














APPENDIX C΄
ON DEPILATION:
BODY COSMETICS IN CLASSICAL
ANTIQUITY
The Scholium to ôÚÙÈ ·Ú·ÙÂÙÈÏÌ¤Ó·È (Aristoph. Ranae 546)
apart from the general fact that women used to strip off the hair from
their pubic area by plucking it: âÎ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ ‰Â›ÎÓ˘Ù·È ¬ÙÈ ·Ú¤ÙÈÏÏÔÓ
(as against other methods of, perhaps, later currency) Î·d ÔåÔÓÂd âÍ¤‰ÂÚÔÓ j öÙ˘ÙÔÓ Ùe Á˘Ó·ÈÎÂÖÔÓ ·å‰ÔÖÔÓØ Ô≈Ùˆ˜ ÁaÚ ¿Ï·È â„›ÏÔ˘Ó, also
adds an interesting detail: Ù›ÏÏÔ˘ÛÈ ‰b Ùa˜ ÙÚ›¯·˜ ·î ÓÂﬁÓ˘ÌÊÔÈ which
is another proof of the statement made above that this practice was
particularly agreeable to men. And so, an older woman boasts of her
àÔ„›ÏˆÛÈ˜ (implying sexual proclivity and prowess) in Aristophanes,
Lysistrata 825 sqq. (I reproduce a standard scanning, with
reservation): àÏÏ’ ¬Ìˆ˜ iÓ ÔéÎ ú‰ÔÈ˜ / Î·›ÂÚ ÔûÛË˜ ÁÚ·e˜ ùÓÙ’ ·é- /
ÙeÓ ÎÔÌ‹ÙËÓ, àÏÏ’ àÂ„È- / ÏˆÌ¤ÓÔÓ Ùˇá Ï‡¯Óˇˆ.
For this clearing the pubic region of hair by the use of lamp, see the
memorable beginning of Ecclesiazousae, where in the hymn to the
lamp this function of the worshipped appliance is also mentioned, in
mock-tragic style:
MﬁÓÔ˜ ‰b (sc. ï Ï‡¯ÓÔ˜) ÌËÚáÓ Âå˜ àÔÚÚ‹ÙÔ˘˜ Ì˘¯Ô‡˜
Ï¿ÌÂÈ˜, àÊÂ‡ˆÓ ÙcÓ â·ÓıÔÜÛ·Ó ÙÚÖ¯·.

The above examples may suffice for the establishment of the
general points mentioned in the text. But there are one or two more
points that ought to be mentioned in this connection as completing
the background against which we may appreciate the entire content
and intent of Baubo’s action.
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Firstly, then, to have the pubic hair removed was practised by men,
too, and this even in early times. The connotation is again of
wantonness and lewd abandon to sexual pleasures. See Aristophanes,
Nubes, 977-8: äÏÂ›Ê·ÙÔ ‰’ iÓ ÙÔéÌÊ·ÏÔÜ Ôé‰Âd˜ ·Ö˜ ñ¤ÓÂÚıÂÓ /
ÙﬁÙ’ ôÓ, œÛÙÂ / ÙÔÖ˜ ·å‰Ô›ÔÈÛÈ ‰ÚﬁÛÔ˜ Î·d ¯ÓÔÜ˜ œÛÂÚ Ì‹ÏÔÈÛÈ
â‹ÓıÂÈØ where the contrast implies the opposite practice in
Aristophanes’ time among boys. (The above- mentioned connotation
is testified by the context of the passage). This is, however, a general
statement, applicable to all boys and not especially to those
particularly prone to pleasure (äÏÂ›Ê·ÙÔ rather indicates gymnastic
exercises), and perhaps simply explainable by the repugnance which
ancient Greeks felt to exist between beauty, either in young woman or
young man, and hairiness in any part of the body other than the skull
(compare, e.g. for women, the descriptions of the lowermost part of
the female trunk in Rufinus’ epigrams, Anth. Graeca Book V, 35 and
36, implying as they do, immaculate hairlessness); though, even so,
the change of habits as reported by Aristophanes must be significant.
But we may add another conclusive testimony from Menander’s
\OÚÁ‹ apud Athenaeus IV 166A (Fr. I, Meineke IV p. 178): Î·d
‚¿„ÔÌ·È, / Î·d ·Ú·ÙÈÏÔÜÌ·È Óc ¢›·, Î·d ÁÂÓ‹ÛÔÌ·È / KÙ‹ÛÈÔ˜,
ÔéÎ ôÓıÚˆÔ˜, âÓ çÏ›Áˇˆ ¯ÚﬁÓˇˆ - where even the rest of the fragment,
and, besides, what Athenaeus relates about Ctesippus, the son of the
famous general Chabrias, make it clear that we have here to do with
àÛˆÙ›· and ì‰˘¿ıÂÈ· in men.
It is instructive here to compare the same Aristophanian sentiment
as is found in Lucian, Cynicus §14. It is once more about the
perennial theme of the good old days when morality prevailed. The
men of old were real men, and they could move without shoes and
without clothes (the modern equivalent of Lucian would not, though,
praise nakedness equally fervently, I suppose!), and they wore the hair
and beard that God bestowed on them as an ornament, like the mane
of lions and horses. They were better than us, and no one of them
would suffer to be shaved no less than any lion would suffer this.
ñÁÚﬁÙËÙ· ÁaÚ Î·d ÏÂÈﬁÙËÙ· Û·ÚÎe˜ Á˘Ó·ÈÍd Ú¤ÂÈÓ ìÁÔÜÓÙÔ, ·éÙÔd
‰’ œÛÂÚ qÛ·Ó, Î·d Ê·›ÓÂÛı·È ôÓ‰ÚÂ˜ õıÂÏÔÓ! ñÁÚﬁÙË˜ (limpid
liquidity, this indefinable quality of moist voluptuousness which, for
the ancients, could characterise a body and a form of life, a glance and
a style) and smoothness are, as always, the signs of a body, and a
temperament, luxuriating in sensual gratification. And Lucian ends
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this comparison thus: âÎÂ›ÓÔ˘˜ ÔsÓ âÁg ˙ËÏá ÙÔf˜ ·Ï·ÈÔ‡˜, Î·d
âÎÂ›ÓÔ˘˜ ÌÈÌÂÖÛı·È ‚Ô‡ÏÔÌ·È (it is the K˘ÓÈÎﬁ˜, of course, who speaks
all the time), ÙÔf˜ ‰b ÓÜÓ Ôé ˙ËÏá ÙÉ˜ ı·˘Ì·ÛÙÉ˜ Ù·‡ÙË˜ Âé‰·ÈÌÔÓ›·˜ w˜ ö¯Ô˘ÛÈ ÂÚd ÙÚ·¤˙·˜ Î·d âÛıÉÙ·˜ Î·d ÏÂ·›ÓÔÓÙÂ˜ Î·d „ÈÏÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÈ ÄÓ ÙÔÜ ÛÒÌ·ÙÔ˜ Ì¤ÚÔ˜ Î·d ÌË‰b ÙáÓ àÔÚÚ‹ÙˆÓ ÌË‰bÓ Fw
¤Ê˘ÎÂÓ ö¯ÂÈÓ âáÓÙÂ˜.
That this depilation of the whole male body including the pubic
area and the fundament was a far from uncommon practice in Greek
and Roman antiquity usually associated with intense and
unprohibited enjoyment of sexual pleasures, especially of those not
geared to generation, is a certainty, evidence for which will be
presented below. But the point here is that it was not late; it was early,
at least classical. Thus, to give some more examples, Aristophanes,
Ranae, 422 sqq., makes the priest, in the midst of his religiously
significant banter, to say:
ÙeÓ KÏÂÈÛı¤ÓÔ˘˜ ‰’ àÎÔ‡ˆ
âÓ Ù·Ö˜ Ù·Ê·ÖÛÈ ÚˆÎÙeÓ
Ù›ÏÏÂÈÓ ë·˘ÙÔÜ Î·d Û·Ú¿ÙÙÂÈÓ Ùa˜ ÁÓ¿ıÔ˘˜,
ÎàÎﬁÙÂÙ’ âÁÎÂÎ˘Êg˜
ÎôÎÏ·Â ÎàÎÂÎÚ¿ÁÂÈ
™Â‚ÖÓÔÓ, ¬ÛÙÈ˜ âÛÙ›Ó, àÓ·ÊÏ‡ÛÙÈÔÓ (I put this, for the
mss. àÓ·ÊÏ‡ÛÙÈÔ˜).

This is an excellent example of sustainedly multi-dimensioned
meaning, of richly interspersed allusions, that one expects from a
supreme comic writer like Aristophanes. Cleisthenes here is made to
mourn for Sebinus’ death in a memorable way. This Cleisthenes was
(in)famous as a Î›Ó·È‰Ô˜ and Á˘Ó·ÈÎÈ˙ﬁÌÂÓÔ˜ or Á˘Ó·ÈÎÒ‰Ë˜, v. Sch.
ad Nubes 355: ÔyÙÔ˜ ‰b âd ÎÈÓ·È‰›÷· ‰È·‚¿ÏÏÂÙ·È. ÙÔÜÙÔÓ ‰b ó˜
Á˘Ó·ÈÎÈ˙ﬁÌÂÓÔÓ ÔéÎ \AÚÈÛÙÔÊ¿ÓË˜ ‰È·‚¿ÏÏÂÈ ÌﬁÓÔÓ indeed in various
places, àÏÏa Î·d KÚ·ÙÖÓÔ˜... ÙÔÜÙÔÓ å‰ÔÜÛ·È, ÊËÛ›Ó, ·î NÂÊ¤Ï·È, Âå˜
Á˘Ó·ÖÎ·˜ ÌÂÙÂÌﬁÚÊˆÛ·Ó ë·˘Ù¿˜. Cf. Suda s.v. KÏÂÈÛı¤ÓÔ˘˜ àÎÚ·Ù¤ÛÙÂÚÔ˜, which seems to have become proverbial, and s.v. KÏÂÈÛı¤ÓË˜.
He is described as womanlike by Aristophanes in Aves 831 (the
scholiast makes explicit Aristophanes’ meaning), where the point lies
in the contrast to Athena’s manliness; and similarly the scholiast to
Lysistrata 1092 says: ÔyÙÔ˜ ™È‚˘ÚÙ›Ô˘ ·Ö˜ âd ıËÏ‡ÙËÙÈ ÎˆÌˇˆ‰Ô‡ÌÂÓÔ˜. When in Thesmoph. Cleisthenes goes to the meeting of the
women who celebrate the Thesmophoria to disclose that Mnesilochus
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is among them disguised as a woman, he is taken at first as a woman
(v. 571 sqq.); and he himself declares his affiliations in his following
speech in no ambiguous terms (notice in particular the sexual
connotation of the Á˘Ó·ÈÎÔÌ·¯á in v. 576; to his Í˘ÁÁÂÓÂÖ˜ ÙÔéÌÔÜ
ÙÚﬁÔ˘, the scholiast has: Ùa ·éÙ¿ ÌÔÈ Ú¿ÙÙÔ˘Û·È. But this is not
exactly correct: for if he wanted to allude to the general similarity
between his and their ways, he would have more properly expressed it
by using the formula Û˘ÁÁÂÓc˜ ÙáÓ ñÌÂÙ¤ÚˆÓ ÙÚﬁˆÓ. Aristophanes
is exact here: their sexual behaviour is not the same, only similar to
his). He is close shaven (575, where the scholiast has: â„›ÏˆÙÔ ÁaÚ ï
KÏÂÈÛı¤ÓË˜ Ùa˜ ÁÓ¿ıÔ˘˜ Á˘Ó·ÈÎˆ‰á˜; cf. 582-3). But in the passage
from Ranae we have depilation of the ÚˆÎÙﬁ˜. In intense mourning,
plucking off of hair, naturally of the head, could take place;
Aristophanes applies the custom to where is more apposite for the
effeminate Cleisthenes: the anus. Similarly to strike and cut oneself
when bereaved of somebody close to heart were habitual forms of
extreme grief in mourning; but Aristophanes, by describing the
mourner’s convulsions by âÁÎÂÎ˘ÊÒ˜ and by grammatically making
this dependent on ÎàÎﬁÙÂÙÔ, clearly alludes to quick anal coition in
desolate places, such as ancient cemeteries were. These points have
been succinctly made by the ancient scholiasts. Thus, for the last, sch.
ad v. 422 …âÓ Ù·Ö˜ âÚËÌ›·È˜ Î·d ÂÚd Ùa˜ Ù·Êa˜ Î·d ÙÔf˜ Ù¿ÊÔ˘˜
Î·Îá˜ ö·Û¯ÂÓ (= was suffering anal intercourse). As for the former
points, the Scholiast observes: Ùe ÔsÓ Ù›ÏÏÂÈÓ Ùa˜ ÙÚ›¯·˜ Î·d ÎﬁÙÂÛı·È ±Ì· ÌbÓ ó˜ âd ÙÂÙÂÏÂ˘ÙËÎﬁÙË àÓ·ÁÎ·›ˆ˜, ±Ì· ‰b Âå˜ Ì·Ï·Î›·ÓØ Î·d Ùe ÎﬁÙÂÛı·È Î·ÎÂÌÊ¿Ùˆ˜ (sc. Ï¤ÁÂÈ). And as for the
general point of the sexual import of bending or leaning forward or
stooping down as a preparation for all sorts of quick sexual
satisfaction, especially in isolated spots in the countryside, see on this
matter in the study òAÚÚËÙ· ^IÂÚ¿ with the there given references.
Who is, finally, the man whom Cleisthenes mourns so singularly
and for whom he calls out in tears? ™Â‚ÖÓÔ˜ ï \AÓ·ÊÏ‡ÛÙÈÔ˜, both
names being highly significant in a sexual way. For ™Â‚ÖÓÔ˜ is clearly
fashioned from Ûb ‚ÈÓÂÖ (coire, inire te); and thus the Athenians in
Lysistrata 1092, hot with their erections, exclaim: ÔéÎ öÛı’ ¬ˆ˜ Ôé
KÏÂÈÛı¤ÓË ‚ÈÓ‹ÛÔÌÂÓØ cf. Ranae 48 âÂ‚¿ÙÂ˘ÔÓ KÏÂÈÛı¤ÓÂÈ where
notice the word used to signify the sexual act referred to; as the
scholiast observes: ·›˙ÂÈØ Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È ÁaÚ Î·d âd ÓÂg˜ Ùe âÈ‚·ÙÂ‡ÂÈÓ,
Î·d âd Û˘ÓÔ˘Û›·˜ Î·Ùa ÌÂÙ·ÊÔÚaÓ ÙáÓ àÏﬁÁˆÓ ˙ˇÒˆÓ, L âÈ‚·›ÓÔ-
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ÓÙ· Û˘ÓÔ˘ÛÈ¿˙ÂÈ (cf. e.g. Aristotle, Hist. Anim. V, 2, 3 âÈ‚·›ÓÔÓÙÔ˜
âd Ùe ıÉÏ˘ ÙÔÜ ôÚÚÂÓÔ˜) cf. also Ranae, 57: if one had sexual
intercourse with a man (as distinct from a boy or youth) one was
thinking of Cleisthenes as the probable partner. While \AÓ·ÊÏ‡ÛÙÈÔ˜
both signifies the demotic of the man in question, descended from the
deme \AÓ·ÊÏ‡ÛÙÈÔ˜, and may be taken in connection with àÓ·ÊÏÄÓ,
Hesychius s.v. àÓ·ÊÏÄÓ, ¯ÂÈÚÔÙÚÈ‚ÂÖÓ Ùe ·å‰ÔÖÔÓ. Ôî ‰¤, ÛÙ‡ÂÈÓ. j
Ì·Ï¿ÙÙÂÈÓ (this is the correct punctuation); and s.v. àÓ·ÂÊÏ·ÛÌ¤ÓÔÓØ àÓ·ÙÂÙ·Ì¤ÓÔÓ ö¯ˆÓ Ùe ·å‰ÔÖÔÓØ àÓ·ÊÏÄÓ ÁaÚ Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈÓ \AÙÙÈÎÔd Ùe àÓ·Ì·Ï¿ÛÛÂÈÓ Ùa ·å‰ÔÖ· (cf. the meaning of ÊÏÄÓ, which is
explained by the Etym. M.: Ù‡ÙÂÈÓ j Ì·Ï¿ÙÙÂÈÓ. Î·d Ùe àÓ·Ì·Ï¿ÙÙÂÈÓ, àÓ·ÊÏÄÓØ \AÚÈÛÙÔÊ¿ÓË˜. Same entry in Photius); which àÓ·Ì·Ï¿ÛÛÂÈÓ, squeezing, Suda explains s.v. àÓ·Ì·Ï¿ÙÙÂÛı·ÈØ àÓ·Ê˘ÚÄÓ.
And similarly Pollux II, 176: Ùe ‰b âÂÁÂ›ÚÂÈÓ ·éÙe (sc. Ùe ·å‰ÔÖÔÓ)
Ù·ÖÓ ¯ÂÚÔÖÓ, àÓ·ÊÏÄÓØ Î·d àÓ·ÎÓÄÓ (pro àÓ·ÎÏÄÓ) \AÚÈÛÙÔÊ¿ÓË˜ âÓ
\AÌÊÈ·Ú¿ˇˆ Ï¤ÁÂÈ. (Fr. XII Blaydes, 99 Di. = Fr. 37 PC Gr. vol. III 2 p.
50). Cf. Petronius 131, 5: admotisque manibus temptare coepit (sc.
anicula) inguinum vires. Thus àÓ·ÊÏÄÓ means exactly to cause an
erection by the hand through rubbing and squeezing, just the same as
àÓ·„·ı¿ÏÏÂÈÓ which is connected with the ¤Ô˜ and explained thus
by Phrynichus: (p. 916 Bekker) àÓ·„·ı¿ÏÏÂÈÓ Ùe ¤Ô˜. ≠EÚÌÈÔ˜
(Fr. 70 PC Gr. vol. V p. 596) ôÓÂ˘ ÚÔı¤ÛÂˆ˜ Ï¤ÁÂÈ „·ı¿ÏÏÂÈÓ àÓÙd
ÙÔÜ ÎÓÄÓ «Ûf ‰b ÙcÓ ÎÂÊ·ÏcÓ „¿ı·ÏÏ¤ ÌÔ˘» (and we have noticed
the ambiguity of ÎÂÊ·Ï‹), àÓÙd ÙÔÜ „ËÏ¿Ê·. K·d ¶Ï¿ÙˆÓ âÓ
KÏÂÔÊáÓÙÈ (corrected from KÏÂÈÙÔÊáÓÙÈ) <¤Ô˜> â„¿ı·ÏÏÂ ÏÂÖÔ˜
üÓ (Fr. IV Meineke vol. II p. 635 = Fr. 60 PC Gr. Vol. VII p. 457).
This last fragment is particularly significant because it connects the
practice here described with the character of being ÏÂÖÔ˜, i.e. smoothskinned, hairless. For Plato Comicus already, the two, sexual
indulgence and bodily - smoothness and hairlessness - went together
and were scoffed at together. This, then, is the sense of Eupolis àÓ·ÊÏ·ÛÌﬁ˜; Suda: àÓ·ÊÏ·ÛÌeÓ Ùa àÊÚÔ‰›ÛÈ· (too general) EûÔÏÈ˜
AéÙÔÏ‡Îˇˆ. Î·d àÓ·ÊÏÄÓ öÏÂÁÔÓ Ùe Ì·Ï¿ÙÙÂÈÓ Ùe ·å‰ÔÖÔÓ. And this is
the sense required for the Aristophanian àÌÂÊÏ·ÛÌ¤Óˆ˜ (Doric for
àÓ·ÂÊÏ·ÛÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜) in Lysistrata 1099, that is having membra in
tumefaction and erection just as the Hermae, as is required by the
context. (For the erect membrum of these Hermae cf. Herodotus II
51; Eustathius ad Iliadem 1249, 8: ‰Èe Î·d Ôî ¶ÂÏ·ÛÁÔd Î·Ùa ÙcÓ
îÛÙÔÚ›·Ó âÓÙÂÙ·Ì¤ÓÔÓ ÙeÓ ^EÚÌÉÓ, õÙÔÈ çÚıÈ¿˙ÔÓÙ·, î‰Ú‡ÔÓÙ·È etc.;
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Cornutus Theol. Graeca 16 [p. 23.16-18 ed. BT], where ÏÂÖÔ˜ means
the boy who has not reached puberty; Plutarch, An Seni Respublica
Gerenda Sit, 28 [797F]; Macrobius I, 19, 14; Plotinus III, 6, 19, 25
sqq.: ¬ıÂÓ, ÔrÌ·È, Î·d Ôî ¿Ï·È ÛÔÊÔd Ì˘ÛÙÈÎá˜ Î·d âÓ ÙÂÏÂÙ·Ö˜
·åÓÈÙÙﬁÌÂÓÔÈ ^EÚÌÉÓ ÌbÓ ÔÈÔÜÛÈ ÙeÓ àÚ¯·ÖÔÓ Ùe ÙÉ˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂˆ˜
ùÚÁ·ÓÔÓ àÂd ö¯ÔÓÙ· Úe˜ âÚÁ·Û›·Ó etc.; Cicero, De Nat. Deorum III
§56, where he, in his erect condition, is brought, into connection with
Proserpina, a fact of far-reaching significance as we shall see in another
part of this work). I have insisted in determining the precise sense of
àÓ·ÊÏÄÓ, because the discussion of such matters tends to be, during
the last few centuries, too general and vague: everything seems to be
lumped together as sens. obs. Not quite so with Renaissance
scholarship; and far from so in ancient times. Then there prevailed a
general free acceptance of sexuality in all its faces; jesting with it
presupposes such an acceptance, which, in its turn, does not imply
necessarily praising it, or boasting of it. Thus, in our case, there were
various expressions to denote the different things which can be done
to the membrum virile even before anything involving a partner is
concerned (similarly there were plenty of names, in common use,
about the different Û˘ÓÔ˘ÛÈ·ÛÙÈÎa Û¯‹Ì·Ù· and the various types of
ÊÈÏ‹Ì·Ù·). One such expression is àÓ·ÊÏÄÓ; another is àÔÛÎÔÏ‡ÙÂÈÓ (or ÛÎÔÏ‡ÙÂÈÓ; cf. òAÚÚËÙ· ^IÂÚ¿ n. 52); different again is
àÔÙ˘ÏÔÜÓ (already used by Pherecrates Fr. LXXI c, Fragm. Inc.
Meineke vol. II p. 356 = Fr. 227 PCGr. Vol. VII p. 207: âÎ·ÏÂÖÙÔ ‰b
Î·d Ù‡ÏÔ˜ Ùe ·å‰ÔÖÔÓ, ¬ıÂÓ Î·d ºÂÚÂÎÚ¿ÙË˜ Ùe Á˘ÌÓÔÜÓ ·éÙe (i.e.
drawing back the skin so as to lay bare its head, the ‚¿Ï·ÓÔ˜) ÙFÉ ¯ÂÈÚd
àÔÙ˘ÏÔÜÓ ÂrÂÓ); further we have àÓ·ÛÙ‡„·È (Pollux II 176 and
Hesychius s.v.); and finally the practice in which the Î˘ÓÔ‰¤ÛÌÈÔÓ
functioned (Pollux II 171 and Hesychius and Photius s.v. Î˘ÓÔ‰¤ÛÌË).
These expressions are found in comic writers and in lexicographers
who collected them from comic writers; but comedy notoriously
reflects the habits and customs of ordinary life in each age and nation;
as can be seen from the elaborate naturalness of the Greek comic
genius, the over-indulgent directness of the Roman, or the insipid
sophistication of the contemporary scene.
But let us return to the passage from Ranae which kindled this
digression. We have seen the onomatopoetic work of Aristophanes in

