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The Need for a New Text of Catullus *

It might seem surprising that I should wish to argue that there is a need for a new text of Catullus. He is, after all, not an obscure author who has been unjustly ignored or infrequently edited. Currently there are (amongst others) two Teubner editions of Catullus, one by Bardon from 1973 and one by Eisenhut from 1983, though only the first is still in print, an Oxford Classical Text of 1958 by Mynors, a brief but important edition by Goold from 1983, and in 1997 the second edition of Thomson's major text (the first appeared in 1978) 
. But there is, I think, a need for a new critical edition. To explain why, I shall divide this paper into three sections. First, I shall summarise what is now known about the transmission of the text, which shows what kind of textual tradition we are dealing with and suggests in general terms how it might be approached by an editor. Second, I shall look at some of the most important modern editions of Catullus, and explain where they are open to improvement. And third, I shall give some examples of the kind of progress that can still be made in trying to reconstitute the text of Catullus through emendation and conjecture, despite the five centuries and more of continuous scholarly attention which have been paid to it. 

1 : The Transmission of the Text of Catullus : from antiquity to Scaliger 


Despite the complex appearance of modern stemmata (e.g. Thomson (1997) 93), there are basically four extant manuscripts of real importance for the text of Catullus 
. One, T, from the ninth century, is a florilegium which contains only one poem of Catullus, 62, where it provides a very helpful early witness, but of course it does nothing for the tradition of the other poems. These other poems are preserved in many manuscripts, but the earliest and most important are all from the last third of the fourteenth century, O, G and R. O, G and R plainly descend ultimately from a single archetype, but the greater textual proximity of G and R make it clear that these two descend together from an intermediate copy of the archetype which was the direct source of O, a copy usually referred to as X. Until recently, the archetype which is the common source of OG and R was thought to be the lost manuscript called V by editors. This manuscript seems to emerge (appropriately enough) in the late part of the thirteenth or the early part of the fourteenth century in Verona, the poet's birthplace, and is clearly available to various Paduan and Veronese humanists in the period 1290-1310. But only twenty years ago, McKie proved conclusively that O and X, the common source of GR, were not copied direct from V but must have together derived from a lost intermediate source, which editors now call A; this conclusion is deduced from  the titles and divisions of the poems in these various manuscripts 
.


The common ancestor of O, G and R, the three extant MSS which contain the whole of Catullus, whether it was V, probably Carolingian in date, or A, probably copied when V emerged in Verona, was evidently full of corruption. The MS G preserves a complaint which may go back to the scribe of A, but is in any case from the fourteenth century, which holds good today and is worth repeating 
 :


Tu lector quicumque ad cuius manus hic libellus obvenerit Scriptori da veniam si tibi cor[r]uptus videtur. Quoniam a corruptissimo exemplari transcripsit. Non enim quodpiam aliud extabat, unde posset libelli huius habere copiam exemplandi. Et ut ex ipso salebroso aliquid tamen sugge[re]ret decrevit pocius tamen cor[r]uptum habere quam omnino carere. Sperans adhuc ab aliquo alio fortuito emergente hunc posse cor[r]igere. Valebis si ei imprecatus non fueris.


'You, reader, whoever you are to whose hands this book may find its way, grant pardon to the scribe if you think it corrupt. For he transcribed it from an exemplar which was itself very corrupt. Indeed, there was nothing else available, from which he could have the opportunity of copying this book; and in order to assemble something from this rough and ready source, he decided that it was better to have it in a corrupt state than not to have it at all, while hoping still to be able to correct it from another copy which might happen to emerge. Fare you well, if you do not curse him'.


Here is the fundamental problem of the textual tradition of Catullus. The whole of our manuscript tradition, outside the fortuitous Carolingian transmission of poem 62, is descended from a late and corrupt copy which was already the despair of its earliest scribes. This is radically different from the textual tradition of Catullus' contemporary Lucretius, preserved in two excellent ninth-century manuscripts, five hundred years earlier than the extant manuscripts of Catullus, or from that of Vergil, with its magnificent collection of manuscripts from the fifth and sixth centuries, eight hundred years earlier 
. The key to recovering what Catullus wrote lies not in discovering more about his manuscripts, but in attempting to emend and elucidate the particularly corrupt manuscript tradition which has come down to us.


