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ON THE CURIOSITY OF PHILOCRATES
(EP. ARIST. 1)

1. The Letter of Aristeas and its genre

The Letter of Aristeas raises many questions concerning its date,' author-
ship,? historical value,? and audience.* It is likely to have been written
in Alexandria in 2 BC by a well-educated Jew, who presents himself as
a Gentile courtier, who has taken part in the embassy to the High Priest
Eleazar in order to fetch Jewish translators from Jerusalem. Addressing
his brother Philocrates, he narrates the story of the translation of the
Hebrew Pentateuch into Greek. The problem of the genre and the role
of addressee of the Letter is also open for discussion. It should be
mentioned that no one referred to it as ‘letter’ in antiquity.> However,
there is a superscription in the form “Aristeas to Philocrates” in
manuscripts, and a 14% century manuscript Q contains some fragments
of the text and uses the word ‘letter’ as the heading: émietoAfic AploTémg
npog dlokpatny Ekppaocic.® Although the editions of L. Mendelssohn,
P. Wendland, H. Thackeray, H. Andrews, H. Meecham and R. Tra-
montano put the title epistula or epistula ad fratrem Philocratem,’” in
1951 M. Hadas took out the word ‘letter’ from the title of the book,
claiming that the book was not a letter at all, considering that the

I For detailed discussion see Wright 2015, 21-30.

2 See Wright 2015, 16-20.

3 See Wright 2015, 6-15.

4 For details see Tcherikover 1958, 59-85.

5 Joseph Flavius, retelling the most of the Letter in Antiquitates Judaicae, calls
it 70 Apiotaiov Biiiov (Ant. Jud. 12. 100), Eusebius of Caesarea gives a title mepi
g €ppeveiog Tod t@v Tovdaimv vopov (Praep. Ev. 9. 38), Epiphanius of Cyprus —
ouvtaypo (De mensuris et ponderibus 9).

¢ S. Honigman guesses these words misled the scribe, who eventually began to
refer to it as a letter (Honigman 2003, 1).

7 Mendelssohn 1897, Wendland 1900, Thackeray 1902, Andrews 1913, Meecham
1935, Tramontano 1931.
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addresses to Philocrates are formal.® Despite the fact that his opinion
had been more or less accepted by many scholars,’ recently T. Rajak,!?
L. Doering!! and L. Michael White!'? returned to this question. While
Rajak and White conclude that the Letter is a sort of literary epistle,
Doering, relying on the detailed analysis of the preface, considers the
writing of Aristeas as a special type of a letter: “the technical epistolary
treatise”.

2. What do we know about the addressee of the Letter?

Although Philocrates is addressed by name in many sections within the
book (120, 171, 295-300), most of the information about Philocrates is
to be extracted from the preface (1-8) and the epilogue (322). We do not
know much about the addressee of the author, since he is not featured in
other sources.!? In section 5 the author mentions the fact that Philocrates
has recently come from an island'* (rpoc@dtmc mopayeyevnuévov €k Ti|g
viioov po¢ Nuag) and now is ready to hear the story he is going to tell
him. In section 6 it is stressed, that the present work is not the first one
transmitted to him by Aristeas (Ep. Arist. 6):13

8 Hadas 1951. According to Hadas it is a sort of duynoig, which Theon, the
rhetorician of the 2" century CE, defines as Adyog ékOeTikdg mpoypdTmv yeyovoTmv
i ©g yeyovotov (“discourse expository of things that happened or might have
happened” (Hadas 1951, 57). Moreover, he concludes, that according to the termi-
nology of grammarian Asclepiades of Myrlea, who divided such treatises into three
groups based on their historical veracity, the dmjynoig of Aristeas is a ‘mAdoua’,
which is “an imaginative treatment of history which should preserve historical verisi-
militude and present a ‘poetical’ truth”, see Hadas 1951, 57-58.

? E.g. see Pelletier 1962, 47; Murray 1967, 337 n. 1; Bartlett 1985, 11; Honigman
2003, 33; Gruen 2013, 2711.

10 Rajak 2009, 31.

I Doering 2012, 217-232.

12 White 2018, 43-54.

13 Hadas observes that the name Philocrates is not rare and occurs in Zenon
Papyri (Hadas 1951, 92); Wright also refers to various literary sources, in which the
name is attested (Wright 2015, 105).

