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NOTES ON MENANDER’S CoLAX AND SICYONIUS!

Colax (CGFP 163)

53 1t AvcrreAetv N anlogoiveic TodKely;’

The text to the left of the bar is given only in P. Oxy. III 409. According to Grenfell and Hunt in the editio
than Avciredeu: there is hardly any ink in place for the final letter If it is accepted, there will be no reason
to adopt the first editors’ emendation Avcite el(v): Avcitedéc is just as suitable.

95-9
Scot Topavvor nmmol’, Sctic fyepov
uéyoc, catpdmnd, epovpapylo]c, otkictnc tom|o]v,
ctpoTnyoc, oo [ | &Ada Tovc terémc Aéyw
anoAmAdtoc, [Viv tlodt avipnkev uovov,
ot kohakec, ovt[ | & eictv avtolc GOAor.

Grenfell and Hunt’s supplement in 98 (P. Oxy. III 409.62) is unlikely. viv does not seem an effective addi-
tion to what precedes: indeed, the first editors, who punctuate after it, do not include it in their translation.
On the other hand, Sandbach’s suggestion (93 n.) that it goes with what follows, giving the sense ‘destruc-
tion is nowadays so caused, whatever happened in the past’, is far-fetched. We do not expect a restriction
of this kind after §cot TOpovvor Tdmod’ (95). In any case, tJodt’ dvitpnkev? udvov may be felt to be too
similar to tJodt” dmoAmAexev povov five lines before. Menander will have written [0 totot’. Now it may
be argued that this vague expression is less likely than t]odt’ to be followed by ot k6Aokec in apposition,
but the next line is in any case highly objectionable, and may well be an explanatory interpolation: see
Sandbach’s note (on his line 94).

Sicyonius

7-10
ExpOVT dryopdut, keBfitd T €mi Thic dryx[dAnc
€]xov 6 Bepdmmv v Tpoeiuny. TwA[ovuévolc

! These notes represent work undertaken when I was a Research Associate in the University of Oxford (2013—-14). The
post was funded by the British Academy.

In the notes on Colax, lemmata are taken from CGFP (C. Austin (ed.), Comicorum Graecorum fragmenta in papyris
reperta (1973)), and in the notes on Sicyonius, from the edition by R. Kassel (1965). I also refer to the edition of Menander
by F. H. Sandbach (OCT, 21990) and his notes (in A. W. Gomme and F. H. Sandbach, Menander: A Commentary (1973)), to
the Loeb Menander (ed. W. G. Arnott, 1979-2000), to the editio princeps of Sicyonius (ed. A. Blanchard and A. Bataille,
RechPap 3 (1964) 103-76 with plates VI-XIII), and to the recent edition of the play by A. Blanchard (Budé vol. iv, 2009).
Other abbreviations:

Arnott, Final Notes W. G. Arnott, Final Notes on Menander’s Sikyonioi (vv. 343—423 with frs. 1, 2 and 7), ZPE 118
(1997) 95-103.
Arnott, Further Notes W. G. Arnott, Further Notes on Menander’s Sikyonioi (vv. 110-322), ZPE 117 (1997) 21-34.

Barigazzi A. Barigazzi, Sul «Sicionio» di Menandro, SIFC 37 (1965) 7-84.

Coles R. A. Coles, Notes on Menander’s Sikyonios, Emerita 34 (1966) 131-7.

Handley E. W. Handley, Notes on the Sikyonios of Menander, BICS 12 (1965) 38—62.

Jouguet P. Jouguet, Papyrus de Ghoran, BCH 30 (1906) 103—49.

Lloyd-Jones H. Lloyd-Jones, Notes on the Sikyonios of Menander, Emerita 34 (1966) 139-49 = Greek Comedy,
Hellenistic Literature, Greek Religion, and Miscellanea (1990) 77-86.

Schroeder O. Schroeder (ed.), Novae comoediae fragmenta in papyris reperta exceptis Menandreis (1915).

2SeeP. Oxy. III pl. I1I, or the first of the fold-out plates at the end of M. J. Pernerstorfer, Menanders Kolax (2009).

