
' ' . .., 
_· .. ~·~::-~ .. ~ .... ~~ 

ACTA CLASSICA XXIX (1986) 43- 56 ISSN 0065-1141 

LUCRETIUS, HIS COPYISTS AND THE HORRORS OF 
THE UNDERWORLD 

(DE RERUM NATURA 3.978-1023) 

by H .D . Jocelyn 
(University of MC;lnchester) 

Epicurus denied that the underworld depicted by poets' and painters' existed3 

and gave an allegorical interpretation of the particular punishments said to be 
suffered there .4 What men feared in the afterlife took place according to him in 
this life. The idea came to Epicurus from the writings of Democritus. 5 It turned 
up in various forms in the teachings of other philosophical schools. 6 Lucretius no 
doubt would have taken the general substance of his criticism of conventional 
beliefs about the afterlife from Epicurus. Some details, however, reflect the life 
of Republican Rome rather than that of fourth century Athens. 

Most modern discussion has revolved slowly and uselessly around the question 
of how widespread belief in an afterlife was among Lucretius' readers . 7 Only a 
few scholars have tried to grapple with the problem of the origin of the details of 
Lucretius' argument.8 Something, I believe, remains to be said about these 
details . The text itself presents a number of problems. At five points'' our two 
witnesses of the direct tradition, codd . Leiden, Bib!. d . Rijksuniv . Voss. Lat . F. 
30 (0) and Q. 94 (Q), vary; at one of these most editors seem to me to err about 
what lay in the archetype. At thirteen points"' 0 and Q agree in manifest 
nonsense too great even for the most conservative of editors to stomach; at two 
further points at least I find it difficult to believe that Lucretius wrote what is 
transmitted. 0 and Q are also united in making no reference to the punishment of 
Ixion. We know that in allegorising the underworld, Epicurus included Ixion 
among the sinners punished." Furthermore an ancient commentator on Virgil's 
Aeneid'' appears to have had access to a text of the De remm natura containing a 
number of verses about Ixion absent from the minuscule ancestor of 0 and Q. '-' 
The integrity of the direct tradition is thus open to challenge where Ixion is 
concerned. The five problems are interconnected and may usefully be treated 
together. 

I. The Roman Details of Lucretius' Undet·world 

The victims of underworld punishment listed in the directly transmitted text of 
the De rerum natura- Tantalus.'4 Tityos, Sisyphus and the Danaids- would 
have come from a passage of Epicurus' writings . Likewise the bogey Cerberus.'5 

This need not, however , be the case with Tartarus' or with the 'Furiae' . For the 
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Greek poets 6 T<ipwpoc; was normally a place very deep in the earth, below the 
kingdom of Hades.•• So too 'Tartarus' for Virgil 17 and subsequent Latin poets. 
Here in Lucretius, however, 'Tartarus' is a fire-breathing monster, a denizen 
perhaps of a peculiarly Roman Hell. The etymologically obscure 'Eptvusc; of 
Greek heroic story usually received the name 'Furiae' from the Latin poets'" as 
the result, no doubt , of the way they made their victims go mad. They were 
sometimes put in the underworld by Greek poets'" but did not figure regularly in 
descriptions of this region. 'Furiae' , on the other hand , appear almost every time 
a Latin poet mentions it. They carry equipment never given to the 'Eptvusc;"' and 
perform a much wider range of functions . The use by Roman politicians of the 
singular 'Furia' in abuse of political enemies2

' suggests that, unlike 'Eptvusc;, the 
Latin term carried no inherent idea of re-establishing order and justice . Lucretius' 
'Furiae' may reflect nothing at all in Epicurus' writings but rather some purely 
Roman conception of the afterlife . 22 

The moral faults singled out by Lucretius- fear of the gods of heaven in the 
case of Tantalus, lechery in that of Tityos, political ambition in that of Sisyphus, 
discontent with what one has in that of the Danaids-were all objects of criticism 
for Greek philosphers , and for Epicurus in particular. There is no good reason to 
suppose that Lucretius turned an account of general irrational fears into one of a 
specific fear of the gods at vv. 982-3. 23 The reference to the elm-rods and axes in 
v. 996, on the other hand , and the use of the term 'imperium' in v. 998 gave a 
Roman fl avour to his account of political ambition. 

Lucretius' allegorisation of 'Cerberus et Furiae ... et lucis egestas, 24 Tartarus 
horriferos eructans faucibus aestus' differs as a whole from anything which could 
be imagined in Epicurus. It falls into two parts; the terrifying aspects of 
'Acheruns' are interpreted in vv. 1014-17 as the external penalties for crime 
imposed by a man 's community ; in vv . 1018-22, on the other hand , they are 
interpreted as the internal torments of his guilty conscience. Where the latter 
allegory is concerned, we may accept the parallel found in a fragment of 
Democritus- i:vwt 8vT]cf]c; <j>ucmoc; 8t<iA.um v ouK EiMccc; i'iv8pumm, cruvst8l)cr£t 
8£ cfjc; £v cQ> ~icp KaKon:payJ.loO"UvT]c;, n)v cf]c; ~tmf]c; xpovov £v wpaxaic; Kai 
<j>o~mc; caA.amwp£oum, \jl£08w n:s pi wu J.lELU n1v c£A.wn1v J.!U8on:A.acrc£ovc£c; 
xpovou25 

- but reject the one found in the way in which the attacks of the 
'EptVusc; on Orestes and Alcmeon were rationalised at Athenian assemblies26 and 
even in the theatre .27 It was in the upper world that the 'Eptvusc; beset the 
matricidal heroes . Epicurus would have expressed himself more in the manner of 
the fifth century atomist. Lucretius followed him. We must not be misled by the 
reference to 'Furiae'. Where the former allegory is concerned, no Greek text 
identifies the underworld depicted by the poets and painters as a real upper-world 
locale of capital punishment. It is conceivable therefore that the substance of 
vv. 1014-17 came from the imagination of Lucretius. 

The details of vv. 1014-17 reflect clearly the Latin poet's own milieu. One 
might contrast Aeschylus, Eum . 186-90: 

oo Kapavtcrcf]psc; 6<j>8aA.J.lwpuxm 
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8iKatcr~ayaiTE , crn£p~aT6sT ' ano~8opq 

nai8wv KaKoi:imt xA.ouvts, 118' aKpwviat 
A.wcr~oi TE, Kai ~u~oumv o1Kncr~6v noA.uv 
(m6 p<ixtv naytvTEs. 

The Attic tragedian seems to have gone outside Greece for his picture of horror, 
probably to the Orient. 