ON DEPILATION: BODY COSMETICS IN CLASSICAL ANTIQUITY

549

™Â‚ÖÓÔ˜ and \AÓ·ÊÏ‡ÛÙÈÔ˜. All this has been observed by the scholia
ad loc.: çÓÔÌ·ÙÔÔÈÂÖ ÙÔÜÙÔ ó˜ Úe˜ ÙcÓ Ì·Ï·Î›·Ó KÏÂÈÛı¤ÓÔ˘˜,
·Úa Ùe ·åÛ¯ÚﬁÓ. ¶Èı·Óá˜ ‰b Ùe «¬ÛÙÈ˜» âÌÊ·›ÓÂÈ Ôé ÙeÓ ñe ëÓe˜
ÌﬁÓÔÓ ÂÚ·ÈÓﬁÌÂÓÔÓ (ÂÚ·›Óˆ = ‚ÈÓá i.e. «enter» anally; a very
interesting suggestion that this is about ¬ÛÙÈ˜!). ¶¤Ï·ÛÙ·È ‰b ·éÙˇá
œÛÂÚ ï ™Â‚ÖÓÔ˜ (another scholiast explains: Î·d ™Â‚ÖÓÔ˜ úÛˆ˜ ·Úa
Ùe ‚ÈÓÂÖÓ. òEÛÙÈ ‰b Î·d ™Â‚ÖÓÔ˜ èÓÔÌ·ÛÌ¤ÓÔ˜ ·Úa ¶Ï¿ÙˆÓÈ),
Ô≈Ùˆ Î·d ï \AÓ·ÊÏ‡ÛÙÈÔ˜Ø àÓ·ÊÏÄÓ ÁaÚ öÏÂÁÔÓ Ùe Ì·Ï¿ÛÛÂÈÓ Ùe
·å‰ÔÖÔÓ. Then it is added, by a different scholion, Î·d ñÔÛ‡ÚÂÈÓ Ùe
Î·Ï‡ÙÔÓ ÙcÓ ‚¿Ï·ÓÔÓ ‰¤ÚÌ·. ‚¿Ï·ÓÔ˜ ‰¤ âÛÙÈ Ùe ôÎÚÔÓ ÙÉ˜
ﬁÛıË˜. ^YÔÛ‡ÚÂÈÓ Ùe Î·Ï‡ÙÔÓ ÙcÓ ‚¿Ï·ÓÔÓ ‰¤ÚÌ·, i.e. leaving
bare the glans penis is not correct, I think, for àÓ·ÊÏÄÓ, and is an
example of what I have said above about the lumping together of all
things obscene in a similar way. The proper word in this sense would
be àÔÙ˘ÏÔÜÓ or àÓ·ÛÎÔÏ‡ÙÂÈÓ. Anyhow, the unreliability of the
scholion is manifest in its second part: ﬁÛıË is just what covers the
‚¿Ï·ÓÔ˜; the ôÎÚÔÓ ÙÉ˜ ﬁÛıË˜ is called àÎÚÔÔÛı›· (cf. e.g. Pollux
II 171). The same indiscriminate application appears in the scholion
ad Lysistrata 1099 where on àÌÂÊÏ·ÛÌ¤Óˆ˜ we read: âÎ‰Â‰·ÚÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜Ø Ùa ·å‰ÔÖ· àÓ·ÙÂÙ·Ì¤ÓÔ˘˜. The second is correct; but the first is
not, if it means, as I take it, àÂÛÎÔÏ˘ÌÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜, i.e. circumcised.
This completes the discussion of the passage but for one final
remark. Aristophanes does not only play an exquisite game of double
entendre with Cleisthenes’ mourning; by a stroke of genius he also
clearly refers, without saying anything, to the parallel Dionysus affair
with Prosemnus which has already been discussed (v. Clement, Protr.
II, 34, 3; cf. Pausanias II, 37, 5). The same allusion seems to me to be
operable in Ranae 56-57. When Dionysus says to Heracles that he was
seized by a desire, Heracles asks desire for whom? For a woman?
Certainly not is Dionysus‘ significant reply. But for a boy? Not at all.
For a man then? Woe betide me. To which Heracles asks: Í˘ÓÂÁ¤ÓÔ˘
Ùˇá KÏÂÈÛı¤ÓÂÈ; Finally it is a desire for the art of Euripides that
Dionysus is meaning, but Prosemnus is in the mind of the viewers all
along.
We have met thus with the practice of clearing a man’s fundament
of all hair. The same practice is made fun of in Acharnenses 119 sqq.,
again taking Cleisthenes as paradigm case. Two men approach, and
Dicaeopolis exclaims:
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Î·d ÙÔÖÓ ÌbÓ ÂéÓÔ‡¯ÔÈÓ ÙeÓ ≤ÙÂÚÔÓ ÙÔ˘ÙÔÓd
âÁˇt‰’ ¬˜ âÛÙÈ, KÏÂÈÛı¤ÓË˜ ï ™È‚˘ÚÙ›Ô˘.
oø ıÂÚÌﬁ‚Ô˘ÏÔÓ ÚˆÎÙeÓ âÍ˘ÚËÌ¤ÓÂ,
ÙÔÈﬁÓ‰Â ‰’ t ›ıËÎÂ, ÙeÓ ÒÁˆÓ’ ö¯ˆÓ
ÂéÓÔÜ¯Ô˜ ìÌÖÓ qÏıÂ˜ âÛÎÂ˘·ÛÌ¤ÓÔ˜;

Cleisthenes (and his fellow object of ridicule, Strato) are called
ÂéÓÔÜ¯ÔÈ here because, as the scholiast observes, with regard to the
former, ÔyÙÔ˜ ‰b ï KÏÂÈÛı¤ÓË˜ àÂd Ùe Á¤ÓÂÈÔÓ âÍ˘ÚÄÙÔ Úe˜ Ùe àÂd
Ê·›ÓÂÛı·È Ó¤Ô˜Ø ‰Èe ÂéÓÔ‡¯ˇˆ ·éÙeÓ ÂåÎ¿˙ÂÈ; and the latter, ad.v. 122,
Î·d ÔyÙÔ˜ (sc. Strato) ÎˆÌˇˆ‰ÂÖÙ·È ó˜ Ïˆ‚ÒÌÂÓÔ˜ Ùe Á¤ÓÂÈÔÓ Î·d ÏÂÈ·›ÓˆÓ Ùe ÛáÌ·, ó˜ KÏÂÈÛı¤ÓË˜, œ˜ ÊËÛÈÓ ·éÙe˜ \AÚÈÛÙÔÊ¿ÓË˜ âÓ
^OÏÎ¿ÛÈ: ·Ö‰Â˜ àÁ¤ÓÂÈÔÈ <KÏÂÈÛı¤ÓË˜ ÙÂ Î·d> ™ÙÚ¿ÙˆÓ (Fr. 361
Dindorf = Fr. 422 PC Gr. vol. III 2 p. 231). Cf. also Equites, 1373-5
where they are called àÁ¤ÓÂÈÔÈ, to which the scholiast says: KÏÂÈÛı¤ÓË˜ Î·d ™ÙÚ¿ÙˆÓ: °‡ÓÓÈ‰Â˜ ÔyÙÔÈ Î·d ÈÙÙÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÈ Ùa Á¤ÓÂÈ·, ÏÂÖÔÈ
‰b Î·d Ì·Ï·ÎÔ›. It may be that Ùa Á¤ÓÂÈ· should be deleted since
depilation by pitch-plaster was chiefly practiced on the body; but in
Alexis (Fr. X, Fab. Inc., Meineke vol. III, pp. 508-9 = Fr. 266 PC Gr.
vol. II p. 171, apud Athenaeus XIII, 565b, ÈÙÙÔÎÔÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÓ j Í˘ÚÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÓ seem to refer to alternative ways of getting rid of beards, as is
appropriate to the context as well; again however ÈÙÙÔÎÔÔ‡ÌÂÓÔ˜
may make all the difference; thus e.g. in Clement, Paedagogus, III, 20,
2 ÈÙÙÔÜÛı·È refers to the depilation of the privy parts. The ÂÈÙÙÔÎÔËÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜ of Fr. 38 of Fr. Com. Anonym. Meineke vol. IV p. 611
apud Clement, Paedagogus III, 68, 3 could refer to either area, or to
both. Pollux VII 165 does not help either in our present concern; in
any case however the following ÏÂÖÔÈ Î·d Ì·Ï·ÎÔ› make for the
required sense. A closely shaved face and hairless body go together
here, as in Athenaeus XII, 528F, in the remarkable description of
Sardanapallus by Ctesias, where we read among other equally
exquisitely effeminate things:...Á˘Ó·ÈÎÂ›·Ó ‰b ÛÙÔÏcÓ ö¯ÔÓÙ· Î·d
Î·ÙÂÍ˘ÚËÌ¤ÓÔÓ ÙeÓ ÒÁˆÓ· Î·d Î·Ù·ÎÂÎÈÛËÚÈÛÌ¤ÓÔÓ (rub again
and again with pumice stone, so as to remove all hair from the body).
Cf. Lucian, De merc. cond. 33: Î›Ó·È‰ﬁÓ ÙÈÓ· ÙáÓ ÂÈÙÙˆÌ¤ÓˆÓ Ùa
ÛÎ¤ÏË Î·d ÙeÓ ÒÁˆÓ· ÂÚÈÂÍ˘ÚËÌ¤ÓˆÓ. And similarly in
Aristophanes’ description of Agatho, Thesmophoriazousai 191-2:

ON DEPILATION: BODY COSMETICS IN CLASSICAL ANTIQUITY

551

Ûf ‰’ ÂéÚﬁÛˆÔ˜, ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˜, âÍ˘ÚËÌ¤ÓÔ˜,
Á˘Ó·ÈÎﬁÊˆÓÔ˜, ê·Ïﬁ˜, ÂéÚÂc˜ å‰ÂÖÓ

where ÂéÚÂ‹˜ refers to the body in contrast to ÂéÚﬁÛˆÔ˜, just as
ê·Ïﬁ˜ refers to bodily smoothness and âÍ˘ÚËÌ¤ÓÔ˜ to a closely
shaven face; velvety and marble-like skin were especial attractions in
youths: cf. the fine play by Cratinus apud Athenaeus I, 29D (Fr. III
¶˘Ù›ÓË, Meineke vol. II p. 117 = Fr. 195 PC Gr. vol. II p. 221: ÓÜÓ ‰’
jÓ ú‰FË MÂÓ‰·ÖÔÓ ì‚áÓÙ’ àÚÙ›ˆ˜ / ÔåÓ›ÛÎÔÓ (play on ÓÂ·Ó›ÛÎÔÓ),
≤ÂÙ·È ÎàÎÔÏÔ˘ıÂÖ Î·d Ï¤ÁÂÈ: / «ÔúÌ’ ó˜ ê·Ïe˜ Î·d ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˜Ø pÚ’
ÔúÛÂÈ ÙÚ›·;»); these features, stereotyped in the mask of one type of
ÓÂ·Ó›ÛÎÔ˜, were appropriate for the impersonation of a beautiful
young god: Pollux IV 136: ï ‰b ê·Ïﬁ˜, ‚ÔÛÙÚ‡¯ÔÈ˜ Í·Óıﬁ˜, ÏÂ˘Îﬁ¯ÚÔ˘˜, Ê·È‰Úﬁ˜, Ú¤ˆÓ ıÂˇá Î·Ïˇá.
Cleisthenes is shaven in the fundament, his anus is described as
ıÂÚÌﬁ‚Ô˘ÏÔ˜ in parody of a Euripidean verse, we are told by the
scholiast, but with an apposite allusion to the hot desires of that part
of Cleisthenes’ anatomy. In the following verse, Aristophanes,
parodying Archilochus this time, presents us with another of his
ingenious games: he, this time, says something less than expected,
something which is better literally fitting to the situation (for only
Cleisthenes’ face is actually seen, and it is, apparently, on account of
his extremely careful and close shave that he is called a eunuch), while
at the same time clearly alluding to the other more obscene and more
really appropriate feature, which is unmistakeably brought to mind by
the previous verse (ıÂÚÌﬁ‚Ô˘ÏÔÓ ÚˆÎÙeÓ âÍ˘ÚËÌ¤ÓÂ), by the
mention of the ape (in whose anatomy the hidden parts figure very
eminently) and by the parody of the Archilochian verse, which makes
the whole business clear as light. (The scholiast has: Î·d ÙÔÜÙÔ
·ÚˇÒ‰ËÎÂÓ âÎ ÙáÓ \AÚ¯ÈÏﬁ¯Ô˘ â<ˇˆ‰>áÓ the correction is practically
certain: ÙÔÈ‹Ó‰Â ‰’, t ›ıËÎÂ, ÙcÓ ˘ÁcÓ ö¯ˆÓ, of which verse more
will be said in a moment). We see, thus, how a seeming anticlimax
(ÒÁˆÓ after ÚˆÎÙﬁ˜) is really a masterfully constructed climax.
Though the point is missed by Bentley on account of his
overcleverness and overcriticism; he says commenting on the scholiast:
immo non parodia sed vera lectio est ÙÔÈ¿Ó‰Â ‰’, t ›ıËÎÂ, ÙcÓ
˘ÁcÓ ö¯ˆÓ. It is very typical of the misjudgements of a certain school
of verbal thought in scholarship.
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We conclude then that in classical times already the practice of
removing the hair from a man’s fundament existed, common enough
to be repeatedly satyrised, and associated with effeminacy and,
specifically, with desire to undergo anal intercourse. I am insisting on
this specific characterization because we can see, in this case too, how
exactly the latter fits with the earlier in our sources. One of Ausonius’
epigrams (CXXXI) is entitled: In quendam, qui laevia sibi inguina
faciebat, and runs thus:
Inguina quod calido laevas tibi dropace, causa est:
irritant volvas levia membra lupas.
Sed quod et elixo plantaria podice vellis
et teris incusas pumice Clazomenas,
causa latet: bimarem misi quod patientia morbum
appetit: -et tergo foemina, pube vir es.

It is very clearly and nicely put: depilation of a man s pudendum
area implies proclivity to exercise energetically his membrum during
copulation (for such hairlessness is an irritant); depilation of a man’s
anal area means dominant desire to enjoy pathetically the activity of
another’s membrum. We have met with half of this situation in
classical times, we cannot doubt the existence of the rest. Although, of
course, the depilation was not really carried out in halves; hairlessness
in the significant areas of a man was a sign of particular devotion to
sexual pleasures in general - but was satyrised under the aspect in
which the person made fun of was makihy himself vulnerable, as well
as from the viewpoint of the comic writer.
We can multiply examples, if we wish. There would be no need for
this exertion, but for the notion that used to, and still does, largely
dominate the scholarly world of the last two centuries, according to
which obscenity and immorality, as we would understand them, were,
grosso modo, foreign to the classical period, and only to be found in
the corrupt and perverted habits of the empire. This is a very
obfuscatory and far from true conception. We should bravely
appreciate, to put it concisely, that ancient morality was based on selfconscious natural excellences of proud natural essences, not on the
dutiful, weak observance of a Law imposed from without (from
above) on a weak and poor nature.
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Thus Cratinus in his uøÚ·È (Fr. II, Meineke vol. II p. 163 = Fr.
276 PCGr. Vol. IV p. 261), speaking about a certain poet Gresippus
(·ÈÁÓÈ·ÁÚ¿ÊÔ˘ ÙÉ˜ îÏ·ÚÄ˜ ÌÔ‡ÛË˜ as is described by Athenaeus,
XIV, 638d, a not very reputable fellow as is clear from the comic
fragments satirizing him), says (Athenaeus XIV, 638 F):
úÙˆ ‰b Î·d ÙÚ·Áˇˆ‰›·˜
ï KÏÂÔÌ¿¯Ô˘ ‰È‰¿ÛÎ·ÏÔ˜
ÌÂÙ’ ·éÙﬁÓ, <ï> ·Ú·ÙÈÏÙÚÈáÓ
ö¯ˆÓ ¯ÔÚeÓ Ï˘‰ÈÛÙd ÙÈÏÏÔ˘ÛáÓ Ì¤ÏË ÔÓËÚ¿.

Plucking both the chords of stringed instruments in the Lydian mode,
and plucking off the hair in the Lydian fashion, Lydians being famous
for luxurious softness and uninhibited indulgence to pleasures and the
ÔÓËÚ¿ keeps the fine ambiguity. ¶·Ú·Ù›ÏÙÚÈ·È were girls ready to
perform the depilatory operations described above (cf. Philostratus,
Vita Apollonii IV, 27, where the ·Ú·Ù›ÏÙÚÈ·È are located in a ‚·Ï·ÓÂÖÔÓ with their pitch; cf. also idem, de Vitis Soph. I, 25, 5 ad fin.
where again pitch and ·Ú·Ù›ÏÙÚÈ·È are coupled together) to men, I
believe, is required for the point to be made. (Gnesippus was further
connected with adulterers and adulteries, as is clear from what else
Athenaeus mentions ad loc., whose special connection with depilation
will be observed below, a connection which, as will be seen, further
confirms the immaculate antiquity of all these cosmetic practices).
In Thesmophoriazousai 236 sqq. we have depilation of the
fundament by ôÊÂ˘ÛÈ˜, burning out of the hair in that region by
means of a (little) torch, ‰÷Ä˜ or a lamp, Ï‡¯ÓÔ˜ (v. 239); the
characteristic position here is stooping or leaning forward one of the
indecent postures necessary in order for these practices to be carried
out, and with indignation described by Clement, Paedagogus, III, 20,
2. The practice and the method must have been a relatively common
one to be satirized by a comic writer. In the passage mentioned from
Thesmoph., Euripides is represented depilating Mnesilochus to make
him passable as a woman among women.
236 àÓ›ÛÙ·Û’ ¥Ó’ àÊÂ‡Ûˆ ÛÂ, ÎàÁÎ‡„·˜ ö¯Â.
..........
âÓÂÁÎ¿Ùˆ ÙÈ˜ öÓ‰ÔıÂÓ ‰÷Ä‰’ j Ï‡¯ÓÔÓ.
â›Î˘ÙÂØ ÙcÓ Î¤ÚÎÔÓ (i.e. membrum virile) Ê˘Ï¿ÙÙÔÓ
ÓÜÓ ôÎÚ·Ó (in order not to be burned).
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When later on in the same comedy, Cleisthenes comes to warn the
women about the stealthy presence among them of Mnesilochus in his
disguise as woman, the chorus asks how could he escape being
noticed, to which Cleisthenes answers (v. 590-1)
àÊËÜÛÂÓ ·éÙeÓ Îà¤ÙÈÏ’ EéÚÈ›‰Ë˜
Î·d ÙôÏÏ· ±·Óı’ œÛÂÚ Á˘Ó·ÖÎ’ âÛÎÂ‡·ÛÂ,

an answer indicating very clearly how widespread the depilation of the
women’s privy parts was. And when Mnesilochus, asks the women:
¶Â›ıÂÛıÂ ÙÔ‡Ùˇˆ Ù·ÜÙ·; Ùd˜ ‰’ Ô≈Ùˆ˜ àÓcÚ
äÏ›ıÈÔ˜ ¬ÛÙÈ˜ ÙÈÏÏﬁÌÂÓÔ˜ äÓÂ›¯ÂÙ’ ôÓ;
ÔéÎ ÔúÔÌ·È ’ÁˆÁ’, t ÔÏ˘ÙÈÌ‹Ùˆ ıÂÒ,

he is simply trying to avoid being caught; the women, in any case, do
not pay much attention to the comic and rhetorical argument.
Were such practices known and taking place in preclassical times?
Certainly yes, though perhaps to a lesser extent, especially towards the
end of the archaic period, although it is rather unlikely that such
thorough-going depilations were generally exercised before it in
Greece, save initially probably in aristocratic circles with the young
nobility. It takes a certain type of sophistication (and thus generally
implies a late-archaic age) to try to effect systematically and by artifice,
what nature may not give, but the aesthetic preoccupations of a people
do evaluate hiphly. For at whatever time widespread depilation may
have taken root in Greece, its fundamental presupposition was always
there, making it possible for the later habits to take hold and exercise
their fashion and fascination. For the Greeks the idea of beauty as such
found its most adequate materialization in the form of a welldeveloped youth (‚Ô‡·È˜), smooth-skinned and athletic. Sculpture
is the most eloquent herald of this sentiment, one harmoniously
conjugating an aesthetic judgement and an emotional experience; and
in the epigrammatic literature, like the Musa Puerilis Stratonis, we
meet the most carnal manifestation of that self-same sentiment. It is
not, thus, accidental that there, in epigram after epigram, the praise of
hairlessness is made and the leit-motif of the lover’s warning to his
beloved is heard: you are proud and unyielding in your beauty, but
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think of the coming hair; I shall not be forever after you. Not many
were there, whose infatuation would follow their beloved one’s
progress into full, mature manhood. Plato makes Socrates explain why
he is still in pursuit of Alcibiades, after the rest had lost their interest in
him; evidently, he states, because Socrates is solicitous of Alcibiades’
soul, and not only desirous of his body. What then, given such
aesthetic appreciations, is a man going to do when, past youth’s prime,
he wants still to be the object of affection, love and desire? He will take
Agathon’s way. And depilation will artificially create the required
hairlessness, just as other practices will attend to the other conditions
imposed by the idea of Greek beauty. Ideal beauty, homosexuality and
depilation belong, naturally, to the same circle of peculiarly Greek
notion and emotion. And as exquisite proportion in form, liquidity of
posture and outline, visible and tactile smoothness, are wonderfully
manifested in the athletic ideal of the young man in ancient sculpture,
so is the elaborate hair cosmetics for head and pudendum; the archaic
ÎÔÜÚÔÈ bear ample testimony to the fact. We have a vivid image of
aristocratic youths in all this.
Of course, there was also the other side of the same coin. A popular
robust and rather rustic attitude could not fail to take offense at the
unmanly exploits of those committed to correcting nature, with or
without Agathonian sophistication. It is important for our
understanding in this particular of the ancient Greek spirit to keep
carefully in mind that this reaction stems from the same
presupposition as the tendency which it opposes and only objects to
its, so to speak, misapplication in the latter direction. That rustic
attitude is not moved by a different ideal of beauty or of its most
adequate material representation; they only take exception at the
attempt to undo the work of nature and to confuse the naturally
established roles of the beloved one and of his lover. Beauty is the
object of love, and beauty is the prerogative of youth; mature
manhood desires youth and should not imitate or caricature it or pose
for it.
This attitude lies at the core of the matter. Check it with any
instance available and you will find it confirmed. The sentiment is well
expressed by Alexis in an already referred fragment (Fr. 266 PCGr. vol.
ΙΙ p. 171 apud Athenaeus, XIII 565b):
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<iÓ> ÈÙÙÔÎÔÔ‡ÌÂÓﬁÓ ÙÈÓ’ j Í˘ÚÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÓ
ïÚ÷Ä˜ <‰˘ÔÖÓ> ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ö¯ÂÈÓ ‰ÂÖ (Cobet correction of ö¯ÂÈ ÙÈ)
ı¿ÙÂÚÔÓØ
j ÁaÚ ÛÙÚ·ÙÂ‡ÂÈÓ âÈÓÔÂÖÓ ÌÔÈ Ê·›ÓÂÙ·È (Jacob’s emendation of the

inappropriate ÁaÚ ÛÙÚ·ÙÂ‡ÂÈÓ of the mss. is Ì·ÛÙÚÔÂ‡ÂÈÓ ingenious but not wholly satisfactory; as Meineke said: hoc tamen
certum est pro ÛÙÚ·ÙÂ‡ÂÈÓ requiri verbum quo cinaedorum mollities
indicetur; perhaps âÚ·ÙÂ‡ÂÈÓ, Headlam; or âÙ·ÈÚÂÖÓ Herwerden)
Î·d ¿ÓÙ· Ùˇá ÒÁˆÓÈ ‰ÚÄÓ âÓ·ÓÙ›·,
j ÏÔ˘ÛÈ·ÎeÓ ÙÔ‡Ùˇˆ <ÙÈ> ÚÔÛ›ÙÂÈ Î·ÎﬁÓ.
Ù› ÁaÚ ·î ÙÚ›¯Â˜ Ï˘ÔÜÛÈÓ ìÌÄ˜, Úe˜ ıÂáÓ,
‰È’ L˜ àÓcÚ ≤Î·ÛÙÔ˜ ìÌáÓ Ê·›ÓÂÙ·È,
Âå Ì‹ ÙÈ Ù·‡Ù·È˜ àÓÙÈÚ¿ÙÙÂÛı·È ñÔÓÔÂÖ˜;

That is, if hair displeases you, you must not be satisfied with the
condition which makes it appear, i.e. mature manhood.
I shall give one different, but connected, example of the caution
and qualification needed to correctly appreciate the specific import of
negative, satirizing attitudes like the one mentioned above.
The qualities which are standardly involved in the appreciation of
the male (as well as, mutatis mutandis, female) human body, apart
from those pertaining to proportionate structure and formal beauty,
are λÂÈﬁÙË˜, ê·ÏﬁÙË˜, ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜, ñÁÚﬁÙË˜. §ÂÈﬁÙË˜, smoothness
(not to be confused with softness) is the one we most encountered
above, hairlessness being probably the main contributor to its
prominence and excellence, together with a healthy skin, glistening
from gymnastic exercise, oil anointed massage and baths. ^YÁÚﬁÙË˜, as
already explained, is an elusive character, hardly definable because of
an exquisitely complex foundation, expressing, as it were, the flowing
rhythm of form as well as the emotional dimension of the flesh and its
most peculiar attractiveness when it poses alluringly as the selfconscious object of delectation, exciting desire which calls for nothing
but an absolute abandon to the pleasure of its enjoyment in unfulfilled
satisfaction. ^A·ÏﬁÙË˜, softness in touch, pertains to the female body
in its yielding quality, to the fresh and tender flesh of a boy, or to the
elaborate delicacy of the effeminate. But the example I spoke of above
will be taken from what concerns ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜.
§Â˘ÎﬁÓ, it should be noted to begin with, is not quite our white
simpliciter. For instance, I doubt whether ancient Greeks of the
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preclassical times naturally called a dull, mat, lustreless white ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÓ,
at least not without some necessary qualification. And, conversely,
ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÓ was anything resplendent, even if much less than immaculate,
pure white in our sense, such as the chaff-heaps at threshing time
when then burned under the intense heat and sun of a Mediterranean
summer, or the dust setting on warriors during a close, violent combat
in similar conditions: Iliad, E, 499 sqq.:
ó˜ ‰’ ôÓÂÌÔ˜ ô¯Ó·˜ ÊÔÚ¤ÂÈ îÂÚa˜ Î·Ù’ àÏˇˆa˜
àÓ‰ÚáÓ ÏÈÎÌÒÓÙˆÓ, ¬ÙÂ ÙÂ Í·Óıc ¢ËÌ‹ÙËÚ
ÎÚ›ÓFË âÂÈÁÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ àÓ¤ÌˆÓ Î·ÚﬁÓ ÙÂ Î·d ô¯Ó·˜,
·Q ‰’ ñÔÏÂ˘Î·›ÓÔÓÙ·È à¯˘ÚÌÈ·›Ø ó˜ ÙﬁÙ’ \A¯·ÈÔd
ÏÂ˘ÎÔd ≈ÂÚıÂ Á¤ÓÔÓÙÔ ÎÔÓÈÛ¿Ïˇˆ, ¬Ó Ú· ‰È’ ·éÙáÓ
ÔéÚ·ÓeÓ Âå˜ ÔÏ‡¯·ÏÎÔÓ â¤ÏËÁÔÓ ﬁ‰Â˜ ¥ˆÓ.

