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NEW POETIC FRAGMENTS FROM A NEGLECTED WITNESS OF
PS.-TRYPHO’S DE TROPIS: CALLIMACHUS, PS.-HESIOD,
PS.-SIMONIDES*

ABSTRACT
A treatise on rhetorical tropes is attributed in manuscripts to the first-century grammarian
Trypho: this article considers for the first time a fifteenth-century manuscript of this work
(Leiden, BPG 74G), which turns out to be the only complete witness of its hitherto
unknown original version; this version (very fragmentarily transmitted by a fifth-century
papyrus scrap) is also partly found in another fifteenth-century manuscript now kept in
Olomouc (M 79). Four interesting poetic fragments are quoted in this newly discovered,
fuller version of Ps.-Trypho’s De Tropis: some lines from Callimachus’ fifth and fourth
lambi (23-9 and 90-2 respectively: a radically new light is shed by this new witness
on the parallel papyrus fragments carrying Callimachus’ text), an epigram dubiously
attributed to Simonides (FGE 44 Page, probably to be dated to the Hellenistic period:
the text can be now restored to its complete form), and some enigmatic lines of
“Hesiod”’s Wedding of Keyx, which the new witness finally makes fully understandable.

Keywords: manuscripts; textual criticism; poetic fragments; tropes; Trypho; Callimachus;
Simonides; Hesiod

0. INTRODUCTION

Recentiores, non deteriores. This is the story of a hitherto neglected Greek manuscript
of philosophical and rhetorical content, which was copied as late as the High
Renaissance, and happens to be our only witness for a fuller version of four poetic
fragments, on whose wording and meaning it casts an entirely new light.

M.L. West’s edition of the rhetorical treatise On Tropes ascribed in the manuscript
tradition to the first-century grammarian Trypho! was based on just eight out of the
twenty-one extant medieval codices and on one papyrus (the fifth-century P.Vindob.
29332),>2 which West, following an insight by Paul Maas,? believed to carry the very

* Our thanks to Claudio De Stefani, Enrico Magnelli, Glenn W. Most and Luca Ruggeri. Both
authors contributed equally to this paper and the responsibility of the contents lies with both, but
F. Pontani wrote sections 2 and 4 and M.G. Sandri wrote sections 1 and 3. The edition of D.
Sider, Simonides: Epigrams & Elegies (Oxford, 2020) appeared too late for us to be able to incorp-
orate it fully into our discussion in this article.

"' M.L. West, “Tryphon De Tropis’, CQ 15 (1965), 230-48; since Cramer’s edition of some excerpts
of this text (‘Anecdota Barocciana’, The Philological Museum 2 [1833], 432—4), the treatise was edited
by later editors under the name of the twelfth-century grammarian Gregory of Corinth, although this
attribution has no basis in extant manuscripts.

2 Mitteilungen aus der Papyrussammlung der osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek in Wien, Neue
Serie, vol. 3: H. Oellacher (ed.), Griechische literarische Papyri Il (Wien, 1939), 59-61.

3 P. Maas apud H. Oellacher (ed.), Griechische literarische Papyri II (Wien, 1939), 59. But see
contra, for example, T. Conley, ‘Byzantine teaching on figures and tropes’, Rhetorica 4 (1986),
335-74, at 341 n. 14.
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same work handed down by the medieval witnesses. A closer analysis of the entire
manuscript tradition, carried out by M.G. Sandri for a new edition of the ancient
Greek and Byzantine treatises on tropes, now reveals the special importance of MS
Leiden, Universiteitsbibliotheek BPG 74 G (here Z), a codex from the collection of
the eighteenth-century traveller Antonios Triphilis.* This manuscript is familiar to
students of ancient mathematics and philosophy as a witness of Aristotle’s Physics
(fols. 67-144) and of Nicomachus of Gerasa’s Eisagoge (fols. 4-48, together with
John Philoponus’ commentary on it, fols. 52—-65): its last folia, however, have a different
character, and include (Ps.-)Manuel Chrysoloras’s On Anomalous Verbs (fols. 150-7)°
and (Ps.-)Trypho’s On Tropes (fols. 145-9v). The scribes are not identified, but water-
marks throughout the codex consistently point to the first decades of the sixteenth
century.®

The paths of the manuscript transmission of the texts Ilepi Tpomwv are very
complicated; hence we shall leave to another occasion a more thorough consideration
of the contribution made by this manuscript to our knowledge of the treatise ascribed
to Trypho (‘Trypho II'). Here it will suffice to say that the Leidensis preserves the
original form of this treatise, while the rest of the manuscript tradition, embracing
twenty codices dated between the late thirteenth and the early eighteenth centuries,
carries an epitomized (and sometimes adapted) version. The lost archetype of this
shorter version (which itself gave rise to two different families) we shall call a.

As the lone witness of the fuller version of the Ilepi Tpomwv, the Leidensis is of
paramount importance for the constitution of the text. In this paper, we shall focus
exclusively on four out of five non-Homeric literary quotations appearing in Ps.-Trypho’s
text:” not only do these offer entirely new (and sound) readings for hotly debated poetical
fragments of ‘Hesiod’, ‘Simonides’ and Callimachus, but comparison of the manuscript’s
readings with papyri containing the same lines (whether the papyri transmit the
original poetic works or, in one case, the text of Ps.-Trypho himself) guarantees that the
new readings cannot derive from conjectural activity. We shall present each of the four
relevant passages in the order of Ps.-Trypho’s treatise, with an apparatus criticus; we
shall then discuss the impact of this new witness on the text of the fragments concerned.

4 P. Easterling, ‘From Britain to Byzantium’, in R. Cormack and E. Jeffreys (edd.), Through the
Looking-Glass: Byzantium through British Eyes (Aldershot, 2000), 107-20.

5 A. Rollo, Gli Erotemata tra Crisolora e Guarino (Messina, 2012), 83.

¢ The watermark of the section of interest in this paper is a Main type Briquet 10750 (Provence, 1529).
A description of the manuscript and its contents can be found in K. de Meyier, Codices Bibliothecae
Publicae Graeci (Leiden, 1965), 145-7, and particularly in P. Moraux (et al.), Aristoteles Graecus, vol.
1 (Berlin, 1976), 392-3 (available also at https:/cagb-db.bbaw.de/handschriften/handschrift.xql?
id=37728). The proposed identification of the copyist of fols. 48—-149v with the sixteenth-century scribe
Michael Kontoleon (handwriting known from Par. gr. 1729; see RGK 11.383) is very doubtful for the
Aristotle and utterly impossible for the Ps.-Trypho section.

