Reeve 1971, p. 514, amusingly noted that hiatus-spotting had been an unfashionable
field of study for nearly a century, even then. An additional half century has not brought
it renewed popularity. Nonetheless, a working knowledge of it is necessary when editing
Herculaneum papyri, since Philodemus, particularly, is commonly said to avoid it. What
exactly hiatus in prose is will be the topic of the first part of this study, and Philodemus’
practice will be detailed and compared with other prose authors in the second. The third
part will consist of an investigation of the practices of other Epicurean authors, and, in
the fourth, I will examine several cases of texts of unknown or disputed authorship. The
presence or absence of hiatus probably cannot, on its own, as a rule, prove or disprove
authorship, but it is a valuable datum and can help make a case.

Keywords: Hiatus, prose style, Epicurus, Philodemus, Epicurean authors

§I What is Hiatus in Prose?

Hiatus, as the name implies, is the gaping emptiness between two vowels
when they are pronounced out loud and distinctly.! When we say that an author
«allows» hiatus, what we actually mean is that certain juxtapositions of vowels
do not bother him. This informality would have been the norm in everyday
speech, and so we find hiatus in informal works of all sorts, and in some formal
works in which prose style is not a concern (legal documents, e.g.). We are
accustomed to thinking of hiatus as a problem in poems, but similar aesthetic
considerations also began to hold sway in prose genres. In the fourth century,
avoidance of hiatus came to be a mark of artistic and carefully written prose. Plato
famously permitted it less and less as his career progressed, and Isocrates was

My thanks go to David Armstrong, Richard  Civilta del Mondo Antico at the Universita di

Janko, Francesca Longo Auricchio, and es-
pecially Jirgen Hammerstaedt for their com-
ments and criticisms, which have gone a long
way towards improving this paper. I conducted
much of the research on this topic in 2013 and
2014, when I was supported by a borsa di stu-
dio from the Centro Internazionale per lo Stu-
dio dei Papiri Ercolanesi ‘Marcello Gigante’.
Throughout this work, please understand pro-
visos like «if the reading of the papyrus is cor-
rect», «if the supplements are correcty, and «if
the author who quotes the fragment is reliable»
whenever they seem appropriate. Writing these
statements out in every instance could well
have doubled the length of the paper.

Bibliographical Abbreviations: BENSELER 1841
= G.E. BENSELER, De Hiatu in Scriptoribus
Graecis (Freiburg 1841); Capasso 1988 = M.
Carasso, Carneisco, Il secondo libro del Fil-
ista, La Scuola di Epicuro, Collezione di testi
ercolanesi diretta da M. GIGANTE, vol. 10 (Na-
poli 1988); CiriLLo 2008 = I. CIRILLO, Lo iato
nelle opere filodemee di storiografia e biogra-
fia filosofica, Thesis in Filologia, Letterature e
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Napoli ‘Federico II” (Napoli 2008); CRONERT
1906 = W. CRONERT, Kolotes und Menedemus,
Studien zur Palacographie und Papyruskunde,
vol. 6 (1906); EssLer 2011 = H. ESSLER,
Gliickselig und unsterblich: Epikureische
Theologie bei Cicero und Philodem, Schwabe
Epicurea, vol. 2 (Basel 2011); GIGANTE 1983
= M. GIGANTE, Ricerche Filodemee (Napoli
1983%); INDELLI-TSOUNA-MCKIRAHAN = G.
INDELLI-V. TSOUNA-MCKIRAHAN, [Philode-
mus/, [On Choices and Avoidances], La Scu-
ola di Epicuro, Collezione di testi ercolanesi
diretta da M. GIGANTE, vol. 15 (Napoli 1995);
LonGo AuriccHio 1977 = F. LONGO AURIC-
CHIO, ®1hodfpov mept pntopikic libri primus
et secundus, Ricerche sui papiri ercolanesi,
vol. 3 (Napoli 1977); LoNGo AuriccHIO 1988
= EAD., Ermarco, Frammenti, La Scuola di
Epicuro, Collezione di testi ercolanesi diretta
da M. GIGANTE, vol. 6 (Napoli 1988); REEVE
1971 = M.D. REEVE, Hiatus in the Greek
Novelists, «CQ» 21/1971, pp. 514-539; RapT
1980 = S. RaDpT, Noch einmal Aischylos,
Niobe Fr. 162 N.? (278 M.), «ZPE» 38/1980,
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pp. 47-58; SmutH 1993 = M.F. SmitH,
Diogenes of Oenoanda, The Epicurean In-
scription, La Scuola di Epicuro, Collezione di
testi ercolanesi diretta da M. GIGANTE, Suppl. 1
(Napoli 1993); Smrth 2003 = Ip., Supplement
to Diogenes of Oenoanda, The Epicurean In-
scription, La Scuola di Epicuro, Collezione di
testi ercolanesi fondata da M. GIGANTE e diret-
ta da G. ARRIGHETTI ¢ F. LONGO AURICCHIO,
Suppl. 3 (Napoli 2003); STRATHMANN 1893 =
G. STRATHMANN, De hiatus fuga quam inveni-
mus apud Philodemum Epicureum, Jahresber-
icht Nr. 16 tiber das Real-Progymnasium der
Stadt Viersen fiir das Schuljahr 1891-1892
(Viersen 1893); SUDHAUS 1906 = S. SUDHAUS,
Eine erhaltene Abhandlung des Metrodor,
«Hermes» 41/1906, pp. 45-58; WEsT 1982 =
M.L. WEsT, Greek Metre (Oxford 1982).

' The foundational work is BENSELER 1841.
REEVE 1971 is a model of clarity and sanity,
and contains an extremely useful bibliogra-
phy divided by author on p. 514 n. 2. On the
various ancient and modern terms for the phe-
nomena discussed here, see W.S. ALLEN, Vox
Graeca (Cambridge 1974%), pp. 90-96.



2 For hiatus in the Attic orators as a stylistic
choice with consequences for our interpreta-
tion of the text, see L. PEARSON, Hiatus and
Its Effect in the Attic Speech-Writers «TAPA»
108/1978, pp. 131-145, reprinted in D. LATEI-

NER-S.A. STEPHENS (edd.), Selected Papers of

Lionel Pearson (Chico 1983), pp. 233-247.
Comparison will reveal that he and I have dif-
ferent views about what constitutes a hiatus.

3See below, n. 23.

4 At no point are adjacent vowels within a sin-
gle word (e.g. dyhadc) under consideration in
this paper. Word final vowels that result from
elision of another vowel (e.g. popt’ Ayoioic)
also do not count as objectionable hiatus.

5 As BENSELER 1841, p. 5, put it, «nos contra in
scriptoribus prosae orationis eos solos appella-
mus hiatus, ubi vocalis in fine vocabuli posita
aliud verbum a vocali incipiens antecedit ne-
que elisa esty. STRATHMANN 1893, p. 5, makes
the same assumption: «nemo Graecus certe
pronuntiabat 8¢ Gv3pdc et kai Ekeivoc, sed pro-
nuntiabatur [sic] 8 dvdpdc et kdxeivoc. Quae
res ita inter omnes constabat, ut eam scriptura
significare vix opus esset». REEVE 1971, pp.
515 £, sets some methodological strictures:
«[a]s for aphaeresis, crasis, and synizesis, it
can be assumed that in Attic prose the rules
are supplied by Attic comedy and tragedy, in
which certain juxtapositions of vowels are also
legitimate...». Reeve applies the Attic rules to
his corpus, as do I here. Philodemus’ practice,
in fact, seems to me most closely to match De-
mosthenes’.

¢ See RaDT 1980 for a discussion of elision
and crasis. He relies on metrical texts, where
the meter provides an external control on the
orthography. For example, 1| popilo Ayowoic
is written in scriptio plena, but it is still met-
rical and there is no hiatus: the elision (pop{’
Ayauoic) would be pronounced automatically
whenever the text was read. That is to say, the
actual spelling on a papyrus or in a manuscript
hardly matters for the question of hiatus in cer-
tain cases - these matters were completely in
the power of the scribe - but the spelling had
no effect on the pronunciation. The principle
is that, regardless of what appears in a given
manuscript, every possible elision and crasis
was pronounced. Confusion on the question of

very strict (though to slightly different degrees according to genre, see below);
Demosthenes was nearly as strict.? The author of the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia,
for example, also avoids it, as do Theopompus and Ephorus; all three are said
to belong to the «school» of Isocrates. Other authors did not take trouble over
it: Herodotus, Thucydides, Lysias, and Chrysippus (in at least some works) all
permit it. Epicurus usually does not avoid hiatus, since he is concerned with
argumentative clarity instead of stylistic finish, but he avoids it in the Ep. Men.,
which corresponds with the higher stylistic register of that work, which is both
intentional and unique in the surviving corpus.’

Not every pair of vowels printed next to each other in an edition is a hiatus.*
When we find an apparent hiatus, it may not be objectionable, or even really a
hiatus. There are three possible reasons: the first is that hiatus, stricto sensu, does
not arise, because there is no gap between two vowels. This is because the first
vowel is actually, in practice, elided or joined by crasis to the following vowel,
or the second vowel is prodelided. Elision happens in most cases in which the
first vowel is short.> Crasis occurs in fewer cases, and usually involves kat, pn,
npd, and perhaps the article.® The second possible reason is that punctuation,
whether written or felt, intervenes and there is a pause in pronunciation. In this
case, hiatus does not arise either, because of the pause as the text is read out.
Elision, prodelision, crasis, and punctuation are the most common obviators of
apparent hiatus. The third possibility is that there is in fact a juxtaposition, but it
is of a sort which does not bother the author. This gives rise to a real hiatus, but
almost every author who is said to avoid hiatus admits some hiatus of this sort,
which I call «permitted». The practices of several authors will be set out below.
The first two possibilities are simply parts of the Greek language: it seems likely
that any reader pronounced elisions automatically as he or she read, just as every
text had at least notional punctuation and phrasal pauses, even if they were not
marked. Therefore, the degree of strictness with which the third sort of hiatus
mentioned above is permitted is the criterion for saying that an author avoids, or
does not avoid, hiatus.