We need not illustrate our standard use of ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÓ according to
which snow, milk, bones, teeth, sails, flour, sugar etc. are white. I shall
merely indicate here some of the unexpected uses: brilliant, bright,
shining (Iliad, Ξ, 185: ÏÂ˘ÎeÓ ‰’ qÓ ì¤ÏÈÔ˜ œ˜, where the scholia A
have: ÁÚ¿ÊÂÙ·È Ï·ÌÚﬁÓ, which smells of Alexandrian, as much as of
critical nineteenth century, ingenuousness; Sophocles, Ajax 708,
ÏÂ˘ÎeÓ Ê¿Ô˜); clear, translucent (Odyssey, ζ, 45: ÏÂ˘Îc ‰’ âÈ‰¤‰ÚÔÌÂÓ
·úÁÏË; Î 94: ÏÂ˘Îc ‰’ qÓ àÌÊd Á·Ï‹ÓË; Euripides, Andromache
1228: ÏÂ˘ÎcÓ ·åı¤Ú· ÔÚıÌÂ˘ﬁÌÂÓÔ˜); metallic, silvery (Iliad Ψ 2678: ÏÂ˘Îe˜ Ï¤‚Ë˜); and we should particularly notice the ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÓ as a
quality of clear, transparent water (Iliad, Ψ 282: ÏÔ¤ÛÛ·˜ ≈‰·ÙÈ
ÏÂ˘Îˇá, where Eustathius perceptively notes: ≈‰ˆÚ ‰b ÏÂ˘ÎeÓ Ùe àÏÏ·¯ÔÜ Î·d Ì¤Ï·Ó, a remark the point of which appears, e.g. from his note
to be adduced next; Odyssey Σ, 70: ÎÚÉÓ·È ‰’ ëÍÂ›Ë˜ ›Û˘ÚÂ˜ Ú¤ÔÓ
≈‰·ÙÈ ÏÂ˘Îˇá, to which Eustathius remarks: ÏÂ˘ÎeÓ ‰b ≈‰ˆÚ Ùe ÎÚËÓ·ÖÔÓ ÙÔÜÙÔ, ‰Èa Ùe à‚·ı¤˜. Ùe ÁaÚ ‚·ıf Ì¤Ï·Ó Ê·›ÓÂÙ·ÈØ he also
correctly explains this ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÓ as ‰È·˘Á¤˜, limpid, lucid, translucent, in
p. 1553.20 with reference to the present verse; Aeschylus famous zÓ
ÁÉ Î·d ÏÂ˘ÎeÓ ≈‰ˆÚ in Supplices 23; Euripides, Herc. Fur. 573, ¢›ÚÎË˜ ÙÂ ÓÄÌ· ÏÂ˘ÎeÓ ·îÌ·¯ı‹ÛÂÙ·È; notice further Callimachus,
Hymn. in Jovem 18-9: Ôé‰’ \EÚ‡Ì·ÓıÔ˜ / ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙ·ÙÔ˜ ÔÙ·ÌáÓ). In
fact Callimachus, fastidiously correct as he was, goes so far as to write:
ÏÂ˘ÎeÓ ö·Ú, ÏÂ˘ÎeÓ ‰b ı¤ÚÔ˜ (Hymn. in Cererem 124), where the
scholiast concisely observes: ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÓØ Ï·ÌÚﬁÓ.
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This semantic field of ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÓ thus, seems to have been in
preclassical times like this, in our terms: shining bright brilliant
resplendent shiny translucent transparent clear light (coloured) white.
There existed also, of course, a perfectly matching sphere of connected
meanings for Ì¤Ï·Ó.
We see that this field of signification, in all its unmentionable
variety, can be easily arranged around three points of reference, so to
speak, in three clusters: (1) bright, glistering, lustrous (2) clear,
transparent (3) light (and as a particularly obvious case of lightcolouredness, white). This natural arrangement we also see taking
place in the subtle colour distinctions and relationships in the colourtheories of the classical times: cf. especially Plato’s views in Timaeus
67c sqq., where the ‰È·Ê·Ó¤˜, the ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÓ and the Ï·ÌÚeÓ Î·d ÛÙ›Ï‚ÔÓ (answering to 2-3-1 respectively) are neatly distinguished, the two
latter being brought in intimate connection (together with the âÚ˘ıÚﬁÓ). One should also study carefully the intricate and very
important Aristotelian tract ÂÚd ¯ÚˆÌ¿ÙˆÓ. But in order to
comprehend correctly the ancient understanding of colours, just as in
all other similar endeavours to know the ancient way of seeing things,
we must not strive to produce simple one-to-one correspondences
between the ancient and our own schemes: for all too often the
divisions are drawn along significantly different lines so that both the
elements of a certain field and their structural arrangements can be
markedly unfamiliar to us when we try to penetrate into ancient ways
of feeling and into their own natural conceptual articulation.
But let us return to our immediate topic, the ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜ as a quality
of the skin of the male body. We must bear in mind the abovedelineated semantic analysis. The expression was proverbial: ÏÂ˘ÎáÓ
àÓ‰ÚáÓ Ôé‰bÓ ùÊÂÏÔ˜, depreciatory of white-skinned men. V.
Macarius V, 55; Apostolius XIII, 35 adds the explanation âd ÙáÓ
àÚ¿ÎÙˆÓ, those who do not do anything, any job, and therefore by
not being exposed to the sun and the wind keep their skin ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÓ; in
Appendix Paroemigraphorum IV, 35 the proverb runs thus: Ôé‰bÓ
àÓ‰ÚáÓ ÏÂ˘ÎáÓ ùÊÂÏÔ˜ j ÛÎ˘ÙÔÙÔÌÂÖÓ and the same appears in Suda
s. vv. and in Sch. ad Aristophanes, Pax 1310 with the variant Âå Ìc
ÛÎ˘ÙÔÙÔÌÂÖÓ; Eustathius, p. 455.39, read the proverb in Aelius
Dionysius’ collection without any addition, which is to be connected,
as Kusterus saw in his note ad Suda loc.cit., to Aristophanes, Ecclesiaz.
383 sqq,:
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ÏÂÖÛÙÔ˜ àÓıÚÒˆÓ ù¯ÏÔ˜,
¬ÛÔ˜ Ôé‰ÂÒÔÙ’ qÏı’ àıÚﬁÔ˜ â˜ ÙcÓ ‡ÎÓ·.
Î·d ‰ÉÙ· ¿ÓÙ·˜ ÛÎ˘ÙÔÙﬁÌÔÈ˜ äF Î¿˙ÔÌÂÓ
ïÚáÓÙÂ˜ ·éÙÔ‡˜Ø Ôé ÁaÚ àÏÏ’ ñÂÚÊ˘á˜
ó˜ ÏÂ˘ÎÔÏËıc˜ qÓ å‰ÂÖÓ ìÎÎÏËÛ›·.

Where Aristophanes, wishing to accuse the Athenians in the
assembly of unmanliness and effeminacy, nothing-to-doers, suggests
an absurd explanation of their ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜, namely that they are all ÛÎ˘ÙÔÙﬁÌÔÈ. The scholiast has correctly: âÂÈ‰c Ôî ÛÎ˘ÙÔÙﬁÌÔÈ âÓ ÛÎÈ÷Ä
Î·ıÂ˙ﬁÌÂÓÔÈ âÚÁ¿˙ÔÓÙ·È ÙÔÜÙÔ öÊË. Leather workers (shoemakers,
cobblers etc.) were a conspicuous example of ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÔ›, people really
labouring and producing useful items without being dark-skinned,
since they were not working in open places, and hence were not
exposed to the darkening effect of the sun. As Galen said (vol. VI, p.
47): âÍ ìÏ›Ô˘ ÌÂÏ·ÓﬁÙË˜, âÎ Ì·ÎÚÄ˜ ÛÎÈ·ÙÚ·Ê›·˜ ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜. Thus
we find in Euripides, Bacchae, 445 sqq., Pentheus’ description of
Dionysus as an exceedingly beautiful youth, exciting ﬁıÔ˜, womanish
as an austere man would see him,
ÏÂ˘ÎcÓ ‰b ¯ÚÔÈaÓ Âå˜ ·Ú·ÛÎÂ˘cÓ ö¯ÂÈ˜
Ôé¯ ìÏ›Ô˘ ‚ÔÏ·ÖÛÈÓ àÏÏ’ ñe ÛÎÈÄ˜,
ÙcÓ \AÊÚÔ‰›ÙËÓ Î·ÏÏÔÓFÉ ıËÚÒÌÂÓÔ˜

i.e. your attitude to things venereal is the one of an object of desire, of
âÚÒÌÂÓÔ˜, not of âÚ·ÛÙ‹˜.
The condemnation of such ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜, generally associated with
non-involvement in any useful task, any outdoor labour, and
particularly connected with effeminacy by the comic poets, appears
again and again in various contexts. V. Aristophanes Ecclesiaz., 428
(where the scholiast has the indispensable: Á˘Ó·ÈÎÒ‰Ë˜ ÔyÙÔ˜ - sc. ï
NÈÎ›·˜; Thesmoph. 191-2; Ranae 1090 sqq., where a slow moving ñ’ àÁ˘ÌÓ·Û›·˜ v. 1088 man is ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˜; and see the connected
Sosicrates fragment apud Pollux, IX, 57 (Meineke vol. 4, p. 591
Fragmentum ¶·Ú·Î·Ù·ı‹ÎË˜ = Fr. 1 PCGr. vol. VII p. 600), where
note: ÏÂ˘Îe˜ ôÓıÚˆÔ˜, ·¯‡˜, àÚÁﬁ˜; cf. also, still in the same
perspective, Xenophon, Anabasis V, 4, 32-3; see in particular the
exquisite play of Cratinus, apud Athenaeus, 29D (Meineke vol. II p.
117, Fr. III ¶˘Ù›ÓË = Fr. 195 PCGr. vol. II p. 221): ÔúÌ’ ó˜ ê·Ïe˜
Î·d ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˜. pÚ’ ÔúÛÂÈ ÙÚ›·, with reference to both a youth and
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Mendaean wine, and with a corresponding ambiguity in ÙÚ›·; Dio
Chrysostom, Oratio IV p. 177 Reiske: ÏÂ˘Îe˜ å‰ÂÖÓ Î·d ÙÚ˘ÊÂÚﬁ˜,
·åıÚ›·˜ Î·d ﬁÓˆÓ ôÂÈÚÔ˜ etc.; Xenophon, Hellenica, III, 4, 19 (and
the same story, Plutarch, Agesilaus 9; Polyaenus II, 1, 5; Frontinus I,
11, 17; Agatharchidas apud Athenaeus, XII, 550e); Lucian, Abdicatus,
28 describes how the bodies of men and women differ: Ùa ÌbÓ ÁaÚ
ÙáÓ àÓ‰ÚáÓ Âé·ÁÉ Î·d ÂûÙÔÓ· ﬁÓÔÈ˜ Î·d ÎÈÓ‹ÛÂÛÈ Î·d ñ·ÈıÚ›ˇˆ
‰È·›ÙFË ÁÂÁ˘ÌÓ·ÛÌ¤Ó·, Ùa ‰b (sc. ÙáÓ Á˘Ó·ÈÎáÓ) öÎÏ˘Ù· Î·d àÛ˘Ì·ÁÉ, âÛÎÈ·ÙÚÔÊËÌ¤Ó· Î·d ÏÂ˘Îa ·¥Ì·ÙÔ˜ âÓ‰Â›÷· Î·d ıÂÚÌÔÜ
àÔÚ›÷· Î·d ñÁÚÔÜ âÈÚÚÔ›÷· (for a similar explanation for the existence
and nonexistence of hair in men and women, cf. Clement,
Paedagogus, III, 19, 2; cf. also Lucian, Anacharsis, 29, a passage to be
quoted below).
But again we must not fall victim to one-sidedness however welldocumented it may appear. Instead we must undertake an (if possible)
exhaustive search for passages capable of being set against the ones
belonging to the group that we happened to notice first; it is only in
such bringing together of things connected, however divergent they
may be, and in making them bear on each other, that we may hope to
discover how the ancient Greeks felt and thought about the matter in
question. This is why completeness and systematic utilization of all
evidence, wherever it may come from and of whatever period, is
indispensable in our endavour to understand things the way the
Greeks understood them.
What then do we find if we look around in the sense described and
with that purpose in mind? To begin again with a proverb, alongside
the one with which we started this discussion, we find another of
different implications. On Aristophanes, Pax 1309-10
Ôé‰bÓ Á¿Ú, t ÔÓËÚÔ›,
ÏÂ˘ÎáÓ ç‰ﬁÓÙˆÓ öÚÁÔÓ âÛÙ’, jÓ Ì‹ ÙÈ Î·d Ì·ÛáÓÙ·È,

the scholiast remarks: ¬ÙÈ ·ÚÔÈÌ›· âÛÙdÓ Î·d Ô≈Ùˆ˜ (to put a full stop
before Î·› is to misunderstand the passage; the scholiast must not
mean to say that what Aristophanes wrote was a proverb, but that
what follows is a proverb in two of its forms, on which therefore we
are to understand that Aristophanes played) «Ôé‰bÓ öÚÁÔÓ âÛÙdÓ
àÓ‰ÚáÓ ÏÂ˘ÎáÓ, jÓ Ì‹ ÙÈ Î·d Ì¿¯ˆÓÙ·È», öÙÈ ‰b Ô≈Ùˆ˜ «Ôé‰bÓ
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ÏÂ˘ÎáÓ àÓ‰ÚáÓ öÚÁÔÓ, Âå Ìc ÛÎ˘ÙÔÙÔÌÂÖÓ». The two formulations
are presented clearly enough as two forms of one proverb. It is the
former one which should be examined now. If Ì¿¯ˆÓÙ·È is sound,
then either it is said ironically (which is the easy way out but not the
best), or it points to the first qualification of the above documented
negative attitude towards ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜; for the sense should then be that
ÏÂ˘ÎÔd ôÓ‰ÚÂ˜ are useless if they cannot at least fight or contend for
mastery in games and elsewhere, which would refer to idle gentlemen
who do not toil and labour for their living, but who can be
nonetheless (and are meant to be primarily) fearful fighters or brave
warriors as the young aristocrats of old used to be. This explanation
may appear at first sight somehow far-fetched, but on account of other
corroborative evidence which will be presented in a moment, and
given the oriental, and Platonic, division of classes (with one of them
doing nothing but preparing for war), it gains in plausibility.
(Aristophanes, I suspect, may further play with his substitution of ç‰ﬁÓÙˆÓ for àÓ‰ÚáÓ and the identically sounding verbs Ì·ÛáÓÙ·È
(chew) and Ì·ÛÛáÓÙ·È (being kneaded, squeezed, handled. But this is
another question).
§Â˘ÎÔd ôÓ‰ÚÂ˜ then, may also have been the idle, non-toiling, nonlabouring aristocrats, who, when the old traditions were still alive,
devoted themselves to an easy-going, free from care, life of gymnastic
exercises, sports, drill, games, and war; but who later were transformed
(consonantly to the change from an aristocratic to a plutocratic
structure of society) to the fat, ugly, indoors working or rather indoors
laying rich or parasitic nothing-to-do nothings ridiculed by comic
poets and satirists.
Further evidence in support of this thesis is forthcoming. In his
exquisite comparison between the old, traditional education based on
an easy, natural, free and dignified, aristocratic way of life, and the
new, emerging type of instruction, reflecting the changed social
conditions and requirements, Aristophanes gives, among other things,
the repercussions of the adoption of the one or the other of the two
contending §ﬁÁÔÈ on the body of the youth subscribing to them
(Nubes, 1002 sqq.). If he follows the ¢›Î·ÈÔ˜ §ﬁÁÔ˜ and submit
himself to the old type of discipline, he, ÏÈ·Úﬁ˜ ÁÂ Î·d Âé·Óı‹˜, will
be passing his time in Á˘ÌÓ¿ÛÈ· (1002); if he is lured by the òA‰ÈÎÔ˜
§ﬁÁÔ˜ to be enslaved by the new conditions and needs, he will either
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become a chatterbox babbling horny, coarse, low speech in the àÁÔÚ¿
(ÛÙˆÌ‡ÏÏˆÓ Î·Ùa ÙcÓ àÁÔÚaÓ ÙÚÈ‚ÔÏÂÎÙÚ¿ÂÏ’ / Ôx¿ÂÚ Ôî ÓÜÓ,
(1003), or he will wear down himself by wasting his time on Ú·ÁÌ¿ÙÈ· ÁÏÈÛ¯Ú·ÓÙÈÏÔÁÂÍÂ›ÙÚÈÙ· (1005) an expression masterfully
constructed (ÁÏ›Û¯ÚÔ˜ + àÓÙÈÏÔÁ›· + âÍÂ›ÙÚÈÙÔ˜) in order to
convey the full Aristophanian scorn and contempt for the ÌÈÎÚÔÏÔÁ›·
represented to his eyes by Socrates. (We meet the same attitude in the
4th century, only now it is Isocrates who inveighs against the petty, as
he sees it, learning of the Academy; v. e.g. ad Nicoclem, 39: ÛÔÊÔf˜
ÓﬁÌÈ˙Â Ìc ÙÔf˜ àÎÚÈ‚á˜ ÂÚd ÌÈÎÚáÓ âÚ›˙ÔÓÙ·˜, àÏÏa ÙÔf˜ Âs ÂÚd
ÙáÓ ÌÂÁ›ÛÙˆÓ Ï¤ÁÔÓÙ·˜, an exceedingly poignant and well-expressed
formulation. In Ú·ÁÌ¿ÙÈÔÓ ÁÏÈÛ¯Ú·ÓÙÈÏÔÁÂÍÂ›ÙÚÈÙÔÓ we have
the following characters put together: (a) Ú·ÁÌ¿ÙÈÔÓ, small, petty,
insignificant thing; (b) ÁÏÈÛ¯ÚﬁÓ, mean, niggardly, shabby; (c) àÓÙÈÏÔÁÈÎﬁÓ, i.e. not interested in proclaiming truth, but rather in
combatting a thesis; (d) âÍÂ›ÙÚÈÙÔÓ, conveying also the notion of
illiberally wearing down by doing a petty damned thing again and
again. Having thus pinpointed the two main types of occupation for
the Athenian youth of his decadent time, Aristophanes contrasts what
the follower of older customs will do (1006 sqq.):
àÏÏ’ Âå˜ \AÎ·‰‹ÌÂÈ·Ó (the gymnasium, not yet the seat of
Platonic learning)
Î·ÙÈgÓ ñe Ù·Ö˜ ÌÔÚ›·È˜ àÔıÚ¤ÍÂÈ
ÛÙÂÊ·ÓˆÛ¿ÌÂÓÔ˜ Î·Ï¿Ìˇˆ ÏÂ˘Îˇá ÌÂÙa ÛÒÊÚÔÓÔ˜ ìÏÈÎÈÒÙÔ˘,
Ì›Ï·ÎÔ˜ ù˙ˆÓ Î·d àÚ·ÁÌÔÛ‡ÓË˜ Î·d ÏÂ‡ÎË˜ Ê˘ÏÏÔ‚ÔÏÔ‡ÛË˜,
qÚÔ˜ âÓ œÚ÷· ¯·›ÚˆÓ, ïﬁÙ·Ó Ï¿Ù·ÓÔ˜ ÙÂÏ¤÷· „Èı˘Ú›˙FË.

A calm, serene, aristocratic, almost idyllic picture. Note the
àÚ·ÁÌÔÛ‡ÓË˜, and contrast it to ÔÏ˘Ú·ÁÌÔÛ‡ÓË. The scholion ad
loc. is in a confused state, and it is instructive, not least for a correct
appreciation of Alexandrian scholarship, to analyse it. Ιn its relevant
portion, it consists of the following strata:
(a) ·Ú¤ÌÈÍÂ Ùe «àÚ·ÁÌÔÛ‡ÓË˜»
(b) àÚ·ÁÌÔÛ‡ÓË ‰b Ê˘ÙﬁÓ, ó˜ \AÚÈÛÙÔÊ¿ÓË˜ ï ÁÚ·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎﬁ˜,
âÓ \AÎ·‰ËÌ›÷· Ê˘ﬁÌÂÓÔÓ (...)
(c) àÚ·ÁÌÔÛ‡ÓË Âr‰Ô˜ ôÓıÔ˘˜Ø ÔxÔÓ ¿ÛË˜ Âéˆ‰›·˜ ù˙ˆÓ Î·d
àÛÊ·ÏÂ›·˜ (i.e. the general sense is this)
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(d) àÚ·ÁÌÔÛ‡ÓË˜ àÓÙd ÙÔÜ <Ôé> ÔÏ˘Ú·ÁÌÔÛ‡ÓË˜ (Ôé is
evidently required and is preserved in R’s version: j «àÚ·ÁÌÔ
Û‡ÓË» àÓÙd ÙÔÜ «Ôé ÔÏ˘Ú¿ÁÌˆÓ qÓ»).

(a) and (d) are clearly correct, clear as light. Aristophanes intermixed
(·Ú¤ÌÈÍÂ) in his idyllic description àÚ·ÁÌÔÛ‡ÓË, in order to
indicate that he considers it as a nice, pretty plant, a flower like the
others growing in an old-fashioned Á˘ÌÓ¿ÛÈÔÓ, especially one in a
sacred place (v. Scholia ad Nubes 1005). He means to extol the carefree, easy-going life of keeping to you and your own, to things
beautiful and delicate away from the market-place and the assembly.
Do not be a meddler in things which are, at bottom, insignificant this
is his message. And from this fine stroke of Aristophanes the supreme
comic poet, Aristophanes the grammarian makes, as it seems, a stupid
mess, by inventing a plant specifically growing in the Academy! If
there was such a plant, it was spiritual and this was the point of the
poet missed by the grammarian. (Another such unexpected turn is
given a few lines below, „‹ÊÈÛÌ· Ì·ÎÚﬁÓ (1019) in the end of an
enumeration of bodily features; with ÁÏáÙÙ· ‚·È¿ /ÁÏáÙÙ· ÌÂÁ¿ÏË
there, Aristophanes bridges the gap between the physical
characteristics and the final „‹ÊÈÛÌ· Ì·ÎÚﬁÓ, by using expressions
which, though they have a perfect physical application, are nonetheless
obviously meant metaphorically). (c), at least, is pragmatic pedantry;
the âÓ \AÎ·‰ËÌ›÷· Ê˘ﬁÌÂÓÔÓ of Aristophanes is the coup de grâce.
After this introduction, there follows in Nubes (1009 sqq.) the
inimitable description of the opposite bodily characteristics which will
distinguish the young man corresponding to his choice of the type of
education he wants. Speaks the ¢›Î·ÈÔ˜ §ﬁÁÔ˜ addressing the
promising youth:
jÓ Ù·ÜÙ· ÔÈFÉ˜ êÁg ÊÚ¿˙ˆ,
Î·d Úe˜ ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ ÚÔÛ¤¯FË˜ ÙeÓ ÓÔÜÓ,
≤ÍÂÈ˜ àÂd ÛÙÉıÔ˜ ÏÈ·ÚﬁÓ,
¯ÚÔÈaÓ ÏÂ˘Î‹Ó, üÌÔ˘˜ ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔ˘˜,
ÁÏáÙÙ·Ó ‚·È¿Ó, ˘ÁcÓ ÌÂÁ¿ÏËÓ,
ﬁÛıËÓ ÌÈÎÚ¿Ó.
jÓ ‰’ ±ÂÚ Ôî ÓÜÓ âÈÙË‰Â‡FË˜,
ÚáÙ· ÌbÓ ≤ÍÂÈ˜ ¯ÚÔÈaÓ è¯ÚaÓ
üÌÔ˘˜ ÌÈÎÚÔ‡˜, ÛÙÉıÔ˜ ÏÂÙeÓ
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ÁÏáÙÙ·Ó ÌÂÁ¿ÏËÓ, ˘ÁcÓ ÌÈÎÚ¿Ó,
ˆÏÉÓ ÌÂÁ¿ÏËÓ, „‹ÊÈÛÌ· Ì·ÎÚﬁÓ,
etc.

