SIMONIDES AND EROS

Simon. fr. 575 P. (= £ Ap. Rhod. 3.26, p. 216 Wendel):

oX€éTAe mal dohoundeos Agpodiras,
TOv Apn Sohopdxavov Tékev.

I have printed this fragment with two emendations, one old and
generally accepted, the other new. The former is dohoundeos for SoAo-
undes advanced by Ernst Rickmann (1) on the grounds that it would
be stylistically unidiomatic for Eros to be given a second epithet while
his mother went quite unadorned. ‘‘Probus poeta adiectiva non cumulat,
sed inter substantiva distribuit” (2). This generalisation cannot be ex-
tended as widely as its author intended, but it still holds true of the
fragments of Simonides, more numerous now than when Rickmann
made his correction (3). The meaning Rickmann placed upon the pas-
sage as thus emended was ‘‘timendus es, Cupido: nimirum mater pater-
que timendi” (4).

This brings us to the second line, where the paradosis is oloun-
Xxdrw, an epithet which most scholars have found incomprehensible

(1) In his dissertation In cumulandis epithetis quas leges sibi scripserint poetae
Graeci maxime lyrici, Rostock 1884, p. 36f. For the sort of corruption presup-
posed see Rickmann pp. 34ff., M. L. West, Textual Criticism and Editorial Tech-
nique, Stuttgart 1973, Index s. v. ‘assimilative corruption’.

(2) Wilamowitz, “‘Hermes”’ 14, 1879, 169 = K1. Schr. 4.7.

(3) See especially Simonides fr. 541 P. (= P. Oxy. 2432) 9f.: kép]60s dudxnrov
% Sohom\[6kov | uefyaoBevns oioTpos A¢podir[ac which was compared with oxé-
TME mal Sohoundeos ‘A¢podiras by Bowra, Greek Lyric Poetry?, Oxford 1961, -
p- 203 n. 2. On this fragment’s authorship see Gentili, “Gnomon” 48, 1976, 741.

(4) Pretty much the same meaning is extracted by G. Giangrande, Simonides
und Eros, “A. C.” 38, 1969, 147 ff. with reference to the topos qualis pater, talis
filius (ct. Hes. Op. 235 7ikTovow &€ ~ywvaikes €okoTa TéKva yovedow with West
ad loc., Theocr. 17.43f. and 53ff. and 25.38f. with Gow ad locc.). He rejects
Rickmann’s correction, however: but his grounds are inadequate (he cites irrele-
vant passages such as Opp. Hal. 4.9 oxérh’ "Epws, §ohousira where there are not
two names for the epithets to be distributed among equitably, or Sappho 1.1 LP
motkiNGO pov’ aBavdr’ 'AdpdSira | mal Awws Sohémhoke which is not by Simonides;
he claims that the “Verschlagenheit” of Eros’ mother is irrelevant — but cf. Hes.
Op. 235 cited above). A similar interpretation to Giangrande’s is entertained by
Gentili, “Maia” 16, 1964, 304.
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as applied to Ares. Farnell, it is true, thought it “not inapplicable to
Ares here, with reference to his intrigue with the wife of Hephaestus”,
but this interpretation (5) is obj¢ctionable from several points of view.
The allusiveness of such an indirect reference is quite uncharacteristic
of early Greek poetry (6). Furthermore, though the story of Ares and
Aphrodite’s intrigue may be familiar to us, we should not automati-
cally assume its familiarity for early Greek poets. On the contrary, it is
extremely rare outside of Odyssey 8 (7). The tradition that Ares and
Aphrodite were legitimately married is in fact far more popular in early
literature (8).

Some emendation, then, is required. In his app. crit. Page cites
Bergk’s kaxopaxdvew (9), and Wilamowitz’s 6paovuaxdvw (10), con-
jectures which presume (11) that the first element of the compound
adjective has been contaminated by that of the preceding epithet. A

(5) Greek Lyric Poetry, London 1891, p. 370 approved by Giangrande (sup.
cit. n. 4) p. 147 n. 2 who supports it by citing the only remotely comparable
instance offered by Buchmann’s Epitheta Deorum, Nonnus Dionys. 4.242ff.
SoNdews Tdxa ¢puptos “Apns | Ecerar év mpdurnow €ow Advow koulwy | éome-
piny mAwovoar ano Opnkns "A¢podirTny. Here, however, the context is deliberately
denigratory and comically unelevated (note especially owptos — cf. Callim. fr.
331 Pf. — which also instantly clarifies §0AGets). Besides, Nonnus often applies
eccentric, and demeaning epithets to his gods (e.g. yovaUavéwy... KuaroxaiTns
in Dionys. 8 235). Nor does this detail fit Giangrande’s overall interpretation (above
n. 4) since the §6\os practised by father and son is so very dissimilar.

(6) See, for instance, West on Hes. Th. 276 Médovod 7e Aypa mabodoa, who
observes that “this kind of allusion to a single event in an epithet or participial
phrase is most uncommon in early epic” and cites as the closest parallel Od. 12.70
Apyw maoL uérovoa.