As a methodological note, one should either work from a substantial enough
corpus or be able to show that an author is adapting word order to avoid hiatus,
since it was quite possible for Greeks to write quotidian documents without
hiatus. For instance, many documentary papyri do not have any instances of
objectionable hiatus (as I will define it for Philodemus), but we must assume
that this is accidental, perhaps due partly to their short length. Corpora like
Philodemus’ and Epicurus’ are certainly large enough - even that of Demetrius
Laco is sufficiently large - to guarantee a good sample from which to work.
More fragmentary authors present various problems which will be discussed ad
hoc below. A corpus of about 10 well preserved and well edited OCT or Teubner
pages should be sufficient to generalize about the work in question; any less than
this and we can only talk about the data and possible inferences.

short vowel + vowel and the various combi-
nations that give rise to crasis is the cause of
most mistaken statements about hiatus. Also
attributable to scribes is the use or non-use
of v-moveable and optional sigmas, like in

obto(c). Additionally, rough breathings are ir-
relevant for questions of elision or crasis. Note
the oddity of 0’ Gudp|mp’ written at Phld., Lib.
dic. fr. 9 7 f. for 10 apdptnpo,; this probably in-
dicates the actual pronunciation of the phrase.
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§II The Practice of Philodemus Compared with Other Prose Authors

We will study Philodemus’ practice primarily because his corpus is large and
well preserved enough to do so, and because he has already been studied. The
standard work on hiatus in Philodemus is Strathmann 1893, who relied on
Benseler 1841. Cirillo 2008 is an update and supplement to Strathmann’s work.
Strathmann first discussed the usage of Isocrates, who is the strictest of classical
authors, then proceeded through Demosthenes to Philodemus. He distinguished
between hiatus on the one hand and elision and crasis on the other. Since elision
and crasis are standard ways of avoiding hiatus, it is important to know what an
author considers allowable.

Benseler 1841, pp. 6-59 (listing of data) and 59-61 (summary; Benseler’s results
are also summarized in Strathmann) lists out all the elisions, crases, and allowed
hiatus. These can be fashioned into general rules, very similar to those found in
Greek poetry.” Isocrates permits the following elisions:

@ is elided at the end of words of two or more syllables, including nouns
and verbs.

€ can always be elided.

iis elided in verb endings and in avti, &ni, and €11 (as well as pnkétt and
OVKETL).

o is elided in and, vrd, and dVo; in terminations of the neuter (except 10
and 0), and the verb endings.

v is not elided.

Long vowels are not elided.

Additionally, Isocrates permits the following crases: kv, K&v, KaKel, KAKel0ey,
Kakelvoc, Kapol, kaué, kayd, and xkdyoddc, (i.e. -ar + a or €) and todTd,
tévaykaio, Tayodd, tépyaio, TEAAGTPI, TOARO, TEANORA, tdvavtio, Odtepa,
TaKeva, TaKel, Tapd, and tapovtod (i.e. -6 + a or av or €).* xai generally is
elided before a long vowel or diphthong.” Before a short vowel, T think that we
must assume that it undergoes correption.

Isocrates in his pamphlets allows hiatus after the following words and in
these phrases: ti, 11, 011, mept, Tpd, TOAL dv, and Omdtepor dv.'° In the forensic
speeches, he allows hiatus after &i and 7}, and allows «forms of the article» to
form crases or stand in hiatus, as the case may be.!!

Demosthenes adds the following exceptions to those allowed by Isocrates in
the forensic speeches: mot, and dmov, as well as énel and pn, which are perhaps
crases, and puévtot and kaitot, which are probably elisions.?

Demosthenes’ style probably formed most educated Greeks’ idea of elegance,
given how widely he was studied. Avoidance of hiatus (at least to some
extent) consequently became a regular feature of literary prose, but technical
philosophical treatises were not «literature» in the relevant sense.

Philodemus adds the following permitted hiatus to those allowed by Demosthenes:
M (i.e. qua), dypt dv (presumably péypt dv as well), and unde &v (etc.)."® Short
-at in verb endings (i.e. all of them except the aorist optative, but especially the
third person singular middle-passive -gton) can be elided (so Strathmann 1893,
p. 13). auot is elided in verse (cf. West 1982, p. 10) and so probably in prose,
but I have not noticed any instances in these texts.
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7 Cf. WEST 1982, pp. 10-15. There are various
differences between the practices of avoiding
hiatus in prose and poetry, most importantly,
in poetic texts hiatus is not usually excused by
punctuation and some poets, like Callimachus,
are strict about not eliding nouns and adjec-
tives.

8 As WEsT 1982, p. 13, notes, the difference
between crasis and synizesis is merely or-
thographical; the two do not differ in pronun-
ciation.

> So WEsT 1982, p. 10. It is difficult to tell what
original pronunciations would have been, and
more crases than [ have listed might have been
used.

10 Tn the last case, there may have been elision
in practice, given that dv coheres closely with
the preceding word (so BENSELER 1841, p.
30), and that the final diphthong of 6mdtepor
is metrically short (though -ot and -ot as noun
endings do not usually elide in the authors un-
der consideration). Most of these cases, as well
as the exceptions added by Demosthenes and
Philodemus, were permitted in Homer or Attic
comedy; see WEST 1982, p. 11.

' STRATHMANN 1893, p. 5, says «articuli for-
mae»; he seems to mean that the article does
not cause an objectionable hiatus before any
word that follows it, which is correct, but not
complete, see below on the «chain of concord-
ant words» exception.

12 See BENSELER 1841, pp. 62-162 for the data,
and pp. 162-167 for the summary. Demos-
thenes also allows hiatus around iov 100, which
is surely an exceptional case.

\

13 Comic scansion of unde €v (etc.) as three
syllables guarantees that there is a hiatus, rath-
er than an unwritten elision. The effect was
probably emphatic.



4 W.S. ALLEN, JVox Graeca (Cambridge
1974%), p. 96, and M. PLATNAUER, Prodelision
in Greek Drama, «CQ» 10/1960, pp.140-144.
It is not always clear, as Allen notes, if a given
instance is crasis or prodelision; fortunately,
the question is irrelevant to our purposes here,
since the hiatus is obviated either way. Plat-
nauer observes that, in poetry, it is a feature
almost uniquely of Attic drama, and so perhaps
has an origin in colloquial speech.

15 Tpoin *v is written for Tpoin év in Phld., M.
XXXIII 11 £. in a quotation of Od. V 307, un-
less this is a scribal error.

1o Tt is possible that hiatus before any form
of elpd, including those beginning with long
vowels or diphthongs, was permitted by some
authors as an extension from the forms where
the epsilon was prodelided, or that hiatus be-
fore forms of elp{ was simply permitted by
some authors. Indeed, comedy was freer and
prodelided any form of &iuf that began with an
epsilon (e.g. ¥cto and &ctar), whereas tragedy
only allows prodelision of £cti, and colloquial
speech could have been freer still. This does
not seem to be the case to me, at least in the au-
thors treated here, because hiatus before such
forms is never the only offensive type found.
Nonetheless, there are many instances of hi-
atus before such forms, and it may have been
felt to be less offensive or to have had a special
status of some sort.

171 note also that hiatus between & and the
name is permissible, if this is not an example
of crasis.

From all of this data, we can extract a simple principle: nearly any short vowel,
with the clear exceptions of v and some instances of 1 (e.g. datives singular of
the third declension), can be elided. The list of crases available all include xaf or
the article followed by a, at, av, or €. Offensive hiatus, then, involves primarily
long vowels followed by another vowel.

Prodelision (alias aphaeresis) is another common feature of Greek texts. Here,
an initial short vowel, almost always an epsilon but rarely an alpha, is lost after
an d, a1, n, N, ®, o1, or ov, with n and nt being by far the most common.'
The most commonly affected words, for our purposes, will be écti, £udc (and
other first person pronouns), éni, éx, év (rarely), and €tepoc (very rarely) along
with the epsilon augment, and and and dvd also possibilities.!* These examples
indicate that the words so affected tend to be short, and the prodelided vowel is
rarely essential to the word (i.e. enough of the rest of the word is left to make
the meaning clear). However, this is not a common phenomenon, and we might
doubt whether careful prose authors would have regular recourse to it.'®

Now we turn to the cases of hiatus which can be excused by punctuation. Reeve
1971, pp. 516 f., developed a somewhat complicated typology of punctuation in
order to classify the practices of the Greek novelists, which I reproduce here. I
have removed many of his examples, but included those useful for understanding
his terminology.

