
132. Eclogues I I I ,  V II , V III passim.

133. Eclogue II 39.

134. Eclogue VI 13 sqq. L A.G.Strong was as inspiring as V irg il 's  Silenus, 

and as easy to sidetrack, but I never remember him other than sober.

135. Eclogue V 173.

136. Eclogue IV 10-11.

137. G.K.Chesterton, dedication (to E.C.Bentley) of The Man Who was Thursday, 

1908.

138. Georgies I 145-6.

139. Hdt. VI 109 ., 3, 6 . Not necessarily a vaticinium post eventum, any more 

^han Churchill*s forecast of "sunlit uplands in 1940.

140. Isaiah lxvi. 17-25, and passim.

141. Matt. xx. 12; a remarkably mundame image for so magnificent a theme.

142. Lucretius III  16-7, fairly clearly recalled in Georgic II 490-2.

143. Eclogue IX 36, and Servius' note.

144. Eclogue I ,  82-3.
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V .S . Lectures, No. 9 6 .

NESCIO QVID MAIVS

Text of a lecture read to the Virgil Society 

21st February, 1970.

by D .W .T .C .Vessey, M .A ., P h .D ., F .R .S .A .

The purpose of this paper is not- to follow jy the footsteps of Juvenal's 

blue-stocking by measuring Virgil against Homer, nor to discuss the.various 

problems involved in Propertius' reference to V irgil 's  works in 2 .34 . It

will not venture into the vexed problem of the unity of that poem, nor into the 

arguments that seek to identify Lynceus with Varius Rufus. Its aim is to

elucidate certain literary allusions and attitudes in the elegy, which exercise, 

it is hoped, will place Propertius' laudation of Virgil in its proper perspective.

For the foundation of my argument, it is necessary to turn to book 1 of 

Propertius, for in poems 7 and 9 we find the poet dealing with a theme which is
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clearly related to that of 2 .34 . The three elegies have been discussed 

together4by Walter Wimmel, whose analysis provides a vital basis for my own 

work; but it will be seen that my attitude diverges from his on several

points. It is  fortunate that in 1 .7  and 9 we are faced by fewer problems 

than in 2 .3 4 . In the latter elegy Wimmel has.detected "den schmerzhaften 

Einschnitt, den Verlust von Unmittelbarkheit" which affected Propertius as 

he became involved, whether as witness or as protagonist, in the new outlook of 

the Restored Republic. I should prefer to say that in 2 .34  Propertius gave 

a more detailed and serious treatment to a theme which he handled only frivolously 

in the Monobiblos, a collection of amatory poems in which literary discussions 

could have but little  place. Yet 1 .7  and 9 have, in my view, a greater 

theoretical basis than Wimmel recognises.

These two elegies are a pair within the careful structure of the first 

book. They are both addressed to one Ponticus; there can be little  doubt

that this name, like Lynceus in 2 .3 4 , is factitious. ^yd there is no need to 

believe that Propertius had a real person in mind. In addressing Ponticus,

Propertius, in a playful manner, argues that epic poetry is totally useless, if  

the poet falls victim to amor. Ponticus, we are told, is composing a Thebaid, 

dealing with arma . . .  fraternae tristia militiae (7 .1- 2), with the campaign 

of the Seven against Thebes. Propertius, half-flattering, half-ironical, tells 

Ponticus:

atque, ita sim felix , primo contendis Homero

( sint modo fata tuis mollia carminibus) . . .  (3-4)

But his promise, like those of Holy V r i t ,  has its premiss: the fates would have 

to be mollia (in  contradistinction to Ponticus' epic) if he was to rival Homer. 

Part of the humour lies, of course, in the fact that mollis (here purposely 

placed next to carminibus) was an adjective which Propertius liked to apply to 

his own poetry. (&) If  the poem was not molle, then fate would have to be. 

Propertius continues by contrasting his love-elegies with Ponticus* epic: 

Propertius says that his fama and nomen rest simply cm pleasing his docta puella - 

his works will be read by the neglectus amator who will profit from hearing 

about the poet's troubles. But, should Ponticus fall in love, his epic w ill be 

quite valueless:

longe castra t ib i, longe miser agmina septem 

flebis in aeterno surda iacere situ;

et frustra cupies mollem componere versum,

nec tibi subiciet carmina serus Amor. (17 f f .)

The lover must ooncentrate his energies on mollem versum: epic is useless, as 

Ponticus will learn if  he falls under the spell of a late love. In these 

circumstances, it comes as no surprise to find in poem 9 that Propertius' 

prognostications have been proved right: Ponticus is in love, the irrisor 

if. humbled. Triumphantly the elegist asks him:

quid tibi nunc misero prodest grave dicere carmen 

aut Amphioniae moenia flere lyrae?

plus in amore valet Mimnermi versus Homero:

carmina mansuetus lenia quaerit Amor. (9 .9  f f .)
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Ponticus should forget all about his Theban epic, tristes illos ..  , libellos 

(13) and write the sort of poems a mistress likes to hear. Proper'"us 

utilises two associated antitheses: grave carmen and lenia carmina, Homer 

and Mimnermus. The genres are named, their representatives set in opposition. 

That this dichotomy looks back, in general terms, to Hellenistic literary 

disputes, and especially to Callimachus’ Aetia-prologue, is clear enough, but 

more detailed conclusions can, I think, be drawn. The clue is to be found 

in the fact that Ponticus is represented as having selected the Theban War 

as the subject of his epic. This is not chosen simply as a typical example 

of the theme of a grave carmen. To understand its significance, we must glance 

back into Greek literature and in particular to Antimachus of Colophon, author 

of the most celebrated epic poem on the war between Eteocles and Polynices.

The history of his reputation is of intrinsic interest and it is necessary, if 

we are fully to understand Propertius' poems to Ponticus and Lynceus, to sketch 

what we know about it .

According to a fragment of Heracleides Ponticus preserved by Proclus, 

it was though the efforts of Plato that Antimachus' works were preserved for 

posterity; the philosopher is said to have, sent Heracleides to Colophon 

-id XOlTinaTa OUXXeE.at a 00  dv5pO<;. UOJ Because of this, Proclus opined 

that Callimachus and Duris of Samos were foolish to maintain that Plato was no 

judge of poetry. Plato 's views on poetry are, of course, as famous as

they are stringent, and Bernhard Wyss has discussed the reasons why Antimachus ( 12) 

may have recommended himself to the severe tastes of the author of the Republic. 

Cicero tells us that Plato’ s view of Antimachus was not shared by his fellow- 

citizens, except Demosthene| who loyally adopted the view: Plato . . . .  mihi unus 

instar est centum milium. Whether popular or not, whatever the basis for

such tales may be, Antimachus' poems were transmitted to Alexandria and there 

became the centre of learned controversy.

Apart from illud magnum volumen, the Thebaid, Antimachus' best known work 

was the elegiac poem Lyde, written, so the story runs, after the death o^Jj^s 

mistress as a tribute to her memory and to console himself on his loss.

The Lyde collected together.a large number of legends, presumably round a central 

theme, that of tragic love, and its influence on later writers has probably

been in general underestimated. It was certainly a work of originality,

transitional in its methods between the 'old ' and 'new' elegy and a founder of 

the tradition of narrative elegies so popular among the Alexandrians.

Callimachus, however, had a low opinion of the Lyde and in a famous judgment 

dismissed it as 7 ;ax$ Y P ^ ^ C L  xaC 06  T o p o v . 0  8 ) it  is also likely that he 

attacked Antimachus in the prologue to the Aetia , in which he set out his 

influential poetic manifesto in face of criticism. But others in the

Hellenistic era held the Clarius poeta in higher esteem. Hermesianax, for 

example, listed Antimachus in his catalogue of his predecessors from Orpheus 

down to Philitas, referring to his composition of the Lyde in the following

terms.

Yowv A ’ £vex\iaa/to fiiff-A-ovc 

£ p a c .

Asclepiades also oposed the Callimachean dictum, asserting that the Lyde was 

in fact £l>vdv MOUOCOV (21 ) and Poseidippus, linking and
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co n trasting  the work w ith  the Nanno of Mimnermus, Antimachus* predecessor 

and com patriot, c a l ls  the former cp tX epaO T O C  and the la t t e r  ouxppuiv,

C allim ach us ' judgment was d u t ifu l ly  echoed b y X g ^ u l l u s  who, in  w ritin g  a 

laudatory  elegy  on h is  fr ie n d  C ln n a 1s Zmyrna, s a id :

parva mei m ihi s in t  c o rd i monimenta so d a lis  , 

at populus tumido gaudeat Antim acho.

That there  I s  a  r e la t io n  between the  epithet tumidus and C allim ac h u s ’ words 

TCCLX^ Ypd|J.|J.a i s obvio us , just  as the words parva monimenta r e fle c t  the

p re ju d ice s  o f the  poet of C y rene .agd  h is  fo llo w e r s , summed up in  the  aphcrisra 

(le y a  f U p X c o v  |iey a  xaxov . It  does , however, seem probable  that

C a tu llu s  had the Thebaid  in  inind h e re , and not the L y d e , fo r  it  presents a 

more na tu ral contrast w ith  C in n a ’ s Zmyrna. C allim achus , i f  he d is l ik e d  the 

L y d e , must have had an even lower op in ion  of the T h e b a id , w hich  he  would have, 

regarded as an example of that hated  genre t 6 x o i ’ifi.a x i  x u x X t x d v  .

I t  i s  not necessary  to  take at i t s  face  v a lu e  C a t u llu s ' a ss er tio n  that the 

populus d e lig h te d  in  Antim achus' work; what evidence  we have does not point, 

to  any great love for A n tim a ch u s  among th e  Romans. I t  i s  c le a r  that C a tu llu s  

i s  merely echoing  A lexan d rian  sentim ents and i s  using  the name Antim arhus 

p aradigm atically  as the prime rep resen tativ e  o f a type rather than w ith  any 

sp ecia l  or in d iv id u a l  re feren ce  to  him : he  i s  an  example o f  the s t u f fy , long- 

w in ded , tu r g id  poetry w hich Callim achus and Euphorion detested  and which the 

cantores Eupho rionis  a lso  natum ally  condemned. They were cofeerie-poets, and 

the worst abuse they co uld  d irect  against  th e ir  opponents was that they  were 

esteemed by the profanum v u lg u s . Such l e a n e d  poets had no time fo r  7tdvaa 

x d  6T)>idai,a. it  seems p la in  that Callim achus had used the author of the

Thebaid  as a weapon i n ,a  larger  feud  w ith  h is  contem poraries, among them 

A p o llo n ius  of R hodes . Apollonius  was in flu enced  by th e  Thebaid

evidently  made a c a r e fu l  study of i t  when composing the A r g o n a it ic o n .

