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ABSRACT

The amatory epigrams of Dioscorides have been largely ignored by scholars. The
bulk of the comment that his erotic poems have received has concerned the text; little has
been written in way of appreciation of the poetic craft of the epigrammatist. In this thesis
I have focused on developing a critical appreciation of the amatory epigrams of
Dioscorides. I have devoted each chapter to one of the thirteen epigrams of Dioscorides,
with the exception of chapters four, seven and eight. In these chapters I have dealt with
the epigrams which seem to have been written in the same tradition. The chapters break
down as follows: chapter one deals with A.P. 5. 138; chapter two 5. 55; chapter three 5.
54; chapter four 12. 37 and 5. 56; chapter five 12. 42; chapter six 12. 14; chapter seven 5.
53 and 193; chapter eight 5. 52 and 12. 170; chapter nine 12. 171; chapter ten 12. 169.
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PREFACE
In this thesis I have leaned more towards a critical appreciation of the epigrams of
Dioscorides, rather than a standard, line-by-line, philological commentary. I have chosen
this route for two reasons: there is already a standard edition of the epigrams of

Dioscorides, Hellenistic Epigrams; this is a learning experience for me and a formal

philological commentary might fall outside the boundaries of my abilities. I have used
Gow-Page's text for the epigrams of Dioscorides, a text which is reliable, critical and
frequently cited by many commentators. I have followed other scholars in categorizing
the epigrams of Dioscorides in terms of types of poetry and placed them in their larger
literary context where possible so as to bring out the poetic craft of Dioscorides, i.¢. to
show the degree of imitation, variation, and novelty in Dioscorides. Similarly, I have
paid close attention to the literary motifs employed by the epigrammatist. In the course
of my investigation, I have discussed the more striking effects of rhythm and sound
where | have considered it important for an appreciation of the poem to do so. I have
couched such comments in tentative terms, acknowledging the fact that remarks of this
kind are subjective. For purposes of clarity I have considered the speaker of the poem to
be the poet unless it is clear that the speaker is not the poet.

Many thanks are due the members of my advisory committee: to my thesis
supervisor, Dr. Murgatroyd, whose scholarship, thoroughness and patience have been
much appreciated, to Dr. Slater for his solid advice and to Dr. Kingston for his many

helpful comments.

1 Cf. e.g. NISBET-HUBBARD, pp. xv ff.; FORDYCE, pp. 92, 96 f., 128 f.; MCKEOWN,
pp. 71,761, 1211£.; 162 ff.; MURGATROYD, 1991, pp. 48 ff.; 71 ff.; 99 ff.
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Finally, I would like to dedicate this thesis to my wife for her support and

confidence, and to my mother who never let me settle for less.
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INTRODUCTION

We know very little about Dioscorides.! Meleager? refers to him by a periphrasis
in his preface and the only other reference to him occurs (presumably) in the scholiast to
Apollonius of Rhodes? concerning Amphion's lyre, Tv 8¢ AMipav dodfjvor ’Augiove
Vo0 Movcdv gnct, Atockopidnc 8¢ vmd " AmoAAwvoc. D.'s works contain little
biographical evidence; however there is a clue as to his floruit, which comes from an
epigram of his on the dramatist Machon.# Machon was approximately contemporaneous
with Callimachus, whose life extended into the reign of Ptolemy Euergetes;> thus, it would
seem logical to conclude that D. wrote his epitaph on Machon after the death of the
dramatist, and so the end of the reign of Euvergetes (221 B.C.) is a possible terminus post
quem for the floruit of D. This time period also seems right for a poet who imitated
Asclepiades and Callimachus, and was imitated by Antipater of Sidon.” Little is known of
the birth place of D.,8 although he seems to have been closely connected with Egypt and
Alexandria: he mentions the yearly flood of the Nile twice;? he complains about a low-born
victor of a race at Alexandria;!0 he alludes to a dedication to Aphrodite-Arsinoe;!! he

composed an epitaph on a Samian woman who was buried beside the Nile.12

I Dioscorides will be referred to as "D." from now on.

2S8ee A.P. 4. 1. 24, 8c Adc kovpwv £cxev Emovupiny.

3See GOW-PAGE, 2 p. 235.

4See A.P. 7. 708, which is ostensibly written on the tomb of the dramatist Machon of Alexandria.
5See GOW-PAGE, 2 pp. 257f.

6See GOW-PAGE, 2 p. 258.

7See GOW-PAGE, 2. p. 235.

8 NB that A.P. 7. 178, which is ascribed in one MS to a Dioscorides of Nicopolis (C gic Tipdvin
doThov Auddv yévoc drockopidou Nikomohitov); but this ethnic is by no means secure (inMS Je { ¢
d0UASV Tiva Audov Vmo toU idiov decmbétov Jantdpevov; in MS Pl A Avockopidov ol 8¢
Nikdpyov); cf. also RE 5. 1128; GOW-PAGE, 2 p. 268.

See. A.P. 7. 76; 9. 568.

10gee A.P. 11. 363.

11See A.P. 6. 290.

12See A.P. 7. 166.



Of the works of D., we have only forty epigrams, which may be classified as
follows:
1. Amatory epigrams (thirteen)13
2. Dedicatory epigrams (three) 4
3. Sepulchral epigrams (twenty)'5
4. Epideictic epigrams (two)16
5. Satirical epigrams (two).17
Dioscorides was a versatile auther who wrote epigrams of varying lengths; however we
have no example of a poem of D. shorter than four lines; the bulk of his epigrams are
longer.

Since I have discussed at length the amatory poems of D. in the text of the thesis, I

p
shall make some mention by way of introduction to the other epigrams in the corpus of D.
D. shows a keen interest in literary history, and several of his epigrams centre upon or
allude to important literary figures: in 7. 351 D. reworks the quarrel between Archilochus
and the daughters of Lycambes; in 7. 450 D. recalls Philaenis and the controversy which
attributes to her 16 epl dypodiciov dkdAactov ciyypauua;!® he wrote (presumably)

imaginary epitaphs on such poets as Sappho,!® Anacreon,?0 Thespis,?! Aeschylus,??

Sophocles,2 Sositheus,2* Machon.?5 D. also shows some antiquarian interest in Hyagnis

BSee A.P. 5. 52; 53; 54; 55; 56; 138; 193; 12. 14; 37, 42; 169; 170; 171.

14Gee A.P. 6. 126; 220; 290.

158ee A.P. 7. 31; 37, 76; 162; 166; 167; 178; 229; 351; 407; 410; 411; 430; 434; 450; 456; 484;, 485;
707; 708.

16See A.P. 9. 340; 568.

17See A.P. 11. 195; 363.

18gee Ath. 8. 335 B.
19S5ee A.P. 7. 407.

20See A.P. 7. 31.
21See A.P. 7. 410.
228ee A.P. 7. 411.
BSee A.P. 7. 37.
ASee A.P. 7. 707.
25See A.P. 7. 708.



and his invention of the pipes;2¢ while in another epigram D. exploits a more
contemporaneous theatrical form, the pantomime.2?

D. was a typical Hellenistic epigrammatist: his style was compact, sharply focused
and witty. D. had the ability to say a lot with just a word or two; often a word or phrase is
packed with many implications and associations.28 Subtle allusions are made throughout
his amatory epigrams often through teasingly ambiguous?? vocabulary or pointed
imagery.30 He had a sharp eye for detail and was keenly aware of the stock literary motifs
and themes of his predecessors, which is clearly brought out through such techniques as
variation3! and imitation.32 |

Humour is an important part of D.'s erotic poetry and it is developed in several

ways: irreverence, boldness, napanpodoxiav and wit.33 Two epigrams in particular are

e

|>

.P. 5. 54 and 55. No other extant Hellenistic epigram contains
such shocking yet skilfully handled descriptions of sexual intercourse; such a degree of
explicit content seems to have been unequaled until the time of Martial and Rufinus
centuries later. D. could also show a range of other moods in his epigrams, such as
bitterness and anger, pity34 and (perhaps) genuine caring and affection.35

Asalover D.'s persona seems playful. Whether at a festival or a entertainment
event, D. haé the ability to wryly create an erotic situation.3¢  Similarly, several epigrams

which ostensibly portray a lover, who seems genuinely rapt, are cleverly undercut with

26See A.P. 9. 340.

278ee A.P. 11. 195.

28gee ch. 3 pp- 36f.; 4pp. 451f.; Spp. 551.; 7 pp. 70 ff.; 8 pp. 79 f.; 10 pp. 87 £.
295ee ch. 1 pp. 7 ff., 14; 2 pp. 19 ff.; 8 pp. 78 ff.

30See ch. 1 pp. 6, 14; ch. 2 pp. 23 ff.; ch. 3 pp. 35 ff.; ch. 4 pp. 45 ff.; ch. 5 pp. 53 ff.; ch. 6 pp. 63 ff.;
ch. 7 pp. 70 ff.; ch. 8 p. 80; ch. 10 pp. 88 {f.

31See ch. 1 pp. 6 f.; 2. pp. 16, 19;3 p. 32; 4 pp. 43 f.; 6 pp. 61 ff.; 8 pp. 74 f.; 9 pp. 82 f.; 10 pp. 88 f.
325ce ch. 1 pp. 5£.;2 pp. 18f.; 4 pp. 47f.; 5pp. 52£.;7 p. 71; 8 pp. T5 f.

33Sce ch. 1. pp. 13 f.; 2 pp. 28 ff.; 3 pp. 33 f.,371.; 4 pp. 43 1.

34See A.P. 5. 52; 12. 42.

35See A.P. 12. 171.

36See A.P. 5. 53; 54; 138; 193



humorous situations and/or sharp turns of phrase.37 D. comes across as an experienced

lover; he does not seem to have been the type to focus on one or two beloveds, in fact ten
different love interests are named,38 and his amatory poems are almost evenly distributed
between heterosexual and homosexual relations. Nevertheless, D. was not simply a

desultor amoris; he was capable of emotional involvement.39

37See A.P. 5. 53; 54 55; 138; 193; 12. 169.
38Sec A.P. 5. 53. 1; 55. 2, 8; 12. 14. 1;37. 1, 42. 1; 169. 1; 170. 4; 171. 2.
39See A.P. 12. 171.



CHAPTER ONE: A.P. 5.138

“Izmov " Adviov fjcev épol kaxkdv: €v mupl ndca
“TAvoc v, K&y kelvy du’ égheyduav,

tov deicact! Aavadv dekétn wévov: év § &vi @Eyyel
T té1e kol Tphec kKdyd droldueda.

Earlier poets had written poems describing how they had been completely
overwhelmed with love upon seeing someone or listening to someone’s voice;2 5.138

shows a thematic link to two earlier Hellenistic epigrams of Asclepiades:

TTO GoAAG T AvdVun pe cuviipracev, dpor £yo €
THKOMaL BC KNPOC wdp wupl, KdAAoc opdv.

el 8¢ puélawva, Tl ToUTO; KOl dvlpakec: AN dte keivouc
VdAyopev Adurmouc dc podear kdAukec. (A.P. 5. 210)

‘H Aapvpr] p’ €tpoce Priaiviov, el 68 10 Ttpaiua
un cogéc, GAN 6 mévoc dvetar eic dvuya.

otyxon’ ,"Epotec, SAola, droiyopnat, eic yap Exidvav
vuctdCov énépnv T N6 é0iyov v 'aidat.  (A.P. 5. 162)3

1oy deicoc was obelized by Gow-Page and there are probably as many emendations for this phrase as
there are words in this epigram; see GOW-PAGE, 1965, Il p. 237. Interpretation of this line is
problematic if we accept the MS reading. Jacobs! understanding of the line did not meet with much favour,
“quamvis mihi nihil a decenni Graecorum oppugnatione timendum erat, i.e. quamvis ipse, non ut Ilium,
decem annorum expugnationem essem expertus.”; cf. HECKER, 1843, p 53. “sententiam ineptissimam
esse iure monuit Jacobsius...” However, Hecker’s solution is not much clearer, “Simul cum Troia
incendio absumptus sum, licet non per decem annos Graecorum expugnationem extimuissem, i.e. licet
Troianus non essem”; see GIANGRANDE, 1967, pp. 44-45, who favours Hecker’s interpretation although
his argument is not very convincing. o¥ deicoc may be interpreted as referring to an earlier part of
Athenion’s song; namely, when the Greeks besieged or were in the process of besieging Troy (NB the aorist
participle deicac.) The point may be that he did not fear the earlier part of the story (i.e. the story of the
ten years of the Danaans’ suffering) because it did not have an erotic affect on him. It has been noticed that
5. 138 was imitated by Crinagoras (see Beckby, vol. 1 p. 675; MOLL, p. 28; GOW-PAGE, 1968, 11 p.
214. FRASER, 1972, II p. 848 n. 342); but unfortunately only the first two lines follow D.’s layout:
tov ckondv EVPoinc ahkilpovoc ficev “Apicto | NavaAiov: gk pohxmijc & 6 Opacic
gpAeydunv. (A.P.9.429. 1-2). The situation is similar, the poet became enamoured of a singer named
Aristo while she was singing. Crinagoras states that he was brave and he burned (6 9pacvc

g nheySpunv), perhaps 9pacic is reminiscent of 0¥ deicac.

23ee Archil. Fr 84. (PLG) ..dvctmvoc Eykepal n6e | dMpuyoc.... ; see also Sapph. 31.15-16 (PLE)
LTeEOVAKNY &7 SAiyo ‘mudevnc | gaivop’ €n’ avtq;cf. subsequently: A.P. 5. 50; 132; Catul.
51; Hor. C. 1.13.

3NB the first two lines of A.P. 5.53 and 193 (Diosc.) are directly influenced by 162.
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Both 210 and 162 show the poet captivated by the charms of a woman, while in 210 the
poet melts with love and in 162 he perishes with love. D. makes use of these motifs. In
short, he is captivated by the woman Athenion, he burns with fire and dies (metaphorically)
with passion.

But, 5. 138 is not simply an amatory epigram; there are hints of another type of
poetry. D. has blended the amatory with the sepulchral. 5. 138 is set apart in that D. is
one of the first poets to blend these two kinds of poetry.4 D. was no stranger to
g¢muypdppoto émituidpras and the opening of 5.138 is not unlike the brief, scene-setting
introduction often used in sepulchral poetry, such as A.P. 7. 450.1, tfic Zapinc 1o
uvina ®horvidoc. Often sepulchral poems relate the cause of death,” and 5.138
follows this tradition as well: Athenion’s singing is the cause of D.’s metaphorical death.
Many epitaphs are written in such a way that the dead person seems to speak8 ar
can be interpreted in this way too. D. has died with passion and he is briefly recounting the
cause of his death. It was common in sepulchral poetry for the poet to end a line with a
word denoting death, e.g. Atdnc® or tdgocl® or Ydvartoc.!! In 5. 138 dndAopedo is
significantly placed.!2 The reader assumes that D. is relating a simple, amatory experience
until the last word which, in my opinion, suddenly highlights the sepulchral aspect. D.

stresses the extent of his passion: his fire is as great as that of all Troy and his death is put

4See A.P.5.162. 4 (Asclep.), if the text is sound; cf. alson. 11.

5See A.P. 7. 31;37; 76; 162; 166; 167, 178, 229; 351, 407, 410; 411; 430; 434; 450; 456; 484, 485;
707, 708;

6See also A.P.7.266 (Leon.); 481 (Philet.); 495(Alc.Mess.); 510 (Call.); 538 (Anyte) etc.

TSee A.P. 7. 495 (anon.); 500 (Asclep.); 503 (Leon.), etc.

83ee A.P.7. 128 (Leon.); 172 (Antip.Sid.); 249 (Simon.); 450 (Diosc.).

93ee A.P.7. 13 ;19 (Leon.); 25 (Simon.); 33 (Jul.Aegypt.); 178 (Diosc.); 190 (Anyte) etc.

10gee A.P. 7. 76 (Diosc.); 124 (D.L.); 176 (Antiphil.); 183 (Parmen.) etc.

11gee A.P. 7. 88 (D.L.); 151 (anon.); 177 (Simon.).

125¢¢ A.P. 7. 435. 2 (Nic.); 524. 4 (Call.), which end in drwAdpueSa; 100. 4 (Plato), which ends in

anwhé capev; 272.2 (Call.), which ends in d toAvpug€ vnv; see also 7. 213 (Arch.); 237 (Alph.); 258
(Simon.); 313; 336 (anon.) etc., which end in words with the meaning of “die”.



on the same level as all the Trojans who perished. D. cleverly tops this off by writing his
epigram with some aspects of an epitaph.
The context of A.P. 5.138 has been variously interpreted by commentators. There

are four important questions that must be addressed:
1. Was the occasion where D. saw Athenion a private or public occasion?
2. Did she recite or sing the Horse?
3. What kind of composition did she sing/recite?

4. Was Athenion the author or was she singing someone else’s work?

Firstly, most commentators have supposed that Athenion sang at some sort of
public event,13 while a few others have supposed that she sang/recited at a private
symposium.14 The scholiast does not clarify the situation. He wrote eic’ Adrvjviov
Képnv tpaywddv, and it would follow that he interpreted the occasion to be public: a
Tpaywddc is a performer (actor or singer) of tragedy!5 or a writer of tragedy.1¢
Unfortunately, there is no evidence that women wrote tragedies or acted in them at this
timel7 and in this respect it is likely that the scholiast has recorded a guess.18 D. tells us
nothing that would imply a public event.1® The title, “Inmov,20 need not be the title of a
tragedy2! or even refer to tragedy --a topic which we shall discuss later. However, some

other kind of public event is possible (e.g. festivals often held competitions in poetry.)

135ee GOW-PAGE, 1965, II p. 237; ROSTAGNI, p. 9; WEINREICH, p. 65; FRASER, 1972, I p. 595;
REITZENSTEIN, R.E. vol. 5 p. 1126. 20. With the exception of Rostagni, whose argument is not
convincing, no other commentator puts forth evidence that would preclude a private event.

l4gcc WEBSTER, p- 143; GARRISON, p. 22.

15gee LST s.v. Tpayeddc 2.

16g¢e 187 s.v. Tpoywpddc 3.

175ee ROSTAGNI, p. 9; see also WEINREICH, p. 65, WEBSTER, p. 143.

185ee GOW-PAGE, 1965, I p. 237.

195¢e ROSTAGNI, p. 7, who thinks otherwise, “En aspice graece Equum Troianum in theatro Alexandrino
plane actitatum.”

20"Ixzov need not be the title; it may be an important word that recalled the work (e.g M7jviv deude as
opposed to " Thiada dewde).

21Sec ROSTAGNI, p. 11, who says, ““Innov tamen tragoediam exstitisse pro certo adfirmemus.” He does
not cite any Greek precedent, only an Equos Trojanus by Livius Andronicus and Naevius (p. 8).



Again, nothing in this epigram precludes the possibility that Athenion was singing
at a private event of some kind. There are three possibilities for such an event: a private
party with the poet, Athenion and musical accompaniment;22 a select audience of literary
people, where poets tested out their own material;>3 a symposium. The last possibility, I
think, is the most appealing. There are many examples of singers at symposia on Red-
Figure, the topos is as old as Homer,24 and, more importantly, there are parallels for
symposiasts being enamoured of singers at symposia.2> Erotic songs were part of the
symposium of all periods.2¢ Our earliest example occurs in the Odyssey where
Demodocus sings of the love affair between Aphrodite and Ares and their disclosure to an
audience of the gods.27 Alexandrian poets did not always spell things out plainly for their
audience, often they depended on the audience’s familiarity with a topos.28 D. does not

1n oty ot mm 2 % 31204

axy thao Tipiniees aomo af 8 gumimeaiiinn kit hic aridisnne wac wall awrars o
say that Athenion sang at a sy nposium, out iis audience was well aware

=

the symposium and would suspect, as we should, that the name Athenion has a termination
often used by hetaerae. The name is very rare.2? Names of women ending in the

diminutive -wov are quite common3? and this type of diminutive is often employed by

22 As far as I know, there is no evidence in the Hellenistic period for poets hiring a singer for their personal
purposes; for this we much look to the Augustan period: Hor. C. 1. 17; 3. 28; 4. 11; Prop. 4.8.

23Given that the nature of Hellenistic poetry is highly literary, it is very tempting to assume that poets
tested out new material on an audience of other poets and learned friends, but to the best of my knowledge
there is no evidence for poets of this date testing their material publicly as there is for poets of the late
Republic and Augustan periods. See WISEMAN, pp. 124-125, who cites Dion. Thrax Ars Gramm. 2.

£€Kk pnEv yap tijc vmokpicewc Trv dpetrv, £k 8¢ tic mpocwdiac THV TéYVNY, ék 88 THC
dractolrc TOV mepLEXSUEVOV VOTV OpBpEY.,

245ee Hom. QOd. 8.265ff. Demodocus sings about the love affair between Ares and Aphrodite.

25For love of singers see X._Smp. 3. 1; A.P. 9. 429 (Crin.); 5. 222 (anon.); Ath. Deipn. 15. 665d.

26See Ancr. 356 (Camp.); Ath. Deipn. 15. 665 d ; 14. 620 e; A.P. 11. 140.

2THom. Od. 8. 265ff.

285eec CAIRNS, pp. 87-88.

29Note that GOW-PAGE, 1965, 11 p. 237, state that, “the names seems not to occur elsewhere.” For the
use of the name * A97jviov, see FRASER, 1972, II p. 848 n. 342, who states that the name does occur in
Alexandria in 24 B.C.; see also FRASER, 1994, Il p. 11, who cites three examples, all of which are much
later than our epigram: 1.G. I12. 2776. 11, c. 120-138 AD; 2810. 10 c. 134 AD; SEG xix 172.5 c. 170-
190 AD (" AS9nviov may not be *A9rvjviov or even female), however, the Doric form ' ASdviov was
used in the third century B.C. in Kalymnos; see FRASER, 1994. L. p. 15.

30See SEG. 39 (1989) 107 n. 318.



hetaerae, although it is not confined to them.3! Asclepiades often used diminutive names
of hetaerae in his epigrams32 and Schneider lists forty-three names of a total of two-
hundred and ninety-three known hetaerae with the -1ov diminutive ending.33 If the
occasion is symposiastic, it would not be surprising if Athenion wére a hetaera; hetaerae
often frequented symposia, in fact it was deemed odd if a woman came to a symposium
who was not a hetaera or part of the entertainment.34 Hetaerae were commonly depicted at
symposia on Red-Figure35 and it was a common topos in poetry to be enamoured of the
singer39, flute girl,37 dancing girl,3® or cithara player.3® In short, the tradition of singers
at symposia, the erotic nature of symposiastic songs, the possible association of the
diminutive name of the singer with hetaerae names and the topos of being enamoured of the
performer should make the private symposium the more probable occasion.

Secondly, did she sing or recite the Horse?
problems of interpretation.#0 Recitation was alive and well in the Hellenistic period.41 If

2

deidw could be used of many different vocal sounds, then recitation is a

31See GOW-PAGE, 1965, I p. 237; cf also n. 32.

32gee A.P. 5. 207. 1, Navviov; 162. 1, duhaiviov; 194.1, Eipriviov; 161. 1, Boidiov; 12. 161.1
(Asclep.), AdpkLov.

335ce “Hetairai”, R.E. vol. 8.2. pp. 1331ff. Note that this list cannot be exhaustive.

34See Ath. Deipn.13. 588, c-d.

353ee LISSARRAGUE, p. 21. ( = Beazley, ARV 467/118.)

36See A.P. 9. 429. 1-2, which is an imitative passage by Crinagoras; in 5. 131, Philodemus is enamoured
of Xanthippe because of her skill at the lyre, singing and sweet voice; 132 (Mel.).

37See Ath. Deipn. 13. 577 c.

383ee X. Smp. 9. 4-7.

39See A.P. 5. 222 (Agath.); 139 (Mel.).

405¢e WEINREICH, pp. 63-64.

41Seec WEINREICH, p. 63, n. 9; see also FRASER, 1972, I p. 598.
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possibility.42 Clearly, she sang or recited;43 there is no mention of acting.44 Whatever she
did, the point of the epigram remains the same: that D. burned with passion for Athenion.
Thirdly, many commentators have touched upon the question of the type of
composition which Athenion sang/recited.#5 We are not told what kind of piece Athenion
was singing/reciting. There are many possibilities. It could have been a monody; 46 a
parody of tragedy;#7 a solo-recitative#8; or a semi-dramatic piece like Lycophron’s
Alexandra.4® We need not be confined to drama; lyric,59 elegiac, iambic, epic51,
epigrammatic52 pieces are all possibilities too. Although Trojan themes were popular in
tragedy (one need only look at a list of titles of Euripidean dramas), the fact that Athenion
sang about Trojan themes should not persuade us to think that it was a tragic song. The
A.P. contains several epigrams which deal with Homeric and Trojan themes,53 but this
similarity does not make them tragic. A.Pl. 754 shares some similarities with A.P. 5. 138;

it records the story of a piper who “piped”, among other pieces, the story of the fall of

425ee LSTs.v. 1. It may be used of “all kinds of vocal sounds”. If the verb d € { o was used of both
reciting and singing poetry, there would be no way to distinguish the two unless one actually heard the
piece.

43See LST s.v. 1 (“sing”); note also Ath. Deipn. 14. 620 b-¢, OV dmeheimovto 8¢ Mudv Tav
cuopmociov ovde paypadol... Xaparéov 8¢ év t@ mepl Ttncuydpov kol peApdndivai griciv
oV pdvov ta ‘Oprjpov, dAAG kol td ‘Hcuédov kal *Apyihéyov, £ti 68 Mipuvéppov kal
DukvAidou. See LSJ s.v. nelgd€ w, which is only used of “chant, sing”. For recitation, cf. Ath Deipn.
14. 620. d, Tov &’ 'EpmedokAéovc Kadappovc éppaypddncev 'Olvurniac, Kheopévne 6
papeddc, dc gnewv Awaiapyoc év 1@’ Olvpmik@. See LST s.v. g ay @ d¢€ 0, whose primary
meaning is “to recite poems”.

44see ROSTAGNI, 1956, p. 7. He suggests that Athenion played the part of Cassandra singing the fall of
Troy. He does, however, suggest that she may not have acted (p. 8).

455ece WEINREICH, pp- 63-65; ROSTAGNI, 1965, p. 8, GOW-PAGE, 1965, II p. 237, FRASER, 1972,
Ip. 59.

465¢c WEBSTER, p. 143.

4'7Perhaps she was a “Hilarode”; see Ath. Deipn., 14. 622 c.
485¢e FRASER, 1972, I p. 598.

495ee WEINREICH, p. 65.

50See Stesich. 133b (Campbell).

51See Tlias Parva of Lesches; lliuperis of Arctinus.

52vid. infra my discussion on female poets.

53See A.PL.7 (Alc.Mess.); A.P. 9. 152-155 (Agath.); 156 (Antiphil.); 11. 97 (Pall.); 259 (Lucill.); for
Homeric themes, vid. infra n. 58.

54 Alcaeus of Messene was approximately contemporary with D.; see GOW-PAGE, 1965, I1 pp. 6-9.
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Troy, but A.P. 5.138 is not set in the same context as A.Pl. 7. In A.Pl. 7 Dorotheus
piped the deeds of the horse in accompaniment to a singer or singers.>>

Finally, we come to the question of authorship of the Horse. As noted above, there

is a variety of genres of poetry which she could have sung/recited, but was she
singing/reciting a known work of a predecessor or did she compose her own work? We
should not dissuade ourselves from thinking that Athenion was presenting her own work
on the basis of her gender as there were many female poetesses: (lyricae) Sappho,
Telesilla, Cleobulina, Corinna, Erinna, Praxilla, Melinno, Babilla; (epigrammaticae), Anyte,
Hedyle, Nossis; (epica) Moero; (elegiaca) Sulpicia (Latin). We have no evidence for a
tragica 5%or an iambographa, but this does not necessarily exclude women from those
genres.