1. a. before G LG
b. before A
c. before 00d¢
d. before a second ovte
e. before a second &ite

2. before the word before pév or 8¢

3. a. before a vocative
b. after a vocative (i.e. @ does not cause hiatus with the word before,
and there is a pause after a word in the vocative case)'’

4. a. after an adverbial clause, e.g. énel & HyOn, émnpdra ... (Hel. 7.24.3)
b. after a participial phrase, e.g. TOv Jvta Octic éctiv 0 Eévoc
gpotopévn ayvoely Eeyev (Hel. 10.22.2)

c. after a parenthetic or epexegetic clause or phrase, e.g &v 1T00T®
Xoppidne (todro yap Nv Svopa 1@ ctpotny®d) EmPdirer Th Agvkinmn
0V 0p0aAudv (Ach. Tat. 4.2.1)

5.  a. before an adverbial clause or noun clause, e.g. £ovTnv Gmoc@déety
nneidel, €l un apeotépovc dyotev (Hel. 1.4.1.6)
b. before a participial phrase, e.g. “EAAnvi tivt mopadidoct veavickot
o0 mpd moAroD map’ avtoic aiyuardtotl yeyovott (Hel. 1.7.3.6)
c. before an epexegetic phrase or clause, e.g. dvoitv Odtepov dvdykn,
A ... A ... (Hel. 3.18.2.8), mdvtia & p’ elxgv Opod, mawvoc,
gxmhnéic ... (Ach. Tat. 1.4.5), and Hmepdc Ecti peydn, dpetiplov eic
mv Bacthémc yiiv v oAy (Chariton 5.1.3.4)
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d. before a relative clause
e. before dcte (and ¢ used as dcte) + infinitive'®

6. before asyndeton

7. direct speech:
a. before direct speech
b. before inset &pn, e.g. «Bdpce» Eon
c. after inset £pn, e.g. «cOoc» €on «O Adyoc»
d. before &pn, e.g. 1| 8¢ MeAin &on ...
e. after €pn, e.g. £pn 0 Kvnuov

Several simple principles can be extracted from this list: conjunctions and clause
boundaries, as a rule, allow hiatus. Similarly, hiatus in the novelists seems to be
allowed almost anywhere a speaker would be tempted to put a comma or pause
briefly in speech (i.e. at many phrase boundaries). Though Reeve developed his
list from the texts of the novelists, the principles derived from it are a useful
guide to Philodemus’ practice (though he is somewhat stricter; see below).

In general, it is worth noting that a single word can be involved in more than one
type of hiatus: for instance, 6t could be preceded by hiatus, which is obviated
by the pause at clause boundary, and followed by one which is permitted, since
Ot never elides. "’

To Strathmann’s list, [ have one important addition: hiatus is allowed between
all members of a certain type of phrase. He had observed that hiatus between an
article and its noun was permitted, but this is not sufficient.?” In fact, hiatus is
permitted between all words ina self contained nominal phrase and in fact between
all consecutive words when they agree, or closely cohere, grammatically. I call
this the «chain of concordant words exception». I have chosen this particular
name because the words all stand together, usually in a connected phrase, in
a regular word-order for Greek prose with some kind of grammatical concord
(either simply agreement or governance within a complex phrase) as well. It
is the addition of the grammatical concord which differentiates this exception
from a normally phrased sentence.

There are two main categories that fall into this exception: the first is the regular
noun-phrase, with expansions, such as t®t dyaddt avdpt, where the two hiatus
are permitted. The second is when the words are in the regular prose word order
and are closely grammatically connected. Real instances are found at Po. V, col.
X 19 f.: t]od [D] motetv and 10]d dyadod | momTod; Oec. col. XX VI 39 f. to[D]
ano ktncle]|oc? (with Thovtov understood), and Lib. Dic. fr. 32.5: &c dllot
[ai]evidiot. There are more dubious cases at Ira col. XXV 1-3: kdvOpomo[t
apoeic...yevopevor (if restored correctly), Oec. col. VII 10 f.: w[poc t®] dvelkto
eatvecBa (if restored correctly), and Po. V, col. XXVIII 31-33: 10...¢p0cet
ondpyety (unless this should be attributed to the opponent). An example of
the second exception is Lib. Dic. fr. 87 1.7 f.: (v)éov (O)mepn[ed|vov] Svtoc (if
correctly restored), which is not an article-attributive-noun phrase. Many other
cases will be discussed throughout the rest of this paper.
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18 Reeve does not mention (cte + indicative,
but it is difficult to believe that hiatus before
cte would be impermissible.

1 Any instance of 00 is to be understood as &te
(or 6t€) therefore.

20 STRATHMANN 1893, p. 5, mentioned above
atn. 11, seems only to have accounted for the
hiatus after the article.

21 Jensen (folowed by Tsouna) printed to[d y’]
but this is not necessary, and I doubt that the
spacing on the papyrus allows it.



22 The case is less clear with paraphrases, sev-
eral examples of which will be discussed be-
low in §IIT and §1V.4.

2 Epicurus’ practice in the Ep. Men. is hardly
distinguishable from Philodemus’, except that
he allows hiatus after unkétt and ovxén (or,
probably better, he elides them; presumably
the same is true for #tu): cf. §§122 and 125 (for
Epicurus’ letters, I have used von der Muehll’s
Teubner edition). Two troublesome cases re-
main: BAdBot foitiont §124 (variously emend-
ed) and yv)ot Tenv §130 (n.b. yvhoi {yap) Diels
on account of the hiatus). I counted seventeen
hiatus in the first ten pages of the Ep. Hdt.: tn
Bl émoinca §37, 3¢l eilngévan §37, (M) sic
dnepov (if rightly restored) §37, drepol gicv
§42, kbcpot drepol gicy §45, dropor dneipot
ovcau §45, Tomot dpotocyfpovec §46, Gvtucopn
Opolopa §46, dreipov ovk §47, cuyyeopévn
omapyst §48, mepiéxovit Ofglon §48, petakd
MUV §49, popen dctv §50, mpocdotulopévar
et éctv §50. Additionally, I would put com-
mas between ypdvor $0ev and between témov
£ctan, both in §47. Some of these can be con-
sidered permitted because they are in chains
of concordant nouns or if the exception be-
fore forms of &iuf is accepted (see n. 16), but
enough clear cases of hiatus remain that we
can say that Epicurus did not avoid it in this
work. The phrase ot fixicto TadTne dedpevor
in §130 is also worth noting. In the first one
hundred columns of the On Nature 11, as edited
in G. LEoNE, Epicuro, Sulla natura libro 11, La
Scuola di Epicuro, Collezione di testi ercolan-
esi fondata da M. GIGANTE e diretta da G. Ar-
RIGHETTI € F. LoNGO AuRrIccHIO, vol. 18 (Napoli
2012), I noticed the following certain or likely
cases: dme]ipot Acav col. T 10, &ye v/ vin odv
col. IV 1, mene]|p]acpévor [gictv col. VIIL 8 £,
Jmot odxl col. XXXVI 7, k]ajtacticn(yy glc
col. XXXVII 7 £, Jou 6pfor- col. XXXIX 5,
mav]|Toxiit of col. LII 12 £, Jou o] col. LIX 3,
B166m af col. LXXXVII 11, Jct GAA[ col. XC 9,
and tpémon [glc col. XCVIII 23.

24 See J. HESSLER, Epikur: Brief an Menoike-
us: Edition, Ubersetzung und Kommentar,
Schwabe Epicurea, vol. 4 (Basel 2014), pp. 40-
99, for discussion of the Ep. Men. as protrep-
tic, protreptic literature more generally, and the
grammar, style, and rhetoric of the letter. Note
also Lucretius’ statement in his honeyed cup
metaphor at [ 926-950 =1V 1-25.

% Metrodorus’ fragments are cited from A. Ko-
ERTE, Metrodori Epicurei Fragmenta (Leipzig
1890) and have been checked against more re-
cent editions.

Let us summarize Philodemus’ usage in several principles and then a list of
exceptional cases:

1. Short vowels (with the exception of v and sometimes 1) elide, as do -t and
-0t in some cases.

2. The following vowel combinations can result in crasis: -6t + o or € and -G +
a, OV Or €.

3. Philodemus allows the words on the following list to be followed by a hiatus:
el, &met, 1, kod, kaitol, un, mept, i, 1, 11, mepl, mpd, and wot. Hiatus is allowed
as a rule, it seems, before dv (cf. n. 10 above).

4. Apauseresulting from punctuation, usually at a clause boundary but sometimes
at a phrase boundary, allows hiatus (i.e. the pause means that the conjunction of
the vowels does not really happen, since there is auditory space between them).

5. The «chain of concordant words» exception.

6. Quotations from other authors are not corrected to exclude hiatus, and do not
count as Philodemus’ usage.?

As Strathmann 1893, pp. 10, 12, etc., already observed, Philodemus tends to
avoid even allowable hiatus by selection from among alternative possibilities.
He uses, e.g., the forms 0éAm, kelvoc, and didtt instead of £0éhwm, ékelvoc, Gt
to avoid hiatus before the word, and &vekev instead of &veka to avoid it after.
However, his practice in this respect was not strict or consistent.

It is not unreasonable to feel that this list, especially 4, provides too much
freedom to the critic to determine what counts as an offensive hiatus and what
is permissible or excused by a pause or punctuation. I hope that my discussions
below in the following sections will satisfy these worries. In particular, the
novelists seem freer with «phrase boundary» hiatus than Philodemus is.

§III Other Epicureans

I have examined the extant fragments of the Epicurean authors down to
Philodemus’ lifetime, as well as Diogenes of Oenoanda. Because, in most cases,
the corpora are small, often consist in large part of quotations, which were
possibly subject to revision, and are uncertainly restored, certainty is difficult
and detail is impossible. Nonetheless, I think it is worthwhile to put forward my
results because some broad trends can be established. In all cases, I have used
Philodemus’ practice as a kanon; i.e. Epicurus in the Ep. Men. is roughly as
strict, Hermarchus in the lengthy extract from Porphyry is more strict, and most
earlier Epicureans are less strict than Philodemus.

As mentioned above, Epicurus usually does not bother avoiding hiatus, but in
the Ep. Men., he does.”® The Ep. Men. is written at a high stylistic level and
served as a protreptic toward the study of Epicureanism, and for that goal,
greater stylistic refinement might have been useful in attracting students.?* In
technical works like the On Nature, care for fine points of style could well have
distracted from the argument or made already difficult material more difficult to
understand.

Metrodorus, as far as can been seen from the extant fragments, may avoid hiatus,
but I do not think that he does.”
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This is an important datum, which becomes relevant below, in §IV.4. I noticed
the following in Koerte’s edition:?

31 Koerte (Plut. Adv. Col. 1127 B): Corwvi Embopiac?’

42 Koerte (Plut. Contra Ep. Beat. 1098 C): ’Enukobpov dpOdc*

48 Koerte (VS 48): kéumov 00d?

49 Koerte (V'S 49): dAAnt 0ddemar and €0 fpiv

This is not a very large sample, especially given that three of the five could
conceivably be excused, and slurring might excuse €b fpiv. The evidence is
probably sufficient for a weak verdict, that Metrodorus at least in some works
admitted hiatus.

