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Prop. 3. 11. 49, ... cape, Roma, triumphum,
roughly corresponds to line 49 of Ovid’s elegy.
Propertius tells Rome to have her triumph,
while Ovid is admitting his own position as a
captive in Amor’s triumph. A similar corre-
spondence of ideas is found in the next line of
each elegy where both poets plead for an
untroubled life. Propertius asks this boon for
Augustus, but Ovid asks it for himself. Even
though the contrast between Prop. 3. 11. 49-50
and Am. 1. 2. 49-50 is less specific than that of
the two distichs praising Caesar, Ovid, by
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insinuating that Rome’s triumph over Cleo-
patra is in some way analogous to Cupid’s
triumph over him, has transferred Propertius’
serious idea to a much lighter context, exactly
as he has done concerning Caesar in the
following distich. This evidence from outside
the Propertian text, then, provides the final
and most conclusive proof of the validity of
this transposition.

KATHLEEN BERMAN

HERBERT LEHMAN COLLEGE

AESCHYLUS’ MYRMIDONS (FRAG. 224 METTE)

Tebrpos 8¢ Tééov ypdpevos pedwAiar
vmép Tadpov Tddvras Eatnae<v> Ppvyas.

Although Mette questioned! the inclusion
of these lines from Trypho2? among the list
of fragments attributed to Aeschylus’ Myrmi-
dons and Nauck printed them as Fragment 569
Adespota,3 on the basis of papyrological, liter-
ary, and stylistic considerations, I am con-
vinced that the lines belong to that play.

It is at least possible that the quotation can
be used to restore one of the fragments of
POxy. 2163.4 The first of these papyrus frag-
mentsS can be attributed with certainty to
the beginning of the Myrmidons.6 Since the
other fragments are written in the same hand
and were found with the first fragment, one
may assume that they also belong to the
play.” I want to suggest that Trypho’s quota-
tion is a likely restoration for Frag. 6 of POxy.
21638 and, therefore, comes from Aeschylus’

1. H. J. Mette, Die Fr der Tragoedien des Aischylos
(Berlin, 1959), p. 78. All fragments mentioned will be num-
bered according to Mette.

2. Trypho ITepi Tpémwv 5 (ITepl uetatipews), p. 195. 15, L.
Spengel (1866).

3. TGF? (Leipzig, 1926), p, 952.

4. Mette, op. cit., pp. 74 ff. The papyrus fragments are
restored by E. Lobel, Oxyrhynchos Papyri, XVIII (1941), pp.

23 ff.
5. Frag. 213 (Mette).

Mpyrmidons. The papyrus fragment is tran-
scribed as follows:

1 1.0
2 lmpe.[
3 Jxpo[
4 Jp.[
I superimpose Frag. 224, Trypho’s quotation,
over lines 34 as follows:*
3 Tedlxpo[s 8¢ T6éov xpopevos perdwion
4 Smélp [rdppov mddvTas éotnoe<v>
Dpiyas:
The position of the extant letters matches that
of the quotation perfectly, and the three letters
thus restored to the left of the two lines make
the left margin of this fragment the same as
that of Frag. 4, col. 2 (POxy. 2163).10
MAE SMETHURST

PITTSBURGH UNIVERSITY

6. Restored from schol. Aristoph. Frogs 992. Cf. Harp.,
5.0, Aééews pnropukal, p. 159, Bekkers (1833).

7. Lobel, op. cit., p. 23, warns that this is merely an assump-
tion.

8. Frag. 218 (Mette).

9. Lobel, op. cit., p. 25, n. 6, thinks that the left-hand side
of a circular letter, e.g., @, can be seen after the p of line 4. It

appears to me to be difficult to tell.
10. Frag. 216 (Mette).

ANYTE (ANTH. PAL. 1. 208)

Myveua 168¢ $Biuévov pevedatiov eioaro daus
{mmov, émel orépvov Todde Sagowov Apys
TUe: pédav 8¢ of alpa Tadavpivov die xpwrds