To move on to the major topoi, D. chose two which were n oped in th
Hellenistic period.>7 There are several poems in the A.P. which deal with Homeric
themesS8 , but 5.138 is different. The themes of the Fall of Troy and the Trojan Horse
were common knowledge both in poetry and art,5° they are also very old myths. This, I
think, is exactly why the Alexandrian poets chose to exclude them. The Trojan Horse and
the Iliupersis motifs are conspicuous here in the A.P. because of their absence elsewhere
in the Hellenistic period.69 D. breathes new life into old themes and uses them in a new,

light-hearted way; lyric, tragic, comic and epic poets treated the myths of the Fall of Troy

55 _A.PL 7 (Alc.Mess.) seems more like a public event or competition; see Gow-Page, 1965, IL. p. 15.
56vid. supra my discusion about the context of 5. 138.

57A_.BL 7 (Alc.Mess.) mentions the aulistes Dorotheus piping the {mwov | €pypot’, but nothing more.
S8A.P. 9. 152-155 (Agath.); 156 (Pall.); 457-480 (anon.); 11. 259 (Lucill.); A.Pl. 287 (Leont.).

59See Hom. Od. 4. 2651f.; 8.492ff.; 11. 523ff. Homer refers to the Trojan Horse episode briefly. Clearly
his audience was expected to be familiar with the theme in as much the same way as they were expected to

be familiar with the story of the “Argo™: see Hom. Od. 12.69-70. For depictions of /liupersis scenes on
vases, see BROMMER, pp. 333-334; note p 334, E for the Trojan Horse.

604 .Pl. 7 (Alc.Mes.) briefly mentions the wooden horse, but the topos is not central to his epigram. Vid.
supra n. 54.
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and the Trojan Horse in a serious manner,61 but amatory play on the Trojaﬁ Horse, the
burning of Troy and the deaths of the Trojans is, to the best of my knowledge, a novel
twist.

There are many other instances of humour. There is an irreverent tone to 5. 138.
D. shows no respect for the famous deeds and exploits of his fellow Greeks at Troy. He
exploits their noble struggles and hardships in comparing them to his trifling and frivolous
feelings of passion and thereby he exaggerates the implications of his amatory “burning”
and “death”. We must not, however, take this insolence too seriously. The irreverence in
5. 138 is not especially piquant since earlier poets had shown similar disdain for the epic
genre®2 and it was not uncommon for Hellenistic poets to show disrespect for their
pantheon of gods and heroes.®3 In fact, this practice was common enough to be more of
a poetic exercise than a serious comim

Athenion’s name is another witty touch. One of the possible roots for the name
Athenion is Athene.54 The diminutive of Athene is thought-provoking for two reasons: it
adds a touch of doctrina and brash wit. Athene is the goddess who helped Epeus build the
wooden horse,

AAN dye 0N petdPnd kol immov kécpov deicov

dovparéov, TOv 'EneLoc émoincev cov’ Adnvy,

v mot éc dkpdémohiv dGhov Tiyaye duéc’ Oduccevc,

avdpdv éumAricac ol "TAtov éEaldmatav. (Od 8. 493-495.)

For this reason the choice of the name Athenion in this context can hardly have been

coincidental. The juxtaposition of “Inmov *Advjviov in line one is carefully contrived,

615ce AUSTIN, p. 17.

625ee BRANDT, passim.

63E, g. in Call. Ap. 49, Apollo is not simply enslaved to Admetus, but rather fired up with passion for
him; cf. Dian. 145f., where Apollo waits at the doors of Olympus for Artemis like a doorman; at 146 ff.
Herakles is portrayed as a house dog waiting for the huntress to return to see if she brought food. Cf. also
AR. Arg. 1.459, 2. 409, 623, where Jason is often unheroic, (Gprixavoc) and at 4. 467ff. slays
Apsyrtus in the temple of Artemis.

64Cf. Nuktov from vikn or ZeAvjviov from ZeMjvy; note that * Adrjvic or AOnvaic are also possible

roots of " A9rjviov; for the prosopography of * A91jvic and ASnvaic, see FRASER, 1994, I p. 16; IL. p.
11.
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and the educated reader would have picked up on this. Secondly, the association of a
possible hetaera-name with Athene, a virginal goddess, may be taken as a cogent, but
humorously impudent association.65

There is further verbal play in line three. D. plays on the meaning of @éyye.
@éyyeL means “light” whether of a fire or day.66 It has been argued that év & €vi
péyye refers to the day of the festival or simply the light of day,6” but also that it refers to
the fire of Troy.68 The fire of loves? and perishing with love70 are well developed images.
D. enlivens these old images by associating épAeydpov?1 and drnwAdpeda with Troy and
the Trojans. The wit and humour of 5. 138 depends on these images; D. uses the burning
of Ilium and the deaths of the Trojans as analogies for his own fire of love and

metaphorical death.

reader. The mixture of types of poetry in 5. 138 is only part of the puzzle, ambiguity
makes up a significant part of the poem. In line one Kakév could be taken as a masculine
adjective’2 with “Immov, or as a neuter substantive in apposition to"Inzov or to the whole

preceding phrase.”3 Here, kaxdv is ambiguous (and well chosen) because it contains a

65Cf. my discusion above on the name’ Adrjviov.

665¢e LS s.v. 2 for fire; s.v. 1 for daylight.

673ee WEINREICH, p. 69; GOW-PAGE, 1965, II p. 237.

68See MACKAIL, p. 350, LVIIL; cf. also A.P. 12. 83. 5 (Mel.), ¢k 8¢ pe géyyoc &tnke.

69See Sapph. 31 (Camp.) Aéntov & alitika xp@ nip Vmadedpdépakev; cf. A.P. 12.46; 5. 210
(Asclep.); 12. 48; 80 (Mel.); Theoc. H. 2 passim; see also HEADLAM, p. 398.

70See Archil. 84 (PLF); Sapph. 31. 15-16 (PLF);Theocr. Id. 2. 26; A.P. 162.3 (Asclep.); 5. 171.4 (Mel.).
T1g @Aeydpov is interesting for its Doric termination. On a close inspection of D.’s vocabulary, one will
find that he often employed Doric forms. Many of his poems are on Doric subjects. See A.P. 6. 126. 1,
3;7.411. 1; 229. 1, 5; 430 (many Doricisms); 434. 4; 9. 340. 3; 11. 195. 3. Note also that Leonidas of
Tarentum often ended epigrams in the Doric -av; see A.P. 6. 35. 3, 5; 305. 8; 130. 2; 7. 67.7; 449. 3; 9.
322.7; A.PL. 190. 1; 306. 4. No final word can be made about D.’s use of Doricisms, since in this period
Doricisms were simply another tool at the poet's command.

725ee GOW-PAGE, 1965, 11 p. 237; see also PATON, I p. 195.
73See WALTZ, 11 p. 68; WEINREICH, p. 62.
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number of implications: as an adjective kakdv can be used in a moral sense, “bad, evil,”74
“unlucky?5” or “pernicious;’ as a substantive kox6v can have the sense of “evil, ill”,
“harm”, “trouble”.”7 If the horse is £pol kKaxdv, one might expect that the speaker was a
Trojan, as the Greeks captured Troy by this ruse.78 This association of kaxdv with
“Inmov misleads the reader who expects the story of the Trojan horse, but later on it is
slowly revealed that it is D.’s attraction to Athenion that is the kaxév. This amatory usage
of kakGv is not rare in the A.P. (e.g.”Qpwrec, Ti koxdv ToUT0. 12.46.2);7? in fact, it
was established before D.'s time. Here, kaxév may be a bit puzzling at first, but it is an
integral part of 5. 138: D. parallels the burning of Troy and the deaths of the Trojans with

his own metaphorical “burning” and “death”,80 and xak6v works in the same way. In the

eyes of the Trojans the Horse spelled destruction, and D. associates the Horse with his

imgelf ta t
1 W ouil

Tﬁere are many other ambiguous points to 5. 138. The brief beginning plungeé the
reader in medias res and there are several questions that come to mind: What Horse is this?
Who is Athenion? Is this a private or public event? What kind of composition is this, her
own or someone else’s? Is she singing or reciting? What does D. mean by kaxév? With
the exception of the Horse, which is clarified in the next sentence, these questions are not
answered in this epigram. There is point to this (deliberate) equivocation. D. hooks the

reader and entices him/her to read on and think about the unanswered questions.

748ee LST s.v. L 5.

75See LST s.v. 11

76See 1.ST s.v. 11

T7See 1.8 s.v. B.

783ee Hom. Od. 8. 276.

79See also 12. 80; 99; 5. 133; 50.
80See GIANGRANDE, 1967, pp. 44-45.
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There are several other instances of cleverness in 5. 138; D. packs a lot into four
lines of poetry. The placement of words like’Inmov " Ad+jviov adds a touch of doctrina to
the epigram.81 Sound play like the homoioteleuton in “Inmov *Ad1jviov...kakév and
alliteration in Tvupl mwdco, KAyd Keivy, Aovadv dekétn, T¢ T6Te Kol Tpdec Kby
add polish and sensitivity to the poem. Balance between words such as, wupi,
EpAeySpov, QEyyeL, Kakdv, mévov, dnwidueda is carefully managed. Throughout
this epigram D. constructs a delicate balance with words that apply both literally and
metaphorically both to himself and to the Trojans. In every clause8? there is a shifting
between D. and Troy. In line one there is the association between Athenion’s singing the
Horse and its affect on D. In the next sentence emphasis shifts between év wupl wdca

“TAtoc v and kéyd keivy du’ égpheyduav, and du’ stresses D.’s association with
the Trojans. Line four finally groups both the Trojans and D. together, Tpdec K&yd
droAdueda.

5. 138 has sparked some attention for the most part because of the problems in line
three (0¥ deicac), but also for its assumed theatrical/sympotic theme. For all its interest,
one commentator writes, “...Dioscorides compares the fire of love kindled in him by the
singer Athenion with the fire of Ilion, of which she sang. This is a frigid conceit, and
inferior to D.'s other pieces.”®3 On the contrary, D.'s use of the Horse and fire of Ilium is
lively and refreshing. He has revived old and stale topoi and cast them in a new, humorous
way. Metaphorical “death” and “burning” are not new topoi, but D. takes them to an

unprecedented level.

8lyia. supra my discussion on the name * ASrjviov.

82A]though line three has some textual problems, balance is still maintained.
83See FRASER, 1972, 1 p. 597.



CHAPTER TWO: A.P. S5. 5§

Awpida v poddémuyov vmgp Aexéwv drateivac
dvOecuy €v yhoepoic dddvatoc yéyova.

1 yap vrepguéecct pécov draPfdcd pe mocciv
Tjvucev dxAvénc Tov Kiumpidoc d6ALyov,

Supact vodpd BAérmovcar td § MUte wvevpott QUAAQ
dugrcohevopévic €Tpepe TopeUpea,

uéxpic amecme icin Aevkdv pévoc dugotépolcey,
kol Aopic mapétoic £Eexvln uélect.

A.P. 5. 55 is, of course, an amatory epigram, but of a very rare type; 5. 55is a
"subjective-sexual epigram".! The vivid and specific description of an act of intercourse in
5. 55 is, as far as I know, new in Hellenistic epigram. Nowhere is a subjective love affair
fully described where the actual sex is the main theme of the whole poem. Often when sex
is mentioned or implied we are not told specific details, but given instead either metaphor or
double-entendre. Epigrams of this latter type may be said to follow the formula cetera quis
nescit.? 5. 55 is different. Instead of leaving the reader to fill in the details or depending
on the reader's understanding of metaphor, D. openly explains the details of their coition.
Novelty on this level has a real impact and arrests the reader. 5. 55 depends more on
shock-value than subtlety. Yet, for all the open description of details which are usually
clandestine , 5. 55 contains wit, humour, doctrina and stylistic flourishes (all of which are
discussed later on).

It has often been stated that epigram and iambic poetry lend themselves to vivid

sexual description, but when did this kind graphic description begin? In iambic poetry we

know that Archilochus? and probably Hipponax# employed sexual scenes, but models in

11.e. an epigram in which the "I" of the poem speaks of his/her own sexual experience.
2Cf._A.P. 5. 4 (Phld.); 128 (Paul.Sil.); 252 (ceteraquisnescit = Ov. Am. 1. 5. 25).
3Vid. infra fr. of Archil.’s epode.

4See ADAMS, p. 220.

16
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epigram are either not extant or never existed.> There are other examples of subjective
epigram which describe sexual encounters, but they are much later in the tradition than our
epigram® and they often use extended metaphor, as did Asclepiades.”

On the question of sources in the Hellenistic period subjective sexual encounters are
rarely described in specific detail;# instead, many poets were accustomed to use extended
metaphor for coition. Two epigrams in particular from the early Hellenistic period show

this kind of metaphorical description:

Hopyupénv pdetryo kol via cryohdevta
DAayyav evinnov Ikev énl mpodvpov,

vikricaca KEANTL @Lhalvida v moAvyappov
gcmepLvdv TAOAOV EPTL PPUACCOREVOV.

Kvmpr cpi?m, cv 0¢ Tijde méporc vnp.ep'céa vikne
dSEav, detuvnertov tiivde Tideica xdpiv. (A.P.5.202)°

IXULLOLKY] LOL AUJEpL TOV LJ'WC(IC'ET]p(l MU(D

xpUvceov etxviipou kévipov €Unke moddc,

® TOADV UmTiov immov éyduvaocev: o0dé moT avTic
unpoc acpowmﬁn KoUga rwaccouavnc

v yozp akévTnrtoc rs)\soépouoc ovvekev GTAOV
col Katd pecconVANC xpvceov EKpERacey. (A.P. 5. 203)

5. 202 and 203, although they are strictly dedicatory, describe the method of coitus in
which the woman is said to be keAntiCovca, and, as is fitting, both poems include the

appropriate metaphors from equestrian events. None of the vocabulary used in these

poems is, in its own right, obscene. D. is following and expanding on this earlier tradition

5This is, perhaps, an example where literature follows art; there are many Red-Figure vases portraying
sexual scenes.

6Cf. e.g. A.P. 5. 275.3-4 (Paul. Sil.), which is indebted to 5. 55, ro)\.pmcac & EnéPnv Aexéov Umep.
oc 8¢ keAevou | fjpicy xuzpudine fvvov demacinc.
7For nautical terminology, cf. 5. 204 (Mel.); for three men dividing up the “realms” of a woman (as Zeus,

Poseidon, Hades) cf. 11. 328 (Nicarch.); wrestling metaphor 12. 206 (Strat.); door metaphor 5. 242
(Eratosth.).

8Cf. 5. 158. 1 (Asclep.) ‘Eppiévy mi8avi] mot’ éyd cuvémarfov ... Note that nothing more is said
about their sexual play; cf. also 5. 128. 3-4 (Marc.Arg.) ...xp@ta xpdc Xpdta, Td AoLrd | cLyd.
9Note that the authorship for 5. 202 is disputed (ACKAHITIAAQY 7 IIOCEIAITITIOY): GOW-PAGE

include 5. 202 with the poems of Asclepiades, but Posidippus is the more likely author (see PAGE, p. 123;
FRASER, 1972, 2 p. 812).
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of erotic epigram in which he takes on the theme of a sexual encounter, but D. develops
and varies it in new directions.

5. 55 shares a few similarities with 202 and 203: the adaptation of a sporting event
to amatory/erotic epigram; the completion of a race; prominence of Cypris; keAntileiv
(710, 5. 55 shares a few specific similarities with 203 in particular, namely the reason for
the dedication in 203 (v yap dxévintoc teAeodpduoc.) This phrase is similar to D.’s
yap ...fivucev dkAhvénc tov Kunpudoc d6Atxov (line 4). Both poets made reference to
the modéc (feet/legs/calves) of the ladies concerned (g vkvijpov... modéc, Vme pyuéecct
...;wocciv).

However, 5. 55 is at the same time quite different from 202 and 203: 5. 55 is not
thinly disguised metaphor; 5. 55 is not an dvadnudtikov; the poets of 202 and 203 are

d to have been participants in the sexual encounters and there is less importance
placed on the couplings. Vis-a-vis 5. 202 and 203, the novelty of 5. 55 lies in the
description of the sex act itself, the orgasm that was shared by both and the impact of sex
on Doris after it was complete.

D. may or may not be relating a personal sexual encounter; however, to find a
precedent for this kind of description we must look outside the genre of epigram. 5. 55 has

a few points in common with a fragment of an epode of Archilochus (lines 28-35):
mopBévov & v dvie[cuv]
[tnAleddecct AaPav Ekhwvo: poAdaxi 8[€ uuv]
[xAat]vni kahdgac, adxEv dykdinc Exalv,]
[ .. Juote mov[clauévny tdc dete véRplov

[. . Jov te xepciv Nuionc épnedunv
[ .1 éomve véov 1iprc énxnivciy xpdal
[ ... le cdpa kaAdv duyopduevoc

[Aevk]ov dorika pévoc, Coviic émpat[ov Tipydc.]ll

10vid. infra my discussion on the problems on interpretation.

11The “Second Cologne Epode” of Archilochus; text printed here is from MERKELBACH-WEST, p. 101;
cf. also BREMER, pp. 24-61.
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Archil. is also graphic in the description of his conquest and there are a few important
similarities which are peculiar to Archil.'s epode and 5. 55: earlier on in the epode, Archil.
asks a girl for sex, "t0 Oelov ypfina" which has the same divine association as
"d¥dvartoc yéyova" in 5. 55. 2;12 he lays the girl down on a "bed" of flowers (cf.
dvOeciv); he mentions that he had an orgasm. The two poems also share a few verbal
reminiscences: D.’s Aeukdv pévoc and dv¥eciv év yAogpoic are reminiscent of
Archil.’s AsukJovi3 ... pévoc and év dvie[cwv] | [tmAleddecct.

5. 55 does differ from lines 28-35 of Archil.’s epode in a few important ways: 5.
55 is set among consenting adults whose pleasure is mutual; it is playful and humorous; it
is full of poetic vocabulary; care and attention is paid to the woman’s needs. Archil.
appears not to have had sexual intercourse,!4 unlike D.; 5. 55 is a celebration of sex not
simply as a means to satisfy the man as in Archil.'s epode. If D. used Archil.'s epode as a
model for 5. 55, he went to great lengths to differ from Archil. He also outdoes Archil. in
that he actually has intercourse with Doris and they both reach a sexual climax (cf. line 7).

There are a few important problems of interpretation which need to be covered.
Concerning Doris' position, it is generally accepted that Doris is keAntiCovca, 15 with D.
either lying on his back or sitting, because of Umép in line 1, drapdca inline 3 and
duplcaievopévrcin line 6. Unép has generally been taken in its usual meaning of
“over” or “above”.1¢ However Umgp need not mean “over” or “above” and, although LSJ

does not cite the meaning “on” for this preposition, I think that there are contexts which

12S¢e BREMER, p. 37.

13Note that this conjecture is supported by A.P. 5. 55 and if this reading is correct Aevkdv pévoc could be
described as a learned allusion; note that D. does show some familiarity with the works of Archil. ( see
A.P. 7.351). See BREMER, pp. 49-50, who cites in addition to A.P. 5. 55, S. Aj. 1412 f. péhav
pévoc and Hes. Th. 190 f. Aevkoc dopdc.

14See Archil. fr. 196a. (Camp.) 9-10.

15Cf. JACOBS, 7 p. 407, GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 239; DUBNER, 1. p. 126; SCHRIER, 1979, p. 309;
BALDWIN, p. 358; SCHRIER, 1982, p. 146; MOLL, pp. 4, 39.

168ee 1.S7 s.v. 1; cf. SCHRIER, 1979, p- 309; SCHRIER, 1982, p. 146. GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 239,
is an exception; vid. infra. my discussion on diction, i.e. Vgp Aeyéwv.
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clearly show that \wé p must in fact mean “on”, i.e. “on the bed”.17 draBdcal8is perhaps
the strongest evidence for the kéAnc;1? however, there is no equestrian imagery in 5. 55 as
in 5. 202 and 203. It is possible that Doris is Umoke uuévn with her legs around D.'s
waist,20 a position which would more naturally precede mapétoic €éEex 0 pélece since
no change of position is mentioned.2! dugicalsvousvnc22 is a dnak Aeyduevov, but
the uncompounded verb, caheUopar, is used in nautical contexts elsewhere, where the
woman is likened to a ship carrying the man and the man is placed on top as either a rower
or passenger of the "ship".23

duate ivo also offers some problems of interpretation concerning Doris’ position
and GOW-PAGE rightly draw attention to the meaﬁings of drateivew. LSJ cites "stretch
to the uttermost, 6. T0 T6Eov"; "keep streiched out", Tiv xeipa; dpdyviov d. xpdc Td

E Loal ==

mépata; Two VRgp Aexéwv (5. 55). None of these m

55 if Doris is keAntiCouvca, but would seem more fitting if Doris were voke Lwévn.

17Note that Gow-Page (1965, 2 p. 239) suggested, “ Yagp Aexéov, though the use of the preposition is
hard to parallel precisely, must surely mean on the bed...” T would like to confirm GOW-PAGE’s
assumption with a few parallels: cf. A.P. 5. 283. 2 (Paul.Sil.) Adkpvd poi crévdovcav énrjpatov
vrgp AEKTpOV . pa 22 tic poi Todde
gdcpot’ énovpaviav mpoiniev;| motol pe ciputdv Aexfwv Unep év Jardpoiciy | 180 pdha
kvdccovcav dvemtoincov Gveipor; Nonn. Paraphrasis sancti evangelii Joannei, 11, 47, ot 8¢ pdnv
E\movTo, pihov vékuv Evdodev otkou | 400V Vagp Aexéwv naiivdypetov Unvov iaverv. Cf. also
perhaps A.P. 5. 275. 3 (Paul.Sil.) Aeiehwvd yapiecca Mevekpatic ékyvtoc Unve | keito nepl
Kkpotagovc TRV EAEapévn. | Tolpricac §’ EnéPnv Aeyfov dmep dc 3¢ keAevlov| fjpicy
kuzpLdine fivvov dcmocioc... For vxép + ace., cf. A.P. 12. 210. 1 (Strat.) Tpeic dpiduel Tovc
ndvtac VRgp Aéyoc, dv djo dpdcuy, | kal ddo mdcyoucwv; ALP. 5. 119. 2 (Crin.) Kvjv plync éxni
Aad, kol v émi dexua piyne, | Kpuvaydpn, xeveol cavtov Gnepde Aéyouc..

18gee 1.87 s.v. II. 3, which cites our epigram.

195ee HENDERSON, p. 165, who cites Aristophanes: dAN’ ékeivai y’ oid’ &tu €nl Tdv
keMjtov dvafeprikoc’ Spdprar (Lys. 60); cf. LST s.v. IIL

203ee BALDWIN, p. 358; cf. also Ov. Ars 3. 776ff.

21cf. DUBNER, p. 126, who records, “8iapdca, ut eques. Describitur schema quod keAvjta appellant, et
turpis Apuleius (Metam. II, p. 32) dixit pendulam venerem. Cui quum contraria sit in primo versu facta
descriptio: Wmep Aexfov diateivac, tenendum est primum distichum circa praeludia quaedam ac
velitationem amatoriam versari.”

22Vid. infra. my discussion on liquid and water imagery.

23Cf. A.P. 5. 44 (Ruf.); 54 (Diosc.); 161 (Hedylus or Asclep. or Simon.); 204 (Mel.); 9. 415 (Antiphil.);
416 (Philip); 11. 29 (Autom.) etc. Cf. also HENDERSON, p. 49; ADAMS, p. 167.
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GOW-PAGE suggest (with the notion that Doris is keAntiCouca) that duateive could
also mean "putting her to the stretch, calling on her to exert her full powers".24 It is also
possible that tate tvw has a more expressive definition in keeping with the nature of 5.
55: perhaps diateivac in this context is roughly equivalent to duate tvac podomiyou
10V kicYov Awpidoc,?5 and if this is the case, there is no difference whether Doris is
keAntiCouca or Loke LUEVT.

dvOeciv év yAoepolc in line 2 is also problematical. It has generally been
suggested that dv¥ecuv should not be taken in its usual sense,26 but rather that it should
be taken in a metaphorical sense referring to Doris’ physical charms.27 This is possible,
but there are several literal meanings of ¢voc which may be present in this context:
blossom, flower; anything thrown out upon the surface, eruption, froth or scum; (in plur.)
embroidered {lowers.28 dvUecuv may refer io real flowers. If we take dvOecuv as real
flowers, there are several possible contexts. Firstly, flowers of various kinds, meadows2?

etc. make up a background which is often chosen as the ideal place for a seduction;3° the

bed mentioned in line 1 (Vg p Aex€wv) may not be a "bed" in the literal sense, but rather a

243ee GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 239.

25Cf. SCHRIER, 1979, p. 309, who cites Id., In Hippocer. Prorrth. 605 (CMG V 9, 2, p. 59): 6
d9poLépevov atipov olinw diéteLvev Lexupdc Trv kvctiv. Cf. also LST s.v. “diateivw"(addenda
et corrigenda) “strain of a woman in childbirth”.

26(Cf. 1.87 s.v. Il. See JACORBS, 7. 407, who states, “Hoc non sensu proprio accipiendum, in toro enim
res agitur; sed referendum ad poddnvyov”;GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 239, who cite Solon fr. 25&c9’
fiBnc épatoicwy éx’ dvdect mawdogiiricr; Theoc. Id. 5. 87 tov dvafov év dviec, malda
HOAUVEL; DUBNER, p. 126; SCHRIER, 1979, p. 309-310.

278¢e GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 239; SCHRIER, 1979, p. 309.

285ee 18T s.v. L

29Cf. E. Ba. 866, xhoepoic Aeipokoc ndovaic.

30E.g. Hom. 1. 14. 346-349 7 pa, kol dykdc Epoprte Kpdvov maic fv mapdkortiv: | Toict &
Vo x9av dua giev veodnhéa noinyv, | Awtév & épcrievra 188 kpdkov 119" VdkivIov |
TUKvVOV Kal parakdy, 8¢ dnd xFovoc vwdc €epye; Hes. Th. 278f. t1] 8¢ pu] mopeAéEavo
Kvavoyaitne | év pahoxd Aeipdve kal dvBeciv glapivoliciv; Archil. fr. 196a. 27, (West)
napdévov & év dvi[ecuv | tnReBdecct Aafav Exhiva; Theoe. Id. 5. 87, kou wov dvafov év
dviect malda pohver; Mosch. BEuropa, 72-73, oV pév dnpdv €uelhev éx’ dvdect Supov
taivewy, | 00d dpa mapdevinv pitpnv dypavrov Epuctor; see BREMER, 1975, pp. 269-274.
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soft place to recline, e.g. a patch of flowers;3! D. may be referring to real flowers which
were scattered upon their bed;32 in the context of dnecneicn Aevkov pévoc, dvioc may
carry the additonal senses of anything thrown out upon the surface, eruption, froth or
scum. Finally, &v3eciv may refer to some kind artistic representation, €.g. an
embroidered coverlet. The image of blooming flowers also adds colour, brightness and
beauty to the poem which sets the locus for D.’s dmod€wncic.

nopUpea in line 6 is also ambiguous.33 mopevipea need not mean the colour
purple; Homer uses mopgipeoc of the sea; a wave; blood; death; a rainbow; a cloud etc.34
moppUpea may also be used of another colour, e.g. bright-red, rosy-red or a flushing
colour.3> Unlike purpureus , mopgpspeoc does not seem to include the meanings "radiant,
glowing".36 With this in mind many commentators have suggested how mopgpUpea should
be taken: itcould be taken with UAAa,37 e.g. “purple leaves or flowers”;3® however that
explanation does not seem to fit in this context 3%and @UAAa is probably better left alone in
the simile, Y)Ute mvevpatL gUANG. moppUpeo may be taken with td referring back to
Sppact (e.g. Ta mopeupea dupata); trembling eyes are not unparalleled at or during

orgasm.40 In this context, Td 8" [sc.8upata] éTpepe moppUpea has reasonably been

31Cf. Apul. Met. 5. 1, Psyche teneris et herbosis locis in ipso toro roscidi graminis | suave recubans...
328ee NISBET-HUBBARD, p. 74 (Hor. C. 1. 5. 1.), who cite: [Lucian], Asin. 7, tév 8¢ ctpopdtov
pSda moAAd katemémacto, Td ueév oUto yupvd ko' ovtd, Ta 88 AsAvpéva, té 88 ctepdvolc
copmenAeyuéva; Ael. VH 9. 24, gUAloic pédov yoUv éravanecodv kal kowpndeic én’ aldtdv
¢Eavéctn Adyov gluktaivac €k Thc gvviic &xev.