Idomeneus’ philosophical works do not survive, but there are some fragments
of his historical works. For completeness, I include a brief report. We do find
several hiatus: at FGrH 338 F 1 (X Arist. Vesp. 947), we find Abnvoiot avtod and
avtod 1 ovcio édnuevdn (but the scholium may not reflect Idomeneus’ original
wording) and at FGrH 338 F 14a (Ath. XIII, 590 c-d, cf. [Plut.] Vit. X Or. 849 D
for the story), we find dctet eixev. Hardly any verbatim fragments remain, but if
I had to guess, [ would guess that he admitted hiatus.

The one lengthy fragment of Hermarchus, that preserved by Porph. Abst. 1.7-12
(= pp. 46-52 Bouffartigue = fr. 34 in Longo Auricchio 1988), gives us our only
real evidence for his style; the other fragments are really testimonia or reports
(the verbatim fir. 23 f. do not show any hiatus, but they are short dicta). What
is truly remarkable about this fragment is the extent to which the author avoids
hiatus.*® Even elision is rare. After the introductory sentence, we find only the
following list of crases and elisions: kai + vowel VII 2, X 1, and XII 2; GAAG
IX 1 and XII 3; 8¢ X 4 and XI 4; 810 X 4; éni VII 4; xozd XI 3; petd XI 1; pite
VIII 3; otite VIII 1; and mapd IX 3. Additionally, we find ylyvoir’ v at col. XI
3 and lvpoaivort’ v at col. XI 4 (both normal elisions of short vowels). Note
that vouwmt, ént at col. XII 1 is excused by punctuation. All this is to say, that
the practice of the author of this fragment is in line with, possibly stricter than,
Isocrates’. It does not seem to match Porphyry’s regular practice either. In the
portion of the De Abstinentia which precedes the excerpt from Hermarchus,
I noted the following hiatus: dAAot &xi; eain Syroc (§1), TOAML icyvpdtepa;
OMyot avteprikocty (§3), and Hion eipiikauev (§6). This suggests that Porphyry
did not avoid hiatus, and that the avctnpdc style, including strict avoidance of
hiatus, found in the Hermarchus fragment really is his own.

There are reasons to believe that this is not Hermarchus’ regular practice.’! In
fr. 36 Longo Auricchio, we find a summary, intermixed with quotations, of
Hermarchus’ letter to Theophides. In one of the verbatim sections (n.b. pncv
col. XLV 29 which introduces the quotation), we find the apparent hiatus £[&]ov-
cta éc[tt (col. XLVI 1), which is actually a case of prodelision. The hiatus at
fr. 44 Longo Auricchio 1988 (= PHerc. 1675, col. XI 9) aitia £ctiv is another
prodelision, and is perhaps to be attributed to quotation or close paraphrase of
Hermarchus. That the reading should be aitio rather than aitio is guaranteed by
the feminine relative which immediately follows. It is unlikely that Hermarchus
wrote everything in the high style of the excerpt found in Porphyry, but our
evidence is not very good.*”? Actual private letters (as opposed to encyclical
letters or epistolary treatises) were probably, as a rule, more informally written
than treatises.
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2 Frr. 9, 27, and 44 show hiatus in Koerte, but
re-editions have eliminated them. Note that, in
fr. 27 KOERTE (= Phld. RA. 11, PHerc. 1672, col.
XXII 10 £, p. 217 LoNGO AuriccHIO 1977)
dt pédhovtt eddaipovt ivar probably falls
under the «chain of concordant words» ex-
ception, though it is a notable instance of it. In
fr. 25 KOoERrTE (Phld. RA. 11, PHerc. 1674, col.
XXVII 9 £, p. 101 LoNGO AuriccHIO 1977:
100] ®c¢ &m 10 oY is a notable example of
the noun-phrase exception (and it probably ap-
pears again in 1. 36). Lastly, note the elision of
ovkétt in fr. 3 KoertE (Phld. RA. VIII, PHerc.
832/1015, col. 32 [sic] 10, vol. II, p. 45 Sup-
HAUS).

27 This should fall under the «chain of con-
cordant words» exception: the whole phrase is
tac ovtac Avkodpyot kol CoHlovi Embupiac,
but the names could have come after the noun
without any question of hiatus arising, a fact
which perhaps betrays unconcern with hiatus
on Metrodorus’ part.

28 Conceivably a generous critic could find a
phrase pause here to excuse the hiatus.

2 This is a first o0d¢, not a second, so hiatus
before it ought to count as objectionable by
Reeve’s accounting (above). But I am skep-
tical that first and second o0dé were really
treated differently. Later in the fragment,
nopackevdlel, G is excused by punctua-
tion.

3 For bibliography and discussion, see LON-
GO AURICCHIO 1988, pp. 127-129. She follows
GIGANTE 1983, pp. 153 f., in thinking that it is
an excerptum. In general, see her commentary
for notes and bibliography.

31T leave aside here fr. 24 LONGO AURICCHIO
1988, which is highly stylized and poetic
(bvatoc twice, but cf. Ovntdc in Metrodorus
fr. 37 KOERTE), and may in fact be poetry. See
her commentary for discussion. Note that the
second to last sentence, 0cdc 8¢ mdvtac &v
kwddvoic Ovatovc kvBepvar, is hardly Epi-
curean (noted already by LONGO AURICCHIO
1988 ad loc.), which casts doubt on authentic-
ity of the fragment.

32 Note in this connection Philodemus’ possi-
ble statement that it was difficult to tell Met-
rodorus’ and Hermarchus’ works apart (in
Against Those Who Claim to be Literalists,
PHerc. 1005, col. XI 5-18 ANGELI = Her-
marchus fr. 26 LoNGo AuriccHIO 1988, over-
looked by Koerte), and see above for Metro-
dorus’ practice.



33 The fragments are collected in A. TEPEDINO
GUERRA, Polieno, Frammenti, La Scuola di
Epicuro, Collezione di testi ercolanesi diretta
da M. GIGANTE, vol. 11 (Napoli 1991).

3 Edited by G. INDELLI, Polistrato, Sul dis-
prezzo irrazionale delle opinioni popolari,
La Scuola di Epicuro, Collezione di testi er-
colanesi diretta da M. GIGANTE, vol. 2 (Napoli
1978). Fragments of other treatises are extant,
but I have not considered them here.

351 used the edition in the Nachtrige of
CRONERT 1906, pp. 163-167, for the Against
Plato’s Lysis and pp. 167-170 for the Against
Plato’s Euthydemus. Note that in Cronert’s nu-
meration, T(abula) means cornice and p(agina)
means column (numbered continuously across
cornici); these are followed by line numbers.

36 The reading [Hon &ectv] at T. I, p. 3b, 1. 1
(p. 167 Cronert) is completely restored, but is
an offensive hiatus. The hiatus at T. IIL, p. 7a,
11. 2 f. (p. 168 Cronert), ev|t[vyia écti, is a quo-
tation from Plato (Euthyd. 276d6). These cases
appear to be offensive hiatus, but the text is
quite insecure: T. V, p. 9¢, L. 9 (p. 169 Cronert):
avtdt ano; T. V, p. 9f, L. 3 (p. 169 Cronert):
Jodu dpécrovciv; and T. V, p. 10a, 11. 2 f. (p. 169
Cronert): Jotov [0]Alya.

371 have used Carasso 1988. For Carneiscus’
style, see p. 130, including the notice that Car-
neiscus tended to avoid hiatus.

Insufficient material from Polyaenus survives for a judgment; most of the
fragments are mentions or reports rather than verbatim quotations.* Fr. 44
may show an attempt to avoid hiatus: at the end, we read Gpo o0 képmoc
TOOTO KO TEPATELD. COPICTOD KOl HEWPOKIOV GKOAC EKTANTTIEV ECTTOVSAKOTOC;
if écmovdaxdtoc were placed directly after copictod, there would be hiatus.
Against this is fr. 54, an apparently verbatim quotation (n.b. xoBdnep Epnce
[ToAdowvoc 11. 8 f.) in Philodemus’ On Wealth 1 (PHerc. 163, col. XL 10):
Oepom|eder [0 Ad]yoc.

For Polystratus, we have primarily the treatise On Irrational Contempt.*
I noticed the following hiatus in coll. [- XX 15:

Col. I 1 f.: wpo|pé[po]vi[i év mav]ti O (two cases)

Col. III 3: Tpbémov Gmo

Col. VI 6: 1161 008’ (perhaps excused by punctuation)

Col. VII 7: oi]ov nueic

Col. VIII 24: éxt]pendpevor dc

Col. X 2 f.: ta[p]dr|rel apoipelv (excused by punctuation, I think)

Col. XI 29-XII 1: Bpacvvépevor afrotoluncmety

Col. XII 6 f.: iepdt | ictopodey

Col. XII 8: “avtd1” dAhotp[i]ov

Col. XII 24 f.: 000ap[f]t | avripapt[v]podca

Col. XIIT 9: avdykn &v

Col. XVI 29-XVII 1: mop||[pncion &]korob0m ™1

Col. XVII 25: #dn [id]¢

Col. XVII 29: a]dtol &mi

Col. XIX 15 f.: [¢jmBopion gici]v

Col. XIX 24: 1o]ic éndvo™” gipnuévorc (a chain of concordant words)

Col. XX 5: &xdpevor nuiv

It seems clear that Polystratus does not bother to avoid hiatus in this treatise.
As for Colotes, I noticed the following in his treatise Against Plato’s Lysis
(PHerc. 208):%