This was obvious very soon after the rediscovery of Catullus in the fourteenth century, an age of considerable scholarly activity on Latin texts in Italy. In about 1391 the lost MS X, already mentioned as the common ancestor of G and R, was copied for the great humanist Coluccio Salutati, the chancellor of Florence. This copy is the manuscript we know as R. Coluccio himself added a number of important marginal readings, known to modern editors as R2; some of these plainly derive from X, since they are also present in G, while others seem to be Coluccio's own conjectures, though it is difficult to be certain of this 
. Emendation of Catullus became one of the sports of Europe once the text reached printed form in 1472, in Venice, at the hand of the printer Wendelin von Speyer, by which time there were clearly many manuscripts in circulation. In its first century after printing, the text of Catullus, now even more widely available, was worked on by humanists from Politianus to Scaliger and dramatically improved; the apparatus criticus of any modern edition bears eloquent witness to the activities of these fifteenth and sixteenth-century scholars. 
 Perhaps most interesting is the grouping of items now thought to be separate poems in different blocks with collective titles : it is clear from modern investigations 
 that in the editions of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries the text gradually came closer and closer to observing the divisions of poems generally marked in modern editions, especially in the 1577 edition of Scaliger 
 . The issue of  whether the modern divisions of poems are in every case correct, and the related issue of whether the collection of Catullus transmitted to us is a single ancient book, are not questions I will debate here; but they are of course issues on which any edition of Catullus needs to take a position 
.

2 : The Modern Text of Catullus : from Haupt to Thomson 


When Moritz Haupt, one of the best Latinists of his time, edited Catullus for the first time in 1853 
, he produced a text which knew only one of the three MSS on which modern texts are based (G) 
. Its value today is for several important emendations, not for its account of the history of the text. Within fifty years, however, the true relationship of OGR emerged and the basis of the modern text of Catullus was born. G was used properly for the first time by Ludwig Schwabe in his text of 1866, while O was presented first by Robinson Ellis in his first edition of 1867 
. Both these texts still relied too heavily on other minor MSS. In 1876, Emil Baehrens brough out the first version of his edition, which basically constituted the text from G and O alone (and also contained a number of emendations by this brilliant and sometimes wayward critic) 
. All that was needed now was R; this manuscript, lost through a cataloguing error, was dramatically rediscovered in a dusty corner of the Vatican Library by the American scholar W.G.Hale in 1896 
 and utilised by Ellis in his Oxford Classical Text of 1904, the first edition in which O, G and R are deployed together for the constitution of the text 
. It is interesting to note that R did not gain immediate authority, perhaps because Hale himself did not provide a full collation, which was first generally available in Thomson's facsimile, published in 1970 
. Wilhelm Kroll, in the preface to his classic commentary on Catullus of 1923 which is still deservedly in print, mentions G and O as witnesses to the Veronese tradition of the text but not R 
, and Kroll's edition is indeed not noted for its contribution to textual criticism.


After Ellis, we may leap half a century into the modern era of editions of the text. In 1958 Eisenhut produced his first Teubner text, a revision of that of Schuster of 1949; in the same year Mynors' Oxford Classical Text was published. Eisenhut's first edition was superseded by his second of 1983, which I will discuss below 
. Mynors' edition, partly because of its wide availability, has become the standard text, at least in the English-speaking world. It is clear about the relationship of the main manuscripts O, G and R, as set out above, calling their agreement V, and gives clear information in the apparatus criticus about the secondary manuscript tradition; it is helpful in making a clear distinction between the four major manuscripts (O,G,R and T), cited by capital letters in the apparatus criticus, and the minor sources, which are grouped under minuscule Greek letters. This is a clear statement of the relative importance of the two groups. It has two main problems : its general conservatism and insufficient willingness to admit conjectural solutions to evident corruptions, and its consequent omission of many important conjectures from the text and apparatus criticus. Mynors was a brilliant palaeographer and a first-class dater and sorter of manuscripts, but, as we shall see in some of the textual examples I will discuss in the second half of my paper, he could be deficient in the diagnosis of textual problems, and was sometimes content to leave dubious readings in the text.


