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THREE PROBLEMS IN THEOCRITUS XXII

Three passages in Theocritus’ Idyll XXII which had hitherto caused difficulties
to the critics reveal themselves to be, in the light of Hellenistic poetic technique,
perfectly sound and congruent with Hellenistic literary conventions.

This poem is a hymn to Castor and Polydeuces. After the intro-
duction, in which the poet states his intention to praise the two heroes,
there follow two incidents in which first Polydeuces and then Castor
is the main actor. It is with the second incident, the duel between Cas-
tor and IL,ynceus, that I am now concerned (lines 137-211).

Three problems have been read into this Idyll by critics such as
Wilamowitz and Gow. I should like to show that these three probleins
do not exist: features which puzzled Gow and Wilamowitz reveal them-
selves, when examined in the light of Helleuistic epic technique, as
typical ingredients of such a technique.

The first problem is the simplest. Gow and Wilamowitz, followed
by Dover, seem astonished to see that Lynceus’ speech «hows the
Dioscuri as wantonly aggressives!. Dover appears unable to accouut
for the fact that «Theokritos seems to accept the lawless brutality of
the Dioskouri as a datum» 2. The perplexity expressed by Gow and
Dover derives from their having forgotten that the poem which we
are examining is an epyllion, i. e. it is concerned with an epic subject,
and, in particular, that there was one school of Hellenistic epic which,
in pointed contrast with Apollonius, regarded the very qualities objec-
ted to by these critics as an essential element in the characterization
of heroes?®, in strict adherence to the Homeric canons of morality:
according to Homer, the Dioscuri were «of the same clay as other heroesy,
as none other than Gow himself underlines 4, and in epyllion XXII
the Dioscuri are therefore characterized exactly as Homeric heroes.

1 So Gow, Theocritus, vol. 11, p. 383.
®  Theocrilus, London 1975, p. 246.
* This point has been recently clarified by G. Giangrandein 4 C 41, 1972, p. 131.
4 Ad lines 218-z0, p. 407.
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In other words: the {eature which perplexes Gow and Dover, is, of all
things, typical of Hellenistic epic.

The second problem concerns an alleged lacuna inserted into the
text by Wilamowitz after line 170: (lines 169-180):

op® Y&p GKNATW ¥ai &mrnvées. AN’ Emt kad viv
mei 920 9’ &poom & Gupv dveyidd €k TraTpos EoTov.

171 ef & Upiv koadin woAepov Todel, aduart B¢ ¥pn
veikos GvappnSavTtas opoilov Eyyeax Aoloal,

*|Bag pév kai Opoupos éuds, kpatepds TToAubeuxns,
Xeipas Epwricouciv &Tooyopéve Uopivns:

175 vén &, gyw Kaotwp Te Srakpiveopsd” "Apnt,
dmAoTépw YeEYyQ@TE. YyoveUor B& pfy TOAU Trév Sos
fuetépoiot Almrwpev. &Ais vékus €€ évods oikou
el &rdp &ANo1 TévTes Eugpavioudv ETaipous,
vupgior &vrl vekp@v, Uuevaiwoouot 8¢ xoupas
Téod’. dAiyw Toi Eoke Kak® péyo veikos dvaipeiv.

He found himself compelled to insert it into the text in order to
postulate that our lines 171ff. were not spoken by Lynceus, but part
of an incomplete reply made by Castor. An analysis of the context
shows that the lacuna postulated by Wilamowitz and accepted by
Gow has no justification.

Gow offers two reasons for the alleged lacuna. First of all, he objects
to the fact that Lynceus’ speech is not followed by a reply from Castor.
The objection is unfounded, as is clear from, of all things, Hellenistic
technique: epyllia were, as is well known, a «genre de composition frag-
mentaire» 1: not only were they abrupt at the beginning and at the
end 2, but also the unfolding of the story in the middle of the epyllion
was characterized by gaps and jumps «senza i traspassi convenzionali
dell’ epopea» 3; in the very epyllion XXII, lines 135ff. have o con-

Legrand, Buc. Grecs, 1946, vol. II, p. 68.

: Cf, Legrand, op. cit., p. 167; Giangrande, CR 18, 1968, p. 1635.

