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Abstract

This paper deals with different problems in theirdightion of grammatical fragments
transmitted by the fourth century grammarian ChsisCases are analysed in which the
various ways of doctrine reporting (indirect stytirect style and quasi indirect style) are
involved. Establishing fragment boundaries has iragibns for both doctrine and
terminology assignment as well as for textual @stn. Passages in which several levels of
reporting are implied pose especial difficultiesagments are analysed which contain the
doctrine of grammarians such as Varro, Caesary Rhid Verrius Flaccus.

Resumen

Este articulo analiza los diferentes problemas gisntea la delimitacion de fragmentos
gramaticales transmitidos por el gramatico Carig® V). Se analizan casos en los que
aparecen los diferentes modos de transmision dé&idadgestilo indirecto, estilo directo y
estilo cuasi indirecto). El establecimiento de temide fragmentos tiene consecuencias tanto
para la atribucion de doctrina y terminologia corpara la critica textual. Los pasajes que
contienen varios niveles de transmision planteapeeiales dificultades. Se analizan
fragmentos que contienen doctrina de gramaticosocdarron, César, Plinio y Verrio Flaco.

This paper is part of an ongoing project, direddgdlavier Uria, and has benefitted from a
grant from the Spanish ‘Ministerio de Ciencia y fi@ogia’ (Project FFI2008-05202).
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It is widely acknowledged that Roman literaturerissome ways a vast
citation: terms such gzarallels, loci similes, allusion, imitatioar intertextuality
have been used, either traditionally or only relgerib refer to one or another
form of citationlato sensu Each literary genre has its own rules regardimg t
matter, and it is beyond the scope of this papeiet with each of themSo, let
us focus on grammatical tradition, where we carenles a particular form of
citation, namely citatiorstricto senspyinasmuch as iexpresslyrecognises the
existence of a previous text from which some wardsdeas are borrowed. As
Robert Kaster has repeatedly emphasised, anciéimt giammar values tradition
and continuity as the mainstay of the grammarigméstige. That is why when
reading through Keil’$srammatici Latinione gets an impression of repetition and
lack of innovation. In Kaster’'s own words (1986 3g4):

‘A day spent with the daunting bulk of KeilGrammatici Latiniis enough to
confirm this general characteristirjl. the lack of originality]: belonging for
the most part to the third through sixth centuribe, handbooks collected in
those volumes appear intent, one after the otherjnposing a deadly
uniformity on their material, as the grammariansed the same patterns of
analysis, teach the same lessons — often in phecibe same words,
repeated from older sourcgsur italics] — and use for illustrations the same
examples that had been used for generations’.

1. First and second hand citationsin Charisius

The ars grammaticaof the fourth centuryuir perfectissimusFlavius
Sosipater Charisius was long ago considered algyea source for previous
grammatical doctrine, because he allegedly follbwgssources with a high degree
of fidelity. This is the impression one gets wheading his preface:

Char. Gramm p. 1.5-7 B.: ..artem grammaticam sollertia doctissimorum
uirorum politam et a me digestam in libris quingleno tibi misf.

However, even if we were disposed to accept thairi€ias is sincere when
stating his fidelity, still it is hard to believiadt his arrangement did not result in

1 On this topic, SeEONTE—BARCHIESI 1989.

2 On this preface, seeBENKEVELD 2004,p. 4-5 and &ia 2006.
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some alterations, additions, insertions or abridg@s In fact, we know that for
example in chapter |1 15 (the so-callddonymus de extremitatigusCharisius
inserted small portions which he borrowed from ¢bap 17 De analogiaby
Julius Romanu$. Even more importantly, Charisius uses many sedwnd
citations, in which the fidelity of the transmittir even more doubtful. All this,
together with the awareness of disagreements inctiiection of fragments,
invites a systematic review of those fragmentseéat] as a result of the lack of a
systematic study of the way in which later gram@arasi quote or abstract their
predecessofs it is possible to detect in current critical émfis a number of
inaccuracies in the text as well as in the attrdruaind extension of grammatical
fragments. It is to the latter that we will payeattion in this paper, by focusing on
the problem of fragment boundaries.

2. A typology of reporting

A simple collatio of the main collections of grammatical fragmeriteog¢e
by Funaioli 1907, Goetz—Schoell 1910, Mazzarino51@hd Della Casa 1969)
and the editions of Keil (1857) and Barwick (1923%)pvides evidence that
consensus is far from full regarding where a fraginiegins or ends. Even where
agreement exists, the accepted solution can ofterchallenged. In total, in
Charisius we have detected more than eighty quostivhose boundaries can be
disputed; roughly two thirds of them include direpiotations d¢ratio rectg,
whereas the rest are either indirect quotatiamatio obliqug or what is called
‘modalisation en discours secongaliasoratio quasi obliquj namely utterances
marked with an insert of the tyjpe ait/dicit.

