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Notes on the text and interpretation of Catullus (PRIVATE 
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Passer, deliciae meae puellae,





quicum ludere, quem in sinu tenere,





cui primum digitum dare appetenti





et acris solet incitare morsus,





cum desiderio meo nitenti





 5




carum nescio quid lubet iocari,





et solaciolum sui doloris,





credo ut tum grauis acquiescat ardor;





tecum ludere sicut ipsa possem,





et tristis animi leuare curas! 

2b




*
*
*





tam gratum est mihi quam ferunt puellae





pernici aureolum fuisse malum,





quod zonam soluit diu ligatam. 

Robin Nisbet, whose masterly article 
 on the text of Catullus it is a particular pleasure to be able to salute in a piece appearing in the same journal twenty years later, adduced an important parallel for verse 5, ((( (Anacreon PMG 444), and thus demonstrated that the probable sense is ‘the woman shining with longing for me’.  If Catullus had written mei rather than meo, there would have been no ambiguity to mislead readers; I therefore conjecture that he did.  Assimilation to desiderio will easily have produced the change.  It is true that Propertius twice has the phrase desiderio meo in the sense ‘longing for me’ (3.22.6; 4.3.28); but there is not the same ambiguity in either case.


Further difficulties follow.  One, to which insufficient attention has been given, is carum, which makes an odd internal accusative for iocari.  Something like gratum would be far more usual - if an internal accusative is wanted at all.  For the participle nitenti hangs rather loosely without a substantive, which might also help to convey the change of construction, from personal to impersonal.  Harrison suggests by way of illustration erae (cf. 68.136, for the word in the sense of 'erotic mistress' in Catullus), though this would introduce a second iambic base into this poem that begins the sequence in which non-spondaic bases are almost entirely avoided (the other is in verse 4, where we should perhaps consider atque or aut).


The grammar of solaciolum is the next problem; to fit it into the sentence we need something other than et: possibilities are Ramler’s ad, marking purpose; B.Guarinus’s ut, which has a similar effect, and has been advocated by Zicàri 
 and printed by Thomson. es, once suggested to us, (or even tu es) would require further surgery both to sui and to verse 8.  Some alteration of 8 has usually been thought necessary, it is true, with most modern editors printing Guarinus’s tum ( acquiescat for the paradosis cum ( acquiescet.  Another ut or even another expression of purpose after ad solaciolum would string out the sentence in a feeble and repetitive manner.  A different approach was once suggested by Professor Jonathan Powell:





te solaciolum sui doloris





credit, cum grauis acquiescit ardor.

This works quite well in itself, though it draws attention to the overlap of sense between the two lines, but it falls down when one observes the change wrought to the structure of the whole poem (and the same objection could be made to the conjecture es for et in 7): the emphasis put on tecum (9) by the long series of relative clauses leading up to it is taken from the sentence that brings the interesting shift of focus and placed instead on lines that merely continue the thrust of those clauses.   Finding no easy alternative, I therefore suggest that Guarinus’s conjecture in verse 8 is right in restoring what was originally written, but I do not regard it as Catullian: the verse is an explanatory gloss on line 7 (perhaps originally credo ut acquiescat ardor) developed into a hendecasyllable by the addition of the superfluous tum grauis.


Thomson asserts that there can be no link between 2 and the so-called fragment 2b.  It is certainly true that Catullus often uses a poem on a very different subject to mark the separation of two poems on the same theme (notably, as Thomson says, in the case of 6, dividing the kiss poems, but cf. also 38, 70); but as the content of ‘2b’ is both personal to Catullus and apparently erotic, it is not obvious that it can be a fragment of a poem comparable to 6 in its distinction from the pair it divides.  The other points made by Thomson are more easily discarded.  (i) There is nothing obviously sacrosanct (or even especially Catullian) about the numerical structure 8 + 2; poem 1, which he is perhaps implicitly comparing, as he describes it as consisting of the pattern 2 + 6 + 2 (p.195), is in fact broken into 2 + 5 + 3 by the conjunctions namque and quare.  And the completeness of the thought is the very point at issue.  (ii) The inexplicable syntactical change possem/gratum est is avoided by one or other of the conjectures posse or passer in 9.  (iii) Thomson argues that C. is reflecting on ‘a wholly static situation’ in 2, whereas Hippomenes’ dropping of the apple is a sudden event.  But this is not necessarily the case.  Let us consider the text proposed anew:





Passer, deliciae meae puellae,





quicum ludere, quem in sinu tenere,





cui primum digitum dare appetenti





et acris solet incitare morsus,





cum desiderio meo nitenti
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carum nescioquid libet iocari,





 6





ad solaciolum sui doloris,





 8





tecum ludere sicut ipsa posse





et tristis animi leuare curas,





10





tam gratum est mihi quam ferunt puellae





pernici aureolum fuisse malum,





quod zonam soluit diu ligatam.

The girl’s playing with the sparrow is indeed a continuous fact, but the comparison with Atalanta’s pleasure in the apple makes Catullus’s opportunity (posse) to do the same a signal moment in his courtship, a relief of his lovesickness, an indication of his intimacy, and tantamount to sexual acceptance.  This may not be right, but it cannot be dismissed in the summary way in which Thomson does so.

(Heyworth)

10.5-14



 
huc ut uenimus, incidere nobis



 5





sermones uarii, in quibus, quid esset





iam Bithynia, quo modo se haberet,





et quonam mihi profuisset aere.





respondi id quod erat, nihil neque ipsis





nec praetoribus esse nec cohorti,



10





cur quisquam caput unctius referret,





praesertim quibus esset irrumator





praetor, nec faceret pili cohortem.

8 et quonam G1R2  : et quoniam OGR : ecquonam Statius

9 neque ipsis G1R2: neque nec in ipsis OGR

10 primum nec om.R: nunc Westphal     quaestoribus Muretus

If we retain the vulgate text in verse 9, ipsis must mean ‘the natives’.  Livy 24.35.1 (Helorum atque Herbesum dedentibus ipsis recepit) and 6.30.9 (Setiam ipsis quaerentibus penuriam hominum noui coloni ascripti) offer parallels for this meaning, but in context the sense is questionable: referret in 11 cannot refer to the inhabitants.  Such carelessness of expression may be thought not out of place in so conversational a poem, and is paralleled, as the text stands, by praetoribus (10)/praetor (13).


Two routes should be ruled out.  Kroll and Syndikus follow Löfstedt (Syntactica II (Lund 1938), 38) in taking the initial nec of verse 10 as pleonastic; but how is the reader to know that the apparent articulation into three elements (neque ipsis/ nec praetoribus/ nec cohorti) is simply deceptive?  But Kroll is right to reject Westphal’s nunc; this would attach ipsis to praetoribus, but only by introducing a superfluous word, out of place and overstressed.


Muretus’s quaestoribus, on the other hand, is a good conjecture, if we can accept that the (pro)praetores of Bithynia in the 50's could have more than one quaestor 
: either psychological error or similarity of appearance might have led to the corruption to praetoribus, where the plural is nonsensical, especially with praetor in line 13. If we want a logical expression we will accept quaestoribus, and look again at the problems of 9.  We might expect in that verse an answer to the question posed in 8: ‘did the province enrich you with any money?’  It is possible that Catullus wrote nihil mihi ipsi 
: ‘I replied, as was the case, nothing for me; nor for the quaestors or the cohort was there any reason why they might bring home a head more richly anointed’.  This would suppose nec/neque added to mark the supposed structure, and mi read as in (leading in turn to ipsis).  Catullus elides mihi at 21.7, 58b.10; and has elision at this point in the line at 10.21, 15.7.  The addition of nec may seem arbitrary; but no more so than the addition of in was for the vulgate text.

(Heyworth)

14.8-11




quod si, ut suspicor, hoc nouum ac repertum





munus dat tibi Sulla litterator,





non est mi male, sed bene ac beate,





quod non dispereunt tui labores.

