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Abstract An Aeschylean fragment (325 Radt) in which a grapevine is called pdaxhog is
twice quoted by Eustathius of Thessalonica, who explains paxAog as meaning peopévn
‘flowing’, in connection with lewdness (katapépeia) and specifically paxrootvn “femi-
nine sexual arousal’, hapax in Homer (/. 24.30) but well attested afterwards. In modern
times Aeschylean paxAog has systematically been mistranslated, and the botanical
background of peouévn completelyignored. As a matter of fact, both the probable Indo-
European etymology of paxAog and Eustathius’ explanation point to an original meaning
‘wet’, which soon became specialised as a sexual term for vaginal wetness linked to
sexual arousal (cf. German ldufig). This means that paxAoolUvn was more specific and
disturbing than our ‘lasciviousness’ and helps explain the ancient attempts at getting
rid of it at /liad 24.30.
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I am very glad to offer Willy Cingano, the author of many significant
contributions to the understanding of archaic Greek poetry and cul-
ture, a discussion of a thorny semantic problem posed by both a
Homeric noun and an Aeschylean adjective.
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Hom. Il. 24.25-30
EvO’ &\ Noig pev oty efvdavev, 0UdE o6’ “Hpr) 25
oUde [Tooetddwv’ 0Ude yAaukodidt koupy,
AN Exov ¢ oprv pdTov dmriyfeto “TAtog ip)
kai [piopog kai Aaog ANeEdvdpou Evex’ dtng,
o¢ veikeooe Beag 6te o péooaulov Tkovto,
v & fjvno’ i ol épe payroouvnv dheyevijv. 30

Athena, Hera, and Poseidon are opposed to the plan, agreed by all the
other gods, to entrust Hermes with stealing away Hector’s corpse,
the main reason behind this attitude being the ‘offense’ suffered by
the two goddesses in consequence of the Judgement of Paris, who de-
clared Aphrodite a winner in the beauty contest of the three goddess-
es.* A number of allegedly disturbing features in both form and con-
tent prompted some ancient critics to athetise either some of these
lines or all of them, and various modern scholars have followed suit;
Richardson 1993, 277-8 provides a complete picture of both ancient
and modern discussion.

Lines 29-30 o¢ veikeooe... &heyetviv are among the most contro-
versial of the whole Iliad, especially because of the explicit men-
tion of the Judgement of Paris, found nowhere else in the poem. As
Richardson 1993, 277 says, nearly all the ancient objections could
be avoided by omitting them, leaving 25-28 unaltered. This is in fact
what Martin West, in the wake of Richard Bentley, did in his edition
of the Iliad (2000, 334 ad 24.29-30). But, as Karl Reinhardt showed
in his brilliant 1938 essay Das Parisurteil,* lines 29-30 are central to
the development of the Iliad’s narrative; “Homer heightens and ex-
tends his tragedy by taking us back to where it started (Macleod 198,
88) and more recently C.J. Mackie maintained, rightly to my mind,
“that the reference to the Judgement of Paris is part of a wider pat-
tern of allusion to the whole saga of Troy and the Trojan War in Book
24” (2013, 3). And if we delete 29-30 we remove not only the mention
of the Judgement but a number of significant details motivating the
anger of the two goddesses: as a matter of fact, that couple of lines,
theoretically an ‘impersonal’ mention of the Judgement, in fact de-
scribes the viewpoint of the two goddesses whose beauty had been
slighted and who are therefore mad with rage (de Jong 2004, 120-

1 Poseidon’s resentment against Laomedon (for his refusal to pay Poseidon and Apollo
for their work at the walls of Troy, Macleod 1982, 88) is awkwardly wedged between the
wrath of two goddesses due to a completely different motive (the Judgement of Paris),
yet it is significant in the frame of the author’s “sustained interest in earlier stages of
the war for Troy” (Mackie 2013, 8).