These three main types pose distinct problemdyeasxpected loyalty to the
source from each way of reporting is different.tide least faithful, most disloyal
extreme we have indirect quotations, which weregloego described as
referentially opaqueinasmuch as they do not always allow the so-gaéedicto
interpretation, but only de reinterpretation, as in the classical examPledipus

On Romanus, seeC8ENKEVELD 2004, p. 29-53, and P. LC8MIDT in SALLMANN 2000,
p. 269-271 (8439.1); on thenonymus de extremitatibusee P. L. SHMIDT in SALLMANN
2000, p. 272 (8439.2).

This is one of the main objectives of the abovatioeed project.

A distinction must be made between this type &edsb-calledrhodalisation autonymique
which implies Tlots textuels(parts of direct speech inside a reported specadg AITHIER-
Revuz 1992, p. 39, BSIER2008,p. 35and TOUMARLA 2000,p. 156-163.
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said that his mother was beautffulThis implies that indirect quotations may
suffer from interference from the reporter's speaot the quoted spe€ch

3. Whose term isthis? Assigning terminology in indirect quotations

This is directly applicable to the reporting of gmaatical doctrine, as
illustrated in the following passage, where themteablatiuus seems to be
assigned to Varro:

Char.Gramm. p. 132.8-13 B.: Leontioet Chrysionet Phanionex neutris

Graecis feminina [neutra] fecere et Plautus quoditdhaec ‘Phronesium’
[truc. 12 etc.] et Caecilius ‘Leontium’[frg. 286 Ribbeck = 271 Guardi].
Varroni [frg. 258 Funaioli = 39 Goetz—Schoeliitem placet talia nomina
datiuo tantum casu et ablatiuo declinari, de cetevero sic efferi ut
nominatiuo.

Indeed, Varro might have known the tedatiuus but it is certain that he
did not know the termablatiuus as confirmed by Diomed&sGramm.| 302.4-5:
ablatiuum Graeci non habent. hunc tamen Varro sextinterdum Latinum
appellat Accordingly, caution is also needed to ascribe térm ablatiuus to
Varro’s contemporary Julius Caesar, since the agleypassage is reported in
indirect style. Moreover, three levels of reportcan be detected in that passage:
Caesafreported by) Plinyreported byRomanus (reported by) Charisius:

Char. Gramm p. 170.13-18 B.lubare. Plinius [frg. 76 Mazzarino = 38
Della Casahit inter cetera etiam istud C. Caesareffrg. 24a Funaioli = 26b

Klotz] dedisse praeceptynquod_neutra hominar nominatiuo clausaer i

datiuum_ablatiuumgue singulares ostendamibar tamen ab hac regula
dissidere nam ut huic iubari dicimus, ab hoc iubar e dicendum est, ut huic

farri et abhocfarre.

De dictointerpretation: My mother is beautifulOedipus could not have said this, for he did
not know that Jocasta was his moth&. reinterpretation:Jocasta is beautiful My wife is
beautiful / The mother of my children is beautiful.

On this matter see dbiLMAS 1986, p. 3-4. However, the use of reported speles not
exclude the so-calledlots textuels(see n. 5).

Cf. ScHAD 2007, p. 3: ‘Varro seems not to have known thimtgscil. ablatiuu$ since he
usessextusand Latinus for the ablative case (...). The earliest direcesittion is Quint.
1.4.26’. G\LBOLI (1972, p. 105) proposes that Pliny is the firsthau where the term is
found; however, in the relevant passageif@sivs Gramm.p. 154.11 B.) Pliny is only
reported inoratio quasi obliqua(ut ait Secundys On the term ‘dativ’ and its history, see
DE MAURO 1965.
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An interpretationde reseems to be preferable to an interpretatierdicto
In passing, you can observe that the part of theitebold belongs to Romanus,
the underlined part to Pliny, and the double unded part to Caesar. Finally, the
two parts underlined and in bold can be either Raraaor Pliny’s responsibility
(this is in fact under debate, for Mazzarino andl®€asa choose different
solutions).