The poem accuses Calvus of having passed on a Saturnalian gift of a book of noxious poems to Catullus; the book appears to be a collection or anthology of a number of bad poets (see 14.5 cur me tot male perderes poetis?).  In 8 ac repertum seems difficult: in what sense is the gift of bad poetry ‘found’?  Fordyce glosses ‘ingeniously devised’, but admits there is no parallel for such a sense; Thomson, following Levens, suggests ‘original’, a meaning equally difficult to match. Could ac have been added from line 10?  If so, and ac were ejected, repertum could be substantive with its Lucretian sense of ‘discovery’ (1.136), with munus used predicatively (‘gives this “new discovery” to you as a gift’) - for the construction cf. Calvus fr.11.1-4 Bl(nsdorf haec ... / carmina ..../.../ Prusiaca uexi munera nauicula, Ovid, Ars 1.557 munus habe caelum.  nouum repertum is not elsewhere attested as a combination, though Demosthenes (20.89) has (( in a similar negative sense; nouum here means 'new' in the sense of 'strange, bizarre' - cf. OLD s.v. nouus, 3. 

(Harrison)

14.12-15




di magni, horribilem et sacrum libellum!





quem tu scilicet ad tuum Catullum





misti, continuo ut die periret,





Saturnalibus, optimo dierum.

If Mynors' text is rightly punctuated, continuo die would have to mean ‘on the following day’, for which, as Fordyce shows, there is no precise parallel.  This involves two further oddities: firstly that the original gift came to Calvus on the day before the Saturnalia, and secondly that he sent it to Catullus in the expectation that it would cause his death, but only on the day after it arrived.  Better to take continuo as the adverb (‘you immediately sent it to your friend Catullus’).  Now, however, we are left with unacceptable phrasing in the ut clause.  How is die to be construed?  The verse-division makes an enclosed apposition very awkward, and Thomson reasonably expresses doubts about the phrase die optimo dierum itself.  We might suppose that die has intruded in 14 through inadvertence or as an explanatory gloss on optimo, and write for instance ut periret ipsis/ Saturnalibus, optimo dierum 
 .

(Heyworth)

29.17-19 




paterna prima lancinata sunt bona,





secunda praeda Pontica, inde tertia





Hibera, quam scit amnis aurifer Tagus (
Here in the catalogue of fortunes appropriated and squandered by Mamurra, quam scit in 19 seems at first unexceptionable.  That the local river Tagus can bear witness to Mamurra’s Spanish booty uses a common poetical trope: cf. similarly Tibullus 1.7.11-12 (rivers witnessing Tibullus’ participation in Messalla’s campaigns) testis Arar Rhodanusque celer magnusque Garunna, / Carnutis et flaui caerula lympha Liger. For scit Fordyce (following Baehrens) compares Aeneid 11.259-60 [infanda ( supplicia] scit triste Mineruae / sidus et Euboicae cautes ultorque Caphareus.  But Wiman (Eranos 61 (1963) 30) saw that aurifer makes a point here: the Tagus is gold-bearing because it is imagined as adding to Mamurra’s booty from its natural resources; scit then seems weak and colourless.  He proposed quam unxit, but the verb ung(u)ere (as opposed to its past participle unctus - cf.29.22) is never used for the idea of metaphorically anointing or oiling, i.e. enriching, and seems inappropriate for the more liquid action of a river. I conjecture quam auxit, making the point more forcibly and providing assonance with aurifer (for the elision of relative quam cf. 59.2). Auxit would here make the additional point that even Mamurra's third fortune, specially augmented by the gold-bearing Tagus, has been wilfully wasted, with an over-emphasis appropriate to the hyperbolic and satiric context ; for augere of increasing property or wealth, a common use in both prose and poetry, cf. Horace, Ep.1.7.71 rem strenuus auge, Ovid, Am.1.10.41 census augere paternos, TLL 2.1346.23ff.  scit might well have been generated by the common phonetic spelling of x as cs in Latin, together with the loss of a syllable in elision. 
(Harrison)

29.20




hunc Galliae timet  et Britanniae.

This is the transmitted text, which does not scan (Mynors prints Fr(lich's timetur): the second metron is a syllable short, and the first syllable of the line elsewhere follows the consistent norm for the poem 
, of giving pure iambics.  The one possible exception, Mamurram in 3, is the kind of exception that does prove a rule, as it is the proper name essential to make sense of the poem by identifying the victim of Catullus’s invective; and even in this case we might pronounce the name with a short initial syllable, using a licence to fit the word to the poem rather than the other way around.  As there is no monosyllable that will provide us with a single short syllable to stand before Galliae, we must assume that the two deficiencies are connected, and supply either Baehrens’s eine 
 or Munro’s et huicne in place of hunc.  All the other conjectures are unmetrical, given the pattern of this poem, and should be discarded.


In the centre of the line we now need only an iambus between Galliae and Britanniae.  Baehrens’s optima et, a superlative version of bona, is not easy to parallel.  Better, and palaeographically attractive, is Munro’s Gallia et metet Britannia, printed by Lee.  However, it is hard to see why Catullus should have written the future, given the present habere in verse 3, and (e)t metit is not significantly more distant from the transmitted timet et: ‘is it for him that Gaul and Britain harvest?’  An alternative that would fit the imagery of consumption (elluatus, 16; lancinata, 17) is eine Gallia estur et Britannia? 
  ‘First, his paternal property was torn in shreds; second the booty from Pontus, then third the Spanish, of which the gold-bearing river Tagus knows : 
 and is he now eating Gaul and Britain?’  estur is attested at Plaut. Mos.235; Ov. ex P.1.1.69.

(Heyworth)

36.1-10




Annales Volusi, cacata charta,





uotum soluite pro mea puella.





nam sanctae Veneri Cupidinique





uouit, si sibi restitutus essem





desissemque truces uibrare iambos,





electissima pessimi poetae
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scripta tardipedi deo daturam





infelicibus ustulanda lignis.





et hoc pessima se puella uidit





iocose lepide uouere diuis.


9 hoc] uos Housman     10 ac add. Goold post iocose     ioco se lepido Scaliger      se diuis V, corr.  

The background to this poem is, I believe, clear, and uncontroversial.  Catullus’s girlfriend (Lesbia, for convenience) has vowed to Venus that, if he returns to her, she will dedicate to Venus’s husband, the fire god, Vulcan, the choicest poems of the worst poet - by which she means Catullus’s iambic scurrilities (5).  Now, the reunion apparently having occurred, Catullus discharges the vow for her; but instead of his own urbane verses, he burns the crappy pages of Volusius’s Annales.  As the text stands, however, even with Goold’s elegant ac (preferred to the early correction et because it is the more common copula for pairs of adverbs: e.g. 14.10, 42.8, 77.1), verses 9-10, the centre of the poem, lack the clarity and point of what precedes.   

             pessima must, as Housman argued 
, recall pessimi in 7; he took it as a neuter plural vocative, with hoc altered to uos.  But neuter plural vocatives are not common, se better follows nominative pessima than vocative 
, and puella will remain an immediately attractive noun for the adjective, even if we read uos.  And more can be said in defence of pessima ( puella than is said by Housman.  Catullus is reinterpreting Lesbia’s words, treating pessimi as a definitive expression; it would not be inappropriate for him to illustrate the breadth of connotation a word may have by using pessimus again, in a context where its sense is superficially mild (‘naughty’) and where it is now applied it to Lesbia herself, the tables wittily turned.

 
et is superfluous; but in linking uidit with uouit, it does discourage the reader from thinking the sense perfect.  In any case without nunc or some such temporal adverb an antithesis between present realisation and past ignorance would be feeble.  But if uidit is preterite, then it contradicts the picture the poet has established: in making the vow Lesbia did not realise that she was perpetrating an elegant ambiguity; the wit and charm come only in a later reinterpretation, whether by the poet or the girl herself.  And of the two, rather the poet: he acts throughout in her interest, but nowhere on her orders.  So for et I do not conjecture nunc (which would, moreover, clumsily anticipate the nunc of 11), but nec: ‘Nor did the naughty girl realise that she made this vow to the gods with wit and charm.’  Anger and spite were presumably what filled her thoughts.  This is a text of more force, I feel, than the vulgate; but better still, and therefore more probably Catullian, would be to accept also Housman’s conjecture uos (but not his punctuation):





nec uos pessima se puella uidit





iocose ac lepide uouere diuis.





