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Abstract

A reading of Sappho fragment 31 from its deictic structure, its order, its colour and its edge. -
Kfjvog ... 6TT1¢ characterizes its occupant by a position open to repeated occupation: a reader
before the surface the speaker becomes. The cup from Pithekoussai uses kfjvov with an indef-
inite relative under Aphrodite’s {pepog, with the roles reversed. - The addressee is looked at
and given only sound. - The somatic catalogue removes from the speaker, in order, what the
opening gives the receiver. The agentless n&v téApatov passes to the one who sits opposite;
the poem drops its first person at exactly that turn. - yAwpotépa moiag: the word’s four uses
(LS]), the jealousy reading asked to explain its rendering, and a measure of 24 renderings
from Theocritus to 1925, of which seventeen omit, substitute or supplement the line, and
every supplement dries the grass. The plant that becomes the sheet (Theophrastus, LXX Isa-
iah 19, Pliny NH 13.68-82): the speaker passes beyond the living plant toward the pale, dry
surface. - What the jealousy reading keeps: the poem as clinical chart from Plutarch’s Erasis-
tratus on, and the abuse of a maker’s survival where the diagnosis replaces the account of the
arrangement. - Eros toward the immortal: Diotima’s doctrine, and Maximus of Tyre’s identity
of Sappho’s eros with Socrates’ erotic art (“whether Mantinean or Lesbian, the mother of the
logos”). - The six words after téApatov carry no Aeolic marker, are obelized, and were as-
signed to Longinus by Bergk. A restored fifth stanza, now keeping “even the little sparrows”
against Catullus’s dead passer, is offered as illustration, not proof. - A point-by-point compar-
ison with the jealousy reading, which the future-reader reading surpasses row by row and as
a whole.

Version 2.4 supersedes #1774 (v2.3). It rebuilds §IV on the evidence and corrects v2.0-2.3
on Theophrastus’s classification of papyrus. The Classical Philology report, the decision and
the analyses remain attached.
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Version 2.4, 16 November 2026 (working; not deposited). v2.4 rebuilds §IV on the evidence:
the word’s four uses, the received rendering asked to explain itself, the translators’ record
measured over 24 renderings, and the making of the sheet from Theophrastus, LXX Isaiah
and Pliny. It corrects v2.0-2.3 on Theophrastus’s classification of papyrus. v2.3 answered a
review of v2.2 (V.2a; the cup compared by roles; V.5; the table’s dependence stated). - v1.0*
was deposited as #1270 on 9 January 2026, under Rebekah Cranes. - v2.0 was submitted to*
Classical Philology as UCP-CP-5-25-00167 (file of 24 July 2026) and declined on 16 November
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2026 on one reader’s report. - The report and a point-by-point reading of it are attached to
#1774 (CP-reader-report.txt, CP-report-reading.md). The report made four objections. Each
is answered here: kfijvog as the triangle’s geometry (§1 and the comparison of §VII); the ad-
dressee’s one or two features as Sapphic habit (§II.2, where the parallels the report cites are
all seen or touched, and this addressee is given only sound); the anachronism of ypaupoata
and papyrus (8IV.6, and the noun marked as the restorer’s at §V.4); mévnta as part of the
crux (88V.1-V.3, where the six words go to the obelus and to Longinus). - v2.1 corrects v2.0
at every point the report and later review found, and carries in what the archive developed
after 24 July: - the seam at line 17 (#1474-1476); - the medium question (#1548, #1752); -
the comparison of the two readings.*

Abstract

This article proposes a reading of Sappho fragment 31 (Voigt) from its deictic structure, its
order and its edge.

Four claims. 1. kfjvog ... 6tT1g, a distal demonstrative with an indefinite relative, character-
izes its occupant by a position and leaves that position available for repeated occupation: the
seat of whoever will sit face to face (¢vavtioc) with the voice: a reader before the surface
the speaker becomes (8IV). The oldest Greek verse inscription built around its future user,
the cup from Pithekoussai, makes the same choice, kfjvov with an indefinite relative, under
Aphrodite’s Tnepog. 2. The second person is the voice itself. It is looked at, and nothing
seen of it is described; what it is given is sound. 3. The somatic catalogue is ordered as the
withdrawal of the performing body. 4. yAwpotépa moiag names that withdrawal as a colour:
the body passing beyond the living plant to the pale, dry plant that becomes the writing sur-
face. The received rendering, pallor, cannot be carried as written: of 24 renderings from
Theocritus to 1925, seventeen omit, substitute or supplement it, and every supplement dries
the grass.

The edge. The transmitted text ends in &AA& mav téApatov, an adversative turn into an
agentless universal. The six words that follow, énel tkai mévntat, carry no Aeolic marker,
are obelized in the editions, and were assigned to Longinus by Bergk. The surviving edge
functions as an opening that every receiver fills, and the agentless dare passes from the
speaker to the one who sits opposite. Whether Sappho composed the poem to end there,
or Longinus stopped quoting there, is argued separately. The article’s restoration of a fifth
stanza is offered as one more filling of an opening that every receiver fills. It is derived from
the grammar of the turn and from the inverse of Catullus 51’s fourth stanza.

The comparison. A point-by-point comparison with the jealousy reading shows where each
explains, accommodates, strains or is silent. The jealousy reading explains the scene. It fixes
as one particular man an occupant the grammar characterizes by a position, supplies an agent
where the verb gives none, and has no account of the order or the edge.
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I. The Frame of Appearing

The poem is framed by two appearances. It opens with gaivetal pot, “he appears to me”, and
its transmitted text closes, sixteen lines later, with gaivop’ &n’ abtq, “I appear to myself”.[1]
Between the two verbs of appearing a body comes apart in careful order. The poem’s subject
is appearance: who appears, to whom, in what medium, and at what cost to the one who
appears.

@aivetal pot kfjrog {oog BEotow / Epper’ Hunp, 6TTIG EVAVTIOE Tol / 1obAvel Kal
mAGo10V abv PwVEel- / 00G DITAKOVEL

I.1 The jealousy reading, at its strength. kfjvoc is distal from the speaker and near the
addressee. “That man” sits close to the girl, hears her voice and laughter, and the speaker
watches from a distance. On this geometry the distal deixis needs no further explanation. The
man is far from me and near her. The geometry fits a love triangle, and the jealousy reading
takes it there.

