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QUOTATIONS OF EPICURUS
COMMON TO DIOGENES OF OINOANDA
AND DIOGENES LAERTIUS

INTRODUCTION

The philosophical inscription, which, probably in the first half of the second
century AD, Diogenes of Oinoanda caused to be carved on the wall of a stoa
in his home-city, is a valuable source of information about Epicureanism,
not only because his own expositions of epistemology, physics, and ethics
are informative and reliable, but also because he quotes letters! and maxims
written by Epicurus.

My present concern is with those maxims of Epicurus quoted by Dioge-
nes of Oinoanda (hereafter D.O.) which occur also in Book 10 of Diogenes
Laertius (hereafter D.L.) and/or in the Sententiae Vaticanae, a collection of
80 Epicurean maxims contained in codex Vaticanus graecus 1950 and first
published in 1888.2 The writing of the article was prompted by the appear-
ance, late in 1999, of Miroslav Marcovich’s critical edition of D.L. pub-
lished by Teubner? — an edition which includes the Sententiae Vaticanae in
an appendix.*

The maxims of Epicurus quoted by D.O. were carved in a continuous
band running through the margin beneath the columns of his Ethics’ — a
band which, since the Ethics occupied the lowest inscribed course of the
wall, underscored not only that treatise, but also the entire inscription. Most

Y Letter to mother (fr. 125-126 Smith), Letter to a student of rhetoric (Hermarchus?) (fr.
127), Letter to Dositheus (fr. 128). In fr. 72 Diogenes seems to be closely following the
wording of another letter, in which Epicurus described how he nearly perished in a ship-
wreck. On the authorship of Letter to mother, see M. F. Smith, Diogenes of Oinoanda: the
Epicurean inscription (Napoli 1993) 555-558.

2 K. Wotke, “Epikurische Spruchsammlung”, WS 10 (1888) 175-201, including Nach-
trag by H. Usener (pp. 199-201). In the editio princeps there are 81 maxims, not 80, but
Sent. Vat. 56-57 almost certainly belong to a single maxim.

3 M. Marcovich, Diogenis Laertii vitae philosophorum (Stuttgart — Leipzig 1999) I: Libri
I-X; 11: Excerpta Byzantina et indices.

4 1815-826.

3 Kyria Doxa 16 is quoted not only below the Ethics, but also, as we shall see, in a passage
of D.O.’s own work.
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of the quotations are of the Kyriai Doxai (Principal Doctrines), a collection
of 40 moral sayings preserved by D.L. and placed at the very end of his
work (10. 139-154). D.O. also quoted several other sayings, of which, as
we shall see, one is probably one of the Sententiae Vaticanae, and another is
probably taken from Epicurus’ Letter to Menoeceus, while the rest cannot
be identified with known sayings of Epicurus. D.O. quoted at least 13 Ky-
riai Doxai,’ and, although his quotations are only fragmentarily preserved,®
they are not without interest and significance, for they show some vari-
ations from the text of D.L. and sometimes help us to correct it.
Marcovich is aware that D.O. quotes some of the Kyriai Doxai, but it is
unfortunate that his knowledge of him is thirty years out of date. The edition
which he cites is that of Chilton,” published by Teubner in 1967. In 1968,
eight years before Marcovich began to collate the manuscripts of D.L.,'0 ]
inaugurated the British investigations at Oinoanda — investigations which
so far have added 135 new fragments to the 88 found at the end of the
nineteenth century and known to Chilton. Ten of these, excavated in No-
vember 1997 and published in October 1999,!! could not have been seen by

¢ 1do not mean, of course, that D.O. used D.L. as a source. If my dating of D.O. to the first
half of the second century AD is correct, he predates D.L., who cannot have written earlier
than the second half of the second century, as is shown by his mention of Sextus Empiricus
(9. 87, 116) and Sextus’ pupil Saturninus (9. 116). For full discussion of the date of D.O., see
Smith, Diogenes (n. 1) 35-48; on the dating of D.L., see especially J. Mejer, Diogenes
Laertius and his Hellenistic background, Hermes-Einzelschriften 40 (Wiesbaden 1978) 57—
58.