‘But the naughty girl did not see that it was you she was wittily and charmingly vowing to the gods.’  Thus the negated idea is placed next to the negative.

 
Some may be alarmed at the alteration of two consecutive words (and another error follows in 10); but corruptions are not distributed neatly; they do not even come at random.  One slip may enourage correction, and corrections bewitch the eyes and minds of later scribes.  When a scribe’s concentration lapses, with thoughts of dinner, an assignation, or his God, then it may well lapse for more than just a single word.  The collation of manuscripts reveals that errors do often come in clusters.

(Heyworth)

37.11-14




puella nam mi, quae meo sinu fugit,





amata tantum quantum amabitur nulla,





pro qua mihi sunt magna bella pugnata,





consedit istic.

In line 11 puella nam me (OGR) makes no sense (me is clearly wrong); mea is printed in some early editions, but Catullus never in his choliambics allows a resolution for a syllable which is properly short.  mi (Heinsius) will not do (even Mynors, who prints it, says uix latine); it is too far separated from amata which would govern it, and in too emphatic a position, and it cannot be possessive dative as Thomson wishes 
.  Avantius’ namque is attractive (for the postponement of namque in Catullus cf. 64.384, 66.65):  -que would be lost by haplography before qu(a)e and then the gap filled with a convenient monosyllable. The only objection would be the presence of namque two lines before, in line 9. If this is felt to prevent namque in 11, I suggest nam illa for nam mi, easily picked up by quae (for illa ( quae of the lost Lesbia cf. 58.2); for the elision of nam compare 13.11 and 21.7.
(Harrison)

38.6-8





irascor tibi. sic meos amores ?





paulum quid lubet allocutionis,





maestius lacrimis Simonideis.


In line 6, we would be inclined to follow Goold in reading Baehrens' sic tuos amores : in the diction of the colloquial poems of Catullus, the plural amores when used with a possessive pronoun always has its Plautine concrete sense of 'the object of love' (cf. 6.16, 10.1, 15.1, 21.4, 40.7, 45.1 and TLL 1.1970.9ff ), no doubt influenced by the similar plural uses of deliciae (TLL. 5.1.447.81ff) and of Greek ( (LSJ s.v.); the transmitted sic meos amores would naturally mean 'is that how you treat my darling', in a context where a reference to Catullus' beloved seems wholly out of place. Fordyce suggests a possible exclamatory sense ('that you, my darling, should behave like this!'), but in such an ellipse the accusative is more naturally the object of the omitted verb than its subject. With tuos the phrase is more playful than indignant ('is that how you treat your darling?'), using the same witty and quasi-erotic tone to a male poetic friend as in poem 50 to Calvus 
.

Lines 7-8, a (comic) request to a fellow-poet for consolatory verse in the manner of Simonides, contain no main verb. Fordyce holds that this is satisfactory, citing Plautine parallels; in favour of his view is that this is indeed a colloquial context, and that line 6 also omits a main verb. However, the combination of omitted main verb and the mild tautology of paulum quid lubet, possibly colloquial in tone but otherwise unparalleled on the PHI CD-ROM, suggests to me that the passage may be corrupt. A verb of request or command is lacking here. I suggest that paulum may have replaced such a verb of roughly similar shape, e.g. praebe, ‘give me’, or posco, ‘I demand’.











(Harrison)
39.17-21




nunc Celtiber < es > : Celtiberia in terra,





quod quisque minxit, hoc sibi solet mane





dentem atque russam defricare gingiuam,





ut, quo iste uester expolitior dens est,



20




hoc te amplius bibisse praedicet loti.

17 es add. Corr. de Allio     20 noster O     21 loti (Q): lotus OGR

This is one of the four passages
 on which Housman founded his article ‘Vester = tuus’ (CQ 3 (1909), 244-8 = Collected Papers 790-4); and one must agree that, if the text is rightly transmitted, the equation necessarily follows: ‘it is impossible that the details of a man’s personal toilet should affect the colour of his countrymen’s teeth’ (CP 791).  The awkwardness of the interpretation is that Catullus approaches the issue by taking an ethnographical tack; in 17-19, before we reach uester, he is already talking about the behaviour of Celtiberians in general, and thus the unusual substitution is especially hard to read.  So strongly does the context encourage us to take the phrasing in 20 to mean ‘the more polished is the collective tooth of you Celtiberians’ that I am tempted to think the text in the following verse may be corrupt.  One might try uos for hoc te: ‘the more urine it reveals you collectively to have drunk’; the correlating hoc, omitted by the author as Latin idiom allows, has been supplied by a reader, and driven out the correct pronoun.  The alternative route would be to assail uester, but the combination iste uester is probably Catullian (we would read it at 29.13), and we have been unable to think of a suitable substitute.

(Heyworth)

42.11-17




‘moecha putida , redde codicillos,





redde, putida moecha, codicillos!’





non assis facis ? o lutum, lupanar,





aut si perditius potes quid esse.





sed non est tamen hoc satis putandum.  
15





quod si non aliud potest, ruborem





ferreo canis exprimamus ore.
13 facis OGR : facit Halbertsma        14   potes OGR : potest Vat.1630, 
In this poem the poet addresses his hendecasyllabi, asking them to go to an unnamed moecha turpis and reclaim the poet’s writing tablets.  The insults of lines 11-12 are presented as insufficient to achieve their end, the return of the tablets; what is required is something more – which turns out to be a more forceful repetition of the insults, finally followed by ironic courtesy  (18-24).  The first problem is whether one should follow Goold and Lee in reading the third-person conjectures facit and potest for the transmitted second-person facis in 13 and potes in 14. If adopted, as I would prefer, this approach presents the poet as providing third-person commentary on the action rather than turning to address the moecha, matches the third person verbs used of the moecha earlier in the poem (3 putat, 4 negat), and maintains the hendecasyllabi as the sole addressee of the poem, rather than complicating matters by having the poet addressing the moecha as well; o lutum, lupanar is an expostulatory excalamation, not an address. The moecha is then addressed only in words ascribed to the hendecasyllabi, an appropriately scornful distance from the poet : we might compare the similar third-person approach to the puella at 11.15-24, where the contemptuous means of intermediaries is again used rather than the compliment of a direct address 
.


The passage also has a number of obscurities in 15-16.  What is the contrast implied by sed, what is the force of tamen and the referent of hoc, how does quod si carry on the sequence of thought 
, and what is the subject of potest ? The argument, I think, should be as follows : ‘She ignores our protests [and does not reply]. What an utter filthy tart – but even that insult is too good for her. If nothing else can be done [i.e. if we can't elicit the reaction of a verbal response], let us at least extract a blush’.  On this reading sed in 15 interrupts the sentence of 13-14 and in effect marks an aposiopesis; accordingly, there should be a dash and not a full stop after esse. We may compare Aeneid 1.135 quos ego – sed motos praestat componere fluctus, where the tone is equally that of spluttering indignation (see Austin's good note), and (in similar dramatic and colloquial contexts) Terence, Andr.164-5 mala mens, malus animus, quem quidem ego si sensero - / sed quid opus est verbis?, Eun.989-90 ego te, furcifer, / si vivo - sed istuc quidquid est primum expedi.  hoc in 15 refers to the clause beginning with o lutum, lupanar, referring to the list of insults;  tamen means ‘yet, yet even’ (Goold renders 'even so'); the subject of potest in 16 is aliud, and fieri needs to be supplied, another colloquial construction (Thomson compares 72.7, where qui potis est? = qui potest fieri?; cf. also OLD s.v. possum, 6a).  quod si seems to mean  ‘but if’ in the sense of ‘but if (as seems to be the case)’; the use at 14.8 is similar. This gives the sense : ‘She doesn't give tuppence ? The filth, the brothel 
 or whatever's more appalling – yet even that shouldn't be thought enough;  but if nothing else can be done, let us at least extract a blush from the bitch’s brazen cheek’. 