That reading has a history. It was available to the ancients and no consensus formed among
them. It took shape in the eighteenth century and was written into the text in 1816, when
Gottfried Hermann rewrote the last transmitted lines, said so (“refinxi”), and read the poem
off his rewriting. Page consolidated it in 1955.[2] Wilamowitz read a wedding song, the man
as bridegroom.[3] Smyth (1900) read erotic seizure and denied the jealousy.[4]

1.2 What the geometry leaves out. The relative is indefinite. kfjvog ... dvnp, OTTIC ...:
not “the man who” but “whatever man”, the one, whoever he is, who sits opposite you. The
phrase universalizes. It characterizes the man by the position he holds, sitting opposite the
addressee.[5] An expression of this kind can mark a person by class, character or capacity
without excluding a situated referent: an actual man may sit there. What the grammar does
is leave the position available for repeated occupation. The triangle fixes it to one man; the
grammar does not. The distal demonstrative is itself an instrument archaic poets use for more
than spatial distance. Bonifazi shows ketvog in Pindar working for temporal displacement
and for figures removed from the scene, and D’Alessio shows archaic lyric projecting poet
and audience across time.[6] So the distance is compatible with the triangle, and the triangle
does not explain the indefinite. A reading has to account for both.

I.3 The cup. The oldest Greek verse inscription built around its future user makes the same
choice.

Néotopog [....] ebmot[ov] mothpo[v]- / 6G 6 &v Ttodbe n[inot] motnpilov] adTiKA
kfjvov / Tpeplog aiplhoet kaAAtotlepav]ov Agpobitng.

Nestor’s cup, good to drink from. Whoever drinks from this cup, that one, at once,
desire of fair-crowned Aphrodite will seize.

The cup comes from Pithekoussai, c. 735-720 BCE.[7] It has an indefinite relative for whoever
will come (0¢ 6’ &v), the distal xfjvov for that future user, and Aphrodite’s Tpepog taking hold
of him. Fragment 31 has the same three elements: kfjrog, 6ttig, and the yeAaioag ipépocv
that undoes the speaker. The cup addresses whoever will read and drink from it. The Dipy-
lon oinochoe addresses “whoever of all the dancers performs most gracefully”. Mantiklos’s
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bronze speaks to the god in a language that anticipates its later readers.[8] Archaic inscribed
verse addresses a position and lets whoever arrives fill it.

The comparison holds between the roles as well as the words, and the roles differ. On the
cup the desire falls on the future user: whoever drinks, Aphrodite’s {pepog seizes him. In
fr. 31 the one seated opposite is undisturbed, {coc 6éoto1v, and the disturbance falls on the
speaker who watches him take the seat. The cup’s (nepog passes from the object to its user.
The poem'’s ipépoev laugh reaches the receiver, and what it does falls on the speaker. The cup
is the user’s scene of reception. The poem is the maker’s scene of her own reception, seen
from inside the voice that is being received (811.3). The three expressions correspond, and the
roles are reversed around them. That reversal is the poem’s departure from the inscriptional
convention, and §V.2a follows its consequence to the end.

1.4 The proposal. kifjvog points out of the scene to the one who will sit face to face (¢vavTiog)
with the voice, close to it, listening (dnmakobel). That is the posture of a reader before a text.
He is “equal to the gods” ({cog 6£0101v) because he has what only gods should have: presence
with a voice its body has left. The poem’s first gesture points at him across the distance that
transmission crosses. The poem marks the position and leaves open who will fill it. §IV shows
what the occupant sits opposite: by the fourth stanza the speaker has become the surface,
and kfjvog sits opposite a text (§§I1V.4, IV.6).

I1. The Addressee

II.1 The jealousy reading, at its strength. The tot of line 2 and the o’ of line 7 are a
beloved woman. That she is given only a voice and a laugh is Sappho’s habit. Her women are
often fixed by one or two features: Anaktoria by “her lovely step and the bright sparkle of her
face” (Epatdv te Papa KApudpuypa AQUIpov ... mpoownw, fr. 16), Dika by her tender hands
(dmdAoiot yépow, fr. 81). A sparse description does not make a woman a poem.

II.2 What the parallels show. The parallels are exact, and they discriminate. Anaktoria’s
features are seen, a step and a face. Bierl reads her £patov Baua as a dance step, and Lardi-
nois reads the memory-fragments about young women as recollections of performance.[9]
Dika’s hands are touched. Each is a body remembered by what it does. The addressee of
fr. 31 is seen: wg yap £¢ o’ 16w PBpdye’, “for when I look at you even for a moment” (line
7). Nothing seen is described. No face, no step, no hands: what the addressee is given is
pwveiocag and yedaioag ipépocp, a voice and a laugh. And the look does one thing at once:
™G pe ewvoo’ ovd’ €v £1’ elkel, the speaker’s own voice fails. Among Sappho’s minimal por-
traits this is the one in which looking yields nothing visible and sound is all there is. Seeing
the addressee costs the speaker her voice. On the reading proposed here, what she sees is
the voice being received (811.3), and seeing it costs her own. Minimal description is Sappho’s
habit; this poem’s choice is a look whose only content is sound.

I1.3 The proposal. The addressee is the voice, the poem as it will be received: Sappho as
what can be heard after she is gone. What the speaker sees in the opening stanza is the scene
of her own reception. The receiver is seated before the voice and listens. TO ... éntdéaioep
(lines 5-6), “this sets my heart fluttering”, has always needed a referent: the man, the woman,
the pair? On this reading the referent is the whole projected scene, the voice being received
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by the one who will sit opposite it. What terrifies and exalts the speaker is the sight of her
own transmission.

Sappho’s move, if this is right, reverses the vector of the inscriptions in 8§1.3. The cup speaks
to the one who will drink. The poet speaks to her own voice as it will be received, and watches
the receiver take the seat.

II1. The Somatic Catalogue as Media Transition

IT1.1 The jealousy reading, at its strength. The catalogue is the symptome-list of erotic
seizure, and Longinus quotes it as exactly that: Sappho takes “the symptoms that accompany
erotic madness” (t& ovppaivovta Taig EpwTikaig pavioig madnpata) from what attends them
and from the truth itself. Her excellence, he says, is that she is “terrible at selecting the
extremes and binding them together” (6gw1) kol ékAEEo Kol £1¢ GAANAa ovvdfjoat, 10.1).[10]
The reading explains the catalogue’s content.

II1.2 What it leaves unexplained. Longinus praises selection and binding, the maker’s craft.
Neither he nor the jealousy reading accounts for the order. The failures are sequenced: 1. The
voice fails first: ovoaic’ 006" v £t elkel. 2. Then the instrument of speech: &AX’ Grov pev
yAGooa £aye. The hiatus makes the reader’s own mouth perform the break, and Nagy reads
it as intended.[11] 3. Then the skin under fire (Aémtov 6 adTIKa ypdl mOP LITABeGPOUNKED).
4. The eyes (ommdtecol 6' o0d’ Ev 6pnupu’). 5. The ears (émppdpperot 6° dxoval). 6. Then
sweat and trembling over the whole (maicav &ypet).