333ee LST s.v.; cf. also SCHRIER, 1979, pp. 313-323.

348ee J1. 16. 391; 1. 482; 17. 361; 5. 83; 17. 547; 17. 551 (respectively).

358ee LST s.v. IL

36See OLD s.v. 3. Cf. LSTs.v. Note that GERBER, p. 228 and CASTRIGANO, p. 121 suggest the
meanings "shining, radiant," and "splendente" (respectively) concerning Anacr. fr. 12. 3 (mopgup?} T’
> Agpoditn).

37See DUBNER, p 126.

38Cf. Theoc. K. 11. 26, Yokiviiva iAo,

39See GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2. p. 240.

40Cf. Juv. 7. 240-241, non est leve tot puerorum | observare manus oculosque in fine trementis.
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deemed odd after Supoct vodpd BAémovca,4! and, if mopgvpea refers to Doris' eyes,
this eye colour, as far as I know, would be unparalleled. Another possibility is that Ta
nopeUpeo. refers to Doris’ hair.4#2 GOW-PAGE suggest that mopguipea "...seems
improbable of hair".43 In response to this statement, BALDWIN cites Lucianus Salt.41
(purple hair of Nisus) and [Lucianus] Am. 26,44 and to this list I would like to add
Anacreont. 16. 11 (Camp.), Vo mopgupalct xoitarc. Itis also possible that
nopgupeo. refers back to, or is intended to recall podoryov.45 Td...woppUpea may
even be a poetic phrase referring to Doris’ breasts,#6 but a reference to buttocks47 would
seem more pointed (cf. podomyov in line 1). We are introduced to Doris with the
adjective podomiryov and it would not be out of line in Hellenistic epigram to expect an

explanation for this adjective once one has read the entire pcem.4® mopgvpeoc is often

keep in mind the earlier uses of mopgUpeoc associating it with the sea (waves etc.) and the
liquid/water imagery in 5. 55.50

To move on to some important images in 5. 55, the motif of “becoming immortal”,
dddvatoc yé€yova, (= to have an orgasm) is not common. Sappho and Homer referred to

people as icoc B€oiciv3! and icé9eoc @dcs2? and later it was a common topos to

41See GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 240; cf. also SCHRIER, 1979, p. 314-315 who found GOW-PAGE's
argument "uncompelling". He claims that he has seen the answer in six pieces of Homer where guAla is

used in similes, all of which, in my opinion, are used to describe great numbers of people and have no
connection at all with A.P. 5. 55.

423ee BALDWIN, p. 358.

433ee GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 240.

445ee BALDWIN, p. 359.

45Cf. LST s.v. mopgupeoc I1.2 is used of human complexion, e.g. “rosy”.
463ee GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 240.

473ee BALDWIN, p. 48.

48Cf, A.P. 5. 53; 193 (Diosc.); 158; 162 (Asclep.).

493ee BALDWIN, p. 359.

50Vid. infra my discussion on water imagery.

51See Sapph. 31. 1 (Camp);

528ee (d. 1. 324; 20. 124 (of Telemachos); 1l. 2. 565 (of Euryalos) etc.
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compare the beloved to a divinity, e.g. Cupid or Venus.53 Archil. went further than most
poets by alluding to sex as 10 delov ypiina.54 However, the image of becoming a god
through sexual intercourse does not seem to be used before D. and it seems that later
writers who employed this theme are indebted to D.55 The dmod€wcic of D. is shockingly
irreverent and adds to the impact and humour of 5. 55.

Liquid or water imagery is prevalentin 5. 55. du@icalevopévnc is a dnag
Aeyduevov, but the uncompounded caigVw is often used intransitively in nautical
contexts.>6 Unlike the association of the sea and love, sea or liquid imagery and sex are
rare in Hellenistic epigram; liquid/sea imagery in a sexual context is used only four times>7
and two of these poems are by D. If D. was inspired by 5. 161 (Hedyl. or Ascelp. or
Simon.) (e.g. 5. 161 associates sex, Sirens and the sea; 5. 55 sex, Doris and the Nereid
Doris), he outdoes it by making 5. 55 a subjective sex-epigram with extra emphasis on
coition. In line 7, Agukov puévoc is the liquid that is poured forth somewhat irreverently
as a libation either for both or by both58 participants (dnecreicin) and there is further
liquid imagery in €€y 00 in line 8. Liquid imagery is not only used for poetic effect, there
is real point involved. The name Doris has a divine connection. Doris was the daughter of
Oceanus and Tethys,>? the wife of Nereus and the mother of the Nereids among whom

were Thetis and Doris.®% Once the connection between Doris the wife of Nereus/Nereid is

53See LIER, pp. 5-8.

54See BREMER, p. 36; t 9¢iov xpTino may also refer to marriage.

55CE. A.P. 5. 94. 4 (Ruf.), ipideoc 8 & guhdv: &ddvatoc 8’ & yapdv; 5. 105. 34
(Marc.Arg.), Y yap o Tavtnc | opavdc Evroc £xel kal kUva kai duddpovc; 11. 328 (Nich.)
passim; 12. 177 . 6 (Strat.), ndc drodewdeic nAdCop’ émuyddvioc; cf. also (Latin) Plaut. Curc.

166; Prop. 2. 14. 10, immortalis ero, si altera (sc. nox) talis erit; 2. 25. 39, si dabit haec multas, fiam
immortalis in illis.

563¢e LSY s.v. I. NB. A.P. 5. 54 (Diosc.).

57See MURGATROYD, 1995, p. 6, who cites also A.P. 5. 161 (Hedyl. or Asclep. or Simon.); 204
(Mel.).

583ee DANIELEWICZ, p. 235.

59See Hes. Th. 350.

60See Hes. Th. 241 ff.; Hom. 1. 18. 45.
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made, Doris' epithet (podémuyov) may be viewed in a different light: Hesiod lists the fifty
daughters of Nereus and Doris many of whom have a descriptive epithet, but two in
particular have the epithet poddmnyvc (Evvikn, Th. 246; “Inmwovén, Th. 251), which is
curiously reminiscent of poddmuyov in line 1.

Another important image in our epigram is fjvucev dxAvéwc tov Kvmpidoc
86A\uxov. The idea of completing a race occurs in early Hellenistic epigram, e.g. 1v yap
dxévtntoc TeAeodpdpoc (A.P. 5. 203. 4 Asclep.).61 D. shows variation on Asclepiades’
image by employing a foot race metaphor, the d6Atxoc.62 d6Auxov has point: it was the
long race ¢. 5000 m or twenty-four lengths of the stadion.63 The 86\ixoc emphasizes the
duration of the their love-making, and Doris finished it with distinction, she did not stray
from her course (dkAwvémc).64 The image of the d6ALyoc had been used before,55 but not,
as far as I know, in an amatory context. The motif of the “course of Aphrodite” became
more popular in later writers.66

There is also Homeric imagery in the simile Ypite mvevpatt gUAAa (line 5),

which is bold and amusing. On several occasions, Homer compares leaves to: multitudes

61Cf. A.P. 5. 202 (Asclep./Posid.); vid. supra my discussion on this type of poetry.

621 agree with SCHRIER, 1979, p. 313, who states, “...the eques-metaphor is not used here.” I do not see

any reference to an equestrian event in §6huyoc. Cf. GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 240, who write, “It was

however a foot-race and does not seem to be used as the official name for a horse-race, which would be more

apposite to the theme...”; cf. BALDWIN, p. 48, who states, “If Doris is keAntiovca, Schrier (noted

above) may be too cavalier in dismissing Gow-Page’s notion of a horse race, given the usual more

explicitly equestrian descriptions of such intercourse (ke cites A.P. 5. 202; 203; Ov. Ars. 3. 778; Mart. 11.

105). Yet the horse race does not have to be postulated...” Unfortunately none of these refs. helps to

elucidate Doris’ position. JACOBS, 7. 408, tries to show that the d6Auyoc was a short race; he cites Lucr.

4. 1196, Et communia quaerens gaudia, sollicitat spatium decurrere amoris. déhiyocigitur est stadium,

non...Jongus cursus. It seems that JACOBS has missed the point. The image of d6Auyoc is almost

proverbial for almost any long exertion, vid. infra. my note on the uses of d6Auxoc.

63See MILLER, p. 212.

64Cf. A.P. 5. 203. 4 (Asclep.), dxévintoc.

65Cf. A.P. 7. 447. 2 (Call.), “Ofipic ’ Apictaiov, Kpic” én’ duol d6Auxoc; 726. 6 (Leon.),
*Admvainc...d6Aiyov (i.e weaving); 9. 342. 2 (Parmen.) un} Tnteit’ év ctadio déAuxov; 11. 128. 6

(Poll.), olto vikfjcor kal d6Auxov dvvacar; [Lucian.], Dem.Enc. 3. 7 xai cb 61 pou doxele

veviknKac Tov ddALxov Tdv éndv; Plu. Phoc. 23. 4 tov d6Auxov norépov pofolpar.

66Cf. A.P. 5. 275. 3-4 (Paul.Sil.) keAevdov | fpicy kumpidine fvvov demacioc; Lucr. 4. 1196.
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of men; the cycle of life and death; working slaves.67 It is likely that D. has taken this epic
imagery and adapted it to 5. 55.

Colour, brightness and beauty set a pleasurable scene for those involved. 5. 551s
not solely about love, rather it is about gtxppoctv. The position of their coupling is of a
more exotic type, one which perhaps shows off certain remarkable features of Doris', 1. e.
Uepudecct...rocciv. 68 Doris' pleasure is important also; she did not hesitate or swerve,
she was focused on her work, fjvucev dxAivéwc tov Kipirdoc d6Auxov. Their shared
pleasure is also emphasized by their mutual orgasm, both their needs were taken into
account. Mutual, balanced delight is also part of the beauty involved in 5. 55.6°

To touch upon some of the technical skills of D., 5. 55 is only 8 lines in length, but
much is packed into this narrow compass. Ring composition and linking threads unite the

Oem
195

iixe

I

=

p the first two and last two lines the name Doris, referen par !

and orgasm are mentioned. The structure of 5. 55 may be described as a tricolon
crescendo. 5. 55 1s composed of three sentences which progressively become longer. In
addition, there are several linking threads, such as the colour terms podo-, xAogpdc,
mopPUPe0c, AeUKGv; the idea of divinity in words like: Aopic, dddvartoc, Kiumpic,
dnocnévdm. There is sea/liquid imagery in the association of Doris with the sea and verbs
such as dmwocmévdw and éxyéw. There is nautical imagery in dugicarevouévrnc.79

Three different periphrases are used for "orgasm" in the three cola (&9dvazoc yéyova;

fivucev... Tov Kvmpiudoc d6ALyov; dmecmeicdn Aevkov pévoc.) Pleasure is the focus

67See SCHRIER, 1979, p- 315, who cites: (multitudes of men) Il. 2. 468, 800; Od. 9. 51; (cycle of life)
I. 6. 146-147; 21. 464; (working slaves) Od. 7. 104-106.

68Cf, Ov. Ars. 3. 775f. Milanion umeris Atalantes crura ferebat: | si bona sunt, hoc sunt accipienda modo;
3. 7781, strata premat genibus, paulum cervice reflexa, | femina per longum conspicienda latus.

69Cf, 12. 163 (Asclep.), edpev "Epwc T1 kahd pikar Kaldv, ovyl puépaydov |xpvcd 16 wit’
avOel purjte yévour’ év Tco 1, 10Ud7 éAégavt’ éPévy, Aevkd pélav, dhha Kiéavdpov
| EdPréto, mewbolc dviea kal guhinc; cf. also Apul. Met. 2. 17, usque dum lassis animis et marcidis
artubus defatigati, simul ambo corruimus, inter mutuos amplexus animos anhelantes, Ov. Am. 1. 5. 25
lassi requievimus ambo.

70Vid. supra my discussion on liquid and water imagery.
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of the poem and occurs throughout. D. stresses Doris' body parts by making mention of
them in each colon (poddmuyov; mocciv; Td..wopgupéa (?) and péiect.)

To make a few observations on sound and metre, there is a preponderance of sigma
sound throughout 5. 55, especially in line 3: 7} yap Unepguéecct pécov dvofdcd pe
mocctv. 5. 55 is very dactylic and this dactylic rhythm (- ~ ~) undulates throughout the
epigram suiting the liquid imagery. The pace and rhythm of 5. 55 are consistent until the
change in caesura from weak to strong in line 7 and the spondees in the variable feet of
lines 7 and 8. This sudden change in pace, caesura and foot composition is well timed as if
to coincide with their orgasm. Word order in line 3 (Ve ppuéecct uécov drafdcd ue
mdccuv) inspires an image of Doris' legs embracing D.

With regard to diction, D. employs sensuous, aptly singular and poetic language
(for coition!).7! He impresses the reader with several polysyllabic words, such as:
vrepyuéecct, dupicaievopevnc (NB line 6 contains only 3 words), dugpoTépoLciv.

He also uses several rare words, such as: poddnuyov, dugicalevopévnc (which are
both dnog Aeydueva), mapétoic, dxhivénc, vodpd “= langorously”.72 In addition to
rare individual words he uses rare phrases, such as: dvOecuv év xhoepoic;’3
vreppuéecct..mocciv (dmok AeySuevov); vodpd PAémovca (Grok AeySuevov)
napetolc..uéhect.’4 These words are not only lofty?> and decorous, they also have an

important scene-setting function in the poem. pods- (of podémuyov ) is one of four colour

715, 54, 55, 56 have come under suspicion for this very reason; cf. FRASER, 1972, 1 p. 598, who states
that 54, 55, 56 are “...characterized by an extravagant voluptuousness of expression, and a highly sensuous
vocabulary rich in compound adjectives, which is in complete contrast with the sparse economic language
of Dioscorides’ other erotic pieces... There therefore seems a strong case for denying these peices to
Dioscorides.” FRASER does not cite BOAS, whom BECKBY, 1. p. 668, follows in attributing 5. 55 to
Rufinus. The style of 5. 54, 55, 56 may be different from D.’s other epigrams, but we know so little
about D. Which poems were composed by the mature poet, which by the young poet? How dependable is
style in distinguishing between poets when dealing with epigram? Why should a poet not vary his/her
style?

728ee LST s.v.

73y \eopocis not used again with &vdoc until Jo.Chrysost. Deprec. 10; Nonn. D. 17. 370.

T4napetéc with reference to péhoc is not used again with until Aret. SA. 2. 3. 8.

75Cf. Arist. Po. 1458a-b; Cic. De Or. 3. 152; Demetr. De Eloc. 77. 95.
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terms (yAoépoc, mopyupéoc, Aeukde) all of which add life, brightness?6 and beauty to the
poem. dvdeciv év xAoepoic of line 2 has the image of the bloom of youth or charms in a
metaphorical sense, and colour, brightness and fragrance in a literal sense. éxyéw is used
in a rare sense, to "lie languidly"77 and dmocmévdw, which is usually used in a ritualistic
context of pouring out a libation,”® is shockingly and boldly used for ejaculation.
Supoct...fAémovca is a lofty, solemn and poetic phrase which occurred only in the
tragedians before D.79

With regard to humour, 5. 55 makes fun of the motif of the sexual encounter. D.
focuses on sexual intercourse and treats at length what is usually not dealt with at all or
briefly mentioned with restraint. He adds many lofty words, poetic periphrasis (e.g. three

different ways of expressing sexual climax), simile (0te mvebuatt QUAAQ), vividness,

contrast with standard love poetry is revealing: most love epigrams deal with unfulfilled or
spurned love (e.g. exclusus amator, girlfriend failing to make an assignation, infidelity
etc.), 5. 55 celebrates in grand fashion sexual intercourse brought to a mutually pleasurable
end. 5. 55 has an amusingly boastful tone. D. was virile enough to complete this long
"race" and effective enough to bring Doris to a climax which completely drained her of
strength, mapétoic ¢Eeyxvin péiece.

The name "Doris" is well chosen. Doris was a fairly common name among women
from all stations in life;89 Doris is also a known hetaera-name;81 but more importantly,

Doris was also the name of the wife of Nereus and one of their daughters.82 There is

76Note that the exact colour of "opgupéa” is not clear in this context.
778ee LST s.v. 11 4.
783ee 1.ST s.v.

79Cf. e.g. A. Supp. 716; E. Ph. 397; 458; S. OT. 1311.

80See FRASER, 1994, 1 p. 136, who cites 15 (?) examples at Athens; 2 p. 144, (5 examples).
81Cf, R.E. 8.2 1364.

82Vid. supra my discussion of liquid imagery.
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consistent play on this latter Doris in 5. 55: line 1, Awpida v poddnuvyov (perhaps an
epithet of a Nereid reminiscent of Hesiod’s poddnnyvc,83 or the condition of her loins after
coition); line 2, D. became &d9dvatoc after sexual intercourse with her; line 3,
Umeppuéecct in the sense of "big" or "admirable" (gods were marvellous and bigger than
humans); line 4, Tov Ktmpidoc d6Auyov (association of coition with Aphrodite); line 6,
dugrcaisvopévrc (suggests liquid imagery as is fitting for a Nereid); line 7, dnecneicin
(has both liquid and divine associations); line 8, £Eey 0 (liquid imagery). The divine
association of the name Doris and the liquid imagery associated with her add wit and point
to D.’s dmodéncic.

The irreverence of 5.55 adds to the humour. The idea of becoming a god through
intercourse is bold; it cheapens and pokes fun at the dignity of the gods.84 In keeping with
his immortality D. impudently uses dmocné vow8S for their mutual discharge of Agukov
uévoc. Inline4, D. imports an old®6 and well respected competition and wryly uses it as
an euphemism for orgasm. The employment of the name of a sea deity (i.e.Doris),
although a minor one, in this context is novel yet shocking.

5. 55is an arresting epigram. D. captivates his audience with vivid description
(poddmuyov, dvieciv év xhoepolc, pécov drofdca, Aevkov pévoc etc.) By
employing in a sexual context a name which recalls the sea-deity Doris, he immediately
grabs the reader’s attention. D. also teases the reader with certain pregnant phrases and
ambiguities, such as: dvatetlvac, dvdecwv év yAoepoic, Td...toppUpea. D.

progresses from a description of some of Doris' appealing aspects (podémuyov,

83Vid. supra my discussion of liquid imagery.

84This kind of humour at the expense of the gods was not rare in the Hellenistic period. See Chapter 1,
my discussion of humour.

858ee SCHRIER, 1979, p- 323, who states that dmocnévdow is used elsewhere only for the ritual pouring
of a drink offering; cf. LSJ s.v. at sacrifices, Hom. Od. 3. 394; 14. 331; E. Ion 1198.

863ee MILLER, p. 203, who states that the d6Auyoc (for men) was established as an Olympic event in
about 720 B.C.
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Ve puéecct...téccLy) to a vivid and graphic ecphrasis of sexual intercourse with her, i.e.
he makes Doris appealing to the reader by a physical description and also by demonstrating
Doris' availability for sex. 5. 55 grips the reader because of its novel focus on sexual
intercourse.

5. 55is clever, witty and full of surprises; however, the abundant imagery may
appear to clash. Transition from image to image is not particularly smooth, which should
not be a major concern, as other poets such as Aeschylus and Pindar often use extensive
imagery. There are also some problems of interpretation (textual?) which cannot, as I see
it, be resolved. With this in mind there is still much to approve of in 5. 55. One does not
expect D. to discuss at length one of his conquests. Words are carefully chosen which are

rare, lofty and impressive, but which also create ambiguity by adding a variety of

Imagery is woven into the poem on several levels along with the brightness and vividness
of colour terms. Careful attention was paid to the structure (fricolon crescendo). There is
variety in the witty periphrases denoting "orgasm" with both humour and irreverence
throughout -- all these pains for an act of coition! In view of this, 5. 55 is a very novel
poem, and D., like Archil. before him, did not shy away from novelty and variation. In
1974, when the papyrus of an unknown epode of Archil.’s came to light, A.P. 5. 55
became important, but only for the phrase of line 7, Aevkdv pévoc. Yet forall its literary
merit, 5. 55 has not met with much favourable comment: e.g. Fraser called 5. 55a
"reductio ad obscoenissimum of a subject popularized by earlier epigrammatists."®7 This is
partially misleading: 5. 55 may be described as a reductio ad obscoenissimum , but, as |
hope to have shown, 5. 55 is not at all about a "subject popularized by earlier

epigrammatists." 5. 551s, in fact, a rare commodity among Hellenistic epigram.

87FRASER, 1972, 1. p. 597.



CHAPTER 3: A.P. 5. 54

Mvjrote yactpofapti Tpdc cov Aéxoc! dvTinpdconov
nwodoysve kAivyc Kvumpud teprdpevoc,

ueccéd yap uéya xkBpa, Kol ovk 6Alyoc mévoc Ectal
Thic uév épeccopévnc col 8¢ calsvouévou.

GAAG. wAALY cTpéyac podogLdéL TEPTED TUYT)
v dhoxov vouicac dpcevémaida Kvmpiv.2

A.P. 5. 54is an erotodidactic epigram in which the poet takes on the role of
praeceptor amoris. Erotodidaxis is a specialized offshoot of didactic in which certain
erotic precepts are imparted.3 There are different kinds of erotic instruction; Cairns, who

does not mention 5. 54, offers three different types:
1) Instruction aimed at promoting a non-mercenary successful mutual love between

a pair of lovers and given by a love-god, courtesan, experienced lover, or poet in
the role of ‘teacher of love’.

2) Instruction aimed at enabling the mistress to deceive her husband, or the man
keeping her, or the poet’s rivals, and so to confer her favours on the poet, and
given by a poet as ‘teacher of love’.

1The phrase mpdc cov Aéxoc is difficult to understand in this context and for this reason has received some
attention from commentators (See JACOBS, 7 pp. 406-407, DUBNER, p. 126; VENIERO, p. 117; GOW-
PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 241.) GOW-PAGE have rightly pointed out that it is possible that mpdc cov Aéxoc is
intended to mean "on your bed". In defense of the meaning "on" for mpéc, GOW-PAGE cite: Theoc. K. 6.
30 wot’ icyia PpUyxoc €xouca; Polyb. 15. 29. 9 kalicaca npoc tov Poudv. However, this use does
not seem to have been common and GOW-PAGE do not seem to have placed much credence in this
suggestion as they offer Jacobs' emendation, tpocidv (See GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 241; cf. also
DUBNER, 1. p. 126.) for mpoc cov, as if it were an escape clause. HECKER (p. 40) believes the problem
lies in kA{vnc and offers k AuvO1]c, citing Hom. 1. 6. 468 naic npdc kéAmov £¥Cwvoro | Tulnvnc
£kALv1iOn (which is not in a sexual context.) The active voice of kAlvw is used elsewhere in erotic
contexts (Archil. fr. 196a. 29 Camp.), but in the A.P. it is usually occurs in homosexual scenes (cf. 12.
88; 213; 233). The active k Aivrnc seems apt (cf. also (Latin) e.g. inclino Juv. 9. 23; 10. 224) here, and
the fact that it was used (although admittedly later) in homosexual contexts may add additional point to the
last two lines.

2Note that FRASER, 1972, 1 p- 598; 2 p. 846 n. 339 misguidedly believes that 5. 54; 55; 56 should not
be attributed to D., but rather to Mel. or those who imitated Mel. He bases his argument solely on diction
(2. p. 846 n. 339). Unfortunately, FRASER'S argument is unconvincing and inaccurate. (He states that
dpcevdmalc is hapax, when it is used (ironically!) by Meleager, A.Pl. 134. 4; see my discussion on rare
words and phrases.)

3See CAIRNS, p- 73.
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3) Instruction directed towards influencing the beloved to extract money and
presents from as many lovers as possible simultaneously to the detriment of
impoverished, sincere, lovers of single beloveds like the elegiac poet. This
instruction is given by a bawd or courtesan.4
5. 54 is of type 1) with some variation: the poet plays the role of the learned advisor, but
his instruction does not promote "... mutual love...". D. pays no heed at all to the
woman's needs and 5. 54 concerns sexual intercourse not necessarily love.

D. breaks new ground in erotodidaxis, which is generally used to impart precepts in
order to teach the épdpevoc/épouévr how to be more attractive to the épactijc. He
incorporates sex, a married woman, a pregnant woman and sodomy, all of which are
generally not part of erotodidaxis. Didactic poetry is at least as old as Hesiod, and the
learned pose of one experienced in love is seen as early as Theognis and Aristophanes;> but
erotodidaxis according to the criteria set forth above seems to begin with New Comedy,®
and subsequently is seen in (possibly) Alexandrian elegy,” the bucolic poets Bion and
Moschus,8 becoming common in Latin comedy? and Latin love elegy.10 However,
erotodidaxis is very rare in Hellenistic epigram, and 5. 54 is, to the best of my knowledge,
the only clear example of it there.11 Strato is the only other poet in the A.P. to write on
erotic teaching; there are in his poems some three or four examples, all of which are
homosexual (12.184; 209; 211 and perhaps 206.)

5. 54 fills a unique niche in Hellenistic epigram. In no other epigram (or other

poetry), as far as I know, is a pregnant woman -- i.e. one in advanced pregnancy, to judge

4See CAIRNS, pp. 173-174.

5See MURGATROYD, 1980, p. 130; cf. also WHEELER, p. 444.

6See MURGATROYD, 1980, p- 130, who cites Men. fr. 258; 541; 566; 646K.

7See WHEELER, 1910, p. 440.

8Cf. e.g. Mosch. 3.83; fr. 2.7 Gow; Bion fr. 13.10 Gow.

9See MURGATROYD, 1980, p- 130.

103ee MURGATROYD, 1980, p.130; MCKEOWN, p. 74.

11Note that there is a fragmentary Jamb of Callimachus which seems to be erotodidactic, but there is not
enough of it to make any firm judgments: Iamb fr. 5 Pf. "Q Eetve, cupfovin yap v tuL tdv Lpdv, |
dxove téné kapd[inc. Note also that WHEELER, 1910, p. 449 had mistakenly assumed that
"...epigram with the single exception of Moschus VI, is silent concerning the role of erotic teacher."
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from line 3 “péya kOpa” -- presented as an object for coition. Another novelty is that 5.
54 deals with a wife as the sexual interest. Wives, whether pregnant or not, are rarely the
love interest in erotic epigram (or even in Latin love elegy). Usually when wives are
mentioned they are treated with contempt, ridiculed or included only to make a point,12 and
this is the case at line 6 where D. suggests that sodomy is the most efficient way to engage
a pregnant wife. The idea of sodomy with a female is unique in Hellenistic epigram, but

later it is suggested as a cure for boy-love:
ctpéypac Mnvogilav evicyLov, v gpeciv éAnov
avtov €xeLv k6Amoic dpcevo Mnvégiov. (A.P. 5. 116 Marc.Arg. )

The Roman epigrammatist Martial employs some tactics similar to those of 5. 54.
He employs the idea of sodomizing one's wife, once where she is willing!3 and at another
time where he is trying to convince her to yield to sodomy.14 Closer still to 5. 54, in
another epigram Martial takes up the role as the learned erotic advisor to a young
bridegroom who is not experienced in heterosexual love-making. He warns him that
sodomy is something that a young bride would consent to only once because she metuit teli
vulnera prima novi .15 Athenaeus too mentions this method of intercourse with young
girls, wapd 8¢ Zmaprtidtolc, oc “Ayvov gnciv 6 TAkadnuaixkéc, Tpd ThV yduwv
toic napdévolc dc mawdikoic vépoc éctiv optAetv (13. 602 d-e).