14 What island is meant is not clear. Wendland argued, it was Pharos, Hadas
suggests Cyprus (see Hadas 1951, 94).

15 Tt is not clear, whether the author refers to his own work (Freudenthal 1875,
141) or to the work of Aristeas Exegete, of which we have the only third-hand citation
in Eusebius (Eus. Praep. Ev. 9. 25). O. Murray (Murray 1967, 340-343) put forward
a hypothesis about identity of two authors. For the discussion of the suggestion see
Tramontano 1931, 43—46; Wright 2015, 17-18; White 2018, 205-206.



330

Ekaterina Druzhinina

Kai npotepov 8 Siemepyduny cot mept GV EvOuiov 4EUVNLOVENTOV
glvatl Vv avaypaenyv, v peteddfopev mapd T®V KOTO TV AOYIOTATV
Afyvmtov Loyiotdtov apylepémv mepi 100 yéEvoug Td@v Tovdaimy.

And previously I transmitted to you, concerning those things that I
considered worthy of mentioning, a record, which we received from the
most learned high priests throughout the most learned (land of) Egypt,
concerning the race of the Judeans.!”

In the epilogue, Aristeas promises to write another work (Ep. Arist. 322):

IMepdoopat 8¢ kai Td Aomd TV AEOAOYOV Avaypdesty, tva dtamopev-
opevog vt Kopiln tod fovAnuatog 10 KaAMoTov ETabAOV.
And I will also attempt to write down the remainder of those things worth

saying so that, by going through them, you might attend to the most
excellent prize of your desire.

The author constantly underlines the curiosity of Philocrates, his piety,
love of learning, interest for serious things and inclination to knowledge
in general (Ep. Arist. 5;7; 322):

5: [Téneiopan yap og pdAlov £xovta TPOGKAIGLY TPOG TV CEUVOTNTO Kod
myv 1@V avbpdnov ddbeoty T®Y KoTo TNV GEUVIV vopobeoiav dteé-
ayoviov, meplt v mpoarpodusdo dnrodv, douéveog ot dkovoesdol,
TPOCPAUTMG TAPAYEYEVILEVOV €K TT|G VI|OOV TTPOG NUAG, Kol BovAdpevov
GLVAKOVEWY OG0 TPOG EMGKEVTV YUYT|G VITAPYEL.

For I am convinced — since you, all the more, have a predilection toward
matters most holy and toward the disposition of those people who conduct
themselves according to the holy legislation, concerning which we propose
to explain — that you will listen gladly, having recently come to us from the
island, also desiring to hear whatever exists for the restoration of the soul.

7: Dopadids yap Exovti 6ot TPl TOV SLVOUEVOVY DEEATiGL Stivolay dEoV
€0Tl HeTaddoval, LAMOTo HEV TTAOL TOLG O[Ooiolg, TOAA® O0¢ paAlov col
yvnoiav £ovtl TV aipeotv, 00 HOVOV KATO TO GUYYEVEG AOEAPD KoOEGTMTL
TOV TPOTOV, GAAG Kol T TPOG TO KOAOV OpUi] TOV 0OTOV dvTa fUiv.

For to you, as one who has an eagerness to learn about matters that can
aid understanding, it is necessary that I communicate, on the one hand,
most especially with all who are like-minded, and on the other, even
more so with you who possesses a genuine purpose, who has been es-
tablished in character as a brother not just according to descent but also
being the same as we are, with an eager desire for beauty.

16 The Greek text of the Letter is cited according to the edition of Hadas (Hadas
1951).
17 Here and below we quote the translation of Wright (Wright 2015, 99).
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We do not know whether or not there is any historical figure behind the
mask of Philocrates, but since the question of who Aristeas’ audience was
is open for discussion, it seems important to clarify the character of the
addressee, as he is portrayed in the Letter, even if he is in fact fictitious.

3. What can we learn about Philocrates from Ep. Arist. 1?

Since the first paragraph of the preface seems to contain key information
about communication between the addresser and addressee and gives
some background behind the writing, it is worth examining it in detail
(Ep. Arist. 1):

AEordyov dmyfoeng, @ DAOkpatec, mepl Thc yevnOsiong Huiv &v-
toylog Tpog Eiealopov Tov @V Tovdainv dapylepéa 6UVEGTAREVNS, S0
10 6¢ mepl moALoD memotijcbot map’ Ekacta TOTOMUVGKOVT cuva-
kodool mepl MV dmectdAnpey kol S1d Ti, memeipapon capdc EkdécOat
001, KATEIMMO®OG NV &xelg Priopadn dtdbecty.

