Chapter 3
W. Benjamin Henry

A Papyrological Miscellany

While holdings of unpublished literary papyri of any extent are by now de-
pleted in most major collections, there remains much work to be done on the
textual criticism of published papyri;! and even tiny, seemingly negligible scraps
can prove to be of a value disproportionate to their size when it is possible to asso-
ciate them on palaeographical grounds with known texts.” In this short paper, I
aim to illustrate some of the ways forward. My focus is on dactylic poetry, both
elegiacs and hexameters. I begin with familiar fragments and close with fresh iden-
tifications, including new text by Theocritus and Callimachus.

1 Nicarchus Il, P.Oxy. LXVI 4502.1-8

I give this epigram here in the reconstruction printed by the first editor,
P. ]. Parsons (except that I have placed in the text the suggestion for line 6 that
he confines to the commentary):>

1 For introductions to literary papyrology, see especially Turner (1980), GMAW?, and the rele-
vant chapters of Bagnall (2009). Two useful online databases are Mertens-Pack> (http://cipl93.
philo.ulg.ac.be/Cedopal/MP3/dbsearch_en.aspx, last accessed on 24 April 2019) and the
Leuven Database of Ancient Books (http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/search.php, last ac-
cessed on 24 April 2019). The standard abbreviations for editions of papyri are listed at http://
papyri.info/docs/checklist (last accessed on 24 April 2019).

2 Cf. for a recent example of the method the fragments of Aristophanes’ Thesmophoriazusae pub-
lished as P.Oxy. LVI 3840, LXXIII 4935, and LXXVIII 5132: when I noticed that the first two were in
the same hand, I went back to the box from which P.Oxy. 3840 had been extracted, and discov-
ered there an additional fragment of the same manuscript (now P.Oxy. 5132), which had previ-
ously gone unnoticed, and could never have been placed on the basis of its legible contents
alone. Even among fragments of a reasonable size, palaeographical identifications are sometimes
missed by editors. Cf. the case of the Old Comedy fragments P.Oxy. VI 863 and XXXVII 2806, the
work of one hand and most likely from the same play (Henry (2013)), though Luppe (2014) still
prefers the less economical hypothesis according to which P.Oxy. 863 and 2806 are to be ascribed
to two different plays. Cf. also below on Archilochus (section 2). On the role played by palaeo-
graphical identification, and its limits, see Ucciardello (this volume).

3 Schatzmann (2012), 352-8, provides a new text, translation, and commentary. Luppe
(2000), 8, has a full stop at the end of line 6, but there is no strong break, and it seems more
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o vaopn { F moyde | mepp [
... ] ue. . evpel Jac apeBep [
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... Jov w[p]aiov k6ANomav|
5 ...].vbmvov moy 18e pec [
nav]ov &, av melcOii{t)c 6pOa Agyol[vtt @ilwt,
un] x{e}ivet Kapdpvav 6 yap téomo[c —uo——
1. oc gic f{upnv mxpdv inct BE[Aoc. 4

The first editor summarizes as follows: “A negative praeceptum amoris® . . . The
poet apparently warns X not to bugger Y: the place, like Camarina, produces
harmful discharges.” Many problems remain in the first three couplets, but
my interest is in the last. The first editor translates “Do not stir Camarina. The
place . .. discharges a stinging missile against your manhood.” The proverb
un kivelr Kapdpwvav is applied generally to those about to do something that
will prove harmful for them, but here it is no doubt relevant that the marsh of
Camarina was said to be foul-smelling.® mkpov nct Bé[Aoc is surely correctly
taken as a reference to breaking wind: this “would fit well with the notion (if
recognised) of marshy exhalations,” as the first editor says. What then stood
in the gaps at the end of line 7 and the beginning of line 8? Luppe (2000), 8,
proposes ovtoc brdpywv (or dc éctwv) / ob]Atoc: “this place, which is deadly.”
But his reading at the start of line 8 is doubtful.” On the initial trace, the first
editor comments as follows: “an upright with complex ink joining at half-
height: probably not v, but ] .toc . . . Dr [R. A.] Coles suggests ]@ioc, to account
for the spread (a flattened ‘v’ on its side) of the first trace.” With this reading,
which I should accept, a much more pointed supplement may be suggested:
t{elil@toc, “marshy” (Hsch. T 1005 Tigua dpvea- T& v Toic #Aect ywipeva,®
“marshbirds: those found in marshlands”). The “place”, like Camarina, is “marshy”
by virtue of its contents, and it “discharges a stinging missile” of foul-

natural to punctuate with a comma, as in such expressions as Soph. Phil. 1275 mabe, pr Aé&nic
niépa, “Stop, speak no more.”

4 “...donotbugger...cake...broad. . .bestride. . . trustworthy . . . youthful pathic. . .
bugger even in your dreams (?) . . . [stop], if you will follow the advice of [a friend who] says
what is right, do not disturb Camarina, for the place . . . sends a sharp dart towards youth”.

5 “Precept of love”.