T. I, p. 7b, L. 8 (p. 164 Croénert): In 000V

T. IV, p.10b, 11. 8 f. (p. 164 Cronert): ‘Ir|robdr[e]t &xpi[v

T.1V, p. 10d, 11.6 £. (p. 165 Cronert): 6pAa nv

T. IV, p. 10f, 1. 4 f. (p. 165 Cronert): To[vdi]| dya[60]v

T.V, p. 11d, 1. 2 (p. 166 Cronert): copot év

T. V, p. 11d, 1l. 8 f. (p. 166 Cronert): copmtd[t]mt &V |ac

In his treatise Against Plato’s Euthydemus (PHerc. 1032), 1 noticed the
following:3

T. 1L, p. 5a, L. 4 (p. 167 Cronert): JAet dOM[ydpet

T. 111, p. 6a, 1. 10 (p. 167 Cronert): ®@eA[fi]t oVtoC

T. 11, p. 6¢, 11.8 f. (p. 168 Cronert): t[wi]| edpic[kovto

T.V,p. 9¢, L. 6 f. (p. 169 Cronert): eddoupovi|[a Enetar

T.V, p. 9¢, . 5 (p. 169 Cronert): obmm &

T. VIL, p. 11b, 1. 2 (p. 170 Cronert): cnpodver &[n’

The clear impression is that Colotes does not bother to avoid hiatus.
Carneiscus presents an interesting case.’’ In the second book of his biography
of Philistas, we find only three offensive hiatus, two of which rely on uncertain
readings: in col. XVI 12 f., we find towottov | [€]i[dov, and in col. XVIII 6, we
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read eicdyet ovv.*® The case at XIV 11, wed[3]n &v, is harder; it is possible that
punctuation should intervene or that the phrase is to be attributed to Praxiphanes,
who is the object of the polemic and the subject of the sentence. Because the
sentence is damaged, it is hard to tell. There is a possible case which depends
on restoration at col. XVIII 6: Jtnt dAAotov. Note also col. XVII 16 Jun émi pev
1[, which is almost certainly not an offensive hiatus due to the pév, regardless of
the restoration of the first word, and col. XVIII 11 f.: cv[v]|avactpagncetat ovl.
which is excusable due to elision. My opinion is that Carneiscus tried to avoid
hiatus and that we should attempt to find explanations or alternative readings for
the problematic cases. Given that he appears to belong to the early generations
of the Garden, that he avoided hiatus might be thought notable.** The genre of
the work, an encomium of a friend, probably intended to serve as a memorial
to his friend and an exhortation to similar behavior, probably has bearing on
Carneiscus’ stylistic choices.*

The extent to which the anonymous author of the Life of Philonides avoided
hiatus has been overstated.*! I noticed these not very many apparent cases:*
Col. VI 9 (p. 98 Gallo): |tet ovo[

Col. VII 7 f. (p. 100 Gallo): Aptépm|vi ano

Col. XI 6 (p. 105 Gallo): [uéxpr €l]c

Col. XII 11 (p. 106 Gallo): &V ok [

Col. XXI 6 (p. 118 Gallo): 1 ]eotov_ oc

Col. XXVI 10 (p. 123 Gallo): Jwt €ic

Col. XXX 11 (p. 126 Gallo): apetiit &xp[Mcato

Taking into account the broken contexts in which most of these occur, I suspect
that the author did try to avoid hiatus. The instance at col. VII 7 f. in particular
is a good candidate for a phrase-boundary exception, and that at col. XI 6 is
perhaps an extension from the allowable péypt dv.

Apollodorus, the «tyrant of the Garden», was a scholarch in the middle and
second half of the 2" century BCE. None of his extremely numerous works are
extant, but his historiographical and biographical fragments have been collected
recently by Schorn for the New Jacoby project.®

Among them, we find problematic hiatus, at col. VII 181 (F 2 Schorn): ’Entkovpov
oiketon and at the same place, in an explicit quotation: adtdt 6 ydpTnc.*

It is not clear if the first of these hiatus is to be ascribed to Apollodorus, or if
Diogenes is paraphrasing. The second is clearly a verbatim statement, but it is
possible that we have an originally oral statement handed down as an anecdote,
in which case we should probably not expect him to avoid hiatus. Additionally,
there are two fragments of Apollodorus in philosophical works by Philodemus,
at Di Il (PHerc. 152/157), col. IX 36-42 Essler and the On the Senses (PHerc.
19/698) col. XXIIla 5-18 Monet.* Neither shows any hiatus (which may be
due to Philodemus’ rephrasing of the material). On balance, we are justified in
suspecting that he did not avoid hiatus, but the evidence is extremely flimsy.
Not enough verbatim fragments of Zeno of Sidon, the teacher of Philodemus
and friend of Demetrius Laco, survive for us to determine his practice with
certainty. None of his fragments has an objectionable hiatus, but the corpus is so
small that this fact could very easily be accidental.*

The lengthy reports of his teaching in Philodemus’ Sign. (PHerc. 1065) are a
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8 Besides the hiatus, it is probably too late in
the sentence for odv. I wonder if vbv is a possi-
bility. Repunctuating to begin a sentence befo-
re gicdyet will not remove the hiatus.

40°On the history and Epicurean context of this
work, see CAPASSO 1988, pp. 37-53.

41 First noted by W. CRONERT, Studi ercolanesi,
a c. di E. Livrea (Napoli 1975), p. 59 (trans.
of Ip., Der epikureer Philonides, «Sitzb. kon.
preuss. Ak Wiss. Berliny 61/1900, pp. 942-
959), who was followed by 1. GaLLo, Studi di
papirologia ercolanesi (Napoli 2002), p. 65
(revision of his edition in his Frammenti bi-
ografici da papiri 11: la biografia dei filosofi
(Roma 1980), pp. 51-95). Note that the use
of double sigma instead of double tau still re-
mains valid as evidence against Philodemus’
authorship.

2 A case at XIX 7 f. (p. 116 Gallo), [tadtA]L
avti 1@V | Pocikelwv oikiot, and another at
XXVIII 24 £. (p. 125 Gallo), [tov covipopov]|
avtod ‘HMddwpov, fall under the «chain of
concordant nouns» exception. A case at XX 12
f. (p. 117 Gallo), cv|vepy®d[1 &xpfito] might be
mis-restored.

4 Apollodorus’ testimonia and fragments are
gathered by Stefan Schorn at FrGH IV 1028.
The volume covers biographical writing,
but has not been printed yet. The completed
sections are available on the Brill Website
(with subscription), which I have used.

# The saying is marked by gnciv oUtwc adtit
(Tt (add. Stephanus) AéEet before it and kai
todto pév Amorhddwpoc after it.

4 A. MoNET, [Philodéme, Sur les sensations],
PHerc. 19/698, «CErc» 26/1996, pp. 27-126.

4 For the fragments, see A. ANGELI-M. Co-
LAIZZO, [ frammenti di Zenone sidonio,
«CEre» 9/1979, pp. 47-133. 1 have double
checked fragments against more recent edi-
tions when possible.



471 assume that ££€[Onke is said by Philodemus
and breaks off the previous report in favor of
giving a more rapid summary.

* Comparable might be the modern formula-
tion (with «mortal» instead of «animal») of
Sextus Empiricus’ example syllogism «Every
man is an animal, Socrates is a man, ergo So-
crates is an animaly (Hyp. Pyrr. 11 164) which
lives on in logic textbooks.

4T am not certain that the text is correct here.

30 T am not certain that the text is correct here
either.

5! In distinction to the previous case at col. IX
22, in this and the following cases, Tavtnt is
used adverbially (cf. LSJ s.v. ottoc VIII 4); is
it excusable like M1?

52 STRATHMANN 1893, p. 19, had already noti-
ced the hiatus in this part of the treatise, and
concluded from it that Zeno allowed hiatus.

33 A few notable features of the treatise are:
the word group cOv @t O Aéyol/[ulev adtod
ko’ Gvdykny eivar (I 14 ), and hiatus after
relatives in the following two phrases: mdv’
a &i|[0{c]ueba 11 19 ) and & [dE]pTt (XVI 1),
which might be permitted generally by Zeno,
but instances are lacking. Note that the appar-
ent hiatus in dvO[pamot, n] dvopwmot (111 31)
are excused by punctuation in the first instance
and is acceptable in the second.

4 First noted, as far as I know, by M. McOs-
KER, A New Edition of PHerc. 188 (Demetrius
Laco, On Poems 1), «CErcy» 44/2014, pp. 19-
48, at p. 27. The only addition that I add here is
that forms of mac are included in the «chain of
concordant words» exception (e.g. at PHerc.
1012, col. LVIII 3). Note the instances in col.
LVII 11-13, which are heavily restored.

55T found no objectionable hiatus in PHerc.
1055, published by M. SANTORO, [Demetrio
Lacone], [La forma del dio], La Scuola di
Epicuro, Collezione di testi ercolanesi diretta
da M. GIGANTE, vol. 17 (Napoli 2000). I am
reasonably certain of Demetrius’ authorship of
this text because of the spellings 1dt6 at col.
V 3 and XXIII 9, mMiwv and mindvov at col.
XXI 1 and 4, and Biovriov at XXII 3. Note that
O¢lov at the start of col. VIII is a restoration.

different matter. Philodemus’ own report of Zeno’s teaching begins somewhere
before the extant text and continues until col. XIX 4, then Philodemus reports
Bromius’ notes from Zeno’s lectures (coll. XIX 12-XX 10),* but it is not clear
to what extent Philodemus has reworked his material. It is also possible that
Zeno was reporting an earlier Epicurean (cf. col. XVI 1-4), which complicates
matters. The first problem is the word 6vntdc, which in the early part of the
treatise enjoys an unparalleled freedom: the phrase 6vnrtot gictv appears at coll.
1127, 1138, 111 10, 11T 12, IT1 28, 111 32 f., 6vn|tol eivau appears at col. 111 3 f., and
Ovntoi d[v]|0pw[mot at col. I1I 11 f. In light of the several other hiatus in this part
of the text, one cannot be certain, but it seems likely to me that this was part of
a traditional example.*® It is possible that this is an example of permitted hiatus
before forms of eiui (see above, n. 16), but I think this is less likely because of
the other hiatus.