Bardon's Stuttgart Teubner edition of 1973, which followed his edition of 1970 in the Collection Latomus series 
, is in many ways an eccentric text. Its main suggestion on textual transmission is that some readings derive from a source other than the common source of O,G and R, generally called V. Bardon produces two types of argument for this proposition : the assertions of humanists that they had found a reading in an old manuscript, and the indirect tradition, where quotations of Catullus in later ancient authors diverge from the text generally transmitted in the manuscripts of  Catullus. As E.J.Kenney pointed out in a forceful review of the 1970 version of this text 
, these are both very shaky arguments : humanists are notoriously unreliable in reporting supposedly old manuscript readings which are in fact recent conjectures 
, while the indirect tradition is of course very unreliable and much more likely to make mistakes than a copyist, given that ancient quotation worked largely from memory. Bardon's key example here is a passage of Apuleius (Apologia 6) which cites a line (19) from the famous poem on Egnatius' dubious habits of dental hygiene, poem 39. This line contains the phrase russam defricare gingivam, 'rub clean your red gums'; Apuleius quotes the phrase as russam pumicare gingivam, substituting a different but metrically equivalent verb of very similar meaning, 'scrub your red gums with pumice'. This is surely a memory error, or even a deliberate change by Apuleius, as Vincent Hunink, the most recent commentator on the Apuleius passage, suggests 
. A memory error is made more likely by the fact that Catullus uses the verb defricare in the other poem he devotes to Egnatius, 37 (37.20 dens Hibera defricatus urina), suggesting that the same verb should be read in 39 too. Bardon, however, thinks that Apuleius preserves the genuine text of Catullus and puts pumicare in his text. This seems to me perverse and to overprivilege the indirect tradition; Bardon's evidence for an ancient tradition fundamentally different from V amounts to nothing. His text does provide more conjectures in the text and apparatus than that of Mynors, and is generally less conservative, though many of the new readings he admits are dubious (I refer to Kenney's review for examples).


In 1978 Thomson published his important first edition of Catullus; this is now superseded by his 1997 edition, which I will discuss below 
. Perhaps the single most important contribution to the textual criticism of Catullus in the 1970's other than Thomson's edition was R.G.M.Nisbet's article 'Notes on the text and interpretation of Catullus' 
. In this article Nisbet, beginning from Mynors' text, suggested his own conjectural solutions to more than twenty problematic passages of Catullus and also revived a number of older conjectures which editors had ignored. Many of his suggestions were indeed taken up by later editors, but what is important is his approach : he gives proper weight to the highly corrupt nature of the transmitted text of Catullus, and is not afraid to try conjectural solutions, both his own and those of other scholars. This in my view is the right approach; where a text is poorly transmitted, extensive conjecture is legitimate. 

Similar in approach, and perhaps the best text of Catullus to date, is that of George Goold, published in 1983 
. Goold is well known as a searching and often radical critic of Latin texts, and his talent is well exercised on Catullus. His text incorporates a number of important conjectures of his own, and also picks up on the conjectures of other recent scholars, especially those made in Nisbet's article, to produce a text which is perhaps closest than any other modern edition to what Catullus actually wrote. The only (mild) complaint I have about Goold's text is his practice of putting his own Latin verses in the text whenever the manuscripts have a lacuna : this of course useful in that it shows what the editor thought might have stood in the lacuna, but it is a little distracting for the reader. It should also be said that his text does not provide a full apparatus criticus, only a section of critical notes indicating departure from the usual text. What we need is a text like Goold's with a full and effective apparatus.

This need is not met by either of the other two main modern editions. Eisenhut's Teubner edition of 1983 has a number of virtues : it has a sound grasp of the textual tradition's essential dependence on O, G and R, though it does not know McKie's dissertation, and cites a reasonably wide range of modern conjectures, though it does not know the work of Nisbet. It does know the useful text-critical work of the Finnish scholar Oksala 
, not known to Goold. My main criticisms of Eisenhut are two : first, his apparatus criticus, unlike that of Mynors, does not differentiate sufficiently between the major and the minor manuscripts, so that D and M, the Datanus and Marcianus, which derive from G and R respectively, are given apparent equivalence with O,G and R by being cited quite often and in capital letters. The system of Mynors, in which only the major manuscripts are capitalised in the apparatus and the agreement of their descendants is usually not noted, is much better. Secondly, Eisenhut's text shares the major problem of most texts apart from that of Goold : it is too conservative, content to leave clearly unsatisfactory readings in the text, often without much indication in the apparatus criticus.


