120, 229, 307
acidus C. 199

acgtus 3.32

ad 1.28; 4.10, *47 C. 82
addiscere C. 301
adedere 4.11
‘adesse C. 96, 153
adhuc C. 238
admiscere C. 200, 219
Adonis 2.73

adquirere C. 270
Adriacus C. 62
adrodere C, 170
adstringere 3.32, 69
adsuescere 1.53
adtonitus C. 206
adtritus C. 217
aduertere 1.41

aduncus 3.48

aedon 2.61

aequor C. 243, 269, 278
aequus 1.,51; 3.60 C. 182
aer 1.363 2.32 C. 209
aerius 4.28

aestas 1.78 C. 290

aestiuus 4.42

% denotes a conjecture which has been accepted into the text. (*)

denotes a possible conjecture;
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aestuare C. 4

aestus 2.14; 4.38 C. 208
aetas 1.12 C. 119, 172
aether 1.35

aethra C., 205

aeuum 1.44; 2.t6, 81; 3.23 C. 105, 280
age (interj.) 1.21, 30; 4.46 c. 87, 97
ager 1.33, 55 C. 4, 323

agere 1.26

agilis C. 245

agitare C. 212, 323

agmen C, 83

agrestis 2.64

ala C., 318

albere C. 153

albus 1.13

Alcon 2.1, 19, 53, 70

alere 2.22; 4.32

ales C. 305

aliquis 4.60

alius 3.51, 52 C. 149 (bis), 310
allicere 3.30

alter 3.48

alternare 2.9

alternus C. 311

altor C. 297

altus C. 108, 246

alumnus 3.27 C. 5

aluus C. 111, 244, 263

amare 2.50; 3.56; 4.19 (et in rell, uers. intercal.), 56, 57
C. 188 amans (subst.) 4.30, 60
ambiguus 1.55

ambo 2.16, 17 (bis)

amnis 1.28; 2.30; 4.64 C. 95
amor 1.12, 543 2.8, 27, 693 4.3, 29 C. 99, 150
amplus C. 112, 243, 251

Amyntas 3.1; 4,62

anguis 4.70

anhelus C. 255

anima 1.39 C. 29




animare C. 83
animosus C. 250, 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

anser C. 314

ante (adu.) 1.79

antiquus C. 47

antrum 2,20, 265 3.14, 263 4.10 C. 273
Aonius C, 3

aperire C. 125 (apertus) C.6
Apollo 1.5, 65, 82; 2.55, 72
applaudere 3.33

aptare C. 90, 292

aptus C. 226, 299

aqua 4.52

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, 14

arduus C. 34, 245, 251

arista C. 292

armare C. 164, 242

armentum 1.74

armus C. 247, 265

arridere 3,31

arripere 3,47

artare C. 92

articulus C, 161

artus (subst.) C. 169, 233, 250, 287
~artus (adj.) 4.32

aruum 1.75 C. 28, 49, 261
arx C, 72

aspectare C. 285

aspicere 1.34

assiduus C. 262

C. 103, 281
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astus C. 17
at 2.47; 3.50, 53

387

atque 1.37; 2.18, 39, 81, 87; 3.1, 52 C..65, 223, 236, 295, 300

auctor C. 104

audax C. 52

audere C. 62

audire 1.18; 4.60

auena 1.27, 63, 71; 2.82; 3.11
auertere 4.64

augustus C. 81

auide 3,60
auidus €. 100, 102, 127, 271
auis 4.40 C. 313, 319

auius C. 8, 97
aura C. 85
auratus C. 9, 91
aureus C. 84, 89

auris 3.32; C. 113, 202, 245, 258

aut 1.25; 2.28 C. 171 aut...aut C. 168
aut 3.32f aut...aut...aut...-ve...aut 3,.28ff,
autumnus 1.79

auus C. 242

axis C. 157

Babylon C. 72

baca 2.50

Bacchus 2.42, 51; 3.16 C. 18, 199
balteus C, 92

bellum C. 69, 82, 101

bene C. 281

benignus 1.41, 84 )
bibere 3.48, 50, 65 c. 67, 68
Biblis C. 26

bini C. 121, 123, 173

bis 4.36 c. 105, 120, 179
blandus 1.56 C. 208, 223
bonus 1.5 C. 717

Boreas C. 273

bos 2.71

breuis 3.33; 4.24
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Britannia C. 225
bustum C. 45
buxus 2.41

cacumen C, 73

Cadmus C. 30

caelestis 1.39 C. 204

caelum 1.50; 3.21 C. 307

caerulus C. 272

calamus 1.4, 11, 16, 25, 58; 2.19, 39, 53, 82; 3.7, t7; 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 4.51

Calpe C. 251

campus 1.7; 3.67 C. 6, 48, 269, 289

Cancer (sidus) C. 158

candere 4.22 c. 157, 202, 207

candidus 2.47 C. 90, 314

canére 1.50

canere 2.83, 88; 3.13, 18; 4.41 C. 1, 16, 36, 43, 65
canis C. 50,-103, 108, 196, 200, 203, 208, 223, 232
canor 3.8

canorus 4.39

cantare 1.11, 32, 62; 2.82, 85; 4.3, 19 (et rell. uers. interc.), 40,
70

cantharos 3.48

cantus 1.37; 2.16, 38, 61; 3.55; 4.13, 42

canus 1.9

capere C. T2

capillus 3,20

Cappadox C. 241

captare C, 52

caput 1.13; 3,33 C. 40, 206, 245, 263, 277

carina C. 110

Carinus C. 70 .

carmen 1.3, 10, 15, 24, 29, 63, 70, 71, 73, 81; 2.15, 54; 3.6, 9,
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10, 12, 165 4.16, 19 (et rell. uers. interc.) C. 76
carpere 1.47, 65; 2.5, T; 3.39 C. 28, 192

carus 1.10 '

Carus C. 64

cassis C. 299
Castalius C. 5

castoreus C. 217

casus 2.18 C. 39

catulus C. 134, 138, 143, 167, 174, 180, 185, 193, 200, 225, 230,
233, 322

cauea 2.66

causa 1.35, 48 C. 210
cedere C. 275

céler 3.42

celsus 2.57

cera 1,58; 3.14

cerasus 1,28

Cerealis C. 175

ceres C., 154

cernere 1,28 C. 80
cerua 4.26

ceruix 2.12 C. 247, 265
ceruus C. 306

ceu 2,63 C. 307

chlamys C. 91

chorus 3.55

cibatus C. 160

cibus 2.42 C. 154
-cicada 1.2; 4.42
cicuta 3.13

ciere C. 257

cinis 4.64

Circe C. 44

circuitus C., 141
circulus 1.45
circumdare C. 166, 303
circumferre 4.69
circus C. 142

citus C. 2, 49

ciuilis C. 101
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clarus C. 81

claudere 1.45; 2,10, 62 C. 74, 178
clementia 1.8

coepisse 3.4, 17 coeptus 1.81
cogere 1,103 2.34; 3.69; 4.6, 54 C. 187, 214, 217
cohibere C. 93