Our epigram is very much like another of D.'s, 5. 55: both poems are innovative in
their sexual themes; they both depend on shock value (dmwecme icin Aevkdv pévoc; v
droyov vouicac dpcevémardo Kimpuv ete.); both use the explanatory ydp after the

first couplet; sea imagery involving tossing about is prominent in the two epigrams.

12¢f AP, 5. 18; 77 (Ruf.); 286 (Paul.Sil.); 11. 375 (Maced.); 12. 225 (Strat.). Note that 5. 208. 3-4
(Mel.) seems to contain some favourable comment, but the text has been obelized rightly by GOW-PAGE
(1965, 1. 4048 £.) as it seems out of context. If the textis correct, the compliment is slight and made in
passing.

13Cf. Mart. 11. 43. 1-2; 11-12: deprensum in puero tetricis me vocibus, uxor, | corripis et culum te

quoquehabererefers. | .. parce tuis igitur dare mascula nomina rebus | teque puta cunnos, uxor, habere
duos.

14Cf, 11. 104. 17. pedicare negas...
15cf. 11.78.
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However, 5. 54 is neater than 5. 55 in that it does not contain so many loose and shifting
images.

5. 54 surprises and shocks the reader. The subject of the poem concerns coition
with a pregnant woman; it is a bold and arresting theme. D. seems to be toying with the
subject: the first couplet misleads the reader into thinking that D. suggests not to have sex
with a pregnant woman (urjrote yactpopapii...), which seems logical as one may infer
that coition during the later months of pregnancy might be harmful to the child or
uncomfortable for the mother. Inline 3 D. states ...o0k dAlyoc mdvoc €ctat, but it is not
clear exactly what tévoc means here ("suffering", "pain", "toil") nor for whom is the
ndvoc, e.g. for the child, the mother or the man. dvtunpdcwmov in line 1 has point, as it
is later revealed in the final couplet that D. is suggesting sexual intercourse but not in the
usual way. The explanatory ydp of line 3 also catches the reader off guard. The mention
of sexual intercourse with a pregnant woman alone is odd enough, but D. goes further still.
D. explains why one should not do it face-to-face, (surprisingly) because it is too much
work, i.e. for the man (line 3 ok dAvyoc mévoc €ctar). There is further grounds for
pause when it becomes clear that D. shows no concern for the welfare of the child, who
could be at risk perhaps from the mans' weight on the womb, nor for the woman, should
their intercourse cause complications with her pregnancy or discomfort. He is almost
clinically detached. The maparpocdokicav becomes even more pointed at lines 5 and 6: at
line 5, muyyj is surprising as one would expect most naturally k¥cOg or the like and, with
this in mind, D. shockingly suggests sodomy. At line 6, the reader finally becomes aware
that D.'s precepts concern the wife. D. is outrageously ambiguous with tijv &Aoyov

which need not mean one's own wife; D. could have easily written cfjv dhoyov. D.
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finishes with a flourish, he advises that one treat the wife as if she were an ¢pduevoc and
Kumpuv is reserved for the final word where one would expect “Epwta.l6

To turn to imagery, nautical metaphor occurs at lines 3-4 which describes what
cuvoucio with a pregnant woman is like. peccéU...uéyo kOpa, the "great wave in the
middle", of course, refers to the abdomen of the woman,17 but there is also some realien in
this image, as the abdomen of a pregnant woman is filled with a protective layer of fluid in
which the foetus resides. D. greatly exaggerates the implications of this kOuo, comparing
it to a "great wave" which is capable of tossing about a boat at sea. In such instances, the
man is usually understood as the passenger or rower (¢épeccopévrc)1® on a metaphorical
boat (i.e. the woman).1® The image in épeccopévnc following ok dAiyoc névoc is
vivid, risqué and comical; D. hints at the in-out motion of a man "rowing" heavily and
sweating profusely perched on top of this f' great wave". In contrast with 5. 55. 6, where
the woman is tossing about (dugicolevouévrc), the man is being tossed about
(cohgvopévov) in 5. 54. 4. The rowing image is expanded ad absurdum in 5. 54 with a
full line.

AsT have mentioned in chapter two, cahe Vo is often used in nautical contexts.20
D. seems to be suggesting with this threatening sea imagery, admittedly with exaggeration,
that under these circumstances this position of intercourse is actually rather dangerous for

the man who would be tossed on top of a great wave as a rower in some fear for his life.

16Cf. 12. 86. 1-2 (Mel.), A Kumpic 9Aera yuovarkopavi gAdya BdArer | dpceva 8 avtdc
“Epoc tpepov davioyel.Vid. infra my discussion on humour.

17Cf. also Anacreontea 57. 19-20 Camp., podéwv & Unepde paldv | dmalijc Evepde deipiic | péya
Kipa xpdta TERVEL.

18¢f, e.g. PL.Com. 3.4; Ar.Ec. 1091; A.P. 5. 44 (Ruf.); 161 (Hedyl./Asclep.); 204 (Mel.); 9. 415
(Antiphil.); 416 (Phil).

19¢Cf. e.g. A.P. 5. 44 (Ruf.); 161 (Hedyl./Asclep.); 204 (Mel.); 9. 415 (Antiphil.); 416 (Phil); 11. 29
(Autom.).

20 Cf. also céhoc, which is commonly used of the sea and ships (see LST s.v. 1. 3; IL), as in A.P. 5. 204.
6 (Mel.)ék...cdhov.
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This reason for avoidance of face-to-face coition is lively and striking, as well as
ridiculous.

Similarly, the fact that face-to-face intercourse is considered a wévoc (=hard work,
toil) is both stunning and ironic. Sexual intercourse is usually considered pleasurable (NB
lines 2 and 5: teprduevoc, T€pmeo2l) and the contrast of the pleasure with hard work is
arresting. Hesiod advised his brother Perses to work (¢pydCev, II€pcn...), as an idle
man was hateful in the eyes of the gods.22 5. 54, as mentioned above, is also in didactic
tradition, but ironically D. advises the reader to take the easier route and to avoid the toil.
There could also be a reference to militia amoris in névoc and dvtimpdcanov as both are
used elsewhere in martial contexts.23

With regard to diction, A&yoc is ambiguous;24 it carries the literal sense of "bed",
but also the extended sense of "marriage-bed",25 both of which have point as the context is
sexual and, as it is revealed later, the intercourse concerns a married woman (line 6,
dhoyov).

Asin 5. 55, D. uses rare words and phrases such as: yactpofapij (hapax);
natdoysve...Konpde (hapax); podogidéL...tuyij (hapax); dpcevémardo. (occurs first
here and subsequently in Mel. once, Nonn. seven times). He uses several polysyllabic
words such as: yactpofapti, dvtinpdcunnov, taldoydve, Tepaduevoc, épeccouévnc,
cahevopévou, podoedéL, dpcevomarda. The use of such lofty and impressive words in
5. 54 (as in 5. 55) contrasts sharply with the sensual content of the poem and adds to the

humour of D.'s pose as the learned advisor and his ridiculous advice. The phrase

21¢f. also (of both men and women) A.P. 5. 160. 2 (Mel.); 201. 2 (anon.); cf. subsequently (Latin)

voluptas (Lucr. 4. 1263; Ov. Am. 1. 10. 35; Met. 4. 327 etc.), gaudium (Catull. 61. 110; Tib. 2.1.12;
Ov.Am. 3. 7. 63 etc.)

22gee Hes. Op. 299ff.

23For dvtinpdconov cf. e.g. X. Cyr. 7. 1. 25; HG 6. 6. 26; Aen.Tact. 22. 11. For mévoc, cf. Hom. IL.
6. 77; 525; 16. 568; (d. 12. 117; A.P. 5. 138. 3 (Diosc.).

24As is pointed out in JACOBS, 7 p. 406.

25See LSJ s.v. 3, E. EL 481, c& Aéxeo; Sapph. 121 Camp. Aéxov vedrepov.
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ueccéI...uéya kipo adds to the lofty tone of the 5. 54. The form peccéu is first used
by Hesiod26 and subsequently becomes common in authors such as Aratus,2”7 Apollonius
Rhodius28 and those of the A.P. 2° péya kOpa was commonly used by Homer, occuring
some seventeen times.30

Careful attention is paid to the transition from sex with a pregnant woman to the sea
imagery and kUGpa provides the link. k0ua is well chosen in this instance as it is used of
things that are swollen.31 It is generally used with the meaning "= wave, billow",32 but
may also have the more poetic meaning of "foetus, embryo";33 With this meaning in mind
the sea imagery of line 4 has point and wit: pregnancy is picked up by kOpa in the sense
of "foetus, embryo" and the sea imagery plays on the other more common sense of
"wave".34 Similarly, motdéyovoc carries two senses. maLdoyéve...Kimpidu has the
sense of capability of producing children (A.P. 9. 437. 4), i.e. heterosexual intercourse,
but madoySvey also hints at the sense of pregnant,35which adds further point and wit in
this context of coition with a pregnant partner.

Humour is importantin 5. 54. As mentioned above, 5. 54 is an erotodidactic
epigram in which the poet gives advice or takes on the role of the experienced praeceptor
amoris. The tone of 5. 54 is ostensibly instructive and objective and employs such devices
as “the ideal second person” (line 1, cdv; 2, kALvc); imperative mood (tépmeo);

prohibitive subjunctive (Mrjrtote...kAlvyc), but the reasons he gives for his precept are

26Cf. Op. 369.

27Cf. Phaen. 231; 368; 414; 511; 526; 528.

28Cf. Arg. 1. 1278; 2. 172.

29Cf. 1. 5. 1; 5. 242. 6, 7. 529.4; 10. 80. 2; 15. 28. 2; 40. 13.
30Cf. 1. 15. 381; 17. 264; 21. 268; 313; QOd. 3. 295; 5. 296; 313; 327; 402; 425; 429; 461; 12. 60; 202;
13.85; 99; 14. 315.

318ee LST s.v.

328¢e LSTs.v. L.

33See LST s.v. II. e.g. A.Eu. 659; E.fr. 106.

34As GOW-PAGE (1965, 2 p. 241) rightly point out.

35See LST s.v. IL; 1.
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ridiculous and are not meant, I think, to be taken seriously. The sea-imagery depends on
the comparison between a swollen abdomen and a "great wave" with the woman in the role
of the wave/sea and the man playing the part of the rowing passenger. D. outrageously
exaggerates the implications of the coupling. The notion that vaginal intercourse with a
pregnant woman would be too much of a mévoc (i.e. for the man) and the solution to the
problem (i.e. anal intercourse) are lively, vivid and humorous. In line 2, the participial
phrase modoyéve...Kionpidr teprdpevoc (e.g. "when enjoying procreant love-
making...") presupposes that it is common to engage in coition during pregnancy (which is
probably true), but the pose of D. as an educator who had made a hitherto unknown
discovery implies that it was not common. Equally incongruous, after such a phrase as
nodoy6ve..KonpudL teprduevoc, is his supposedly original solution to the dilemma
that one should have anal intercourse instead (especially as vase painting seems to depict
anal copulation with females).36 With these incongruities in mind, I think that D. is
playing with his audience and 5. 54 is a reductio ad absurdum. The fact that the only
flattering description the woman receives in the epigram concerns her rear-end

(podoeLdg L...wuyi]) is humorous; according to D., it would seem that this is the only
attractive part of a pregnant woman. The epithets of Aphrodite in 5. 54 are equally
hilarious (maiddyovoc Kumpic and dpcevénarc Kvnpic are only used here).
rmawddyovoc Kvnpic infers the pregnant mother image of the goddess Aphrodite, who is
usually sex personified. The phrase dpcevémarc Kumplic is a paradox, and the suggestion
that one imagine the beautiful goddess of love as a boy is ridiculous; however, in this
context dpcevémarc Kumpic is witty and apt as D. is advising anal intercourse with a
female. There is further humour in the final word Kvsnpuv, as opposed to” Epwta, which

comes as a surprise.

36See DOVER, R543 (Tarquinia; ARV 408); R577(Boston, 1970.233; ARV 444).
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D. employs sounds effects such as alliteration (kAtvyc, KGmpide in line 2;
peccéd...uéya, kOpa, kal inline 3; col...carevopévou in line 4; &hoyov
...apcevémaida in line 6) and homoioteleuton ( wpdc cov Aéyoc dvtinpdcwmoy in line
1; uéya kOpo, OAtyoc mévoc in line 3; Tiic ...£peccopévnc, col...cohevoué vou in line
4) which add to the learned pose of D. in that they suggest that his advice was carefully
thought out and phrased accordingly.

There are several contrasts in 5. 54. The obvious one, though not verbally spelled
out, is between anal and vaginal copulation. In this case, anal copulation is deemed less
toilsome. In the final line of the epigram D. also contrasts spousal and homosexual love
(GAoyov...apcevdmarda); fertile/ procreant love (madoydve.. . Kvmpirdr) and homosexual
love (dpcevémarda Kvmpuv); face-to-face coition with face-to-back (dvtiunpdcamov,
mdA v cTpéPoc); great effort (ovk OAiyoc mdvoc...) and the implied little effort in anal
intercourse. Atline 4 there is a contrast between the woman being rowed and the man
being tossed about.

There is a delicate balance in lines 3-4. These lines, which contain D.'s reasons
for his advice, both split into halves at their caesurae and they are carefully phrased:
peccdt yap péya xkOpa is balanced by kat ovk dAiyoc tévoc Ectar, and Thic pév
gpeccopévrc by col 68 cahevopévou. There is also balance in the structure of the
epigram. Lines 3 and 4 contain D.'s precepts and are the fulcrum of the poem, while the
first and the last couplets are joined by ring structure (both discuss sexual intercourse and

contain verbal reminiscences Kumpidr / Kbmpiv; tepndpevoc / 1épneo).37

371 have established in my first three chapters that technical skills are an important element in D.'s poetry.
Henceforth, I shall comment only on particularly significant examples of these skills.



CHAPTER 4: A.P. 12. 37 and 5. 56

Muynv Zecdpyoro diémhacev * Apgpiroliten!

pveAivny maitov o0 Bpotolorydc "Epwc

Ziva ¥élav épetiEat, 0Bovveka tdv T'avupidovc

uNpP@v ot ToVTOoU TOVAD peALypdTepot.

The poem consisting entirely or largely of praise of the beloved's charms, often
with specific reference to physical beauty, is a common type in the A.P. Several writers in
the A.P. who are earlier than or contemporaneous with D. wrote in this tradition.?
However, apart from a poem of Sappho and a fragment of Pindar,? which are two of the

earliest examples, this kind of poetry was not common before D. Pindar's {T. is an

excellent exemplar to which one may compare the various aspects which make up this type:

2) The physical beauty of the beloved is praised.

3) The effect on the lover is described.

4) One or more divinities are mentioned.

5) There is an address to the soul.

6) The lover_ makes a wish.

7) The beloved is considered divine. 4

I have included a table showing the authors of the A.P. (apart from 12. 37) who utilized

one or more of the above aspects in the tradition of 12. 37:

1The use of an ethnic  ApgiroAitew) of mortals is odd in sympotic and amatory poetry; ethnics are more
commonly used in sepulchral poetry (see KAIBEL, pp. 565-575.) The name Sosarchus does not occur
elsewhere in literature, but it does occur in inscriptions, two of which are roughly contemporaneous with

D. (but not from Amphipolis): see FRASER, 1994, 1 p. 420. Itis difficult to see any further relevance to
the ethnic in this context. With this in mind, perhaps we are to assume that D. is referring to a real
Sosarchus from Amphipolis, as opposed to a fictional character.

2Cf. 5. 194; 210; 7. 217 (Asclep.); 12. 51 (Call.); 38, 58 (Rhian.). Subsequently, cf. 5. 13 (Phld.); 48;
62; 73 (Ruf.); 156 (Mel.); 231 (Maced.); 12. 106; 110 (Mel.).

3Cf. Sapph. 31 Camp. (paivetai pot....); Pi. fr. 108 Bowra (QEOEENQI TENEAIQI).

41t should be noted that no single epigram need contain all of, or be limited to, the above seven aspects.

40
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Table 1.
Authors before D. or contemporaneous Subsequent authors
Author Location Aspects Author Location Aspects
Asclep. 5. 194 1,2, 4 Mel. 5. 156 1,2
5. 210 1,2,3 12. 106 1,3
7. 217 1,2, 4 12. 110 1,2,3,4,7
Call. 12. 51 1,2 Phld. 5.13 1,2,7
Rhian.> 12. 38 1, 2,3, 4, 77| Rufin. 5. 48 2,4,77
12. 58 1,2 5. 62 2,7
5.73 1,2,4,7
Maced. 5. 231 1,2

12. 37 is a poem which largely consists of praise and contains aspects 1, 2 and 4

from the above list: the beloved is named (Sosarchus, line 1); Sosarchus' physical beauty

is praised (muyn, line 2; unpot, line 4); two divinities are mentioned (Eros, line 2; Zeus,

line 3). As Table 1 shows, several epigrammatists writing in this tradition made use of

aspects 1, 2 and sometimes 3. D., like them, employed ideas of his own as well as

variations on old ones.

D.'s epigram differs from most of the above examples (Table 1) in various ways.

D. does not suggest the overall beauty of Sosarchus, he stresses one particular part (as

does 12. 38 Rhian.), his soft rear-end. Sosarchus is not considered divine, nor need one

512. 38 (Rhian.,whose date is not certainly placed much before or after D.) is similar to 12. 37. D. and
Rhianus are roughly contemporaneous as they were both probably active in the second half of the third
century B.C. (see GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 pp. 235; 503). Although no final word can be said about the
dating of the two epigrams, I am inclined to follow TARAN (p. 45) in placing A.P. 12. 37 before 12. 38,

as D.'s epigram is an expansion of the Ganymede theme, while Rhianus' seems to be a more elaborate
expansion of 12. 37.
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assume that he was so by association with Eros;® instead with a slight twist, Sosarchus is
compared to a quasi-divinity, Ganymede.” The tone of 12. 37 is also set apart from the
epigrams of Table 1, with the exception of 12. 38, in that it is tongue and cheek and does
not have the same gravity. In addition, Zeus and Eros do not appear in any epigram of
Table 1, nor does Eros play the playful role of provoking someone.8

To move on to some important themes, D. varies standard motifs. Eros has a
curious role in 12. 37 as a creator; nowhere else in literature before D. does he seem to
mould all or part of people. Zeus, Prometheus and Hephaestus are the standard creators of
mankind.® Gods did, however, alter the appearance of mortals,!0 but they do not seem to
have altered specific body parts. D. adds a risqué and humorous touch to both of these
themes by making a childish and undignified god like Eros a divine creator, and by making
him fashion a rear-end, which is a bold contrast to the noble creation myths, as an
enhancement of Sosarchus' appearance. In making the muyrj of Sosarchus Eros' creation,
it is also possible that D. is varying the motif of comparing the beloved to Eros, where the

beloved is sometimes referred to as "another Eros" or the "child of Cypris" etc.1! The

6See TARAN, p. 41, who states that Sosarchus' uyj was divine because “it had been fashioned by a god"
and then compares 12. 64 (Alc.Mess.), among others, where the boy is called Oeioc. It should be stated
that nowhere is Sosarchus called "divine", nor need we assume that he was from the context.

7Cf. h.Ven. 212-214, einev 8¢ €xacta | Znvoc égnpocvrct dudktopoc *Apyewpdvine. | éc
£o4 (sc. Ganymede) d3dvatoc kai dyfpoc ica Seoiciv; Theog. 2. 1345- 1348 Kpovidnc...|
daprdEac 0° éc "OAvpmov dviiyaye, xai piv (i.e. Ganymede) €0nke | daipova. Cf. subsequently,
Ov. Met. 10. 155f. qui nunc quoque pocula miscet | invitaque Iovi nectar lunone ministrat. I have not
been able to locate any tradition which states that after Ganymede was abducted he did not obtain
immortality; it would seem to me a little odd if a human were living agelessly amongst the immortals.
8Eros and Zeus do occur together in other types of epigram, e.g. komastic, 5. 64 (Asclep.); 12. 117 (Mel.).
2Vid. infra my discussion on word selection.

10cf. Od. 10. 395 ff.; 13. 429 ff.; 16. 172 ff.; 454 ff.; 23. 155 ff.

11For the beloved referred fo as equal to Eros, cf. 12. 54 (Mel.); 64. 2-3 (Alc.Mess.), devtepov via |
Kimpidoc...; 75 (Asclep.), Kumpidoc...malic; 76. 3-4 (Mel.), otimot ' v Eyvac | éx popdc tic Epu
Zothoc 1j tic "Epwc; 77.4 (Asclep./Posidipp.), 00’ adtn Kimpic yvdcetar §v tétokev; 78. 3-4
(Mel.),” Avzioyxoc pgv | 1v dv "Epwc, 6 & "Epac tdpmaiiv *Aviioxoc.
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Ganymede motif was popular among ancient poets,12 especially those of book 12 of the
A.P.13 However, to the best of my knowledge, the poets of the time of D. and before did
not use this theme for the purpose of humour,14 but rather as a recherché compliment toa
beloved. Generally, poets of the A.P. utilized this motif in two ways: as an exemplum to
justify the love of boys;15 by way of a conceit in begging Zeus not to abduct their boy
(who was likened to Ganymede).16 Like the other poems in the A.P. which employ the
theme,17 D. expresses the beauty of Sosarchus by way of comparison with the Trojan
youth, but D. varies this motif by alluding specifically to the thighs of Ganymedel8 and
having Sosarchus outstrip him in the comparison by far, an idea which subsequently
Meleager among others makes use of.19 D. does not appear to be emotionally involved in
the epigram as do the other authors in A.P. 12. 64, 65, 67, 68, 69, 70, 133, 230. In
contrast to the usual idea of hoping that Zeus will not carry off the beloved, D. portrays
Eros mischievously moulding a very attractive posterior in order to provoke Zeus into
carrying him off.

D.'s use of humour in 12. 37 is worthy of note. There is an irreverent tone in

supposing that Zeus was largely attracted to Ganymede because of his thighs. Homer's20

12¢t. e. g. Hom. II. 20. 232-235; h.Ven. 202-206; S. fr. 345 Pearson; E. Or. 1392; Pi. O. 1. 43-45; Ibyc.
fr. 289 Page; Thgn. 1345-1350; Theoc. . 15. 124; 20. 41; Virg. Aen. 5. 255; Ov. Met. 10. 155; Prop. 2.
30. 30. Cf. also TARAN, pp. 7-13.

13Cf. 11. 88 (Lucill.); 12. 20 (Julius Leon.); 37 (Diosc.); 64 (Alc.Mess.); 65 (Mel.); 67 (anon.); 68
(Mel.); 69 (anon.); 70; 133 (Mel.); 230 (Call.).

14Cf. subsequently, A.P. 11. 88 (Lucill.).

15Cf. A.P. 11. 407 (Nicarch.); 12. 65 (Mel.); 133;230 (Call.). Cf. also [Thgn.] 1345-1350; Theoc. Id.
20. 41; Prop. 2. 30.

16Cf. A.P. 12. 64 (Alc.Mess.); 65 (Mel.); 67 (anon.); 68 (Mel.); 69 (Alc.Mess.); 70 (Mel.) etc.

17Cf. e.g. A.P. 12. 20; 64-70; 133; 230.

18A fr. of Aeschylus may also refer to the thighs of the Trojan boy; cf. Ath. Soph. 13. 602 e, (sc.
Aeschylus) 6 & év Kolyiciv mepi Tavupridouc tov Adyov mootipevoc: 'unpoic Vmaidev v
Awoc Tupavvida.

19Cf. 12. 54. 3-4 (Mel.), 7 ydp 6 xolpoc | elipetar kpelccov oltoc “Epwroc “Epuc; 148. 1-2
(Mel.), papi..Hioddpav | vikdcewv avtdc tac Xdpitoc xdpicuy; 5. 73. 6 (Rufin.), cd, dokd, Trv
Jeodv éxdédukac; 301. 6-7 (Paul.Sil.), Hagin, | kdAAel vikndeica teol xpoodc...

20Cf, 1L 20. 232-235; also h.Merc. 5. 202-6.
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Ganymede was abducted by the gods because of his beauty, without mention of Zeus' love
for the boy. After Homer, Zeus' passion for the Trojan shepherd is attested,2! but D.
plays this up further: the buttocks of Sosarchus are set up to attract the king of the gods.
There is further humour in the type of posterior that Eros made to attract Zeus; it was not
just any sort of crupper, but a soft, chubby one at that. The epithet for Eros is equally
ridiculous. Eros is not called fpotolorydc before D, but this title was commonly used of
Ares.22 Not only is Bpotororydc paradoxical, contrasting sharply with Eros' role as the
creator of Sosarchus' muy, but it also carries the metaphorical sense of killing men with
desire.23 The association of maiCwv with ppotororydc “Epwc is also comical. The
Hellenistic Eros is often portrayed as playing like a child,24 but the image of a foolish little
boy who is manslaughtering is as engaging and laughable as the idea of little Eros
ovoking the king of the gods.

To touch briefly upon diction, D. exploits rare vocabulary and combinations of
words. pveAivoc is not used elsewhere; word groupings such as fpotororydc “Epauc
and pehiypoc with prjpoc occur first here; 6JoUveka is poetic and is used elsewhere only
by Euripides, Sophocles and Theocritus. This employment of exceptional and poetic
words in a frivolous context, as we have seen in D.'s other epigrams,?> not only raises the
tone in sharp contrast to the subject matter, but it draws attention to si gnificant points.
¢peiCw has a cleverly ambiguous meaning and cleverly exploits several different

interpretations. ¢pediCw2¢ has the meanings of "rouse to anger", "rouse to fight",

218ee TARAN, p- 9, who cites: Theog. 1345-50; Pi. O. 1. 43-45; S. fr. 345 Pearson; E. Or. 1392; PL
Phd. 255b 5-¢ 1; X. Smp. 8. 30.

22Cf. Hom. IL. 5. 31; 455; 518; 846; 909; 8. 349; 11. 295; 12. 130; 13. 298; 802; 20. 46; 21. 421; Od.
8. 115; Hes. Sc. 333; 425; Tyrt. fr. 9. 4 PLF; A. Supp. 665; A.P. 6. 91. 5, 9. 323. 8; 11. 191. 1 etc.
233ee my discussion of this type of poetry in chapter 1 (A.P. 5. 138).

24A.P. 12. 46. 3-4 (Asclep.); 12. 47. 1-2 (Mel.); 9. 585. 3 (anon.).

258ee my discussions in ch. 1 (A.P. 5. 138), 2 (55), 3 (54) on diction.

268e¢e LS s.v. L.
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"challenge", "provoke to curiosity", "excite to love", "irritate", "incite i.e. to rivalry",27
any of which could be intended here.