(Harrison)

44.2-3




nam te esse Tiburtem autumant, quibus non est





cordi Catullum laedere.

The sense ‘irritate, vex’ is perhaps mild enough for this context; but when one notes that laedere has arisen from corruption of ludere at 17.1 (and as a variant in R at 50.5), it is tempting to think that ludere (‘mock’) should be restored here too.

(Heyworth)

45.8-9 = 17-18




hoc ut dixit, Amor sinistra ut ante





dextra sternuit approbationem.

9 approbationem : approbatione OGR

17 sinistra ut r : sinistrauit OGR

18 dextra ed. 1472: dextram  OGR

Recent editors have printed these verses in the above form, identical; but the old debate on the sneezes of Amor, their position and meaning has been reopened by an article by A.S.Gratwick, ‘Those sneezes: Catullus 45.8-9, 17-18’, CPh 87 (1992), 234-40.  He reads, in each case, hoc ut dixit, ut ante Amor, sinistra,/ dextra sternuit approbationem (‘as (s)he said this, so 
 Love sneezed a blessing, ahead, to the left, to the right’); and argues for ut (, ut as a Latin version of the Greek phrasing (( …, ((, used from Iliad 14.294 on to introduce a moment of overwhelming desire. 
  This does not convince: the postponement of the first ut is surprising in the first (extant) Latin version of the phrasing; ante does not express a position regularly important in auspices, and the combination ut ante would normally refer to a prior event.  Nor is the moment, in its concentration on declarations of love, quite equivalent to the instances in Greek cited by Gratwick.


What of the case against the vulgate text?  Gratwick points out with regard to sinistr(a) ut ante that elision of a long syllable at this point in the line is rare in Catullus’s hendecasyllables; rare enough to make us surprised to find it in connexion with an obscure and inelegant expression; but, as he admits, not without parallel: cf. e.g. 7.3 Libyss(ae) harenae.  More seriously there is the difficulty of interpreting the words.   There is no reason to think that Catullus would have used ut ante as a way of expressing ‘first (, <then> (’ (so Kroll, following early editors); contrast the idiomatic marking of Love’s change of position at 68.133 circumcursans hinc illinc.  And this is made all the more forceful, because we have in the second case an earlier sneeze to which reference might reasonably be made by ut ante.  For the force of this phrase one should contrast 11.21 nec meum respectet, ut ante, amorem, where the whole run of the poem (and its context within the corpus as a whole) establishes that there is a past with which the present is contrasted.  In line 8, on the other hand, there is no prior past, neither in other Catullus poems, nor within the mise en scène of this.  When Catullus talks in 19 of the auspicium bonum from which Acme and Septimius have set out (profecti) it would be perverse to see this as other than the propitious sneezes just described — this is the first moment of their love: auspices belong at the beginning (cf. 26).


We may also ask what part is played by the association of right with what is propitious in Greek augury, and left (originally) in Roman?  It is hard to think there is none, given the names of Acme and Septimius.  They (and Amor) take advantage of their identities to double and redouble the good omen.


Gratwick supposes that the text has been twice corrupted from the same original (not unthinkable, for the wrong version may have been used to amend the right).  Alternatively we might imagine that discrepant texts have falsely been brought together: so G.Wiman, Eranos 61 (1963), 31f., who argues that with no previous mention of sneezing ut ante must be wrong; and conjectures amatae in 8 and amato in 17.  The point about ut ante is a good one, but it holds only for the first instance: I therefore suggest that the vulgate is right for 17-18,




hoc ut dixit, Amor, sinistra ut ante,




dextra sternuit approbationem.

and in 8-9 revive Scaliger’s




hoc ut dixit amans, Amor sinistra




dextram sternuit approbationem.

'As the lover said this, Amor on the left sneezed favourable approval' 
. This assumes that amans has dropped out before amor, with the line made good from the very similar couplet later in the poem. The offensive elision occurs only once; but now to good purpose. Catullus draws attention to his play on omens from left (for the Roman Septimius) and right (for the Greek Acme); and he playfully glosses the less commonly propitious side.

(Heyworth)

50.14-21



at defessa labore membra postquam




semimortua lectulo iacebant,




15



hoc, iucunde, tibi poema feci,




ex quo perspiceres meum dolorem.




nunc audax caue sis, precesque nostras,




oramus, caue despuas, ocelle,




ne poenas Nemesis reposcat a te.



20




est uemens dea: laedere hanc caueto.

There is a general problem of interpretation: what is the prayer that the poem leads up to (18ff.) but does not specify?  One might think that, just as poem 49 does not explain why Catullus owes thanks to Cicero, this poem simply does not give us sufficient information to decide: it is intended for Licinius and not for later readers. 
  But most commentators think it is clear: ‘they are the prayers of a lover’
; and the substance of those prayers is implied (e.g. for Quinn) by verse 13: ut tecum loquerer simulque ut essem.  There is a difficulty with this, however, for that verse is preceded by the words cupiens uidere lucem: no hint here that Licinius is likely to be unavailable, never mind unwilling.  Catullus might in his excitement treat the implied ‘let’s do the same again’ as preces; but it seems an extraordinary leap for him to start warning against audacia and the dangers of Nemesis.


Nemesis regularly features in erotic entreaties, as the commentators have not failed to notice.  See for example Ovid, met.14.691-4 (the disguised Vertumnus to Pomona):







miserere ardentis, et ipsum



quod petit ore meo praesentem crede precari,



ultoresque deos et pectora dura perosam



Idalien memoremque time Rhamnusidis iram.

and Lucian, dial.mer.12.2  



further examples (Anth.Pal.12.140, 141, 229; Alciphron 1.37.4; Tib.1.8.72; Ov.met.3.406) are cited by Kroll, and by Macleod (n.3).  But in all of these there is a clear manifestation of arrogance or of hard-hearted indifference to a lover’s pleas.  Here Catullus leaps from the plea to the warning; it seems reasonable to surmise a lacuna before v.18, in which substance was originally given to the prayer, and to Licinius’s reluctance.  One might even wonder whether the last four lines are not a fragment of another poem.

 (Harrison)

55

The first seven verses of this poem as they are printed by modern editors consist of alternating Phalaecian decasyllables 
 and hendecasyllables; likewise in verses 14-22.  There is therefore reason to look for alternation throughout the poem.  As printed by Mynors, however, from 7 to 14 the pattern runs 7 d, 8 d, 9 d, 10 h, 11 d, 12 h, 13 d, 14 d.  But it would not take much to restore alternating order to the poem; and various aspects unconnected with metre create doubts.  Harrison (below) draws attention to the oddity of iam ferre in 13, and his intercipere (‘catch’) would restore a hendecasyllable in 13.  Goold has an alternating pattern from 1-13 and from 14-22, but introduces poem 58b (which has only two decasyllables out of 10 lines) in the middle.
  To achieve this, he reads Parthenius’s uideo in verse 8; but the sudden move to the historic present seems out of place after prendi in 7.


Insufficient attention has been paid to the position of inquit in verse 11.
  The two instances that Fordyce cites where it precedes the spoken words are both in prose, and both are easily emended: at Apul.met.6.13.2 Kenney (Cambridge, 1990) commends incipit (Stoll) and infit (Robertson); at Sen.ep.122.13 we might either transpose the word (quid dicis? inquit), or simply omit it.  When there are so many examples of the normal construction, we really should look askance at a very few abnormal instances; and especially when there are no examples in verse, where metrical considerations might explain the abnormality, and also protect against easy alteration.  Here a rarer but acceptable position for inquit would be found if we simply inverted 11 and 12.  There is a similar problem in 9-10.  Fordyce argues that no verb is needed to govern Camerium; but, as Foster argued (CQ 21 [1971], 86-7), it is an odd flagitatio that omits the crucial imperative, and the corrupt auelte at the start of the previous verse has seemed to many scholars a probable home for such a form (see below).  But what are we doing then with sic ipse (better Munro’s usque) flagitabam intervening in the middle of the short speech?  sic is used to introduce or to mark the close of oratio recta; like flagitabam it does not belong in the middle (and the lack of punctuation in ancient texts makes such conventions far more significant than they may seems to us).  The problem is akin; the solution is the same: the verses are to be inverted.  This will have the incidental benefit of putting the enclitic mihi in the usual second place in its clause.