 The most recent and the most extensive modern edition, the second edition by D.F.S.Thomson, containing a Latin text with accompanying commentary, is Thomson (1997). There is no doubt that Thomson has studied the manuscript tradition in greater detail that any previous editor, and his long catalogue of manuscripts and his elaborate stemma is certainly the fullest available. His interest in the more intricate details of the manuscripts perhaps leads to some of the problems in his edition. One of these problems is the excessive detail of his apparatus criticus : he often provides too much information about minor orthographical variants in the major manuscripts when the reading is perfectly clear and universally agreed 
. Conversely, like most modern editors of Catullus, he is often content to leave severe difficulties in the text without attempting to emend them, in contrast to Nisbet and Goold, and though he lists a fair number of conjectures in the apparatus, the number could be increased. When he does venture a conjecture of his own, it is generally unpersuasive : for example, at 12.8-9 est enim leporum / differtus puer ac facetiarum, differtus is a universally-accepted conjecture 
 for the transmitted dis(s)ertus of OGR : the error is a simple one. Thomson, wishing to retain something closer to the reading of OGR, conjectures est enim leporum / diserte pater ac facetiarum, 'for he is explicitly the father of charm and wit': in this pater is fine, given that another friend of Catullus is called pater esuritionum, 'father of famines', at 21.1, but the use of the adverb diserte with pater seems dubious in both sense and construction. Thomson's objection to the universally accepted differtus is that one would expect an ablative rather than a genitive after this participle; this is true, but as Fordyce argues in his commentary, differtus is here simply taking on the construction of plenus by a natural analogy 
, and differtus with the genitive seems better Latin than the adverb diserte as Thomson wants to use it.


In summary, then, none of the current editions of Catullus is entirely satisfactory in either text or apparatus criticus.  How would an ideal text of Catullus then look in my view ? First, it would have an apparatus criticus which was free of minor orthographical variants; I would also probably cite the three main manuscripts OGR singly rather than using the sigla V or A for the Veronese tradition common to them all, or the siglum X for the agreement of G and R; the manuscripts vary sufficiently at crucial points to make this worthwhile throughout. Second, both text and apparatus would contain more conjectural solutions to textual problems than in other editions; in my view, the textual tradition of Catullus is so poor that even after five centuries in print there are still many unsolved problems, and many good conjectures to be made. 

3 : Corruption and Conjectural Solution. 

The final section of my paper will discuss a few problematic passages of Catullus by way of methodological example, suggesting some new conjectural approaches to solving long-recognised difficulties, reviving conjectures which have been neglected, and pointing out some hitherto unnoticed problems 
. In Catullus, as in other 'canonical' ancient authors whose works have been studied for centuries, we are often too hesitant to posit corruption rather than accepting anomalies which would not be tolerated in a less familiar text; indeed, as already argued, there is especially little reason to do this in the case of Catullus, since his text is so poorly preserved in comparison with those of many other classical writers. For the same reason, we should also be much more ready to consider and revive earlier conjectures which have been too lightly rejected by previous editors.

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, having no grammatical function in the sentence. mea is printed in some early editions, but Catullus never in his choliambics allows a resolution for a syllable which is properly short; Schwabe's mei would require an unparalleled synizesis of this genitive pronoun, which in any case hardly seems natural here.  mi (Heinsius, anticipated by an anonymous Renaissance critic 
) at least scans, but is highly unsatisfactory, though it is printed by most modern editors, even Goold; Mynors, who also prints it, rightly comments uix latine in his apparatus (a peculiar remark on a conjecture which the editor has chosen to put into his text).


Modern scholars tend to defend the conjecture mi as a dative of agent with the participle amata 
, but this seems difficult. Though such datives of agent can be separated from their passive participles in Catullus, as in 77.1 Rufe mihi frustra ac nequiquam credite amice, such separation by an intervening relative clause which leaves mi so markedly hanging is unparalleled and stylistically undesirable, as Mynors' comment owns. Thomson in his recent edition interprets mi as equivalent to possessive meus, comparing 21.11; but there the MSS read the evidently corrupt me me puer et sitire discet, and Thomson's own reading a te mi puer et sitire discet incorporates parts of two previous conjectures, a te from Munro's a te mei, and mi from Venator's meus mi, a fragile base for a linguistic parallel 
. The main problem with Thomson's interpretation is that puella … mi simply cannot mean 'my girl' as a self-contained phrase, as he requires; mihi/mi as an ethic dative or dative of advantage can indeed be used quasi-possessively in colloquial contexts, but it is always closely juxtaposed with the action of a main verb as well as with the noun to which it relates: compare e.g. Plautus Bacch. 148 iam excessit mi aetas ex magisterio tuo, Cas.615 nunc tu mi amicus es in germanum modum, Pseud.1052 nunc demum mi animus in tuto locost. The case in Catullus is plainly different.


