PAULUS SILENTIARIUS, OVID, AND PROPERTIUS

In the late nineteenth century and the early decades of the twentieth thematic
resemblances to the Roman elegists in Paulus Silentiarius (and other late epi-
grammatists) were explained as the result of the poets’ reliance on a common
Hellenistic source — usually this was identified as the so-called ‘subjective
Alexandrian love elegy’! — and this represented a departure from the views of
earlier scholars such as Hertzberg and Postgate, who had maintained that Paulus
knew and imitated the elegists.? In recent years the pendulum has swung back
(partly, perhaps, because the whole notion of a ‘subjective Alexandrian love
elegy’ has been abandoned), and the prevailing opinion seems to be that the
Roman elegists were known to Paulus. This is the view of, for instance, Giovanni
Viansino in his edition of Paulus, of Elmar Schulz-Vanheyden in his important
work on Propertius’ relationship to Greek epigram, and of Hermann Beckby in
his edition of the Greek Anthology.® Recently, too, Gordon Williams has put
forward a very strong case for earlier epigrammatists like Antipater and Crina-
goras imitating the Augustan poets.* One would certainly be at odds with modern
orthodoxy in postulating lost antecedents for shared themes or motifs in Paulus
and the Roman elegists, and yet it has to be said that even if Paulus did read the
Roman poets he and his contemporaries also knew and deliberately imitated a
great deal of earlier Greek literature which is now lost to us. Their aim, as
Averil Cameron has reminded us, was ralaryevéeoow épifew.’ Each case of
supposed borrowing from a Roman elegist must, I would maintain, be examined
on its individual merits without prejudice. In this paper I wish to consider two
such instances, important ones because they are the two poems usually cited

by the ‘direct influence’ supporters as conclusive evidence that Paulus imitated

both Ovid and Propertius.

1. A. P. 5.248 (VIANSINO, EP. 53) AND OVID, AMORES 1.7

In this instance the ‘direct influence’ supporters adduce two arguments for their
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case.% First, Paulus calls the battered girl 5éomowa and this seems to be a trans-
lation of the Latin domina. Secondly, the contrite Paulus, like the contrite Ovid,
apostrophizes his hands (Paulus, 1 ff; Ovid, 27 f.). The latter argument, accord-
ing to Viansino, ‘vale a stabilire con certezza la dipendenza di Paolo da Ovidio.”

At first glance these arguments may seem convincing, but they will not stand
close scrutiny. Viansino himself has to admit that this example of éomowa in
an erotic sense is not unique since such a usage is also found in Achilles Tatius
2.6 (‘xaipe’, épmy, ‘Séomowa’ M ueduioasa kal éupavioaca dud Tov YEANWTOS
0Tt oUPTIKE TS elmov TO ‘Xaipe, 6éomowa’). One may add the similar use of
dvaooa in the Anthology (A. P. 5.26.2 [Anon]) and the expressions Ad7pts,
mavdovos, and élevfepia in an amatory context in an epigram of Rufinus
(A. P. 5.22 = Page VIII). Later, Aristaenetus uses the verb 6eomdfew of a woman
(Ep. 2.2). True, domina in this sense and the whole notion of the servitium
amoris is far more common in Latin, but it is by no means rare in Greek litera-
ture,? so the argument from 8éamowa is not a particularly strong one. Nor is
the other argument conclusive, because, as I have suggested elsewhere,’ the
apostrophizing of parts of the body is so common in Greek epigram that it is
quite possible for Paulus and Ovid to have adopted the idea of addressing the
hands (hand in Paulus’ case) independently. Indeed addressing the hands goes
back to earlier Greek literature and is frequently found in Euripides (cf., e.g.,
Medea 496, 1071, 1244; Alcest. 837, Heracles 268, etc.).!® Itisa tragic gesture,
and this, as we shall see, is significant.

There is also an important piece of evidence in favour of the ‘common source
theory that seems to have been forgotten in this dispute. Philostratus, Epistle 61
is a letter to a girl who has had her hair cut off. The theme of the letter is quite
clearly drawn from Menander’s Periceiromene, which Philostratus also used in
composing Epistle 16 (in which he refers to the play by name).!! There are
striking resemblances to Ovid’s poem in the opening lines: T(S o€, & ka\n,
TEPLEKELPED; IS AvomTos Kal BapPfapos 6 un peladievos Twv "Adpodirns Swpwy -
0Ud€ yap yn kouwoa ndY obTw Béaua s YT KaTAKoros. Ped arardovs marauns .
OvTwe mavra Ta €k mohepiwy mémovfas - The phrase cos avdnros kai fdpBapos
recalls Ovid’s ‘quis mihi non ‘demens’, quis non ‘barbare’ dixit’ (19), and ¢ev
avaidois malauns recalls the address to the hands in Ovid (27 f.) and Paulus
(1 ff.). One might even see a connection between the triumphal passage in Ovid
(35 ff.) and dvrws TdvTa TA ék TONEUIWY TéMOVhag.