We are left then with a sequence 7 d, 8 d, 10 h, 9 d, 12 h, 11 d, 13 h, 14 d.  What we need is not any alteration of 8; but rather a lacuna before it.  A lacuna at this point will allow some further detail against which the reader may set the uultus serenus with which Catullus looked at the females (cf. Hor.Carm.1.37.25-6 ausa et iacentem uisere regiam uultu sereno); as the text is transmitted tamen has to do a lot of work.





in Magni simul ambulatione




h



7

femellas omnes, amice, prendi.



d





<. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .>





h



8

quas uultu uidi tamen sereno.




d



10

‘Camerium mihi, pessimae puellae,



h



9

reddatis’: sic usque flagitabam.



d



12

‘en hic in roseis latet papillis’




h



11

quaedam inquit, nudum reducta pectus.


d



13

sed te intercipere 
 Herculi labos est:


h



14

tanto te fastu 
 negas, amice.




d

(Heyworth)

55.6-14




in Magni simul ambulatione





femellas omnes, amice, prendi,





quas uultu uidi tamen sereno.





+auelte+, sic ipse flagitabam,





Camerium mihi pessimae puellae.





quaedam inquit, nudum reduc(




‘en hic in roseis latet papillis.’





sed te iam ferre Herculei labos est ;





tanto te in fastu negas, amice.

auelte (9) is clearly corrupt, perhaps influenced by uultu in the previous line.  What should stand here?  Most believe that it should be the beginning of Catullus’ speech to the femellae, rebuking them for hiding Camerius, and providing a verb to govern Camerium (Fordyce’s view that a verb is not needed is not persuasive, for reasons given in the previous note).  Suggestions have been made as follows, not an exhaustive list (some removing sic and ipse as well as auelte):


auertistis saepe Riese: ‘you have stolen him away often’


auelli sinite Avantius: ‘allow him to be torn from you’


aufertis Goold: ‘are you taking him away?’


reddatis J.Foster, CQ 21 (1971), 86-7   ‘give him back’


a cette 
 huc A.W.Camps, AJP 94 (1973), 131-2 ‘hey! give him here’ 


audite en Thomson:  ‘hey, listen to me’ (with ellipse of verb governing Camerium)

Goold’s is the most attractive of these suggestions, but the present seems odd (one expects a perfect, given that the implied action has plainly happened already) and the question is perhaps too polite given the roughness of prendi (the same could be said for Foster’s subjunctive reddatis). Though I would reject Thomson’s assumption that the verb governing Camerium is omitted and hence his audite, there are also some attractions in Thomson’s en, often found with imperatives (cf. Ovid, Met.13.264 aspicite en) and picked up with the en in the reply at 12. I suggest efferte en, ‘hey, bring me out Camerius (from hiding)’ 
. 


For the last two of the three syllables clearly lost at the end of line 11, Ellis plausibly restores pectus, given nudum and the sense of line 12; but his reducta, the most obvious participle to complete the space, does not have the required sense (see Fordyce); Foster's interpretation of Ellis' nudum reducta pectus as 'with her bare breasts drawn apart' (CQ n.s. 21 (1971) 86-7) seems forced, and is offered without a parallel.  nudum sinum recludens (Avantius) provides a verb easily corrupted to reduc- and assumes that sinum has dropped out before it; the difficulty then is nudum, which makes no sense with sinum, ‘bosom of garment’, and the sense of recludere is not quite appropriate (it means ‘open up’ in the literal sense - see Fordyce here).  Goold’s rewriting, ‘en’ inquit quaedam, sinum reducens, avoids this and another difficulty, inquit occurring before speech (see above), but is too radical. Friedrich’s nudum reclude pectus, beginning the girl’s speech, is attractive except for reclude (see above).  I suggest nudum retecta pectus, ‘with her bare breast uncovered’, i.e. already showing her charms for sale (or perhaps supposedly fresh from entertaining Camerius); if nudum retecta is thought too pleonastic, try niueum retecta, providing a neat colour contrast between niueum and roseis 
.  For retecta cf. Ovid, Met.13.458 (Polyxena) iugulumque simul pectusque retexit , for the type of phrase Catullus 64.64 contecta leui uelatum pectus amictu at 64.64 
, and for niueum cf. 17 lacteolae, again of the white skin of the girls. Courtney in his review of Thomson's edition (CJ 93 (1997-8) 325-30, at 327) suggests that such a 'Greek' accusative construction as retecta pectus is inadmissible here as such poetic Grecisms are reserved for the elevated style of poem 64; but the style of poems 55 and 58b, which I (with Goold and others, but against Heyworth) would wish to join in one poem, is one in which high poetic diction can be freely mixed with more colloquial elements - cf. especially 58b.2 pinnipesve Perseus, 3 Pegaseo … uolatu. 


In 13 the transmitted iam ferre seems questionable : though the insupportability of Camerius' behaviour might be an issue in the poem, Catullus’ main problem is not so much putting up with Camerius' self-concealment as finding him, and the temporal iam also seems weak. I suggest intercipere, ‘cut off’, ‘catch’, an appropriately military metaphor for a Labour of Hercules (cf. TLL 7.1.2164.34ff). The idea of endurance may have been suggested to a copyist by Herculei labos in the same line (cf. Propertius 2.23.7-8 deinde, ubi pertuleris, quos dicit fama labores / Herculis), though this connection could also be used to support the transmitted text.

(Harrison)

57


Pulchre conuenit improbis cinaedis,



Mamurrae pathicoque Caesarique.



nec mirum: maculae pares utrisque,



urbana altera et illa Formiana,



impressae resident nec eluentur:




5


morbosi pariter, gemelli utrique,



uno in lecticulo erudituli ambo,



non hic quam ille magis uorax adulter,



riuales socii puellularum.



pulchre conuenit improbis cinaedis.




10

This attack on Caesar and Mamurra consists in lines 3-9 of a list in the nominative of insults applicable to the pair, apart that is from maculae pares utrisque in line 3.  This phrase seems odd in any case: what are the maculae deriving from their patriae of Rome and Formiae (cf. line 4) which affect the pair?  A provincial origin might be unfortunate, but not birth in the Urbs itself.  Surely the two should themselves constitute stains on their respective patriae.  Both these considerations suggest the conjecture utraeque for utrisque: for macula used directly of persons in a similar and closely contemporary invective context cf. Cicero, Prou.Cons.13 (describing Piso and Gabinius) has duplicis pestes sociorum, militum cladis, publicanorum ruinas, provinciarum uastitates, imperi maculas. The point is that the reputations of Rome and Formiae will never recover from these two blots on their respective landscapes. utrisque would be an easy corruption given that the dative is the natural case after par. 

(Harrison)

61.97-101




non tuus leuis in mala





deditus uir adultera,





probra turpia persequens,





a tuis teneris uolet












secubare papillis.

Lucretius provides parallels for deditus in: 3.647 in pugnae studio quod dedita mens est, 4.815 quibus est in rebus deditus ipse.  It is true that both of these involve abstract occupations, but Catullus may also have been influenced by the use of in + ablative (‘over’) to indicate the object of strong feeling (see Fordyce on 64.98, citing e.g. Prop.1.13.7 perditus in quadam).  Another cause for doubt here are the two asyndetic epithets levis and deditus with vir, a phrase which reads awkwardly. Both difficulties are removed if we restore the normal dative after deditus, and write aut malae ( adulterae for in mala adultera, the aut-clause will explain and expand on levis : Torquatus will not be unfaithful, or dedicated to a mistress rather than to his wife.