Here, I would argue, is an instance where a relatively early conjecture attached to the name of a respected scholar 
, apparently solving the problem of the corrupt transmitted text, has been too easily accepted by modern editions. An even earlier conjecture, Avantius’ namque for nam me, recorded by most editors, is for me more attractive : -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.
38.6-8





irascor tibi. sic meos amores ?





paulum quid lubet allocutionis,





maestius lacrimis Simonideis.


In line 6, I would follow Goold in reading Baehrens' sic tuos amores. Here, as often, editors have paid insufficient attention to Catullus' linguistic usage. 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 ); 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; the reference really ought to be to Catullus himself, who is complaining of being neglected by Cornificius, the poem's addressee. 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, again contain no main verb. Fordyce holds that this is satisfactory, citing two parallels from Cicero's letters, which both understand  imperatives : Cicero Att.10.16.6 et litterarum aliquid interea [sc. 'send'], Fam.16.24.32 de publicis omnia mihi certa [sc. 'write']. In favour of his view is the fact that the context in Catullus is similarly colloquial/epistolary, and that line 6 also omits a main verb, the two constructions supporting each other. However, there is a problem. In contrast with the Ciceronian passages, it is not entirely clear what we are to understand as the omitted main verb here : paulum quid lubet is clearly the object of a request from the poet, but that request might be expressed either in a first person verb with the poet as subject, or (as in Cicero) in an imperative aimed at his addressee. There is also the fact that the phrasing of paulum quid lubet allocutionis is unparalleled in classical Latin 
; Fordyce compares paulum nescioquid (Cicero Rosc.Am.115) and paulum aliquid (De Or.1.95), but these phrases are both used absolutely, not with a following defining genitive, and quidlibet never has an adjective attached to it elsewhere in classical Latin 
.
Both these factors suggest to me that the passage is corrupt, and that editors need to supply a verb of request or command here. For lubet Heinsius (again) suggested iuvet, 'would please (me)', which only Eisenhut mentions among modern editors. This is not unattractive in itself, but the resulting  paulum quid is again without PHI parallel, and I feel the need for a stronger verb, replacing not lubet but  paulum - e.g. praebe, ‘give me’, or posco, ‘I demand’. 

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.

This poem contains some of the most acute textual problems in the whole of Catullus, which scholars have not yet solved; as often, textual difficulties are grouped together in particular parts of texts which have somehow been especially liable to corruption in the copying process. I will not here discuss its metrical difficulties or its relationship to poem 58b 
, but merely look at a few evident corruptions. The meaningless auelte (9) is clearly corrupt, perhaps influenced by uultu in the previous line.  What should stand here?  Most editors believe that this corrupt word should be the beginning of Catullus’ speech to the femellae, rebuking them for hiding Camerius, and providing a verb to govern Camerium. I agree with this approach.  Suggestions have been made as follows, not an exhaustive list 
 (some removing sic and ipse as well as auelte):

auertistis saepe A.Riese, NJbb. 91(1865) 298: ‘you have stolen him away often’


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


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


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

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


aufertis    Goold: ‘are you taking him away?’

Goold’s is the most attractive of these suggestions, but the present tense 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 conjecture en audite, there are some attractions in en, often found with imperatives (cf. Ovid, Met.13.264 aspicite en Vergil Ecl.6.69 en accipe, Georg.3.42 en age, Silius 4.281 disce en nunc, TLL 5.547.26ff.), and picked up with the en in the reply at 12. I suggest efferte en, ‘hey, bring me out Camerius (from hiding)’. 


Another obvious problem are the three syllables clearly lost at the end of line 11. For the missing last word, 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.



In 13 the transmitted iam ferre has not been questioned, but perhaps editors should look harder. Ferre can be doubted : though the fact that Catullus cannot endure Camerius' behaviour might be a reasonable conclusion from the poem, Catullus’ main problem is not enduring Camerius' self-concealment but finding him. The temporal iam also seems weak here (what does it signify ?). I suggest intercipere, ‘cut off’, ‘catch’, an appropriately military metaphor for a Labour of Hercules (cf. TLL 7.1.2164.34ff). 