Having composed!® a noteworthy narrative, O Philocrates, about the
meeting that we had with Eleazar, the high priest of the Judeans, since
you place a high value, as you constantly mention, on hearing about
the details and purpose of our deputation, I have attempted to expound it
clearly for you, having realized the disposition you have to love learning.

There are two main problems in the text. The first one is connected with
the understanding of the initial genitive absolute A&loldyov dmynoemg
<...> ovveotauévng, the second one is the reading fOmoppviokwv T,
which is evidently corrupt and must be corrected.

Many scholars note that the first phrase is difficult.! M. Hadas inter-
preted a&loddyov as a predicative with cvveotapévng and translated it
“as the account of our deputation is worth narrating”,?° regarding cvve-
otapévng as a copula.?! B. Wright takes d&ioAdyov as an attribute with
dmynoemg guessing that a&loddyov dnynoewg refers to the present writing.
He takes the participle as a middle voice, and assumes the verb means

18 Following the translation of B. Wright (Wright 2015, 99) we mark with bold
those sections of translations, which are doubtful and need reconsideration.

19 Especially Zuntz 1972, 107; Doering 2012, 219.

20 Cf. the translation of Pelletier: “étant donné tout ’intérét que présente la
rélation de notre embassade”.

2l So Hadas 1951, 93 (“as the account of our deputation is worth narrating”);
Thackeray 1917, 1 (“As the story of our deputation is worth telling”); Raurell 2002,
63 (“relacio es digna”), and others.
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‘to compose’ here.?2 G. Zuntz, admitting the difficult syntax of the phrase,
argued that it would have sounded absurd, if by a&oloyov dinynoewmg
ovveotopévng the author had meant the present narration, which he was
at the moment going to tell (mensipapor caedg €ék0écbat). In his opinion,
a&loloyov dmynoemg cuvestauévng refers not to the present writing of
Aristeas, but to the narration that had already existed and that Philocrates
perhaps had got acquainted with.23 Pelletier?* agreed with Zuntz. Doering?
developed his argument further comparing the preface of the Letter and the
preface of the Luke’s Gospel. Following Loveday Alexander’s analysis of
the structure of the first sentence of Luke (émeidnmep moAlol Emeyeipnooy
avatd&acbot dStynow mept TV merAnpoeopnuévev),2® Doering concludes
that the first phrase of the Letter of Aristeas, like the first phrase of the
Gospel, refers to the former tradition, which was typical for scientific
prefaces in epistolary treatises.?’ It might seem strange that the author,
introducing his own writing (nemeipapon ék0écOar), tries to endow with
authority the writing of another person using the adjective a&ioAoyog
‘worth narrating’. In 322 the adjective is applied to the future writing of
his own (mepdoopor 8¢ kol ta Aowma T@V AEoAdywv dvaypdeewv), and
in 6 Aristeas, speaking of the record about the Jews that he has already
transmitted to Philocrates, uses the word a&ouvnuovevtog. We could
suggest that in the passage discussed a&idoAoyog dmynoig is applied to his
own work, particularly since in the epilogue he uses the word dmynoig with
reference to the present writing (Ep. Arist. 322):

v 8, KoBOG EmNyyELAuNY, ATEXES TV SUYyNOLV.

And you have the narrative, just as I promised.

On the other hand, perhaps the adjectives a&ioloyoc and d&topvn-
povevtog underline the importance of the topic rather than authorship of
the narratives. Thus, Zuntz’s interpretation of the beginning of the sentence
is not to be rejected. I will come back to the interpretation of the genitive
after discussion of the second problem of the section, which deals with the
phrase o160 10 6¢€ mepi ToAAOD memotfjobon mop’ Ekoaota ToTOMUVOKOVT
GLVOKODGOL.