2 Reinhardt 1938 = 1960, 16-36; See also Macleod 1982, 88 and P.V. Jones in Jones,
Wright 1997, 18. A recent discussion and a more extensive bibliography can be found
in Mackie 2013, 1-2 and fn. 4

Antichistica31|4 | 536
DAIAIMOL EKTQP, 535-544



Albio Cassio
Paris’ paxAoolvn, a Mistranslated Aeschylean Fragment, and the Meanings of péxAog

1). As I tried to show in a recent article, the ‘improper’ terms of 29-
30 are highly significant, not just payloouvn, but also veikeooe and
péooavlov (Cassio 2019, 33-4).

Atline 30 fj (= Appoditn ) oi (= [1&p1d1) mépe payhooivny dheyeviv
posed remarkable problems to Aristarchus, who athetised the whole
line: Eust. ad Hom. I1. 24.30 (= 4. 864.3-6 van der Valk) ’Apiotapyog d¢
&1 i tfig payhoouvng AeEwv &Betel 1OV oTiyov. vewTépwv Yap 1 AEELg
kai ‘Ho1d6e10¢, ekeivou mpatou ypnoopévou auti) emi tédv [poitou
Buyatépov. kal €Tt payhoouvn, ¢not, kotvédg EoTiv 1) év yuvaiEl pavia,
et avdpdv 6¢ ov tibetat.

In short, Aristarchus said that the whole line 30 was not Homeric
since oi vecytepor and Hesiod (in fact the pseudo-Hesiodic Catalogue
of Women)® were the first to use payhoouvn which, in its turn, was
a word used for female lust, and as a consequence inapplicable to
men (Paris/Alexandros in this case). There is hardly any need to re-
mind that payMooivn is based on pdyhog, which LS] translate as
“lewd, lustful, of women”; similar translations are found in other dic-
tionaries, which perfectly accords with Aristarchus’ explanation of
payhoouvn as f év yuvaiEl pavia.

However, Aristarchus used some correct information in the wrong
way.® It is true that payhoouvn refers primarily to female lust,® is
found in the ‘Hesiodic’ passage he mentions (in fact the Catalogue of
Women, [Hes.] fr. 132 M.-W. = 47 Hirschberger eiveka payhooivng
oTuyepiic Tépev dAeoev dvBog) and in the authentic Hesiod, Op. 586
payAotatar 6¢ yuvaikes. But payhoouvn can be regarded as ‘recent’
and ‘Hesiodic’ only if we delete the Homeric line, so Aristarchus’
reasoning is circular. Besides, in this same book at line 316 a spe-
cial type of eagle is called pép¢vog,® a term completely isolated in
Homer and then found for the first time in the pseudo-Hesiodic Shield
of Heracles (134) - a situation exactly parallel to that of line 30, so
one would expect Aristarchus to have resented pép¢vog as he had
resented payhooivn, but as far as we know line 316 was not deleted
by Aristarchus or anybody else.

As to payhoouvn used for female lust, Aristarchus seems to have
forgotten - or ignored - that e.g. in Aesch. Supp. 635 ff. the god Ares
is called payhog since he is an adulterer (the reference is to the sto-
ry told in Od. 8) and consequently from the ancient Greek viewpoint,

3 It is well known that Aristarchus went to any length to separate the language of
Homer from that of the vecytepor (Hesiod being their earliest representative): Severyns
1928, 31-70.