That the termslatiuusandablatiuusdepend on Pliny rather than on Caesar
seems to be confirmed by some parallel passages:

Char.Gramm p. 154.5-12 B.Aedile ab hocaedile,nonaedili (...)quodcum
ratione dictum esse monstrabis, ut ait Secunseisnonis dubiilibro VI
[frg. 78 Mazzarino = 17 Della Casajuod nomina quaecumque genetiuo
singulari is syllaba finiuntur, exceptis his quae similiter fai nominatiuo,
oportet ablatiuo singulare littera terminari, aprudenteab homine.

Char.Gramm.p. 156.12-15 B.Aplustre omnium nominum quae sunt neutri
generis et ine terminantur ait Plinius[frg. 74 Mazzarino = 21 Della Casa]
Caesarenifrg. 23 Funaioli = 25a Klotz$cisse eosdem esse ablatiuos quales
sunt datiui singulares

Char.Gramm.p. 156.16-18 B.: Atitteris nomina neutralia terminata item
non minus ait Caesdfrg. 24 Funaioli = 26a Klotz]quia datiuo et ablatiuo
pari iure funguntur, ut idem Pliniuffrg. 75 Mazzarino = 37 Della Casa]
scribit.

itemNipperdey. idemN pariN : anper ilegendum?

It is especially these final wordgt idem Plinius scribjtwhich make it very
likely that what we have in these passages is Blioywn rephrasing of Caesar’s
doctrine. The use of an insertedclause supports this view, becaasatio quasi
obliqua tends to imply an identification of the points wew of the reporter
(Romanus) and the quoted character (Pliny). Alsa, uerbum dicendis used,
this means that the reporter of Pliny intends fmorenot just contentde re but
also form @le dict9'®. Moreover, if our proposal of readipgr i instead ofari is
accepted, then the idea that we are reading Plimgisis is reinforced, given that
similar uses oper are often found in Plinian conteXtslt is true that all this does
not exclude the possibility that Pliny himself mas conveying Caesar’s words as
well as his ideas, but this is less probable. Hath&us meant to indicate that
Pliny was reflecting Caesar's words, he would hpvebably used a different

®  MAZzzARINO 1955, frg. 76 p.295de re; DELLA CAsA 1969, frg. 38, p. 125dé dictq
cf. p. 234-235).

10 Cf. DELLA CASA 1969, p.234: L'a tesi del Mazzaring1948b, p. 67],secondo cui si
rispecchiano le precise parole di Plinio, pare shspa sufficientemente documentare e
sottoscriveré

1 See M\zzARINO 1948a, p. 208.
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phrasing:fungunturshould rather have bedangantur so that it could be clear
that it is Caesar’s reasoning that Pliny was repgrtAnyway, the paragraph is
not easy at all, fotemis only a conjecture (N givedem) andquia could be read
both as a completive or as a causal conjunctiorerttipg on the punctuation:
either 1) ‘Caesar states that neuter nouns endirgy ialso take the same form in
the dative and the ablative, as Pliny writes’, drNeuter nouns ending irar.
Caesar makes the same statement as well, becatlse dative and the ablative
they take the same form, as Pliny writes’.

4. Wher e should we place quotations marks? Problems with direct quotations

As for direct quotations, they represent, as weehareviously stated, two
thirds of the quotations with ‘vague boundaries’Gharisius. Of course, this is
partly a consequence of the lack of any writtem digr quotation marks. It is
exceptional that our manuscripts use that kindigri,sand obviously there is no
trace of them in the Neapolitanus Latinus transmgjtt Charisius ars‘
Consequently, we entirely depend on other critemiagstablish the limits of a
citation. Among them, the most important is the akéhe verbinquit, which is
always coherently used in inserted positipreven if this has sometimes been
overlooked by editors, as in the following passage:

Char.Gramm.p. 145.18-23 B.Velius Longus de hac regula dixit in V ea
parte ‘ergo alacris cunctosque putans excedere palvierg. Aen.5.380].
Romanus librode analogiaita inquit, ‘Alacris, licet consuetudo, ut ait
Plinius libro VI dubii sermonis [frg. 24 Mazzarino = 49 Della Casd§cer
dicat, utequester ordo...".

In this passage, the adveita is not used by Charisius to introduce
Romanus’ citation, as Barwick’s puctuation seemsrtply (as does Keil’s), but
must rather be ascribed to Romanus himself, andetprently included in the
guotation. This change implies either that Romaadas includes a citation from
Virgil, or that he refers to Velius Longus’ docginin both cases, we must
translate something like ‘It takélsat form, alacris, even if the use saydacer, as
Pliny says...”. What caused the editors’ mistakehi ita is sometimes used to
introduce direct quotations, for example widfert, loquitur.

