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Editorial note (1987)

The changes in this impression are largely confined to
typographical corrections. But the following should
be added to the bibliography on pages xxviiff; and it
should be noted that a forthcoming commentary on
Petronius by J. P. Sullivan is announced in Smith
(item 1 below, p. xxviit).

Petronius: Cena Trimalchionis, ed. Martin S. Smith
(with commentary), Oxford, 1975.

Seneca: Apocolocyntosis, ed. P. T. Eden (with
translation, commentary, and biblographies),
Cambridge, 1984.

Frohlke, Franz: Petron: Struktur und Wirklichkeit,
Frankfurt, 1977.

Rose, K. F. C.: The Date and Author of the Satyricon
(Mnem. Suppl. 16), Leiden, 1971.

Schmeling, G. L. and Stuckey, J. H.: 4 Bibliography
of Petronius (Mnem. Suppl. 39), Leiden, 1977. :

Walsh, P. G.: The Roman Novel: The ‘Satyricon’ of
Petronius and the ‘Metamorphoses’ of Apuleius,
ambridge, 1970.

G.P.G.
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PREFACE

More than a hundred years have passed since
Buecheler put the study of the text of Petronius on a
good basis; and more than fifty since M. Heseltine
made for the Loeb Classical Library his translation
which was inevitably based on that text. In the
meantime, since 1913, and especially in recent years,
Petronian scholarship has much increased, in partic-
ular as regards the Cena Trimalchionis (** Trimalchio’s
Dinner *) to the comparative neglect of the rest. Yet
no very great advance was made on the textual side
except on a modest scale by A. Ernout in his editions
of Petronius (1922, 1931, 1950) in which the most ad-
mired achievement is the lively French translation
which accompanies the text. However,in 1961 came
a really vital step forward in Petronian textual history
with the 1st edition of K. Miiller; and the most recent
half-decade has seen more good work done.
Therefore a new edition of Petronius in the Loeb
Classical Library such as takes into account the main
results of this scholarship was imperative. This made
it necessary to revise the Latin text and critical notes
of Heseltine’s book drastically, to add a new and
fuller commentary, and to substitute an introduction
which also is new except where it incorporates what
Heseltine wrote in 1912-13. Heseltine’s translation
also has been radically revised, though it remains as a
whole his. We give, as Heseltine’s hook also gave,
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PREFACE

the complete Latin text, the printed dots indicating
omissions not by the Loeb Classical Library, as has
often been believed, but by the Petronian manuscript
tradition, and sometimes omissions postulated by
scholars but not indicated in the manuscripts. All
hitherto untranslated or “ bowdlerized ” passages
have now been translated. I give Heseltine’s Intro-
duction to our original edition of 1913, but shortened
and emended a little where it no longer applies.? I
have also added a summary of the story so far as it
survives.

With regard to Dr. W. H. D. Rouse’s text and
translation of Seneca’s dpocolocyntosis, the need for a
fuller commentary was just as pressing as it was in the
case of Heseltine’s Petronius, and such a commentary
has now been provided. Revision of the text and
critical notes was a matter less vital, but more
critical notes have been added, and an up-to-date
introduction and bibliography prefixed.

1 1t must be remembered that Heseltine’s attitude towards
sexual matters is not to-day’s.

viii




INTRODUCTION TO PETRONIUS

[This is Heseltine's original introduction, with some

editorial changes and footnotes.]

The author of the Satyricon is identified by the large
majority of scholars with [Gaius] Petronius, the cour-
tier of Nero. There is a long tradition in support of
the identification, and the probability that it is cor-
rect appears especially strong in the light of Tacitus’s
account of the character and death of [Gaius] Petro-
nius in the eighteenth and nineteenth chapters of the
sixteenth book of the Annals. Mr. John Jackson has
translated the passage as follows: !

* Petronius deserves a word in retrospect. He was
a man who passed his days in sleep, his nights in the
ordinary duties and recreations of life: others had
achieved greatness by the sweat of their brows—
Petronius idled into fame. Unlike most who walk
the road to ruin, he was never regarded as either
debauchee or wastrel, but rather as the finished artist
in extravagance. In both word and action, he dis-

played a freedom and a sort of self-abandonment
which were welcomed as the indiscretions of an un-
sophisticated nature. Yet, in his proconsulship of
Bithynia, and later as consul elect, he showed himself
an energetic and capable administrator. Then came
the revulsion: his genuine or affected vices won him

! Tacitus, Annals, XVI, 18. The year was A.p. 66: Tacitus,
Annals, XVI, 17. For more on Petronius as author see pp.
XXXV-Vi.
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INTRODUCTION TO PETRONIUS

admittance into the narrow circle of Nero’s intimates,
and he became the Arbiter of Elegance, whose sanc-
tion alone divested pleasure of vulgarity and luxury of
grossness.

““His success aroused the jealousy of Tigellinus
againsta possiblerival-—a professorof voluptuousness
better equipped than himself. Playing on the em-
peror’s lust for cruelty, to which all other lusts were
secondary, he suborned a slave to turn informer,
charged Petronius with his friendship for Scaevinus,’
deprived him of the opportunity of defence, and threw
most of his household into prison.

‘ At that time, it happened, the court had migrated
to Campania; and Petronius had reached Cumae,
when his detention was ordered. He disdained to
await the lingering issue of hopes and fears; still, he
would not take a brusque farewell of life. An incision
was made in his veins: they were bound up under
his directions, and opened again, while he conversed
with his friends—not on the gravest of themes, nor
in the key of the dying hero. He listened to no dis-
quisitions on the immortality of the soul or the dog-
mas of philosophy, but to frivolous song and playful
verses. Someofhisslavestasted of hisbounty,others
of the whip. He sat down to dinner, and then
drowsed a little; so that death, if compulsory, should
atleastbenatural. Eveninhiswill, he broke through
the routine of suicide, and flattered neither Nero nor
Tigellinus nor any other of the mighty: instead, he
described 2 the emperor’s enormities; added a list of

! Flavius Scaevinus, one of the accomplices of Calpurnius
Piso’s unsuccessful conspiracy of .. 65.
2 Not in any part of the Satyricon, so far as we know,
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INTRODUCTION TO PETRONIUS

his catamites, his women, and his innovations in las-
civiousness; then sealed the document, sent it to
Nero, and broke his signet-ring to prevent it from
being used to endanger others.”