3 The papyrus has ovnpnkev, not -kov, as reported in the first edition and in CGFP: see the plates mentioned in n. 2. For
the possibility that dvelpnkev is to be restored, see below on Sic. 82.
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~ < ’ 5 ’ w7/
]pociABev Nyenav tic Npdra “rdclov
ToDT Ecty;” fikovcev: cuveyopnc” én[plorto.

At the end of 8, toA[ovuévorc (Handley 40) is in the right case, but the general will have gone up to the
pirates to ask the price: noA[oDct O¢.

15-17
T00TO[t Tluyxov]
€]k 100 maporypfu|
Tt rondimt Ty mot|

Handley’s tentative proposal (40) for 15, to0t@[t tJuxov[, seems too long. One might perhaps consider
toUt®[Vv] £xOv[twv: e.g., in the circumstances, the pair will not be saved immediately (16), but there is hope
that the girl will eventually be restored to her fatherland (with Handley’s not[pid(c) in 17).

75 Following the removal of some offset papyrus,* Coles (134; Emerita 35 (1967) 163) reads | vnepB .
Lloyd-Jones (144 = 81) writes that ‘Coles’s reading is consistent with several possibilities: but the one which
strikes me as likelier than most is dvurepPfarot’. But since there is no evidence that the iota adscript was
written, vepBaAm seems more probable.

77 Jovmep éyevounv

Coles (134) comments ‘Before w, I think 1. Before that, o or € possible (not o), and according to Lloyd-Jones
(144 = 81), this reading, ‘in conjunction with the sense, suggests that eirep is the likeliest word to have been
written’. But éneinep seems no less likely.

82 The transmitted ovelpnkoc is interpreted correctly by F. Blass (ap. Jouguet 114): ‘Gveipnkoc =
avnpnkoc’.S For the spelling, perhaps Menander’s own, cf. L. Threatte, The Grammar of Attic Inscriptions
ii (1996) 486. Dysc. 595 avnpewvie, quoted by Kassel, may be a corruption of averpnkvio with et and 1
having switched positions, even if it is the perfect of dvaipém; so too in Colax, CGFP 163.98, avnpnkev
(cf. n. 3) may represent dvetipnkev rather than dvnipnkev. Cf. also Asp. 225 (agnpnta B).

100-101
£uol 8¢ Kol ToLTOL TL Tpary ct[tv
un todtov HUIV OV Tpémov Aae [

101 looks like an angry retort to the rhetorical question in the previous line. Perhaps the speaker is address-
ing himself, e.g. “éuot 8¢ kol tovtOL T TPOyW £ctfwv;” Aéyerc;d | un todrov NMulv oV tpdmov Adder |,
‘Do you say “What have he and I to do with each other?”? Don’t speak to us like that!” There seems to be
something similar (with a combination of first- and second-person forms and ‘Do not say!” addressed by the
speaker to himself) in Mis. 387 ff. Sandbach = 790 ff. Arnott as interpreted by Handley (ap. M. Balme (tr.),
Menander: The Plays and Fragments (2001) 176-7), Cuiyn’EeAndo[0]ev: | “t]i” onc “nénovd’; dmofv]0’
vmep Torotne Aofel]c. | pé[Alet yé ot Tordtnc O €uawtov; un Aéye xth., ‘If Simiche comes out, you say
“How is she?” ’ etc.

4 See now the photograph published on the website of the Institut de Papyrologie de la Sorbonne (http://www.papyrologie.
paris-sorbonne.fr/photos/2030072 jpg).

5 He does not suggest that it is to be emended. Cf. his comment on Philod. Mort. 37.13 in GGA (1886) 540: ‘a(v)elpnuévaov
(att. Orthogr. fiir &vnp.)’.

6 Léywv was proposed by Schroeder (24) in this place (and AdAer [ch ve at the end of the next line). Sandbach’s £ct’; [00de
£v would give a straightforward answer to the rhetorical question, but this seems unidiomatic: cf. Kassel’s note. Blanchard
records a proposal of Austin’s, éct[wv; ppdicov, but it seems no more likely that the speaker demanded a response to his rhetor-
ical question.
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1023
Toluntéov yap Ectwv. GAN e - Ip[
100t@Vv GANBEc 6 Bepdmov Tt [

Jouguet (114) supplies Tt v[Ov Aéyet at the end of 103, and Schroeder (24) €i[ne]p [udvov at the end of 102.
The result makes sense, but the position of Tt seems surprising. Perhaps it was e.g. €1 [pn]c[l Tt | To0TOV
aAnbec 6 Bepdmwv, Tl y[iveton; Sigma does not seem excluded as an interpretation of the upright at the end
of 102, though no trace remains of its base.