O n ly  a  r e la t iv e ly  small number o f c r i t i c a l  op in ions on the work of 

/ ntimachus remain and they a ll  present a generally  uniform  v ie w . D io ny siu s  

c f  H alica rn a ss u s  c l a s s i f i e d  him w it ^  P in dar  and Aeschylus as a rep resentative

01 x ^ c  a ia x r jp & c  apf-iovcac . Elsew here  D ionysius comments:

* A ’" i u a xoq 6 1 i 'xpovxiosv  e u T o v i 'a c  xat dycovt ax 1 xfj<; t p a x u t r i c e  

x . j  ‘ aoD ouvrjQour: x ^,q e f a X X a y f jc . (^ 0 )

T h is  judgment is  p a r a lle le d  by that of P lu ta r c h , who compares the  ep ics  of 

Homer and Antim achus: the l a t t e r ’ s poetry , in  h is  v iew , may h a v e ^ o x ^ v

x a t zSvov  but nonetheless £ x B e 3 i a 0M.ev0 Lc xa £  x a T a i o v o i c  S o ix e ,^  whersas 

in  Haner fiexd  xf\c &XXti<; dvvdiiewc x a  ̂ xdpixoQ  x p o c e O T L  x6  6 o x e i v  

x a i ‘ pafit'j.c; d ^ e t p y a o 0 a i .  A n t ip a t e r , in  h is  e leg ia c  tr ib u te  to Antimachus 

mentioned the 6 3 p i ;x o v  d x a fia T O U  O T C X O U  ’Avni,(jxi>ptciA re a d e r , he says , would 

appreciate  Antimachus e i  T d p o v  oScic

£ X X a x e ? »  £aXoiT<; t A v  d y e X a o a c v  C x a  

el t & v  d T p t x x o v  xaC d v e ^ p a x o v  dxp u T tiv  & X X c u c  

( i a i e a t  .
T h is  i s  obviously  another co unterblast  to  C al^jyachus* v iew point and A ntipater  

goes on to rate  Antim achus second to Homer. T h is  was the place  accorded

to him in  the canon of ep ic  w r ite rs  as e sta b lis h ed  by most H e l le n is t ic  c r i t ic s .
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T h is  honourable p o s it io n  was preserved  for him by Q u in t i l ia n , who commented 

in  the tenth  book o f the I n s t i t u t i o : in  Antim acho v is  et g rav itas  t-t minime 

vulgare  eloquendi genus habet laudem ; sed quamvis ei secundas fe re  grammaticorum 

consensus d e fe r a t , et a d fectib u s  et d isp o s it io n e  et omnino arte  d e f ic it u r , ut 

plane m anifesto  appareat quanto s it  a l iu d  proximum aliu d  secundum. ^331 ig

a harsh  c r it ic is m  and p la in ly  derives  from that o f  D io n y siu s , who was a source 

fo r  th is  part of the t r e a t is e . There  i s  v ir t u a lly  a communis o p in io  in

these  c i t a t io n s : desp ite  h is  f a u lt s , Antimachus was c o n v e n t i o ^ g ^ y  compared 

w ith  Homer and was awarded the  second p lace  in  the epic canon.

We must now return  to P r o p ertiu s . In  1 .7  and 9 he  is  g iv in g  assent to 

A lexandrian  lite r a r y  ideas  and it  i s  my op in ion  that P o n ticu s , as  the supposed 

author o f  a L a t in  T h e b a id , stands in  p lace  of Antim achus, the author o f the 

Grcek T h e b a id . A fte r  these prelim inary  in v e s t ig a t io n s , i t  is  p o s s ib le  to 

understand more fu l ly  the a llu s io n s  in  these two poems, which were to be  expanded 

and c l a r i f i e d  in  2 . 3 4 .

(1 )  I t  w il l  be remembered that in  7 .3- 4 P ro p ertius  suggested th a t , given 

the  favour of d e s t in y , Ponticus would contend w ith  Horner fo r  f i r s t  p lace  among 

w rite rs  of epic  ( primo contendis  Homero. 3 ) ,  that is  fo r  the supreme p o sitio n  

in  the canon . Though Antim achus i s  not d ir e c t ly  m entioned, he must surely  

have been in  the e le g is t *s  m ind. By becoming a Roman Antim achus, author of a 

L a * * n T h e b a id . P o n ticu s  may w e l l , l ik e  h is  Greek p redecessor , be rated  second to  

Homer, who is  primus among epic  w r it e r s . But t h is ,  of co urse , i s  said  in  iro ny , 

as P r o p e rt iu s , the poet o f  love and follow er o f  C a llim ach u s , r e je c ts  the  epic 

genre in  favour of mollem versum .

(2 )  When Po n ticu s  f a l l s  in  lo v e , he learn s  tha^ a l in e  of Mimnermus is  

more v alu able  than a l in e  o f Homer. The naming o f Mimnermus is  im portant, for 

i t  id e n t i f i e s  P ro p ertiu s  w ith  a p a r t ic u la r  l ite r a r y  sch o o l. I have already 

noted that Po seid ip pu s  co ntrasted  the ouxppoouvr] o f Antimachus o f  Colophon 

w ith  the  tpi XepCLO'Tl a  o f Mimnermus of Colophon . According  to  Callim achus 

and other3g e l l e n is t ic  w r it e r s , Mimnermus was the  e u p e T T ^ o r  founder of e leg ia c  

poetry ; as Horace remarked in  the  Ars P o e t ic a .^ t h e  controversy r e la t in g

to  the true  auctor o f  elegy  was s t i l l  sub i u d i c e . C a llim a c h u s ’ opponents

asserted  that Mimnermus was not the eupETT]^ at a l l ,  advocating the  claim s of 

C a llin u s  or Archilochus  - and we may surmise that Antim achus too had an honoured 

p lace  in  t h e ir  e leg ia c  stemma. But to  Pro p ertius  there  is  no doubt: he

takes up h is  stand behind  Callim achus in  proclaim ing  Mimnermus as h is  e a r lie s t  

predecessor , as the true auctor of the love e leg y ; so in  1 . 9 .1 1  he juxtaposes 

the auctor o f e p ic , Homer, w ith  the auctor o f e leg y , Mimnermus, and assures  

Ponticus that the la tte r  is  a far  better  model fo r  a man in  h is  predicam ent.

The view  is  in deed  p a r t is a n . Callim achus esteemed Mimnermus h ig h ly , 

acknowledging him as a forerunner o f h is  own work; co nversely , he re je c ted  and 

scorned Antim achus, who, in  tru th , had as good a cla im , or even a b e tter  one, 

to  be the  precursor of A lexand rian  e le g y . For i f  the T h eb aid  was an ancestor 

of the Argonauticon  of A p o llo n ius  of Rhodes, so was the L y d e ,q u it e  as much 

the N anno , a forerunner of Callim achus and the other H e l le n is t ic  e le g is t s .

But i t  was Antimachus* fa te  to  become part o f the H e l le n is t ic  poetom achia, and 

the c r it ic a l  t r a d it io n  spread  to Rome under the in flu e n c e  of the novi p o e ta e .
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The T h eb aid  of Antim achus was a perfect example of the grave carm en, the 

product of an Ci.'6o'tT|pA<; 7CCHT)TT)£, whereas Mimnermus' poems were m o ll ia .

In  the P o n tic u s  poems, P ro p ertiu s  restates  the A lexand rian  d ispu te  in  which 

Antim achus fig u red  and in  w hich  h is  poetry was unfavourably  contrasted  w ith  

that o f Mimnermus. Antimachus may have been second to  Hom er, but what use 

was he in  the  l i s t s  of love? P o n ticu s  was l i t t l e  more than a name on which 

to  hang t h is  thane. The A lexandrian  controversy rested  on l ite r a r y  and 

s t y l is t ic  q u estio n s , but P ro p ertius  v iew s it  in  d i f fe r e n t , more in tro sp ectiv e  

term s; whereas Callim achus and h is  a sso cia tes  co nsid ered  Antim achus in  the 

lig h t  of th e ir  d isc uss io n s  and th eo ris in g  on the na ture , fora  and aim of 

poetry , Pro p ertius  - u n lik e  C a tu llu s  - concentrates on th e  em otional 

inadequacy , the  lack  of relevance  w hich Antim achean poetry has for the poet 

o f and in  lo v e .

(3 )  The  im p licatio n  of t h is  is  su rely  th at , i f  P o u t ic u s , the Roman 

Antim achus, is  settin g  out to  r iv a l  Homer, so P ro p ertiu s  is  r iv a l l in g  and 

em ulating Mimnermus: P ro p ertius  envisages that Roman l it e r a t u r e  is  able  

to  equal Greek and to  e s t a b lis h  i t s  own canons, but he  does not b e lie v e  that 

th is  can be  done in  the ep ic  g en re . He c le a r ly  e sta b lis h e s  the kind  o f poet 

that he seeks to  b e ; . h e  is  com pelled to  be a slave  to dolor rather  than to 

h is  ingenium  ( 7 . 7 ) .  I f  Ponticus i s  subdued by serus Amor, then he too,

l ik e  the  neglectus am ator, w i l l  b e  com pelled to  reco gnise  P r o p e r t iu s ' m erits :

turn me non humilem m irabere saepe poetam ,

tunc ego Romanis p raeferar  in g e n i is . (7 .2 1 - 2 2 )

B efore  he learn s  the power o f  lo v e , the ep ic  poet P o n ticu s  is  able  to designate  

P r o p ertiu s  as a mere h um ilis  p o eta , one capable  of producing  poems only  in  the 

hum ble, le sse r  genre of elegy  - c e r ta in ly  not a r a t e s . The e le g is t  admits

fr e e ly  at th is  stage that the im pulsion for  h is  work does not cane from ingenium - 

that was the  possession  o f poets in  t he  greater  genres : those who re str ic te d  

them selves to th e  Callim achean  jxouoTj X e x ^ a X e r )  , 4 2 \ had to  rely  on a r s , 

for  to  Callim achus poetry was above a l l  a Texvt) • f£§)this reasari»

asserts  o f Callim achus that in gen io  non v a le t , arte  v a l e t . P r o p e r t iu s , in

book 2 ,  cla im s that C y nth ia  h e r s e lf  was the o r ig in  o f  or the su b stitu te  for 

h is  in gen ium , an id e a  that he may have d e riv e d  from G a llu s . of whose w r it in g  

M a r t ia l  remarked: ingenium  G a l l i  p ulchra  L y co ris  e r a t . I t  was only later

that P r o p e r t iu s , boldly  and w ithout h e s it a t io n , l a id  claim  to  h is  own ingenium .