6 For detailed references, see the first edition and that of Schatzmann (n. 3).

7 Schatzmann (n. 3) follows Luppe here.

8 Hansen and Cunningham (2009), 54, adopt M. L. West’s suggestion Tip(e)ia; neither adjec-
tive is otherwise attested.
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smelling gas. Nicarchus refers to the same “place” metaphorically in AP
11.328.5 (line 22 of our papyrus) as ctuyepov 80pov evpwevta, and Schatzmann
(2012), 332-3, in his note on ebpwevta there understands “modrig, schimmlig;
finster” (“musty, mouldy; dark”), while not excluding the secondary meaning
“wide”. But Oppian, Halieutica 1.781 (i\c evpwecca) and 2.89 (mnAoio ...
gbpwevToc), has the sense “slimy” (cf. LS)®; James (1970), 231), applied to mud,
and that sense would be a good fit for this particular ctuyepoc 86poc (“hateful
lodging”). If this is indeed the sense, we have here a second point of resemblance
to the lines of the new epigram under discussion as now restored: both the wind-
iness of the place (AP 11.328.7-8 ~ P.Oxy. 4502.24-25 £v®’ daktal vekvwv kal
épwveol Avepdevtec / Svebvtal mvolf] SuckeAddwv dvepwv, “where there are the
shores of the dead and wind-shaken fig-trees swirl in the breath of raucous
winds”) and its “marshy” or “slimy” quality are evoked in both passages.

2 Archilochus, P.Oxy. LXIX 4708 fr. 1

This well-known fragment of elegy on Telephus® is assigned to Archilochus
because, like the smaller fragment P.Oxy. XXX 2507 (Adespota elegiaca 61 in
West IEG?), it belongs to the same roll as P.Oxy. VI 854, which gives known
verses of his (Archil. fr. 4 IEG®).!° In an earlier paper (Henry (2006)), I presented
some new supplements in lines 18-21, and my present concern is with the next
four lines, the last of the intelligible part. Here is a text of the passage:

£]v0a [u]évoc nveiovteg opdc adToli Te Kat inmot
&Jug’ E[A&vInt peydAwc Bupov aknye[dato:
20 @]avTo yap vimulov Tpwwv moAw eic[avaBaivery
..].a. nv & éndtevv Mucida mupo@dpolv.
. [.] Bodv tahaxdpSiov [ ,

ov]pov dule]idw[tov] Sniwt &v [moAlép[wt,

9 See especially the edition by West (2006) = (2013a), 6-16.

10 I published my identification of the parts of that roll in P.Oxy. 854 and 2507 in Henry (1998),
prior to the publication of the main piece. On the basis of the inadequate photograph in the first
edition (PL. I), M. L. West had ventured to differ from the first editors in P.Oxy. 854.9, proposing
to read vnegpey[ (his Archil. fr. 4.9), and this has now been taken up by Nikolaev (2014), but a
modern photograph largely confirms the first editors’ report, showing vn@gévec|, as I observed in
Henry (1998), 94 n. 4: see for the photograph https://web.archive.org/web/20160130064635/
papyrology.ox.ac.uk/POxy/monster/demo/854Back.html (last accessed on 24 April 2019).
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TInAeov, 6¢ [ ] owctkaxkn [ ][
25 filpedel. . 1. .xo. matpi xapigdulevoc™

The first editor, D. Obbink, says of matpi (25) “Telephus’ father Heracles (rather
than his adoptive father Teuthras)”, and while both interpretations have found
support, this is the usual view."? But it is not certain that the father in question is
Telephus’ own. A. S. Hunt, who did not live to publish the papyrus, had thought
of &AJ¢xo[v] matpi,” “his wife’s father”, and this (or perhaps rather &JAdyov
natpi) seems to suit the rubbed traces. If it is accepted, the reference is clarified.
Telephus in repulsing the Argives was doing a favour to his father-in-law,
Teuthras, whose city (called at line 17 TeJUBpavtoc . . . méAw, “city of Teuthras”)
he was defending: according to Diodorus Siculus (4.33.12), Telephus married
Teuthras’ daughter, Argiope." Between &]A¢xov and f{]peiSe[v (West) at the start of
line 25, there is room only for T (D’Alessio (2006), 20). The previous line will then
have included a finite verb: perhaps it was k[ei]volct (apparently a new sugges-
tion)'® koxny [t]é[te POV évidpcev (so approximately West, but with the partici-
ple évopcac at the end), / filpedé[v T, “[aroused] cowardly [panic] in them [and]
pressed (them)”. The person shouting for assistance at the start of line 22 was pre-
sumably again Teuthras, who saw the Greeks landing on his shore and summoned
help, rather than Heracles, who would come in rather abruptly here; but the traces
are abraded and the precise wording is hard to recover. To judge from surrounding
lines, there is room for a maximum of four letters at the beginning: perhaps some-
thing like yfic 8]¢ évo& fivtnclel,”” “the ruler of the land faced (him)”, and then
[GvBpa, “man”, or [fipw (ed. pr.), “hero”, at the end. In any case, it is good to be

11 “Where, breathing ferocity over [Helen], they [and their horses] alike, they were greatly
sore at heart: for they thought they were [going up] against the Trojans’ high-gated stronghold,
while (in fact) they were treading . . . wheat-bearing Mysia . . . shouting to stout-hearted . . .,
an implacable bulwark in battle carnage, Telephus, who . . . cowardly . . . pressed . . . doing
his father’s pleasure” (translation by West (2006), 12 = (2013a), 8, adapted).