Seizure does not require this order. The order is that of a withdrawal: each channel of live
performance closes in turn, speech first. What is left when voice, eyes, ears and motion are
subtracted is what the catalogue never touches, the voice as it can be carried. The tongue
breaks first because the tongue is what transmission replaces.

IV. y2Awpoc and the Medium

YAwpotépa 6& moiag Eppt: “I am more yAwpog than grass.” The line is the hardest in the poem
for the jealousy reading and the clearest for this one. This section sets out the word (IV.1),
asks the jealousy reading to explain its own rendering (IV.2), measures what that rendering
has cost its translators (IV.3), and then sets the line beside the plant that becomes the writing
surface (IV.4). The ancient record of the medium follows (IV.6), and then the eros the line
belongs to (IV.7).

IV.1 The word. LS]J divides yAwpdg into four uses:[12] 1. greenish-yellow, pale green, of
foliage, plants, stone and water; 2. yellow, of honey (néAl yAwpoév, II. 11.631, Od. 10.234),
sand and egg-yolk; 3. pale, of persons, and as the epithet of fear (yAwpov 6¢og, II. 7.479;
YAwpog vrai delovg, I1. 10.376, 15.4); 4. “without regard to colour”, fresh as opposed to dry:
green olive-wood (Od. 9.320, 379), the green against the dry (abov &mo yAwpod, Hes. Op.
743), corn still green (Th. 4.6), fresh cheese (Ar. Ra. 559), fresh tears and living blood.

The fourth use shows what the word is about. yAwpdg names first a state, the moisture and
freshness of living or newly cut plant matter, and the colours that state has, from green to pale

7
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yellow. Its opposite is not a colour but €npdg or avog, dry. Theophrastus uses it in exactly this
sense throughout his account of plants. So does the Greek of Egypt. Of the 245 documentary
texts the Duke Databank returns for yAwp- (read 16 November 2026, about 200 of them in
full), every legible instance concerns green crops, fodder or produce: t& yAwpd&, green crops,
and yAwpolc kKol Enpovg yoptov, fodder green and dry (BGU 17 2696). None qualifies a
writing material. The pallor of persons is one use among four. In Homer it is formulaic, and
it is always the pallor of fear: 6£og, or a man yAwpog vl Heiovg.

IV.2 The jealousy reading, asked to explain itself. The jealousy reading renders the line
as pallor and stops there. Three questions follow from the word, and that reading has not
answered any of them. - Why fear? In Homer a person is yAwpdg from fear, and nothing in
Sappho’s catalogue is fear. The first critic has to supply it: | yap @oPeitar 1) map’ OAiyov
Té0vnkep, “for she is either afraid or nearly dead” ([Longinus] 10.3). The fear is the reader’s,
not the poem’s. - Why grass? Grass is the thing that is yAwpo¢ in the first and fourth senses,
the green and the fresh, and it is the opposite of pallor. To say “paler than grass” sets the
standard of greenness as the standard of paleness. In the 623 occurrences of yAwp- read in
the archive’s Greek corpora, from Homer to the Anthology, no person is compared in colour
to a plant except by the two writers who imitate this line: Theocritus, whose 6&yog is a dye-
wood, and Longus, who adds “summer” to the grass (IV.3). The comparison is Sappho’s alone.
- Why the comparative? yAwpotépa makes grass the measure that the speaker exceeds. On
the jealousy reading she is said to exceed, in pallor, the thing least pale.

The lexicon shows the strain in its own layout. LS] files yAwpotépa ... moiag under use 3, pale
of persons, while the standard of comparison, grass, belongs to use 1. To get the comparison
to make sense, the dictionary assigns its two terms to two different senses.

IV.3 The measure: what the line has cost its translators. If the received rendering were
sound, translators could carry the line over as it stands. They have not. The archive holds 24
renderings and adaptations of the line, from Theocritus to 1925.[13] Each is sorted by what
it does with yAwpo6g and with the grass:

Treatment Renderings

omits the line Catullus 51 (the stanza replaced); Philips
1711 (“My Blood with gentle Horrors
thrill’d”)

substitutes for grass, or for the comparison Theocritus 2.88 (skin like 0&yog, a yellow
dye-wood; the scholiast glosses “yAwpdg or
€av06¢” and says Sappho called it the
Scythian wood); Plutarch, Demetrius 38
(wypiaorg) and Amatorius 763a (wypoTng),
both sallowness, both without the grass; Hall
1652 (“like a wither’d flower I fade”);
Boileau 1683 (“pale”); Fawkes 1760 (“pale
Tremblings”); Welcker 1816 (“bleich”); Mure
1850 (“ashy paleness”)
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Treatment Renderings

keeps the grass but dries it Longus 1.17 (yAwpdtepov TO mpdowIov v
moac Oegpfig, “than summer grass”);
Swinburne 1866 (“paler than grass in
summer”; “white summer-coloured grass”);
Symonds 1883 (“paler than grass in
autumn”); Smyth 1900 (citing Longus, with
“cf. the use of €npdg”, and George Eliot’s
“withered paleness”); Storer 1919 (“pale as
the sun-scorched grass”); Robinson 1924
(“pale-green, like wilted grass”); Cox 1925
(“paler than [dried] grass”; “dried grass in
autumn”)

keeps the bare comparison Merivale 1833 (“grassy pale”); Wharton
1885; Vivien 1903; Carman 1904;
Wilamowitz 1913 (“fahler”, sallow and
faded); Thomson 1921 (“greener than grass”,
with a joke that Sappho “had never seen
British grass”); Edmonds 1922 (“as green
and pale as the grass”, which gives both
terms)

Seventeen of the twenty-four do not carry the line as written. These are three different oper-
ations, and the count does not merge them: omitting the line (or the stanza) is a loss, substi-
tuting is a replacement, and drying is a supplement that names something. Among the seven
that keep the bare comparison, Edmonds doubles the predicate so as to keep both senses,
and Thomson keeps it only to joke about it.