7 K.D. 1-6, 8, 10, 13, 16, 25, 29, 32. (For the possibility — not a very strong one — that
D.O. also quoted K.D. 37 or part of it, sec below, under K.D. 37.) The Sententiae Vaticanae
also include 13 Kyriai Doxai — 1,2, 4, 5,8, 12, 13, 15, 17, 19, 27, 29, 35. Seven maxims
(KD. 1,2,4,5,8, 13, 29) occur both in D.O. and in the Vatican collection.

8 The carving of the maxims in a single line below the columns of the Ethics has the
disadvantage that, since many columns of the Ethics are missing, no maxim is preserved in
its entirety, but the advantage that the quotations, since each runs across several stones, can
sometimes help us to determine the order of Ethics fragments and the size of the gaps
between them: see Smith, Diogenes (n. 1) 82, 99-100. One may contrast the state of pre-
servation of the maxims below the Ethics with that of another collection of maxims (fr. 97—
116, NF 130-132), probably composed by D.O. himself, which was displayed at a higher
level in the inscription: although this second collection is by no means complete, some of its
maxims are completely preserved, the reason being that each one occupies the whole or part
of a single column of 911 lines, carved on a single stone with no overflow onto another
stone.

° C. W. Chilton, Diogenis Oenoandensis fragmenta (Leipzig 1967). For his choice of
Chilton’s edition, see Marcovich (n. 3) 1 802.

10 Marcovich (n. 3) [ xvii: “Codices conferre anno 1976 coepi”.

' M. F. Smith, “Excavations at Oinoanda 1997: the new Epicurean texts”, AS 48 (1998)
125-170.
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Marcovich, but the others are included in my edition of D.O., published in
1993,'2 and in a companion-volume of illustrative material, published in
1996.!* Marcovich’s deteriorating health, he informs us (and I am very
sorry to hear it), prevented him from putting the final touches to his work, '
but this does not explain his ignorance of most of the new material from
Oinoanda: even if he did not know of my 1993 edition (and it is to be noted
that his bibliography contains several items which appeared after this date),
he should have known of my publication of 124 new fragments, in a mono-
graph and succession of articles, between 1970 and 1984.13

I shall now mention every maxim of Epicurus quoted both by D.O. and
by D.L., updating Marcovich’s use of D.O., where necessary, and com-
menting on some other points of significance. Fragment-numbers of D.O.
are, unless otherwise shown, those of my edition, while NF denotes a new
fragment of D.O. (i. e. a fragment found in 1969-1997) as published before
republication in my 1993 edition or, in the case of NF 125-135, discovered
after 1993.

K.D. 1 (D.L. 10. 139) = Sent. Vat. 1 = D.O. fr. 29 lower margin. The
version in Sent. Vat. shows some minor variations from that given by D.L.:
it omits dote before ote dpyolc and has doBevelg ... mavio T& TOLOD-
to, not &oBevel ... ndv 10 To00Tov. The relevant parts of D.O.’s quota-
tion have not yet come to light.

K.D.2(D.L.10.139)=Sent. Vat. 2=D.O. fr. 30 lower margin. Thus far,
but only thus far, D.O. and the Vatican collection agree with the order in
D.L. Although we cannot always be certain about the order of the fragments
of D.O.’s Ethics, and therefore about the order of the maxims which he
quoted, we can see that his arrangement of Kyriai Doxai is not the same as
D.L.’s: for example, he has K.D. 3 and 4 later than 6, 8, 10. He quotes 1 and

12 Smith, Diogenes (n. 1).

13 M. F. Smith, The philosophical inscription of Diogenes of Oinoanda (Wien 1996). One
tiny, insignificant piece (NF 125 = fr. 182), found in 1994, appears in this volume (pp. 233—
234), but not in my 1993 edition.

14 Marcovich (n. 3) 1 xvii: “Operi manum dare extremam valetudo ingravescens prohi-
buit”.

15 1 fear that this failure to be aware of recent scholarship is not an isolated case. I give
three other examples, and it will be noted that in each case the work of which Marcovich is
ignorant was published more than 10 years before his edition. Under K.D. 3, citing a passage
of Demetrius of Laconia, he refers to the edition of V. De Falco (1923) instead of to E. Pug-
lia, Demetrio Lacone. Aporie testuali ed esegetiche in Epicuro (Napoli 1988). Under K.D. 1
he refers to K. Wilke’s edition of Philodemus, De ira (1914), instead of to G. Indelli, Filo-
demo. L'ira (Napoli 1988). On D.L. 10. 13, 15-16 he cites K. Krohn’s edition of Hermar-
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2 first, because they are of outstanding importance, dealing respectively
with fear of the gods and fear of death, which are the two chief obstacles to
the attainment of &tapo&ia. As for the rest, an important consideration,
probably the most important consideration, determining their disposition
was his evident wish to bring about, wherever possible, a link between the
content of the maxim and the content of the columns of the Ethics im-
mediately above.!® This is a matter to which I shall have occasion to return
later, in connection with D.O.’s probable quotation of Sent. Vat. 33 and
Letter to Menoeceus 130-131.

