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NoTES oN PHILODEMUS, ON ANGER!

Fr. 17 app. 15-17
15 ] kol AOYM[-——
JEIAEC[- - -]
AEYCY[- -]

At the end of line 15, I read A[. Perhaps then a contrast was drawn between a slave or slaves and a king (17
Boct]Aetc, supplied by R. Philippson, RhM 71 (1916) 437). But it is not easy to take matters any further.?

3.6-7
00 Uev afy-]
voo[buev]o tedénc

The supplement at the end of line 6 is ruled out by the faulty line division: y cannot be separated from v
in this combination.3 voo is clearly legible in N and it begins at the left-hand margin, but it is in a second
hand and written over something else. The original shows Jvo[, with room for a narrow letter at the begin-
ning of the line; O has more of this o, correctly placed, and lacking only the very top. We may then print
al[ylvo[ovueva;* the second o given by the second hand of N is probably no more than a conjecture.

3.18-25
toVt[o] yap] &1 mpoc-

Béacwy [ka]u petpl-

20 o[c] t@v eir[ocJopmv ot
on yevv[adoy kol tove Ttpod-
[ro]ue, §[v V] & fxicto
toic Opy[idoic] mdBectv
nepuintfoyuev, ro-

25 ypopovCLy.

I Lemmata are drawn from the edition of G. Indelli, Filodemo: L’ira (1988), and his numbering is used throughout. I also
refer to the editions of L. Spengel (Philol. Suppl. 2 (1863) 498-525), T. Gomperz (Philodemi Epicurei de ira liber (1864)), and
K. Wilke (Philodemi de ira liber (1914)). References are to columns except where specified. The sources for the text are the
papyrus (P. Herc. 182) and the Oxford (O; for digital images, see http:/www.herculaneum.ox.ac.uk) and Naples (N) disegni.
I have used photographs of all three. To save space, I do not discuss passages in which I am inclined to revive neglected pro-
posals found in earlier editions (e.g. 21.17-20 o[d pd]ivov (Gomperz) ..., | paAA[ov] 8¢ (Spengel)), nor a few places where my
readings match those of M. McOsker, who plans to publish a revised text and translation in collaboration with D. Armstrong.
The following abbreviations may be noted:

Biicheler F. Biicheler, ZOG 15 (1864) 578-95 = Kleine Schriften i (1915) 510-30 (review of Gomperz’s edition).

Cronert W. Cronert, Kolotes und Menedemos (1906).

Delattre D. Delattre, Le Sage épicurien face a la colere et a I'ivresse: une lecture renouvelée du De ira de Phi-
lodéme, CErc 39 (2009) 71-88.

Giuliano L. Giuliano, Segni e particolarita grafiche nel PHerc. 182 (Filodemo, De ira), CErc 35 (2005) 135-59.

Janko R. Janko (ed.), Philodemus: On Poems Book 1 (2000).

Jensen C.Jensen, Ein neuer Brief Epikurs (1933).

Wilke, Textkritisches K. Wilke, Zu Philodems Schrift iiber den Zorn. Textkritisches, in Festschrift zur Feier des 350jdhr.
Bestehens des Gymnasiums zu Greifswald (1911) 95-117.
2 briefly record here a few other points in the fragments:
1.9 Perhaps M)nsic@[ou: the final letter appears to have a crossbar. (E. Diirr, CErc 18 (1988) 215, states that frr. 1 and 2 are in a
different hand, but see Giuliano 136 n. 19.)
3.31-2 Jovltoc: a participle in agreement with the following o0 un xtA.?
13.14 {1 mapetton. It is not clear which sense of mapinut is to be assumed.
3 See in general Janko 75-6.

4 Wilke reports ‘uevo. _ NI’ at the end of 6, but the surface is damaged, and there are no clear traces to the right of «,
which O shows as the last letter of the line.
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Concerning the structure, Wilke comments (on line 19) kG petpimc sc. opyichiy’, but the ellipse is a harsh
one, as Indelli says in his note: the verb to be understood is not present in the context. petpi[wc| was sup-
plied by Gomperz; Wilke places o outside the bracket, but the small high trace at the beginning of the line
does not point to any letter in particular, and in fact wc is clearly too long for the space. Then in the previ-
ous line, where Wilke reads and supplies [kd&]u, O has space for two or three letters followed by Jot. The
draughtsman shows no doubt about the decipherment, and while the papyrus is now damaged, the surviving
traces are compatible with what he draws. (In N too, an a was drawn after the gap, but this and the next
letter, now largely obscured, were made into a large u by the corrector:5 cf. above on 6—7.) We may then
safely supply x]od here, with Gomperz, though the x will not fill the gap by itself. Finally, in line 21, Gom-
perz was evidently wrong to take yevvoiot to be the first word of the line, but there is no reason to supply o1
(Cronert 90 n. 440) in particular at the start. Taking these points into account, I propose the following text:
tobt[o] yop] dn mpoc-
0éacwy [ot klod pétpr-
20 o[t t@v gir[oc]ogmy, ot

