SOME NOTES ON LONGUS, DAPHNIS
AND CHLOE

I cite from M. S.Reeve’s revised edition (Leipzig 1986).

1,7,1-1,8,2:
... 1idn 8 v 6 pév meviekoidexo ETdV Amod yevedc, 1) 8¢ TocovT®V dvolv
amodebdviav, kol 6 Apdog kol 0 Aduov £nl pidg vuktog Opdotv vop
7016vde Tt ... kol Kowdoavteg GAAIAoLg 10 Svap KTA.



234 Miszellen

Dryas, it will be recalled, was the adoptive father of the foundling Daphnis and
Lamon of the other foundling Chloe. Dream visions are commonplace in antiquity,
but that two individuals should independently have the same dream on the same
night would have been an unusual phenomenon then as now, whether in life or in
literature. Perhaps it needs to be emphasized a bit more here:

. kol 6 Apbog kol 0 Aduwv, (duem) €nl uidg voktog, Opdoy Svap
T016vde 11 KTA.

-and Dryas and Lamon, both on a single night, see such a dream as follows .. !

Thc insertion of éuew produces a rhetorical collocation of a sort common with the
numeral ‘one’ (or an equlvalent) Compare Eur. Hec. 285: tov névta 8" 8ABov fpap
€v W doeileto. Med. 1231-32: Eory’ 0 Soiipov moAA: T)8” &v Huépq / koka Evvéntery.
Fr. 549 Nauck? &N nuocp (sv) o1 petafordg morlag Exet. Men. Dysc. 187-88:
moAN év Nuépa @ / yévorr’ &v. Ennius, Ann. 258 Sk.: multa dies in bello conficit
unus (see Skutsch ad loc., p. 441) vog is also found in such expresswns Theogms
663-664: ... 6c uGho TEO)\.?\,(X némoon / €Eomivng mévt’ odv dAece vokti wiij.2 Com-
pare further van Groningen on Theognis, v. 160 and Fraenkel on Aesch. Ag. 1455.
For the specific collocation of ‘both’ and ‘one’ in such locutions see Pi. Pyth. 10,2—
3 motpog & dupotépong €€ Evig/... yévog ... Pacilevel. Nem. 6,1-2 éx pidg 8¢
nvéopev / potpos aueodtepot. Verg. Aen. 2,709-10: unum et commune periclum, /
una salus ambobus erit. In Longus himself a comparable phrase occurs immediate-
ly below, 1,7,2: ... 10 8¢ [sc. mondiov] époyapevov aueotépav evi Belet ktA. (Lon-
gus uses both dugdtepot and Gueo; for the latter see 1,12,2 and 1,12,5.) The acci-
dental omission of duew after Adpwv would of course be a commonplace type of
error.

M. D.Reeve, Hiatus in the Greek Novelists, CQ n.s. 21 (1971) 514-539, has
shown that the novelists (Lollianus is an exception) tend to avoid hiatus rather
strictly, a consideration which would seem to argue against éugo éni. But the ob-
jection is perhaps not insuperable. The avoidance of hiatus is by no means absolute
and Reeve, in his admirable article, lists a number of categories in which hiatus is
permitted, various degrees of pause being among them. Possibly there was a slight
pause of emphasis after &u(pu) ( both — on one night’). Alternatively an emphatic
rhetorical colon such as dueo éni wiég voxtog may have been felt as so close a unit
as to allow the hiatus. Compare, for example, 008¢ eig and undé eig (metrically ad-
missible in comedy despite the hiatus). Such speculations aside — and I recognize
their tenuousness — there are too many examples of hiatus in the novelists, includ-
ing Longus, to remove them all by conjecture. Some must be sound, as Reeve him-
self seems to have recognized, p. 530: “... Some of these instances are so intractable
that Longus himself may have been under constraint.” For some examples of hia-
tus after final -o ( -0) in Longus see 2,3,2 ... 16 Tovi éxetve ecnptca 2,231 ... xol
o0t o tpelg piotovton Nopeot. 3,6,1 Spoum odv ... 3, 30 5 6 pév tadta kol £t
mhelo €leyev. (Reeve accepts all these except the last where he inserts (rovtav) after
nAelw, an unlikely conjecture in my view.) What is clear is 1) the novelists are fair-

1) Note that in kol 6 Ap¥ag kat 6 Adpwv the first kal is an ‘and” connecting
the two clauses, the second kat an ‘and’ connecting the two nouns; in other words,
the force of kol ... xodi ... here is not ‘both Dryas and Lamon.’