Also notable are the following:

Col. V 31: éneidn ot (n.b. éneidnmep col. XIII 38)

Col. VI 32: én[eA]obn [o0]¥

Col. VII 32 f.: émapxé[cel] | nuiv

Col. IX 22: tadtt dvti]ctpopov®

Col. IX 34: tadtnt §[Ea]AAdTt[ewv’!

Col. XI 25: tfavtn]t dvaykd[Ce]ton

The only instance after Zeno finishes his report at col. XVI 1-4, if that is what it
is, is yevikod &mi at col. XVIII 36.

It is not clear what conclusion to draw from this.>? It appears as if Zeno himself
is reasonably strict, and we can excuse the one instance in his section on phrase-
boundary grounds, or chalk it up to necessity. The unknown earlier Epicurean
whom he discusses is apparently much freer. There is no hiatus in Philodemus’
report of Bromius’ notes, but he may have more substantially redacted them.
The technical subject matter may require a bit more flexibility on the part of the
authors, though I do not know of any other place in Philodemus’ corpus where
he loosens his practice. If, as I think reasonable, hiatus was generally permitted
after éne1d and adverbial Tadtnt, then there are only a few instances left, and
they are somewhat textually dubious as well. I note that in the subordinate cause
0 &1 1o k[a6’] dpordtnt[a] Exeton t[pdlmov (col. XII 30 f.), the verb is placed
in the only place where it will not cause objectionable hiatus, which probably
shows that the author was concerned to avoid hiatus. For now, non liguet, but
I suspect that Zeno himself avoided hiatus fairly strictly, and that the author
whom he quoted did so less strictly.>

Demetrius Laco, as a rule, avoids hiatus with the same strictness as Philodemus,
though there are two provisos to this statement.** First, it is my impression that he
arranges words to avoid even allowed elisions to a higher degree than Philodemus
does, but, second, he may admit more exceptions at phrase boundaries (so some
hiatus involving nominatives might be explained, see below). I found these
notable and difficult instances in Demetrius’ work preserved in PHerc. 1012:%
Col. XXXVII 11 f.: qyder 6 "Emi|[kovpoc: the first half of the column is missing,
and it could easily be mis-restored. Alternatively, it could be a quotation from
the adversary, n.b. the introduction to this section at 11. 2-4: iho]teipmnc 8¢ tic
g|[M]éyxer xai Aéywv oc 0 Exi|[kovpoc ...
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Col. XLVII 2: 8¢l év: prodelision (and perhaps a quotation in any case, n.b.
eapévov inl. 1),

Col. XLVII 16 f.: xg|porft 6 Loyicpdc: another quotation, n.b. Aéyov oc at 1. 13
and &[c pnct]v at 1. 19.

Col. LIX 3: gav]tét 6 "Emikovpoc: another quotation; the context is TdCc ovk
avakorovboc | éct[v gav]tdt Enikovpoc, 6te v[ (cf. col. LXVI 5-9 for a quoted
question of the nearly the same form, which Demetrius proceeds to rebut).

Col. LXVI 9 f.: cnua[i][vopév[ov] vnd: translated correctly by Puglia as «pur
essendo indicato da» (without an explicit subject) but passive participles used
impersonally take the accusative absolute construction, not the genitive (cf.
Smyth §2076B, Kiihner-Gerth II 88), so we should read cnua[t]jvéueviov],
which eliminates the hiatus.

Col. LXVIII 6 f.: axovciov | 11 avtinpa&ic: I will write out this section of the
treatise:

OV

Yap KT’ AvAyKnv yvous-

5 vov Brov 10 dxodclov, ma-
/ s 3 ’

pakoAovOnpa 8° akovciov

e b ’ e /

N avtinpaéic, 0 TPOINA®C

dnectiv e TO[V] Tékvav
10 ctopyfic.

Note that the papyrus has a space after dvtinpa&ic, which may indicate the end
of a quotation. If so, it probably would not be of the adversary, since Demetrius
is explaining how one of the four meanings of gdcet, namely katnvaykacpévoc,
he gave in the previous column is not applicable in this instance. It may be a
quotation from an earlier Epicurean. This sort of unmarked quotation is not foreign
to Demetrius: there is another at On Poems 11 (PHerc. 1014, col. XXXVI 4-10),
introduced by oc av ov PAénwv St (1. 3 f.), where the hiatus eovn &vapbpoc
appears twice and alerts us to the possibility. Romeo ad loc. took it to belong to
a Stoic and I suggest might be Epicurus’. The argument is rhetorically phrased
and paradoxically might also have compelled Demetrius to admit the hiatus, if
he preferred that structure. Another possibility is that Demetrius accepts hiatus
before the article, which could explain two of the previous cases. If neither of
these explanations is not accepted, then this instance is inexplicable.*®

The On Poems 11 shows a similar situation.”” Beyond several more easily
explicable cases, we find the following more difficult ones.’® In col. XXXV 6,
dcmep [N] dkon éu[BdAAer, we should perhaps punctuate with a comma after
axon. In col. LXI 3-5, &]jtncic mpaypotikn | abtn, Romeo seems to take aytn
(printed sic, instead of the usual a0TR) as a crasis of | avt in her translation, «la
stessa ricerca empiricay. If this is accepted, the phrase would probably qualify
as a chain of concordant words. But there are reasons to doubt it: the position
of mpaypotikn is odd and the crasis would be difficult for a reader, though the
force of the second objection is lessened somewhat by use of todv (or tobv)
for 10 &v in the same column at 1. 7 (perhaps read (i) avtn?). A final possibility
is that the demonstrative falls under the same license suggested above for the
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56 Perhaps, in that case, read {8’} drovciov (58°).

371 have relied on C. RoMEO, Demetrio La-
cone, La Poesia, La Scuola di Epicuro, Colle-
zione di testi ercolanesi diretta da M. GIGANTE,
vol. 9 (Napoli 1988), and double checked the
readings of the papyrus.

8 The easier cases are as follows: t]0 map’
Evpuridnt év | AltJkopviot (col. XXX 6) is a
prodelision, Gcmep N dxon Eu[Pdiier (col.
XXXV 6) should probably have a comma (and
it at least falls under the phrase boundary ex-
ception), and &vpvOpov N &iltnci]c (col. LXI
12 f.) should have a comma.



% He excuses two instances involving proper
names: fr. 62.1.1 f. Avui[ndtpe €0 (e being
an extremely uncertain reading) and fr.
70.1.6 f. ABei[tidv]e siprikapev (but now see
Barigazzi’s suggestion, accepted by SMITH
2003, p. 113).

6 A few notable instances involve heavy
restoration: fr. 10.IL1 f.: §[mei | &]8¢[t, fr.
10.1V.2 érer)dn [Svap, fr. 23.2 f.: &nedn] |
ovk, fr. 34.IV.1 f. érnedn |[ovk del £008]we,
fr. 37.1V.8 f. (A 0] | dvBpomoc, fr. 47.11.14-
IIL1: kM||v]er [€m, fr. 47.1V.1: [fiker €ic], and
nhavopevol] | ot [Ctowoi NF 126 = YF 193
+NF 127 = YF 190 + fr. 20 (Smita 2003 pp.
74-84, probably a chain of concordant words).
At fr. 14.9, one can switch the order of the
noun and adjective to eliminate the hiatus.
At NF 171.2 f, [t0 éxdctov | &vdpynuol]
is entirely restored in Smith’s version, and
perhaps a chain of concordant words. It is hard
to know what to do with NF 170.2 f.: Jn ovkel[
| Joam ov.

61 J. HAMMERSTAEDT, Zum Text der epi-
kureischen Inschrift des Diogenes von Oino-
anda, «<EA» 39/2006, pp. 1-48, at p. 17 = J.
HAMMERSTAEDT-M.F. SmitH, The Epicurean
Inscription of Diogenes of Oinoanda: Ten
Years of New Discoveries and Research (Bonn
2014), p. 231.

article. These instances involving nominatives may also be fall under the chain
of concordant nouns exception.

Because Demetrius’ texts are less well preserved and less studied, they present
more interpretative difficulties. It is harder to recognize quotations, and broken
sentences mean that we cannot recognize punctuation as easily. Nonetheless, it
is clear that Demetrius avoids hiatus as a rule, though his practice is apparently
different than Philodemus’.

Smith 1993, p. 112, in his discussion of Diogenes’ style, makes several
observations about his avoidance of hiatus, which, although phrased differently
from how I have done above, nonetheless lead to much the same result. He lists
the following apparently problematic hiatus in his introduction:*

fr. 10.IV.14: mpochodel nueltv

fr. 12.1V.9: f. min6n &va: conceivably a very surprising chain of concordant
nouns, but also perhaps intentional for effect. The full phrase is c[vva]yayetv
pév | Tva ta [to]cdde 0N | €va tuv[xd]vovto «that some one person chanced
on and collected so many multitudes [sc. of names for things]». Placing &va
directly after tiva would have prevented the hiatus, but perhaps the words
referring to the single person are meant to surround the phrase about the words.
fr. 16.11.9 f.: O¢ol giciv: the whole clause is €l Ogot gictv - perhaps hiatus was
preferable to the collocation &i €i-. Alternatively, Diogenes could have availed
himself of the license for forms of eiju suggested above.

fr. 32.IV.1 f.: dpetai adtan (a chain of concordant words)

fr. 37.1V.10: aitia 1 (another chain of concordant words)

fr. 72.11.6 f.: &avOn aMPpdct (a quotation, as Smith suggested, of Epicurus’
poetical description? N.b. that Mette conjectured EGvOn (8°) because of the
asyndeton)

Also noteworthy are the following:*°

fr. 14.3 f.: Aémn | [d]tovoc (but Hammerstaedt reads y]ibvoc)®!