(Harrison)

61.149-51




en tibi domus ut potens





et beata uiri tui,





150





quae tibi sine seruiat

151 seruiat Parthenius: seruit OGR

There is  a significant difference between the appearance of sine here, and at e.g. Verg.Aen.5.163 laeua stringat sine palmula cautes, 
 for there the accompanying subjunctive is jussive, not optative.  One should not argue that the sine itself marks the verb as jussive, for the continuation in the next stanza (usque dum tremulum mouens/ cana tempus anilitas/ omnia omnibus annuit) would place an improbable limitation on the instruction: ‘may the house serve you till you get old’ makes far better sense than ‘let the house serve you till you get old’. Some unease about the vulgate text was shown long ago by the conjectures of Avantius (quae sine fine erit), Statius (quae seni tibi seruiet), and B.Guarinus (fine quae sine seruiat); another possibility would be to read quae tibi bene seruiat, comparing 180 and 226 for the use of the adverb.

(Heyworth)

61.170-1




illi non minus ac tibi





pectore uritur intimo




170





flamma, sed penite magis.

170 uritur OG: urimur R

This is the transmitted text, accepted by Mynors : Kroll comments that uritur is unusual, and that one expects pectus uritur flamma.  Indeed flamma uritur is unparalleled, and Goold therefore conjectured pectore urit in intimo/ flamma, which Thomson accepts.  But when one notes the phrasing of e.g. Ovid, met.7.803 (aequales urebant pectora flammae), the lack of an object makes this unattractive; it offers little improvement.  Kroll was not arguing for a change, but his comment is surely on the right lines; one would expect Catullus to have written pectus uritur intima (or intime?)/ flamma; and if we are to make any change it should be to a text like this.  One possible objection is the rarity of initial spondaic words in Catullus’s glyconics (there are only two examples: illi in 169, and Iuno at 34.14).


Though the form penite occurs only here, and Skutsch
 was provoked to conjecture perit en, it seems no one has made the more obvious suggestion penitus (used by Catullus on four other occasions).

(Heyworth)

62.21-2




qui natam possis complexu auellere matris,





complexu matris retinentem auellere natam.

In lines so repetitive it is surprising to find there is a grammatical gap: retinentem lacks an object.  Moreover, it attributes to the daughter, who is being torn away, the attempt to retain which more properly belongs to the mother.  Gronovius met this point by suggesting natae ( matrem in 22.  But this fails to provide an object for retinentem, and makes the mother the object of auellere, thus recreating the problem of misapplication the conjecture seems designed to avoid.  A simpler change would be to read matrem, as the object of retinentem; but better, I believe, would be to get rid of retinentem entirely.  I conjecture lacrimantem, and suppose that the first part of the word has been lost through haplography after matris.

(Heyworth)

63.52-4







ad Idae tetuli nemora pedem,





ut aput niuem et ferarum gelida stabula forem,





et earum omnia adirem furibunda latibula …

Nisbet (PCPhS 24 [1978], 100f. = Collected papers 85) gives an appropriately terse summary of the case against earum omnia in 54: this would be the only verse in the poem where the initial ionics do not undergo anaclasis; ‘omnia is pointless’; ‘earum is avoided in verse (except in Lucretius and Horace’s satires), and here seems too emphatic’.  He goes on to conjecture harundinosa (which Catullus uses also at 36.13), before expressing concern at the lack of genitive to define latibula.  If a genitive is felt to be needed, we might combine aprorum with Lucian Müller’s opaca 
; boars are seen in this landscape also at 72.


As anaphora is used far more often in 63 than the copula as a way of linking ideas (n.b. 20-5, 62-72), it may well be that the initial word of 54 should be ut, not et.

(Heyworth)

63.63-4





ego mulier, ego adolescens, ego ephebus, ego puer,





ego gymnasi fui flos, ego eram decus olei.

63 puber Scaliger: iuuenis Schwabe

64 gymnasi : gimnasti OGR     fui O: sui GR

Thomson has followed Goold in rejecting the transmitted mulier, which is an obvious interpolation by a reader who could not wait for the contrasting account of the present in 68: ego nunc deum ministra etc.; Attis here looks back to his male past before going on to confront his female present. Thomson rightly says (383) that 'it is better to emend, in the interests of consistency in Attis' list'.  But rather than Scaliger’s puber, we would incline to Schwabe’s iuuenis, unnoticed by editors of Catullus this century, giving four of the ages of man in reverse order 
.


In 64 we again find Nisbet’s paper 
 very useful, in developing Baehrens’ objection to the pairing of fui and eram.  Of his two conjectures, suus (for fui) upsets the balance of the two halves, and the phrasing does not seem quite idiomatic; we prefer prius, which would match eram, with verb and adverb shared out between the clauses, and look ahead to nunc in 69.  An alternative would be to read ego eram gyminasii flos: cf. 60 and 71 for the loss of the euphonic i; the MSS’s fui/sui may have come from attempts to correct the ending of gimnasti, and thus have contributed to the loss of the apparently redundant eram.

(Heyworth)

64.9-12





ipsa leui fecit uolitantem flamine currum,





pinea coniungens inflexae texta carinae,



 10




illa rudem cursu prima imbuit Amphitriten;





quae simul ac rostro uentosum proscidit aequor (
11 prima : primam GR: proram Omg. (post eam in linea): prora Richmond

The modern vulgate is as printed above, but a number of considerations make me doubt it.  In the first place it is not normal Latin style to pick up the subject of the preceding sentence with a nominative relative.  We need in verse 11 a noun to serve as antecedent to quae.  This would suggest O’s despised proram might well be true.  It will lead on to the quae ( rostro ( proscidit of 12: the prow literally ‘cuts through in front’ (and the phrasing suggests an etymological point).  It follows that Athene will be the subject of the imbuit.  Kroll in considering this possibility wrote as follows: ‘In jenem Falle ist das Schiff der Subj., (, in diesem Athene, die das noch ungeübte Schiff ins Meer taucht (Hygin fab. 14, p.49,16 nauis Argo, quam Minerua in sideralem circulum rettulit ob hoc, quod ab se esset aedificata ac primum in pelagus deducta).  Dagegen spricht illa, wo man anaphorisches ipsa erwartet (V.9), und cursu, das bei rudem (= imperitam) im Genet. stehen müßte.  Stärkere Änderungen verbieten sich von selbst.’ Despite this final sentence, it seems that the first word of the line should be ipsa, especially as this will strengthen the allusion to Apollonius, Argonautica 1.109-11 :








Catullus is playing with two senses of imbuo here: ‘to wet’ and ‘to give first experience of’.  Normally when authors play with the verb in this way, they put the liquid in the ablative (Cat.4.17, Verg. Aen.7.542; Ovid, Ibis 227); and we might consider:




ipsa rudem cursus proram imbuit Amphitrite;

but that would miss the point, for Catullus is here presenting the Argo as the first ship (cf. 12-18).  It is of little interest that Athene launched this particular vessel for the first time.  It is the sea that is without experience.  Rather then




ipsa rudem cursus prora imbuit Amphitriten.

It has been argued that part of primus belongs here because it is regularly associated with imbuo (as at Prop.3.15.6, 4.10.5, e.g.); but there is no primus in the reworking of this at the start of another Argonautica (and this one proves really to be an Argonautica): Val.Flacc. 1.69-70 ignaras Cereris qui uomere terras/ imbuit, which picks up our line word for word: ignaras/rudem; Cereris/cursus; uomere/prora; terras/Amphitriten (and note how the personification has been swapped); imbuit/imbuit.  Valerius also reflects the proscidit of 12, transferring the image back from an initial sailing to an initial ploughing.

(Heyworth)

84.5-8




credo, sic mater, sic liber auunculus eius,






sic maternus auus dixerat atque auia.





hoc misso in Syriam requierant omnibus aures:






audibant eadem haec leniter et leuiter.