The words 'career et horribilis de saxo iactus t eo rum t ' have to do with the 
throwing of a criminal from a height. Commentators often refer 'uerbera 
carnifices/ -is robur pix t iam min a t taedae' to tortures used in a process of 
criminal investigation. The phrases 'metus in uita' and 'sceleris .. . luella' 
indicate, however , that a method of execution is being described. The use of the 
term 'carnifex' confirms this. The method in question would be suffocation by 
smoke preceded by a number of non-lethal fiery torments. The Athens of 
Epicurus' time had a prison28 and witnessed regularly the flogging and execution 
of public malefactors. 29 Nevertheless a fairly extensive historical record fails to 
mention either of the methods alluded to by Lucretius. 30 Both must be Roman 
methods. 

Bearers of false witness and traitors of various kinds could be hurled from the 
'saxum Tarpeium'. 31 This has been pointed out regularly by commentators since 
the time of G.B. Pio.32 It seems, however, to have escaped notice that a 
condemned' person was often , if not usually, held for a time in the 'career 
Mamertinus' 33 before being marched to the top of the nearby 'saxum' .].I 
Lucretius provides an unusually detailed picture. 

Incendiaries and malefactors of apparently related type could be burnt alive. 35 

The use for the pyre of pine branches, good producers of suffocating smoke , is 
attested by Juvenal. 3

'' A thrashing preceded this form of execution, as it did 
others .37 The application of other torments was never regular at Rome or in 
Roman provinces38 but seems to have been more common39 than it was in fourth 
century Athens. 40 Hot resin was a torment employed in many parts of the 
Mediterranean area ,41 but heated metal plates were perhaps a Roman speciality .42 

Again, Lucretius' picture possesses an unusual vividness. 
The account ofthe pangs of conscience in vv. 1018-1022 has, as I have argued , a 

Greek background. Lucretius draws the imagery of 'mens ... adhibet stimulos 
torretque flagellis' , however, from Rome. 43 Athenians used the KEVTpov only on 
animals. Not so the Romans .44 The old Latin versions of comedy frequently 
presented an old man lying in wait for a miscreant slave 'cum stimulis aut flagris. ' 45 

Behind the apparently similar Aeschylus , Eum. 155-161 - £~oi 8' 6vEt8o~ £~ 
ovnp<iTWV ~lOAOV I ETUIIfEV 8iKUV 8t~P11AUTOU I ~WOAU~Et KEVTPCfl I uno ~p£vas, 
uno A0~6v·l n<ipwn ~UGTiKTOPOs 8atou 8a~iou I ~apu n nEpi~apu KpUOs EXElV
Iie two quite distinct activities, one the flagellation of human beings, the other the 
stimulation of animals. 

What I hope to have demonstrated concerning the substance and presentation 
of 3. 987-1023 ought not to be thought to support the notion that the prime 
concern of the De rerum natura was to rescue Memmius and readers like him from 
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the spiritual ills of late Republican Rome. A well-off citizen did not at this period 
have to fear any form of flagellation or capital punishment if brought before a 
properly constituted court.•6 The Rome which from time to time gave specific 
colours to Lucretius' very general philosophical argument was the city of the past , 
the past as presented by the annalists and more particularly by the poet Ennius in 
his A nnates. 

TI. The'robur'ofv. 1017 

The Italian humanist manuscripts used for the early printed editions of Lucretius 
all descended from o.•7 This read v. 1017 as 

'uerbera carnifices robur pix iam mina taedae' . 
'lam mina' was easily corrected . Editors kept 'uerbera carnifices robur', 
interpreting 'robur' as a cell of the 'career' .48 Without knowing of the reading of Q , 
G . Wakefield declared 'carnifices' in this position to be 'omnino otiosum ... et 
suspectae fidei ' and suggested, although he did not print in his text , _ 

'uerbera carnificis , robur, pix , lammina , taedae' .4
') 

Of the many subsequent editors of Lucretius, only H . Diels ,5
" K. BiichnerS' and 

K . Miiller52 have printed Wakefield's suggestion . W.E . Leonard and S.B . Smith 
print 'carnificis' but treat it as a nominative plural. 53 Wakefield's objection to the 
personal 'carnifices' standing in an otherwise impersonal series seems to me a 
valid one. The phrase 'uerbera carnificis' is not, however plausible. The Roman 
'carnifex' was concerned with execution. Thrashing preceded most , if not all, 
forms of execution. 54 This preliminary was performed, however , in another 
place55 and by other personnel , perhaps normally termed 'uerberatores'. A 
passage of an inscription from Puteoli relating to crucifixion56 is instructive on the 
latter point: ' ... qui supplic(ium) de ser(uo) seruaue priuatim sumer( e) uolet , uti 
is qui sumi uolet ita supplic(ium) sumet: si in cruc( em) patibul(atum) agere uolet, 
redempt(or) asser(es) uincul(a) restes uerberatorib(us) et uerberator(es) 
praeber( e) d( ebeto) et quisq( uis) supplic(ium) sumet pro oper(is) sing( ulis) quae 
patibul(um) ferunt uerberatorib(us)q(ue) item carnif(ici) HS IIII d(are) 
d( ebeto).' 57 The use of flagellation in investigatory torture58 is a different matter. 
The genitive 'camificis' therefore has to be taken with 'robur'. 

The allusion to the 'career' in the previous verse makes it unlikely that 'robur' 
has anything to do with this place. Wakefield cited three suggestions, the first 
identifying it with 'eculeus', the second with ' lignum'/~uA.ov , the third with 'crux'. 
The word denoted properly the wood of the red oak and had a wide metaphorical 
spread. Our record may not have retained all its more technical uses. The fact 
that we have to do with an execution rather than with investigatory torture 
excludes Wakefield's first suggestion . It would make good sense, however , to 
take 'carnificis robur' as the wooden apparatus to which the 'carnifex' attached 
the person to be burnt . Another passage of the Puteoli inscription relating to 
'crematio' describes the procedure as follows: 'quot supplic(ia) magistrat(us) 
public(e) sumet ita imperat quotienscumq(ue) imperat(um) er(it) praestu esse 
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supplicium sumer(e) cruces statuere clauos pecem ceram candel(as) quaeq(ue) 
ad eas res opus erunt reo gratis praest(are) debeto' (II 11-13) . In describing 
Carthaginian behaviour Silius used 'robur' as a synonym of 'crux'. sY 

III. The 'uolucres' of v. 993 

0 and Q present the story of Tityos as follows: 
nee Tityon uolucres ineunt Acherunte iacentem 984 
nee quid sub magno scrutentur pectore quicquam 
perpetuam aetatem possunt reperire profecto 
quamlibet immani proiectu corporis exstet 
qui non sola nouem dispersis iugera membris 
obtineat sed qui terrai totius orbem 
non tamen aeternum poterit perferre dolorem 990 
nee praebere cibum proprio de corpore semper 
sed Tityos nobis hie es in amore iacentem 
quem uolucres lacerant atque exest anxius angor 
aut alia quauis scindunt curpedine curae 994 