Following the right education the lad will be broad shouldered and
with a glistening, smooth, shiny, marble-arched breast. He will be,
naturally, reticent. The contrast ˘ÁcÓ ÌÂÁ¿ÏËÓ, ﬁÛıËÓ ÌÈÎÚ¿Ó ˘ÁcÓ ÌÈÎÚ¿Ó, ÎˆÏÉÓ ÌÂÁ¿ÏËÓ is instructive. ﬁÛıË is, here, the
whole penis, and the same is the ÎˆÏÉ, at least here. (Certainly ÎˆÏÉ
signifies the membrum virile in Nubes, 989, too. And this is what
normally it should mean in general, since ÎáÏÔÓ is a member,
particularly one with obvious physical self-circumscription, as the
hands or the legs. Thus, e.g., Apollodorus, Bibliotheca, III, 54 has:
Á›ÓÂÛı·È ÁaÚ [sc. ÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔÓ] ÙÂÙÚ¿Ô˘Ó ‚Ú¤ÊÔ˜ ùÓÙ· ÙÔÖ˜ Ù¤ÙÙ·ÚÛÈÓ ç¯Ô‡ÌÂÓÔÓ ÎÒÏÔÈ˜. The membrum virile could easily fall
under this head, especially since ÎˆÏ‹ ordinarily meant probably
rump. V. Athenaeus IX, 368, d-f and the passages there quoted. See
particularly the description in Xenophon’s Cynegetica V, 30 (repeated
by Pollux, V, 69). So the youth with old-fashioned gymnastic
formation will have full buttocks (especially attractive in anal coition)
and small unattended penis; whereas the boys now (Ôî ÓÜÓ), among
other bodily defects have small sized buttocks and a large from
overworking membrum. The old idea is of a boy being âÚÒÌÂÓÔ˜, not
of one continuously labouring under a lewd obsession with ÌÂÌ·Ï·ÎÈÛÌ¤ÓËÓ pleasure. In this context, we come finally to the point
immediately concerning us. The youth with the right gymnastic
upbringing will have forever (àÂd) ¯ÚÔÈaÓ ÏÂ˘Î‹Ó. (Naturally some
ancient critical philologists Alexandrian, no doubt were displeased
with ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÓ for they corrected it to Ï·ÌÚﬁÓ. Just as they did to Iliad
Ξ, 185, as noted above, p. 15). And this is contrasted to the è¯Úa
¯ÚÔÈ¿ (paleness) of the one devoting himself to the labours of illiberal
learning on the one hand, or to the teaching of life (as we might put it)
in the market place on the other. More neat expression of our point
could not have been desired.
§Â˘ÎﬁÙË˜ is far from incompatible with gymnastic exercise,
athletics and other liberal, aristocratic toil. The dark skinned become
the labourers, the mercenaries of life, those who sell their labour or the
material things produced by their labour, those who do what they do

ON DEPILATION: BODY COSMETICS IN CLASSICAL ANTIQUITY

565

from practical necessity. In ancient times, the colours of the skin were
either the superior ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÓ of aristocratic beauty, or the honest dark
shade of outdoors, mainly agricultural labour. The sickly pale appears
with the movement of mankind towards unnatural ways of life and
disorderly social situations, occasioned, although not caused, by the
emergence of trade, commerce and business economically, by the
political formation of the plebeian populace in the large city, and by
the growth of the godless intellectual proletariat with its pretentious
narrow-mindedness and good-willed, short-sighted spiritual
mediocrity.
My point is stronger, naturally, with the case of youths and young
men, than in that of maturer ages. But it is only partly a question of
degree, and partly a question relating to the gradual disappearance
from classical times onwards of those conditions which could
safeguard the continuing existence and flourishing state of any
naturally aristocratic ideal for the whole span of a life; one was under
pressure sooner or later to be an illiberal labourer of one sort or
another whether rich or poor is immaterial.
It is then in the perspective elucidated above that we should view
passages where ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜ is associated with àÁ˘ÌÓ·Û›·, some of which
passages have been mentioned already. Consult further Lucian,
Anacharsis, 25 (indeed the whole section from §24 to 30 is very
instructive): Ôé ÔÏ˘Û·ÚÎ›·Ó àÚÁeÓ Î·d ÏÂ˘ÎcÓ j àÛ·ÚÎ›·Ó ÌÂÙa
è¯ÚﬁÙËÙÔ˜ âÈ‰ÂÈÎÓ˘Ì¤ÓÔ˘˜, Ôx· Á˘Ó·ÈÎáÓ ÛÒÌ·Ù· ñe ÛÎÈ÷Ä ÌÂÌ·Ú·ÛÌ¤Ó·, etc.: the new emphasis lies on the antithesis between
sluggish and white corpulence on the one hand, and pale leanness on
the other; it squarely supports the views above expounded. To these
antithetic evils, Lucian opposes persons of the following description:
ibid.: ÔyÙÔÈ ‰b ìÌÖÓ ñ¤Ú˘ıÚÔÈ â˜ Ùe ÌÂÏ¿ÓÙÂÚÔÓ ñe ÙÔÜ ìÏ›Ô˘
ÎÂ¯ÚˆÛÌ¤ÓÔÈ Î·d àÚÚÂÓˆÔ›, ÔÏf Ùe öÌ„˘¯ÔÓ Î·d ıÂÚÌeÓ Î·d
àÓ‰Úá‰Â˜ âÈÊ·›ÓÔÓÙÂ˜, ÙÔÛ·‡ÙË˜ ÂéÂÍ›·˜ àÔÏ·‡ÔÓÙÂ˜, ÔûÙÂ ÚÈÎÓÔd
Î·d Î·ÙÂÛÎÏËÎﬁÙÂ˜, ÔûÙÂ ÂÚÈÏËıÂÖ˜ Âå˜ ‚¿ÚÔ˜, àÏÏa â˜ Ùe Û‡ÌÌÂÙÚÔÓ ÂÚÈÁÂÁÚ·ÌÌ¤ÓÔÈ, etc. This again, in point of tint, seems to refer
rather to the tawny bronze of the athletic young man exercising under
the sun, than to the dark, dun-coloured skin of the man who labours
outdoors for the whole of his life. Cf. also ibid. §29: Î·d öÏËÁÂ ì‰¤ˆ˜
iÓ ·Ú·ÛÙËÛ¿ÌÂÓÔ˜ ÏËÛ›ÔÓ ÙáÓ ÙÂ ÏÂ˘ÎáÓ ÙÈÓ· âÎÂ›ÓˆÓ Î·d ñe
ÛÎÈ÷Ä ‰Â‰ÈFËÙËÌ¤ÓˆÓ Î·d nÓ iÓ ≤ÏFË ÙáÓ âÓ Ùˇá §˘ÎÂ›ˇˆ Á˘ÌÓ·˙ÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ,
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àÔÏ‡Ó·˜ ÙcÓ ÎﬁÓÈÓ Î·d ÙeÓ ËÏﬁÓ, âÚÔ›ÌËÓ ôÓ ÛÂ ÔÙ¤Úˇˆ iÓ
¬ÌÔÈÔ˜ ÂûÍ·ÈÔ ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·ÈØ... Û˘ÓÂÛÙËÎg˜ Î·d Û˘ÁÎÂÎÚÔÙËÌ¤ÓÔ˜ ÂrÓ·È
ÌÄÏÏÔÓ j ıÚ‡ÙÂÛı·È Î·d ‰È·ÚÚÂÖÓ Î·d ÏÂ˘Îe˜ ÂrÓ·È àÔÚ›÷· Î·d Ê˘ÁFÉ
Âå˜ Ùa ÂúÛˆ ÙÔÜ ·¥Ì·ÙÔ˜. Similarly Plutarch refers clearly in a
depreciatory fashion to Julius Caesar’s ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜: Jul. Caesar 17: ì ‰b
ÙáÓ ﬁÓˆÓ ñÔÌÔÓc ·Úa ÙcÓ ÙÔÜ ÛÒÌ·ÙÔ˜ ‰‡Ó·ÌÈÓ âÁÎ·ÚÙÂÚÂÖÓ
‰ÔÎÔÜÓÙÔ˜ âÍ¤ÏËÙÙÂÓ, ¬ÙÈ Î·d ÙcÓ ≤ÍÈÓ JÓ åÛ¯Óe˜ Î·d ÙcÓ Û¿ÚÎ·
ÏÂ˘Îe˜ Î·d ê·Ïe˜ Î·d ÙcÓ ÎÂÊ·ÏcÓ ÓÔÛÒ‰Ë˜ Î·d etc. Ηere clearly
the ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜ is âÍ àÁ˘ÌÓ·Û›·˜, since it is conjoined with softness.
High appreciation of ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜ in a youth is shown by another of
the great aristocratically minded spirits of democratic Athens: Plato in
Republic 474 D-E comments on the soft-point of the àÓcÚ âÚˆÙÈÎﬁ˜,
his being aroused and excited in the sight of all lovely boys in the
bloom of their youth: j Ôé¯ Ô≈Ùˆ ÔÈÂÖÙÂ Úe˜ ÙÔf˜ Î·ÏÔ‡˜;... Ì¤Ï·Ó·˜ ‰b àÓ‰ÚÈÎÔf˜ å‰ÂÖÓ, ÏÂ˘ÎÔf˜ ‰b ıÂáÓ ·Ö‰·˜ ÂrÓ·ÈØ ÌÂÏÈ¯ÏÒÚÔ˘˜
‰b Î·d ÙÔûÓÔÌ· ÔúÂÈ ÙÈÓe˜ ôÏÏÔ˘ Ô›ËÌ· ÂrÓ·È j âÚ·ÛÙÔÜ ñÔÎÔÚÈ˙ÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘ ÙÂ Î·d Âé¯ÂÚá˜ Ê¤ÚÔÓÙÔ˜ ÙcÓ è¯ÚﬁÙËÙ·, âaÓ âd œÚ÷· q
F ; (the
passage is quoted by Plutarch, Quamodo adulator ab amico
internoscatur, 56D). However we may allow for the exaggeration of
one who àÙÂ¯Óá˜ ÁaÚ ÏÂ˘Îc ÛÙ¿ıÌË ÂåÌd Úe˜ ÙÔf˜ Î·ÏÔ‡˜Ø Û¯Â‰eÓ
Á¿Ú Ù› ÌÔÈ ¿ÓÙÂ˜ Ôî âÓ ÙFÉ ìÏÈÎ›÷· Î·ÏÔd Ê·›ÓÔÓÙ·È (Charmides
154B), the fact remains that it is ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜ which is especially
associated with those charming sons of gods. The swarthy type is
praised as manly in the sense of a robust rusticity felt to be active in
him. Paleness, or, as it is likely to be endearingly called by the lover,
honey-pallidness (ÌÂÏ›¯ÏˆÚÔ˜ being a word of exquisite musicality in
Greek), is again distinguished from ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜. It should be noticed
that the difference of skin tints here spoken of are chiefly
constitutional rather than having to do with the particular ways of
training or life. But the appreciation involved points, nonetheless, in
the same direction, which is the significant thing for our present
concern.
Nor were things very different in Homeric times. Ajax the
Telamonian, the Great, as Homer calls him, the mighty hero with the
host of traditions about him relating his exploits and fortunes, and
with hero worship instituted in his honour, the man to whom by right
belonged Achilles’ armor (he finally got them after death; cf. Pausanias
I, 35, 4) since he was second to none but to the greatest of them all
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(àÓ‰ÚáÓ ·s Ì¤Á’ ôÚÈÛÙÔ˜ öËÓ TÂÏ·ÌÒÓÈÔ˜ Aú·˜, / ùÊÚ’ \A¯ÈÏÏÂf˜
Ì‹ÓÈÂÓ, he was the best at the time when Achilles kept aloof from the
war because of his ÌÉÓÈ˜, Iliad, B, 768 says Homer in answer to the
question (v. 761): Ù›˜ Ù’ iÚ ÙáÓ ù¯’ ôÚÈÛÙÔ˜ öËÓ, Û‡ ÌÔÈ öÓÓÂÂ,
MÔÜÛ·, etc.), this man is described by Homer as tall of stature, broadshouldened, with perfect bodily development; when Priam asks Helen
(Iliad, Γ, 255 sqq.):
Ù›˜ Ù’ ôÚ’ ‰’ ôÏÏÔ˜ \A¯·Èe˜ àÓcÚ Ëû˜ ÙÂ Ì¤Á·˜ ÙÂ,
öÍÔ¯Ô˜ \AÚÁÂ›ˆÓ ÎÂÊ·Ï‹Ó ÙÂ Î·d ÂéÚ¤·˜ üÌÔ˘˜;

she answers:
ÔyÙÔ˜ ‰’ Aú·˜ âÛÙd ÂÏÒÚÈÔ˜, ≤ÚÎÔ˜ \A¯·ÈáÓ.

(cf. on the subject of Ajax large body Pausanias, I, 35, 5; Philostratus,
Heroica, I, 2). He was also surpassingly beautiful, inferior to none
again but Achilles; Iliad, P, 279-80:
Aú·˜, n˜ ÂÚd ÌbÓ Âr‰Ô˜, ÂÚd ‰’ öÚÁ· Ù¤Ù˘ÎÙÔ
ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ ¢·Ó·áÓ ÌÂÙ’ àÌ‡ÌÔÓ· ¶ËÏÂ˝ˆÓ·.

(repeated in Odyssey, λ, 549-50; to which passage Eustathius, 1698,
45 sqq., comments: Á¤ÁÚ·Ù·È ÛÎﬁÏÈÔÓ ·Ï·ÈﬁÓ, Û‡ÌÊˆÓÔÓ ÙÔÖ˜
ÙÔÜ ÔÈËÙÔÜ, Ùe «·Ö ÙÂ TÂÏ·ÌáÓÔ˜ Aú·˜ ·å¯ÌËÙ¿, Ï¤ÁÔ˘Û› Û’ â˜
TÚÔÖ·Ó ôÚÈÛÙÔÓ âÏıÂÖÓ ¢·Ó·áÓ Î·d \A¯ÈÏÏ¤·». ™˘ÏÏ·ÏÂÖ ‰b Ùˇá ÙÔÈÔ‡Ùˇˆ ÏﬁÁˇˆ Î·d ì \IÏÈ¿˜). Odyssey ω, 17-8 makes it explicit that his
excellence pertained both to face and body:
Aú·ÓÙﬁ˜ ı’, n˜ ôÚÈÛÙÔÓ öËÓ Âr‰ﬁ˜ ÙÂ, ‰¤Ì·˜ ÙÂ,
ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ ¢·Ó·áÓ, ÌÂÙ’ àÌ‡ÌÔÓ· ¶ËÏÂ›ˆÓ·.

This then Ajax had ¯Úﬁ· ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÓ (Iliad Λ, 573) which must have been
an eminent characteristic of his, for Hector refers to it when
addressing him in Iliad, N, 824 sqq.: ¯Úﬁ· ÏÂÈÚÈﬁÂÓÙ· (v. 830).
Eustathius (p. 863.32) mentions as a variant ¯·ÏÎﬁÓ for the ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÓ of
the former passage, which may be another instance of the already
noticed tendency to correct all offensive instances of ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÓ which do
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not conform to the (misunderstood) conventions about its use. (X·ÏÎﬁÓ in Eustathius may be corrupt, besides).
Menelaus must also have been famous for his ivory thighs, as
Eustathius observes in his comment on Iliad Λ, 573, as well as calves
and ankles, v. Iliad Δ, 141 sqq.:
ó˜ ‰’ ¬ÙÈ Ù›˜ Ù’ âÏ¤Ê·ÓÙ· Á˘Óc ÊÔ›ÓÈÎÈ ÌÈ‹ÓFË
...
ÙÔÖÔ› ÙÔÈ, MÂÓ¤Ï·Â, ÌÈ¿ÓıËÓ ·¥Ì·ÙÈ ÌËÚÔd
ÂéÊ˘¤Â˜, ÎÓÉÌ·› ÙÂ å‰b ÛÊ˘Úa Î·Ï’ ñ¤ÓÂÚıÂÓ.

As Eustathius says (455.31): Î·d Ô≈Ùˆ ÌbÓ ì ·Ú·‚ÔÏc ÏÂ˘ÎeÓ
Ê‡ÛÂÈ ÙeÓ MÂÓ¤Ï·ÔÓ îÛÙÔÚÂÖ; and in 457.2: Î·d ÛËÌÂ›ˆÛ·È ¬ÙÈ Î·Ùa
ÙÔÜÙÔÓ ÙeÓ ÏﬁÁÔÓ Ôé‰’ iÓ \AÏÂÍ¿Ó‰ÚÔ˘ (i.e. Paris) „ﬁÁÔ˜ ÂúË Ùe àÚÁ‡ÚÂ·, õÙÔÈ ÏÂ˘Î¿, Î·d Î·Ïa ö¯ÂÈÓ Ùa âÈÛÊ‡ÚÈ·. Eustathius, here and
in his commentary on the quoted passages, faces the problem of how
Homer can speak of Ajax and Menelaus as having ÏÂ˘ÎeÓ ¯Úﬁ·,
whiteness being not a particularly manly quality. From what we have
above said, the solution of this worry must be evident. It is one thing
to be ·¯‡˜ and ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˜ from àÚÁ›·, ÛÎÈ·ÙÚ·Ê›· and àÁ˘ÌÓ·Û›·; it
is another to be ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˜ out of an effeminate care for your skin with a
sense of its exquisite preciosity; it is still another thing to be ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˜
with a perfectly built, athletic body. Eustathius gives us further
valuable information on the matter (455.31 sqq.): Âå ‰b Î·d ıËÏ˘ÚÂb˜ âÓ ≥ÚˆÛÈÓ ì ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜ (the effeminate sense of whitepreciosity), ‰Èe ÙeÓ TÚˆ˚ÎeÓ K‡ÎÓÔÓ £ÂﬁÎÚÈÙÔ˜ ÙÔÈÔÜÙÔÓ ùÓÙ· ıÉÏ˘Ó
àe ¯ÚÔÈÄ˜ öÊË, àÏÏ’ âÓÙ·Üı· Ê·ÛdÓ Ôî ·Ï·ÈÔd ¬ÙÈ ÎiÓ ôÏÏˆ˜
Âé·ıb˜ Ùe ÏÂ˘ÎeÓ (åÛ¯˘ÚﬁÙÂÚ· ‰b Ùa ÌÂÏ¿Á¯ÚÔ· ÙáÓ ÛˆÌ¿ÙˆÓ),
àÏÏa ·Úa ÙÔÖ˜ §¿ÎˆÛÈ ¯·Ú·ÎÙcÚ àÓ‰Ú›·˜ qÓ ÏÂ˘Îe˜ ¯Úg˜ Î·d
ÎﬁÌË Í·Óı‹, ïÔÖÔÓ Î·d ÙeÓ \AÏ¤Í·Ó‰ÚÔÓ ÂrÓ·È åÛÙÔÚÂÖ ï ÔÈËÙ‹˜.
This fits very well with the athletic and warlike nature of ÏÂ˘ÎÔ› (not
labouring in exposed conditions, aristocratic men, as we observed
above in connection with the proverb: Ôé‰bÓ öÚÁÔÓ âÛÙdÓ àÓ‰ÚáÓ
ÏÂ˘ÎáÓ, jÓ Ì‹ ÙÈ Î·d Ì¿¯ˆÓÙ·È). The present instance is a good
example of what I mean by the natural fitting together of all bits and
pieces of our evidence, if one goes thoroughly into the details of the
matter with an unprepossessed mind. For example, we can go even
further into this detail about the Lacedaemonians. For if they
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considered ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜ in body (naturally of the athletic, marble-like
nature) as sign of particular valour, then, given the close association
between ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜ and ÏÂÈﬁÙË˜ (for partly ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜ is the result of the
absense of any hairiness and of the glistening quality of skin in a
healthy body), we can better understand how it came to be that it was
precisely the austere Spartans who abundantly practised depilation
and had clearly shown an exquisite taste for a beautiful skin in the
male body (another associated contributory factor was, of course, their
strong Dorian homosexual proclivity). Cf. Apollonius, Epistola LXIII
to the Spartan Ephors and the Lacedaemonians generally in answer to
the public honour rendered by them to him. They sent the official
testimony of that honour by some envoys respecting which Apollonius
writes: ôÓ‰Ú·˜ ñÌáÓ âıÂ·Û¿ÌËÓ ñ‹ÓËÓ Ìc ö¯ÔÓÙ·˜, ÙÔf˜ ÌËÚÔf˜
Î·d Ùa ÛÎ¤ÏË ÏÂ›Ô˘˜ ÙÂ Î·d ÏÂ˘ÎÔ‡˜, etc. (cf. Philostratus, Vita
Apollonii, IV, 27). It is true that Apollonius and Philostratus (as so
many other authors, mainly modern) associate this smoothness and
brilliance with effeminate weakness and luxurious softness. But, as I
have said, this is not necessarily the case. The error is of the same type
as that committed in the prevailing Modern-European confusion and
virtual identification of homosexuality and effeminacy. To correct such
a faulty notion, one may begin by simply consulting Juvenal, II, 9 sqq.
(in the Satura de philosophis obscenis as has it the chief ms. P):
----------- Castigas turpia, quum sis
inter Socraticos notissima fossa cinaedos.
Hispida membra quidem et durae per brachia saetae
promittunt atrocem animum; sed podice levi
caeduntur tumidae, medico ridente, mariscae.

