ANTIPHILUS, ANTH. PAL. 5.308.3

The two epigrams, of Philodemus and Antiphilus, which concern us are:
Ph(ilodemus), Anth. Pal. 5.46 (= A.S.F. Gow and D. L. Page, The Garland of Philip,
Ph. IV [3180-7], and D. L. Page, Epigrammata Graeca 4814-27):

xo1pe 6. — kol 60 ye xoipe. — i del o€ KoAely; — o6&

8¢; — pinw
10010 P1Aoomovdet. — unde ov. — uf v’ Exeig;
— ol 1oV prhéova. — Béherg Go oiuepoy Mty
Sewnvelv; — el oV Béhelg. — v yer nésoL TOpEoT;
— undév pot mpodidov. — 10010 Efvov. — AN’ Scov &v
Got 5
kowunBévtt doxi, Todt0 dd¢. — 0VK GdiKelg.
700 yivy; TEuYe. — katoudvBave. — invika & Hieis;
—1v 60 0éherc dpnv. — 0OV BfAw. — mpdarye.
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and Ant(iphilus), Anth. Pal. 5.308 (= Gow and Page o.c. Ant. XIV [865-70]):
1 Kouwy, HeTvoV pe* T 6ot kaAdv obvopo; Tod Ge
#oTv 18€lv; 6 Gékslg Bd)cousv ovdE kaksfg,
nod ywn, nsuwm pam 600 Twvo. pn Tig Exel og;
16} GoBapn, Oyloav’™ 008" “ylouve Aéyerg;
kol TéA kol ThAt 6ot Tposedeoopat. 0180,
noAdooely 5
Kol 600 6KANPoOTEPQG. VOV & Vylonve, yovor.

Ph.’s epigram is a conversation, in which the speaker makes approaches to a most
willing girl. In Ant.’s epigram, by contrast, the speaker addresses a wholly unac-
commodating girl, who refuses to answer him (008¢ AaAelg; 2), or even to say good-
bye (008" “Dylouve’ Aéyers; 4). In what he says he reacts to her silences (and also, we
may well imagine, to her gestures). Ant.’s epigram appears to be closely related to
Ph.’s and may be a variation on it.

In Ant.3 Page substitutes 6° o0 for the manuscript reading 6o% and Gow and
Page comment: “with petd cod the meaning would be (as Jacobs said) ‘mittam te-
cum, cui domum monstres,” but here as in Philodemus 7 népy (and in accord with
general custom) the sense required is ‘I will send someone to fetch you.” There is no
point in sending someone with the girl to her lodging; the man must either go with
her now or learn her address so that he may send for her later. It is doubtful whether
there are more than two pOSSlblhtleS here: & odv (Scaliger) and o’ ad; odv is exclud-
ed by the context, whereas ad (= 0081, ‘hereafter’) suits well enough.” Gow and
Page consider that the two poems resemble each other so closely that the text and in-
terpretation of one can be evidence for the text and interpretation of the other. But
the differences between them are so great that this approach may be hazardous. nod
yivy; Tépyo ... (Ant.3) may very well be a recollection of no® yivy; népye (Ph. 7),
but the contexts of the two passages are different. In Ph. the words are spoken by
the speaker after the girl has accepted his invitation to dinner, and shown herself to
be agreeable. Their interpretation is clear; he asks the girl where she can be found!
so that he can send for her at the appropriate time. In Ant. however, the speaker at
no point issues an invitation to the girl, a consideration which removes the need to
emend nsp\uw usm 600 Tvo. in such a way that the words can bear much the same
interpretation as népye in Ph. 7. Page’s népyo petd o’ ad tva would be appropri-
ate if the speaker had issued an invitation to the girl which there was some chance of
her accepting. But in view of the refusal of the girl even to speak to him, it would be
irrational of him to invite her to his house and expect her to come. Moreover ‘T will
send someone to fetch you later on’ does not go well with Ant. 5f. kol wéAr ko . ..
oxAnpotépac. Here the speaker defiantly resolves to continue his pursuit of the girl
in spite of her uncompromisingly frosty attitude. If there were a reasonable chance
that she would be happy to accompany a slave sent to bring her to the speaker’s
house, such determination would be superfluous. It has been suggested that Page’s
text could be accepted if ad (‘hereafter’) were taken to refer not to the next day or
two, but to some time further ahead when it might be hoped that the girl would
soften her attitude to the speaker. But it seems questionable whether o:d can bear this
weight of interpretation, without any support from the context.

1) As Gow and Page point out in their note on Ph.7 (3186), “mod yivy; is a
colloquial way of saying ‘where will you be?” rather than ‘where do you live?’ ”.
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It may by added that the transmitted text népyo pete 6od tivo is suited to the
context. In the face of the refusal of the girl to answer either of his questions, mod
oe [ ¥otwv 18¢tv; (1£.) and mod yivy; (3), it is natural that the speaker should feel dri-
ven to take steps himself to discover where he can find her. Without such know-
ledge it would not be possible for him to bring about the meetings he hopes for in
the words kol méA kot néAt cot npocseretcopon (5). Perhaps he might hope to sing
a napoxravsibupov outside her house. Compare Theocritus 2.95-101, where Si-
maitha’s knowledge that Delphis likes to frequent the wrestling school of Timage-
tus enables her to send a message to him through her slave Thestylis. Gow and Page
remark “There is no point in sending someone with the girl to her lodging”, but to
send a slave to follow her would be the simplest, if not the only conceivable, way
of discovering where she lives. Doubtless the speaker could follow her himself, but
in the ancient world it would be normal to send a slave on such an errand, as Si-
maitha sends Thestylis.2 On the other hand Page’s néuyo petéd ¢” av tivo relates less
easily to the context than the transmitted text. Page’s reading implies that the rea-
der actually knows, or will be able to discover, where to find the girl, so that he can
send a slave to fetch her, in spite of her refusal to answer his questions nod c¢ #otiv
18elv and mo? yivy. How he manages to acquire this information is left unexplained.
Such a sequence of thought is a little inconsequential, and less straightforward than
the transmitted text. It seems better not to change 60%.>

Aberdeen Thomas Pearce

2) Compare K.J. Dover’s note on Theocritus 2.101 “It was unthinkable that
Simaitha shouﬁl go to, or near, the wrestling-school herself; slaves, upon whose
loyalty and discretion much depended, had to serve as intermediaries in affairs of
this kind.”

3) The author is most grateful to Professors B. Manuwald and Douglas Mac-
Dowell for their interest and help.
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