This ambiguous use afa poses some problems of interpretation in the
passage below, where, in our view, the reversdisalghould be given:

12 A useful introduction to this topic can be foundMicGURK 1961, with further bibliography.

13 Regarding the use @iquamin Charisius, seeBREZ ALONSO— GUTIERREZ GONZALEZ 2009,

p. 132-134.
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Char.Gramm.p. 134.5-8 B.®vlaxtipiov quod Graeci appellangmuletum

Latine dicimus. nam et Varrdiuinarum Xl [frg. 129 Funaioli = 86
Cardaunsijita dixit, siue amolendq id est infringendo uim mali, siue ab
emulatione.

Following Barwick’s punctuation we should interpegther that Varro used
the wordamuletunor that he glossed the Greek warnahaxtiprov with the Latin
word amuletum However, in this case it is more likely tht refers not to the
preceding, but to the following sentence and thattioduces diteral citation (a
proper fragment!) from Varro, in which he explairtté etymology oamuletum
In short, the sentencgiue... siue..should be put into quotation matksSeveral
factors support this view: there are parallelsiag a... siue a.in Varra™, which
also makes frequent use idf est® and of the gerurd to explain an etymology
from a verb. We can wonder why Keil and Barwick didt detect the literal
quotation; first, it is true that thA&nonymus de extremitatibythe author of
chapter 15 of book 1) makes little use of direcoigtions (in fact, most of the
direct quotations in that chapter are Charisius’noadditions from Ilulius
Romanus), but among the few literal quotations \&eehfound, there are two
which belong to Varro (p. 132.2 B. [frg. 48 Funaml105 Goetz—Schoell] and
p. 139.15 B. [frg. 226 Funaioli]).

5. Fragment boundaries, textual criticism and doctrine assignment: a case
study

The adverbita shares its referential ambiguity witlic. We can illustrate
this with a very controversial passage, in whickréhare doubts about whether a
de dictoor ade reinterpretation applies; moreover, this passage shbat fixing
citation boundaries is often interwoven with textuatters:

Char. Gramm. p. 246.3-14 B.:Collatiua sunt aduerbia. Varrdfrg. 50
Funaioli = 48 Goetz—Schoellgic ait in lll zepi yopoxtipwv, propius
proxime.in hisextra consuetudinem communem frequenter perfectslet
Plautus, ut inAulularia [668] ‘ea subleuit os mihi penisssume’ et in
Mostellaria [656]<‘ita mea consilia perturbat paenissime’. etGistellaria>

% This also appears to be\RDAUNS' view (cf. 1976, |, p. 62), although in his comntety on

this fragment (1976, II, p. 182) he does not disausjustify its length.

> For instance, WRRO Ling. 7.44id tutulus appellatus ... siue ab eo quod id tueralisa

capilli fiebat, siue ab eo quod altissimum in udhed est, arcs, tutissimum uocatur

6 vaRRO Ling. 5.33dictus peregrinus a pergendo, id est a progredierid87seges ab satu, id

est seming5.39iacta, id est proiectaal.

17 VaRROLing. 5.44uelabrum a uehend®.91tubicines a tuba et canengal.
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[63] ‘quid faciam? inlatebras condas pectori penitissimo’ et@urculione

[122] ‘'salue oculissime homo'. sed num oculissfineéwe legendum?
collatiua C, Nettleship: collatia N : conlataKeil ait Keil : esseN
propriusN in hisN :iisC

Whethersic refers tocollatiua sunt aduerbiar to propius proximeor even
further can be discussed. As Usener (1867, p. pd® it: Wo sollen denn die
Varronischen Worte, die der Grammatiker durch ein ait einleitet, gesucht
werden(...)? Etwa in propius proximeoder in der folgenden Zusammenstellung
Uber adverbiale Superlative oder gar in dem voralmmden Ausspruch “es komt
Komparation vor bei Adverbien”?Funaioli (1907, p. 207) ascribes to Varro just
the wordspropius proximewhereas Goetz and Schoell (1910, p. 201 and 295),
following Usener, openly criticise that proposatiaxtend Varro’s citation to line
13 (at the end of the quotation from Plaut@sirculio). But this view heavily
depends on the readiag which is only Keil's conjecture, the manuscriptdiesay
beingesse In our opinion, it is very likely that the texhece readsic esse aif so
that sic might refer tocollatiua suntand afterpropius proximean additional
extended citation begins: ‘There are comparativeedss: in book Il ofOn
paradigmsVarro <says> this is the case pfopius proximé The text that
follows might be a literal quotation from Vatfocommunis consuetuds found
also in VarroLing. 5.6, 5.8, 6.82, 9.9, 9.114, 10.16, 10.74 and 10W@geover,
Varro’s interest in and admiration for Plautus iglivknowrf®. However the
suspicion arises that there could be an intermedsaiurce that incorporates
Varro’s doctrine as well asomeof his words, and there is also the possibility
that, provided thasic refers to the preceding words, the words afiespius
proxime have nothing to do with Varro, being rather an #@ddal remark
triggered by Varro’s comment gumopius proxime