N

2 Wright 2015, 99.

3 Zuntz 1972, 107-108.

24 Pelletier 1962, 100 n. 1.

5 Doering 2012, 219.

26 Alexander 1986, 48-74.

7 Raurell 2002, 64 argues that Luke’s prologue is directly influenced by the text
of the Letter.

]
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Many editors suppose that the text indicates the fact that Philocra-
tes (o€) constantly reminded (map’ Ekaota TomoppuviokwvT) Aristeas he
would be glad to hear (cuvaxovoar) the story of his deputation to Eleazar.?
Thackeray and Hadas?® leave a crux desperationis here considering the
reading vmoppuviokwv attested in manuscripts to be definitely corrupt.
Indeed, the participle in nominative breaks the syntax of the phrase, as there
is an infinitive construction with a subject in accusative ce. If the participle
relates to the subject og, it should be in accusative. Several emendations
have been proposed to solve the problem. L. Mendelssohn offered to
read Ymoppvnokovta instead of vmoppvnokwv.3? H. Diels proposed to
replace the form of participle by infinitive Omopuviokev. His conjecture,
accepted in the edition of P. Wendland,3' complicates the structure of the
phrase’? (“because you constantly remind that you put a great value to
hear”), but at the same time keeps a similar interpretation.

Until the latter half of the 20t century, nobody had doubted that the
phrase discussed should indicate that Philocrates, being @tlopadng, con-
stantly reminded Aristeas that he put a great value on hearing the story.
It was G. Zuntz who cast doubt on this interpretation. In 1958, he wrote
a brief article’® and offered another correction of the text that changed
the whole sense of the passage. He supposed, first, that originally the text
had a participle in genitive bmopuvriokovtog governed by cuvakodoot
and, second, that vmoppviok® had the same meaning as pvnuovevm (‘to
recall’). In his opinion, the meaning of the sentence is the following: “as
you particularly concerned (61 10 6€ mepi moAhod memotfjcOar) to listen
(ovvakodoar) by every chance (mop’ €xacta), when I recall (dmopupviokov-
10¢), I have attempted (memeipapor) to explain clearly (coedg £kx0écbar)
the details and purpose of our deputation (mepi v dmeoTdAnuey Kai S1dt i),
It is noticeable that the subordinate clause mepi v dmeotdAnuey Kol S i
is governed not by cuvakodcat or VTOUUVIICKOVTOG, as one may guess, but
by the following predicate capdc ék0écbo memeipapat. The emendation
completely changes the syntax and the meaning. If we accept it, we get a
new detail about relationship between addressor and his addressee before
the Letter was written: it was not Philocrates who had constantly reminded

28 Thackeray 1917, 1; Hadas 1951, 93; Wright 2015, 100; Raurell 2002, 63.

29 Thackeray 1902, 519; Hadas 1951, 92.

30 Mendelssohn, 1897, 1.

31 Wendland 1900, 1: dYmoppvioxew ¢j Diels (“quod omni occasione admonebas
tua multum interesse comperire”).

32 Cf. the reasonable note of Zuntz, who claims that the structure is too com-
plicated (Zuntz 1972, 108 n. 1: “Das ist selbst fiir Aristeas zu viel”).

33 Zuntz 1958, 240-246, later reprinted in Zuntz 1972.
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addressor that he should tell him the story, but it was Aristeas himself who
had told Philocrates his recollections of his deputation to Eleazar.

Zuntz’s emendation has not been apprehended unanimously. In 1963
A. Pelletier accepted it in the critical edition, but evidently did not connect
vroupuvrokovtog with Aristeas. As far as one can judge by his translation,
Pelletier interprets the passage as follows: “As you put a great value on
hearing (cvvakodoar) when somebody reminds (Vmoppuvniokovtog) of
the details and purpose of our deputation...”.?* In contrast to Zuntz’s
suggestion, Pelletier relates the subordinate clause mepi GV dmecTdANpUEV
Kol d1d. Tl to voppvnokovtog. In 2002 F. Raurell also accepted the reading
vrouuviokovtog in the text, nevertheless translated it “as you constantly
remind me”, as it were in the form of accusative Vmopupviokovto.3d
B. Wright has misunderstood the idea of Zuntz too, claiming that the
emendation vmopuviokovtog should be interpreted as genitive absolute
with the subject cov omitted, which means “as you, i.e. Philocrates, con-
stantly mention”.3¢ Meanwhile the explanation of Zuntz himself does not
leave any doubts: from his point of view, dmopupviokovtog, being genitive
absolute or genitive objective, is to be related to Aristeas, not to Philocrates.
Indeed, it is nowhere stressed that Philocrates reminds Aristeas that he
should tell him the story, but within the whole book Aristeas pretends to
be the eye-witness who tells his own recollections to Philocrates. Thus,
the interpretation of Zuntz has a reasonable advantage over the previous
suggestions. Yet there are two difficulties we have to deal with, if we ac-
cept it. The first one is the unusual meaning of vmouuvrokw, the second
one is the problem of the subject of the participle.