The seven who keep the grass converge. Each adds the word the Greek lacks: summer,
autumn, sun-scorched, wilted, dried. The supplement is always the same. They turn the living
plant into the dried one, moving yAwpdg from its fourth sense, fresh, to its opposite, dry, and
they make the speaker the plant after it has been cut and dried. Not all seven are independent.
Smyth cites Longus, Symonds wrote after Swinburne, and Wharton gathers several of them.
But they span nineteen centuries, and Longus, the one ancient witness among them, reaches
the moderns only through Smyth’s note. The translators who kept the grass have repeatedly
supplied the dried, pale plant. That readers supply dryness does not by itself show what the
dryness is. It shows that the comparison does not work without it. This article reads the dried,
pale plant as the writing surface. The jealousy reading reaches it only by adding a word, and
it does not ask what the added word describes.

IV.4 The plant that becomes the surface. - The plant. Papyrus is a Nile marsh plant.
Theophrastus treats it with the plants of rivers and marshes, alongside reed and xbmelpog,
the plants of the thicket class (Aoypwén), and he names ta BiBAia among its uses (HP 4.8.1-
4). Versions 2.0 to 2.3 said that he classed it with the grassy plants (moww6mn). That was wrong:
his mo1wén are things like marsh celery. The point does not depend on the classification. The
Greek of the Nile marsh calls its whole stand yAwpd6g. In LXX Isaiah 19:6-7 the river fails
“in every marsh of reed and papyrus, and all the green sedge (10 &yt 10 yAwpdv) around the
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river ... will dry up”. - The making. Pliny gives the making of the sheet (NH 13.74-82). The
pith is cut into strips while fresh. They are woven on a board wetted with Nile water, whose
muddy liquid serves as glue (texitur omnis madente tabula Nili aqua, 13.77). The sheet is
pressed, then dried in the sun (premitur ... praelis, et siccantur sole plagulae). It is judged
by its fineness, density, smoothness and whiteness (tenuitas, densitas, candor, levor, 13.78).
A sheet too fine is pertralucida, letting the writing show through (13.79). - The colour range.
LSJ documents the senses separately: fresh as opposed to dry, and pale. That the comparative
YAwpotépa runs from the one to the other, as a path, is this article’s reading of the range in
this line. On that reading the sheet’s path is the range of yAwpdc. It starts green and fresh
(use 4) and ends pale and dry, whitened as candor (use 3 at its limit). The plant becomes
more yAwpog than grass, in the pale sense, by being cut, wetted, pressed and dried. At the
end the living plant is dead and the surface is ready. - Pliny on what the surface is for. He
opens his account with it: cum chartae usu maxime humanitas vitae constet, certe memoria,
“since on the use of the sheet human life most depends, memory at the least” (13.68). The
sheet is res qua constat inmortalitas hominum, “the thing on which the immortality of men
depends” (13.70).

Set beside the stanza, the sequence is the poem’s own. Sweat poured down (k&b 6¢ 11’ {6pwg
Kokyéetal), the wetting. The whole seized (tpépog 6¢ maicav dypel). The colour past the
living plant (yAwpotépa 6& molag). Then death all but reached (teBvarny 6° 0Aiyw "mbedng
eaivop’ €p’ abdta), where the plant ends and the surface begins. The correspondence of each
step is this article’s reading. What does not depend on it is the endpoint: the line names a
body passing beyond the living plant toward the pale and the dry. Of the things in Sappho’s
world that a plant becomes by being cut and dried, the one that is whitened to receive a voice
is the sheet. The identification is argued, not read off the lexicon, and it is argued from the
convergence of IV.1-1V.4.

IV.5 What the jealousy reading keeps. The ancient readers registered the transfer before
they named it. Longinus, listing what the poet loses, says she seeks out “soul, body, hearing,
tongue, eyes, colour” (tnv ypdéav), “all as departed, as if they were another’s” (mav6’ wg
aAAOTPLa Srovydpeva emintel, 10.3). The colour goes to another, and that is what the line
says. Theocritus, the first learned imitator, replaced the grass with a material used to colour
other things.

What the jealousy reading did with the line is also on record. Plutarch’s physician Erasistratus
diagnoses the love-sick Antiochus by “those symptoms of Sappho’s”, every one of them (ta
NG Zameodg ekeiva ... mavta), and wypiaolg is among them (Demetrius 38). From there the
poem served as a clinical chart and its maker as the case. Ovid’s Heroides 15 and the leap
from Leucas finished the figure: the woman undone by love.

The alternative is now on record, so continuing the jealousy reading is a choice. The schol-
arship that maintains the jealousy reading maintains, line by line, the poet as patient. The
same record names her the tenth Muse (AP 9.506), “enrolled among the Muses as the tenth”
(év Mobvooaig 6ekdtn Moboa Kataypagetal, AP 7.14), and grades her a maker “terrible at se-
lecting the extremes and binding them together” (Longinus 10.1). A poet’s construction of an
afflicted speaker does not by itself subtract the poet. Longinus admires the symptoms and the
selection together. The subtraction happens where the diagnosis exhausts the explanation,
where recognizing the symptoms stands in for accounting for their arrangement: the order
of the catalogue (8I11.2), the colour (§1V.2), the edge (§V). At those points the jealousy reading
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keeps the patient and sets the maker aside. The labour that holds the jealousy reading in
place is labour spent keeping the tenth Muse a hysterical woman. Once the alternative is
on record and the subtraction is unargued against a record that attests the maker, this is no
longer a difference of understanding. It is abuse in the word’s first sense, abusus: a thing
used against what it is. What is abused is her legacy, her achievement, the beauty of her form,
and most of all her survival. The poem survived because a reader copied it as a made thing,
an example of selecting and binding. The jealousy reading takes that survival and turns it
against her, as the record of a woman undone. Two claims meet here, and they are distinct.
One is about adequacy: the reading that makes the line a symptom subtracts the maker, and
by §VII.3 it carries the burden of showing the subtraction. It has not shown it. The other is
about what that reading does to her: it takes her survival and uses it against her. The first is
why the second is abuse and not merely a mistake, because the subtraction is unargued. The
second is why the first matters: the burden is owed to a maker whose survival is at stake.

IV.6 The medium in Sappho’s world. The report on v2.0 asked when yp&pupata and papyrus
are first attested. The answer has three parts, and the reading depends on them unequally.

Writing and papyrus were known around Lesbos in Sappho’s lifetime. The record: - Iliad
6.168-69 already sends a message as writing: ypayag &v mivakl ITLUKTG BvpoEOopa TOAAG.
- Inscribed verse addressing its future reader is attested from the eighth century (§1.3). -
Herodotus reports that the Ionians had long called papyrus rolls 619p6épa, “skins”, because
in a time of scarcity they wrote on goat- and sheepskins (5.58). - Herodotus also names
Sappho’s brother Charaxos, son of Skamandronymos, “brother of Sappho the music-maker”
(&BeA@peod He Zampodg Tig povoomolod), as the Mytilenean who ransomed Rhodopis in Egypt,
at Naukratis, the Greek port in the papyrus country (2.135). - The ancient record shows the
poet reading and writing: a fifth-century Attic hydria shows her seated, “reading from a roll
to three women”; Ovid’s Heroides 15 opens on “studiosae littera dextrae”, the letters of her
studious hand.[14]

The noun ypauuata, in the sense of letters, is first attested in the fifth century. The restora-
tion’s word in §V.4 is the restorer’s, not Sappho’s, and it is marked as such.