Not so in  1 .7 .  Q u in t i l i a n , i t  w i l l  be remembered, asserted  that Antim achus, 

whatever h is  m erits , was to ta lly  lack in g  in  ars - the  im p lic atio n  is  that such 

good q u a l it ie s  as he possessed  were d e riv e d  from ingenium ; he  was not a 

craftsm an- poet, the id e a l  o f the  learn ed  A le x a n d r ia n s . B u t , P ro p ertius  boasts , 

Po n ticu s  w i l l  u ltim a tely  r e a l is e  that  the  desp ised  e l e g i s t , the  h u m ilis  p o eta , 

is  of greater  value  than the  Romana in g e n ia , that i s ,  as F r ie d r ig ^ .S o lm s e n  has 

r ig h tly  s a id , than "t h e  reco gnised  poets o f the grand m an ner .”  H o race ,

in  the A rs  P o e t ic a , argued that both  ingenium  and ars are  needed by a  poet; 

but in  1 . 7  Propertius  takes a d iffe r e n t  v ie w : he is  prepared  to allow  the 

ep ic  w rite rs  th e ir  claim  to  ingenium ; but he asserts  that h is  own poetry , the 

le sse r  g e n re , the product o f exp erien ce , o f d o lo r , i s  more su ited  to  the needs 

of the a g e . Once a g a in , we no tice  how P r o p ertiu s  takes a su b jectiv e  and 

personal l in e  in  h is  l it e r a r y  argument, opposing ingenium not with a r s , but
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with  d o lo r . He is  the magnus poeta of love ( 7 .2 4 )  and PonticuE  is  warned 

not to desp ise  h is  poems: tu cave no stra  tuo  contemnas carm ina fastu  . , . ( 2 5 ) ,  

Th is  fastu s  summarises the a ttitu d e  of the ep ic  w rite r  for  th e  poet of the 

minor g en res , the successor of Mimnermus. B ut , the e leg ist  a s s e r ts , h is  

p o s it io n , not that of P o n ticu s , i s  truly  the only tenable  one.

( 4 )  There is  one more phrase which we should not overlook . In  7 , 

P ropertius  t e l l s  Ponticus th at , when the love-god str ik e s  him down, h e  w ill  

abandon h is  epic in  te a rs :

longe c a stra  t i b i ,  longe m iser agmina septem

f l e b is  in  aeterno surda iacere  s itu  . .  (18- 19)

As P ro p ertiu s  is  drawing general co nclusions  fran  a p a rtic u la r  s it u a t io n , it 

is  c le a r  that here  he expresses h is  own view  of the state  of epic- w riting .

Epic l ie s  in  aeterno  s i t u ; i t s  day i s  o ver , it s  dominance p a s t . I t  is  

probable that the phrase accurately  d escr ib es  the fa te  of Antim achus' T h e b a id . 

C erta in ly  when the perverse  tastes  of the Emperor H ad rian  led him to prefer  

Antimachus to  Homer and to attempt to  rev iv e  in terest  in  him , even to the 

extent of composing lib r o s  obscurissim os in  the Antim achea^4gj;yle, we are told 

that most people  had never even heard the  name Antim achus. There  is  no

reason to  suppose that t h e  s itu atio n  was very d iffe r e n t  in  t h e  days of 

P r o p ertiu s . The neglect in t o  which the Theb aid  had fa l le n  was an exam ple, a 

w arning . But we need not make t h e  re feren ce  so e x p l ic it . I t  is  epic 

g enerally  that the e leg ist  sees as p a ss £ . By f a l l in g  in  love , Ponticu s  becomes 

a man of h is  tim e, a time when h ig h fa lu t in ' poetry was in  aeterno  s i t u . In

1 .7  and 9 , P r o p ertiu s ' a tt itu d e  is  im m utable: the dichotomy is  com plete, the 

two a ttitu d es  ir r e c o n c ila b le . Bearing  these  co nclusions in  m ind, we can  now 

turn to  2 . 3 4 .

For the purpose of th is  paper, I am d isregarding  | | a ,  i . e . ,  l in e s  1-24, 

w hich , u n lik e  Wimmel, I b e lie v e  to be  a separate  poem. In  34 b , Propertius

is  addressing  Lynceus , who i s  another P o n t ic u s . L ik e  P o n t ic u s , h e  has fa lle n  

in to  the  g rip  o f seros amores ( 2 5 ;  c f . 1 . 7 . 2 0 ,  2 6 ) .  L ik e  P o n tic u s , Lynceus is  

envisaged as a poet who has devoted h is  energies  ex c lu siv e ly  t o  the greater 

genres , and the e le g is t  i s  d e ligh ted  that at last  he i s  com pelled to recognise  

the power o f  lo ve . Lynceus is  now forced  to  admit that h is  p h ilo so p h ical 

learn ing  and h is  c u lt iv a t io n  of the bards  o f old are no help  to  him in  h is  

p assio n :

quid  tua S o c r a t ic is  t i b i  nunc s a p ie n t ia  l ib r i s  

proderit aut rerum d icere  posse v ia s ?

aut quid  Erecthei t ib i  prosunt carm ina le c ta ? 

n i l  iuvat in  magno vester  amore se n e x .

The f ir s t  d is t i c h , in  my v iew , simply im p lies  an in terest  in  moral philosophy 

and cosmology; S o c r a t ic i  l ib r i  are not merelv,_Jhe P la to n ic  d ialog ues  but , as 

Enk puts i t ,  " l i b r i  de p h ilo so p h ia  a g e n t e s " ; Lynceus i s  a man who has spent

h is  time in  abstract sp ecu latio ns , w h ich  are  v a lu ele ss  in  magno amore. There 

is  no need for  us to d iscuss  at length the  id e n t ity  of,jt}je poet re fe rre d  to in 

29- 90. Th e  main contenders are Homer and A esch y lu s ; u n lik e  Wimmel, I
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favour Aeschylus and b e lie v e  that t h e  reference  to  Aeschyleo . . coturno at 

41  strengthens, r a t h e r  than weakens, the id e n t i f i c a t io n . The words vester 

senex suggest a poet whom Lynceus e s p e c ia lly  esteemed and used as a model, 

and it  i s  Aeschylean trag ed ies  th a t , in  4 1 ,  he  is  sa id  to have been w r it in g .

I t  i s  p o s s ib le  that P ro p ertiu s  had  in  the back of h is  mind the famou~ story 

at the b eg in n in g  of P l a t o 's  R e p u b lic , in  w hich  another Athenian  dram atist, 

e ld erly  Sophocles , ch a ra cte rise s  love as a " f r a n t ic  and^gavage m aster" and 

expresses  h is  delight  at being  freed  from it s  tyranny . Lynceus the

tra g e d ia n , now in  advanced y ea r s , has by contrast ccrae .||^e  to a r e a lis a tio n  

of love*s  power and is  "mad w it h  lo v e " ( i n s a n i t , 2 5 . )  There  is  no escape

from the ty ra n t , p h ilo so p h ical or otherw ise .

The essence o f the l in e s  is  c le a r  enough: now he i s  in  lo ve , Lynceus 

w i l l  have t o  reject  h is  severe in ter ests  and h is  pursuit  o f  the greater genres.

A  change of state  must produce a change of s t y le . P ro p ertius  im mediately 

suggests an a lte r n a t iv e :

tu satiu s  memorem M usis im itere  P h ile ta n

et non i n f l a t i  somnia C a ll im a c h i . (31- 2)

Lynceus must now follow  the  exam ple of P h ile t a s  and C allim ach us , who were, 

a ft e r  Mimnermus, the auctpr o f the  e leg ia c  genre , the  two p r in c ip a l  names in  

the canon o f e le g is t s . The word somnia r e fe r s , o f c o u r s e ,.t o  the famous

dream d escribed  by Callim achus in  the f ir s t  book o f the  A f t i a , w hich  was

to  in sp ire  P ro p ertius  to  high- flown fa n ta s ie s  in  book 3 .   ̂ Non in f la t u s  is  

d e s c r ip t iv e  of the sty le  of a h um ilis  p o e t a , o f  the author o f  m o llia  carm ina .

I t s  opposite  is  tum idus, the ep ithet  ap p lied  by C a tu llu s  to  Antim achus, the 

ty p ica l  exemplum of the  Brand sty le  re jected  by P h i l i t a s ,  C allim achus  and 

t h e ir  Roman successors . T h is  recommendation to Lynceus is  re lated  to

the e a r lie r  advice  to Pon ticu s  that Mimnermus would be of more value  than 

Homer. In  addressing  h is  poems to men who are supposed to have f a l l e n  in  

love P ro p ertius  is  d e lib e ra te ly  o b je c t ify in g  a l it e r a r y  argum ent: the emotional 

fact  of amor is  to  lead  P o n ticu s  and Lynceus to  a change of po etic  genre and 

s t y le , to  convert them to  t h e  Callim achean  f a i t h . T h is  su b je ctiv e  ju s t i f ic a t io n  

for the A lexan d rian  view point is  of course d iffe r e n t  from the polem ic that gave 

it  b ir t h . But i t  i s  tru e  to  add that in  gen eral the an cients  f a i l e d  to 

d is t in g u is h  between an a u th o r 's  st'yle and h is  m o r a l /e th ic a l  v a lu es , h is  life-  

form . S t y le  was the man, and so it  i s  not to ta lly  unexpected that Pro p ertius  

frames e s s e n t ia ix y  lite r a r y  id eas  in  terms o f  emotional events . A m an 's  

'h u m o u r ', as the  E lizab eth a n s  c a l le d  i t ,  would p red ica te  a great deal about 

h is  a r t .