12 Cf. e.g. Nicolosi (2014), 1, replying to Lulli and Shardella (2013), 28-9.

13 This suggestion is not recorded in the first edition. Hunt’s papers are kept with the papyrus
collection in the Papyrology Rooms of the Sackler Library in Oxford.

14 Of course the appearance of the name in a periphrasis of this kind does not by itself suffice
to confirm that Teuthras was still the king at the time.

15 Cf. e.g. Kullmann (2012), 18.

16 I am inclined to take the high trace before the gap as the end of the long upper branch of x
(cf. the first x of kaxotnta in line 3) rather than the remains of a further letter. The surface is
lost to its left.

17 The verb is suggested by West, who notes ((2006), 15 = (2013a), 12) that “it looks as if
nurnce was written, not nvince, but the latter is superior in sense and may be restored by an
easy emendation”.
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rid of Heracles, whose appearance on the scene introduced an unnecessary and
rather puzzling complication to the narrative.

I close with the first editions of some papyrus scraps from Antinoopolis, now
kept in the Sackler Library, Oxford. They are published here with the kind au-
thorization of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri Management Committee of the Egypt
Exploration Society, to which they belong.

3 Theocritus: Additions to the Antinoé codex
(B33 Gow)

The Antinoé Theocritus codex, assigned to the fifth/sixth century, was pub-
lished by Hunt and Johnson (1930), 19-87; an additional fragment appeared as
P.Ant. 111 207.*® T have recently identified among the unpublished Antinoopolis
papyri eight further scraps with parts of six leaves, and these are presented
below, together with one piece already identified by Johnson, the larger of two
from the top of B fol. 5, called (b) in the edition below." That fragment, much
the largest of those assembled here, measures 4.1 x 4.6 cm; the smallest, B fol. 5
(c), measures 1.2 x 2 cm.
The contents are as follows:

B fol.1 4*° 10.54 mg.
>  14.38-41.

18 There is a useful study of this manuscript in Meliadd (2014). The annotations alone are in-
cluded in McNamee (2007), 376—427. Recent work continues to achieve valuable advances: see
e.g. Bernsdorff (2011) on the end of poem 24.

19 See figs. 1-11.

20 The arrow indicates the direction of the papyrus fibres; the first editors refer to the page
showing vertical fibres as the “verso” and to that showing horizontal fibres as the “recto”. A com-
plication arises in the case of B fol. 5: the left-hand part of the - page shows vertical fibres and
only the right-hand part horizontal fibres, while the right-hand part of the \ page shows horizon-
tal fibres and only the left-hand part vertical fibres. The sheet visible on the left of the -> page
and on the right of the \ page will have been the protokollon (first sheet) of the papyrus roll that
was cut up to provide the “sheets” of which the codex is composed: “it was usual to gum the
first sheet on a roll (the protokollon, which was normally left blank in a literary roll) with its fibers
vertical, i.e., \, on the inside of a roll, in which all subsequent inside sheets were -” (Turner
(1977), 65). For a similar case in P.Bodm. XIII, see Aland and Rosenbaum (1995), 377 n. 12.
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fol.2 4 13.14?
->  58-60.
fol.5 & 18.3-9 + 8 mg., 27 mg., 29 mg.
> 46-47, 48 mg., 15.10-14.
fol.9 >  24.145-149.

v 17.19-23.
fol. 10 > (Faint traces; illegible.)
v 126-130.
C fol.3 ¥ 22.27-29 + mg., 38-41 + mg.
> ?,84mg.

There is a small overlap with the second-century P.Oxy. XLI 2945 at 14.38-41
(B fol. 1 ). Otherwise, none of the text on the fragments published here was pre-
viously known from ancient copies. One of the new pieces (from B fol. 9) gives a
little more of the ending of poem 24, the Heracliscus, for which this manuscript is
our only source. Elsewhere, there is welcome confirmation for Ruhnken’s conjec-
ture AdAAat at 22.39 (C fol. 3 1), and Ahrens’s correction of paci to pnci at 17.127
now has manuscript support (B fol. 10 {). Of the numerous additions to the margi-
nalia, that at 18.8 (B fol. 5 \) is of particular interest as glossing a reading known
from the later tradition where the papyrus itself has an inferior reading in its text.

The collation text is Gow (1952), and his sigla are used.? In some cases, it
has seemed best to include in the transcriptions what falls on either side of the
new fragments, but readings already known from the original publication are
generally not commented on here.