K.D. 3 (D.L. 139) = D.O. fr. 34 lower margin. Marcovich gives no indi-
cation that D.O.’s version shows several variations from that of D.L. In the
first sentence D.L. has mavtog 10D &Ayodvrog, D.O. [tod &Aylodvrog
amovtog. The second sentence goes like this in D.L.: émov & &v 16 H36-
Hevov évij, ko Ov av xpovov i, ovk ot 10 dAyodv fi 10 Avmoduevov f
70 ovvappdTepov (v before xpovov and 0 before Avroduevov omitted by
BP!CoQ). D.O.’s version, as restored by Usener,'” is [olg § &v 10 H86pevov
évij, ko Ov av ypdvov q, ovk &v ETL dxAoilvito 16 &Ayodvil §| Avmov-
péva 1 ov[vapeotépw]. It is to be noted that the variations do not affect the
meaning and message of the maxim. How precisely these and other variations
— variations other than those which arise from corruptions in the text of D.L. —
are to be explained is not known. Since good Epicureans learned Kyriai
Doxai by heart (Cic. Fin. 2. 20), it is possible that quoting from memory is
part of the explanation, but speculation is not very profitable.

K.D. 4(D.L. 140) = Sent. Vat. 3 =D.O. fr. 44 lower margin. D.O. agrees
with D.L. in reading €xovot 10 7d0pevov &v 11 capki fimep, whereas Sent.
Vat. 3 has €xovoiv €v 17 capki 10 ndéuevov A.

K.D. 5 (D.L. 10. 140) = Sent. Vat. 5 = D.O. fr. 37 lower margin. As
Marcovich points out, D.O. confirms Gassendi’s restoration of 008& @povi -
Hog kol koAdg kol dikaiwg after Sucaiwg in D.L.!8 D.O. cannot yet help
with the textual problems in the second sentence, where D.L. and Sent. Vat.
5 offer different readings, because the surviving quotation does not extend
that far, and it is possible that he quoted only the first sentence.

K.D. 6 (D.L. 10. 140) = D.O. fr. 32 lower margin. Marcovich supplies
né&vro after avBponwv and follows Usener in excluding épyfig xoi Booct-

chus (1921) instead of F. Longo Auricchio, Ermarco. Frammenti (Napoli 1987).

16 See e. g. Smith, Diogenes (n. 1) 471-472.

17 H. Usener, “Epikureische Schriften auf Stein”, RhM 47 (1892) 414456 at 445. Before
covoeotép® Usener restored T, which is wrong,

'8 Strangely, we have the same omission in D.L. 10. 132 (Letter to Menoeceus), where the
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Aetag after Oowv. Unfortunately D.O.’s quotation of this part of the maxim
has not yet come to light.

K.D. 8 (D.L. 10. 141) = Sent. Vat. 50 = D.O. fr. 32 lower margin. Mar-
covich refers to D.O. fr. 26 Chilton (= fr. 32. I-IV Smith), the lower margin
of which gives part of the first of the maxim’s two sentences and agrees with
Sent. Vat. 50 in reading xka® €ovtiv, whereas the “best” manuscripts of
D.L. have ka8’ €xv16. However, the fragment published by Chilton in 1967
was augmented in 1974 by the discovery of a new passage (NF 42 = fr. 32.
V-VII), which contains in its lower margin part of the second sentence of
K.D. 8.1 first presented the new text, with detailed comments on D.O.’s
version of the maxim, in a contribution to a volume published in 1976.'° It is
particularly puzzling that Marcovich does not know this piece of mine,
because he includes in his bibliography two other contributions, by A. Laks
and D. Sedley, to the same volume. Of D.O.’s quotation of the second sen-
tence we have 1tommca evw)v n80vcov nok?\[a]n?\[a]m[oug] Sent. Vat. 50
has the same, except that it omits #8ovdv. D.L., on the other hand, reads
TRV N8oVHV TOTLKE TOAAATAQGLOVG.