Something similar (without, of course, the satirist’s exaggeration)
probably was not uncommon with the Lacedaemonians. We know
what a keen interest they took in beautiful, manly, well-built bodies.
Cf. e.g. Aelian, Varia Historia, XIV, 7; the source is Agatharchidas, v.
Athenaeus, XII, 550c sqq. Athenaeus does not mention anything
about the tint of the skin of the young Spartans. The Ephors caused
them to appear nude before them to check how well they were built
(Ùe Û¯ÉÌ·) and whether they betrayed any tendency to corpulence
(ÙeÓ ùÁÎÔÓ ÙÔÜ ÛÒÌ·ÙÔ˜). When Aelianus, therefore, says MË‰¤Ó·
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§·ÎÂ‰·ÈÌÔÓ›ˆÓ àÓ·Ó‰ÚﬁÙÂÚÔÓ ïÚÄÛı·È ÙcÓ ¯Úﬁ·Ó j ÙeÓ ùÁÎÔÓ ÙÔÜ
ÛÒÌ·ÙÔ˜ ö¯ÂÈÓ ñbÚ Ùa Á˘ÌÓ¿ÛÈ·, we must suspect the substitution
of the skin-tint for the beautiful and athletic built of the bodies of the
Spartans. Probably Aelian had in mind the trivial remark about the
healthy tint of those not eschewing physical activity, and even this, as
above remarked, would rather apply to the bronze tan of those
exercising in the open, not the blackened aspect of those working in
the fields.
In a word, it should not be forgotten that delicacy and luxurious
indulgence in pleasures are not incompatible with bodily vigour and
physical valour (especially in an aristocratic context). Satyros
characteristically writes as follows ÂÚd ÙÔÜ Î·ÏÔÜ \AÏÎÈ‚È¿‰Ô˘, apud
Athenaeus XII, 534b: Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È, ÊËÛ›Ó, ¬ÙÈ âÓ \IˆÓ›÷· ÌbÓ JÓ <\IÒÓˆÓ>
âÊ·›ÓÂÙÔ ÙÚ˘ÊÂÚÒÙÂÚÔ˜, âÓ £‹‚·È˜ ‰b ÛˆÌ·ÛÎáÓ Î·d Á˘ÌÓ·˙ﬁÌÂÓÔ˜ ÙáÓ £Ë‚·›ˆÓ ·éÙáÓ ÌÄÏÏÔÓ BÔÈÒÙÈÔ˜, âÓ £ÂÙÙ·Ï›÷· ‰b îÔÙÚÔÊáÓ Î·d ìÓÈÔ¯áÓ ÙáÓ \AÏÂ˘·‰áÓ îÈÎÒÙÂÚÔ˜, âÓ ™¿ÚÙFË ‰b
Î·ÚÙÂÚ›·Ó Î·d àÊ¤ÏÂÈ·Ó âÈÙË‰Â‡ˆÓ âÓ›Î· ÙÔf˜ §¿ÎˆÓ·˜, ñÂÚFÉÚÂÓ
‰b Î·d ÙcÓ ÙáÓ £Ú÷·ÎáÓ àÎÚ·ÙÔÔÛ›·Ó.
The general contrast between light skin tints and dark-skinned
male bodies was carried a step further by its specialization in a
particularly relevant area of the human body. I refer to the antithesis
ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˘ÁÔÈ - ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔÈ. Due, probably, to another feat of shallow
cleverness on the part of Alexandrian scholarship, the matter appears a
little confused in our sources, but it really is clear enough. Among the
various kinds of eagle, two prominent ones were called ‡Á·ÚÁÔÈ and
Ì¤Ï·ÓÂ˜ or ÌÂÏ·Ó¿ÂÙÔÈ (v. Aristotle, Historia Animalium, Z, 563b57, and especially I, 618b17 sqq.). The latter is a wilder species (but
caring for its offspring, which is an exception as Aristotle implies,
618b29), smallest but strongest of the eagles (Ì¤Ï·˜ ÙcÓ ¯Úﬁ·Ó Î·d
Ì¤ÁÂıÔ˜ âÏ¿¯ÈÛÙÔ˜, ÎÚ¿ÙÈÛÙÔ˜ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ 618b26-27), inhabiting
mountains and forests (ibid.), described by Aristotle in a series of
positive attributes (618b29-31): öÛÙÈ ‰b èÎ˘‚ﬁÏÔ˜ Î·d Âéı‹ÌˆÓ Î·d
ôÊıÔÓÔ˜ Î·d ôÊÔ‚Ô˜ Î·d Ì¿¯ÈÌÔ˜ Î·d ÂûÊËÌÔ˜. It is to this kind that
Achilles is compared in Ilias Φ, 251-3:
¶ËÏÂ˝‰Ë˜ ‰’ àﬁÚÔ˘ÛÂÓ ¬ÛÔÓ Ù’ âd ‰Ô˘Úe˜ âÚˆ‹,
·åÂÙÔÜ ÔúÌ·Ù’ ö¯ˆÓ Ì¤Ï·ÓÔ˜, ÙÔÜ ıËÚËÙÉÚÔ˜,
¬˜ ı’ ±Ì· Î¿ÚÙÈÛÙﬁ˜ ÙÂ üÎÈÛÙÔ˜ ÂÙÂËÓáÓ
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answering exactly to Aristotle’s description. From what Eustathius says
ad loc. (p. 1235.40 sqq.), it follows that many Alexandrian philologists
did not perceive the point. Eustathius himself, on the other hand, after
enumerating various emendations, correctly concludes: õÚÂÛÂÓ ÔsÓ âÓ
ôÚıÚˇˆ ÁÚ¿ÊÂÈÓ (the question is about the ÙÔÜ in v. 252), «·åÂÙÔÜ
Ì¤Ï·ÓÔ˜, ÙÔÜ ıËÚËÙÉÚÔ˜», nÓ Î·d ÌÂÏ·Ó·›ÂÙÔÓ (Aristotle s ÌÂÏ·Ó¿ÂÙÔ˜) ÙÈÓb˜ Û˘Óı¤Ùˆ˜ Ê·Û›, ÙeÓ Î·d Ê·ÛÛÔÊﬁÓÔÓ, ÌÈÎÚeÓ Ì¤Ó, Ê·ÛÈÓ,
ùÓÙ·, ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ ‰b åÛ¯˘ÚﬁÙÂÚÔÓ. K·Ïá˜ ‰¤, Ê·ÛÈ, ÙeÓ ıËÚËÙÉÚ·
ÙÔÜÙÔÓ àÂÙeÓ ó˜ Î·d ÎÚ¿ÙÈÛÙÔÓ Î·d üÎÈÛÙÔÓ Âå˜ ÂåÎﬁÓ· ÙÔÜ \A¯ÈÏÏ¤ˆ˜ ÂúÏËÊÂ (sc. ï ÔÈËÙ‹˜) etc.
The former species of eagle is clearly called after the whiteness of its
rump-region, ˘Á‹ + àÚÁﬁ˜. Thus when Aeschylus describes this type
of eagle as Ù’ âÍﬁÈÓ àÚÁÄ˜ (Agamemnon, 115), the scholiast remarks:
ï âÍÔ›Ûˆ ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˜, âÛÙÈÓ ï ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜. (The feature was so
characteristic and picturesque that other animals too, were called
accordingly; for a kind of antelope, cf. Herodotus IV, 192;
Septuaginta, Deuteron. XIV, 5; Aelianus, Hist. Anim. VII, 19. For a
kind of water bird, v. Aristotle, Hist. Anim. Θ, 593b5). This ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ behaves badly towards its offspring (Aristotle, Hist. Anim., Z,
563b5-6), kills fawns (öÓÈÔÈ ‰b Î·ÏÔÜÛÈÓ ÓÂ‚ÚÔÊﬁÓÔÓ ·éÙﬁÓ, I,
618b20), and, although it is the only species of eagle to be regularly
found in plains, groves and even near the towns (ÔyÙÔ˜ Î·Ùa Ùa Â‰›·
Î·d Ùa ôÏÛË Î·d ÂÚd Ùa˜ ﬁÏÂÈ˜ Á›ÓÂÙ·È... Ùa ‰b ÏÔÈa Á¤ÓË çÏÈÁ¿ÎÈ˜ Âå˜ Â‰›· Î·d Âå˜ ôÏÛË ÊÔÈÙ÷Ä, 618b20-22), yet because of its bold
and perhaps rash valour he flies also over mountainous regions and
forests (¤ÙÂÙ·È ‰b Î·d Âå˜ Ùa ùÚË Î·d Âå˜ ÙcÓ ≈ÏËÓ ‰Èa Ùe ı¿ÚÛÔ˜
618b21). There is nothing fundamentally negative in this description,
except the bird’s inattentiveness and perhaps harshness exhibited
towards its offspring, and its implied overbearing and overstepping
daring, its may be rather audacious valour (since it is not the strongest,
and is more accustomed to the milder surroundings of the plains).
Neither does Aeschylus wish to paint any negative picture for
Menelaus when he clearly associates him to the ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ eagle. Two
eagles preyed on a pregnant hare, one ÎÂÏ·ÈÓﬁ˜ (the ÌÂÏ·Ó¿ÂÙÔ˜), the
other âÍﬁÈÓ àÚÁÄ˜ (i.e. ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜), interpreted by Calchas as the two
leaders of the Greek army falling upon Troy. Agamemnon 109 sqq.:
¬ˆ˜ \A¯·ÈáÓ ‰›ıÚÔÓÔÓ ÎÚ¿ÙÔ˜, ^EÏÏ¿‰Ô˜ ≥‚·˜
Í‡ÌÊÚÔÓ· Ù·Á¿Ó,
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¤ÌÂÈ ÛfÓ ‰ÔÚd Î·d ¯ÂÚd Ú¿ÎÙÔÚÈ
ıÔ‡ÚÈÔ˜ ùÚÓÈ˜ TÂ˘ÎÚ›‰’ â’ ·r·Ó,
ÔåˆÓáÓ ‚·ÛÈÏÂf˜ ‚·ÛÈÏÂÜÛÈ ÓÂáÓ, ï ÎÂÏ·ÈÓﬁ˜, Ù’ âÍﬁÈ àÚÁÄ˜,
Ê·Ó¤ÓÙÂ˜ úÎÙ·Ú ÌÂÏ¿ıÚˆÓ, ¯ÂÚe˜ âÎ ‰ÔÚÈ¿ÏÙÔ˘ etc.

and, 122-3:
ÎÂ‰Óe˜ ‰b ÛÙÚ·ÙﬁÌ·ÓÙÈ˜ å‰gÓ ‰‡Ô Ï‹Ì·ÛÈ ‰ÈÛÛÔf˜
\AÙÚÂ›‰·˜ Ì·¯›ÌÔ˘˜, â‰¿Ë etc.

There is no question of Menelaus not being valourous or strong or
athletic. He is only irascible, less solid and ponderous than
Agamemnon, and can be thus compared with ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜. (It may be
significant that in Euripides, Orestes, 1584-5, Orestes calls on
Menelaus thus:
ÔyÙÔ˜ Û‡, ÎÏF‹ıÚˆÓ ÙáÓ‰Â Ìc „·‡ÛFË˜ ¯ÂÚÔÖÓØ
MÂÓ¤Ï·ÔÓ ÂrÔÓ, n˜ Â‡ÚÁˆÛ·È ıÚ¿ÛÂÈØ

i.e. who are inflated and towering with insolent rashness; remember
the Aristotelian «‰Èa Ùe ı¿ÚÛÔ˜» respecting the ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜).
Similar remarks apply to Lycophron’s use of ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ in reference
to Paris. \AÏ¤Í·Ó‰ÚÔ˜, as his very name implies, was not an effeminate
weakling. See, e.g. Apollodorus, Bibliotheca, III, 150: ÁÂÓﬁÌÂÓÔ˜ ‰b
ÓÂ·Ó›ÛÎÔ˜ (sc. ï ¶¿ÚÈ˜), Î·d ÔÏÏáÓ ‰È·Ê¤ÚˆÓ Î¿ÏÏÂÈ ÙÂ Î·d ÚÒÌFË,
·sıÈ˜ \AÏ¤Í·Ó‰ÚÔ˜ ÚÔÛˆÓÔÌ¿ÛıË, ÏFËÛÙa˜ àÌ˘ÓﬁÌÂÓÔ˜ Î·d ÙÔÖ˜
ÔÈÌÓ›ÔÈ˜ àÏÂÍ‹Û·˜. Certainly he was exceedingly beautiful (‰ÖÔ˜ and
ıÂÔÂÈ‰‹˜ are his standard epitheta in Homer; he was shining in his
beauty, Î¿ÏÏÂ˚ ÛÙ›Ï‚ˆÓ, Ilias, Γ, 392) and he was a natural seducer,
with an innate eye as well as desire for women. (¢‡Û·ÚÈ, Âr‰Ô˜ ôÚÈÛÙÂ, Á˘Ó·ÈÌ·Ó¤˜, äÂÚÔÂ˘Ù¿ exclaims Hector chastising him, Ilias Γ,
39; Ν, 769; we learn that ≥ (sc. Aphrodite) Ôî (sc. to Alexander) ﬁÚÂ
Ì·¯ÏÔÛ‡ÓËÓ àÏÂÁÂÈÓ‹Ó, Ilias, Ω, 30. His taste for women did not,
however, monopolize his desires: Antheus was his beloved; v.
Lycophron, 134 with the scholia), qualities, which made him the
obvious choice as the judge of the beauty contest among the
goddesses. He might have been, understandably, very conscious of his
beauty’s preciosity, and therefore he could have been not particularly
forward in continuously entering the battle (he would rather prefer to
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enjoy the gymnastic games, at which he was excellent: v. Hyginus,
Fabula XCI: ille amore incensus tauri sui (his favourite one) descendit
in certamen et omnia vicit, fratres quoque suos superavit, etc. Virgil
also implies Paris’ supremacy in athletic certamens: Aeneas V, 270
where see Servius’ commentary for further details. The distinction
between occupation in, and preoccupation with, war or gymnastic
contests, stretched back as far as the Dioscouroi, at least; excellence in
either was a mark of eminent manhood, an example of àÓ‰ÚÂ›·: v. e.g.
Apollodorus, Bibliotheca, III, 134: ÙáÓ ‰b âÎ §‹‰·˜ ÁÂÓÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ ·›‰ˆÓ, K¿ÛÙˆÚ ÌbÓ õÛÎÂÈ Ùa Î·Ùa ﬁÏÂÌÔÓ, ¶ÔÏ˘‰Â‡ÎË˜ ‰b ˘ÁÌ‹Ó,
Î·d ‰Èa ÙcÓ àÓ‰ÚÂ›·Ó âÎÏ‹ıËÛ·Ó àÌÊﬁÙÂÚÔÈ ¢ÈﬁÛÎÔ˘ÚÔÈ. In fact
Pollux was the one of definitely divine (Jovial) origin, v. e.g. ibid. III,
126). But when provoked, Paris entered the lists with gusto see
Homer’s brilliant description in Iliad, Z, 506-514. This is the general
notion one gets from Homer, especially the long narration where Paris
is essentially involved in Rhapsodies Γ and Z.
So when Lycophron (v. 91) calls him ‡Á·ÚÁÔÓ, we need not
suppose that anything radically different is involved than what
Aeschylus implies by assimilating Menelaus to this species of eagle.
^A‚ÚﬁÙË˜, yes, may well be involved (Euripides, Orestes, 348 sqq:
K·d ÌcÓ ‚·ÛÈÏÂf˜ ¬‰Â ‰c ÛÙÂ›¯ÂÈ,
MÂÓ¤Ï·Ô˜ ôÓ·Í, ÔÏf˜ ê‚ÚÔÛ‡ÓFË
‰ÉÏÔ˜ ïÚÄÛı·È,
ÙáÓ T·ÓÙ·ÏÈ‰áÓ âÍ ·¥Ì·ÙÔ˜ üÓ.

I wonder whether ÔÏ‡˜ is not the correct reading, which having
deteriorated to ÔÏ‡ ‰’, ended in ÔÏÏFÉ, ÔÏÏFÉ ‰’ etc.). But, as I have
argued in extenso, grace and beauty were not incompatible with a
well-built body and athletic excellence.
Now whiteness, especially in the loins, thighs and adjacent regions
of the body, may well have been part of the point in calling men like
Menelaus or Paris (who where ÏÂ˘ÎÔ›) ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˘˜. And here it is that
the associations coming from the character of that species of eagle were
intertangled with implications deriving from an ancient dictum or
proverb: Ì‹ ÙÂ˘ ÌÂÏ·Ì‡ÁÔ˘ Ù‡¯FË˜. As a proverb, the phrase was
extremely common: Tzetzes, Chiliad. V, 94: ì ·ÚÔÈÌ›· ¿Ó‰ËÌÔ˜
Ì˘Ú›ÔÈ˜ ÏÂÏÂÁÌ¤ÓË. It is explained (in the form Ìc Û‡ ÁÂ ÌÂÏ. Ù‡¯ÔÈ˜)
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in Zenobius V, 10, connected with a story involving Hercules, who
was called ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜ (St. Gregory Nazianzenus, Oratio III, 78);
and similarly explained by Nonnus Abbas in his scholia to St.
Gregory’s works, ch. 39. MÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜ was one very hairy in the
buttocks, more particularly in the anal area (Ôî ‰b ‰·Û‡ÙËÙ· ÂÚd ÙcÓ
˘ÁcÓ ÙÔÜ ^HÚ·ÎÏ¤Ô˘˜ etc. Zenobius; …ÙÔÜ ^HÚ·ÎÏ¤Ô˘˜ ÙcÓ ˘ÁcÓ
Ì¤Ï·ÈÓ·Ó ıÂ·Û¿ÌÂÓÔÈ âÎ ÙÉ˜ ÙáÓ ÙÚÈ¯áÓ ‰·Û‡ÙËÙÔ˜, Nonnus). The
meaning of the proverbial expression is succinctly put by Hesychius
s.v. Ì‹ ÙÂ˘ ÌÂÏ. Ù‡¯ÔÈ˜: Ì‹ ÙÈÓÔ˜ àÓ‰ÚÂ›Ô˘ Î·d åÛ¯˘ÚÔÜ Ù‡¯ÔÈ˜.
Gregorius Cyprius, cod. Leidensis II, 73 has the same. I do not notice
the variations between Ù‡¯FË˜ and Ù‡¯ÔÈ˜ corresponding to the two; cf.
also Suda s.v. Ìc Û‡ ÁÂ ÌÂÏ. Ù‡¯FË˜; and s.v. ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜Ø àÓ‰ÚÂÖÔ˜.
TÔf˜ ÁaÚ ‰·ÛÂÖ˜ Ùa˜ ˘Á¿˜, àÓ‰ÚÂ›Ô˘˜ âÓﬁÌÈ˙ÔÓ. This is the root of
the matter: being hairy and shaggy in the buttocks was considered a
sign of being rough and uncouth, of robustness, of rustic strength, of
rash and impossible manliness, characteristics which befit Hercules
and his rather erratic outbursts and exploits. To intensify the point,
there was another form of the proverb: Ìc ‰·Û˘ÚÒÎÙˇˆ Û˘ÓÙ‡¯ÔÈ˜;
thus Macarius V, 82 has MÂÏ·Ì‡Áˇˆ Û˘ÓÙ‡¯ÔÈ˜ (pro Û˘ÓÙ‡¯ÔÈ): Ôî
‰¤, ‰·Û˘ÚÒÎÙˇˆ. The point of this change is illustrated by the form
of the story involving Hercules, as it appears in Apostolius, XI, 19;
Suda s.v. ÌÂÏ·Ì‡ÁÔ˘ Ù‡¯ÔÈ˜; Photius s.v. ÌÂÏ·Ì‡ÁÔ˘ Ù‡¯FË˜. Now
ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔÈ are two brothers, two braggarts, who, being extremely
licentious, were warned by their mother, lest they someday get crossed
with a ‰·Û‡ÚˆÎÙÔ˜ which happened eventually, the ‰·Û‡ÚˆÎÙÔ˜
being, naturally, Hercules. The point now is that empathic shagginess
in the anal region is sign of greater manly prowess than hairiness of the
buttocks generally; although the focal semantic point of ˘Á‹ as well
was the anus (cf. ˘Á›˙ˆ = paedicare).
Now this view of ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜ or ‰·Û‡ÚˆÎÙÔ˜ must have been
very ancient: Archilochus utilized it (Fr. 93 Diehl). It is true that the
scholia B (Venetus 453) ad Ilias Ω 915 (from Porphyry), which give us
the Archilochian fragment, consider it to be related to the kind of
eagle which Homer, in loc. refers to: ÂúˆıÂ ‰b Î·d ï \AÚ¯›ÏÔ¯Ô˜ ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔÓ ÙÔÜÙÔÓ (sc. ÙeÓ àÂÙﬁÓ) Î·ÏÂÖÓØ õ ÙÂ˘ ÌÂÏ.Ù‡¯. And in the
scholia to the above discussed Lycophronian passage (v. 91), we find
incorporated this bit: ÂåÛd ÁaÚ ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔÈ, ‡Á·ÚÁÔÈ Âú‰Ë àÂÙáÓ
Î·Ù’ \AÚ¯›ÏÔ¯ÔÓØ àÊ Ôy ï ±Ú·Í ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ (interpreting Lycophron’s
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calling Paris ‡Á·ÚÁÔÓ as referring to his rape of Helen as such). But
all this may well be an (Alexandrian probably) example of philological
obtuseness. Hesychius, the prince of the extant lexicographers, and the
best source of accurate explanations for rare words and peculiar
meanings, explains the Αrchilochian expression without any reference
to eagles: M‹ ÙÂ˘ ÌÂÏ·Ì‡ÁÔ˘ Ù‡¯ÔÈ˜Ø Ì‹ ÙÈÓÔ˜ àÓ‰ÚÂ›Ô˘ Î·d åÛ¯˘ÚÔÜ
Ù‡¯ÔÈ˜. He knows, of course, that ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ is an Âr‰Ô˜ àÂÙÔÜ (s.v.);
the fact is that ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ was; ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜ was not. The Homeric
eagle in Iliad Ω, 316 is described as ·åÂÙﬁÓ… / ÌﬁÚÊÓÔÓ ıËÚËÙÉÚ’, nÓ
Î·d ÂÚÎÓeÓ Î·Ï¤Ô˘ÛÈÓ. The difficulty as to the precise meaning of
ÌﬁÚÊÓÔ˜ is well known. The Etym. Magnum s.v. proposes three
derivations and corresponding meanings: from Ì¿ÚÙˆ, the snatcher,
the catcher; from ùÚÊÓË, the dark-coloured, blackened; from ÌﬁÚÔ˜
and ÊﬁÓÔ˜, the ÊﬁÓÈÔ˜, murderous, deadly. Hesychius has an
interesting note: ÌÔÚÊÓﬁÓØ Âr‰Ô˜ àÂÙÔÜ. Î·d Í·Óıﬁ˜. Significantly,
Aristotle says that the name of this kind of eagle is Ï¿ÁÁÔ˜: Historia
Anim. I, 618b23 sqq.: ≤ÙÂÚÔÓ ‰b Á¤ÓÔ˜ àÂÙÔÜ âÛÙdÓ n Ï¿ÁÁÔ˜
Î·ÏÂÖÙ·È, ‰Â‡ÙÂÚÔ˜ ÌÂÁ¤ıÂÈ Î·d ÚÒÌFËØ ÔåÎÂÖ ‰b ‚‹ÛÛ·˜ Î·d ôÁÎË Î·d
Ï›ÌÓ·˜ (hence likely to appear by the Greek camp), âÈÎ·ÏÂÖÙ·È ‰b
ÓËÙÙÔÊﬁÓÔ˜ Î·d ÌÔÚÊÓﬁ˜Ø Ôy Î·d ≠OÌËÚÔ˜ Ì¤ÌÓËÙ·È âÓ ÙFÉ ÙÔÜ ¶ÚÈ¿ÌÔ˘ âÍﬁ‰ˇˆ (i.e. in our passage). And he continues immediately with:
≤ÙÂÚÔ˜ ‰b Ì¤Ï·˜ ÙcÓ ¯Úﬁ·Ó etc., which implies that the kind
concerned is not Ì¤Ï·˜; it could still be ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜, it is true, but if
it was so against a light, Í·ÓıﬁÓ background this would be
characteristic enough to be mentioned, side by side with the ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜. Besides, Ï·ÁÁÒÓ was a wax item (esp. a girl’s toy or ornament),
as is very well attested: v. Hesychius, Photius and Etym. M. s.v.;
Scholia ad Theocr. II, 110; Callimachus, Hymn. in Cerer. 92 with the
scholion; should we not then assume that Ï·ÁÁﬁ˜ means waxen in
colour, that is, precisely Í·Óıﬁ˜? Perhaps the difficulty may be thought
to lie with Homer’s nÓ Î·d ÂÚÎÓeÓ Î·Ï¤Ô˘ÛÈÓ. But ÂÚÎÓﬁ˜ does not
really mean black; it refers mainly to the ripening of the fruit,
especially of grapes, to the darker hues assumed in this process by it; it
does not even so much signify the dark or dusky as such but rather
what is deeper and more ripe relative to something else. Like the word
shade it can apply to anything from deep dark through dim to even
the slightest shading in a drawing. And like the word deep, it does not
indicate certain colours, but rather a darker tint even of the same
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colour or in the same colour-dimension. In fact we can probably best
approximate the meaning of ÂÚÎÓﬁ˜ by rendering it as deep(er) hue.
Thus Theophrastus, De Causis Plant. 316.3: ¬Ù·Ó ôÚ¯ˆÓÙ·È ÂÚÎ¿˙Ô˘Û·È Ôî ‚ﬁÙÚ˘Â˜; Hist. Pl. 9.11.7: ¬Ù·Ó ôÚÙÈ ÂÚÎ¿˙ÂÈ ì ÛÙ·Ê˘Ï‹;
Chaeremon, 12 [Mϋller, Fr.H.Gr.] of grapes just beginning to ripen:
çÒÚ· ôÎÚ·ÈÛÈ ÂÚÎ¿˙Ô˘Û· ÔåÓ¿Óı·È˜; v. also Homer, Odyssey, η,
123-6, where the ñÔÂÚÎ¿˙Ô˘Û·È ÛÙ·Ê˘Ï·› are just one degree
removed from being ùÌÊ·ÎÂ˜, i.e. totally unripe, with still their flower.
The compound is explained by Hesychius, s.v. ñÔÂÚÎ¿˙Ô˘ÛÈØ ÌÂÙ·‚¿ÏÏÔ˘ÛÈÓ (leg. pro Î·Ù·‚¿ÏÏÔ˘ÛÈÓ) âÎ ÙÔÜ ùÌÊ·ÎÔ˜, Î·d ñÔÌÂÏ·›ÓÔÓÙ·È. Besides applying as the word does to even a slight deepening
of the hue of grapes (themselves having various colour-shades), it is
used equally in reference to olives: Geoponika 9.12.2, Anthologia Gr.
VI, 102; Pollux I, 61 …Î·d âÏ·›·˜ ÂÚÎÓÉ˜, meaning the ripe olive;
idem., V, 67 (speaking of a species of dog): å‰b· Ï·Ág Î·d Ê‡ÛÈ˜, Ùe
ÌbÓ ¯ÚáÌ· â›ÂÚÎÓÔ˜ (öÛÙÈ ‰b ÙÔÜÙÔ ÂÚÎÓÉ˜ âÏ·›·˜ Ùe Âr‰Ô˜, ÔûÙÂ
ùÌÊ·ÎÔ˜ öÙÈ, ÔûÙÂ õ‰Ë ÌÂÏ·ÈÓÔÌ¤ÓË˜), Ì¤ÁÂıÔ˜ Ôé Ì¤Á·˜ etc. This is
a very significant passage; it is clear here that ÂÚÎÓﬁ˜ signifies rather a
slight mellowing of the green olive, before the process of real
darkening has begun. The word enjoyed a wider application. Thus
Porphyry, Vita Pyth. 44: Âå ‰b Î·d àÓıÔÜÓÙÔ˜ âÓ Ùˇá ‚Ï·ÛÙ¿ÓÂÈÓ ÙÔÜ
Î˘¿ÌÔ˘ Ï·‚ÒÓ ÙÈ˜ ÂÚÎ¿˙ÔÓÙÔ˜ ÙÔÜ ôÓıÔ˘˜, etc. When Aristotle
speaks of the ÂÚÎÓe˜ ö¯È˜ (Mirab. 846b18; cf. Nicander, Theriaca,
129), he probably means a speckled, or darkly spotted viper; and
maybe the same sense is appropriate to the ÂÚÎÓÔd å¯ı‡Â˜ in
Marcellus Sidetes (M. Schneider, Comment. Philologicae quibus O.
Ribbecio … congatulantur discipuli, Leipzig 1888, p. 115). For
Hesychius s.v. ÂÚÎÓﬁÓ has ÌÂÏ·ÓﬁÓ (clearly in the sense of dark,
deep); ÔÈÎ›ÏÔÓ (and s.v. ÚÂÎÓﬁÓØ ÔÈÎÈÏﬁ¯ÚÔÔÓØ âÏ·ÊÚﬁÓ (?)); s.v.
ÂÚÎ¿˙ÂÈØ ÌÂÏ·Ó›˙ÂÈØ ÔÈÎ›ÏÏÂÈØ j Â·›ÓÂÙ·È (a concise description
of the whole field of meanings); and s.v. ÂÚÎ·›ÓÂÈÓØ ‰È·ÔÈÎ›ÏÏÂÛı·ÈØ
Î·d Ùa ¬ÌÔÈ· (v. also s.v. âÌÂÚÎ¿˙Ô˘Û·ÓØ ñÔı¿ÏÏÔ˘Û·ÓØ ÌÂÏ·Ó›˙Ô˘Û·Ó). It is interesting to note that the word was metaphorically used to
signalize the first shades, the first sign of beard on a youth’s face. Thus
Callimachus, Hymn. in Lavacrum Pallad. 75-6: TÂÈÚÂÛ›·˜ ‰’ öÙÈ
ÌáÓÔ˜ ±Ì· Î˘Û›Ó, ôÚÙÈ Á¤ÓÂÈ· / ÂÚÎ¿˙ˆÓ etc., where the scholiast
notes: ÂÚÎ¿˙ˆÓØ ÌÂÏ·ÈÓﬁÌÂÓÔ˜ (in the sense explained) ñe ÙÉ˜
Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ ÙÚÈ¯áÓ. And in an epigram by Philippus commenting
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on the perennial complaint of the unsatisfied lovers when their loved
ones begin to show the first hairy signs:
^HÌÂÙ¤ÚË˜ ÊÈÏ›Ë˜ Ôé‰Âd˜ ÏﬁÁÔ˜, àÏÏa ÌÂÙ’ ôÏÏˆÓ
·›˙ˆÓ, ÙcÓ àÎÌcÓ ó˜ Úﬁ‰ÔÓ äÊ¿ÓÈÛ·˜.
ó˜ ‰’ âÈÂÚÎ¿˙ÂÈ˜ ÌÈ·ÚFÉ ÙÚÈ¯› etc.