The word order of our epigram is intricate and deliberate. The first line is well
constructed. The noun, noun, verb, adjective structure is almost a golden line with the
second adjective at the head of the following line (ITuynv Zacdpyoo dié€mhacev

"ApgiroAiitew | pvelhivnv.) Prominent word placement, such as the first position in the
line, plays an important role in our epigram: muyT|v, pveAivyy, Zfijva and unpdv areall
important for the main thrust of 12. 37, which centres upon Eros' craftsmanship of a rump
to provoke Zeus and a comparison between the thighs of Ganymede and Sosarchus. The
impact of the whole piece is increased by the shocking first word muy"|v,28 and pueAivny
makes this doubly emphatic. Visually, the association of the first word in each line is

laughable, Zeus is drawn up between a soft rump and thighs, caught in the middie as 1

—+

were. There is further intricate word placement in the chiastic order of: the body parts of
the boys and their names, muyrjv Zocdpyoto..I'avupridovc | unpdv; in the order of the
names Sosarchus, Eros, Zeus, Ganymede where the order is boyfriend, god, god,
boyfriend. Care and attention is paid to the final word in each line which follow a genitive,
nominative, genitive, nominative pattern ( AugiroAiten ["Epoc | I'avupidouc |
ueALxpotepotr). There is mapampocdokiav in the delayed placement of Epwc at the end
of line two after the epithet fpotoAotydc. An astute reader would naturally have expected
" Apmc after poTororyéce as this epithet is commonly used of the war god before D.29
The imagery in words such as dvamwAdccn, pveAivoc, Bpotolorydc and

uehiypoc is rich. D.'s use of dromAdccn is novel and striking as it has not been used

273ee TARAN, p. 42; for vying with Zeus cf. also A.P. 5. 64 (Asclep.); 167; 12. 230 (Call.).
28Note that Rufinus also begins an epigram with muyrj, 5. 35, ITuydc adtdc EKpLva TpL@v.

29Vid. supra my discussion on humour. Note that Meleager imitates D. at 5. 180. 1, T{ Eévov, €i
BpotoroLydc”Epac Té...téEa | BEMAEL.



46

with Tuyn before. SvamAdccw suggests plastic art, e.g. moulding statuary.30 Similarly,
the verb mAdicco is also used of a sculptor (e.g. Prometheus, Hephaestus, Eros) who is
working with pliable material, such as clay.3! This image of Eros the sculptor is comical
and risqué as we are to imagine the god working intently and seriously on an objet d'art (=
rump) with his hands. dvamAhdcco does not seem to have been used in this metaphorical
sense elsewhere. In this context pugAivoc is apt and suited to the soft, yielding and pliable
nature of clay. There may even be a hint of the amatory associations of pveA6c here.32
The imagery also appeals to the reader's sense of taste. Marrow is a rich, fatty food33 and
Sosarchus's behind is described as marrow-like. D.'s use of this food metaphor seems
strange; no where is a posterior referred to as marrow-like, nor, as far as I know, is any
other body part. D. is perhaps boldly playing with the idea of sacrificial offering in which
the thighs and fat of a beast were set aside for the gods.34 The other food image here
involves honey. Honey is often included in amatory contexts,35 but nowhere else are
thighs or other specific body parts considered honey-sweet.36 The honey-metaphor seems

more apposite; this sugar was an important sweetener, but it is also enticing, pleasant-

30see TARAN, p. 41, who cites, . Towivey 6 Texvitne ce duémhacev. A.PL. 275. 11 (Posidipp.)
31g\dcco is commonly used in connection with Prometheus' creation of man: Aesop. 228. 1.1 Hausrath,
IIpopundevc...dvipdnouc E€xhace...; 229. 1; Philem. fr. 89 K, Ipopndevc, dv Aéyouc' fjpdc
nAdcan Kol TdAAa mdva Tda; Apollod. Bibl. 1. 45. 2, TIpopndetc €€ Udatoc kai yijc
ddpdrove mAdcac; Call. fr. 493. 1 Pf. €1 ce IIpoundevc | Exhace. mhdcco is also used of the
creation of other humans: Hes. Op. 70 (of Pandora) ¢k yainc mAdccev kAvtoc *ApgLyvrieic
mopYéve aidoin ikehov; Men. fr. 535. 5 Kock, yuvaikoc xhaceV (sc. Ipoundevc); (of

Praxiteles) A.P. 12. 56. 3-4 (Mel.) "Epuc éppuyov dyarpa, | adtov dnewkovicac, Emhace
IpoErtéAnv. (NB that mAdcco is not used when Praxiteles makes Eros of marble in 12. 56. 1-2,
Eikéva pév Iapinv Lwoyhigoc dvuc “Eputoc | pagitéAnc Kinpudoc matda Tunwcdpevoc:).
32Note the amatory association of pveAée in E. Hipp. 253ff.; cf. medulla in Cat.35. 15; 45. 16; 64. 93;
100. 7, 91. 6; Virg. A. 4. 66; Plaut. Most. 243.

33 Astyanax ate pveASv as a child: cf. Hom. II. 22. 500f.

34Cf. Hom. 1. 1. 452ff.; Od. 12. 359ff.

35Cf. A.P. 5.32.3 (Marc.Arg.); 170. 2 (Noss.); 244. 6 (Paul.Sil.); 12. 22. 5 (Scynthin.); 81. 2; 126. 4;
132b. 8; 133. 6; 154. 4 (Mel.).

36Cf. 5. 219 (Paul.Sil.); A.Pl. 177 (Phil.); for some general uses of ueAuypdc see LSJ s.v. where it is
used of wine, foods, poetry, poets, sounds.



47

smelling and delightful to taste. By comparing the thighs and rump of the boy to food, D.
is playfully suggesting that these parts were palatable. As noted above, ppotoloryéc37 is
usually applied to Ares, and the imagery involved in Eros's epithet is important for
humour.38 There is militia amoris here and the implication of this epithet is that Eros is
invested with all the power and ferocity of the god of war himself. Of course, this
implication is not meant to be taken seriously; Eros'elevation in status is mock-solemn and
hyperbolic. Militia amoris was a very old and widespread image, but in the Hellenistic
period there is important development.32 Apollonius Rhodius seems to be the first author
to empower Eros with a warrior epithet (o0Aoc "Epwc) and it is likely that D. is following
his lead.40 There is also variation on the usual idea of the lover fighting with Eros; here
Eros is provoking Zeus.

Like several of D.'s other poems, 12. 37 is frivolous and lighthearted, yet packed
with poetic subtleties. He incorporates a variety of ideas with a novel, lively and humorous
slant. As often, humour is an important aspect in D.'s epigrams; however, unlike many of
his amatory epigrams, D. seems uninvolved. 12. 37 engages and charms the reader by
incorporating dense imagery and intricate word order with a light subject matter.

Another epigram of D.'s in this tradition is 5. 56:

"Expaiver xetAn pe poddypoa, morkiAduvia,

YuyoToKi} cTépuatoc vektapéov npdiupa,

Kol yAfivat Aactawcwy O dgpicry dctpdrToucal,
ctAdyyvev fuetépov diktuva Kal mayidec,

Kol potol yAaydevtec ¢0Cuyec iuepdeviec
gvQuéec, TAcnC TEPTVITEPOL KAAVKOC.

GAAG Tl unvoe Kucly Octéa; pdptupéc eicy
Tfic ddvpoctopinc ot Midew kdhapou.

37¢p81ikw fits well with Bpotolorydc as both can be interpreted in a martial and amatory sense; for
¢pediCo in an amatory context, cf. Ach.Tat. 5. 25. 7.

38vid. supra my discussion of humour.

398ee MURGATROYD, 1975, p. 59-65.

40Cf. also Mosch. 7. 1f.
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This kind of self-imitation4! is not rare in the A.P., and the concept of an author recycling a
specific kind of poetry should not be surprising: Asclepiades wrote five poems of the
komastic type42 and Theocritus wrote four Idylls which include the komos;*3 Meleager
wrote 3 epigrams on the renuntiatio amoris #4 D. himself wrote at least twenty sepulchral
epigrams45 etc. D. seems to be setting himself a test, in which he makes new additions
and/or new twists to a type of poetry which he has already exploited. If part of that test is
achieving novelty and variation on a previously dealt with theme, then 5. 56 is successful.
In addition to the actual praise of beauty, there are several similarities between 12.
37 and 5. 56: both epigrams include a beloved who is not directly addressed; imagery is
important in each;#¢ rare diction and word combinations are exploited;*7 mythological

examples are incorporated.48

a technique which is not unique in this kind of poem (cf. A.P. 5. 48; 62 Ruf.), but is
interesting, as D. does not seem to be concerned with the woman as an individual, but
more so from a physical point of view. No gods are mentioned in 5. 56; different body

parts and far more (5) of them are included. 5. 56 is longer and more emphasis is given to

the beloved’s (who is female here, to judge from line 5) charms. In form the two poems

41See Caimns' essay in WEST-WOODMAN, pp.121-143.

42Cf. A.P. 5. 64; 145; 164; 167, 189.

43Cf. Theoc. W. 3; 6; 7; 11.

44Cf. AP. 5. 175; 179; 184.

45See my chapter 1 on the blending of genres.

46Imagery is especially prevalent in 5. 56.

475086 poa, ok AGpuuda, Yuyotaky, dupoctopinc occur first here; the word combinations
podéypoa...xeiln, ctépatoc...vetapéou, yMijval ...actpdntovcar, polol with é¥Lvyec or
yhaydevtec or e 9UE e c do not occur elsewhere (Lpepdevta paldv occurs first here; the phrase occurs
much later in A.P. 15. 27. 14 (Simias), where it is used of a deer's teat). wpéOupa does not seem to be
used elsewhere of a woman's lips.

48[ 12.37. 3-4, Ganymede is mentioned; in 5. 56. 7-8, there is a reference to Midas and his ass-ears, on
which see GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 237; Ov. Met. 11. 180ff.; RE, 15. 2 col.1531-1532; REITZENSTEIN,
p. 186; WEINWREICH, pp. 73-7.
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differ. 5. 56 forms a list or catalogue detailing the woman's attractive features (lines 1-6);
while 12. 37 is a brief account of a miniature scene.4° There is slow revelation in 5. 56;
we can not be certain that D. is referring to a specific woman or to a favourite type of
woman until the final couplet, where D. intimates that he does not wish to reveal all of the
woman’s charms.

Most importantly, the tone of 5. 56 is very different from 12. 37, where D. does
not seem to be seriously involved.59 The tone of 5. 56 is passionate, exuberant and
excited, D. seems directly and intensely concerned. D. exploits a variety of techniques in
order to highlight his excitement. Firstly, D. shows his fervent interest by listing the
charms of the woman with emphasis on their effect on him.5! Secondly, the above
mentioned rare words and combinations of words are striking and impressive. There are
many polysyllabic nouns and adjectives which add to the woman’s charm and impact. D.
also shows his excitement by emphasizing the anonymous female's singular appeal with
extraordinary diction used to describe an extraordinary woman. Thirdly, the crescendo of
adjectives in lines 1-6 builds up the impact of D.'s passion and ecstasy, especially in
contrast with the anticlimactic reaction in lines 7-8, where D. ostensibly stops himself from
ranting and raving. Fourthly, the imagery suggests D.'s intense feelings. The imagery 1s
extensive with comparisons, metaphors and allusions figuring in every line. The vividness
and clarity of the imagery adds stress to D.'s jubilation. The comparisons made depend on

common and tangible things such as, d{kTva, mayidec52 and kaAUE, which makes the

49The catalogue format of 5. 56 is not new (cf. Hom. II. 2. 494 ff.; Hes. Th. 176 ff.; Semon. 7 Camp.);
however, D.'s use of it to list the attractive attributes of a woman, as far as I can tell, is novel.Strangely,

GOW-PAGE (1968, 2 p. 381) refer to A.P. 5. 132 (Phld.) as a "strikingly original epigram" which "may

have been the model of Ov. Am. 1.5. 19 ff.", and make no reference at all to 5. 56; nor in their

commentary on 5. 56 (2. p. 236-237) do they refer to 5. 132. Clearly, there is a connection between these
two epigrams and 5. 132 is likely an expansion on 5. 56 or at least it is a poem very much like it. For
other catalogues of charms, cf. A.P. 5. 48; 60; 70; 76; 94 (Ruf.).

508ee my discussion of humour in this chapter.
51Cf. line 1, éxpaiver...ue; line 2, yuyxotoxii; line 4, ctAdyyxvav fpetépov diktva kol moyidec.
52For dixtva and mayidec in amatory poetry, see MURGATROYD, 1984, pp. 363-364.
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appeal more immediate. Fifthly, the word order draws attention to D.'s ardour. The first
word in line 1 marks the tone of the epigram, éxuatvet, as do the first words in lines 2, 4,
6 and the final words in lines 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and perhaps 6.53 Sixthly, the pace of the poem
is swift and excited, sped on by an aBsence of strong stops in the first six lines and by
asyndeton in lines 1-2 and 5-6. In addition, lines 1-6 are comprised of one long, breathless
sentence with cumulative impact. Seventhly, sound effects also perhaps point to D.'s
ecstasy. Homoioteleuton is prevalent and seems to build up in proportion with D.'s
passion in lines 1-6, e.g. poddyxpoa morkihdpvda |..tpéddupa; kol
yAfvat...actpdatoucar;’4 Aaciacicwy...0gppiciy; ciddyyxvov fpetépav; mayidec |
..yAaydevtec €0Cvyec ipepdeviec | evguéec. There is framing in line 2 which adds to

the impact of Yuyotakih...npédBvpa. The spondeiazon in line 3 adds further impact by

The final two lines mark a shift in emphasis, where D. terminates his catalogue of
charms with an explanation. This explanation has a teasing effect on the reader, much like
the cetera quis nescit technique,55 where some information is left to the reader's
imagination. The list of charms begins at the woman's face and proceeds downward to her
breasts, at which point he changes direction with the reader expecting a description of,

perhaps, the female's pubic region.

53 D. may be capping an epigram of Asclepiades (5. 210. 4), where the “rosebud” metaphor is used; here,
the woman’s breasts are more delightful than any “rosebud”.

54 There is also assonance in this line in '\’ sound.
558ee my opening discussion in chapter 2.



CHAPTER 5: A.P. 12. 42

BAéyov éc Eppoyévnvl mhriper xepi, kal tdya wprigewc
o.L00KGpak Gv cot Jupdc dvepomoiet

KAl ctuyviv 0ppUnv Alcelc tdcwv: v § dAevm
opyavov dykictpov kuatL dovc kdAauov,

EANEeLc ¢k Apuévoc moAATV Opdcov, odE yap alddc
o0d &Aeoc damdve KGALOTL CuVTPEQPETaL.

Initially, 12. 42 seems to be an erotodidactic epigram: the speaker does give advice
ostensibly aimed at helping the addressee obtain the favours of Hermogenes.2 However,
upon closer perusal it becomes obvious that the advice is not sincere and that the main
thrust of the epigram is abuse of the beloved, Hermogenes. Itis no great leap of

5 L1

ssee is insincere for two

assume that D.'s advice to the addre 1cere f
D. give sincere advice to someone he simultaneously abuses?® Secondly, the advice given
is not necessary, as it is common knowledge that one must very often have money to obtain
the services of a puer delicatus.* We should also consider that it is highly probable that

D.

1The name Hermogenes (Hermes-born) is well suited to the boy. The association with Hermes (the god of
merchants, trickery and theft) suggests the mercenary personality of the boy (cf. Hor. C. 1. 30 and NISBET-
HUBBARD, p. 344.). '

2Note that CAIRNS' (pp. 173-174) definitions do not allow for this type of erotodidaxis. This type would
be a variation on type 1 (see my chapter 3 on this type of poetry), i.e. instruction aimed at promoting,
usually insincerely, a mercenary love affair between a pair of lovers and given by a love-god, courtesan,
experienced lover, or poet in the role of 'teacher of love'; cf. Tib. 1. 5. 69 ff.

3The addressee or rival is also abused. This is clear from line 2 where the lover (or his v uoc)is called a
nowoképok, and from the fishing analogy at lines 3-5. The k6pak is often used in imprecations and
other unfavourable contexts (Cf. e.g. Archil. fr. 196A. 21 Camp.; Thgn. 833; Pi. O. 2. 87; A. Ag. 1473;
Supp. 751; Ar. V. 852; 982.); thus its use in this compound is highly abusive. Juudc fits well with
nadoxSpak, suggesting an uncontrolled, voracious and lustful appetite (cf. e.g. Hom. II. 343;Theoc Id. 17.
130; E. Med. 8) . The analogy is painfully obvious; it implies that the rival is so inept as to fish without
a hook, which would leave him no chance of pulling in his catch, a fact which D. clearly points out,
¢A\Eeic...moAAT)v dpocdv. There is no need to accept GOW-PAGE's ( 1965, 2 p. 244) assumption that a
baited hook is meant by dyx {ctpov; a hookless-line is even more futile than fishing without bait, as
some fish (e.g. tuna) will strike a bare hook.

4For other epigrams involving payment to a beloved for his/her favours, see A.P. 5. 29 (Callicter); 30; 31
(Antip.Thess.); 32 (Marc.Arg.); 33; 34 (Parm.); 63 (Marc.Arg.); 81 (Dionys.); 101 (anon.); 125 (Bass.);
126 (Phld.); 217 (Paul.Sil.); 12. 239,

51
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D. is or was one of the boy's lovers, to judge from the venom of the attack5 and the themes
exploited which commonly find their way into love poetry, e.g. the venal boy, the
unfaithful lover, the rival and perhaps the poor poet. ¢ These are standard amatory
themes. Furthermore, when D. does not mention his reasons for the tirade against
Hermogenes, he invites the reader to guess the answer (which is usually infidelity in
amatory contexts). Itis difficult to discount D.'s involvement with boy, and if we did, the
point of the epigram would be lost without a link between D. and Hermogenes.

Abuse occurs in many kinds of writings, e.g. curses, defixiones.” In literature
abuse is often personal with its main thrust aimed at discrediting someone.8 There are
many examples of invective against people in Aristophanes, e.g. Cleon,? Socrates.10
Similarly, in 12. 42 the abuse is personal, but the context is amatory and the abuse is
centred upon the beloved. This kind of abuse is not common in poetry.l1 An early
example of this type occurs in an epode of Archilochus (fr. 196A. 16-23):

NeofoUvAn[v pév ov]

[&]AAoc Gviip éxétw alal mémerpa & [
[Gv]Ooc § dmeppiinke mapdeviiiov

[k]ol xdpic Y| mplv émfjv: kSpov yap oV k[atécye mw,]
[.Inc 88 uétp’ Egnve pairvoiic youviy

[€c] kSpakec dmexe: pN ToUTO €@ LTOV[
[6]moc éyd yuvalka tfo]wovtnv Exov

[yei]tocL xdpyw €copoarl?

Like 12. 42, Archil. names the beloved and abuses her extensively. But, unlike D., he

curses the beloved (21), acknowledges her beauty (18-20) and has an ulterior motive for

5Vid. infra my discussion of the abuse of Hermogenes.

6Vid. infra my discussion of amatory themes.

7See WATSON, pp. 1-48.

8Cf. Archil. fr. 72; 94B (against Lycambes); Hippon. fr. 10-12; 14; 83 B. See also BRECHT, p. 4-6.
°Cf. Fg. passim.

10Cf. Nu. passim.

11T hreats against the beloved are common in book twelve of the A.P. where the lover warns that the
bloom of youth will fade (cf. A.P. 12. 30 (Alc.Mess.); 31(Phan); 33 (Mel.); 39 (anon.) etc.). This kind of
threat is generally aimed at convincing the beloved to yield to the lover's passion, but 12. 42 does not

contain any of these threats nor is it aimed at convincing the boy to accept the poet (vid. infra my
discussion on the theme of the rival).

12The text printed here is from MERKELBACH-WEST, pp. 99, 101.
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his abuse, i.e. to obtain the favours of another woman. Another example in this tradition is

a fragmentary Iamb of Call. (3), the gist of which is recorded by the Diegesis VI. 34ff..
Katapéugetol TV Kalpdv ic TAovtou
udAlov 1 dpetiic Svta, TOV O
pd avTov dmodéyetar 8c THc Evav-
Tidac v ToUVTOV yvéunc: TopemL-
komteL 8¢ kal Ev3vdnudv tuva, oc
Kexpnuévov i dpg mopLcud, v-
o THc unTpdc Thovcie cuctadéva.

Tojudge from the Diegesis, lamb 3 was very similar to our epigram. Call. names the

beloved and reproaches him. Unfortunately it is impossible to know the extent of the abuse
in this Jamb. Some other poems written before 12. 42 should be considered: A.P. 5. 162;
164 (Asclep.); 186 (Posidipp.); 12. 43; 148 (Call.); Anacr. 358 PMG. These works share
a number of aspects with our epigram: the beloved is named13 ; abusive names are used;!4
rivals are mentioned;!5 specific failings are listed.16 12. 42 shows several novelties. D.
does not simply include a rival, he addresses him and abuses him. The extient of the
abusel7 surpasses the others by far with its invective remarks and demeaning comparisons;
clearly D. is not interested in a reinstatement with the boy. The list of his specific failings
is far longer than in other poems of this type which include one or two; here, Hermogenes
is greedy, frowning, shameless and pitiless.

The abuse here is conveyed variously. First of all there is the actual content of the

poem. Hermogenes has no redeeming qualities here: D. describes the boy as having a

I3See 5. 162. 3; 164. 2; 186. 1; 12. 43. 5; 148. 15; 162. 3; 164. 2; 186. 1; 12. 43. 5; 148. 1.

l4gee 5. 162. 3; 164.2.

15See 5. 186. 2-4; 12. 43. 6.

16gee 5. 162. 1; 164. 1; 186. 1; 12. 43. 3; 148. 2, 4; Anacr. 358. 6-8 PMG.

17TFRASER (1972, 1 p. 596) argucs that D. gave impetus to this type of abusive epigram which he
mistakenly states is not found in either Asclepiades or Callimachus; vid. infra my discussion on the
influence of A.P. 12. 148 (Call.) and Jamb 3 which subsequently became very popular especially in the first
and second centuries AD (See BRECHT, pp. 101-102.), e.g. the epigrams of Lucillius in book eleven of
the A.P. ; but clearly the works of Archil., Call., Asclep., Posidipp. and Anacr. and perhaps Catullus (8.
12ff; 15; 21; 58 etc.) should figure in this equation.
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frowning, sullen expression on his facel8, ctuyviiv dgppvwv Adceic Tdcwy (12. 42. 3),
as opposed to listing some attractive attributes.!® In line 1 Tdyxo has the meanings
"quickly, presently, forthwith",20 which emphasize the boy's single-minded interest and
the speed of his response in selling his charms for money/presents. In modern terms the
boy could be likened to a vending machine, where the patron sees what he wants, pays his
fee and obtains it. Hermogenes is described as greedy and unprincipled in that he is
interested in money not love, and that he has no shame (i.e. in accepting presents) nor pity
(i.e. for the poor lover/poet.)2! Hermogenes is also called a dGmavoc kGANOW.

There is further abuse in the fishing metaphor. Hermogenes is likened to a fish that
the fisherman has no chance of catching without a hook.22 The imagery of our epigram is
sharp and focused. The fishing metaphor (3-6) is important and has point. Amatory
fishing first occurs in the Hellenistic period,23 but D.'s use of it here is striking and
elaborate. Money is likened to the hook which neither the rival nor the fisherman has, and
which the rival/fisherman must have in order to obtain his desire. D. draws some scathing
parallels between the rival's association with Hermogenes and the fisherman's with the
fish. The rival is likened to the fisherman who fishes with no chance of catching his prey;
for without a hook obtaining his desire is nothing but a dream. Hermogenes is likened to a

stupid fish who is attracted by a hook (or baited hook). There is a paradox in woAAT|

18GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 244, correctly point out that the ctuyviy dppUwv ... Tdciv belongs to the
boy, but they offer no parallels. One could compare subsequently A.P. 5. 27. (Ruf.); 92. 2; 12. 186. 1
(Strat.).

19Cf, A.P. 12. 43. 5 (Call.).

20gee LST s.v. I tdyo (LSJ s.v. II.) may also mean "perhaps", which suggests that the boy is
undependable and unattached. Both meanings of Tdy o are possible; however the first seems more abusive
and more apt.

213ee GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 244. For the theme of the poor poet cf. Call. Jamb 3; A.P. 7. 460; 12.
71; 148 (Call.) etc.

22The place where the metaphorical fishing is to occur may be pointed. The implications of the metaphor
with the fisherman at the harbour, which was a common haunt for whores, suggest that Hermogenes may
have been a common harbour-whore. Cf. e.g. A.P. 5. 161 (Hedyl./Asclep.); 159 (Simon.). For other
epigrams containing the hook metaphor, see A.P. 5. 67 (Capito); 247 (Maced.).

23See Lyc. Alex. 67; see also MURGATROYD, 1984 p. 364.
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dp6éeoc.24 Tt is difficult to fathom how a fishing line dipped in the harbour (presumably
once, to judge from the aorist participle, kOpatL doic Kdhopov) would result in much of
anything. dpdcov comes as a surprise at the end of the second colon where the reader may
wonder what the fisherman can possibly pull in without a hook. The whole analogy builds
up to these two final words of the second colon where strangely and unexpectedly the
climax is woAATv dpdcov. One might expect a lot of line or a lot of nothing, but a lot of
water seems absurd. The paradox adds emphasis to the following lines where shame and
pity are deemed inconceivable in and expensive cinaedus.

Several words are well chosen for their abusive character. matdokdpak is a rare,
unusual and economical word, thus drawing the reader's attention; but this word has

important implications for both the unnamed rival and Hermogenes. wowdoxdpak likens

)

Tam wawznl $n o =
tnerivaitoa

6pak, the b p he raven is an opportunistic
carrion feeder, an association which does not carry any redeeming qualities for the rival,
but it is even worse for the boy who would be the carrion which the raven preys upon.
Here, the carrion-association suggests the revolting and disgusting nature of a bloated
corpse as well as the pungent odour of rotting flesh. wp1iEec has point, it has the
meanings "achieve", "effect, accomplish",25 but also "transact", "negotiate", "manage".26
These latter meanings are more io the point here and add teeth to the invective bite which

attacks the mercenary Hermogenes. mAjpgL xeptl stands out because it seems odd with

24Hermann's theory that the fishing metaphor was an elaborate double-entendre was rightly dismissed by
GOW-PAGE (1965, 2 p. 244), who quote Hermann, "kéAapov de veretro Mpévo autem...de pueri parte
postica interpretatur, ut verbis €\Eeic - dpdeov nihil aliud indicetur quam xatoyeceital cov." This
interpretation is strained and ridiculous; I have yet to find such an instance where kdhopoc is used for penis
and Aprjv for anus. How exactly would this work? Would the lover be drawing woAArv dpbcov which
dripped off his penis out of the boy's anus ? Is this not what the lover desires? To judge from A.P. 5. 54
and 55, D. is not the type to conceal a perfectly good obscenity behind such cloudy metaphors. Here the
fishing metaphor works well without any double-entendre.

258ee LST s.v. nmpdcco I

263ee LST s.v. mpdcco I 6.
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BAEmw where Supact or 6gpddApoic would be more natural.27 Here, wArjper xepl adds
further censure to D.'s tirade against greedy love; this is the part of the body that the boy is
attracted to, i.e. a hand full of money. ctuyvéc (not used elsewhere with tdcic) has the
meanings "hated, abhorred",28 "gloomy, sullen".22 This word is economical in that it
carries several meaning which are applicable to this context. Hermogenes has become
hated by D., and his facial expression is not at all depicted by D. to seem attractive, but
rather morose, black, haughty. ddmovoc (of men) has the meanings "lavish",
"extravagant",39 (of things) "expensive", "consuming".31 Here too several of these
meanings may be intended,32 drawing more attention to the abusive term domdve
K6AAom (a rare and emphatic phrase which only occurs here) and making it doubly
abusive. k6AAoy is no doubt a term of abuse,33 but the precise meaning of it in the time of

TN ceemta 1imatiainahla
D. seems unattainable. The me

occurs first here.34

The tone of 12. 42 makes up part of the attack against Hermogenes. There is a
mixture of strong emotions, e.g. bitterness, anger and sarcasm, especially at lines 1-3.
From the end of line three to the end of the poem, D. becomes increasingly abusive. Each

line is carefully laid out with barbed phrases which cast both the beloved and the rival in a

27Cf. A. Supp. 716; S. OT. 1371; E. Ph. 397; 458; A.P. 7. 669. 2 (Plato).