Léao’, éni 8 1 dpyaréay Bddov édevae v,

As transmitted, the above epigram by Anyte

on the horse of Damis (Anth. Pal. 7. 208;
Gow-Page, The Greek Anthology, ‘Anyte”
No. IX) makes no sense in line 4, as apyaléay
B@Aov can hardly mean the “battlefield.”
Various emendations have been suggested:
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Jacobs proposed adaréov, Mihly alaléav, and
Reitzenstein dpxaéav, instead of apyadéav—all
seeking foranadjective meaning ‘‘dry”’—where-
as Meineke emended the passage into apyaAéw
... ¢ovew and Stadmiiller into dpyadéq . ..
dovd. None of these, however, is satisfactory,
as the contrast drawn does not seem likely to
be between the black blood and the dry earth;
nor does the word order émi 8’ dpyodéw(-q)
Bdov édevoe pdvw(-&) appear probable, since
émribelongstotheverb,and apyadéw(-¢)isso far
away from ¢dvw (-&). Moreover, an adjective
added to ¢dvw (-&), “‘the flow of blood,” would
weaken the effect of the preceding: pélav 8¢ oi
alpe Tadavpivov dia ypwros {éoa’.

I should like to emend dpyaréav Bddov to
apyevvay Bddov, the white earth, in view of the
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variae lectiones apyéav and dpyvpéav found in
the Suda for apyadéav (s.v. TdAapos). The con-
trast is between the black blood and the white,
chalky earth it stained, and the (Homeric) ad-
jective apyevvds is used with ala by Oppian in
Hal. 1. 795, though there it is the snow-cov-
ered earth (cf. also the dpy1js Kodwvds of Soph-
ocles OC 670). It might also be worth adding
that Aevkds, the more frequently employed ad-
jective synonymous with apyervds, is used by
Homer for the gray of dust (/. 5. 503). So line
4 of Anyte’s epigram should read: {éoo’, émi &’
apyevvay Bdlov édevae dove.

C. A. TRYPANIS

UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

NOCHMAL THE WORD ANOYATON

In a recent note (CP, LXV [1970], 51) C. A.
Trypanis suggests that the word avovarov,
“without ears,” in Theocritus Epigram 4. 3
should be emended to avovrarov, “unscathed.”
According to his logic, the epithet makes no
sense when applied to the Priapus of the poem
since, firstly, ““the head and the phallus of the
effigies of that god ... were what the artists
concentrated on,” and, secondly, an earless
Priapus could not have heard the suppliant’s
plea. He construes his proposed avovrarov as
either connected with the dpriylvdés of the
preceding line or ‘“as a compliment to the
rustic artist, who did not damage the bark of the
wood when carving it.”” Although his first sug-
gestion is attractive, his second is not accept-
able; for how could any artist have carved a
head with ears and yet have left the bark
intact ? My purpose here is to show that, in the
light of Priapic iconography, avovarov is quite
appropriate and is consistent with the other
adjectives applied to the idol in line three:
aoxe)és instead of TpiokeAés and adTdpAoiov.

Priapus was the personified membrum virile
erectum; it is therefore logical that the physical
characteristics of the ithyphallus were incor-
porated into the iconography of the god. For
example: the head of the phallus can be thought

1. H. Herter, “De Priapo,” Religionsgeschichtliche Versuche

und Vorarbeiten, XXIII (1932), 184.
2. Herter (ibid., 172-74) gives other reasons for Priapus’

of as bald, when erected and suffused with
blood the phallus has a reddish tinge, and the
orifice resembles a single eye. It is not by mere
chance, then, that Priapus was often repre-
sented as bald! and red 2 and that the phallus
was sometimes depicted in both art and
literature as one-eyed.3 In the same way that
the head was envisioned as bald and one-eyed,
so could it well have been considered earless.
Neither the poet nor the ancient reader would
have encountered difficulties with the concept
of an earless idol; for even when Priapus was
represented by little more than a post in the
ground, prayers were addressed to him. Be-
sides, the god’s earlessness heightens the poign-
ancy of the goatherd’s request.

Visually the ithyphallus consists of two main
parts: the head and the shaft. Consequently,
like the herm, Priapus in his most rudimentary
form was presented as a head and torso. Jahn’s
emendation of 7piokedés to dokelés, then,
makes excellent sense, and line three should
read thus: doxelés adTdplotov avovarov, dAAa
¢aAnTi. This gives an exact description of a
primitive Priapus figure: it was a log set in the
ground, therefore it had no legs; the top was
rounded off to give the mere suggestion of a
head, therefore it had no ears; and as only a
redness, but they do not affect the validity of my analysis.

3. P. Brandt (H. Licht), Si hichte Griechenland.
(Dresden, 1925), II, 30, and III, 200; Martial 9. 37. 9-10.
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