The reflection arises at once that, given the Satyri-
con, this kind of book postulates this kind of author.
The loose tongue, the levity, and the love of style are
common to both. If books betray their writers’
characteristics, [Gaius] Petronius, as seen by Tacitus,
had the imagination and experience needed to depict
the adventures of Encolpius.

There is a little evidence, still based on the primary
assumption, more exact in its bearing. The Satyricon
contains a detailed criticism of and a poem directed
against the style of a writer who must! be Lucan.
{Gaius] Petronius was not the man to pass over the
poet, epigrammatist, and courtier, in whose epoch and
circle he himself shone. He may have deplored
Lucan’s poetic influence, but he could not neglect it,
for Lucan was essentially the singer of his own day.
No age was so favourable as that of Nero for the intro-
duction into a supremely scandalous tale of a reasoned
and appreciative review of the Pharsalia, the out-
standing poem of the time.

The criticism of the schools of rhetoric in their effect
upon education and language, and the general style
of the book in reflective and descriptive passages,
point more vaguely to a similar date of composition.

[Gaius] Petronius found in his work a form which
allowed a complete expression to the many sides
of his active and uncontrolled intellect. Its loose

! On this problem see page 380.
xi



INTRODUCTION TO PETRONIUS

construction is matched by its indifference to any but
stylistic reforms; it draws no moral; it is solely and
properly occupied in presenting an aspect of things
seen by a loiterer at one particular corner of the
world. What we possess of it is a fragment, or rather
a series of excerpts . . . we know not how repre-
sentative of the original whole.

Of this the best-known portion, the description of
Trimalchio’s dinner, was hidden from the modern
world until the middle of the seventeenth century,
and was first printed in 1664.

It is as difficult to grasp any structural outline
in the Satyricon as it is in Tristram Shandy. Both
alternate with flashing rapidity between exhibitions
of pedantry, attacks on pedants, and indecency, in
which Sterne is the more successful because he is the
less obvious.

But Petronius, so far as his plan was not entirely
original, was following as model Varro’s Menippean
satires, and had before him the libel of Seneca on
Claudius, the Apocolocyntosis. The traditional title 2
of his work, Safyricon, is derived from the word Satura,
a medley, and means that he was free to pass at will
from subject to subject, and from prose to verse and
back: it is his achievement that the threads of his
story, broken as we hold them, yet show something
of the colour and variety of life itself. We call his
book a novel, and so pay him a compliment which he
alone of Roman writers has earned.

Petronius’s novel shares with life the quality of
moving ceaselessly without knowing why. It differs
from most existences in being very seldom dull.

1 See page xxvi. * But see page xxxvi.
xif



INTRODUCTION TO PETRONIUS

An anonymous writer of the eighteenth century,
making Observations on the Greek and Roman
Classics in a Series of Letters to a Young Nobleman,!
is of the opinion that: * You will in no Writer, my
dear Lord, meet with so much true delicacy of
thought, in none with purer language.” This judg-
ment is meant for the age of Smollett and Fielding;
but there is no question of the justice of the later re-
mark: * You will be charmed with the ease, and you
will be surprised with the variety of his characters.”

These characters are one and all the product of
a period in history when the primary aim of the
ripest civilization in the world was money-making.
It was this aim which drew Trimalchio from his un-
known birthplace in Asia Minor to the glitter and
luxury and unnatural passion of a South Italian town.
He differs from the minor personages who crowd his
dining-room only in the enormous success with which
he has plied the arts of prostitution, seduction, flat-
tery, and fraud. The persons in whom the action of
the novel centres, Encolpius,? the mouthpiece of the
author, Ascyltos, and Giton, are there by the kind-
ness of Agamemnon, a parasite teacher of the rhetoric
which ate swiftly into the heart of Latin language and
thought. Giton lives by his charms, Ascyltos is
hardly more than a foil to Encolpius, a quarrelsome
and lecherous butt.

That part of the novel which deals with Trimal-
chio’s dinner introduces a crowd of characters, and

1 Published in London, 1753.

? Encolpius: “ Embracer™ or ‘‘ Lapman”; Ascyltos:
¢ Unscathed ** or *‘ Scot-Free ’; Giton: (literally neighbour)
* Bymyside.”” All are as if Greek names.
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INTRODUCTION TO PETRONIUS

gives the most vivid picture extant in classical litera-
ture of the life of the small town. The pulsating
energy of greedis feltin it everywhere. Men become
millionaires with American rapidity, and enjoy that
condition as hazardously in Cumae as in Wall Street.
The shoulders of one who wallows in Trimalchio’s
cushions are still sore with carrying firewood for sale;
another, perhaps the first undertaker who made a
fortune out of extravagant funerals, a gourmet and
spendthrift, sits there composing lies to baffle his
hungry creditors. Trimalchio towers above them by
reason of his more stable fortunes and his colossal
impudence. He can afford to delegate the conduct
of his business, to grow a little negligent, even—for
his accounts are six months in arrear—to care for the
life of the spirit.

He believes, of course, in astrology; he sings
excerpts out of tune from the last musical play, and
takes phrases from the lips of the comic star whom
Nero delights to honour. He has two 1 libraries, one
of Greek, one of Latin books, and mythology courses
through his brain in incorrigible confusion.