B fol. 1 (inv. 62%%)

N

In the right-hand margin at the level of 10.54 (of which the papyrus has only
the beginning):

@ayoc [
@ayn & [

21 For those of other editors, see the table in Gow (1952), i p. Xxxvi.

22 The inventory numbers refer to the folders from which the fragments were taken. The fold-
ers containing unpublished material were numbered sequentially for the sake of convenience
following the completion of the final volume of the Antinoopolis Papyri, P.Ant. III; the num-
bers have no particular significance.
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1-2 A note on the distinction between @oakoc (“lentil”) and @oxkf (“lentil-
porridge”). Cf. the gloss in Tr (ii 329.28-9 Ahrens): @akoc 6 &vépnToc, @oxii 8¢
n &Pnuévn, “@akoc is the unboiled, and @axi the boiled”. The papyrus proba-
bly offered approximately the same.” For the distinction, cf. also Phot. Lexicon ¢
267 (iii 552 Theodoridis) with the references given there.

y for intervocalic x is a familiar error: cf. Gignac (1976-81), i 79-80. So
@iyoc is written for @idkoc at 15.16 (B fol. 5 -).** Presumably the poetic text
here had payov for pokov.

3 The beginning of a new note: a high cross-bar intersected by the top of an
upright and joining the upper arc of a small circle on the right; the top of an up-
right with the beginning of a stroke extending to the right from its upper end.

9
I omit the annotations, to which the new piece does not contribute.

14.38 [Ba]Ame @Ao[v TnVw Tea Saxpua] pnla peovTi:
[Ha]ctaka Tlolca Tekvolcty viwplo@[o]ict xeAtlwv

40  [alhopov Ta[xva meteTat Pov adov aylepnv-

U Y | leTo mva-

39 Tlotca: for the scribe’s tendency to substitute T for 8, see the first editors’
note on 2.88 (p. 69). Gignac (1976-81), i 80, gives examples of T written in place
of initial & from documentary papyri. As the hand is irregular and the text of
the surrounding lines contains a number of uncertainties, it is not possible to
determine whether the sigma restored by Wakker from the scholia was included
or omitted, as in the other manuscripts, for which &’ ola is reported.

40 [a]yopov: another misspelling, for dpoppov. For simplification of dou-
ble p, cf. 24.125 mg. (B fol. 9 -) nopw; Gignac (1976-81), i 156. The word was
spelt correctly in the only other known ancient copy, P.Oxy. 2945.

-pnv was written at the end, not -pewv (-petv ed. pr.). For this variation, see
Gow (1952), i p. 1xxiv.

23 Meliado (2014), 28, notes that Tr has at least nine glosses and short explanations similar to
those in the Antinoé codex. Cf. also below on 18.8 mg. (B fol. 5 \), 22.84 mg. (C fol. 3 ).

24 Montana (2011b), 13 n. 55, suggests that @iyoc may have been omitted from the paraphrase
because the word does not exist, but the spelling could hardly have caused a reader any
difficulty.
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41 None of the traces contributed by the new fragment is of any size except
the top of an upright under 1 in 40, which may be part of an interlinear addi-
tion. Since no letters can be recognized, I have not restored the line-beginning.

B fol. 2 (inv. 38)

N

13.14? [wc Oll;Tu; Ko.(w.Gv.po;/ O.TIO(.lC 1'I£n.ov<;(ps.voé] s..u] . [.
Indistinct traces of two further lines; no transcription possible.

9

13.58 [tpic plev YAav alucev ocov Babuc npuye Aawpoc]
[Tptc 8] ap’ o matc H[akoucev apata § IKkeTO PwVa]

60 [ ]. . mope[wv S pada cxedov e16eTo moppw]

60 The text is very unclear at the start. A trace above the level of the tops of
the letters just to the left of m may be a supralinear c (for [€§ v8at]o'¢’), unless it
is punctuation.

B fol. 5 (inv. 45 (a), 61 (b), 56 (c))

Of these three scraps, (b), the larger of two pieces from the top of the leaf, was
already identified by Johnson, but excluded from the first edition.

NZ

(a) + (b)

18.3 nlplocBe, vleoylpdntw Bad[a]uw [xoplov ec[tacavTo]
Slw]dexa Tat mpartat moA[oc peyla xpnlua Alakawvav]

5 avika TuvSapida kate . . [, . ] Tav aya[natav]

pvactevcac EAevav [o vlew([teploc Atpeo[c viwv]
aedov 8 apa macal ec eV [ped]o[c] evkpoTt[eotcal]
(o1c) nepemexpevior) TTOCCL TiepBAEmTOLC UTT[0] & Tfarxe] Swp’ v[pevaiw]
9 (nrov ecrpoppevorc  QUTW 81 TPwila koTed[pabec w] @le yalpppe]
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3 The diastole (GMAW?, 11) distinguishes mpocBe from mpocBev.