118 Jtdv codv SvacBon unBév’ gAlov dAAG. cé

At the start, Austin (ap. Kassel) and Webster (ap. Handley 43) suggest BovAouai, and Kassel as an alterna-
tive BoOAeton. This would give a somewhat confusing sentence: BovAopon (-eton) 1OV cdv dvocBon looks
complete in itself, and it seems awkward to add an accusative subject after it. Perhaps the truth is enui (or
oncy) delv. Cf. e.g. Epitr. 752-3 gnct detv eic [ewpond | avtov Padicor.

126-8
(ITv.) Jté0vnke mépocrv. (Ctp.) olpot. (ON.) ypode cpddp’ Ay
] éxetvn yéyovev. (ITv.) GANX €U mpdrypocty,
Crpotoavn, kovoic €cet cb cpddpo T° dveAmictolc Ticly.

On 126, Kassel comments ‘an té0vnxke; (Iv.) népucty (sc. dnéBavev)?’, and this is surely preferable: see
Sandbach’s note. Before it, 1| uqtnp] (Handley 44) is likely, and at the start of the line, perhaps an impatient
einov, ‘Tell me!”: cf. Dysc. 410, fr. 447.

In what follows, it seems difficult to take ékeivn y€yovev to refer to the same person as ypodc coddp’
fv at the end of the preceding line: if ‘she’ is understood (from what precedes) as the subject of fjv, why is
éxetvn used here to indicate the subject? Austin’s supplement (ap. Kassel) giAtdtn &’ opo]c is doubtful for
this reason, and the sense is odd: why ‘nevertheless’? Perhaps Pyrrhias says (in response to Stratophanes’
cry oiuou) e.g. ypordec cpddp’ M, [ 1) 1oy 8¢ nw]c éxeivn yéyovev, ‘She was a very old woman, and that turn
of fate has somehow come about’, before turning to the matter of real concern. Cf. for the expression PI.
Crit. 46b £€re1dn pot 1jde N TOYM YEyovev.

139-40
T0UTO TPOVVOETTO COV
. SR o n an s
Kol TeEAeVTOC Gmedidou ce Tolc EavTdv eOAIYMC.

‘eavtov (sive ceavtmv) vix sanum’, as Kassel notes. The singular is easily restored ((c)earvtod M. Papa-
thomopoulos, RPh 39 (1965) 222 = Varia philologica et papyrologica i (1990) 22) but the y’ inserted by
several scholars after it in order to avoid hiatus is unconvincing. Perhaps it was 10010 TpoOvoeitd cov | kol
1eAeVTOC, Amedidov ce Tolc (Yearvtod (8”) eDAOYmC. For kot tedevtdc’, ‘even on her deathbed’, cf. e.g. Mis.
365 Sandbach = 766 Arnott koi AavO&vew fovdduevov.

145-7
(Crp.) Badilerte.
debpo Onpwv (On.) 00 Aéyeic poi—; (Crp.) mpdorye, unBév mw Adher.
(On.) &AL Suwc kayo— (Crp.) Badile. kot cb debpo, [Tupplo:

In 147, where Kassel emends to Badile, it may be possible to keep the transmitted Boadilw: (On.) GAN
ouwc koyw— Boadiw. (Ctp.) xod cv debpo, Muppia. Then Theron, beginning to say ‘I too am interested’
(Sandbach) or the like, thinks better of it and indicates that he is coming. Another bare imperative, fadie,
addressed to Theron after the impatient npdorye, unBév mw Adder, is possible, but further disobedience at
this point would seem to call for a less measured response. Sandbach adopts Kassel’s emendation but has no
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full stop after fadile: Badile kot cv debpo, [Muppia. But no imperative is needed or expected with debpo,
cf. 146 debpo Onpwv. Handley, keeping the transmitted text, understands Stratophanes to be saying ‘I'm
going and you’re coming too’ (BICS 26 (1979) 82-3 = Actes du VII* Congreés de la FIEC ii (1984) 550-51;
BICS 31 (1984) 31 n. 9), but we expect an imperative from him, not a piece of present-tense narrative.’