Whether Sappho wrote for future readers is a live debate. West, Parker and Stein hold that
her confidence in being remembered implies writing. Lardinois argues that it implies reper-
formance.[15] Versions up to 2.3 held the reading medium-agnostic: the seat kfjvog ... 6TTIC
could be filled as fully by a future singer as by a future reader. §IV withdraws that, on two
grounds. The first is IV.4, and it is conditional on IV.4: if yAwpotépa moiag names the speaker
becoming the sheet, the one who sits opposite sits opposite a text. A future singer does not es-
cape this. A singer far from Lesbos in place or time, singing her songs, sings them from a text,
a reader before the sheet who then gives the voice back to sound. The hydria shows exactly
this: the poet reading from a roll. Reperformance at a distance still needs the mediation of
writing. It runs through the surface, and it is one more way of sitting opposite it. The singer
reading does not compete with the future-reader reading, because the singer is that reader.
Only the present audience at a first performance sits opposite a singer and not a sheet (§V.2a),
and the poem'’s seat is built for the one who comes after. The second ground does not depend
on IV.4. Every occupant of the seat on record is a reader. The poem survives only through
Longinus’s book. Catullus, Plutarch and Longus knew it as text, and so has every receiver
since. The record has no future singer who did not first read. The literacy question, which
the jealousy reading has never argued and which has been raised against this reading as if
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it were settled, bears on IV.4 only, and there only on whether the sheet was known around
Lesbos, which the record above attests.[16]

IV.7 Eros toward the immortal. The future-reader reading is an erotic reading. What it
rejects is the confinement of the poem’s eros to a triangle in a room. The eros of fragment 31
is turned toward the one who will sit opposite, toward what survives. That is eros as Diotima
teaches it to Socrates. - Eros is of immortality: avaykaiov 61 €k To0TOL TOD AdyoL Kol THG
&Bavaoiag tov Epwta gival (Symp. 207a). - The mortal shares in immortality by leaving
another, new, in its place: ta0tn Tf pnyavi ... Bvntov dbavaociag petéyel (208b). - The poets
do it best. One looks to Homer and Hesiod and envies the offspring they leave, “which give
them immortal glory and memory” (&d0dvatov KAéog Kai pviunp, 209d).

The catalogue is that unyovn carried out on the poet’s own body. The speaker passes, channel
by channel, into the surface the next one faces. Pliny’s sheet is res qua constat inmortalitas
hominum (IV.4). Diotima’s offspring are xkAéog kal pviun. The poem’s last word, on this
reading, asks for life in letters.

An ancient reader saw this. Maximus of Tyre (Or. 18.7, 18.9 Hobein) sets Sappho’s eros
beside Socrates’ and finds them one: - The source. In the Phaedrus, Socrates says his breast
is full like a vessel of streams not his own, from “the beautiful Sappho” perhaps (Phdr. 235c;
Maximus adds that Socrates calls her beautiful for the beauty of her songs). - The mother of
the logos. The Symposium’s speech Socrates assigns to a Mantinean woman. “But whether
she was Mantinean or Lesbian, the mother of the logos (e{te Mavtwiky, eite Kai AsoBia Tig
v 1) Tod Adyov priTnp), Socrates’ erotic speeches are not his own, nor his first.” - The identity.
“The eros of the Lesbian (if one should liken the elder to the younger), what else would it be
than the same thing, the erotic art of Socrates?” (ti av £in &AAo, 1§} adTO, 1) ZWKPATOLG TEYVN
£pwTKN;). - The doctrine compressed. Diotima says that eros flourishes in plenty and dies in
want. Sappho, Maximus says, gathered this up and called it yAvkOmxkpov and dAyeocibwpov.

The author holds that Sappho is Diotima: the woman who teaches Socrates the eros of im-
mortality is the Lesbian, and Maximus’s disjunction is the trace of that identity. The archive
argues this elsewhere (#752; #1484, which takes Maximus’s phrase for its title). This article
does not need the identification. It needs only what Maximus already grants: Sappho’s eros
and Diotima’s are the same art, and that art is the eros of what survives the body. The jeal-
ousy reading, which takes eros for a symptom, has no place for the reader who called them
one.

V. The Fifth-Stanza Position

V.1 The transmission. Sappho 31 is transmitted only by [Longinus], On the Sublime 10.2-
3, in Parisinus gr. 2036 (tenth or eleventh century) and its apographs.[17] No papyrus
reaches the continuation. Longinus’s quotation does not stop at the fourth stanza’s end.
The manuscript runs on without a break, gaivopoat GAAX mév TOApaTOY £mel Kol TEVTTA 0D
Bavpalerg, and the modern section division [3] falls between névnta and ob Oavpdlerg, inside
the join.

The editions accept mav téApatov as Sappho’s, mark tkol mévntat as corrupt, and record that
the line does not scan.[18] Bergk went further. He bracketed £mel kai mévnta as belonging
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to Longinus’s own sentence (“nam videntur haec ad Longini orationem pertinere”) and con-
jectured éneinmev, “he added”.[19] The dialect bears him out. Through the first four stanzas
the poem carries seventeen Aeolic markers in seventy-four words. The six words &AAx mav
TOAPQTOD, Emel Kol mévnTa carry none, and at the poem’s rate one and a half were due. The
count is not significant alone, and it agrees with Bergk.[20] The firm text of the fifth position
is aAAG v TOApatov. What follows is the seam where the poem ends and the commentator’s
sentence begins.

The four-stanza “Sappho 31” of the anthologies, ending at gaivon’ &n’ abtq, is a reception
artifact. The transmitted object ends in an opening.

V.2 What the opening constrains. Two elements are firm. - &AAd is adversative. Whatever
the fourth stanza reached, the near-death of gaivop’ &pn’ obtq, the fifth turns against it. -
mav téApatov puts the daring in the object through the verbal adjective, and név makes the
claim total. The register shifts in two words from the experiential to the gnomic. The verbal
adjective names no agent. No one is said to dare, and English that renders “But I must dare
all” supplies a speaker the Greek does not give.[21]

The poem ends bracketed by two open positions. One is the seat 6tT1¢ £évdvTidg To, filled by
whoever sits there. The other is the empty agent of Tté6Apatov, filled by whoever undertakes
the dare. The one who sits opposite and listens is the one the poem leaves to undertake it.