8 mg. “Twined round or twisted.” The note as now constituted® gives two
alternative glosses on nepimAéktolc (ASU, printed by Gow (1952)) or perhaps on
the more obscure form mepimAiktolc (Tr), in place of which this copy has the
unique and “plainly inferior” (so Gow (1952) in his note) mepiBAentolc, “ad-
mired”.?® Apparently an inattentive scribe substituted a familiar word, used for
the second senatorial grade (LS] Rev. Suppl. s.v.);% the error would be easier to
explain if his exemplar had -mAex- rather than -mAw- in the third syllable. The
sign at the start of the second line appears to be X, placed between alternative
glosses as at 26.23 (B fol. 7 1): see further the first editors’ note there (p. 80).
The gloss in Tr is simply menAeypévolc (ii 428.23 Ahrens), “twined”; for k in
place of y before another consonant, cf. Gignac (1976-81), i 78.

(0
I omit the poetic text, to which the new piece does not contribute.

27 mg. navcapevolv
29 mg. ™yt

27 mg. “Having stopped.” The first editors correctly restored movcop[evov. H
also has mawcapévou as a gloss on avévrtoc (“having ended”) at 27, while Tr gives
xauvwoevtoc, Afjéavtoc, “having subsided, having abated” (ii 429.26-7 Ahrens).

29 mg. “To the earth.” The first edition has tn yn [, though in fact part of
the accent is on the piece published there. The new fragment shows that mat-
ters are not so simple. The first hand, apparently the hand of the text, wrote
Tyfiv, no doubt intending trv yf{v,?® “the earth”, as a gloss on the final word
of line 29, which he had given incorrectly as apwpav (with oV added over w as

25 Hunt and Johnson (1930), 72, with only the feet of the letters in the second line to guide
them, were still able to identify the ending -oic and suggest that the word glossed was
niepPAéntolc, though their decipherment is not quite correct (mopa c.). (McNamee
(2007), 413, goes astray, finding here instead a note on line 9).

26 This reading was curiously preferred by White (2003), 396-7. References for the “idea of
twining or enlacing in the dance” are given in Gow’s commentary.

27 Cf. e.g. aryvrtioc, “Egyptian”, initially written for dypumvoc, “watchful”, at 24.106 (B fol. 8 1).
28 For the omission of the final v of trv, cf. Gignac (1976-81), i 111-12, ii 173. Alternatively,
one could take the gloss in this form as an incomplete adaptation of a gloss originally in the
dative to fit the incorrect accusative then in the text, but this seems over-complicated.
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a correction).” Another hand, distinguishable by its darker ink, to be recog-
nized also in 27 mg., made each of the mistaken final nus into an iota by draw-
ing a heavy ascending oblique over its right-hand side, beginning to the right
of the first upright; the oblique drawn over the final nu of the gloss reaches the
edge of the papyrus about 4 mm to the right of the letter. For the sake of clar-
ity, an additional iota is written above the line in the same darker ink be-
tween the alpha and the nu of the miswritten termination in the main text.
The accusative was not then a momentary lapse, but remained in the text
long enough to be glossed; yet the paraphrase to the left of the column, also
in the hand of the main text, gave datives correctly from the start (5-6 tnt /
Atrapa ynt, “to the rich earth”).

9
(@) + (b)

46 [Aalupevarl ctagev]pec em ck[epav mhat[avic]tov

[ypoppata 6 ev plotw yeypope[tlat we mapt[wv] Tic

[avvelun Awpiet]t céBod W EAévac @uTov €1l ovtw yeypant(ow)
49 [xaupotc w vuppal yatpolc eunapbeve yapppe = Tlel wvrw

48 mg. “So it is written on the plant.” With the ends of the lines now re-
stored, it is possible to recognize a comment on the phrase at the end of the
verse, indicating that it is to be understood as a quotation.

(0
I have not included the annotations, to which the new piece does not contribute.

15.10 aAAnAaic: motT’ €pv (peovspo[[\cz]] KO(KO[[\CJ]] QLEV opoioc.
un Aeye Tov Teov avdpa @ila Asivwva toladTa.
Tw PKKW TIPEGVTOC Opn yuvatl we o0’ opf] Tu-
Bdppet Zwmupiw” yAvkupov™ TeKoC: ov AeyeL ampuv

14 [ouc]BaveTal To Bpe@Poc: val Tav ToTVIAY KXAOC arguc.

11 Aeye: A is written in blacker ink on another letter, perhaps T.

29 Gow (1952), who reports in his apparatus “apwpatv B3 ante corr.”, was misled in respect of
the ending by the somewhat confusing presentation of the facts in the first edition.
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13 Bapcet is written correctly at 56 and 73 (B fol. 6 -), Bapciveckov at 22.92
(C fol. 3 ). The verb is usually spelt with -pp- in documentary papyri (Gignac
(1976-81), i 142-3).
B fol. 9 (inv. 59)
9

As the text is otherwise unknown, I give a diplomatic transcription without
word divisions. The letter counts are only intended as a rough guide.

24145 [, ... .. Ibac-todekal . ... ..... ... 1Bocec. [
[, .. leveewo [..... ..... ... l.... 10l
(..o 8w [ ... . ... .. ... ...] .alecc]
(oo el oo o 0. Joud’q(

149 [, ... |2 R ] i [

The new additions are likely to belong largely in the fifth foot to judge from the
distance to be assumed on the left as given by the text on the other side.