His fellow townsmen and guests, whom he insults,
do not aspire to these heights. Dama, Seleucus, and
Phileros are rich merely in the common coin of every-
day talk, in the proverbial wisdom which seems to
gather strength and brightness from being constantly
exchanged. “ A hot drink is as good as an over-
coat —* Flies have their virtues, we are nothing but
bubbles ’—* An old love pinches like a crab ""—* It
is easy when everything goes fair and square.” In

1 The MS. says three, and may be right; he may be drunk
when he boasts of them.
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INTRODUCTION TO PETRONIUS

these phrases and their like Latin literature speaks
to us for once in the tones we know in England
through Justice Shallow or Joseph Poorgrass. Nearly
all warm themselves with this fatuous talk of riches
and drink and deaths, but one man, Ganymede, a
shrewd Asiatic immigrant like Trimalchio himself,
blows cold on their sentimentality with his searching
talk of bread-prices in Cumae, rising pitilessly through
drought and the operation of a ring of bakers in
league with officials. He tells us in brilliant phrases
of the starving poor, of the decay of religion, of lost
pride in using good flour. Then Echion, an old-
clothes dealer, overwhelms him with a flood of subur-
ban chatter about games, and children, and chickens,
and the material blessings of education. But Gany-
mede is the sole character of Petronius’s novel who
brings to light the reverse side of Trimalchio’s splen-
dour. A system of local government which showers
honours upon vulgarity, and allows Trimalchio his
bath, his improved sanitation, his host of servants, his
house with so many doors that no guest may go in and
out by the same one, is invariably true to type in
leaving poor men to die in the street. The very
existence of poverty becomes dim for Trimalchio, half
unreal, so that he can jest at Agamemnon for taking
as the theme of a set speech the eternal quarrel of
rich and poor.

Between rich and poor in Cumae the one link is
commerce in vice[?] Trimalchio finds Fortunata
the chorus-girl standing for sale in the open market,
and calls her up to be the partner of his sterile and un-
meaning prodigality.! She has learnt all the painful

! She was a slave, not necessarily for “ viee .
XV



INTRODUCTION TO PETRONIUS

lessons of the slums; she will not * grace Trimalchio’s
table until dinner is over, and she has seen the plate
safely collected from his guests, and the broken meats
apportioned tc his slaves; she knows the sting of
jealousy, and the solace of intoxication or tears; nor-
mally she rules him, as Petruchio ruled Katharina,
with loud assertion and tempest of words. The only
other woman present at the dinner, Scintilla, the wife
"~ of Trimalchio’s friend Habinnas, a monumental
mason, is more drunken and unseemly, and leaves be-
hind her a less sharp taste of character.

Trimalchio’s dinner breaks up with a false alarm of
fire, and the infamous heroes of the story give Aga-
memnon the slip. Trimalchio vanishes, and with his
loss the story becomes fragmentary once more, and
declines in interest almost as much as in decency.
Its attraction lies in the verse and criticism put into
the mouth of Eumolpus,? a debased poet whom Encol-
pius meets in a picture gallery. With him the adven-
tures of the trio continue. There is a lodging-house
brawl, a voyage where they find themselves in the
hands of old enemies, the ship’s captain Lichas, whose
wife Hedyle they appear to have led astray, and
Tryphaena, a peripatetic courtesan who takes the
Mediterranean coast for her province, and has some
unexplained claim on Giton’s affections. They settle
these disputes only to be involved in a shipwreck and
cast ashore at Croton, where they grow fat on their

1 More precisely, in ch. 37 she bustles about the dining-
room; in 47 her husband speaks to her; in 52 she whispers to
him; in 54 she rushes in with doctors when he is hurt; in 67
she joins the party when called; and in 74 she quarrels with

him. .
* ““ Goodbard,” or * Singwell.”
xvi



INTRODUCTION TO PETRONIUS

pretension to be men of fortune, and disappear
from sight, Encolpius after a . .. series of vain
encounters with a woman named Circe, and Eumolpus
after a scene where he bequeaths his body to be eaten
by his heirs.

Coherence (in the tradition) almost fails long before
the end; the episode in which Encolpius kills a goose,
the sacred bird of Priapus, gives a hint, but no more,
that the wrath of Priapus was ! the thread on which
the whole Satyricon was strung. But the life of the
later portions of the novel lies in the critical and
poetical fragments scattered throughit. These show
Petronius at his best as a lord of language, a great
critic, an intelligent enthusiast for the traditions of
classical poetry and oratory. The love of style which
was stronger in him even than his interest in manners
doubly enriches his work. It brings ready to his pen
the proverbs with their misleading hints of modern-
ity,? the debased syntax and abuse of gender, which
fell from common lips daily, but is reproduced (in
Petronius) alone in its fullness ¥; and side by side with
these mirrored vulgarisms the gravity of the attack
on professional rhetoric with which the novel begins,
and the weight of the teacher’s defence, that the
parent will have education set to a tune of his own

1 So E. Klebs, in Philol., XLVII, 1889, 629 .; not so O.
Sggi;sil v. Fleschenberg, in Wiener Studien, XXXIII, 1911,

3 See especially ¢. 41 to 486, 57 to 59.

% See e.g. apoculamus (c. 82), duztssem? (c. 57), plovebal
(c. 44), percolopabani {c. 44), the nouns agaga (c. 89), babaecalis
{c. 37), bacalusiag (c. 41), barcalae (c. 87), burdubasta (c. 45),
gingilipho (c. 73), and such expressions as caelus hic (¢. 39),
malus Fatus (. 42), olim oliorum(?) {c. 43) nummorum nummos
{c. 37), and the Graecisms saplutus and topanta (c. 37).
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INTRODUCTION TO PETRONIUS

calling; Eumolpus’s brilliant exposition of the supre-
macy of the poet’s task over that of the rhetorician or
historian; the curious, violent, epic fragment by
which he upholds his doctrine.

Petronius employed a pause in literary invention
and production in assimilating and expressing a view
upon the makers ! of poems, prose, pictures, philoso-
phies, and statues, who preceded him, and thereby
deepened his interpretation of contemporary life.
His cynicism, his continual backward look at the
splendours and severities of earlier art and other
morals are the inevitable outcome of this self-
education.

By far the most genuine and pathetic expressions
of his weariness are the poems which one is glad to be
able to attribute to him. The best of them speak of
quiet country and seaside, of love deeper than desire
and founded on the durable grace of mind as well as
the loveliness of the flesh, of simplicity and escape
from Court.?