7 The fifth is Trag. Adesp. fr. 569 TrGF, quoted in Ps.-Trypho §4: in this fragment, both the
Leidensis and MS Barocci 72 (one of the witnesses of Ps.-Trypho’s treatises not previously considered
by the editors; it is a grammatical miscellany copied in Crete between the late fifteenth and the early
sixteenth century: see H.O. Coxe, Catalogi codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Bodleianae pars
prima [Oxford, 1853], 117-25 and P. Krafft, Die handschrifiliche Uberlieferung von Cornutus’
Theologia Graeca [Heidelberg, 1975], 14-19) carry the participle ypmuevog in the first line (already
supplemented by West), which also occurs in the same quotation in the treatises by ‘Trypho I’
(195.16-17 Spengel) and Choeroboscus (247.29 Spengel). In Ps.-Trypho quotations from Homer,
the main source of examples for rhetorical tropes throughout the treatise, are also generally fuller
and more correct than in other extant witnesses.
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1. ALLEGORY IN CALLIMACHUS’ IAMBI (5.23-9)

§1. Alnyopio uév odv ot @pdoilg Etepov pév 1L Kuping dniodoa, £tépouv 8¢ Evvolay
TOPLOTOo0. TOTE O KaToypdvTon dedvimg T OAAnyopiq, Otav 7| 8 edAdPeov fj SV
aioyOvny un dOveviol @ovepds dmoyyellon 10 mpayuo, ov tpomov mopd KoAldyw €v
‘Towpog aZ
10 nop 8¢ TwvEKAVoOGS, GPls 00 TOAAT
TPOC® KEYMPNKEV PAOYI,
QAL dtpepilet knml TV TEPPNV OixVel,
Koiuncov: icye 8¢ dpouov
popy®dvtog mrovg, unde devtépay Koyng
un ot mept vioon digppov
GEwoty, £k 8¢ kupPoyog kuplothone. aZyCa™ (Callim. fa. 5.23-9)
o0t pev olv 0U kupimg elpnton olte yop mepl mupdg odte mepi inmodpopiog £otiv O
AOY0G, GAN domep aidovuevog Ekdnhwg einely O Povieton, £xproato ) dAANyopic. aZ

MSS Tryphonis: Z = Leidensis BPG 74G; a = consensus codicum praeter Z
1. 5-11 tradunt etiam Ca™=P.S.1. 1216; y =Par. gr. 2558, fol. 160v (vide ZPE 213 [2020],
23-7); laudat Choer. = Choerobosci de tropis, pp. 244-56 Spengel

1 xvpiog Z (iam post Stroux add. West): om. a

3unZ: ob 10 Tpaypo Z, non praeb. o

5 8¢ wvékovoag Pleiffer: detdovékanvoag Ca'™: 8¢ 1 dvékavoog Choer.: 8 &[.Jov (8
€xaov fort. voluit) éxkaoog bE & Exoncog Z: 6mep (vel dte) dvéxovoog (vel evékoncog) o

Gxprg o0 Pf.: dypioov Ca'' (8ypig €0 olim Pf., Terzaghi, dypt oev Norsa/Vitelli): &ypig 00
Zy et Choer. MSS aliquot: &wg (vel £pog) o0 Choer. cett. MSS: om. @ mOAAR Tpdow®
Ca"ly: mpdom moAq Z: moAMv (sed moALd: Laur. 87.10) mpdow o

6 keyopnkev Ca™ keydpnke Zy Choer. (et Laur. 87.10): kéypnke vel kéypnton (cum
TOAATY ... PAOYQ) O @royl Zy Choer.: Aoyt Ca™: @rdyo a

7 om. a. Choer. drpepiter Ca'ly (atpepile a.c. Ca): n drpépol Z Knuoeny
Ca", corr. Norsa/Vitelli: knmi (sc. kai €1 éni) iy Pf.: kai éni tyv Z: «fimog y  oi[x]vel
Ca" (suppl. Norsa/Vitelli): oi[k]el (sive oi[k]et) Parsons: oixot Z: &i[ 10 (ex oi[ ]| corr.) y:
oxvel Most per litteras ’ ’

8 xoiunoov Ca"Z: xoyicwy y: om. a Choer. Spopov Zy Choer. (et Pal. gr. 360): pou[
Ca™: spopov a

9 popydvrog inmovg Ca™Zy Choer. (et Laur. 87.10): papyodviag inmoug vel popyodvio
inmmov @, qui reliqua om.  unde Ca™: un 8& Zy: un Choer.  dgvtép[n]v suppl. edd. in Ca

10 7 Choer. (practer MS Pal. gr. 40 to1) nepi Ca"™ Z: napé y Choer.

11 é&wow post corr. (Gyoow vel dypoowv scripserat) y kuBlothong y Choer. et
(Jtione) Ca™: kvpiomeeic Z
12 pgv ovv Z: yop o. oUte pr. Z (et Olomuc. M 79): 00 a nepl ambo om. a (prius

iam addiderat Walz), pracbet Z
13 einelv 6 Bovreton, £xpnooto Tf GAAnyopio Z: fleyEe v dnepBoiny thg OpacitnTog
o <eimelv, do thg IAnyopiac™> HleyEe v vrepPolny tig Opacivrog ci. West

Allegory is an expression that indicates something in its proper sense, but also presents the
meaning of something else. Writers use allegory appropriately when either for reasons of
prudence or of decency they refrain from reporting the matter openly, as does Callimachus in
his lambi:
The fire you have lit up, before it has
spread forward with big flames,
but keeps quiet and rests among the embers,
extinguish it: hold back from the race
the raging horses, and don’t make a second turn
lest they should crash your chariot
around the turning-post, and headfirst you fall.
These things, however, are not said in their proper sense. In fact, the discourse is not about fire or
horse-races, but he uses an allegory, as if ashamed to declare openly what he wants to say.
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This fragment has already been discussed in a recent essay after discovering that it is
attested (in a much fuller form than in the known manuscripts of Ps.-Trypho and
Choeroboscus) in the margins of MS Par. gr. 2558 (y).® While we refer to that article
for the discussion of the readings offered by the Parisinus, we emphasize here only a
few textual aspects.