145 [, a dot on the line.

Ink has run along a fibre, but I do not believe that any expunction was
intended.

146 ] . . . ., a high dot; perhaps the cap of € or c; faint traces of approxi-
mately two letters.

[, a dot on the line.

147]. _, a speck on the line and another just above; perhaps the base of c or €.

_[, touching the cap of c on the right, a short downward-sloping stroke join-
ing an upright. Prof. H. Bernsdorff suggests v, for éccv[pevoc nep, “hurrying”.

148 maid’, “child”? Then Prof. Bernsdorff suggests e.g. &[idnAov (Il 5.880),
“destructive”, or &[yormnTov (e.g. Od. 4.727, 5.18), “beloved”. For the low apos-
trophe, cf. e.g. 132 &".

149 ]. _, a high trace on the edge; the top of a small circle.

i is written close to a in blacker ink. It is not clear whether or not it is writ-
ten on another letter.

_[, alow trace.

N2

17.19 [ ].. Balpuc 6goc aolopu]Tpnc

20  [avtia 8§ Hpak]Anoc €d[pa Kevtavpopo]yolo
[1BpuTal cte]peoto Te[Tuypeva €€ ada]pavtoc
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[evBa cuv aA]A[o]i [c]v BlaAtac exel Ovpavidn]ct
23 [xapwv viwv]wv 1leprwciov viwvolct]v

19 The text expected at the start is edpiaet Ilepcatct Bapuc; no variants are
reported. The preserved traces are the lower parts of letters, and Baq[, written
approximately as at 24.49 (B fol. 8 =), seems likely enough, but the second
trace cannot belong to an L. Perhaps ITepca]ic was written without the final (.

B fol. 10 (inv. 41)
9
Only a few faint traces.

N2

un[ct mepimAopevolcty epevbopevwy et Bwpwv]

av[toc T wBipa T ahoyoc Tac OUTLC ApELWV]

vup[@lov ev peyapolct yvva mepialleT ayoctw]
130 ek [Bupov cTepyolca KOCLYVNTOV TE TIOCLY TE]

127 pnct: so Ahrens where the other manuscripts are reported to give pa-. But
at 14.45 (B fol. 1 ), the papyrus has the majority reading pavec where K has pfjvec.

C fol. 3 (inv. 12 (a), 45 (b))

N2
(@)
22.27 [N pev apa mpo@uyovca METPAC £lc eV Euviov]cac
[Apyw kat vigpoevToc atapTnpov ctopa Iov]tou
29 [BeBpukac eicapikave Bewv @ha tekva @eploficla aer, [
(b)
38 vd[att memAnButlav axnpatw ot § vievepbe]

AdAA[on kpucTodMw N8 apyvpw vdaAlovTo]
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40 1€ ex B[uBov vPnAat Se megukecav ayyoBt mevkai]
41 Ag[ukat Te TAATAVOL TE KAl AKPOKOLOL KUTIApLCCOL]

22.27 Of ]¢, only a low trace touching the acute in 28. There is a gently as-
cending oblique above and to the left of a which does not seem very likely to be
part of this c and is a little flat and too far to the right to be part of an acute
applying to -ov-. Perhaps it belongs to the tail of the iota in 26, though one
might then have expected to see some trace of the two letters following at the
end of that line.

29 @eplo[ic]a, for which no variants are reported, seems considerably like-
lier to have been written than @ep]o[uc]a (Ahrens), which Gow (1952) adopts.

29 mg. [, an ascending oblique.

39 AdAA[at, “pebbles”: Ruhnken’s conjecture confirmed. The other manu-
scripts are reported to give &A\ai.>° The first-century P.Oxy. XV 1806 has only
middle parts of this and the preceding line at the foot of col. ii, transcribed as
follows:

[vBatt temAnButav ax]nplatw ot 8 vevepbev
[AaAAaw kpucTtarAw NS ap[yvpw wwdaArAovto

“That the papyrus had Ruhnken’s AdAAat in place of the GAAou of the MSS. is of
course quite uncertain, but there would apparently be plenty of room for it”,
the first editors remark (39 n.): and indeed considerations of spacing do suggest
that the papyrus had the correct reading at the beginning of line 39, as we
should expect now that it is known to have survived in the tradition as late as
the fifth/sixth century.

9
(@)

Confused rubbed traces at approximately the level of lines 72-74.

(b)

30 White (1980), 53-60, attempted to defend dAAa; against, cf. e.g. Kshnken (1999), 48-9.
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(84) T]ov nAov
1..[.1.L1c
1.
1.