V.2a The passage between the two positions. That identification is an inference, and the
poem’s organization has to warrant it. Four agents can be named for téApatov. Only the
first is a rival to this reading; the second and third are an occupant and the form of the same
seat. - The speaker. This is the translators’ “I must”. But by the end of the fourth stanza the
speaker has lost voice, tongue, sight, hearing and motion, and is TeBvarnv oAlyw 'mbeidng,
little short of dead. An agent supplied from her must restore the capacities the poem has
just removed, in order. And &AA& turns against her state; it does not resume her. A speaker
who resumed agency under changed conditions would be marked as agent. Greek has the
first person for that (toApdow, émtAdoopat), or a dative of agent with the verbal adjective
(toApatéov pot). The line has neither. The poem has used the first person all through the
catalogue (pot, &upt, @aivon’ €p’ adtq), and it drops it at exactly this turn. The impersonal
is the evidence: an agent is withheld where the poem’s own habit would have supplied her.
- A present audience. At a performance the hearers are in the seat. On this reading they
are an occupant of it, not a rival to it: the position is open to whoever receives, and a present
hearer receives. But the seat the poem builds faces the surface the speaker becomes (§1V.4),
and a hearer at a performance sits opposite a singer, not a sheet (§IV.6). - Anyone at all,
the gnomic sense of m&v téApatov. This is the form of the claim and not a rival either. A
universal verbal adjective names what is possible for whoever stands in the position to act.
The question is who stands there. - The one who sits opposite. The catalogue removes from
the speaker, one by one, exactly what the opening gives the receiver. He sits close and still
(iobdver ... mhaolov); trembling seizes the whole of her (tpépog 6& maioav dypel). He hears
(dbrmakovel); her hearing hums and closes (émppoppelot 6° dkovat). He has the voice near him
(abv wveioac); her voice fails first. He is {oo¢ 8éotow, undestroyed by what destroys her.
When the withdrawal is complete, the one with the capacities to act is the one who was given
them in the first stanza.

The adversative turns from the emptied speaker to a universal possibility. Of the four can-
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didates, that possibility falls to the one the poem has equipped. The present audience and
the gnomic reading are instances and form of the same seat. Only the speaker is a genuine
alternative, and it requires undoing the catalogue.

This is the poem’s organization doing the work, not the grammar of kfjvog alone. The opening,
the withdrawal and the edge are three parts of one transfer. The receiver is given what the
speaker loses, and then the poem leaves its last act to him.

A third element, the a fortiori émel kai with a low comparandum, stood in v2.0 as a firm
constraint. It does not survive the crux: kadl is inside the obelus, and Bergk gives the whole
phrase to Longinus. It is set aside as a witness.

V.3 The Catullan witness. Catullus 51 stands to Sappho 31 in three relations. - Translation.
His first stanza translates Sappho’s first closely. - Compression. His second and third com-
press Sappho’s second, third and fourth together, three into two. Some symptoms are kept:
tongue, fire under the skin, ringing ears, darkened eyes. Others are dropped: the tremor, the
sweat, yAwpotépa moiag, the near-death. The compression loses information, and Sappho’s
middle stanzas could not be recovered from it.[22] - Reversal. His fourth stanza is a different
operation: “otium, Catulle, tibi molestum est: / otio exsultas nimiumque gestis: / otium et
reges prius et beatas / perdidit urbes.”

The usual reading takes the stanza as Roman moralizing, Catullus’s own addition.[23] Set
against the opening’s constraints it is more structured than a substitution: - an adversative
turn, out of the catalogue into another order of claim; - a universal gnomic claim, otium as a
general condition; - a comparison by extreme cases, et reges ... et beatas urbes.

Every element is present with its direction reversed. Sappho’s turn is toward what can be
dared; Catullus’s toward destruction. Sappho’s universal is that all can be dared; his, that
leisure destroys. And the comparison sits high, kings and prosperous cities fallen.

Call the operation functional reversal within a preserved structure. Unlike the compression
of the middle stanzas, it can be inverted. The stanza does not replace what stood at Sappho’s
fifth position. It carries it, reversed.

V.4 The restoration, as one more filling. Run the operator backward and three things
follow: - the turn is to endurance; - the universal is that all can be dared; - the comparison
descends. Catullus’s extremes are the highest, kings and prosperous cities. Their inverse is
the lowest. Beggar and king span the human range; the line after them goes past the human,
to the smallest living things, and it gets there without the crux.

Restore one further reversal. Catullus’s stanza expels the goddess, since otium does the
destroying. The Sapphic register calls for her, and Sappho’s apostrophes to Kypris supply the
address.[24]

aAAQ G TéApatov- énel o0, Kompt, / kol mévnta Kol PaciAfja owlelg, / K&TL Tolg
0TtpovOo1g O6ATyolg @LAGOTELG: / ypdppaot Cwot.

But all can be dared. Since you, Kypris, save beggar and king alike, and keep even
the little sparrows, let it live on in letters.

The sparrows. They are Sappho’s own, and the goddess’s. In fr. 1 swift sparrows draw
Aphrodite’s chariot down from heaven (®Okeeg otpobOot, 1.10). They are also Catullus’s. His
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Lesbia book opens on the passer: the sparrow as consolation, solaciolum sui doloris (2.7),
then the sparrow dead (3). Catullus 3 calls on the Veneres to mourn (Lugete, o Veneres
Cupidinesque, 3.1). The sparrow goes the dark road “from which they say no one returns”
(illuc unde negant redire quemquam, 3.12), and the darkness of Orcus devours all pretty
things (omnia bella devoratis, 3.14). That is the reversal of §V.3 run on a second poem. In
Catullus, Venus mourns a sparrow lost to the dark. In the restored stanza, Kypris keeps the
sparrows, and the voice asks to live. The line that descends past the human lands on the one
creature both poets give to the goddess.