In order to evaluate all these possibilities, weehfirst to make sure we
understand the text, which is not clear enought atands and needs, in our
opinion, some amendment. We propose to read dlks\s:

iis extra consuetudinem communem frequenter <pre@weetis uti solet
Plautus.
iis C:in hisN prosuppleuimus

‘These adverbs are often used by Plautus, contarthe common use,
instead of the positive ones’.

18 See also INDEMANN 1840, p. 111, n. 17:Praeterea deest in seqq. aliquid ad explendam

sententiam, veluVarro sic esse refertett. Vel:Varro sic posuit in tertioQuomodo vero
reconcinnanda sit oratio, difficile est dicére

19 SeeThLLX.1, 1378, 31:¢é Varrone, ut uid.

2 Let us just mention the famous passage fromm@QLIAN Inst. 10.1.99:licet Varro Musas,

Aeli Stilonis sententia, Plautino dicat sermoneulneas fuisse si Latine loqui uellentSee
further LEHMANN (2002, p. 49-56) on Varro asxégete de Plaute
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The readingis is provided by theexcerpta Cauchjiand pro could easily
have been lost by haplolofy The text makes much better sense with these
changes, because it gives an early example of arkeom the absolute use of the
comparative and the superlative (i.e. its use f@ torresponding positite
adverb or adjective), a remark that is found elss@hin Latin grammatical
texts™.

The other controversial matter is about the soofddis piece of doctrine.
The context seems ‘Palaemonian’, since the pieaetise end of a section which
is introduced (p. 241, 20 B.) withliis de aduerbiis longius disserere ita placuit
and contains the exampRalaemon docét. In spite of this evidence, Barwick
excludes Varro’s citatidfi from Palaemon’s sectiéh arguing that a man who
called Varroporcus(Suet.Gramm.23.4) could hardly have used him in his own
work?”. Also, Barwick supports his view by pointing obat the parallel passages
from Diomedes Gramm.| 408.4-7%) and DositheusGramm VIl 412.28-413.4
Keil = 44.3-8 Bonnet) state thpenesand penitusdo not have a comparative or
superlative, whereas in Varro’'s citation a supesatof penitus is used.
Accordingly, he argues that Varro’s citation musivéd been added by a
grammarian who wanted to criticise the statemenpemesandpenituslacking a
superlative.

In our opinion though, Barwick’s explanation of thassage is not entirely
right: firstly, the above-mentioned passages frowni2des and Dositheus are not
at all strict parallels of this ofie but rather of ChaiGramm.p. 148.6-8 B.sunt
comparatiua aduerbia ex prototypis. uelut est pragduerbium; ex hoc fit

2L See a similar confusion irRPHYRIOHor. epist: 2.1.71pro <per>fecto.

22 For perfectuswith the sense of ‘positive (grade)’ seeH&D 2007, p. 297 andhLL X 1,

1378, 27-34.

See GIARISIVS Gramm p. 354.14-17 B.aduerbiis, cum relatiuum pro absoluto <ponitur>,
ut ‘saepius...” pro saepeQUINTILIAN Inst 9.3.19: utimur uulgo et comparatiuis pro
absolutis, ut cum se quis infirmiorem esse dicet

2 See KoL 1857, pxLIx and B\RwiCK 1922, p. 26, n. 2.
25

23

So we are again facing a problem of fragment batied.

% The same criterion seems to be applied by#RINO (1955, p. 78-83), but no justification

is offered. See alsoIDEMANN (1840, p. 111, n. 17)Haec et sequentia sine dubio ab hoc
loco sunt aliena

27 BARWICK 1922, p. 120:Man wird nicht glauben, daR Pal. einen Mann, denibuwider war

und den eporcus(Suetonde gramm23) gescholten hat, in seinarszitierte.

%8 Herepenes penitushould be read instead of Keifenitus penitissimugf. BARWICK 1922,

p. 120, n. 1).

Barwick was probably deceived by the fact thatréadles’ passage is in exactly the same
position as Charisius’ passage (after the paragompblupine dativefranslatui and so on).
But this is not unusual in Diomedes.