Finally, we should note when Lycophron, 260, says (referring to
Achilles):
ÂsÙ’ iÓ Ï·‚Ú¿˙ˆÓ ÂÚÎÓe˜ ·å¯ÌËÙc˜ X¿ÚˆÓ
ÙÂÚÔÖÛÈ ¯¤ÚÛÔÓ ·åÂÙe˜ ‰È·ÁÚ¿ÊˆÓ etc.

The ancient commentators explain ÂÚÎÓﬁ˜ as follows: P (the
Ï¤ÍÂÈ˜ \AÏÂÍ¿Ó‰Ú·˜): Ù·¯‡˜Ø öÛÙÈ ‰b Âr‰Ô˜ àÂÙÔÜ. ρ (the
MÂÙ¿ÊÚ·ÛÈ˜): ïÔ›·Ó Ï¿‚ÚÔ˜ ÁÂÓﬁÌÂÓÔ˜ ï ÊÔ‚ÂÚe˜ ÔÏÂÌÈÛÙc˜
X¿ÚˆÓ \A¯ÈÏÏÂ‡˜. The main scholia have in the explanation of the
whole context: ÂsÙ’ iÓ ï ÂÚÎÓe˜ Î·d ï Î˘ÓËÁÂÙÈÎe˜ àÂÙﬁ˜; and in the
word by word comment we have two versions: (a) ÂÚÎÓe˜ ‰b ï
ÊÔ‚ÂÚe˜ j ï Ì¤Ï·˜; (b) ÂÚÎÓﬁ˜Ø Î˘ÓËÁÂÙÈÎe˜ àÂÙﬁ˜, ÂÚÈÛÛá˜ Î·›ÓˆÓ Î·d ÎﬁÙˆÓ (an example of ancient etymology, in a sense
coinciding with the third suggestion for ÌÔÚÊÓﬁ˜ of the Etym. Magn.
mentioned above). The scholiasts are clearly reluctant to explain the
word straightforwardly with Ì¤Ï·˜; and even the single suggestion to
this effect should be interpreted either in the light of what has been so
often emphasized relating to the meaning of the opposition ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˜ /
Ì¤Ï·˜ in such applications or, more probably, as metaphorically
signifying the deadly nature of the hero.
We conclude then that the kind of eagle referred to by Homer and
Aristotle in the relative, discussed passages is not likely to be Ì¤Ï·˜ or
ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜ in any strong, sufficiently distinctive sense. In fact the
probability is, to judge from the evidence at our disposal, that it was,
perhaps of a dappled, or rather pied appearance, but generally and
distinctively of a rather deep, mellowed, yellowish colour, probably in
a greyish-brownish direction. The above analysis presupposes the
correctness of Aristotle’s identification of the kind of eagle referred to
by Homer in Ω, 316; if on the other hand, we should rather connect
that eagle with the one mentioned in Φ, 252-3, then we get in effect
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the same result via a different route. For the latter eagle is Ì¤Ï·˜
throughout therefore there is no point in calling him ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔÓ.
Thus, however this may be, it becomes clear that the isolated
remark of the Scholia Veneta Β about the Homeric eagle being called
ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜ by Archilοchus (it should be noted, incidentally, that
Eustathius mentions nothing of the sort), and the corresponding, out
of place and obviously confused, comment in the Lycophronian
scholia (which makes even ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜, a common appellation,
Archilochian) are in all probability mangled and mistaken.
What Archilochus was referring to by his famous phrase was
something on which the popular, common sentiment agreed whether
it had already been crystallised in a proverbial expression or it was
Archilochus who chiefly effected in the first place this formulization.
And this widely held view was that a ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜, or even worse, a
‰·Û‡ÚˆÎÙÔ˜ man was one whose manhood was particularly
conspicuous in a rustic, rough and tough manner, manifested
especially in a quarrelsome and pugnacious disposition ever ready for a
brawl, and in corresponding uncouth behaviour. (Cf. for the attitude
e.g. Pseudologistes 32: ‰¤ÔÓ, t ·È¿ÏËÌ· Î·d Î›Ó·‰Ô˜ - the
chastised man - ñÔÙ‹ÛÛÂÈÓ, Âú ÙÈ˜ àÓcÚ ‰·Ûf˜ Î·›, ÙÔÜÙÔ ‰c Ùe
àÚ¯·ÖÔÓ, ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜ ‰ÚÈÌf ÌﬁÓÔÓ Âå˜ Ûb àÂ‚Ï¤„ÂÈÂÓ. And Eubulus
in the same direction points in his §¿ÎˆÓÂ˜ j §‹‰· Fr. II [Meineke,
vol. II, p. 234 = Fr. 61 PCGr. vol. V p. 224, apud Athenaeus 108A]:
ÔéÎ ü
ˇ Ô˘ <Û‡> ÌÂ / ¯ÔÏ‹Ó [bile, gall] ö¯ÂÈÓ, ó˜ ‰’ ì¿Ùˇˆ (a kind of fish
supposedly without gall-bladder] ÌÔÈ ‰ÈÂÏ¤ÁÔ˘; / âÁg ‰¤ Á’ ÂåÌd ÙáÓ
ÌÂÏ·Ì‡ÁˆÓ öÙÈ, i.e. still one of the real men of old). Parallel to this
notion there was the simile of the ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ eagle, with the
significance already explained above. Even if these two sentiments
were initially unconnected, which I think probable, they were bound
to be brought together very soon, associated as they were with a telling
and relevant part of the body. But what in preclassical times was the
opposition between the excitable robust and robustious, pregnacious,
brawling peasant (such as Hercules was supposed to be and
exaggeratedly caricatured in satire in his more boisterous and violent
moods) on the one hand, and the beautiful but strong, well-built and
well-exercised, graceful and aristocratic but athletic and mighty hero
on the other, became later the contrast of the brave and manly to the
timid, effeminate weakling. We saw above that ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ was used by
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Aeschylus’ genuine and Lycophron’s affected archaism in a way akin to
what I evolved as the ancient sense; but Sophocles already uses the
word to connote timidity or cowardice according to the Etym. Magn.
s.v. ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ (p. 695.48 sqq.) Âr‰Ô˜ àÂÙÔÜ. §˘ÎﬁÊÚˆÓ ‰ÂÈÏeÓ j
±Ú·Á·. ™ÔÊÔÎÏÉ˜ âd ÙÔÜ ‰ÂÈÏÔÜ, àe ÙÉ˜ ÏÂ˘ÎÉ˜ ˘ÁÉ˜, œÛÂÚ
âÓ·ÓÙ›ˆ˜ ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜ âd ÙÔÜ åÛ¯˘ÚÔÜ, àe ÙÉ˜ ÌÂÏ·›ÓË˜ ˘ÁÉ˜.
(The passage is also found in the scholia to Lycophron, 91). I have
explained that Lycophron certainly need not and probably did not
wish to call Paris a coward; ±Ú·Í (snatcher, robbing, rapacious) is
better, but even this we must see in the aristocratic perspective
elucidated above. Unless, of course, Lycophron wishes to refer to Paris’
proclivity toward sexual pleasures. The scholion to our passage which
explains the various senses of ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ gives, apart from ±Ú·Í and
‰ÂÈÏﬁ˜, this singular explanation: ï ‰b ·åÛ¯Úe˜ Î·d Û˘ÓÔ˘ÛÈ·ÛÙÈÎe˜
‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È Î·Ùa àÓÙ›ÊÚ·ÛÈÓ ï Ìc àÚÁcÓ ö¯ˆÓ ÙcÓ ˘ÁcÓ
àÏÏa ÎÈÓáÓ ·éÙcÓ âÓ Ùˇá Û˘ÓÔ˘ÛÈ¿˙ÂÈÓ. The invocation of àÓÙ›ÊÚ·ÛÈ˜ here is too easy and weak. And the Î›ÓËÛÈ˜ of the ÔéÚ·ÖÔÓ which
Aristotle notices in Hist. Anim. Θ, 593b6, does not refer only to the
‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ (a kind of water bird) but to Û¯ÔÈÓ›ÏÔ˜ and Î›ÁÎÏÔ˜ at
least, as well. The change in signification and implication is illustrated
in an admiringly uncanny way by another scholion on Lycophron 91.
The scholiast explains why ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ means (as he thinks) ‰ÂÈÏﬁ˜: ï
‰b ‰ÂÈÏe˜ ¿ÏÈÓ ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È ó˜ ÏÂ˘ÎcÓ ö¯ˆÓ ÙcÓ ˘ÁcÓ âÎ
ÙÔÜ âÓ·ÓÙ›Ô˘ ÙFÉ ·ÚÔÈÌ›÷· «Ôûˆ ÌÂÏ·Ì‡Áˇˆ ÙÂÙ‡¯ËÎ·˜» âaÓ ÁaÚ
Ôî ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔÈ ÁÂÓÓ·ÖÔÈ ó˜ ^HÚ·ÎÏÉ˜, Ôî ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˘ÁÔÈ ¿ÓÙˆ˜ àÛıÂÓÂÖ˜ Î·d ‰ÂÈÏÔd Î·d ôÓ·Ó‰ÚÔÈ. No mention of the ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ eagle here
and its character; in fact we have in this explanation what I believe is
truly the case, namely that ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˘ÁÔ˜ gets its later meaning from its
opposition to ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜, and not from its connection to the species
of eagle. In fact the new connotation is standardly expressed by ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˘ÁÔ˜, not by ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜. Thus in scholia on Aristophanes, Lysistrata,
802: ÙÔf˜ ÏÂ˘ÎÔ‡ÁÔ˘˜ ó˜ Á˘Ó·ÈÎÒ‰ÂÈ˜ âÎˆÌˇÒ‰Ô˘Ó. Hesychius s.v.
ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˘ÁÔ˜Ø ï ôÓ·Ó‰ÚÔ˜. öÌ·ÏÈÓ ‰b ÌÂÏ·Ì‡ÁÔ˘˜ ÙÔf˜ àÓ‰ÚÂ›Ô˘˜
öÏÂÁÔÓ (ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˘ÁÔ˜ appears as a special case of ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˜, for Hesychius
explains s.v. ÏÂ˘ÎÔ›Ø Ôî ‰ÂÈÏÔ›. In fact there was a proverb to the same
effect: ÏÂ˘ÎÔd ÙÔf˜ ‰ÂÈÏÔf˜ çÓÂÈ‰›˙Ô˘ÛÈÓ [Appendix Paroem. Gr. III,
61] which is explained thus: âd ÙáÓ ëÙ¤ÚÔÈ˜ Ùa ÚÔÛﬁÓÙ· ·éÙÔÖ˜
Î·Îa ÚÔÛÊÂÚﬁÓÙˆÓ, ·ÚﬁÛÔÓ Ôî ÏÂ˘ÎÔd ‰ÂÈÏÔ›. This well exemplifies
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the later sentiment). Appendix Paroem. Gr. III, 62 has the latter
version of the antithesis in a way which shows clearly enough the
relationship to the older understanding: §Â˘Îﬁ˘ÁÔ˜Ø âd ÙáÓ ‰ÂÈÏáÓ
Î·d àÓ¿Ó‰ÚˆÓ. TÔÈÔÜÙÔÈ ÁaÚ Ôî Ìc ÔÓÔÜÓÙÂ˜ âÓ öÚÁÔÈ˜. TÔ‡Ùˇˆ ‰b
âÓ·ÓÙ›ÔÓ Ùe ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜, âd ÙáÓ ÁÂÓÓ·›ˆÓ. Oî ÁaÚ ÔÓÔÜÓÙÂ˜
öÓÙÚÈ¯ÔÓ ö¯Ô˘ÛÈ ÙcÓ ˘Á‹Ó. (We should notice, incidentally, that the
öÓÙÚÈ¯Ô˜ explicitly relates the ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÓ or Ì¤Ï·Ó ÙÉ˜ ˘ÁÉ˜ with its
hairiness; hairiness blackens, darkens the appearance of the part
concerned). The labourers and workers (in menial, manly jobs,
naturally) are shaggy in their buttocks as a rule; the idle have their
˘Á‹ relatively smooth. But as we said, gymnastic exercise must be
distinguished from labour; and then we see clearly the connections
and differences.
The coinage of the word ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˘ÁÔ˜, or at least its being taken to
signify cowardice or unmanliness may be the work of Alexis in which
case all things will fit together nicely and closely. There was a ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜ (proverbial and Archilochian), meaning with shaggy buttocks;
and there was a ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ (in tragic or epic use) as a simile from the
eagle of the same name. In classical times, when depilation becomes
common and is connected with the lewdness of a (sometimes
extravagant) pleasure-hunter, in contrast with the rustic robustness of
the ancient ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜, the ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ takes in the hands of a tragic
poet (Sophocles, as we saw above) the sense of ‰ÂÈÏﬁ˜, timid, and ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˘ÁÔ˜ is coined (or used) by Alexis to signify ôÓ·Ó‰ÚÔ˜, coward or
unmanly. That Alexis originated this use may be inferred from
Eustathius 863.29-31; he discusses the ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜ of Ajax and
Menelaus, feels uneasy because of the depreciatory conception for ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜ in classical and post-classical times, and adds: Âå Î·d ôÏÏˆ˜ Ùe
ÏÂ˘ÎeÓ âÏÔÈ‰ÔÚÂÖÙÔ ÙÔÖ˜ ·Ï·ÈÔÖ˜ (from the classical age onwards,
roughly, I suspect)Ø ¬ıÂÓ, Ê·Û›, Î·d òAÏÂÍÈ˜ ï ÎˆÌÈÎe˜ ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˘ÁÔÓ
öÊË ÙeÓ ôÓ·Ó‰ÚÔÓØ Ôy (?an Î·›?) öÌ·ÏÈÓ ÌÂÏ·Ì‡ÁÔ˘˜ ÙÔf˜ àÓ‰ÚÂ›Ô˘˜ öÏÂÁÔÓØ ¬ıÂÓ Î·d ·ÚÔÈÌ›· Ùe «Ôûˆ ÌÂÏ·Ì‡Áˇˆ âÓ¤Ù˘¯Â˜»,
ïÔÖﬁ˜ ÙÈ˜ âÓ Ù·Ö˜ îÛÙÔÚ›·È˜ Ê¤ÚÂÙ·È Î·d ï ^HÚ·ÎÏÉ˜.
The correspondence between ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˘ÁÔ˜ and ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜
extends to the point of having a ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÚˆÎÙÔ˜ to answer for ‰·Û‡ÚˆÎÙÔ˜. Thus the scholiast comments on Aves 151: MÂÏ¿ÓıÈÔ˜ ï
ÙÚ·ÁÈÎe˜ ÎˆÌˇˆ‰ÂÖÙ·È ÏÂÚe˜ Î·d Î·ÎÔÚ¿ÁÌˆÓ (concerning him
cf. Athenaeus, I, 6c; VIII, 343c; XII, 549a; Aristophanes Pax 801 sqq.
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with the scholia; we see he was a lover of luxurious lewdness and
exquisitely perverted pleasures). KˆÌˇˆ‰ÂÖÙ·È ÁaÚ Âå˜ Ì·Ï·Î›·Ó Î·d
ç„ÔÊ·Á›·Ó. ... K·ÏÏ›·˜ ¶Â‰‹Ù·È˜: «Ù› ‰’ pÚ· (Nauck’s correction; cf.
á˜ pÚ·, Meineke’s conjecture for the mss. Ù›˜ ôÚ·); ÙÔf˜ MÂÏ·Óı›Ô˘
Ùˇá ÁÓÒÛÔÌ·È; / ÔR˜ iÓ Ì¿ÏÈÛÙ· ÏÂ˘ÎÔÚÒÎÙÔ˘˜ ÂåÛ›‰FË˜» (Fr. I,
¶Â‰ÉÙ·È, Meineke, vol. II, p. 238 = Fr. 14 PCGr. vol. IV p. 46). Here
we have come back to our point of departure: fundament clear of hair
bespeaks elaborate lasciviousness. On the other hand, what we have
repeatedly emphasized in relation to the qualifications necessary for
the alleged disrepute of the ÏÂ˘ÎÔ› or ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˘ÁÔÈ to be comprehended
properly, applies here, too. Thus the opposite condition of the
fundament is equally liable to comic ridicule. Etym. M. p. 512.8 sqq.
preserved a Cratinean fragment to this effect (Incertae Fabulae Fr. 27,
Meineke vol. II 184 = Fr. 339 PCGr. vol. IV p. 287): K˘ÚË‚›ˆÓ:
Î·ı·ÚÌ·Ùá‰¤˜ âÛÙÈ Ùe ùÓÔÌ·. ÎËÚ‡‚È· ÁaÚ Î˘Ú›ˆ˜ Ùa àÔ‚Ú¿ÛÌ·Ù· ÙáÓ Î˘¿ÌˆÓ. KÚ·ÙÖÓÔ˜: ¢·ÛfÓ ö¯ˆÓ ÙeÓ ÚˆÎÙeÓ ±ÙÂ
Î˘Ú‹‚È âÛı›ˆÓ.
The ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘ÁÔ˜, ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˘ÁÔ˜ antithesis, we thus see, pertains to
the natural hairiness or otherwise of the ˘Á‹ (another proof that the
connection of ÏÂ˘Îﬁ˘ÁÔ˜ with the ‡Á·ÚÁÔ˜ eagle could not have
been but indirect, however obvious). The same general antithesis in its
aggravated sense, i.e. as ‰·Û‡ÚˆÎÙÔ˜ ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÚˆÎÙÔ˜, is liable to be
(and was) applied also to the artificially induced condition of the anal
region as regards hairiness. And we should never forget that it was
really artificial hairlessness which became the object of comic and
satiric lampoon; just as it was ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜ resulting from lack of exercise
and outdoor (mainly gymnastic) activities that was ridiculed and
castigated.
But let us return to the main point, depilation in the male body.
The usefulness of the digression becomes apparent if one will
thoroughly examine the supposedly effeminate nature of Dionysus.
However, for the purpose at hand, it has been established that the
opposition to ÏÂ˘ÎﬁÙË˜, just as to hairlessness, was far from
unqualified; to the contrary it was qualified in a number of specific
important respects which have been discussed above. In fact, one may
go as far as to claim that the appreciation was mainly positive; for the
Greek ideal of beauty was materialized, as I said, primarily in the well-
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built, large, smooth, shining body of a well-developed and welltrained youth. It was the ridiculous affectation of what one does not
really possess, at which the Greeks were liable to, and did indeed, take
offence the more intensely, the more they cherished and loved the
natural manifestation of that ideal. The contrariety to nature of the
enterprise, and its corresponding futility, are well brought out by
Persius in his famous passage, Satyra IV, 33-41:
at sic unctus cesses et figas in cute solem,
est prope te ignotus cubito qui tangat et acre
despuat: hi mores! penemque arcanaque lumbi
runcantem populo marcentis pandere vulvas!
tunc cum maxillis balanatum gausape pectas,
inguinibus quare detonsus gurgulio extat?
Quinque palaestritae licet haec plantaria vellant
elixasque nates labefactent forcipe adunca,
non tamen ista felix ullo mansuescit aratro.

Before proceeding further, I shall adduce two more examples for
the qualifications required to be made in the more well-known
negative attitude. I shall mention them especially as they exhibit the
woman’s point of view, and are not located within the standard and
normal context of the love of the man for the young man (as e.g. in
Theocritus, E, 90; and in passage after passage of the XIIth book of
the Anthologia Graeca; v. e.g. 13; 191; 195). In Lucian, Dialogi
Marini, I, 1, two Nereides converse with each other, Doris making fun
of Galateia on account of the latter’s lover: whom she calls ironically
Î·ÏeÓ âÚ·ÛÙ‹Ó; she really disapproves of him because he is ôÁÚÈÔ˜
(the uncouth, rustic robustness we were talking about above - he is a
ÔÈÌ‹Ó), Ï¿ÛÈÔ˜ (pilosus) and ÌÔÓﬁÊı·ÏÌÔ˜. Galateia, it is true,
rejoins that his Ï¿ÛÈÔÓ and ôÁÚÈÔÓ is àÓ‰Úá‰Â˜, but the point is being
made that being (at least markedly) hairy can be considered to detract
from beauty even in a man past his youth. In Lysistrata, 800-804, we
see that an old woman scoffs at an old man on account of his dense
hair in the membrum’s area; the Ïﬁ¯ÌË (thicket) is there to be seen, as
is clear firstly from the immediately preceding verse (799: ÎàÓ·ÙÂ›Ó·˜
Ï·ÎÙ›Û·È), which as the scholiast remarks (Ùe ÛÎ¤ÏÔ˜ j Ùe ·å‰ÔÖÔÓ) is
a play of double entendre: raising the foot or the membrum to kick
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her (as she is bend forward) or to penetrate her; and, secondly, from
the exactly answering v. 824: ÙeÓ Û¿Î·Ó‰ÚÔÓ (i.e. pudendum
muliebre) âÎÊ·ÓÂÖ˜. The old man’s answer runs thus:
Î·d M˘ÚˆÓ›‰Ë˜ ÁaÚ qÓ
ÙÚ·¯f˜ âÓÙÂÜıÂÓ (i.e. in that region), ÌÂÏ¿Ì˘Áﬁ˜ ÙÂ (the relevant connected area) ÙÔÖ˜ â¯ıÚÔÖ˜ ±·ÛÈÓ,
S˜ ‰b Î·d ºˆÎ›ˆÓ.