Metre and form. - Line 1 is the transmitted half-line with its known defect at the fifth position
(ToA-pa-, a short where the hendecasyllable wants a long), which the editions record and this
restoration inherits. - Line 2 scans as a Sapphic hendecasyllable (- U -x-U U - U - X). -
Line 3 scans as a Sapphic hendecasyllable: k&|tt | Tolg | oTpod|601g | 0|Al|yorg | @u|AGo|oErg
(-U---UU-U -x), with otpo0- filling the anceps. - k&Ttt is crasis of kal €11, “and even”;
tol¢ and -o1q are the Lesbian accusative plural. Sappho’s own crasis of kai before a vowel is
the same operation: kayw, kamAeiyw, K&yopirg (Bergk, PLG* III). k&t itself is not attested
in the Lesbian texts the archive holds. The accentuation follows the convention of the rest
of this text, not Lesbian recessive accent. - ypaupoaot Cwot is an Adonic (- U U - x). - Twot
is the present optative of wish: let it go on living, the action held as continuing. - Its subject
is unexpressed. It is the voice of §II, the poem as received. - ocw(elg is the common form,
kept and marked as non-Lesbian. The Lesbian second person singular is odwg (from odwut),
attested once, in Alcaeus fr. 78 Bergk (LS]J: Alc. 73), quoted by Apollonius Dyscolus (Pron.
388b): &o@’ amoAAvuévolg odwg, “you save them as they perish”. Cobet doubted the form.
Whether cdwc could stand at the line’s close depends on the quantity of its «, which this text
does not decide. The Alcaean line is itself a Lesbian parallel for line 2: the god addressed as
the one who saves. - ypaupaot is the restorer’s fifth-century word (IV.6).

The comparison with D’Angour. D’Angour anticipated the method, working back from Cat-
ullus into Greek, and restored Kypris subduing noble and beggar alike.[25] That carries Cat-
ullus’s destructive polarity back unreversed. If the stanza is a reversal, its inverse flips the
polarity: Kypris preserves, so all can be dared and the voice can ask to live.

What converges, after the crux. Two derivations, the opening’s grammar and the Catullan
inverse, meet on the adversative turn and the gnomic universal. The comparison comes from
one route only, the inverse. v2.0 claimed a three-point convergence with the low compara-
ndum from both routes. The claim is now two points, with the comparandum from Catullus
alone.

V.5 The warrant, and what kind of thing this is. The restoration is not documentary.
No papyrus is predicted and none is required. Its warrant is structural: the convergence of
V.4 at the strength stated there, judged by whether the poem and its reception become more
coherent with it than without it.[26] It illustrates the mechanism; it does not prove it. Nothing
in §8I-IV or §§V.1-V.3 depends on it, and a reader may reject the stanza, the sparrows with it,
and keep the argument.

It is also placed. Since the eighteenth century, the modern restorations of the ending have
named the man’s relation to the speaker by supplying the close: - Pearce (1724): consolation
against the beloved’s injuries; - Hermann (1816): envy; - Welcker (the same year): renuncia-
tion; - Wilamowitz (1913): the wedding’s blessing.
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In each the relation follows from the supply.[27] This restoration is one more filling of the
same opening, and it says so. The design the article reads is the opening itself: the poem
ends at téApatov with its agent left empty, and every receiver decides what completeness
it is allowed. Longinus quotes and leaves it. Catullus fills it in his own voice and signs the
filling. The translators supply “I must”. The restorers supply the relation.

What is claimed is limited, and two questions are kept apart.

Function. The surviving text functions as an opening: it ends in an agentless universal that ev-
ery receiver has filled. That holds on the transmitted text and the reception history, whatever
the poem’s original extent.

Design. Did Sappho compose the poem to end at té6Apatov, or did Longinus stop quoting
there? Two hypotheses. The evidence bears on them unequally. - H-cut: the poem con-
tinued and Longinus stopped. Longinus quotes for his purpose, the selection and binding
of the extremes, and that purpose is served by the four stanzas. A stop at the edge of his
purpose is expected. On H-cut Catullus read a fifth stanza and reversed it, and the restora-
tion recovers its shape. - H-design: the poem ended at téoApatov. The agentless verbal
adjective, the transfer of V.2a, and the reception history in which every receiver fills the edge
fit an ending composed as a threshold. On H-design Catullus filled the opening as every later
receiver has. What he reversed is the opening’s two firm elements, the turn and the universal,
and his kings and cities are his own filling. - What decides between them. The dialect seam
and Bergk’s bracket locate the boundary between quotation and commentary. They do not
decide whether the poem continued past it. After the crux, the convergence of V.4 rests on
the two firm elements, which are present in the transmitted opening itself, so it no longer re-
quires a lost stanza. Both hypotheses keep the Catullan relation; they differ on what Catullus
reversed.

The article argues for the function, and holds H-design as the hypothesis the transfer of V.2a
favours. It does not claim design as established.

VI. The Circuit: Catullus as kfjroc

Section I read kfjvocg ... 6tTic as the seat of whoever receives the voice, and §§III-IV read the
speaker’s withdrawal into what can be carried. Section V found, at the transmitted edge, an
opening that names no agent.

Catullus arrived. Six centuries downstream he sat évdvTiog to the voice. He received it, and
he did what the opening invites: he filled it, in his own voice, under his own name, reversing it.
Catullus 51 is not imitation. It is instantiation. Catullus takes the seat kfjvoc marks, and his
poem records the reception the opening elicits, on either hypothesis of V.5. That his stanza
reverses the completion rather than transcribing it is the signature of a receiver answering
an invitation. That reversal is also what makes the completion recoverable by inverting it.

The reception history is the circuit’s running record. Longinus, Catullus, Hermann, the an-
thologies that cut the poem at paivop’ &n’ abtq, the translators who write “I must”, and this
article each take the seat and fill the edge. The last firm word of the poem is TOApatov: what
can be dared, by no one named, by whoever comes.
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VII. The Two Readings, Point by Point

The jealousy reading at its strength is the triangle, in its jealous, love-sick and nuptial forms
(I.1). Bothreadings are erotic; they differ on where the erosis turned (IV.7). The future-reader
reading is set out above. The table records, for each feature of the transmitted text, how far
each reading accounts for it. It locates the disagreements; it does not by itself demonstrate
cumulative superiority. Many of the future-reader entries follow from one identification, the
seat and its transfer, and they are connected consequences of it rather than independent
confirmations. What the table shows is where each reading’s connections run. §V.2a argues
why the future-reader reading’s connections are better supported: the transfer is the poem’s
own sequence. The one row of comparative evidence from outside the poem, the cup, is
marked as such.

Each reading is graded on each feature: - E, explains: the feature follows from the reading; -
A, accommodates: the feature is compatible with the reading, which does no work on it; - S,

strains: the reading needs an added assumption; - —, silent.