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 case of insults applicable to the pair, nominatives apart from maculae pares utrisque in line 3.  This phrase, though transmitted without comment by editors, seems strange in any case : what precisely 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 irremovable stains on their respective patriae, rather than having mysterious stains from their places of birth. 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 : 'the two match each other as stains, one on the City, one on Formiae, remaining deep-stamped and never to be washed out'.  

63.52-4



ad Idae tetuli nemora pedem,




ut aput niuem et ferarum gelida stabula forem,




et earum omnia adirem furibunda latibula …

Poem 63 still has a number of problems, partly because it has not been as much studied by scholars as some other poems, owing perhaps to its colourful subject matter and difficult metre. Here earum omnia  in line 64 is the main problem. Nisbet  points out that it constitutes a metrical oddity 
, since this is the only verse in the poem where the initial ionics do not undergo anaclasis. He further argues that omnia is pointless and that ' 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 a genitive to define latibula.  If a genitive is felt to be needed, we might combine aprorum (Heyworth's suggestion 
) with Lucian Müller’s opaca for omnia 
; boars are appropriate to this landscape - cf. 72 ubi aper nemorivagus. 

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.; in lines 62-67 Attis is looking back at his male past before going on to consider his female present at 68. Thomson rightly says that 'it is better to emend, in the interests of consistency in Attis' list' 
. But Scaliger’s suggestion puber, favoured with a place in the text by both Thomson and Goold, is morphologically and lexicographically dubious. This nominative form of the adjective whose genitive is puberis is not otherwise found in classical Latin, which uses the nominative pubes (Cicero Rab.Perd.31, Nepos Di.4.4), as invariably with its opposite impubes, -beris; puber is a post-classical form, with its earliest occurrence in Servius (on Aeneid 5.546), just as the parallel form impuber is known only from late glossaries (TLL 7.1.705.70). Furthermore, adjectival pubes is strongly prosaic and known to poetry first in Vergil, where it refers only to vegetation (Aeneid 12.413). For these reasons I would incline to Schwabe’s iuuenis, unnoticed by editors of Catullus this century 
, giving four of the ages of man in reverse order. Once again the value of not neglecting older conjectures is clear.


In 64 the perfect fui and the imperfect eram cannot stand together, as Nisbet rightly argues 
; Thomson thinks the two can coexist, but this combination of tenses referring to the same time is surely intolerable 
. Conjecture is needed. Of Nisbet's own two conjectures, suus (for fui) upsets the balance of the two halves by giving an adjective to flos but not to decus; I 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 Heyworth's ego eram gyminasii flos 
: the euphonic i is undesirably lost at least twice elsewhere in the transmission of this poem, once in this same word (cf. 60 and 71).

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

Nisbet argues forcefully in his article 
 that liber cannot stand in 5 : the poem is not at all interested in the status or name (Liber) of Arrius' uncle, who is so insignifican as to be necessarily anonymous. Nisbet  suggests the adverb semper.  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 doubt to arise 
.  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 Heyworth has suggested olim (‘in the past’).


But if olim were right here, semper can hardly be the word we are looking for earlier.  In its place, one might consider Wick’s libere, revived by Oksala 
 and Eisenhut, an adverb 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’). Nisbet objects to the elision of libere avunculus, but such long final vowels of adverbs are similarly elided in Catullus by naturally short syllables at 45.3 perdite amo and 104.3 perdite amarem.

4 : Conclusion

I hope that in what I have said I have made a case for a need for a new text of Catullus. His text remains extensively corrupt despite the attentions of generations of scholars, and needs to be questioned and scrutinised more intensely than that of better-preserved Latin poets; consequently, conjectural solutions to its perceived problems can still be newly made and revived from previous scholarship in the editions of the twenty-first century. The existing editions of Catullus, with the noble exception of that of Goold, which does not provide a full scholarly apparatus, are too conservative in the inclusion and citation of conjecture. A repertory of conjectures would itself be a very useful tool, but it would be better to have all the good conjectures in the apparatus criticus of a widely-available modern text. I hope that someone will soon produce such a work.
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� Bardon (1973), Eisenhut (1983), Mynors (1958), Goold (1983), Thomson (1978) and (1997).


� This account of the manuscript tradition of Catullus is heavily dependent on the very full and learned account in Thomson (1997) 22-92; for a good summary of the facts see Tarrant (1983).


� See McKie (1977), discussed and approved by Thomson (1997) 27-8.