First of all, the verb vmouuvrokew in active means ‘to remind’, ‘to
put in mind’.3” Realizing the difficulties of semantics of the verb, Zuntz
tried to find some occurrences, which prove that vmouiuviok® could be
used as a synonym of pvnpovedo ‘to remember’, ‘to recall’ (Plut. De coh.
ira, 466 a,’8 De tuenda san. 131 b; NT: 2 Tim 2:14, 3 Joh. 10. 1; Clem.
Cor. 62.2 et 3).

In the passage from Plutarch’s De tranquillitate animi 466 a (if it
is in fact the section which is referred to here), the verb Yvmoppvioko,

34 Pelletier 1962, 100—101: “comme tu attaches beaucoup de prix a entendre
rappeler dans le detail I’occasion et 1’objet de notre mission”.

35 Raurell 2002, 64.

36 Wright 2015, 100: Pelletier follows Zuntz’s emendation of vmopupviokovTog,
making the participle a genitive absolute, “as you constantly mention”.

37 LSTs.v., 1. 2.

38 Zuntz 1958, 108. The reference is evidently wrong, as Stephanus page 466 a
belongs not to De cohibenda ira, but to De tranquillitate animi.
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introducing the quotation of Menander, is likely to have its usual meaning
‘to remind’ (tovg pev yap aewpiopévag éva Piov divmov vopilovtog,
®¢ &viol TOV TV yewpy®dV 1 TOV T@V NBémv 1 tOv TdV Paciiéwv,
ikavdg 0 Mévavdpog vmoppviokel Aéywv). On the contrary, in the se-
cond example (Plut. De tuenda sanitate 131 b) dmopuviok® obviously
means ‘to mention’ or ‘to tell” (GAAd TodTa pEV Qv TIC DOTEPOV EVKAIPMG
vrouvioete — “But this one may mention hereafter in its proper place”).

In 2 Tim 2:14 by tadto vmopipvnoke apostle Paul persuades his ad-
dressee to remind the people of several faithful sayings (ITiotog 6 Adyoq)
quoted above (ibid. 11-13). In 3 Joh. 10 the words of John being directed
against Diotrephes, bmopviom is generally rendered as ‘I will remember’
or ‘I will call attention’ (Awx todt0, £0v EAO®, DTOPVNO® AVOTOD TG £pYo,
0 motel Adyotg movnpoic Avap®dv nuag — “If I come, I will call attention
to what he is doing, prating against us with malicious words”). Gaius, to
whom John is going to come and to tell the truth about the arrogance of
Diotrephes, is not supposed to have known the details. So in this case the
verb dmoppvnoko is not likely to mean ‘to remind’ in its original sense
(‘to tell something which has been known before”).

In the conclusive passage from the Clement’s epistle to Corinthians
(1 Clem. Cor. 62. 2) the author underlines the erudition of those for whom
he has written. So we can suppose that vreuvicapeyv indicates that Gvopeg
motol kol éMAoyiotatol could have known something about the topic
(Kai todto 10600t 1010V DTEUVICOUEY, ETEDN GOEMS HOEILEY YPAPELY
NUEG GvOpActY TIGTOIG Kol EALOYIUOTATOLS Kol EYKEKVQOCY €i¢ TO AdYL0L
g moudeiag Tod Oeod). Hence, it is better to interpret Vmepvicapey as “we
reminded”.

Thus, the examples which Zuntz referred to are not absolutely con-
vincing. In Plut. 466 a and 3 Joh. 10 the verb means ‘to mention’ or ‘to
make mention of’, in other examples it can be interpreted in its traditional
meaning ‘to remind the thing that possibly has been known before’.