175 Gmocov Hulv el

el[né is suggested by several scholars. After it, Barigazzi (21) proposes thv pficw. :: kaA®dc, and Austin (ap.
Blanchard) tv npa&v— (EA.) kaddc, but Epitr. 293—-4, (Cv.) elpnkev; (Cu.) ovk fixovcoc; eipnkev. (Cv.)
KoA@c. | 0OkoDv éym peto tadto, is scarcely a convincing parallel for the use of xaAdc in the present
passage, where ‘Excellent!” or the like does not make sense. A likelier supplement is Girocov Uty €ifrne v
mpokv capde. Cf. e.g. Dysc. 217 éketvon mov 10 TpoyW eindv copdc, Epitr. 332 € ob pabdvec ndvio
0 k00 ahTovc copdde.

187-8
700 1fic B20D dNpov Ydp i, éndvopoc
BAennict EAgvcivioc

The passage is discussed by Arnott (Further Notes 29), who observes that Chantraine’s parenthetical
BAgneic (proposed in the editio princeps (125)) does not seem to be paralleled, and rightly insists that
"EAevcivioc must be the man’s name, not BAénnc. But Arnott’s own tentative proposal BAén’ elc (W) is not
convincing: why should he say this here? 1 suggest 100 tfic 00D dfpov ydp el éndvopoc | PAéner ¢
"EAevcivioc, ‘It is Eleusinius who is looking at you’. Cf. Epitr. 932 t]i ¢’ o) BAéne’yd;, and for the use of a
third-person form close to a first-person form referring to the same character, e.g. Mis. 2623 Sandbach =
663—4 Arnott i um yop obToc doktudicet pe, kupioc | ddcet te TordTny, ofyeton Opacwvidne, Dysc. 692—4
Bapper. (Kv.) tebdp[pni’. odkétt | Dulv évoyhiicer tov énilomov yalp xpdvov | Kvijpwv; Sam. 647 ff.;
J. Blundell, Menander and the Monologue (1980) 66 with n. 5.

22023
Jvtoc éumobdc te TV
AouPaveron Bpuydpevoc
JeéhoBe tovc ectnidToc
]e Tt BovAer; Aéye, Aéye”

Austin (ap. Handley 51 and ap. Kassel) supplies at 221-3 e.g. tpiy®dv ovtod AajuBdveton Bpuyoduevoc. |
kol Bodp opdviac] Elofe Tovc Ectnrdtoc | mhviec & EBoncay “cv 8¢ ti BovAer; Aéye, Aéye”. This gives
good sense, though it is of course quite uncertain. But in 221, éxvtod seems superfluous, and one might
consider supplying instead 6 péieoc. Cf. Epitr. 890-91 otawv AaPov | yovoiy’ o uédeoc nroynko. Then in
222, the additional participle op®dvtoc does not seem to make any useful contribution. Another possibility
would be Bpuyoduevoc | éleewd: Bodpo 8] Ehafe: cf. e.g. Soph. OT 1265 Sewva. fpuynBeic.?

308 Zon npoeABov €xBc eic oy[

Kassel mentions Schroeder’s proposal (26) eic ou[iAiov, but this seems a doubtful expression (‘to inter-
course’). Coles (136) thought of eic ou[nyvprv, which could give suitable sense, but Lloyd-Jones (148 = 85)

7 Arnott (Further Notes 25) finds in xéeycy Badilem an example of the use of ko to contrast ‘the objective reality of an idea
with its subjective reality or with the unreality of something else’ (J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles (*1954) 321), but this
is unsuitable when the word so emphasized is ¢yo.

8 Arnott (Further Notes 28) rightly observes that Handley’s tnv kotdctoctv (46) does not give the right sense, but his own
TNV Y& COUEOPAY, with its strange ye, is no improvement.

9 Some have preferred to suppose that the subject of ¥Lae (222) is otktoc (K. Kumaniecki, Athenaeum 53 (1965) 158; cf.
R. Kassel, Eranos 63 (1965) 11 = Kleine Schriften (1991) 281) or £ eoc (B. Marzullo, QIFG 2 (1967) 71), rather than Bo:duor.
But the preserved part of 223 does not suggest pity.