2) The exact text of v. 664 is uncertain, but the soundness of vokti pifj is not
in doubt.
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ly strict in avoiding hiatus; 2) many examples of hiatus in the MSS are rightly
emended; 3) nevertheless, there remain numerous cases of apparently sound hiatus
(more, in my view, than Reeve is inclined to accept); and 4) it is not always possible
to settle the issue in a given case. Further investigation of hiatus in the novelists is a
desideratum. In the present state of our knowledge (&upw) here perhaps merits a
mention in the apparatus; anything more would be rash.?

2,5,3:

. kol o olda vépovia mpwBnfnv &v éxeive 1@ Sper 10 mAotv
BovkoAiov Kol TOPHUNY GOL GVPLTTOVTL TPOG TOTG PTYOTG EKELVOILG TIVIKOL
fipog "ApopvAridoc kTA.

The speaker is Eros/Cupid addressing the old herdsman Philetas. In his apparatus
criticus (p. 19, 1. 29) Reeve has a comment on otdo:: “fort. £1d0v.” One understands
why. The tense of 0ida should correspond to that of ropfiuny and vépovra, if gov-
erned by 018a, should refer to present time relative to that verb. For the conjecture
£ldov compare 1,13,5: ... o0tov ... Aovdpevov e18e. For the (apparent) sense of the
passage see C. Gills translation: “I’ve known you [emphasis added] when, as
a lusty young man, you used to graze your large herd of cows on that mountain
there, and I’ve been with you while you played the pipes beside those oaks when
you were in love with Amaryllis.”* There are two slips here, one of tense and one
of sense. First, ‘I’ve known’ mistranslates the tense of 01da, and secondly oida is
confused with ytyvookw, the mot juste for ‘be acquainted with.” Compare John
Burnet’s apt comment on Pl. Ap. 20E Xoupepdvta yop {ote mov: “not yyvdokete,
for he was dead.”® In this passage Eros presents himself as an ancient, indeed prim—
eval, deity: obtot maig &y xad el doxd maig, dAN kod 10D Kpbvov npesfitepog xai
o0T0D 10D TOVTOG XPOVOL (2,5 2). o1da seems consciously chosen to make this asser-
tion an explicit and emphatic instance of Eros” wide knowledge: ‘I know that
you used to tend your wide-ranging” herd when you were in your youthful

3) For an undoubted instance of dpgo followed by hiatus see the so-called
‘Glaucetes Fragment® in the Phoinikika of Lollianus, p. 9 of A.Henrich’s edition
(Die Phoinikika des Lollianos. Fragmente eines Neuen Griechischen Romans her-
ausgegeben und erliutert von Albert Henrich [Bonn 1972]: ... ketuot ... kol pet’
£1od k6pn koA, duew dvgpnuévor [= P. Ox. 1368. col. ii, 30-33]. As Lollianus ad-
mits hiatus freely, this is, alas, not decisive. (The merit for discovering that this frag-
ment comes from the Phoinikika goes to Reeve himself, [supra, p. 234] p. 536 n. 2.)

4) The translation can be found in Collected Ancient Greek Novels edited
by B.P.Reardon (Berkeley, Los Angeles, London 1989) 304.

5) More precisely, the English perfect tense ‘T’ve known’ reproduces neither
otda: (‘I know’) nor 1idn (‘I knew”).

6) 1 realize that this distinction is not absolute, but oido so used is rare
enough to question such a meaning here when its usual meaning makes excellent
sense (below).

7) This seems to be the force of nhatd here; see G. S. Kirk, The Iliad. A Com-
mentary. Vol. I (Cambridge 1985) on Il. 2,474. Longus’ phrase 10 nAotd Bovkéitov
is fashioned after the Homeric ainéiio nhoté’ oiyov (Il 2,474, 11,679; Od.
14,101.103; also Hes. Theog. 445). Note that Longus applies the epithet to herds of
cattle, not goats. See further R.L. Hunter, A Study of Daphnis and Chloe (Cam-
bridge 1983) 60 (with n. 8 on p. 117).
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prime... and I was beside you when ...” véuovto. is an instance of the so-called “par-
ticiple of the imperfect” of the grammars. The participle, when so used, frequently
has an adverbial modifier (tdte, note, npdtepov, npdcbev etc.), and here npwbHPnv
elegantly performs that function. The use of this Homeric word gives an appropri-
ate patina of archaic dignity to the pronouncement. If the paradosis wants further
defending, just imagine that both 0i8a and €18ov had come down in the MSS as
genuine variants. Would not 018 be the lectio difficilior?