K.D. 10 (D.L. 10. 142) = D.O. fr. 33 lower margin. D.O. has xai tdv
aAyndovev after émBvpdv, and Bignone, followed by several other edi-
tors, restores the words in D.L.; moreover, D.O. confirms Usener’s sug-
gestion of éxmAnpovpévorg for elorAnpovpuévorg. Marcovich adopts both
these readings. However, he does not record that D.O. has €31daoxke for
D.L.’s £8i8acxev,?0 or that his wording towards the end of the maxim, after
1®v ndov@dv, seems to have been somewhat different from D.L.’s, though
the text is too fragmentary for us to be sure exactly how it went; for sug-
gestions, see the apparatus criticus in Smith, Diogenes of Oinoanda (n. 1)
206. On the question of whether Marcovich is right to follow von der Miihll
in deleting kol &Ayndovev after Bavéitov, D.O. cannot help, for his quo-
tation of the relevant bit has not been found. Finally, it is to be noted that in
1997 I recorded at Oinoanda a new fragment, NF 128, which bears parts of
fr. 33. IV-V and, in its lower margin, the letters navto, part of wovro-
x00¢ev, from K. D. 10. See Smith, “Excavations” (n.'l 1) 146-152.

K.D. 13 (D.L. 10. 143) = Sent. Var. 712 =D.O. fr. 35 lower margin. D.O.’s
version begins, as Marcovich records, [008¢]v fiv SpeAo[c] rather than, as in
D.L. and Sent. Var. 72, 008&v 8pelog fv, but the rest of his quotation has

first sentence of K.D. § also occurs. There the same supplement was proposed by Stephanus.
19 M. F. Smith, “More new fragments of Diogenes of Oenoanda”, in J. Bollack / A. Laks
(eds), Etudes sur I'Epicurisme antique (Lille 1976) 279-318 at 297-300.
20 The variation was first reported by me in “New fragments of Diogenes of Oenoanda”,



Quotations of Epicurus 193

not come to light, which s a pity, for the texts of D.L. and Sent. Vat. 72 have
several variations.

K.D. 16 (D.L. 10. 144) =D.O. fr. 49 lower margin and fr. 71.11. 9-13 =
Stobaeus IL. 8. 28 p. 159. 17-19 Wachsmuth. Both fr. 49 and fr. 71 were
discovered by me after the appearance of Chilton’s edition of D.O., and
Marcovich is ignorant of their existence, although more than a quarter of a
century has passed since their first publication.?! Fr. 49 gives us péyiota
Kol KupLdTOTO: & Aoywoubg — words which are not in dispute. The quo-
fation in fr. 71, which belongs not to the Ethics, but to another writing of
D.O., probably his Letter to Dionysius, is more extensive and useful than
what is preserved in fr. 49 lower margin. Introduced with the words &g
AEYEL Ng[oxlei&ng] (i. e. Epicurus, who was son of Neocles), it goes like
this: Bporxéa G0ed [tOxN mapevineinter,? ta 88 péyiorol Kol Kupid)-
rofto. & AOYLIGIHOG SLq[uc]e_i 1lc[a‘1 Sihxnloev. The somewhat fuller version
given by D.L. is: Bpoxéa (or Ppayeic:) copd TOYN mOPEURInTEL, & 8
pEYLOTOL KOL KVUPLOTOTOL O AOYLONOG Sidbknxe (sic) (or drdker) kol kot
1oV guvexf xpévov 10D Plov (some manuscripts omit to® Piov). Stobaeus
reads Bpayeic, dubxnke, and xartd 10V Blov xoi cuveyfi xpovov,? and
omits & and Swoikel kol Stowkfoer. There are two points to note about
D.O.’s version. The first is that it supports those manuscripts of D.L. which
give Bpaxtc. The second point is that it is relevant to discussion of
Usener’s proposals concerning idxnxe, which he emends to didxnoe, and
Srowkel kol Stoukhoer, which he considers to be a gloss on dipxmoe and
deletes. Although D.O.’s version is not the same as that given by the manu-
scripts of D.L. and includes (if my restoration is correct) di@knoev, it dif-
fers also from the text favoured by Usener, and it is to be noted that it
includes 8101kel. If one takes account both of D.O.’s d1oukel kol dipxnaev
and of Stobaeus’ SidxnKke, one can see that there is nothing to be said for
accepting Usener’s alterations to the text of D.L.