In  th e  l in e s  im m ediately fo llo w in g , P ro p ertiu s  l i s t s  c e rta in  themes 

u n su ita b le  for a fo llow er  of P h i l i t a s  and Callim achus (3 3  f f . ) .  He does not 

say d ire c tly  that Lynceus had already  w ritten  on those th em es , although he 

may imply i t  by the introductory  form ula nam rursus lic et  . . .  r e fe ra s  ( 3 3 ) :  

the primary im p licatio n  is  that i t  w ould  do Lynceus no good i f  he were to 

retrav erse  such popular ep ic  s u b je c ts . The  themes that he l is t s  fa l l  into  

two h a lv e s , each of four l in e s . Th e  second h a l f ,  desp ite  te x tu a l  d i f f ic u l t ie s , 

r e fe rs  unambiguously to  c e r t a in  ep isodes  in  t h e  war of the Seven against Thebes 

(th a t  i s ,  the  same legend on w hich  P o s ticu s  was said  to  be w r it in g  h is  grave
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carmen) : Adrastus and the famous horse Ario n  at the funeral of Archemorus, 

the  disappearance of Amphiaraus in to  the Underw orld , the d estru ctio n  of the 

im pious Capaneus. These references present no problem . L in es  33-36 are 

more v e x a tio u s . I b e liev e  that commentators have been correct in  seeing 

a llu s io n s  to in c id e n ts  in  the h isto ry  of H e rc u le s ; 33-34 c le a r ly  enough refers 

to the struggle  between the river-god Achelous and Hercules fo r  the  hand of 

D e ia n ir a . In  35- 36, l ik e  R o th s|g in , B u t le r /B a r b e r , et a l . ,  but pace 

Shackleton- Bailey  and Boucher, I envisage an a llu s iv e  but com prehensible

glance  at H e r c u le s ’ shameful love for Om phale, Queen of L y d ia , w ith  which 

Propertius had some fun elsew here. As B u tler /B a rb e r  summarise the l in e s :

"P ro p ertiu s  warns [Lynceus] t h a t , though he w rites  on the deeds o f g |rc u les  or 

of the Seven against Thebes, n e ith er  w ill  help  M g .  in  h is  l o v e ."  The

eleg ist  in s is t s  that such t r it a  vatibus  orb ita  must be  eschewed: Lynceus 

w i l l  have to cease  from w r it in g  ^g3^ h e  grand sty le  and turn to  the lesser  genres, 

become in  fact a hum ilis  p o e t a . I f  he  does no t , he w i l l  be no safer  than

Antimachus or Homer:

desin e  et Aeschyleo canponere verba  coturno 

d e sin e , et ad molles membra resolve ch o ro s . 

in c ip e  jam angusto versus in clu d ere  torn o , 

inque tuos ig n es , dure poeta , v e n i , 

tu non Antim acho, non tu tio r  ib is  Homero:

d esp icit  et magnos recta p u e lla  deos. (41  f f . )

The direct mention of Antimachus im mediately reminds us o f  1 .7  and 9 , and it  

a s s is t s  in  drawing out the f u l l  s ig n if ic a n c e  of l in es  32- 46. Lynceus i s  urged 

to g ive  up w r it in g  verse  in  Aeschylean trag ic  ve in  and turn to m olles ch o ro s . 

M o llis  requires no exp lanatio n , for  we have met i f  b e fo re . The sty le  o f 

Aeschylus was it s  a n t it h e s is , severe, hard  and grand . As has been m entioned, 

Aeschylus was lin ked  w ith  P in dar  and Antimachus by D ionysius  as an example of 

Tfj<; avOTTipSc ap|iovia<; . In  fact he represents in  tragedy what Antimachus 

stood fo r , at least t h e o r e t ic a lly , in  e p ic . Lynceus has been \jsing Aeschylus 

as a moael, ana in  44 Propertius  terms Lynceus dure poeta . The a d jec tiv g  has 

two nuances. F ir s t , Lynceus has been durus in  h is  re je c tio n  o f  love ; but

he has a lso  been durus in  h is  l ite ra r y  p rodu ctions . D u r u s . as an opposite to 

mo l l i s , is  a su itable  equivalent for t h e  Greek sJ-t0XT|(,04 and so the term 

durus poeta is  a rendering  of the Greek a u 3 TT)p6<; T t o t T H T ^ , the k ind  of poet 

P la t o  (t h e  admirer of A n tim ach u s ),^g d  sa id  to b e  necessary  in  h is  id e a l  state  

to w rite  about the  v irtuo us  man. Lynceus , before  f a l l in g  in  love , had
been a durus p o eta , h is  philosophy , h is  s ty le , h is  subject-matter ana h is  genre 

a ll  a ttu n in g  w ith  h is  severe a t t it u d e . But now he must change and c u lt iv a te  

the fi.oOoa Xe'fl.'taXer), re je c tin g  h is  former l ite ra r y  a l le g ia n c e . He must 

learn  to shape h is  verses angusto to rn o , that is  to  compose the type o f poetry 

favoured by non in fla tu s  C allim ach u s . P ro p ertiu s  had already  used the two 

ad jec tiv e s  durus and angustus in  a sim ilar  co n text . In  2 . 1 . ,  making a personal 

recu satio  to  M aecenas, he remarked:

sed neque Phlegraeos Io v is  Enceladique  tumultus 

intonet angusto pectore C a llim ach us , 

nec mea conveniunt duro p raeco rdia  versu

C a e sa r is  in  Phrygios condere nomen av o s . ( 3 9  f l . )
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The contrast is  id e n t ic a l : Callim achus* angustum pectus is  mcLoured against 

th e  duri versus of e p ic , w hich  Pro p ertius  asserts  he is  incapable  of w r it in g .

The a llu s io n  to Antimachus and Homer together in  2 . 5 4 .4 5  is  immediately 

illu m in ated  when we remetaber that they were the two names which headed the epic 

canon as e sta b lis h ed  by A lexandrian  grammarians. P ro p ertiu s  balances Homer 

and Antim achus against P h ile t a s  and C allim achus : that i s ,  the epic canon 

against the e leg ia c  canon . However d ist in g u ish e d  an  epic  w riter  Lynceus may 

become, the same w i l l  ho ld  good for him as fcr P o n ticu s : he  w il l  s t i l l  find  

h is  achievem ents useless  when faced  by lo v e . The d irec t  mention of Antim achus 

i s  to  be r e la te d  to 35 f f . ,  in  w hich P ro p ertiu s  had l is t e d  some of t h e  more 

famous episodes from the T h e b a id . T h is  balance  helps us to understand

why the H ercules  legends are mentioned in  33- 36. The a llu s io n  i s ,  I b e lie v e , 

to  the H e ra c le ia  o f P a n y a s s is , which was co nventionally  p laced  th ird  in  the 

epic  canon . U n fortunately  we know l i t t l e  of th is  ep ic  (ev en  less about

Antim achus' T h e b a id ) , but it  seems in e v ita b le  that p any assis  dealt  with

the struggle  between Achelous and H e rc u le s ; as for the h e r o 's  enslavement to 

Om phale, I c a n  only agree w ith  Pro fesso r  H uxley , in  h is  recent d isc u ss io n  of 

the H e r a c l e ia , that "we may surmise that the half- Karian  P an y a ssis  re lish ed  

the Ly d ian  episode  above a l l ,  and d e lig h te d  to  t e l l  how h is  hero subm itted to  

m enial tasks  imposed by a b arb a rian  and a woman.”  It  may w ell  be  that

Pan yassis* account of t h is  legend in cluded  an ecphrasls  on the Maeander- perhaps 

at sim ilar length  to Antimachus* notorious d e scr ip tio n  o f  Teum essus.

We are  now b e tter  able  to ap preciate  the development of ideas  in  the 

poem up to  th is  p o in t . In  warning Lynceus to  reject  epic  themes, P ro p ertiu s  

progresses through the canon in  reverse  o rd er : P a n y a ss is , Antim achus, Homer. 

They  do not present v ia b le  models for the  s itu a t io n  in  w hich  the durus poeta 

now f in d s  h im s e lf . He must now co nsider  the  tastes  of a recta  p u ella  ( *  the 

docta p u ella  of 1 .7 )  and .turn to  poetry  in  keeping w ith  t h e  precepts and 

p ra c tic e  of P h i l i t a s  and C a llim a c h u s . So fa r  th e  argument, though more 

schem atic, d e t a ile d  and t h e o r e t ic a l , i s  b a s ic a lly  the  same as that o f the  

Ponticus-poem s.^ But from 4 7  we move in to  a new departure in  Propertian  

l ite r a r y  id e a ls , in  w hich  the  eulogy of V ir g i l  is  the  culm ination .

In  47- 58, we have what i s  v ir t u a lly  a defence  o f .^g o p e r t iu s *  own 

p o s it io n . He sets  h im self up as a praeceptor arooris, and m aintains that 

Lynceus must learn  from him how to' deal w ith  h is  new s t a t e . Pro p ertius  

compares him to  a b u ll  be in g  tamed for t h e  plough :

sed non ante gravi taurus succumbit a r a t r o , 

cornua quam v a l i d is  haeserit  in  l a q u e is , 

nec tu tam duros per te  p a t ie r is  am ores:

trux tamen a no bis  ante domandus e r i s . ( 4 7  f f . )

The  language is  su b tle . Lynceus must le a rn  to  endure the yoke; the sometime 

author o f serio us  poetry must submit to th e  gravi a r a t r o ; h e , the durus p o e ta , 

must now learn  th e  m eaning o f  duros am ores. Purus and g r a v i s , both ep ithets  

that could  previo u sly  have been ap p lie d  to Lynceus ' poetry and tc  h is  way of 

l i f e ,  are ntn p a rad o xically  ap p lie d  to the new burdens he must bear . Formerly 

t r u x , h e  must learn  a new way o f  l i f e  and a new lite r a r y  fo ra  from P ro p ertius , 

the lover- poet. Lynceus* whole l ife - s ty le  is  subtly  in v e r te d . The e leg ist  

g ives  the  reason . G i r l s  have no in terest  in  cosm ology, astronomy, eschatology
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or d iv in e  law (51  f f . ) ,  questions w ith  which Lynceus had e a r l ie r  been 

in vo lved . The stern philosopher must now look at Propertius  and learn  from 

him :

asp ice  me, cu i parva domi fortuna r e lic ta  est 

n u llus  et antiquo  Marte triumphus a v i , 

ut regnero m ixtas in ter  conviva puellas

hoc ego. quo t ib i  nunc e lev o r , in g en io .