He knew the antidote to the fevered life which
burnt him up. His book is befouled with obscenity,
and, like obscenity itself, is.ceasing by degrees to be
part of a gentleman’s education. But he will always
be read as a critic; he tells admirable stories of
were-wolves and faithless widows3; he is one of

1 e.g. c. 1 to 5, 55, 83, 88, 118.

2 See e.g. Poems 2, 8, 11, 13-15, 22, and 25; of the love-
poems, 25 and 26, but above all 16 and 27, which show (if they
can be by him) a side of Petronius entirely hidden in the
Satyricon. )

2 In c. 61-62 through Niceros, in ¢. 63 through Trimalchio,
and in c. 111-113 through Eumolpus (the famous and cosmo-
politan tale of the Widow of Ephesus).
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INTRODUCTION TO PETRONIUS

the very few novelists who can distil common talk to
their purpose without destroying its flavour. The
translator dulls his brilliance . . .; be is fortunate
if he adds a few to those who know something of
Petronius beyond his name and the worst of his
reputation. . . .

H. E. Butler, [late] Professor of Latin in the Uni-
versity of London, is vesponsible for the Introduc-
tion to and text of the poems: the translator is
indebted to him for invaluable assistance in attempt-
ing to meet the difficulties which a rendering of
Petronius continues to present.

MicaarrL HEeSELTINE.

I'ne TExt or PETRONIUS

Irom the extant evidence some reasonable
deductions about the tradition can be made. The
existing manuscripts, which give portions and scraps
only of Petronius’s largely lost work, are all derived
from a lost archetype (written perhaps at Fleury) which
we may call w. This codex had once been part of a
complete edition of all Petronius’s satyric (and satiri-
cal) novel, but was so badly damaged (and decayed ?)
that the beginning and much that followed, and the
end and much that preceded, were absent and much
else was illegible or missing, though the central part
was largely intact.

During the Carolingian age, perhaps in the first
half of the ninth century,! some learned person made,
possibly at Fleury, excerpts or extracts of or from

t K. Miller, ed. 1. XXXVII-XXXIX; ed. 2, 414417,
Xix



INTRODUCTION TO PETRONIUS

what he could read! and made some sense, adding
some notes, mainly from the first and last portions of
w {usually putting one or more asterisks where he
purposely omitted something or where w was il-
legible or defective) in another lost codex which with
Miller we call A. The same person made, separ-
ately as was natural, in another lost manuscript ¢, a
copy of the central part of w consisting of the famous
Cena Trimalchionis which formed a unit. Not long
after the writer of A and ¢ had finished his work,
another monastic person, using that writer’s manu-
script of extracts, and writing perhaps at Auxerre,
shortened these extracts, especially but not always
when they were very offensive. This writer, whose
lost manuscript might be called o, did not mark gaps
by any sign.

Thus there are three kinds of extant material—the
fuller excerpts, the abridged excerpts, and the Cena,?
the whole being derived from « through two lost3
intermediaries, A and i; and we now pass on from
deduced lost sources to sources which survive.

From A then are derived two groups or classes of
extant material: the class known collectively as
O which comes from A through the lost codex o, and

1 This is indicated by the scrappy nature of some of the
material and by apparent duplications such as similia sicilia
and scrule scita which may well be alternatives of doubtfully
legible words.

2 John of Salisbury (e. 1115-1180) knew of Petronius what
we know and no more, and he knew the fuller excerpts, the
abridged excerpts, and the Cena as three separate units.

S Both these lost manuscripts had suffered interpolations,
in part perhaps by the writer himself (of both manuscripts) or
others of the Carolingian age, in part probably later.
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INTRODUCTION TO PETRONIUS

which has the abridged form of excerpts; and the
more inclusive class best known collectively as L, our
authority for the older! and fuller collection of
excerpts, derived from a copy of A.

In the class O, codex 2 Bernensis 357, known as B,
of the latter half of the ninth century, and written at
Auxerre, is the best and the oldest of all the extant
manuscripts of any class—indeed it is not much later
than lost o itself, the chief others, both inferior to B,
being codex Parisinus lat. 6842 D, known as R, and
the bad codex Parisinus lat. 8049 known as P, both
written in France in the twelfth century These three
codices B, R, and P have no extant descendants, but
Scaliger in his codex 1 and Tornaesius in his edition
and Pithoeus in both his editions (see below) used a
lost codex * Bituricus ’ 3 derived from P. We must
take some notice of a codex (now lost again) which
Miiller calls §. Written doubtless in France, it was
found or acquired about the year 1420 by Poggio,
probably in England (where he was from 1418 to
1423), and was the twin 4 of codex P; and from it was

1 Remember however that the oldest extant manuscript
belongs not to class L but to class O—see next paragraph.

¢ This codex B is the codex ‘‘ Autissiodurensis *’ used un-
damaged by P. Pithoeus in his editions of Petronius of A.D.
1577 and 1587, whereas from Codex B are now missing chapters
81 nec diu to 109 crinibus nitebas; so are chapters 3 meditantur
to the end of 80 perit, but the two folia of B containing these
latter chapters are attached to codex Leidensis Vossianus
Q 30 of the ninth century.

8 It belonged to Jean Duc de Berry.

4 That is, 5 was copied from the same (lost) MS. as P was.
For Calpurnius’s Bucolica was included in both 3 and P but inno
other MSS. of Petronius; and 3 shared with P the same faults
as P has; cf. Miiller pp. VIII f. and XXIX.
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INTRODUCTION TO PETRONIUS

derived the Petronian material of eleven codices
C,D,E, F,G,J,K, M, Q, V, and W of the fifteenth
century (nine of them still extant); that part (now
called A) of codex Parisinus lat. 7969 (see below)
which has besides the Cera abridged excerpts from
Petronius other than the Cena; and also a codex of
the sixteenth century.! The editio princeps (not good)
of the abridged excerpts only (based on a bad
manuscript now lost, descended from §) was prepared
by Franciscus Puteolanus (Francisco dal Pozzo) and
with other Latin works was printed at Milan about
1482. The editio Veneta of Bernardino de Vitalibus of
1499 and the editio Parisina of R. Chalder of 1520 are
worse. In 1565 at Antwerp J. Sambucus 2 did better;
in an edition he corrected the ed. Par. from a still
extant codex Vindobonensis 3198 (known as W) des-
cended from 8. A stemma for class O is on page XIII
of Miiller’s first edition of Petronius, and on page 389
of his second.

