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A. U. 3aiiyes

JIPEBHEMIIIEE MECTO KVJIBTA DUIIA*

XapakTepHOH OCOOCHHOCTBIO JIPEBHETPEYECKHX TEpPOEB SIBISETCS
TO OOCTOATENLCTBO, YTO MHOTHE TepOH, OyIyUHd ajapecaTaMu CIICIH-
(buYecKOoro sl IPEUYECKON PEUTHH TePONUECKOT0 KYIbTa, OKA3aIHUCh
B TO JK€ BpeMsI JICHCTBYIOMIMMH JTUIIAMH TEPOMUYECKOT0 31T0Ca, a 3aTeM
U IPYTUX MPOU3BEACHUN JTUTEPATYPbI, OMUPABIINXCS HA 310¢C. B psje
CIIy4acB IMPUXOJUTCA UMETH J€JI0 U C BTOPUYHBIM BO3HUKHOBCHUEM
TepOUYECKOr0 KyJbTa, aJPECOBAHHOIO MOMYyIAPHOMY MEPCOHAKY
smnoca. B 9THX ycIIOBHMSIX M3y4eHHEe MecT M (OpM KyJbTa SBISETCS
BRXXHEUIIIMM 3JIEMEHTOM HCCIICIOBAHUS MPH TOIBITKE PEKOHCTPYH-
pOBaTh UCTOPUIO MU(POB O TOM HITH HHOM T'epoe.

EcrectBenno, tak obctouT neno u s mudoB o6 Dnumne. Kak
W3BECTHO, HANOOJBIIIEE PACIPOCTPAHCHUE B ['pEllMU U TPEKO-PHM-
CKOM MHupe nosiyumsia ta popma muda 00 Daune, KOTOPYO 3aKpe-
MW W, B U3BECTHOM CTEMEHH, clieiall KAHOHMYECKOW B CBOMX Tpare-
qusix CooKII: HY)KHO TOMHHUTH, B Y4CTHOCTH, YTO U « DUHHUKISTHKU
W HE JOLIE/IINe J0 Hac Tpareauu Eppumnuma, paspabaTbiBaBIIUC
Mud o0 Daure, ObUTH HAUCAHBI M MOCTABICHBI IO COPOKIOBCKO-
ro «Onuna B Kojone», Tak uro 3a Co(OKIOM OCTaIOCh Kak Obl
MOCIIETHEE CIOBO.

OpHako B BayKHEHIIIEM IYHKTE — BOIPOCE O MECTE CMEPTH DJTH-
na — Eppunun u Codokn equnbl. B «DOunukusakax» (1703-1707)
Daum TOBOPUT O TOM, YTO, COTJIACHO MPEACKa3aHHI0 ATOJUIOHA, OH
BCKOpPE 3aKOHUYHUT CBOM XHM3HCHHBIH NyTh B KonoHe — mpemmecTbe
Adwun, a Codok moapoOHO onrCcEBaeT ero KoHIMHY B KosoHe.

* Tekct goknana 1971 r. uz apxusa A. . 3aitiesa (1926-2000) otHOCUTCA
K HEOCYIICCTBICHHOMY 3aMBICITy OOJBIIOI pabOTHI, MOCBSIMICHHOW M}y 00
Dpurie U KylbTy 3Toro repost. K mpobnemarrke ctathy, myOIuKyeMo B Halen
penakiuu, MpUMBIKAIOT padboThl A. U. 3aiineBa pa3Hbix jieT 00 DTeoHe-Cradie
B beotun, npeBHeiimeM, kak OH TOKa3bIBAJI, MECTE TEPOHIECKOTO KyJIbTa DIUIIa
(cwm.: 3aites 2003, 146-148, 362-380). — Ilpum. peo.
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198 A. . 3aiineB

Bo Bpemena I1aBcanus B Konone naxoquics np®dov Daumna (Paus.
I, 30, 4), oqHako enBa 1 OH OBLT ApeBHUM. B dunane «daumna B Ko-
moHe» KMcmena roBoput 00 ucyesHoBenun Jnumna (1732): dtoeog
g¢murve diyo te mavtdég. U mamee Codoknr maer muanor AHTHUTOHBI
u Teces (1757-1763, nep. ®. ®. 3enuHCKOTO):

O, 103B0JIH HAM B3TJISIHYTh HA MOTHITY OTIIa!

51 He BnacTeH, pOJHBIE, €€ YKa3aTh.

UTo THI MOJIBUIIIb, JIEP>KABHBINA Blagbika AduH?
Bamr orer; Hakazan: He 1aBaTh HUKOMY

Hu xocHyThCA cTOMOM 3a110BEHON 3eMIIH,

Hu HapymuTh NpUBETOM CBATOW TUILMHBI,

Urto cTpajanblia MOTHITY HAaBEKH OJTIOJIET.

A

Takwe BBIpaXeHUs OBUTH OBI aOCONFOTHO HEYMECTHBI Ha CIICHE
B Tearpe B AdwuHax, ecid Obl TepooH, KOTOphii Bunen [laBcanuid,
yke cymiecTBoBal Bo BpemeHa Codokiia: TepoOH CTaBUIICS Ha MECTE
JIEHCTBUTEILHOTO UJIU MpeIIoiaraeMoro morpedenus repos. OH 6611
coopyxeH, odeBunHO, mocie Codoxia, pyKOBOACTBYSCH, BHJIH-
Mo, ykazanneM Codoxia, 9To Daun ucde3 HeJajJeKo OT MaMATHUKA
npyx0s1 Tecest u [Mupudos; [laBcanuii ymoMmuHaeT repooHbl Dauma
u Tecest u [Tupudos psaom.!

C npyroit croponsl, B «liuane» ynmoMuHAKOTCS HaATrpoOHBIC
urpsl o Dauny B @uBax (XXIII, 679-681), kotopsi, mo «Oxamccee,
napctBoBai B duBax u nmocie camoyb6uiictsa matepu (XI, 271-280).
OpnHako HalIM UCTOYHUKH HUYETO HE TOBOPAT O KyybTe Dauna B Ou-
Bax, a UX JIOBOJBFHO MHOTO, M1 OHH Pa3HOOOpa3HbI, TaK 4TO, €CIH OB
B UCTOPHYECKYIO 310Xy B dHBax MOKa3bIBAIA OYUTAEMYIO MOTHITY
Onuna, Mbl ObI 00 3TOM 4TO-1K00 cibliiany. [lepea HaMu OTHIOAB HE
peaKoe pacxoXkICHUE CBUAETEIBCTB TOMEPOBCKUX MO3M U MOCIETO-
MEPOBCKOW MPAKTUKHA FePONIECKUX KYIbTOB.

K Tomy *e y Hac ecTh CBEJCHHS O TOYUTAHHH DJIUIA B COBCEM
npyroM mecTe B beotnu. A nMeHHO, B cXxousix K «aumy B Komone»
Codoxna (ad v. 91) coxpanmnace nurata u3 Jlucumaxa AJekcaH-
JPUICKOTO, KOTOPHIA B COYMHEHUU O (PHBAHCKUX TPEBHOCTSX, CCHI-
Jasich Ha HEKOEro He M3BECTHOrO HaM Apwujazena, YTBEp)KAaj, 4YTo

I K npobneme xynbra Dnuna B Komone cm. Kearns 1989, 50-53; 189;
208-210. — Ilpum. peo.
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Dmun ObLT MOXOPOHEH B cBATUUINE JleMeTpsl B DTeoHe. DTOT DTe-
OH yIOMHUHaeTcsl B roMepoBckoM «Karamore kopaOieit» Kak ropon
Bbeorun Bcien 3a Ckomom (B ToMm xe cruxe II, 497). Uctounuku
MOCIIETOMEPOBCKOTO BpeMeHHU yrnoMuHatoT CKoJ Kak rmonuc T. H. [1a-
paconuasl — 06J1acTH BIOJb MO TEYEHHUIO peku Acolla, pacloiIoXKeH-
HOHW B BOCTOYHOW yactu beornn Broms Kudepona — roproit memnu
Ha rpaHule ¢ ATTukoi 1 Merapunoii.2 K ot xe [Tapaconume oTHO-
cut «["eorpadus» Crpadona (I1X, 2, 24, p. 408 C) u DteoH, 3asBisis,
MpaBja, MPU 3TOM, YTO OH OBLI Mo3aHee mepenMeHoBaH B Ckadis
(ZkaeAat: 3TO UTEHHE PYKOMUCHOE, HAapacHo n3MeHeHHoe Kcunman-
JIPOM Ha XKAPP1), YTO COXPAHSIIOCH A0 CHUX TOP BO BCEX M3JaHUIX
CtpaboHa, HO OMPOBEPraeTCs ITHUKOHOM LKAQAIKE B Haamucu IV B.
SEG XV, 1958, Ne 161).3

Kak crnpaBemnuBo ykaspiBaeT J[»KOBaHHHWHH,* BEChMa BEpPOSITHO,
YTO B JIEHCTBUTEIBHOCTH MMEJIa MECTO HE aKIHsd NMEepeMMEHOBAaHNUA,
a sxurenu CxadJapl, CTPEMHUBIIHECS, KaK U )KUTEH IPYTHX TPEIECKIX
rOpoJIOB, JOKa3aTh APEBHOCTH CBOETO IOJIMCA, OTOXAECTBUIIU €ro
C TOMEPOBCKUM DTEOHOM, HO, IIOBTOPSIIO, 3TO He MeHseT aena. Ckour,
npeBHU OTeoH u HoBast Ckadiia HAXOIWINCh PSJIOM, B HEOOBIIOWH
Jaxke MO0 rpevyecKuM MepkaM obmact y noguoxusa Kudepona.

OteoH Ha3BaH y ['oMmepa moAOKVNUOG (IpEeBHUIA BapHaHT TOAV-
Kpnuvog). OueBuaHO, nosioskeHne Ckadibl OTBEUAIO 3TOW XapakTe-
PHUCTHKE, KaK 3TO MOATBEPXKAaeT U ATMOIION0p, nuTupyemsrii Ctpa-
oonom (VIII, 3, 6).

[To-BuguMomy, u 3asBieHue Jlucumaxa—Apuazena, 4yTo MOTHIIA
Dnuna HaxoauiIach B CBATHUIMILE J[eMeTphl, OCHOBAaHO, B KOHEYHOM
cdere, Ha ayTorcuu. S mymaro, 4To 3TO cBATHIUIIE JleMeTpsl — TO
xKe camoe ceatuiuule demerpsl u Kopsl, KoTopoe yrnoMHHAET, pac-
CKasbIBasi 0 pa3pylieHHoM B ero Bpems Ckoie, [laBcanmii (IX, 4, 4),
100 B yCJIOBHUSAX 3amycTeHus Tonorpadudeckue ceeneHus [laBcanus
ObUIH, €CTECTBEHHO, MPUOIU3UTEIBHBIMHU, a CYIIECTBOBAHHE IBYX
CBATHININ J[eMeTpsl M0 COCeACTBY HEBEPOSTHO — JKPEIBI MX IMPOCTO
HE MPOKOPMUIIKCH OBl OT MPUHOIICHHUH.

2 Cwm. Burr 1944, 21 Anm. 1; Visser 1997, 254. — Ilpum. peo.

3 Yrenue TkaeAot npunsto B u3nanuu L. Pagra: Radt 2004, 54, cm. Radt
2008, 48-49. — Ilpum. peo.

4 Giovannini 1969, 13. [/[>koBaHHUHH CYHMTaN MPAaBHJIHHBIM Ha3BaHUE
ropoza Xxaoat, ciuenys Hell. Oxyrh. XV, 3. — Ilpum. peo.]
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To, 4To mounTaemas Mormia JAuna JeMOHCTPUPOBATIACH B TAKOM
IJIyXOM MECTe, TOBOPUT 3a €€ OONbLIYIO IPEBHOCTD. JKpewLbl CBATHIIN-
1a u xurenu JreoHa-Ckadibl HE MOTJIM PACCUUTHIBATh, TAK CKA3aTh,
OPUTSHYTh K cebe KylbT DIuma U3 Kakoro-To APyroro Mecra, cKa-
skeM, u3 ®us wim Kosona. EcTtecTBeHHEE BCEro AyMarTh, 4TO UMEHHO
B Oteone-Ckadue 3TOT KyJIbT ObIJI HCKOHHBIM.

Opnako y Hac ecTb, Kak MHE Ka)eTcs, W HPAMOE CBHUJCTEINb-
CTBO TOTO0, uTo Mormia Jauna B Ckadiie He OblIa pe3ysbTaToOM LIH-
POKO NPAaKTUKOBABLICHCS B JIMHUCTHYECKYIO 3I0XY pEecTaBpaluu
NO/UIMHHBIX U (abpHKalMK NCEBA0apXandecKUX KyJIbTOB, OOPSIOB,
Ipa3IHECTB.

®. ®. 3enuHCKUI pazpaboTan MeTol PEKOHCTPYKIHMU yTpaueH-
HBIX Bepcuil MU(OB, UCIIONIB3YS T. H. pyAUMEHTapHbIE MOTHBHI B Ipe-
yeckoit Tpareaun.’ Tak, IeHCTBYIONINE JTUIA HEPEIKO BHICKA3BIBAIOT
HE MCTIONHSIOMINECS TUIaHBI, IOKENaHHsI, ONIaCeHUs], KOTOPBIC HE BBI-
TEKAIOT U3 Pa3BUTHS AEHCTBUS AAHHOW Tpareiuu, a BOCXOIST K CIO-
J)KeTaMm Tpareaui — MpeaueCTBEHHUL] JaHHOM.

OTOT METOI NpHBEN K BaKHBIM, YOCOUTEIbHBIM pPE3yibTaTaM,
¥ MBI MO’KEM NIPUMEHHUTH €T0 U B HAILIEM CIIydae.

Tupecuii HamekaeT Ha Bo3BpaueHnne Jauna Ha Kudepon (Oed.
R. 415-423, nep. ®. ®. 3enunckoro):°

W 4ac npupet — ABOMHBIM pa3sl yaapoM,

U 3a oT1a, U 32 pOJHYIO MaTh,

TeOst U3roHUT U3 3eMIIH (PUBAHCKON
Kenesnoro cronoi NpoKIAThS AyX,

U BMecTo cBeTa ThMa TeOs MMOKPOET.

I'ne He Halinems THI raBaHu CTEHAHBIM?

I'ne e orBeTutT kpukam KudepoHn,

Korna moiiMenis, 9To k cBagp0e B 3TOM JoMe

C 1oOpoM ThI IJIBLI, HO HE K 100pY MPUILIBLIL..?

B nesamepmennoi tparequu CeHeku, Hocsmeld HazBanune «Du-
HUKUASHKI», B CaMOH TIepBOH clieHe Daun umiet cMepT Ha Kudepo-
He. OH roBopurt Beaytiei ero Aarurone (mep. C. A. OmepoBa):

5 3emmuckuit 1912, 9-15; Zielinski 1925, 1-132 (Liber primus. De locis
tragoediae Graecae rudimentalibus). — [Ipum. peo.
6 Cp. Kraggerud 1991, 47-49.
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Jlait cmenoTe BECTH MEHS
Tyna, rae CKIOHBI BBBICH BO3HEC CTPEMHUCTHIC
Moit Kudepon... (11-13)

EcTk 1 Moe B Tex 4aIiax MecTo, BHOBb MEHS

OHO 30BET HACTOWYHMBO; CTICUTY Ty.a.

YBepeHHO TyAa 6e3 IPOBOXKATOTO

Hoiiny. 3auem k cebe BEpHYTHCS MEIUTIO 517

Haii cmepts MHe, Kudepon, nait B Tom yoexwuie,
I'me nomxkeH ObLI s1 CTHHYTH BO MJIaJICHYECTBE,
[TornGuHyTH cTapiem. (27-33)

B Tparenun «3maun-mapb» MOpeTeprieBIIAA KaTtacTpody CIETOM
Onun roBopuT KpeoHTy, 4TO OH HUKOTJa HE CMOXET KUTh B DuBax
u geme (1451-1454, nep. @. ®. 3enmHCKOTO):

AN’ o pe vaigw dpeotv, EvBa kKinLetot
ovpog Kibapav odtog, dv pinp 1€ pot
atip T’ £€0€00nv {dvTe KOpLOV TAPOV,
v’ €€ gketvov, of K’ dnwArdTV, Bave.

OTnpaBb MEHS B ITyCTHIHIO,

['me r1aBy BO3BBICHII

Moit Kudepon. 3akoHHOIO MOTHIION
OH OT 0OTLIa U MaTepu MHE JIaH:

[IycTb BOJIO MX UCHIOTHUT CMEPTH MOSL.

Op.-I'. lllomapTen npeanonaraeT, 4To UMEHHO 3TH ciioBa Codokiia
HOCITY KIJIM OTIIPABHBIM ITyHKTOM Jutsl CeHekH B ero « DUHUKHIHKaxX».

Canxm-Ilemepbypackuii 20cy0apcmeeHHblil YHUSepcumem

bubmmorpadus

A. W. 3atitieB. H36pannvie cmamou (CI16. 2003).

®. ®. 3enuHCKMiA. PynmuMeHTapHBIE MOTHBEI B Tpedeckoil Tparequun // [1IPO-
HIEMIITHPIA: Cooprux cmameti, uzdannviti Odecckum o00wecmeom
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(Onecca 1912) 9-15.
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7 Chaumartin 1996.
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Alexander Zaicev, The Oldest Location of Oedipus’ Cult

Although Pausanias (1. 30. 4) mentions a heroon of Oedipus in Colonus, it
follows from the final scene of Soph. OC (1732, 1757—-1763) that in Attica of
Sophocles’ times, his burial site was considered unknown and there was no
heroon erected over his grave. Despite the numerous sources we possess,
there is no evidence of Oedipus’ cult in Thebes in historical times. However,
there is a testimony (sch. Soph. OC 91) that Oedipus was buried in the
sanctuary of Demeter in the Boeotian town of Eteon, identified with Scaphlae,
at the foot of the Cithaeron. The inhabitants of such a secluded place could
hardly claim the authenticity of this burial if it were challenged in Thebes or
Colonus. This is an argument for supposing that the cult of Oedipus originated
precisely in Eteon-Scaphlae. This is further supported by the hints in Soph.
OR. (421; 1451-1454) and Sen. Phoen. (13; 31) that Oedipus was destined to
die on Cithaeron, if we apply Th. Zielinski’s method of reconstructing lost
mythic versions from rudimentary motifs in tragedy.

Xots ITaBcannii (I, 30, 4) ynmomunaer repoon Dnuna B Konone, u3 3akito-
yutenabHO# cuensl Soph. OC (1732, 1757-1763) crnenyert, 94T0 BO BpeMeHa
Codoxkiia B ATTHKE MECTO €ro NOrpeOeHuUs CYMTATOCh HEU3BECTHBIM H, COOT-
BETCTBCHHO, T€POOH HaJ/l HUM BO3BeJeH He Obul. B duBax KynbT Dnuma He 3a-
CBHJICTEIGCTBOBAH B HCTOPHUYECKYIO 3TI0XY, HECMOTPS HA MHOTOYHCIIEHHOCTh
HaIIUX UCTOYHUKOB. OmHAKO ecTh cBeneHus (sch. Soph. OC 91), uro Daum
OBUT TOXOPOHEH B CBATHIMIIE J{eMeTphl B O€0THIICKOM Toposie DTeoHe, KOTO-
polit oToxaecTBisiorT co Ckaduoli y nogHoxuss Kudepona. XKurenu croip
TIyXOr0 MeCTa He MOIIM OBl HACTAaMBAaTh Ha MMOUIMHHOCTH 3aXOPOHEHNUS, €CIIH
651 ee ocniapuBany B Pusax uin B Konone. 310 apryMeHT B OJIB3Y MIPEAIONO-
JKSHUSI, 9TO UMEHHO B DTeoHe-Ckade KyasT Dauma ObuT HCKOHHBIM. K TomMy
JKe BBIBOITy MOXKHO TIPHITH, eciH, IpUMeHsst paspaborannbiii ©. @. 3enmH-
CKHM METO]] PEKOHCTPYKLIMH YTPadeHHbIX BEpCHH MU(OB IO PyAUMEHTApHBIM
MOTHBaM B Tpareiuu, oopartuth BHUMaHue, uto B «llape Dmune» Codoxia
(421; 1451-1454) n B «Punukusakax» Cenexu (13; 31) ecth HamMekH, 4TO
Omuity cyxaeHo ymepers Ha Kudepone.
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Zoia Barzakh

SOPHOCLES OT 809: THE RESPONSE OF
THE DEFENSE*

This paper is intended as a response to the expert opinion on the
question of the guilt of Oedipus in killing Laius, recently published in
Hermes by N. Almazova.! Here the expert concludes that “Oedipus is
guilty of killing in excess of self-defense”.?

At the original trial, which took place on the stage of the Athenian
Theatre of Dionysus more than twenty-five centuries ago, the
defendant stood no chance: almost all procedural roles — including
that of the dpywv Paciredg overseeing the trial, the injured party
(o1dkwv) represented by the closest relative of the victim, the accused
(pedywv), the judge, and the executioner — were concentrated in
a single pair of hands, and in those of a person who, by the very
nature of things, could not have been impartial. To compensate for
this miscarriage of justice, I hereby assume the duties of an advocate
for the defendant and, in what follows, respond to the conclusion of
the expert who sided with the prosecutor.?

* T express a gratitude for the anonymous reviewers of Hyperboreus for
their profound and thought-provoking comments which helped me a lot in
preparing this article for the publication.

I Almazova 2025, 159-170.

2 Almazova 2025, 168.

3 B. Manuwald, in his commentary to the tragedy (2012, 40-42),
answering the article of Harris (2010), where the author also states that Oedipus
was, according to the Athenian law, guilty of homicide, questions the very
relevance of such “juridical” approach to the tragedy — namely, the applicability
of legal norms to the situation described in it. However, both the frequent
use of legal terminology and procedural details of Athenian homicide trial
in this particular tragedy (on which see esp. Knox 1957, 19-20, 80-81, and
95-97) and the testimonies about relevance of the law court practices for the
understanding of Greek tragedy in general collected by Harris (2010, 129-130)
speak for such approach.
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Even the prosecution does not deny that, according to the
description given in OT 802-813, it was Laius and his party who
started the fight. Our sources give us the description of two cases —
one real and one fictitious — tried before Athenian court, in which
the defense maintained that the deceased was the initial aggressor.
Surprisingly, in none of these cases does the defense insist that
the life and health of the killer was in immediate danger and that he
had to defend himself to avoid it. However, even in such situations,
the defense based its argument on the mere fact that the initial
physical aggression was that of the deceased and, evidently, could
reasonably expect this to be enough for the killer to be absolved by
the jury.

A real case of this kind is that of a certain Euaenus, reported by
Demosthenes in the speech Against Meidias (Dem. 21. 71-76).* Here,
the defendant killed the victim during a private banquet in response
to a slap in the face. According to Demosthenes, he was convicted by
a majority of one vote (21. 75):

AKOV® YOp aOTOV EYOYE PG LOVOV GADVIL YHP®, Kol TodT  obte
Khawcavt” olte denbévia TdV SKAGTAY 0VdeVHS, 0VTE PIAGLV-
Opwmov ovte pKpoOV 00TE PEY” 00O OTIODV TPOG TOVE SIKAGTOG
momoovta. Odpev Toivov ovTOoi, TOUG UEV KaTtayvovTag a)Tod
un 6t nudvarto, 610 TodTo Katoyneicachatl, GAL” 11 TodTOoV TOV
TPOTOV DOTE KOl AMOKTEIVAL, TOVG & ATOYVOVTOG KOl TOOTNV TNV
vepPoAV TG TH®pPiag T@ Y TO odW VPPIoHéEVE dedmKEVaL.

In fact, according to what I personally hear, he was convicted by
a single vote, and this happened without him shedding any tears
or begging any of the judges or doing anything at all, large or
small, to make the judges sympathetic to him. So let us draw the
following conclusion: on the one hand, the judges who decided
against him voted to convict not because he struck back but
because he struck back in such a way that he actually killed him;
on the other, those who voted to acquit allowed an extreme
amount of retaliation to a man who was the victim of physical
indignity.’

4 Harris 2010, 136 states that “the story of Oedipus’ killing of Laius bears
a strong resemblance in certain regards to Euaion’s murder of Boeotus”.
5 Transl. Harris 2008, 113.
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The expert cites this case as proof that “Athenian law did not
guarantee the right to defend oneself by any means against anyone
who struck the first blow”.® However, Euaenus did not defend
himself, but rather, he avenged himself. As far as we can judge
from Demosthenes’ report, the defense in this case did not seek to
establish that the defendant faced an immediate threat to life or limb;
on the contrary, the defense’s position was that the slap in the face
constituted such an unbearable offense that it justified the use of
deadly force.

It is certainly true that this case “shows that the Athenian court
did not consider provocation as automatic ground for acquittal”.’
However, it also shows that even a simple provocation, without threat
to life, could serve as grounds for acquittal — otherwise, nearly half
of the judges would not have voted to acquit a murderer in a case that
clearly did not involve such danger.

Note that the context of Demosthenes’ speech points in the same
direction: the case is introduced not to show that simple revenge
cannot serve as grounds for the acquittal of a killer, but, on the
contrary, to demonstrate that a bodily insult such as a blow to the face
can constitute sufficient provocation even for a murderous attack, and
that in such a case, the killer deserves understanding, if not pardon.?
Demosthenes accuses Meidias of assault and battery: the accused
slapped the orator in the face during a public festival, at which the
latter was serving as a choregos. The accuser aptly refers to the case
of Euaenus for a dual purpose: to show how serious an insult a slap
in the face is, and to contrast his own self-restraint and commitment
to legal procedure with the impulsive reaction of Euaenus. The logic
of Demosthenes’ argument is as follows: Boeotus slapped Euaenus
in the face during a private banquet, when the insulted party was not
engaged in official duties, after which Euaenus killed the offender and
was convicted by the margin of a single vote. The insult I suffered
was far greater: | was slapped in the face in public, while performing
an official duty. Therefore, I could have killed Meidias on the spot

¢ Almazova 2025, 159-160 with n. 5.

7 Harris 2016, 212. I am grateful for the anonymous reviewer of
Hyperboreus for drawing my attention to this article.

8 In my analysis of the case of Euaenus in the speech of Demosthenes,
I follow Cairns 2015, 651-652.
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and would probably have been acquitted. Instead, I chose to prosecute
him through legal channels — what a responsible citizen I am!

This is clearly an a fortiori argument and, as has already been
shown by A. Sommerstein, it can likewise be employed by the
defence in the case of Oedipus.’

The second, fictitious, homicide case in which, according to the
defence, it was the deceased who initiated the fight, is the situation
presented in Antiphon’s Third Tetralogy. Here, too, the incident took
place during a private banquet, where, according to the defence,
a drunken fellow attacked the defendant and was eventually killed
by him (or rather, suffered physical injuries that eventually led
to his death, for which, according to the defence, the physician’s
incompetence in treating him was at least partly responsible). Ana-
lysis of this case shows that, according to M. Gagarin, “the fact that
the victim started the fight could bolster someone’s defence on the
charge of intentional homicide but did not necessarily make the
killing lawful”. However, here again the wrongdoing in question is
not a killing in self-defence in the strict sense of the term, but a killing
following provocation, as the defence never claims that the life or
health of the defendant was in any danger during the fight. Instead,
from the opening of his first speech, the defendant bases his position
on the assertion that “it is just” (dikaiov) to use greater force against
one who initiates the fight (Antiph. 4. 2. 2):

olpon p&v obv Eywye odte Sikaw tovtovg oBO’ ol Spdv
gykorodvtag gpoi. Tov yap Gp&avta g TANYNG, €l Hev o1dNpw
fi MO 1 E0A® Nuovauny avtdv, fdikovv pev ovd’ obtmwg — oV
yap towtd dAld peifova kol mieiovo dikailol ol dpyovteg Avtl-
naoyew giolv — 10l 6¢ yepol TurTOUEVOS VT adTOD, TOIG YEPOLV
Gmep Enacyov avTidpdv, TOTEPQ NOiKOVV;

Note that this statement directly contradicts the principle of
adequate and sufficient self-defence and could not have been made

9 Sommerstein 2010, 221 n. 29: Euaenus kills the drunk fellow on the
spot for slapping him in the face, and “Demosthenes /.../, who tells the story,
clearly expects his jury to sympathize with Euaion. Much more would they have
sympathized with a man who had been subjected to a murderous assault by the
leader of a party of five men on a lonely country road”.
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if this principle were applicable in the Athenian homicide court. It
is unclear whether the statement contains a quotation from an actual
legal provision;'® however, in the following speech (Antiph. 4. 3. 2)
the plaintiff explicitly refers to a provision according to which the one
who initiated the fight (&p&ag tfjg TANyc) is responsible (aitiog) for
the outcome under the law (koatd tov vopov).!! In what follows, the
plaintiff does not deny the existence of such a law, but argues that it
was the defendant, rather than the deceased, who initiated the fight.!2
In the final speech, the friends of the defendant — who by this time had
gone into exile — refer to the same provision as a universally written
law (yéypamtai, 4. 4. 7):

@ pev yop ap&avtt mavtoyod peyddo Emttipio Emikeital, @ o6
apvvopéve 0bdouod 00dEY émttipiov yéypomtar. 3

In this tetralogy, as in the previous one, a separate and well-known
problem is posed by the repeated statement that the law prohibits killing
“either justly or unjustly” (4. 2. 3: 6 vouog &ipyov pnte dikaiong punte
aoikmg amokteivew, cf. 3. 2. 9, 3. 3. 7, 4. 4. 8).!4 However, this “law”
is in evident contradiction, not only with the principle of legitimate
self-defense or retribution, but also with Attic homicide law in general,
since that law establishes a separate jurisdiction — the Delphinion
court — specifically for cases in which the defense maintained that
the homicide had indeed taken place but was nevertheless justifiable
under the circumstances (Arist. Ath. Pol. 57. 3: éav &’ dmokteival pév
TIC OUOAOYT, PF) 0& KOTA TOVG VOUOUG).

10- Carawan 1998, 302 suggests that both the provision about the use of
greater force against one who struck the first blow and the exact wording of
the speech, mentioning “sword, stone or stick” were directly borrowed from
Dracon’s law about homicide.

1" Gagarin 1978 a, 115.

12 Cf. Gagarin 1998, 166 ad 4. 2. 1 dpyov... yeipdv adikov: “The point
might be decisive, if it were clear that the victim struck the first blow and the
defendant was acting solely in self-defense, but it is not”.

13 Gagarin 1978 a, 115 n. 20. Cf. Gagarin 1998, 172 ad loc.: “the reference
to a written penalty (yéypomtar) indicates that A. has in mind the written laws
of all Greek cities”.

14 T am grateful to the anonymous reviewer of the article for drawing my
attention to this problem.



208 Zoia Barzakh

Both Aristotle (loc. cit.) and Demosthenes (23. 53) provide
a full list of such cases, including attempted sexual violence against
a female relative, accidental killing during athletic competitions, and
the killing of a fellow soldier in wartime after mistaking him for an
enemy. Therefore, the “law” mentioned by Antiphon cannot have
been part of the written Athenian penal code. This point has long
been acknowledged by scholars, who have addressed the problem in
different ways. Dittenberger'> uses it as proof that the laws cited in
Antiphon’s tetralogies are as fictitious as the cases discussed in them,
and therefore that the tetralogies should be excluded from the corpus
of sources for Attic legislation. Gagarin argues that this prohibition
is not, strictly speaking, a law at all, but a moral rather than a legal
injunction, deployed for rhetorical purposes,'® while Carawan lists
this provision among the arguments for a later date of the tetralogies
and for their non-Antiphontean origin.!”

In his later commentary on Antiphon’s Tetralogies, Gagarin
suggests understanding dwaicng as “intentional” and &dikwg as
“unintentional”;'® however, he fails to support this proposal with
examples of comparable uses of these adverbs (or adjectives derived
from the same root) in other sources. As a result, he is forced to
assume an idiosyncratic usage of this otherwise common root in these
passages of Antiphon, an assumption that seems highly problematic.

Therefore, we may assume that, according to the practice of the
Athenian homicide courts, in cases where the victim had initiated the
fight, this could constitute grounds for the acquittal of the killer, even
if his life or health was not in immediate danger, and the killing was,
strictly speaking, retaliatory rather than defensive.!?

5 Dittenberger 1896, 271-277.
¢ Gagarin 1978 b, 291-306.

7 Caravan 1993, 254-268.

8 Gagarin 1997, 151.

19 The question of whether we possess the exact formulation of this principle
in the form of statutory provision is more complicated that it may seem at the
first glance. Our main primarily source on Draco’s homicide law is /G*104, the
severely damaged stela dated from the end of the 5™ century (for the history of
its restorations and publications, see Harris—Canevaro 2023, 2). The restoration
gav dpyovlta yepdv a[dikwv kteivy for its lines 33—35 was proposed by Kohler
in 1867 and since than accepted almost unanimously (see e. g. Roberts—Gardiner
1905, 67; Gagarin 1981, 61-62). However, E. Harris has lately doubted this
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When we look closely at the detailed description of the encounter
at the crossroads in OT 802-813, we see that Sophocles persistently
stresses that the initial aggression was that of Laius and his attendants.
As P. Finglass aptly observes in his commentary, “the fatal encounter
is highly factual reportage, with no explicit attempt by Oedipus to
justify his homicide”. 20 Yet, as J. Bremmer notes, “it would have
been easy for the poet to add a line or two and make Oedipus the
aggressor, as Euripides did in Phoen. 41-44. But Sophocles preferred
to show an Oedipus who, being attacked (vv. 802—-805) on a lonely
mountain pass, defends himself against an unprovoked assault”. 2!

The first aggression was that of the tpoynAdtngc: the expressions
7wpo¢ Plav NAavvémny in v. 805 and tov éktpénovta in v. 806 can only
denote physical assault. As J. March puts it in her recent commentary,
“Oedipus makes it clear that the driver was the aggressor and that he
himself struck back in retaliation”.?2 Note that Oedipus’ words &yov
napaoteiyovta in v. 809 can only mean that, after a violent but brief
exchange with the tpoynidtng, Oedipus eventually gave way to the
procession — as opposed to the description in Euripides Phoen. 4041,
where Oedipus, péya epovadv, refuses to give way until his feet are
wounded by the horses’ hooves.

Everything could have ended with a brief exchange of blows —
and perhaps some inurbane words — with the Tpoynidtng, were it not
for Laius’ unprovoked attack.?? “We note that Laius does not merely
strike out of retaliatory anger, but watched and waited, and then

restoration, referring to the autopsy of the stone by R. Pitt in November 2016 and
arguing that the restoration is mistakenly based on the literarily sources, all
of which are relevant for the law about assault (aikeiog), not the law about
homicide (Harris 2016, 203-216). In his recent republication of the inscription
(Harris—Canevaro 2023, 50-52) Harris refers to the relevant portion of the text
as follows: “after 1. 29, we can read only a few letters at the beginnings and the
ends of the lines, as far as 1. 58”. We cannot argue against the autopsy and agree
that the most of the texts containing the expression dpy@v xelp®dv adikwv deal
with the non-lethal violence; however, this is not the case with the third tetralogy
of Antiphon, and we cannot see why, according to Harris 2016, 213, here, too,
“the defendant is clearly relying on the law about assault” (italics mine).

20 Finglass 2018, 409.
I Bremer 1989, 156.

22 March 2020, 244.

23 To my knowledge, this detail was paid attention to only by Gregory
1995, 144.
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struck with malice aforethought”, as J. March aptly remarks again.2*
He waited (tnpnfioag,?’ v. 808) until Oedipus passed the carriage?¢ and
then struck at the precise moment when the blow was most dangerous
and could even have been fatal.

Indeed, a closer examination of the scene shows that Oedipus’
aggression was not merely retaliatory, but self-defensive.?’” The
expert’s main argument is that “(t)he extent to which he (scil.
Oedipus — Z. B.) was in danger depends on the weapon used by Laius
to strike his blow”.28 This weapon, ditAd kévrpa (v. 809), according
to the expert, could have been either a whip or a goad.