� On this subscriptio see MacKie (1977) and Thomson (1997) 31-3.


� On these two traditions see most conveniently Reynolds (1983b) and (1983c).


� For a list of these readings and their likely origins see Thomson (1997) 38-43.


� For an excellent account see Haig Gaisser (1993).


� See the useful analyses of  divisions in early editions by Haig Gaisser (1993) [collected in the index, p.440, s.v. dispositio carminum]. 


� On this important edition see Grafton (1975), Haig Gaisser (1993) 178-92. 


� On the issue of dividing poems see recently Heyworth (1995); on the issue of whether the extant ordering of the Catullan collection is authorial (I think not) see the copious literature gathered by Harrauer (1979) 120-1 and Holoka (1985) 249-51, and the recent treatment by Scherf (1996).


� In this section I am once again indebted to Thomson (1997) 57-60.


� Haupt (1853). For an evaluation of Haupt by an important English scholar of the next generation, cf. Nettleship (1885) 1-22


� G itself had been rediscovered only by Sillig in 1830 - cf. Thomson (1997) 57.


� Schwabe (1866), Ellis (1867).


� Baehrens (1876), with a commentary; for a modern account of Baehrens cf. Shackleton Bailey (1990). 


� For the details see Hale (1908).


� Ellis (1904); Ellis does not use R as fully as he might owing to his desire not to steal Hale's thunder - cf. Ellis (1904) ix.


� Thomson (1970)


� Kroll (1922) III-IV.


� For these texts see n.1 above, adding Eisenhut (1958).


� Bardon (1970) and (1973).


� Kenney (1972)


� Cf. e.g. Pasquali (1952) 68-71 and 86-7.


� Hunink (1997) II.31.


� cf. n.1 above.


� Nisbet (1978)


� cf. n.1 above.


� Oksala (1965), more useful for its diagnosis of problems and revival of older conjectures than for the author's own conjectural solutions.


� See for example his apparatus criticus on 13.6-13 or 64.77-92.


� Previously ascribed to Passerat, but now traced back to Giovanni di Pastrengo (Pastrengkius), friend of Petrarch (on whom see Thomson (1997) 25).


� Fordyce (1961) 131.


� The material that follows is selected from my own contributions to Harrison and Heyworth (1998); there the material was presented in a brief format, and here I take the opportunity of more space to provide fuller linguistic and stylistic argumentation and methodological justification. 


� The reading is found in the second hand of Parisinus lat.7989, written in 1423, as first noted by Thomson (1978); on Heinsius see n.35, below.


� So Oksala (1965) 49 (Oksala himself suggests enim mi, no better).


� Furthermore, the case made in his commentary on 21.11 relies on reading mi at 37.11 : 'the colloquial use of mi for meus, etc., may be supported by the now universally accepted Humanistic emendation mi at 37.11' (Thomson (1997) 258).


� This is of course Nicolaus Heinsius (1620-81), whose textual notes on Catullus were published posthumously in Heinsius (1744); for his high reputation as an emender of Latin texts cf. e.g. Sandys (1908) 324-6.


� Information from PHI CD-ROM.


� I.e. in the 41 instances to be found on the PHI CD-ROM.


� For discussion of these issues see Harrison and Heyworth (1998) 98-100, and for a unified version of 55 + 58B see the edition of Goold (1983). 


� For further lists of conjectures see Giri (1894) I.193 and Oksala (1965) 60.


� The corruption to the easy possessive dative utrisque may also have been influenced by false assimilation to the neighbouring paris, transmitted in OGR for pares.


� Nisbet (1978) 100.


� Harrison and Heyworth (1998) 104.


� In his edition, M(ller (1870).


� Thomson (1997) 383.


� Schwabe (1866); the last to mention it was Palmer (1896) xl.


� Nisbet (1978) 100.


� Thomson's parallel, Aeneid 12.147 qua visa est fortuna pati Parcaeque sinebant (Thomson (1997) 383) is vulnerable to Nisbet's objection (100): 'it is no use quoting instances of tense-variation where the verb also changes'.


� Cf. Harrison and Heyworth (1998) 105.


� Nisbet (1978) 110.


� Cf. the statistics cited by Axelson (1945) 72.


� Oksala (1965) 94-5, not realising that Wick had anticipated him. I have been unable to find the original place of publication of Wick's conjecture, but it is clearly pre-1965 - cf. Zic(ri (1976) 264.