Before leaving K.D. 16, one may mention that excavations at Oinoanda
in 1997 brought to light NF 132, a maxim probably composed by Diogenes
himself, which puts across the same message as K.D. 16:%* gig 6Aiya 100

AJA 75 (1971) 357389 at 388.

21 Fr. 71, found in 1970, was first published as NF 8 in Smith, “New fragments” (n. 20)
369-371; ft. 49, discovered in 1972, was first published as NF 20 in my Thirteen new
fragments of Diogenes of Oenoanda (Wien 1974) 15-20.

22 = gapepnintel. On D.O.'s orthographical practices, see Smith, Diogenes (n. 1) 117-
118.

23 Emended by Heeren to xatd tov Biov ovvexf ypdvov.

24 Jonathan Barnes, in a letter of 2 December 1999, makes the point that “Epicurus limits

13 3uxuy Mo 324
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Blov mopevmeintel 10 avTOpHOtOV, O 8N TOYMV Ovopdlopev, tdv B¢
nielotov Nelg kpotoDpev (“Seldom does the fortuitous, which we term
chance, interfere with life, and usually it is we who are in control”).?

K.D. 25 (D.L. 10. 148) = D.O. fr. 40 lower margin. Only nine letters of
D.O.’s quotation are preserved: [érnav]oicelg Exa[otov]. Marcovich fol-
lows von der Miihll and H. S. Long in sfating that D.O. gives énavoicaug.
The statement is incorrect, and the error can be traced back to William’s
Teubner edition of D.O.,26 which von der Miihll and Long used. It is strange
that Marcovich repeats the error, for the edition which he cites is that of
Chilton, who gives the correct reading.

K.D. 26 (D.L. 10. 148). dvondpiotor (DF), which Marcovich wisely
prefers to the syntactically awkward dvonrdpiotov (BP), is now strongly
supported by D.O. NF 131, discovered in 1997. Lines 1-6 of the new frag-
ment read as follows: ai kevai 1@dv En{18lupidy, dorep ol §OENG kol TV
poimv, od pévov elotv kevadl, mpog 88 1@ kevad, kai dvomdpiotol. NF
131 proves that, contrary to the belief of some scholars, 3vorépioTog can
be used of a desire (“difficult to fulfil”) and not just of a thing desired
(“difficult to obtain). For the full text of NF 131, see Smith, “Excavations”
(n. 11) 158-160; and for detailed discussion of its relevance to the textual
problem in K.D. 26, see my article “Epicurus’ Kyria Doxa 26 and a new
fragment of Diogenes of Oinoanda”, Hyperboreus 4 (1998): 1, 193-195.

K.D. 29 (D.L. 10. 149) = Sent. Vat. 20 = D.O. fr. 39 lower margin.
Marcovich, knowing only Chilton’s edition of D.O., is unaware that in my
edition I show that what previous editors considered to be two separate
passages (fr. 35-36 Chilton) is in fact one passage (fr. 39 Smith), fr. 35
Chilton being an immediate continuation of fr. 36 Chilton. Marcovich
thinks that only fr. 35 Chilton carries part of K.D. 29, but in fact, as I demon-
strate, fr. 36 Chilton does so as well, and the “new” piece of text, though
small, is not entirely without significance, for it shows a slight variation
from Sent. Vat. 20 at a point where the text of K.D. 29 in D.L. is defective
and has to be restored. D.O.’s version of the maxim reads, and is to be
restored, like this: [t1@®v émBUpI@V ol pév 1oL puoikoi kal avavkoion:
ol d¢ (p]l)O'[l]K(xt Y€, [ovx Gvovkolot] 8(»: ol 8¢ oD1e Quoikail o[u]‘c[e
owcchcx”]at Topa 8[8 Kkevnv 86Eav yewouevm]

the message to the wise, whereas Diogenes [of Oinoanda] seems to make a general statement
about all of us”. It is true that D.O., unlike Epicurus, does not mention the cogdg, but I take
it that “we” in fuelg kpotodpey, as in dvopdlopey, are “we Epicureans”.

25 1 have published NF 132 in “Excavations” (n. 11) 160-162.