cohors 3.46

coire 4.34

Colchis C. 42

colere 1.40; 2.20

collidere 3.34

colligere C. 111

collis 3.44

collum 2.80; 3.20; 4.35 Ce 165, 177, 266
color 4.44 C. 310, 320
colorare C. 261

coma 1.9; 4.23

comes C, 271, 298

commodare 4.24

commouere C. 270

communis 1.48

complacitus C. 14

componere 1.4 C. 223

conatus (subst.) C. 169

concauare 3.49

concauus 3.43

concedere 2.433 4.42

concilium 1.51

concinere 1,26

concludere C. 146, 165, 304
concors C. 178

concrescere C, 211, 219
concubitus 2.58; 3.57

condere C. 40

condicere 4.8

conducere 3.67

conectere 2.58

conficere C. 70

confundere 1,77

conifer 2.86



coniungere 3.14

conplere 2.5, 32 *C. 20, 155
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. 301

continere 1.29

contingere C. 78, 158, 191
continuus (continuo) C. 126, 147
conubium C, 27 '

conuenire C. 119, 176

copia C. 46

cor C. 212

cornipedes C. 240, 252, 284, 323
cornu 3.36, 48; 4.34 C. 221

corcna 1.69

corpus 1.36 C. 57, 116, 139, 254, 282, 297

corripere 3.47
corrumpere C. 204
corylus 2.87

corymbus 3.18 c. 7
costa C. 110

cothurnus C. 90

coxa C. 112

crassus C. 315

crater 3.65

creatrix C. 313

creber 3.44 C. 250
crebro 2.13
crepitaculum 3.30
crepitare 3.50; 4.65
crimen C. 27

crinis 2,17, 78; 3.58 C. 44, 93
crinitus 4.4

crudelis 4.20
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cruentus C. 23

cruor C. 285

ecrus C. 90, 108, 163, 172, 258
cubile C. 148, 236

culmen 1,86 C. 252

culmus 1,67 C. 292

culter C, 202

cultus C. 239

cum (praep.) 1.17; 2.49; 4.46 C. 94, 99, 154, 285
cum (coni.) 2.4, 63, 75; 3.3, 11; 4.11, 66 C. 28, 77, 104, 123,

172, 179, 205, 208, 210, 273

cunabulum C. 18

cunctari C. 221

cuncti 1.43

cupere C. 50

cupressus 2.86

cur 2.59; 4.15 (bis)

cura 1.59; 2.9, 40, *54, 57; 4.19 (et_rell. uers. interc.)
c. 58, 103, 122, 133, 194, 215, 295

curare C. 45, 298, *310

currere 4.71

currus C. 9, 35

cursus C. 12, 58, 106, 113, 139, 167, 180, 183, 185, 190 (bis),
253, 270, 279

custos C, 31

cycnus C. 314

Cycnus C. 37

cymbalum 3.51

cymbium 1.68; 3.59

damma C, 51

damnare C. 100

Danaus C. 23

dare 1.38, 61, 65, 66, 68, 69, 70, 71, 79 (bis); 2.37, 60 (bis);

3.47 c. 58, 61, 118, 144, 176, 197, 234, 240, 312, 313, 314,
315
de 1.66, 67, 86; 2.11; 3.643 4.5 c. 17, 108, 176, 228, 248

debere 3.16

decantare C. 96
decenter C. 110

decere 1.23 C. 200
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decerpere 1.34; 3.41
decorus C. 245

decus C. 87
defluere 3.54
deformis C. 263
deinde C. 149
demittere 1,86

deni 4.3%6 C. 179
dens C. 164, 170
Deo *2,51

dependere 1.14; 4.48

deposcere 1,27

deprauare C., 161

descendere 2.89

deserere 1,815 4.12 C. 261
detexere 3.16

detondere 1.7

deuotio C., 83

deus 1.10, 515 2.72; 3.7, 31, 39, 63 (bis); 4.60 C. 10, 71
diadema C. 93

dicere 1.22, 30, 63; 2.23, 79; 3.40 C. 22, 41, 239 dictum
C. 137

diducere *C, 112

digerere C. 305

digitus 3.29, 32

dignari C. 20

dignus 1,24, 50

diligere 2.52

Dione 2.56

Dirce C. 22

discere 4.57 C. 188, 215
discernere 1,52

discrimen C. 196
discurrere 4.6 C. 49
discursus C. 2

dispar 2.163 4.5
disponere C. 321
dissimilis C., 233
dissonus 1.16; 3.10
distendere C. 287
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distrahere C. 132

diu 1.43; 4.57 Cc. 131, 187, 219
diuva C. 97

diuerberare C. 265

diuersus C. 119

diuisus C. 225

diuus 2.83 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 2,65 C. 58, 98, 134

Donace 2.1, 3, 10, 23, 26, 37, 59, 69, 85, 88

donec 2.89; 3.67 C. 186

donum 4.24 C. 175

dorsum C. 243

draco C. 85

Dryas 2.20 C. 95

dubitare 2.38

ducere 2.61, 70, 71; 3.20; 4.13 c. 8, 97, 140

duleis 1.765 2.7, 15, 37, 83; 3.61; 4.13 C. 25 dulce
(adu.) 1.82; 2.45, 48, 83

dum 1.1, 6 (bis), 8, 12; 2.50, 51; 4.8 C. 59, 115 (bis), 324
(bis)

durare 4.56 C. 290

durus 1.59; 2.10; 4.11, 18 C. 171

dux C. 82

e 2.84, 89 ex 1.67; 2.26; 3.5, 61 C. 89, 124, 218, 305
ebur C. 218

ecce 1.34; 2.42; 4.72

echo 1.73 Echo C. 96

edere 3.41

edomare C. 66
effluere C. 285

effundere 4.64 C. 272

ego 2.33, 37; 3.14 mihi 2.25, 36, 44, 49, 79 C. 3, 5, 78,
80, 239 me (acc.) 2.59, T4; 4.20, 41, 62 me (abl.) 1.17
(bis); 4.16, 46 C. 99

egregius C. 150



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 2.57

esca C. 176

esse 2.36 sum 2.37 est 2.87; 3.13; 4.10, 24, 32, 72

C. 47, 133, 203, 212, 231, 254, 264, 280, 282 sumus 2.82
sunt 2.54 C. 21, 30, 34, 243, 268 (bis) sit C. 91, 108,
109, 121, 232, 259, 260, 295 sint C. 89 erat 1.52; 4.5,
33 esset 3.7 fuit 1.24 fuere *t.46 eris 4.21
erit C. 169 futurus C. 166 foret 2.12, 28

et 1.2, 8, 11, 13, 16, 35, 36 (bis), 56, 58, 83; 2.1, 5, 8, 9, 19,
21, 32, 42, 47, 48, 56 (bis), 64, 66, 73, 79, 80, 81, 90; 3.4, 15,
24, 34, 38, 40, 42, 50, 54, 69; 4.27, 28 (bis), 29, 33, 35, 54, 69
c. 6, 10, 27, 38, 39, 47, 50, 54, 62, 66, 72, 75, 82 (bis), 96, 98,
116, 137, 153, 156, 163, 169, 178, 188, 194, 195, 198, 202, 206,
242, 256, 262, 263, 287, 297, 302, 307, 314, 320