Before turning to the crucial question — whether the weapon
used by Laius was a whip or a goad — we should note that, even if
it was a whip, Oedipus could reasonably have believed that his life
was in danger. Indeed, P. Finglass translates xévtpa as “a whip”,2°
but nevertheless concludes that “Oedipus could have expected to be
acquitted by an Athenian court, at least, on the ground of self-defense
when his life was in danger”: he was attacked twice, the second time
by the leader of a group of five men. Moreover, even a whip itself, if
that is indeed what it was, could have proved to be a deadly weapon.
It was used to strike bulls and horses, and its blows must therefore
have penetrated thick hides; this implies that such a blow could be
fatal when used on a human being. Indeed, in the prologue of 4jax,
the protagonist, in a state of divinely sent frenzy, kills bulls with this

24 March 2020, 244.

25 Tt is true that, as noted by the anonymous reviewer of this article,
the basic meaning of tpéw is “to see, to watch”, not “to wait”. However,
part. aor. tnpnoag with acc. cum part. always means “watch for, wait for”
or even “seize an opportunity when” (LSJ s. v. qpéw II. 2). Jebb (ad loc.)
cites as a parallel Dem. 53. 17 mpnoag pe aviovra ék Ilepoudg oye mepi
tag Mbotopiog, “lay in wait for me near the stone quarries, as [ was coming
back from the Peiracus”. Cf. Thuc. 8. 108. 4-5 tnpnc0g APLOTOTOIOVUEVOLG,
“waiting until they were at their midday meal”; Arist. A¢h. Pol. 2. 3. 5 tnpricag
t00g Adkwvag dtapefinuévoug du [avoaviav, «...who seized the opportunity
when the Lacedaemonians were discredited because of Pausanias”; Phlegon,
De mirab. 4. 2. 3.

26 On the syntax and textology of the passage see below.

27 Pace Harris 2010, 135-139, who concludes that Oedipus’ aggression
was retaliatory, not defensive.

28 Almazova 2025, 162.

2% Finglass 2018, 417.
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very weapon, which proves a fortiori that for a human being this
instrument posed a real danger.

However, kévtpa in v. 809 is, in likelihood, a goad rather than
a whip. The expert concludes that “during the encounter at the
crossroads Laius used a whip and did not try to kill the passer-by”.30
Nevertheless, she admits that “(t)he general meaning of the word
kévtpov is ‘any sharp point’ (LSJ s. v.)”.3! Indeed, the primary and
most widespread meaning given by LSJ is “horse-goad” (LSJ s. v.
kévtpov, Al). From this derive the metaphorical meanings such as
“incentive” or “torture”. The word can also denote the “point of
a spear”, the “sting of a bee”, or the “quills of a porcupine”, but it
very rarely, if ever, refers to anything flexible.

It is true that, when the context allows — or even requires it — the
word kévtpov can refer to a driver’s implement in a general sense.
This is, as noted by the expert,3? the case in the tragic fragment quoted
by Hesychius (Soph. fr. dub. 1140 Radt = fr. 802 Pearson), where the
oars are likened to pnknpiolg kévipoicwv. Here, it is not important
for the proper understanding of the simile which specific driver’s
implement is meant — a goad or a whip. The similarity lies, as the
expert observes, “down to function rather than form: the waves are
likened to the horses and the oars to the instrument with which the
driver beats them”. This broader sense — “the driver’s implement” —
can also be assumed in two of the three Homeric passages cited
by the expert.3® In one of them (/I 23. 384-390), kévtpov is used
with negation: in v. 384 Apollo knocks the whip (pdotiya) out of
Diomedes’ hand, and his horses continue running @vev K&vipolo
(v. 387), until Athena returns the whip (ndotiya, v. 390) to Diomedes.
Here, it is clear from the context that the implement in question is
a whip, and @vev kévtpolo can safely be understood in the broader
sense of “without being urged on by a driver”.

The situation with the compositum kevtpnvexéag in 1I. 5. 752 =
8. 396 is similar: the reader already knows that the implement Hera
uses to urge on her horses is a uaoti& (/. 5. 748 = 8. 392), and the
epithet can therefore be understood as “being urged on by the driver”.

30 Almazova 2025, 168.
31 Almazova 2025, 162.
32 Almazova 2025, 163 with n. 28.
33 Almazova 2025, 162.
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It is worth noting that in neither of these cases is kévtpov used on its
own, but rather either with a negation or as part of a compositum. In
both instances, the context makes clear which driver’s implement the
reader is meant to imagine, and kévtpov or its derivatives can thus be
employed in a wider sense.

In our passage, however, the reader or spectator is given no
indication beyond the word kévtpov itself as to which implement was
used, and it is therefore natural to understand the term in its primary
sense, namely as “a goad”. In the third example cited by the expert,
the instrument in Antilochus’ hand is first called kévtpov (/I 23.
430) and later iudoBin (23. 582). However, more than 150 verses
separate these references, and both poet and audience may well
have lost track of which implement was originally specified. The
Homeric poems contain many such minor — and sometimes more
substantial — contradictions, whether in the number of delegates sent
on the mission to Achilles (/I. 9), the weather on the day of Odysseus’
vengeance against the suitors (Od. 20. 114, cf. 104), or the presence
or absence of the gods on Olympus at the time of Achilles’ quarrel
with Agamemnon (/. 1. 423-435, cf. 222).34

The expert admits that “the direction of the blow indicated by
péoov kdpa might speak in favor of a goad: it is easier to strike an
exact blow to the center of the head with a sharp object than with
a whip, especially a double whip”.3> However, she accepts the
emendation &yov for the manuscript reading éyov and construes the
modifier pécov as governed by it. The resulting sense is “watched
me pass the center of the carriage”. It is, however, uncertain if any
emendation is required in the first place. Already Erfurdt, in his
edition, noted that “nihil, si quid video, in vulgata est, quod iure possit
displicere”. He punctuates vv. 807—-808 as kai p’ 6 npécPug, ®g 0pd,
/ &yov, mapacteiyovta mpnoags... and translates as follows: “Senex,
inquit, simul ac vidit (verberari a me aurigam), e curru, observans
illud ipsum temporis momentum, quo praeteribam, ferit me”.3¢

34 On the small inconsistencies and contradictions in Homer, see: Scott
1921, 137-144; Murray 1924, 243; Kirk 1983, 76, 97; Zaicev 1990 [A. U. 3aii-
ueB, “JlpeBHerpedeckuii repondeckuii amoc u ‘Unuana’ l'omepa”, in: Tomep,
Hnuaoa], 405-406; Janko 1998, 7-8; Reece 2005, 50-56.

35 Almazova 2025, 164.

36 Erfurdt 1827, 236-237.
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Similarly, Jebb in his edition translates vv. 807-809 as “from the
chariot — having watched for the moment when I was passing — he
came down upon me, full on my head (uéoov képa, accusative of the
part affected), with a double goad”, and comments that “the genitive
6yov marks the point from which the action sets on”.3” The genitive as
a “whence” case — that is, a genitive of separation denoting the point
of departure of a movement — is used by Sophocles with remarkable
freedom. Jebb (ad loc.) cites as a parallel OT 152 (lyr.) [TvB&vog ...
£Boc. To this we may add OT 97-98 (yopog ... éhavvew), 142—-143
(B&Bpwv ... iotache), 229 (yiic &’ dnelow), 431 (oikwv TOVS’ ... dmet),
1004 (AoPoig éuod), Phil. 613 (dyowvto vicov tiicd’), 1003 (wétpog

. mteo@v), and OC 1024 (yopog euyovteg thod’). In his exhaustive
analysis of the uses of the genitive case in Sophocles, T. Goodell lists
all instances of the “genitive of separation (including under that term
departure, deprivation, failure, and the like)” in the tragedian’s works;
his catalogue includes no fewer than 252 examples. Goodell concludes
that “the freedom with which this genitive of separation is used with all
sorts of words and expressions denoting removal, issue, deprivation,
distinction, [and] separation is surprising. Apparently Sophocles felt
free to indicate these relations by the genitive with almost any word...
Accordingly, where the only objection to an MS reading is the presence of
an ablatival genitive of separation, that reading should without hesitation
be retained”.3® This conclusion is fully applicable to the present case.

A. Moorhouse points out that, if we accept the manuscript reading
Oyov, we obtain two genitives depending on kafixero, dyov and pod,
which, according to Moorhouse, is “very awkward”.’® However,
there is nothing inherently awkward about two genitives depending
on a single verb. For instance, the verb tuyydvem can govern a double
genitive: a genitive of the thing obtained, and a genitive of the person
from whom it is obtained*’ (e. g. Soph. Phil. 1315 ®v 8¢ cov TuyElv
dplepon, Xen. Anab. 5. 7. 33 o0 8¢ &M mavtov oidpedo teviecdon
émaivov). Similarly, two genitives — one denoting a person and the other
a thing — can depend on the verb dkobw*' (e. g. Dem. 18. 9 1®v vnep
TG YPapT|g dkaiv dkovT| HOoV).

w

7 Jebb 1883, 152 ad v. 808.

8 Goodell 1884, 16-21, 24.

39 Moorhouse 1982, 66.

40 1.SJ, s. v. toyyavoe I1. 2 C; Smyth 1956, 322 § 1351.
' Smyth 1956, 323 § 1362.

w

S
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Thus, with pécov kdpa construed together as an accusative of the
part affected, we must assume that Laius struck Oedipus on the middle
of the head, which would be almost impossible to accomplish with
a whip — especially a double whip — but relatively easy with a goad.

The expert’s crucial argument concerns the epithet dutAd modi-
fying kévipa: she assumes that the use of a double whip is well
attested both in vase painting and in literature, whereas a double goad
is mentioned only once by Nonnus and once by John Chrysostom, in
both cases metaphorically, to denote a double disaster.*> However,
duhd kévtpa can mean either “a double goad” or “two goads”,*3 and
there is at least one vase painting from the classical period in which
a charioteer is depicted holding two goads.

I refer to an Attic black-figure oinochoe of the fifth century
BC, preserved in the collection of antiquities at Oundle School in
Northamptonshire (fig. 1). In the only publication and description

Fig. 1. Attic black-figured oinochoe. Reprinted from Arafat
2005-2006, 125, with the permission from Oundle School
in Northamptonshire, UK.

42 Almazova 2025, 167.
43 LSJ s. v. dimhoog A 111, Almazova 2025, 158 with n. 56.
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of this vase known to me, the author notes that the “charioteer ...
holds two goads and reins”.** The reason Sophocles equips Laius with
two goads is obvious: a blow delivered with two goads is twice as
harmful and dangerous as one delivered with a single goad. Thus,
even through this seemingly minor detail, Sophocles emphasizes that
Oedipus was acting in legitimate self-defence.

Thus, we may conclude that the killing of Laius is depicted by
Sophocles as an act of self-defence. This interpretation is consistent
with Oedipus at Colonus, where Oedipus repeatedly claims that
during the fatal encounter at the crossroads, he acted in self-defence
(OC 271, 992-994). The expert argues that claims about OT cannot
be supported by reference to OC, since “the latter tragedy was
staged much later, and it is unlikely that the audience would have
remembered Oedipus’ account from OT in detail”. > However, a close
analysis of the later tragedy shows that the poet assumed that at least
part of his audience possessed detailed knowledge of the earlier one.*¢
It suffices to mention the almost verbatim quotations in OC 787788
(cf. OT 370-371) and OC 806 (cf. OT 545), as well as the careful
elaboration of the vocabulary and imagery of the earlier tragedy in
OC 1130-1136 (cf. OT 1413-1415).

Of course, Sophocles could not have expected all — or even the
majority — of the spectators to remember the earlier tragedy in detail.
But he surely expected some of them to do so. On this point, I follow
M. Revermann, who has proposed the notion of a “stratification of
competence”.*’” According to Revermann, the original audience of
ancient Greek drama was multi-layered with respect to its ability
to understand and appreciate the full range of the poets’ theatrical
devices, including intertextual references. The drama was intelligible
and meaningful even to those at the lowest level of competence, while
for spectators at higher levels, such references generated additional
layers of meaning. Accordingly, since at least part of the audience
was expected to remember details of the earlier tragedy, the poet was
most likely careful to avoid direct contradictions.

44 Arafat 2005-2006, 125.

4 Almazova 2025, 161. Similarly, Harris 2010, 137-138.
46 Seidensticker 1972, 255-274.

47 Revermann 2006, 99-124.
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That said, we should note that this interpretation lines up with
Sophocles’ general treatment of the Oedipus myth, in that he depicts
the killing of Laius in a manner that leaves no doubt as to the hero’s
innocence. In this tragedy, Sophocles carefully suppresses or avoids
every traditional motif that might lend any sense of justice — or
even intelligibility — to the gods’ cruel will. He eliminates the motif
of hereditary guilt and renders the oracle given to Laius (OT 711-
714) unconditional, in contrast to Aeschylus, who emphasizes that
Laius could and should have avoided begetting a child, thereby
making Laius’ sinful disobedience the cause of the subsequent
disasters.*® In Sophocles’ version, the ways of the gods remain
entirely opaque. It is nonetheless understandable why, as the expert
notes at the beginning of her article, “the extent of Oedipus’ guilt in
both the eyes of Sophocles and his audience and our contemporaries
is an everlasting debate”,*® however innocent the hero may appear,
the cruel and inexplicable will of the gods implied by this innocence
is unacceptable — and ultimately unbearable — to the human mind.

Zoia Barzakh
Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Israel

zoia_barzakh@mail.ru
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This paper is aimed as an answer to the article about the guilt of Oedipus in
killing Laius, recently published in Hermes by N. Almazova, where the author
concludes that Oedipus is guilty of killing in excess of self-defense. The
analysis of the sources on Athenian homicide law shows that the notion “the
excess of self-defense” is alien to the Athenian juridical practice and that
the killer could be acquitted if it was the killed who started the fight, even in
the cases when the reaction exceeded the limits of necessary self-defense.
On the other hand, the close look at the description of the scene at the
crossroads in Soph. OT 800—-813 shows that Sophocles presents Laius and his
party as aggressors and Oedipus as defending his life. We interpret dumtAd
kévipa in v. 809 as “two goads” and illustrate the possibility of this inter-
pretation by evidence from the vase painting.

Hacrosiimast crarbs sIBIsieTCSl OTBETOM Ha HEJABHO BBILIEAIIYIO B JKypHaie
Hermes crarpio H. A. AnMa3oBoH, T€ aBTOP MPUXOANT K 3aKITIOYCHHUIO, YTO
B creHe youiictBa Jlans B Tpareaun Codoxna “Llaps Oqun” (ct. 800-813)
repoit n300pakeH BUHOBHBIM B MPEBBINICHUH HEOOXOAMMONW CaMOOOOPOHHI.
AHanu3 NCTOYHUKOB, KacalOMMXCS aMHCKOTO YTOJOBHOIO CYHIONPOW3BOA-
CTBA, MTOKA3bIBACT, UTO TEPMHUH “TIPEBBINIEHUE HEOOXOAUMON caMOOOOPOHBI”
MPUMEHUTETFHO K 3TOMY CYAOIPOH3BOJACTBY SBISICTCS HE BIOJIHE KOP-
PEKTHBIM H YTO B CJIy4ae, €ClIM arpeccHs M3Ha4ajJbHO MCXOANIA OT YOUTOTO,
yOwuiitia Mor OBITH OTIpaBIAaH JaXKe B TOM CIIy4ae, €CITH OH IPEBBICHI HEOOXO-
JUMYI0 caM0000poHy. B To e Bpewms, Kak NOKa3aHO B CTaTbe, B OIHCAHUU
cronkaoBeHus Jlansa u Dauma Codoki mogdepKuBaeT, 9YT0 arpeccopaMu siB-
nsuichk Jlawii w ero nronu, a DAWm 3alluInail CBOKO KU3HB. AUTAG k€vipol
B cT. 809 — opyame, koTopoe ObUTO B pyKax y Jlawmst, — MBI HHTepIPETHPYEM
Kak “IlBa cTpekasia’; BO3MOXKHOCTb TaKOW MHTEpHpeTaluu MOATBEPKIAETCS
Ba30BOH JKMBOIUCHIO.
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Walter Lapini

NOTE AD ALCUNI SCOLII AD ARISTOFANE
(Ach. 794; Eq. 478 b, 781 b, 1034 b; Nub. 144 c,
421 d, 450 b. a, 1017; Lys. arg. I; Ran. 775 a;
Plut. 550 ¢)*

Presento qui una serie di note su scolii aristofanei. Il titolo & preso
pari pari da un articolo di Renzo Tosi del 2006. A Tosi rimando
anche per i giusti caveat (ben noti, ma mai abbastanza ripetuti)
in merito ai limiti dell’attivitd congetturale esercitata su testi di
bassa autorialita,' tali da rendere talvolta impossibile, come scrisse
A. E. Housman in una pagina famosa, «to say for certain where the
badness of the author ends and the badness of the scribe beginsy.?
In ogni caso, le cruces di cui mi occuperd in queste pagine sono,
o almeno a me sembrano, cruces in senso corrente, non in senso
erbsiano-fraenkeliano.?

1

Aristoph. Ach. 792 ss.: il Megarese cerca di vendere le sue scrofette
a Diceopoli. Con questa qui, dice, potrai fare ad Afrodite un degno
sacrificio. «Ma ad Afrodite — obietta Diceopoli — non si sacrificano
scrofette». E il Megarese: «ad Afrodite non si sacrificano scrofette?
Ma ¢ la sola divinitda a cui si possono sacrificare»:* o0 yoipog
A@poditg; povy yo Sapudovev.

* Ringrazio Francesca Gazzano e Alessandro Parenti per la loro lettura al
solito attenta e insightful. 1 testi saranno tratti dagli Scholia in Aristophanem
groningani. Per gli apparati vale il principio cuius textus eius apparatus, salvo
diversa indicazione.

I Tosi 2006: si vedano specialmente le pp. 178-179, con piccolo status
quaestionis.

2 Housman 1902, 339.

3 Fraenkel 1977, 70.

4 Trad. Lauriola 2008, 149, modificata.
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Commento dello scolio al v. 794:

«uova ye doudvavy: oot povn pdiiota O yxoipog Bvetal, mg
7pog |° 16 aidoiov. RET'Lh (105. 8-9 Wilson).

8 avtfi povn paloto RETL @ povn poloto tédv Bedv Lh

Si legga avti] povn <f> pddota 6 yoipog Bvetal, con opportuna
esplicitazione delle alternative («o a lei sola o a lei piu che a tutte»).>
Anche se ha capito, € non ci voleva molto, il doppio senso (dg TpOC
10 aidoiov), lo scoliasta non ha rinunciato al piano della realta, in
cui Afrodite non ¢ I’unico/a daipwv a cui si possa offrire questo tipo
di vittima.

2

Aristoph. Eq. 471 ss.: il Salsicciaio accusa il Paflagone di cospirare
con gli Spartani. Il Paflagone risponde paria paribus, anzi maiora,
insinuando che il Salsicciaio, sostenuto dai servi di casa, stia cospi-
rando con i Persiani e con i Beoti. Lo scolio al v. 478 b spiega:

«&uvopvuTey: copmpdrtete kol Kowvohoyeicle. KaADG O& THC
|5 SwPforiic T ovk amatdton T {tfig o avt®dV}, EuvouodTag
avtovg @ [epodv |16 Pacthel yeyovéval Aéywmv, iva domep £00¢
dei€n todto kol PePormdon Ot xoi |17 petd tovto Euvepociov
nemoinvtal. VEI'®OM (120. 14-17 Jones).

15 amotdton VE : amotdte 'O : primus damnavit Kiister :
aopiotatot Bekker : dntetar vel dmovtd Dindorf || {tfig 61" avtdv}
dubitanter seclusit Jones : tfjg kat’ avtov Blaydes

Ovk dmatdrtol ¢ chiaramente erroneo, ma le congetture di Bekker
e Dindorf non convincono, né rendono ragione di tf|g 61" avt®dv, che

> D’omissione, con o senza il trigger aplografico, ¢ quasi di serie: cf.
e. g. Theophr. HP 1. 9. 1 péota fj poéva (Stackhouse) vs. pdiiota pova; De
od. 1 pédota fj povn (Lapini 2011, 61-62) vs. pédiisto povn; Plut. Pyrrh. 14. 1
povos i padiota (Reiske) vs. povog paiiota; Ath. 7. 104 (317 F = Theophr.
fr. 365 B Fortenbaugh) pdliorta fj povoig (Kaibel) vs. pdiota povorg, ecc.
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infatti Jones espunge dubitanter — cosi dice lui: in realtd non tanto
dubitanter, visto che la cassatura ¢ effettivamente eseguita.

Tutto va a posto se si legge KoaA®dg 0¢ Tii¢ dtafoAf|g ovy NTTdTOL THG
U avtdv: «opportunamente il Paflagone non ¢ da meno (i. e. ¢ stata
una scelta artisticamente opportuna da parte di Aristofane fare in modo
che il Paflagone non sia da meno) della calunnia espressa per bocca
dei suoi avversari».® Cio¢ reagisce con una d10foA1N ancora pitl grossa.

Lessico simile nello sch. Pax 212 (40. 3 Holwerda) AL’ obv
firtov 1 Steforn pilota kth. Qui le dieforai riguardano gli Spartani
e gli Ateniesi, rimproverati, gli uni e gli altri, per aver respinto le
trattative di pace ogni volta che ritenevano di avere il coltello dalla
parte del manico.’

Sch. Aristoph. Eg. 781 b:

«&v Mopafdviy- tomog Tiig ATTiIKic, €ig OV évdpuncay Adtig kol
['0° AptaPaloc, Mnodwoi catpdmat, meppdévieg Vo Aapeiov
Baociiémg katadovidoacOot [ v ‘EALGSa. EvBa cupBoarovteg
avtoig ol ABnvaiot Midtiddov |2 otpatnyodvrog, povev IMiatat-
£V ouppayModvtov anToig yihiolg avopdot |13 kai obtm mAnp®-
0évtog 100 apBpod tiig EAMnvikilg dvvapems, tiic Iepoikiic
|'4 kai T toig "EAAN oL Tiig éAevbepiog aitiol katéotnoay, povor €&
ambvtov tdv |15 EXMvev tov tpdtov tdv [lepodv dtupbeipavtes.
VEI'®M (186. 9-15 Jones = Suid. § 929 [II 85. 5-9 Adler]).

13 obt® codd. : obnw dubitanter Jones || 13—-14 ti|g ... kai del.
Dindorf : post [lepoiwkiig fort. addendum nepieyévovro || 14 kol
ante 13 tfic [lepowcilg transp. M || 14—15 €& ... dwapBeipavteg
VEG3 M : om. GQ: fortasse posterius interpolata sunt; cum prio-
ribus non bene cohaerere cum perspexisset Dindorf, ctoAov post
15 IMepodv addendum coniecit

¢ Per questo senso di o1d cf. LSJ s. v., I1I a.

7 Per formule di apprezzamento letterario del tipo kaA®dg o€ si vedano e. g.
sch. Eg. 796 (192. 5—6 Jones) mpokarobvtot: gokaipog (Kiister: evyapdg vel
gbyepdg codd.) 8¢ 1@ «mpokarodvraw gxpncato; sch. Eq. 800 a (193. 4 Jones)
mBavdg 8¢; sch. Nub. 304 a (75. 21 Holwerda) gikdtwg 0¢; sch. Aesch. Sept.
361-362 Smith evpudg 8¢, ecc.



222 Walter Lapini

La pericope da povor a owpbeipavteg non ha evidentemente
senso, e il rimedio di Dindorf ¢ forzato e inelegante. Correggerei tov
Tp®TOV in TOV 6TPOTOV. L’errore si sara prodotto per il concomitare di
due misreadings di minuscola: & per 6T ¢ ® per .8

Un caso analogo si rileva in Jo. F1. 4J 9. 167 oi 100 mAn0ovg
TPOTELOVTEG VS. ol ToD TAnBovg otpatevovteg (302. 19-20 Niese).
Un altro ancora in un’annotazione posta sul margine superiore del
f. 154 v del ms. Turonensis C 980 (contenente excerpta di Nicolao di
Damasco) e recentemente ri¢dita da Annalisa Paradiso.® L’annotazione
¢: 0 yap Kpoiloog, 6te mpwtevoey kata Kdpov Eueddley, Epmtioavtt
1OV AndAhova £l Tod &x0pod mepiéota, ine KTA.; ma TPOTEVGELY sara
in realta otpatedoew, come ben vide Miiller.!? Un caso comparabile
anche in Thuc. 2. 67. 1 IIpatddapog vs. ZTpoaTodNUOG.

Anche nella parte fra duvapuenc e tiig Elevbepiag qualcosa non va.
Il Jones postula la caduta di un verbo dopo Ilepoixiic, e suggerisce
mepleyévovto. Ma — sempre a titolo di exempli gratia — mi parrebbe
preferibile ékpdtnoav, meno lontano per suono e grafia da xoi toig,
e quindi di piu facile omissione.!!

8 Gli éni—¢éoti (cf. Housman 1888, 319 = 1972, 15; Tucker 1901, 156;
Jackson 1955, 118-119) e i miic—otdg (Soph. Ant. 1156; Plat. Tim. 55 d 4; Diog.
Laert. 6. 71) sono le prede favorite di ot—n ¢ n—ot; ma si danno anche casi
meno prevedibili: e. g. Diod. 13. 91. 2 otpatnydv vs. tonydv; Suid. k 2654
(208. 30 Adler) mepieotavon vs. nepiendral; Theophr. De sud. 10 Yotepov
(Lapini 2009, 344-345) vs. vnép @v; Aesch. Ag. 1200 néiwv (Lapini 2013,
118; 2016, 630) vs. otopa. Per o—o in Aristofane cf. Ach. 842 dmoywvdv vs.
vroeov@dv; Lys. 1020 6pa (Dobree) vs. 0p®, ecc.; per gli scolii aristofanei
cf. Eq. 84 b (31. 10 Jones) Ilepxd v vs. [lepdnyv; Nub. 2 b (7. 14 Holwerda)
€\keto yaitog (citazione da /1. 10. 15) éMoceto kol T®; 363 b (92. 16 Hol-
werda) @avijvaw vs. eovn kai; 627 b (139. 1 Holwerda) 6 Zoxpdtng (i. e.
0 0®.) vs. 6oa. Per altri nonsense assortiti cf. sch. Pind. Nem. 3. 147 (3. 62.
22 Drachmann) Méyopa vs. péympa; Plat. Resp. 468 b 8 de&uimbijvor vs.
de&radivan, ecc. Cospirazione di ot—m € w—a anche in Dionys. Ixeut. 2. 18
(35. 20 Garzya) éot®con vs. ol mdol.

9 Paradiso 2017, 529.

10 Miiller 1849, 407, nella nota al fr. 68.

11 Per dvvapewg xpateiv cf. Isocr. Phil. 112 1fic duvauemg adtdv
ékpdtnoev; Dion. Hal. AR 8. 86. 6 hmdtov te Kol Popaikiic dvvapenc f| Pig
KPATHOOVTEG, ecc.
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4

Aristoph. Eq. 1034: il Paflagone ¢ come un cane che entra in cucina
di soppiatto e ruba il cibo. Cosi gli scolii:

Sch. Eq. 1034 a

(D) «voxTop 106 AoTadac» - 8T TOVS POPOLS TOV VoWV Kol [® TdV
TOAE®V APNPTAlEV. MG 0l KOVEG €1G TO poryelpeia €1610VTEG TEPL-
Agiyovot |7 tag Aomadag Kol tag yuTpag, ovTm kai 6 KAéwv, €dv
TL TOIG VNolOTalg TEPAEQDT, [ kal Todto AapPdvel. VETOM

() |° 8AAwg: Emanée TPOG TO YLyvouEVOV VIO THV KUVAY. 0VTOL
yop apracovtéc |10 T eidbaoty gig Tovg Novyiav Exovtag TOTOVG
avayopnoavteg | éppopeicbat. VEI'@

Sch. Eg. 1034 b
|12 «vbktmpy 82 eine S1d 10 ToVC ApTAcAVTAG TL KOvag gig TV
novyiav |13 favtdvi éueopeicOor. M (230. 5-13 Jones).

13 avtdv corruptum, nisi forte ad 1 spectat

La corruttela al r. 13 ¢ evidente (che adtdv dipenda da 11, come
azzarda Jones in apparato, ¢ direi da escludere). Un rimedio puo
essere <0U> aut@®v, «da séy», sua vi, con la duplice idea del conquistato
isolamento (si veda tovg ovyiav &yovtag Tomovg della versione estesa
al r. 10) e dell’autonoma predazione.!?

12 Per questo senso di 816 cf. LSJ s. v., II1, a: «of oneself, not by another’s
agency». Per il nesso «nutrirsi 61" avtod (8t avtd®v)» cf. e. g. [Aristot.] Probl.
897 b dud i T pev e0BVg dHvavtal 81’ aOTAV TpEPechHal HETA TV Yéveot, TQ
8¢ oV; Theophr. CP 4. 13. 7 d0vatai tva 81’ adT®dV EAKEW TPOQTV dvev T@V
pu@v; Chrysipp. 724 SVF, ecc. Per I’andirivieni di AI(A) dopo N cf. e. g.
Dion. Hal. AR 1. 78. 5 1®v iep@dv dyopevel vs. @V iepdv dwayopevet; Ael.
NA 13. 11 660v davocag vs. 080v avdoag; Alciphr. Epist. 3. 24. 2 amopsivav
diéhobev vs. amopeivav €labev, ecc. 1 d1(d) preposizionali cadono piu di
rado che nei composti verbali perché la loro caduta da piu facilmente luogo
a insensatezze sintattiche.



224

Walter Lapini

Sch. Aristoph. Nub. 144 c:

Mpov 8¢ qv 6 Xapepdv Zentrioc. TovTe Kai 1 Mubia Soxel
Tov |10 wepi 10D Tokpdrovg ypnopov simeiv: |'! «co@og To-
QOKATG, copdTtepog & Evpumidng, |12 avopdv 8¢ mavtov Xo-
KpATNG 600mTEPOS». RV |13 t00TO00 AmoAA®VIOG 0 MOA®Y €v
@ Katd ocopwv éyedobai enot v Iubiav: |14 Tovg yap
mudKog xpNopHog EEapETpong etvor Kol <d>el. 6Tt 88 mapdl
I3 koK T |16 «fovykeywpicOor @ ypnoud ddvotart».
['7 &t1 8¢ kal GAAol S Tpétpov mheiovg giol ypnopoi, ov
unv aAlo koi wel®d |'® Aoym AeyBévrec T IMvbig, Sfjiov.
V (41. 9-18 Holwerda).

14 xoi det : conieci (cf. J. Denniston, The Greek particles,
318 fin.) : kai €1 V : kai Ald. : i xoi (deleto 6¢) coni. Koster, qui
post Twvt supplere vult 6 ypnopdc

La citazione da Denniston riguarda koi ed ¢ questa: «with

temporal adverbs denoting length of time: Soph. Ant. 289 kol ot
(OC 1252; Tr. 87; Ph. 1218; Herod. 1. 45; Xen. Oec. 19. 17), Dem.
Olynth. 1. 22 xai agi».

Di questi esempi nessuno si adatta lontanamente al nostro. Nei

vari kai mdAon sofoclei, erodotei e senofontei il kai ¢ epifrastico, non
intensivo, mentre quello demostenico ¢ semplice congiunzione: tadto
yop dmoto pév v Sqmov gvoel kol dei ndcty avOpdTOLS, «per natura
e semprey. Invece nella ricostruzione di Holwerda il xoi non collega
alcunché, né puo significare «anche». Quanto al rimedio di Koster,
¢ un tirare a indovinare.

Leggerei To0¢ yap muOkodg ypnopode EEAUETPOVG EIVOL KPOTET:

«1’opinione prevalente € che i responsi pitici siano in esametri».!3

13 Kpotel con soggettiva si ritrova in uno scolio recente al Pluto:

586 b (161. 1-2 Chantry) ictéov 8¢ @G, €l Kol Kpatel mapd Tolg ATEPOTEPOLS
KOTIVOV GTéPavoV etvon kTA. L’aderenza al tradito sarebbe ancora maggiore se
leggessimo kotéyet. Solo che con katéyet il soggetto (Adyog, @ATic) non risulta
potersi sottintendere.
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6

Cosi Strepsiade in Aristoph. Nub. 420—423:

AN’ givexd ye yoyfig oteppds SLGKOAOKOITOV TE PEPIUYNG
Kal PeOA0D Kal TpuoPiov yaoTpog Kai BuuPpemideinvov
apéret, Boppdv givexa TOLTOV KTA.

E cosi gli scolii:

Sch. Nub. 421 ¢

«Bopppemideimvovn - V tag BouPpag duvapévng deumveiv: Eoti 08
|14 Botévng €idoc. G’ ob Aol 1t Adyova pOve TPOYOVLGLY
guteAd]. RV

Sch. Nub. 421d
|5 «BopPpemideinvovn- Tedtehodong deinvovt. E

Sch. Nub. 422 a
|16 «apére- aperdg £xe. E (102. 13-16 Holwerda).

15 gbtedovong deinvou : entelolc <obo>1g deimvov coni. Koster
: fort. gvtedoDG <00 peAovo>NG deimvov.

®uuPpenidemvog € colui che mangia frugalmente, che si accon-
tenta di erba. Lo sch. 421 ¢ corrotto, ma i temptamina di Koster
e Holwerda sono brutti e nemmeno facili a capirsi. Il primo dovrebbe
voler dire «che ¢ di frugale pasto», con gbtedodg deimvov genitivo di
qualita. Il secondo sara «che non si cura di un pasto frugaley, i. e.,
se il pasto ¢ frugale, per lei va bene lo stesso, con dubbia costruzione
personale di péiew. (L’infelice idea sara venuta, immagino, dal
seguente duéiet.)

Si corregga evtelovong deimvou in e0TeEAdC detmvovong. !4

14 Per il tipo di errore cf. e. g. Aristoph. Thesm. 314 yapévtag Empavijvar
(Halbertsma) vs. oavévtag €myapiivat, sch. Aristoph. Thesm. 658 c (43.
1-2 Regtuit) mokvi oknvai (Dindorf) vs. oknvij tokvai; Plat. Leg. 673 a 4 dpetnv
madeiog vs. apetiic mawdeiav; Eustrat. In Aristot. EN 1143 a (380. 16 Heylbut)
avatpéyopev Aéyovieg vs. avatpéyovieg Aéyopev. Due casi celebri: Eur.
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Sch. Nub. 450 a

CKEVIPOVY* TOVTESTL YOAETOC Kol PPIKTOG, kB0 Kol TOVG MVio-
¥ovg |10 KEVTPOTHTTOVG KOAODUEY TOVG TOTG KEVTPOLG TOVG IMImovg
tomtovroc. RV

Sch. Nub. 450 b. o
' <tol ék TV GAA®V cuvndpotopévor |12 €mi Toladtd Tiva Tolg
|13 broluyiolg purtovpeva kolodvral |14 kKévipwvegt> (Ald.).

Sch. Nub. 450 b. B

|11 <6 €k MOAAGV cuveppappévoc. |12 énei tolodta toig Vrolvyiolg
ovpphmtovieg |1 kaAodot KEVIpovaS meodTog |14 kol Adyovg £k
dapdpwv cvvelkeypévoug |15 kai €va okomov dmoptiCovrag,
|16 016 gict T& Ounpokevrpo> (Suid. k 1344 [I11 95. 23-26 Adler])
(108. 9—16 Holwerda).

11-13 fort. leg. oi<ov> €k <keG>TOV <P>0ALDY GLVNOPOLGHEVOC
énel TodTd Tva Toilg Vmoluyiolg <€mp>pirTovpEV KOAODVTOL
KEVIPOVES

Il greco ricostruito da Holwerda per la lezione dell’Aldina non
¢ proponibile, neanche con un fortasse. Per correggere b. a, bisognera
rifarsi alla voce suidiana. Al posto di o1 €k 1@V dALl®v cuvndpoiouévol
leggerei fiduciosamente oi ék moAA®V cuvvnbpoicuévol.’> E muterei
PUTTOVUEVO N PATTOUEVOL.

8

Sch. Aristoph. Nub. 1016—1017: il Discorso Giusto illustra gli svan-
taggi dell’educazione moderna: «innanzitutto avrai un colorito pallido,
spalle piccole ecc.»: Tpdta P&V EEE1C | ypolv @yPav, AUOVG LIKPOLS
KTA.