The contribution made by Z to the text of Ps.-Trypho is clear (lines 1, 3, 12, 13: the
manuscript also admirably confirms conjectures by Walz and West). As for
Callimachus’ fragment, the improvements on the text of a, mostly in accordance with
the second-century papyrus P.S.I. 1216, are manifold and conspicuous (for example
the very existence of lines 7 and 9-11=Callim. 25 and 17-29; the readings in line
8 =Callim. 26). Aside from orthographical issues (line 5= Callim. 23 &ypic ov; line
7=Callim. 25 xoi €ni without the crasis—but Ps.-Trypho must have had xnni, see
y’s kfmog) and one word-order blunder (line 5 mpéow moAAR), Z has faulty
readings in line 5= Callim. 23 & &xowocog, line 7= Callim. 25 €t drpépot, and line
11 =Callim. 29 xvpioteic (the former two metrically untenable). The issue of line
7= Callim. 25 oikot is more delicate, as the papyrus traces are uncertain, and the
commonly accepted oiyvel has been restored by Norsa and Vitelli from oi[ ]vel in
the papyrus, while Par. gr. 2558 has €i[.]f| (corrected from oi[ ]f): Parsons’s conjecture
oikel, though slightly problematic syntactically, should be cafefully considered.

More importantly, the existence of Z now confirms that—as surmised in the
aforementioned paper—the quotation in MS y does indeed derive from a lost manuscript
witness carrying the fuller version of Ps.-Trypho’s treatise on tropes.

2. TRANSPOSITION IN ‘SIMONIDES’ (FGE 44 PAGE =105 S SIDER)

§5. YrepPoatdv €0t Ppacig Gva. pEcov TL TV £ETG €xovoa. yivovton de T UmepPotdl v

€idect dvoiv, fror év Aékel f| €v Adyw. [...] évior 8¢ kol €v cvAlofoig VmepPorti
METOMKOOLY, MG KOl ZHovidng €v €mypaupocy-

‘Epunv t0v8’ avédn Anuntplog ‘OpBiddov kev

£v mpoBvpolg Anun othoi 1€ koi uébe tpoc, Zaow  ([Sim.] FGE 44 Page =

105 S Sider)

dAhoce mpoounepPifdicog o0 e “OvEBNKeV” kol 100 “ARuNnTpog’ TV TEAELTOLOV

cLAAOPV. 10 Yap €ENg oUtwg dmodidotor- ‘Epufiv tov8’ dvébnkev Anuntprog ‘OpOiddov:

€v mpoBvpolg AunTpog othbi e kol uéde. IIZ

MSS Tryphonis: II=P.Vindob. 29332 (lacunosa); Z =Leidensis BPG 74G; a = consensus
codicum praeter Z

1 © v Z et Marc. gr. 512: tov (vel 10 vel 10) a

2 firor &v A€EeL 1y €v Aoyw Z: glte €v AéEe, €lte €v Moy (fere idem coniecerat West) Marc.
gr. 512: 1j év Moy, 1| €v Aé€et Baroce. 72: eite €v Aé€et nec plura a

4-5 ‘Epuniv 10vd" ... uéBe tpog post Headlam (qui usque ad mpoBVpoig correxerat)
scripsimus: ‘Epunv t0v8’ 0¢ avébnke Anuntpi, 6pbior 8 ovk €v mpoBipols: Anuntep oThbL
te Koi puobe Z: ‘Epuijv 10v8’ dvébnke Anuntprog, 6pbior 8’ ok €v TpoBipotg, dvil 100 oK
SpBioe 8¢ a: ‘Epuiv w0vd dvébnke Ivpog Anuntplog, ovk €0 Spblo & 0O Anuntp’
énpenev €v mpobipolg West

6-8 dA\M/oBe [npo]cunepP[iBdioag t00 1€ AvEBNKeV Kol T]oD ANUNTPog Ty TEAELTOUQ[V
cuALoBiy. 0] Yap G obtm[g dmlodidoton- [Epuiv 1v8]e dvédniey An[unlipog ‘OpOiédov
&v mpoB]vpolg Afuntpog o[thot tle koi péde II; e MS Z lacunas supplevimus (et Alooe

8 F. Pontani and M.G. Sandri, ‘A new manuscript witness of Callimachus’ lambus 5, 11. 23-29°,
ZPE 213 (2020), 23-7.
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ipsi correximus, t0o0 1€ ex 1oV 8¢ corr. L. Ruggeri per litteras): npocunepBifdcog 100 €
avébnke kol thg ARuNnTpog TV tedevtoiov cvAlofiv. 10 yop €Efg oVtwg dmodidotou-
‘Eputiv 16v8’ avébnke Anuntplog 6pbror 8 oK €v TpoBUvpolg Auntpog ot e Kol uébe Z

Transposition is an expression that presents in the midst some parts of what should follow.
Transpositions arise in two forms, either in a word or in a phrase. [...] Some have made
transpositions also in syllables, as Simonides in his epigrams:
Demetrios, son of Orthiades, dedicat-this herm—ed
in the entrance of the temple of Deme—stand still and learn—ter!

transposing the last syllable of anéthéken and Déméter elsewhere. In fact, the sequence must
be understood this way: ‘Demetrios the son of Orthiades has dedicated [anéthéken] this herm in
the entrance of the temple of Demeter [Démétros]: stand still and learn!’.

This section on hyperbaton is of the utmost importance for the tradition of Ps.-Trypho’s
treatise, since the verbatim overlap with the Leidensis now confirms beyond any
reasonable doubt that the fifth-century Vienna papyrus is indeed, as Paul Maas had
understood, a witness of the very same treatise handed down in the medieval codices.
The final part of the paragraph, carrying the exegesis of the epigram, is preserved
only in the papyrus and in the Leidensis, which rules out the possibility that the scribe
of the codex (or his model) could have restored it by way of conjecture.

As for the wording of the lines of ‘Simonides’, MS Z now yields the actual quotation
from the epigram, not only its paraphrase in ‘regular’ Greek prose (after 10 yop €Eng
oUtmg amodidoton), which was the only partly readable section in the Vienna papyrus.
The reference to the transposition of the tedevtaio cuALaBN proves that the hyperbaton
here at stake did involve syllables, and that Headlam® was therefore on the right path in
assuming that the key feature of the first line, however normalized in the manuscript
transmission, was the splitting of dvéBn—xev; accordingly, we assume, the second
transposition must concern the splitting of Anun—tpoc.