8  So Pasquali, quoted by Giangrande in JHS 89, 1969, p. 146; on the «trunca-
teds structure of epyllia as an «intentional features, cf. JHS 89 1969, pp. 150 and
151. As for Idyll XXII, it is obvious that Theocritus was concerned with des-
cribing, by means of Lynceus’ orafio, the affectus of this hero, after which he
jumped saltuatim, esprungweis» to the episode of the duel: on this technique,
cf. J. Heumann, Dz epyll. Alexandrino Diss., Leipzig, 1904, pp. 53-36. Further
bibliogtaphy on the genre in F. M. Pontaui, L'epillio greco, Florence, 1973.
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nexion with the preceding»!, so much so that Gow sees himself com-
pelled to accuse Theocritus of «careless writings, or to suggest that
«part i» of the Idyll «was originally a separate poem» 2. To conclude:
the lack of connexion noted by Cholmeley between lines 135ff. and
the previous ones is, exactly like the jump from Lynceus’ speech to the
duel, without Castor’s reply, a characteristic trait of epyllia: epyllia
consisted in «scene scelte» ®, not necessarily connected by narration.

The second reason for Gow’s insertion of a lacuna after line 170
is that (as he notes ad lines 171ff.), if Sucipos means not ‘brother’ but
‘kinsman’ (cf. Cholmeley ad line 173 and e. g. Opp. Cyneg. III, 242):
«it would be absurd for Lynceus to describe Polydeuces in relation
to Idas either as ‘his’ or ‘my kinsman’ when his relationship to themn both
is the same». In reality, an analysis of the context, bearing in mind
the point which Lynceus is trying to make — i. e. that there should
be no fighting, or as little as possible, between blood-relations —, and
the application of the (utrum in alterum» criterion shows that there
cannot be a lacuna. The contiguity of &veyiw> and Spcupos shows that
no gap is admissible. Liynceus is anxious to avoid as much blood spilling
as possible between blood-relations: he insists that the two opposing
pairs are blood-relations, i. e. cousins (dveyi®, line 170). Therefore he
says Idas with reference to the person everybody knew to be his brother,
and for whom he evidently was expected to nurture anxiety; with re-
ference to Polydeuces he says Supoupos €pds ‘my blood-relation’, to
underline that he is concerned about the latter, qua his blood-relation.
If, on the other hand, it were Castor that was speaking, the emphasis
which fits into the context, as I have just explained, would be entirely
lost: Supoupos, in other words, must be said of the opponent, to stress
the fact that the fight is between blood-relations (dveyio & TraTpos),
and therefore must be limited to a minimum. For the same reason,
in order to adopt a conciliatory tone aimed at reducing the blood-
spilling, Idas is left by Lynceus with no laudatory epithet, whereas his
opponent’s brother, Polydeuces, is praised by means of the word xporre-
pds. If the speech were made by Castor, the conciliatory tone at the
end (176ff. yoveUo1 kTA.) would ill fit the fact that Castor had rudely
left his opponent’s brother Idas without any laudatory epithet, whe-
reas Castor's own brother Polydeuces received the laudatory term
kportepds. The criterion «utrum in alterum» confirms our considerations:

Cf. Cholinelev, Theocritus, London 1930 ad line 135.
Theocritus, vol II, p. 384.
3 Giangrande, JHS 89, 1969, p. I5I.
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Auyxes in line 175 can be explained as having been inserted in place
of the correct KéoTtwp by somebody who mistook Sucupos in line 173
to mean «brother», whereas one could not understand why somebody,
finding K&oTwp in the mss., should have thought of replacing it by

-

Nuykess.

After having proposed that the Dioscuri give up their claim to the
girls, Lynceus now suggests another plan (lines 171ff.). If, he says,
you want to fight, then let Idas and my kinsman Polydeuces stand
and watch, while Castor and I, the two youngest, fight a duel. In this
way we shall spare our parents great sorrow. Let it be enough for just
one of us to die: (line 178):

&his vékus EE &uds oikov [ els.

These words are thought by Gow to be ambiguous, and he is not
sure whether Theocritus means that there should be one corpse from
a single house or one corpse from each house (0p. cit., p. 403). There
is no ambiguity: what Lynceus is suggesting is that there should be
only one corpse from one family, i. e. that one or the other of the two
cousins should die in the duel so that only one family will suffer grief.
All the others (&AAot avTes), i. e. the remaining three will live to glad-
den their parents as bridegrooms, rather than becoming corpses, and
will marry the girls. Thus a great quarrel will be ended with the
minimum of ill, i. e. by the death of only one, rather than of possibly
all of the suitors. Now that we have understood the passage it becomes
instantly clear that the word md&vtes is not, as Gow thought, «flat and
superfluous» hut particularly pointed — it refers to the fact that Lyn-
ceus hopes that only one of the four will die in the duel and that there
will therefore be three survivors, all of whom will still be able to marry.
These are Lynceus’ suggestions as to how the trouble can be ended
with the lass of only one life.