4 Thave dealt in detail with this and other problems in Cassio 2019.

5 On poyxlooivn in Homer and the reaction of ancient scholars to this word see es-
pecially Sonnino 2015, 7-9.

6 Mopgvov Bnpntiip’, Ov Kai TTepkvov kakéouatv.
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a ‘woman’; obviously the same applies to Paris.” Note that pdyhog is
a two-ending adjective, so that the same grammatical forms are ap-
plicable to both women and men (p&yAog yuvn, pdyhog aviip).®

In any case payhoouvn of line 30 was unpalatable to Aristarchus, and
not only to Aristarchus. It is no accident that Aristophanes of Byzantium
and various kara moAeig editions did not read 1 oi mépe poyhooivny
dAeyewiv but 1 ot kexoapiopéva ddp  dvépnve “[Aphrodite] who pre-
sented him with pleasant gifts”.? This change was probably meant to
bring this verse into line with the ‘official’ story (Aphrodite offering
Paris Helen as a bride), but 1 oi kexapiopéva d&p” dvopnve also had the
advantage of removing payhooivn; as Richardson 1993, 279 suggests,
the removal may have been due to prudishness, which may also have
been the ‘hidden reason’ behind the Aristarchean deletion of line 30.*°

)k

Interestingly enough, ancient prudishness may not have been devoid
of a raison d’étre. I strongly suspect that there was an important rea-
son, and one unexplored so far, which prompted the ancients to do
away with ‘recent’ payhooyvn in Homer: its embarassing peculiar sex-
ual meaning, which made this term more disturbing than our “licen-
tiousness” or similar terms. For this reason it is appropriate to deal
with the problems posed by pdyhog and the Aeschylean fragment 325
Radt in which a grapevine is called pdyhog. This fragment, transmit-
ted in two passages of Eustathius, has not seriousy been re-examined
for a long time. It appears in Radt’s edition as “pdyhov (Gpmehov)” with
Gprmehov in brackets for no clear reason;** in the apparatus its mean-
ing is not discussed, and we are only informed about the lost plays of
Aeschylus to which the fragment had tentatively been attributed (una
ex Lycurgiae fabulis according to Hermann 183, 19, specifically the
Edonoi according to Hartung 1955, 50 and Deichgraber 1939, 255).**

7 To the ancient Greeks adulterers and womanisers were ‘women”: Cho. 302 ff. 1o pn
Trohitas. .. duoiv yuvaikoiv [Clytaemnestra and Aegisthus] w8 Umnxdoug mékerv; see
also Sonnino 2015, fn. 31. See e.g. also Eustath. 1.645.1 ff. van der Valk ad II. 3.242
6pohoyei... 1) ‘EXéviy aioypov mpdypa motfjoat... 10 eig Tpoiav dkolouBijoar t§ poiyd
Mapi6t.

8 Many other Greek words are based on poy)\- (see e.g. Chantraine 1968, 673 s.v.
“péyAog”); payhag is especially frequent, e.g. Hesych. p 429 poyA&da- mépvnv.

9 Sch. A ad 30 1} oi wépe paxhoouvnv &heyewviv: ap’ ApioTopaver Kol TI01 TGV
TTOMTIKOV “Tj oi KeyapLopéva S&p’ dvopnve”.

10 Severyns 1928, 146. On Aristarchus’ moralistic stance see Sonnino 2015, 9 fn. 39.

11 Obviously, as noticed by Radt himself, pdyAov in the accusative is taken wholesale
from Eustathius’ sentence, and we have no idea of the grammatical case in which this
word occurred in Aeschylus’ text.

12 Asamatter of fact in Deichgréber 1939, 255 fn. 4 the Aeschylean fragment is quot-
ed without any translation or explanation.
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We know the Aeschylean fragment thanks to two different quota-
tions in Eustathius’ commentaries on Homer:

(a) Eust. 827.28 ff. = 3.138, 26-139.4 van der Valk has a digression
devoted to the alleged tendence of BAao¢npia, often found in come-
dy, to distort ‘honest’ meanings in peius: hence in his opinion (or his
source’s) ‘positive’ appevwdg, meaning ‘manly’, was turned by com-
edy into appevady ‘androgyne’ (tov émaiveTdg dppevmTov dppevdmat?
€¢n [scil. 1) koppbdia] Tapovopijoaca yoyepdds. He goes on to say: ovtw
8¢ kai Aioyuhou (fr. 325 Radt) pdyhov, paoty, dptmelov eimévTog Thv
peopéviy, f kopedia pdylov eime Tov Ud katagpepsiag Siuypov “in the
same vein, Aeschylus having called pdyhog a grapevine that secretes
liquid, comedy called payhog the person wet with lust”. His interpre-
tation of the data seems to be that Aeschylus had used for a grapevine
the adjective payhog in the technical and ‘innocent’ meaning ‘exuding
liquid’, which was then ‘degraded’ by comedy to become a sexual term.