fr. 30.1.2 f.: taw|[tel &c]kevopoduebo (for Tavti, but n.b. Tady proposed by
Smith himself in his apparatus)

fr. 33.1.11 (2003): [aiel &ct]iv (prodelision, if correctly restored)

fr. 33.1.14: copic]tai ovtot (a chain of concordant words)

fr. 33.VL5: gpéper 1 [k]adcic

fr. 39.111.7 f.: ye]vicetal | [c]ot d@[Oapci]a (probably an elision, thought not a
common one)

fr. 39.V.10: yoyfi] &cton (prodelision; Smith 2003 p. 100 suggests the insertion
of y’)

fr. 47.1.11: E]iper [ic]o (a good candidate for notional punctuation or a phrase
boundary)

fr. 49.1.13: [0] duewvov

fr. 79.3: 1 atr[io

fr. 125.11.8: t1j Ote: a surprising and grammatically difficult chain of concordant
words: the sentence is TNV oV ... &ovct dvvauy | Tpoc Tove mopdvtac | Th
Ote kol mapdvTov | éketvov veeictike|cav, which Smith translates «they have
the same power» (sc. Thv OV ... dOvopv) «for persons who are present as
when» (as if TR dvvdpet, fiv elyov 8te) «they existed with those other persons
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present also». If the letter is by Epicurus, then perhaps its text had suffered in
transmission before it reached Diogenes’ hands.

fr. 161.1.11 f.: T]§} Vcel | [Nu@dv (perhaps a chain of concordant words)

fr. 168.11.15 f. (with Smith 2003 p. 137): dv]jvic[et] éEaprdley

NF 133.11.16 f.: Bpoyel ntjtov

NF 192.1V.3: ndhat nudv (probably an elision)

NF 213: 1] éctwv (prodelision, if correct)®

The clear impression is that, while Diogenes is generally strict, there are some
exceptions to his regular practice. Smith 1993, p. 112, said that Diogenes
sometimes allowed hiatus after -eu (clear cases at fr. 10.1V.14, fr. 33.VL.5, and
NF 133.11.16 f); it seems clear to me that he tries to avoid it, but does not
always do so. Of course, any of these instances might be in a quotation which is
obscured by the poor state of the text. An apparent toleration of hiatus after the
relative (at frr. 49.1.3, and 79.3) seems likely to be editorial rather than authorial,
given the damaged contexts of the examples. That no examples of hiatus are
found in the Letters is interesting, and may reveal that they were written with
special care, but perhaps the phenomenon is merely an accident of our evidence.
There is an interesting pattern that we can find in this material. Earlier
Epicureans tended to admit hiatus, probably because they were writing technical
philosophical treatises that did not demand style or polish. When they did write a
more stylish work, like Epicurus’ Ep. Men. or Carneiscus’ memorial-encomium
of Philistias, they avoided hiatus. Unfortunately, after the first two generations
of Epicureans, we do not have good textual evidence. But at or by the end of
the second century BCE, with Demetrius Laco and probably Zeno of Sidon,
Epicureans start avoiding hiatus in apparently all of their treatises, regardless
of the subject matter.”* This could be due to changing fashion either generally
or within the school, or because they were trying to attract a new audience. But
because we do not know when this practice started, because it could be older
than our evidence for it, it is hard to ascribe a purpose to it.

§IV Problem Solving with Hiatus

Avoidance and non-avoidance of hiatus can be used to resolve two different
sorts of problems. In cases where the authorship is unknown, it is a valuable
indication. For instance, Philodemus avoids hiatus with the same strictness in all
of his known prose works, and if a work shows a different level of strictness, it
should probably not be attributed to Philodemus. When the author of a work is
known, their practice of hiatus can provide important evidence when considering
supplements and emendations. First I will discuss several examples where
Philodemus’ practice of hiatus serves as a guide to correcting the text of the
De Ira. Then I will discuss the authorship of two works and of two substantial
sections in a third and fourth work. The works in question, PHerc. 1251 (The
Comparetti Ethics, most recently published by Indelli-Tsouna-McKirahan 1995
as [On Choices and Avoidances]), and PHerc. 346 (published as the Trattato
etico epicureo by Capasso) have both been attributed to Philodemus. A lengthy
section, coll. XII 45-XXI 35 of Philodemus’ De Oeconomia, was attributed to
Metrodorus by Sudhaus 1906, and there is a similar section in Philodemus De
Rhetorica 11. 1 will examine these attributions from the point of view of hiatus.
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2 Found in J. HAMMERSTAEDT-M.F. SwmiTH,
New Research at Oinoanda and a New Frag-
ment of the Epicurean Diogenes (NF 213),
«EA» 49/2016, pp. 109-125.

8 That the practice began in Demetrius and
Zeno’s generation is suggested, but not proven,
by the fact that Apollodorus does not seem to
have avoided hiatus.



¢ T have relied on D. ARMSTRONG-M.
MCcOSKER, Philodemus, On Anger (Atlanta
forthcoming) for the text. The numeration of
the relevant sections is the same as G. INDELLI,
Filodemo, L’ira, La Scuola di Epicuro, Col-
lezione di testi diretta da M. GIGANTE, vol. 5
(Napoli 1988).

6 See INDELLI-TSOUNA-MCKIRAHAN 1995,
pp. 76 f., for their discussion of the language
and style of the work. Philodemus’ authorship
was asserted by CRONERT 1906, pp. 115 n. 515
and 177, and supported forcefully by GIGANTE
1983, esp. pp. 259-276.

% They are as follows: col. Il 7: mengicpévor
Sty col. 11 15: yevwdvtar acko[; col. III 4:
x[pn dludcwe; col. TV 4: xai edexkalpt]é-
pnrov; col. VI 7 £.: ai | [N\pdv] (n.b. they do
not actually print this in their text, instead they
read oi|[tloc]); col. VII 16: dclte [0m]0; col.
VIII 11: v[iknBdct dnd; col. XI 5: eiv[ar J;
col. XIV 3: x]a[i éy]jxpatdc; col. XV 16: mepi
®v; col. XVII 11: 6tov|dimote dmorheiovtar;
col. XVII 17: un|d¢ €v; col. XVIII 4 f.: pn] |
socynudvac; col. XVIIL 13: 3¢ Omope|vd;
col. XIX 3 f.: Jun &[0avdrovc (also not actu-
ally printed, instead they read ]Jouna[); col.
XX 15: kai vmepieav[o]y, col. XX 18: kai
acdykhactor; col. XX 19: kai dcopmadeic;
col. XXII 9: kol dmoxdnrev; col. XXIII 4:
[Tt &]xovcwv. To which we should add the fol-
lowing: col. I 14: avt[iypapa]| év; col. VI I:
avay]kaiaft, ai; col. VI 3: dvayk[oio], | o
col. XVI 4: 8¢ axpipéc.

1. De Ira (PHerc. 182)

In this section, I will discuss some textual choices involving hiatus in the De
Ira.*

Col. II 7: xatacto[ydcnton: Wilke suggested katacti[cet gic Oyiv, which
involves hiatus (beyond contradicting the traces on the papyrus).

Col. IT 12 f.: o¥te wlapfixev] njudc: Wilke suggested n[apdyet], which involves
hiatus after the verb. The perfect (Philippson’s conjecture) obviates the hiatus,
and the tense matches with avepdv écti shortly after.

Col. V 17-19: adjtdt u[é]v ol uéA ™A ovcar mojpakorov[Bfclev coppopai:
the sentence structure is not clear, and Wilke conjectured p[¢]v (dn) to avoid
asyndeton. Delattre-Monet restored p[n]v for the same reason. Wilke’s
conjecture causes hiatus, however, and should not be accepted.

Col. VII 24: Jvn ect[: an apparent case, but without restorations, it is impossible
to tell whether the hiatus would be offensive, or whether there might be
prodelision. For example, Philippson suggested [Svc]|xepéctalta kot]vii, &ctt
8> 0te | [k]afi ta idiot] Avmi[cavito kaxd for these lines, in which the comma
obviates hiatus.

Col. XIII 10 f.: kol copmhexdpg[v]ot | mpo]cmapowvodvrar: Wilke conjectured
énumapowodvton and €1]t tapovodvray; both involve hiatus and a misjudgment
of the space available. My reading of the ¢ clears the way for the supplement,
which obviates hiatus. The verb is very rare, appearing elsewhere only at
Philostratus /mag. 11 23.4, in the active.

Col. XVI 34-37: paviac tfo]rya[po]dv [** ovy opo[ttov]yev[ec] eljvar coppépnie
[thv] dplyrv: With Wilke’s reading of dpo[irov]yev[i] eilvon, there is hiatus;
Croenert’s conjecture obviates it.

Col. XXV 1-3: k&vOpomo[1 dpueic. . .yevouevor: an apparent hiatus, but probably
excused under the chain of concordant words exception. But the whole passage
is doubtfully restored.

Col. XXXVI 3-6: dovroic | mepintwc[ic] apoptoroic |° kai dt” GA[Aa w]oA[ra]
npd|ypoata: the case of mepurtmc[- in 1. 4 is a problem. Buecheler restored the
nominative, and Delattre-Monet’s dative cannot be accepted because of hiatus.
Col. XXXVIII 7-9: ka00 dnktikédv glct]i | 11, nlep]i hayct[a ylivie]|tor: In
this crucial sentence, My new reading supports Wilke’s conjecture. Previously,
Delattre-Monet had conjectured ti y[e, 8]u éharyict[ov &c]|tou.