The  e leg ist  estab lish es  h is  own Lebensform ; h e  represents h im self as neither  

p ossessing  w ealth  (th e  ch a r a c te r is t ic  aim of the ordo e q u es ter , to  w hich  

Pro p ertius  in  fact belonged) nor an atrium  lin ed  w ith  d ist in g u ish e d  imagines 

( l i k e  a noble  senator) - but he has a regnum among the g i r l s ,  at thg. banquet.

The verb is  not without iro ny ; w h ile  r e je c t in g  t h e  Roman c a re er , Propertius  

has not fa i l e d  to  atta in  a dom ination , indeed a despotism , in  h is  own chosen 

p r o v in c ia . And as a f in a l  iro ny  he asserts  that he gained  th is  through ingenium , 

w hich  Lynceus scorned and d e n ie d . The verb elevor takes us back to Ponticus 

whose p ride  in  h is  own work was of no ava il when love struck him down and 

when he was forced  to admire and bow to  t h e  hum ilis poeta whom he had previously  

s l ig h t e d . Lynceus, lik e  P o n ticu s , had been disposed to deny Propertius  

ingenium , the possession  of poets in  the g reater  genres . Now Pro p ertius  is  

able  to turn the tables  and make a humorous but ju s t i f ia b l e  claim  to  i t .  It  

was an ingenium  that produced r e s u lt s : even the durus poeta  must recognise  

t h a t .

At th is  point Lynceus ceases to play any further part in  the poem.

He has served h is  purpose. A s in g le  couplet b r id g e s , perhaps rather tenuously , 

the f ir s t  part and t h e  second. In  i t s e l f  i t  i s  revealin g , double-edged.

mi lubet h e ste rn is  p o sito  languere  c o r o llis

quem t e t lg it  iactu  certus ad Qssa d eu s . (59- 60)

These l i n e s , w hich r e ca ll  common m otifs in  sym posiastic epigram , can  be 

understood fu l ly  only by co nsid ering  th e ir  dual purpose. They continue  the 

thought o f 57-58, but they a lso  serve  to introduce  the laudation  of V i r g i l .  

P ro p ertius  expresses h is  contentment w it h  h is  own way of l i f e ;  but he has 

no a lt e r n a t iv e , for the god has "s t r ic k e n  [him] with aim un errin g  even to  the 

b o n e ."  B u t , as we have seen , the e leg ist  o b je c t if ie s  lite ra r y  concepts

by the language of lo v e . Bound to h is  own proper regnum among the g i r l s ,  

P ro p ertius  is  bound also  to the  lesser  genre , t o  t h e  Callim achean v iew p o in t .

I see in  the words h estern is  . . .  c o r o ll is  more th a n  a sim ple , i f  not t r i t e , 

re ferende  t o  night- long rev elry ; P ro p ertiu s ' l ife - sty le  and it s  l ite r a r y  

counterpart, so fo rc ib ly  expounded to  Ponticu s  and Lynceus , is  now a th in g  of 

y esterd ay . Propertius  knows t h is ,  but he cannot escape,' for  he  has no talent  

and no in c l in a t io n  to  ch ange . Th e  god has struck him once and fo r  a l l .  The 

reason why the e leg ist  is  forced  to  make th is  volte- face i s  revealed  in  61 f f . ,  

in  which V ir g i l  enters th e  scene, com pelling Propertius  to a m o d ificatio n  and 

re-alignment of prior  argum ents. He does not re ject  them in  t o t o , for  they 

s t i l l  possess a su b stan tia l  measure of v a l i d it y , But they cannot be expressed  

in  the abso lute  terms previou sly  a p p lic a b le . It  i s  not in appropriate  fo r  

Lynceus to van ish  at th is  p o in t . H is  p o s it io n  has been destroyed by P r o p e r t iu s ’
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argum ents, and V i r g i l 's  new achievement makes any counterdefence im possible .

In  l in e s  60- 66, P ro p ertiu s  salutes e n th u s ia st ic a lly  th e  b irth  of the 

A e n e id . Th e  f ir s t  two d is t ic h s  sp ecify  something o f the content of the new 

e p ic :

A c t ia  V e r g il io  cu stodis  l it o r a  Phoebi

C a e sa ris  et fo rtes  d ic ere  posse r a t e s ,

qui nunc Aeneas T ro ian i su scita t  arma 

iactaque  L a v in is  m oenia l i t o r i b u s .

The d e ta ile d  arguments regarding  these  l in e s  I leave a s id e . The e sse n tia l  

meaning is  c le a r  enough. V ir g i l  is  working on an epic in  w hich the present 

is  linked  w ith  the p a st , Ca^gar Augustus ' v ictory  at Actium with the a rr iv al 

of T ro jan  Aeneas in  I t a l y .  The point is  im portant, and to appreciate  it

we must glance b r ie f l y  back to  the  r e c u s a t io , w ith  which P ro p ertiu s  commenced 

the  book . There the e l e g i s t , in  terms fam ilia r  enougi to  u s , m aintained  h is  

own inadequacy to  handle  ep ic  themes. Had he been capable  o f i t ,  he assures 

M aecenas, h is  subject would - hardly  su rp isin g ly  - have been the achievements 

of ‘A u g u s t u s , in  w hichhls p a tr o n 's  name would n e c ess a r ily  have been prom inent.

In  19 f f . ,  P ro p ertiu s  catalogues  c e rta in  themes that would not have been his  

ch oice  even i f  h e  had been an epic w r ite r : t h e n a r  o f  t he  T ita n s  canes f i r s t ,  

then Thebes - both su bjects  of ancient e p ic s ; then canes the F a ll  of Troy,

w hich  i s  Hom er's  g lo r y ; P ro p ertiu s  adds Xerxes ' exp ed itio n  a g a in s t»Greece, 

w hich  had been the subject of the P e r s ic a  o f C h o erilu s  of Samos. A fter

these  Greek to p ic s , the e leg ist  adds ce rta in  events from Roman legend an^7g , 

h is t o r y , r e c a llin g  the ep ics  of N aevius and Ennius and th e ir  successors.

In  th is  com prehensive d isc la im e r , P ro p ertiu s  is of course adhering  to 

Callim achean  ideas - the themes are  those w hich  the A lexandrians  had re jected  

as ted io u s  and outworn; as fo r  the Roman s u b je c ts , such ep ics  had been 

com pletely  spurned by the  novi p o e ta e , whose h e ir  P ro p ertiu s  claim ed to  b e .

A l l  th ese , then , are co nventio nally  r e je c t e d ; but P r o p e r t iu s , in  theory , 

envisages  an epfc w hich would be  su ita b le  fo r  h is  tim e , even i f  he was not the 

man to  compose it  - an epic that would recount the deeds and wars of Augustus, 

culm inating  w ith  the b a tt le  o f Actium (2 5  f f . ) .  P r o p ertiu s ' own Muse is  too 

s l ig h t , he is  too much of a Callim achean  to attempt such a ta sk , to  seek to 

trace  C a e s a r 's  name back to  h is  T ro ja n  ancestors (3 9  f f . ) .  In  th is  sectio n  of 

the r e c u s a t io , the  e le g is t  g ives  a com prehensive survey o f the p r in c ip a l  types 

o f  ep ic  before  h is  tim e . F ir s t  there  i s  the ancient m ythological e p o s , 

represented  by the C y c lic  P o e t s , by Homer and th e ir  successors (in c lu d in g  

A ntim ach u s); second, the  h is t o r ic a l  e p ic , inaugurated  by C ho erilus  of Samos.

On the Roman side  there are the a n n a lis t ic  and p a t r io t ic  works of Ennius  and 

N a e v iu s . Condemning th e se , P ro p ertiu s  seems to  im ply that the kind  o f  epic  

that is  required  is  one that com bines h isto ry  and panegyric - but the  precedents 

fo r  such an undertaking  were d isc o u r a g in g . The attempt o f the  other C h o e r ilu s , 

o f  I a s o s , e u l o g i s e  A le x a n d e r 's  achievem ents in  ep ic  verse  had been a notorious 

f a i l u r e . No C allim achean , no  doctus poeta in  the tr a d it io n  of C a tu llu s

and C a lv u s , could  serio usly  see any future  in  such  a ta sk . That is  how the 

m atter stands in  2 . 1 .  M aecenas' d e s ir e s  are p a id  lip - se rv ice , but Propertius  

holds  fast  to h is  l it e r a r y  f a i t h .

But in  2 .3 4  a d iffe r e n t  p ictu re  emerges w ith  th e  mention of V i r g i l .
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V i r g i l  h a s , Propertius im p lies , found a formula which solves the problem 

posed in  the f ir s t  poem of the book . H is  ep ic , now in  co n stru ctio n , combines 

a ll  previous form s. I t  w il l  recount the triumphs of A ugustus, and trace  his  

name back to  h is  Phrygios avo s . But i t  stands a lso  on the  Homeric t r a d it io n , 

for it s  cen tral subject is  taken from legend, indeed  is linked  w ith  the Trojan 

story i t s e l f .  I t  is  a lso  the h e ir , obviously  and com pletely , o f the moral 

and p a t r io t ic  epic  of Rome, of N aevius  and E n n iu s . The subject i s  complete, 

drawing w ith in  i t s e l f  a ll  the various  forms of epic w hich , s in ce  Homer, had 

so s ig n a lly  fa ile d  and which were vigorously  condemned by C allim ach us . The 

new epic f u l f i l s  a need  of the  tim e, but it  does more than t h a t : i t  i s  a 

supreme work of a r t , and re- establishes the greatest of a l l  the p o etic  genres 

as a v a l id  p o s s ib i l it y .

In  65- 66, Pro p ertius  in se rts  a couplet which i s  the f ir s t  instance  of 

an id e a  that became a top o s . T g j  l in e s , cast in  t h e  form that C u r tiu s  has 

ca lle d  the U berbietun R sform el, , g 2 \ 316  truly  memorable and were quoted in  

is o la t io n  in  later  an th o lo g ies . But to  remove them from th e ir  context is

to s tr ip  them o f  th e ir  real s ig n if ic a n c e  aid  to tra n sfo r m  them in t o  a piece  

of vapid  f la t t e r y , unworthy o f  P ro p ertiu s  and of V i r g i l .

ced ite  Romani scr ip to re s , ce d ite  G r a i . 

nesc io q uid  m aius n a sc itu r  I l i a d e .