(in initio enuntiati) 2.69; 3.56; 4.35 C. 12 et...et 1.23
et.e..et...et 3,645, 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. 140, 231, 269, 299

etiam 1.625 2.74; 3.26, 63 C. 164, 186, 191, 203, 229, 236,
251, 280, 294, 303

euocare %.29

Eurus 4.14

examen C, 144

exanimare C. 192
excipere 3.53
excutere 3,11
exercere C., 187
exhalare C. 209
expectare 2.26

exserere C, 206
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extendere 3.37
exterrere C. 274
extinguere C. 36

extremus C. 231

fabula C. 47
facere C. 219
facilis C. 13, 50, 94, 106 (bis), 184, 266
fagus 1.31; 4.9
fallere 1.59; 4.9
Fama 1.84

famulus C, 298
fari 3.17

farrago C. 283
fas 2.873 3.7, 13
fastidium 4.50
fastus 4.59
fatigare C. 250

fatum 1.38

fauere 1.5

Faunus 1.14 (plu.) 1.66;5 2.73; 3.25
fecundus C. 125, 252, 313

feles C. 55

felix 1.44, 64, 83 C. 70

femina C. 121
fera C. 98, 325
ferire C. 250, 284

ferre 1.18, 693 2.63; 4.50, 51, 54 C. 58, 122, 143, 178, 218
ferrum 4.56
ferudre C. 276 ferudre 3.43

feruidus C. 147, 157

ferus C. 30, 213

fessus 3.33 4.11

fetura C. 119

fetus (subst.) 3.39 C. 129
fetus (adi.) 2.31; 4.48

fidelis C. 61

fides 1.25

fiducia C. 279

fidus C. 82



fieri 2.47

figere C. 51

filum 2.11; 4.68

finis C. 55, g10 229, 318

"KF Emote.

firmus C. 118 1260
fiscella 1.1

fistula 1.14, 80; 3.5, 9
flamen 1.16 C. 275
flamma C. 36, 146, 211
flammare (flammatus) 2.14
flatus C. 256

flauus 3.36

flectere C. 266

flere C. 38

Flora 1.69

florere 1.47, 55 Cc. 281,

florescere 3.35

flos 1.79; 2.4, 2235 4.21
fluctus C. 276

fluitare C. 113

flumen C. 255, 315
flumineus 1.87 C. 53
fluor 3.68 C. 220
fluuialis 1.1

foedus C. 24

C. 140

318

C'

fons 2.74; 4.10, 47 C. 5, 68

fores 2.63
forma 2.16, 81; 4.24

formare C. 123

formosus 2.1, 59, 72, 78; 4.26, 38, 72

fors 3.47

forsitan 2.70

forte 2.23 C. 133
fortis 4.35
fouere 1.42; %.28
fragor C. 101
frater C. 71, 80
fraternus C. 66
freni C. 257, 268
fretum 1.76
frigidus 2.89

115

C. 232, 254

C. 64, 83, 155, 176, 286
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frigus 1.49
frondescere 2.87

frondosus €. 97

frons 1.643 3.38; 4.63 C. 29

frons (-tis) 1.57; 3.18; 4.17 C. 245
fruges 1.67 C. 176, 294

frui 1.40

fucare C. 309

fuga C. 74, 268, 289
fugax'4.14 C. 306
fugere 3.57; 4.9, 16, 30 C. 28, 101
fulgur C. 307

fulmen C. 36

fumare C. 37, 248
funereus C. 25

funus C. 15, 38

furere 4.7

Furia C. 222

furiosus 2.3

furor 2.28; 4.5

furtum 2.7; 3.8

fuscus 2.44

garrulus 1.30

gaudere C. 53, 296

gaudium 2,73 4.59 c. 25, 78
gelidus C. 210

geminus 2.67 C. 65

gemitus 1.46

gemmatus C., 92

gena 2,17, 80

generosus C. 241

genetrix 1.36 C. 151
genitalis C. 124

genitor C. T1

gens C. 66, 108, 251 .
gentilis C. 260

genus 4.28 C. 41

germanus C. 38

germen C. 146



gignere C., 230
Glauce C. 43
gleba 3.69
gloria 4.16
gracilis 1.3
gradus C. 178
Graecia C. 240
Graius C. 254

gramen 1.6, 34; 2.22, 29; 4.21,

grandaeuus 1,68
gratia 1.21
gratus 1.23
grauedo C. 125
grauidus 3,18

grauis 3.62 C. 117, 139, 1

grauitas 1.56
gremium 2.5; 3.28
gressus C. 135

grex 1.7, 873 2.72 C. 198, 242, 318

grus C. 314
gurges C. 102, 316

guttur 4.40

habere 1.3, 20; 3.55; 4.29
habilis C. 141
habitus C. 81, 88
haedus 1.6
harundineus C. 55
harundo 1.3
hasta 3,64

haud C. 234, 272
haurire 3.50, 60
haustus C. 221
hederatus 3.18
heia C. 87
Helicon C. 4

herba 1,32; 4.69 C. 10, 291

Eerculeus C. 32
Hesperus 2.90

hesternus 3.62

53

61

C. 233
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heu 1.49 ~ heu heu 2.40

Hiberus C. 228

hic 1.9, 28, 31, 37 (bis), 70; 2.4, 18, 28, 53, 69, 79; 3.6, 17,
23, 25, 41, 48, 58 (bis), 66; 4.7, 21, 45 (bis), 48 C. 46,
76, 114, 122, 133, 151, 182, 208, 237, 279, 280, 309, 321

hic (adu.) 1.32, 845 4.46, 47 (bis)

hiemps 1.78; 2.9 C. 321
hilaris 1012; 2.81 C. 1
hinc 1.46; 2.8 C. 317

hinnitus C. 257
homo 1.50; 2.58
honestus C. 144

honorare 1,22

honos 1.70 C. 246
hordeum C. 293
horrere 2.43; 3.31 horrendus C. 41

hortamen C. 189

hortari 1.59

hortus 2.4

huc 4.38 ~ C. 99, 143 (bis), 218
humilis C. 108

humus 4.41

hyacinthus 2.45, 48

Iacchus 3,62

iacere 1.49 C. 251

iaculari C. 205

iam 1.14, 863 2.8, 25; 3.12, 15, 21, 565 4.35, 36, 39 (bis)
c. 3, 16, 46, 78, 80, 120, 130, 151, 156, 172, 179, 184
iamiam 3,58