2. [On Choices and Avoidances] (PHerc. 1251)

Tsouna and Indelli, in the introduction to their edition, make an excellent case
for Philodemus’ authorship, but they are too generous to critics of that position
on the basis of hiatus.®® They identify 20 instances of apparent hiatus (two of
which should be subtracted, since they do not actually print them, but they are
included in the list in n. 56), to which an additional four apparent cases can be
added.®

Happily for their case in favor of Philodemus’ authorship, none of these alleged
cases are actually problematic. The editors correctly excuse the hiatus at coll.
XVII 17 and XVIII 4 f. and 13 as belonging to quotations and so not actually
Philodemus’ writing (though they are not offensive in any case), and that at col.
XI 5 as allowed by the punctuation. Once cases of scriptio plena/elision and
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permitted hiatus are removed, we have only a small residue of harder cases,
which I will discuss in related groups.®’

Coll. 117, VI 1, and VI 3: in all three cases, we should print commas. Punctuation
obviates the hiatus.®®

Col. IIT 4: we should treat the whole statement as a quotation from an adversary,
as follows: ®

Some claim that it is not possible
to know anything, and they add
“one should not make an immediate
choice, when nothing is present on
account of which one should do so”.

2 008’ [Epackdv] Tvec givar
duva[Ttov yvdckey o0dE(VY,
npoc[elnov] 8 dc “ov y[pn a]ué-

5 coc afipeic]fat, un[de]voc ép’ @

[xpIn [apic]tapévon”.

As itis a quotation, the hiatus in xpn duécoc does not count against Philodemus.”
Col. VI 7 f.: if read, this is a chain of concordant words.

Col. VIII 11: we should write vikn0®dci(v) vmo. The scribe drops a final nu at col.
III 3 (quoted just above), and moveable nu is used to obviate hiatus throughout
the treatise (e.g. 115, VIII 8, XVII 14, XIX 14, and XIX 17).”

All of the cases have been accounted for, either by a more detailed understanding
of Philodemus’ practice, or by recognizing punctuation. In only one case was a
minor emendation called for. Hiatus in no way stands in the way of Philodemean
authorship of this treatise.

3. PHerc. 346: The Trattato etico epicureo

Our second case is that of the so-called Trattato etico epicureo, an anonymous
treatise preserved in PHerc. 346. Capasso suggests Philodemus as author, but
recognizes the difficulty that hiatus poses for this possibility.”* I will handle this
and the following texts more briefly, given the longer treatment of PHerc. 1251
above.

These are the instances of offensive hiatus in the treatise:”

Col. III 9 f.: £[Ad]pevor ev|pedncov[tal

Col. VI 24: Jeov Gyadov p[

Col. VI 26: Jv épdmrteton

Col. VIII 3: avt[n] énecnunvato (prodelision?)

Col. IX 3 f.: copPaiver |[d]ua td te

Col. XI.1: ¢icel Dndpyewv

Col. XI 6: todtoL Buvov

It is possible that the instances at col. VI 26 and col. IX 3 f. might be excused,

% T follow the translation of INDELLI and
TsounNa-McKIrAHAN with slight changes.

7 Scriptio plena/elision: 11 15, VII 16, XVII
11, and XVIII 13, as well as I 14 and XVI 4.
Permitted hiatus: 1V 4, XIV 3, XV 16, XVII
17, XVIII 4 f., XIX 3 f. (if read), XX 15, XX
18, XX 19, XXII 9, and XXIII 4. These are

 There is another instance of hiatus after ypn,
at Di 111, col. VIII 25 (EssLER 2011, p. 256 f.),
but it is part of a summary of an argument in

mostly cases of kai and pn.

% Another possibility is reading (dy)dti at 11 7,
but this is not necessary.
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the fifth book of Epicurus’ On Nature, in whi-
ch work Epicurus permitted hiatus. The phrase
was simply borrowed from Epicurus.

' Similarly, at Po. V col. XXXV 12, fipociv)
11 should be read.

2M. CAPASSO, Trattato Etico Epicureo (PHerc.
346) (Napoli 1982), pp. 31-40; hiatus is di-
scussed on p. 40 n. 76, where he follows E.
BIGNONE, Epicurea, «Atti R. Accad. Sc. Tori-
no» 47/1912, p. 679, who was misled by the
complicated case of the On Signs, discussed
above.

73 There are notable chains of concordant
words at col. II 23 f.: oikewdpott §Adz[t]ovi
and col. 1II 1: xa]t’ &[AnOR] ed[to]v[io]v.
Phrase boundaries obviate hiatus at col. VIII
27: é0ewpndn €9’ Scov and col. IX 10 f:
ordpyel &v te Toic.



™ My working definition of objectionable hiatus
is somewhat more lax than Sudhaus’, and con-
sequently much of his evidence is not useful to
me. I also consider «normal» spelling errors ir-
relevant to deciding authorship, unless they are
completely consistent throughout a treatise, so
spellings like dAfoc for dAiyoc and the presence
or absence of iofa adscript do not seem relevant
for deciding authorship to me. (Demetrius La-
co’s peculiarities are a different matter.) I have
no comment on the grammatical and lexical is-
sues raised by SupHAUS 1906, pp. 45 f.

> E. AsMmis, Philodemus’ Epicureanism,
ASNRW 36.4/1990, pp. 2386-2388, treats the
section as predominantly Philodemus, who
drew on Metrodorus. Tsouna, in her introduc-
tion, says that Philodemus «draws on an older
debate between Metrodorus and the Cynics»,
but does not think that the columns in question
are a «verbatim copy»; see V. TSOUNA, Phi-

in the first case, depending on the reconstruction of the text, and in the second
case, if the te is felt to reach back and include the duo. This leaves a residue of
six or seven cases of hiatus which Philodemus does not admit, which is evidence
against his authorship. If the proposal of Philodemus’ authorship is rejected, it is
possible that the treatise is mid-second century or older, since it seems that only
at the end of the second century, with Demetrius Laco and Zeno of Sidon, did
Epicureans begin avoiding hiatus regularly.

4. On Household Management (PHerc. 1424) and On Rhetoric 11 (PHerc. 1674)
Sudhaus 1906 suggested that Philodemus’ treatise De Oeconomia contains
an excerpt, coll. XII 45-XXI 35, from Metrodorus’ treatise De Divitiis, on the
grounds (inter alia) that the author of that section allowed hiatus that Philodemus
avoided.™ Recently, the stylistic evidence has been discounted by Asmis and
Tsouna.”

Let us note the following objectionable hiatus in this part of the treatise, by
Philodemus’ established standards:"

Col. XIV 18: mept[£]An[1] €ovtod

Col. XVII 45 f.: fi[t]to ljvon”

Col. XX 33: cop[od] N

Col. XXI 18: dewo[{] i[c1]v

All of these are reasonably securely restored, and none is acceptable by Philo-
demus’ standards. It is important to note that they appear between the crucial
mentions of Metrodorus and his On Wealth in coll. XII 26 f. and XXI 34, and
they are evenly distributed throughout that stretch of text. Sudhaus’ other argu-
ments, especially those about the Zeitbestimmung of the author, should be kept
in mind.”® This is scanty but firm evidence, and it seems likely that Philodemus
is at least closely paraphrasing Metrodorus, though probably not copying him
out verbatim.

lodemus, On Property Management, Writings
from the Greco-Roman World, vol. 33 (At-
lanta 2012), pp. XXV f. and 93 f. See also V.
TSOUNA, Epicurean Attitudes to Management
and Finance, in G. GIANNANTONI-M. GIGANTE
(edd.), Epicureismo greco e romano, Atti del
Congresso Internazionale III (Napoli 1996),
pp. 701-714 (esp. pp. 702 . n. 6).

76 There are three questionable instances that I
noticed elsewhere in the treatise:

1. eBpo[t | dAk]oc (Sedley : ebps[v] Jensen, col.
IIIA 16 f.): Jensen’s reading does not involve
hiatus, but the infrared photograph suggests
o rather than g. dAloc could also be wrong,
however.

2. dmopo[t &vtec (col. VI 29): the participle is
unnecessary and can be ejected.

3. 1o vrepaco[ (col. VI 33): sic Tsouna, fol-
lowing Jensen, where the papyrus is badly
damaged.

77 The whole sentence is ti ydp:| kdv avTOv
anfop®]ctv towod|tov Vmdpyety, GAL 00 Kotd
| ye 10 Srot[a]ktik[0]v Kol TapapeTpnTi-
[K]ov Tdt [vc]kdt | Téhet Tod déov[t]oc M[T]-
T eivan, which Tsouna translates as «Why,
even if they deny that he is that kind of person,
they certainly cannot mean that he is worse
than he should be regarding classification and
measurement in accordance with the natural
end», but it could mean «What’s this? Even if
they deny that he is that kind of person [sc. an
expert household manager], at least [sc. they
do] not [do so] on account of his being worse
at classification and measurement than one
ought with a view towards the natural end». If
the second interpretation is adopted, then the
hiatus is excused by being in a chain of con-
cordant words, since it is part of the articular
infinitive 0 ... eivau.

8 SupHAUS 1906, pp. 46-48.
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A similar case found in a section of Philodemus’ De Rhetorica Il (PHerc. 1674,
coll. XLIX 27-LI 29, pp. 145-149 Longo Auricchio) is likely to be similarly
paraphrased: Metrodorus is mentioned at the start, and Philodemus inserts a
transitional note at col. LI 1-2 (kai [p]i[k]pov tpoPd[c m]mc «and moving ahead
a bit [sc. in the work]»). Additionally, he explicitly changes the setting at the
end by saying & pév [o0v] | #opev &k thc mpoyp[ajteio]c mopadécoa ... («Well,
the statements which we can adduce from his [sc. Metrodorus’]| treatment ...»).
Note these hiatus: L.16 d[AAov] 6to[vdnm]o[t’, LI 18 Onpede[t a]|mo, and LIT
4 adtal opwvopwmc.” A reasonable inference is that Philodemus is quoting or
closely paraphrasing Metrodorus’ work and that this passage should be included
among the fragments of his treatise On Poems.*

mfmcosker@owu.edu
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7 T have not introduced the half-brackets mar-
king text preserved only in a second copy for
the citations from De Rhetorica 11.

8 Two short excerpts are included in Koerte as
frr. 20 and 21.