F a m ilia r it y  should not breed  in d iffe r e n c e  to the complex id eas  that have led 

up to  th is  exclam ation o f approval, t h is  tr ib u te  to  V i r g i l 's  g re a tn ess . The 

l in k in g  of V ir g i l  w ith  Haner only later  became a convention , v ir t u a lly  without 

s ig n if ic a n c e , anu w e  snould not allow  w hit was to come t o  b l in d  us to what 

the e leg ist  is  r e a lly  say in g . V i r g i l 's  A ene id  is  to  r iv a l  and perhaps replace  

Hom er's  I l i a d  as the best of e p ic s ; Rome has at last  produced a  poem that 

m erits the  f ir s t  p lace  in  the canon . A l l  other- w riters  are  le ft  fa r  b eh ind , 

for i t  is  w ith  Homer, primus Hom erus, that V ir g i l  i s  co ntend in g .

The d is t ic h  co ntain s  a dual com parison. V i r g i l  i s  contrasted  w it h  

both Lynceus and w ith  P ro p ertiu s  h im s elf . Lynceus and P o n t ic u s , the h e ir s  

of Antim achus, P an yassis  and the l i k e , liave fa ile d  u t t e r ly : they can be  

exposed on Callim achean p r in c ip le s ; P ro p ertius  h im self had already  done so .

But the co nclu sion  to  b e  drawn from P r o p ertiu s ' s tr ictu r es  an Ponticu s  and 

Lynceus was that there  could  be no fu tu re  fo r  the greater  genres and that 

the only f e a s ib le  path  was that taken by the e le g is t  h im s e lf , the  hum ilis  

p o e ta , the successor o f Mimnermus, P h i l i t a s ,  C allim achus . The A en e id  has 

f i r s t  of a l l  dem onstrated That tne  ep ic  has it s  p lace  in  contemporary 

l it e r a t u r e  and, in  a d d it io n , has f in a l l y  d isc re d ite d  previous attem pts to  

re v iv e  i t ;  but i t s  advent a lso  n e c ess ita te s  a restatem ent o f  P r o p ertiu s ' 

own p o s it io n , a reth in k in g  of h is  most deeply- felt p r in c ip le s . Hew could  

t h is  s itu a t io n  a r is e ?  The arguments of C allim achus , as expressed  in  the 

Aetia- prologue, were sound and unansw erable ; P ro p ertius  was in  no doubt 

about t h a t . And yet h e  was faced  by the fact  that a fr ie n d  and co nfrere  in  

the Maecenas co terie  was engaged in  w r it in g  a jj.eY& P l P X t O V .  L in es  6 7  f f .  

e x p la in  and r a t io n a lis e  the phenomenon.
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P r o p erties  moves straight  from the A ene id  to  the B u c o l ic s . V ir g i l  

had  commenced h is  a r t i s t ic  career  w ith  the le s s e r  g en res , in  fa c t , w ith  

poems w ritte n  in  im itatio n  of T h eo critu s , whose a lle g ia n c e  was with the 

Callim achean  sch o o l. It  is  notorious that P r o p e r t iy g ' references  to  the 

content o f  the B u co lic s  are not s t r ic t ly  accurate ; but t h e r e  i s  reason

and method in  the apparent incoherence . P r o p ertiu s  views and describes  

the b u c o lic  poems o f  V i r g i l  e n tir e ly  as poems o f  lo v e , exp ressin g , in  

p asto ral form, the same them es that the e leg ist  used  in  h i s  cwn w r it in g s . 

P ro p ertiu s  has stressed  t o  Ponticu s  and Lynceus that amatory p oetry , m ollia  

carm ina , must henceforward be  t h e ir  concern ; i t  alon e  possesses  relevance  

and v a l i d i t y ; they are  compelled to recognise  t h e  tru th  o f  h is  statement 

when they  are stru ck  down by p a ss io n . Bound to t h e ir  moral au ster ity  and 

h igh- fliw n  l ite r a r y  aim s, they have been hu m iliated  by a power greater  than 

them selves. V i r g i l ,  however, d id  not f a l l  in to  the  sane e rro r . He 

commenced w ith  t h e  poetry  o f love and only later  turned to  e p ic . Expressed 

in  another way, V i r g i l  started  h is  career as an orthodox and committed 

C allim achean , dealing  in  the  lesser  genres , accepting  the im portance of 

amor; only a fte r  that b e g in n in g , d id  he graduate  on to  something larg er .

In  co nsequence, he  d id  not f a l l  in to  the trap  in  w hich  P r o p ertiu s , trium phantly , 

had seen t h e  proud P o n t ic u s , the arrogant Lynceus enmeshed. It  was only  

through the acceptance o f  c r it e r ia  c lo se  to P r o p e r t iu s ’ own that V ir g i l  had 

been  able  t o  contem plate  an A e n e id .

A ft e r  th e  B u c o l ic s , the G e o r g ie s : P ro p ertiu s  devotes to them a 

s in g le  d is t ic h , in  w h ic h  he id e n t i f i e s  V ir g i l  as t h e  h e ir  of H e s io d , echoing 

V i r g i l 's  own words (7 7 - 7 8 ; c f .  G e o r g . 2 . 1 7 6 ) .  In  undertaking  such a task ,

V ir g i l  had not stepped outside  Callim achean  t e r r it o r y . H esio d  was h e ld  in 

the  h ighest esteem by th e  learned  A le x a n d r ia n s , and B a tt ja d e s  h im self 

had e n t h u s ia s t ic a lly  h a ile d  the d id a c t ic  poem of A r a t u s . ^ ^ F u r t h e r ,  

P r o p e r t iu s ' own love-poems had a  d id a c t ic  a s p e c t . But t h e  G eorgies  stood 

in  d irect  contrast t o  t h e  pompous p h ilo so p h ical  and cosm ological poems that 

P ro p ertiu s  had a ttr ib u te d  to E y nceu s . D id a c t ic  poetry w as , no doubt, a 

h ig h e r  genre than  e legy  or b u c o l ic , but i t  co uld  s t i l l  be  undertaken  without 

abandoning b a s ic  poetic  id e a l s , w ithout becoming a durus p o e ta . P ro p ertiu s  

concludes the  section  w it h  two l in e s  that make t h e  point ab so lutely  c l e a r :

t a le  f a c is  carmen docta  testu d in e  quale

C ynthiu s  im p o sitis  temperat a r t i c u l i s . (79- 80)

The ep ithet  doctus asserts  V i r g i l 's  connexion w ith  a p a rty , a c r e e d . Under 

no circum stances co uld  i t  be ap p lied  to Po n ticu s  or Ly n ceus . It  p laces  

V i r g i l  in  the tr a d it io n  o f  t h e  novi p o etae , of the Roman A le x a n d r ia n s .

V i r g i l ’ s p o s it io n  is  v a lid a t e d  by h is  unim peachable background, h is  do ctrin al 

soundness. The Aeneid  had been commenced only  a fter  i t s  author had e sta b lis h ed  

h im self as a doctus poeta  in  t h e  le s s e r  genres .

But what o f  P ro p ertiu s  h im self?  How i s  h is  p o s it io n  a ffe c te d  by the 

b ir t h  of t h e  A eneid? He has su c c e ss fu lly  authen ticated  V i r g i l 's  past 

c r e d e n t ia ls , l in k in g  him , by o r ig in  and p r in c ip l e , w i t h t h e  school o f  

C allim ach u s . L in es  81-84 are  red o lent  w ith  d i f f i c u l t i e s  and commentators 

have d isa g reed  r a d ic a lly  on their  proper in te r p r e ta t io n . It  would be rash
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to  s a i l  l ig h tly  on troubled  waters or to  b e lie v e  that a personal view  can 

escape the rocks on which other , and stronger , vessels  have foundered . To 

state  my own opinion b r i e f l y , and without over- confidence, it  appears to me 

that in  8 1 ,  Propertius  turns from V ir g i l  back to  h im s e lf , asserting  that 

love-elegy has s t i l l  a d e fe n s ib le  p lace  in  Roman l it e r a t u r e .

non tamen haec u l l i  venient ingrata  l e g e n t i . 

siv e  in amore rudis  s iv e  p eritu s  e r it  . . .

Tamen im plies a co n trast , a change of s u b je c t ; surely  haec a p p lies  not to 

V i r g i l 's  works, but to the e le g ie s  o f  Propertius h im self?  In  addressing  

Lynceus, im mediately b e fo re  th e  V ir g i l  passage, P ro p ertius  had in d ic a te d  h is  

value as a praeceptor am oris , and, at t h e  same tim e, as a teacher o f sty le  

and genre . T h is  p o s it io n  he s t i l l  k eep s . Love-elegy can co- exist with 

e p ic ; it i s  s t i l l  needed , on exactly  the same b a s is  that P ro p ertiu s  had 

p revio u sly  used to ju s t ify  i t .  He caps t h is  claim  w ith  a d i s t i c h , cgqmlex 

and debatab le , b e s t , p erhaps , avoided  by a ll  but t h e  most au da cio u s . It

c a l ls  to mind V i r g i l 's  own l in es  in  the N in th  B u co lic  (3 5 - 3 6 ) , co n trastin g  ... 

swan and goose, poet and poet:

jn e c  minor h is  an jm is . ut sim minor ore,'j~canorus

a n se r is  indocto  carmine ce ss it  o lo r . (83- 4)

T h is  much can be s a id . The  reference  to  indoctum carmen i s  to  verse  not 

founded on Callim achean th e o r ie s , the sort of poetry , in  fa c t , w hich  Lynceus 

had been w r it in g . P r o p ertiu s , I b e l ie v e , c o n fid e n tly  asserts  that the 

v a lid a t io n  of th e  epic  by V ir g i l  c e r ta in ly  does not compel him to retract 

the  l ite ra r y  views he  has expressed  to Ly nceus . Far  from i t .  They are 

confirm ed . V i r g i l  i s  a doctus p o e t a : the w r it in g  of an epic does not lin k  

him to the duri poetae - nor does a reco gnitio n  o f  th e  v ir tu e s  of h is  work 

force  Pro p ertius  to abrogate h is  own id e a ls .