Hel. 866 B¢eiov 1€ oepvov (Hermann) vs. Ogiov 8¢ cepvod; Aristot. Metaph. A 4.
985 b 9 10D kevod 10 odpa (Schwegler) vs. 10 KevOV T0D cdpaTOG (nonostante
Gili 2025, 234).

15 Per il tipo di errore cf. Alex. Aphr. De fato 86. 15 (198. 7 Bruns) kaitot
TOAM®V {DoV vs. kaitot Tdv dAAov {(Dov.
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Uno scolio recente annota: «ypowdv dypav»- o1 v ataiov
(123. 24 Diibner = 541. 3 Dindorf). Né Dindorf né Diibner hanno
obiezioni, ma a me dta&iav sembra sospetto. Certo, il pallore malsano
puo riguardare anche il cittadino che si sottrae al servizio militare,
cio¢ che si rifiuta di farsi includere in una td&ic. Ma non ¢ di opere
marziali che si parla qui, bensi di fatiche all’aperto. Il colorito pallido
e tutto il resto saranno effetti della sedentarieta. Si legga ow MV
ampa&iov.!®

Aristoph. Lys. Arg. I:

Aveiotpdn tig Advnotl t@dv motidwv kai Tdv [Tehomovvnoiny,
€11 0¢ ] kai Bolotiov yovaikdv c0ALoyov €To1cato, StaAlayds
pnyovopévn toig |* "EAAnowv: dpocon 8¢ dvameicooa U mpote-
pov 101G Avdpaot cuvoveldlety, Tpiv |5 &v molepobvieg AAARAOLG
mavowvtal, Tag pEv téwmiovg eunpriact katalmodoa |° dnicm
T F, avt 8¢ mpdg Tag KaTENELING TNV AKPOTOAY HETH TGV
oikeiov |7 aroavtd. RI'Bar (1. 2—7 Hangard).

5 éEmmiovg codd. : é&mTikovg Bothe : €€w dmidvrag Diibner : ££w
apinotv Stein : EEm<Oev> mapovo<ac> Van Leeuwen : £Em dmiov-
oag Wilamowitz : é€mtikag Coulon : £m<0ev é>miovo<ag> dubi-
tantissime Holwerda || éunpilag codd. : év moAaig vel gumedag
(mire) Bothe : 6ppovg Stein : dpnqpovg Tvag Van Leeuwen : gig
natpidag Diibner : 6unpidag Coulon || kotaimodoa Dindorf :
kataieimovoa R : kataieurovoa<c> Van Leeuwen 6 <dmonépuner-
omico Van Leeuwen || adtn Stein : attn codd.!”

16 Innumerevoli i similia: per gli scolii aristofanei cf. Eg. 307 a (77.
12 Jones) téypata vs. wpdypata; Ran. 798 a (105. 18 Chantry) npoonpdttmct
vs. TpootdtTmat; inoltre Strab. 6. 3. 3 wpda&w vs. 1a&v; Aristot. Pol. 1297 b 6
tdtrew vs. mpartewv; Galen. De usu part. 12. 8 (203. 19-20 Helmreich) dwampdr-
TOVGO VS. SL0TATTOVSO.

17°A differenza degli altri, questo apparato ¢ mio. Faccio notare che
Iinventor di opmpidag non ¢ Holwerda, come scrive Hangard, ma Coulon;
che Van Leeuwen 1903, 3, non ha opfpovg katoimovoag, come pensa Wilson
2007, 3, ma opnpovg twag katamovoas. Nell’apparato di Perusino 2020,
14, I"unica variante commentata € katoAtmodoa—katoAeitovoa. Henderson
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Le correnti emendazioni alla vox nihili éumpildc muovono dal
presupposto che I’autore intendesse rifarsi al v. 244, in cui Lisistrata,
prima di recarsi sull’acropoli, chiede a Lampito di lasciare in
ostaggio alcune delle sue ragazze: Tacdi 0’ OUNPOVG KATAAY’ MUV
€vBade. Questa linea sembra trovare conferma nella corrispondenza
kataAmoboa—katdAlp’). Ma nell’hypothesis colei che lascia ¢ Lisi-
strata, nel testo poetico ¢ invece Lampito.

Anche piu violenti sono stati gli attacchi a éoniovg, deformato in
gEmtikdg oppure EEmbev mapovoag o infine EEwbev émovcac. E non
basta: affinché infatti la sintassi tenga, ¢ necessario immaginare la
caduta di un verbo (i piu scelgono amonéunet) da mettere sul piano di
amavtd. Ma ¢ inutile commentare uno per uno questi temptamina, che
ciascuno potra, volendo, valutare da sé scorrendo 1’apparato.

«Quamquam terrent vestigia», come ebbe a dire Johan Heiberg
a proposito di un passo non meno intricato di questo,!® proporrei di
mutare £urpiddg in mopepmold: «intrufola (in cittd) alcune donne non
viste, lasciandole dietro di sé, e lei stessa con le compagne si reca
ecc.». L’ipotesiografo avra avuto in mente i vv. 452 ss., in cui Lisistrata
svela — al probulo che a quanto pare non lo sa né se lo
aspetta — la presenza in citta di quattro Aoyot di donne in assetto di
guerra, apparentemente diverse sia dalle vecchie che hanno occupato
I’acropoli sia dalle oikeion del seguito di Lisistrata. Anche ai vv. 352—
353 si parla di un £6p0g yovauk@v non previsto, che da man forte alle
occupanti. Dopodiché queste ultime aggiungono: «vi sembriamo tante?
Eppure non vedete che una piccola parte di noi». Come sono arrivati li
quei Aoyo1? Poiché Aristofane non lo spiega, 1’ipotesiografo lo fa per
lui, con la piu naturale delle deduzioni: Lisistrata li ha segretamente
introdotti con 1’ordine di prendere posizione e intervenire al bisogno.
Questo schema puo non corrispondere — € anzi certo non corrisponde —
a una realtd scenica, ma senza dubbio soddisfa a un’aspettativa,
a un’esigenza di razionalizzazione.

1987, 1, stampa t0G p&v £OTIKOVG £V TOANLG OUNPOVG KATOMTOVGOS ATOTEUTEL
omicw, senza diacritici per drnoméumnet; inoltre non si rende conto che v mdrag
e ounpovg sono correzioni alternative di éunpildg, infatti parla di opnpovg
come aggiunta («add. G. Stein»). Con lui Totaro, in Mastromarco—Totaro 2006,
70-71 («integrazione»). Stein 1891, 1 attribuisce &ig matpidog al Wilamowitz,
ma Diibner 1842, 497 era arrivato prima.

18 Heiberg 1898-1899, 66.
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Hapepmordv € un verbo raro, che pero, teste Polluce, fu usato almeno
una volta in un contesto comico, € con un senso non distante dal nostro.
Si tratta di mapnumoinuévov (Poll. 3. 56), spiegato come ATOPLALOV,
OV QUM un &yovta, «intrufolato, abusivo» (fr. adesp. 771 KA). 1l
verbo ricorre anche in Eur. Med. 990 yduovg mopeumoldvtog dALoiovg
tnooetf, «when a husband smuggles in <to the household> another
marriage / sexual liaison» (Mastronarde 2002, 318). Del resto la nuance
di inganno, contrabbando, contraffazione, o comunque di traffico, abile
operazione, ¢ presente anche in éumoAdv (LSJ II. 2),'° dmepmoldv
(LSJ), drepmorav (LSJ 2). L’uso di vocaboli ricercati non stupisce nelle
hypotheseis, spesso influenzate dallo stile dei testi che riassumono.
Non so — nessuno sa — se il mio wapeumoAd risolva il problema. In
ogni caso, mi pare che apra una ratio corrigendi alternativa e piu eco-
nomica (se non altro perché riduce i loci vulnerosi da due a uno).

Infine — non che importi granché, ma ¢ comunque un fatto da
segnalare — la lezione mapeumoAd rende inutile, anzi nociva la corre-
zione di kataAeitovoa in kataAimodoa. Lisistrata intrufola le donne
proprio in questo modo: lasciandole nelle retrovie.

10

Cosi Aristoph. Ran. 771-776 descrive gli effetti dell’arrivo di Euri-
pide nell’aldila:

Ote on koA’ Evpuniong, émedeikvuto

T01g AwTodVTIG KOl TOTG1 BOAAAVTIOTOLONG

Kol TO1G1 TATPAAOINGT KOd TOLY®MPVYOLS,

Omep €01’ &v Adov mATifog, 01 8’ dkpodpevol

TAV AVTIAOYIAV Kol AVYIGUAY Kol 6TPOQmdV 775
VIEPEUAVIOAY KAVOULGOV GOPADTATOV.

E cosi lo scolio al v. 775 a:

«TOV AVTIAOYIAV <... KOl GTPOPAV>»" TUPIGTNGLY QOTOD TO TEPL
|* Tovg Adyovg Toampdvi. VME®Barb(Ald) (104. 3—4 Chantry).

4 toampovt : otpaPov fortasse legendum : cabpov Dobree.

19 A cui si aggiunga, piu esplicito di tutti, lo sch. Soph. Ant. 1063 (176.
20 Xenis) éunoMjcwv: ééamotnomv (LsL).
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I due temptamina (migliore quello di Dobree)?? vanno nella
direzione sbagliata. Lo scolio sembra infatti voler rilevare piu I’og-
gettiva abilita di Euripide nei logoi che 1’uso distorto che insegna
a farne. Leggerei 10 mepi 100g Adyovg dikpov: «la sua inarrivabile bra-
vura dialettica».?!

11

Sch. rec. Aristoph. Plut. 550 c:

0 puév Arovootog v Zikeriog |1 topavvoc. 6 8& OpacidBfoviog,
aviip xpnotog AOnvaiog. OpdV odV THY £0nTod |12 TOAY VRO TéV
TPLIKOVTA TVPaVVEV, 0D¢ Eotnoav ol AaKESULOVIOL, TUPOVVOD-
pévny, |13 puAny [piav] katalapov, AaOpa 1oL TVPAVVOLG ATTé-
Ktewev. |4 §deto obv mopd mhvieov o¢ Abnvoinv edepyéing
thPstr (151. 10—14 Chantry).

File ¢ la piazzaforte in cui i democratici di Trasibulo si attestarono
prima di portare 1’attacco direttamente ai Trenta. Il piov sarebbe stato
aggiunto da qualcuno che intendeva @uAfv nome comune, «tribuy.
L’intenzione che si attribuisce a questo inscius (Hemsterhuis ap.
Dindorf 1838, 186) ¢ quella di sostenere che Trasibulo prendesse con
s¢ una tribu, quindi una piccola parte della cittadinanza; non tutte le
tribu, non tante, ma una sola. Altra prova di inscitia sarebbe la pre-
cisazione Ad0pq, che certo non si adatta all’uccisione dei Trenta.

A mio parere piav puo essere la corruttela di Big. I Trenta non
furono eliminati «segretamente», ma in campo aperto e sotto gli
occhi di tutti. Pero ¢ vero che Trasibulo e i suoi arrivarono, per cosi

20 Lo scambio postulato da Dobree ¢ naturalmente facilissimo: cf. e. g.
Aristoph. Plut. 813 compovg vs. caBpotc Par. Gr. 2820, Kuster (apparato di
Wilson 2007, 11, 309); Paraphr. ant. Lycophr. 398 (299. 3 Leone) cafpdv vs.
campdv.

21 Per I’espressione cf. e. g. Ael. Arist. In Capit. 342. 8 Jebb dkpov &v
Adyolg; Liban. Or. 62. 26 mpog dkpov Ady@v aeikveioBal, eccetera. Per lo
scambio «/n e w/k cf. random Andoc. De myst. 138 ok &Efjv (Stephanus)
vs. ov elnv; Opp. Cyn. 1. 37 gdkepdéa vs. evmepdéa; sch. Lycophr. 183 b (39.
15 Leone) ITHppov vs. koppov; Meleag. AP 12. 137. 4 mardo@irelv (Huschke)
vs. Kol T0 QAEly, ecc.
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dire, a fari spenti. All’inizio erano pochi, e solo in eundo divennero
cosi numerosi da costituire una minaccia. AdBpg pud aver voluto
sottolineare questo aspetto (un aspetto spesso ricordato nelle vicende
della kathodos democratica: cf. e. g. Diod. 14. 33. 2 dnpocdokntwg).
Il simmetrico Big?? puo essere una deduzione: in che modo se non Pig
si conquista il borgo di una citta in mani nemiche?

Walter Lapini
Universita di Genova (C)

walter.lapini@unige.it
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Textual notes on some Aristophanic scholia. Ach. 794: read povn 1j pdhota
instead of povn pdiiota; Eq. 478 b: read ovy nrtdzon instead of ovk dratdzo;
Eq. 781 b: read t0v otpatdv instead of 1ov npdtov; Eq. 1034 b: read novyiav
v avtdv instead of Novylav avtdv; Nub. 144 c: read kpatel instead of kol
€l; Nub. 421 d: read edtelidg demmvovong instead of gotedovong deimvov;
Nub. 450 b. a: read €k moAA®V instead of t@v dAlwv; Nub. 1017 (rec.): read
anpa&iav instead of ara&iav; Lys. Arg. I, 1. 5 Hangard: read mapepmord in-
stead of éumpiddg (sic); Ran. 775 a: read 10 mepl T00¢ AOYyoug dkpov instead of
10 mepl ToLG AOYoVG campdv; Plut. 550 c (rec.): read Big instead of piawv.

TeKCTONOrn4YecKne 3aMETKH K HECKOIBKUM apUCTO()aHOBCKUM CXOJUSIM.
Ach. 794: uurait povn 1 pdAiota BMecTo povn pahota; Eq. 478 b: unraii oy
Nrtdtor BMecto ovK dmatdtol;, Eg. 781 b: uurail 10v otpatdv BMECTO TOV
npdtov; Eg. 1034 b: umraii fovyiov 61’ abTt®V BMECTO TMovyiav avT®dV;
Nub. 144 c: uuraii kpotel BMecto kai €1, Nub. 421 d: unraii ed1eA®dG detmvodong
BMECTO g0TeAOVONG dgimvov; Nub. 450 b.a: umraii €k TOAAGDY BMecTO TGV
dAAov; Nub. 1017 (rec.): unTaii anpa&iov BMecto ata&iav; Lys. Arg. I, 1. 5
Hangard: ynrait mapepmord BMecTo EUnpAiG (sic); Ran. 775 a: uuraii 10 mepi
T0U¢ AdYoug Gkpov BMECTO TO mePl ToUG Adyovg compov; Plut. 550 ¢ (rec.):
yuraii fig BMecTo piov.
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ON SOME TRIUMPHS IN THE EPOCH OF
CIVIL WARS IN THE ROMAN REPUBLIC

In the last third of the second century BC, Rome entered a period
of civil wars. Needless to say, it was a sign of deep changes in Ro-
man mentality that influenced the practice of triumphs. But despite
occasional violations of traditions, the Romans did not consider it
appropriate to hold triumphs or ovations over cives perniciosi (Val.
Max. 2. 8. 7).! Quite a few scholars consider some triumphs of the epoch
of civil wars to be signs of victory over internal enemies. Is this view
justified? The following analysis is an attempt to answer this question.

Sulla’s Triumph

At the end of January 81 BC, Sulla celebrated “con magnificenza
orientale” a two-day triumph.2 It should be noted that triumphs
lasting longer than one day were quite rare in Roman history.3 It is
evident that Sulla believed he had every right to do so.* Although “his

I See, e. g., Lange, 2016, 95-96 (with references).

2 Lanzani 1936, 83. On the two days of Sulla’s triumph, see Fasti
Triumphales (CIL I? 49); Plin. NH. 33. 16. A review of opinions on the exact
date: Ghilli 2001, 478 n. 801. Sometimes the researchers connect Appian’s
report on Sulla’s invitation of many athletes and on the organization of
spectacles in honor of his victories (BC 1. 99. 464; Frohlich 1900, 1557) with
Sulla’s triumph, but more likely the Ludi Victoriae Sullanae are meant here
(Gabba 1958, 271).

3 Sumi 2002, 416-417.

4 F. Hinard considers Sulla’s triumph “le plus important et le glorieux
que Rome Rome elt connu jusqu’alors” (Hinard 1985, 236), which is an
overstatement of Plutarch’s enthusiastic opinion (Sulla 34. 1) about the booty
taken from Mithridates (molvteleig Kol KoavoTTL TV PACIMKOYV AOQVPOV).
If the booty seemed to be unprecedented, it was so only for the contemporaries,
because Aemilius Paulus’ triumph over Macedonia had been even more
splendid.
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victory over Mithridates was anything but a conclusive victory”,’ the
dictator indulged in celebrating a triumph.® Moreover, if Sulla had not
celebrated the triumph, which is very hard to imagine, many people
could have thought that he was admitting a lack of decisive success
in the East.” But Sulla’s success in the West is more interesting for
us than that in the East. According to many researchers, the dictator
did not conceal that it was a celebration of the victory not only over
Mithridates, but also over his fellow citizens during the civil war.
Noting that “Romans did not triumph over Romans”, A. Keaveney
believes that the Cinnans had not been considered citizens because
“they had ceased to be Romans and could thus be put where he
believed they belonged, among the allies of Mithridates. It was only
in this way that they could be included in the triumph”.® But it is
not clear on what this judgment is based. G. Sumi holds a slightly
different point of view. In his opinion, Marians were equated with
foreign enemies, “thus, Marius, like Mithridates, became a hostis
of the Roman state, even though he was a Roman citizen”.” What
evidence do proponents of this view use to corroborate their
conjecture?

Some researchers point out that the treasures — 14000 (according
to another reading 13000) pounds of gold and 6000 pounds of silver
confiscated by Marius the Younger from the Roman temples —
were displayed during Sulla’s victorious procession. The amount

3 Balsdon 1951, 3; “questo era piu un apparenza che una realta” (Valgiglio
1960, 163). Frohlich 1900, 1557 puts it more strongly: “die wirklichen Verhélt-
nisse im Osten waren zu einer solchen Feier gerade damals am wenigsten
angethan”.

¢ Besides, we can remember Murena’s triumph over Mithridates, which
was celebrated almost without any reasons in the same year (see Cic. De imp.
Pomp. 8; Frohlich 1900, 1557; Lange 2016, 80-81).

7 Valgiglio 1960, 163 said explicitly that the victory over the Marians (“il
partito democratico”) was the real object of the triumph. Keaveney considers
this opinion very far-fetched (Keaveney 1983, 188).

8 Keaveney 1983, 188.

9 Sumi 2002, 423. “Declaring Romans hostes, however, created a new
dimension to triumph and civil war: it was permissible, as a means of justifi-
cation, to triumph over them as enemies of Rome” (Lange 2016, 124; see also
Morstein-Marx 2021, 452). But this conclusion is unconvincing, because it is
not supported by any ancient evidence.
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of gold and silver was announced sub eo (Sullac. — 4. K.) titulo in
triumpho.' 1. Ostenberg believes that “the placard also explained
that this was the money that the younger Marius had previously
taken to Praeneste from the temple of Jupiter Capitolinus and other
shrines”.!'! In other words, Sulla emphasized that the booty had been
captured from Marius the Younger, i. e., his fellow citizen. The word
“also” in Ostenberg’s sentence is significant: the researcher sup-
poses that titulus contained information not only about the amount
of treasures, but also about their previous owner and their original
location. However, Pliny the Elder’s text to which she refers is very
vague (NH 33. 16):

quod ex Capitolinae aedis incendio ceterisque omnibus delubris
C. Marius filius Praeneste detulerat, XIII1 (XII1) pondo, quae sub
eo titulo in triumpho transtulit Sulla et argenti VI.

(the gold) that Gaius Marius had conveyed to Praeneste from the
conflagration of the temple of the Capitol and from all the other
shrines amounted to 14 000 Ibs., which, with a placard above it to
that effect, was carried along in his triumphal procession by
Sulla, as well as 6000 1bs. weight of silver.!2

It is not quite clear whether the said tifulus contained information
only about the amount of the treasures displayed during the triumph
or also about their origin, since the latter is not mentioned in the
source explicitly.

G. S. Sumi, quoting Pliny’s text in extenso and understanding it
in the same way as Ostenberg, writes: “The display of the Marian
fortune was just as important as a demonstration of pietas on Sulla’s
part — an indication that he would honour the very temples of the gods
which Marius had so wantonly desecrated”.!3 Theoretically, we cannot

10 Plin. NH 33.16. Plutarch mentions these explanatory texts (8€\tot,
ypéppoata) in the description of Lucullus’ and Pompey’s triumphs (Luc. 37. 6;
Pomp. 45. 2; see also Ostenberg 2009, 68-69).

11" Ostenberg 2009, 69.

12 Transl. by Rackham 1952, 15 (with slight corrections).

13 Sumi 2002, 418. Schur 1942, 185-186 ranks it “zu einem symbolischen
Akte von tiefer Bedeutung”.
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exclude such a possibility, but it seems to be based on too broad an
interpretation of Pliny’s words. Such an overt demonstration that the
gold and silver carried during the triumph had once been confiscated
by Marius the Younger'* would become too obvious a hint at the
victory over his fellow citizens.!> It is noteworthy that, according to
Valerius Maximus’ report (2. 8. 7), no pictures of “Roman citizens’
cities” (i. e., Italian cities) had been carried during Sulla’s triumphal
procession (L. Sulla... cum... triumphum duceret, ut Graeciae et
Asiae multas urbes, ita civium Romanorum nullum oppidum vexit).'6
The difference is clear.

As for A. Eckert’s interpretation, it looks quite speculative, as she
believes, “das [capitolinisches] Gold weckte nicht nur Erinnerungen
an die Belagerung von Praeneste im Biirgerkrieg, es rief auch das auf
Sullas Anweisung an den ménnlichen Einwohnern der Stadt veriibte
Massaker ins Gedéchtnis”.!” Given the lack of any information on
the reaction of Rome to the massacre at Praeneste, this associative
array is absolutely unclear, even if Romans knew that they had been
shown treasures captured at Praeneste. In this regard, the researchers
pay attention to Plutarch’s well-known passage: “For the most dis-
tinguished and influential of the citizens, crowned with garlands, fol-
lowed in the procession, calling Sulla their saviour and father, since
indeed it was through him that they were returning to their native city
and bringing with them their wives and children” (Sulla 34. 2).!8 This
text is often considered further evidence of Sulla’s demonstration of

14° Among other things, V. Havener emphasizes that the booty that had been
captured in the East was demonstrated on the first day (Plin. NH 33. 16: pridie),
while the booty of the civil war was carried on the second day (Havener 2016,
163; Lange 2016, 103 tends to accept this opinion). However, the mere division
by day did not matter much unless it was indicated where the loot shown on
the second day had been taken from — it could be understood that it was also
Mithridates’ treasures.

15 As stated by Hinard 1985, 236, during Sulla’s triumphal procession,
they carried the pictures demonstrating the scene of Valerius Flaccus’ murder
by Fimbria. Equally, Rosenblitt 2019, 129 asserts, “the defeat of Marius was
advertised on a placard”. This could have been an obvious hint at the civil war,
but there is no information about these pictures in our sources.

16 Valgiglio 1960, 163; Lange 2016, 102.

17 Eckert 2016, 80.

18 Transl. by Perrin 1916, 433.
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his victory not only over a foreign enemy, but also over his fellow
citizens.!” Nevertheless, even Plutarch does not say openly that
people in Sulla’s retinue who had run from the Marians or had been
exiled by the latter attracted some attention and formed a special
group.2? That is not surprising, because Sulla himself, as well as his
followers, were outlawed in the same way. They had undesirable
juridical status and could wear wreaths in honor of their return.
Moreover, this fragment reflects a retrospective view of the events
(maybe from Sulla’s Memoirs), describing the former exiles as “the
most distinguished and influential of the citizens” (oi ... évéo&odtatot
Kai SuvvotdTtatol TV moltdv), whereas in Sulla’s retinue there were
no dvvatmtortol at that time, because none of them were consular.?!
Finally, having every opportunity to celebrate a triumph not
only over Mithridates, but also, for example, over the Samnites, the
dictator nevertheless refrained from the latter?> — presumably, in order
to avoid any hints of victory in the civil war. All this suggests that it
was a classic victory celebration over an external enemy, namely the
Pontic king. Surely, there might have been various rumors among both
common people and even the senators, but decorum was maintained.

19 Lanzani 1936, 83; Schur 1942, 186; Carcopino 1947, 114—115; Ghilli
2001, 479 n. 803; with caution Gabba 1958, 278. As Rosenblitt 2019, 128—
129 writes, “the parade of Roman exiles in his triumph over Mithridates
deliberately blurs the foreign / civil line”. F. Vervaet 2023, 229 calls it
“conspicuously novel” (as well as was the display of the gold and the silver
from Praeneste).

20 This unproven fact is the basis of the opinion that the participation of
exiles in a triumphal procession was an innovation (Carcopino 1947, 114—
115; Valgiglio 1960, 163; Havener 2016, 164). Equally controversial is the
judgment of V. Havener, who considers this episode in the context of the
custom of presenting fellow citizens in triumph (Havener 2016, 164) — they
went separately, while the exiles returned by Sulla in fact made up his retinue
(Topeinovto... TOV ZOAAAY).

2l The only consularis among Sullani was L. Marcius Philippus, but he
was a deserter not exiled. Moreover, we do not know if he took part in Sulla’s
triumph; anyway, his presence would not justify the plural form (évdo&dtartot
kol duvatmrtatol) in Plutarch’s text.

22 W. Letzner 2000, 263 claims that the triumph gave the impression of
a celebration of victory not only over Mithridates, but also over the Marians
and Italics, and especially the Samnites, although he notes the lack of images
of Italian cities during the triumphal procession. It is not clear what exactly
contained special allusions to the Samnites.
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Caesar’s Triumphs

In 46 BC, after the defeat of the Pompeians at Thapsus, Caesar celeb-
rated four successive triumphs: one over the Gauls, one over the
Egyptians, one over Pontus, and one over Numidia. There were va-
luable trophies displayed in the procession, and Vercingetorix, the
Gallic chief, Arsinoe, the Egyptian princess, and Juba, the four-year-
old Numidian prince (the future king and writer Juba II) were paraded
through the streets (Plut. Caes. 55. 3; App. BC 2. 101. 418; Cass. Dio
43.19. 2-4). People cheered when they saw the depictions (motkiloig
vpaopaic) of Achillas’ and Pothinus’ deaths and laughed at the scene
of Pharnaces’ flight (App. BC 2. 101. 420).

But according to the sources, not everything caused exultation.
For example, many people showed sympathy for Arsinoe (Cass.
Dio 43. 19. 3). More importantly, however, the public was outraged
by the paintings depicting the death of Metellus Scipio,” Marcus
Petreius, and Cato the Younger (0 8¢ dfjpog €nil pev 1oig oikeiolg
Kakoig, Kaimep dedung, Eoteve, Kai pdiota, KTA.), while the statue of
Pompey was not shown, given the latter’s popularity with the Romans
(App. BC. 2. 101. 419-420).

This information from Appian is completely accepted by re-
searchers. R. A. Billows believes that they were “caricatures”, while
in C. Meier’s opinion, Caesar’s enemies were directly or indirectly
portrayed as his slaves.?* However, the very idea of these pictures
being present in the triumph is implausible. According to Appian
(BC 2.101. 419), Caesar refrained from celebrating his triumph over
his fellow citizens because he did not consider it appropriate (®g

23 Appian mistakenly refers to Metellus Scipio as Quintus instead of
Lucius (Miinzer 1899, 1224). The procession of elephants (apparently captured
from Juba) with torches, which accompanied Caesar (according to Suetonius,
Iul. 37. 2, to the Capitol; according to Dio Cassius, 43. 22. 1, when he was on
his way home on the third day), is sometimes also interpreted as an allusion to
the defeat of Metellus Scipio, since the figures of elephants on the coins were
something like a coat of arms of the Metelli (Ostenberg 2009, 180, n. 315),
and Metellus Scipio himself minted such coins in Africa (Voisin 1983, 33 and
n. 22 with bibliography). But it is unknown if these parallels occurred to Caesar
himself and other Romans.

24 Meier 1993, 582; Billows 2009, 246.
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EUPUALD, 00K €01kOTa TE 00T(H).2> Why then would he emphasize that
it was a victory over his Roman enemies by carrying their images?2¢
It is noteworthy that Cicero, who never missed a chance to blame
the dictator for his willfulness, does not mention such images in his
procession, while at the same time he is indignant at the triumph over
Massalia, allied to Rome.?” Remember that Cicero wrote a eulogy for
Cato the Younger,?® and in this context his silence looks particularly
strange. Other ancient authors (including Plutarch, who criticized the
Spanish triumph of Caesar) seem to know nothing about it, either.?’
Finally, the representation of the aforementioned suicides would be
counterproductive, because suicide exalted those who committed it:
in this respect, the story of Perseus, who disgraced himself in the eyes
of ancient tradition by preferring to be carried in Aemilius Paulus’
triumphal procession to voluntarily ending his life, is characteristic.3°

Nevertheless, J.-L. Voisin, who made some of the abovementioned
observations, believes that Appian’s account is true. He claims that
Caesar had to portray the suicide of his enemies, otherwise he would
be blamed for their death, as was the case with his cousin L. Julius
Caesar. The beautiful, truly Roman death of the Pompeian leaders
was an atonement for their alliance with the enemies of Rome. During
his triumph, Caesar thus welcomed this atonement and made it clear
that even death does not make it possible to escape his mercy, even

25 C.Lange 2016, 110 assumes that the quadruple triumph was a sui generis
recompense granted to Caesar for not celebrating a triumph after his victory at
Pharsalus. It is not clear why A. Eckert 2016, 79 believes that Caesar’s victory
over his fellow citizens was implied by his triumph over Egypt.

26 J. Carcopino even believes that Caesar did not advertise his victory over
the Pompeians, which is the reason for the absence of the names of Pompey
and Cato during the triumph (Carcopino 1968, 467-468). However, if a picture
of Cato’s suicide as Appian described it, with torn entrails (BC 2. 101. 420),
was indeed displayed, then the recognizability of the scene would have made
mentioning the name unnecessary for informed people. On Pompey, see below.

27 Cic. Off- 2. 28; cf. Phil. 8. 18; Voisin 1983, 15.

28 For sources, see Biichner 1939, 1272.

29 Voisin 1983, 14. He reasonably points out that Roman authors from
Cicero to Florus did not see anything in Caesar’s African triumph that would
offend the feelings of Roman citizens, even the Pompeians. However, we do
not have to end this list with Florus.

30 Plut. Aem. 34. 3—4; Voisin 1983, 22 (he also refers to Livy 45. 39, but
the latter mentions nothing of the kind).
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if granted retroactively. At the same time, Caesar demonstrated his
superiority over those who had the courage to take their own lives; his
virtus turned out to be stronger.3!

This interpretation can hardly be accepted. The representation
of the suicides gave every reason to blame Caesar for the deaths of
his enemies. Whether he granted them forgiveness or not, they died
fighting against him, and clementia Caesaris annoyed the nobility.3?
When Cato refused to accept Caesar’s pardon, it was the latter who
looked bad in the eyes of the majority of the nobles, while Cato
became a symbol of the fight for liberty. It is doubtful, too, that
the latter’s death (in Appian’s text he is depicted as “torn open by
himself like a wild beast”) would have appeared noble and even as
a sign that Caesar welcomed Cato’s “expiation” of “sins” and that at
least one of the spectators of the triumph perceived it this way. At
any rate, if we strictly follow the source, we do not see there anything
like that. Besides, it is unclear why the public should have regarded
the display of this kind of paintings as a “retroactive” manifestation
of Caesar’s mercy.

It seems that the French researcher underestimated the importance
of his own observations, which have led me to a different conclusion.
In my opinion, Appian’s information is wrong. The partiality of
the historian from Alexandria or his source is evident. The passage
about Caesar’s refusal of the display of Pompey’s statue, which is
explained with the latter’s popularity, is completely out of place,?3
since Pompey, who died back in 48, could not participate in the
African campaign.’* But the mention of him gives rise to an anti-
Caesarian attack, since it is obviously hinted that Caesar provided the
opportunity for such an unseemly act. Appian himself points out that
there were no names on the placards.?> Therefore, we cannot be sure
that it is not a garbled version: someone interpreted the image in his

31 Voisin 1983, 26-27.

32 See, e. g., Dowling 2006, 30.

33 A triumph in honor of the victory at Pharsalus would be suitable for this
(Voisin 1983, 25), but as mentioned above, Caesar abstained from celebrating
it (see Cass. Dio 42. 18. 1).

34 W. Havener discussing the absence of Pompey’s statue does not consider
this evident circumstance (see Havener 2016, 169—170).

35 App. BC 2. 101. 419; Lange 2016, 110.
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own way, and then the incorrect interpretation (in fact, a rumor) was
added with fictitious details, which Appian willingly included in his
work. In other words, it dealt with pictures showing some people. It
should be noted that the pictures in question did not have any labels;
besides, it was not easy to discern their message during the triumph
when they were on the move.3¢ It is true that Appian reports quite
specifically about the messages of the paintings: Metellus Scipio, who
is thrown into the sea after he pierced himself with a sword, and Cato
with his insides turned out. However, it is difficult to imagine that the
winner went to such an unrestrained and unreasonable mockery of
Cato, which would have been counterproductive for Caesar himself,
given great Cato’s popularity.

Besides, this “appealing” detail is quite understandable. The source
may have contained information about paintings depicting Metellus
Scipio, who pierced himself with a sword and was thrown into the sea,
and Cato, who turned out his insides; but possibly this was the author’s
comment about their fate, and not the images themselves, while Appian
or his informant who used the specified source understood biographical
information as a presentation of the message of the paintings.

A very curious case is the Spanish triumph of Caesar in 45,
which, according to Plutarch (Caes. 56. 7-9), “vexed the Romans
as nothing else had done” (Opiapfoc g 00dev GAlo Pmpaiovg
nviocev), because it should not have celebrated the misfortunes
of the fatherland, “for it commemorated no victory over foreign
commanders or barbarian kings, but the utter annihilation of the
sons?’7 and the family of the mightiest of the Romans, who had fallen
upon misfortune”.3® Cassius Dio expresses a similar sentiment. Ac-
cording to his account, Caesar’s Spanish triumph was celebrated not
in honor of the conquest of the foreign peoples, but because many
citizens were destroyed (kaitol pndevog GAAOTPiOL KpaTHOAG GALY
kol Tocodto TAN00¢ moAtdv dmoréoag). Besides, Caesar’s legates

36 T am grateful to Dr. Wjatscheslaw Chrustaljow, who drew my attention
to this circumstance.

37 In fact, only one son, Gnaeus, was killed, since Sextus fled (Pelling 2011,
420). Pelling notes that in Rome they might not have known about this at that
time, but in the same way we can speak of exaggerations in any propaganda,
especially since Plutarch himself definitely knew the truth.

38 Trans. by Perrin 1967, 573.
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Q. Pedius and Q. Fabius Maximus, who did not possess imperium
at all and therefore were not entitled to such an honor, were awarded
with triumphs, which caused ridicule (Cass. Dio 43. 42. 1-2). In
E. Meyer’s opinion, Caesar paid homage to the republican traditions
by granting the triumph to the governors of both Spanish provinces,
Q. Fabius Maximus and Q. Pedius, even though they had not fought
under their own auspices but under Caesar’s.® I think if Caesar was
interested in this, it was very insignificant and in a purely formal
sense. At the time of the celebration, Fabius was already a consul-
suffect, which legitimized his position at least to some extent, but
in the case of Pedius, we see a direct falsification by Caesar or his
supporters because he was titled proconsul in the fasti.40

But let us return to the triumph of Caesar. From the account of
Dio Cassius, researchers unanimously concluded that although this
triumph had been celebrated formally ex Hispania (in the Fasti
Triumphales there is a lacuna), in reality it was an undeniable viola-
tion of the taboo against triumphs in honor of victory in a civil war.4!
It is generally believed that during this triumph, the episode described
by Suetonius took place: when Caesar passed by the place where the
plebeian tribunes were sitting, one of them, Pontius Aquila, remained
seated, which angered the winner (Suet. ful. 78. 2).42

The fact that this triumph was perceived as a celebration of victory
over fellow citizens is reported only by very late sources, Plutarch and
Dio Cassius, while Cicero, who was greatly biased, does not mention
this, just as he does not mention this in the case of the celebrations

39 Meyer 1922, 458.

40 Tange 2016, 110.

41 Lange 2016, 85, 110, 203. See also Meyer 1922, 458; Gelzer 1969,
308; Meier 1993, 606; Billows 2009, 246. Carcopino 1968, 468 believes that
Caesar equated those who resisted him after Thapsus with enemies such as the
Lusitanians.