In the class L is the extant codex Leidensis
Scaligeranus 61 (Q61 Scaligeri) written by J. Scaliger
about 1571. Denoted best as 1, as Miiller has it (not
L., as Buecheler, because L is best reserved for the

1 Between 3 and four of these MSS. with A was a lost inter-
mediary; and between § and the other seven another lost
intermediary containing other works besides Petronius. Cf.
Helen Milar in Univ. of Pittsburgh Bulletin, 1X, 1938, 189 ff.;
Nancy Miller in the same, 203 ff.; Wilma Goff in Bulileiin,
X1, 1935, 263-254. All three are abstracts of theses.

® An abstract of a thesis by Mildred Daschbach, ¢ Sambucus
and the text of Petronius ’ is in the Univ. of Pittsburgh Bulle-
tin, V11, 1931, pp. 42—44. There is also Lois Beatty’s * The
Bellum Civile of Petronius in the editions of Sambucus,
Scaliger and Stephanus "—a thesis of which an abstract is in
the same university’s Bulletin, XIT, 1936, p. 282,
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INTRODUCTION TO PETRONIUS

whole L-tradition), it is primarily a copy of a manu-
seript lent to Scaliger, Tornaesius, and Pithoeus (see
below) by J. Cujas ! (but now lost), and supplemented
by Scaliger from sources of the O-tradition including
the now lost codex * Brituricus ” (see above); extant
codex Leidensis Vossianus 111; and Sambucus’s
edition. In 1575 appeared at Lyon the first edition
of the fuller collection of excerpts from Petronius;
it2? was issued by the printer Jean de Tournes
(Ioannes Tornaesius) and the scholar Denis Lebey de
Batilly (Dionysius Lebus-Batillius) and was based on
a manuscript of Dalecamp (derived, through an inter-
mediary, from the codex—the ‘* Benedictinum
exemplar "’ (see below)—used by Pithoeus in both of
his editions), and some other sources, and the editio
Parisina and that of Sambucus (see above), until, in
the course of preparation, the editors received, from
Cujas apparently, the codex used by Sealiger.

1577 came the first edition (of two) 2 by P. Pithoeus
(Pierre Pithou) wherein he used only one “old ”
codex (derived from a copy of A) from Fleury which
he called “ Benedictinum exemplar,” for the fuller
excerpts; and for the abridged excerpts he used the
then undamaged codex ** Autissiodurensis ” (the

1 Cf. Dorothy Fulmer, ** Cuiacius and the Text of Petron-
ius,” in 7.4.P.4., LXIV, 1933, p. Ix. It seems this MS. was
derived from a copy of A.

2 Cf. the abstract of the thesis * The Tornaesius Edition
of Petronius,” by Dorothy Fulmer, in Univ. of Pittsburgh
Bulletin, XII 1938, pp. 97-104.

s Intervening between the two there appeared at Leyden in
1583 the Petronian commentary the Praecidanea of J. Dousa
and his edition of Petronius in-1585. He used Pithoeus’ first
edition and the codex Lambethanus—see pp. xxiv-xxv.
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extant damaged codex B—see above) and the lost
codex * Bituricus” and a Florilegium.! In his
second edition of 1587 he used also a codex which he
calls *“ Tholosanum exemplar ”’ (perhaps the MS. of
Cujas, of class L). In effect, therefore, it is on two
lost manuscripts that class L is based—the * Codex
Cuiacianus ” as indicated, used by Scaliger, Torn-
aesius, and probably Pithoeus (in his second edition);
and what Pithoeus calls * Benedictinum exemplar,”
used by him in both of his editions and forming ulti-
mately the source of Dalecamp’s document used by
Tornaesius. Hitherto the scope of class L has rested
as it still largely rests on the codex 1, the edition of
Tornaesius, and Pithoeus’s second edition. But K.
Miiller has added to our knowledge from several
more sources. Three of these were copied from a
lost codex once owned by Henri de Mesmes and
hence called codex Memmianus (source of some
Petronian material recorded by Turnebus and
Lambinus) which itself was derived ultimately from
Pithoeus’s * Benedictinum exemplar ”’: codex Vati-
canus lat. 11428 written after 1565 (codex m); the
sometimes useful codex Lambethanus 693 (codex r)
in Lambeth Palace, London, written before 1572 by
D. Rogers; and passages copied c. 1565 into a book
bought by P. Daniel in Paris and now in the Stadt-

1 Some Florilegia have remnants from Petronius in four
extant MSS. of the twelfth to the fourteenth century, coming
through a lost MS. from A independently of the rest of the
L-tradition and independently of the O-tradition. The value
of their readings is small; and B. Ullman (Classical Philology,
XXV, 1930, 11ff.) spurns them altogether. Cf. Miiller’s
second edition, pp. 382, 412-414. The one used by Pithoeus
was in codex Par. lat. 17903.
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bibliothek of Bern (N, 251.11; codex d). Miller

draws also on Pithoeus’s first edition; and, for carmira
only, both in the body of Petronius’s novel and
separate from it, Scaliger’s Catalecta (Lyon, 1573).}
The editions of Petronius by Wouweren (Leyden,
1595; Paris, 1601) were not important. Of much
value, however, is the last edition of Petronius issued
before the discovery of the Cena Trimalchionis: that
of M. Goldast (G. Erhard) published at Frankfurt in
1610 and Lyon, 1615, and Frankfurt again, 1621.
A stemma for class L is on p. XXVII of Miiller’s first
cdition 2 and facing page 402 (cf. 415) of his second.
Partly from A and partly from i comes 2 manuseript
which includes the most famous portion of Petronius’s
novel—the Cena Trimalchionis. About 1420, as
stated above, Poggio had found or acquired the now
again lost codex d of class O containing the abridged
excerpts ? from Petronius. Early in 1423, or late in
1422, he acquired from Cologne a manuscript which
consisted of Book XV of Petronius (see p. xxxviii) and
which early in 1423 he caused to be copied. This
codex “ Coloniensis,” now lost, probably contained *
the central part only of our Petronius—the Cena—