Janus C. 104

ichneumon C. 54

Idas 2.1, 19, 52, 53, 60, 78

idem 4.68 C. 299

igitur C. 99, 151, 215, 240, 283, 309

igneus C. 141

ignicomus C. 207

ignis 4.5, 11, 66 C. 16

ignotus 3.40; 4.69

ilex 3.2

400



ille 2.37; 3.49, 50, 61, 63; 4.51
illic C. 318

imbuere 2.6 C. 42

immanis 1.2

imperare C. 11

imperium C. 24

impius C. 26

imus C. 212

in (cum acc.) 1.10, 83; 2.3, 34, T1, 843 3.49, 54, 67, 69; 4.13,
34, 38, 64, 66 C. 29, 121, 194, 213, 247, 267, 286
(cum abl.) 1.75, 84; 2.4, 76; 3.26, 44, 66; 4.1, 8, 32, 58

C. 56, 68,.113, 229, 254, 280
inanis C. 130

inbellis C. 51, 74

incendere 2.2; 4.65

incendium *C. 43

incidere 1.29

incipere 1.3, 6 C. 104, 180, 322,

inde C. 290
indictus C. 26
indignus 2.70
indiscretus C. 143
indoctus 2.82
inducere 2,90
indulgere C. 185
infigere C. 214
infirmus C. 163
inflare 1.4; 3.13, 61
infrenis C. 264
infundere C. 221
ingens C.' 4, 244
ingerere C. 6
inire C. 159 -
iniucundus C. 234
inlaesus C. 174
inmitis 4.4
inmittere C. 322
inmodicus C. 244
innectere C. 305

innocuus 1.45

C. 232, 243, 254

323
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inocciduus C. 105
inpatiens C. 79, 166
inpendere C. 197
inpingere C., 171
inplicare C. 8, 57, 93
inponefe C. 7

inprobus 2.12

inprudens C. 167

inpune C. 142

inquam 3.12

insanus C. 214

inserere C., 222

insistere C. 13, 172
insuetus *1.76

intactus C. 11

integere 3.65

intendere C. 253

inter 2.39, 64, 86, 87 C. 55
interdum 2,62 C. 154
interea 2.27; 3.35
intimus C. 71

intonsus 2.17

intrepidus C, 137
inuadere 2.6; 3.8
inualidus C, 118, 132
inuenire 2.24 = C. 319
inuidus 1.47

inuiscerare C. 208

Io C. 31

Iollas 4.4, 20, 72

ipse 1.41; 2.33, 79; 3.13, 63 C. 70, 276

iratus C. 42

ire C. 4, 10, 29, 277, 288
is C. 212, 298

iste 4.33

ita C. 321

iter 1.85

iterum C, 194, 223

iuba C. 265

iubar C. 136
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iubere 1.23%; 3.68 Ce 4, 190
iudex 1.17

iudicium C. 145

iugalis 2.57 C. 16
iugare C, 122
iuvgum 2.57; 4.54 C. 7

iuncus 1.1; 2.33

iungere 1.58; 3.57

Iuppiter 3.21, 22 (bis), 63
jurare 2.79

ius 1.54

iussum 1,23

iustus 1.54; 3.24 C. 20
iuuware C. 9

iuuenca 2.35; 4.26

iuuvenalis C. 280

iuuenis 1,10

iuwuenta 1.60; 2.9 C. 94
iuuentas C. 115
iuuentus 3.35 C. 298

labellum 1.4

labes C, 285

labor C. 1, 32, 197, 262, 284
labrum 1.58; 2.39; 3.51

lac 1.68; 2.34; 3.69 C. 152, 154, 220

Lacedaemonius C. 107
lacer C. 168

lacrima 1.46

lactere C. 291
lacteus 2,80

lacus %.50

laetus 1.63; 2.52; 3.37 C. 115, 286, 296

lambere 2,31 C. 131
lampas C. 123

lanugo 2.77

largus C. 126

lasciuus 3,46 C. 266
lassare C, 132

late 1.33 C. 6, 252
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latex 3.52 C. 199
Latona C. 87

latus C. 244

latus C. 109, 289, 323
laudare 2,80

laurus 1.65; 2.46, 49; 4.65
laus 1.18, 26, 80 C. 188
laxare 3.4

laxus C. 75

leaena 4.27.

lectus C. 240

Lenaeus 3.15

lenis 4.47

lentescere C. 217

lentus 2.33; 4.50 C. 267
leo 1.7635 4.54 Leo C. 207
lepus 2.67 c. 51, 182, 236
letalis 1.49 c. 17, 203

leuare 4.19 (et in rell. uers. interc.)
leuis C. 85, 139, 293

lduis 2.17 C. 243
lex 1.50, 77 C. 23
libare 2.30 C. 76

liber (adi.) 2.63 =~ C. 177, 264
liber (subst.) 1.29

libet 1.32
Libye C. 229, 313 Libyae (gen.) 4.51
licens %.55

licet (coni.) 2.62 C. 232

ligare C. 177

lilium 2.24, 44, 47; 4.22
linea C. 140, 303
linquere C. 62

linteum C. 58

linum C. 302, 308

Linus 1.25

liquidus 2.76 C. 220
liquor 1.35, 873 2.30; 3.53
lis 1.52 C. 100

litus 2.22 C. 60, 66



liuor 1.85

longe C. 84, 140 )

longus 1.43; 2.61; 4.23 C. 56, 180, 253, 279, 289, 300, 311
logui 1.74; 2.83 C. 35

lucere 4.45 C. 14

lucifer C. 136
Lucifer 2.30

Judere 1.12; 4.7, 10 Cc. 91
ludus 3.55 C. 188

lumen 2.76 C. 135, 256
luna 4.70

lupa 4.27

Jupus C. 52, 307
lustrare 4.64
lustrum C. 98
lutum C. 319
Lyaeus 3,38
Lycidas 4.1, 4
lynx 3.65

lyra C. 63

macies C. 130

macula C. 302
Maenalius 3.14, 66
maestus 2.18 C. 15
mage C. 317

magis C. 119, 160, 207
magnus C. 18, 46, 59, 87, 114, 303, 306, 313
mala 2.77; 4.45

male 3.10 C. 35
malle C. 54, 128

malum C. 210

manare C. 204, 228

mane 2.71, 74 C. 324
manes 1,22, 70
manus 3.33, 49 c. 70, 88, 182, 295

marcere 1,60
maritus C. 200
Marmaricus 4.54 .