5 eius : eius est OGR

We come to another another passage where Nisbet’s contribution is very important (p.110).  He argues with the power of truth that liber cannot stand in 5.  Not only is it ‘hard to justify as an attributive adjective referring to social status’; more significantly it ‘diverts us from the uniformity of the family in the only circumstance that matters’, an argument that may be set ‘against any adjective that differentiates the uncle from the rest of the family’ (as Nisbet shows, the same argument can be applied against reading any proper name, likewise disruptive of the deserved obscurity of Arrius' unfortunate ancestors on the female side).  Having discarded other parts of speech as ill-fitted to the rhetorical flow, he argues for an adverb, and suggests semper.  Thomson cites this with approval, though it does not win a place in his text.  But we should note that there is another word in the line that deserves suspicion: eius.  It is transmitted only here in Catullus’s manuscripts; and the form is rare enough in poetry for any instance to get the critic pricking up his or her ears 
.  In this case, moreover, the pronoun is redundant. 
  For the reasons Nisbet has given in his attack on liber an adverb is the most attractive substitute, and one thinks of olim (‘in the past’) 
. The same word was conjectured by Francius to avoid the same unpoetical usage also at Ov.trist.3.4.27




non foret Eumedes orbus, si filius eius





stultus Achilleos non adamasset equos.

This use of olim to mark something as belonging to the mythical past is found at Ovid Fast.5.663, Pont.3.9.9, Ibis 339, and is very frequent in Propertius.


But if olim were right at the end of the Catullian line, semper can hardly be the word we are looking for earlier.  In its place, one might consider magnus (i.e. ‘great-uncle’), taking us back a generation in advance of the pentameter; or dixit, mentioned by Nisbet only for dismissal as ‘fatuous’ (but the contrast with the pluperfect of the pentameter would give some sense of the stages of Arrius’s ancestry stretching into the past); or (perhaps best) Wick’s libere, having something of the force of quantum poterat (4).  For libere of untrammelled speaking, cf. TLL 7.2.1289.22ff (Catullus uses the adverb in a different sense at 63.80); it indicates freedom from normal constraints, here those of polite pronunciation (cf. TLL loc.cit. ‘significatur fere oratio audacior’). The elision may be problematic; Catullus elides the adverb mimice at 42.8 but one hesitates to introduce an elided cretic in elegiacs. At 85.2 nescio, sed fieri sentio et excrucior, a possible parallel, the elided last syllable of sentio may not be felt as long, since (as in the preceding nescio) such naturally long first-person forms in -o were very early shortened in pronunciation and hence in poetic prosody. 


In verse 8 it is possible that et is a corruption of ac, the more normal copula between a pair of adverbs (see above on 36.10); note in particular Cic.Att.13.21.6 (= SB 327.3) leuius ac lenius.

(Heyworth)
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Multas per gentes et multa per aequora uectus






aduenio has miseras frater ad inferias





ut te postremo donarem munere mortis






et mutam nequiquam alloquerer cinerem





quandoquidem fortuna mihi tete abstulit ipsum


 5





heu miser indigne frater adempte mihi





nunc tamen interea haec prisco quae more parentum






tradita sunt tristi munere ad inferias





accipe fraterno multum manantia fletu






atque in perpetuum frater aue atque uale.

2 adueni Statius     seras Markland 
  3 amoris Maehly

6 ei Trinc.     misero Puccius     8 tristis munera Lachmann

I have printed the poem without internal punctuation, to make a point that we will come to.  But first some lesser questions.


There are a number of passages to set beside verse 6: 68.92-3 ei misero frater adempte mihi,/ ei misero fratri iucundum lumen ademptum; 77.4 ei misero eripuisti omnia nostra bona; 68.20 o misero frater adempte mihi.  As a dative follows the exclamation in each of these cases the early conjecture misero is probably to be accepted; it has the advantage of integrating the mihi, and balancing the line.  But there is also a case for normalizing the form of exclamation: these words are notoriously changeable in traditions.  We should write ei not only here (attributed to the 1535 Venice edition by Thomson) 
, but also at 68.20, as Baehrens suggested.


In 8 we should adopt Lachmann’s emendation tristis … inferias for the transmitted tristi munere; this avoids the very unstylish combination of two unlinked ablatives of manner/ attendant circumstances in the same clause.  For tristis inferias cf. v.2; for munera, cf. dona at Ciris 46 (cited below).


There has been much debate 
 about the division of the poem into sentences, with some editors placing the strong stop after verse 4, others at verse 6.  In judging the issue, we must remember, as always with punctuation, that (as far as our evidence reveals) we are dealing entirely with a modern addition, made for the convenience of modern readers, to what the author published.  We should be very reluctant to countenance any articulation of the text that depends on the use of modern signs and not the phrasing that the author has supplied.  In this case the nature of verse 7 rules out any attempt to make it a continuation of the preceding couplet: each of the words nunc tamen interea stresses the change of direction, and marks this as the opening of a sentence.  tamen sometimes accompanies the change from subordinate clause to apodosis, but the move from quandoquidem (‘since’) to ‘however’ does not work here.


Some have thought that the text of the Ciris could help to support this articulation here, for Catullus’s verses must have been in the mind of the author when writing 42-6:


sed quoniam ad tantas nunc primum nascimur artes,


nunc primum teneros firmamus robore neruos,


haec tamen interea quae possumus, in quibus aeui


prima rudimenta et iuuenes exegimus annos,


accipe dona meo multum uigilata labore, (
But there the tamen interea has the preceding repetition of nunc primum to answer.


On the other hand, if we join 5-6 with 1-4, we get an opening sentence that straggles on after it seems to have finished: after the ut of verse 3 one would not expect a further couplet introduced by a different conjunction; nor is it quite clear how 5 expresses a cause of what precedes.  If neither approach satisfies, there is good reason to look for a third way.  Accordingly I postulate a lacuna, probably to be placed after 6, supposing the purport of the whole sentence might have been: ‘Since fortune has stolen you away from me, I long for the day when our shades will meet in the Underworld’ 
.

(Heyworth)


It may be useful for completeness' sake to collect other conjectures of ours that have been published on Catullus. 

Heyworth: 76.17: in ‘Dividing poems’ in O.Pecere & M.D.Reeve (edd.), Formative stages of classical traditions: Latin texts from antiquity to the renaissance (Spoleto, 1995), 117-48, at 131-6: start a new poem. 
  95.5: shared with J.Morgan, CQ 41 (1991), 252: read sacras for canas. 107.3: LCM 9 (1984), 137: for quoque read et. 

Harrison : 61.110 : PCPS n.s. 31 (1985) 11-12 : for vaga read cava. 63.3 : shared with B.Currie, CQ n.s. 46 (1996) 579-81 : for iletas read ipse. 88.6 : CQ n.s. 46 (1996) 581-2:  for abluit read abluet.  
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( We are most grateful to the editors of PCPS, to its anonymous referee and to Profs. R.G.M.Nisbet and H.D. Jocelyn for salutary criticism and comment; and we thank Prof.E.J.Kenney for his kind and timely help in finding the conjecture mentioned in n.45. 





� For convenience, and except where otherwise indicated, we cite the text and sigla of Mynors' OCT of Catullus (corrected reprint, 1960) in this article, though we often modify or amplify his apparatus. The following editions of Catullus are referred to by author's name only : Robinson Ellis, Catulli Veronensis Liber (Oxford, 1878), C.J.Fordyce, Catullus (Oxford, 1961), G.P.Goold, Catullus 2 (London, 1989), W.Kroll, Catull 3 (Stuttgart, 1959), Guy Lee, The Poems of Catullus (Oxford, 1990), H-P.Syndikus, Catull (3 vols., Darmstadt, 1984-90), D.F.S.Thomson, Catullus (Toronto, 1997).


� 'Notes on the text and interpretation of Catullus', PCPhS 24 (1978), 92-115 = Collected papers on Latin literature (Oxford, 1995), 76-100.  We would be inclined to accept the following conjectures: 10.25-6 quaero ( istaec; 22.6 nouae bibli; 64.359 densis; 66.74 imi. Less successful, perhaps, are the suggestions made at 11.13, 17.3, 61.111, 69.9.  All the other discussions are worth close consideration; and some of the passages will be revisited in what follows, a homonymous homage to that ground-breaking article.. 


� M.Zicàri, Scritti Catulliani (Urbino, 1976), 160-79.


� One quaestor per (pro)praetor was the norm; but the (pro)praetor of Sicily, a province with two major centres, had two (Cicero Ver.2.2.11), and it may be that the double province of Bithynia/Pontus had two when established by Pompey in 63-2, for which the evidence is very scanty; for what can be known cf. C.Marek, Stadt, (ra und Territorium in Pontus-Bithynia und Nord-Galatia (T(bingen, 1993), 34-47.