283ee LSI s.v. ctuyvéc.

298ee LST s.v. ctuyvée IL

30see LS s.v. ddmavoc (= damovnpdc).

318ee LST s.v. ddmavoc (= dazavnpde) 11, 111,

323ee GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 244, who suggest "expensive".

33See GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 244, who cite Hsch. AB 102. 33, 16 votiaiov, T0 tpayniLaiov T00
Bodc, kGhhoy, Sud T elc k6AAav eddetely, Kal Tovc ckAnpovc 82 kai wapnPrkdtac moldac
¢vteidev K6Ahomdce pacwy. Cf. also HENDERSON, p. 212-213.

34Hsch.'s explanation does not clarify the meaning; if Hsch. is correct, that a k6AAoy is a boy on the verge
of losing his beauty, it would seem to contradict mawdokSpak in line 2; fading charms are also a very easy
target for abuse (cf. A.P. 5. 21; 27 (Ruf.); 107 (Phid.); 204 (Mel.); 271 (Maced.); 12. 30 (Alc.Mess.); 31
(Phan.); 33 (Mel.); 39 (anon.)), which D. makes no use of here.
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bad light, culminating in the final and extremely corrosive colon which is highlighted by the
repetitious o8¢ yap...o00’.

Many important words are positioned at key places in the line. Verbs either begin
or end every line (except line 4) which draws attention to the action of 12. 42. Other
important placements include the abusive term mawdoképok and the poignant dppavov
which clearly dangles the idea of Hermogenes' shortcomings (at lines 5 and 6) before the
reader, i.e. Hermogenes is in need of certain human qualities. Similarly, aiddc atline 5
and o0&’ at line 6 are notably placed to accent Hermogenes' deficiency.

Sound effects such as alliteration in "x" in lines 1-2 along with the clashing double
consonants ", E" in xept...tdxa npriEec | mardokSpak and the hissing of "c"
throughout seems to add to the abusive tone and mood of the epigram.

Structurally (if we place a strong stop after dpdcov in line 535) the poem becomes a
tricolon diminuendo (BAéYov...tdcuv; fiv...0pdcov; o0de...cuvtpépetar). Thethree
part construction adds further emphasis to the abusive final colon; the epigram builds up
and tapers down to the last colon and leaves a lasting impression on the reader. There is
ring structure which gets the point across with some short and scathing remarks concerning
Hermogenes: at line one his venality is featured (wArjpe L xept); similarly, lines 5-6 dwell
upon venality by explaining why one needs money/presents, i.e. because the boy has no
shame or pity (008¢...atddc | 008 EAeoc).

To move on to some other important points of appreciation, D. incorporates several
themes which are often perceived from the point of view of the lover. One of these is the
venal boy. There are two ways in which this theme is used: firstly, the lover is put off

when the beloved asks for a gift;3¢ secondly, the lover becomes disenchanted when the

351t seems odd not to have a strong stop before o1 d¢ yvap: cf. e.g. A.P. 7. 148. 3 (anon.); 277. 3 (Call.);

472. 5 (Leon.); 497. 3 (Damag.); 551. 5 (Agath.); 566. 3 (Maced); 745. 9; 9. 151. 5 (Antip.Sid.); 176. 3
(Pall.) etc.

36Cf. A.P. 5.32 (Marc.Arg.); 63; 114 (Maec.); 12. 148 (Call.); Diegesis on Iamb 3; Anacreont. 29. 9f.;
Tib. 1. 5. 68ff.; 9. 52ff. For a tirade against venality, cf. Lyr.Alex.Adesp. p. 214.
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beloved asks for more expensive gifts.37 12. 42 follows the first example with some
variation: he includes a rival;38 he does not address the boy at all and he paints a very black
picture of the boy.32 Another prominent theme is that of the unfaithful beloved.40
Clearly, D. seems upset at the fickleness of Hermogenes. This is not unlike other pieces
which deal with the unfaithful beloved,#! where the lover naturally vents some hard
feelings, but D. does not curse the beloved, like Thgn. 1311; he does not threaten him/her,
like Theoc. Id. 29. 39-40; he does not focus his anger on the rival, like Tib. 1. 9. 53-74;
rather D. abuses the boy with no hint of kindness, and he is extremely bitter and angry. He
does not address the boy directly,*2 rather he sarcastically addresses the boy's lover.
Unlike other poems which exploit this theme, D. adds no personal touches, no first person
addresses, no first person personal pronouns, nothing that could be directly traced back to
D. The theme of the rival is also present.#3 Here, D. varies the theme with an address to
an unnamed rival,44 by giving him insincere advice45 and by abusing the rival.46

12. 42 may have been inspired by an epigram of Call., 12. 148 (and perhaps lamb
3). D.'s epigram seems to be a more elaborate expansion on 12. 148. There are thematic
similarities between 12. 148 and 42: the venal boy, the unfaithful lover and perhaps the
poor poet (if we infer that D. did not have the money to offer Hermogenes). Call.'s detail

of whovUtov keveal xépec (12. 148. 1) is inverted in our epigram, mAripet xepl (12. 42.

37Cf. A.P. 12. 44 (Glauc.); 212; 237 (Strat.).

38Vid. infra my discussion on the theme of the rival.

39Vid. supra my discussion on the abuse of Hermogenes.

40presumably, Hermogenes was the beloved of D., hence the abuse of him and the rival.

41Cf, Archil. 196A. 16-23; Thgn. 1311; Theoc. . 29. 39-40; Call. Jamb 3; A.P. 12. 237 (Strat.); Tib. 1.
9. 17-52.

42Cf. A.P. 12. 237 (Strat.), Thgn. 1311, Theoc. K. 29. 39-40 and Tib. 1. 9. 17-54.

43Cf. A.P. 5. 8 (Mel.); 107; 120 (Phld.); 158 (Asclep.); 160; 165; 166; 191 (Mel.); 213 (Possidipp.);12.
43 (Call.). :

44CK. Tib. 1. 5. 69ff.; 2. 87ff.; Cat. 15; 21; 40; 83; Hor. Epod. 15. 17ff.; Prop. 1. 5.

45For the technique of insincere advice: cf. Call. lamb 5. "Q Eglve - cupBoult) | yap v Tu Tév ipdv -
| dxove TAmS kapd|[inc.

46Vid. supra my opening paragraph.
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1), and the idea of the dream is expanded upon (u1 Aéye...tovudv dverpov €pol 12.
148. 2; mpni&eic | ...0v cor Gupdc dvelpomoAel 42.1-2). D. does not slavishly follow
Call. in form and structure: he does not directly address the boy, but rather the rival; he
does not refer to the boy in a kind and loving manner (piAe 12. 148. 4); 12.42 is more
than a chastising slap on the wrist, the focus here is highly abusive and it is centred upon
Hermogenes. Although there are no verbal similarities between the fragmentary Jamb 3
and 12. 42, we may assume from the Diegesis synopsis that their main thrusts were

similar.



CHAPTER 6: A.P. 12. 14

Anpégihoc Torolcde grafjuaciy el wpdc ¢pactdc
xpricetal dxpainy, Konpt, xald’ fAwkiny
oc éué vov é@iAncev O viimioc, oUKETL VUKTOP
ficuya T keivov untpl pevel mpddupa.
The main thrust of 12. 14 turns upon the prophecy at lines 3-4. Prophecy in
general is a familiar element in ancient poetry. There are several earlier examples, such as

Hom. 1. 19. 407ff.; Pi. N. 1. 62 ff.; Pae. 8. 25-35; Porphyrio, Commentum in Horati

Carmina, 1. 15. 1, who says, "hac ode Bacchylidem imitatur. nam ut ille Cassandram facit
vaticinari futura belli Troiani ita hic Proteum" [sic]); A. Pers. 796 ff.; Cypria (Procl. chrest.
1, ...Kaccddpa mepi tdv peAAévtov tpodniol.); Lyc. Alexandra; Verg. A. 6. 756 ff.1
Caims summarises one form of prophecy as follows:

The speaker is in a situation not to his liking and the blame or responsibility for this
lies, in his opinion, with the addressee. The speaker warns/ prophesies [sic]/
wishes that the addressee may in the future find himself in a new position in which
he will no longer incommode the speaker. The purpose of this threat is to induce
the addressee to take faster action to relieve the speaker's present discomfort.2

Prophecy often figures in a specifically amatory context, where the actual prophecy is the
main thrust of the poem and where the prophecy is almost always used as a threat against
the beloved because he/she will not yield to the speaker's desires.3 A brief synopsis of the

standard features of threat -prophecy is as follows:
...the speaker may warn the addressee that old age will come and render him
unattractive or/and place the addressee in a plight similar to that of the speaker. Or
the speaker may, in sophisticated examples, simply say that the addressee's
alternative love relationship will come to no good... Or --although this may be a
different variant-- the speaker can say that the addressee will grow to an age to feel
the same sentiments as the speaker but with a happy outcome.4

1See NISBET-HUBBARD, p. 189 for further examples.
28e¢e CAIRNS, p. 85.

3See CAIRNS, p. 85.

4See CAIRNS, p. 85-86.
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This type of poem is very common, especially in the A.P.5 12. 14 shares many
similarities with threat prophecy: a god is mentioned,® (line 2, Cypris); the boy is
named? (here Demophilos would be more acurately considered a prospective beloved); the
komos is alluded to8 (lines 3-4); other suitors are mentioned® (line 1 épactdc); the door is
included!© (line 4, npGHvupa); compliments are made to the boyl! (line 1 Toloicde
QLAjpacLy).

12. 14 is a prophecy but not a threat-prophecy. The speaker is not at all in a state
of discomfort, nor is the prophecy made in order to induce the beloved to yield to the
passions of the poet.12 12. 14 is an inverse threat-prophecy. The differences in 12. 14
from the standard threat-prophecy are important. Firstly, D. does not threaten that
Demophilos' charms will fade with time,13 but rather talks of him in his prime when older.

Secondly, the poet does not complain that he has received poor treatment from the boy,14

5Cf. e.g. 5. 21 (Ruf.); 23 (Call.); 47, 103 (Ruf.); 167 (Asclep.); 233 (Maced.); 12. 16 (Strat.); 29; 30
(Alc.Mes.); 31 (Phanocl.); 35 (Diocl.); 39 (anon.); 174 (Fronto); 186; 195; 215 (Strat.). Cf. also
CAIRNS, p. 85, who cites Thgn. 1299-1310; Theoc. H. 29. 35-40; Hor. C. 1. 25. 9-10; 3. 10. 9-12, 19-
20; 4. 10. 6; Ep. 15; Ov. Ars 3. 69ff.; Cat. 8. 14-19; Prop. 3. 25. 4; Tib. 1. 8. 71-78.

6Cf. A.P. 5.167. 4, 5 (Asclep.); 12. 16. 1 (Strat.); 31. 6; 195. 4 (Phanocl.); Thgn. 1299-1310; Theoc. 4.
29. 22; Hor. C. 3. 10. 8, 9; 4. 10. 1; Ep. 15. 9; Tib. 1. 8. 5, 28, 35.

7Cf. A.P. 5.21. 1 (Ruf.); 23. 1 (Call.); 47. 1; 103. 1 (Ruf.); 167. 3 (Asclep.; NB the text of this epigram
is probably corrupt, see GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 126); 12. 16. 1 (Strat.); 29. 1; 30. 1 (Alc.Mes.); 31. 2
(Phanocl.); 35. 2 (Diocl.); 39. 1. (anon.); 174. 1 (Fronto); 186. 1; 195. 3, 5; 215. 2 (Strat.); Hor. C. 1.
25. 8;3.10. 1; 4. 10. 5; Ep. 15. 11; Prop. 3. 25. 6; Tib. 1. 8. 49, 71. )

8Cf. A.P. 5.23 (Call.); 103 (Ruf.); 167 (Asclep.); Hor. C. 1. 25; 3. 10; Ep. 15; Ov. Ars 3. 69ff.; Prop. 3.
25.

9Cf. A.P. 21. 5 (Ruf.); 233. 3 (Maced.); Theoc. K. 29. 14-15; Hor. C. 1. 25. 9; 3. 10. 16; Ep. 15. 13;
Tib. 1. 8. 50; Ov. Ars 3. 69.

10Cf. ALP. 5. 23. 2 (Call.); 167. 4 (Asclep.); Theoc. K. 29. 39; Hor. C. 1. 25. 4; 3. 10. 5; Ov. Ars 3. 71;
Prop. 3. 25. 10.

Licf, A.P. 12. 29. 1 (Alc.Mes.); 35. 1-2 (Diocl.); 195. 4-8 (Strat.); Thgn. 1299-1310; Theoc. K. 29. 5-6;
Hor. C. 4. 10. 1.

12NB CAIRNS does not include 12. 14 in his discussion.

13Cf. A.P. 5. 21.4-5 (Ruf.); 23. 5-6 (Call.); 103. 3-4 (Ruf.); 233. 5-6 (Maced.); 12. 29. 1-2; 30. 4-5
(Alc.Mes.); 31.3-4 (Phanocl.); 35. 3-4 (Diocl.); 39. 1-2 (anon.); 174. 3-4 (Fronto); 186. 4-6; 195. 7-8
(Strat.); 215. 2; Thgn. 1299-1310; Hor. C. 1. 25. 9; 4. 10. 2-5; Ov. As 3. 73-74; Prop. 3. 25. 11-12.
14¢Cf, A.P. 5.23. 4-5(Call.); 47. 5-6; 103. 1 (Ruf.); 233. 1-4 (Maced.); 12. 31. 6 (Phanocl.); 35. 2
(Diocl.);174. 1-3 (Fronto); 186. 2 (Strat.); Thgn. 1299-1310; Theoc. H. 29. 36; Hor. C. 1. 25. 7-8; 3. 10.
3-4, 19-20; 4. 10. 1; Ov. Ars 3. 69; Prop. 3. 25. 9-10.
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because he has been treated favourably by him and he has obtained a sample of the boy's
charms. Thirdly, there is no threatening assertion that the boy will be lonely!> in the future
when his charms fade. Instead, D. suggests that Demophilos will be anything but lonely
when his charms mature because komasts will frequent his door every night. Fourthly, at
no point does D. suggest that Demophilos is his ¢pduevoc nor that D. is himself the
¢pactric (this kind of relationship between the lover and beloved is commonly implied in
other poems in this tradition.16) Finally, the boy is at present too young for a relationship
and he is not directly addressed. Other poems of this type include beloveds who are of the
appropriate age.17 Inversion or variation of important aspects within a tradition of poetry is
not new,!8 but inversion of threat prophecy, to the best of my knowledge, occurs first
here,1? and D.'s inversion of it is bold, striking and extensive.

Praise of Demophilos should also be included as part the main thrust of 12. 14.
Like many other poems which praise the beloved the boy is named; the effect on the
speaker is intimated (here the effect is implicitly contained in ToLoticde @LAjpocty inline
1, in the address to Cypris in line 2, who is often invoked in amatory contexts, and in the
favourable prophecy in the final 2 lines); a divinity is mentioned, Cypris.20 Similarly,
many poems of this type include a brief expression of the charms of the beloved aimed at

emphasizing the beauty of the beloved, which is conveyed variously.21 D. also adds his

15Cf. A.P. 21. 5-6 (Ruf.); 167. 3-4 (Asclep.); 12. 30. 3 (Alc.Mes.); 35. 3-5 (Diocl.); 186. 6 (Strat.); Ov.
Ars 3. 69; Cat. 8. 15-19; Hor. C. 1. 25. 9-15.

16A P, 5. 21 (Ruf.); 23 (Call.); 47; 103 (Ruf.); 167 (Asclep.); 233 (Maced.); 12. 16 (Strat.); 29; 30
(Alc.Mess.); 31 (Phan.); 35 (Diocl.); 39 (anon.); 174 (Fronto); 186; 195; 215 (Strat.); Thgn. 1299-1310;
Theoc. M. 29; Hor. C. 1. 25; 3. 10; 4. 10; Ep. 15; Ov. Ars 3. 69ff.; Cat. 8; Prop. 3. 25; Tib. 1. 8.
17For a few exceptions, vid. infra my discussion on the praise of Demophilos.

18gee CAIRNS, pp. 127ff.; TARAN, pp. 1-2; GIANGRANDE, pp. 99-100.

19For subsequent examples of inverse threat-prophecy, cf. A.P. 5. 111 (Antiphil.); 148 (Mel.); 12. 205
(Strat.)

208ee the opening discussion in my chapter 4.

21Cf. e.g. A.P. 5. 194. 3-4 (Posidipp. or Asclep.), old te Aiydov | yAumwv...; 210. 2 (Asclep.),
TriKopat, B¢ Knpoc nap nupl...; 12. 58. 3-4 (Rhian.), Sccov év dAAoic | dvdeciy elapivoic KaAov
Ehapye pédov; Pi. fr. 108. 2-5 Bowra (a more lengthy example), tédc 6¢ Oeokévov dxtivdc mwot’
Sccov pappapitol-| cac dpakeic | ¢ un médw Kupaivetor, ¢€ dddpavtoc | g ciddpou
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own touch with an expression conveying a rare favourable prophecy (lines 3-4). Like 5.
13, 62, 156 and 194, D. mentions other potential suitors for Demophilos so as to highlight
the boy's allure.

12.14 differs from other poems which praise the beloved in that the boy is young ,
i.e. too young for an épduevoc/é pactric relationship, to judge from line 2, where the boy
has not yet reached his prime dkpainv..kad’ nAwkinv, line 3, where he is called 6
viimioc, and deductively from lines 3-4 where he has not yet had a following of suitors
besieging his door at night. D.'s mention of a boy who is too young (perhaps younger
than twelve years of age if Strato's terminus post quem has any validity22) and
acknowledgment of the fact that he has obtained kisses from him draw the reader's
attention. D. does not praise the present beauty of the boy,23 as is common, but rather the
prospective beauty of the boy when he is in his prime.

To move on to some important themes, the mapaxAavcidupov or kGuoc is a very
common motif in Greek and Latin literature?4 and thus the audience's sensitivity to it was
highly attuned;25 so, D.'s allusion to it here need not contain all or most of the traditional
elements of the komos for his audience to know what he is referring to in lines 3-4. In
fact, 12. 14 is not komastic, but the subtle allusion to the komos at the end of the poem is
sharp and witty. Reference to the nightly carousal neatly hones the point of the poem,
which is meant to be a compliment to the boy, while it also overturns the komastic threats
(i.e. that the beloved will have no lovers at his/her door) which mark komastic poetry.

Several poems of this type of poetry (threat-prophecy) contain allusions to the nocturnal

kexdAkevtalr péhawvav kapdiav | Yuxpd eroyl, mpoc &’ *Agpoditac dtipacieic |
EAkoPAe@dpov |...

22Cf. A.P. 12. 4; 205 (Strat.). For other poems which deal with a beloved who is too young, cf. 5. 111
(Antiphil.); 45 (Callicter); 12. 188; 228; 251 (Strat.); Hor. C. 2. 5.

23Cf. A.P. 5. 13 (Phld.); 48; 62; 73 (Ruf.); 156 (Mel.); 194; 210 (Asclep.); 231; 7. 217 (Maced.); 12. 51
(Call.); 38; 58 (Rhian.); 106; 110 (Mel.).

248ee HEADLAM, pp. 82-84; COPLEY, passim; McKeown, on Ov. Am. 1.6.

258ee CAIRNS, pp. 88-89;
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revel,26 and so D.'s use of it here clearly places 12. 14 in this tradition. D. has carefully
made use of a number of standard komastic motifs to achieve the above mentioned effect: a
prospective beloved is named?27 (line 1); a door is mentioned?8 (line 4); one or more gods2?
are mentioned (line 2), notably Cypris herself, who is often included (e.g. A.P. 5. 189
(Asclep.), 191 (Mel.), 12. 167; Lyr.Alex.Adesp. 1. 2, 12, 19.) The komos is also

revealed through emphatic word placement. Words such as épactdc, fjAkinv, viktop,
npéYvupa are all located at the end of lines 1-4 respectively. These words contain many of
the necessary ingredients for a komos and so are noticeable as they foreshadow the final
line:

1) époctat

2) a young boy

3) the proper time for a komos, evening

4) a destination, the beloved's door
D. also adds novelty to the komos theme by including the mother of Demophilos. D.'s
mention of the boy's mother here is puzzling. Gow-Page suggest that the mother isa
widow, as it would be more natural to expect mention of the father.39 This need not be the
case, the point of the epigram is that Demophilos is very young, he is a vijmioc (= infant,
child);31 reference to the boy's mother may have been made to emphasize the infantile
nature of the boy as one would expect a child to be with his mother. There may be further

innovation here. D. states that the tp6dvpa will not be ficuyo, e.g. "quiet", "still".32

HEADIAMS33 may be correct in assuming that ficuya = "quiet" and that D. is referring to

26Cf. A.P. 5. 23 (Call.); 103 (Ruf.); 167 (Asclep.); Hor. C. 1. 25; 3. 10; Ep. 15; Ov. Ars 3. 69ff.; Prop.
3. 25.

27Cf. AP, 5.23. 1 (Call.); 164. 2; 167. 3 (Asclep.); 190. 4 (Mel.); 213. 1 (Posidipp.); 12. 23. 3 (Mel.);
116. 4 (anon.); 118. 1 (Call.); 167. 1 (Mel.).

28Cf, 5. 23. 2 (Call.); 145. 1; 189. 2 (Asclep.); 191. 5; 12. 23. 3 (Mel.).

29Cf. A.P. 5. 64. 5, 6 (Asclep.); 168. 3, 4 (anon.); 189. 4 (Asclep.); 191. 7 (Mel.); 213. 2, 4 (Posidipp.);
12. 23.3; 117. 6; 119. 1; 167. 2, 4 (Mel.); Lyr.Alex.Adesp. 1. 2, 12, 19, 15.

3035ee GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 242.

313ee 1S s.v. vHjmioc.

328ee 1S s.v. ficuyoc.

33See p. 83.
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komasts knocking on the door in order to get the beloved's attention more effectively; but it
is also possible that o0k€Tt...| fjcvya...xpédBvpa = a door which is no longer still 34
which could mean that the door will be opening often in order to let in komasts, a practice
which is very rare in komastic poetry, but not unparalleled.35

There are minor themes as well in 12.1 4. The theme of the rival is present.36 D.
varies it here by alluding to future lovers of the boy.37 Another theme in 12. 14 concerns
kisses. Kisses are often praised for their special character or power in the A.P., where the
effect or quality of them is conveyed variously.38 D. adds novelty to this theme by
employing a boy, who is not a beloved of the speaker, and who is too young for a
relationship. The kisses given to the poet are not necessessarily erotic, but have the
potential to be so.

There is a siow trickle of information in 12. 14. Anudgiioc, @LAvuata, époctéc
and a prophecy are introduced in the first line; however it is not fully revealed what exactly
is going on until the end of the final line. One might expect with the mention of
Anudprioc, pLiripata, épactéc an erotic scene, but gradually it becomes apparent that
12.14 is not erotic. Midway through line 3, D. makes it clear that he has obtained kisses of
distinction, nothing more, from the young boy. He then completes the prophecy which is
finally fully revealed at the end of the poem. Thus, the tradition to which 12.14 belongs is
slowly revealed and it is not until the end of the epigram that it becomes clear.

Sound effects add to the impact of 12. 14. Inline 1 the 'guA' sound is repeated in

Anudgrioc and gLAvjuaciy, which draws attention by highlighting the link between these

34Ct. A.P. 7. 277. 3-4 (Call.), ...o08¢ ydp avtdc | fcuyoc, aidvin 8 ica dahaccomopet.

35See HEADLAM, pp. 82-84 (NB that he cites no refs. for this practice); COPLEY, pp.7-10, who cites
Ar. Ec. 938-75; PL. Cur. 156-157.

36See my discussion on “...other points of appreciation” in chapter 5.

37There may be some play here on the plurality of prospective lovers; the boy's name is made up of Anuéc
and @uhoc, i.e. he is a lover of "people".

38Cf. 5. 14 (Ruf.); 96 (Mel.); 266; 285 (Agath.); 12. 16 (Strat.); 68 (Mel.); 90 (anon.); 95 (Mel.); 133;
305 (anon.); cf also LIER, pp. 54-56.
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two words, i.e. the boy and his kisses. The sigma sounds of line 1 may help to express
D.'s jubilation after obtaining such kisses.3® Excitement is also suggested by the lack of
strong stops: 12.14 is one continuous and breathless assertion. In Line 2 there are
repetitive 'k' and "y' sounds in ypricetat... Kvpnpt, kad’ and internal thyme in
dkpainv..Akinv. The alliteration seem to make the invocation of Cypris more forceful
and memorable with the clashing sounds of the consonants, while the internal rhyme brings
to the fore the boy's prospective prime of youth. The sound effects in lines 3 and 4 may
also be intended to suggest the noise at his mother's front door, with all the knocking,
pleading, singing and whining of the prospective komasts (and perhaps the opening of the
door).

The beginning of lines 1 and 4 draws the reader's attention: line 1 opposes
Demophilos with the final word épactdc, perhaps separating the boy from an
gpactric/épduevoc relationship as he is too young. Line 4 is framed by ricuya and
xp6dupa. Here the separation of ¥jcvyo and mpéGvpa may highlight the fact that when
the boy reaches his prime, silence/stillness will not at all be associated with his mother's

door.

39For similar sigma sounds after having obtained some satisfaction from another, see my chapter 2 (5. 55)
and 4 (5. 54) on sound effects.



CHAPTER 7: A.P. 5. 53; 193

‘H mBaviy u’ €tpocev *Apictovdn, piA’ “"Adwvt,
Kopapévn 1 ¢ ctidea mdp KoAUHY.
el ddceL TavTny Kal épol xdpiv, v dromvevco,
un Tpdgactc, cvumhovv cip pe Aofav drdyov. (A.P. 5. 53)
‘H tpugepn u' Hypevce Khed td yoldxTv',” Adwve,
T cij koyauévn ctidea mavvuyide.
el ddcer kdpol TavTnv xdpLv, v dromvelco,
urn mpogdceic, cuumthovy civ ue Adpov tédyétw. (AP 5. 193)

There are several points which 5. 53 and 1931 have in common. Both poems
exploit the fact that festivals were one of the few instances in which young women made
marlale A o P r ey s
P uliv

see and meet them.2 These two epigrams are also characterized by their vivid and sharp

wit, part of which is the paradoxical combination of grief and death with love. D. has

1 Some commentators have argued that these two poems could not have been written by the same author
because of the extensive similarities in their content (STADTMﬁLLER, 1p. 161; WALTZ, 2 p. 88.);
however, the ascriptions do not seem to have been disputed in the MSS. Waltz (who is cited by
WEINREICH, p. 86; GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 238) argues that 193 is a parody of 53 based on the final
word d Y€ tw, which is obelized by GOW-PAGE (1965, 1 p. 82). His premise is that Cleo is the subject
of d y€ Tw and that there is an obscene allusion in cOusmAovv; thus, 193 is a parody of 53. This
interpretation seems strained. If this were the case, the sense of the epigram would seem obscure, since
Adonis is addressed in line 1 and spoken to at line 3. The idea of the parody seems equally odd. Whatis
being parodied? The names of the two women are different, and the wording is so similar that it is difficult
to see any real difference in the point of either piece. Waltz's theory is rightly dismissed by GOW-PAGE,
1965, 2 p. 238. GIANGRANDE, 1967, p. 42, argues that 193 is a satiric poem on the basis of the
meanings of wvdavr] (which he interprets as "wahrhaftig"), tpvgepri (which is interpreted as yevdric) and
the strange idea that Khed of 193. 1is really equivalent to KAéwv. There does not seem to be any good
reason for refuting the authorship of 53 and 193. It is possible that we have two versions of the same
poem which were written by the same author (so GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 238; REITZENSTEIN, RE 5.
1128), this is not the only example of such duplicity: cf. the two nearly identical versions of an epigram of
Mel. preserved by MS Pa (5. 215 and 12. 19a); Cat. 68. 20-24 and 92-96; Verg. G. 4. 475-478 and A. 6.
306-308; Verg. G. 479-480 and A. 6. 438-439. There is a good possibility that one poem is an
improvement on the other, as I hope to show.