It is not likely that Philostratus is borrowing from Ovid. The most reasonable
assumption is that Philostratus, Ovid, and Paulus are all indebted to a single
antecedent, one which was influential in all three periods concerned. That
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antecedent is the Periceiromene. It was known to Philostratus, as we have seen,
and it must also have been known to Ovid and to Paulus (whose friend Agathias
directly refers to it; see below). In a fit of anger the soldier Polemon inflicted
violence on his beloved Glycera — he cut off her hair — and regretted his action
in the now lost first scene of the play. This scene is the most plausible source for
our three authors, a scene of regret in which Polemon accuses himself, refers to
his ‘barbaric’ behaviour and, in tragic — one might say ‘Euripidean’ — style,
addresses his guilty hands. One is tempted, too, to trace back to Menander the
military content of Philostratus’ epistle and Ovid’s poem (the latter having
expanded an original reference into a Roman triumphal scene) and the last line
of Paulus’ poem, paXiov éyw TAamy paoyavor aomagiws. All this would suit
Polemon’s occupation very well.

One final, but compelling, piece of evidence is the fact that Paulus’ con-
temporary and friend Agathias quite clearly used this play in the composition of
an epigram: cf. A. P. 5. 218. 1-4:

Tov goBapov MoXéuwva, Tov év Buuérnar Mevavdpov
KELpavTa YAUKEPOUS TS ANOXOU TAOKAMOUS,

omAdTepos Tlohéucwv uwnoaro, katl ra ‘Podavéns
BooTpuxa marToNUoS XEPT éAniaaro,

Agathias refers to the scene explicitly, and uses very appropriate vocabulary to
describe it.'? 0ofapds is an adjective used of Polemon in the Play (Periceir. 172-3
0 00Bapos N apTiws Kal TONELKOS/O TAS yuvaikas ovk éwv éxew Tpixas) and
YAUK€EPOUS is obviously a play on the heroine’s name. One notices, too, the
adjective marro\uos to describe the ‘new’ Polemon’s hands (mavro\uows xepow
(4) ). The adjective occurs only here in Agathias, and in Paulus it occurs only

in the expression & mahdun mavro\de in the poem under discussion. It is possible
that Agathias is borrowing from Paulus, but I suspect rather that this adjective
also comes from Menander.'® It is a high-flown word deriving from tragedy (see
LS] s.v.), and in a scene of self-recrimination which is essentially tragic one
would expect Menander to use, as he does elsewhere, the language of tragedy.™

2. A. P. 5.275 (VIANSINO, EP. 62) AND PROPERTIUS 1.3

These are the poems usually cited to demonstrate that Paulus directly imitated
Propertius, for, it is argued, the two poems bear more than a vague similarity

to each other. Both poets present a picture of their sleeping girls, both make
(or contemplate) amorous advances on them and both are upbraided by them
when they awake. Most striking of all is the resemblance in detail between
Paulus 1-2 Aete\v@ xapleaoa Mevekparis ékxuros Umvw /KeiTo mepL KpoTddovs
nnxov é\éauérn and Propertius 7-8 ‘talis mihi mollem spirare quietem/Cynthia
non certis nixa caput manibus’. Thus older scholars such as Hertzberg (ad loc.)

12 Another epigrammatist who appears cf. Philostratus Ep. 16.4-5 KAalet yovv
to have been familiar with this play is karameolv [= Periceir. 174 kA\deL kaTakhiwelis]
Fronto: cf. A. P. 12.233 4. Kal METAYLYV WOKEL TW GOVW TWV TPLXWDV.

'* Ovid uses the adjective sacrilegae of % On Menander’s use of tragic diction,

his hands (28), perhaps recalling Glycera’s see F. H. Sandbach, ‘Menander’s Manipula-
description of Polemo<n>'s action as &vdgwv tion of Language for Dramatic Purposes’,
(Periceir. 724). They are also ‘caedis sceler- Ménandre (Entretiens sur l'antiquité
umaque ministrae’, and one suspects that classique: Fondation Hardt, Geneva, 1970),
similar language was used by Menander: pp- 126 ff.
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believed that Paulus imitated Propertius, and some modern scholars, at least,
seem to be returning to this view.!’