42 Meyer 1922, 458; Gelzer 1968, 308; Meier 1993, 606—-607; Morstein-
Marx 2021, 515. However the authenticity of this episode has been doubted
(see Havener 2016, 172). It is quite possible that Caesar’s clash with Pontius
took place under different circumstances. “Strictly speaking, nothing absolutely
excludes a date in 46 for Pontius’s tribunate rather than 45, but since App. BC 2.
113/474 suggests that Pontius Aquila had taken the Pompeian side in the Civil
War his election is harder to imagine before Thapsus than after it” (Morstein-
Marx 2021, 515 n. 118). But we do not know whether Pontius Aquila took part
in the civil war on the Pompeian side.
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of 46 BC. If the triumph was indeed presented as ex Hispania, then
there were certain grounds for this, since a significant part, if not
most, of the Pompeian troops consisted of provincials who did not
have Roman citizenship, i. e., the triumph was celebrated over the
Spaniards.** There is no information about any depictions of deaths
of the Pompeians.** Pontius Aquila’s passive protest can be compared
with the voice of one crying in the wilderness: it is not reported
that the public applauded or reacted to the tribune’s “impudence”,
although it is unlikely that Suetonius would remained silent about
such a fact if it had taken place. Besides, he did not condemn the
triumph. Moreover, Plutarch could have significantly exaggerated the
degree of people’s displeasure.

The Failed Triumph of Decimus Brutus

A year after Caesar’s death, a truly unprecedented event occurred:
the Senate, in violation of all unwritten rules, granted a triumph to
Decimus Junius Brutus for his victory over Mark Antony,® i. e., for
success in the civil war.#¢ In addition, Octavian was also awarded an
ovation for the Mutina War,*” but he demanded a triumph for himself,
which seemed quite logical: Brutus only withstood the siege, but did
not achieve victory in a proper battle, while Octavian took the most
active part in the battle of Mutina.*® Despite this, the Senate responded

4 See Gelzer 1968, 293. The parallel with the triumphs of Metellus Pius
and Pompey after the victory over the Sertorians, vaguely doubted only by
Florus (3. 22. 10), suggests itself (Lange 2016, 110; see also Havener 2016,
151 n. 10).

4 QOur sources contain little information on Caesar’s Spanish triumph
(Ostenberg 2014, 187; Havener 2016, 171). “Had Caesar taken note of the
negative response towards the previous triumphs and now refrained from
putting images of other Romans on parade? Or did he rather choose to push
the message of civil war victory even further?” (Ostenberg 2014, 187-188).

45 Liv. Per. 119; Vell. Pat. 2. 62. 4; Cass. Dio 44. 40. 1; Ostenberg 2014,
183; Lange 2016, 89, 128.

46 We also know about the proposal to include the name of Decimus Brutus
in the fasti, which, however, the Senate rejected (Cic. Ad Brut. 1. 15. 9; see
also Fam. 11. 10. 1).

47 Cic. Ad Brut. 1. 15.9; 17. 2 — Marcus Brutus wrongly writes in his letter
to Cicero about the triumph (Bellen 1997, 60 n. 76).

48 See Liv. Per. 119; Havener 2016, 154.
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with a very unkind refusal (App. BC 3. 80. 325; 82. 337; 89. 368),%
but the granting of an ovation was also an obvious departure from
tradition. In this context, the plans to erect a monument to the fallen in
the fight for res publica should be mentioned; this project, however,
was unlikely to be implemented.’® But it should be noted that this
idea itself was exceptional: public veneration of the fallen was not
a custom among the Romans, unlike among the Greeks, and in this
case it was about those who died in the civil war.>!

Lange reasonably assumes that both this project and the granting
of a triumph to Decimus Brutus demonstrated that the Senate was in
dire straits.’> On the one hand, it is important that the patres voted for
such measures. On the other hand, it is unclear whether they would
have decided to implement them in practice after a victory over
Antony,> and if the vote for Brutus’ triumph did not seem to have
caused debates or even confusion,>* then its implementation could
well have generated them; it is very likely that Brutus would have
been convinced to abandon the victory celebrations. It is noteworthy
that the triumvirs did not take this path and preferred to follow other
precedents: back in 45, Caesar allowed Lepidus to celebrate a triumph,
not for victories on the battlefield, but for preventing a powerful
uprising in Spain.>> For these peacemaking efforts (i. e., agreement
with Sextus Pompeius) on the last day of 43 BC, Lepidus celebrated
the triumph that the Senate had decreed, even before the formation

4 Lange 2016, 88 admits that Octavian ultimately refused the ovation,
which he never celebrated. It seems that the refusal was due to the negotiations
he had started with Antony; an ovation in such circumstances would have
looked extremely inappropriate.

30 Cic. Phil. 14. 31-35; Lange 2016, 127.

SU Clark 2014, 27. As is well known, Decimus Brutus’ triumph did not
take place.

52 Lange 2016, 127. See also Ostenberg 2014, 183.

53 As for the monument, Clark 2014, 27 doubts that Cicero and his audience
could have expected that it would actually be erected.

>+ Lange 2016, 87, 88, 90, 113.

35 Cass. Dio 43. 1. 2-3. Cassius Dio notes mockingly that Lepidus
sent to Rome only the money he had seized from the plunder of the allied
communities; perhaps this is an echo of the ridicule caused by the fact that the
triumph was granted to him without victories over enemies or even without
fighting them (Weigel 1992, 144 n. 36).
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of the second triumvirate.’® When Caesar entered Rome with the
ovatio after celebrating Feriae Latinae, it was not a recognition of any
military successes. Probably, these very examples were followed by
the triumvirs, who preferred ovation (but not a triumph!) in order to
avert a new civil war in the wake of the agreement in Brundisium.5’

Conclusion

Therefore, we can see an interesting evolution of triumphs associated
with victories during the civil wars. Apparently, Sulla tried to avoid
any hint that he was celebrating the victory not only over external
enemies, but also over his fellow citizens, especially since the
Mithridatic War was a conflict separate from the fight against the
Marians. Similarly, we do not have indisputable evidence of Caesar’s
triumphs celebrating victories in the civil war, although the very
celebration of the African and Spanish triumphs was a clear hint at
such victories, because Numidians and Spaniards were only allies of
the Pompeians. But in 43 BC, the Senate did not hesitate to award
a triumph to Decimus Brutus and an ovation to Octavian for their
victory over Antony. The belief that Sulla and Caesar celebrated
victories over their fellow citizens only emerged in the imperial era,
when triumphs became the subject of active reflection. The triumvirs’
refusal to follow the Senate’s “extremist” line can be explained not
only by its going beyond all conceivable norms, but also by the lack of
necessity — the Senate in 43 BC was in dire straits, while the triumvirs
felt like masters of the situation.

Anton V. Korolenkov
State Academic University for the Humanities, Moscow

sallust86@gmail.com

36 Lange 2016, 83—-86, 246 n. 94 (with sources). Lange admits the triumph
could be partly in celebration of Lepidus’ victories, but Cicero (Phil. 13. 7-9),
when justifying honors for Lepidus, emphasizes a peaceful settlement (§ 8:
adduxit ad pacem remque publicam sine armis maximo civilis belli periculo
liberavit).

57 Lange 2016, 65-66, 114—115. Lange places more emphasis on following
the precedent of Caesar’s ovatio, stressing that the triumvirs also celebrated an
ovatio, not a triumph. However, the idea itself of celebrating the prevention of
civil war brings them closer to the triumphs of Lepidus.
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The article is devoted to some triumphs that are usually perceived as victory
celebrations over fellow citizens in bella civilia. The author analyzes the
triumphs of Sulla, Caesar, and D. Brutus (the latter triumph was voted but not
held). In his opinion, there were no signs of celebrations of victory over fellow
citizens during Sulla’s triumph; only the victory over Mithridates VI of Pontus
was celebrated. Such hints might have been dropped during Caesar’s African
triumph, but modern researchers seem to overestimate their importance. Only
late authors perceived the African and Spanish triumphs as victory celebrations
also over fellow citizens. At the same time, the absence of any negative
reaction to the granting to Decimus Brutus of a triumph over Antonius is
noteworthy. It shows deep changes in the perception of triumphs at the end of
the Roman Republic.

Crarbs mOCBAIICHa HEKOTOPBIM TpUyM(paMm, KOTOPBIE OOBIYHO BOCTIPHHIMA-
I0TCSI KaK TpUyMQBI HaJl corpaxiaanamu B bella civilia. ABTop aHanusupyer
tpuyMdsl Cysisl, [esaps (appukanckuii u ucrnanckuii) u J[. bpyra (mzexpe-
THUPOBAHHBIH, HO HE COCTOsBIIMICS). [1o ero MHEHMIO, HET TPU3HAKOB MpPa3a-
HOBaHUS MOOEIB! HaJ corpaxaaHamMu Bo BpeMs TpuyMmda Cysuibl, KOTOPBIH
cupasisuicst Hag Mutpunarom VI [ortuiickum. Kakue-to Hamexu momo0HO-
TO poza Moru ObITh BO BpeMsi adypukanckoro TpuyMda Llesapst, Ho oHU CHIIb-
HO NIpEyBEIMYCHBI COBPEMEHHBIMH HCCIIEN0BATESIMU. AQPUKAHCKHH, a TAKXKe
UCIIAHCKUI TpUyM{} BOCIPHHHMAIUCH KaK IMpa3HOBaHHE 10Ol Haj Co-
rpa’kaHaMH TOJBKO ITTO3THHMH aBTOpaMH. B To ke BpeMsi IpuMedaTelsHO
OTCYTCTBHE HETaTHMBHOW peaklUMy Ha AapoBaHHe TpuyMda HaJl AHTOHHEM
Jenumy BpyTy. 910 nmoka3piBaeT ryOOKHE IEPEMEHBI B BOCIIPUSTHH TPHYM-
¢oB B KoHIIe PumcKkoii pecryOnuky.
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Philip Boserup-Lemire

A CRITICAL NOTE ON SERVIUS’
COMMENTARY ON VERG. AEN. 6. 12

Verg. Aen. 6. 1-2:

Sic fatur lacrimans classique immittit habenas
et tandem Euboicis Cumarum adlabitur oris.

In modern editions of the Aeneid, as in the early manuscripts, these
lines open book 6. According to Servius (On 4en. 5. 871), however,
they were originally left by Vergil at the end of book 5 and were
subsequently moved by Tucca and Varius to their current position.
This editorial intervention, he explains, accounts for why some an-
cient manuscripts begin book 6 instead with obuertunt (6. 3 in modern
editions):

sciendum sane Tuccam et Varium hunc finem quinti esse uoluisse:
nam a Vergilio duo uersus sequentes huic iuncti fuerunt: unde in
non nullis antiquis codicibus sexti initium est obuertunt pelago
proras, tum dente tenaci.!

He then proceeds to defend the decision of Tucca and Varius to
relocate the lines (Praef. on Aen. 6):

sane sciendum, licet primos duos uersus Probus et alii in quinti
reliquerint fine, prudenter ad initium sexti esse translatos; nam et
coniunctio poematis melior est et Homerus etiam sic inchoavit:
MG PATO dAKPY YEWV.

Two reasons are offered in support of the rearrangement: (a) it im-
proves the coniunctio poematis, and (b) Homer inchoavit in a com-

! For the sake of convenience, I quote in both instances the text of Thilo
and Hagen 1881-1887, which, apart from minor differences in orthography and
punctuation, is identical in the second quotation to that of Jeunet-Mancy 2017.
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parable manner. The first point is not further explained, but it may be
taken to mean that Servius, recognising that the verses are scarcely
intelligible unless read immediately after the close of book 5, thought
that relocating them to their present position at the opening of
book 6 created a stronger linkage between the two books. Turning
to (b), which is the point that concerns us: Servius notes that Homer
“opened” in a similar way — that is, with the phrase ®¢ @dto ddxpv
yéwv. Considering the argument he is making, there can be no doubt
that inchoauit in this context must refer to the introductory words
of a book. No book of Homer, however, opens with this phrase.? It
occurs only twice in the Homeric corpus, in both cases well within
a book rather than at its opening: //. 1. 357 and Od. 24. 438. Rather
than assume that Servius was under the misapprehension that the
phrase did in fact stand at the beginning of some book of Homer —
a possible yet unconvincing scenario — I propose that ddkpv yéwv has
been interpolated. While this assumption cannot be firmly supported
by manuscript evidence — the two forms of the commentary (S and
DS) are both heavily contaminated, requiring editors to consider
every plausible reading? — the ninth-century manuscript C (Casselanus
Ms. Poet. Fol. 6) of the DS tradition may be adduced to provide
a possible explanation: against the various misspelled versions of &¢
¢ato found in most manuscripts, C transmits QX EQOATO, preserving
Servius’ intended “Qg £paf’ as a reference to the opening of book
13 of the Odyssey.* On recognising the clear Homeric echo in Vergil’s
Sic fatur lacrimans, a compiler seems to have added the words ddxpv
yéov as a separate scholium. These two scholia were subsequently
conflated, producing the the perfectly sound yet, in this context,
unsuitable g @AaTo daKpL YEWV.

Philip Boserup-Lemire
University of St Andrews

ponbll@st-andrews.ac.uk

2 Cf. Harrison 1980, 370 n. 31: “Servius cites here the irrelevant ¢ pdrto
dapv yéwv, which appears in the middle of Iliad One (357)”.

3 On the transmission of the texts of Servius and Servius Auctus, see
Murgia—Kaster 2018, XI-XXVIII.

4 Hom. Od. 13. 1 "°Qg &poB’, 01 &" &pa TAVTEG KTV EYEVOVTO GLOTT.
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This note suggests that, in defending Tucca and Varius’ relocation of Aen. 6.
1-2 from the end of the fifth book to their current position, Servius did not
originally cite the Homeric &g @dto ddxpv xémv (/1. 1. 357 and Od. 24. 438)
but simply Q¢ £paf’, as a reference to the opening of Od. 13.

B cratbe nokaseiBaercs, uro CepBul, B 3aIIUTy MPEJIOKEHHONO TyKKOH
u Bapuewm nepememenust cTpok Aen. VI, 1-2 u3 koHIa KHUTH V Ha UX HBI-
HEIIHee MecTo, IuTupoBai u3 [omepa He ®g @AtTo ddkpv xéwv (11 I, 357
u Od. XXI1V, 438), a mpocto "Qg¢ Epad’ u3 Hauana Od. XIII.
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Denis Keyer

CERTUM EST DARE LINTEA RETRO:
JUVENAL 3. 205; 5. 141, 143-144; 6. 195, 197-198
RECONSIDERED

This article re-examines five problems in three passages of Juvenal,
defending earlier interpretations neglected in modern scholarship in
four cases and proposing a new solution in the fifth.!

1. A Luxury Table Owned by a Pauper? (3. 205)

Among the many hardships of life in Rome for a poor citizen, Umbri-
cius mentions the risk of fire, which is especially acute for those who
rent a room in the attic. This is illustrated by the story of a pauper
who loses all his meager possessions in a fire and receives no offer
of food, clothing, or shelter. By contrast, a rich and noble man who
suffers the same misfortune comes to possess even greater luxuries
than before, thanks to the generous donations of his friends. The pau-
per’s possessions are described as follows (3. 203-209):2

lectus erat Codro3 Procula minor, urceoli sex

ornamentum abaci, necnon et parvulus infra

cantharus et recubans sub eodem marmore Chiron, 205
iamque vetus Graecos servabat cista libellos

' T am deeply indebted to Vsevolod Zeltchenko for his sound criticism,
insightful comments, and generous willingness to engage with my interpretations
of Juvenal.

2 Text and apparatus here and below are based on Willis 1997 and Clausen
1959 with minor corrections, additions, and abridgements.

3 T leave aside the choice between Codrus or Cordus here and in 1. 2; see
the survey of the discussion in Gallia 2016, 319—323. Since Griffith 1951, most
scholars opt for the Roman name (Courtney 22013, 153: “Umbricius would not
feel sympathy for anyone with the Greek name Codrus”); cf., however, Gallia
2016, 321-322, who refers to the poet Codrus in Verg. Buc. 5. 11 and 7. 22
(shortly above, in v. 199, an Ucalegon is mentioned).
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et divina opici rodebant carmina mures.
nil habuit Codrus — quis enim negat? — et tamen illud
perdidit infelix totum nihil...

203 Cordo U, Codro V@, Priscianus, GL Keil II. 219, cf. 1. 2
et v. 208 | 205 cantharus et codd., Centaurus Markland
probante Braund 2004 | sub eo de marmore C. Valesius, sub
eodem <e> marmore Matthias, Housman probante Courtney,
ab eodem marmore Markland probante Braund 2004, rupto
de marmore dub. Nisbet 1989 probante Willis, sub eodem
marmore echinus Manso (ex Hor. Serm. 1. 6. 117) | Chiro PV,
Chiron cett. 208 Cordus U, Cordrus V, Codrus PR®

It is essential for the discussion of the text that the schol. vet. ad
205 read:

quemadmodum solent ¢ marmoribus facere sigilla diversa.

Thus, the scholiast saw Chiron as a marble statuette and see-
mingly thought the mention of marble referred to it; hence the
emendation of C. Valesius sub eo de marmore Chiron (improbable,
due to the unpoetic form eo)* and Matthias’ and Housman’s elegant
improvement sub eodem <e> marmore Chiron.

However, the mention of a marble statuette in the scholion does
not necessarily suggest a divergence from the manuscript tradition
in v. 205. It is equally possible that the scholiast read sub eodem
marmore (i.e., abaco), taking eodem not as ‘aforementioned’, but
as a reference to the material of Chiron’s statuette (~ ‘sub eodem
marmore, scil. de quo ipse Chiron factus est’).’

4 C. Valesius in Achaintre 1810, 143. Besides, in this case sub eo must
refer not to the abacus, but to the cantharus (rightly noted by Scholte 1873, 27
and Kissel 2013, 246 objecting to Monti 2004, who adopts this in the text;
Deroux 2009, 680—692, also adopting sub eo de marmore, reconstructs abacus
as a multi-shelf sideboard, Chiron being displayed below the cantharus).

5 Thus also Farnabius 1642, 31; he understands Chiron as a table support,
but takes marmore ironically and believes that both the table and its support
sculpture were of clay. Killeen 1964, 213 refers eodem to the material Chiron
is made of, interpreting sub marmore as ‘de (e) marmore’; Kissel 2013, 246
rightly objects that this usage is confined to inscriptions of late antiquity and
inconceivable in Juvenal.
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Most surprisingly, the vast majority of scholars interpret Chiron
as a sculptural table support, a Tpamelopopov.® This interpretation,
however, involves two crucial difficulties: (1) it would be somewhat
odd for the table support, as an integral part of the table, to be men-
tioned separately from the tabletop alongside an object placed beneath
it (cantharus); (2) more importantly, Codrus’ (or Cordus’) possessions
are described as downright beggarly and ‘literally nothing’ (208—209
nil habuit <...> illud totum nihil).

Mice gnawing at the scrolls in a worn-out wicker box etc. point
to absolute poverty, which is clearly inconsistent with a sculptural
table support: regardless of its material, it would be an item of some
luxury.” Moreover, the same would apply to a marble statuette or even
to a marble tabletop, which would still reveal, if not luxury, then at
least a certain, albeit modest, degree of affluence.?

Thus, Chiron must be a cheap statuette® (most likely, of terracotta),
and the words sub eodem marmore must refer to the abacus in the
sense of ‘under the same (i.e., aforementioned) marble’. Therefore it

6 E.g., Duff 1898, 151 (with reservations), Marache 1965, 75; Courtney
22013 ['1980], 154; Rudd—Barr 1991, 21; 158; Adamietz 1993, 340, Braund
1996, 209; Lorenz 2017, 414 (hesitantly). The idea is as early as Farnabius (see
n. 5 above); Grangaeus in Casaubon 1695, 76; Ferrari 1679, 120 (cf. n. 7 below).
It has been discussed whether a recumbent centaur could, in theory, serve as
a sculptural table support. Courtney 22013, 154, objecting to Friedldnder 1895,
219 and others, may be right that it could, since such supports could be designed
as a continuous base running across the full diameter of the tabletop. In view of
other, more serious problems, however, this question is irrelevant.

7 It has been assumed that the marble abacus and/or its sculptural support
are contrasted with those made of citrus wood and supported by ivory sculpture
(Ruperti 21820, 148, with reference to Ferrari 1679, 120; likewise Braund 1996,
209, Courtney 22013, 154, et al.) — yet, what is described here is not merely
a lesser degree of luxury, but sheer beggary.

8 This table is usually compared to /apis albus in Hor. Serm. 1. 6. 116
(Porph. ad loc.: marmoream delphicam significat, quae scilicet pretii non magni
est); thus, recently, Grazzini 2016, 164 n. 60. Yet, the objection raised above
in n. 7 applies here as well: Horace is describing a relatively modest lifestyle,
not extreme poverty: after all, he has his own house and servants.

9 Thus Matthias 1875, 36; Friedlander 1895, 219, Dimatteo 2023, 53; 421.
Friedlander l.c. objects to Welcker 1850, 261 and Iahn (precise reference not
found), who interpreted Chiron as a dog name (thus already Tixier de Ravisi
1560, 358), and Biicheler 1893, 247, who believed that the figure of Chiron
in question served as the handle for the lid of a wicker box. Other uncommon
interpretations of Chiron include ‘opus compositum de Chirone’ (Calderini



Juvenal 3. 205; 5. 141, 143-144; 6. 195, 197-198 255

seems natural to impute the mention of marble to a jocular mock-epic
tone of the description (cf. necnon in v. 204).

Along these lines, the passage in question may be compared to
Ovid’s famous joke about the utensils of Philemon and Baucis (Met. 8.
668—670):10

...omnia fictilibus, post haec caelatus eodem
sistitur argento crater fabricataque fago
pocula... 670

Still, this meets with the difficulty, because eodem argento in Ovid
is preceded by the mention of clay, while no material is mentioned in
Juvenal to be taken up by eodem marmore, and in this case the text
would convey the improbable idea that the table, as the cantharus,
was of clay.!! If one suspects here Ovid’s joke and believes that it is
Chiron who was made of the same ‘marble’ (i.e., clay) as the cantharus
and urceoli, then sub should be emended.!2

A more plausible and natural solution has already been proposed
by a few older scholars,!3 namely to take sub eodem marmore as

1487, 12v.; Joh. Britannicus in Casaubon 1695, 473) and ‘opus Chironis de arte
chirurgica’ (Lubinus 1619, 154, ascribing this to Calderini).

10 Thus, older scholars, who were rightly puzzled by the presence of
a marble in a pauper’s hands. Cf. Farnabius 1642, 31 (n. 5 above); Markland
(published in Willis 1996, 63): “unde marmor in suppellectili Codri?”’; Ruperti
21820, 148 (rejecting this view, cf. Ferrari 1679, 120): “marmore vulgo
ironice dictum et de argilla capiendum putant, quia Codrus pauperrimus
fuerit..”’. Douza (in Burmann 1727, 608) cites Juvenal’s passage in question
defending eodem argento in Ovid vs. eadem argilla, but it remains unclear how
exactly he understood sub eodem marmore.

11 Cf. n. 5 above.

12 Markland (in Willis 1996, 63): “Totum sic lego: nec non et parvulus
infra / centaurus recubans, ab eodem marmore, Chiron. Facete, ab eodem
marmore: figlinus enim erat quemadmodum urceoli isti sex. Sic aurum ad
fin. Sat. VII’; Grazzini 2011, 341; cf. idem 2016, 164 n. 60 rightly objects
to emending cantharus et and points out the weakness of ab as indicating
provenance rather than material.

13 Lubinus 1619, 154: “quem abacum marmoreum ironice et ioculariter
dicit. Fuit enim Codrus pauperrimus”; cf. Juvencius 31697, 43 (alongside the
usual view of it as “pes abaci”, and referring eodem to cantharus): “Fictilis
effigies centauri Chironis, Achillis magistri, jacens sub eodem marmore, quo
cantharus, id est, infra eundem vilem abacum, quem ironice marmor apellat,
quia solebant divites marmoreis abacis uti”’; Lemaire 1825 (see n. 16 below);
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referring to the tabletop (‘under the aforementioned marble’), but to
take marmore ironically, as if it were in quotation marks.'* The meager
utensils placed on and beneath the tiny wooden stand for vessels are
described in a mock-elevated register (necnon, ornamenta'>), as though
it were a marble display table bearing precious cups. A nice parallel to
such usage is coccina in Mart. 2. 43. 8 that is ironically employed to
denote cheap clothing by contrast with its luxurious analogues:!°

misit Agenoreas Cadmi tibi terra lacernas;
non vendes nummis coccina nostra tribus.

It seems tempting to go further and extend this ironic usage to
abacus in v. 204 as well.!” The crucial question here is whether this
term invariably implied a luxurious display table!® (in which case its
usage in v. 204 is certainly ironic) or whether it could also denote an
ordinary ‘sideboard’, as is generally assumed.!?

Peerlkamp 1861, 33 ad Verg. Buc. 7. 35 (on the statue of Priapus; he interprets
marmoreum pro tempore fecimus as ‘ligneum’): “Sub eodem marmore, ex quo
abacus ligneus, quem divites marmoreum habebant”.

14 Pace Courtney 22013, 154, supported in this by Deroux 2009, 682, I do
not see any difficulty “...in the clumsy way in which the explicit information that
it is of marble is dragged in at the last moment”: the abacus is referred to again
as “marble” ironically: in imitation of an elevated style, the precise name of the
object is replaced by a synonym that, by metonymy, refers to its (alleged) material.

15 Ornamentum in v. 203 is paralleled by ornamenta deorum in v. 218 (of
statues taken from the temples in the East); cf. n. 25 below.

16 Lemaire 1825, 212 (ad. loc.): “Martialis mens intelligatur e Juvenal. I11.
Sat. 1L, vs. 204 <...> Quemadmodum marmor in his versibus pro ligno abaci
sumitur, ita coccina pro vilibus pannis minime coccineis”.

17 Thus Binder 1996, 4 (DNP s.v. Abacus).

18 Over 20 examples in ThLL s.v. (“mensa pretiosa ad cenas lautas et
sim.”; in most of the passages cited, the table serves to display vessels rather
than to function as a dining table).

19 Richter 1966, 116 translates abacus as “sideboard” and observes that
its aim was “to display the many ornaments highly prized by the Romans”.
Yet the item from a sarcophagus she identifies as an abacus (ibid. Fig. 586)
appears rather utilitarian. Ulrich 2007, 224 inclines to reinterpret it as urnarium;
however, in his view “abacus encompassed both utilitarian and high-status
objects” (ibid. 223). In schol. vet. ad v. 204 abacus (as well as lapis albus in
Hor. Serm. 1. 116 in Porph., cf. n. 8 above) is identified with the delphica, which
seems to have three legs and a round top. The reason for this may be that it was
also used to display ornaments.
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Although the latter view is widely accepted, the arguments for
it are not entirely secure. Apart from the passage in question (where
abacus may well be used ironically), the meaning ‘mensa simplex, cui
urceoli vel vasa imponebantur’ is supported in ThLL s.v. only by two
mentions in Cato,? where abacus is listed among items necessary for
olive gardens (4gr. 10. 42") and vineyards (ibid. 11. 3%2). Its meaning
there remains uncertain: it has been understood as a kneading trough??
and as a stand for vessels.?*

Whether abacus is used here ironically, like marmore, in the sense
of ‘display table’, or neutrally, in the sense of ‘stand for vessels’, it
is noteworthy that the verb ornare was sometimes used for adorning
display tables with luxury items.?’ It is therefore very likely that this
is what is hinted at by ornamenta abaci in v. 204, which also supports
a playfully ironic interpretation of marmore.

The mention of a recumbent Chiron is somewhat obscure. It is true
that, as is generally believed, a statuette of Chiron holding a lyre, as the
teacher of Achilles, might symbolize Codrus’ (or Cordus’) interest in
poetry. If so, some explanation is required for recubans. Although it is
usually taken to imply a Sphinx-like pose, it is noteworthy that LIMC
s.v. offers no parallels for that, and on the whole it is difficult to imagine
a centaur lying on his side or back, since in that case the human part
would be tilted towards the ground. There are examples of Chiron with
a lyre recumbent on its hind legs, and it is this pose that is suggested
by schol. vet. ad loc.?® and even by an attempt at reconstruction;?’

20 The fourth example, Tert. Idol. 8. 3 qui signum describit, quanto faci-
lius abacum linit! can be discarded, as Waszink — Van Winden 1987, 149 ad
loc. convincingly explain that it refers not to the luxury tables, but to a wall
decoration, namely marble slabs imitated in stucco (cf. Fiechter 1918, 3—4).

21 .. molas asinarias unas et trusatilis unas, Hispaniensis unas, molilia
111, abacum I, orbes aheneos II, mensas 11...

2 ..scamnum I, mensas II, abacum I, arcam vestiariam I...

23 Saglio 1875, 4, citing Hesych. p 138 paxtpa- afakiov, Eva pioccovct
70 GAgvpov); Mau 1893, 5 (RE s.v. Abacus 4.).

24 Fiechter 1918, 2-3. Indeed, in Agr: 11. 3 abacus is listed among items
of furniture.

25 Varro Ling. Lat. 9. 46 abacum argento ornari; Cic. Tusc. 5. 61 abacos. . .
compluris ornavit argento auroque caelato, cf. Aus. Epigr. 2. 1. 2 (by paradox)
abacum Samio saepe onerasse luto; Act. Petr. 17 omnia ornamentaria in delfica
exposuisti.

26 “yecubans” enim e<s>t a posteriore parte recumbens.

27 Kelsey 1908, 30-38.
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nevertheless, I am not sure that this pose could properly be described as
recubare. Thus, the meaning of the words recubans <...> Chiron may
remain open.28

In any case, the interpretation of Chiron as a Tpane{opdpov must be
rejected; instead, marmore in v. 205 ought to be understood ironically,
hinting at a luxurious display table in contrast with a tiny, cheap wooden
stand. Full sail astern toward Lubinus, Lemaire, and Peerlkamp!

2a. Fertile Mycale / Mygale:
Matron or Concubine? (5. 141)

At a banquet, the wealthy and arrogant Virro subjects his poor client
Trebius to every possible humiliation; yet if Trebius were suddenly to
become rich, matters would be quite different (5. 132—145).

quadringenta tibi si quis deus aut similis dis

et melior fatis donaret homuncio, quantus

ex nihilo, quantus fieres Virronis amicus!

‘da Trebio, pone ad Trebium. vis, frater, ab ipsis 135
ilibus?’ o nummi, vobis hunc praestat honorem,

vos estis frater. dominus tamen et domini rex

si vis tu fieri, nullus tibi parvulus aula

luserit Aeneas nec filia dulcior illo.

iucundum et carum sterilis facit uxor amicum. 140
sed tua nunc Mycale pariat licet et pueros tres

in gremium patris fundat semel, ipse loquaci

gaudebit nido, viridem thoraca iubebit

adferri minimasque nuces assemque rogatum,

ad mensam quotiens parasitus uenerit infans. 145

137 frater Colon. 199, Paris. 8291, ita cj. Markland, fratres
cett. 138 tu @, tunc PRFO, tum Housman 1931 probante

28 If Chiron was a dog (see n. 9 above), it would explain recubans, but the
name is not a typical one for a dog. Could recubans imply that a small statuette (in
contrast with mediamque Minervam in v. 219, whatever is meant by mediam) was
laid sideways under a low sideboard (elsewhere in the passage the stress is laid
on the lack of space and small size of the furniture and utensils)? Yet even a low
sideboard would perhaps allow one to place a small terracotta statuette beneath
it vertically. Scholte 1873, 27 likewise suggests, by analogy with parvulus
cantharus, that the point is the unusually small size of what is normally a large
statue; yet it is far from evident that images of Chiron were typically large.
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Braund 2004 139 luserat P, iusserat R 140 del. Jahn 141 tua
codd., sua Weidner 1989 | Mycale @, Mygale PR, Migale
schol., Megale Markland, Buecheler 142 semel PR, simul
@ 143 gaudebis ... iubebis Hendry 1998

Up to v. 140 the logical sequence is clear: ‘If you were to inherit
a large fortune, you would at once become Virro’s intimate friend. The
real object of his friendship is the money he hopes to inherit. Yet, if you
wish to be the patron’s boss, you must not have a young son or daughter
at your house (since otherwise he will have no prospect of the legacy)’.

The word nunc in v. 141 contains a problem that is crucial for
reconstructing the further train of thought of the passage. It divided the
scholars into two camps.

The first interpretation understood fertile Mycale (or Mygale)®
as a concubine in contrast with Trebius’ childless wife:3* ‘But your
concubine (Mycale / Mygale) may give birth to as many as three
children at once (i.e., as long as the children are not legitimate heirs):
the patron will rejoice at your brood and indulge the small guests at
the table’. Logically and contextually, this train of thought appears
impeccable and self-evident.3! The Achilles’ heel of this interpretation
is nunc in v. 141. It has been objected that nunc is regularly used after
unreal conditionals, often with at or sed, as a marker of return to the
real-life situation: ‘as it is now’ (cf. ut nunc est).3?

29 The schol. vet. read Migale and suggest a hint at piyvocOot (ex ipsa
coitione etymologia); the reference to Mycale in Ov. Met. 12. 263 is unlikely.

30 Thus Ruperti 21820, 234-236 and Friedldnder 1895, 274 (both at
length); Heinrich 1839, 215-216; Weidner 1873, 113; Scholte 1873, 41; Rose
1936, 12—-13, Marache 1965, 137; Labriolle—Villeneuve 21967, 52; Viansino
1990, 187; Adamietz 1993, 352 n. 68. Scholte 1873, 45 agrees that Mycale /
Mygale is a concubine, but takes fua as a generic second person rather than as
a direct address to Trebius.

31 Duff 21975 ['1898], 198 objects that a concubine with children and a wife
mentioned earlier in v. 77 cannot live under the same roof, but this need not be
the case. As I see it, Virro is visiting Trebius at Mycale’s house, and it is there
that the children appear before the guests (the phrase parasitus <...> infans is
merely a joke); it is less likely that small children could attend a dinner at Virro’s
house together with Trebius and Mycale, as is often assumed. Cf. n. 39 below.

32 OLD s.v. nunc 11 (“introducing a fact or consideration opposed to
a previous speculation, wish, or sim. ‘(But) as it is’ (often w. adversative conjs.
or advs.”.); Kiithner—Stegmann 41962, 399; cf. viv 8¢; examples are abundant;
for sed nunc (less usual in this sense than nunc, at nunc, nunc vero) cf. Verg.
Aen. 4. 345, Ov. Trist. 4. 1. 29.



260 Denis Keyer

Consequently, most recent scholars interpret nunc in opposition to
casus irrealis in v. 132 f. and tunc in v. 13833 as “now, when you
are poor”; in this reading, Mycale / Mygale is Trebius’ wife and
a freedwoman.?* This shift in interpretation results, however, in funda-
mental difficulties.

1) Although it is not theoretically impossible that Trebius married
a freedwoman and Juvenal chose to omit her first official name, this
detail would be highly odd: how is the reader to understand that My-
cale / Mygale is Trebius’ mistress and why stress her low origin?

2) Even more surprising is Virro’s attention to Trebius’ newborn
children; suppose that the contrast between his reaction to the hypo-
thetical offspring of a rich friend and a poor client is implied; still, it
strongly contradicts his character. The man is repeatedly shown as mis-
treating and despising Trebius; why would he fuss over his children?

3) Virro’s insistent obsequiousness in v. 135-136 (when serving
Trebius) and v. 135-136 (when indulging his children) suggests a pa-
rallelism, which is ruined if v. 141-145 are regarded as a digression.

Attempts to overcome these problems have born little fruit.

— V. 141-145 have been admitted to be difficult’® and blamed as
“irrelevant™3¢ — true, yet precisely this invites us to rethink the
interpretation.