marmoreus 2.21
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mas 4.26 C. 114, 121, 124

mater 2.31; 4.35, 62 C. 132, 144, 149
maternus C. 19

maturus 3.36, 39 C. 125

Maurusius C. 259

Mazax C. 261

meare C. 300

medicare 2.28

medicus C. 215

medius 2.38 C. 142

medulla C, 155, 212

mel 1.69, 76

Meliboeus 1.17, 21, 37, 42, 49, 64, 72, 80
melior C. 63, 133, 288

membrum C., 162, 174, 184

meminisse 2.43 memento C. 193, 293
memorare C. 63

mens 2.3; 4.17 C. 83, 169, 223
mensa C., 39

mensis C. 19, 105, 120, 173

mentum 3,33

merere 2,59

mereri 1.61

mergere 3.51

Meroce 4.4, 7, 14, 38, 50, 66

messis 1.67, 78; 4.36 C. 292
metari C. 6

metuere 4,53

metus C. 304, 311

meus 1.14, 29, 80; 2.29, 36, 40; 4.72
micare C. 85, 246

Micon 3.1

migrare 4.71

miles C. 82

mille 2.35; 4.69 C. 1, 312
minax C. 55

mihistrare C. 154

minor C. 128, 254 minus 1.46
minuere C. 159

mirari 3.38 C. 33, 278

miscere C. 175, 310
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miser 2.44; 4.30, 66
mitis 1.56, 57

mittere 1.38; 2.68 C. 225, 260

moderamen C. 185, 267

modo 2.863 4.60 C. 86, 260 modo...nunc 4.8f.
modulari 1.71

modus 1.41 C. 302

moles C. 161

mollis 1.33; 2.5, 33 c. 113, 152, 283, 324
Molossus C. 107, 224

mons 4.29

monstrare C. 236
montanus 2.55
montivagus 3,17
Mopsus 1.16; 4.1, 4
mora C. 79

morari C, 158
morbus C. 117, 195
mors 1.47

morsus C. 214

mos C. 237

motus 3.29

mouere 3.56 C. 59

mox C. 63, 123, 128, 172, 220, 238, 286, 288 MOX...mox C. 149
mugitus 2.32 :

mulcere 1.53 C. 258

mulctrum 2.36 C. 153

multus 4.7 c. 82, 91, 109, 196, 216

mundus 1.20, 40, 86 C. 34

munus 1,653 2.60 C. 43, 187, 234, 317

murmur C. 276

murmurare 4.47

musa 1.27

Musa 1.61 (plu.) 1.70, 71 C. 76
muscus C. 11

mustum 3.45, 51, 59

mutare C. 25

mutilus 3.33

Mycale 4.69

Mycenae C. 40




- 408

Myrrha C. 26
myrtus 2.46, 49

Nais 2.21 C. 94

nam 1.4, 15, 32, 39, 82; 2.25, 50; 4.4 C. 15, 129, 138, 146,
152, 162, 167, 195, 266, 281

namque 1.24, 75, 84; 2.60 c. 117, 235, 253, 306, 318
Napaeae 2,20

naris C. 248 (plu.) 3.34; 4.35 C. 237

narrare C. 238

nasci C. 107

natare C., 163

natiuwus C, 317

natus C. 145

ne 1.30, 62, 81; 4.44 C. 133, 161

nec 1.46, 48, 60; 2.16, 38, 43, 45, 76, 82; 4.3, 10, 22, 24, 42

C. 45, 69, 102, 183, 185, 249, 263 nec...nec 2.33, 46; 3.8f,;
4.23 C. 227f., 258 nec non 3.1; 4.1 Cc. 189, 229
nec...nec non C, 254, 255

necare C. 133

nectar 3,61

negare 4.18 (bis)

nemus 1.33; 2.56; 4.39

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 4.57

Nilus C. 68

nimis C. 22, 113

Niobe C. 15

Nisus C. 44 ‘
nitidus C. 287 i
niueus 3.69; 4.34, 44 C. 164, 310
nix 4.51

nocere 4.52 C. 166

nocturnus C. 45, 325

nodus C. 162, 301
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non 1.61; 2.8, 11, 60; 3.1, 60; 4.1, 18, 21, 40, 5% C. 15,
16, 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. NONese=QUEe,,NONesNON...0eC Co 43fF,

non...-ue C. 210

nondum 2,75 C. 135

nos 1.71; 2.85; 3.26 C. 48, 51, 53 nobis 1.30, 46, 60;
4.68 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, 56, 60, 69, 78; 4.15
C. 65, 76, 226

nota C. 241

notare 2.74

notus C. 61

nouale C, 181

nouus 1,44 c. 5, 170, 283, 324
nox 3.68

noxius C. 209

nubilum 1.85

nudare 4.12

nudus 3.45

nullus 2.29, 30, 40, 46, 773 3.13; 4.39 C. 26, 75, 196
numen C. 66, 77

numerare 4.36 C. 32

numerosus C. 15

numquam 2.36 - C. B

mune 1.13, 15, 19, 725 4.9, 34 C. 3, 61, 184, 238 |
nuper 1.15; 2.68 C. 69 |
nutrire 3.26 C. 128 |
Nyctilus 3.1

Nymphae 1.69; 3.25, 57 C. 95

Nysa 3.26

o 1.64; 2.55 (bis); 3.39; 4.20
obsequium C. 267 ;
obsitus C. 232 ‘
obstrepere 1.31 Y
obtundere C. 170 '
obuius 3.47 C. 13 i
|
\
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oculus 2,81 C. 31, 246
odor 2.46, 49
odoratus 3%.20 C. 235

odorus 1.64

Oeagrius 1.25

oestrus C. 3

officium C. 249

olim 1.11; 4.59

oliua 1.78 *C. 199

ollus C. 264

omniparens 1.35

omnipotens 3.23% C. 19
omnis 1.33, 673 2.42; 3.55; 4.32, 41
143, 238, 242, 275, 277, 291
optimus C, 122

orbis 1.20 C. 65, 141, 206, 226
orbita C. 14

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; 3.22, 53 C. 164
osculum 2.38

ostendere C. 12, 201

ouile C. 153

ouis 3.67

Padus C. 37

paelex C. 17

paene C. T1

paganus 4.62

palea C. 293

Pales 1.68; 2.52, 55
Pallas 2.50

pallere 2.45 C. 206
pallidus 2.41
palma 2.24; 3.30, 49 C. 242

palmes 3.19
palumbes 2.67
palus C. 315

C- 47, 114, 126, 128,
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pampineus 4.46

pampinus 3.37

Pan 1.5, 253 2.735 3.3, 11, 17, 66
pandere C. 3, 98, 105, 168
Pannonicus C. 227

par 2.16 C. 183

parare 2.15

parens 2.10

parere 1,23 C. 10, 267

parilis 4.5 C. 114

pars 1.20

Parthus C. 75

partus 3.24 C. 20, 125, 127, 144

paruus 2.63; 3.27 C. 181, 194, 244

pascere 1.75; 2.72, 78, 90 c. 129, 152, 225, 262, 283

pascuum 2,52, T1
passim C. 152, 320

pastor 4.2

pastoralis 2.55; 4.15

pater 3,23 c. 19, 27

patere 2.63 C. 48

pati 1.53, 60 C. 124, 135, 173, 282

patienter 4.57

patulus 3.2

paulatim C. 271

pectus 1.42, 52, 57; 2.14; 3.31, 45, 54 c. 3, 109, 286
pecus 4.39

pecus (-oris) 2.72

pelagus C. 277

pellere C. 202

pellitus C. 316

pendere 3.5

per 2.22 C. 4, 8, 10, 53, 97, 211, 261, 269, 272, 297, 323

percipere C. 137
percurrere C. 60,'295
percutere C. 99
perdere 4.21, 22, 44
perducere 1,83
pererrare C. 86
perferre 3.24; 4.59
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perficere 2.34

perfundere 3,20

pergere 1.81

periclum C. 145, 203
perire 2.25, 71

permetiri 1.19

permittere 1.7 C. 121
perpendere C., 138
Persis C. 72
peruenire 2.84

Pes 2.21; 3.44
petere 1.,31; 2.39
pharetra C., 74, 88
Phaethon C. 35
Philomela C. 34
phoca 1.75