Eustathius returns to the Aeschylean fragment and the sexual
meaning of pdyhog in his commentary on Od. 8; the main compo-
nents are the same, yet the scene has changed significantly: the per-
son “wet with lust” has a name, namely Paris, and the relationship
between his payloouvn and the Aeschylean fragment is reversed:

(b) Eust. 1597.32-33 payhog &¢, d¢’ ou kai 1) katd TOv Idpiv
paxhoaivn, 6 dluypog UTTO katapepeiag. 60ev, pact, kol AloyUhog TNV
peopévnv dptrehov pdyhov Epn: “pdyhog, whence Paris’ payhoaivn, is
the one wet with lust; therefore they say that Aeschylus, too, called
pdyhog the grapevine that secretes liquid”. The basic material is vir-
tually the same, yet in the commentary on Od. 8 the diuypog person
is no longer anonymous, and the use of pdyhog in Aeschylus does
not look as ‘innocent’ as in the commentary on Iliad 11 of the same
Eustathius.

The mention of a “flowing grapevine” coupled with this embarrass-
ing ‘double interpretation’ has caused disarray among many schol-
ars, leading to improbable translations and interpretations. Nauck
1848, 165-7, who believed that (a) was based on Aristophanes’ of
Bizantium treatise Ilepi BAaocenpidyv,*® translated the Aeschylean
péyhog Gpmelog as vitis...vegeta et quasi lasciviens (ut nos dixeri-
mus der lippige Weinstock).**> Nauck clearly altered the explanation
involving wetness (peopévn, diuypog) provided by Eustathius’ sourc-
es, and managed to influence various entries in old and new lexi-
ca: pdyhog dpmelog appears s.v. “pdyhog” as “der iippig rankende”

13 Cratin. fr. 417 K.-A. &ppevdmag prompted Nauck 1948, 166 to correct appevomav
here, but the transmitted &ppevdma is likely to be right; an *&ppevay is perfectly pos-
sible in view of é\ikwy, mapaPray, see Schwyzer 1939, 425-6.

14 Notincluded in Slater 1986.
15 Nauck 1848, 167.
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(Pape 1914, 2: 103). “della vite, lussureggiante” (Rocci 1939, 1187),
“wanton, luxuriant &pmehog” (LSP°, 1085), “luxuriant, of a grapevine”
(Montanari 2015, 1288). The same goes for the commentaries on
Aeschylus’ Suppliant Women, 636 xtioat pdyhov "Apn, where our frag-
ment is duly quoted: Friis Johansen, Whittle 1980, 3: 14 translate “an
over-luxuriant dpmelog” and Sommerstein 2019, 268 “a vine that is
growing out of control”. But why on earth a vine growing out of con-
trol should be described as peopévn, “flowing”?