26 J. William, Diogenis Oenoandensis fragmenta (Leipzig 1907) 52 (fr. XLIX).
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K.D. 32 (D.L. 10. 150)¥” = D.O. fr. 43 lower margin. D.O. fr. 43 oc-
cupies two stones (NF 13, 12) which I discovered in 1970.2% Since the
discovery postdates the appearance of Chilton’s edition, Marcovich is un-
aware of it. Although fr. 43 carries only six words of K.D. 32, the words are
of interest. The most widely-accepted text of the first sentence of the
maxim, as given by D.L.,? is as follows: dca. 1@V {hav pn Ed0varo
GUVENKOG TOlETCBaL TOG brep tod un BAAmTELV &rAnio (Gassendi:
&Ahé manuscripts’?) pnde PrémreaBo, Tpog TobTa o0t Av (Usener: 1
BHPQ) dikoiov o3t &dikov. However, some manuscripts, including
DFZ, read o08év éo11y 008 instead of 008EV A, and écTiv is supported by
D.O., who has [BlA&rtec6a, TpOg [ta}0t obBEv EgTiv 0VT[E]. Sometime
perhaps, when more of D.O.’s inscription' has been recovered, we shall learn
whether he read oVte before aduxov as well as before dixatov, and, more
importantly, whether Gassendi’s GAANAa is correct.

K.D. 37 (D.L. 10. 152) / D.O. fr. 50, discovered in 1975,%! bears in its
lower margin the letters teun and traces of two preceding letters,3? which
may possibly belong to the end of the first sentence of K.D. 37: [£&v 1€ 10
ad1d TaoL yévnrtol, €0[v] 1€ M [0 ad10)]. But, with so little preserved, no
certainty is possible: as | pointed out above (in the introduction), not all the
maxims quoted in the lower margin of the Ethics are Kyriai Doxai; more-
over, K.D. 37 is very long, indeed the longest maxim in the collection, and,
unless D.O. quoted only its first sentence, he is unlikely to have included it
in his selection.

Sent. Vat. 33 (?) and Letter to Menoeceus 130-131 (?) = D.O. fr. 47
lower margin. Fr. 47 occupies two stones, NF 44 and NF 14, but the lower
margin of NF 44 is broken off and missing, and all the surviving letters of
the maxim-bearing line are carried by NF 14, which I discovered in 1970.%3

27 With K.D. 32 Marcovich, like other editors, compares Porphyry, De abstinentia 1. 12. It
would be helpful to add “=Hermarchus fr. 34 p. 73 Longo”.

28 ] first published them in 1971 in “New fragments” (n. 20) 376-381, then republished
them in 1974 in Thirteen new fragments (n. 21) 4547 after realising that NF 12, as well as
NF 13, bears part of K.D. 32 and is to be placed immediately after NF 13.

29 This text is not accepted by all editors, however: for example, J. Bollack, La pensée du
plaisir (Paris 1975) 360-362, retains &MAé and, instead of Usener’s v, reads .

30 P seems to indicate a lacuna after &AAG.

31 First published by me in “Fifty-five new fragments of Diogenes of Oenoanda”, AS 28
(1978) 39-92 at 55-57 (NF 60).

32 See the drawing in Smith, The philosophical inscription (n. 13) 125.

33 NF 14 (= fr. 47. 11I-1V) was first published in 1971 in Smith, “New fragments” (n. 20)
381—384, NF 44 in 1976 in Smith, “More new fragments” (n. 19) 301-304.
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On the left we read payéoorto &v, on the right ol Aewtot, and in between
the stonemason has left a space sufficient for about seven letters — a space
which shows that the first two words are the end of a maxim and the second
two the beginning of another one.

It is highly probable that poyéoaito &v ends a maxim very similar to
Sent. Vat. 33, which in the manuscript reads as follows: copxdg ewvn 10
HA mewviy, 10 U1 Styfiv, 10 PR Pryodv. tadra yap Exev Tig kol Arilwv
EEev xal Umep eddaipoviag payéooito. Most editors (J. Bollack is an
exception®*) have accepted Hartel’s emendation of ket to xév and his addi-
tion of Aui after it.35 Marcovich prints the traditional text, but, whilst Al is
almost certainly right in view of the passages quoted in Usener, Epicurea
no. 602 pp. 339. 16 - 340. 22, x&v is less certain: if indeed D.O. is quoting
Sent. Vat. 33, it cannot have been in his version, seeing that he has &v after
paxEcorto.