29
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comparatiuum propius proxime: item intus interiustime, et siqua alf.
Secondly, the doctrine in p. 246.3 ff. B. is cotesi$ with the one in p. 148.6-8,
for in both passages the grammarian deals withrathlecomparative/superlative
forms which are derived from ‘primitive forms’; gnlCharisius p. 246.3 B.
preserves the very interesting additional remarkthan special use of some of
those derived forms instead of the primitive onkdmittedly, the Palaemonian
piece is not free from later additions: since itlsar that Palaemon did not use
Pliny (Barwick 1922, p. 119 n. 2), the paragraphpaf42.19-22 B. Rlinius
Secundus inter aduerbia qualitatis posujtmust be seen as an addition; also, the
exampleBeryti at p. 243.27 B. must have been inserted into tkieatiter Probus
(Barwick 1922, p. 190; Mazzarino 1955, p. 83)

We must also pay attention to the fact that fron245.1 B. the proper
classification of adverbs leaves roongitaestionesthat is to say to controversial
issues (mostly related to anomaly) arising in gratical description. This
procedure is typical of chapter 15 of book I, wh€aper’s influence is very
marked. Moreover, those controversial issues seenshiow an increasing
difficulty: first (p. 245.1-4 B.), an adverbngmquam of disputed semantic
ascription; then, adverbs which share traits ane iaks consortig?) with other
parts of speech (prepositions and nouns); after ddverbs in comparative or
superlative form which lack a strict positive ccenpiart; finally, and most
interestingly, remarks on the use of those fornsgemd of the positive forms. The
latter comment fits better in a commentary tham inandbook, and the same is
true of the critical remark oaculissime which is actually best understood in the
classroom context (Uria 2005, p. 104-105).

Accordingly, we feel inclined to ascribe the dowgrithat followspropius
proximenot to Varrd®, but rather to a tradition of philological commefigs on

%0 Anyway, Charisius seems to understand and stagedtictrine in a different way. While

Diomedes and Dositheus refer to adverbs that lablkse-form, that is to say, that are not
derived from an adjective, Charisius’ wording ingglithat some adverbial comparatives
come directly from an ‘original word’, unlike mosbmparative adverbs, which are seen as
coming either from the corresponding comparatiiecive, or from a derived adverb (these
ones being not original, but derived words): anestdhvsuch abreuiteris itself derived from
breuisso that the adverbreuiusis seen either as coming framneuior or from breuiter. It
seems that it is Diomedes’ and Dositheus’ verdiat is the one that implies some degree of
alteration or even misinterpretation.

%1 From this and similar evidenceaBwick (1922, p. 191) suggested that references to the

usage of theuetereswere added to the Palaemonian edition soon afterdéath, Flavius
Caper being the most likely responsible for thodditeoons (Caper used both Probus and
Plinius). See also RIA 2005, p. 103-105.

32 Cf. 4ARISIVS Gramm.p. 247.4-5 B.¢ Romanp

% The technical use gferfectusadvises against an ascription to Varro, since, wieerefers to

comparison of adjectives De lingua Latina(8.17, 52, 75-78 and 9.72), he does it without an
established terminology.

Eruditio Antiqua3 (2011) 66



JAVIER URIA VARELA — RAMON GUTIERREZ GONZALEZ VAGUE BOUNDARIES

Plautus (Probus? Sisenf§? which probably reached Charisius (or his source)
through Flavius Cap#&t

6. Who says what? Problems in second-hand quotations

Let us now analyse some other passages. As we &avady shown,
Barwick’s edition contains not a few inconsistescieegarding the use of
guotation marks in literal citations. Some of theave been noted and amended
by the editors of the grammarians quoted by Chagjss in the following case:

Char.Gramm.p. 157.3-9 B. (= lulius RomanuBe analogid: Aenigmatis
Varro de utilitate sermonis Il [frg. 5 Funaioli = 53 &a—Schoell]Ait enim
Plinius [frg. 55 Mazzarino = 83 Della Casajuamguam ab hopoematehis
poematibusfacere debeat, tamen consuetudini et suauitati usircenset
summam esse tribuendam, utAresteet in AnchiseMaroni diximus|cf.

p. 85, 11-19 B.] [acitum; et quia Graeca nomina non debent Latinis
<nomi>nibus alligari’.