2,14,4:
... ol 8¢ dvtelyovio oxAnpol Yépovieg Kol XETpog &K YEMPYIKAY Epywv
toyupag Exovteg kol nElovv Sikooloyioochot nepl TV yeyevnuévov.

ol 8¢ refers to Lamon and Dryas who have responded to Daphnis’ cry for help. The
Greek can stand as it is, but note that the subject of &vteiyovto is oi 8¢, not ol 8¢
vépovteg.® The phrase oxAnpol yépovteg is an appositional modifier of oi 8¢ and cor-
responds syntactically to xelpag éx yeopyik@dv Epymv ioxvpag #xovtes. The result is
a certain rhetorical imbalance which can be easily removed by a slight addition and
repunctuation, thus:

... 01 8¢ dvtelyovto, ckANpol Yépovteg (Bveg) Kol XETpag £K YEWPYIKDY
£pyov toyvpog Exovteg, kol nEiovy kTA.

For a comparable pair of balancing participles compare 3,31,2: ... kol yop Gv pout-
voiunv, furyépmv te v §0n Kol xepde eic T Epya deduevoc meprrrotépac, kA, In
general Longus has a tendency to affect rhymes and balanced units. (See, for exam-
ple, the opening sentence of 4,4,1-2 cited below.) The corruption (if such it be)
assumes a haplography of the easiest sort.

3,16,1:

tfg €ntovong, MG ToPA TNV YLVOIKO TNV TIKTOVGAY Amodea, PovePAS
éni v dpdv Evla éxabéfovio Adgvig kol XAON mapoyivetor kol
Sxp1fdg ppumoopévn v tetopoyuévny ‘cdcdv e, eine ‘Adevi, TV
dOMav kA

#vBa Courier : v 1)

The deceiver is Lykainion, the young city wife of old Chromis. The phrase pwun-
copévn v tetapoypévny is puzzling, since no specific disturbed woman to whom
this can refer has been mentioned. C. Gill translates “... gave an accurate imitation
of 4 woman in distress” and G.Dalmeyda in his Budé edition (Paris 21960) “pre-
nant, 1 s’y méprendre, Iair d’sne femme bouleversée” (emphases added in both
versions). Clearly that is the meaning wanted, but can v tetapaypuévny give it?
The article with a participle may be either specific or generic (6 BovAduevog =
‘whoever wishes’), but 1 tetapoyuévn, this tense of this verb in this sentence, is
surely specific, and therefore wrong. Compare Soph. Ai. 726-27 (of Teucer) tov
100 povéviog kamiBovievtod otpotd / Edvarpov dmokarodvreg kTA. where 100
pavévrog refers specifically to Ajax. What to do? Read piuncopévn tiv(a) teta-
porypévny, ‘imitating someone (female) in distress” vel sim. 1ig so used is idiomatic

8) Distinguish clearly between (1) oi 8¢ dvteiyovio oxAnpol yépovteg and (2)
ol 8¢ oxAnpot yépovreg dvteiyovto. They are syntactically quite distinct and it is the
former, not the latter, that we have here.
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and it is now legitimate to render the Greek (twva 1., not v t.) by ‘a woman in
distress.” The participle tetapayuévnv could be loosely ‘glossed” from Homer, Il.
6,389 pouvopévy gikvio (cf. Il. 22,460 pouvédr Ton).” Recall that tv and v had
come to be pronounced identically, observe that v tetapoyuévny is preceded by
three occurrences of v in this sentence (and one of tfig) and followed by a fourth
- not to mention two further instances of tfv in the immediately preceding sen-
tence, and the cause of the error (a case of what is sometimes called perseveration)
becomes apparent.

4,4,1-2:
010070V 8o tOV mapddeicov 6 Aduwv £0epdmeve T ENpdt dmotéuvav,
10 kAMquoto dvodapuBdvev. tov Atdvucov £6tepdvoce, tolg GvBeoty
Vdwp Enwyétencev £k Tyfig TIvOg Tiv evpev £ o GvOn Adgvic Eoydrale
uév 1olg &vBeowv M mnyh, Adevidoc 8¢ Suwg éxodelto mmyn. mop-
ekededeto 88 kol T® Adevidt 6 AGUoV TLOUVELY TAG 0Ly OG dVVOTOV
udAioto KTA.

&K myfig Tvog fiv Brunck : myf 1ig v V (v pro v V?)