8¢] yevv[oior] xTA.
‘For even the middling among philosophers add this, while the noble (sc. among philosophers) also sketch
the traits by means of which we should least fall victim to irascible passions.” For the expression, cf. Oec.
27.31-3 ot ko col[tplamikadtepot T[dv oJthocdl[ew]v.

8.24-8

Kol Bprucdceonc kot devijc

25  émbBvopioc to0 petel-

Oelv kol dryovioc, el dv-

vicetal, kolbdmep dmo-

dnrod[cJwv ot povol
O has at the start of line 28 de_ov, the uncertain trace being an unusually broad letter resembling a m. N has
d¢ followed by an erasure, and the ¢ is quite clear in the original, but little can be made out in the damaged
patch that follows.® In such a case, O, conscientiously executed when the text was better preserved, is of
particular value. Its reading is most easily accounted for by supposing that the papyrus had drodei&ovciv: a
damaged &, with its flat top, could easily be taken for the right-hand side of a broad n.” The man’s utteranc-
es, then, will demonstrate his anguish, should he be able to take revenge: it is no longer necessary to take et
dvviceton somewhat unnaturally with 10D ueteABely, as Biicheler had proposed (580 = 513).

9.18-19

Tpopovc kol k[tviceid]

v pe[A]ov
In line 19, O has between e and wv the loop of a p with the upper part of its upright on the left. For pep@v
in this context, cf. e.g. Gal. Trem. Palp. 5 (51.16—17 Konstantinides = vii 594.16—17 Kiihn) dxovcioc ¢
KIVNCLC OVO T€ KO KATM TOV UEPDV EVOAAGE PEPOULEVOV O TPOULOC.

11.6-9
dAM[o TovrOALwV émot-
ctikac coplplopdv, otoy
unv mévtolc [ElxBpoc &-
vordBmc [6v]Bpomot

5 Wilke reports the original reading of N in Textkritisches 96, but only that of the second hand in his edition.

6 Wilke reports ‘Sov mutatum in 8n et A
of the traces, see Giuliano 148 n. 123.

71 find a similar proposal, &modeucvdovcty, in a heavily annotated copy of Gomperz’s edition in the Ghent University
Library: see http://lib.ugent.be/catalog/bkt01:000411663. The notes in this copy deserve further investigation: the supplement
éa[utdv at 21.16, for example, is worth considering.
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The text of line 8 is problematic. As J. Blomqvist, Greek Particles in Hellenistic Prose (1969) 49, observes,
‘the force of pnv is obscure’.® Then ndvt[w]c is an emendation of Wilke’s. Gomperz had printed mavtec,
and Wilke reports that he read mowvtec in the papyrus. But there seems to be some confusion here. The trace
following unv in the original is the lower part of an upright, with the papyrus lost to the right and above. O
shows no trace, but the edge of the papyrus as drawn there corresponds to the edge as seen in the original
today: no further loss has occurred. N too shows a lacuna of the same extent, but it has the upright in place,
and a second hand has drawn a © across the gap, with the preserved trace serving as its first upright: several
such editorial supplements can be seen in the drawing. unv névt[w]c must then be considered highly dubi-
ous. I should read instead pnvi[cavtec, ‘having become enraged’. Philodemus refers to Achilles’ pfjvic at
29.23; see in general H. Frisk, Mfjvic. Zur Geschichte eines Begriffes, Eranos 44 (1946) 28—40.9

12.20-22
20 koto [tedevtal-]
ov Kol koTape[petc eic)
Ai[B]ov BoAdic

Wilke heals the asyndeton that results from his supplement at the end of line 20 by inserting (&¢) before
kol in the next line, but the loss would be hard to account for. A likelier supplement is koo [8¢ Bouldv,
‘little by little’. kortee Bodv has the further advantage of being (unlike kot tedevtotov) an attested Greek
phrase: see the Diccionario Griego-Espariol sv. Boudc 2.