It is quite surprising that, even if Barwick explysnotes thatliximusis
referring to CharGramm.p. 85.11-19 B., he nevertheless considers that/'Bli
quotation goes far beyond it, and reach#gari. A similar solution had been
offered by Keil, who was followed by Beck (1894,20.12-17) in his edition of
Plinius’ Dubius sermo(see also Goetz—Schoell 1910, p. 202-203 frg. B3 a
Funaioli 1907, p. 186 frg. 5). However, modern @ditof Pliny’'s grammatical
treatise have been more careful in placing thetdirof the fragment, for they
unanimously consider that it finishes witlbuendam the rest belonging to the
reporter, namely lulius Romanus (the fragment ishapter 17 of book I, the so-
called De analogiaby Iulius Romanus). Even so, they give no reasonttcs
choice, perhaps because they consider it obvioazzktino (1955, p. 279 frg. 55
in app) just notes that ‘uerbat in Aceste — alligaraliena habenda Pliniano
contextui sunt mihi uisa’; the reason for thiswas have already said, cannot be
anything else than the fact that the rejected waagain a reference to Char.
Gramm. p. 85.11-19 B. (and not to a fragment of Pliniugrk, as one might
expect). Since the referred passage belongs ttiesietit chapter, namely the so-
calledAnonymus de extremitatib¢shapter 15 of book 1), one should assume that

3 Both of these authors commented on Plautus and ahdnterest in adverbs: for Probus, see

CHARISIVS Gramm p. 257.27-31 dfflictim) and p. 274.22-24 Bpércissimg; cf. also WRia
2005, p.104; for Sisenna, seeHARISIVS Gramm p.285.20-21 and 24-26 B. and
cf. PERUTELLI 2004, p. 60.

Caper is known to have used Probus, as witnesg&tHhrISIivS Gramm.p. 150.31-32 B.:
Fl. tamen Caper Allecto monoptoton esse ValeriunobBm putare ait He also made
extensive use of Pliny'Bubius sermpand Pliny used Sisenna.

35
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either the internal reference is an addition byrShas himself, or that it belongs
to Romanus, but refers to a part (or sdemmata of his work that Charisius did
not copy. The second possibility seems more likelypur view.

Finally let us examine a more complex example oédaiquotation, which
can also illustrate the different levels of citatio Charisius’ work, as well as the
difficulties for determining a hierarchy among thelm this case, Barwick, who
follows Beck (1894, p. 11.5-9), may be right agathe modern editors of Pliny:

Char.Gramm.p. 160.15-19 B.Diligente ‘Verrius Flaccudfrg. 21 Funaioli]
— inquit Plinius[frg. 88 Mazzarino = 26 Della Casaleorum nominum quae
-ns finiuntur casu nominatiuo ablatiuus ke dirigendus est'. Itaque Caesar
epistularum ad Ciceronem ‘neque — inquit — pro caat diligente se castris
continuit’ (frg. 2 Klotz = 48 Cugusi).

(The position of the quotations marks is the sami€gil’s edition.) Even if
the use of quotation marks in this passage is aot glear, in so far as Barwick
quotes Beck, we can conclude that for both of thieenwords comprised between
Verrius Flaccusand continuit were taken from th®ubius sermoNevertheless,
the modern editors of Pliny unanimously state ttet citation finishes with
dirigendus estalthough they hold differing views about its begng. Mazzarino
places a lacuna aft&ferrius Flaccusand attributes to Pliny just fromorumto
dirigendus estleaving aside the reference to Verrius Flacuss Tnoposal is
quite problematic, and Mazzarino tries to justifypy assuming that the lemma
was cut down, for it allegedly shows a doctrine akhis opposite to Pliny’s
doctrin€®. That Mazzarino is wrong was soon noticed by Délisa, who pointed
out that Pliny has always claimed tlagnominaend in-e in the ablativé’. To
judge from her translation of the passig®ella Casa assumes that Pliny is
reporting Verrius’ doctrine, although in her intraxdion (1969: 42) she implies
that there is no firm evidence to establish thatyRlsed Verrius.

Indeed, the syntax of the fragment is difficultdathis has caused many
different punctuations. It is worth mentioning tkelution by Funaioli (1907,

% MAzzARINO (1955, p. 301 [frg. 88in app): ‘lemma decurtatum puto. Nam si, ut est

uerisimilius, frg. 87[= CharisiusGramm.p. 159,17-22 B.yectam Plinii doctrina praebet,
intellegere non possumus atditigensquoque, quod cognomen potest e6se ablatiuo sing.
-e claudi debeat Cf. DETLEFSEN1867, p. 701.