1 Cf. Adalaide Wegner, ““ The Sources of the Petronius
Poems in the Catalecte of Sealiger,” in 7.4.P.4., LXIV, 1933,
p. Ixvii,

2 Tt needs, as Miiller himself discovered and indicated on
his page 210 {first edition), some correction in view of the
independent descent of the Florilegia from A.

3 So Miiller, ed. 1, VIII-IX (cf. XXIX) against A. C. Clark
(Class. Rev., X1I, 1908, 178-179) who believed that it contained
the Oena and that H (see below) was copied from it.

4 So Miiller again against Clark who thought that it con-
tained the abridged excerpts.
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and was derived from . About the end of 14231 was
completed the famous extant Codex Parisinus lat.
7989 which contains (i) the works of Tibullus, Pro-
pertius, Catullus, and some Ovid; (ii) then the part
now called A, containing abridged excerpts of class O
of Petronius, copied, as they stood, from a lost copy
of the lost codex 3,2 whereas a number of these
excerpts should have come in and after the Cena;
(iii) then the part now known as H copied, inde-
pendently therefore of A and therefore of classes O
and L, apparently from the copy made by Poggio of
the codex ‘“ Coloniensis ~’ and consisting of the Cena
Trimalchionis for which H is our only source except
some excerpts found in L. also and Chapter 55 which
occurs also in sources in classes O and L. The
Petronian part of codex par. lat. 7989 ends at the
end of the Cena, the abridged excerpts known to
follow the Cera in Petronius’s original work being
placed in this codex before the Cena. (iv) The
last part of the codex as a whole contains, not the
part of Petronius which succeeds the Cena, but the
Moretum and Claudian’s de Phoenice. A stemma for
the whole tradition of Petronius is on page XXXV of
Miiller.® Some time after 1423 the whole codex was,
without surviving ‘‘ Petronian ” descendants, lost
until its discovery about 1650 by Marino Statileo
(whose real name was P. Petit) at Trau (Trogir), near
Spalato (Split), Dalmatia (Yugoslavia)—hence its

1 At the end of the part containing Catullus there seems to
be & record of a date—20 November 1423.

¢ Only the two short statements in A about book-numbers
derive from a source other than 8. See below, p. xxxviii.

3 It needs slight correction—see above, note on Miiller's
stemma for the L-tradition.
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other name, codex Traguriensis, whereas it is now at
Paris.

The editio princeps of the Cena—Petronii Frag-
mentum Troguriense—, prepared from Statileo’s own
copy of the original, appeared at Padua in 1664. It
was soon followed by three more editions:
ANEKAOTON ex Petront: Satirico,J. C. Tilebomenus
(J. J. Mentel), with introduction and notes, Paris,
1664; Petronis Fragmentum, J. Scheffer, with notes,
Upsala, 1665; and Petronii Fragmentum, T. Reinesius,
Leipzig, 1666. For the history of the codex see R.
Sabbadini, ‘‘ Per la storia del codice Traurino di
Petronio,” in Rivista di Filologia, XLVIII, 1920,
27 ff.: Mitller ed. I, XXVIII ff. Cf. also J.Foster, in
University of Pittsbrugh Bulletin, X1V, 1938, pp. 86-91.
There is an excellent photograph of the part which
contains the Cena: S. Gaselee, 4 Collotype Reproduc-
tion . . . Cambridge, 1915.

Eary MopeErN anp MopeErn Epitions !

(i) ComprLETE EDITIONS
The first complete edition' (with others’ notes),
though mot good, was that of M. Hadrianides,
Petronii Satyricor, published at Amsterdam in 1669.
The edition by F. Nodot, Paris, 1693, contained
forged fragments. Of some value was that of P.
Burman (7. Petronii Arbitri Satyricon quae supersunt) in
two volumes with notes by N. Heinsius, Goes,
Scheffer, and others, ed. 1, 1709, Utrecht; ed. 2
(a better one), 1743, Amsterdam. In 1782 at
Leipzig was published, with added critical notes,
C. A. Antonius’s (Anton) Petronii Satyricon ex rec.
! Tncluding some translations which give a text also.
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P. Burmanni. After a long interval,! epoch-making
in Petronian textual scholarship were Petronii
Satirarum Religuiae, F. Buecheler, Berlin, 1862
(editio maior); and his Petronii Saturae et lber
Priapeorum (editio minor), Berlin, 1862; ed. 2, 1871
(with material from other Latin writers); ed. 3,1882;
ed. 4,1904; ed. b, revision by W. Heraeus,? 1912, and
ed. 6, revision and augmentation by W. Heraeus,
1922. It was Buecheler who in 1862 first put the
text of Petronius as a whole on a proper basis. After
that year, though more progress was made in
Petronian studies, much that could be revealed by
further study of existing material remained unknown.
The English translation (with accompanying
largely plain text) by M. Heseltine in the Loeb
Classical Library (with Seneca’s dpocolocyntosis
translated by W. H. D. Rouse) was published in 1913.
In 1922 came A. Ernout, Pétrone, Le Satiricon, Paris,
with a good French translation, and text, ed. 1, 1922
ed. 2,1931; ed. 3, 1950 (Budé); in 1929 E. T. Sage
The Satmctm, New York, text and translation. G. A.
Cesareo, in Il romanso satirico di Peironio Arbitro,
Florence, 1930 gives text and Italian t{ranslation
{while E. Paratore, Il satyricon di Petronio provides I,
Introd.; II, Commento, Florence, 1933.]; and M.
Rat, in Le Satiricon suivi des podsies attribuées a
Pétrone et des fragments épars, Paris, 1934, gives text
and French translation. In the decade before the
War of 1939-1945, beginning with E. T. Sage and
inspired by him, American scholars, as indicated on

! During which, as Buecheler dryly puts it, ludebant . . . de
corio Petronii sagats togati. Heraus
* For his plans and pupils, see pp. xxii, xxiii, xxv, xxix, 407.
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critical edition of Petronius: Mildred Daschbach,
Dorothy Fulmer, Adalaide Wegner, Lois Beatty,
Helen Milar, Nancy Miller, Lillian White, Wilma
Goff, and J. A. Foster. See R. Browning in Classical
Review, N. S. XII, 1962, p. 219, note 2.