However, Gow and the commentatprs see another problem in the
words &A\Aot TravTes in line 178, Gow is reduced to proposing a choice
between the excision of lines 178-180, and saddling Theocritus with
a «careless conception of the situation which he is describings. Once
more, Theocritus is perfectly careful: Lynceus had just underlined
that, besides the two Leucippides «oépan (line 138), there are many
other (uupici) beautiful xdépean (lines 159f.), who could be married
by the contending heroes (lines 159-161). The words xoUpas T&oBe,
in lines 179-180, cannot therefore possibly mean «the two Leucippides
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xépay only: according to Greek, and indeed Theocritean, usage! the
words signify «the xdpon I have been just talking abouts, i. e. the Leu-
cippides xdpon and the puplon xdpea. All of the three survivors of the
duel, that is, will marry the girls Lynceus had been talking about, i. e.
the victor in the duel and his brother will marry the Leucippides, whilst
the surviving brother of the hero who is killed in the duel will marry
one of the girls mentioned together with the Leucippides by Lynceus.
That the two Leucippides will be married by the victor in the duel
and his brother, whilst the surviving brother of the hero killed in the
duel will have to content himself with one of the other xdépar mentio-
ned by Lynceus — an obvious result of the duel — is made in any case
explicit by the words péya veikos &vaipeiv in line 180.

Thus we may conclude that an examination of the wording in the
poem, as well as of the way in which the story unfolds in the epyllion,
shows that Theocritus was never less than accurate.

I shall now proceed to explain the third problem which has unneces-
sarily puzzled Gow. Once more, an analysis of the wording will show
that Theocritus is completely accurate. Gow (ad lines 218-20) criticizes
Theocritus for not realizing that the Tyndaridae never were at Troy
since at the time of the Trojan war they lay dead and buried in Lace-
daemon: he is led to this difficulty by his mistranslation of line 216
at the end of the poem: (lines 212-223):

Olrw Tuvbapibais ToAspIZépey OUK &V EhaQpdd
aUrol Te KpaTéouol kai €k KpaTéovTos Epuoav.
xaipete Afdas Tékva, xal flueTEpols kKAfos Uupvols
Eo 9OV el mépTrorTe. @idor BE Te TavTes doidol
Tuvdopidais “EAévn Te kad &AAols fipweaaty,
“IMov of Sitmrepoav &pryyovTes Mevehdw.

Upiv kUdos, &vaxTes, tunoaTo Xios &oidos,
Uuvrjoas Tpidupoto oA kal vijas “Ayaiiv
‘TaaBas Te pdyos CAYIAM& Te wUpyov &uTis
Uuiv oU kal ydd Aryedv peidiypaTta Mouctwv,
ol alrrai Trapéyovot kai s £uds olkos Uapyel,
Tola Qépw. yepdwv & Ieols k&AAloToV &oibal.

Gow mistranslated lines 215-217 as ‘All bards are dear to the sons

of Tyndareus, to Helen, and to the other heroes that aided Menelaus
to sack Ilium’. However, as can be seen from such standard dictiona-

! Cf. Rumpel, Lex. Theocr., Hildesheim 1960, s. u. &8¢ II, 2.
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ries as Capelle, Volistandiges Worterbuch, or LSJ s. u., &\Aos can mean
in Homer ‘as well, besides’: cf. e. g. Od. VI 84.

Gpa TH ye (koUpn) kal &ugimodor kiov &AAa,

auch gingen mit ihr Dienerinnen’ (Capelle, 0p. cit.). Therefore, the
sense of lines 215ff. is, according to Homeric usage, as accurately
followed by Theocritus in his epyllion, *All bards are dear to the sons of
Tyndareus, and to Helen, and also to the heroes who sacked Ilium,
helping Menelaus’. Upiv, in line 218, refers to the heroes who sacked
Ilium (last mentioned in line 216, &AAois fipdeoow), and who were
praised by Homer. On the other hand, Upiv in line 221, as the particle
U clearly shows, refers not to the heroes who were at Troy but to the
Tyndaridae, the sense being ‘but to you, on the other hand (a@), I, the
poet, offer my songs of praise (just as Homer had praised the heroes
who sacked Troy)’.

Conclusion: an analysis of the context and wording has shown that
the critics are unjustified in accusing Theocritus of carelessnes: he is,
in fact, accurate down to the minutest detail, as befits a Hellenistic
poet.
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