This is at least how Ps.-Trypho appears to present matters. Some may assume (with
Page) a deeper corruption,'? and others may even believe that these lines were made up
ad hoc by some grammarian.!! However, we believe that the authenticity of such an
unusual wordplay (where tmesis occurs both times at the caesura and projects the last
syllable at line-end, with a subtle game of symmetry) should be seriously considered:
‘Simonidean’ virtuoso pieces are attested (see, for example, FGE 684-5=CEG 430
with the notorious enjambement Apioto- | yeltwv), and precise parallels for similar
mots fragmentés, though absent from the corpus of extant Greek lyric, can be found
in archaic Latin poetry.!? While the corpus of ‘Simonidean’ epigrams offers a limited

® W.G. Headlam, ‘Various conjectures. IV’, Journal of Philology 26 (1898), 92—110, at 93. See D.L.
Page, Further Greek Epigrams (Cambridge, 1981), 265: ‘The truth is that nothing but Headlam’s
solution is ever going to make sense of the heading “transposition of syllables”.”

19 1t is tempting to surmise that 8pBio. 8™ 0¥ kev might conceal a reference to the dpOiGLety of the
herm’s phallus (see Sider [n. *], ad loc.), but the easiest interpretation of the evidence is a genitive of
the masculine name 'Op614dng (attested in the famous late fourth-century inscription from Tenos /G
XII 5.2 872=CIG 1I 2338: J. Game, Actes de vente dans le monde grec [Lyon, 2008], 133 [§21]).

! This is S. Timpanaro’s suggestion for Ennius’ bold tmesis in ‘Per una nuova edizione critica di
Ennio’, SIFC 22 (1947), 179-207, at 196-8 (but he later changed his mind: see next n.).

12 Particularly Ennius, fir. 609 Vahlen saxo cere comminuit brum and 610 Massili portabant
iuuenes ad litora tanas (= fir. spur. 5-6 Skutsch, already evoked by W.G. Headlam in the 1898 article
(see n. 9 above) and then in his ‘Notes on the Greek lyric poets’, CR 14 [1900], 5-14, at 9). These
lines were deemed spurious by O. Skutsch (on the basis of S. Timpanaro, who, however, later changed
his mind: Contributi di filologia greca e latina [Firenze, 2005], 232-3) and by several later scholars,
but see J. Zetzel, ‘Ennian experiments’, 4/Ph 95 (1974), 137-40, who offered a number of possible

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838821000537 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838821000537

NEW POETIC FRAGMENTS FROM A NEGLECTED WITNESS 245

number of votive pieces,'? and while the link between Hermes and Demeter (or Demeter’s
shrine) is unclear (a pun can easily be imagined with the donor’s name), one may assume
that the wit in the distich could lie precisely in the bold transposition of syllables (a
hyperbaton not imposed on the poet by metrical constrictions with the proper names
involved). Thus the final exhortation to ‘stay still and learn’ apparently proceeds from a
careful study of the conventions of Greek sepulchral epigrams, urging the passer-by to
avoid superficiality, and to pause and pay attention to the stylistic peculiarity for which
this epigram stands out, if he wants to learn the names of the donor and the goddess.

3. MOCK-MODESTY IN CALLIMACHUS’ IAMBI (4.90-2)

§17. Acteionds 8¢ £omt Ppdoig 10 TV Evovtimv 0 Kpelttov NOKAG Eupoaivovoa, olov 1 Tig
nhovo10g BV TEVNG elvon Aéyet, kod 6 texvitng dteyvoc, kod 6 &yaddg padrog, aUZ o mopd.
KoAlpdyo €v Tapupoig o vmod thig €laiag Aeyoueva: UZ

£y 3¢ @ovdn T il xoUT’ € ol pdivielg

0oU0’ ol BVToL PopedoLy, 0V €nl PATG

gomnkor un pe kepropeite v gooinv. UZCa™ (Callim. Ja. 4.90-2)

KOTOoKEVALEL YOp o0ty g €Tt Thg dGpyng BeAtiov @ ovtnyv doteilopnévny @odinv

npocayopevesbor. UZ €viot 8¢ 10v GoTeioUOV mpicavto Tpocnoinowy thg dAndeioc. aUZ

MSS Tryphonis: Z=Leidensis BPG 74G; U=Olomucensis M 79; a=consensus cett.
codicum praeter UZ
1. 4-6 in Callimachi iambo IV praebet etiam Ca™ = P.Oxy. 1011, fol. IV"

2 kol 0 TEYVITNG BTEYVOG, KOd O OyaBOG Pordrog @ Kol O dyaBOG Podrog, kKol O TexviTng

dreyvog UZ (sed articulos omittit Z) g Z: xoi U

4 [£y® 8& govdn 1 €iu] in lac. Ca™ KoVt €W’ ot Z: xoUtepol U pévreg UCa™
wévtig Z

5 018’ oi 8bton opedot] in lac. Ca™ 008’ UZ: ot Cal emig UZCa™
@rotig UM

6 [£omka pi pe kep] in lac. Ca™ €omkoa Z: €cton kot U KEPTOUETTE Z: KEPTOUEL

U @avAnv (non 8épvny, ut olim legebatur) etiam Ca™

7 g ddupvng Betiov U: g (ex T corr.) ddupvng Pertiovi [sic] Z 0 ovty Z: bV
yap U

8 sivou post mpoonoinotv praeb. a.

Mock-modesty [asteismos] is an expression that gracefully shows what is better through the
contrary, as when somebody, albeit being rich, claims he is poor, or the expert unexpert, or
the valuable mediocre: as in the words of the olive in Callimachus’ lambi:

I am mediocre, neither the soothsayers

nor the sacrificers carry me, nor do I stand

on the threshold. Don’t sneer at me, as being mediocre. [Callim. /a. 4.90-2]
He presents her as better than the laurel by having her call herself ‘mediocre’ by way of
mock-modesty. Some define the asteismos as a dissimulation of reality.

The manuscript tradition is here clear and easy to analyse: the example from
Callimachus’ lambi has simply been omitted in all witnesses except the Leidensis Z

Greek antecedents for both tmesis and apocope, although none as blunt as ours (indeed, M. Fruyt,
‘Mots fragmentés chez Ennius’, Glotta 69 [1991], 243—6 argued that in these fragments the tmesis
follows an etymological criterion, for cere-brum and Massili-tanas were word-segmentations mirror-
ing the ancients’ own perception of the structure of those words); see also H. Prinzen, Ennius im Urteil
der Antike (Stuttgart, 1998), 307-8.

13 See L. Bravi, Gli epigrammi di Simonide e le vie della tradizione (Rome, 2006), 35-6.
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and a second manuscript, an Olomucensis that, like the Leidensis, has not yet been
collated and that we shall call U, which otherwise largely agrees with the rest of the
tradition (o, see above, section 0).'# In the parallel section on asteismos of the other trea-
tise TTepi Tpdémav ascribed to Trypho (‘Trypho I’, page 206.16 Sp.),!> we do find a
reference to a Callimachean line (fr. 93b Schneider=lamb. 4, fr. 194.13 Pf. féyow
oA Taviov tdv dévdpwv eiuif), which despite its evidently corrupt form has
been inserted by Pfeiffer (followed by all subsequent editors) in the large lacuna after
line 12 of the fourth lambus.