There is no doubt that the two poems are related, but again one must ask
whether this is a case of direct imitation or whether there is a common source
for the two poets. Now since it is certain that Paulus imitated a great deal of
Alexandrian poetry which is no longer extant while there is no prima facie
case for his imitating Propertius, the burden of proof really lies with the ‘direct
influence’ supporters, and Schulz-Vanheyden attempts to provide the kind of
evidence necessary to tip the balance in their favour. ‘Die hellenistische Liebes-
epigrammatik’, he argues, ‘kennt den Typ des erzihlenden Epigramms, das iiber
mehrere Handlungsstufen fuhrt, nicht. Ein solches musste aber hier als gemein-
same Vorlage angenommen werden.’'® But there are epigrams that do describe
events: one thinks especially of A. P. 5.55 (Dioscorides) which is a description
of sexual intercourse, from beginning to end; cf. also A. P. 5.35, 36, 61, 66, 75
(Rufinus = 11, 12, 22, 24, 29 [Page] ); 5.167 (Asclep.); 12.8, 222, 250 (Strato);
12.127 (Meleager); 12.134 (Callim), etc. These, according to Schulz-Vanheyden,
are somewhat different. For Dioscorides’ poem (A. P. 5.55) he makes the claim
(which I do not understand) that ‘nur ein Punkt des Erlebens geschildert wird’,
while what we find in Rufinus (he quotes A. P. 5.61, 66 and 75) and Strato
(he quotes A. P. 12.8, 222 and 250) are ‘Ansitze zum erzdhlenden Epigramm’.
His conclusion is that ‘erst Agathias . . . und Paulus . . . bieten ausgeprigte
Beispiele [i.e. of extended descriptions in epigram]’. Anyway, he continues,
‘scheint mir auch der Inhalt von AP 5.275 dem hellenistischen Epigramm ganz
fremd zu sein’.}”

Let us now reconsider the poems. In fact, although the main theme is
similar in both — assault, or contemplated assault, on sleeping girls — there are
considerable differences between them. Paulus claims to have completed the act
while the girl struggled; Propertius has rape in mind (13 ff.) but he ‘doesn’t dare’
(17 £.). Paulus comes in the afternoon (1), Propertius at night (10. 31 f,, 38),a
significant difference because, with Cynthia’s speech, Propertius’ poem turns into
what one might call an inverted paraclausithyron, with Cynthia utilizing the
topoi of that genre (indeed, Francis Cairns has classified 1.3 as a komos'®).
Paulus’ girl takes him to task for raping her and intending to go off subsequently
to another girl (9 ff.); Cynthia’s complaint is that Propertius has come to her
place late for their arranged meeting (37-8), and she makes no mention of the
assault he had considered upon her (naturally, since she was sleeping).

In fact, the resemblances between the two poems are not so remarkable and
come down to lover attempting, or meditating, rape on girl asleep with her arm
supporting (or wound around) her head, and being verbally attacked by the girl
afterwards (for the rape, or for coming late). It is well known that the Byzantine
epigrammatists tended towards longer and more descriptive epigrams, expanding
suggestions and themes they found in earlier poets, and if we were to postulate

15 Viansino, p. 116, Schulz-Vanheyden, Schulz-Vanheyden’s comment (166): ‘Dazu

pp- 164 ff. passt gut dass Properz in V. 39-40 einen

16 Schulz-Vanheyden, p. 164. Gedanken aus dem Motivbereich des

17 Schulz-Vanheyden, pp. 164-5. Paraklausithyrons Cynthia in den Mund legt.

18 “Two Unidentified komoi of Proper- Damit deutet er an, dass hier gleichsam die
tius’, Emerita 45 (1977), 325-53, especially  Situation des Paraclausithyrons umgekehrt
pp- 328 ff. It must be noted, however, that ist.”

1.3 was not completely ‘unidentified’. Cf.
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a lost Hellenistic epigram which both Paulus and Propertius used as a starting
point, it would not have to be anything like as long or as detailed as Paulus’. As
we have seen, a short epigram describing an event is not foreign to the anthology,
and our hypothetical original need only be the brief description of the action
(i.e. rape of sleeping girl) followed by a brief speech of the girl awake.