Notes on Menander’s Colax and Sicyonius 59

objects that ‘the occurrences of this word hitherto known indicate that it smacks too much of high poetry to
be used by Menander, at any rate in this kind of context’. I suggest eicop[evoc t0 cov (or some other suitable
object): cf. Epitr. 462-3 1i§]w Swadpapcdv — eic tdAw yop Epyopat | volvi — mept tovtov eicopevoc i Oe[i]
TOETV.

312 Zpoi i cv crovdono|

Sandbach’s paraphrase, ‘what project has Theron of adequate importance?’, points to a supplement such as
crovdoio[v oVte mparyw €xeic (crovdoiolv Blass ap. Jouguet 113; £yeic Sudhaus ap. Schroeder 26), with
oVt suitably taken up in the next line by éct” GEov tardtne @loviivan Tiic 6800 (p[aviivou Lloyd-Jones
148 = 86; 1fic 660D Blass).

314-19
NV kekoukdc pe deof
Qel TL Kpov £t wpog|
G&rov, dprBadc 1cb, yv[
tic elut; po tov “Heoct[ov
crovdotov v deEnt [
Aadlodvto yép cie Onp|

Sandbach (312 n.) reasonably suspects that the paragraphi under 316 and 317 are misplaced. Apart from
his arguments, dxpiBdc {cO fits an attempt to reassure the sceptical Cichesias, and y&p (319) is hard to
account for if Cichesias’ speech has just begun with a conditional clause at the start of the preceding line.
Sandbach suggests that the paragraphi below 316 and 317 should be below 315 and 316. But it seems to me
that a paragraphus is probably wanted below 318, whereas that below 316 is not confirmed by anything in
the preserved text. Perhaps then the first paragraphus belongs one line higher up and the second one line
lower down. Then some such reconstruction as the following could be considered for 315-19 (incorporating
earlier proposals):

el TL puepov Ett mpoé[pyecBon; Aéye.

(©On.) a&rov, dxprdc 1cb, yv[ockew t6de:

Tic elut, uo tov “Heouct[ov 0vx frictoco,
crovdoiov av deENt ule undev dLoPodely.
(Kt.) Aadodvta yép ce, Onpilov, BAéno mdlou.

In 315, Aéye is suggested as an alternative to Sandbach’s v (assigned to Theron): dxpidc 1cB by itself
seems to lend sufficient emphasis to &&ov. In 319, following Blass’s Onpi[ov (ap. Jouguet 113; cf. Arnott,
Further Notes 33), BAéno méAat or the like may be supported by Soph. OT 626 00 yop @povodvTd ¢ €d
BAérw. Cichesias finds it difficult to believe that a chatterer such as this will have anything worth while to
propose.

343-50
(K1.) 0¥k eic 1oV SAeBpov — xakemdc 1O — dmogBlepel
am’ €uod; Kymciow cd 101008 Orédafec
£pyov moncew f| AoPetv aip Topd Tvoc
apyvprov; adikov mparypotoc. (ON.) Kymciow —;
(K1) CxopBovidny yevépevov. (On.) e y’. (Ki.) &p’ dnédaPec;
(On.) To0ToV pe mpaat picBov adTod, pnkétt
@v ELeyov dpti. (Ki.) T0d tivoc; (On.) Kymcioc
CxopPmvidne ye — moAvd cb Pédtiov Aéyeic
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The assignment of the parts is uncertain. In 343, it may be better to give xadendc ficOo: to Theron, as rec-
ommended by Sandbach (cf. Arnott, Final Notes 95). For 34650, I suggest the following arrangement:

apyvpov — (On.) adikov npdayuoroc. (Ki.) Kymnclov
CxopPavidnv ye 10 yévoc; (On.) b y’. “Gp’ vréhoPec;”
100700V pe mpaon wcBov odhtod, unkétt

ov Eheyov dpti. (Ki) 10D tivoc; (On.) “Kymcioc
CropPmvidne ye” — modd cb BéAtiov Aéyeic

Theron is impressed by the quality of what he takes to be the old man’s impersonation of an angry Cich-
esias. In congratulating him, he freely repeats parts of his question, imitating his impassioned delivery, but
his own impression falls far short of the old man’s (350 oAb cd BéAtiov Aéyeic). So 347 dp’ vméhoPec;
(cf. 344) and 34950 Kyncioc | CrxopPovidne ye (cf. 346—7) are both spoken by Theron and to be placed
between quotation marks. The old man’s performance merits the payment that he has promised (348-9).
Cichesias is puzzled (349)10 but Theron fails to notice this and continues, recalling another memorable part
of the speech (349-50).