P r o p ertiu s ' b e l i e f  that he has s t i l l  a d e fe n s ib le  p o sitio n  in  l ite ra tu re  

is  farth er  ju s t i f ie d  in  the l in e s  that end the  poem. They are cast  in  the 

OcppaytC “  form, in  w hich  the poet is  named, sealin g  the a u th e n tic ity  and 

provenance of h is  work. Pro p ertius  l i s t s  h is  predecessors in  the poetry  of 

love and proudly claim s h is  place  in  a^well- developed and organic  t r a d it io n . 

V arro  of A tax , a fte r  com pleting h is  tra n sla tio n  of A p o llo n iu s  (a n  occupation , 

perhaps, w hich  was a l i t t l e  suspect) redeemed h im self  by turning  to  ero tic  

su b je c ts ; C atu llu s  too has reached the he ig h ts  of fame; doctus Calvus could 

hardly  be om itted; G a llu s  takes h i s  place  w ith  h is  e le g ie s  of love (8 5  f f . ) .  

Each poet i s  named, and w ith  them the object of th e ir  lo v e . To  a l l  these  

p o e ts , P ro p ertius  stands as h e ir :

Cynthia  quin  etiam  versu laudata  P r o p erti - 

hos in ter  s i  me ponere Fama v o l e t .

Ths catalogue  i s ,  o f  co u rse , that of t h e  Roman A le x a n d r ia n s ; Pro p ertius  

w ishes to be  enro lled  in te r  h o s , that i s ,  to  f in d  h is  p lace  in  what is  now 

a Roman canon, f i t  to  b e  matched w ith  th e  G reek . V i r g i l  has r iv a l le d  Homer: 

but in  love-poetry too Rome may claim  a t r a d it io n  to match that o f  G reece .

T h is  bold  a ssertio n  is  developed by Pro p ertius  in  books 3 and 4 .  In  the
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f ir s t  and t h ir d  poems o f  book 3 , P ro p ertiu s  id e n t i f i e s  h im self so clo sely  

w ith  P h i l i t a s  and Callim achus that i t  comes as no su rp rise  to  fin d  in  book 4 

that h e , when expressin g  h is  in t e n t io n .|g . produce Roman A e t i a , uncompromisingly 

assumes the t i t l e  Romanus C a llim a c h u s . In  the th ird  and fourth  books,

P ro p ertius  has lost a l l  h is  d i f f id e n c e , not h e s it a t in g  to  speak of h is  own 

in gen ium , envisaging  h im self not as a fo llo w er  btft as an equal to P h il it a s  

and to  C allim achus .

3 .1  deserves what must be a cursory  and p a r t ia l  g la n c e . The  poem 

c o n t a in s .^ in  ideas  and im agery, many echoes of C a llim ach u s ’ prologue to  the 

A e t i a . In vo king  Callim achus and P h i l i t a s  in  sacral language , Propertius

p resents h im self  as more than merely an h e ir :

primus ego ingredio r  puro de fon te  sacerdos

I t a l a  per G ra io s  o rg ia  fe r r e  ch o ro s . (3- 4)

The e leg ist  asserts  h is  claim  to  b e  regarded  as prim us, that is  as 

of the Roman elegy  founded on Callim achean  p r in c ip le s , and, no le s s , as c u p e x f\$ 
f ir s t  in  t h e  Roman canon , which now stands weighed a g a in s tQth e  Greek  and not 

found w an tin g . Echoing an image of Callim achus h im s elf , P ro p ertiu s  adds:

quo me Fama levat te rra  sublim is  et a me 

nata  coronatis  Musa triumphat e q u is , 

et mecum in curru parvi vectantur  Am ores,

scriptorum que meas turba  secuta  r o t a s . ( 9  f f . )

The occurrence here  of the  noun scrip to res  should not pass un no tic ed : only 

in  2 .3 4  and in  t h is  passage  does P ro p ertiu s  use  t h e  word. As  V i r g i l  in  the 

e p ic , so P ro p ertiu s  in  elegy  o utstrip s  a ll  r iv a l ’s.* S c r ip t o r e s , Roman and 

Greek , v ie ld  p lace  to  V i r g i l  - not less do th^y fo llo w  P r o p ertiu s ' trium phal 

ca r . T h e  e leg ist  s p e c if ie s  the  reward that he  i s  to  re c e iv e :

m o llia  P e g a s id es  date  vestro  serta  p o e t a e :

non fa c ie t  c a p it i  dura corona meo. (19- 20)

Once again  the now fa m ilia r  a n t ith e s is  o f  m o llis  and d u r u s . P r o p ertiu s ' 

garland  is  that s u ited  t o  t h e  author o f m o llia  carm ina : the  dura corona 

he leaves to  o th ers . F i n a l l y , he does not scruple  to draw a comparison 

between h im self and Homer:

nec non i l l e  tu i casus memorator Homerus 

p o s te r ita te  suum crescere  sensit  o p u s : 

meque in te r  seros laudabit  Roma n e p o tes :

ilium  post c ineres  auguror ip se  d iem . ( 3 3  f f . )

The  claim  i s  audacio u s . P r o p e r t iu s , the 'Hom er' (o r  aucto r) of Roman e legy , 

w i l l  one day  e n jo y  a fame no less  than h i s .  Rome has achieved  i t s  own 

lite r a r y  trium phs; V i r g i l  has r iv a l l e d , even e x c e lle d , Homer in  ep ic ,

P ro p ertiu s  has e sta b lis h ed  and p erfec ted  t h e  Callim achean  elegy  in  Rome.

The two claim s are  not in  c o n tra d ictio n  but in  co un terp o ise . What V i r g i l  

has done f o r  e p ic , P r o p ertiu s  has achieved  for tte  le s s e r  genre . It  i s  a 

double v a l id a t io n  o f a personal and a  n a tio n a l  achievem ent.
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We have trav elled  far  from the studied  d iff id e n c e  of the Ponticus 

e le g ie s , even froiu the bolder  assertions  in  2 . 3 4 .  The  b e l i e f  that Rome 

had produced a poet not in fe r io r  to Hamer perhaps in creased  Propertius* 

self- confidence, h is  b e l i e f  that it  was p o ss ib le  for h is  countrymen to shed 

any sense o f  in eq u a lity  w ith  th e  H e lle n ic  lite r a r y  t r a d it io n . To take up 

such an a ssertiv e  stance was to r e f le c t , i f  not to  support, in  literature-, 

the asp iratio n s  of Augustus and M aecenas, the  programme of the Restored 

R e p u b lic .

In  2 . 3 4 ,  P ro p ertiu s  reveals  h is  concern w ith  the notion  of l ite ra r y  

canons. The A lexand rian  grammarians had e sta b lis h ed  them for Greek

l it e r a t u r e . B u t , to  the Romans, the  question na turally  fo llo w e d : was it 

p o ss ib le  for their  own l ite r a tu r e  to  produce works of art that would stand 

comparison w ith , and even improve upon, the f in e s t  that Greece could  o ffer?

The Romans adm ittedly  'im it a t e d ' the Greeks , but it  is  b asic  to  a true 

understanding  and p ractice  of im itatio  that the im itator should seek to 

improve upon h is  model. Q u in t il ia n  su ccin ctly  expresses the n o tio n : one 

shoyld , h ^ Qi|sserts, through im it a t io , seek p rio res  su perasse , posteros 

d o c u iss e . I t  was as i f  Rome had received  a ch allen ge  from G reece ;

author would be set against author and, a fter  a ju d ic io u s  w eighing  o f the 

ev idence , the better  would achieve  the palm . We are fa m ili|g *en o u g h  w ith  

the concept of a com petitive agon among in d iv id u a l  authors, but it  was

also  fe lt  c o lle c t iv e ly  to  e x ist  betweeh Roman lit e r a t u r e  and Greek . Q u in t il ia n , 

for exam ple,was to  make t h is  idea  the  b a s is  of h is  com parative survey of 

l it e r a t u r e , in  w hich he balanced  the  achievem ents of h is  own people  against 

those of H e l l a s . I n  2 .3 4  Propertius  makes a proud cla im , and one that

attunes w ell w ith  the c o n fid e n t , almost eu p h o ric , atmosphere of the  early  

p r in c ip a te . V i r g i l ,  he says , is  producing an epic which is  maius than the 

I l i a d . The two epics are p laced  b e s id e  each oth er . V ir g i l  has met the 

ch allen ge  and , P ro p ertius  m ain tains , he w i l l  be found the  b e tte r . He  w ill  

henceforward stand f ir s t  in  t h e  ep ic  canon, that is  in  the canon of the greatest 

of a ll  l ite r a r y  genres . I t  was a triumph for Rome - and more, for t h e  Rome 

of Augustus, for  the c o te r ie  o f M aecenas.

As I have already  rem arked, the comparison w hich  Pro p ertius  makes 

became a commonplace - and one that lived  on long after  Rome i t s e l f  had 

f a l le n . It  was to be u n iv e r s a lly  accepted that Homer and V i r g i l  stood on a 

p arity  as f ir s t  in  the ep ic  canons o f  t h e i r  languages . Out of the many 

instances  o f the id e a , I select one on which to c lo se : it  is  taken  fran  the 

Laus P i s o n i s , 230  f f . ,  a passage in  w hich the Maecenas c ir c le  i s  commemorated 

and p r a is e d . The author o f t h e  panegyric r e fe r s  to V i r g i l  in  the  follow ing  

w ords:

ipse  per A usonias  A en e ia  carm ina gentes

qui sonat, in g en ti qui nomine pulsat Olympum

Maeoniumque senem Romano provocat ore . . . .