So we are left with the argument that the content of the poem is foreign to
the Anthology. But there are other poems therein on similar themes. Agathias,
for instance, describes a scene in which the girl and her ‘protectresses’ are
sleep, and how he managed to reach her and make an assault upon her, though
the ‘assault’ here comprises only kisses (A. P. 5.294). This is, of course, a late
poem, but we do find rape in a much earlier epigram. A. P. 5.199 (Hedylus) is a
dedicatory poem by a girl who claims that a surfeit of wine put her to sleep, and
she was then assaulted by her lover. But again we are not restricted to epigram as
the common source, for rape of the sleeping girl is found in other genres, too.

It occurs twice in Nonnus (16. 264 ff., 48. 590 ff.), and in Longus we find a
sentimental picture very similar to what we find in Propertius — Daphnis admiring
the sleeping Chloe and being afraid to kiss her (1.25). And again what about
Menander? One can well imagine such a scene in comedy, specifically in
Menander’s Eunuchus, for in Terence’s version the exultant Chaerea gives a
description of his assault upon the sleeping girl to his friend Antipho (Eunuch.
570 ff.). In the original, Chaerea delivered a monologue on the subject. We
know this from Donatus’ comments on line 539: ‘in proloquio insinuatio
personae eius est, cui narraturus est Chaerea, quae a se post scaenam gesta sunt
... bene inventa persona est, cui narret Chaerea, ne unus diu loquatur, ut apud
Menandrum.’

In short, the resemblances betweén Paulus and Propertius do not provide a
conclusive case, and since the main theme of both poems can be paralleled
elsewhere in Greek literature, especially in Menander, admired by the Augustan
elegists and Byzantine epigrammatists alike, we would in this instance be well
advised to leave the question of direct influence entirely open. It may well be
that what we have in Paulus is, in the words of Geffcken (quoted, presumably
with approval, by Beckby), a ‘vergroberte Nachbildung eines feinen alexandrin-
ischen Musters’.!

The University of Calgary J. C. YARDLEY
% Beckby, 1. 683. Here, indeed, the pp. 124-5; G. Petersmann, ‘Properz 1.3’,
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found less support. See now Michael von L. C. Curran, ‘Vision and Reality in
Albrecht, Romische Poesie: Texte und Propertius 1.3’, YCS 19 (1966), 199 n. 15.

Interpretationen (Heidelberg, 1977),



	Article Contents
	p. [239]
	p. 240
	p. 241
	p. 242
	p. 243

	Issue Table of Contents
	The Classical Quarterly, New Series, Vol. 30, No. 1 (1980), pp. 1-4+1-260
	Front Matter [pp.  1 - 4]
	The Obstacles to Telemachus' Return [pp.  1 - 22]
	Black Zeus in Sophocles' Inachos [pp.  23 - 29]
	A Note on ΔΙΚΑΣ ΔΙΔΟΝΑΙ in Herodotus [pp.  30 - 32]
	Aristophanes' Apprenticeship [pp.  33 - 45]
	Notes on Aristophanes' Knights [pp.  46 - 56]
	The Family of Euxitheus (Demosthenes LVII) [pp.  57 - 61]
	Rhetorical Balance in Aristotle's Definition of the Tragic Agent: Poetics 13 [pp.  62 - 71]
	An Argument in Metaphysics Z 13 [pp.  72 - 85]
	Tranquillity without a Stop: Timon, Frag. 68 [pp.  86 - 93]
	The Construction of Terence's Heautontimorumenos [pp.  94 - 119]
	Enim Tullianum [pp.  120 - 123]
	Some Passages in Virgil's Eclogues [pp.  124 - 132]
	Avarice and Discontent in Horace's First Satire [pp.  133 - 139]
	Latinus' Genealogy and the Palace of Picus (Aeneid 7. 45-9, 170-91) [pp.  140 - 152]
	Vergil, Aeneid 2. 250-2 [pp.  153 - 158]
	Notes on the Text of Ovid's Remedia Amoris [pp.  159 - 173]
	Cupid, Apollo, and Daphne (Ovid, Met. 1. 452 ff.) [pp.  174 - 182]
	The Manuscript Tradition of Seneca's Natural Questions [pp.  183 - 217]
	Eleven Notes on the Text of Apuleius' Metamorphoses [pp.  218 - 226]
	The Life of Sextus Empiricus [pp.  227 - 238]
	Paulus Silentiarius, Ovid, and Propertius [pp.  239 - 243]
	ΑΝΑΓΙΓΝΩΣΚΩ and Some Cognate Words [pp.  244 - 251]
	A Note on Some Unusual Greek Words for Eyes [pp.  252 - 256]
	Shorter Notes
	Two Imitations in Lucan [p.  257]
	Poseidon Hippios in Bacchylides 17 [pp.  257 - 259]
	Simulator Simius [pp.  259 - 260]

	Back Matter