The Italian humanists mended 'quid' in v. 985, 'es' in v. 992 and 'curpedine' in 
v. 994; De Tournebu 'dispersis' in v. 988 . Wakefield seems to have been the first 
to challenge 'uolucres lacerant' in v. 993, suggesting in his note 'quem uolucris 
lacerat, atque exest, anxius angor' . A. Brieger wondered what vultures were 
doing in an account of the pangs of love and postulated a large lacuna after 
'lacerant' ."" Succeeding editors have kept the transmitted text, most of them 
explaining it in the manner of H.A.J. Munro"' as a para tactic comparison. The 
translation of 'quem uolucres lace rant atque exest anxius angor' as 'whom . .. the 
vultures mangle, that is aching anguish devours him' (C. Bailey)"' is not justified 
by Cicero, Verr. S. 184 'donum dignum Capitolio atque ista arce omnium 
nationum' or by any use of 'atque' found in Lucretius' poem. In any case , there 
was no need to mention again at this point the vultures of the myth . The 
allegorical explanations of the sufferings of Tantalus, Sisyphus and the Dana ids 
do not import mythical details. E.J. Kenney'>) argues that the 'uolucres' are the 
winged "Epco·w; of Hellenistic verse. The verb 'lacerare', as Kenney is almost 
driven to admit, hardly fits any act attributed or attributable to the "EpcoTcc;. It is, 
in any case, not credible that, after denouncing a myth of one age, the poet should 
refer, even sarcastically, in his explanation to one of another age. Instead of 
'uolucres lacerant' we should expect some reference to current reality cor
responding with 'uolucres ineunt' of v. 984, just as ' in amore iacentem' 
corresponds with 'Acherunte iacentem'. A careless scribe has let his mind wander 
back to 3. 880. 64 What Lucretius actually wrote lies, however, beyond the power of 
conjectural criticism to restore. 

IV. The 'saxum' of 'Acheruns' 

0 and Q begin the account of the underworld bogies as follows: 
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Cerberus et funae iam uero et Jucis egestas 
Tartarus horriferos eructans faucibus aestus 

• qui neque sunt usquam nee possunt esse profecto 
sed metus in uita poenarum pro male factis 
est insignibus insignis scelerisque luella 
career et horribilis de saxo iactus eorum 

1011 

1015 

uerbera carnifices/carnificis robur pix iam mina taedae . 1017 
The Italian humanists were worried by an apparent Jack of syntax in the first three 
verses. With some justice. It is noteworthy that the four preceding allegories have 
an elegant grammatical structure. One humanist altered 'egestas' to 'egenus'; 
another 'qui' to 'haec' . Sixteenth , se·,enteenth and eighteenth century editors 
usually printed the verses with these two alterations. In the nineteenth century 
Lachmann accepted 'egenus' and suggested 'quid' rather than 'haec' ;''5 Munro, 
on the other hand , proposed a lacuna after v. lOll (containing a reference to 
Ixion),'"' and Giussani lacunae before and after this ve rse."7 In this century , 
C. Bailey proposed'.s and withdrew•• a lacuna after v. 1012. Where other editors 
are concerned, some have accepted the idea of a lacuna; 71

' the rest , like the aging 
Bailey, print the paradosis . 7 1 The idea of the loss of a reference to Ixion after 
v. 1011 or v. 1012 is easily refuted ,72 but the syntax of the passage , or Jack thereof, 
remains unparalleled .73 

Consideration of the shape of the arguments of vv. 1011-23 suggests even 
more strongly that 0 and Q do not give us everything the poet wrote. The uneasy 
mental states of the superstitious, the lecherous, the politically ambitious and the 
insatiate closely parallei the physical sufferings of Tantalus, Tityos, Sisyphus and 
the Danaids. To the mention of the 'Furiae ' , imagined as equipped with whips 
rather than torches ,74 answer the upper-world ' uerbera' . To 'Tartarus', belching 
fire , answers the 'carnifex' with his fie ry equipment. To the ' lucis egestas' answers 
the ill-lit prison .75 'Cerberus', however , has no correspondents in the OQ account 
of the terrors of the upper-world. Of the two modes of execution mentioned by 
the Latin poet , one is anticipated in the OQ account of 'Acheruns', the other, the 
'horribilis de saxo iactus', is not . 

It is easier to suggest lacunae than to fill them . What equivalents Lucretius 
found for Cerberus in the upper world I cannot think.u' The geography of the 
'saxum Tarpeium' does, on the other hand , have a counterpart in at least two77 

Latin descriptions of' Acheruns'. A ghost arriving therefrom on a second century 
B.C. stage told of rocky precipices as well as of darkness: 

adsum atque aduenio Acherunte uix uia alta atque ardua, 
per speluncas saxis structas asperis pendentibus 
maxumis, ubi rigida constat crassa caligo inferum 7

" 

Virgil was to have Vulcan depict on Aeneas' shield a Roman villain caught on a 
Tartarean crag: 

hinc procul addit 
Tartareas e tiam sedes, alta ostia Ditis , 
et scelerum poenas , et te Catilina minaci 
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pendentem scopulo Furiarumque ora trementem, 
secretosque pios, his dantem iura Catonem. 79 

I should accordingly suggest that 0 and Q omit a similar feature from Lucretius' 
account of 'Acheruns'. 

V. Ixion 

Behind one of the details of Virgil's description of Tityos at A en. 6. 595-600 
the late fourth century commentator Servius found a hint of allegory and 
defended his doctrine by reference to Lucretius' account ofthose punished in the 
underworld. It will be helpful to cite the whole scholium, a scholium not always 
read carefully by those who refer to it: 

PER TOTA NOVEM CVI IVGERA CORPVS PORRIGITVR quantum 
ad publicam faciem, magnitudinem ostendit corporis; sed illud significat, 
quia de amatore loquitur, libidinem late patere , ut ait supra 'nee procul hinc 
partem fusi monstrantur in omnem lugentes campi.' sane de his omnibus 
rebus mire reddit rationem Lucretius et confirmat in nostra uita esse omnia 
quae finguntur de inferis. dicit namque Tityon amorem esse, hoc est 
libidinem, quae secundum physicos et medicos in iecore est, sicut 1isus in 
splene, iracundia in felle: unde etiam exesum a uulture dicitur in poenam 
renasci: etenim libidini non sa tis fit re semel peracta, sed recrudescit semper, 
unde ait Horatius 'incontinentis aut Tityi iecur'. ipse etiam Lucretius dicit 
per eos, super quos iamiam casurus inminet lapis, superstitiosos significari, 
qui inaniter semper uerentur et de diis et caelo superioribus male opinantur: 
nam religiosi sunt qui per reuerentiam timent. per eos autem qui saxum 
uoluunt ambitum uult et repulsam significari, quia semel repulsi petitores 
ambire non desinunt. per rotam autem ostendit negotiatores , qui semper 
tempestatibus turbinibusque uoluuntur. 