Callimachus’ fourth Jambus revolves around the controversy between an olive and a
laurel.'® The first of the three lines quoted in MSS ZU most probably represents a more
correct form of the same line as quoted in the Ilept Tpdénwv ascribed to ‘Trypho I’
(T€y®d @oOAN movtov TV dEvdpwv €inif, which we think must be a paraphrase of
the original verse): despite the absence of any reference to ‘all the trees’ in the line
of ZU, and despite the seemingly ‘poetic’ use of the positive @oOAn used for the
superlative @ovlotdrn, it is unlikely that the olive should resort to such an asteismos
twice in the same iambus, in virtually the same terms;!” indeed, one of the witnesses
of Trypho I's treatise, the important MS Marc. gr. 512,'8 carries this quotation as
&y® 3¢ @ovkn 1€ eiw, which is precisely the incipit of the line as it features in
Trypho II's fuller version.! The new find thus suggests that what is quoted by
Ps.-Trypho (both I and II) as an outstanding example of mock-modesty is not a claim
made by the olive in its opening speech, of which so little is extant,?® but rather the
concluding outburst of the long tirade (lines 46-92) by which the olive rebuts the
laurel’s arrogant speech (lines 18-43).

This state of affairs is supported by manuscript evidence from across the centuries.
Lines 90-2 of fr. 194 appear in current editions in the following form:

% The MS Olomouc, Vedeckd Knihovna, M 79, written by the well-known Spartan scribe
Demetrios Trivolis, active in Greece and at Rome, in the second half of the fifteenth century (RGK
1.103: identification by E. Gamillscheg apud A. Guida, ‘Nuovi testimoni di Longo e di Achille
Tazio’, Prometheus 7 [1981], 1-10), is more grammatical in nature, since it contains (after a first
codicological unit preserving some works attributed to Hesiod) the De Passionibus Dictionum
attributed to Trypho (fols. 137-138v), the De Encliticis by Johannes Charax (fols. 138v—141), our
Ps.-Trypho’s De Tropis (fols. 141-143v) followed by Gregory of Corinth’s De Dialectis (fols.
144-145v), and John Philoponus’ Collectio Vocum (fols. 157-159v). This codex has been copied
using two different antigraphs, one carrying the epitomized version of the a-group and one carrying
the versio plenior found in Z, so that for the first six chapters of the ITepi Tpémwv U carries the
epitomized version, while for chapters 7-19 (chapters 20-6 are missing since the manuscript is
mutilated at the end) it preserves the versio plenior: this is precisely the reason why only U helps
us in the constitutio of this fragment.

'S Tryph. I Trop. 206.12-17 Spengel: Acteiopndc 6t AOyoc 6’ £0T0D SLOGVPTIKOS YEVOUEVOC,
g €l TIc TAOVTAV AEYEL, £Y0 € UL TAVTOV TEVESTOTOS, KOL O TAVTOG KOTOmMOAOIMV AEYEL VIO
néviwv mintew. mopd 8¢ Kodlwbyw doteifopévn 7 €hoior gnoiv: €y @odAn moviev t@dv
8évdpov elul’. Kohelton 8€ 10010 KOL TPOGTOINGLC.

16 The fullest discussion can be found in A. Kerkhecker, Callimachus’ Book of Tambi (Oxford,
1999), 85-115.

17 Repetition, however, does occur in the laurel’s speech, e.g. at the opening of lines 18, 28 and 37
adppov Elain.

'8 Fols. 64—6 (but the treatise is preserved only in its final part, 201.12-206.22 Sp.). This codex
also contains Trypho II’s Ilept Tpénwv (fols. 53v—58v).

!9 The only varia lectio being ¢ instead of ©’. The manuscript tradition of Trypho I's treatise has
not yet been investigated exhaustively, but on the basis of preliminary collations we believe that MS
Marc. gr. 512 might be the only witness of a peculiar branch of the tradition.

20 Hence (despite the arguments brought by Kerkhecker [n. 16], 88-9) what is now line 13—
though of course not necessarily the idea it carries—should probably be removed from its place.
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] wovtekot paveig
v ot” €mi phig
@nut mv dépvny

But M.G. Sandri’s new inspection of P.Oxy. 1011 has shown that these lines actually read:2!

Jut xoBt” &w ot p[élvreg
v, 00T €mi pAig
Jropette Ty govdnv

This is fully compatible with the lines as quoted by the Leidensis and the Olomucensis,
apart from the trivial oscillation between ovt’ and o008’ in line 91. Indeed, as Pfeiffer
had seen, these lines represent an echo of the boastful claims of the laurel about her
omnipresence in cult and ritual, in lines 24-5 (tig & oikog oUmep oVK &yd moPL
oMiy; | Tig 8’00 pe pavrig 1) tig oV BvTng €Aket;).?? In her long reply, the olive
introduces the dialogue between two crows (lines 64-80), who take on the task of
comparing the respective merits of both competing trees.

It has been argued by some scholars?? that lines 90-2, which conclude the olive’s
speech (line 93 begins & £ine), are not spoken by the olive but belong to the dialogue
between the crows:?* this is now disproved by the new evidence, which indicates that
the olive’s speech ended on a note of ironical self-deprecation or mock-modesty. It is
unlikely that the olive resumed her speech immediately after line 802° or (as Fraser
argued) after line 84,%¢ since line 87 koAlivikog Hhoin must still be pronounced by
the crows. The fragmentary nature of lines 83-9 prevents us from drawing a firm
conclusion on this point,2? but it is likely that lines 88-9 contained the first part of
the reasoning picked up in line 90 €y® dé—perhaps an exhortation to the crows to
honour or praise other trees (the pear-tree, line 88 v &yyvnv, or a better tree, line
89 ] épmv tv’) as opposed to the olive’s own modesty.

There are at least two interesting features in the lines thus recovered: first, the verb
keptopéw (nowhere else in Callimachus), which inscribes the complex relationship
between the olive and the crows in the frame of a sophisticated literary game.?®
Second, the repetition of the adjective @oAn: first (line 90) in a sort of parodic echo

2! In line 90 we read surely Juucovtepor, not ] tovtexot (the second vertical stroke of the first -u-
is clearly visible, and so is the second -ui-, albeit partly lost in a hole; the -o- of pévreig, on the
contrary, cannot be read); in line 92 ]Jtouelte is very easy to read, whereas scanty traces remain of
the first two letters of tv; as for @oadAnv, we can detect beyond doubt a cup-shaped v and, on the
left under its arch, a smallish o; of the A, only the upper stroke is visible.