Reeve prints as above. In support of Brunck’s conjecture he compares 4,7,4 ... nop-
eMov elg 1oV kfimov Eueddev Vdwp adtolg [sc. toig Gvbeoiv] &k thig mnyfig énd&erv.
This is hardly a decisive parallel; note that even the verb (énd&ewv) is different.
G.Dalmeyda prints in his edition . .. tny" T1g v, (fiv) evpev ktA. with the annotation
“Av fiv edd.” in his app. crit. I consider this to be correct, but postpone discussion
while I attempt a clarification of a related problem. In his app. crit. Reeve goes on to
add another observation: “¢oyxdAale — anyH? non intelligo.” ¢oydAale here means
‘was reserved for’, as some scholars have understood. LS] s. v. IV state “of a place, to
be vacant, unoccupied, Plu. CG 12, Jul. Caes. 316C: c. dat., to be reserved for, 16 ém’
obpavod kopugfig uéxpt oeknvng Beolg kol dotpots ... oxohdler Herm. ap. Stob.
1,49,68.” (They do not cite our passage.) G.W. H. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexi-
con, s. v. oxoA&lw 5, gives another example of this meaning (‘be reserved for’, c. dat.)
from Eusebius Theoph. fr. 3 (= Migne, PG 24,620A). This usage of the verb is a de-
velopment of the meaning ‘be idle’, ‘be vacant’ (commonly used of places). To come
to our sentence: éoydAale pév 1olg &vBestv 1y iy, Adevidog 8¢ Spng Exaketto nnyi.
One understands that, at first reading, this could appear an odd statement.’° But the
sense is that, despite the fact (Suwg) that the spring was reserved specifically for the
flowers, it was called not the ‘Flower Spring’ but ‘Daphnis’ Spring’ — precisely be-
cause he had discovered it. The name is honorific. The sense would have been a bit

9) These are not necessarily references to Bacchic maenads, as Wilamowitz
pointed out, Der Glaube der Hellenen (Darmstadt *1959), II p. 60 with n. 1.

10) Indeed R.L.Hunter (supra, n.7) 27, quoting 4,4,1 t0ov Aiévuoov ...
éxaAelto Ty, refers to “this curiously loose (and very curiously worded) detail in
the description of Lamon’s garden.” He suggests that Longus has taken over a detail
from the original myth of Daphnis (preserved by Servius on Verg. Ecl. 5,20), namely
the account of how, after Daphnis’ blinding and translation, his father Mercury
created the spring named Daphnis. He thinks that “Here Longus has apparently in-
tegrated into his story a detail from the original myth with less than his usual skill.”
But once the Greek is printed with accurate text and punctuation, it is, I would
maintain, coherent. See my comments following in the text.
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clearer had Longus written, say, ... Advidog 8¢ Suwg GAL’ 00 tdv avBdV Ekokelto
mnyn. It is important to observe that this sentence (3oydAale — tny"?) is part not of
the main narrative but of a parenthetic description, the function of which is to ex-
plain how Lamon was able to water his flowers in the first place.

The preceding sentence, to which I now return, is also part of this explana-
tory parenthesis. A different punctuation will make this clear:

toro0dtov dvta OV mopddeicov O Aocua)v €0epdmeve ... 1OV Alévucov
ecreq)txvooce 101 Gvbecty u&op snmxsrsvcev (mwn ¢ v, (Hv) a\)pev
£¢ T0L vOn Adovic: Eoydhale pev tolg vBesty N inyn, Adpvidog 8¢ Spng
éxaAelto Tnyn.) mapekedeveto 8¢ kol 1 Adgvidt O Aduov Talvely g
atyoag og duvatdv pdAioto KA.

With this reading and punctuation Lamon’s activities and the little history of the
sprmg are clearly distinguished. To my mind what settles the matter in favor of mwn
TG v (v) agamst Brunck’s (palaeographlcally more dlfflcult) £k mnyfig TIvog Nv is
the expression itself. anyM 11 Mv is modelled on an ancient, and familiar, type of
introductory formula common in Greek (from Homer on) and Latin. See, for
instance, II. 2,811, 6,152, 11,711.722, 13,32; Od. 19,172; Aesch. Pers. 447 (vicdg T1g
£ot1). The present tense is commoner, but past tenses (necessitated here by the
context) occur. For discussions see further N. Hopkinson, Callimachus. Hymn to
Demeter (Cambridge 1984) 112-113 (on v. 37, with further references); R. M. Ogil-
vie, A Commentary on Livy. Books 1-5 (Oxford 1965) on Livy 1,21,3 lucus erat;
R.G. Austin, Vergll Aeneid 1V (Oxford 1966) on Aen. 4,483. Once one perceives
that inyn Tig v introduces a ‘mini-narrative’ within the main narrative, that a paren-
thesis begins here, it becomes immediately apparent that the venerable introductory
formula-type mny# T1g v can scarcely be merely the product of manuscript corrup-
tion. These are rather the ipsissima verba of Longus himself.!!

11) I would like to thank Professor B. P. Reardon for kindly criticizing these
notes.

Santa Barbara, Calif. Robert Renehan