Difficult to avoid is the deduction that Servius or his source had a text of the De 
rerum natura with an allegm:isation of Ixion 's wheel following immediately upon 
that of Sisyphus' rolling stone. The lack of a reference to the Danaids' leaky jar 
has no significance. H.C.A. Eichstadt"" seems to have been the first to think 
about the relationship between the scholium and the direct tradition of Lucretius. 
He opined simply that Servius read a different text from the one we do. 
A . Forbiger81 suggested that the former was an interpolated text. H. Purmann82 

argued that Servius had misremembered the details of the Lucretian passage , 
J. Bernays83 that he was referring to Virgil's ' radiisque rotarum districti pendent' 
(A en. 6. 616-17) rather than to anything in Lucretius. Munrol!-l derailed discussion 
by using what Servius says about Ixion to fill the lacuna he proposed after v. 1011. 
Kenney argues85 that Ixion is an unlikely member of Lucretius' 'catalogue of 
notable sufferers'. He talks of Servius' 'list' and denounces Ixion as an ' intruder 
who really belongs in a note on A. 6. 601 ... transferred by Servius or his source 
to follow the Lucretian list.' Many scholars have been impelled by a general 
scepticism about Servius' reliability to push the problem to one side. 
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Kenney is right to think that if Lucretius did include Ixion the latter's proper 
place was after v. 1002. His arguments for excluding lxion are not, however, 
plausible. 

It makes no moment that Homer did not mention Ixion in describing the 
underworld. He did not mention the Danaids either. It is much more important 
that Epicurus included Ixion's punishment among the stories whose literal truth 
he dismissed .86 Accounts of the underworld after Lucretius' time87 rarely omitted 
the wheel. 

Purmann argued that a reference to 'negotiatores' and their troubles at sea 
would be too specific in a general discussion of disturbing emotions. Kenney 
seems to make a similar point: 'if L. had allegorised Ixion , he would not have 
been likely to interpret him as the type of the 'negotiator', who would represent 
merely a particular case of the 'curae' dealt with at 984-94. ' Servius' words 'per 
rotam autem ostendit negotiatores , qui semper tempestatibus turbinibusque 
uoluuntur' do in themselves imply a text open to such objections. The brevity of 
the style of the commentary must, however , be taken into consideration. Servius 
could have had in mind the lust for material possessions which impel those who 
take to the high seas. TI1is was a vice condemned by both poets88 and 
philosophers. 89 It claimed a place in Lucretius' diatribe alongside superstition, 
lechery , political ambition and discontent with one's lot. There may be a feeling 
that Ixion's crime repeats that ofTityos, but Lucretius' allegories set out from the 
punishments suffered by the figures of myth rather than from the crimes for which 
they were punished. 

Kenney goes on to assert that as a type of ambition Ixion would have 
duplicated Sisyphus and as a type of those who act without ·consilium', ' ratio ' or 
'uirtus' he would have lacked definition . The views of Dio Chrysostom9(1 and 
Macrobius9

' clearly depend on other than Epicurean sources and have no 
relevance to our problem. There is no reason why Epicurus and Lucretius could 
not have allegorised Ixion 's sufferings as those of the person obsessed with adding 
to his material wealth. 

The final sentence of Servius' note fits the structure and argument of the 
previous three. It was surely composed by Servius himself for the position it now 
occupies. Kenney's theory would imply that Servius took the substance of his 
discussion from the exegetical tradition rather than a direct acquaintance with 
Lucretius' poem and that he combined unintelligently two statements from his 
sources, one about Lucretius' allegorical account of the underworld and the other 
about somebody else's. It is much simpler to interpret the note at its face value 
and add another lacuna to the several which most scholars agree in finding in the 
direct tradition of the De rerum natura. Servius admittedly draws some of his 
quotations from earlier grammarians and transmits, if he does not himself 
commit, a number of plain errors. 92 There are good reasons for seeing a long and 
complex history behind those statements which allege words,''J verses,''" and 
passages95 to be taken from Lucretius , as well as those which cite Lucretius in 
illustration of points of vocabulary ,96 morphology'17 and syntax."8 Statements 
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about the addressee, sources and style of the poem•• form another category , as do 
those about physical reality'"" and specific theories about this reality'"' based on 
the poem. The latter categories should in the present state of our evidence be 
regarded as dependent on Servius' own knowledge. 102 It is significant that the 
Danieline scholia add little to them. Here belongs the description of Lucretius ' 
account of the underworld . Its details have to be taken as seriously as those 
provided by the direct tradition of the poem itself. Against the few indisputable 
errors in Servius' reports of the poem , both those at first hand and those at second 
or third hand , 103 stand very many cases of agreement with the direct tradition and 
a significant number of unique lections either certainly true or at least worthy of 
serious consideration. ").1 It is simply not the case that Servius 'seldom quotes 
Lucretius accurately' .105 Even where he is inaccurate he may not be as inaccurate 
as the direct tradition. 

:j: * * 

I hope I have succeeded in showing the extent to which in the third book of the 
De rerum natura Lucretius gave a Roman colouring both to his account of the 
underworld of traditional belief and to his allegorical rationalisation of this be lief ; 
in establishing the text and sense of v. 1017; in reinforcing doubts expressed by 
previous students at two points of the direct manuscript tradition of vv. 978-
1023; and in clarifying the significance of an ancient grammatical testimony. ""' 

N OTES 

I. For the punishme nt of ce rtain heroic sinners cf. Homer. Od. II. 576-600. 
2. Cf. the pa inting done in the middle o f the fifth century by Polygnotus on the walls o f the Cnidian 

Lesche at Delphi (Pausanias 10. 28- 3 1 ). The heroic sinners remained a popular subject (cf. 
De mosthe nes 25. 52). 

3. See Seneca. Epist . 24. 18. Lactantius. Diu. imt. 3. 17.42 (fr. 341 Usener). 
4. See Lactantius. Diu . imt. 7.7. 13 (' ... illas inferorum poenas quae fera ntur in hac esse uita 

inte rpre tatus est') . 
5. See fr. B. 297 Dicls (Stobacus. Eel. 4.34.65). 
6. See E. Norden's collection of mate rial. Jahrb!J .}: class. Pltil. IS. ! (1891) 329 - 34 ( = Kleine 

Schrijim ZU lli klassischen A lter/11/11, Berlin 1966. n5 - 70). 
7. Cf. J. Masson . Lucretius: Epicureanall(l Poet l. London l'JU7, 402-4. W. Warde Fowler . The 

Religious Experience of the Ronu111 People. London 19 11 , 390-9S. B. Farrington. St'ience and 
Politics in the Ancient World. London !lJ3lJ, 172-2l n, E. J. Kenney. Lucretius, De rerttlllnlllllm. 
Book Ill. Cambridge I'J7 1, 5, A. Dalzell in E .J. Kenney ed . . The Cwn!Jridge History ofC/assiml 
Lirerall/re. II. Llllin Litera/lire , Cambridge 1':!82. 2 11- 12. 