The remains of line 3 (“the sun”) evidently belong to a comment on 84 6mnétepoc
Katd varta AdBot @doc Relioto, “which of the two would get the light of the sun
behind him”. A possible structure is given by the paraphrase in Tr (ii 434.16-18
Ahrens): o6moioc SieA@wv TOV mPoc Tac PoAac Tod fAiov BAémovta Spodpov kal
vikrjcac vmoctpedet mpoc duc, £m T& vOTa aTod Adpmovta Exwv TOvV HAov,
“which (man), having completed the course facing the rays of the sun and won,
will turn around to the west, having the sun shining on his back”. ] Aemo[ seems
can be read in line 1: perhaps that was the beginning of the paraphrase (corre-
sponding to Theocritus’ 6mndtepoc), and TJov filiov (3) the end, as in Tr. Then ]c
in line 4 could be, for example, the end of évikncac, “you surpassed”, given by Tr
as a gloss on maprAvbec, “you outstripped”, in line 85 (ii 434.20 Ahrens); the pre-
ceding traces do not significantly narrow down the possibilities.

4 Callimachus, Hecale: Addition to P.Ant. 11l 179
(inv. 60)

The attribution of this papyrus codex scrap,’’ measuring 3.9 x 2.7 cm, to

Callimachus’s Hecale is guaranteed by the occurrence at - 4 of fr. 48.1 Ho., Tw pév
£yw Boéeccty avETpeov ovde Tic oUTtwce, “I nurtured the pair of them with delica-
cies, and nobody thus” (Hollis (2009), 410). - 3, which contains the Callimachean
adjective opodeA@uc, “from the same womb”, gives further evidence in support of
the ascription; and what can be read of - 2 and 3 would suit a first-person nar-
ration concerning two brothers, the speaker’s sons, such as we find in fr. 48 Ho.
P.Ant. TII 179, two small scraps of a papyrus codex assigned to the fourth/fifth cen-
tury with lines from Callimachus’s third and sixth hymns, is written in the same
hand and format, and if the new fragment is from the same codex,* each page

31 See Fig. 12.
32 For the combination, cf. e.g. P.Oxy. XX 2258, which contains both Hymns and Hecale
among other things.
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will have held about 27 lines. It does not seem possible to determine with certainty
which side of the leaf came first. But as fr. 48.1 Ho. is the first preserved line of
P.Oxy. XXIII 2376 col. i, and the { side of the new fragment does not appear to
contain parts of any of the 20 lines of fr. 49 Ho., to which P.Oxy. 2376 col. ii contrib-
utes, it seems on the whole likelier that the { side of the new fragment preceded
the - side. There is a further complication, as fr. 49 Ho. is also preserved on the -
side of another codex fragment, P.Oxy. XXIII 2377, of which the { side, giving the
20 lines of fr. 47 Ho., is placed before fr. 48 Ho. by Hollis and others. But that ar-
rangement may well be wrong: see e.g. Hutchinson (2006), 115 n. 19 = (2008), 76
n. 19, who prefers on papyrological grounds to place fr. 47 Ho. after fr. 49 Ho.
The original order may then be conjectured to be as follows:

(a) P.Ant. 179 add. ¥
(b) P.Ant. 179 add. - + fr. 48 Ho.

(c) fr. 49 Ho.
(d) fr. 47 Ho.
J
1.1 1.1
vibdatoc| Jv U8artoc [
€ gy [ ey [
] vilolcluill ] viec [il[
Ivikorc] Tvxorg[

lx [..]. el lx [..]. el

The presence of V8atoc, “water”, above viee, “sons” (if correctly recognized:
see 3 n.), suggests that about four feet are lost on the left.

1].[, an upright descending below the line.

3]., an upright on the edge.

vi'e’[o]lc. The tall omicron on the line seems comparable in height to that at
the end of P.Ant. 179 fr. 1(a).165, of which only the left-hand side survives on the
edge. A short stroke extends from the left-hand side of the letter, descending
slightly from left to right to touch the following letter near its base. The papyrus
breaks off just to the right and it is impossible to tell whether the stroke contin-
ued any further, but I have supposed that its purpose was to cancel only the omi-
cron. The high epsilon, squeezed in between the diaeresis and the omicron, will
then have been meant to take the place of the latter, giving viec. The sons may
be Hecale’s, but there is no evidence in the context to support the suggestion.
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Professor D’Alessio suggests instead taking the traces on the line as an ep-
silon closed at a later stage, but I should have expected the extended cross-bar
of epsilon to join the first stroke of the sigma at or near the top, where it begins;
it would be hard to account for a downward-sloping cross-bar in such a liga-
ture. The right-hand side of the oval of what I have taken as an omicron seems
continuous, and there is no indication that the letter was originally open on the
right.

[vill[: the scribe apparently wrote (or began to write) vioc a second time.
Two parallel expunction strokes are visible, both extending to the edge of the
papyrus, of which the first begins at the start of the word, the second lower
down, just to the left of 1.

I can make no sense of the second supralinear correction. v has surplus ink
in the middle at the top and may itself have been corrected. The final trace may
be the left-hand side of v.

Professor D’Alessio observes that if evv- stood here in the poetic text, “it can-
not have been preceded by viec: we would need an extra syllable, either viéec
(“sons”) or vi¢oc (“son”)”; cf. above on the reading of what precedes. As he notes,
possibilities would then include forms of €VVIC, “lacking”, or govrj, “bed”, if evv-
began the sixth foot, or e.g. a form of ebvalw, “put to bed”, if it fell in the fifth.