Phoebe C., 87, 123, 179

Phoebeus 1.63

Phoebus 1.243 2.54 (bis), 75
pie C. 45

piget 1.62 C. 263

pignus C. 64

pingere 1.69 C. 88

pinguis 2.12

pinna 1,85 C. 33, 305, 312
pinus 1.30, 73; 2.87

Pisaeus C. 23
pius 1.20
placare 1.82
placere C. 58 placitas 4.9
placidus 2.43 C. 54, 86
plaga C. 48, 300
planta 3.42, 64
platanus 1,72; 2.18
plausus C. 296
plenus 1.51; 3.60
plicare 3,19

pluma C. 37
plurimus C. 247

plus 4.72 (bis)

€. 120, 153

C. 163, 249, 316

C. 157, 206

C. 129




poculum 2.42; 3.46, 49 C. 5, 44
pollex 3.34

pomum 2.51; 3.38

pondus 1.51 C. 138, 161
ponere C. 163

pontus C. 102, 275

populeus 4.1

populosus C. 129

populus 4.23

portare 3.42 C. 148
portus C. 61

poscere 3,12

posse 2.28, 68; 3.6; 4.18 C. 138, 142, 156, 222, 304
post 1.38; 2.69; 2.21 C. 34, 271

postis C. 171

postquam 2.10 C. 146, 157

potare 3.5%; 4.52

potens 2.56

potius 1.31

potus C. 215

praebere 1.87; 3.65 C. 293
praeceptum C. 268

praecipere C. 46

praecordia 4.56

praeda 3.6 C. 50, 102, 184, 191, 234, 304
praedulcis 1,22

praefigere C. 56

praemittere C, 182

praemium 1.61; 2,68

praenoscere C. 139

praeponere 2,66

praesens 1.84

praesumere C. 80

praeterea 2.67 C. 259

praeuertere C. 186

pratum 2.23 Cc. 13, 235, 253, 322, 324
premere 3.52, 64; 4.17 C. 11

Priapus 2.51

primaeuus C. 116

primum 2.7; 3.37, 59 C. 61, 69, 77, 177
primus 1.8; 3.40 C. 24, 104, 127, 148
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principium C. 68, 103

prior C. 41, 71, 131

prius (adu.) 1.75; 2.83 C. 282
pro (praep.) 3.6, 10; 4.34

probare 1,42 C. 124

probus C. 252

procax 3.25

procedere C. 9

procella C. 62

procul 1.3%4

prodere 4.30 C. 136
prodesse 4.62 C. 160, 201
producere 3.24 C. 180

proelium C, 2
profiteri 3.22

proles 3.21 c. 118, 126, 198, 228
promittere 4.9 C. 156, 269
pronus 3.50 C. 110, 265

propago C. 241' |
properare 3.43; 4.57 j
proprius 4.3

propter 2.85
prosatus 3.63
prosilire C. 214

protendere C. 194
prouehere 1.83
prouidus 3,23
proucluere C. 256
prudens 4.58
pubens C., 95, 290 |
puber 2.81
pubes 3.35 |
puer 1.81; 2.1 (bis), 8, 88; 3.6, 12, 35, 66; 4.7, 20, 44, 56
puerilis 2.8

pugnare C, 131

pulcher 2.73; 3.1 C. 43

puluis C. 218, 294 k
puniceus C. 90, 317

purpureus 2.22, 48, 75, 80; 3.45; 4.48 C. 84
purus C. 294
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qua C. 8, 14

quaerere C. 54

quam (comp.) 1.47, 80 C. 254, 282

quamuis C. 12, 127

quare 1.21

quassare 3,30

quater C. 173

quatere C. 208

que 1.5, 7, 9, 10, 18, 20, 26 (dis), 31, 33, 40 (bis), 43, 44 (bis),
46, 51, 67, 76, 81; 2.2, 6, 12, 13, 15 ,16, 20, 22, 31, 41, 45, 48,
65, 675 3.7, 12, 15, 19, 25 (bis), 26, 36, 42, 45, 49, 54, 55 (bis),
58, 62; 4.5, 9, 13, 14, 29, 51, 52, 57, 58, 64 C. 1, 2, 5, 16,
17, 23 (bis), 24, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 36, 37, 40, 41, 43, 48 (bis),
49, 52, 55, 57, 58, 60, 61, 67 (ris), 68, 71, 74 (bis), 75, 79, 80,
81, 85, 86, 88 (bis), 92, 94, 95, 100, 101 (bis), 106, 109, 112, 113,
117 (bis), 118, 126, 130, 131, 134, 139, 141, 145, 148, 154, 158
(vis), 160, 162, 163, 166, 176, 178, 196, 200 (bis), 201, 213, 215,
216, 219, 222, 226, 233, 237 (bis), 241, 244 (bis), 245 (bis), 246,
250, 257 (bis), 261, 264, 265, 266, 271, 274, 284 (bis), 289, 291,
292, 293, 295, 298, 300, 302, 304, 306 (bis), 307, 308, 310, 311,

314 (bis), 315, 316, 319 et...que...que...que C. 6ff,
querella 1.48, 533 2.15; 4.13

qui 2.71; 3.18, 193 4.50 cui 2.37; 3.31 quem 1,19, 24;
3¢5y 9 C. 260, 261 qui 4.34 c. 21, 22, 30, 35
quorum C, 228, 230 quis 2.9 C. 83, 135 quos 1.41,
42; 4.1 quae 2.57, 61, 62 C. 86, 111, 122, 304

cui 2.57 C. 113 quam 1,28 qua 2.23, 83 (bis)

quae 2.20 (bis), 21 Cc. 67, 315 quas 3.14 quod C. 204
quod (acc.) 1.663 2.77; 4.19 (et _rell, uers. interc.), 24

quo 2.23, 263 4.70 (bis), 71 C. 124 quae 1.28; 2.35, 53,
60, 68; 3.47 C. 69, 136

quia 1.27

quicumque C. 281

quies 3.29

quiescere C. 258

quietus 1.33, 38

quin 2.74; 3.27, 63 C. 140, 191, 199, 229, 231, 251, 269, 294,
303

quinque 2.9

quire C. 184
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quis (interrog.) 2.35, 59; 4.16, 17, 62 C. 15, 16, 18

quis (indef.) 1.6, 21

quisnam C. 131

quisque 1.66; 3.46; 4.19 (et rell. uers. interc.)