16.34-7
noviac tfo]ryafpo]dv
35 ovy ouolylev[i] ei-

vor copBéPnke [tnv] op-

v
The hiatus in line 35 can be avoided by supplying instead opoyev[éc] with W. Cronert ap. M. Gigante, CErc
16 (1986) 95 = Atakta (1993) 41. For this idiomatic use of the neuter singular, cf. West on Hes. Th. 864, and
11.2.204 in his edition. I have placed an asterisk under the v, since the disegni show a .

20.17-19
oMl ]

TON 7 éri ufwk]poic [qvory-]

k& cxvBpondlerv]
The papyrus is now damaged before 1o, but the trace shown in O is the upper part of an oval. After ta, v
seems more probable than p: O shows an upright with an oblique descending smoothly from its top, almost
reaching the baseline at the edge, while most of the oblique is now lost in the original. 0tawv is thus a like-
ly interpretation. After it, we may consider supplying [koto név]ltwy, as at Lib. fr. 79.4—6 Olivieri unde
cuvey®dc ovlto motely, unde koo tavitov. The unreasonable behaviour in question may then be manifested
either ‘against everyone or over small things’.

28.16-21
kol @rhovike[ty kol Avrel[v
ko] Sracvpewy kot mav[rjod-
Ao motely €tepor ducyeph
— cuvongodpevov O¢ kol -
20 covBporioc aitiov yive-
Tl —, (éviote) O kol &dukely

8 Blomqvist finds here and in one place in Epicurus ‘cases of non-connective pfiv with a function that cannot be paralleled
in earlier Greek’, but pfv is no longer read in the passage of Epicurus, now Nat. 14 col. 41.21 (ed. G. Leone, CErc 14 (1984) 63).
The example recognized in our passage would stand alone.

9 The example in a Ptolemaic document cited on p. 33 is now P. Dryton 31.3 (140-30 B0).
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Wilke’s supplement in line 21 does not account for the corruption. Perhaps the word lost was Bualetonl0
and the scribe’s eye skipped forward from the first eton to the second.!! Then there is no need to take what
precedes as a parenthesis.

33.40-34.4
3340 [at T]6 Te x[o]Aa[Clewv
34.1 1olc inmkolc tovc nrfo]uc
KO TOLC YPOUUOTIKOL[C O
(WeJAer (ko) tolc dAlotc tegvitorc
£dwlxe (tovc) pabntoc
The text of 34.3—4 given above assumes losses in three separate places, none of which would be easy to
explain. But there is no need to suppose that any corruption has occurred. The letters on the left-hand side
are on a sovrapposto and belong one circumference (7.6 cm) further forward, at 35.3—4,12 where qué[Ael]
and ané[dwkev are supplied: we may now print dpéder and anédw[kev in that passage. Cronert (62 n. 304)
had evidently recognized the sovrapposto:13 he rightly gives the text of 34.2—4 as kol Tolc ypopupotikot[c |
ko] totc dAlotc teyvitonc | [tove plabnrdc.!4 Then at the foot of col. 33, Wilke’s [kod t]6 ¢ is too short
for the gap: Cronert read | mpoc 10 here in the original, and [koi] Tpoc T0 would fit. We may then give the
text in the following form:
33.40 [kot] poc 10 k[o]Ad[C]ewv
34.1 1olc inmkolc tovc nrfo]uc
KO TOLC YPOUUOTIKOL[C
ko] Tolc GAAotc Texvitonc
tovc poBntdc
‘and (whether anger is needed) by horsemen for punishing their horses and by teachers of letters and other
experts for punishing their pupils’.

35.5-7
5 [E]mficav

&’ [év] air[t]afic mote] pev ot

KowoTn|[tec
Jensen (58 n. 2) proposed to read and supply here ficov & [¢v] aidticfic motg] pév ai kowdtn[tec, with moté]
uév corresponding to ToAAdiic ¢ at line 22. According to his interpretation, the passage is concerned with
Epicurus in particular: ‘die Griinde genannt werden, die ihn als jihzornig erscheinen liefen’. But Gom-
perz’s ficov cannot have stood alone at the end of line 5: as Wilke reports, the papyrus has further traces
before the 1, transcribed by him as ~'. Wilke himself, adopting a suggestion made to him by Mewaldt,
prints [¢]rficav, with the underlining used to indicate an uncertain letter (p. 2). But the traces point rather to
eincav | §” a[v]. (For the second letter of line 6, we depend entirely on N, but there is no particular reason
to reject its evidence here.) In the rest of line 6, Wilke prints a1 mwo[padedo]uévor. mo is clear and unam-
biguous in both disegni. The supplement, however, is too short. I suggest o mo[podedery]uévor. The sense
is then ‘the indicated qualities would be’. There is nothing here specific to Epicurus. Rather, Philodemus
is referring back to 34.27-9 ta.c | kowotntoc ... | 8t dc dpyidot goivovrtor. He now proceeds to list those
qualities. The list continues in the lower part of the column: cf. Indelli on 35.17ff.