In 1961 came the greatest step forward on the
textual side since Buecheler, in the important first
edition by K. Miller, Petronii Arbitri Satyricon,
Munich, in which he had the help of E. Fraenkel.l
The Introduction, pp. VII-LX, is in Latin; but
Miller followed up this edition with a second
(Petronius Satyrica), Munich, 1965, which has his
revised and recast history of the text in German on
pp. 381-430, and incorporates a German translation
by W. Ehlers, and (also by Ehlers) some explanatory
notes and an essay on Petronius. The critical
apparatus has been shortened. This second edition,
primarily for German readers, takes into consideration
criticisms by J. Delz in Gromon, XXXIV, 1962, 676 ff.,
R. G. M. Nisbet in Journal of Roman Studies, 1962,
227 ff., and R. Browning in- Classical Review, N.S.
X11,1962,218-221. Ihave notseen A. Marzullo and
M. Bonaria, Il satiricon di Peironio, Bologna, 1962.

Still relevant moreover are other modern editions,
whole or part, and, for the text, C. Beck, The Manu-
scripts of the Satyricon of Petronius Arbiter, Cambridge,
Mass., 1863 (unsound in parts, cf. F. Buecheler in
Philol., XX, 1863, 726 f.); A. C. Clark, in Classical
Review, XXII, 1908, 178-179; B. L. Ullman in

! In the present Loeb edition, wherever a contribution by
Fraenkel is mentioned, it is as recorded by Miiller in his first
edition unless it is otherwise stated.
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Classical Philology, XXV, 1930, 11 f. and 128 f;
E.T. Sagem Amerscan Journal of Philology, 1929, 21 ff.;
and in Transactions and Proceedings of the American
Philological Association, LXIV, 1933, pp. xlvii ff., and
G. Pasquali, Storia della Tradisione e critica del testo,
Florence, 1934, 66 ff.

(ii) EpiTions oF THE
‘“ CENA TriMaLcHIONIS * ONLY

L. ¥riedlaender, Petronii Cena Trimalchionis, Leipzig,
ed. 1, 1891; ed. 2, 1906. With German trans-
lation and commentary.

W. D. Lowe, Cena Trimalchionis, Cambridge, 1905,
with English translation and commentary.

M. J. Ryan, Cena Trimalchionis, London, 1905, with
English translation and commentary.

W. Heraeus, Petronii Cena Trimalchionis, Heidelberg,
ed. 1, 1909; ed. 2, 1922; ed. 3, 1939.

W. E. Waters, Cena Trimalchionis, Boston, 1902;
latest ed. 1922, with English commentary.

W. B. Sedgwick, The Cena Trimalchionis of Petronius
together with Seneca’s Apocolocyniosis, Oxford, ed. 1,
1925; ed. 2 (a revision), 1950, corrected, 1959.

[P. Perrochat, Le festin de Trimalcion, Commentary,
Paris, 1939, 1952, 1962.]

A. Maiwri, La cena di Trimalchione di Petronio Arbitro, -
Naples, 1945.

E. V. Marmorale, Cena Trimalchionis, Florence, 1947 ;
ed. 2, 1948. Text and commentary. He gives
much information in convenient form.

H. Schmeck, Peironti cena Trimalchionis, Heidelberg,
19562; ed. 5, 1964. Has copious critical notes on
the text, and bibliography.
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Praiy TranscaTioNs witunour Text

Naturally these are to be found in various modern
languages. Recent English plain translations are
by J. W. Mackail, London, 1923; G. J. Acheson,
Dinner at Trimalchio’s, Johannesburg, 1950; J.
Lindsay, The Complete Works of Gaius Petronius,
London, 1927 and (revised) 1960; and P. Dinnage,
The Satyricon of Petronius, London, 1953. The
present revision of Heseltine’s work follows not long
after The Satyricon. Petronius, by W. Arrowsmith
(University of Michigan Press; then, as a Mentor
Book, The New American Library of World Litera-
ture, New York, 1960-1964), which is a translation
for English readers in the United States of America;
and Petronius. The Satyricon and the Fragments, by
J. Sullivan (Penguin Books. Harmondsworth, 1965),
which is a translation primarily for all other readers
of English. Both translators are pungent (to my
British ears Sullivan sounds smoother and plainer
than Arrowsmith). Neither claims to be a consis-
tently close rendever of the Latin throughout
(though both are, especially Sullivan, in large part),
the brilliant translations in the metric portions being
specially free. Both write essentially for people who
know little or no Latin. Neither Arrowsmith nor
Sullivan gives a Latin text (so their work does not
make unnecessary this revised text and closer trans-
lation in the Loeb Classical Library); both however
give an introduction and explanatory notes.