8. Cf. A. Diete rich. Nekyia, Leipzig-Berlin l lJ I3 , 140-4 1; 0. Rcgc nbogen , Lukrez. Seine Gestalr in 
seinem Gedicltt, Leipzig-Be rlin llJ32, 59 ( = Kleine Schriftcn. Munich 196 1. 357). 

lJ. At vv.lJ83 ('cuiquc/cumque '} , lJlJ5 ('quoque' om. Q) . 1007 (' uita fr uctibus/ uitae runtibus·). IIII lS 
(ut om . 0). 101 7 ('ca rnifices/ ca rnilicis'). 

10. At lJ85 ('quid'), lJSS ('dispcrsis' ), lJ'J2 ('es' ), <Jl)4 ('curpedine'). ':JlJ7 ('tristiquc'}, l)l)l) ('lahorcm 
su!Terre'), l'lOI ('summo'), lOOLJ ('cogere/conge re'). 1010 ('u ll a ' ), lUll ('funac '). 101 6 ('iactus 
corum ' ), 101 7 (' iam mina'}, 101 8 ('factis') . 

II . This is clearly deducible from Seneca, EjJisr. 24.1 ~. 
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12 . Servius on fi.596 . 
13 . On the manuscripts of the De rerum llmura see most recently L.D. Reynolds in L.D. Reynolds 

ed., Texis alld Tmllsmission. : \ Sun·ey ofihe Lalill Classics, Oxford 1983, 218-22. 
1-L The superimpr ndcnt rock does not appear in Homer's account of Tantalus (Od.ll. 582- 92) hut 

is common enough elsewhere in early Greek poetry (Archilochus, fr. 91. 14-15 West , Alcaeus. 
fr. Z 42 Lobel and Page, Aleman , fr. 79 Page , Pindar , 0/. 1.54-64, lsthm. 8.9-12); for painting 
see Pausanias 10.31.12. 

15. Cf. Hesiod, Theog. 310-12, 769-73 . 
16. Cf. Homer, II. 8.13 -1 6, Hesiod, Thea g. 720-819. At Thea g. 822 and at Sophocles, O.C. 1574 6 

Tapmpo~ appears momentarily as a sexual partner of the earth. 
17 . A ell. f>.577-9. Virgil, however, and the other classical Latin poets normally referred to this place 

as 'Tartan.t' (cf. Hesiod's Taptuprt [Theog. 119]) ; as indeed had Lucretius (3.42, 3.966, 5. 11 25-6). 
IS. At Sex. Rose. 66- 7, Pis . -t6 , fr. 4, Leg. 1.40 Cicero had the old stage poetry in mind. 
19. See Homer, II . 19.259-60, Aeschylus , Ewll. 71-2,267-8. 
20. See below, n. 74, on their whips. 
21. Cf. Cicero, Dam. 99, 102, Har. resp. 4, II , Ses1. 33, 39, 109, 112, Vm. 31, 33, 40, Pis. 8, 26, 91, 

Fam. 1.9.15 , Quim.ji·. 3.1.11. 
22. On the Roman Acherulls see E. Fraenkel , Plalllillisches im Piau/lis, Berlin 1922. 179-80 

( = Elemc/lli plautilli ill Plawo , Florence 1960. 170-71 ), G. Pasquali , Swd. Etruschi I 
(1927)291 - 305 {= Pagille meno s/ral'(fgami. Florence 1935, 163-75 = Pagille s/ra\'(/gallli I. 
Florence 1968, 351-9). 

23 . So Ke nney, op.cil. (n. 7) 223 . 
24. For the darkness of the underworld see Aeschylus, Eum. 71 - 2. 
25. See above. n. 5. 
26. Cf. Aeschines I. 190. 
27 . Cf. Euripides./. T. 28 1-308, Ores/. 253-3 15. 
28. For to OEaf.!OltTjptov see Andocides 1.48, Lysias 12.16, 13.39, 26.13, Plato , Plwedo passim . 

Aristotle, At h. pol. 52.1. It was popularly known as to otKT]f.lU (Demosthenes 25.61, Plutarch , 
Sololl 15.2, Harpocration, s.v. OtKlWU, p. 218.6-7 Dindorf) . On an attempt to identify remains 
see lllustrated Lon doll News , June 1976, 87-8 ., R.E. Wycherley, The Stolles ofA ihells, Prince ton 
1978,46- 7. 

29. See L. Gernet. ·sur !'execution capita le '. REG 37 ( 1924) 26 1-93. I. Barkan , Capiwl Pullishmelll 
in Allciellt A1hem, Diss. Chicago 1936, K. Latte , RE Suppl. 7 (1940), s.v. Todess/rafe. 
1599-1610, D.M . MacDowell , The Law in Classical Alhells, London 1978.254-5. 

30. Throwing Ei~ to papu8pov (Herodotus 7.133.1 , Aristophanes Equ . 1362, P/1/(. 1109. Plato, 
Gorg. 516 D , Lycurgus , Leocr. 121 , Dinarchus 1.62) , if this was indeed a method of execution, 
would not be parallel. More like the 'saxum Tarpeium' was the Typaion of Elis (Pausanias 5.6.7) 
and the Hyampeia of Delphi (Aeschines 2.142, Plutarch , Mar. 557 A). 

31. For two provisions of the Twelve Tables see Gellius, NA. 11 . 18.8 (on thieving slaves). 20. 1.53. 
History recorded a number of executions: for the time of Romulus see Dionysius Hal. , Alii. Rom. 
2.56.3, Plutarch , Rom. 18.1; for 485 Dionysius Hal., Ani. Rom. 8.78.5 {cf. 10.38.3); for 390 Livy 
5.47.9- 10 , Dionysius Hal., Ani. Rom. 13.8.4; for 384 B.C. Varro ap. Ge l!. 17.21.24-5. Livy 
6.20.12; for 214 Livy 24.20.6; for 212 Livy 25.7.13; for the late second century Valerius Max . 
6.3.1d ; for the early first century Livy , Per. 77, Valerius Max. 6.5. 7, Plutarch , Sui/. 10.2 , Orosi us 
5.19.6; for 88 Velleius 2.24.2, Plutarch, Mar. 45.3, Dio Cassius , fr. 102.2 Boissevain. 

32. In Camm Lucre1iwn poe/am commenwrii ... edili. Bologna 1511 , ad loc. (cxxviii). Cf. D. Lambin , 
T. Lucrelii Cari de rerum nmura !il•ri sex . .. commentariis illusrrmi, Paris 1563, ad loc. (290). 