10 Bi¢iet]on 8¢ in line 5 is an uncertain supplement of Wilke’s. (The particle has dropped out of Indelli’s text.)

11 Gomperz’s mpodryeton would explain the corruption equally well, but after what precedes, we do not expect a personal
subject.

12 On such sovrapposti, see in general H. Essler, Rekonstruktion von Papyrusrollen auf mathematischer Grundlage, CErc
38 (2008) 273307, esp. 275-6.

13 For Crénert’s pioneering work on sovrapposti and sottoposti, see M. L. Nardelli, Ripristino topografico di sovrapposti
e sottoposti in alcuni papiri ercolanesi, CErc 3 (1973) 104-11.

14 Gomperz had printed (tobc) poBnrdc at the start of line 4, while C. G. Cobet, Mnem. 6 (1878) 380, had supplied ko at
the end of line 2, conjecturing ndict at the start of line 3.
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35.24-6

kol Tpiv évBuunOfvon

25  covieteAecuévmc THY

aromiov Entntmc[v
énintocfiy in line 26 is read and supplied by A. Angeli in Indelli’s edition, but it seems much too long.
Both disegni have eminiwv, and Wilke appears to be correct in reporting that the papyrus has the same.
Jensen (58 n. 2) proposed éni moldv: o was clearly not written on the line, but may have been added above
and lost. The sense, however, is unconvincing: ‘in the case of things of a certain kind” would be curiously
vague. A likelier solution is obtained by changing the accent so as to give an indirect question: €ri T{o)l®V.
A good man may castigate even before he has completely pondered the circumstances of the misdeed.

48.38-494
nepl te yop 100 pebucOn-
cecBon kol TOV copdv, el uev
48.40 drogoiivovion Tovc Te-
p1 10V ‘Enikovpov x[elypficBon
49.1 1 xod tovc xofplievtoc, eAJv-
apodewv: el 8" €a[v]tobc, dronme
nepl €kelvou lavepolv £x To0-
tv coAroyil[e]c[0]or
In 48.38-49.2, I understand (following Biicheler 593 = 528) “for concerning the claim that the wise man
too will get drunk, if they declare that Epicurus and his circle have used the claim that even the elegant will
get drunk, they are talking nonsense, while if they declare that they themselves (have used that claim): cf.
CErc 39 (2009) 101 with n. 55. As for what follows, Indelli (129) translates ‘¢ evidente che da questi ragio-
namenti in modo assurdo traggono conclusioni riguardo al sapiente’. This is the best that can be done with
the text as it stands, but the Greek is not easily so understood if the subject of the infinitive (adto0C) is not
expressed; and o[avepd]v (Wilke) so placed would naturally be taken with &tonmc, to the detriment of the
sense. I should supply in line 3 not @[avepd]v but e[atev d]v:!S ‘it would be strange of them to say that they
are drawing conclusions about him (sc. the wise man) from them (sc. the elegant)’.16

49.40-50.2
49.40 o Tpoctncopév[mt v]ro-
Myecy 100 BeBAdobon
50.1 1V opyMv €moxolovBely,
aAoc & advvarev!?
In 49.40, we need 10 to fill the space between tdt Tpoctncopuév[mt and Jro-. Then the hiatus (-ve ¥-) is
removed!8 and the construction is clarified: the premiss introduced by 1@t npoctncapév[or now has the
expected article.

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

15 Wilke, Textkritisches 109, had considered auév, but this is too short, and we expect a verb in the third person plural,
parallel to eAJvapodev (1-2).

16 Delattre 78 states that olavepd]v seems to be confirmed by traces (not further described) ‘qui se devinent sur le papy-
rus: @[ov]ep[6]v’, but there do not appear to be any traces preserved in the relevant place.

17 §§uvarelv is of course parallel to énokoAovBely in the previous line; it is not clear why Delattre 85 asserts that ‘un
infinitif ici ne peut aucunement se construire ni se justifier’. The original is damaged, but O and N both show a complete v at
the end of the word; there are no grounds for doubt. For the argument of the passage, see E. Asmis in J. Fish and K. R. Sanders
(edd.), Epicurus and the Epicurean Tradition (2011) 154-5.

18 Cf. e.g. Janko 77.