There is a paragraphus under 346, and Arnott (Final Notes 95) plausibly takes ¢:dikov mpdypotoc to
be spoken ironically by Theron. The assignment of what follows to Cichesias is recommended by the echo
at 349-50, as Arnott points out. That echo will be more precise if J. Martin’s ye 10 yévoc (ap. J.-M. Jacques,
REA 69 (1967) 306) is adopted at 347 as an emendation of the transmitted yevouevoc, where yevouevov
was suggested in the first edition (146), but either conjecture is possible. The suggestion that &p’ DnéAoPec;
(347) is a quotation spoken admiringly by Theron in Cichesias’ voice seems new. Admittedly it does not
quite match 344, but it is still instantly recognizable, especially if Theron imitates Cichesias’ delivery. Kas-
sel assigns the words to Cichesias himself, but it seems less likely that he would himself repeat in this way
the question that he has just asked, ‘Did you suppose?’ Sandbach, assigning the question to Theron, trans-
lates ‘have you got it, then?’, but it is not clear that the verb could be understood in this sense, especially
when it has just been used in the sense ‘suppose (falsely)’ at 344.

383-5
(Ctp.) Ny [v tdde’] kortd TOdoc
gyo dijaxw, pikpo totfc y° Evdolv ppacac.
(Ap.) Jouev nuepo K[iyncio.

In 383, the reading given by the first edition (148), u[, appears correct, but we do not expect either ‘merely’
(u[ovov cv] Lloyd-Jones 149 = 86) or ‘alone’ (u[6voc 0] Arnott, Final Notes 97). A more likely supplement
is fyoop[evov ce]. Then in the next line toi[c €vdo]v by itself looks long enough for the gap, as Sandbach
says (384-5 n.).

At the start of 385, Barigazzi’s npodry]mpev (62) is likely. As for the trace after nue, Coles (137) notes
that ‘the remains seem curiously hollow-backed for p (the p of @pacov in the line below is barely parallel).
The traces might suit y, but this is very difficult’. Iota is excluded,!! but lambda may be possible. It does not
usually come so far to the left at the top, but the hand is very irregular, and there are examples that seem
comparable in this respect, such as the first in 213. Then we could have i uéAAerc, [Klymncios,!2 ‘Are you
going to (come), Cichesias?’ Kassel has o after his p: the trace is the end of a stroke descending from left
to right, and would suit A as well. The traces after that are not useful, but péAAgic seems to be of the right
length: Coles (137) notes that after e there is ‘space for three to four letters before [K]p_maoc’.

10 For the reading here, see Coles 136.

L1 Arnott (Final Notes 97) finds it acceptable, describing the traces as ‘the top of a hasta well above the line, and its foot
well below it bending slightly to the left’. But the high trace is clearly the beginning of an oblique descending from left to right;
the iotas compared by Arnott are not similar.

12 Not K[uyncio:: see Coles 137.
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387-90
elc yertdvav anovto dedp|
ToVC KovdOTavaL, TovC GopT|
OmaVTOL, TOVC Plekovc ooVt
kol un _evpnekovtoc evBu[d

In 389, anavtloc, printed in the first edition (150), is very likely. After it, perhaps e.g. Totépo yop | ko
untép’ evpickovrac évBe[dt mpénet (plural for singular?): the relocation that Stratophanes is proposing
befits a man who finds his parents. Kassel says of the traces after un ‘possis tep’, and this looks plausible,
although Sandbach says only that the traces do ‘not suggest, nor quite exclude, untep’.