He has to apologize, as it were, and to justify his hairiness there as if
he was feeling ashamed about it. (The old woman on the other hand
boasts in the exactly corresponding passage:
\AÏÏ’ ¬Ìˆ˜ iÓ ÔéÎ ú‰ÔÈ˜,
Î·›ÂÚ ÔûÛË˜ ÁÚ·ﬁ˜, ùÓÙ’ ·éÙeÓ (sc. ÙeÓ Û¿Î·Ó‰ÚÔÓ) ÎÔÌ‹ÙËÓ, àÏÏ’ àÂ„ÈÏˆÌ¤ÓÔÓ Ùˇá Ï‡¯Óˇˆ.

i.e. it is hairless, not like yours!).
A final sufficient warning against oversimplifying the
representation of Greek attitudes concerning conditions of the male
body like the ones discussed here is conveyed by the study of ancient
physiognomic treatises, as for example the tract incorporated into the
Aristotelian corpus. I shall not enter here into a discussion of this
important aspect of the subject, but I can refer, in particular, to
chapters 3 and 6 of the Aristotelian work.
Having established the antiquity of the practice of depilation of the
male body in Athens, I shall give now some passages providing
valuable and characteristic additional information on the subject itself.
Theopompus, in his 43rd book of Histories (Theopompus Fr. Gr. H
204), relates the customs of the Tyrrhenians, respecting their
unrestrained enjoyment of all kinds and types of sexual pleasure. He
then has this to observe on our subject (apud Athenaeus, XII, 518a-b):
Î·d ÏËÛÈ¿˙Ô˘ÛÈ ÌbÓ ÛÊﬁ‰Ú· Î·d Ù·Ö˜ Á˘Ó·ÈÍ›, ÔÏf Ì¤ÓÙÔÈ ÁÂ
<ÌÄÏÏÔÓ> ¯·›ÚÔ˘ÛÈ Û˘ÓﬁÓÙÂ˜ ÙÔÖ˜ ·ÈÛd Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ ÌÂÈÚ·Î›ÔÈ˜. Î·d ÁaÚ
Á›ÓÔÓÙ·È ·Ú’ ·éÙÔÖ˜ ¿Ó˘ Î·ÏÔd Ùa˜ ù„ÂÈ˜, ±ÙÂ ÙÚ˘ÊÂÚá˜ ‰È·ÈÙÒÌÂÓÔÈ Î·d ÏÂÈ·ÈÓﬁÌÂÓÔÈ Ùa ÛÒÌ·Ù·. ¿ÓÙÂ˜ ‰b Ôî Úe˜ ëÛ¤Ú·˜
ÔåÎÔÜÓÙÂ˜ ‚¿Ú‚·ÚÔÈ (this is very interesting in its generality) ÈÙÙÔÜÓÙ·È Î·d Í˘ÚÔÜÓÙ·È Ùa ÛÒÌ·Ù·. Î·d ·Ú¿ ÁÂ ÙÔÖ˜ T˘ÚÚËÓÔÖ˜
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âÚÁ·ÛÙ‹ÚÈ· Î·ÙÂÛÎÂ‡·ÛÙ·È ÔÏÏa Î·d ÙÂ¯ÓÖÙ·È ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ ÙÔÜ Ú¿ÁÌ·Ùﬁ˜ ÂåÛÈÓ, œÛÂÚ ·Ú’ ìÌÖÓ Ôî ÎÔ˘ÚÂÖ˜. (For this singular species of
barber shop, c.f. the already adduced passages relating to the later
Spartan practices in the ‚·Ï·ÓÂÖ·: Philostratus, Vita Apollonii, IV, 27
and Apollonius, Epistola 63). ·Ú’ ÔR˜ ¬Ù·Ó ÂåÛ¤ÏıˆÛÈÓ, ·Ú¤¯Ô˘ÛÈÓ
ë·˘ÙÔf˜ ¿ÓÙ· ÙÚﬁÔÓ (the particular significance of this lies in that
they must necessarily assume obscene postures in allowing the ‰Úˆ·ÎÈÛÙ¿˜ or the ·Ú·ÙÈÏÙÚ›·˜ to remove the hair from their privy parts;
cf. Clement, Paedagogus, III, 3, 15.4; and especially, for details of such
Û¯‹Ì·Ù· 20, 2), ÔéıbÓ ·åÛ¯˘ÓﬁÌÂÓÔÈ ÙÔf˜ ïÚáÓÙ·˜ Ôé‰b ÙÔf˜ ·ÚÈﬁÓÙ·˜. ¯ÚáÓÙ·È ‰b ÙÔ‡Ùˇˆ Ùˇá ÓﬁÌˇˆ ÔÏÏÔd Î·d ÙáÓ ^EÏÏ‹ÓˆÓ [Î·d]
ÙáÓ ÙcÓ \IÙ·Ï›·Ó ÔåÎÔ‡ÓÙˆÓ, Ì·ıﬁÓÙÂ˜ ·Úa ™·˘ÓÈÙáÓ Î·d MÂÛ·›ˆÓ. [Î·d is omitted by Schweighäuser; I suspect, though, something
like: Î·d ÙáÓ ^EÏÏ. Î·d <ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ> ÙáÓ ÙcÓ \IÙ·Ï. ÔåÎ.]. Notice
that ¯ÚÉÛı·È Ùˇá ÓﬁÌˇˆ ÙÔ‡Ùˇˆ implies a natural acceptance of the
practice in the way that we consider it unobjectionable to go to the
barber to have our face shaven or our hair cut.
The first Greeks of Magna Graecia to adopt or institute this
custom were the Tarantines, according to Clearchus, apud Athenaeus,
XII, 522d: T·Ú·ÓÙ›ÓÔ˘˜ ‰¤ ÊËÛÈ KÏ¤·Ú¯Ô˜ âÓ ÙÂÙ¿ÚÙˇˆ B›ˆÓ àÏÎcÓ
Î·d ‰‡Ó·ÌÈÓ ÎÙËÛ·Ì¤ÓÔ˘˜ Âå˜ ÙÔÛÔÜÙÔ ÙÚ˘ÊÉ˜ ÚÔÂÏıÂÖÓ œÛÙÂ ÙeÓ
¬ÏÔÓ ¯ÚáÙ· ·Ú·ÏÂ·›ÓÂÛı·È, Î·d ÙÉ˜ „ÈÏÒÛÂˆ˜ Ù·‡ÙË˜ ÙÔÖ˜ ÏÔÈÔÖ˜ (probably ≠EÏÏËÛÈÓ is meant) Î·Ù¿ÚÍ·È. This thorough
depilation is associated, as we should expect by now, with ÙÚ˘Ê‹. (For
the degree of ÙÚ˘Ê‹ of the Tarantines, and the consequent ≈‚ÚÈ˜
which they assumed and perpetrated, and the Ó¤ÌÂÛÈ˜ which they
therefore attracted, see what follows in Athenaeus).
Remarking on the evil influence of Philip in Thessaly and
everywhere, Theopompus (Fr. 217b Grenfell-Hunt apud Athenaeus,
VI, 260e) observes: º›ÏÈÔ˜ ÙÔf˜ ÌbÓ ÎÔÛÌ›Ô˘˜ Ùa õıË Î·d ÙÔf˜
ÙáÓ å‰›ˆÓ âÈÌÂÏÔ˘Ì¤ÓÔ˘˜ àÂ‰ÔÎ›Ì·˙Â, ÙÔf˜ ‰b ÔÏ˘ÙÂÏÂÖ˜ Î·d
˙áÓÙ·˜ âÓ Î‡‚ÔÈ˜ Î·d ﬁÙÔÈ˜ â·ÈÓáÓ âÙ›Ì·. ÙÔÈÁ·ÚÔÜÓ Ôé ÌﬁÓÔÓ
·éÙÔf˜ ÙÔÈ·ÜÙ’ ö¯ÂÈÓ ·ÚÂÛÎÂ‡·˙Â, àÏÏa Î·d ÙÉ˜ ôÏÏË˜ à‰ÈÎ›·˜ Î·d
‚‰ÂÏ˘Ú›·˜ àıÏËÙa˜ âÔ›ËÛÂÓ. Ù› ÁaÚ ÙáÓ ·åÛ¯ÚáÓ j ‰ÂÈÓáÓ ·éÙÔÖ˜
Ôé ÚÔÛÉÓ j Ù› ÙáÓ Î·ÏáÓ Î·d ÛÔ˘‰·›ˆÓ ÔéÎ àÉÓ; Ôé¯ Ôî ÌbÓ
Í˘ÚÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÈ Î·d ÏÂÈ·ÈÓﬁÌÂÓÔÈ ‰ÈÂÙ¤ÏÔ˘Ó ôÓ‰ÚÂ˜ ùÓÙÂ˜, Ôî ‰’ àÏÏ‹ÏÔÈ˜
âÙﬁÏÌˆÓ â·Ó›ÛÙ·Ûı·È (in obscene sense) ÒÁˆÓ·˜ ö¯Ô˘ÛÈ; Î·d
ÂÚÈ‹ÁÔÓÙÔ ÌbÓ ‰‡Ô Î·d ÙÚÂÖ˜ ëÙ·ÈÚÔ˘Ì¤ÓÔ˘˜, ·éÙÔd ‰b Ùa˜ ·éÙa˜
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âÎÂ›ÓÔÈ˜ ¯Ú‹ÛÂÈ˜ ëÙ¤ÚÔÈ˜ ·ÚÂÖ¯ÔÓ, etc. We see depilation in a context
of unrestrained pleasure hunting, especially connected with
uninhibited and promiscuous homosexual practices. (Cf. the strong
expressions used by Theopompus in what follows this passage).
Sometimes close shaving of the beard and depilation of the pubic
and anal region (indicating, as we saw above, a special proclivity to
sexual passivity, cf. e.g. the already quoted epigram CXXXI by
Ausonius) were considered to be connected: v. Athenaeus XIII, 565 sq.
(cf. 564 sq.: ñÌÂÖ˜ ‰b Í˘ÚÔ˘Ì¤ÓÔ˘˜ Ùa Á¤ÓÂÈ· ÂÚÈÊ¤ÚÂÙÂ ÙÔf˜ âÚˆÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜) speaking about some cynically orientated Stoics, who were in
the habit of accusing anyone dressed with the slightest elegance or
wearing perfume as being Î›Ó·È‰Ô˜, remarks: Ôé ‰ÂÖ ÔsÓ Ô≈Ùˆ˜ âÛÙ·ÏÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜ (they used to wear only wretched, dirty small pieces of rough
cloth) ÂÚd àÚÁ‡ÚÈÔÓ âÙÔÉÛı·È, Î·d âÚˆÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜ ÂÚÈ¿ÁÂÛı·È Í˘ÚÔ˘Ì¤ÓÔ˘˜ ÙcÓ ñ‹ÓËÓ Î·d ÙeÓ ùÚÚÔÓ, etc. Cf. Lucian, De Mercede
Conductis, 33, where one ÙáÓ ÂÈÙÙˆÌ¤ÓˆÓ Ùa ÛÎ¤ÏË Î·d ÙeÓ
ÒÁˆÓ· ÂÚÈÂÍ˘ÚËÌ¤ÓˆÓ is a thoroughly effeminate man. On the
other hand some were particularly industrious at keeping their sexual
organ and anus free of hair, while unattentive in a similar way to the
rest of their body: Lucian, Pseudologista, 31: ÎàÎÂÖÓ·, Âå ‰ÔÎÂÖ, ôÊÂÏÂ,
Ùe Ì‡Úˇˆ ¯Ú›ÂÛı·È Ùa˜ ÔÏÈa˜ Î·d Ùe ÈÙÙÔÜÛı·È ÌﬁÓ· âÎÂÖÓ·. Âå ÌbÓ
ÁaÚ ÓﬁÛÔ˜ ÙÈ˜ âÂ›ÁÂÈ, ±·Ó Ùe ÛáÌ· ıÂÚ·Â˘Ù¤ÔÓØ Âå ‰b ÌË‰bÓ
ÓÔÛÂÖ˜ ÙÔÈÔÜÙÔÓ, Ù› ÛÔÈ ‚Ô‡ÏÂÙ·È Î·ı·Úa Î·d ÏÂÖ· Î·d çÏÈÛıËÚa
âÚÁ¿˙ÂÛı·È, L ÌË‰b ïÚÄÛı·È ı¤ÌÈ˜ (the last clause does not fit with the
Hellenic sentiment, of course, according to which they are ·å‰ÔÖ·,
pudenda, not unseeable). Cf. also Lucianus, Rhetorum praeceptor, 24:
Î·d ÌcÓ Î·d ÈÙÙÔÜÛı·È ¯Úc Ì¿ÏÈÛÙ· ÌbÓ Ùa ¿ÓÙ· (sc. Ì¤ÚË ÙÔÜ
ÛÒÌ·ÙÔ˜), Âå ‰b Ì‹, ¿ÓÙˆ˜ âÎÂÖÓ· (sc. the privy parts).
The practice was not restricted to low people. Julius Caesar himself
was thought to submit to it: Suetonius, Divus Julius 45: circa corporis
curam morosior, ut not solum tonderetur diligenter ac raderetur, sed
velleretur etiam, ut quidam exprobraverunt. (Cf. the already quoted
passage, Plutarch, J. Caesar 17: Î·d ÙcÓ Û¿ÚÎ· ÏÂ˘Îe˜ Î·d ê·Ïﬁ˜ sc.
Caesar). Emperor Otho also did the same thing; Suetonius, Otho, 12:
…munditiarum vero paene muliebrium, vulso corpore, galeniculo
capiti propter raritatem capillorum adaptato et annexo, ut nemo
dinosceret. Naturally, if emperors adopted the practice it could not
have been a rare thing among eminent administrators; e.g. consider
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the proconsul of Lucian, Demonax, 50: qÓ ÌbÓ ÁaÚ ÙáÓ ÈÙÙÔ˘Ì¤ÓˆÓ Ùa ÛÎ¤ÏË Î·d Ùe ÛáÌ· ¬ÏÔÓ (where notice the irony of
Demonax’ intervention and final remark). The priests of Cybele, the
°¿ÏÏÔÈ, castrated and satirized as effeminate, also indulged in this
habit according to the injunctions of the Great Mother; Ovid, Ars
Amatoria, I 505-8:
sed tibi nec ferro placeat torquere capillos,
nec tua mordaci pumice crura teras.
Ista jube faciant, quorum Cybeleia Mater
concinitur Phrygiis exululata modis.

The significance of this fact is a matter of theological symbolism.
Cf. the hair-abhorence of the Egyptian priesthood.
Whole cities were famous for their homosexual practices, which
were associated in general with depilation, especially in the relevant
areas. Catana in Sicily was one of them: Juvenal, VIII, 16
si tenerum attritus Catinensi pumice lumbum etc.

Pumice stone was used to rub the body to make it smooth, probably
after resin or some other depilatory has been applied. (Cf. Juvenal, IX
95; Martialis XIV, 205; Ovid, Ars Amat. 506; Plinius XXXVI, 21).
The scholia to the passage have: Catana oppidum Siciliae, usque ad
probra dissolutum notatur, ut Bibalcus (probably Bibaculus, the
famous satiric iambographer):
Osce senex, Catinaeque puer, Cumana meretrix.

(To the youth of those available for pleasure in Catana alludes the
tenerum lumbum of Juvenal). Catinenses was one of Lentulus’ mimes
certainly treating of the Catanian homosexual proclivity or effeminate
behaviour, if we can judge by the example given in it teste Tertulliano,
De Pallio 1042B (vol. II PG). The Balbius about whom Juvenal is
speaking in our passage impurissimum et obscaenissimum mortalium
fuisse, says Seneca, De Benef. IV, 30.
Greeks as a whole seem to have been addicted to these practices.
Juvenal, VΙII, 112 sqq. implies so much. (We should not naturally
deduce from this that Romans were unspoilt, but that, as usually, a
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Roman would blame Greeks for any loosening of his old national
virtues and stern morals).
----------------- Despicias tu
forsitan imbellis Rhodios unctamque Corinthon:
despicias merito. Quid resinata juventus,
cruraque totius facient tibi levia gentis?

and the contrast:
Horrida vitanda est Hispania, Gallicus axis
Illyricumque latus; etc.

The scholiast explains, on resinata juventus: quod de resina pilos
sibi tollant, ut cinaeidi. And for the use of resin in depilation especially
by men, v. Plinius XIV, 20 (25) §123: pudetque confiteri maximum
jam honorem ejus (sc. resinae) esse in evellendis ab virorum
corporibus pilis.
Another popular way of thorough depilation of the male body was
by the application of a plaster of hot pitch; the pitch from BÚ¤ÙÙÔ˜, a
Tyrrhenian town (very appropriately, in view of what we saw above
that Theopompus related of this nation), was particularly well known
in this connection. V. Juvenal IX, 12 sqq., about Naevolus’ changed
bearing and behaviour:
Omnia nunc contra: vultus gravis, horrida siccae
silva comae, nullus tota nitor in cute, qualem
Bruttia praestabat calidi lita fascia visci
sed fruticante pilo neglecta et squalida crura.