The problem is that very few, if any, bothered to gather some infor-
mation on what happens to real grapevines. As a matter of fact, the
ancients knew well that, once grapevines are pruned or cut for what-
ever reason, they secrete sap in plenty. Athen. Deipnosoph. 11.465a
“they enthused over water mixed with wine”: @eé¢paotog & év 1§
Trepi MéBng (fr. 121 Wimmer) gnotv 611 10U Atovicou tpogoi oi Nupgat
kat’ dABetav. ai yap dprrehot TAeIoTOV UypOV YEOUTTL TERVOpEVAL KOL
katd puotv dakpiouot (Theophrastus in his treatise On Drunkenness
says that the Nymphs are in truth nurses of Dionysus. In fact the
grapevines, once they are pruned, secrete a good deal of moisture
and weep, as is natural to them to do).** In many passages of the
botanical works of Theophrastus grapevines are typai and “weep”,
e.g. de causis plant. 1.6.8 tnv pev Gpmelov TPOATTOTENVOUTLY HpEPALS
1p1ol TTpdTEpOY, OTIWG TTpoatoppui] To ddkpuov (they cut the grape-
vine three days in advance, to make sure that the ‘tears’ have al-
ready flown down): note the verb (rpoaro)ppéw, a perfect match for
Eustathius’ &pmelov tv peopévnv.

In spite of this, as we have seen, modern interpreters seem to
have gone to any lenght in order to avoid the most obvious and nat-
ural translation of tnv peopévnv dpmehov, “the grapevine that pours
out sap” which perfectly matches the definition of Paris as “wet”
(divypog). Correct translations of tiv peopévnyv dpmelov are remark-
ably rare. Gottfried Hermann (1834, 19) provided both an accurate
translation of the fragment and a rightly cautious general evalua-
tion of its meaning in a lost context: irriguam vitem si Aeschylus las-
civam dixit, debuit id ex verbis quae adiecerat cognosci. Other accu-
rate translations are rare and apparently forgotten: Boisacq 1916, 616
and Bailly 1935, 1231 render payhov &pmelov with “qui épanche sa
seve”. Friis Johansen, Whittle 1980, 3: 13 ff. were at a loss to explain
Sluypog, which they tentatively (and wrongly) translated as “fickle”
with a question mark; they however hit the nail on the head when they
realised that diuypog “attributes an unattested meaning to pdyhog”;
unattested but probably primary, as we shall see.

16 The mention of the Nymphs refers to the water used to dilute neat wine; see Timoth.
fr. 780.5 Page avépioye & aipa Bakyiou veopputorot Sakpioig Nupedv, Euenus 2.3 West
xaipet kipvapevog 8¢ tproiv Nupgaiot tétaptog.
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The real reason for the frequent modern mistranslations of the
Aeschylus fragment is twofold. On the one hand Theophrastus’
Gpmelot Uypov xéouoar were blithely ignored - or, more probably,
never taken into consideration; on the other hand in both Eustathius’
passages the wetness of a plant is immediately linked to sexual wet-
ness, a notion especially embarrassing for nineteenth century schol-
ars; Nauck’s “lppiger Weinstock” set the tone for almost all the fol-
lowing translations of pdyhog &pmelog. As a matter of fact, “luxuriant
grapevine” vel similia betray a strange conglomerate of ignorance,
awareness and prudishness: ignorance of what happens to real grape-
vines once they are pruned, awareness of the ‘disturbing’ sexual im-
plications of “wetness” abundantly made clear by Eustathius’ ivypog
uTto katogpepeiag, and willingness to find a ‘cover up’ for an embar-
rassing sexual concept.

As Gottfied Hermann wisely said a long time ago,*” the reason why
Aeschylus used pdyhog for an irriguam vitem, a flowing grapevine,
debuit... ex verbis quae adiecerat cognosci, and unfortunately the
verba in question are lost. That in Aeschylus’ time pdy\og and Uypd¢
were interchangeable, pdyhog being used for any type of wetness,
seems very unlikely to me, although this is implied in Eustathius’ (or
more probably his source’s) interpretation (a); the sexual meaning
of the adjective was already deep-rooted in the language, yet it was
clearly linked to the notion of a running liquid. The least improbable
solution of the riddle is that payAhog started its career in the mists
of time with a general meaning “wet”, but soon specialised as a sex-
ual term for vaginal wetness linked to sexual arousal. Interestingly
enough, M. Malzahn and M. Peters (2010, 267) suggested that the
original meaning of the Greek paye/o- stem was “run”, which soon
developed an aggressive meaning and ended up as “fight” (payopou);
in their opinion the related adjective payhog originally meant ‘Tun-
ning’, soon developing a sexual meaning, and one “parallel to ModHD
[modernes Hochdeutsch] ldufig ‘in heat’ (also said of females only).