33 . Cf. Seneca, Conlr. 1.3.2, 1.3.10. Dio Cassius 58.15.2-3. For otherJ orms of execution after a spe ll 
in the 'ca reer ' see Anon. Here1111. 1.23, Cicero, lnu . 2.149, Verr. 2.5. 72.117- 22. 

34. The exact site of the rock is disputed; cf. H. Lyngby , Beilrage zur Topographie des Fonon
boarium-Gebietes in Rom, Lund 1954,77-90. T.P. Wiseman , Historia 28 (1979) 41 - 5. 

35. For a provision of the Twelve Tables see Gaius , Dig. 47.9.9. For the lex Tribollia of 449 see 
Diodorus 12.25.13. The extant historical record contains two cases when this mode of execution 
was employed (485: Valerius Maximus 6.3.2, Dio Cassius, fr. 22. I; 109: Appian, Bell. Num. 
fr. 3). Many a person below the notice of history would have suffered (cf. Cicero, Q. ji·. 1.2.6, 
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Asinius ap. Cic. Fa111. 10.32.3). 
36. Sec 1.155-6. 
37 . Sec Gaius, Dig. 47.9.9. For decapitation sec Polyb ius 1.7 . 12, Livy 2.5.8. 26. 13. 15 , 28 .29.11; fur 

strangulation see Sallust, lug. 69.4. Livy 2.41.10, 8.20. 7, 24.45.2; for hurling from the ·saxum ' 
Lex XII tab. ap. Ge ll . 11.18 .8, Livy 24.20.6. 25 . 7. 13; for sacking and drowning Modcstinus. Dig. 
48.9.9; for crucifixion Livy 2.5.8, 33.36.3, Cicero, Verr. 2.5. 1-1.163; for burial alive Dionysius 
Hal. Am. Ro111. 9.40.3. 

38. Livy could say ( 1.28 .11 ) ' in a li is gloriari Iicct, nulli gentium mitiores placuissc poe nas·. 
39. Cf. Cicero , Verr. 2.5. 14, 163. Nat. dear. 3.8 1, Livy 29. 18. 14. Plautus , Capt. 691 - 2 probably 

rctlects the conditions of a Roman househo ld. 
40. Only one case seems to be recorded (Antiphon 1.20). The proposal to torture the condemned 

Phocion was greeted with horror (Plutarch , Phoc. 35). 
-II . See Plato , Gorg. 473 c. 
-12. Sec Cicero, \!err. 2.5.163, Propertius 4.7.35, Valerius Max. 6.8 .1 , Seneca, Episr. 78. 19. Plautus. 

Asi11 . 548-50 would retlect Roman conditions; likewise Seneca, Co111r . 2.5 .6. Va le rius Max. 
3.3. ext. 5. 

43. Contrast the allegorisation of the uppe r-world 'EptvuE~ and their torches (Euripides. / . T. 
281-308, Oresr. 253-3 15, Aeschines 1.1 80). For the whip of conscience see Juvenal 13. 192-5. 

44. Cf. Cice rc:, Phi!. 2.86. 
45. See Plautus, Pseud. 1240. For the use of ·stimuli' on slaves and their like see further Plautus, Auf. 

45-8, Cas. 446-7, Me11. 95 1, Mil. 5 11 , Most. 55-7. Persa 795. For Pe rsian practice sec 
Herodotus 3.130; for Spartan practice see Xenophon , !-!ell. 3.3.11. 

46. See Cicero, \!err. 2.5 .163, Rab. perd. 8, 12, Sallust , Cat. 51.39-40. Cf. F . Munzer , 'Die 
Todesstrafe politischer Verbrecher in der spiite ren r6mischen Republik' , Hennes 47 (1912) 161 -
182, E. Levy, Die r6111ische Kapitalstrafe , Heidelberg 1931, 26-30. 

47. See Reynolds, op. cit. (n. 12) , 221. 
-18. Pio (n. 32) cited Verrius Flaccus' doctrine: ' robus quoque in carcere dicitur is locus quo 

praecipitatur maleficorum genus quod ante arcis robusteis includebatur" (Paulus Fest. p. 325.4-6 
Lindsay). Livy 38 .59 .10, Tacitus, Ann. 4.29, Ca1purnius Flaccus, Dec/. 4 and Apuleius, A pol. 8 1 
associate 'robur' with the 'career' but leave unclear what precise ly is meant. Lambin (n. 32) 

49. 
'iO. 
51. 

52. 
53. 

5-l. 
55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 
60. 
61. 

allowed that it cou ld be a question of the 'eculeus· or the 'fustis ' . 
T. Lucretii Cari De reru111 natura Iibras sex ... vol. II , London 1797. 170. 
T. Lucretius Can ts De rerum natura libri sex lateinisch tmd dewsch, Band/, Berlin 1923. 172. 
Titus Lucretius Carus. Welt aus Atomen. Lateinisch und Deutsch. Textgestaltung . Einleitung 
und Obersetzung, ZOrich 1956, 3 10, T. Lucreti Cari De rerum11a111ra, Wiesbaden 1966 , 132. 
T. Lucreti Cari De reru111 natura libri sex, Zurich 1975 , 131, 337. 
T. Lucretii Cari De reru111 natura libri sex. Edited IIIith Introduction a11d Commenwry, Madison 
1942. 143 , 512. 
See above , n. 37. 
Cf. Livy 24.20.6, 25 .7. 13, Dionysius Hal., Ant. Rom. 9.40.3 , Matthew, Euang. 27 .26-37, Mark . 
Euang. 15.15-26. 
Ill 3-7. For the whole text see Rendiconti dell' Accademia di Arch., Len. e Belle Arti di Napoli, 
n .s. 41 (1966 = 1967) 207-221 , Labeo 13 (1967)22-48. Ann. Epigr. 1971. n. 88 . 
'Si in cruc(em) patibul(atum) agere uolet' is my own restoration. The editio princeps has 'si in 
cruc(em) patibul(um) agere uolet '. 
See Livy 40.55 .5, Seneca, Comr. 2.5.6. 2.7.4, 10.5.6, Valerius Max. 3.3. ex t. 5 , 6.8. 1, Marti al 
2.1 7.2, Apuleius, Met. 3.9. 
See 1.151-81.2.343-4. 
Philologus 27 (1868) 56-7, T. Lucreti Cari De Rerum Natura libri sex, Leipzig 1894, 92. 
Titi Lucreti Cari De Rerum Natura libri sex. With notes and a translation , vol. II , Cambridge 1864 , 
271. J .D . Duff, T. Lucreri Cari De rerum natura fiber tertius ed. IIIith Introduction, Notes and 
Index, Cambridge 1903, 102, follows Munro but lamen ts: ' the mention of " uolucres" is very 
unpleasing here, where Lucr. is undertaking to explain away the vultures, as a mere allegory.· 

62. Titi Lucreti Cari De Rerum Natura libri sex. Edited with Prolegomena, Critical Apparatus. 
Translatio11. and Comlllent({ly, vol. II , Oxford 1947 , 11 6 1. Cf. vol. I , 353. D. West. The Imagery 
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and Poeny of Lucretius, Edinburgh llJ69 , 100, talks of a ' transfusion of te rms'. 
63. PC Phs n.s. 16 (1970) 44-7. A reviewerofK.L. von Knebel's German translation of the De rerum 

natura (Leipzig 1821) suggested that 'uolucres' referred to the winged 'Cupidines' (see 
A. Forbiger, T. Lucretii Cari De Rerum Natura libri sex ... , Leipzig 1828, 325). 