quisquis 1.73; 4.56 C. 99, 212

quod 2.11, 703 4.62 C. 263, 264 (bis), 265
quoque 2.85; 4.44, 68

quotannis C. 198

rabies C. 203
racemus 1,663 3.40
radiare C. 84
radius C. 205
ramus 3.5

rapere 4.32 C. 148, 297
rapidus 4,14
raptare 3.56

rarus C., 301

ratis C. 59

raucus 1,2

reboare 1.73
recreare C. 18
recubare 3.3

recursus C. 106

reddere 3.10 C. 19

. redire C. 286
referre 2.35, 54 C. 30, 74, 238, 241
regnum C. 73

relaxare C. 162, 296
releuare 2.15
relinquere 2,59 C. 271
remeare 2,65
remouere C. 67, 167
remus C. 60

renes C. 112
reparare C. 179, 193
repellere C. 222
repugnare C. 257
requiescere 4.46
res 1,35

resonare 3.8
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respicere 4.20

respondere 1,74; 2.53
resultare 3.53

resupinare C. 247
resupinus 3.28, 52

rete C. 300

retentare 3.58

retinere 3,48 C. 7, 160
reuerentia 1,54

reuocare C. 190

Rhenus C. 67

rictus C. 148, 213

ridere 1.16; 3.62

rigidus C. 109

ripa C. 54

risus 3.29

robur C. 118, 170, 287
Roma C. 81

Romuleus C. 73

rorare C, 21

ros 1.8

rosa 2.45, 48; 4.22

roseus 2.24; 3.59

rota C. 9

rubere 2.45, 48

rubescere C. 319

rubor 2.13

rudis 2.2 C. 14, 33
ruere 2.3

ruina C. 282

rumpere 1.85; 2.38; 3.44; 4.70
ruralis 1.65

ruricola 1.14, 52

rursus 2.65 C. 111, 175
rus 1.2, 15 C. 2, 107

rusticus 2.70

sacer 4.63 C. 42, 77
sacrilegus C. 21
saeclum 2.58 C. 47

saepe 1,61, 623 2,37 C. 167, 196, 232
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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. 48, 86, 147, 303
saluber C. 215

salus 2,40

sanguis C. 21, 39, 116, 228, 260, 270, 288
Sardus 4.53%

satis C. 112, 243

satum 2.51; 4.71

Satyrus 3.25, 38, 39, 46, 57
saxum 3.43

scabies C, 195

scelus C. 26

secire 2.35, 65

scopulus 4.71

scrutari C. 49

se (acc.) 4.24 C. 33, 111, 123, 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 1.27, 30, 57, 86; 2.10; 3.8, 10 Cc. 119, 127, 157, 165,
181, 183, 186, 224

sedes 1.40

seges C. 55

segnis 1.49, 60 c. 103, 117, 205, 258

segregare C. 150
semel C. 185

Semele 3,22 C. 16
semen 3.15 C. 211

semper 3.62; 4.21, 22 C. 32, 38, 194, 301, 309
senatus C, 81 ’

senecta 1.50

senectus 1,43 C. 117

senex 3.25, 60 C. 314

418
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seni C. 105

senilis C. 37

senior 1.17, 24, €2
sensim C. 111, 220
sensus C. 79

sentire 1.38; 4.27 (bis)

sequi 4.26 C. 98, 266
serenare 4.17
serenus 1.56 C. 151

serpens 4.41
sertum 3,19

seruare 1.29 C. 145, 302, 325

serum C. 152, 175

seta 3.31

seu SeU...S€Usse5€U...SCUs. eSEU C, 240ff, seu...seu
C. 107, 190

sexus 4.5

si 1.3, 21, 38, 39, 47; 2.47, 863 3.12; 4.60 C. 129
8ilbilum 3.10 C. 30

sic 1.82; 2.88; 3.17; 4.12, 59, 66 C. 114, 149, 193
siccare 3,68 C. 291

siccus 1.75; 2.31 C. 111, 229

sidereus 1.40

sidus 3,21 C. 159, 204

signare 1.55; 4.41 C. 141

signum C. 85

Silenus 3.27, 59

silex C. 217

silua 1.74, 84; 2.20, 66, 68, 84, 89; 4.6, 12, 29, 42 C. 38, 86
Siluanus 2.56

siluester 1.72

similis 2.41

simul 2.6 C. 17, 151, 237
simus 3,34

sin C. 133

sine 2.44 C. 318

sinuare C., 85

sinus C. 57, 60, 92, 209

Sithonius 4.51

801l 1.8, 865 2.25, 883 3.2; 4.45 C. 122, 201
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solamen 2.27

solatium 2.18

solere 2.79; 4.45 solitus 4.10
sollicitus 2.12;3 4.60. C. 197
solum C. 8

solus 3,223 4.41

somnus 2.43; 3.4

sonare 1.15, 26, 82; 2.11; 4.3, 41
sonipes C. 259, 296

sonitus 3.11

sonus 2,12 C. 274

sordidus C. 195

soror C. 45

sortiri C. 198

spargere 3.45, 67 C. 39, 320
Spartanus C. 224

spatiosus C, 269

spatium C. 181

spectare 1.43 C. 137, 174
speculum 2.74

sperare *4.58

spernere C. 230

spes 4.17

spiculum C. 75

spina 4.22

spinosus C. 57

spirabilis C. 255

spirare 2.46, 49

splendere 2.76

splendor C. 246

sponsa C. 24

spretor C. 79

spumare 1.68 C. 213, 276
spumeus 3.54

squameus 4.28, 40

squamosus C. 30

stabilis 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 2.24

stupere C. 278

suadere 1.8, 87; 2.89; 3.68

suauis C. 319

sub (c. acc.) C. 321 (c._abl.) 1.3, 13, 54 (bis); 2.18, 23,
26, 883 3.3, 14; 4.33, 45, 46 C. 24, 65, 69, 109, 110, 212,
283

subicere 1.32

subire 2.65; 4.39 C. 117

sublimis 1,18, 39
submittere C. 114
suboles C. 150
subtegmen C. 91, 311

sucus 4.53 Cc. 130, 155, 297
sudare 1.77
suescere 3,9 C. 186 suetus C. 59, 87

sufficere C. 198, 210
suffundere 2.13

sulcus C. 14

sulphur 4.65

sumere 3.4, T3 4.59 c. 50, 88, 184, 192, 216, 317
summus 3.44

supellex C. 238

super 1.28; 3.5, 43 C. 276
superaddere C. 220

superare C. 115, *242

superbus 4.50

supercilium 1.57

superefferre C., 273

supremus 1,70

sus C. 306

suspendere C. 89

sustinere 3.28



susurrare 1.72

suus 4.12, 29, 54 C. 146, 278, 281
tacere 1.33, 80 c. 18, 69

taeda C. 25

talis 1.48 C. 58

tam 2.11

tamen 4.30, 72 C. 234

tamquam 2.27; 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; 2.90; 4.26
taxus 1.77; 4.52