22 On these lines, see Kerkhecker (n. 16), 91-2.

2 From Gallavotti to D’ Alessio and Kerkhecker ([n. 16], 101-2 and 107-8, who makes the fullest
argument and refers to earlier literature); it is taken for granted by B. Acosta-Hughes, Polyeideia
(Berkeley — Los Angeles — London, 2002), 203.

24 One of the main arguments for not ascribing these lines to the olive was that they included the
word déqpvn, which the olive never speaks elsewhere in the iambus (Kerkhecker [n. 16], 107-8). But
8dgpvn, as we have seen, should not be read in line 92.

%5 This seems to be implied by D.L. Clayman, Callimachus’ lambi (Leiden, 1980), 25-6.

26 True enough, after the olive’s aside in lines 81-2, at least lines 83—4 must still be spoken by the
crows, for the form of the question faithfully reproduces that of line 79 10 ydp.

27 Some tentative hints on these lines are provided by Kerkhecker (n. 16), 108, who believes that
they should represent a reply, in reverse order, to the arguments laid out by the laurel in her first
speech (but according to Kerkhecker, as we have seen, the lines are spoken by the crows).

28 On the interplay of changing and intertwined perspectives in this lambus, see R. Scodel,
‘Callimachus and fable’, in B. Acosta-Hughes, L. Lehnus and S. Stephens (edd.), Brill’s
Companion to Callimachus (Leiden and Boston, 2011), 376-9. The verb in the frame of problematic
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of the laurel’s proud statements at line-beginning in line 37 ipn yép el and line 39
oyvny yép eiu;?® then (line 92) as the concluding word of the entire speech. It may
be argued that this anaphora matches that of 8é&pvn in the laurel’s arrogant words at
lines 26-7;3° but, more importantly, the place of honour thus attributed to the adjective
strengthens Lelli’s claim that it represents here an allusion to the particular kind of olive
known as @owAic, while also carrying a stylistic and aesthetic overtone, with reference
to the Aristotelian terminology (Poet. 1448a with the opposition between the @avAiot
and the omovdoion).?! If the parallel between this iambus and the conversation between
lady Elegy and lady Tragedy in Ov. 4m. 3.1 holds true,? then Ovid’s incipit in line 41
(sum leuis, et mecum leuis est, mea cura, Cupido), where Elegy speaks with a similar
attitude of understatement and apparent self-depreciation (only to rebound later),?3
might well be reminiscent of €y®d 8¢ @ovAn t° eiui, with a characteristic shift from
the ‘humble’ to the ‘tenuous’, from the @avlov to the Aemtdv.

4. RIDDLE IN ‘HESIOD*’S WEDDING OF KEYX
(FR. 266A.8-11 M.—W.=204A.8-11 MOST)

§23. Alviyuo 3¢ €ott @pdolg 816voloy AMOKEKPUUUEVIV KOL OMUOVOUEVOV QGUVETOV
TePOUEVN ToLETY, O €xel mop’ ‘Hoddw 10 mepl Thg kVAkog Aeyouevo: aZ

oOtp €nel dontog uev giong €€ Epov €vro,

oivovu unépa unTpdg &Mt otopo xepotv dyovio aZHes™

GloAénV 1€ KOl ONTOAENV CPETEPOLOL TEKECGL

1€0vaoy. ZHes" (Hes. fr. 266a.8—11 M.-W.=204a.8—11 Most)

oivov yop puntépo untpog AEYeL My kKOMKO, TG €0Tl 10 AvékoBev 1 Y1, TG Kol ThHG

Gurélov uiTp TpocoyopeveTal. O 8& gnol Z ‘alorény 1€ Kol OTTOAENY’ €nel Sokel
npdTov Enpaivector, €110 ONTAGOOL. ‘CPETEPOICL TEKESTL, TOIG EOVTHG TEKVOLG, AEYEL BE
t01g EVMoLG. 10 8¢ ‘1ebviiot’, KaBO Sokel €k Thg UANG £xkekOpOot. aZ

MSS Tryphonis: Z = Leidensis BPG 74G; a = consensus codicum praeter Z
11. 3-6 frustula in Hes. Ceycis Nuptiis pracbet etiam Hes™=P.Oxy. 2495, fr. 37

1 dibvolay dmokekpuuuévny o:  GmOKEKPULUUEVN Z 10 (sed 10 delevimus)
onuowvopevov dovvetov (dovyv. iam coniecerat Finckh) Z: ctOvBetov a

2 og éxel mop” ‘Howddw 10 Z: mg o mop’ ‘Howdde o undé mot oivoyomv TBEuEV
Kkpntipog Urmepbev [Hes. Op. 744] post Aeydueva aliqui codices familiae a pracbent

3 €€ &pov évto (p.c.) tantum in fine versus pracbet Hes™ éilong Z et Marc. gr. 512,
Laur. 87.10: 6iong vel teBeiong a (practer Marc. et Laur.)

dialogues is current since as early as Od. 8.153, but its meaning in Homer is hotly debated: M. Clarke,
‘Heartcutting talk: Homeric xeptouém and related words’, CQ 51 (2001), 329-38.

29 This is the ordering suggested by Maas, while the papyrus (followed by Pfeiffer) has the two
similar incipits following one another in lines 39—-40: on the philological problem, see Kerkhecker
(n. 16), 94-5.

30 On which Acosta-Hughes (n. 23), 200.

31 See E. Lelli, Critica e polemiche letterarie nei Giambi di Callimaco (Alessandria, 2004), 65-6
and more broadly 47-82 for his complex and ingenious metapoetic reading of the entire fourth iambus
—an approach largely discarded in recent scholarship.

32 Acosta-Hughes (n. 23), 192 n. 64; B. Acosta-Hughes and S. Stephens, Callimachus in Context
(Cambridge, 2012), 259. On the literary meaning of Ov. Am. 3.1, see M. Wyke, The Roman Mistress
(Oxford, 2007), 115-54; J.M. Blanco Mayor, Power Play in Latin Love Elegy (Berlin and New York,
2017), 87 and n. 107.