Arrowsmith’s rendering is, as he says, “‘ intended
to be both a contemporary version and an American
one,” avoiding a “ neutral lifeless Anglo-American
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idiom . Sullivan says of his own work that its
language is “ based on English vulgar language
which will give the impression of slang, but not the
slang of any particular period or place in England.”
To this self-valuation I would add that rarely does
Arrowsmith or Sullivan sound or read “ slangy ";
that, though their translations (especially those in
metre) are not meant to serve continuously through-
out as a means of discovering merely the precise
meaning of the Latin, their results are lively and
strong; that I too, in revising Heseltine’s translation
of Chapter 56, for example, have been free in word-
play, and in Seneca’s verse have changed but little
of W. H. D. Rouse’s pleasing but free rendering;
and finally that, although I have left Heseltine’s
style mostly unchanged, and although his original
and my revision differ sometimes in the interpreta-
tion of Petronius’ Latin, from Arrowsmith or Sullivan
or both, I have gained profit and pleasure from the
classical learning and linguistic skill of both.

There is a third recent rendering into English,
with notes. It is one by W. C. Firebaugh (The
Satyricon of Petronius), New York, 1966. But I have
not been able to study it, and so give no judgement
or comparison of it.

FurTHER WoRKs ox PeTronius since 1914

H. C. Schnur, T%e Age of Petronius Arbiter, New York,
1957 (Cf. also C. Beck, The Age of Petronius Arbiter,
Cambridge, Mass., 1856).

E. V. Marmorale, Petronio, Naples, 1936, and Petronio
nel suo tempo, Naples, 1937, and La questione
petroniana, Bari, 1948.
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G. Bagnani, Arbiter of Elegance, Toronto, 1954.

R. Cahen, Le Satiricon et ses origines, Lyon and Paris,
1925.

V. Ciaffi, Struttura del Satyricon, Turin, 1955.

A. C. Clark, Tke Cursus in Medieval and Vulgar Latin,
Oxford, 1910 and * An early use of the accentual
clausula,” in dmerican Journal of Philology, L. 1929
374.

P. Kempe, De Clausulis Petronianis, Greifswald, 1922.

F. di Capua, ** Il ritmo prosaico in Petronio,” in G.LF.,
1,1948. 37.

D. M. Paschall, The Vocabulary of Mental Aber-
ration in Roman Comedy and Petronius, Baltimore,
1939.

H. L. W. Nelson, Petronius en zijn ‘* vulgair >’ Latijn,
Utrecht, 1947, and “‘ Les rapports entre le latin
littéraire, la langue de conversation et la langue
vulgaire au temps de Pétrone,” in Acles du prem.
congr. de la Fédération Intern. des Ass. d’Etudes
Classiques, Paris, 1951, 220 ff.

A. Stefenelli, Die Volkssprache im Werk des Petron,
1962.

A. Marbach, Worthildung, Wortualzl und  Wortbe-
deutung als Mittel der Charakterseichnung bei Pet-
ronius, Giessen, 1931.

W. Heraeus, Die Sprache des Petronius (reprint from
1899). Kleine Schriften, Heidelberg, 1937.

H. Stubbe, Die Verseinlagen im Petron, Leipzig, 1933
{Philol., Suppl. 25, 2).

D. C. Swanson, A jformal analysis of Petronius's
Vocabulary, Minneapolis, 1963.

J. P. Sullivan, The Satyricon of Petronius. A literary
study, London, 1968.
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OnN Tae CeNa

L. R. Shero, ““ The cena in Roman Satire,” in Classicel
Philology, XVIII, 1923, 126.

W. Siiss, De eo quem dicunt inesse Trimalchionis Cenae
vulgart sermone, Dorpat, 1926; and Petroni
imttatio sermonis plebei . . , Dorpat, 1927.

A. Salonius, Die Griechen und das Griechische in Petrons
Cena Trimalchionis. Helsingfors and Leipzig, 1927.

L. Sgobbo, *“ La cittd campana delle Saturae di
Petronio,” in Rendiconti, Accad. d. Lincei, 1923, 354,
395.

J. G. W. M. de Vreese, Petron 39 und die Astrologie,
Amsterdam, 1927.

BiBLIOGRAPHICAL SURVEYS OF PETRONIAN SCHOLARSHIP
T0 1966

(i) From the editio princeps (of abridged excerpts) of
1482 to 1909: S. Gaselee, “ The Bibliography of
Petronius,” in Transactions and Proceedings of the
Bibliographical Society, X, London, 1910, 141-233.

(it) From 1908 to 1940: Bursians Jakresbericht iber
d. Fortschritte d. Klass. Altertumswissenschaft, vols. 175
(98 f.)y; 204 (215 f.); 235 (142 f£); 260 (94 f) (F.
Lommatzsch); 282 (5 ff.) (R. Helm). )

Up to 1934 cf. also Schanz-Hozius, Geschichte der
riimischen Literatur, 114, 1935, Munich, 509-520.

(iii) 1940-1956: R. Muth, in Anzeiger fiir die
Altertumswissenschaft, 1X, 1956, 1 ff.; H. C. Schnur,
‘ Recent Petronian Scholarship,” in Classical Weekly,
L, 1957, 133-136, 141-143. Cf. R. Helm in Lustrum,
I, 1956, 229 ff. '
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(iv) With reference to the Cena Trimalchionis in
particular, sce especially the bibliography in H.
Schmeck’s Petronii Cena Trimalchionis, 5th edition,
Heidelberg, 1964, pp. VII-X.

(v) Contributions to studies in Petronius now
number about twenty a year; and record of them can
be found in Marouzeau, L'dnnée Philologique.

Tue Avtrsor; His Date; Tae TiTLE oF nis work
anp Division into Booxs

In Tacitus Annals, XVI, 17, the fate of Petronius is
mentioned, a.p. 66, but no praenomen is recorded
there (Nipperdey supplied (T)). In XVI, 18, the
initial of the praenomen is given as C (which Nipperdey
deletes). There are a few brief references to
Petronius in other writers. Inthe N.H. of Pliny the
Elder, XXXVII, 20, and in Quomodo adulator ab amico
internoscatur of Plutarch 19, p. 60e; Petronius is called
Titus. No praenomen is given by later writers who
mention Petronius, or by the extant Petronian MSS.
except C added by Secaliger (in writing his codex 1)
from Tacitus. In Tacitus, 4nrals, XVI, 18, Petronius
is called elegantiae arbiter, and Arbiter appears as a
name of hig in later writers who menti