tectum 2.65

tegere 2.77

tellus 1.36 C. 259
telum C. 56, 89

temnere C. 227

templum 1.39

tempora 3.36

temptare C. 35, 62
tempus 1.19, 45; 3.24; 4.32 (pis)
tenax C. 302

tendere C. 190, 311

C. 20, 79, 104, 153, 321

tener 2.32, 673 3.34; 4.58 C. 155, 169, 171
tenere 1.48; 2.57; 4.23 C. 165, 178, 249
tenuis 2.11 C. 130, 160

tepescere 1.13

tepidus C. 201

ter 2.9; 4.63 (ter)
terere C., 9, 218

teres 3.5

Tereus C. 33

tergum C. 207, 271, 320
terminus 1.55

terra C. 77, 209, 249

terrere C., 312

422
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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. 67

tigris 3.19

timere 4.70

Timetas 1.9

timidus C. 51

tinea C. 202

tingere C. 316

Titan C. 40

Tityrus 1.1; 2.84
tolerare C. 262

tollere 2.75 C. 33
torquere 4.40 C. 169, 256
torrere 3,2

torridus C. 211

torus C. 23, 295

tot 1.26

totus 2.58, 66, 88; 4.6, 66 C. 49
trabs C. 168

tractare 1.78; 3.7
tractus 4.40 C. 300
trahere C. 109, 183
trames C. 12

trans C. 251
transcendere C. 147, 308

tremulus 2.76; 3.30 C. 257
trepidus 4.6 C. 145

trini 2.25, 29

tristis 1.78 c. 195, 205, 222

Tritonis €. 199
triuialis 4.3
triumphus C. 63
truncus C. 56
trux C. 24, 85
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tu 1.10, 27, 41, 42, 52, 58; 2.47, 53, 79; 4.30 (bis), 44

c. 86, 98, 120, 197 tibi 1.1, 5, 21, 43, 51, 56, 64, 81, 84;
2.35; 4.16, 35, 36, 47 c. 103, 129, 193, 216, 227, 234, 259,
312 te (acc.) 1.4, 15, 72, 73 (bis), 74, 82; 2.40, 52, T1
(abl. ?), 85; 3.18 C. 98 te (abl.) 1.54 (bis); 2.44

C. 94

tum 2.7, 14; 3.37, 39, 46, 59 C. 162, 293

tumere 2.13

tumescere 3.36

tumidus 4.35

tumultus C. 100

tunc 2.49; 3.21 C. 106, 156, 159, 164, 175, 177, 216
turba 4.28 C. 144, 278
furbare C. 275

turgere 2.50 C. 124

turpis C. 263

tus 4.63

Tuscug C. 231

tutus C. 60

tuus 1.18, 80; 3.15 C. 34, 97

uacare 2.36
"uacca 1.63 2.29; 4.34

uae 2.44

uagus C. 246

ualere 1,66 C. 253 uale 1.64
uvalidus C. 112, 156, 172, 186, 247
uallis 2.43 3.66; 4.8 C. 181

ualua C. 168
uapor C. 141, 248
uaporus 4.63

uarius 1.53 C. 50, 309

uastus C. 274

uates 2.73 C. Ty 46, 97

uber 2.31; 3.68 C. 131

ubi C. 290

udus 2.21; 3.19

ue *3,29, 333 4.16 C. 134, 170, 181, 218, 224
uelle 3.9; 4.18 C. 22, 32, 192, 289

uellere 4.71
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uellicare 3.32
uelox C. 193, 226, 233, 322
uelum C. 61, 84

uena 2.13; 3.61 C. 116, 195, 211, 284, 288
uenari C. 1, 100, 187, 239, 324
uenatus 3.3 C. 226, 299

uenermum C. 42, 213, 309

uenerari 3.27

uenire 2.47; 3.23; 4.38 C. 196, 279
uwentus 1,30 C. 272

uenus 1.13; 2.3, 6; 3.565 4.27 C. 121
uer 1.79; 4.33 C. 151, 283

uerbera C. 268 (gig)
uernare C, 320

uero 2.14 C. 133
uersicolor 4.68

uersus 1.5, 113 2.19, 543 4.2
uertere 3.49

uerus 3.21

uester C. 63

uestigium C. 11, 235, 325
uestis 3,58

uvetare C. 308

uetus C. 72, 284

uexare C. 168

uia C. 1, 158, 288
uiburnum 2.86

uiceni C. 120

uicem 4.13 (plu.) c. 41

uicinus 1.9; 2.4 C. 59

uictor 1.15

uidere 2.77; 3.12, 223 4.33 C. 40, (*68), 78, 126, 130, 136,
146 uideri 2.44 C. 80

uigor C. 280

uilis 1.61

uillus C. 232

uimen 2.33, 62, 66

uincere 4.16, 53 C. 191

uinculum C. 22, 165 uinclum C., 148
uindemia 3.43

uinum 3,56
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uiola 2,41

uiolare C. 27, 73

uir 1.26

uirere 4.47 C. 29

uirga C. 267

uirgo C. 31

uiridis 1.7, 32; 3.26 C. 10, 48, 94
uirosus C. 216 '

uirtus C. 150, 183, 188, 250, 281
uis 3.4, 60 c. 115, 138, 156, 182, 270, 286
uiscus C. 124, 132, 297

uita 1.19, 45

uitalis 1.36

uitare 3.2; 4.8, 15

uiteus 3.19

uitis 1.66; 2.51; 3.15, 41, 645 4.48
uitta 4.63

uitulus 2.32; 4.33

uiuvere 1.11, 21, 76

uiuidus C. 256

uiuus 4.65

uix 3.41

ulcisci C. T3

ulmus 1,313 3.35 4.8

ulna 3,28

umbra 2.23; 4.1, 23, 38, 46 C. 53
umere C. 248

umerus 3.54 C. 89

umor 3.54 Cc. 95, 210, 292
unda 2.763 *4.47 C. 274

unde C. 95

undique C. 174

ungere C. 201

unguen 2.50

unguis C. 171

ungula C. 249

unus 2.52; 3.67; 4.30 C. 205
uocalis 2.61; 3.51 '
uocare 4.3%8

uolitare 2.64
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uolucer C. 304
uolucris 2.64; 4.28
uoluere C. 173
uoluntas C. 134
uoluptas C. 231

uos uobis *C. 76
uotum 2.8

uouere C. 78

uox 2.11 C. 189

urbs 1.83; 2.84, 85

urere 4.45, 66 C. 291

ursus C. 306

usus 2.34; 3.47; 4.32 C. 136, 230

ut (adu.) 1.34 c. 19, 28, 71 (coni.) 1.82 C. *142,
155, 184, 221, 296 '
uterque 1.17; 2.2, 63 4.2 C. 219, 264

uua 1.79; 3.37, 41, 44, 52, 64; 4.23, 48
uulgare C. 47

uulnus 4.12

uulpes C. 52, 307

uultur C. 312

uultus 1.565 4.17 C. 77

zona C. 147