(7) Burkert, “Rh. Mus.” 103, 1960, p. 133 and n. 7 (cf. B. K. Braswell, ‘“Her-
mes” 110, 1982, 135, Hainsworth on Od. 8 267 [2.271]) rightly stresses the idio-
syncracy of the marital situation described in the song of Demodocus and the
rarity outside this passage of the tradition that Hephaestus and Aphrodite were
married. The idea was doubtless an ad hoc invention of the Odyssey’s poet, de-
signed to achieve the sort of correspondences with the poem’s main plot that
Burkert and Braswell explore. Cf. £ A Il. 21.416 (5.224 Erbse) = Chorizontum fr.
8 Kohl of xwpifovres gaol Tov tic T\ddos monriy €l évar ovvodoav T "Ape
™My Agpodirny, Tov §¢& 17is ‘Obvaoeias Stapwvws Healore.

(8) Ares was regarded as the legitimate husband of Aphrodite at least as early
as the sixth century: see eg. Pind. Pyth. 4.81f., West’s note on Hes. Th. 933
(p. 415), Burkert sup. cit. (n. 7) p. 133 n. 6.

(9) In his edition of the lyric poets (3.409).

(10) Sappho und Simonides, Berlin 1913, p. 152 n. 4.

(11) As does Wendel’s mode of indicating the corruption (Scholia in Ap. Rh.
Vetera, Berlin 1935, p. 216): T6ohotunxdve, an unhappy typographical device, for
reasons which will soon become clear.
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simpler remedy would be to suppose that the ending of the trouble-
some word has suffered assimilation to that of the adjacent "Apnp.
This is the reasoning behind 8oloudxaves, a conjecture independently
proposed by G. H. Schaefer (12) and F. G. Schneidewin (13), and
mentioned by Bergk but not Page. The suggestion was made, of course,
at a time when mal 6oAéundes was still thought acceptable as a reading.
In the light of our present knowledge, we may wonder whether having
just called Aphrodite olounéns Simonides would at once proceed to
call her oloudxavos too.

As Schneidewin says (14), ohouaxavos would be an epithet “aptis-
simum Veneri §0AomA6k¢w’’ (15). But when he adds that it is “Veneri
unice conveniens”, we must retort that it would be still more appro-
priate for Aphrodite’s son, to whom, after all, it is applied in the only
other occurrence of the word that is attested: 70ov §ohouaxavov/.. Epov
(Theocr. 30.25f.). Hence my preference for §ohoudxavov in the present
fragment. For the epithet’s application to Eros compare also such pas-
sages as Alpheus, Anth. Plan.212.5 = Gow-Page, GP 2582 (§ohomA6kos),
Athen. 13.609 D = Page, Further Greek Epigrams 1482 (p. 401: mowt-
Aourixavos) (16), Nonnus Dionys. 33.9 and Musacus 198 (aioAduntic).
For the accusative cf. 1l. 13.450 6¢c mp&Tov Mivwa 1éxe Kpnrn émiov-
pov, 14318 7 1éke Mewifoov, Oedpw uriorwp’ drd\avrov, Hes. Th. 984
TwWwrd 6 Hows téke Méuvova xalkokopvornv and numerous other
vassages. The repetition in doho-urideos ... oho-udxavor is highly ef-
fective: the mother plans guileful acts and her son carries them out,
a distribution of labour that can be inferred from several passages in
Greek literature (17).
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(12) Schaeter made this conjecture in his edition of the relevant Apollonian
scholia (full title given by Wendel [sup. cit. n. 11] p. XXVII).

(13) Schneidewin first suggested the conjecture in: Ibyci Rhegensis Carminum
Reliquiae, Gottingen 1833, p. 124 n.28. He repeated it (this time with due acknow-
ledgement to Schaefer) in: Simonidis Cei Carminum Reliquiae, Brunsvig 1835,
p. 93t. placing it in the text; and in his Delectus Poetarum lambicorum et Melico-
rum Graecorum, Gottingen 1839, p. 394 (this time confining it to the app. crit).

(14) In his editions of Ibycus and Simonides (sec the previous note) respectively.

(15) Colluthus 81 calls-her §oAéunTs: ctf. H. H. Aphr. 2491f. Eur. Hel. 1103f.
épwras amaras §0\a 7’ ékevprimata | dokodoa, West on Hes. Th. 205f. and 224.

(16) Cf. Plato Sympos. 203 D "Epws ... Gel Twas mAéK wp unxavas.

(17) For other passages which distinguish the functions of Aphrodite and Eros
see e.g. Alcman fr. 58 P. ( AdpoSira uév ook €ott papyos 8§ "Epws). On the repe-
tition of the prefix in two successive words see D. Fehling, Die Wiederholungs-
figuren und ihr Gebrauch bei den Griechen vor Gorgias, Berlin 1969, p. 247.