Future-reader

Feature Jealousy reading reading
@aivetai pol ...  perception, then A the speaker as
eaivop’ én’ self-perception both the
obTo: the frame in collapse appearing and
of appearing, the appeared-to,
with the speaker as in inscription
in both positions
at the end
Kfjvog, distal far from the E points past the
speaker, near scene to the
the girl receiver
6t indefinite  a particular A the occupant
man, characterized
characterized by a position
open to
repeated
occupation
ioog Béolow the lucky man, E presence with a
or the voice its body
bridegroom has left
praised
EVAVTIOC ... the man beside E the posture of a
TAQOLOD ... the girl receiver before
DITKOVEL a voice
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Feature

Jealousy reading

Future-reader
reading

the addressee
looked at (o’
i6w), nothing
seen described,
given sound

the catalogue
removing from
the speaker
what the
opening gives
the receiver
(V.2a)

TO ... EITONLOED

the catalogue’s
content

the catalogue’s
order

XAwpoTtépa
moiag

TEOVAKNY ...
OAlyw "mdeing

Sappho’s A
economy of one
or two features

the sight of the S
pair, referent
disputed

erotic seizure E
(Longinus 10.1)

not required —

pallor: fear S
supplied
(Longinus), the
standard of
greenness made

the standard of
paleness,

dryness added

by every

translator who
keeps the grass
(IV.2-3)

near death in E
love

18

the look whose E
only content is
sound, and

which costs the
speaker her

voice (I1.2)

the transfer of E
capacities from
speaker to

receiver

the projected E
scene of

reception

the body E
withdrawing

into what

survives it:
Diotima’s eros

of immortality

(IV.7)

speech first, E
then each

channel of
performance

the body past E
the living plant
toward the

dried, whitened
sheet; the range

of yYAwpdg is the
plant’s path

from marsh to
surface (IV.4)

the threshold E
before transfer
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Feature

Jealousy reading

Future-reader
reading

OAAX IOV
TéApaTov,
agentless

enel tradl
névntat, no
Aeolic marker

the modern
restorations,
each naming the
relation by the
close

Catullus 51.4

comparative,

not in the poem:
the cup’s kfjvov,
0c &’ &v, tpepog

comparative,
not in the poem:
Maximus of
Tyre, Or. 18.7,
18.9: Sappho’s
eros the same
art as Socrates’
writing and
papyrus c. 600

fr. 147’s
“someone” who
will remember

a turn to
endurance, its
agent supplied
as the speaker
a crux

each the
restorer’s
reading

Roman
moralizing coda

a Platonizing
comparison,
without bearing
on fr. 31

not needed by a
performance
reading
reperformance
futurity

the second open
position

the seam where
the
commentator’s
sentence begins
every receiver
fills the edge

the inverse of
the opening’s
operator

the same three
elements, a
century earlier,
with the roles
reversed (I1.3)
the eros of
immortality the
catalogue
carries out (IV.7)

needed at IV.4,
and attested
(IV.6)

the seat that
someone fills, as
a reader before
the surface

On the transmitted lines the jealousy reading explains the scene: the distance, the godlike-
ness, the posture, the near-death, the content of the catalogue. It does so by fixing to one man
a position the grammar leaves open, and by supplying an agent where the verb gives none.
It does not register the transfer of capacities from speaker to receiver. It is silent on the
order and on the edge, and where it reads the ending it is a supplement. The future-reader
reading explains the same scene and the features the jealousy reading leaves open, and it
strains at none. The colour, once its weakest row, is where the jealousy reading strains most:
its rendering cannot be carried into another language without a word the Greek lacks (IV.3).
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Taking the features one at a time, each can be accommodated by the jealousy reading. The
comparison is of the two readings over all of them together, in this order. On that comparison
the decisive features are the two open positions and the seam.

VIL.2 Parts and whole. One feature at a time, the jealousy reading accommodates almost
every row. That shows each feature is compatible with the jealousy reading. It does not show
the jealousy reading accounts for the features together. Two rows, the order of the catalogue
and the seam at line 17, belong to no single feature: the order is a property of the sequence,
the seam a property of the join. These are the rows where the jealousy reading is silent. An
evaluation that takes the poem feature by feature cannot meet them, and it passes from “each
part can be explained” to “the construction fails” without an argument connecting the two.
Aristotle names the move: mapa v oOvBeov, what holds of things taken apart asserted of
them combined (SE 4).

VIIL.3 Where the burden lies. A reading that subtracts a capacity from the maker carries the
burden of showing the subtraction. On such a reading the poet could not write, the order of
the catalogue is accidental, the edge is only loss, and Catullus’s fourth stanza is an unrelated
coda. A claim that something is absent is a positive claim and needs evidence like any other.
Here the record attests the capacity. Longinus grades the poet a maker who is &gwn kai
EKAEE o Kal €1¢ GAANAx ovpvbfjoat (10.1). The hydria shows her reading from a roll, and the
Anthology names her the tenth Muse (AP 9.506). The proposition that she could not write is
unargued in the literature the archive has read (n. 16). The jealousy reading has therefore
been taken as the cautious default when it is the reading that departs from the record. Charity
in its proper sense prefers the reading on which the text makes most sense as made.

The rule has a corollary. At equal coherence the reading that credits the maker should pre-
vail, and the reading that makes her a case should yield; that is the ordinary decency of
interpretation, owed to any maker. But the coherence here is not equal. Row by row the
future-reader reading explains what the jealousy reading accommodates, strains at or passes
over (the molecular comparison); taken whole it accounts for the order, the colour, the seam
and the reception together, where the jealousy reading accounts for the scene (the molar). It
surpasses the jealousy reading at both grains.

The rule binds in one direction only. It does not lighten the fuller reading’s own burden: this
article still owes each of its claims, and §V.4 states its convergence at the strength the crux
leaves it. A rule that let any enlarging reading pass would be the sophism the rule is meant
to prevent.

VIII. Conclusion

Fragment 31 builds the seat of its receiver: - a distal demonstrative with an indefinite relative,
as on the cup at Pithekoussai, with the roles reversed; - an addressee looked at, and given
only sound; - a catalogue that closes the channels of performance in order; - a colour past
the living plant, toward the dried sheet that carries writing; - an edge that names no agent,
which the catalogue has left to the receiver.

The surviving text functions as an invitation, and the article holds, without claiming it es-
tablished, that the poem was composed to end where it now ends (V.5). Its first surviving
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receiver, Catullus, took the seat, filled the edge and reversed his filling, and so preserved it
for recovery. The restoration offered here is one more filling: ypdupaot Cwot, let it live on in
letters, in a word the poem’s own century did not yet have. What the poem leaves, and what
every reader since has met, is m&v téApatov, all to be dared, by whoever sits opposite.
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