No doubt, we cannot claim that the meaning ‘to mention’3® or even
‘to recollect’ for vmouuviok® is not attested in classical Greek at all.
Perhaps such is indeed the case in Lys. In Agor. 43, 6 (&vidpol p&v ovv
VTOUIUVIOK®V TOC YEYEVNUEVOC CLUEOPAS T woOAel, “It saddens me
to recall the calamities which had happened to the city™), but it is not
necessary to postulate it in the passage discussed. It seems important that
throughout the book and especially in the preface Aristeas underlines the
curiosity of Philocrates, stating that he does not stop learning. Further-
more, in the second sentence Aristeas, speaking of @rhopadng d160eoic of

39 LSTs.v., 2. 3.
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Philocrates, inserts in the text the line from Sophocles, containing the rare
verb mpoopavOdve, which indicates the aspiration of the addressee for
additional knowledge*® (Ep. Arist. 1-2):

neneipopon capdg Ek0écbat cot, KatetAnemg fiv Exelg Ao didde-
ow Omep Péylotdv Eotv AvlpOT®,

npocuovidvey del Tt kol TPOGAapPAvVELY,
fiTot kata TG ioToping, fj Kol Kot avtd 10 TPAYIO TETEPUUEVE.

I have attempted to expound it clearly for you, having realized the
disposition you have to love learning. For indeed it is the greatest thing
for a person “always both to increase learning and to make progress”,
whether through written accounts or through the actual reality that we
experience.

Perhaps the author wants to imply that Philocrates, as well as a pre-
sumptive reader of the Letter, already knows something about his deputy
to Eleazar and the story of translation. In this case there is no need to look
for special examples, proving that dmopipuviokem has here unusual meaning
‘to recollect’. It seems much more plausible that Philocrates, who has
already acquainted with the story, is glad to hear what Aristeas is going
to remind him of. The verb vmoppvinokem, used here in its usual meaning
(“to tell what has been already known’), underlines his curiosity.

This interpretation also strengthens Zuntz’s understanding of the
initial genitive absolute a&toAdyov dimynoewg cuvestapévng, which in his
opinion implies that Philocrates, having a narration in his hands, could
have got acquainted with the story before.

It is not surprising then, that the prefixed verb cuvakovw is used here.
In the 5% paragraph cvvakovewv adjoining the precedent dxovcecton
might have a semantic nuance of additionality. Philocrates is glad to listen
in general (dopéveg oe dkoveesBat) and he in particular wants to hear,
whatever concerns the soul’s edification (Ep. Arist. 5):

[Téneiopon yép oe <...> douévmg oe axovoechal, <...> TPOGPATMG
TOPOUYEYEVNLEVOV €K TT|G VIIOOV TTPOG MGG, Kol fOVAOUEVOV GUVOKOVELY
6060 TPOG EMGKELTV YOYTS DLAPYEL.

For I am convinced that you will listen gladly, having recently come to
us from the island, also desiring to hear whatever exists for the restoration
of the soul.

40° As commentators state, this iambic line is either contamination of two lines
(fr. 779, 662) or a quotation of a lost work (Wright 2015, 103; Pelletier 1963, 101).
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Thus we can suppose that in the first paragraph evvaxodoar in the
phrase o106 T0 o€ mepl ToAAOD memotohat wap’ EKAGTA VITOULUVIGKOVTOG
ovvakoboot also underlines the fact that it is not the present writing of
Aristeas which is meant by a&loAdyov dimynoemg cuvestTouévng, but other
sources that Philocrates has learned before. Aside from them, he is ready
to listen to something else.

The last (but not least) problem to be discussed here is the possible
subject of dbmoppvnokovrog. The subject being omitted, one may only
guess what Aristeas could have meant. Wright and Raurell think that the
omitted subject is cov,*! but if we suppose it was Philocrates, who reminds
Aristeas of his interest, there is no need for emendation VoLV GKOVTOG
in genitive as there is pronoun c¢ in accusative in the text. If the subject
of vmouuvnokovtog is Aristeas himself, who tells Philocrates the story,
as Zuntz suggests, we would hardly expect omission of £uod. Pelletier,
accepting Zuntz’s emendation in the text, did not connect bopVRoKOVTOG
with the author directly. His translation implies that Philocrates is ready to
hear when anybody recalls or reminds of the details of the story.