391-6
o0TAYV T’ dmiéva debpo mpod|
kéheve Ty Eunv, ued’ dudlv
tovc BapPapove motdoc kotad]
évtadBo kol Ofpova tovc T O[vnAdtoc
KO TOLC dvovc. TodTo AEy™ Yo
gvtevor’ owtoc ToAAa T T [

[tnv untépa (A. Oguse, CE 40 (1965) 125; Webster ap. Handley 58) is very likely at the end of 391. As for
what follows, Sandbach on 386 ff. argues convincingly for Handley’s view that ‘the barbarians, Theron, and
the donkey-drivers are to stay in his [i.e. Stratophanes’] house’. It would be helpful to have that spelt out in
the text: e.g.

oV T amiévon dedpo Tpoc [Thv untépo
kéheve Ty Eunv ped’ vudly, mapd & éuol
tovc BapPapovc natdoc kotad[vovtoc Hevely
évtodBo kol ONpovo KTA.

Cf. e.g. PL. Grg. 447b mop’ éuot yop Topyloc korodvet (LS s.v. xataddo I1.2).

As for 395-6, Coles (137) says of the final trace of 396 ‘T doubt o (Handley p. 58); n[ might suit
the traces more satisfactorily’. So instead of Handley’s éyo [8" £towudicov | éviedon’ adtoc TOALN T
ta[0tne motpt, in which to[Otnc is in any case surprising when the girl has not been mentioned recently,
one could have &y [8¢ Tt mortpt | évted&op’ ovtoc TdALo T Th[c TopOévov, with adverbial tGAAc.

4012
° \ o 2 ,
oilov yoip ovtoc £t Aéyeic ovovt|
POy €ct’ €mouvelv xopv ev [

In 401, Sandbach’s punctuation (following H. Lloyd-Jones, GRBS 7 (1966) 150 = Greek Comedy, Hellenis-
tic Literature, Greek Religion, and Miscellanea (1990) 70), olov yop — 0Otoc, 11 Aéyeic; ovovi|, is very
plausible, and ov &vt[ikpuc (proposed by Austin ap. Kassel) is attractive at the end. As for 402, Coles (137)
says of the final traces ‘read evo[ (so Austin)? I suspect too tight an arc for ¢[”.!3 I suggest supplying xaptv év
OlpBaipoic T €xew. For the postponed 1, cf. Sandbach on Peric. 128, and for the phrase, Eur. fr. 736.5-6
N & &v dpBaluoic ydpic | dndAoX, dtov tic €k ddpwv dvnp B&vnt.

409 oriic 0 eratpac 1y kox|

Perhaps abtn’c®’ étaipoc i kok|n coufovMia, “This bad advice is a courtesan’s’ (referring to, and reject-
ing, what has been said in the preceding lines?).

13 J-L. Fournet ap. Blanchard reads ‘evi[ uel evn[’, and the plate in the editio princeps (pl. XI) may seem to show an
upright in the final position, but the arc is clear in the photograph published on the website of the Institut de Papyrologie de la
Sorbonne (http://www.papyrologie.paris-sorbonne.fr/photos/2072272 jpg).
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418-20
nodc & av dakodyarc dondal
Tptv OpoAoyfcat kat ctegoy|
dpAC®. KATAVEVCOV.

Concerning the text at the start of 420, Coles (137) writes as follows: ‘I find p very hard to read: perhaps
the “tail” is in fact an offset. dwco seems a more satisfactory reading (the c is hard to make out, but not
impossible).’'4 Handley (59) had proposed for the end of 419 and the start of 420 e.g. (A.) neicOnti pot. |
(B.) dpdca. (A.) xaravevcov, with Spacem indicating the speaker’s assent to the preceding request. If docw
is to be read in this place, a different reconstruction will be required, e.g. (incorporating Handley’s attrac-
tive suggestions for 418 and the first half of 419) nédc & av drakoyouc— :: dadd [pot Tic £xdotw— | :: Tplv
opoloyficou— :: kot ctepdvlovc. :: dmcewv 0 8el; The interpretation of the lines remains quite uncertain.
If, as Arnott suggests (Final Notes 100—-101), Stratophanes had promised Malthace a ‘dowry’ and this is
mentioned in 414-15, then the question in 418—19 may be addressed by her to him; in that case, dcdco (420)
would be his response.

W. B. Henry, Department of Greek and Latin, University College London
w_b_henry@yahoo.co.uk

14 Arnott (Final Notes 101) finds Spoce no less likely, but the new photograph (http://www.papyrologie.paris-sorbonne.
fr/photos/2092272 jpg) confirms Coles’s reading; Sandbach considers it ‘certain’.