2 See GOW, 2 p. 49, and especially HEADLAM, p. 40 f., who lists many parallels for young men being
love-struck at festivals.

67



68

become enamoured of a woman after she had grieved and taken part in the funeral rites of
Adonis. This is not the context in which one would expect the woman to

seem attractive to admirers, nor would one expect that people attended rites of this kind in
order to meet prospective lovers. This paradox is surprising and adds to the impact of the
poem.3

There is an irreverent tone in these two pieces. D. twists a solemn religious festival
into an amatory scene. Aristonoe and Kleo exposed their breasts in ritual lamentation for
Adonis4 and this is considered a ydptc that is worth dying for. D. also boldly puts himself
on the same level as Adonis in line 3, where he likens his own death to that of Adonis, and
wishes that he be lamented over and carried in a procession to the sea as a "ship-mate" of
Adonis'.5 There is further wit in the imagery of line 1 of each poem. Hunting imagery is
used. In 53, Aristonoe has wounded D., which likens him to Adonis who was wounded
by a boar while hunting,® and like Adonis D. is the victim of the hunt. Similarly, hunting
imagery is exploited in 193, where D. has been captured by Kleo. In each piece, the hunt
which caused Adonis' death is wryly equated with D.'s amorous feelings.

The meaning of koyouévr, which seems to be the same in each piece ("after she
struck her breasts"), is important for the overall point of the two epigrams. Gow-Page
argue (rightly) that D. has not yet seen the woman's breasts in either poem primarily on the
basis of the aorist participle (which normally refers to a time before the main verb) in line 2,

koyouévr. They also suggest (but offer no proof) that the Adonia was

3 For further examples of the combination of death and love in the A.P., see my discussion on the blending
of types of poetry in chapter 1.

4 See Ov. Met. 10. 708-730.

5 See GOW, 2 p. 298.

6 See Ov. Met. 10. 298-559; 708-739.
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primarily a women's festival7 in which men would be less likely to be present.8 The
suggestion that D. has not seen the woman's breasts in either poem may be further shown
by the point of the two epigrams, which is that D. is willing to die if the woman (Aristonoe
in 53, Kleo in 193) would grieve for him and strike her breasts (presumably bared®) in
mourning. If he had already seen the woman's breasts, then the joke about his willingness
to die in order to see them seems flat and pointless.

There are some slight but significant differences in each epigram (see the table

below which outlines the differences in lines 1 and 2 of epigrams 5. 53 and 193):

5. 53 5. 193

1) mdavi...Apictovén | tpugepn...Khed

2) W €tpucev W fypeuce
3) @A’ "Adwve "Adwvi
4) kopopévn..ctjdea td yoAdktiv’[al..] ...kopapévn ctidea

5) 17 cff ..wdp kaAUvBn | T ci..;wavvuyide

There is a difference in the adjectives used to describe the women (mv3avy] / Tpugepr)).

The meaning of miv¥av1] is not immediately obvious,10 and mi9avdéc is not common in the

71t is probably true that the funeral rites of Adonis were attended primarily by women, as it would seem odd
for a man to be imitating the mourning ritual of Aphrodite (cf. Ov. Met. 10. 725-727, where upon the
death of Adonis Venus says, "luctus monimenta manebunt | semper, Adoni, mei, repetitaque mortis imago
| annua plangoris peraget simulamina nostri"; RE s.v. Adonis, 1. 389.) However, it should be pointed out
that the festival must have been attended by both sexes (cf. Theoc. H. 15 passim and Ov. Ars 1. 75, nec te
praetereat Veneri ploratus Adonis.).

8 See GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 239. NB that Gow-Page also (mistakenly) suggest that the poet could not
have seen the women since the funeral took place at dawn. If this were so, we must assume that the
procession of women with a statue of Adonis made its way in the dark without a light source (which is
unbelievable), or that they began their procession at the point of sunrise. Firstly, if they began their
procession in the dark, clearly they would need some light source and then they would stand out in the
darkness, and so the poet could see them. Secondly, if the sun was rising when they began their procession
they would also be visible to the poet.

9 For the baring of breasts in mouring, cf. GOW, 2. p. 302, who cites: Hom. 1. 22. 79; Plb. 2. 56. 7,
Ov. Met. 3. 481; 13. 688; Fast. 4. 454; Cat. 64. 64.

10gee 1.ST s.v. mBavdc; NB that it is commonly used of arguments and orators.
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A_.P.; however there is one significant amatory instance of it. D. seems to be using it in the
same way as 5. 158. 1 (Asclep.), Epuiévy mudavy mot’ éyd cuvémaillov... The
meaning of wvdavij in 5. 158. 1 seems to be "winning"11, or perhaps "persuading” [to
love]. 12 These meanings would also fit well in the context of 5. 53. 1. Here, the woman
must be attractive and physically impressive, since D. is ready to die in order to obtain a
glimpse of her bared breasts. There is point in D.'s use of the adjective mi3avdc.
mdavdc is etymologically linked to the name ITe 18 which is the name of a divinity who
is often in attendance on Aphrodite.13 This name is also a cult title of Aphrodite,!14 which
may be important here in connection with the festival of Aphrodite's beloved Adonis.
These etymological allusions add doctrina and depth to mvBavrj. In 5. 193, D. has given
Kleo more immediate and obvious appeal: she is Tpugep1}, which is commonly used in
amatory contexts in the A.P.15 with the meanings "delicate, dainty", "tender, soft-fleshed"
etc. In comparison, Tvdovij seems more subtle, mysterious and thought-provoking than
the obvious Tpupe pn.

There is hunting imagery in both 5. 53 and 193, which is conveyed by the verbs
g€tpocev and fypevce. This imagery is apposite, as mentioned above, but there is a
difference in the meaning of the two verbs. Of course, both poems play on the theme of
amatory hunting, and ¥}ypevce is often seen in real and amatory hunting contexts.16
However, the imagery in £tpocev is sharper than itis in fjypeuce. Adonis was wounded
by a wild boar while hunting and it is this wound that killed him. Like Adonis, D. was

wounded, which makes the relationship between D.'s trauma and that of Adonis closer.

11 See LST s.v. mSavée 3.

12 Cf. the discussions of A.P. 5. 158. 1 (Asclep.) in GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 120; ARNOTT, p. 7;
CAMERON, pp. 281-282; cf. also GIANGRANDE, 1967 pp. 42-43.

13 See Ib. fr. 288 CAMPBELL; LIMC 2.1. s.v. Aphrodite, 1259, 1263, 1267, 1271.

14 See FARNELL, ii. 664; CAMPBELL, p. 312.

15¢f. 5.35. 8; 66. 6 (Ruf.); 151. 6; 154. 2; 190. 4; 198. 2 (Mel.); 12. 10. 2 (Strat.); 122. 2 (Mel.); 208.
3 (Strat.).

16 Cf. A.P. 5. 231. 4 (Maced.); 12. 23. 1; 85. 4 (Mel.); 99. 1, 3 (anon.); 109. 2; 113. 2 (Mel.); 142. 2;
146. 1 (Rhian.).
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To further differentiate jypevce from &tpwcev, capturing is very different from
wounding, since it is highly probable that one may bleed to death or die from the
subsequent infection of the wound; therefore, £tpwcev has more point than ¥jypevuce, and
the idea of the mortality involved with £Tpwcev subtly and neatly introduces D.'s wish for
death at lines 3-4.

The phrase i\’ Adwvi seems to be a learned reference to an Idyll of
Theocritus,17 where it is used twice when the singer begins her song at the festival of
Adonis. In addition @i\’ " AdwvL seems to be hieratical languagel8 (or, in this case, mock
hieratical), a witty and irreverent touch which is not present in 193. The religious language
contrasts sharply with D.'s near sacrilegious wish in lines 3 and 4. In 193. 1, Kleo's

breasts!® are Td yaAdkTiv’[a], an uncommon word, but the image of white breasts seems

@A’ ... inline one of

mdp KaAGPY is puzzling; the phrase seems to occur only here with reference to the
festival of Adonis. Gow-Page state that the KaAUPn seems to have been a tent or
temporary structure of some sort which housed the statue of Adonis at this festival, but no
parallels are cited.21 The reference to koAU is likely a recherché reference to the festival
of Adonis. In contrast to the specialized ndp KaAGP1, wovvuyide is more genéral and

obvious, and is not restricted to the festival of Adonis.22. The sound of line 2 of 53 with

its internal rhyme is more pleasing than that of 193. 2.

17See 15. 135, 143.

18 For examples of gpiloc + the name of a god in the vocative, cf. Hom. II. 15. 221; 16. 667; Ar. Nu.
478, @i\’ ‘Eppij; Pax 416; 718; Hippon. fr. 32. 1 West; A.P. 5. 86. 1 (Claudian.), gpile ®oife; A.P.
109. 4 (Antip.Thess.) ZeU pihe; 167. 6; 153. 4 (Asclep.), Kump @idn; 162. 2 (Mel.); 202. 5
(Asclep./Posidipp.); cf. also WEINREICH, p. 86, who does not cite any parallels.

19 Cf. 5. 56. 5 (Diosc.), patol yhaydevrec.

20 Cf. A.P. 56. 5 (Diosc.); 60. 1-2 (Ruf.); 84. 2 (anon.); 276. 4 (Agath.); 12. 165. 1 (Mel.); Bion 1. 10.
21 See GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 238.

22 Cf. Ar. Ra. 371 (vigil for Diana); E. Hel. 1365 (vigil for the Great Mother); P1. R. 328a (vigil for
Athena); A.P. 200.4 anon (vigil for Priapus); 201. 4 anon. (vigil for love).
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The first line of 53 cleverly resembles the first line of an epigram of Asclepiades (1
Aapvpt] W €tpuce PirAaiviov,... 5. 162.) There are also some similar ideas taken over
by D. in 53, i.e. being wounded,being near death as a result of the wound and the
polysyllabic name of the woman. However, 53 is not a slavish copy of 5. 162, but rather a
witty variation: D. changes the name of the woman and the adjective used to describe her.
In 162 Asclep. bemoans the fact that he was unwittingly wounded by Philainion and that he
1s dying. In 53, D. seems happily wounded by Aristonoe and he wryly invites death.
These similarities seem too extensive to be coincidental, and the verbal reminiscences
(M..." €tpwce[v]) between 53. 1 and 162. 1, I think, are meant to recall 162. In
contrast, 193. 1 shows little verbal resemblence to 162. 1, other than the metrical scheme.

Many commentators have stated that 193 is an improvement on 53,23 but this seems
to be based on personal preference without a close study of the differences themselves. On
the contrary, I think that 53 is a great deal more dynamic, witty and pointed than 193, and

that 53 is the newer piece, as it would seem improbable that an Alexandrian poet of D.'s

calibre would write a rather stale and banal variation on a sharp and focused model.

23 Cf. GIANGRANDE, 1967, p. 41; REITZENSTEIN, RE 5. 1128; JACOBS, 1 p. 372.



CHAPTER 8: A.P. 5. 52 (and 12. 170)

1"Opxov kowov €put dvedrikauev T+ Spxoc 6 mcTriv
*Apcivince Fépevoc Zocundtpy QLainy.

GAN M pev Peudnc keva & Spkiar T & Epuldyin
tuepoc 1) 8¢ Jedv ol gavepn dvvauLc.

Oprvouc, & Yuévaie, mapd kAnictv dkovcalc
"Apcivéne mactd pepypopévouc tpoddty. (AP 5. 52)

Poems in which a broken lover's oath makes up the main thrust are not

uncommon.! Some of the standard features of this kind of poetry include: a broken oath;2

1 Cf. A.P. 5. 5 (Stat.Flacc.); 6 (Call.); 7 (Asclep.); 8; 184 (Mel.); 279 (Paul.Sil.). NB that this type of
poetry may appear as a part of larger works: cf. Ar. Pax 1332 ff.; Av. 1731 ff.; E. Tr. 308 ff.; Prop. 1. 15;
Ov. Am. 3. 3; Hor. C. 2. 8; Tib. 1. 9; Verg. A. 4. 305 ff.; Sen. Med. 56 ff.; Claud. Rapt.Pros. 367 ff.
Another epigram by D. should be included here, A.P. 12. 170:

Zrovdy kol Afavetd kal ol KprThpL pLyéviec

daipovec ol @uhine wéppat’ éurc Exete,
Vpéac, @ cepvoi, paptipopar, oBic & peliyxpoc
koUpoc ' Adrjvatoc ndvrac ¢nepsdcato

* * * * & ® %
JACOBS (1 p. 370) seems to have been the first to suggest that 170 was not complete and he was followed
by GOW-PAGE (1965, 1 p. 84). If there is a lacuna after line 4, it is likely that the missing lines
contained an assertion to the effect that the oath was foresworn. Whether 170 is complete as we have it
here or not the point of the epigram seems clear, i.e. that the oath which Athenaios made was perjured.
There seems to be implicit evidence to suggest that the oath was foresworn for several reasons: firstly,
when a lover's oath is mentioned in amatory poetry, it is often perjured (see my opening discussion in this
chapter); secondly, poets often list the powers by which an oath is sworn when the oath is foresworn (cf.
A.P.5.7. 1 (Asclep.); 8. 1 (Mel.); 150. 2; 164. 1 (Asclep.); 279. 5 (Paul.Sil.); Ov. Am. 3. 3. 1, 14, 15,
27, 28, 29, 30, 35, 40; Tib. 1. 9. 2); thirdly, gods are commonly invoked to bear witness when a crime has
been committed, e.g. perjury (cf. NUE. cg ydp oVx dAANv poptipopat..., A.P. 5. 164. 1 (Asclep); cf.
also A. Eu. 643; E. Hipp. 1451; Ph. 626; Med. 619). In poems of this kind, perfidy is usually mentioned
(vid. supra), but in this case, D. may be cleverly varying this aspect by implicitly suggesting that the oath
was broken, as opposed to stating it explicitly; and D. may have intentionally left out the perjury as if to
suggest that he was so hurt by the perfidy that he can not bring himself to mention it (dwocidnrcic).
2 Cf. A.P. 5. 5.3 (Stat.Flacc.); 6. 1 (Call.); 7. 1 (Asclep.); 8. 2, 4 (Mel.); 279. 5-6 (Paul.Sil.); 12. 237. 3
(Strat.); Ov. Am. 3. 3. 1; Hor. C. 2. 8. 1; Tib. 1. 9. 1-2; Verg. A. 4. 305 ff.
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a direct address to the beloved;3 a lover's complaint;# the mention of gods;> arival;6 a wish
for revenge;’ perfidy, which is usually unpunished.8 In our epigram, the broken oath
makes up the main thrust, the god Hymenaios is included (line 5), a rival is implicitly
alluded to in lines 5 to 6, and 52 ends with a wish for revenge.

There are several variations and innovations which set 52 apart from other pieces in
this tradition. D. is not directly involved.? Uniquely, Arsinoe intends to marry the rival
with whom she broke her vows to Sosipater. Weddings are rare in amatory epigram, and
D. seems to be the first to use the motif in this tradition (and in amatory epigram in
general). There is further novelty in D.'s invocation of the deity Hymenaios, who is not
mentioned in other poems of this kind. The threat or wish at lines 5-6 also differs from the
standard threats in this group of poetry in form. Often the lover wishes for revenge against
the beloved,10 but the wish for a disastrous marriage is a novel variation.

There is further variation in the generic make up of 52. Several aspects of the
wedding song 11 are blended into our epigram. Reference to the nuptial song is made
clear at line 5, where we are introduced to Hymenaios. Wedding songs often contain a

statement introducing the couple,!2 a merry invocation to Hymenaios sung by members of

3 Cf. A.P. 5. 184 (Mel.); 12. 237 (Strat.); Ov. Am. 3. 3; Hor. C. 2. 8; Tib. 1. 9. 17-52; Verg. A. 4. 305
ff

4 Cf. A.P. 5. 5.2 (Stat.Flacc.); 7. 2 (Asclep.); 8. 5 (Mel.); 184. 3; 279. 1-2 (Paul.Sil.); Hor. C. 2. 8. 1-5;
Tib. 1. 9. 17-52; Verg. A. 4. 305 ff.

5 Cf. A.P. 5. 6. 4 (Call.); 7. 2 (Asclep.); 8. 1 (Mel.); 184. 1;279. 5 (Paul.Sil.); Ov. Am. 3. 3. 1, 15, 27,
28, 30, 35, 40; Hor. C. 2. 8. 11, 13; Tib. 1. 9. 20, 34, 49; Verg. A. 4. 371 {.

6 Cf. A.P. 5. 5. 3-4 implicitly (Stat.Flacc.); 6. 5 (Call.); 7. 3 (Asclep.); 8. 6 (Mel.);184. 5; Hor. C. 2. 8.
16 ff.; Tib. 1. 9. 53 ff.

7 Cf. A.P.5.7.3 (Asclep.); 184. 8 (Mel.); Ov. Am. 3. 3. 47 f.; Tib. 1. 9. 4; Verg. A. 4. 382 ff.

8 Cf. A.P. 5. 6. 4 (Call.); 5. 279. 6 (Paul.Sil.); Ov. Am. 3. 3 passim; Hor. C. 2. 8. 1-6, 12-16; Verg. A.
4.371f.

2 Cf. A.P. 5. 6 (Call.) only.

10 Cf. A.P. 5.7. 3 (Asclep.); 184. 8 (Mel.); Verg. A. 4. 382 ff.; Tib. 1. 9. 79; Ov. Ars 1. 657 f.

11 Cf. Sapph. fr. 110-117 A Campbell; Ar. Av. 1731 ff.; Pax 1329 ff.; Theoc. K. 18; Cat. 61, 62, 64.
323-381; Mart. 4. 13; Claud. Rapt.Pros. 361 ff.; Men.Rh. 399. 11 ff.; WHEELER, 1930, pp. 205 ff.
12 Cf. Theoc.Id. 18. 1-5; Cat. 61. 16-20; 62. 336; Mart. 4. 13. 1; Men.Rh. 400. 10 ff.
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the wedding party,!3 mention of the pair being well-matched and their love being mutual,14
reference to mutual fidelity,!5 praise of the bride's noble character,1¢ a wish for children.17
However, many of the standard features of the wedding song (outlined above) are varied or
inverted in our epigram. Firstly, we are not introduced to the couple who are to be married
at the beginning of the poem, but rather a couple who are not to be married. Secondly,
Hymenaios is not called upon to witness the happy union of a couple, instead he is invited
to listen to the melancholic reaction of the person/people outside of Arsinoe's door to the
inauspicious joining. Thirdly, there is no mention that the bride and groom are well-suited
to one another, or of mutual fidelity and love. Instead, we are introduced to a couple who
are not well-matched. Fourthly, D. does not highlight the noble character of the bride.
Instead, she is singled out and depicted as a heartless adulteress: she is called yevdric and
her oaths are keva. Fifthly, there is no wish that the couple may produce children. Here
the wish is almost twisted into a curse. The wish for a disastrous marriage is an
established curse motif, 18 and this is the type of marriage which the speaker of lines 5-6 is
wishing for.

52 shows a number of similarities to an epigram of Callimachus' (A.P. 5. 6) and
seems to have been inspired by it:

"Quoce KaAAliyvotoc 'Tavide wjrot’ éxeivnc
gEeLv nijte @ilov kpéccova prte @iinv.
ouocev: AAG Aéyovcwy dAndéa tovc év €paTL
éprovc un dvvely ovat éc ddavdrav.

viv §' O pev dpcevikg F€petar mupi, tiic 8¢ Talaivne
viugnc oc Meyapénv o Adyoc ovd dpududc.

13 Cf. Theoc. K. 18. 58; Cat. 61.4-5, 39-40, 49-50, 59-60, 124-125, 144, 149-150, 154-155, 159-160,
164-165, 169-170, 174-175, 179-180, 184-185, 189-190; 62. 5, 10, 19, 25, 31, 38, 48, 66; Mart. 4. 13.
2; Men.Rh. 400 25 ff.; 405. 2 ff.

14 Cf. Theoc. H. 18. 51; Cat. 61. 225 f.; 64. 334.

15 Cf, Cat. 61. 224 f.; 64. 335.

16 Cf. Theoc. . 18. 32-38; Cat. 61. 224; 62. 23; 64. 23; Men.Rh. 403. 25 ff.

17 Cf. Theoc. K. 18. 50-51; Cat. 61. 225-235; 64. 338 (prophecy); Men.Rh. 404. 25 ff.

18 Cf. WATSON, pp. 84, 97, 101. who cites Euph. ® pa & fr. C col. 1. 5-19 (which includes four separate
disastrous marriage curses); fr. B 10.
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Structurally, the two pieces are similar. Both poems contain the same number of lines (6),
and both can be broken down into three sections, of which 1 and 2 contain similar content:

1) Lines 1-2 contain the swearing of an oath.

2) Lines 3-4 contain an abrupt statement that the oath was in vain, which is

introduced by &AAd, and the proverbial statement in 5. 6 concerning lovers' oaths,

i.e. that a perjured oath is not subject to punishment by the gods, is picked up by an

allusion to the proverb in 52. 4.19
Neither poet is directly involved, they recount the stories of others. Neither rival is named.
There are some verbal similarities in each piece: Callimachus' piAnv and gilov are
picked up by @tAinv in 52. 2; dpkouc of 6. 4 is used in 52. 1 (6pkoc) and 3 (Spkia). In
addition, there are some significant technical skills common to each, e.g. repetition of
important words (6,”Quocs...{63:tocev; 52, 8pxoc...8pxia), emphasis on the oath motif
(the cal
Thereare proverbial allusions which are similar in each piece: in 6. 3-4, the gods do not
hear lovers' oaths; in 52. 4, it is not stated whether the gods hear lovers' oaths or not, the
point is that the gods do not take vengeance on forsworn lovers.20 These two statments
have essentially the same point, that lovers are free to forswear themselves without fear of
retribution by the gods. 21

D.'s epigram is quite similar to Callimachus' at certain points, but variation and
innovation may still be seen. D.'s protagonist is female, as opposed to male in
Callimachus, and the situation of 52 differs from 6. In 52 Arsinoe broke her vows to

Sosipater with a man she intends to marry, while in 6, Kallignotos has broken his vows to

Ionis with an unnamed boy. In 52. 4, D. has varied Callimachus' clearly proverbial

19The perjured oath not being subject to divine punishment occurs first in Hesiod, ¢k ToG 8’ Spkov
£0nkev droivipov dvipdmoict | vocpudiov Epyuv mépL Kinpudoc (quoted by Apollod. 2. 1. 3. 1);
Menand. fr. 449. 3 Austin; Publ.Syr. Sent. 22; Ov. Ars 1. 635; Greg.Cypr. Parcem. 1.

20 The dppodicloc Epkoc is an old and common motif in many types of poetry; see MURGATROYD,
1991, p. 139; HOLLIS, p. 132; SMITH, p. 271.

21 Cf. OTTO, p. 17 s.v. amare 4.



77

statement, GAAG Aéyovcty dAnT€a tovc €v Epwtt | Sprouc pn dUvelry odat éc
ddavatwv (3-4), by making a subtle allusion to a slightly different proverb, but one
which has the same effect, i.e. that lovers' oaths which are foresworn are not punished by
the gods. Callimachus seems neither to condone nor to condemn Kallignotos' actions.
The tone of 6 differs significantly from 52. In 6, Callimachus seems detached, almost
unconcerned about Jonis and little is said on Ionis' behalf; he shows little overt sympathy
for her (only Tfjc...tahaivnc in line 5), although some sympathy is aroused
retrospectively for Ionis in lines 1, 3, 4 where Callimachus repeats the fact that Kallignotos
actually did swear, and in the oracular expression in the final line, where she is compared
to the Megarians who were considered absolute nobodies.22 5. 6 is a simple narrative
relating only a sequence of events, while 52 is more complex.

In 52, D. seems to be more involved?3 and emotional than Callimachus. D.
condemns Arsinoe for her actions: much of 52 is devoted to building up and highlighting
Arsinoe's deceit. In order to increase the impact of her perjury, D. (much like
Callimachus) emphasizes her oath in the first three lines. The oath motif is an integral part
of the impact of 52. D. builds up the importance of this oath so as to increase the impact of
the perjury in the ensuing lines that follow. There is also a disproportionate number of
lines (4) devoted to Arsinoe's broken vows in comparison to her pledging them (2). This
contfrast shocks the reader and draws his/her attention to Arsinoe's perjury by adding
further impact to her deceit. D. takes aim at Arsinoe again by drawing a contrast between
her and Sosipater in lines 3-4; she is a lying and deceitful adulteress, while he is the faithful
and loving man. Not only does this comparison serve to bring out Arsinoe's crime from a
different perspective, but it also creates sympathy for Sosipater, whose love for her is

preserved by him in vain. There is further pathos in line 4 where D. alludes to the fact

22Cf. GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 1665
23 Lines 5 f. may be D.'s emotional intrusion into the poem.
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that Arsinoe will not be punished for her treachery. In addition, attention is drawn toward
this femme fatale and her forsworn oath by emphatic placement of words throughout
52.24 The association between the first and last words of lines 2 and 6 is important. There
is a subtle and witty contrast between * Apcivénc...gAinv and’ Apcivénc. . .xpoddty).
The position of the name Arsinoe at the head of lines 2 and 6 also highlights her part in the
pledging of oaths in lines 1-2, as well as the deceit of lines 3 ff. Other important word
placements include: mictijv at the end of line 1, which underscores Arsinoe's vow and
love; ¢épuAdydn and ipepoc, at the end of line 3 and the beginning of line 4, which draw
attention to Sosipater's faithfulness and true love in contrast to Arsinoe's. The final word
also leaves a lasting impression on the reader, where he or she is left with the bitter taste of
Arsinoe's beirayal. D. varies the straighiforward narrative of 6 with an impassioned and
address in lines 5 {., which makes his epigram seem more personal and
vehement. D. varies his final couplet by writing in a wishful outcome as opposed to the
actual one in Callimachus' epigram.

Lines 5f. are complex, and there are several aspects which seem to have been left
deliberately vague. There are many extra hints or clues that the poet could have woven into
the fabric of 52 to clarify the situation therein, but D. seems to have deliberately avoided
this, opting instead for vagueness and complexity. There is point to this technique; D. has
created a puzzle for the reader to solve. This method also draws the reader into the poem as
if he/she were eavesdropping, and leaves a lasting impression on him/her. Several aspects
of lines 5. are unclear: we can not be sure who the speaker is; we can not say with any
certainty which door is being alluded to in mopd kAniciv; we are not explicitly told who is

the source of the Uprivouc or what exactly are these Oprjvor. There are, as I see it, two

distinct possibilities for the speaker of lines 5 f., D. and Sosipater. It would seem logical

24 The first word of the epigram (if correct), Spkov, creates a witty and pointed contrast with the final word,
wpoddTr), and seems to call to mind Arsinoe's oath at the beginning, but then her subsequent betrayal at
the end.
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for the speaker of lines 5f. to be the narrator of the entire poem, since no new speaker is
introduced before or linked to these lines to alert the reader that there is a change of
speakers. If D. is the narrator of the poem up to line 5, he may be the speaker of these
lines, as it would not be uncommon for a poet to interject emotionally in the course of
his/her narrative. If Sosipater is the speaker of the poem up to line 5, he would be the
speaker of the entire poem. The powerful emotion in these lines would seem suited to
Sosipatef; he is the lover and mention of the door bolt mechanism (apd kAnicuv),
instead of the door proper, suggests that Sosipater is an exclusus amator.2> It would not
be uncommon for the locked-out lover to wish for revenge against the beloved,2¢ as is
likely the case here at lines 5 f. Sosipater also has the most to lose from Arsinoe's marriage
to another man, he is the one being hurt by this union; thus, it seems logical that the
emotional outburst would be his. The door aliuded to in Tapd KAniciv may refer to
Arsinoe's bridal chamber or another door of the house, presumably the front door which
would likely have such a locking mechanism (xArjiciv). The source of the ¥privor may
be any any number of people, or even just one person,27 e.g. D., Sosipater, other lovers.
Friends, family members or another interested party may also be the source of the Jprjvot,
as they could have an intimate knowledge of the relationship between Arsinoe and
Sosipater.28 Thus, the more likely candidates are one or several of the following: D.,
Sosipater, Sosipater's friends and family, other paramours of Arsinoe. The meaning of

Oprivoc?? is ambiguous. There are two distinct senses for it here: (in a sepulchral context)

25 The exclusus amator is a common motif in the A.P. and several types of poetry, cf. A.P. 5. 23 (Call.);
145; 165; 167; 189 (Asclep.); 191 (Mel.); 12. 118 (Call.); 23 (Mel.); Alc. 65 D; Ar. Ec. 960 ff.; Theoc.
L. 3, 23, Lyr.Alex.Adesp.(= CA p. 177); MURGATROYD, 1980, p. 73 etc.