33 The reference to the A in Callimachus might be consciously reversed by Elegy’s insistence on
the limen (cf. line 50 liminis adstricti sollicitare fidem).
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4 1.v dryovro tantum (quod mous]iv &yovto expl. Lobel) in fine versus pracbet Hes™ oivov Z

et Marc. gr. 512: olov oV a. £nl otopo xepoly Z: om. o

5 Jtéxeoot tantum in fine versus pracbet Hes™ alorény te xoi ontodény (-€a cod., e
1. 8 post West correximus) ogetépoiol ékecot Z: idem iam ci. West

6 1ebvoowy Z: tebvdvoun (sive teBvauevor Bergk) e 1. 9 (ubi vide app. crit.) West Jov 1e

kol Oufpov tantum in fine versu pracbet Hes

7 otvov yap uNTépa.... 0 & gnol Z: €vtobo untépa untpog AEYEL T PBaAovov- @mo
To0mg yop yivovtar ol dpveg, Gmod d& TV SpLdV ULOIKADG TOVG AVOPOTOVG AEYOULGL
yeyeviioBou ci. West

81 Z: om. a

9 cpetépoiot vel £’ €Tépolot o oPeTEPOLG dE Z ot Kloucek: €avtod aZ

10 &Vhowg Z (iam Cramer): E€volg a tebvaol Z: 1ebvivon a (tebvdpevon Bergk)
€xkekophon o kexdPon Z

The riddle is an expression that attempts to conceal a given concept and make a certain meaning
unintelligible, as is the case with the words in Hesiod about the wine-cup:

after they had driven away the desire of an equal banquet,

they brought to the mouth with their hands the mother of wine’s mother,

dried and baked through its own children

that had died. (Hes. fr. 266a.8—11 M.-W.=204a.8—11 Most)

In fact, he calls ‘mother of wine’s mother’ the wine-cup, which is originally the earth, also

called ‘mother of the vineyard’. He says ‘dried and baked’ because it is apparently first dried,
and then baked, ‘through its own children’, namely the logs; ‘that had died’, because they had
been cut off from the forest.

The Wedding of Keyx is one of the ‘minor’ works attached to Hesiod’s name, of which
just a handful of fragments remain: its very nature—an autonomous poem or a section of
the Catalogue of Women?—has been hotly debated, with the former hypothesis being
now more widely accepted.’* It probably narrated Heracles’ disembarcation from the
Argo at Aphetae on the Pagasaecan Gulf and then his unexpected participation in the
wedding ceremony of Keyx and Aeolus’ daughter Alcyone at Trachis. In particular,
fr. 37 of the second-century P.Oxy. 2495 (fr. 266a M.—W.) has been considered by
scholars a witness of this work, because it displays a hexameter-end tpinoddg te
tpanélag (the last word is written above the line, just above the original mistaken
KaB€Spag), which seems to match what Athenaeus says (Deipn. 2.49a; see also Poll.
Onom. 6.83 =fr. 266b M.—W.) about the use of the word ‘tripod’ for ‘table’ in the
Hesiodic Wedding of Keyx.

Now, lines 8—11 of the same papyrus fragment, though badly flaked, yield a narrative
segment that has been convincingly supplemented through the quotation from Hesiod
attested in Ps.-Trypho’s On Tropes. The Leidensis (Z) now comes to heal the remaining
gaps in both Ps.-Trypho’s known text and the papyrus, particularly with respect to two
points: in line 9 (our line 4), where it guarantees oivou> (which no scholar had
conjectured from the manuscripts’ olov ov—the papyrus is lacunose here) and éni
otopa. yepoilv (all scholars had accepted Lobel’s mouciv, and supplemented
accordingly);3¢ and in the entire line 10 (our line 5), which had already been brilliantly
restored by West (and partly by Finckh) on the basis of Ps.-Trypho’s subsequent prose

34 The only available reconstruction is that offered by R. Merkelbach and M.L. West, ‘The wedding
of Ceyx’, RhM 108 (1965), 300-17, to which all subsequent scholars are indebted; for an updated
overview, see E. Cingano, ‘The Hesiodic corpus’, in F. Montanari and A. Rengakos (edd.), Brill’s
Companion to Hesiod (Leiden, 2009), 91-130, at 125-6.

35 This correct reading is also shared by the late thirteenth-century MS Mare. gr. 512.

36 West had conjectured for line 9 81 1ote untépo UNTPOG £01g GUV Mousiy dyovto, Merkelbach oi
TOTE UNTEPO. UNTPOG ENG €Mt TOUSLV ByovTo.
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paraphrase. West had understood that the corruption in Ps.-Trypho’s text depended on a
saut du méme au méme from one alorénv (that of the text) to the other (that of the
subsequent prose explanation). It is possible that this very mistake prompted the
insertion of Hes. Op. 744, which is not in the Leidensis and was probably added in
the archetype of one of the two branches of the a-group in order to compensate for
the deficiency of the poetic quotation.3”

However, lacking a wider context for Ps.-Trypho’s quotation, West elaborated a
totally different explanation for the riddle, assuming:

— that mepl 00 xOAkog in Ps.-Trypho’s introduction is corrupt (or else refers
exclusively to Hes. Op. 744): hence the conjectures mepli 7100 dikOAOL
(Merkelbach) and mopa 100 Knukog (West himself);

— that the ‘mother’s mother’ is the acorn (mother of the oak), and that the solution of the
riddle is the Pelasgians (the children of the oaks, according to Stat. Theb. 4.275-81
and other sources), who ‘gathered acorns to die dried and roasted by (for, with) her
children’;

— that this riddle was proposed by Heracles at the wedding banquet, in the frame of a
sympotic contest.?®

The explanation now available in the Leidensis tells however a different (and more
simple) story: it makes clear that the ‘mother of wine’s mother’ is indeed—in an
ingenious pun—the wine-cup made of clay, that is, of cooked earth, earth being the
mother of the vineyard (an idea too obvious to require any parallel), and the vineyard
being in its turn the mother of wine.?® Along this train of thought, the c@étepa
téxea are the wood logs (§0Aa) used for lighting up the fire, which are themselves
offspring of the earth (possessive c@étepo refers to the earth, as the dative is an
agent or instrument to the adjectives d{oAénv kol dmtorény),*® but have died upon
being chopped away from the trees.*! In his Table Talks (730E-F) Plutarch tells us

37 M. Della Bona, ‘Gare simposiali di enigmi e indovinelli’, QUCC 104 (2013), 169-82, at 179-80
tries to save the reference to this line as an aiviypo kot’ Guowov (sic), but her explanation looks
somewhat strained.

