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More Glosses in Horace?
By Archibald Allen, New York

These notes have to do with three passages in the Odes which have raised — or,
in one case, perhaps ought to have raised — questions about our received text.
In asking if old, intrusive glosses might be involved in those questions, [ am re-
calling, of course, the article «GGlossen im Horaztext?»> which the late Josef Delz
published in MH 30 (1973) 51-54. Let me hope that he would find these notes
of some interest.!

145
iam Cytherea choros ducit Venus imminente luna, 3
iunctaeque Nymphis Gratiae decentes
alterno terram quatiunt pede ...

The combination of Cytherea and Venus is unique. Elsewhere, Horace has
Cytherea alone (Odes 3.12.14, Cythereae puer ales), as do other poets, e.g. Ovid
(Am. 13.4,AA2.15,607; Met. 10.717,14.487;15.803), Tibullus (3.13.3), Propertius
(2.14.24),Virgil {Aen. 1.257,657;4.128; 5.800; 8.523, 615). May we not well ask if
our text is to be trusted?

Bentley was clearly bothered by this <Cytherean Venus», but he noted that
the manuscripts’ unanimous reading gets further support from the third century
(?) grammarian Marius Plotius Sacerdos who quotes iam Cytherea... Venus (al-
beit with verius for Venus) to illustrate a logaocedicum archebulium metre (H.
Keil, Grammatici Latini VI [Hildesheim/New York 1981] 544); ruling out emen-
dation, therefore, he defended the text with a somewhat lame appeal to Virgil's
combination, Phoebus Apollo (Aen.3.251). Two centuries later, Kiessling-Heinze
suggested that Cytherea here may be a <geographisches Attribut, like Delius and
Patareus, used of Apollo at Odes 3.4.64 (cf. Virg. Aen. 4.345, Gryneus Apolio),
so that Horace will be describing «die Frithlingsepiphanie der Venus auf ihrer
Lieblingsinsel>. But Venus’ exuberant spring-time epiphany is surely not to be
limited to the island of Cythera.

Where even Bentley refrained from emending, one can make only the most
tentative of guesses, pleading error in the earliest transmission of the text. Ue-
nus, we might imagine, was a supralinear gloss on Cytherea which displaced an
adverbial adjective:

1  Ishall refer to the editions of Richard Bentley {( Cambridge 1711) and A. Kiessling & R. Heinze
{11™ ed. Berlin 1964), and to R.G.M. Nishet & M. Hubbard, A Commentary on Horace: Odes,
Book I (Oxford 1978).
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iam Cytherea choros ducit leuis, imminente luna

<... now the Cytherean lightly leads ...» For predicative leuis we may compare e.g.
Epodes 16 48 (leuis ... lympha desilit), Sat. 2.6.98 (domo leuis exsilit), and Virg.
Aen. 5.838 (cum leuis actheriis delapsus Somnus ab astris); the simple adjective
occurs in similar context at Odes 1.1.31 (nympharumaque leues cum satyris chori).

T16:15
quin et Atridas duce te superbos
1lio dives Priamus relicto

Thessalosque ignis et iniqua Troiae 15
castra fefellit
What are we to make of the repetitive variatio in Ilio ...|... Troiae ? Is it elegant,

or are we to be suspicious of the text? D.R Shackleton Bailey (HSCP 89 [1985]
154) recalled A.Y. Campbell’s proposed emendation of Troiae to tranans and
hesitantly offered his own adverbial circa, as a reading at least worthy of a «col-
lege exerciser. With similar hesitation and intent, I would suggest that Troiae may
be a gloss on an original regno:

Thessalosque ignis et iniqua regno | castra

<... hostile to his royal domain>. A parallel may be found at 1.15.8, regnum Priami
vetus, where again regnum probably means regum sedes, as it evidently does
at Prop. 4.1.10, unus erat fratrum maxima regna focus (P. Fedeli, Sexti Properti
Elegiarum libri IV [ed. corr., Stutgardiae & Lipsiae 1994] Index. Verb., s.v. reg-
num).

2.18.34
aequa tellus
pauperi recluditur
regumgue pueris, nec satelles Orci 34

Line 34 contains the poem’s sole resolution, at 4™ position (-pue-). If this seeming
anomaly is not worrisome, nothing more needs to be said. On the other hand,
we might ask if Horace — master of metrics — had not intended his twenty iam-
bic trimeters catalectic in 2.18 to be wholly free of resolution. Nisbet-Hubbard
compare the resolution at Epodes 2.61, has inter epulas, yet there are two other
identical resolutions in that poem, at 35, pavidumaque leporem,and 57, aut herba
lapathi, so that the comparison is hardly valid.

The resolution may be removed if we suppose that Horace wrote, not
regumque pueris,but regumque preli, <he earth opens impartially for the poor
man and for kings’ offspring>. The manuscripts’ pueris will then have been a
gloss on proli, intended to emphasise (as a glossing filiis might not) the mas-
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culinity of the plural offspring denoted by feminine singular proles. For proles
elsewhere in the Odes, see e.g. 3.6.37-38, mascula militum | proles, and 4.6.1,
proles Nicbea.
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