64. For the type of error see A . E. Housman , JPh 25 (1897) 243-5 (= The Classical Papers of 
A. E. H. collected a/1(1 edited by 1. Diggle and F.R.D. Goodyear, Cambridge llJ72 , II 436 - ii). 
S. Timpanaro, Contribllli difilologia e di storia della lingua latina , Rome llJ7ii, 161-5. 

65. See In T. Lucretii Cari De rerum natura Iibras Commentarius , Berlin 1850, 203 . H . Die is , op.cit. 
(n. 50) , 172, accepted 'egenus'. 

66. Op. cit. (n. 61), 57. 
67. T. Lucreti Cari De rerum natura libri sex. Rel'isione del testa, commento e studi introduuivi, 

vol. 3, Turin 1897, 126- 8. 
68. CQ 15 ( 192 1) 19. In his Oxford edition of 1899 Bailey had followed Munro. 
69. Op. cit. (n . 62). I 354, II 1163. 
70. E.g. J .D. Duff (1903), W.A. Merrill (1907, 1917), A. Ernout (1920), W .H.D . Rouse (1924), 

W.E. Leonard and S.B. Smith (1942), E. Paratore (1960), A. Pie ri (1970). C f. J. Woltjer, 
Jahrbb . f. class. Philo/. 123 (1881) 778, R. Ellis , .I Ph 20.1 ( 1891) 159- 61 , E. Paratore, A & R 3. 7 
(1939) 187-93 . 

71. E .g. J. Martin (Leipzig 1934 and often; Berlin 1972) K. Buchner (1956, 1966), E.J. Kenney 
(1971) , M.F. Smith (1975), K. Miiller (1975). Before this century I find keeping the paradosis: 
G. Wake fie ld (1797) , H .C. A. Eichstadt (1801) , A. Forbiger (1828) and R. Heinze (1897). C f. 
also L. Castiglioni , RIL 2.62 (1929) 446-7. 

72. Cf. Kenney , Op. cit. (n. 7) , 229. 
73. Bailey cites ' ii.342 ff. 'praeterea genus humanum .. . quorum unum quiduis 5eneratim sumcrc 

perge' (347) (already cited by Brieger) and iv. l23 'praeterea quaecumque suo de corpore odorem 
exspirant acrem, panaces absinthia taetra .. . quorum unum quiduis' ... (126)' (op.cit . [n. 621. II 
1163). He would more candidly have cited both 2.342-8 and 4.123-8 in full , mentioned 
challenges to the paradosis in each case , and avoided the loaded term 'anacoluthon' . 

74. Neither 'Eptv0ES nor Eu~EvioEs nor not val carry whips in classical Greek poetry. See , however , in 
Latin poetry Virgil, A en. 6.555-8, 570-72 (Tisiphone), 7.335-7,447-51 (AIIecto) , Culex 218-
19 (Tisiphone) , Ovid, Ibis 181-2 ('de Furiis ... una'), Seneca, H. F. 86-8 (Eumenides), 982 
(Erin ys), Lucan 6. 730-32 (Tisiphone and Megaera) , 747 (Erinys), Valerius Flaccus 8.20 
(Furiae) , Statius, Theb. 3.630-31 (Furiae ), Si!ius 2.529-30, 625-6 (Tisiphone) ; in Latin prose 
Suetonius , Ner. 34.4 (Furiae) , Fran to , p.150. 17 (Furia) ; in late r Greek poetry Nonnus 21.107-9 

75. 

76. 

77. 

78. 

79 . 
80. 

81. 

82. 

83 . 

84. 

(Megaera) ; in theological -vriting Cornutus, Nat. Dear. lO ('Eptv0Es). 
For the darkness of the 'career' see Cicero, Verr. 2.4.24; 5.23, Sa!lust , Catil. 55.4, Livy 6.17. 
5 ,38.59.10, Calpurnius Flaccus , Dec/. 4. 
There was an instrument of restraint known as the 'canis' or 'catulus' (P!autus , Cas . 389, Paulus, 
Fest. p.39.21). 
The 'scopuli ' in Propertius' account of the underworld (3 .5.39-46) appear to be the punishment 
inflicted on Sisyphus. Commentators ought to show more puzzlement than they do (W .A . Camps, 
Propertius. Elegies. Book III , Cambridge 1966, 78, is an honourable exception). 
See Cicero, Tusc. 1.37 (Trag. inc . 73-5 Ribbeck). Contrast Sophocles , fr. 523 Radt , Euripides 
Hec. 1-2, Seneca, Ag. 1-2 . 
Virgil , Aen. 8.666-70. 
'De Titi Lucreti Cari uita et carrnine' , in T. Lucreti Cari de Rerum Natura /ibri sex .. . , Leipzig 
1801, LXXVI-LXXVII. 
De T. Lucretii Cari carmine a scripwre serioris aetatis denuo pertractato , Diss. Leipzig 1824, 79. In 
his edition of 1828 (n. 71) he placed no lacuna in his tex t of3.978- l023. Cf. J. Siebelis , Z eitschr. f. 
d. Alt. 2.2 (1844)801. 
Quaestionum Lucretianarum Specimen , Diss. Breslau 1846, 69 (not seen by me), Philologus 3 
( 1848)66- 70. 
RhM 5 (1847) 584 n. 2. Cf. Lachmann, op. cit. (n. 65), 202-3, R . Heinze, T. Lucretius Cants De 
Rerum Natura Such /II erkliirt . .. , Le ipzig 1897, 191 , L. Castiglioni , Rl L 2.62 (1929)446-7. 
See above, n. 66 and n. 70. 
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X5. Op. cit. (n. 7), 229. 
Xn. See Seneca, Epist. 24.1X. 
R7. Cf. Horace, Camz. 3. 11.1 5-24, Virgil, Georg. 3.37-9,4.481-4. Aen. 6.5X0-6~4. Aerna75-K4. 