3 M.L. West, ‘Hesiodea’, CQ 11 (1961), 130-45, at 143—4 (subsumed in the argument made by
Merkelbach—West [n. 34], 311-12); Zonas of Sardis in Anth. Pal. 9.312 does not support West’s view
(the oak is mother of the acorn, not vice versa), and €kkexd@Oon would be a bit odd for a fruit like the
acorn (much more appropriate for wood logs). West’s explanation (which has bearings on the
accommodation of fr. 268 M.—W. on the Fatherless cmétopor) is inherited by all modern scholarship,
including G.B. D’Alessio, ‘Ordered from the Catalogue: Pindar, Bacchylides, and Hesiodic genea-
logical poetry’, in R. Hunter (ed.), The Hesiodic Catalogue of Women. Constructions and
Reconstructions (Cambridge, 2005), 217-38, at 233 n. 65 (an essential overview of the possible
reminiscences of the Wedding of Keyx in later poetry); S. Beta, Il labirinto della parola (Turin,
2016), 64-6; and 1. Konstantakos, ‘Aivog, aiviypo, pvedypwpos’, Adoig Aupilagns. Tymntikog
Touog K. Xvvodivov (loannina, 2020), 251-89. On riddle contests at banquets, see Beta (this note),
44-62; Della Bona (n. 37); S. Monda, ‘Gli indovinelli letterari antichi come testimonianza di contesti
ludici e agonali’, Enthymema 23 (2019), 390-400; A. Potamiti, ‘Playing at riddles in Greek’, GRBS
55 (2015), 133-53.

3 &unedog as the mother of oivog is recurrent in Greek poetry from Aesch. Pers. 617 to Pind. Nem.
9.51-2 and Eur. Alc. 757. A different riddle on Dionysus’ mother, taking into account Zeus’s unpog
and Semele’s story, is in Anon. Anth. Pal. 14.31.1.

40 That the dative might go with éntoAény was already envisaged by Merkelbach-West (n. 34),
312, though discarded by them as hardly compatible with their overall interpretation of the lines.

! te@vac in the Leidensis would be untenable as an indicative, but could make sense as a dative
plural to be taken with tékeoot, in the sense of teBvn@otv, along the doctrine of e.g. EM 523.53
Gaisford.
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that in the Marriage of Keyx (which he regards as interpolated into Hesiod’s corpus by
some later poet) there is a riddle alluding to the fact that the fire eats ‘the wood from
which it was lit, which was its father and mother’ (fr. 267 M.—W.):*? it is hard to
imagine that this quotation had nothing to do with the lost poetic context of our
fragment,*3 but specifically what remains of these lines presents the wood rather as
an offspring of the earth than as a parent of fire.44

Ps.-Trypho’s interpretation of the Hesiodic ainigma may be wrong, but we believe
that it is methodically wiser to start by taking it seriously. We therefore consider it likely
that the narrative inaugurated by these lines (ovtap €met) did not belong to Heracles’
intervention (a rather complicated insertion of a narrative-within-a-narrative) but
rather to (Ps.-)Hesiod’s own voice,*> and that the banquet here described is indeed
that of Keyx’s wedding feast, whose participants simply started drinking wine once
they had finished eating.*® It is true that there are a number of cases in which
riddles are used at agénes during symposia, but there is no evidence in sources that
this should happen in our case; quite the contrary, the references in Plutarch,
Athenaeus and Ps.-Trypho, taken at face value, support the idea that the daig here
implied is precisely that of Keyx. Furthermore, the description of a wine-cup by way
of a complex periphrasis is perfectly in keeping with the riddles and kenningar
known from Hesiod’s poems, such as @ep€oikog for ‘snail’ (Op. 571) or the famous
periphrastic description of the octopus’ wintry habits 6t" &vooteog Ov TOS0L TEVEL |
gv T’ dmipw oike koi fj0ect Aevyoréotowy (Op. 524-5):47 this has little bearing on
the issue of authenticity (indeed, it might be a good example of how some characters
of Hesiod’s poetry are picked up and developed in later stages of the epic tradition),
but might help better frame a certain use of ainigmata in the context of narrative and
sapiential poetry.*8

We leave to other scholars any further speculation on the consequences of this
new find on the structure of the Wedding of Keyx, starting from the problematic presence

42 On the context of Plutarch’s quotation, and the reference to Anaximander’s testimonium 30 DK,
see T. Braccini and E. Pellizer, Plutarco. Conversazioni a tavola (Naples, 2014), 167 and 278.

43 Indeed, following Th. Bergk (Kleine philologische Schriften, vol. 2 [Halle, 1886], 746, 752),
A. Rzach grouped both Ps.-Trypho’s quotation and Plutarch’s as fr. 168 of his edition, though of
course he had no knowledge of the papyrus.

4 Conclusive arguments against Rzach’s solution have been brought by West (n. 38), 143; indeed,
untépa koi motép’ in Plutarch’s text might well be a quotation from a different line. See, however,
Merkelbach—West (n. 34), 313 n. 40.

4> This was denied, in view of the ‘Pelasgian’ theory, by West (n. 38), 144—5. Merkelbach-West
(n. 34), 307 added the argument that line 4 of P.Oxy. 2495 fr. 37 ends ]Jowoa (‘not likely to be
anything but €cwoa or a compound’), but the first ¢ is uncertain, and the letters are also perfectly
compatible with a feminine present participle from a verb in -&w. That a0top €nei should be taken
as the formulaic introduction to the symposium, rather than as Heracles’ words, had been already
surmised by Della Bona (n. 37), 179.

46 This was denied, on the ground that ‘no one starts eating at the same time as he finishes’ (but it is
drinking, not eating, that is at stake here), by West (n. 38), 145.

47 Beta (n. 38), 25-9 with earlier literature; H. Troxler, Sprache und Wortschatz Hesiods (Diss.,
Ziirich, 1964), 21-8. Not the ainos but the ainigma form: P. Cobetto Ghiggia, ‘Aivog e oiviypo
nella Grecia classica’, in S. Monda (ed.), Ainigma e griphos (Pisa, 2012), 81-97.

“8 On this aspect, see A. Ercolani, ‘Fragments of wisdom, wisdom in fragments’, in C. Tsagalis
(ed.), Poetry in Fragments: Studies on the Hesiodic Corpus and its Afterlife (Berlin and
New York, 2017), 29-46, at 32-3, who however does not discuss the exact meaning of the fragment.
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at the end of line 11 (in P.Oxy. 2495) of the words vipet]év 1€ xoi OSufpov
(suppl. West)—they could indeed refer to the people comfortably sitting around a
fireplace while the weather outside is wintry.*?
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49 In this direction also Merkelbach-West (n. 34), 313.
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