— Presents of little value (on which, see section 2b below) have
been explained as showing Virro’s meanness?’ or simply occa-
sional courtesy that stresses his lack of interest in Trebius’

33 This reading is, however, not certain: many editors, especially the older
ones, print si vis tu (Weidner, [ahn, Biicheler, Mayor, Duff, Pearson, Housman
[1905], Ramsay, Vianello, Willis, et al.), perhaps precisely because most of
them thought nunc in v. 141 referred to the imaginary wealth, which does not
sit easily with tunc in v. 138; func came to be preferred after Leo’s edition (Leo,
Labriolle-Villeneuve, Knoche, Clausen, Martyn, Adamietz, Santorelli, Lorenz,
Dimatteo et al.). Housman 1931, XLVI “the divergence points to tum”.

34 Mayor 41889, 266 supported at length by Duff 1898, 198; Courtney
22013 ['1980], 213; Tennant 1993, 83-89; Braund 1996, 299; Santorelli
2013, 170; Kissel 2013, 270; Lorenz 2017, 181; 183; Dimatteo 2023, 91; 466;
et al. Braund 2004, 226227 hesitates between the two options.

35 Housman 1905, XXXII “V. 140 <...> its context, the most obscure in
Juvenal”.

36 Duff 21975 ['1898], 198: «...strikingly irrelevant; but such irrelevance
is common in Juv.”; Cortney 22013, 213: “not fully relevant”.

37 Ullman 1966, 281; Hopman 2003, 561.
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legacy3® — both possible, but that does not make Virro’s fussing
over the poor client’s children and rejoicing about them?3® less
puzzling.40

— Virro’s attention to Trebius’ children has also been interpreted

as calculated efforts to hook future parasites*! or ensure the
status of Trebius himself*? — yet, again, any ingratiating is alien
to his character.

— Recourse has been taken to emendations, but implausibly.*3

In view of the numerous and frustrating problems raised by this
line of interpretation, one may wonder whether it is possible to dis-
card it altogether and return to the safe and reassuring harbor of the
previous interpretation. The question, then, is whether nunc can still
be understood within the counterfactual irrealis discourse as meaning
‘now, when you are (hypothetically) rich’.

The first argument for this option is that nunc is here not quite in
the initial position (as it is, for example, in sed nunc...). If we take
sed with Mycale (sed Mycale <in contrast with the wife>) rather than
with nunc (sed nunc <in contrast with si [...] donaret in v. 132 f>),%
this instance will differ from the numerous examples in which nunc
marks a transition from imaginary situation to the present, real state
of affairs.

38 Morford 1977, 242; Braund 1996, 299; Kissel 2013, 270.

39 A similar picture is given in Theophr. Char. 5. 5 (Apeokog, cf. 2. 6
[Ko6Aa&]): the man invites his host’s children to the table, proclaims their close
resemblance to their father, kisses them, and plays with them.

40 Highet 1954, 145 offers a surprising explanation: “Juvenal, even at the
cost of breaking the consistency of his character-sketch, cannot bear to think
of any man’s being cruel to a child”.

41 [Rudd-]Barr 1991, 168; Jenkyns 1982, 195-196.

42 Tennant 1995, 86-87.

43 Hendry 1998, 252-255 (cj. gaudebis <...> iubebis) writes that ipse
refers to Trebius himself being not invited out and making parasites of his own
children (Kissel 2013, 270 rightly objects that this falls out of the context and
besides elsewhere in the satire ipse is Virro); likewise Manso 1821, 233-234
writes that ipse and gaudebit <...> iubebit refer to Trebius (Hendry 1998, 252—
255 rightly objects that such a shift from the second person [fua] to the third
is hardly possible). Along similar lines, Weidner 1887a, 290-291; 1887b, 6;
21889, 88 emended fua in v. 141 to sua, thus making Mycale Virro’s wife.

4 This may serve as an argument against the deletion of v. 140, since
without the mention of a wife the transition to Mycale / Mygale would be
somewhat abrupt.
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Second, the what-if clause that begins in v. 132 expands into an
extended descriptive passage, and its irrealis discourse is further
actualized by the indicative forms praestat honorem and estis fratres
in the address to the money (v. 136—137). That is, Virro’s imaginary
remark is commented upon as if it were real. One could therefore posit
the same deictic shift for nunc in v. 141.

Third, and most importantly, a similar example of nunc within
a comparable long passage introduced by a casus irrealis — notably,
again with two actualizing present indicatives in the middle — can
be found in Iuv. 10. 43, where Democritus is imagined watching the
pompa circensis:*

quid si vidisset praetorem curribus altis

extantem et medii sublimem pulvere circi

in tunica lovis et pictae Sarrana ferentem

ex umeris aulaea togae magnaeque coronae

tantum orbem, quanto cervix non sufficit ulla? 40
quippe tenet sudans hanc publicus et, sibi consul#®

ne placeat, curru servus portatur eodem.

da nunc et volucrem, sceptro quae surgit eburno,
illinc cornicines, hinc praecedentia longi

agminis officia et niveos ad frena Quirites, 45
defossa in loculos quos sportula fecit amicos.

This understanding encounters a problem if one adopts func instead
of tu in v. 138: it would be strange, if not altogether impossible, for
the hypothetical situation of sudden wealth to be referred to as func in
v. 138 and then as nunc in v. 141. This serves as an argument in favor
of following (®) and printing fu with the earlier editors.*’

In any case, with regard to v. 141-145 one should change course
and steer in the wake of the interpretation defended by Ruperti and
Friedlander.

45 Referred to already by Scholte 1873, 45: “Nunc: hic non magis temporali
sensu accipiendum est quam Sat. X, 43”.

46 The transformation of a praetor in v. 36 into a consul in v. 41 poses
a problem that still requires a solution.

47 See n. 33 above; among the editors who accept tunc, only Labriolle—
Villeneuve adhere to the interpretation defended here. 7« may emphasize the
reversal of roles: “if you want to be Virro’s dominus, like he was yours...”.
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2b. Presents for Baby Parasites? (5. 143—144)

It is universally accepted that Virro’s gifts to the triplets, hypothetically
born to Mycale / Mygale and now grown enough to attend the table,
consist of three items: a green waistcoat (mostly interpreted as
imitating those of the popular chariot-drivers’ faction, cf. 11. 198; but
sometimes as a military toy);*® the smallest nuts (explained either by
Virro’s parsimony or as convenient for the children’s small hands);
and pennies, which are specifically modified as “begged for”. This
unusual set of presents, however, raises a whole series of problems
that are seldom discussed.

1) assemque rogatum and, possibly, minimas nuces seemingly
stress the low price of the presents. This would display Virro as mean,
but it contradicts the train of thought defended in section 2a above:
Virro is here pretending to adore Trebius’ babies in hope for his legacy
and should, on the contrary, show generosity.

2) Even if Virro is displayed as a miser, the green waistcoat must
be a much more expensive item than nuts and pennies, which seems
inconsistent.

3) The presents should be meant not for one child, but for all
three of them. Nuts and pennies (assem taken collectively) could be
distributed among the three, but only one waistcoat is mentioned, and
it is not easy to understand it in a collective sense.

A compelling reinterpretation of v. 143-144 was put forward
by Rose almost a century ago.’® Surprisingly — and unfairly, — it
has remained virtually unnoticed.’! In what follows, I restate Rose’s
solution and adduce several indirect arguments in its support.

48 Markland in Willis 1996, 66 (“quaere de thoraca”) was probably puzzled
by the detail. Scholte 1873, 41-45, rightly objecting to Iahn’s emendation cito
rhaga (instead of thoraca), piled up a highly implausible set of corrections in
order to associate all the presents with races: viridem thoraca iubebit | adferri
miniosque equulos axemque rotatum ad thensam...

49 Ullman 1966, 266 absurdly thinks of viridem thoraca as made of old,
green-patinated bronze (in his view, Virro is a disrespectful host; as indicated
above, he should be an obsequious guest). Hopman 2003, 557-574, even more
nonsensically, seeks to prove that “the viridis thorax <...> is a perverse gift
that endows the child with un-Roman and feminizing character”.

30 Rose 1936, 12—-13.

51 Tt is registered in Lommatzsch 1938, 104 and objected to by Hopman
2003, 565-566 (see n. 54 below).
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Rose noticed that schol. vet. ad v. 143 (viridem thoraca) mention
a monkey:

armilausiam prasinam, ut simiae.

Normally this is ignored or explained by some confusion with the
v. 153—155 shortly below,2 where a creature that gnaws rotten apples on
the Servian Wall is periphrastically described as “trained by the whip to
throw a spear from a she-goat, while wearing a helmet and a shield”; schol.
vet. ad loc. helpfully identify it as a monkey: quale/m] simia manducat.

Rose, however, ingeniously suggested that viridem thoraca in
v. 143 is a metonymy for a tamed monkey, and took rogatum as
a supine governing the pair minimasque nuces assemque: a monkey
is trained to perform some tricks and beg for a small reward of nuts
and coins, which adds to the amusement. Virro must have bought it to
please his new patron’s illegitimate children (so Rose), or else some
street performer’s monkey was sent for.>3

This suggestion eliminates a number of difficulties and suits the
context perfectly. The dubious distribution of pointedly cheap presents
to the triplets of the rich man’s potential rex (v. 137) turns into a lively
scene that serves as a parallel to v. 135-136: Virro as a host does his
best to please Trebius himself, while as a guest he endeavors to amuse
Trebius’ illegitimate offspring. The obscure scholion is thus explained.
Syntactically, the construction with the supine is possible.

Rose himself admitted two difficulties:>* (a) there is no evidence
that would associate a green waistcoat with monkeys; (b) “Juvenal
seldom uses a pair of que’s in this fashion, and all the certain examples
seem to be on the ends of lines”.

The absence of evidence for a monkey in a green waistcoat®> does
not rule out a metonymy of this kind: it would be sufficient, if some

32 Thus Hopman 2003, 565.

33 On monkeys in antiquity in general, see McDermott 1935; 1936; 1938
(esp. 131-146, “The Ape As a Pet and a Performer”; 135, 243-246 no. 343,
345, 349 on representations of monkeys as musicians at banquets); Toynbee
1973, 55-60, 354-355.

34 Rose 1936, 13 n. 1. Both taken up by Hopman 2003, 565-566 with n. 30
with the verdict “many problems”.

35 Most often a cloak is attested as a garment (McDermott 1938, 185—
188), often with a hood (a Pompeian fresco with a boy teaching an ape to
dance [ibid. 280 n. 479]; Gallo-Roman figurines, ibid. 187—-188, no. 156-163,
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monkeys could perform in a waistcoat, not necessarily green: the
reader, then, could infer that a monkey is meant from the mention of
nuts and coins to be begged for.

The pair of -que’s, otherwise rare in Juvenal, may add here an
epic flavor.’® It most often occurs at the end of lines, but regularly
appears at the beginning or in the middle of Latin hexameters as well.
However, if rogatum is a supine, the second object (assem) is left
without an epithet, while the first one (nuces) is not, which seems to
be avoided in such cases.’’ Stylistically and syntactically, it would be
easier to take rogatum as an epithet.8

However, the following speaks in favor of the supine: the perfect
participle rogatus very rarely modifies an inanimate object (‘[a thing]
begged for’); in fact, I could not find a single example:>° it almost al-
ways refers to a person asked for something. On the contrary, rogatum
as a supine occurs fairly often.®® Grammatically, therefore, supine is
preferable.

cf. idem 1936, 153—-154 with n. 35; Mart. 14. 128 [bardocucullus worn by
cercopitheci? the sense is obscure]). In Luc. Pisc. 36 monkeys at the Egyptian
court perform Pyrrhic dance in purple robes (dGAovpyidor). In Claud. In Eutrop.
1. 304-307 a boy dresses a monkey in silk garments, leaving its back and
buttocks uncovered, in order to amuse the guests. The ape representing Aeneas
wears a thorax and a cloak on the Pompeian fresco that parodies the scene of
Aeneas’ flight (McDermott 1938, 278-280 no. 478).

56 Within the same passage loquaci <...> nido (v. 142—143) is taken from
Verg. Aen. 12. 475 and ...tibi parvulus aula / luserit Aeneas (v. 138—139) from
Aen. 4. 328-329.

57 In the rare examples I could find, it is either the second object of the two
that is modified (Pers. 2. 6 murmurque humilisque susurrus, Ov. Met. 15. 590
populumque gravemque senatum; 14. 775 Tatiusque patresque Sabini; 12. 363
pectusque umerumque sinistrum; 7. 373 volucrisque ferumque leonem) or else,
if the first object is modified, the modifier is postposed and tacitly goes with the
second object, too (Verg. Aen. 9. 302 matrigue tuae generique; Ov. Met. 13. 751
patrisque sui matrisque; 6. 716 Calaisque puer Zetesque; 3. 414 faciemque loci
fontemque; Trist. 2. 1. 37 genitorque deum rectorque); cf. Cat. 57. 2 Mamurrae
pathicoque Caesarique.

58 If so, nuts and coins might be meant for playing with a monkey.

3 In Ov. Met. 3. 653 non haec mihi terra rogata est it is a verbal form;
in Ov. Ibis 641 sed di dent plura rogatis and Priap. 37. 14 rogata fecit it is
a neutral plural used substantively. The next fascicle of 7hLL when it sees print,
will make things clear.

60 Cic. Verr. 4. 63; Caes. BG 1. 11;5.36; 7. 5; Varro R. r. 2. 11. 12; Sall.
Iug. 77. 3; Pompon. Atell. 160; Quintil. Decl. min. 247 pr. 2; Hygin. 45. 1.
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Another indirect argument in Rose’s favor is that baboons begging
for coins after performance are attested in Ael. N4 6. 10:

émi v ITrolepoiov ol AlydmTiol ToDC KOVOKEPAAOVG Kol YPaL-
poto €0idackov kol Opyeicbat kol oOAElV Kol WOATIKNAV. Kol
p1oB0v KkvvokéQaArog €npaTTETO VIEP TOVTOV, Kai
TO0 01d6pevoV €ig packdAtlov EuPfoarov EEnpTnpé-
vov Epepev, ®C ol TAV AyelpoévTOV devol.

Finally, as mentioned before, this view removes the problem of dis-
tributing one green waistcoat among the three kids. Parasitus infans
in v. 145 is to be taken in a collective sense: it would be strange if the
children would come to the table and receive presents one at a time.

Thus, the viridis thorax in 5. 143 is very likely a monkey. A beacon
must be raised for Rose’s ingenious explanation, unfairly long left in
the shadows.

3a. “Things Left Under the Blanket” (6. 195)

In 6. 185, Juvenal mocks women for their excessive use of Greek
(omnia Graece, v. 187). He devotes particular emphasis to the use
of affectionate Greek expressions in intimate relations, a practice that
appears to have been both fashionable and erotically stimulating,
yet at the same time regarded as wanton — probably because of its
associations with Greek-speaking prostitutes. An old woman is casti-
gated for employing such expressions in public (191-199):

concumbunt Graece. dones tamen ista puellis:

tune etiam, quam sextus et octogesimus annus

pulsat, adhuc Graece? non est hic sermo pudicus

in vetula. quotiens lascivum intervenit illud

Con kal woyn, modo sub lodice relictis 195
uteris in turba. quod enim non excitet inguen

vox blanda et nequam? digitos habet. ut tamen omnes
subsidant pinnae, dicas haec mollius Haemo

quamquam et Carpophoro, facies tua conputat annos.

195 relictis codd., ferendis (> *ferelictis) Housman probante
Lorenz, loquendis Nisbet probante Willis et Watson—Watson,
pudendis Watt 1996, peractis Delz 1998, receptis Delz in Watt
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2002, relatis (i.q. ‘vocem referre’) Zago 2025 194-195 in
vetula, quotiens ... woy#. modo interp. Casaubon, Vianello
195 modo codd., mihi Leo 195-196 relicta / verteris Francken
195-197 modo ... turba del. Heinrich 195-198 modo ...
subsidant pinnae del. Knoche 195-198 corruptelam vel
lacunam susp. Vianello 196-197 ‘quod enim ... habet?’
vetulae tribuunt Markland et Vianello 197 vi tamen PR, et
tamen H. Valesius probante Hogg 1971, attamen Heinecke

Scholarly attention with regard to this passage has for the most
part focused on v. 195,%! where Housman pointed out a difficulty in
relictis. Indeed, relictis is difficult to reconcile with the train of thought
of the passage, since, apparently, in this case the wanton speech that
the old woman is using in public would be described as abandoned.

The sense anticipated by Housman (“such expressions can only
be tolerated in bed”; likewise Nisbet’s loguendis and Delz’s receptis)
was based on a close parallel from Martial;%? besides, Housman was
puzzled by enim in v. 196: in his view, the woman, being 85 years old,
“iam nec Graece concumbit, nec Latine”.

However, strong arguments have been put forward against his
view, namely (1) modo should mean ‘recently’, as in the meaning of
‘only’ it is normally used in a postposition;®® (2) this would imply
that the use of Greek expressions in intimate contexts is regarded as
acceptable, whereas the preceding lines make it clear that Juvenal
objects to women speaking Greek altogether.

61 See Zago 2025, 42327 for a detailed analysis of the discussion and the
emendations proposed. My summary here draws on this balanced and well-
argued article and presents, in abridged form, the principal views and arguments
surveyed there.

62 10. 68. 5-8: kUp1é pov, uét pov, woyn pov congeris usque, / pro pudor!
Hersiliae civis et Egeriae. / lectulus has voces, nec lectulus audiat omnis, / sed
quem lascivo stravit amica viro.

63 Watt 1996, 284-285, joined by Delz 1998, 123—124 and Zago 2005, 424,
objected that of the other 18 instances of modo in Juvenal, 17 mean ‘recently’ (in
fact, 15: 14.86 modo... nunc... nunc... and 15. 119 quis modo...? should be set
aside — D.K.) and just one, in postposition, ‘only’ (2. 135 liceat modo vivere...).

64 Zago 2005, 424 is right that the mention of young girls serves rather
to underscore how particularly absurd these affected expressions sound in the
mouth of an old woman; it is hardly likely that Juvenal intended to suggest that,
under certain circumstances — in bed and when uttered by young girls — the use
of Greek expressions should be accepted.
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Another line of interpretation proceeds from the assumption that
the old woman, even at the age of eighty-five, is, pace Housman, sati-
rically portrayed as sexually active.®> The train of thought is then
reconstructed as follows: her use of lascivious language in public
merely reproduces what she has recently uttered in bed; that is, her
licentiousness is not confined to words but reveals actual — and ipso
facto disreputable — sexual activity.

In this case relictis should be either emended to mean ‘uttered’,
‘employed’ etc., or else be defended in a weakened sense (‘left lying
after use’, like (de)ponere).6’ The latter option is not without difficulty,
since, unlike (de)ponere, relinquere appears to retain the general
notion of ‘abandoning, forsaking’.

This line of interpretation also gives rise to objections:

1) The adverb modo, if understood in the sense of ‘recently’, would
imply that the old woman regularly resorts to this practice, whereas the
following lines suggest that it is doomed to failure.

2) The line of reasoning appears overly complicated: the statement
that the old woman’s speech is shameless is followed not by an
argument that substantiates this claim, but by a further accusation
of improper sexual desire.’® Yet, whether or not the old woman has
sexual relationships is irrelevant for assessment of her speech.

3) The bedroom in this case would serve a different function than
in Martial 10. 68 (n. 62 above), thus undermining the otherwise strong
similarity between the two texts.

6 Delz, 1998, 124; Zago 2025, 5 with n. 29.

66 Delz 1998 peractis; Zago 2005, 423-427 argues for relatis.

67 Thus already Lubinus 1619, 246; also, e.g., Friedldnder 1895, 305-306;
Hogg 1971, 93; Santorelli 2011, 79 and Dimatteo 2023, 117. Pace Zago 2025, 1
(“no more logical than saying ‘you play on the playground with the ball lately
left at home’”), it is not outright absurd, as the verb may encode separation
from a prior locus. One could say, e.g., “You’re stepping outside in a night cap
that you only recently left under your pillow” (i.e., it was left there only a short
while ago, and now, behold, you are wearing it again).

68 Zago 2025, 427: “Greek endearments are shameless and disgusting
when they come from a uetula, because they reveal her repulsive appetite for
sex; in fact, when she uses lascivious expressions such as {on kai yoyn in
public, one senses that she is lustful and has lately uttered them in the bedroom
to arouse her partner, because (196 enim) alluring Greek words are a powerful
tool of seduction”.
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Watt®® suggested pudendis (“you use in public words which but
lately were considered shameful in private”). The logical emphasis in
this case falls on sub lodice (‘even under the blanket”).”°

This emendation is palaecographically difficult, but the sense Watt
advances is truly compelling: unlike other lines of interpretation, in
this case both modo (‘recently’) and sub lodice suggest oppositions to
the main clause (uteris, “(now) when you are using these words”, and
in turba), and these oppositions acquire interpretative force.

I propose retaining the participle relictis and taking it not as
referring to the old woman (‘left by her’), but impersonally (“...by the
Romans in general’).

The required sense is, of course, that not long ago such words had
never been used in bedrooms at all (not that they had previously been
used there, but then fell out of use); hence the verb relinquere must
be taken to mean ‘neglect’, ‘omit’ or ‘refrain from’. This usage is
attested, e.g., in Pers. 5. 61 (of non-philosophers wasting their life on
misguided aspirations):

tunc crassos transisse dies lucemque palustrem 60
et sibi iam seri vitam ingemuere relictam.

Then, when it is too late, they moan that their days gone by were
gross / opaque and their light swampy, and that they have left
[true] life untouched.”

0 Watt 1996, 284-285. Later (Watt 2002, 300) he withdrew his proposal
and the argument concerning modo (n. 63 above) and returned to modo =
‘tantum’ and Housman’s line of interpretation, adopting Delz’s new emendation
receptis (‘admissible’, ‘acceptable’). Zago’s objection (2025, 3 with n. 13) that
Juvenal cannot legitimate Greek exclamations in the bedroom holds against
Watt 2002, but not against Watt 1996.

70 The rare word lodix means ‘blanket, bedclothes’ in Mart. 14. 148 and,
probably, here; judging by the glosses and ThLL s.vv. lodix, lodicium, it can
also mean a kind of a cloak (cdywov), a rug or any coverlet. sub lodice is
therefore not quite the same as in lecto, yet it could probably refer to the
marital bed and/or sexual intercourse: cf. Soph. Trach. 539-540 pdg Vo
yroivng, AP 5. 165. 3 (Meleagri) vno yAaivn; Archil. 196 a, 45 West ylai]vnt
kooyag; Petr. 11 opertum me amiculo evolvit (1 doubt that the play on words
with amicus was intended here).

7V Sibi vitam <...> relictam = ...se vitam reliquisse (cf. Sen. Brev. vit. 11. 1
stultos se, qui non vixerint, clamitent). Thus Housman 1972, 854 [= 1913, 21],
defending the reading vitam ... relictam against vita ... relicta in the sense of
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Thus the consensus codicum may be preserved, the Latin is satis-
factory (modo means ‘recently’, not ‘only’), the close parallel with
Martial 10. 68 (n. 62 above) is maintained (conveying the general idea
that such words, if at all, might be conceivable only in the bedroom?),
and the train of thought is smooth (Greek expressions are condemned
even in bed, and the claim of the indecency of the old woman’s speech
is substantiated):

Such language is indecent in an old woman’s mouth. Whenever
those wanton words, w7 kal yoys, crop up, you use in public
words that were but lately”® refrained from (even) under the
blanket.

We may set sail on a new course in the direction mapped out
(although later rejected) by Watt.

3b. Whose Feathers Droop? (6. 197-198)

Another problem within the same passage lies in the words ut tamen
omnes subsidant pinnae (v. 197-198). The general sense of this rarely
attested idiom is clear: like Eng. to let one’s feathers droop, it should
convey dejection, a loss of spirit or a downcast appearance. A similar
metaphor with an opposite sense is found in Tuv. 4. 69—70 (of Domitian
puffed up by straightforward flattery):

...quid apertius? et tamen illi
surgebant cristae. nihil est quod credere de se 70
non possit, cum laudatur dis aequa potestas.

‘vitam non attigisse, vita abstinuisse’ and quoting Hor. Serm. 2. 6. 89 esset
ador loliumque, dapis meliora relinquens and AP 149-150 et quae
/ desperat tractata nitescere posse relinquat (likewise Harvie 1981, 145;
Kissel 1990, 635-637).

72 The change from in lecto to sub lodice may be explained as reinforcing
the idea of modesty: when covered by the blanket, one might be expected to
behave even more wantonly than generally in bed, yet even there such words
were refrained from.

73 Cf. Tuv. 14. 298, where modo, in the sense of ‘but lately’, is contrasted
with the present state of affairs.
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However, the syntax and meaning of v. 197-198 require elucida-
tion.” Surprisingly, recent scholarship came to agreement’s in taking
ut tamen omnes subsidant pinnae as addressed to the old woman: ‘to
flatten all <your> feathers’ (as if it were ...tibi subsidant), i.e., “so that
you would not display any confidence”.”®

This view suggests that here the uf clause represents a peculiar form
of ut finale, the essence of which has been excellently formulated by Co-
urtney as expressing not the purpose of the subject of the main clause,
but “the purpose of Juvenal in reporting it” (“So that you don’t become
over-excited <[ must point out to you that> facies tua computat annos™).”’

Syntactically, this explanation is possible, and such an u¢ can be
defended by parallels. Yet it does not fit into the context and meets with
major logical difficulties:

1) Omnes in this case would be superfluous and psychologically
improbable.”® ‘So that all your feathers lie flat’ is stronger than the
sense requires. Normally, in such warnings, one tends, on the contrary,
toward understatement, e.g., “...to curb your arrogance...; do not
become too conceited...” etc.

2) It would be very strange if the frustrating effect of ugliness
indicated by famen — namely the failure to arouse — were omitted
from the objection and left for the reader to infer. The sense “yet, to
disappoint you: your face is old and ugly” is not sufficient: it should
read “...too old and ugly to arouse anyone”.

3) Finally, the omission of the dative (#ib7) seems harsh.

74 As in the case of v. 195 (see n. 62 above), these lines bear a close
resemblance to Martial (6. 23): stare iubes semper nostrum tibi, Lesbia, penem:
/ crede mihi, non est mentula quod digitus. / tu licet et manibus blandis et
vocibus instes, / te contra facies imperiosa tua est.

75 Courtney 22013 ['1980]; Richlin 1986, 46; Rudd[-Barr] 1991, 43;
Adamietz 1993, 102, 360; Braund 2004, 251, 246; Watson—Watson 2014, 137,
Lorenz 2017, 199; Dimatteo 2023, 117.

76 The schol. vet. ad loc. refer the metaphor to the old woman’s looks (quia
vetulae flaccescant). This explanation is untenable, since subsidere is used of
something previously in active motion or in an upright position; it cannot denote
sagging skin or a shabby appearance (in such a case one would say that the
feathers fall out, not that they sink).

77 Courtney 22013, 246 ad loc.; 533 (ad 15. 89), comparing 6. 87 and
197, 12. 93; Kiihner—Stegmann 41962, 233-234; Hofmann—Szantyr 1965
(21972), 642. Cf. also Pinkster 2021, 299.

78 Hogg 1971, 94 rightly notes that omnes pinnae should correspond to
quod non... inguen? (= omnia inguina).
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In view of these objections, it appears fairly certain that the phrase
ut omnes subsidant pinnae should refer not to the old woman, but to
excitet inguen in v. 196. The contraposition indicated by tamen largely
suggests itself: a wanton Greek expression arouses every male organ
like fingers, but (famen) due to the old and ugly face, “all feathers
droop” (the opposite of excitet).

This view was put forward by some early scholars, who rephrased
the passage and conveyed its general sense correctly, but failed to
offer an adequate explanation for the syntactical role of uz.7® It cannot
be concessive, like quamquam dicas haec mollius...,*° and the sense
requires that famen should refer to the fact that the old and ugly face
exerts a fundamentally dejecting influence on the organ to be aroused.

In all likeliness, the drooping of all feathers should be an outcome
of facies tua computat annos. The problem is, however, that ut conse-
cutivum can hardly precede the main clause. In addition, the concessive
clause quamquam dicas haec mollius... separates the preposed ut
clause from its matrix clause, so that ut consecutivum is here out of
the question.

H. Hogg reconstructed the train of thought correctly, but he saw
the only solution in accepting H. Valesius’ emendation et tamen.8!
Along the same lines, Heinecke emended ut tamen to attamen.®? In
this case, however, subsidant pinnae must be the main clause, and the
meaning of the subjunctive remains unclear to me: both coniunctivus
potentialis and coniunctivus iussivus (‘may all the feathers droop’)
would be problematic.

Meanwhile, the problem is easily solved once we understand ut
omnes subsidant pinnae as a form of a pseudo-final uf that formally

7 Grangaeus in Casaubon 1695, 145: ““...tunc videntium omnes pennae
subsidunt; vel, ut ait Martialis, tunc illis — ‘mentula mensque cadit’ [7.18.12],
‘nec possunt putidam arrigere ad vetulam’ [cf. 4. 5. 6]”; Lubinus 1619, 246.
Likewise, e.g., in the translations of Siebold 1858, 117 and Ramsay 1918, 99.

80 Prateus 1684, 164 took ut as concessive, while referring it to the
preceding digitos habet (“etsi quiescat libido’) — but this is incompatible with
tamen.

81 H. Valesius in Achaintre 1810, 163—164; Hogg 1971, 93-95 “Und
dennoch diirften sich alle Fliigel senken, denn magst du derlei auch zértlicher
sagen als der beste Schauspieler, dein Gesicht verrit deine Jahre!”. He em-
phasizes the formal similarity between the passage in question and ef tamen illi
/ surgebant cristae in 4. 69—70 quoted above.

82 Heinecke 1804, 87-88.
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presents the outcome of an action as an intended purpose.?? This allows
to dispose of both difficulties: (a) the meaning of the pseudo-final ut
clause may be similar to that of a consecutive one,?* and (b) pseudo-
final clauses, just like normal final clauses, can be preposed (most
often with negative conjunctions,® but also with quo3¢ and uz87).

In this case the pseudo-final u¢# would express not just a fate-
determined outcome (the so called “voluntas fati”, type: He left the
country to die in an accident), but, more specifically, a consequence
of an ironically adverse circumstance (cf. But to ruin all our plans, the
rain started again), or else a motive ironically attributed to the ugly
old face, as if making objects of arousal ‘droop their feathers’ were its
spiteful purpose.

The preposing of a final or a pseudo-final sentence, as shown in
n. 87 above, is not a problem. Moreover, the sentences starting with
ut tamen can well, pace Hogg,® be final,3° or even pseudo-final, as
in Tuv. 10. 354;% cf. a similar word order (with ne non = ut) in Ov.
Met. 9. 735-736):

83 Nisbet 1923, 27-43; Hofmann—Szantyr 1965 (21972), 642; Pinkster
2021, 302-304; cf. OLD s.v. ut 28f: “introducing an unlikely motive ironically
suggested by the speaker; also a purpose ascribed to destiny”.

84 Cf. Pinkster 2021, 302 “Some scholars take these clauses as result
clauses, with the negator ne equivalent to ut non. Others use the label ‘pseudo-
final’...”.

8 Liv. 8. 10. 10 Decii corpus ne eo die inveniretur, nox
querentes oppressit, 44. 44. 1 consulem <...>, ne sincero gaudio
frueretur, cura de minore filio stimulabat; 7. 1.7 ...ne quando a metu
ac periculis vacarent, pestilentia ingens orta (cf. 7.27. 1: ne nimis
laetae res essent...).

86 Curt. Ruf. 8. 3. 3 (Spitamenes’ wife implores him to surrender to
Alexander): ...et quo efficaciores essent preces, haud procul erat
Alexander.

87 Luc. 7. 596: vivat et, ut Bruti procumbat victima, regnet; Liv.
26. 41. 8: pater et patruus intra triginta dierum spatium, ut aliud super
aliud cumularetur familiae nostrae funus, interfecti sunt; Tac.
Ann. 4. 52. 1: at Romae commota principis domo, ut series futuri in
Agrippinam exitii inciperet, Claudia Pulchra sobrina eius postulatur
accusante Domitio Afro.

8 Hogg 1971, 93-94.

89 Ov. Met. 6. 83; Pont. 3. 3. 77; Tac. Ann. 11. 20. 2.

% Hogg 1971, 93-94 surprisingly understands Tuv. 10. 354 ut tamen et
poscas aliquid voveasque sacellis / exta... as concessive, but no doubt it is a form
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...ne non tamen omnia Crete
monstra ferat, taurum dilexit filia Solis.

Thus, the drooping of feathers refers to inguen, and ut subsidant is
best explained as an ironic pseudo-final clause that presents the result
of the old woman’s ugliness as a purpose:

After all, what organ would fail to be aroused by a soft and wan-
ton expression? It has fingers. Yet, in order to let every feather
droop — even if you could speak in tones more tender than those
of Haemus and Carpophorus — your face keeps tally of the years.

Sail should be turned astern toward Grangaeus and Lubinus.

Denis Keyer
University of Bern
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The article re-examines five problems in three passages of Juvenal. In 3. 205
recubans sub eodem marmore Chiron cannot imply a sculptural table support,
since the personage lives in extreme poverty. Instead, marmore must be taken
ironically (cf. coccina in Mart. 2. 43. 8) and eodem as ‘aforementioned’: a tiny
cheap stand for vessels is described as if it were a marble display table for
precious cups.

Mycale in 5. 141 is Trebius’ concubine: her triplets cannot be Trebius’ legi-
timate heirs, hence Virro indulges their children. Nunc in v. 141 is to be under-
stood within the irrealis discourse: “now, when you are (hypothetically) rich”
(cf. 10. 43). In v. 138 fu (@) is to be preferred to tunc (PRFO). In 5. 143-144
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a waistcoat, small nuts, and pennies cannot be gifts to the triplets. Rose was
right in taking viridem thoraca as a metonymy for a tamed monkey (hence
schol. vet. ad loc. ...ut simiae), rogatum as a supine and the pair of -que s as
mock epic style: the monkey begs for pennies and small nuts in reward for the
performance.

In 6. 195 relictis must be retained in the sense of ‘refrained from” (cf.
Pers. 5. 61; Hor. Serm. 2. 6. 89; AP 150) and taken impersonally as referring
to the Romans in general: ‘you use in public words that but lately were
refrained from (even) under the blanket’. In 6. 197198 the words ut tamen
omnes subsidant pinnae are not addressed to the old woman (‘to flatten out
all <your> feathers”), but express the opposite of quod enim non excitet inguen
in v. 196; the ut clause is pseudo-final: the effect of the old woman’s ugly face
is presented as a purpose.

B crarbe pasOuparorcst mATh TPYAHBIX MECT M3 Tpex naccaxed FOBeHana.
B cr. 3, 205 recubans sub eodem marmore Chiron He MOXeT Topa3ymMeBarh
CKYJIBITYPHYO HOXKKY CTOJIa, IOTOMY YTO Tepoil )KMBET B HUIIEeTe. Marmore
HAJI0 TIOHSTH B UpOHWYEecKoM cMbicie (cp. Mart. II, 3, 48 coccina), a eodem —
KaK ‘BBIIICYITOMSHYTHIN : KDOXOTHAS JCIIeBast OACTaBKA TS yTBAPH OIUCHI-
BAaETCsl KAK MPaMOPHBIN CEPBaHT [UISl JIOPOTHX COCYIIOB.

B ct. 5, 41 Mukana — coxxurensuuna Tpedus; Buppon mobe3Hudaert ¢ ee
TpOITHEH, MOCKOJIBKY OHH HE MOTYT CTaTh 3aKOHHBIMU HacleAHUKaMu TpeOust.
B ct. 141 nunc Hago0 MOHATH B paMKaxX UppeaIbHOTO AUCKypca: ‘ceifuac, Korjaa
THI (TUHOTeTHYecKH) Oorar’. B cr. 138 uteHune tu (D) cuemyeT mpeamodecTsb
BapuaHTy tunc (PRFO). B ct. 143—144 xwunet, MaleHbKUE OpeXH U TPOIIH He
MOryT OBITH MOAapKamMu Juisi TpoWHsmieKk. Poy3 Obu1 mpaB, moHAB viridem
thoraca kak MeToHMMHYECKOe 00O3HaucHHE 00E3bsiHBI (OTCIOIA ...ut simiae
B CXONUSX K CT. 143), rogatum — Kak CymnuH, a COeJJMHEHUE -que ... -que — KaK
3JIEMEHT 3nu4eckoro ctuird. O0e3psHa BHIIPAIIMBAECT OPEXH U TPOIIN B Ha-
Tpaay 3a MpeACTaBICHHE.