Tibullus 1.3.67 -80, Propertius 3.5.39-46, Ovid , Mer. 4.450- 63. 10.41 -4. /bis 173-94. Phaedrus. 
app. 7, S~neca, A g. 12- 21, Med. 744-9, H. F. 750-59. Phaedr. 1229-37. Til vest. 4- 12. H. 0. 
93X-49, Oct. nl9-23, A poco/. 14.3. Statius , Tileh. 4.537-40, Juvenal13.51 -~. Lucian . Nen'OII!. 
14. Lucr. X. 

Ri-1. See Hesiml , Op. ni-12 - 7, 1-lnrace, Sem1. 1.4.29-32. Carm. 1.1 . 11 -IX, 3.24.35 - 44, Episr. 1. 1.45-X. 
Tibu ll us 1.3.35-40, Prop~rlius, 3.7 . Juvenal 14.256-302. Cf. Lucretius 5.100n. 

89. See Plato, Leg. 4.705a, Cicero, Off. 1.151. 
90. 4.130- 132, I pp. 77.19- 7R.4 von Arnim. Cf. 32.75 , I p. 289.6-9. 
91. Somn. Scip . 1.10.14. 
92. Sec the scholia on Aen. 1.123 (Lucretius 1.715), 4.625 (I.X30), 4.654 (4.366-7X). Buc. 6.31 

(1.715). Scrvius' citation of I. III (Al'll. 11.230) contains the same error as the direct tradition. 
The citation of 1.2 'cacli subterlabenlia signa' as occurring e lsewhe re in the Aeneid (Aen. 1. 19X) 
must be Scrvius' own muddle; likewise that of Lucan 3.n58 as be longing to Lucretius (Georg. 
1. 139). The tradition of Servius is however responsible for confusing Lucretius with Lucan us ell 
Georg. 3.4X I (see the earlier scholium on v. 47X). 

93. See the scholia on Georg. 2.1 51 est 'Lucrelii se rmo· (?), 2.247 'est se rmo Lucretii ' (4.224: cf. 
Gcllius , NA. 1.21.5 -7 ... 'non uerba aut em sola, sed uersus prope to lOs ct locus quoque Lucrcti 
plurimos scclatum esse Vcrgilium uidcmus'). The Danieline scholium on Sue. 6.33 (6.2115: cf. 
Macrnbius, Sat. 6.5.4) be longs in the same category. 

94. See the scholia on Aen. 6.625 'Lucretii uersus sublatus de Homero' (?; cf. in general Macrobius. 
Sat. 6.3), 10.807 'hemistichium hoc Lucretii' (6.630), Georg. 2.42 'Lucretii uersus' (?). Cf. Georg. 
1.46 ( 1.314). The Danieline scholium on A en. 9.457 (2.144; cf. Macrobius , Sar. 6.1 .25) belongs in 
the same ca tegory. 

95. See the scholium on Georg. 3.293 ( 1.922- 7; cf. Macrobius Sar. 6.2.1-3). On the background of 
the ancient accounts of Virgil's borrowings from earlier poets see H.D. Jocelyn . CQ n.s. 14 
(1964)280-95. 15 (1965)126- 44. 

96. See the scholia on Aen. 1.58 (4.132) , 1.123 (1.715), 5.18 (4.132), 5.628 (2.1), 7.804 (5.1442) , 
10.899 (4.132), Georg. 1.51 (4.132). Cf. the Danieline scholia on Aen. 9.20 (4.132) , Georg. 
3.136 (?) , 3.287 (2.662) , 4.442 (2.559). 

97. See the scholia on Aen. 1.211 (I.R37; cf. Charisius, p 114.17-22 Barwick). 4.250 (6.736; cf. 
Charisius, p. 116.6-8), 8.233 (1.57 1, 2.449 , 5.313; cf. Nunius , p. 225.18- 24. Georg. 1.1~9 (2.476: 
cf. Priseian, Gramm. Lat. ll 275.2-7 , Ill 493.13-15), 1.139 (1.837). 2.372 (1.18). Cf. the 
Danieline scholia on Aen . 4.606 (1.102; cf. Priscian, Gramm. Lat. ll 59 1.6- 18), Georg. 3.124 
(1.257), 3.444 (4.62; cf. Nonius, p. 231.15-19). 

98. SeelhescholiaonAen.l.l98(1.2), 11.230(1.111). 
99. See the scholia on A en. 5.81, 10.467, Sue. 6.31 , Georg . 1 praef., 3.135. 4.2 19. 
100. See the scholia on A en. 1.743 (6.495-526), 3.138 (6.1090-1137), 3.587 ( 1.459- 82), 4.486 

(5.899-900), 4.654 (4.366-78), 5.527 (2.206-208), 6.11 (3.94), 6.127 (3.978-1023) , 7.37 (cf. 
scholium on 3.587), 8. 187 (1.62-5), 12.87 (5.1241-80), 12.419 (?), 12.794 (2.650), Georg. 2.329 
(2.991-1001), 2.479 (6.552-6), 3.478, 481 (cf. scholium on Aen. 3.138) , 4.226 (Ui71). It is 
arguable , however , that the comments on A en. 12.794 and Georg. 4.226 draw on the source of the 
Danieline scholia. 

101. See the scholia on Aen. 4.625 (1.830), 6.239 (1.271-97, 6.737-48), 6.376 (2.651). Sue. 6.31 
(1.715), 8.17 (2.65 I) , Georg. 4.51 (6.840-42). 

102. G .D. Hadzsits was reported , TAPhA 69 ( 1938)1i-lii , as arguing that most of Servius· citations of 
Lucretius were at second hand. 

103. See above, n. 92. 
104. See the scholia on Aen. 4.250 (6.736), 7.804 (5.1442[cf. Timpanaro, op.cir. (n. 64), 146-93]), 

10.807 (6.630) , 12.794 (2.650), Georg. 1.46 (1.314). Those on Aen. 6.625 and Georg. 2.42 
(cf. U. Boeck. Hermes 86 [1958]245-6, F. Giancotti in Grammatici Iatini del/'eu) imperiale, 
Genoa 1976, 41-95) , Aen. 12 .4 19 , Georg. 2.151 refer respectively to a verse. a passage and a 
usage absent from the direct tradition , but not necessarily from the original poem. 
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105. Sn A.E. Hnusman . .I Plz 25 ( 1897)244 (= Coli. Class. Pap. 1! 437). CL U. Pizzani. II problema del 
tes/0 c della ,·onli>OsiciOII<' del De rentllliUUllm di L11cre=io , Rome 195!) , 66,96- 129. 

106. This pap.:r took shape duri ng a pleasant visit to the Department of Classics at the University of 
Cape Town in August I 985. I am gratefu l to E. Schlitrumpf for general conversat ion about 
Epicureanism and to F. Jones for particular criticisms and suggestions. 
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