What makes it “highly probable” that D.O. is quoting Sent. Vat. 33 is not
just the significant word paxéoorto, but also the appropriateness of the
maxim in this place. As I pointed out above (under K.D. 2), a major con-
sideration which influenced the arrangement of the quotations below the
Ethics was D.O.’s evident desire to create, as often as possible, a link be-
tween the subject-matter of a maxim and the subject-matter of the columns
immediately above it. Thus, for example, fr. 44, which addresses the ques-
tion of whether physical pains or mental pains are more serious, has in its
lower margin K.D. 4, which deals the physical pain. Fr. 47 too is part of
D.O.’s discussion of pain: in it he argues a point, made by Epicurus in X.D.
4, that physical pain, if severe, is short-lived; and since Sent. Vat. 33 also is
concerned with physical pain, asserting that those who are free from hunger,
thirst, and cold can enjoy godlike happiness, its content would be linked to
that of fr. 47.

Let us now turn to the second maxim in fr. 47 lower margin. ot Aeitoi, if
it belongs to a known saying of Epicurus, must be from Letter to Menoeceus
130-131: of 7e (oi y&p Usener: étv 1€ von der Mithll) Avtol ool fonv
rolvterel Sty v Hdoviyv émpépovory, dtav &raf (Usener: &mov
manuscripts3®) 1o &Ayodv xar’ Evieiav EEonpedfi xoi palo kol Hdwp

34 Bollack, La pensée (n. 29) 469-470.

33 Hartel’s suggestions were published in the editio princeps: see Wotke (n. 2) 193. It may be
noted that xaii (without Aui) is found not only in cod. Vat. gr. 1950, but also in the version of
the maxim in cod. miscell, Darmstad. 2773: see W. Crdnert, Zentralblatt filr Bibliothekswesen
14 (1897) 562 and Kolotes und Menedemos (Miinchen 1906; repr. Amsterdam 1965) 10 n, 34,

36 Most editors retain &rov, but &no&, suggested by Usener, Epicurea XXI and adopted
by R. D. Hicks in the Loeb edition of D.L., is probably right in view of Letter to Menoeceus
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v dxpotétny &modidwoiy hdoviy, Ereddy evdéwv Tig adtd mpooe-
véyxknrot. That D.O.’s ol Aevroi is indeed the beginning of this passage is
very probable.37 It is to be noted that, since the passage makes the point that,
once the pain of want has been eliminated, perfect pleasure has been
achieved, it, like Sent. Vat. 33, would be related, in respect of content, to the
section of the Ethics (on pain) in the columns above. It is to be noted, too,
that it would follow on very naturally after Sent. Vat. 33.

Martin Ferguson Smith
Isle of Foula, Shetland Islands

B nagnucu JlHoreHa 13 DHOAHAb! HEOOHOKPATHO LIUTHPYKOTCA MaKCHMBbI DMHKYpa;
HEKOTOPBIE W3 HUX TPHBOAATCA My Jluorena Jlaspuua. B pane cnyyaes uTeHus
HAATMHCH MOTYT CJIY>XHTh OCHOBAHWEM IJIA YCTAHOBJIEHHA ayTEHTUYHOTO TEKCTa
Ilvorena Jlaspums. COOTBETCTBYIOWAA COTIOCTaBUTENbHAs paboTa ¥ Gblia npea-
npuHATa MHpociaBoM MapKoBHYEM B €r0 HellaBHeM H3lahuK [loreHa Jlaspuus.
OmHako MapkoBu4 yryCTHI U3 BUIY parMeHTsl Hagnucu JlnoreHa u3 JHOaHbI,
ony6nukoBaHHble noce 1967 r. JlaHHbIe 3aMETKH BOCTIONHAIOT 3TOT npobe.

128 étav B8 &nok Todto Mept Mpag yévmran and K.D. 18 énerdav Gnag 10 xat Evbelov
dAyodv EEatpedd, though admittedly in Usener, Epicurea no. 417 p. 281. 18—19 we have
v novedg 100 dryodvrog bnegaipeoiv.

37 IfD.L. did quote the passage, he may have stopped at the end of the first sentence, as |
first suggested in “New fragments” (n. 20) 384.