B cr. 6, 195 relictis Hamo coXpaHUTh, TOHSAB €TO OE3THYHO (T.€. IPUMCHU-
TEJIBHO K PUMJISIHaM BOOOIIE) B CMbICIIE ‘BO3/IE€pKHBarhes OT 4.-11.” (cp. Pers.
5, 61; Hor. Serm. 2, 6, 89; AP 150): ‘Tbl Ha JIIOASIX TOJIB3YEIIbCS BHIPAKEHHUSI-
MU, KOTOPBIX €Ille HelaBHO n3beranu (naxke) moj oxesuiom’. B ct. 6, 197—198
ciioBa ut tamen omnes subsidant pinnae He oOpaineHb! K cTapyxe (“4rob mpo-
MaJl BeCh <TBOI> 3310p’), a BRIPAKAIOT MPOTHUBOIIOJIOMKHOCTH CcT. 196 quod
enim non excitet inguen. Coro3 ut 31ech ceBn0GUHATBHBIN: CIEACTBUE YPOI-
JIMBOCTH CTAPOTO JIMNA ITPEACTABIEHO KaK IIEb.
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Natalia Pavlichenko, Viktor Vakhoneev

NEW FUNERARY LEAD URNS WITH
INSCRIPTIONS FROM THE NECROPOLIS
OF TAURIC CHERSONESOS*

Within the course of almost 200 years of Tauric Chersonesos studies,
a large number of epigraphic monuments from Roman times, both la-
pidary inscriptions and graffiti, were found. However, until recent times
only a limited number of inscriptions on vessels for human remains
were known. Lead urns take a special place among such vessels. In
1987, E. 1. Solomonik published information on six lead urns with
graffiti from the first centuries AD from the excavations of K. K. Kos-
tsyushko-Valyuzhinich and R. G. Loeper.! In 2021-2023, during the
excavations of the Southern Suburb of Chersonesos, four similar urns
were unearthed as a part of the burial complex of the exedra in the
territory of the Roman necropolis of the second century AD.2

The exedra was a monumental semi-circular construction with the
height of about 2 m and horizontal dimensions of 6 X 4 m. It was
adjacent to the road that led to the city gates (Fig. 1, 2). The exedra
had a four-stepped fagcade. Stone benches with legs shaped like lion
paws were situated on a slab-paved surface. Of the seven benches
originally installed, five have been preserved, and their surfaces show
characteristic scuff marks from prolonged use, indicating that the
exedra served as a place for funeral rites and ritual meals.> A number
of the exedra’s decorative and functional elements resemble similar

* N. Pavlichenko carried out this work within the framework of the Pro-
gram of Fundamental Scientific Research of the State Academies of Sciences,
State Assignment no. FMZF-2025-0010. V. Vakhoneev conducted the re-
search under the sponsorship of the grant of the Russian Science Foundation
no. 24-28-20456, URL: https://rscf.ru/project/24-28-20456/.

I Solomonik 1987 [3. 1. ConoMonuk, “CBHUHIIOBBIC YPHBI C HAAUCIMU
u3 Xepconeca”, in: Mamepuanwst no smuuueckoui ucmopuu Kpeimal, 67-78.

2 Solovyova—Solovyev—Vakhoneev—Pokrovskaya—Nizov 2024, 20—44.

3 Cormack 2007, 594; Campbell 2015, 49.

281


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://rscf.ru/project/24-28-20456/

282 Natalia Pavlichenko, Viktor Vakhoneev

monuments from Asia Minor and Pompei.* A special feature of the
Chersonesos exedra was the presence of a funerary complex at its
base. There were two slabbed graves and two stone sarcophagi inside
of it (Fig. 3).
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" 'SUBURB | -~ o Sl
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/

COLUMBARIUM '- THOLOS

Fig. 1. The plan of the northern part of the Southern Suburb
of Chersonesos according to the level of objects of
the 152 centuries AD

4 Aktas 2008, 242-261; Hesberg 1992, 164—170; James—Dillon 2012, 410.
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Fig. 3. The plan of the exedra burial complex
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Burial 1 was a stone box covered with six slabs. The skeletons
of at least five people — men, women, and a child — were found
inside. The accompanying inventory included red-glazed ceramics
from the late first or early second century, lamps with relief images,
glass vessels, gold jewellery (wreath leaves, pendants, and plaques),
a bronze knife, and a buckle.

Burial 2 has been only partially preserved, as it was damaged
during the later installation of a neighbouring sarcophagus. The
bones of at least ten people were found there. Inhumation as well
as cremation burials were discovered. Seven ceramic urns, as well
as 5 red-glazed vessels, 7 glass vessels, and relatively rich inventory
were found in this grave: glass and ceramic vessels, bronze fibula
from the second century AD, golden forehead ribbons, a bronze
mirror with concentric circles, bone pyxides, astragali, and ornaments
made of Egyptian faience.

Burial 3 was placed in a limestone sarcophagus. Three female
skeletons with golden jewellery, glass balsamaria, and beads were
discovered here. One of the slabs covering the sarcophagus is
a secondary-use tombstone of Cas(s)andra, daughter of Antisthenes
(Fig. 4).°

5 The massive slab (69.80 x 80.00 x 21.32 c¢m) with the inscription
Kacdavopa | AvtieBévou | [Buy]atnp was placed face down and was subjected
to additional shaping when another row of slabs was laid on top of it to serve
as the floor of the exedra. Judging by the font, it dates back to the second half
of the first or the early second century AD. Initially it could be a part of some
monumental burial building, as indicated in particular by rather large letters
(letter height 6.6-9.7 cm). The arrangement of the words in the inscription
looks unusual: the name and patronymic are not located in the centre of the
slab but are aligned to the left, while the word Buydrnp is shifted to the right.
There is a large empty space left between the name and the patronymic. In the
Black Sea region, the personal name Kaccévdpa has not been found before.
The masculine variant was attested once in Tanais in the second century AD:
ocuvaymyos Oeayévne Kacdavopov (the list of the members of thiasus, CIRB
1262,). Around half of LGPN examples of Kaccavopa and Kdocavdpog
originate from Macedonia and are dated to the first to third centuries AD
(LGPN 1V s. v.). Forms of this name with lost geminate Kdo(o)avdpog and
Kao(o)avdpa originating from Macedonia and Asia Minor are also dated to the
first centuries AD (LGPN 111 A, IV s. v.). See Pavlichenko 2024 [H. A. IlaB-
nudeHko, “Jlanunapusle Haanucu’], 292-293.
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Fig. 4. The tombstone of Cas(s)andra, daughter of Antisthenes,
from the slabs of the sarcophagus of burial 3

Burial 4 was also placed in a monolithic stone sarcophagus. It
contained eight lead urns with cremated remains (four of them were
marked with graffiti: Atockovpidov, Navovog AvticOévov, [Av]tio-
0évov and [N]ew(- -), the rest were unsigned), four ceramic urns (one
of them is an amphora), and one bronze (Fig. 5). Not only bones,
but also some items of funerary inventory have been preserved inside
the vessels: intaglio, iron strigil, golden mouth and eye plaques, and
trefoils from wreaths. It is worth noting that the rich accompanying
inventory is typical of all urns of this burial, regardless of the presence
of an inscription.

Thus, the Chersonesos exedra demonstrates a remarkable pheno-
menon of combining cremation and inhumation in one funeral comp-
lex: urns with ashes were kept in the central sarcophagus, while more
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than ten people were buried in the surrounding side chambers by
inhumation (bones without traces of fire). This serves as additional
evidence that in such provincial centres as Tauric Chersonesos both
rites could coexist, depending on family traditions or individual
preferences.

The cumulative evidence of the dating artifacts (ceramic and glass
vessels, jewellery) allows us to date the use of the exedra from the
late first to the middle of the second century AD.

The spatial organization of the necropolis, just like the richness
of the burial inventory, confirms its elite character: the exedra was
located near the road, next to other imposing monuments: crypts,
slab graves, and a funerary tholos.® Additional evidence of the
“uncommon” character of the exedra funeral complex is the very fact
of the rite of cremation. Cremation was available primarily to wealthy
families who had the resources to pay for specialists (/ibitinarii,
ustores), purchase fuel, and manufacture funerary urns. Such a ritual
required specially prepared sites with ash pits (ustrinae), significant
stocks of firewood, and the participation of experienced craftsmen

6 Solovyova—Solovyev—Vakhoneev—Pokrovskaya—Nizov 2024, 27.
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who could control the combustion process and ensure complete
calcification of bones.”

The lead urns from the exedra and the urns from previous finds
belong to the same type. These are biconical vessels with a roller
under the neck and the lid. The inscriptions are located directly under
the roller or below, on the shoulders of the vessel. Just like on ceramic
urns, the text of inscriptions consists in the vast majority of cases
only of the name in the nominative or genitive case, sometimes with
a patronymic. Such conciseness is typical for the internal marking
of burials inside collective tombs and contrasts with the detailed
epitaphs on tombstone steles. The exception is the inscription on the
urn of Konkha (cat. no. 5), the text of which is similar in content to
lapidary epitaphs.®

It is important to note that there was significant variation in Cher-
sonesos funeral practices. Lead and ceramic urns that could be either
“signed” or “unsigned” were used within the same funeral complex.
The absence of a signature could reflect different circumstances:
a change in traditions over the decades during which the exedra was
used for secondary burials, or a situation in which the identification of
the urn was obvious to all family members.

Thanks to the discovery of the exedra, a new name — AvtioBévng —
was added to the Chersonesos onomasticon. The repetition of this
name on two urns (cat. nos. 8, 9) indicates a family burial. It is
possible that Cas(s)andra, daughter of Antisthenes, whose stele was
used as a covering in burial 3, belonged to the same family. On the

7 Kropotov—Vakhoneev 2025 [B. B. Kpomnoros, B. B. Baxonees, “Kpema-
uoHHas romanka 7 (packom 4.1) FOxkroro mpuropona Xepconeca TaBpu-
yeckoro”, Huoicnesonocckuil apxeonozuyeckuti gecmuux], 175; Noy 2000 a,
30—45; Noy 2000 b, 186-196.

8 Sometimes graffiti text on urns find direct analogies on tombstone steles.
For example, in Hijra, Jordan, two lead urns with ashes were found in one
of the burial caves, dating from the second to the third centuries AD. One of
them, made in the form of a miniature “house” with a gable roof, in addition
to ornaments in the form of olive branches, palm leaves, and pomegranates,
had Greek inscriptions: ®dpoet, Kpiome, o0deic <a>0dvatog and a quote ool
E\éxOm Ov oi B0l ooy ovtog dmodviioker véog (cf. Sent. Men. 583 Jikel
= Pernigotti). A formula @dpacet, 00deig dBdvatog, as well as this quote, are
similar to the inscriptions on the tombstones of the first to fourth centuries AD
from Jordan (Timm — Abu Shmeis — Nabulsi 2012, 25-28).
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other hand, the names Ndavov and Atockovpiong are well known from
the dated Chersonesos decrees of the first half of the second century
AD in honour of the citizens of Heraclea Aw[- -] (129/130 AD),
Moniag Hpaxiéwvog (130/131 AD), and natépeg Hpaxiedrar (dated
to approximately 138 AD) (cat. nos. 7, 8). The bearers of these names
belonged to a rather narrow circle of noble Chersonesos families at
the head of the city administration. The palaeographic features of the
inscriptions on the urns from burial 4 also point to the first half of the
second century AD.

The Lead Urns with Graffiti from Tauric Chersonesos.
Catalogue’

1. The necropolis. The excavations of K. K. Kostsyushko-Valyu-
zhinich. 1891.

The State Museum Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,

inv. no. 4619 (Fig. 6).

Origin and context of the find. It was found by K. K. Kostsyushko-
Valyuzhinich at the site of the necropolis near the southern defensive
wall, tomb no. 38. The urn, covered with a lid, contained a glass vial,
a bronze buckle, and a piece of gold leaf. In addition to the lead urn,
12 ceramic urns were unearthed in this tomb, one of them with the
graffito APK.10

Shape and dimensions. The spherical urn with a smoothly ex-
panding body. The upper part passes into a short neck with a roller.
The bottom is flat. Metal has been lost in several places on the body.
Height 27 cm, body diameter 24 cm.

Inscription. ‘HAiovog Ipw(- -), “(The urn) of Helion (son) of
Pro...”. The height of the letters is 1.8-2 cm (by Solomonik!!). The

® We would like to thank Chief Curator N. L. Demidenko and the curator
E. V. Kolesnik for the opportunity to work with the stock collection of the State
Museum Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”. The catalogue of urns is compiled in
chronological order of their discovery during excavations.

10 The Scientific Archive. Manuscript Department. [HMC RAS. F. 1, inv. 1
(1891), file 20, fol. 150 v. [Hayunsrit apxus. Pyxonuchsrit ornen. UMK PAH.
®. 1. Omn. 1. 1891. . 20. JI. 150 06.]; OAK 1893 [Omuem Hmnepamopcrou
Apxeonoeuueckoti Komuccuu 3a 1891 200], 145.

11 Solomonik 1987 [3. 1. ConomonuK, “CBHUHIIOBBIC YPHBI C HAAMTUCSIMU
u3 XepcoHneca”, in: Mamepuanvl no smuuueckou ucmopuu Kpvimal, 68
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———

Fig. 6. Urn 1: 1 — general view, 2 — drawing (Solomonik 1987),
3 — inscription

graffito is drawn neatly. Judging by the depth and width of the lines,
after omicron, the graffito author scratched it with another, thinner tool,
so that the last five letters became distinguishable only after the surface
was cleaned in the 1970s. The surface of the urn wall after IIpw(- -)
is absolutely smooth, which indicates the complete preservation of the
text. Lambda is italic, with the right oblique hasta longer than the left;
the oblique hasta of nu does not reach the lower right corner; omicron
is oval; sigma is lunar; omega is italic. Rho is drawn in two steps: at
first, the graffito author mistakenly scratched a horizontal hasta, as in
the previous nu, and then he proceeded with a semicircle of 74o.

Despite the existence of the cult of Helios in Chersonesos through-
out the ancient era, no theophoric name derived from "HAtog has yet
been attested, apart from ‘HAiwv on this urn. E. I. Solomonik comp-
leted as ‘HAiwv the HAI graffiti from the amphora used as an urn from
the necropolis of the first centuries AD in Inkerman Valley as well as
the HAIQ graffiti from the fragment of an amphora from the Yuzhno-
Donuzlavsky settlement.!?

12 Solomonik 1984 [3. U. Conomonuk, [ pappdhumu ¢ xoper Xepconecal,
42 no. 101, 87 no. 433; Dashevskaya 1970 [O. 1. Jamesckas, “/IBa rpapdurtn
Ha amdopax H0xHo-/loHy3naBckoro roponuma”, Kpamxue coobwjenus uncmu-
myma apxeonozuu], 51-52, fig. 21. 2.
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The patronymic is strongly abbreviated, which makes it possible
to ask who drew the names on the urns with ashes: a libitinarius,
who could carry out cremation at multiple cremation sites for a short
period of time, or relatives. The main function of the inscription was
to help distinguish the urns. In this case, the patronymic may have
served to distinguish among several homonym:s.

As it seems, the Chersonesos onomasticon still does not contain
personal names beginning with IIpw-. As the only analogy, we can
point out the ITPQ graffito on a fragment of a tray of a small, black-
glazed cup from the end of the fourth century BC from the excavations
of K. K. Kostsyushko-Valyuzhinich.!3

Bibliography. OAK 1893, 145; Solomonik 1987, 68 no. 1; Fig. 1,
1 6; BE 1990, 549 no. 564; SEG 37. 655.

2. The necropolis. The excavations of K. K. Kostsyushko-Valyu-
zhinich. No later than 1894.

The State Historical Museum (Moscow),

no. 33426, inv. b 121/34 (Fig. 7).'4

Origin and context of the find. The circumstances of the find are
unknown.

Form and dimensions. The urn is of biconical shape. The bottom
is flat. The rim is straight with four holes to fix the lid, and there is
a wide roller under it. Height 35.5 cm, body diameter 23.8 cm (by
Zhuravlev'd),

Inscription. Ta'6t'toc Tovya, “(The urn) of Gadis, (son) of
Tuga”.!® The graffito is drawn neatly. The height of letters: 1.7—
2.7 cm (by Solomonik!7). The letters Al (the height of letters is
1.0 cm) were omitted by the carver to be drawn above the line. Alpha
is with a broken hasta; alpha and delta have the right oblique hasta

13 Solomonik 1978 [3. U. Conomonuk, I paghpumu anmuurozo Xepco-
Heca], 107 no. 1427.

14 The authors express their gratitude to D. V. Zhuravlev, Curator of
the Ancient and Byzantine Collection of the State Historical Museum, who
provided information about this urn.

15 Zhuravlev 2002 [O. B. XKypasnes (ed.), Ha kpato anmuynoil otiKymeHbi:
I'pexu u sapsapul Ha ceseprom 6epezy [lonma Esxcunckozo).

16 E. I. Solomonik thought that I'aditog was a nominative (Solomonik
1987, 75); LGPN publishers (IV s. v.) assumed that it was a genitive of I'éd1g.

17 Solomonik 1987, 75.
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Fig. 7. Urn 2: 1 — general view (Ha xpato anmuyHou OUKymMeHbl.
Kamanoe, no. 336), 2 — drawing (Solomonik 1987), 3 — inscription

protruding above the left; omicron is of different shapes — the first
one is oval, within line dimensions, the second one, circular, is
slightly smaller; the broken sigma has parallel hastae; the hastae of
ypsilon are curved.

Other than I'a'di1'tog Tovya, another interpretation of this
graffito is possible: I'a'd1"to¢ tod T'a(dttog or -dttov),'8 but both
E. I. Solomonik and the publishers of SEG believed that TOYT'A
was a patronymic.!® Both names are encountered for the first time.
Arguably, analogies for ['aditog could be I'ddag or Tadixiog /
ladikelog, attested in the Bosporos in the first and second centuries
AD and attributed by L. Zgusta to names of Iranian origin, while
D. Weber considered them names of Germanic origin.2’ The Tovya

18 BE 1990, 549 no. 564.

19 Solomonik 1987, 74—75 no. 5; SEG 37. 659.

20 T'6dag — CIRB 372,, Pantikapaion, the first half of the first century
AD; T'adikiog — CIRB 11357 »3 24, 114015, 13, 20, 1144, 11455, 1151, 11545,
1165,, Gorgippia, second century AD; I'adikelog — CIRB 1196,, Gorgippia,
first century AD; Boltunova 1971 [A. U. Bonrynosa, “Hagnucu oprunmuun”,
Hymuszmamuxa u snuepaghuxal, 9 no. 6 A; Zgusta 1955, 87-88 § 91, 92; Weber
1988, 145-146.
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form was found once in the epitaph from the second to third century
BC from Amasia in Anatolia and apparently is of Asia Minor origin.?!

Bibliography. Solomonik 1987, 74-75 no. 5, Fig. 5; Zhuravlev
2002, no. 336; BE 1990, 549 no. 564; SEG 37. 659.

3. The necropolis. The excavations of K. K. Kostsyushko-Valyu-
zhinich. 1899.

The State Museum Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,

inv. no. 4620 (Fig. 8).

Origin and context of the find. It was discovered during exca-
vations of the necropolis behind the south-eastern defensive wall of
Chersonesos as part of the family crypt no. 1013 in niche 14. The
urn contained burnt bones and a rich accompanying inventory: gold
jewellery with garnets and pearls, paste beads, a bronze mirror, an
iron knife blade, a silver headband, and four coins (one Roman coin
minted during the reign of Emperor Titus and three Chersonesos
coins).

Fig. 8 Urn 3: 1 — general view, 2 — drawing (Belov 1927),
3 — drawing (Solomonik 1987), 4 — inscription

21 Mapdtov Tovya viov (Anderson—Cumont—Grégoire 1910, 118 no.
95 by; Robert 1963, 517). L. Zgusta thought that Tovya could be a form of
accusative (Zgusta 1964, 521 §1587). This name did not enter LGPN.
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Shape and dimensions. The biconical urn with an edge in the
upper third of the vessel. The neck is short and smooth, and the lid is
rounded. Height 36 cm, body diameter 30.5 cm. The upper part of the
urn has significant losses.

Inscription. AiMag Aoodik[n]g O[vyatpog Znbov, “(The urn) of
Aclia Laodice, daughter of Zethus”. The height of the letters is 1.2—
2.0 (by Solomonik??). The letters are narrow; alpha has an inclined
crossbar; alpha, delta, and lambda have the right inclined hasta above
the left; omicron is diamond-shaped; the broken sigma has parallel
hastae, while its inclined hastae intersect.

K. K. Kostsyushko-Valyuzhinich reports only the well-preserved
beginning of the inscription AIAIAZAAOAIK, without noticing the
letters going into the breakage.?? Yet judging by the photos from
the 1920s in Belov 1927, the gap in the wall of the urn was much
smaller, so that G. D. Belov was able to restore the word Buyotpog
after Laodice’s name and the name of her father: Z|6oc¢ (Fig. 8.2).2
This reading is confirmed by E. I. Solomonik’s autopsy. In her
drawing, one can see the breakage line after kappa, part of the lower
horizontal hasta of dzeta, the letters ®O, and part of the inclined hasta
of ypsilon (Fig. 8.3).2

The mythologic name of Aaodikn likely came to Chersonesos from
Asia Minor. Judging by the presence of the Roman nomen Aelius,
Acelia Laodice had Roman citizenship. In the lapidary inscriptions of
Chersonesos from the first half to the middle of the second century
AD, this name is found twice. Both times it belonged to women from
families whose members had received Roman citizenship during the
reign of the Flavian dynasty.?

22 Solomonik 1987, 69.

23 The Scientific Archive. Manuscript Department. IHMC RAS. F. 1,
inv. 1 (1899), file 4 a, fol. 12 [Hayunsrii apxus. Pyxommcueii ornen. TMMK
PAH. ®@. 1. Om. 1. 1899. . 4 a. JI. 12]; Kostsyushko-Valyuzhinich 1901
[K. K. Kocuromko-Bantoxxuauy, “M3BneueHue u3 oTaera 0 packonkax B Xep-
conece TaBpuueckoM B 1899 rony”, Uszsecmus Hmnepamopckou Apxeono-
euyeckoii Komuccuu], 14.

24 Belov 1927 [I. . benos, “Pumckue npucteHHbIe ckiemnsl no. 1013
u 1014, Xepconeccxuii coopnux], 119, Fig. 13, 14.

25 Solomonik 1987, 70, Fig. 2 ©.

26 Laodice, daughter of Heroxenus and wife of T. Flavius Parthenocles,
son of Flavius Parthenocles — IOSPE 12 431,; INBS 111 161,, first quarter of the
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Judging by the monumentality of the crypt in which the urn with
its ashes was located and the richness of the funeral inventory, Aelia
Laodice also belonged to the upper strata of Chersonesos society.
G. D. Belov believed that she was the sister of Ariston, son of Zethus,
mentioned in the fragment of the t@®v cppayicauévav list, 27 provided
that this Ariston was the father of Zethus, son of Ariston, mentioned
in the a” otiyog of the decree in honour of Aw[- -] 129/130 AD.28
He thus attributed the time of her life to the late first or early second
centuries AD.??

However, considering that, in the inscriptions of the second half
of the first to second centuries AD, Zfjfog occurs 13 times as a name
or patronymic (this name is not attested in earlier or later inscriptions)
and the frequent repetition of names in aristocratic families of this
time, one can hardly say anything definitive about the family ties of
Aelia Laodice.

It should be noted that the palaeographic features of the inscription
on the urn of Aelia Laodice find their closest analogy in the font of
the inscription in honour of Laodice, the sister of T. Flavius Ariston
and T. Flavius Attina, which is dated to the time around the middle
of the second century AD.3? The dating of the urn is confirmed by the
discovery of a coin of Emperor Titus (79-81), as well as a whole set
of rich funeral inventory.

Bibliography. Kostsyushko-Valyuzhinich 1901, 14; Belov 1927,
119-120; Solomonik 1987, 69 no. 2, Fig. 2, 2 6; BE 1990, 549 no.
564; SEG 37. 656.

second century AD; Laodice, sister of T. Flavius Ariston and T. Flavius Attina,
daughter of T. Flavius Apollonius, son of T. Flavius Ariston — Latyshev 1915
[B. B. Jlatermes, “Onurpadugeckue HoBoctH u3 OxHO# Poccun™, H3sec-
must Umnepamopcroil Apxeonoeuueckoi Komuccuu)], 28-30; IOSPE 12 432,;
INBS 111 161,, around the mid-second century AD. See also Saprykin 1998
[C. O. CanpsixuH, “XepcoHeccKas IPOKCEHUs cuHomeiny ], 48—54.

27 JOSPE 12 391,; INBS 111 89,.

28 JOSPE 12 359,,; INBS 111 22,,.

29 Latyshev 1907 [B. B. Jlatbitues, “/{ononHeHHs 1 HONPABKH K U3IaHHBIM
HaJnucaM u3 1kHoit Poccun”, Uzeecmus Hunepamopcrou Apxeonoeuueckoil
xomuccuu], 62; Belov 1927, 119-121.

30 Latyshev 1915, 28-30; IOSPE 12 432; INBS 111 161, around the middle
of the second century AD. I. A. Makarov dates it back no earlier than the middle
of the second century AD.
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4. The necropolis. The excavations of R. G. Loeper. 1910.
The State Museum Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,
inv. no. 4623 (Fig. 9).

Origin and context of the find. 1t was found in 1910 near the
western defensive wall of Chersonesos, in grave g. The urn contained
burnt bones, a glass balsamarium, and an iron buckle.

Form and dimensions. The urn is of biconical shape. In the upper
part of the body there is a protruding roller formed by the bending
of the body. The bottom is flat. The roller is vertical, bent, and
protrudes above the body. The edge is rounded. Metal has been lost
in several places on the body. The bottom is partially lost. There is
a two-line inscription under the urn’s roller. Height 28.3 ¢m, body
diameter 23.6 cm, bottom diameter 16.1 c¢cm, rim diameter 9.7 cm
(by Zhuravlev—Kostromichev3!).

Fig. 9. Urn 4: 1 — general view, 2 — drawing (Solomonik 1987),
3 — inscription

31 Zhuravlev—Kostromichev 2017 [. B. XKypasnes, /I. A. Koctpomnues,
Komnnexcwl ¢ wosenupnvimu uzdenusmu uz Xepconecckoeo nexponons. Mame-
puanvl packonok P. X. Jlenepa ¢ 1909-1910 22.], 79.
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Inscription. @apelg Xnuotivov, “Tamis, (son) of Hematinos”. The
height of the letters (by Solomonik3?) is 1.2-2.3 cm (top line), 2.4—
3.7 cm (bottom line). The inscription is drawn in thin lines; the letters
are of different heights. A/pha has a broken horizontal hasta; the right-
inclined hastae of alpha and mu protrude above the left; the lunar
epsilon is with a crossbar that does not reach the semicircle line; theta
is rectangular; the inclined hasta of nu does not reach the bottom of
the right vertical hasta.

Unlike most graffiti on urns, the name of the deceased is in the
nominative case. The name @apelg, and in general a masculine name
with a nominative ending in -gig, is attested in Chersonesos for the
first time.33 It remains unclear whether the combination conveys
a diphthong or a sound [1]. E. I. Solomonik suggested that this name
was used as a patronymic on a graffito on a red-glazed urn from the
excavations of K. K. Kostsyushko-Valyuzhinich “Yyevia / ®@apewvog /
yovn] (The State Hermitage, inv. no. X. 1891.17).34

Until now in Chersonesos, Xnuativog has been known only as the
patronymic of archon "Hpatog Xnpoativov from the decree from 129-
130 AD in honour of Aw[- -], a citizen of Heraclea.

Bibliography. Loeper 1927, 231;3¢ Solomonik 1987, 70-71 no. 3,
Fig. 3, 3 6; Zhuravlev—Kostromichev 2017, 79-80, 162, Tab. 31; BE
1990, 549 no. 564; SEG 37. 657.

32 Solomonik 1987, 71.

33 Masculine names with the nominative ending -gi¢ (I'dotelg, Adooelg,
Naveig, [Tateig ete.) are well known from Bosporan inscriptions of the first and
the second centuries AD (see CIRB p. 817, § 9 for a brief review of the grammar
of Bosporan inscriptions).

34 The font of this graffito has a number of palacographic features in
common with the graffito found in 1910; in particular, it also uses alpha with
a straight and a broken crossbar at the same time (O4K 1893, 141; Solomonik
1987, 69 no. 2). Solomonik also mentions a Chersonesos urn with the name
®AMENIZ (The State Museum-Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”, inv. no. 4385,
non vidimus).

35 JOSPE 12 359; INBS 11 225,. Two more examples of the use of this
name come from Pantikapaion (CIRB 129, first century BC; CIRB 640, late
first to early second century AD). See also the feminine name Xnpata (CIRB
75, second half of the second century AD; CIRB 643, the end of the first to the
first half of the second century AD).

36 P. X. Jlenep, “/IHEBHHK packONOK XepCOHECCKOTO HEKpPOIoys. Packomku
1910 ., Xepconecckuti cooprux 11 (CeBactomons 1927) 209-256.
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5. The necropolis. The excavations of R. G. Loeper. 1913.
The State Museum Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,
inv. no. 34043 (Fig. 10).

Origin and context of the find. It was found in burial 12 along with
other urns in the area near Quarantine Bay, next to the guardhouse.
Inside the urn there were burnt bones, as well as the accompanying
inventory: a glass balsamarium, a bronze buckle, fragments of iron
knives, a silver ring.

Shape and dimensions. The urn is of biconical shape. The neck
is straight with two holes for fixing the lid and a convex roller at
the bottom. The neck and the body have insignificant deformations.
Height 29.5 cm, body diameter 23 cm.

Inscription. Kévyo Matpodmpov Buy|dtep, yovi dai’’ Ebpvdauov
Aapoxiénc. DPapvaxng dopviakov Tdvoap adTOD TPOPTG XApLY,

Fig. 10. Urn 5: 1 — general view, 2 — drawing (Solomonik 1987,
with amendments of Shangin 1938: bold font), 3 — inscription

37 In the Chersonese inscriptions there is an instance in which E is
represented by Al: XaipoisO<e> (lapis XAIPOIZOAI), napodei|tal, dpa te Koi
éppwacbe (third century AD, IOSPE 12 4856; INBS 111 199), alongside with
the opposite occurrences in which, as a result of monophthongization, Al is
transmitted by E: «€, yoveki, yépe (first centuries AD, IOSPE 12 513, 542;
Solomonik 1973 [3. U. Conomonuk, Hogvle snuepaghuueckue namsauHuxu
Xepconeca], 200 no. 183).
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“Konkha, daughter of Metrodoros, wife of Eurydamos, son of Damocles.
Pharnaces, son of Pharnaces, (buried his nurse) according to a dream for
his nursing”. The height of the letters is 0.8-2.7 cm (by Solomonik3?).
Alpha has a straight and a broken crossbar; alpha and delta have the
right-inclined hasta higher than the left one; ypsilon is lunar, with the
crossbar not reaching the semicircle; theta has a short dash; mu is italic;
the right part of the inclined hasta of nu is above the bottom of the right
vertical hasta; omicron is of two types — circular in line dimensions
and oval; 740 has a small semicircle; sigma is of two types — lunar
and rectangular; ypsilon has slightly curved hastae; omega is italic.

The inscription is located directly under the rim and consists of
two phrases. The first one, located in a spiral along the shoulders
of the urn, is the standard formula for a woman’s epitaph, with the
names of her father and husband. The second one, located not in the
continuation of the first but under it, explains why Pharnaces, son of
Pharnaces, took care of the cremation and burial of Konkha.

There have been two publications on this urn, and the reading of
the second phrase differs significantly. M. A. Shangin, a specialist in
Byzantine studies and Greek palaecography,® who published several
Chersonesos inscriptions from the excavations of R. G. Loeper during
his trip to the Chersonesos Museum in 1936-1937, proposed the
following reading: ®apvaxng Oapvakov tdvap avTod TPO®ETG Yapv,
“Pharnaces, son of Pharnaces, according to a dream for nurturing him”.
E. I. Solomonik understood the end of the second phrase in a different
way: ®apvaxng Papvikov tov aicvtod Tpoena Tiufg xap(v)v, “Phar-
naces, son of Pharnaces, (buried) his nurse for the sake of honour”.

There are several challenges associated with Solomonik’s inter-
pretation of line 2. While the confusion between the letters O and Q
(in tov and Tpoena) in an inscription from the first centuries AD is
not unexpected,*” the application of the masculine form as a qualifier

38 Solomonik 1987, 72.

3 On the work of M. A. Shangin in the Chersonese museum, see Pavli-
chenko 2022 [“Poccuiickas snurpaduxa nociae B. B. Jlaremmesa (1921-
1941 r1.)”, Apxeonocuuecxue gecmu], 263-264.

40 Cf. xat’ dvap in a dedication from Macedonia from the first centuries
AD (EAM 28; SEG 34. 645); ITvB6dopog (129/130 BC, IOSPE 12 359;3;
INBS 111 2243), Mntpodopov (first centuries AD, IOSPE 12 513); Slavova 2004,
27,§ 1.4.4.
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for Konkha necessitates further clarification. A tombstone for the boy
Metrodorus, son of Apollonides, erected by his tutor and wet nurse
(6 Tpoeevg Kol M TPoeog), was recently discovered in the Southern
Suburb of Chersonesos.*! This tombstone dates to the second century
AD, coinciding with the period of Konkha’s urn. So, it remains
ambiguous why the author of this inscription chose not to use tpo@adg,
the term for wet nurse that was prevalent in the Chersonesos language
during that era.*> Furthermore, Solomonik examined Konkha’s urn
in the 1980s, approximately fifty years after Shangin’s autopsy in the
mid-1930s. During this interval, the preservation condition of the urn,
which already displayed deformations at the time of its discovery,
inevitably deteriorated, which makes the reading of the words after
Dapvaxng Papvaxov and especially the last two words in her version
untenable as an unequivocal interpretation.

Let us consider the interpretation of Shangin. After DPAPNAKOY,
TQNA is clearly visible. Solomonik interpreted the next letter as iota,
and Shangin believed it was rho. Indeed, one can distinguish the
semicircle of 740 of the same shape as in PAPNAKHEPAPNAKOY.
AYTOYTPQO®HA is quite legible after TQONAP. Alpha is followed
by a vertical hasta. Because of a random dash above it, Solomonik
decided that it was tau. However, a semicircle is visible to the right
of this hasta, which allows us to support the reading of Shangin,
who saw rho here. Next, iota and a carelessly drawn nu are visible.
A rectangular sigma is drawn above HA and then, above PI, there
is chi. In other words, it can be assumed that the author of the
second inscription, after having scratched in TPQ®H, saw that the
remaining letters (ZXAPIN) did not fit into the gap remaining before
OAPNAKHE. So he first wrote £X above the line and then squeezed
APIN in front of PAPNAKHZX.

After X, separate indistinct oblique and vertical lines are visible.
Perhaps these dashes and the letters OY above kappa and omicron
in ®PAPNAKOY are “traces of primary writing” noted before by

41 Trofimova—Pavlichenko 2022, 132.

42 D. Keyer pointed out the passage Aesch. Choeph. 760, where the term
0 Tpogevg is used in relation to a woman, but it is unlikely to serve as an analogy
due to the significant temporal disparity. It should be noted, however, that,
according to the publishers of the SEG, “tpogelg can refer to a female nurse”
(SEG 37. 658).
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Shangin.** The inscription on the ossuary of Hemera, Metrodoros’
wife,* states that her ashes will remain in the ossuary for only five
and a half years. Thus, the secondary use of the urn does not appear
surprising either.

Shangin’s interpretation looks preferable because in this case it is
not necessary to explain the replacement of the article tv with t@v
before the word “nurse” and the form tpwena. The small eta placed in
Solomonik’s drawing between mu and phi in the word DPAPNAKHX
actually represents several accidental scratches.