DELLA CASA 1969, p. 225Non si capisce con molta chiarezza perché il Mampadica:
“intellegere non possumus (...)". Anzi, Plinio ha g@m sostenuto la uscita ine-dei
cognomina (cf. fr. 1&gile [Char. Gramm p. 154.18-20 B]fr. 23 Auxiliare [Char.Gramm

p. 155.14-17 B]fr. 25 ConstantgChar.Gramm p. 159.17-22 B]ecc.); anche in questo caso
il suo pensiero & chdiligens sia come participio che commgnomen deve avere come
ablativodiligente’.

37

% DELLA CAsA 1969, p. 225: diligente (Dice) Verrio Flacco — (secondo quanto) afferma

Plinio — che l'ablativo di quei nomi che al nominett terminano imsdebe terminare ie’.
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p. 519°'Diligente Verrius Flaccus’ inquit Pliniys As for terminology, the special
use ofdirigere is found in Pliny, whereas the gerundive is oftempyed by
Verrius®™®. Accordingly, if neither syntax nor terminologyopide a satisfactory
conclusion, the best solution might well be to reighe passage as an example of
what is called ‘fusion of points of view’, that ie say when the reporter accepts
the ideas of the quoted authority, thus resultimg sort of ‘blended doctrine’.

There is yet another possibility: if we extend theotation to also include
Caesar’s words, then both Caesar and Verrius cbeldised, not properly as
grammatical authorities whose doctrine is reported,rather as plain examples
of the use of the word. We can find some suppoartHis in two other passages
from Charisius, where Caesar and Verrius are alsb tpgether, this time
apparently as grammatical authorities:

Char.Gramm p. 114.2-4 B. Anon. de extremitgt Panisautem genetiuum
pluralem Caesade analogidl [frg. 8 Funaioli = 9 Klotz]panium’ dixit, sed
Verrius[frg. 19 Funaioli]panum’ sinei.

Char. Gramm p. 178.30-178.1 B. (lulius Romanus = Plibub. serm.
p. 25.10-12 Beck): PaniutBaesarde analogidibro Il [frg. 8 Funaioli = 9
Klotz] dici debere ait. Sed Verrigsrg. 19 Funaiolijcontra. Nami detracta
panumait dici debere.

Also, a close look at similar uses @hque for bringing in additional
examples (see ThIL VII.2, 530.65 f. In exemplo afferendp favours the
attribution of Caesar’'s passage to Pliny. Conseifyyeii we propose that the
passage from Pliny’Bubius sermaontained both fragments, we can take it as a
collection of material dealing with the abl. sg.diigente and consisting of two
juxtaposed citations, something like:

Diligente Verrius Flaccus:‘eorum nominum quaens finiuntur casu
nominatiuo ablatiuus ine dirigendus est. Itaque Caesar epistularum ad
Ciceronem: ‘neque pro cauto ac diligente se castoistinuit’.

% Actually, according to MzzARINO (1948a, p. 208)dirigere as used at p. 160,15 B. can be

seen as a technical term of Pliny. [inigere in Pliny see @ARISIVS Gramm.p. 167.7-11 B.
(= Plin. Dub. serm. frg. 54 Mazzarino = 82 Della Casa) glossemaia toreumata
enthymemataoemataschematgoemataet his similia omnia Varroniffrg. 256 Funaioli =
52 Goetz—Schoellfegula— inquit Plinius— datiuo et ablatiuo plurali in bus derigit, quia
singularis ablatiuuse littera finiatur. For Verrius frequent use of the gerundive, SEgTKS
p. 218.2-3 L. Obsidionerpotius dicendum esse, qualsidium; p. 316.33-34 Il<Ru>ctare
<non ructari dicendum estXcf. Paul. Fest. p. 317.13); p. 356.35-36 L. Rag$e nonrure
dicendum, testis est TerentiusRhormione; @ARISIVS Gramm.p. 139.17-19 B. (= Verrius
frg. 17 Funaioli.}*qui necesse sit. Hic masculine dicendus est, atideait, quoniam neutra
in i et us non exeuntp. 124.11-13 B. (= Verrius frg. 8 Funaioli) Maigb per duoi
dicendum, quia sunt@manibus ut putat Verrius <dictae>
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This passage bears witness to the difficultiesisértangling sources and
doctrines in Charisius and proves that a satisfactolution cannot always be
reached.

7. Conclusion

To summarise, we hope we have illustrated the reiffeimplications that
fragment boundaries have, not just for the asomptif both grammatical doctrine
and terminology, but also for textual improvemekdditionally, we think it has
been established that any attempt at (re)-editraghghatical fragments should be
based on a good acquaintance with the primary ssuas well as on a full
understanding of their mechanisms for reportingpiteeeding doctrine.
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