4], an upright.

K is not in doubt: for the tall upright, cf. P.Ant. 179 fr. 1(a).165.

..[, perhaps the left-hand side of A; the top of a descending oblique touch-
ing ot in the interlinear space but apparently belonging to the poetic text.

1. .€.[, a high speck; two uprights, perhaps p; perhaps € (left-hand side, cross-
bar, and a cap not quite touching the upright), though the cap of the letter is not
detached elsewhere; the top of an upright joined to the cross-bar of ¢, and immedi-
ately to the right but not touching, a steeply descending stroke: anomalous, per-
haps v.

1.1 1.1

lunvduol lunv duol
JopddeAg( —%— | 0pd8erplu
..ol ....ocl
leveyw | Aée| T eV &yw BaAéeLccty AvETpepov 008E TIC olTWC

1].[, a short arc on the line, perhaps €.
2 Junv may be the ending of a first-person verb with Hecale as subject.
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Suo[: perhaps “two”, with reference to the brothers mentioned in what
follows.

3 6pddeAp[uc or -p[uv, “from the same womb”. Callimachus has this adjec-
tive in fr. 228.73 and fr. 524, where see Pfeiffer’s note (Pfeiffer (1949)). It does
not seem to be used by any other author.

The first oblique of A extends far below the line.

4 Callimachus, Hecale fr. 48.1 Ho. The accent, written close to the second &,
is obscured by mud.

The interlinear addition may be a gloss on BaAéeccty, “delicacies”: qyafolc,
“good things”, seems to be a possible interpretation of the traces.

|1III|IIII IIII|IIII|IIII|EIJI|IIII|IIJI|IIII|IIII IIII|IIII IIiI|IIII IIHiIIII IIIIIIIII IIIIIIIII
cm1

gl 8l 10

Fig. 1: Antino& Theocritus (fragments): B fol. 1V (reduced). Courtesy of the Egypt Exploration
Society.

i ||||[|||| ||||||||| B0 U8 0000008 0000 R R0 R0
cm 1 4 5 <] 7 8 al 10

Fig. 2: Antinoé Theocritus (fragments): B fol. 1 (reduced). Courtesy of the Egypt Exploration
Society.
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‘Illllllll I
cm 1 2 3 4 5

Fig. 3: Antinoé Theocritus (fragments): B fol. 2
Vv and . Courtesy of the Egypt Exploration
Society.

|ll;|1ll.lll|illllll |IIII|III|‘IIII|HII|IIII!IIII|IIII|!III|IIIE|IIII|iIIIiIIII|IlIIIIIIIIIIII||I|I|

Fig. 4: Antinoé Theocritus (fragments): B fol. 5 (a) + (b) V¥ (reduced). Courtesy of the Egypt
Exploration Society.

|iI|I|I|IE|I|JI|I|I||I|IIJIIII|IIII|HII IIIIIIIII|IIIi|IlII|IIII|I|II|IIHlll!l|IIII|IIII|IIII|IIII|
cm 1

Fig. 5: Antinoé Theocritus (fragments): B fol. 5 (c) ¥ (reduced). Courtesy of the Egypt
Exploration Society.
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|I|I IEIIII|I|II|I!II|I1|I|IIII|I I|I|II|I]I I|I|iI|I|II|I|II1I|II |I|IIII|II I||III||1II||I|!II| I|I||I|II|

cm 1

Fig. 6: Antinoé Theocritus (fragments): B fol. 5 (a) + (b) > (reduced). Courtesy of the Egypt
Exploration Society.

|IIII|I!II|IIII|III |IIII|lIII|I1IIIIIII IIII|IIII|[III|IIII IIII|IlII|IIII|lIII|IIIIIIIII IIII|IIJI|
cm 1

Fig. 7: Antinoé& Theocritus (fragments): B fol. 5 (¢) ¥ (reduced). Courtesy of the Egypt
Exploration Society.

i IIII|lJI! U
cm 1 3 4 5

Fig. 8: Antinoé Theocritus (fragments): B fol. 9 . Courtesy of the Egypt Exploration Society.



52 —— W. Benjamin Henry

‘IIII|III! IIII|IIII IIII|IIII IIII|IIII|IIFI|HII
cm 1 2

Fig. 9: Antinoé& Theocritus (fragments): B fol. 9 V. Courtesy of the Egypt Exploration Society.

||||||||| i ||||||||| ||||||m
cm1 2

|||||||||| AT T T
cm 1 2 3 4 5

Fig. 10: Antinoé& Theocritus (fragments): B fol. 10 > and .
Courtesy of the Egypt Exploration Society.

Fig. 11: Antino& Theocritus (fragments): C fol. 3
(@) ¥ and >, (b) v and -. Courtesy of the Egypt
Exploration Society.
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‘||||||||| U G T
cm 1 2 3 B 5 6 7 8

Fig. 12: P. Ant. 111 179 addendum  and . Courtesy of the Egypt Exploration Society.