It  i s  d i f f ic u l t  to  b e lie v e  that the eulo gist  d id  not have the words of 

Propertius  in  m ind. Romano provocat o r e : the notion o f  the r a c ia l  

emerges c le a r ly  from the p h rase . The same thought had prompted P ro p ertiu s ' 

salu tatio n  o f the A en e id . V ir g il  alone had challenged Homer. Epic  was no 

longer in  aeterno  s itu , for it  had been reborn - but not as Ponticus and
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Lynceus had sought to  r e su sc ita te  i t .  The idea  that Ponticus might 

ch allen g e  t h e  primacy o f Homer could only be expressed  hum orously, as a 

w arn ing . But now, a poet was w ritin g  an epic w hich  co uld , without iro ny , 

be  measured again st  Homer. I t  was an epic acceptable  on Callim achean 

hypotheses , for i t  had grown from them . It  was fa r  divo rced  from the 

d is c r e d ite d  fa ilu r e  o f Antimachus o f  Colophon and h is  successors, whose 

p lac in g  in  the  canon in d ica te d  th e ir  d ista n ce  from, rather  than t h e ir  

clo seness  t o , the m aster. Pro p ertius  makes h is  tr ib u te  as a frien d  and 

as a c o lle a g u e . To  h im s elf , he  reserved  a p o s it io n  in  a lesser  genre .

B alanced  against  each other , he  saw V i r g i l  and Homer, Callim achus aid  

P r o p e r t iu s . Roman lite r a tu r e  was v in d ic a te d  and f u l f i l l e d .

NOTES

1. Ju v en al 6 .4 3 6 - 7 ,

2 . The l it e r a t u r e  on a ll  these questions  i s  e x te n s iv e ; I re fer  only to 
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5 . 5 . £ l 9 5 7 j ) , pp . 71 f f . ;  J .P .B o u c h e r , Etudes sur Properce  ( P a r i s , 1 9 6 5 ) , 

pp . 279  f f .
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L .A l f o n s i ,  'L a  e le g ia  34a  d e l  I I  l ib r o  d i  Pro p erzio  e i l  poeta Lynceo ’ , 

M aja 15 ( 1 9 6 3 ) ,  270- 77 , presents a ju d ic io u s  summary.

4 .  W .Wim m el, Kallim achos in  Rom (Herm es; E in z e ls c h r ift e n , H eft  16 ^W iesb ad en , 

1 9 6 0 3  ) ,  P P . 202  f f .

5 . Wimmel, l o c .c i t . , p ,2 0 3 .

6 . On the structure  o f  book 1 , see O .S k u t s c h , 'T h e  Structure  of the 

P ro p ertian  Monobib1 o s ' , CP 58 ( 1 9 6 3 ) ,  238- 9; B .O t i s ,  ’ P r o p er iu s ' 

s in g le  b o o k ',  HSCP 70  ( 1 9 6 5 ) ,  1-44.

7 .  P an ticu s  i s  m entioned by O v id , T r i s t i a  4 . 1 0 . 2 7 ,  but c le a r ly  witti 

P ro p ertiu s  1 .7  and 9  in  m ind. C f .  H .B a r d a n , La  L i t t 6rature  la t in e  

inconnue 2 (P a r i s , 1 9 5 6 ) , p p . 2 6 , 2 8 ;  Boucher, o p .c i t . , p p .271- 2.

8 . M o ll is  is  in  fa c t  a fa v o u rite  word o f  P r o p e rt iu s ; it  occurs at t h e  

fo llo w in g  p la c e s , in  a v a r ie ty  of senses : _ 1 .3 .7 ,  12 , 3 4 ; 5 . 8 ;  6 . 3 1 ;

7 . 4 ,  1 9 ; 1 1 .1 4 ;  1 4 .1 ;  1 7 .2 2 ;  2 0 .2 2 ;  2 . 1 . 2 ;  3 . 4 8 ;  4 . 1 1 ,  2 2 ;

1 2 .2 4 ;  1 9 .2 3 ;  2 2 .5 ,  1 3 , 2 3 ; 2 6 . 6 ;  2 8 .1 6 ;  3 3 .4 0 ;  3 4 .4 2 ;  3 .  3 . 1 ,

18 ; 9 . 5 7 ;  1 0 .6 ;  1 1 .2 0 ;  1 5 .1 4 ,  2 9 ;  1 7 .3 3 ;  4 .  3 . 4 4 ;  6 . 5 , “ 7 1 ;

7 .5 2 ,  8 0 ;  9 . 4 9 ;  1 1 .1 8 .  C f . ,  out o f  many exam ples, H o race , S . 1 .1 0 .4 5 ;  

O v id , T r i s t .2 .3 0 7 ;  S t a t iu s , S i l v . 1 . 5 . 2 9  and see R .P ic h o n , De sermone 

am atorio apud Romanos elegiarum  sc rip to res  ( d i s s .  P a r is , 1 9 0 2 ) , p . 6 and 

s .v .  m o l l i s .
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9 . For the fragments o f Antim achus, see B .W y s s , Antim achi C olophon ii 

R e liq u ia e  (B e r l in , 1 9 3 6 ) .

1 0 . H e ra c l . P o n t i c . ,  f r .  91 V o s s , ap . P r o c l . in  P l a t . T im .1 .2 1 c  ( 1 . 9 0 . 2 0  

D ie h l) = W yss, t e s t . 1 .

1 1 . i b i d . : C a l l i m . , f r .5 8 9  P f . ;  D u r is , f r .  83  Jacoby.

12 . W yss, o p .c i t . , pp . x l- x li .

13 . C ic er o , Brutus 5 1 .

14 . P lu ta rc h  , C on s , ad A p o l l . 9 .1 0 6 b .

15 . C f . ,  e . g . ,  A .C o u a t , A lexan d rian  Poetry under t h e  f ir s t  three  

Ptolem ies (t r a n s . J .L o e b  p_.ondon 1931 J ) ,  p p . 66  f f .

1 6 . G .L u c k , The L a t in  Love Elegy  (Londcn , 1 9 5 9 ) ,  p . 2 5 , r ig h t ly  rem arks:

" i t  seems that (Antim achusj ac tu ally  created  th is  p a r t ic u la r  kind  of 
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Colophon and the  p o sitio n  o f women in  Greek poetry (London , 1 8 9 6 ) ,  
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C .S e s s i ,  ’Antim aco e sua L i d e ’ , CN 7 ( 1 9 1 1 ) ,  125- 132; U .v .W ila m o w it z , 

H e l le n is t is c h e  D ichtung (B e r l in , 1 9 2 4 ) ,  I ,  pp . 101 f f . :  T .S in k o , 

Antymach z Kolofonu  jako prekursor uczonei p o e zji  h e lle n is ty c z n e  1 

(Spraw ozdania  P o ls k . A k ad . Um. Krakow, 4 6 .6  1945 ) .

17 . See  further  note  38 below .

18 . C a l l i m .,  f r .  398  P f .  = W yss, t e s t . 6 .

1 9 . See R .P f e i f f e r ,  ’ E in  neues A ltersg ed ich t  des K allim ac h o s*, Hermes 46  

( 1 9 2 8 ) ,  302  f f . ;  A .B a r i g a z z i ,  *Mimnermo e F i l i t a ,  Antim aco e C h e r ilo  

nel proemio d e g l i  A i t i a  d i C a llim a c o * , Hermes 84 ( 1 9 5 6 ) ,  162- 182; 

M .Puelm a, ' Kallim achos-Interpretffitionen’ , P h ilo lo g u s  51 ( 1 9 5 7 ) ,  90- 100, 

247- 268.

2 0 . Herm esianax, f r . 2 ,  41-2 D ieh l  = A thenaeus , 1 3 .5 1 9 a .

2 1 .  A s c l e p ., AP 9 .6 3  = W yss, t e s t . 14 .

2 2 .  P o s e id ip p . ,  AP  1 2 .1 6 8  = W yss, t e s t . 15 . C f .  T .B .L .W e b s t e r , H e l le n is t ic  

Po etry  and A rt  (Lo ndo n , 1 9 6 4 ) ,  p p . 56  f f .

2 3 . C a tu llu s  9 5 , 9- 10: the end of 9  i s  m iss in g , and a .v a r ie t y  of supplements 

have been suggested , o f  w hich  I have , w it h  K r o l l , but without c o n v ic tio n , 

se lected  th e  A ld in e  ( so d a lis  = C i n n a ) : c f . C .F o r d y c e , C a t u llu s : A 

Commentary(O x fo rd , 1 9 6 1 ) ,  p . 3 8 5 . There i s  no need to  separate  these 

l in e s  from t h e r e s t  o f the  poem.

2 4 . C a l l i m .,  f r .  4 6 5  P f .

2 5 .  C a l l i m . ,  AP 1 2 .4 3 :  see L .P .W i l k i n s o n , CR n . s . 1 7  ( 1 9 6 7 ) ,  5-6.
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2 6 . i b i d . ,  4 .

2 7 .  The  in flu e n ce  and e ffe c t  of th is  controversy  have been w ell discussed  

by B .O t i s ,  V i r g i l :  A Study in  C iv l i s e d  P p etry (Q x fo r d , 1 9 6 4 ) , p p .2-40; 

396- 405 . (For a c r it ic a l  view  o f  O t i s ,  however, c f .  J .K .New m an , 
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2 9 . D io n . H a l . ,  de im it . 2 . 2  = W yss, t e s t . 2 5 .
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3 1 . P lu t a r c h , T im . 36 = W yss, t e s t . 2 9 .

3 2 .  A n t ip a te r , AP 7.409  = W yss , t e s t . 2 7 .

3 3 . Q u in t i l i a n , I n s t .O r . 1 0 . 1 , 5 3 .

3 4 . C f .  J .C o u s in , 'E tudes  sur Q u in t i l ie n  I (Amsterdam, 1 9 6 7 , r e p r . ) ,  p . 5 5 1 .

3 5 . C f .  a ls o , P r o c lu s , in  P l a t .  T im . l . l 9 e  = W yss, t e s t . 3 7 .

3 6 . S e e , on t h is , e s p e c ia l ly , M .Puelm a, *D ie  V o rb ild er  der E leg iendich tun g  

in  A lexan d rien  und R om ', MH 11 ( 1 9 5 4 ) ,  101- 116.

3 7 . H o race , A P , 7 7 . .

3 8 . C f .  Newman, o p .c i t . , p . 3 7 3 .

3 9 . Callim achus* attack  on t h e  Lyde does not imply that he  denied  a ll  

im portance to i t  in  the development o f n a rrativ e  elegy  - in  fa c t , 
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in flu e n ce d  rather by the T h e b a jd , although  t h e  A rgon autic  legend 
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o p .c i t . , p . 9 6 : " i f  anyone can  b e  regarded as a precursor  o f  t h e  poets 
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Antimachus of C olophon .'
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