Shangin apparently believed that tévap originated as a result of
krasis. However, unlike the expression kat’ €Oyrv, which is often
shortened to guynv and can be used with an article before goynv,
in “xat’ dvap” the noun is always used without an article, and the
preposition is never omitted. Still more importantly, the phrase “ac-
cording to a dream” is often found in votive inscriptions, but in an
inscription on an urn with human ashes, it looks at least unusual.*

It must be acknowledged that in the second line of the inscription,
only the name and patronymic ®apvdaxng @apviakov can be confi-
dently read. Both proposed options for restoring the rest of the line
seem questionable. However, in our opinion, Shangin’s reading is
closer to the text that can be seen on the urn.

As Solomonik noticed, in the first phrase, alpha has a straight
crossbar, omicron is rounded, sigma is lunar; and in the second
phrase, alpha has a broken crossbar, omicron is oval, and sigma is
rectangular. This allows us to assume cautiously that the first and
second lines were scratched by different people. It is, however,
unclear whether they were contemporaries or if we are dealing with at
least two inscriptions from different periods.

43 Kostsyushko-Valyuzhinich noted in his report that in tomb no. 38, from
which the urn with the name of ‘HAwvog ITpw(- -) (cat. 1) came, there were two
ceramic urns “with old fractures repaired: one with lead, the other with mastic”
(Scientific Archive of IHMC RAS. Manuscript Department. F. 1, inv. 1 (1891),
file 20, fol. 150 v. [®@. 1. Om. 1. 1891. /1. 20. JI. 150 06.]).

44 JOSPE 12 513.

4 Regrettably we were able to find only one analogy for the usage of
“kat’ dvap” in a tombstone inscription. This is an epitaph of a child on the
wall of a columbarium: 0e® fpmt Odevepravd Evpdtog kai Ovevepia T€kvm
yivkotdto kat’ dvap (IGUR 11 848, Rome, early second century AD).
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The personal names Mntpddwpog, EdpOdapog, Aapoxing, and
®apvdakng have been repeatedly found in the lapidary inscriptions,
stamps, and graffiti of Chersonesos. Noteworthy is the simultaneous
use of forms with the preservation of Doric [2] along with forms
where [3] is displayed as 1.

The name Kovya is known in the Chersonesos lapidary inscrip-
tions only from the tombstone of Soterikhos and Konkha from be-
tween the second half of the second century AD and the first half
of the third century AD; the tombstone was raised by Soterikhos
himself, the servant of the Parthenos goddess.*¢ Forms with nu in the
position in front of the velar (-yy- > -vy-) were repeatedly encountered
in Chersonesos.*’

Bibliography. OAK 1918, 67;* Shangin 1938, 77 no. 7;*> Solomo-
nik 1987, 72-74 no. 4, Fig. 4, 2 6; BE 1990, 549 no. 564; SEG 37. 658.

6. The necropolis. The excavations of K. K. Kostsyushko-Valyu-
zhinich. The end of the 19 century.

In the 1970s, E. 1. Solomonic saw the urn in the collections of
the Chersonesos Museum, inv. no. 4627 (Fig. 11). Non vidimus.

Fig. 11. Urn 6: drawing (Solomonik 1987)

4 JOSPE 124575; INBS 111 3725

47 Avyudhov (Philippolis, Anchialos, Roman period) — Slavova 2004, 101;
cf. also JOSPE 123555, 3565, 127, 610, 425,,, 43.

¥ 04K 1918 [Omuem Hmnepamopckou Apxeonocuueckou Komuccuu sa
1913—1915 200w1].

49 Shangin 1938 [M. A. lllanarus, “Hekotopsie Haamucu XepcoHECCKOro
My3es”’].
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Origin and context of the find. The circumstances of the dis-
covery and the time of inclusion in the Chersonesos Museum are
unknown. The description of the vessel, its dimensions, the height of
the letters, and the reading of the graffito are given according to the
publication of E. 1. Solomonik and her drawing.’?

Shape and dimensions. The urn is badly damaged; only its parts
have been preserved. The height to the breakage is ca. 24 cm, body
diameter ca. 24 cm.

Inscription. [- -]ov / [- -]moAe[- -]v. The height of the letters is 4.3—
4.5 cm. Omicron is square; lambda and ypsilon have enlargements
at the ends of the hastae. Solomonik saw the remains of alpha in
the middle of the first line. Judging by the preserved letters OY at
the end of the first line, the inscription contained a male name and
represented the standard formula “(the urn) of so-and-so, (son) of
so-and-so”. The first letter of the second line, which Solomonik
reads as pi, shows only the lower part of one vertical hasta in the
drawing. If this is indeed pi, then it is possible to restore, for example,
[Ev]moré[po]v.5t H. W. Pleket noticed in lemma SEG 37. 660 that
according to Y. G. Vinogradov (in a private letter), the end of the
second line should be restored as [- -]moAépov.

Bibliography. Solomonik 1987, 76 no. 6, Fig. 6; BE 1990, 549 no.
564; SEG 37. 660.

30 Solomonik 1987, 76 no. 6.

5L Cf. the graffito AAMOEYIIOAE on a black-glazed cantharos of the
turn of the fourth to the third century BC from the settlement of Panskoe-1.
Y. G. Vinogradov saw kappa in the sixth letter and interpreted the graffito
as dapo €k more[wg], “(GefaB) des Volkes aus der Stadt” (“Vessel) of the
people of the city”). He believed that it was connected with the oligarchically
minded Chersonesos inhabitants who, in his opinion, had seized part of the
territory belonging to Chersonesos and, in particular, Panskoe-1 (Vinogradov
1997, 489). V. P. Yailenko saw the owner’s inscription on this graffito: Aduo
EvmoAé(po) (“(the cantharos) of Damos, (son) of Eupolemos” (Yailenko
2017 [B. II. Sitnenxo, “TeHH OJBBHOIOIUTOB U XEPCOHECCKUX OJIMTapXOB
B 3anagHoit TaBpuke (rpaddutu ¢ [Tanckoro 1)”, in: Hemopus u snuepagpuxa
Onvsuu, Xepconeca u bocnopa VII 6. 0o n. 2. — VII 6. u. 3.], 674, Fig. 114).
A. Chaniotis thought that edvmdlepog was not a patronymic but a description
“successful in war” of Adpog (SEG 51. 983). In fact, the sixth letter cannot be
kappa because in that case it would be in retrograde writing.
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7. The Southern Suburb, the necropolis. 2023.
The State Museum Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,
no. XT-21-P-21/1004-18>2 (Fig. 12).

Origin and context of the find. It was found at excavation site
21 in the Southern Suburb of Tauric Chersonesos as part of the exedra
burial complex (burial 4). Remains of cremation were found inside
the urn, as well as a glass balsamarium with a conical body and
a fragment of gold foil.

Shape and dimensions. A biconical lead urn has a wide body
on a flat pallet, a short cylindrical neck, and a roller under the rim.
The top is covered with a simple lid. Height 29.5 cm, body diameter
14 cm. The height of the lid is 4.21 cm; the diameter is 11.6 cm.

Preservation. It is preserved in satisfactory condition. Despite the
partial losses of the body and signs of corrosion, the overall shape of
the vessel, the rim, and the lid are clearly distinguishable. The lid is
stuck to the rim, and there is a hole in the body.

alo(koyproT

) 5

Fig. 12. Urn 7: 1 — general view, 2 — drawing, 3 — inscription

32 During the writing of this manuscript, the urns from the excavations of
the Southern Suburb were being prepared for transfer to the stocks of the State
Museum Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”; hence the use of the field number here
and below for their identification.
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Inscription. Avooxovpidov, “(The urn) of Dioscurides”. The height
of the letters is 1.45—1.99 cm. Kappa is higher than the rest of the letters
(2.06 cm). The graffito is carefully drawn. Delta, ypsilon, and rho
have slightly curved hastae; the second delfa has a right oblique hasta
higher than the left one; omicron is oval; rho is italic; sigma is lunar.

The theophoric name Awockovpidag is attested in several Cherso-
nesos inscriptions from the second and third centuries AD. Evpodapoc
0 Alookovpidov is mentioned in the first line of “those who applied
their seals”, while Mntpddmpog 6 Atockovpidov was prodikos in the
decree in honour of Awa[- -], citizen of Heraclea, in 129/130 AD.33 In
the following year, 130/131 AD, the decree in honour of Papias from
Heraclea Mntpodmpog Atockovpidov appears already in the second
line of “those who applied their seals” and prodikos is Boiokog
Awockovpidov.’* This name is being restored for the Chersonesos
citizens “who applied their seals” in the decree in honour of matépeg
‘Hpoxiedton dating from about 138 AD> and in a fragment of the
decree of the second century AD.¢ Finally, Atocokovpidng Ato-
ookovpidov donated 500 denarii for the construction of marble co-
lumns in a building dated between the second half of the second and
the first half of the third century AD.>” Thus, all the known bearers of
this name belonged to an influential aristocratic family that actively
participated in the social life of the polis in the second and third
centuries AD.

In the second century BC, during the war against the Scythians,
the cult of the Dioscuri was a state cult, as evidenced by the coin
series. Judging by the finds of bronze seal rings, carnelian gems, and
a relief depicting the Dioscuri,*® they continued to be worshipped in
the first centuries AD, but the cult became private.

First publication.

33 IOSPE I 359, 345 INBS 111 22, 3.

34 INBS 111 23,7 59.

35 JOSPE 17 363,; INBS 111 25. 2,,.

36 INBS 111 84;. Earlier, I. A. Makarov proposed to date this inscription
from the end of the first to the first quarter of the second century AD (Makarov
2006 [U. A. Maxkapos, “HoBsle Hannmucu u3 Xepconeca TaBpuyeckoro”], 92—
95 no. 4).

57 IOSPE I2. 441, ,; INBS 111 141, ,.

38 Bondarenko 2003 [M. E. Bounapenko, [lanmeon Xepconeca Taepu-
yeckozo], 129.
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8. The Southern Suburb, the necropolis. 2023.
The State Museum Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,
no. XT-21-P-21/1004-20 (Fig. 13).

Origin and context of the find. It was found at excavation site
21 in the Southern Suburb of Tauric Chersonesos as part of the exedra
burial complex (burial 4). Remains of cremation were found inside
the urn.

Shape and dimensions. A biconical urn has a high body, steep
shoulders, and a low cylindrical neck; the rim is highlighted by
a roller and equipped with a lid with a stepped profile. The bottom
of the urn has a concave shape. The height of the urn is 38.0 cm; the
diameter of the rim is 10.10 cm, the diameter of the body is 41.6 cm,
and the diameter of the bottom is 14.11 cm. The height of the lid is
5.0 cmy; its diameter is 10.5 cm. There are four holes on the lid for
attaching two pins. The pins have the appearance of brackets and are
slightly curved. One of the pins is broken off. On the neck of the
urn are also four through holes for attaching the pins. The body has
several major losses and traces of corrosion, but the overall shape,
neck, rim, and lid are clearly distinguishable.

Inscription. Navovog AvticO[év]ov, “(The urn) of Nanon (son) of
Antisthenes”.

\{
7y @)
Wionoe aNTICE 2

0 5

Fig. 13. Urn 8: 1 — general view, 2 — drawing, 3 — inscription
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Letter height: 1.29-1.81 cm. The letters are of unequal height
(alpha is 1.55-1.81 cm, nu is 1.29-1.38 cm, and sigma is 1.39-
1.48 cm). The names are drawn on the same level. Alpha has a broken
horizontal hasta, its right oblique hasta goes beyond the left, theta
has a dash, the oval omicron is in the dimensions of the line, sigma is
lunar, and omega is italic.

The Asia Minor name Ndévov falls into the category of Lallnamen.
In Chersonesos, the vast majority of known examples of its use date
back to the Hellenistic era from the end of the fourth to the third
quarter of the third century BC. The next case of the use of this
name is much more recent: Navov KoAiiotpdtov, who was one of
“those who applied their seals” in the decree in honour of matépeg
‘Hpaxiedtar, which dates back to about 138 AD.>® In the Northern
Black Sea region, this proper name is known only from Chersonesos;®°
two more examples from the first centuries AD are recorded in Asia
Minor: in Cilicia®! and eastern Phrygia.¢?

Unlike Bosporos, where names derived from c0évog are among
the frequent ones,? neither AvticOévng nor other similar names seem
to have been found in Chersonesos so far. At the same time, names
with such a stem were popular in Asia Minor, with which Chersonesos
had stable relations since at least the fourth century BC.%

39 INBS 1II 25. 2,,. Besides, V. V. Latyshev restored this name in the
patronymic of prodicus (KaAlioc<c>tpatog N[dvwvog]) in the decree of “those
who applied their seals”, dated back to ca. 120 AD (Latyshev 1918 [B. B. JIatsI-
mieB, “Onurpadpuyeckre HOBOCTU U3 1xkHOM Poceun”, Hzeecmus Umnepamop-
ckoti Apxeonocuuecxou Komuccuu], 10; Solomonik 1973, 17-20, no. 111;,.).

60 Of the other names with the base vav(v)(a) in the Northern Black
Sea coastal region, Néva, Navdc, Navvig, Navviov are found (fourth to first
centuries BC, LGPN IV s. v.).

6l LGPNV Cs. v.

62 In this case, the Ndvov stem does not end with the nasal, but with the
vt-: Mavng Navavtog Aovda (MAMA 1353, 1).

63 With the exception of one inscription from Pantikapaion of the first
century BC (CIRB 270), all the remaining cases relate to the second half of
the first to the third century AD: CIRB 36, 53, 83, 96 (Pantikapaion), 883
(Myrmekion), 1278—1280 (Tanais). The same can be noted for other names
from this stem; in the Northern Black Sea coastal region, the vast majority of
examples date back to the first to third centuries AD.

6 LGPN V A s. v. For names typical of Paphlagonia and Pontus, which
are attested in Chersonesos see Tokhtasyev 1997 [C. P. Toxrackes, “K nznanuto
Karajora kepamMMueckux kieiim Xepconeca TaBpuyeckoro™], 387-388.
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The form of the genitive AvtioBévov with the ending -ov confirms
the already available data on the formation of genitives of masculine
personal names with stems ending in sigma in the dialect of Tauric
Chersonesos. For the fourth to second centuries BC, the most
common forms are ones with -€0¢®® and -€10¢.%° Frequently the same
name is used with different endings of the genitive for a relatively
limited period of time as e. g. the forms AyaciAéog / Ayacikieiog
on ceramic stamps.%” The forms with -ov and with -ovg appear in the
first centuries AD.%8

First publication.

9. The Southern Suburb, the necropolis. 2023.
The State Museum Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,
no. XT-21-P-21/1004-21 (Fig. 14).

Origin and context of the find. It was found at excavation site
21 in the Southern Suburb of Tauric Chersonesos as part of the
exedra burial complex of the second century AD (burial 4). Inside
the urn were found, along with the cremated bones, a small, crumpled
fragment of gold foil and a gold trefoil from a funeral wreath. Such
wreaths date back to ca. 50-125 AD-

Shape and dimensions. A biconical lead urn with steep hangers.
The rim is highlighted by a roller and equipped with a lid with
a stepped profile. The height of the urn is 40.15 cm, the diameter
of the body is 39.5 cm, the diameter of the rim is 10.1 cm, and the
diameter of the bottom is 15.42 cm. The height of the lid is 7 cm, and
the diameter of the lid is 11.03 cm.

%5 Aapoxiéog (ceramic stamp, Katz 2007 [B. U. Kau, / peueckue xepamu-
yeckue Kietma n0Xu KIACCUKYU U SNAUHUBMA (ONbIM KOMRLEKCHO20 U3Y4eHUs,
Bocnopckue uccnenosaruusi], 442, gr. 1 B, 318-307 BC), Hpoedveog (late
fourth to early third century BC, JOSPE 12488,; INBS 111 277,), Emkpdteoc (late
fourth to the first half of the third century BC, IOSPE 12 520,; INBS 111 275,),
MeyaxA€og (first half of the third century BC, Solomonik 1973; INBS III 278,).

% @cgopdvelog (the third century BC, IOSPE 12 510,; INBS 1II 230,),
Aapokheiog (the third century BC, IOSPE 123435; INBS 111 515), ITopBevokieiog
(about 175-150 BC, IOSPE 123515; INBS 111 5;).

67 Katz 2007, 442, gr. 1 T (296-287 BC), 2 b (272-266 BC).

% @eayévov (the late first to the first half of the second century AD, IOSPE
12493,, INBS 111 369,), ®eoyévo[v] (second century AD, IOSPE 12 699,; INBS
11 69,); Aoyévoug (129/130 AD, IOSPE 12359;; INBS 111 225).
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Fig. 14. Urn 9: 1 — general view, 2 — drawing, 3 — inscription

There are large penetrating breaches in the lower part of the body.
The lid is stuck to the rim.

Inscription. [Av]ticBévov,® “(the urn) of Antisthenes” or “(the
urn of) ... (son/daughter) of Antisthenes”.

The height of the letters is 1.03—1.98 cm. lota is 2.30 cm; theta
has a horizontal line; like omicron, it is rounded and within line
dimensions; the lower right corner of nu is raised; sigma is broken
with parallel hastae. The horizontal hastae of sigma, theta, and epsilon
are slightly curved, due to the fact that the inscription was scratched
on a non-horizontal surface. Tau was partially preserved. The wall of
the urn before tau is heavily corroded, so it is difficult to say whether
the graffito consisted of a single name or a name with patronymic.

Considering that the exedra was most likely a family tomb for
one of the noble Chersonesos families, it can be stated with a high
degree of confidence that the urns with the inscriptions [Av]tic0évov
and Navevog Avtic[év]ov come from the same family group and
contained the remains of relatives. The palaeographic features

% Strictly speaking, the restoration is possible, for example, as [Kpa]ti-
o0évov (IGBulg 12 41,, Odessos, third to second centuries BC) or [[Tov]tio0évov
(IGV 2. 38, Arcadia, fourth to third centuries BC). '
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of these graffiti do not contradict this. Judging by the lapidary
inscriptions from the first half of the second century AD, there was
a coexistence of thetas with a solid and a short horizontal line, as
well as four-stroke sigmas with parallel hastae and lunar sigmas. It
should also be noted that the genitive has the same ending as on the
tombstone of Cas(s)andra and on the urns with the names of Nanon,
son of Antisthenes.
First publication.

10. The Southern Suburb, the necropolis. 2023.
The State Museum Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,
no. XT-21-P-21/1004-22 (Fig. 15).
Origin and context of the find. It was found at excavation site
21 in the Southern Suburb of Tauric Chersonesos as part of the exedra
burial complex (burial 4). Inside the urn, the remains of a cremated,
presumably female skeleton were found, as well as a fragmented,
crumpled gold trefoil and a fragment of oval-shaped molten glass.
Shape and dimensions. The urn is oval- to pear-shaped with
a short neck. The rim is highlighted by a roller and equipped with
a lid with a stepped profile. The bottom is flat. The stepped cover has
been preserved. The height of the urn is 34.0 cm, the diameter of the

Fig. 15. Urn 10: 1 — general view, 2 — drawing, 3 — inscription
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rim is 10.5 c¢m, the diameter of the bottom is 11.0 ¢cm, the diameter
of the lid is 10.8 cm, and the height of the lid is 5.5 cm. There are
significant losses from the body and bottom.

Inscription. [NeJwc(- -). Letter height: iota is 5.3 cm; kappa is 4.0 cm.
The inscription was drawn carelessly, perhaps in a hurry. Before iota,
two lines intersecting at right angles are visible, which are obviously
the lower part of the epsilon. Thus, graffiti can be interpreted as an
abbreviation of a name with the stem vik- in which the sound [1] is con-
veyed through the combination of &1, which finds numerous analogies
in the Chersonesos lapidary inscriptions of the first centuries AD.”

First publication.
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Abbreviations

IGUR — L. Moretti, Inscriptiones Graecae urbis Romae [-IV (Rome 1968—1990).

IOSPE — Inscriptiones Orae Septentrionalis Ponti Euxini Graecae et Latinae
(Petropoli).

INBS — Inscriptions of the Northern Black Sea (https://iospe.kcl.ac.uk/index-
ru.html).

BE — Bulletin épigraphique

SEG — Supplementum epigraphicum Graecum

MAMA 1 —-W. M. Calder, Eastern Phrygia, Monumenta Asiae Minoris antiqua
1 (Manchester 1928).

70 Tewaic ({OSPE 12 420,,, INBS 111 157, the first century AD); Aayopeivog
(IOSPE 12 3594, INBS 111 22, 129/130 AD); yewopévav, euihoteipio (IOSPE
12364, o, INBS 111 21, second century AD); Ztpatoveixov (/NBS 111 360, late
second to early third century AD), etc.
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In 2023, the exploration of the necropolis on the premises of the Southern
Suburb of Tauric Chersonesos revealed a monumental construction of an
exedra combining memorial building and family tomb functions. Finds from
the two slabbed graves and two stone sarcophagi at the base of the exedra
confirm that, in Chersonesos, burials carried out in the first to the second
centuries AD in accordance with the rites of both inhumation and cremation
could coexist within a single burial complex. In one of the sarcophagi, four
lead urns with graffiti [Av]tie0évov, Alockovpidov, Navavog AvticBévou
n [N]ew(- -) were found. It was the first time that several “signed” lead
urns were discovered in situ in the same family tomb. In Chersonesos, such
finds are rare. Up to now, only six such urns are known (excavations of
K. K. Kostsyushko-Valyuzhinich and R. G. Loeper).

One of the names — Avtic0évnc — has not hitherto been attested in Cher-
sonesos. In contrast, the names Atookovpidng and Néavov are well known
from the Chersonese decrees dated to the first half of the second century AD.
They belonged to the representatives of noble Chersonesos families ruling
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the city. Generally, the analysis of palacography, onomastics, and accompa-
nying inventory allows us to date the urns with the graffiti from burial 4 to
between the end of the first century and the middle of the second centuries AD.

The article provides a catalogue of all ten currently known lead urns with
inscriptions from the Chersonesos necropolis.

B 2023 1. Bo BpeMs Hccaeq0oBaHUs HEKpoMos Ha Tepputopun KOxHoro npu-
ropoza XepcoHeca TaBpuyeckoro Oblia 0OHapyKeHa MOHYMEHTaJIbHAs KOH-
CTPYKLUSI — DKCEpa, COBMEIaBIIasi yHKIUH MEMOPHAIBEHOTO COOPY>KEHUS
U CEMEHHON yChINalbHULBl. Marepuansl U3 HaXOJSIIUXCS B €€ OCHOBAHUU
JBYX IUTUTOBBIX 3aXOPOHEHHUH M JIBYX KAMEHHBIX CapKo(haroB MOATBEPKIALOT,
yro B I-1I BB. H. 3. B XepcoHece B paMKax OJJHOTO U TOTO )K€ IMOrpedaabHOro
KOMIIJIEKCA MOTJIM COCYIIIECTBOBAaTh MOTPEOCHMS, BBITOTHEHHBIE B (hopme
KpeManuu U B popMe MHrymanuu. B onHOM U3 capkogaroB HaxXoIMIIHCh Ye-
TBIPE CBUHIIOBBIE YpHBI ¢ Tpaddutu [Av]ticBévov, Atockovpidov, Navwovog
AvtioBévov u [N]ew(- -), u, TakuM 00pa3oM, BIepBEIe ObUIO HaliIEHO He-
CKOJIBKO “TIOANMCAHHBIX CBUHIIOBBIX YPH in Situ B OXHOM CEMEHHOM IO-
rpedennn. s Xepconeca nogoOHbIe HAXOIKH SBIISIOTCS PEJKOCTHIO, JI0 CHUX
mop OBUTO M3BECTHO TOJNBKO HISCTh TAKMX YpH C rpadduTé U3 packomok
K. K. Kocurouiko-Bamoxxunnya u P. X. Jlenepa.

OnHo u3 uMeH — AvtioBévng — paHee He OBUIO 3aCBUICTEIHCTBOBAHO
B Xepconece. ImeHa Alookovpidng u Navmv, HalpOTUB, XOPOIIO U3BECTHBI
10 JaTUPOBAHHBIM XEPCOHECCKHUM JCKpeTaM IepBod nojaoBuHbl II B. H. 3.
1 TIPUHAUISKAIN [IPEACTABUTEISIM 3HATHBIX XEPCOHECCKUX CEMEHCTB, KOTO-
pble CTOSUIM BO TJIaBe YIpaBJeHUs TopoioM. B nenom ananus maneorpadum,
OHOMACTHKH W COIYTCTBYIOIIETO WHBEHTaps IO3BOJIAET JaTUPOBATh yPHBI
c rpadduru n3 norpedenus 4 kourom I — cepenunoii 11 BB. H. 3.

B crarbe npuBeseH KaTaaor BCEX U3BECTHBIX B HACTOALIEE BPEMS IECSITH
CBUHIIOBBIX YPH C HAaJIHCAMU U3 HEKPOIOJs XepcoHeca.
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MARBLE PLAQUES IN TOMBSTONES
FROM THE SOUTHERN SUBURB OF
TAURIC CHERSONESOS*

In 1921, S. A. Zhebelev wrote the following in his obituary for the
academician V. V. Latyshev: “V. V. returned from Athens as a mature
and exceptionally competent epigrapher, both in theory and in prac-
tice. At that time, no one was better able to copy inscriptions directly
from the originals, make squeezes, transcribe texts, restore lacunae,
and interpret inscriptions in accordance with all the principles of
epigraphic criticism and exegesis”.!

The trip to Athens in question took the form of a two-year
internship in the city, during which V. V. Latyshev and V. K. Jern-
stedt held scholarships from the Ministry of National Education
(1880-1882).2 During this period, their teachers — and later col-
leagues — included leading epigraphists such as P.-F. Foucart, Di-
rector of the Ecole francaise d’Athénes from 1879 to 1890, and

* This study was completed with the financial support of The Russian
Science Foundation (project no. 24-18-00202, https://rscf.ru/project/24-18-
00202/ “Epigraphic monuments of Greece and Asia Minor in the collection of
squeezes of the Scientific Archive of the IHMC RAS (attribution, comprehen-
sive study and creation of an electronic database)” in IHMC RAS.

The author would like to thank S. L. Solovyov for permission to publish
information about these monuments, as well as V. V. Vakhoneev, A. S. Cin’ko,
P. V. Gorbunov and S. V. Ushakov for their kind advice on the archaeological
context of the finds.

I 'C. A. Zhebelev 1926 [C. A. Kebenes, “Bacunuii Bacunsesuy JIaTsiies
(29 uronst 1855 — 2 mast 1921)”, Busanmuiickuti gpemennux], 107.

2 On a project establishing the Russian Archaeological Institute in
Athens and the internships of Russian scholarship holders, see Pavlichenko—
Grigorieva—Goroncharovskij 2024 [H. A. IlaBnuuenko, O. B. I'puropsesa,
B. A. ToponuapoBckuii, “ ‘...Ham Hy»HO OoJblie, ropa3no 00nblie HaANUCeH,
M BCE-TaKW CHITHI He OyaeM’: MaTepuanbl O MpOeKTe co3maHust Pycckoro
ApXeonorn4eckoro HHCTUTYyTa B AduHax (M3 apxXUBHBIX coOpaHuii CaHKT-
[lerepOypra)”, Apxeonoeuueckue ecmu], 150—-159.
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U. Kohler, Director of the Deutsches Archéologisches Institut
(Abteilung Athen) from 1875 to 1886. As A. V. Nikitsky later ob-
served, Latyshev “quickly came to be regarded as the equal” of
the archaeologists and epigraphists working in Athens at the time.3
This is evidenced by his election as a corresponding member of the
German Archaeological Institute a year after his arrival in Athens,
as well as by the numerous articles he published on inscriptions
discovered during his travels in Greece.*

The early 1880s were a period of particularly intensive activity in
the compilation of new epigraphic corpora. At this time, U. Kdhler
was engaged in the preparation of the second volume of the Corpus
Inscriptionum Atticarum. Latyshev had the opportunity to observe this
work at first hand, thereby gaining practical experience with a new
generation of epigraphic corpora, organised according to principles
that differed from those adopted in A. Bockh’s Corpus Inscriptionum
Graecarum. Later, in his work on the Inscriptiones Orae Septentrionalis
Ponti Euxini (IOSPE), he applied the same methodological approach
to the lapidary monuments of the Black Sea coastal region that he had
acquired during his internship in Athens.

At the time of Latyshev’s stay in Greece, archaeologists and
epigraphists began to identify an increasing number of Megarian
funerary monuments of a distinctive form unique to this polis: small
marble or more rarely limestone plaques (5—16 cm in height, 5-26 cm

3 St Petersburg Branch of the Archive of the Russian Academy of Sciences.
F. 84, Inv. 1, File 36, Fol. 13.

4 See Latyshev’s letter to his teacher I. V. Pomyalovsky of 31 July 1882
(The National Library of Russia, Manuscripts Department, F. 608. Inv. 1.
File 928. Fols 4-5): “Jleno B ToM, 4TO MOYTeHHBIH I. DyKkap — CTpacTHBIN
nmro0uTens AMUrpadIUecKUX HOBHHOK, U MpeBpatii cBoi Bulletin de corres-
pondance hellénique moutn B cnenmansHO >nurpaduuecknii coopauk. Kak
TOJBKO Y3HAET OH, OBIBAJIO, YTO y MEHS €CTh YTO-HUOYIb HOBEHBKOE, cedac
MpHCTaeT ¢ MpockbaMu — naM, na gaii emy st Bulletin’a...” (“The fact is that
the venerable M. Foucart is an ardent enthusiast of epigraphic novelties and
has turned the Bulletin de correspondance hellénique into something close
to a specialised epigraphic collection. As soon as he learns that I have some-
thing new, he persistently urges me to submit it to his Bulletin...”). As a result
of his trip to Greece, Latyshev published approximately twenty articles in the
Journal of the Ministry of Public Education, BCH, and MDAI(A) (see Vinberg
1958, [H. A. Bunb6epr, “Cnucox tpynoB B. B. Jlateimesa”, Cogemckas apxeo-
noeusi], 36-38).
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in width, 2—8 cm in thickness) bearing the names of the deceased in the
nominative or genitive case and dating to the Classical and Hellenistic
periods. Since these plaques have never been found in situ in Greece,
set into a recess in the front face of a stela, scholars long failed to reach
a consensus as to their precise function. From the earliest publications
onward, most researchers assumed that such plaques were inserted
into funerary stelae or formed part of a larger funerary monument.>
M. Guarducci, however, argued that F. Lenormant was correct in
maintaining that the three plaques he discovered and published had
been found “a !’intérieur des sépultures”.®

With regard to the Megarian plaques, this issue was resolved
relatively recently. While preparing for publication a catalogue of
Megarian plaques known to him, A. Robu identified two previously
unpublished funerary stelae in the collections of the Archaeological
Museum of Megara, dating from the fourth to the second century BC.
The dimensions of the cut recesses in these two stelae corresponded
closely to those of the known Megarian plaques. One, a limestone-
shell slab, featured a rectangular recess (12.0 x 27.0 x 5.5 cm) cut into
the front face, as well as a groove on its top surface for the attachment
of a crowning element of the monument, possibly a pediment. The
other, made of white marble, takes the form of a column and is broken
at the top. The front is decorated with low relief ribbons, beneath
which is a shallow rectangular recess (9.0 x 6.5 x 0.3-0.4 c¢m) that,
according to A. Robu, was not intended to receive a plaque but served
a purely decorative function.” On the basis of comparable material —
including a marble plaque of the same type from Callatis (dimensions
8.5 x 16.5 x 11.5 cm, with only the thickness exceeding that of the
Megarian plaques),® stelae from Tauric Chersonesos with comparable
recesses, and stelae from this polis in which such plaques were

5 See lemmas /G VII 129, 131; Fraenkel 1896, 443-444; Graindor 1917,
32; Robert 1989, 103; Peek 1934, 54. For a review of the literature on this issue,
see Robu 2016, 342-344.

6 Lenormant 1864, 123; Guarducci 1970, 389-393. However, there are
serious doubts about the authenticity of these three inscriptions (see Robu 2016,
342-343).

7 Robu 2016, 363, cat. 64, 65; 375 Fig. 46, 45. In view of the traces of
pigment observed on the stela, it may be assumed that the recess originally
contained an inscription or an image executed in paint.

8 ISM1II 152.
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preserved in situ within their cut recesses’ — A. Robu concludes that
the Megarian plaques were certainly set into funerary stelae and not
placed within burials.

As for the Chersonesos inserts, V. V. Latyshev initially believed
that, owing to their small size, such plaques could not have functioned
as independent tombstones.!? He argued that marble plaques bearing
the name of the deceased were attached inside the tomb, directly to
the urn or to the sarcophagus, in order to indicate whose ashes they
contained.'! Subsequently, when stelae with cut recesses for inserts
were discovered, as well as stelae preserving such plaques in situ
(Fig. 1, 2), he abandoned this point of view. In JOSPE 12 (1916), he
already noted that small marble plaques were set into the recesses
of limestone funerary stelae.'> Later, this interpretation became
predominant in Russian historiography.!3

The Chersonesos tombstones plaques date from the third century
BC to the late second century AD and account for slightly more than
one quarter of the tombstones in this polis known at present. The
majority of them (at least 75%) belong to the third and the second
centuries BC. All plaques are made of marble and are rectangular,
occasionally square, in shape. In some cases, the epigraphic field is
framed by a low relief border. Their dimensions range as follows:

9 With reference to R. Posamentir’s monograph on polychrome Cherso-
nesos stelae, A. Robu cites several tombstones from Chersonesos featuring
rectangular cut recesses intended to receive inserts (Robu 2014, 407 n. 2;
Posamentir 2011, 31, no. 20; 87, no. C 6; 89, no. C 8, etc.). Unfortunately, the
relevant Russian-language publications on such inserts and stelae appear to
have remained unknown to him.

10 Latyshev 1892 [B. B. Jlatbrimes, “/Ipesaoctu FOxuoit Poccun: I'pede-
CKHE W JIATUHCKUE HaanucH, Hainenusie B FOxxHo# Poccun B 1889—1891 romax.
Xepcounecckue Hanmucu”’, Mamepuanwvl no apxeonrozcuu Poccuu], 26 no. 9.

11 Latyshev 1895 [B. B. Jlatsimes, “Ipesroctu KOxHo#t Poccun: I'pede-
CKHE W JIATUHCKUE HaanucH, HainenHsie B FOxHo# Poccun B 1892—1894 ronax.
Hannucu n3 Xepconeca TaBpudeckoro”, Mamepuanvt no apxeonoeuu Poccuu],
15 no. 13, with reference to the opinion of K. K. Kostsyushko-Valyuzhinich, as
expressed in the Report on Excavations in Tauric Chersonesos for 1892 (The
Scientific Archive. Manuscript Department. IHMC RAS. F. 1, Inv. 1 (1892),
File 214, Fol. 107).

12 See lemmas of the inscriptions in JOSPE 12 466; 475; 492.

13 Solomonik 1964 [3. U. Conomonuk, Hosvie snuepaghuueckue namsm-
Huxu Xepconeca), 180-181.
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Fig. 1. Stele of
Herophantos, son of
Theophantos, with an
inserted marble tablet. The

State Museum-Preserve

“Tauric Chersonese”
(no. 4609). Photo: Robu

2014, 496, P1. VII

Fig. 2. Stele with

a rectangular recess for
the insertion of separately

worked marble plaque

from the excavations of

the Southern Suburb of
Tauric Chersonesos. The

State Museum-Preserve

“Tauric Chersonese”
(no. XT-21-P8-158 3)

10

0
XT-21-P8-158/3
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height 5.0-10.0 cm, width 9.0-17.0 cm, and thickness 1.5-5.0 cm.
At least two plaques are known that, judging by their profiles, were
fashioned from the wall of a wide, open vessel (louterion?).!* Two
plaques bear inscriptions on both sides.!?