Indeed, we have no subject in the text. The general tone of the preface
seems to characterize Philocrates generally. Thus, we can suppose that
the original reading was not bmopupviokovtog with subject pov omitted,
but the form in plural Ymopuvnokoviwv. First, it would be easier for the
form vmopipuvnokoviewv rather than for the form vmouuviokoviog to
turn into the manuscript dmwoppviokev during textual transmission via
contraction and, second, it would not accentuate whom Philocrates was
ready to listen to. He places a high value (o€ mepi moAlod memorficOa)
on every chance (moap’ €kacta) to hear (cvvakodoat), when somebody
reminds him (bmopupvnokdévrwv) what he has learned from other sources.
Perhaps the author wants to imply that by the time when he wrote the
book, the Judeans of Alexandria, to whom the book was addressed, had
already known about the history of Septuagint’s appearance.

Ekaterina Druzhinina
St Petersburg State University

e.druzhinina@spbu.ru
k.druzhinina@rambler.ru

41 See notes 35 and 36 above.
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The paper deals with a difficult phrase from the beginning of the prologue of the
Letter of Aristeas (Ep. Arist. 1), containing the information about Aristeas’
addressee Philocrates: o106 10 6€ mepl moAhod memotfjcbot mop’ Ekaoto FOmOpL-
pvnokeovi cuvakodoat. The manuscript reading dmopyviiokmv is impossible and
definitely corrupt. The emendations of Mendelssohn (bmopipuvncrovta) and Diels
(Omoppviokev) imply that Philocrates constantly reminded Aristeas he would
be glad to hear the story. Many modern scholars (Wright, Raurell, White) follow
this interpretation. According to Zuntz, who corrected vropupviiok@v into Hropt-
pvnokovtog, the phrase indicates that Philocrates was ready to listen to Aristeas,
when he recalled what he had seen himself. We suggest that original reading was
vroppvnokovtov and by underlining the curiosity and piety of Philocrates, the
author wants to imply that his addressee is glad to listen when somebody reminds
him what he already knows.

B crarse paccmarpuBaeTcs TpyaHOE MECTO U3 Hadana rposora /lucema Apucmes
(Ep. Arist. 1), tne conepxarcs cBeienust 00 anpecare Apucres: dunokpare: S 10
o¢ mepl moAhoD memotficlon map’ Ekacta TOTOMUVICK®OVT cuvakodool. Pykommc-
HOE YTEHHUE DIOULUVIOK®V O€3yCIIOBHO HEBO3MOXKHO M YKa3bIBAET Ha TOPUY TEKCTA.
C ToukH 3peHust MeHIeIbCCOHa, KOTOPBI Ipeuiarail KOHbEKTYPY DITOULLVITKOVTA,
n Jlunbea, npeasarasiiero VIOUUVIGKELY, 31€Ch TOBOPUTCS O TOM, 4To Duitokpar
HEOJHOKPATHO HAIMOMUHANI APHCTEI0 0 HEOOXOAMMOCTH Hamucanus [lucoma. Ilo-
JIOOHOW MHTEpIIPETalny ClIeyeT OOJIBIIMHCTBO COBPEMEHHBIX M3/aTelied U KOM-
MeHTaTopoB ITucoma Apucmes (Paiit, Paypemnn, Vaiit). Ilo maenuro Llynriia, koto-
PBIi TIpeIarai UCIIPaBUTh VIOULLVIOK®V Ha DITOLUVI|GKOVTOG, PeUb HICT O TOM,
4TO ajipecar roTOB CIIyIIaTh ApPUCTes], KOTAA TOT BCTIOMUHAET O COOBITHAX, CBH/E-
TeJIeM KOTOPBIX OH ObUT caM. MBI npesronaraeM, 4To NepBOHaYaIbHBIM YTCHUEM
OBLIO HE VTTOULLVIGKOVTOG, a DITOULLVNOKOVI®V, 1 APUCTEH, IOTYepKUBast J1t000-
3HATENBHOCTh M Onaroyectne MDuiokpara, XodeT ckaszaTb, YTO €ro ajpecar pajn
CIIyIIaTh, KOT/a €My HallOMHMHAIOT O TOM, YTO YTO OH YK€ 3HAET.
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