What conclusions can be drawn from this complex set of data and
interpretations? A good deal will become clear if we assume that
pdylog started its career in the meaning “wet”, “flowing”, and soon
specialised as a sexual term linked to female arousal; yet the prima-
ry meaning did not get lost. As a consequence, payAoouvn must have
sounded far more specific than such terms as English lasciviousness,
French luxure or Italian lussuria. A long time ago Jacob Wackernagel
devoted some illuminating pages (1916, 224 ff.) to epic poetry’s re-
fusal of ‘low’ sexual language: II. 24.30 is an exception - in all like-
lihood a deliberate one - which ancient scholars strongly resented.
Obviously, the payhooivn of male adulterers, Ares and Paris, was a

17 Hermann 1834, 19, already quoted.
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secondary development due to the abovementioned reasons (adulter-
ers perceived as ‘women’), but this, I believe, only enhanced the pi-
quancy of the meaning.

The Aeschylean combination of the grapevine’s natural secre-
tion of sap and the wetness typical of female sexuality had its rai-
son d’étre in the widespread notion that wine, for which grapevines
bear the ‘ultimate responsibility’, is likely to increase sexual arousal:
oivou 8¢ pnket’ Svtog ouk Eotiv Kumpig (Eur. Bacch. 773). As Gottfried
Hermann said long ago (see above), the reason why Aeschylus qual-
ified as pdyhog an irrigua vitis would become clear to us only if we
could know its lost context, but his idea that the fragment must have
belonged to one of the plays of the lost Lycurgia should be taken in-
to serious consideration.

As a matter of fact, towards the end of his discussion of the Edonoi,
Hermann 1834, 18 brought attention to an Aeschylean fragment (448
Radt)*® in which the Bacchantes are called yaAipddeg, a term which
combines the use of unmixed wine (ydAig) with sexual debauchery.*®
As noted by Eric Dodds in his commentary on Euripides’ Bacchae
(1960, xxxii), this “suggests that the allegations of immorality put
by Euripides into Pentheus’ mouth are traditional charges”, and, al-
though Hermann did not mention any specific character in the play,
it is highly probable that the charges against the Bacchantes were
levelled by Lycurgus, the king of the Edonoi.?° Now, in a context in
which Lycurgus charged the Bacchantes with intoxication and im-
moral behaviour, &umelog alone could easily be vilified as the ulti-
mate source of drunkenness and debauchery; even more so a pdyhog
Sprmehog (note the grammatically feminine noun!), with her more spe-
cific and disturbing quality linked to feminine sexual arousal. It is
likely that the Aeschylean Lycurgus already exhibited some of the
traits of the Euripidean Pentheus, “the dark puritan whose passion
is compounded of horror and unconscious desire, and it is this which
leads him to his ruin” (Dodds 1960, 97-8 ad Bacch. 222-223).

18 Quoted by a scholion on Ap. Rhod. 1.473 Aioyilog 8¢ kai Tag Bakyag ‘yohipddag
¢noi AéyeoBar.

19 LSJ° 1940 s.v. “yahip-dg, adog, 1" “a shameless woman, Hsch.”; = népvn, Suid.
(xoMipa codd.); of the Bakyat (xohwpévag eig cuvousiav), EM 805.9; also expld. as 1
UTo pédng yahwpévn, Eust. 1471.3; yahpiag and yaAidag (of the Bakyar) are vv.ll. in A.
Fr. 448 (ap. Sch. A. R 1. 473)".

20 Lycurgus or Pentheus according to Dodds 1960, xxxii.
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