26 Cf. A.P. 5. 23. 1 ff. (Call.); 145. 4 ff.; 164. 3 f. (Asclep.); Tib. 1. 5. 47 ff.; Hor. C. 1. 25. 9 ff.

27For the plural of 9pijvoc with a singular source cf. A.P. 7. 260. 2 (Carph.); 667. 2 (anon.); 712. 8
(Erinn.).

28]t is doubtful that members of the wedding party or family members of the bride and groom would
consider Arsinoe's marriage a betrayal to Sosipater.

29Gee LSJ s.v. Optjvoc 1 and 2.
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"dirge, lament";3% (not in a sepulchral context) "complaint, sad strain".31 If the former is
true, then the speaker of lines 5 f. is inviting Hymenaios to hear people (or one person)
grieving for a dead person32 (presumably Arsinoe), and censuring her too. If the latter is
true, then we may assume that the speaker of these lines has invited the marriage-god to
witness the complaints/sad strains of those in attendance at Arsinoe's wedding. There may
be further point and anger in 3prjvoc; the speaker of lines 5 f. may be indirectly wishing
for Arsinoe's death perhaps on her wedding day, a situation which is not uncommon in
book seven of the A.P.33

D. uses pointed language and style to depict a very ominous, vivid and vehement
setting for 52. The word Jprjvoc is often associated with death and sepulchral poetry,34
which makes the appearance of it here morbid, foreboding and inauspicious. 9prjvoc also
adds to the impact and vehemence of the vengeful wish in the final two lines. In addition,
there are several short and pointed phrases in lines 3-4, which are filled with angry and
powerful words (e.g. yevdnc, keva, Féwv, dvouic), all of which creates a joyless
scene. D. also draws attention to this ominous scene in lines 5 f. with a rare phrase,
woctd...tpodSTy, which only occurs here. D. paints a visually striking picture with
Hymenaios arriving on the scene and being locked out along with several other people (or
perhaps just one person) who are grieving for Arsinoe and disgusted with her (i.e. if she

has died), or blaming Arsinoe's betraying bed at her wedding (if she has not died).

30vid. infra my discussion on pointed language.

31Cf. h.Pan. 18; Pi. P. 8.

32NB that Hymenaios is commonly mentioned in sepulchral poetry, often where the virgin bride (or
groom: A.P. 7. 367 (Antip.Thess.) dies before she can consumate her marriage; cf._A.P. 7. 182 (Mel.); 183
(Parmen. ); 186 (Phil.); 188 (Ant.Thal.); 547 (Leon.); 568 (Agath.); 712 (Erinn.).

33Vid. supra my discussion on the complexity of the final couplet.

34For 9privoc cf. Hom. 1. 24. 721; Sapph. fr. 150 Campbell; S. EL 88; A.P. 7. 186 (Phil.); 260
(Carph.); 387 (Bianor); 549 (anon.); 608 (Eutolm.); 644 (Bianor); 667 (anon.); 712 (Erinn.).



CHAPTER 9: A.P. 12. 171
Tov kahov dc EAapec koplcarc TdAL Tpdc pe Fenpdvl
Evgpaydpnv, dvépov apnitote Zépups,

eic OAlyov frivact unvdv petpov wc Kol 6 pikpéc

uupLénc k€KpLtal T@ QLAéovTti ypdvoc.

The main focus of our poem is the speaker's wish that Euphragoras be returned to
him safe, sound and soon. Lines 1-2 contain the speaker's concern for Euphragoras'
safety. kouiCw (="bring") is carefuily chosen as it may carry the additional sense of "take
care of, provide for",2 which is pointed here as it seems to show the speaker's feeling for
the boy. Zephyrus is often considered "gentle" elsewhere,3 but D. goes one step further by
making him the "gentlest". tpnUtate here implies that there will be extra caring shown
for the boy, i.e. a deity who is "the gentlest" would be best suited to take care of such a
special boy. The speaker also wishes that the boy return koA\dv, i.e. unharmed, unscathed.
Lines 3-4 imply that the speaker wishes that the traveller return soon: the speaker is
preoccupied with time and the fact that even a small amount of time seems endless to a

lover.

19ewpdc (LST s.v. Bewpdc I, 1) may be being used in a technical sense (¢.g.as a title of a magistrate; LSJ
s.v. Jewpdc II), as Yewpoi had some sort of state-function (GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 243; FRASER,
1972, 2 pp. 844-845 n. 324), perhaps as religious envoys (JACOBS, 1 p. 370; FRASER, 2 pp. 844-845
n. 324.); but Bewpdc may also have the meaning "spectator" or “one who travels to see men and things"
(L.SJ s.v. Gewpdc III; GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 243). The latter meanings, I think, are better suited to our
epigram. There seems to be an é pdpevoc/épactiic relationship between the speaker and Buphragoras in
our epigram, a relationship suggested by the reference to the boy as koAov and to the speaker as T &,
@ihéovti. I think that ewpdc is not being used as a title of a state dignitary here, a title which would
probably not be given to the youthful, prepubescent puer delicatus who is commonly referred to in book
12 of the _A.P.

2Cf. 1.ST s.v. kopito; this is the primary meaning.

3Cf. A.P. 6. 290. 4 (Diosc.); 349. 4 (Phld.); 9. 313. 4 (Anyte); 363. 10 (Mel.); 668. 2(Marian.); 791. 3
(Apollonid.); 10. 1. 2 (Leon.); 4. 4 (Marc.Arg.); 17. 6 (Antiphil.); 16. 11. 2 (Hermocr.); 12. 2 (anon.).

81
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The form of 171 is that of a lover's prayer: there seems to be an intimate
relationship between the speaker and Euphragoras;# something is being asked of a deity in
the second person (KOILiCO, 1c);5 the divinity is referred to in the vocative;¢ there is an
honorific address to the deity.” However, unlike other lover's prayers,8 D. pays particular
attention to the traveller and time; lines 1-2 emphasize Euphragoras,® while lines 3-4
emphasize time.10 D. varies 171 further by making Zephyrus!! the recipient of the prayer,
as opposed to Aphrodite, Zeus and Eros who are commonly invoked by lovers.12

Zephyrus is not normally called upon in this way elsewhere,13 nor does he figure much in

amatory poetry.14 There may be further point in D.'s reference to Zephyrus: according to

4Vid. supra my discussion on Sewpév.

5Cf. Hor. C. 1. 10. 1 ff., NISBET-HUBBARD, p. 127, who cite Hom. II. 1. 37 ff.; cf. also Sapph. 1. 1
Campbell; A.P. 5. 11. 1 (anon.); 197. 6; 215. 2 (Mel ); 12. 64. 2 (Ale. Mess.); 131. 3 (Posidipp.); 230. 2
(Call.).

SCf. A.P. 5. 11. 1 (anon.); 197. 5; 215. 2 (Mel.); 131. 1-2 (Posidipp.); 230. 3 (Call.); Sapph. 1. 1
Campbell.

7Cf. A.P. 165. 1 (Mel.); 12. 64. 2 (Alc.Mess.); 131. 1-2 (Posidipp.); 230. 3 (Call.); Sapph. 1. 1
Campbell.

8Cf. Sapph. 1. 1; 15. 9 ff.; 17 Campbell; Anacr. 357 Campbell;A.P. 5. 11 (anon.); 165; 197; 215 (Mel.);
12. 64 (Alc.Mess.); 131 (Posidipp.); 230 (Call.).

9Vid. infra my discussion on Euphragoras as the raison d'étre of 171.

10vid. infra my discussion on the role of time in 171.

11GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 243, suggest that D. did not take into account that a traveller departing with a
westerly wind would return more swiftly on an easterly wind. Gow-Page may be right, but the point here
may be that the speaker wants the boy back right away and perhaps the West wind is the one that is
blowing; therefore, D. may be suggesting that the vessel "tack" against Zephyrus back to the speaker, and if
this is the case, Zephyrus would still be conveying the vessel westward. For "tacking” cf. CASSON, pp.
273-278, who cites: Arist. Mech. 851b 814 ti, étav £E ovpiac povrwvtal dvadpapelv pr ovpiov
ol nvevpotoc dvtoc, TO PEv Ipoc Tov KuPepvitny 1ol ictiov pépoc ctéAhovtal, TO 88 mpdc
v npdpav nodatov moincdpevol épudcuy; Nic. Ther, 268 ff. tpdpmioc ohkaine dxdty {coc
1 Te O dAunc | rAevpdv SAov Bdntovca kaxkoctadéovroc drtew | eic dvepov PeBintor
dndkpovctoc ABoc olpw; Verg. Aen. 5. 830 ff. una omnes fecere pedem; pariterque sinistros, |
nunc dextros, solvere sinus; una ardua torquent | cornua, detorquentque, Ach.Tat. 3. 1. 3-6, kAivetar
01 koThov Touxicav to ckdgoc kal éni Ydtepa petewpitetal kal xdvey pnvéic
fiv...ueteckevaléueda odv dnaviec eic T petéwpa tic vnoc..aipvidiov 8¢ petalidtteTal T
avedpa é¢ni ¥dtepa tiic vnoc...kal Tpitov xal TéTapTtov Kol ToAAdKLC TO adTd TdcKovTEC
KoLvi)V TaiTnv elOuEv Td ckdgel TV TAGVNY.

12¢f, Sapph. 1. 1 Campbell; Thgn. 1323-1326; 1386-1388; A.P. 5. 11. 1 (anon.); 64. 6; 153. 4; 158. 1;
162. 3; 164. 1; 167. 6; 207. 3 (Asclep.); 215. 1 ; 12. 45. 1 (Posidipp.); 46. 2 (Asclep.); 120. 2
(Posidipp.); 146. 4 (Rhian.); 168. 7 (Posidipp.); 230. 3 (Call.); A.PL. 120. 4 (Asclep.).

13¢Cf. A.P. 6 359. 4 (Phld.), only.

l4cf. A.P. 36. 6 (Ruf.), only.
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Alcaeus,!5 Zephyrus was the father of Eros, and so D. may be alluding to the amatory
connection of the wind here. There is further variation in the reason for the prayer in 171;
lovers usually pray for success in a love affair or revenge (e.g. komasts). Here, the
speaker is wishing for the safe return of his beloved. It is not uncommon for someone ina
similar situation to the speaker of our epigram to utter a prayer to a deity when another
person, who is dear to him/her, is departing.16

Cairns!7 suggests that 171 is a prosphonetikon on the basis of some shared topoi
between our epigram and other poems of the prosphonetic type.1®8 However, this kind of
poetry is built on the fact that someone is arriving;19 here it is clear from line 1 that
'Euphragoras is still away (dc EAafec). Weare not told explicitly that Euphragoras is
departing or returning, but nowhere is the boy welcomed home, which is another of
Cairns' primary elements for this type of poetry.20

There are several similarities between our epigram and the propempticon.2!
Although 171 is brief, there is some mention of the elements of this kind of poetry: there is

a relationship (of love or friendship)22 between the speaker and Euphragoras; there is a

15Cf, 327 Campbell.

16Cf. Sapph. fr. 5 Campbell, Kénpu kai] Nnpriudec dBAGAN[V poL | Tov xacilyvntov d[S]te Tuid’
ikecdafi...; A.P. 12. 24 (Tull.Laur.), et po xaptoc épdc oA uov kal cdoc dvéAdo, | oloc
a<.Affhov> Koipave, nepndpevoc, | péEelv ok dndgnut Tov dpdpofdnv mapd fopoic | Spviv;
12. 25 (Stat.Flacc.), Zddv poi IToAépwva poretv, 8v° €nepmov,” AnéAiw | ntévuny, duciny,
Spviv vmocydpevoc; 12. 26; 12. 27; 13. 10 (Call.), & valc, & 16 pévov gpéyyoc £piv o YAUKD
tdc Lodc | dprakac, moti T&8 Zavoc ikvelipor Apevockénw; Hor. C. 1. 3. 1-8.

17¢ft. p. 25.

18gee CAIRNS, pp. 21-23.

19gee CAIRNS, p. 21.

20S8ee CAIRNS, p. 21.

21Cf, NISBET-HUBBARD, pp. 40 ff.; CAIRNS, p. 284 (Index of Genres); cf. e.g. Hom. Od. 5. 203 ff.;
15. 125 ff.; Sapph. fr. 5; 94 Campbell; Thgn. 691 f.; Ar. K. 498 ff.; Theoc. H. 7. 52 ff.; Call. fr. 400 Pf.
(=A.P. 13. 10); Erinna fr. 1 (= Ath. 283 D.); Prop. 1. 8; Hor. Epod. 10; C. 1. 3; Ov. Am. 2. 11; A.P. 5.
241 (Paul.Sil.); 287 (Agath.); 12. 24 (Tull.Laur.); 25 (Stat.Flacc.); 26; 27; 52 (Mel.); 53; 217 (Strat.).
22 The intimate nature of the relationship between the one who has departed and the well-wisher is clear in
line 3-4 (6 pkpde | pupLétne kékputol T@ LAéovTL xpdvoc); cf. CAIRNS, p. 21.
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wish for a safe and sound journey23 implicitly alluded to in lines 1-2; the wind Zephyrus is
mentioned in line 2;24 there is an implicit wish for a swift return in lines 3-4.25 There is
also some variation on the primary elements of propemptic poetry. Normally in the
sending off poem someone is in the act of departing; here the person has already departed.
D. also péys very close attention to the traveller.

The tone of 171 seems to be serious, a tone which D. brings out in several ways.
Unlike many of D.'s other epigrams, 171 is straightforward; the expression is plain and
direct, there are no flashy locutions or stylistic flourishes. This kind of diction and style
does not distract the reader's attention from the situation of the poem, and so it allows the
subtle emotion of 171 to show through. The emotions expressed are feelings of concern
and love for the boy, and loneliness in the boy's absence.2¢ There is also a sense of
urgency which comes across from the prayer format and the structure of the epigram,
which is one brief and excited sentence.27 These emotions are at the heart of 171 and they
make the situation believable by engaging the reader's attention as if he/she were
eavesdropping.

Euphragoras is the raison d'étre of 171, and D. underscores the importance of the
boy in several ways: the speaker prays for the boy; he is called koAOv; his name is putin a
prominent position at the head of line 2, and opposite the divinity mentioned at the end of

the same line; line 1 is framed by attributes referring to Euphragoras (tov KoAdv...

23Cf. Hom. Qd. 5. 205 ff.; 15. 111 ff.; Thgn. 691 {.; Ar. Fy. 498; Hor. C. 1. 3. 7; Ov. Am. 2. 11. 37,
A.P. 12. 24 (Tull.Laur.); 25; 26; 27 (Stat.Flacc.).

24Cf. Theoc. M. 7. 52 ff.; Prop. 1. 8. 12; Hor. Epod. 10. 4, 5, 6, 20; C. 1. 3. 4, 13, 14; Ov. Am. 2. 11.
9.10; A.P. 12. 53 (Mel.).
25Cf. Ov. Am. 2. 11. 38 ff., 55 f.; A.P. 12. 24 (Tull.Laur.). NB that there may have been an explicit

wish for a swift return in line 3, but there are some textual problems in this line; see GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2
p- 243.

26vid. infra my discussion on Euphragoras as the raison d'étre of 171 and on the importance of time.
271f GOW-PAGE's punctuation is correct.
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Yewpdv); there is alliteration in lines 1-2, which seems to emphasize the importance of the
boy and the consequent urgency of the request, i.e. kaAov...kopicatc, TdAL TPdSC.
Time also plays an important role in 171. D. draws attention to the passing of time
in several different ways: in lines 3-4 there are three chronological words or phrases (gic
OALyov...unv@v pétpov; 6 pkpdc |..xpdvoc; uuptéTnc), contrasting time phrases
(ukpdce | puprétnc) and emphatic word placement of pikpdc, pupéne, xpdvoc; he
seems to use sound effects to emphasize time, e.g. alliteration in p (unvav
uétpov...utkpde | pupiénc), and in the guttural sounds of ¥ and  (xai...|
...KEKPLTAL... Ypévoc.). There may be real point to D.'s careful attention to these
temporal references; the reader can feel the lover's longing and loneliness for his beloved
Euphragoras, and this sentimental touch draws the reader in. There may also be another

% VO T PR I

ragmatic reason f

r these temporal references: if the relationship is
sensual, the lover wants his beloved to return before he grows a beard.28 ‘The longer the
boy stays away the closer he gets to puberty, which would (presumably) make him less

attractive to his lover.

28For the combination of the wish for a safe return and the eicy tpixec motif cf. A.P. 12. 24
(Tull.Laur.); 25; 26; 27 (Stat.Flace.).



CHAPTER 10: _A.P. 12. 169

3 <

EEEpuyov, Beddnpe, Té cov Bdpoc, GAN Scov gina

' ¢Epuyov TV €udv daipova mkpdTatov !
TLKPSTEPOC Pe KaTECKEV,  ApLctokpdtel 08 Aatpevov
uvpta decwécuvov Kol Tpitov €kdéyopat.

Our epigram seems to fall in with the type of poetry in which the lover contemplates
renouncing or formally renounces his/her beloved.! Some of the standard features of this

kind of poetry include:

1) aspeaker/lover

2) addressee/beloved

3) some sort of renunciation of the addressee by the speaker
4) reasons for rejecting the beloved

5) mention of the lover's rivals/successors

6) mention of future miseries of the lover's rivals/successors
7) mention of the future miseries of the beloved

8) some allusion to the lover's present state of mind

9) some resolve of the lover's to find another beloved.2

In 169, the speaker addresses Theodorus, and he speaks about two other épdugvor; he
formally rejects Theodorus (¢E€ puyov, Bebdwpe, Té cOv Bdpoc); he gives reasons for
his rejection (Bdpoc, daipova mikpdtatov3); he mentions 2 successors to Theodorus

(Aristocrates and an unnamed successor in the final line); there is some allusion to the

1 NB CAIRNS, p. 80, does not distinguish between these two types (i.e. formal renouncing and
contemplation of renouncing the beloved). Clearly there is no actual renunciation of the beloved in Theoc.
H. 30; Theoc. does ponder it, but at lines 28 f. it seems that Theoc. has decided not to give up the boy; cf.
also CAIRNS' reference to 12. 201 (Strat.). For other examples of this type of poetry cf. Anacr. 445
Campbell and Himerius' comments on this passage, Or. 48. 4; A.P. 5. 5. 2 (anon.); 28 (Ruf.); 107; 112
(Phid.); 175; 179; 184 (Mel.); 245 (Maced.); the present epigram (A.P. 12.169), which is one of the
earliest examples of this kind of poetry; 12. 237 (Strat.); Cat. 8, 11, 58; 76; Tib. 1. 9; Hor. Epod. 15; C.
1. 5; 3. 26; Prop. 2. 5; 3. 24; Ovid. Am. 3. 11.

2 See CAIRNS, pp. 80f.

3 Vid. infra my discussion of servitium amoris.
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lover's mental state (he seems somewhat unconcerned about his situation in line 2, where
he converses with himself4); the speaker seems to be on the look out for a new beloved.

The renuntiatio amoris poem was established, but not common by the time of D.;
Anacreon alludes to it and Theocritus devotes an Idyll to the contemplation of renunciation
of the beloved.> D. varies the renouncement of love poem in several ways: not only did
the lover find another beloved (Aritocrates), but he suggests that he will find a successor
for him too, a variation which seems to be a new element to this kind of poetry;® he
combines the two forms of the renuntiatio amoris poem: he formally renounces the
beloved in the first couplet, but then he seems to contemplate renouncing the second
beloved at lines 2 f.

There is clever inversion of the farewell to love poem present too. In lines 1 f., D.
states formally that he has left Theodorus (= renuntiatio amoris), yet at line 3, D. says that
he has accepted another beloved, mikpdtepoc pe kotécyev (= nuntiatio amoris). This
process of renuntiatio/nuntiatio amoris is continued at lines 3 f., where D. hints that he
will leave Aristocrates (= renuntiatio amoris) for a new decnécvvov (= nuntiatio
amoris).

Servitium amoris 7 plays an important role in 169. In our epigram the lover takes
on the role of a slave and the status of the beloved is elevated to that of the master. This
relationship is emphasized in lines 3 f.: in line 3, the speaker is clearly servile (Aatpgvov |
pupto); the third beloved is not named and is not yet (presumably) in control over the

speaker, as the present tense of ¢xdeyopat implies that the speaker is presently waiting for

4 Cf. Theoc. W. 30. 11 ff.

5 Cf. Anacr. 346 fr. 4 Campbell; 445; Theoc. H. 30.

6 NB this variation is picked up by A.P. 5. 115 (Phld.); 232 (Paul.Sil.).

7For examples of this image before D. cf. MURGATROYD, 1981, pp. 589-606, who cites S. Ant. 756;

E. Tr. 948 ff.; Pl. Smp. 183 A; Phdr. 252 A; X. Mem. 1. 3. 11; Men. 338 K; 541 K; Lyr.Adesp. 1. 27 {.
(=CA p. 177).
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or expecting him,8 but the sense is clear enough, he is called a dectécuvov ...tpitov,
which establishes him in the same role as the two other masters, and the status of the
speaker need not be mentioned again, as it obviously follows that he is subservient to a

decrévecuvoc (= master, lord®).

Servitium amoris occurs as early as Sophocles, but D. seems to have been one of
the earliest to use this figure in erotic poetry.10 D. highlights servile imagery in the final
couplet; AatpeVwyv in line 3 and decndcuvov...£xkdéxopnar in line 4 are two striking
examples of the image. Pdpoc!! is well-suited to this context as it carries the senses of
"weight, burden" (either physically, e.g. an embrace, or metaphoricallyl2);
"oppresiveness", which suggests the beloved's rule over the speaker; but also "grief,
misery", which implies that there was poor treatment of the lover. datuovao carries the
sense of "god"13 which elevates the beloved's status; but it may also have the sense of "ill
fortune", which (along with mikpétorov) implies that the lover was mistreated by the
beloved. pe xotécyevl4 is also well chosen here, as it emphasizes the beloved's total
control over the lover; katéyw carries the senses: "hold fast", "bridle", "keep down", "be
master of", "occupy", "posses (of a god)", "press hard". D. also makes some significant

advances to this figure: the concept of escape and of the master (decnécuvov) are new;13

8See L.ST s.v. éxdéxonal 4.

9See LSJ s.v. decnéevvoc 1T (=decndtnc).

10cf. MURGATROYD, 1981, pp. 590 f.

l1gee LST s.v. Bépoc L 11, V.

12 See GOW-PAGE, 1965, 2 p. 242.

13For the technique of elevating the beloved's status to that of a divinity cf. e.g. A.P. 5. 69; 70; 73; 94
(Ruf)); 95 (anon.); 146 (Call.); 149 (Mel.).

14 See 1.7 s.v. katéyw I, IL

15¢f. MURGATROYD, 1981, p. 592. NB there may be further point to € K pe ¥ yo here; slaves did run
away from their masters on occasion (Herod. 6. 11; S. Fr. 36 Pearson; Ar. Ac. 1187; LSJ s.v. dponétnc),
a point which D. may have implied in this context of servitium amoris; however I have not found any
examples of ék@e¥yw used of runnaway slaves,
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Aotpevwv is rare and strong word, but fittingly so here as the extent of the lover's servility

is emphasized, i.e. he serves Aristocrates in a countless number of ways.

In addition to imagery, word order draws attention to the plight of the servile lover.
¢EEpuyov begins the poem and plunges the reader in medias res , and the reader is
expected to fill in the blanks, as it were. ¢E€guyov isrepeated at the beginning of the
second line, which draws further emphasis to the lover's act of escaping love. The
importance of the point of line 1 is underscored by its repetition in the second line (in a
slightly paraphrased form). mikpdtatov atthe end of line 2 is picked up by mikpdtepoc
at the beginning of the next line. There is further emphasis on the harsh treatment of the
lover in the chiastic word order in lines 2-3 ("¢E€puyov 1oV épov dailpova mikpdtatov
| mikpSTEpPOC pe Katécyev), where mikpotatov | mikpdtepoc form the hub of the
construction. The repetition of this word seems to underline for the reader a reason for the
lover's flight: poor treatment at the hands of the beloved. AatpeVwv at the end of line 3
and pvpta at the head of the final line draw attention to the extent of the lover's servitude.
The final word in the epigram ékd¢éxopar forms a witty contrast with the first word
¢E€gpuyov and completes the pattern of the servile lover in our epigram, where he goes
from one relationship to another (i.e. he escapes one beloved while he awaits another.)

The tone of 169 seems to be less serious than other examples in this tradition of
poetry.16 Nowhere is there any hint of sadness expressed by the lover after his departure
from a relationship, nor is there any feeling of elation!7 after the lover separates himself
from a beloved. In fact, the procession of beloveds is almost comical,18 as is the lover's

seemingly flippant attitude towards the whole situation.

16 For more serious examples of this type of poetry cf.: A.P. 5. 112 (Phld.); 175; 184 (Mel.); 12. 201
(Strat.); Cat. 8.

17 Cf. Anacr. 346 fr. 4. 4 ff.

18 cf. A.P. 5. 115 (Phld.).
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169 is well contrived. Structurally, there is a witty arrangement of the épduevor
and the poem may be broken down chronologically: lines 1-2 deal with a past beloved; line
3 focuses upon the speaker's present épduevoc; line 4 alludes to a future beloved. 169
also seems to follow a couplet structure: the first couplet centres upon D.'s escape from
Theodorus (i.e. renuntiatio amoris), while the thrust of the second couplet deals with
slavery and accepting another beloved (i.e. servitium amoris, nuntiatio amoris). The
adjective mukpdc acts as a bridge or link between the two couplets and is a witty transition
from harsh master/beloved to harsh master/beloved. There is a tricolon diminuendo with
the first couplet making up the first colon, mikpdtepoc...| puplo forming the second and
decmécuvov...£kdéyopnar making up the final colon. This construction draws attention to
the first colon where the speaker renounces Theodorus.

The pace of our epigram is swift. There are no spondees in the variable feet. The
pace of 169 seems to fit the personality of the lover; he is a busy lover moving from one
relationship to the next.

There is some word play on the names ®eddwpe and ' Apictokpdter: divinity is
suggested by the Ogo- (from dedc) part of @e68wpe, which is neatly picked up by
datpoval? inline 2; the all-controlling power that Aristokrates has over the speaker of
169. 3 is hinted at by the -kpot- (from kpatéw) part of " Apictokpdter, and is picked

up by katécyev and decdcuvov.

19Vid. supra my discussion on servitium amoris.
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