The structural elements of the inscriptions on the plaques
correspond closely to those of the epitaphs on ordinary funerary
stelac. The personal names on the plaques are consistently given in
the nominative case. On men’s tombstones, the inscription consists of
a personal name followed by a patronymic. On women’s tombstones,
the formula is 7 d€iva (Bvydtnp) T0d d€ivog, Tod deivog yuvd. Among
the Megarion plaques, there are numerous cases in which the personal
name on the plaque is given without a patronymic.'® In Chersonesos,
only a single example of this type is known: ABavayopag | Koildada
| Opentdc.!” This tombstone commemorates a slave bred in the house
of Kalliadas and represents the only instance in which an additional
characteristic is appended to the personal name. Judging by the
presence of patronymics on all the plaques except that of Athanagoras,
it may be concluded that all the other individuals commemorated
were citizens of Chersonesos. The types of stelae the plaques were
set onto also correspond to standard funerary monuments. These
include stelae adorned with a cornice or a cornice and antefixes, stelae
with relief pediment and acroteria, and military tombstones bearing
representation of a shield and sword, among others.!8

14 INBS 111 305; cat. no. 6.

15 For example, one side of a plaque dated back to the third century BC
preserves the remains of a typical epitaph for a female, on the other only two
letters survive, making it unclear whether this represents a secondary reuse
of the plaque or whether it was originally cut from a stela bearing a more
extensive inscription: side A: [- -]|[- -]IA, side B: AmoAA[- -] [Hpoye[itov?]|
yo[va] (Solomonik 1964, 86—87 no. 37; INBS 111 291). See also the Chersonesos
insert carved on the back side of a fragment of the decree from the second
century BC (JOSPE 1> 713; INBS 111 308) and the insert from Megara from the
second century BC with epitaphs on both sides (Robu 2016, 340, 358—-359 cat.
44, 45). 1t is also entirely possible that the stelaec themselves were reused on
more than one occasion.

16 Robu 2016, 349-350 no. 5, 7-9 etc.

17 JOSPE 12 709; INBS 111 297, second century BC.

18 INBS 1II 259, 303, 309; Bibikov 1976 [C. U. bubukoB, Aumuunas
ckynonmypa Xepcoueca), 73 no. 185, 187, 75 no. 194.
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Tombstones manufactured using different types of stone are well
attested both in Greece!® and in the Black Sea coastal region. These
may take the form of individual stelae or more complex funerary
structures, such as sarcophagi. A pertinent example is provided by
the small, thin marble slabs bearing metrical epitaphs from Olbia
and Chersonesos which, judging by the treatment of their reverse
sides, were intended to be set into niches cut into massive limestone
slabs or into the walls of sarcophagi.?® A further example is a slab
from Chersonesos made of Inkerman limestone dating from the end
of the first to the first half of the second century AD, which features
two cut recesses. In one of these, a thin (2.0 cm thick) marble plaque
bearing a male bust and an epitaph commemorating Scythas, son of
Theagenes, was found nearby, broken into several fragments.?!

However, the mass adoption of this particular type of funerary
monuments — stelaec with marble plaques — is confined to a relatively
narrow geographical area: Megara and Megaris (notably Aigosthena
and Pagai), as well as Megarian colonies, namely Callatis and
Tauric Chersonesos, whose metropolis Heraclea Pontica was itself
a Megarian colony.??

19 See, for example, the epitaph on a marble plaque of the same dimensions
as the Megarian inserts that was found in Cyprus: Robert 1936, 105 no. 58.

20 The epitaph of Epicrates from Olbia, dating to the first half of
the fourth century BC, measures 10.5 cm in height, 17.5 cm in width, and
3.5 cm in thickness (Kozub—Beletsky 1975 [FO. U. Ko3y0, A. A. beneuxui,
“CruxoTBopHas snutadus Dnmkpara u3 OnbBUM’, Becmuux OpesHell uc-
mopuu], 172—175). The epitaph of Theophila from Chersonesos, dated to the
second century BC, measures 12.7 cm in height, with a preserved width of
16.1 cm and a thickness of 3.0 cm (Almazova—Keyer—Pavlichenko—Verlinsky
2024, 154-158).

21 JOSPE 12 493 (INBS 111 369). This arrangement finds a close parallel in
a limestone pillar originating from the southern slope of the Athenian Acropolis
bearing the ex-voto of Praxias, dedicated to Asklepios and dating to the mid-
forth century BC, into whose front surface the upper part of a marble human
face was inserted within a niche: /G 112 4372; https://www.theacropolismuseum.
gr/en/pillar-votives-dedicated-asklepios-praxias-dedication.

22 Robu 2016, 345. This idea had in fact been expressed earlier by
E. I. Solomonik (Solomonik 1964, 180 n. 1). A special type of tombstone
characteristic only of Megara was also noted in his day by L. Robert (Robert
1968, 103). See also Plin. NH 4. 85.


https://www.theacropolismuseum.gr/en/pillar-votives-dedicated-asklepios-praxias-dedication
https://www.theacropolismuseum.gr/en/pillar-votives-dedicated-asklepios-praxias-dedication
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In Chersonesos, the appearance of tombstones of this type was
probably due not only to cultural borrowings, but also to similar local
conditions, such as the availability of cheap local limestone, from
which most of the lapidary inscriptions of the polis were made.?
Imported marble, on the contrary, was expensive, with the result
that in the Hellenistic era the limestone tombstones with marble
plaques could also be erected by the upper strata of the Chersonesos
community. Later, from the first century BC, tombstones bearing only
a concise indication of the name and patronymic of the deceased were
gradually replaced by more elaborate epitaphs, which also recorded
the individual’s age and achievements and were often accompanied
by a low relief portrait.

Catalogue of plaques from the 2021-2023 excavations of
the Southern Suburb of Chersonesos

1. The Southern Suburb, necropolis. 2021.
The State Museum-Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,
no. XT-21-P.3/92-12* (Fig. 3).

Context of the find. Together with the plaque of Cat. no. 2 (no.
XT-21-P.3/92-2), it was found in Excavation Area 3 in the upper
part of a well-filling in the square 128/157. In general, this well dates
back to the Hellenistic period: the earliest finds are from the fourth
century BC, and its filling obviously occurred in the 15t century BC.

23 Pausanias reports that in Megara there was a AiBog koyyitng (Paus. 1.
54. 6): povoic 8¢ ‘ExMjvav Meyopedoty 6 koyyitng o0tég oTl, Kai oeiot Kai
&v 1] molel memoinTon oA €€ adToD. €0t 8¢ Gryov Agvukog kal dAlov AiBov
HOAOK®TEPOG: KOYYOL 8¢ ol Bahdooiot d1d Tavtog EVELGTV ot.

24 During the preparation of this manuscript, the plaques from the
excavations of the Southern Suburb were being prepared for transfer to the
stocks of the State Museum-Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”. In this connection
the field number is used here and further for their identification. For the
study of the Southern Suburb of Chersonesos and the excavation layout, see
Solovyova—Vinogradov—Myts—Solovyov—Vakhoneev 2024 [H. ®. Conossesa,
1O. A. Bunorpanos, M. JI. M1, C. JI. ConoBses, B. B. Baxonees, “Kparkue
HUTOTH apXeoNorndeckux packomnok FOskHoro mpuropona Xepconeca”, broi-
nemeHby Uncmumyma ucmopuu mamepuanvhou kynemypel PAH (Oxpannas
apxeonozus)], 20.
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XT-21-P3/92-1

Fig. 3. The marble plaque with an inscription: Xtpdtinnog | “Y pvov.
The State Museum-Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”
(no. XT-21-P.3/92-1)

The latest material consists of fragments of red-glazed ceramics
from the turn of the first century BC to the first century AD. The
filling material in both the upper and lower parts of the well is almost
homogeneous.

Description. Tombstone plaque. Marble. 12.7 x 6.6 x 3.5 cm,
letter height is 1.0 cm (with omicron of 0.7 cm). The lower left corner
is missing and there are minor chipped areas all over the surface.

The plaque is rectangular, framed around the perimeter by a low
relief frame. The front side is polished. Judging by the remains of an
image carved in low relief (ivy leaves) preserved on the reverse side,
the plaque was made of a slab decorated with floral ornaments and
was a part of a sculptural composition.

Inscription: Ztpatunog | “Y pvov, “Stratippus, (son) of Hymnus”.

The letters are drawn carelessly. There is a slight thickening at the
ends of the hastae; alpha has a broken hasta; the lower right corner of
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nu is higher than the left; omicron is almost within the dimensions of
the line; pi has a horizontal hasta protruding above the vertical ones,
and its right hasta is shorter than the left one; the horizontal hastae of
one of the sigmae are almost parallel.

The personal name Xtpdrtinmog has not yet been recorded in the
Northern Black Sea coastal region. It is a relatively rare personal
name (attested in only forty-one examples in LGPN). It occurs in
inscriptions from the Aegean Islands, on Kos, Rhodes and Lesbos,
dating to between the third and the first century BC (LGPN I s. v.).
Nevertheless, several Hellenistic-period examples are also known
from Attica, Thessaly, Asia Minor, and Macedonia.?

By contrast, the name “Ypuvog is well attested in Chersonesos
in the third and second century BC, occurring not only in lapidary
inscriptions, but also on ceramic stamps2® and coins.2’ The inscription
recording the sale of land plots in 270-260 BC mentions Hymnus, son
of Scythas.?® It may therefore be assumed that the astynomos “Y pvog
0 Xkv0a, who performed his magistrature in 227-210 BC, was his
descendant, and that he is the same individual who became a Delphian
proxenos in 195/194 BC.?? It is possible that the astynomos mmoAig
0 “Yuvov, whom V. 1. Katz dates to 197-180 BC, and the [Z]dmo[Aic]
“Yuv[ov] known from a marble plaque dating from the late third to
the first half of the second century BC represent the same individual
or close relatives.30

Dating: late third and first half of the second century BC.

First publication.

2 LGPNI,IIIB,IV,VA,VBs. v.

26 Katz 2007 [B. U. Kaw, I peueckue kepamuueckue Kieima 3n0xu Ki1accuku
U IAAUHUIMA (ONBIM KOMWIEKCHO20 usyuenus)], 443, the astynomos “Y puvog
0 Zk08a (chronological group III A, 227-210 BC) and Zdnoiig 6 “Ypvov
(chronological group III B, 197-180 BC).

27 Anokhin 1977 [B. A. Auoxun, Monemnoe deno Xepconeca (IV 6. 0o
H. 2. —XII 6. 1. 2.)], 142 no. 123, 142 no. 123, 143 no. 133, 138, nomophylax
“Y uvog 230-220, 210-200 BC.

28 Solomonik—Nikolaenko 1990, [3. U. Conomonuk, I'. H. Hukonaenko,
“Q 3eMenbHBIX yuacTkax Xepconeca B Hauaie 11 B. 10 H. 5. (k IOSPE 12 423)”],
82; SEG 40. 615 A;.

29 “Yuvog 0 Tkvba Xepoovaoitag, Syll.3 585,.

30 JOSPE 12 494 (INBS 111 310). Latyshev dated this insert from the end
of the fourth to the beginning of the third century BC; however, the pi form
rather argues in favour of a later date.
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2. The Southern Suburb, necropolis. 2021.
The State Museum-Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,
no. XT-21-P.3/92-2 (Fig. 4).

Context of the find. See cat. no. 1.

Description. Tombstone plaque. Marble. 6.0 x 4.9 x 2.0 cm, letter
height is 0.8—-1.2 cm. The left part and the upper right corner are
missing.

The plaque is rectangular. The front side is polished. The reverse
side is trowelled and partially chipped.

Inscription: [- -]Jtag | [- -]Agl0G.

The letters are cut evenly. The ends of the hastae are slightly
thickened; alpha has a straight hasta; omicron is slightly smaller than
the dimensions of the line; sigma has slightly splayed bars.

The name of the deceased can be restored as Atdtag.3! Other possible
restorations include names derived from the same stem Attag, which,
although not attested in Chersonesos, was repeatedly recorded in Olbia

XT-21-p-3/92-2

Fig. 4. The fragmented marble plaque with an inscription:
[- -Jtag | [- -]Aelog. The State Museum-Preserve
“Tauric Chersonese” (no. XT-21-P.3/92-2)

31 Adeilo Aapatpiov, Atdta yova (late fourth to the third century BC,
IOSPE? 712; INBS 111 235). The name was of Paphlagonian origin (Zgusta 1955,
298 no. 596, 326 no. 746; Robert 1963, 455, 528-530; CIRB 189; Tokhtasyev
1997 [C. P. Toxtackes, “K uzganuto katagora kepaMHYecKux kieiim XepcoHeca
TaBpuueckoro™], 4, 387), and it is attested in its Ionic form in the Bosporos
(CIRB 170, 189, second half of the fourth century BC; 401, first century AD).
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and the Bosporos, as well as in Macedonia and Asia Minor.3? Names
such as Alkétog and Apeitag are also known through ceramic stamps
from Heraclea Pontica, the metropolis of Chersonesos.?? The patronymic
may be restored as the genitive of one of the names based on the stem
-o-, for example, AoporAig, [TapBevordiic, Aapotéing, or @gotéAng.3*
Dating: third century BC.
First publication.

3. The Southern Suburb, necropolis. 2021.
The State Museum-Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,
no. XT-21- P.3/229-1 (Fig. 5).

Context of the find. 1t was found in Excavation Area 3 in the
square 130/157 at the level of 3.20 m in accordance with the Baltic
system, in a mixed layer dating from the Hellenistic period to the
first centuries AD, along with fragments of amphorae from Heraclea,
Knidos, Mende, Sinope, and Chersonesos and a small number of
fragments of black-, brown-, and red-glazed ceramics.

Description. Tombstone plaque. Marble. 10.2 (preserved) x 8.1 x
4.0 cm, letters height is 0.8—1.3 cm. The right side is lost; the back
surface is almost completely chipped.

The plaque is rectangular. The front side is polished.

Inscription: IopOe[- -] | [Tvbiov[oc] | xaip[e], “Parthe[- -], (son or
daughter) of Pythion, farewell”.

There are some thickenings at the ends of the hastae. Alpha has
a straight crossbar; theta has a dot; pi has a horizontal hasta protruding
above the vertical ones, its right hasta shorter than the left one and
slightly curved.

2 LGPNIV,VA,VCs.v.

3 JOSPE 11 4065, 516; Fedoseev 2016 [H. @. ®enocees, Kepamuueckue
xneuma. I'epaxnes Ilonmuiickas], 123 no. 1015-1024, 129 no. 1087-1090.

34 Names ending in -kAfig include: Aapokielog JOSPE 12 343 (INBS 111 51,
SEG 47. 1168, first half of the third century BC), 713 (INBS 111 308, second
half of the second century BC) and ITapBevokieiog JOSPE 12 351 (INBS 111 5,
second quarter of the second century BC); names ending in -téAng include:
Ocotéherog IOSPE 12 512 (INBS 111 245, late fourth or first half of the third
century BC); and Aapotéreroc Katz 1994 [B. U. Kan, “Kepamuueckue kieitma
Xepconeca TaBpudeckoro™], 92 no. 35 (Kax 2007, 442, the chronological
group II, 296-287 BC).
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0 5
[ -
XT-21-P3-229/1

Fig. 5. The fragmented marble plaque with an inscription:
MopBe[- -] | [Mvbiov[oc] | xaip[e]. The State Museum-
Preserve “Tauric Chersonese” (no. XT-21- P.3/229-1)

The first name is obviously derived from that of the principal
deity of Chersonesos, the goddess Parthenos.?’ Since the right-hand
portion of the plaque is lost, it is impossible to determine which of the
names that are derived from the stem of mapfevo- was carved on the
plaque.3® The name ITvBimv has so far been attested in Chersonesos
only on coins and ceramic stamps dating to the second century BC.37

The overwhelming majority of Chersonesos epitaphs with the
formula yaipe date back to the first centuries AD; this plaque therefore
represents one of the earliest known examples of its use.’®

Dating: second century BC.

First publication.

35 Bondarenko 2003 [M. E. Bounapenxo, Ilanmeon Xepconeca Taspuue-
cko20], 25; Braund 2018, 34-37.

36 See below the analogies for these names, cat. no. 7.

37 Nomophylax 140—130 BC (Anokhin 1977, 146 no. 173); astynomos
Doppiov [Mubiovog, beginning of the 190s BC (Katz 2007, 443).

3% Several other epitaphs are also assigned to the Hellenistic period:
Makarov—Samojlenko 2013 [U. A. Makapos, B. I'. Camoiinenxko, “Onurpa-
(rueckre HaXOAKM U3 KypTUHBI 19 000pOHUTEIBHBIX COOPYKEHUH XepcoHeca
TaBpuueckoro™], 68 no. 3 (late third to first half of the second century BC);
Solomonik 1964, 90 no. 42, INBS 111 317 (second century BC); /IOSPE 12 523,
INBS 111 329 (first century BC).
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4. The Southern Suburb, necropolis. 2021.
The State Museum-Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,
no. XT-21-P-5/94-11 (Fig. 6).

Context of the find. It was found in Excavation Area 5 in the
square 165/102, at the level of —1.4 m in accordance with the Baltic
System in a ceramic lens (dark grey clay loam), extremely saturated
with fragments of ceramics from the Hellenistic, Roman, and By-
zantine periods.

P
XT-21-P5-94/11

Fig. 6. The fragmented marble plaque with an inscription:
Awovi[otog ?] | Atovu[ciov ?]. The State Museum-Preserve
“Tauric Chersonese” (no. XT-21-P-5/94-11)

Description. Tombstone plaque. Marble. 6.8 x 8.6 x 3.0 cm, letter
height is 1.2-2.0 cm. The left part is chipped, the right part is lost.

The plaque is rectangular. The front side is polished; the back side
is trowelled and partially chipped.

Inscription: Awovo[cilog ?] | Aovu[oiov ?], “Diony[sios ?], (son)
of Diony[sios ?]”.

The inscription was drawn using rulers. The ends of the hastae are
slightly thickened. The lower right corner of nu is higher than the left
one; omicron is slightly smaller than the size of the line.

In the Hellenistic period, the cult of Dionysus in Chersonesos
functioned as a state cult. Lapidary inscriptions from the second
half of the third century BC contain several references to Dionysos
festivals. Thus, one of the decrees recounts how Parthenos saved the
Chersonesites from barbarians at a moment when the inhabitants of
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the city, together with children, marched in a procession [- - €t Ta]y
Kopdav [tod] Atovog[ov - -].3° Latyshev restored the name of the
festival at which the Chersonesos historian Syriskos was honoured as
[t®V Alovv]oiov.*? From the decree in honour of Diophantos onwards,
lapidary inscriptions regularly mention the month of Awovicioc.*!
Finds of terracotta and sculptural representation of Dionysus and his
retinue, altars dedicated to the god, and items of jewellery associated
with his cult attest to the veneration of this deity in both Hellenistic
and Roman times.*> Nevertheless, among the numerous theophoric
names derived from Aiévvcog, only Atovdclog is so far attested in
Chersonesos, and, with a single exception, none of the inscriptions
extend beyond the fourth to second centuries BC.%3

Dating: third century BC.

First publication.

5. The Southern Suburb, necropolis. 2021.
The State Museum-Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,
no. XT-21-P-6/55-1 (Fig. 7).

Context of the find. 1t was found in Excavation Area 6 in the
square 158/110, in the anthropogenic layer above the object 16 b.
This redeposited layer could have been formed as a result of a one-
time discharge of filling from a construction site (the object 16 b)
that originated in the Hellenistic period and underwent alterations
in Roman and Early Medieval times. The accompanying material
mostly dates back to the Hellenistic period: fragments of amphorae

39 This evidence most probably refers to a Dionysian procession, /OSPE
12 343,, (INBS 111 51,,), first half of the third century BC. V. V. Latyshev and
later I. A. Makarov read the word xomddv in the line 12. Y. G. Vinogradov
gave a different transcription: [énl o]uykouday tod Atovvo[iov punvog], “for
harvesting in the month of Dionysus” (Vinogradov 1997 [1O. I'. Bunorpamos,
“Xepconecckuii aekper ‘o Hecennu Juonnca’ IOSPE 12 343 u BropkeHue cap-
maroB B Ckuguio”], 121), 121). See also SEG 47, 1168.

40 JOSPE 12 3443 INBS 111 1).

41 JOSPE 12 35255 (INBS 111 8); see also JOSPE 12 357 (INBS 111 24,,), first
third of the second century AD.

42 Bondarenko 2003, 67-74.

43 Second half of the second to first half of the third century AD (INBS
IIT 143); second half of the fourth to second century BC (INBS 11l 214, 237,
241, 242,243,281, 282,299, 313, 318).
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Fig. 7. The fragmented marble plaque with an inscription:
[- -IKAEIZ[- -] | [AmoA]Awvid[ov]. The State Museum-
Preserve “Tauric Chersonese” (no. XT-21-P-6/55-1)

of Heraclea and Sinope, single fragments of red-glazed ceramics,
numerous animal bones and shells.*

Description. Tombstone plaque. Marble. 6.9 (preserved) x 7.15
(preserved) x 3.2 cm, letter height is 1.2—-1.4, letter height is 1.0—
1.4 cm. Only the central part has been preserved, the plaque on the
left and right is broken off, the upper and lower edges are chipped.

The plaque is rectangular. The front side is polished; the back side
is roughly processed.

Inscription: [- -]KAEIX[- -] | [- - AmoA]Jhovid[ov - -].

The letters are carved unevenly. The ends of the hastac are
slightly thickened. Lambdas are of different shapes; they are more or
less wide. The lower corners of nu are on the same level; omega has
a complex shape.

4 Vlasov—Ushakov—Turova 2024 [B. I1. Biracos, C. B. Ymakos, H. I1. Ty-
poBa, “Apxeosoruyeckue ucciieioBaHus Ha packomne 6”, Broniemens Mncemu-
myma ucmopuu mamepuanvroi kKynemypvr PAH (Oxpannas apxeonozus)],

108-109, Fig. 12. 3.
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With only the central part of the plaque preserved, it is unclear
how many lines there were in this epitaph.

Dating: third to second century BC.

First publication.

6. The Southern Suburb, necropolis. 2021.
The State Museum-Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,
no. XT-21-P7-560/11 (Fig. 8).

Context of the find. It was found in the north-western part of
Excavation Area 7 in the square 83/155 in the ruins of a stone wall
(the object 14 a), in the upper level of which a fragment of a marble
plaque was found. According to the main accompanying material
(fragments of amphorae of Heraclea, Sinope, Colchis from the end of
the first century BC to the second century AD; fragment of a brown-
glazed cup-cantharos made in Macedonia in the second century AD,

XT-21-P7-560/11

Fig. 8. The fragmented marble plaque with an
inscription: Kivpéva | AtoArd | [H]poyeitov | [y]uvd.
The State Museum-Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”
(no. XT-21-P7-560/11)
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fragments of glass vessels of the Roman period) the object dates to
the first century BC to the second century AD.%

Description. Tombstone plaque. Marble. 15.0 x 8.5 x 4.0 cm,
letter height is 0.7-1.2 cm, omicron is 0.6-0.7 cm. The lower left
corner is lost.

The plaque is rectangular and slightly curved. Apparently, it was
made from the wall of a large, wide stone vessel (louterion?). The
front and back sides are polished. The side faces are roughly pro-
cessed. On the reverse side, the upper edges on the left and right are
scabbed, probably for installation in the socket.

Inscription. Khopéva | Amorrd | [H]poyeitov | [y]uvd, “Clymena,
(daughter) of Apollas, wife of Herogeitos”.

The ends of the hastae are slightly thickened. A/pha has a straight
crossbar; the lower corners of nu are on the same level; omicron is sig-
nificantly smaller than the size of the line; pi has a horizontal hasta
protruding above the vertical ones; its right hasta is shorter than the left.

The mythological name KAvpéva has not yet been encountered in
Chersonesos.*® By contrast, AmoAAdc and ‘Hpdyeitog are among the
most common personal names in the city.*’

Dating: second century BC.

First publication.

7. The Southern Suburb, necropolis. 2021.
The State Museum-Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,
no. XT-21-P7-996/11 (Fig. 9).

Context of the find. It was found in the square 157/85 in
a layer with accompanying material from the third and the second
centuries BC (fragments of handles of amphorae from Sinope,

4 Sokov—Cin’ko—Chetverikov—Mokrushin 2024 [I1. B. Coxos, A. C. ITunb-
ko, C. . YerBepukos, B. II. MokpymuH, “ApxeonornuecKkie UCCIeqoBaHNsA
Ha packornie 7, bronnemens Uncmumyma ucmopuu mMamepuansHol Kyibmypbl
PAH (Oxpannas apxeonocus)], 149, Fig. 19.

46 The name under discussion is one of the rare ones. Its earliest attestation
dates back to the fourth century BC and originates from Attica (LGPN 11
s. v.). The remaining examples belong to the first—third centuries AD and
are attested in Attica (LGPN Il s. v.), as well as in Caria and Macedonia
(LGPN1V,V Bs. v.).

47 Amoaddg: IOSPE 12411 (INBS 1 111); INBS 111 256, 257 etc; Katz 2007,
442. ‘Hpdyertog: IOSPE 12 351 (INBS 111 5); INBS 111 5; Katz 2007, 442—443.
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Heraclea, Chersonese, Thasos, and Kos from the third to second
century BC, two Rhodes amphorae stamps, pyramid-shaped sinker
from the Hellenistic period).*?

N .
XT-21-P7-996/11
Fig. 9. The fragmented marble plaque with
an inscription: [Tap0Bévo[kAfig?] | Atotip[ov].
The State Museum-Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”
(no. XT-21-P7-996/11)

Description. Tombstone plaque. Marble. 7.5 x 11.0 (preserved) x
3.0 (preserved) cm, the height of the letters is 1.2—1.4 cm. The marble
is spalling, with a longitudinal crack in the upper part of the plaque.

The plaque is rectangular, its perimeter framed by a low relief
frame. The front side is carefully polished, the side faces are treated
with a fine finish. The reverse side is chipped.

Inscription: TlopBevo[kAfig?] | Aotip[ov], “Parthenokles, (son) of
Diotimos”.

48 Sokov—Cin’ko—Chetverikov—Mokrushin 2024, 145.
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Apexes. Alpha has a straight crossbar; theta has a small crossbar;
the lower right corner of nu is higher than the left one; omicron is
smaller than the size of the line; pi has a right vertical hasta shorter
than the left one.

To the right of the IIAP®OENO, part of the apex is visible, which
may belong to the vertical hasta of kappa. In this case, the first name
can be restored e. g. as [TapBevox[Afig], a name attested multiple times
in Chersonesos.* These may also be interpreted as the upper left
corner of pi or sigma. If one assumes that a pi followed the omicron,
alternative restorations become possible, such as ITapOevo[raioc]
or ITopBevo[nn], both names attested in Asia Minor and Macedonia
during the Hellenistic and Roman periods.’® If the letter following
the omicron is interpreted as a sigma, the name could be restored as
ITap6évo[c]. However, in Chersonesos, there is not a single record of
the name of the goddess Parthenos used as a personal name. For this
reason, the restoration [TapOevo[kAfig] appears preferable.

In the lapidary epigraphy of Chersonesos, the name Atotipoc
is attested only as a patronymic, in the epitaph of Pasion, (son) of
Diotimos from Heraclea, dated to the third century BC.3! In addition,
a Diotimos is known as a Chersonesian nomophylax of the second
half of the second century BC.32

Dating: second half of the third to early second century BC.

First publication.

49 The earliest known bearer of this name is the nomophylax AroAldviog
apbevokielog (INBS 111 5, a decree in honour of Menophilos, second cen-
tury BC); all other inscriptions belong to the second and third century AD
(INBS 111 22, 161, 199). Other names derived from the same stem include the
female name ITopOéva, IOSPE 12 520 (INBS 111 275), late fourth to first half
of the third century BC, and Iap8évioc, IOSPE 12 403, 270-250 BC; Solomonik
1973 [2. U. Conomonuk, Hogvie snucpaguueckue namsmuuxu Xepconeca.
Jlanuoapuwie naonucu), 17-19 no. 111, c. 120 AD; Golentsov—Dashevskaya
1981 [A. C. Tonenuos, O. /1. Hamesckas, “Haarpobue BomHa ¢ XepCOHECCKOM
xoper”’], 109, late fourth century BC.

0 LGPNVA,VBs.v.

51 Makarov—Samojlenko 2013, 69, no. 4; INBS 111 410. This name is not
attested in the Herakleian ceramic stamps.

52 Anokhin 1977, 146, no. 181, 183.
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8. The Southern Suburb, necropolis. 2021.
The State Museum-Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”,
no. XT-21- P-10/1518-167 (Fig. 10).

Context of the find. It was discovered in the northern part of
Excavation Area 10, in the lower tiers of a massive stone wall with
buttresses (the object 115) that ran along the northwest-southeast line.
It was unearthed within Excavation Areas 10 and 10/1 approximately
250 m southwest of the city gate line.”3 Initially, the wall was
considered defensive. It was believed that it was erected at the end
of the second century BC, during the Diophantine wars, and it stood

st o
i

.

0

XT-21-P-10/1518-167

Fig. 10. The fragmented marble plaque with an
inscription: [ToAJvkdota ?] | Aoy[- -] | Zw[aiov] | [yv]va.
The State Museum-Preserve “Tauric Chersonese”
(no. XT-21-P-10/1518-167)

33 Vakhoneev 2024 [B. B. Baxonees, “ApXeoorndecKkue HCCIICI0BAHUS HA
packone 10.1”, brornemenv Hncmumyma ucmopuu MamepuaibHou KyIbmypol
PAH (Oxpannas apxeonocus)], 193; Gorbunov 2024 [I1. A. T'opOyHoB “Apxeo-
JIorHyecKue uccienoBanus Ha packone 107, bronremens Unemumyma ucmopuu
mamepuanvrotl Kyromypol PAH (Oxpannas apxeonoeus)], 188, Fig. 10.
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throughout the entire Roman period.>* V. V. Vakhoneev showed that
this wall was built across the Chersonesos gully in order to protect the
necropolis from flooding and sediments during seasonal water runoff.
He dates the time of its construction to 250-225 BC and the end of
its use to the fifth and sixth centuries AD.>

Description. Tombstone plaque. Marble. 7.32 x 6.02 x 1.51 cm,
letters’ height is 1.0—1.2 cm. The lower left corner and the right part
of the plaque are lost, the back surface and the side edges are chipped.

The plaque is rectangular. The front surface is polished, the back
surface and the side faces are roughly processed.

Inscription: TloA[vkdota ?] | Aapu[- -] | Zwf[aiov] | [yv]vd,
“Polykasta (daughter) of Dam..., wife of Simaios”.

Apexes. Alpha has a straight crossbar; the vertical hastae of mu
are parallel; pi has a horizontal hasta protruding above the vertical
ones; sigma has parallel horizontal hastae.

Among female names beginning with IloA-, only IToAvkdorta
is attested in Chersonesos.’® The grave stela of Polykasta, wife of
Delphos, dated to the late fourth to the first half of the third century
BC, was found in the masonry of a tower XVII (the Tower of Zeno)
of the defensive walls of Chersonesos, next to the tombstone of
Delphos, son of Euclides, which belongs to the same period.”’ It is
possible that these are the tombstones of a married couple and that the
stelae were displaced from neighbouring graves. The letter forms of
the plaque under discussion do not contradict the assumption that the
second bearer of this rare mythological name’® belonged to the same
family as Polykasta, wife of Delphos.

The restoration of her patronymic remains problematic. The third
letter may be restored as mu, since the mu of the third line has the

3+ Solovyova—Vinogradov—Myts—Solovyov—Vakhoneev 2024, 21, Fig. 7.

35 Vakhoneev 2026 [B. B. Baxonees, “3ammuTHas cTeHa ¢ KOHTpdopcamu
Ha I0’KHOM Inpuropojie Xepconeca TaBpHUECKOro: PEKOHCTPYKIMS aHTHIHON
HHXEHEPHOH CTpaTerun’’, Apxeonocus e8pasuiicKux cmeneti).

36 So far only one such case has been recorded: [ToAvkdota | Tnnokpdreiog,
| Aeh@od yuva (Solomonik 1973, 144—145 no. 145; INBS 111 240).

37 Aghoog | EdkAeida (Solomonik 1973, 141 no. 144; INBS 111 239). For the
family, most of whose members bore names associated with the cult of Apollo and
to which Polycasta and Delphos belonged, see Perlman 2011, 389-390, Fig. 12.3.

38 Polycasta was the daughter of Nestor and the wife of Telemachus
(Hesiod fr. 35, 221).
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same form. This allows us to suggest a personal name derived from
dap(o)-, for example, AapoxAfig or Aapdtpioc.

The name of Polycasta’s husband is clearly derived from the
stem o1p(o)-. Xoiog, Zuydiov, Xiuiag, and Xipog are all attested
in Chersonesos. The last two names are also known from ceramic
stamps from Heraclea Pontica.’® Zipoiog is attested on the tombstone
of Zipaiog Aapatpiov, dating to the second century BC.%0 In addition,
three astynomoi bearing this name are known from the last third of
the third to the first quarter of the second century BC.6! Zipddwv is
attested only on a fabricant’s stamp of the third century BC.%2 Ziuiog
is recorded once as a patronymic in a dedication to Parthenos dating
from the late fourth to the first half of the third century BC.% Finally,
Yipog 6 Aapatpiov served as astynomos in the second quarter of the
third century BC.% Given that the letter forms of this plaque may be
dated to the late third to early second century BC, the restoration of
Polycasta’s husband as Xwu[aiov] appears preferable.

Dating: late third to first half of the second century BC.

First publication.

Natalia Pavlichenko
Institute for the History of Material Culture, St Petersburg
(IHMC RAS)

nat.pavlichenko@gmail.com

Abbreviations

INBS — Inscriptions of the Northern Black Sea (https://iospe.kcl.ac.uk/index-
ru.html)

ISM 111 — Inscriptions grecques et latines de Scythie Mineure. 111. Callatis et
son territoire (Bucharest—Paris 1999)

MDAI(A) — Mitteilungen des deutschen archdologischen Instituts. Athenische
Abteilung

SEG — Supplementum epigraphicum Graecum

3 JOSPE 111 62; 789.

60 JOSPE 12 492 (INBS 111 309).

61 Katz 2007, 443.

62 Tt is attested only on a fabricant’s stamp: Katz 1994, 128 no. 43.
63 JOSPE 12 410 (INBS 111 114).

64 Katz 2007, 442.
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Marble Plaques in Tombstones from Tauric Chersonesos 341

During the excavations of the necropolis in the Southern Suburb of Cherso-
nesos in 2021-2023, eight marble tombstone plaques with inscriptions were
discovered. They date from the third to the second century BC: Ztpdtunnog
“Yuvov; [--]tag [- -]Aetog; TTapBe[- -] TTvbimv[og], yaip[e]; Aovd[olog ?]
Awwo[ciov ?]; [--]KAEIZ[--] | [AmoAi]JAwvid[ov]; KAivpévo Amolrd
[H]poyeitov [yJuvd; TTapBévo[ikific?] Awotip[ov]; IToA[vkdota ?] Aap[- -]
Syaiov] [yv]véa. The use of limestone tombstone stelac with small marble
plaques is characteristic of the funerary practices of Megara and several of its
colonies. The Chersonesos tombstones of this type date from the beginning
of the third century BC to the end of the second century AD and constitute
slightly more than one quarter of the funerary monuments known at the
present time. The majority of these belong to the third to second centuries BC.

Bo Bpems packonok Hekporoist Ha Tepputopun FOxkHOoro npuropona Xep-
coreca B 2021-2023 rr. OpU10 HAlIGHO BOCEMb MPaMOPHBIX BCTaBOK B HaJI-
rpo6ust ¢ Hagnucsmu, narupyromuxces [11-11 BB. 10 H. 5.: Ztpdtinmog Y pvov;
[- -Jrag [- -]Aerog; IapBe[- -] [TuBimv[oc], xaip[e]; Aovd[otog ?] Atovu[ciov ?];
[- -IKAEIZ[- -] | [AmoA]hovid[ov]; Kivpéva Amoird [H]poyeitov [y]uvd;
IMopOévo[kAiic?] Awotip[ov]; TToA[vkdota ?] Aap[- -], Zy[aiov] [yv]vd. HUc-
MTOJTb30BaHNE U3BECTHIKOBHIX HAATPOOHBIX CTEI ¢ HEOOIBIINMH MPAMOPHBI-
MU BCTaBKaMHM XapaKTepHO JUIst MorpedanbHOro oopsiia Merap U HEKOTOPBIX
ux KonoHui. B XepcoHece HaArpoOHBIE MAMATHIUKH TAKOTO THITA JATHPYIOT-
cs BpeMeHeM ¢ Hadana III B. 1o H. 3. o koHen 11 B. H. 3. U COCTaBIAOT YyTh
0oJpIIe YETBEPTH OT M3BECTHBHIX HAM B HACTOAIIEEe BpeMsl HAATPOOHBIX Ia-
MATHUKOB. bonpmas ux yacte otHocutcs K III-1I BB. 110 H. 3.
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