� mihi nec ipsi was already conjectured by Statius.


� Here, as more generally, I owe a debt to Dr David McKie, with whom I discussed the passage as an undergraduate.


� The anonymous referee suggests miser for die, also attractive.


� But note that primum is transmitted in line 17.


� Catullus is one of the few poets to use ei ; but on the one occasion where the mss have the form (at 82.3) it is scanned as a single long syllable.  The 9 instances in Lucretius are all spondaic, in the final foot of the hexameter; and it is not until the pseudo-Ovidian Halieutica (v.34), and Germanicus (Arat.333, 457) that we find secure examples of iambic scansion.  See B. Axelson, Unpoetische Wörter (Lund, 1945), 70; J.A. Richmond, The Halieutica Attributed to Ovid (London, 1962), 42, TLL 7.2.1.457.35-62.


� comestur was already conjectured by Wiman.


� Or ‘has increased’, if we read auxit (see above).


� Rossberg’s nulli at 8.14 gives us another instance of dative of the agent with a finite verb in Catullus (note 7.9 for confusion between ei, an alternative spelling for long i, and a in the tradition).  None of the supposed parallels for nulla stand up; at 17.20, for example, it functions as a complement (= ‘non-existent’).


� JPh 22 (1894) 88 = Classical Papers (Cambridge, 1972), 317.  His rejection of the earlier correction haec (Itali) on the grounds that the Annales are still addressed, I consider valid.


� As Prof.Jocelyn points out.


� He supports this view by a cross-reference to 21.11, where he improbably reads a te mi puer for the obviously corrupt me me puer of the MSS; Goold more persuasively reads Froelich's a temet puer. Kroll cites Terence Andr.596 corrigi mihi gnatum porro enitere for the possessive interpretation of mi, but there the dative is at least partly that of advantage.


� See Colin Macleod's brief but important analysis (n.25 below).


� The others are Cat. 99.6 (where one might think of reading e.g. taetrae; tibi already supplies a second person), Ov. am. 2.16.24, Sen. H.O. 1513.


� The role of the intermediaries also reflects the practice of Roman divorce - see R.G.Mayer, CQ 33 (1983) 297-8


� Goold eases this by transposing 16-17 after line 23.


� For lupanar of a person (the collective intensification of lupa) cf. Apuleius, Apologia 74.6.


� Gratwick argues for 'how' as a possible alternative here, as elsewhere; but such a marker of intensity is less well suited to sneezing than to the ut perii of Ecl.8.41.


� Gratwick refers to earlier discussions by J.Wackernagel, Glotta 14 (1925), 64-6, A.S.F.Gow on Theocritus 2.82 and S.Timpanaro, Contributi di filologia e di storia della lingua latina (Rome, 1978), 219-88.


� For the close association of amor/Amor and amo, cf. 64.335 nullus amor tali coniunxit foedere amantes, 40.7-8 quandoquidem meos amores / cum longa voluisti amare poena, Propertius 1.2.8 Amor non amat.


� There seems little doubt that this is Licinius Calvus, given the closeness implied by poems 14 and 53, and the fact that Calvus is a poet writing in a variety of metres like Licinius here.


� C.Macleod, ‘Parody and personalities in Catullus’, CQ 23 (1973), 294-303, at 294 [= Collected Essays (Oxford, 1983), 171].  He, like others, rightly draws attention to the erotic tinge to much of the poem’s diction.


� The decasyllable is simply the hendecasyllable with the central choriamb (- ( ( - ) replaced by a molossus (- - -).


� The integration of the two pieces is tempting, given that they share the same metrical peculiarity, a theme and an addressee; but Catullus often writes more than one poem on the same theme, and it may be that 58b is simply a fragment of another poem (perhaps unfinished: cf. 60, the essence of which got turned into 64.153-7).  


� Goold, alert as ever to abnormalities, is an exception, as has been said.


� Harrison's conjecture; see next note, as also for the text of v.11.


� The vulgate text follows the mss in reading tanto te in fastu; but in, which  produces a far less idiomatic phrase than the simple ablative, was rightly ejected by Schuster, and the frequency of the collocation te in in verses 3-5 makes the corruption easy to comprehend. 


� I.e. the plural of the imperative cedo (‘hand over’). 


� En can be used thus with imperatives other than those of verbs of perception, provided that an accompanying action is referred to (here prendi) : cf. Vergil Ecl.6.69 en accipe, Georg.3.42 en age, Silius 4.281 disce en nunc, TLL 5.547.26ff.


� I differ from my co-author in regarding it as neither possible nor desirable to achieve alternation of decasylables and hendecasyllables in this poem.


� Nisbet here conjectures variatum for the difficult velatum, generally doubted by editors (Collected Papers 386, not in the original article).


� See R.D.Williams (Oxford, 1960) ad loc. for other instances. The example here clearly does not fit into the idiomatic group given by OLD 2 ('never mind! very well!').


� BICS 16 (1969), 40.


� Or his alternative operta; but opaca occurs in verses 3 and 32, and this is a poem in which repetition of diction seems more aimed at than avoided - see Fordyce's introduction to this poem.


� I am also inclined to get rid of the superfluous et in 60, so that patria, bonis, amicis, genitoribus abero will be followed by abero foro, palaestra, stadio, gyminasiis, not et gyminasiis.


� The last to mention iuvenis was A.Palmer, Catulli Veronensis Liber (London, 1896), xl. 


� PCPhS 24 (1978), 100 = Collected papers 86.


� See Bentley on Horace Odes 3.11.18, B.Axelson, Unpoetische Wörter (Lund, 1945), 72. 


� Bentley contrasts functional usages such as that at Prop.4.6.67-8 Actius hinc traxit Phoebus monumenta, quod eius/ una decem uicit missa sagitta rates.


� olim is used by Catullus in the same sedes at 67.47 and as a marker of the previous generation at 67.4.


� For such shortenings see R.Hartenberger, De O finali apud poetas latinos ab Ennio usque ad Iuvenalem (Diss. Bonn, 1911).


� E.W(lfflin, ALL 14 (1906) made this conjecture in the modern era, but it had already been made by Markland, as reported earlier by A.Palmer, 'Unedited conjectures of Markland', Hermathena 4 (1883) 154; we are grateful to Prof.E.J.Kenney for his kind help in tracking down this reference.


� Thomson claims that ‘the elision of a long o at the end of a dactyl in the first foot would be awkward’, failing to observe that this is precisely what is offered in verse 2 by the text he prints (as well as at 77.4).


� Beyond the editions, note especially the article by G.G.Biondi, L&S 11 (1976), 409-25.


� For the sentiment compare Propertius 4.7.93-4 (spoken by Cynthia's shade to the poet) nunc te possideant aliae, mox sola tenebo : / mecum eris et mixtis ossibus ossa teram.  


� The central parts of the argument are as follows.  The fifty lines of poems 72 to 76 were collected together in the lost archetype under the heading Ad Lesbiam.  The limits of the poems within this collection are for the editor to judge.  The canonical 76 is an anomaly, an elegy of 26 verses amidst a host of epigrams.  Of the other poems between 69 and 116 only 99 exceeds 12 verses, and that extends to a mere 16.  The final ten verses of 76 are a separate and complete poem, a prayer for relief from sickness.  The gods, addressed in the opening words, are returned to in the final line.  Verses 1-16 are also complete in themselves.  There is overlap of theme and diction between 76a and 76b as there is between other epigrams, including adjacent epigrams, but that does not force us to consider the lines a unity.


� We would like to acknowledge much helpful discussion of these problems with the fifty or so graduate students, visiting students and final-year undergraduates who have attended our joint class on the textual criticism of Catullus in Oxford in the period 1993-1998. Above all, this article is the fruit of a stimulating lustrum of collaboration between the two of us; though conjectures and discussions are here assigned to us individually, many of the notes have been jointly drafted, and the thoughts of each of us on almost all these passages have been much influenced by the other.








2
Error! Main Document Only.