This plaster was called ‰Úá·Í in Greek, as we can see from the
medical writers (cf. also Martial III, 74; X, 65), as the scholiast to the
present passage explains: psilothrum significant dropacem, quo solebat
se accurate; there were various kinds of psilothra (the Latin, of Greek
origin, „ÈÏﬁ˜, „›ÏÔıÚˆÓ for the depilatories). Reference to the Brettian
pitch, probably in the same context, was already made by
Aristophanes, directly or indirectly. We read in Stephanus Byzantius,
s.v. BÚ¤ÙÙÔ˜: ﬁÏÈ˜ T˘ÚÚËÓáÓ, àe BÚ¤ÙÙÔ˘ ÙÔÜ ^HÚ·ÎÏ¤Ô˘˜ Î·d
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B·ÏËÙ›·˜ ÙÉ˜ B·Ï‹ÙÔ˘. Ôî ÔåÎÔÜÓÙÂ˜ BÚ¤ÙÙÈÔÈ, Î·d ì ¯ÒÚ· BÚÂÙÙ›·, Î·d ì ÁÏáÛÛ·. \AÚÈÛÙÔÊ¿ÓË˜ (Fr. 719 Di; 886 Blaydes; Fr. 638
PCGr. vol. III 2 p. 335) «Ì¤Ï·ÈÓ· ‰ÂÈÓc ÁÏáÙÙ· BÚÂÙÙ›· ·ÚÉÓ».
\AÓÙ›Ô¯Ô˜ ‰b ÙcÓ \IÙ·Ï›·Ó ÚáÙﬁÓ ÊËÛÈ ÎÏËıÉÓ·È BÚÂÙÙ›·Ó, ÂrÙ·
OåÓˆÙÚ›·Ó. For the two occurrences of ÁÏáÛÛ·, Bochartus (followed
by Meineke) read ›ÛÛ· very appositely at first sight. The Etym.
Magnum (p. 213, 8) s.v. BÚÂÙÙ›· has: Ì¤Ï·ÈÓ· ›ÛÛ·. Î·d ‚¿Ú‚·ÚÔ˜Ø
àe ÙÔÜ BÚÂÙÙ›ˆÓ öıÓÔ˘˜ (or «BÚ¤ÙÙÈÔ˜» âıÓÈÎÔÜ). And the same in
effect occurs in Hesychius s.v. BÚÂÙÙ›·Ø Ì¤Ï·ÈÓ· (an addendum
<›ÛÛ·>? j ‚¿Ú‚·ÚÔ˜). àe ÙÔÜ BÚÂÙÙ›ˆÓ öıÓÔ˘˜. The
lexicographers note rather support the ÁÏáÙÙ· in Aristophanes’
fragment: ‚¿Ú‚·ÚÔ˜ ÁÏáÛÛ·. If Aristophanes wrote ÁÏáÙÙ·, we can
be sure, he was playing one of his usual, ingenious games of double
entendre. In any case the Ì¤Ï·ÈÓ·, ‰ÂÈÓc BÚÂÙÙ›· would have made
clear the allusion to the famous pitch.
I shall end this study on ancient male depilation by referring to
chapter III, book III of Clement, Paedagogus, entitled: Úe˜ ÙÔf˜
Î·ÏÏˆÈ˙ÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜ ÙáÓ àÓ‰ÚáÓ. V. especially 15, 2-4; 17, 3; 19, 1 21,
1; 23, 2; 5. We have in these passages a true picture of the situation,
exaggerated only in the intensity of its absolute condemnation.
I shall conclude this essay by adding some further remarks on
depilation.
(1) We are informed of a theatrical business very similar to Baubo’s
action as Arnobius represents it (for Clement’s account, and what I
take to have been the Orphic account lying at the source of both, see
the discussion in this work). In Aristophanes, Lysistrata, 88-9, K·ÏÔÓ›ÎË the Athenian adds to the praise addressed to a Boeotian prime
young lady, by saying: Î·d Óc ¢›· / ÎÔÌ„ﬁÙ·Ù· ÙcÓ ‚ÏË¯Ò ÁÂ ·Ú·ÙÂÙÈÏÌ¤ÓË. BÏË¯Ò refers here to the Á˘Ó·ÈÎÂÖÔÓ ·å‰ÔÖÔÓ, as the
scholiast explains. But he adds ad ÎÔÌ„ﬁÙ·Ù·: ÎÔÌ„á˜ ö¯Ô˘Û· Ùe
·å‰ÔÖÔÓØ êÙÔÌ¤ÓË ‰b ·éÙÔÜ ÙÔÜÙﬁ ÊËÛÈ. So we have the placing of a
hand to, and caressing gently that venerable part of the female nature
but it is of course here another one’s examining hand, unlike Baubo’s
case.
(2) It is interesting to note a passage which could provide another
point of similarity with Arnobius account of Baubo’s action. In
Aristophanes, Ecclesiazousai 719 sqq., Praxagora wants to stop
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prostitution in order that her friends, rather than the prostitutes,
should enjoy ÙáÓ Ó¤ˆÓ Ùa˜ àÎÌ¿˜, the vigour of young men. And
then she adds (721 sqq.): Î·d Ù¿˜ ÁÂ ‰Ô‡Ï·˜ Ôé¯d ‰ÂÖ ÎÔÛÌÔ˘Ì¤Ó·˜ /
ÙcÓ ÙáÓ âÏÂ˘ı¤ÚˆÓ ñÊ·Ú¿˙ÂÈÓ K‡ÚÈÓ, / àÏÏa ·Úa ÙÔÖ˜ ‰Ô‡ÏÔÈÛÈ
ÎÔÈÌÄÛı·È (this is an example of ÎÔÈÌÄÛı·È as signifying coition, if
examples were needed) ÌﬁÓÔÓ / Î·ÙˆÓ¿ÎËÓ ÙeÓ ¯ÔÖÚÔÓ àÔÙÂÙÈÏÌ¤Ó·˜. XÔÖÚÔ˜ is of course the pudendum muliebre. But how is Î·ÙˆÓ¿ÎËÓ to be construed? Mss. have Î·ÙˆÓ¿ÎË and the vulgate Î·ÙˆÓ¿ÎFË, which Brunck tried to justify by interpreting it as ¯¿ÚÈÓ ÙáÓ
‰Ô‡ÏˆÓ. K·ÙˆÓ¿ÎË was a coarse cloth worn by slaves, a kind of frock
with a lower border of sheepskin (Î¿Ùˆ + Ó¿ÎÔ˜). V. Hesychius s.v.
Î·ÙˆÓ¿ÎË: îÌ¿ÙÈÔÓ ö¯ÔÓ âÎ ÙáÓ Î¿Ùˆ ÌÂÚáÓ Ó¿ÎÔ˜ ÚÔÛÂÚ·ÌÌ¤ÓÔÓ, ¬ âÛÙÈ ÌËÏˆÙ‹. (Cf. also Moeris s.v.). It is true that the Etym. M.
expressly remarks p. 597.14, s.v. N¿ÎË: Ùe ·åÁÂÖÔÓ ‰¤ÚÌ·Ø Îˆ‰›· Î·d
ÎÒ‰ÈÔÓ, Ùe ÚÔ‚¿ÙÈÔÓ. ÔéÎ ôÚ· Ùe âÓ KﬁÏ¯ÔÈ˜, Ó¿ÎÔ˜ ÚËÙ¤ÔÓ. Î·Îá˜
ÔsÓ ™ÈÌˆÓ›‰Ë˜ Ó¿ÎÔ˜ ÊËÛ› (Fr. 39 (544) PMG Page). But this is at
best ultra-purism. For Homer’s Odyssey ξ, 530: àÓ ‰b Ó¿ÎËÓ ≤ÏÂÙ’
·åÁe˜ â¸ÙÚÂÊ¤Ô˜ ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔÈÔ cannot be taken to imply more than that
Ó¿ÎË could be a goat-skin. The scholia have: Ó¿ÎËÓØ ‰¤ÚÌ· ·åÁe˜
‰·Û‡Ì·ÏÏÔÓ which suggests that the scholiast would agree to the
remark in the Etym. M. in which case we may trace the source of the
exclusive view to Alexandrian false scientifism. What the Etymologus
charges Simonides with, was committed by Lycophron, too; v.
Alexandra, 1310; and before him Pindar Pythia IV, 68: ¿Á¯Ú˘ÛÔÓ
Ó¿ÎÔ˜ ÎÚÈÔÜ. Herodotus, as well, uses Ó¿ÎÔ˜ for sheepskin, even if not
in connection with the Argonautic expedition (II, 42). Theocritus, on
the other hand, uses the word for a goat-skin, Idyll V, 2 (cf. 9 and 1112); the scholia to this passage are instructive: one explains the word in
its present use, ÙÉ˜ ·åÁe˜ Ùe ‰¤ÚÌ·; the other gives what was
obviously taken from a lexicographic work: ÎÒ‰ÈÔÓ, n ÌËÏˆÙcÓ
Ê·Ì¤Ó; and the last gives both meanings, with the information that
Zenodotus probably insisted on the “sheepskin view”. This view we
find in Photius (Ó¿ÎÔ˜Ø öÓÙÚÈ¯ÔÓ ‰¤ÚÌ· õÙÔÈ ‰ÔÚa ÚÔ‚¿ÙÔ˘ - cf. also
s.v. Ó·ÎÔÙ›ÏÙ·È). Suda has both interpretations, considering goatskin
as the main one: Ó¿ÎÔ˜ öÓÙÚÈ¯ÔÓ ‰¤ÚÌ·, õÙÔÈ ‰ÔÚa ÚÔ‚¿ÙÔ˘.
K˘Ú›ˆ˜ ‰b Ùe ÙÉ˜ ·åÁe˜ ‰¤ÚÌ·, Îá·˜ ‰b Ùe ÙÔÜ ÚÔ‚¿ÙÔ˘.
Hesychius explains as ÎÒ‰ÈÔÓ. ·úÁÂÈÔÓ ‰¤ÚÌ· ÌÂÙa ÙÚÈ¯áÓØ thus also
providing both interpretations, though again he has Ó·ÎÔÙ›ÏÙ·ÈØ Ôî
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ÎÂ›ÚÔÓÙÂ˜ Ùa Úﬁ‚·Ù·, to which Suda as well agrees: Ó·ÎÔÙ›ÏÙ·ÈØ Ôî
ÙáÓ ÚÔ‚¿ÙˆÓ ÎÔ˘ÚÂÖ˜. Eustathius (p. 1771.47 sqq.) gives both
meanings. In conclusion we see that both uses were authorized by the
poets and prosewriters, but that the grammarians and philologists
were, as usual, in dispute as to which is the correct use. Pausanias IV,
11, 3 expresses I think the true state of affairs: ıÒÚ·Î· ÁaÚ j àÛ›‰·
Âr¯ÂÓ ≤Î·ÛÙÔ˜, ¬ÛÔÈ ‰b äﬁÚÔ˘Ó ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ, ÂÚÈÂ‚¤‚ÏËÓÙÔ ·åÁáÓ
Ó¿Î·˜ Î·d ÚÔ‚¿ÙˆÓ, Ôî ‰b Î·d ıËÚ›ˆÓ ‰¤ÚÌ·Ù· etc. The ‰¤ÚÌ· of
sheep and goat was called Ó¿ÎË or Ó¿ÎÔ˜. To return to Hesychius’
explanation of Î·ÙˆÓ¿ÎË, we note that the scholia to Ecclesiazousai,
724 and Suda s.v., are in agreement: îÌ¿ÙÈﬁÓ âÛÙÈÓ âÎ ÙáÓ Î¿Ùˆ
ÌÂÚáÓ Ó¿ÎÔ˜, ÙÔ˘Ù¤ÛÙÈ ‰ÈÊı¤Ú·Ó, ÂÚÈÂÚÚ·ÌÌ¤ÓÔÓ. This dress was
considered appropriate for slaves, near-slaves, or the slavish in origin or
behaviour. Thus the sch. to Eccles. 724 have: âÓÙ·Üı· ‰b ‰Ô˘ÏÈÎe˜ Î·d
àÓÂÏÂ‡ıÂÚÔ˜ ¯ÈÙÒÓ; and Aristophanes in Lysistrata 1150-1 describes
the Athenians under the Peisistratidean tyranny to have worn Î·ÙˆÓ¿Î·˜, i.e. be as slaves and wearing the characteristic dress of slaves
(the former would be enough for the requirements of the
Aristophanean passage just mentioned; but Hesychius and Suda s.v.
Î·ÙˆÓ¿ÎË and the scholiast to Lysistrata 618 expressly mention that
the tyrants did enforce the wearing of that dress by the Athenians); cf.
also Athenaeus VI, 217d.
Now Brunck’s construal of the Aristophanian passage in Ecclesiaz.
(i.e. having plucked out the pubic hair for the sake of a slave, for him
to enjoy it) is unnatural and improbable; it would further necessitate
taking the characteristic cloth of a group of men for that group.
K·ÙˆÓ¿ÎËÓ on the other hand is accepted by all major critics; and it
is connected generally to the various kinds of tonsure. (For ÎÔ˘Ú·d
ÎÂÊ·ÏÉ˜ v. Acharnenses 849 and Aves 806 with the scholia; also
Thesmophoriazousai 838 with sch.; especially Pollux II 29-31; IX, 13;
Herodotus IV, 175; Thucydides II, 62; Hesychius s.vv. ÎÉÔ˜, ÌÈ÷Ä
Ì·¯·›Ú÷·, and ÛÎ¿ÊÈÔÓ; Harpocration and Photius s.v. ÛÎ¿ÊÈÔÓ;
Lucianus Lexiphanes, 5; Nicostratus apud Athenaeus, II, 47e;
Eustathius 907.40 sqq.). Cf. Eupolis Fr. 313 PCGr. vol. V p. 479:
qÏıÂ˜ / âÍ˘ÚËÌ¤ÓÔ˜ Û·‚‡ÙÙÔ˘˜, where the Glossae of pap. Ox. 1803
explain: Û¿‚˘ÙÙÔ˜Ø ÎÔ˘ÚÄ˜ Âr‰ﬁ˜ ÙÈ, whereas Hesychius hesitates
whether it was a kind of hair dressing or shaving; s.v. Û¿‚˘ÙÙÔ˜Ø Âr‰Ô˜
Í˘Ú‹Û(Âˆ˜) Âå˜ Î·ÏÏˆÈÛÌﬁÓ. ﬁÙÂÚÔÓ ‰b ÙÔÜ ÒÁˆÓÔ˜ j ÙÉ˜
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ÎÂÊ·ÏÉ˜ ô‰ËÏÔÓ. Cf. Photius p. 495.13 s.v. Û·‚‡ÙÙË˜Ø Í˘Ú‹ÛÂˆ˜
Âr‰Ô˜. Given the razor work (Í‡ÚËÛÈ˜), it pobably referred to a style of
tonsure, which Eupolis no doubt translated to a particular fashion of
hair cosmetics in the pudendum area. And so Hesychius continues the
explanation of Û¿‚˘ÙÙÔ˜: ÙÈÓb˜ ‰b Ùe Á˘Ó·ÈÎÂÖÔÓ (sc. ÌﬁÚÈÔÓ or
·å‰ÔÖÔÓ); cf. Photius ibid.; and Suda c110: Ùe Á˘Ó·ÈÎÂÖÔÓ ·å‰ÔÖÔÓ Ôî
ÎˆÌÈÎÔd Î·ÏÔÜÛÈ... Û¿‚˘ÙÙÔÓ. For the plucking off the hair from the
female triangle, cf. Lysistrata, 151: ‰¤ÏÙ· ·Ú·ÙÂÙÈÏÌ¤Ó·È. Cf. Ranae
516: (çÚ¯ËÛÙÚ›‰Â˜) ì‚˘ÏÏÈáÛ·È ÎôÚÙÈ ·Ú·ÙÂÙÈÏÌ¤Ó·È). But then, it
must mean here a kind of tonsure for the pubic hair (àÔÙÂÙÈÏÌ¤Ó·˜
in slave-fashion ). In such a case it is very difficult to decide whether
Î·ÙˆÓ¿ÎË˜ as used in this way identifies the kind of tonsure as
generally slave-like (i.e. one practiced by slave-girls; but then one could
not very easily imagine a state of affairs where free-born women and
slave-girls had different ways of arranging their pubic hair!); or perhaps
as specially like that of the cloth Î·ÙˆÓ¿ÎË; for one could even
surmise a fashion according to which the hair was removed round the
labia but for a circular band of hair left at some distance away from
them; that could be reasonably taken to represent the main feature of
Î¿Ùˆ-Ó¿ÎË. But however that may be, the interesting thing for our
purpose is that, granting the correctness of the general standard
interpretation of our passage, there was one at least particular way of
tonsure for women’s pubic hair and, therefore, presumably other ways
at least possible as well. In which case Baubo might have utilized some
one such way in her exhibition to Demeter - or perhaps she might
have invented a novel and strange way on purpose and with a definite
intent and significance. But I do not think that we should here take
Aristophanes too literally in a mechanical way; he rather plays here one
of his exquisite games. The Scholia (or any other source) do not speak
of any kind of tonsure called Î·ÙˆÓ¿ÎË˜ or Î·ÙˆÓ¿ÎË (as they do in
Acharnenses, 849: KÚ·ÙÖÓÔ˜ àÔÎÂÎ·ÚÌ¤ÓÔ˜ ÌÔÈ¯eÓ ÌÈ÷Ä Ì·¯·›Ú÷·, to
which the scholia remark: ÌÔÈ¯e˜ ‰b Âr‰Ô˜ Î·d ùÓÔÌ· ÎÔ˘ÚÄ˜ àÚÂÔÜ˜, ÎÈÓ·È‰Ò‰Ô˘˜; even here there may be a play involved, cf.
Hesychius s.v. ÎÉÔ˜). On the other hand we have other examples of
such playful metaphors, misplacements or pregnant odd and
unexpected combinations. Thus in Athenaeus, IX, 410c, we read: XÂÈÚﬁÌ·ÎÙÚÔÓ ‰b Î·ÏÂÖÙ·È z
ˇ Ùa˜ ¯ÂÖÚ·˜ àÂÌ¿ÙÙÔÓÙÔ èÌÔÏ›Óˇˆ. ™ÔÊÔÎÏÉ˜ OåÓÔÌ¿ˇˆ: ™Î˘ıÈÛÙd ¯ÂÈÚﬁÌ·ÎÙÚÔÓ âÎÎÂÎ·ÚÌ¤ÓÔ˜ (Sophocles,
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Fr. 473 Radt). The sense would present exactly the same kind of
difficulty as the present one, but for Hesychius’ gloss on ™Î˘ıÈÛÙd ¯ÂÈÚﬁÌ·ÎÙÚÔÓ: Ôî ™Î‡ı·È ÙáÓ Ï·Ì‚·ÓÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ âÓ ÔÏ¤ÌÔÈ˜ àÓıÚÒˆÓ
(Lennep for the ms. Ï·Ì‚. ÔÏÏÔÖ˜ zÓ; I would omit àÓıÚÒˆÓ
altogether) Ùa˜ ÎÂÊ·Ïa˜ âÎ‰¤ÚÔÓÙÂ˜ +qÛ·Ó+ (something is missing
here) àÓÙd ¯ÂÈÚÔÌ¿ÎÙÚˆÓ â¯ÚáÓÙÔ. For details, see Herodotus IV, 64.
In other cases the play is more obvious. Thus in Pollux, IX, 71, we
have a Hermippian fragment from ¢ËÌﬁÙ·È (Fr. I Meineke, vol. II p.
385 = Fr. 13 PCGr. vol. V p. 568): OúÌÔÈ, Ù› ‰Ú¿Ûˆ Û‡Ì‚ÔÏÔÓ ÎÂÎ·ÚÌ¤ÓÔ˜; which is explained by Pollux as follows: ÂúË ‰’ iÓ Î·d Û‡Ì‚ÔÏÔÓ
‚Ú·¯f ÓÔÌÈÛÌ¿ÙÈÔÓ, ìÌ›ÙÔÌﬁÓ ÙÈ ÓÔÌ›ÛÌ·ÙÔ˜; thus the speaker in the
fragment must have been tonsured on half of his head only, for some
reason: ÎÂÎ¿Úı·È öÔÈÎÂ Ùe ≥ÌÈÛ˘. (Pollux then goes on to explain how
the Û‡Ì‚ÔÏÔÓ can be half a coin in an appropriate sense. Other things,
like knucklebones, could be used for Û‡Ì‚ÔÏ· - Û‡Ì+‚¿ÏÏˆ - for
purposes of indisputable identification and recognition: v. Scholia to
Euripides Medea, 610). The same expression could be used in
describing a half-shaven face. This is what happens to Mnesilochus
when he tries to escape in the midst of his sufferings at Euripides’
hands; Thesmoph. 226-7: ÔûÎÔ˘Ó Î·Ù·Á¤Ï·ÛÙÔ˜ ‰ÉÙ’ öÛÂÈ / ÙcÓ
ìÌ›ÎÚ·ÈÚ·Ó ÙcÓ ëÙ¤Ú·Ó „ÈÏcÓ ö¯ˆÓ. Such a case of literally
incongruous combination of elements is, I think, presented by our
present passage; Ecclesiaz., 719 sqq. An antithesis to the Ôé¯d ‰ÂÖ
ÎÔÛÌÔ˘Ì¤Ó·˜ is needed; thus, after: they must sleep with slaves only,
we could expect: either (1) wearing a slave-dress, or (2) having hair
dresses appropriate to slaves. Additionally some reference to their
sexual condition would be more than likely. Aristophanes boldly
combines all three expected elements in an utterly unexpected
formation: ¯ÔÖÚÔ˜ provides the sexual reference; Î·ÙˆÓ¿ÎË the dress
proper to slaves; àÔÙÂÙÈÏÌ¤Ó·˜ (in place of the would-be àÔÎÂÎ·ÚÌ¤Ó·˜ were it about hair-dressing proper, on the head) the some
characteristic hair-dressing, like the ÛÎ¿ÊÈÔÓ àÔÎÂÎ·ÚÌ¤ÓËÓ of
Thesmoph. 838, where see the scholia. The joke is that the slave girls
must not only be not allowed to beautify themselves, but even their
pudendum must be depilated in a slave-fashion! An Aristophanic
comic extravagance.
That youths and young men had their pubic hair dressed in
various ways and shapes already in archaic times is amply testified by
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extant sculpture (ÎÔÜÚÔÈ).
(3) Plucking off the pubic hair was also reserved as a punishment
for ÌÔÈ¯Ô‡˜, adulterers, but in such cases it was executed in a way
ensuring a painful and torturing experience. Thus in Nubes, 1083-4,
the ¢›Î·ÈÔ˜ §ﬁÁÔ˜ asks the òA‰ÈÎÔ˜ §ﬁÁÔ˜ about the likely influence
of the latter’s teachings on the young man, especially as regards his easy
and free intercourse with married women:
Ù› ‰’ jÓ Ú·Ê·ÓÈ‰ˆıFÉ ÈıﬁÌÂÓﬁ˜ ÛÔÈ Ù¤ÊÚ÷· ÙÂ ÙÈÏıFÉ;
≤ÍÂÈ ÙÈÓa ÁÓÒÌËÓ Ï¤ÁÂÈÓ Ùe Ìc ÂéÚ‡ÚˆÎÙÔ˜ ÂrÓ·È;

The scholia to this passage, and to Plutus 168, (cf. also Suda s.v.
Ú·Ê·Ó›˜) explain the situation. Poor adulterers if caught, unable to pay
the fine or recompense, were subjected to this inglorious treatment
(‰ËÌÔÛ›÷· says the scholium ad Plutus, 168; we would scarcely believe
this but for Demosthenes, p. 1367 Reiske to be quoted below) which
consisted in a) Ú·Ê·Ó›‰ˆÛÈ˜ (= thrusting of raddish up the anus), and
b) removal of pubic hair with simultaneous application of hot ashes to
the thereby irritated skin. (Suda s.v. Ú·Ê·Ó›˜: Ô≈Ùˆ ÁaÚ ÙÔf˜ êÏﬁÓÙ·˜
ÌÔÈ¯Ôf˜ ä
F Î›˙ÔÓÙÔØ Ú·Ê·ÓÖ‰·˜ Ï·Ì‚¿ÓÔÓÙÂ˜ Î·ı›ÂÛ·Ó Âå˜ ÙÔf˜ ÚˆÎÙÔf˜ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ, Î·d ·Ú·Ù›ÏÏÔÓÙÂ˜ ·éÙÔf˜ ıÂÚÌcÓ Ù¤ÊÚ·Ó â¤·ÙÙÔÓ, ‚·Û¿ÓÔ˘˜ îÎ·Ó¿˜ âÚÁ·˙ﬁÌÂÓÔÈ. But perhaps the ashes were
utilized in the process of depilation, just as pitch (‰Úá·Í) was
normally). See also Lucianus de Morte Peregrini 9 for ÏËÁ¿˜ (lashes)
and Ú·Ê·ÓÈÛÌÔ‡˜ as the punishment for adultery. For Ú·Ê·ÓÈÛÌﬁ˜ cf.
Hesychius s.vv. Ú·Ê·ÓÈ‰ˆıÉÓ·È and §·ÎÈ¿‰·È; the proverbial
expression oø §·ÎÈ¿‰·È in Appendix Paroemiogr. Gr. V, 43; Suda s.v.
oø §·ÎÈ¿‰·È; Catullus XV, 18-19. When appropriate radishes (the
Ì·ÎÚa Ú¿Ê·ÓÔ˜) were not ready to hand, the shaft of an axe or such
like instrument could be employed or àÏ¿‚·ÛÙ·, globular, elongated
vases without handles, v. the passages from Suda and Appendix
Paroem. already mentioned (àÏ·‚¿ÛÙÔÈ˜ is clearly the correct reading
in both places, in view of Pausanias statement apud Eustathius,
1161.32: àÏ¿‚·ÛÙÔ˜Ø z
ˇ â¯ÚáÓÙÔ âd ÙÈÌˆÚ›÷· ÙáÓ ÌÔÈ¯áÓ àÓÙd ÙÔÜ
Ú·Ê¿ÓÔ˘). Still another substitute of Ú·Ê·Ó›˜ was the sea-mullet (v.
Catullus loc.cit.; Juvenalis, X, 317) which must have resulted in an
excruciating operation in view of the fish’s large head (sch. to Juvenal
ad.loc.: mugilis: piscis grandis capitis, postremus exilis, qui in podicem
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moechorum deprehensorum solebat inmitti); what Plinius, IX, 26
relates about this fish makes the whole thing more painfully clear,
namely that mugilis or mugil piscis est cujus natura in metu capite
abscondito totum se occultari credentis! But perhaps this aggravated
manner of punishment has more to do with typical (rather later)
Roman cruelty in inflicting pain.
The point of this practice, as is clear from the Aristophanian
passage in Nubes, above quoted, was to make the adulterer feel and
appear as an effeminate bent on suffering anal intercourse that is the
contrary, in a sense, of what his action was meant to be taken as.
The passage in Plutus, 168 runs as follows:
ï ‰’ êÏÔ‡˜ ÁÂ ÌÔÈ¯e˜ ‰Èa Û¤ Ô˘ ·Ú·Ù›ÏÏÂÙ·È.

The verse belongs to a passage where the things are being mentioned
which men do for the sake of Wealth, personified ¶ÏÔÜÙÔ˜, to whom
the speakers address themselves. Since, as we saw, it was for want of
money that the adulterer was suffering the painful and ignominious
punishment, Bentley (followed by Valckenaer, cf. his note on
Euripides, Hippolytus 417-8) wanted to emend Ô˘ to Á’ Ôé. But this
is not necessary; for, as the scholia explain (which clearly read the verse
as it is transmitted in our mss.), ‰Èa Û¤ here can easily mean on
account of you in a neutral way, that is, you are responsible for the
poor adulterer’s torment, for if he possessed you, he would not suffer
it1.
Finally, see Lucianus, Fugitivi, 33 for lashes and depilation by pitch
as a punishment for a lewd, effeminate, mischievous fugitive slave (he
was ÙáÓ ñÔÛ¿ıÚˆÓ, i.e. ÙáÓ Û·ıÚeÓ â¯ﬁÓÙˆÓ ÙeÓ ÚˆÎÙﬁÓ because
of repeated anal intercourse; and he was called M˘ÚﬁÓÔ˘˜, breathing
myrrh - ùÓÔÌ· Î·d ÚÄÁÌ·. §32). We have already observed the
connection between depilation of the anal region by pitch and
proclivity to suffer anal intercourse; v. further the expression Î›Ó·È‰Ô˜
ÂÈÙÙÔÎÔËÌ¤ÓÔ˜, Comica Adespota 38 (Meineke vol. IV, p. 611).
There were, of course, various ways of effecting depilation, with some
of which (pitch-plaster, ashes, burning of the undesired hair) we have
met above; for others one may consult the medical writers and Plinius.
(4) In Aristophanes, Thesmophoriazousai 533 sqq. we read (a
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woman invites the rest to punish Mnesilochus who, disguised as a
woman inveighed against them supporting Euripides, misogynic
sentiments):
Ôû ÙÔÈ Ìa ÙcÓ òAÁÏ·˘ÚÔÓ, t Á˘Ó·ÖÎÂ˜, Âs ÊÚÔÓÂÖÙÂ,
àÏÏ’ j ÂÊ¿ÚÌ·¯ı’ j Î·ÎﬁÓ ÙÈ Ì¤Á· ÂﬁÓı·Ù’ ôÏÏÔ,
Ù·‡ÙËÓ âáÛ·È ÙcÓ ÊıﬁÚÔÓ ÙÔÈ·ÜÙ· ÂÚÈ¸‚Ú›˙ÂÈÓ
ìÌÄ˜ ê¿Û·˜. Eå ÌbÓ ÔsÓ ÙÈ˜ öÛÙÈÓ Âå ‰b Ì‹, ìÌÂÖ˜
·éÙ·› ÙÂ Î·d Ùa ‰Ô˘Ï¿ÚÈ· Ù¤ÊÚ·Ó ÔıbÓ Ï·‚ÔÜÛ·È
Ù·‡ÙË˜ àÔ„ÈÏÒÛÔÌÂÓ ÙeÓ ¯ÔÖÚÔÓ, ¥Ó· ‰È‰·¯ıFÉ etc.

In Âå ÌbÓ ÔsÓ ÙÈ˜ öÛÙÈÓ (the vulgate text; the codex Ravennas has
Ù›˜ âÛÙ›Ó, but they did not share in the 10th century our modern
conventions) there is a problem of interpretation bearing on our
present discussion. In the Schol. Ven. ad Iliadem A137 we meet the
reversal öÛÙÈ ÙÈ˜ hence öÛÙÈÓ ÙÈ˜ Hermann, öÛÙÈ Ù›ÛÈ˜ Bergk (! What
is to be expected from Bergk: daring ingeniosity rather than truth),
ñÌáÓ ÙÈ˜ Herwerden concerning whose construal see immediately
below. Von Velsen, building upon Bergk s conjecture, reshaped the
verse as follows: Âå ÌbÓ ÔsÓ Ù›ÛÈ˜ Ù›˜ âÛÙ’ âÓ ìÌÖÓ etc. It is difficult to
see how this could be corrupted to the mss. texts. And it gives a weak
and inappropriate meaning. It is unnatural and very unAristophanic.
The vulgate interpretation is “if there is somebody among you
(presumably addressing the chorus who commented immediately
before) who would punish this pest here (let her do it; an aposiopesis);
otherwise we and our slave-girls will etc.”, the àÔÙÈÏÌe˜ ÛfÓ Ù¤ÊÚ÷·
being mentioned as the intended punishment. But this is
unsatisfactory, there being no adequate reason for the implied
preference that somebody else should do the punishment; in fact the
speaking lady, in an Aristophanic context, would rather enjoy
executing the judgment she herself pronounces on the culprit. In any
case the point would have been weak, or even lost, for such a forceful
àÔÛÈÒËÛÈ˜ or àÓ·ÓÙ·ﬁ‰ÔÙÔÓ. (To the vulgate interpretation
Herwerden also adheres, who smoothes out as it were the construction
grammatically, by changing the ÙÈ˜ öÛÙÈÓ to ñÌáÓ ÙÈ˜ as noticed
above, and understands as implied àÔ„ÈÏÒÛÂÈ, Î·Ïá˜ ö¯ÂÈ (= well
and good)). Fritzsche attempts to supply the missing point by taking
the appeal to be to some man (“since it would be improper for us
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women to openly assume the role of afflicting vengeance on her on the
spot, on the scene” he supposes the missing link to be). But I do not
see even now, when a point for the antithesis has been supplied, how
we could justify the force of the àÔÛÈÒËÛÈ˜. There is a simple
question to ask here: if that were the sense, then why is Aristophanes
not stating it? Our solution to the difficulty clearly must enable us to
answer this question, as well. (Unless one were to misapply modern
sentiments, and argue that Aristophanes did not wish to exhibit the
speaking woman as entertaining an arrière-pensée!). Blaydes moves a
further step in the required direction. He says (commentarius p. 189):
“Sensus, qui latuisse videtur interpretes, est: Quapropter, si aliqua illa
est (si illi animi aliquid inest, si fortis et animosa est, Anglice, if she has
any pluck in her), seipsam defendet; sin minus, nos ipsae et
pedissequae nostrae etc.”, invoking this known idiomatic use of ÙÈ˜
and giving some examples of which one may suffice: Plato, Legg. IV
716B Î·d ÔÏÏÔÖ˜ ÙÈÛÈÓ ö‰ÔÍÂÓ ÂrÓ·› ÙÈ˜. Clearly this is an
improvement, for a suggestion is proposed which intends to account
for the force, as well as for the point and meaning of the àÓ·ÓÙ·ﬁ‰ÔÙÔÓ. Yet, contra, there are two considerations to be urged, one
perceived by Blaydes, the other not. The latter, is this: There is a falsely
ringing awkwardness in the idea if she has any pluck in her (let her
defend herself ); if not, let us pluck the hair off her hidden parts; the
smoothly running antithesis, I submit, would have been something
like if she has any pluck in her, let her defend herself and have a broil;
if not, we shall have an easy ride. That is, the proper antithesis lies
between easiness and difficulty in achieving one’s purpose, not so
much between obstruction and the unqualified purpose itself. (By
such formulations I am simply trying to evoke a feeling of subtle
incongruousness in the antithesis as interpreted by Blaydes). On the
other hand if the accomplishment of the purpose is kept as the second
branch of the stated antithesis, then the former part of it must respect
not mere opposition to the realization of that purpose, but rather the
nonrealization of it tout court. And this is what will be catered to by
my interpretation. But before stating that, let me briefly touch on the
other consideration to be urged in objecting to Blaydes’ improved
explanation. It concerns the construal of ìÌÂÖ˜ ·éÙ·› ÙÂ Î·d Ùa ‰Ô˘Ï¿ÚÈ·. Blaydes understands ìÌÂÖ˜ as comprising both ·éÙ·› and Ùa ‰Ô˘Ï¿ÚÈ·, as it were we on the scene, we around, that is, ourselves and the
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slave-girls; thus he renders for ·éÙ·› ÙÂ Î·d Ùa ‰Ô˘Ï¿ÚÈ· cum ipsae
tum servulae. But as Enger (reported by Blaydes, in app. cr. ad locum)
remarked: Non enim dicit, nos quum ipsae, tum etiam servulae, sed,
nos ipsae cum servulis. To use punctuation as a logical tool, not ìÌÂÖ˜,
·éÙ·› ÙÂ Î·d Ùa ‰Ô˘Ï¿ÚÈ·, Ù¤ÊÚ·Ó ÔıbÓ Ï·‚ÔÜÛ·È etc., but ìÌÂÖ˜
·éÙ·› ÙÂ, Î·d Ùa ‰Ô˘Ï¿ÚÈ·, Ù¤ÊÚ·Ó ÔıbÓ Ï·‚ÔÜÛ·È etc.. I am not
mentioning, of course, this point in order to illustrate the undoubtable
subtleties of the Greek language, but simply by reason of its bearing on
our purpose at hand; for Blaydes construal smoothes out the above
noticed dissonance in the Aristophanian antithesis: “if she etc.,
otherwise we shall etc.” with unaccented “we” (the emphasis lies on
the accomplishment of their intention as safely and certainly
expected). In the competing construal (which I adopt) it is more
difficult to iron it all out thus smoothly, the emphasis falling naturally
on (at least partly, but definitely) “we ourselves and the slave-girls”. (I
may mention here that, of the various parallels cited by Blaydes, none
supports his construal of the phrase in question). (It should also be
mentioned that the codex Ravennas has really ·éÙÔ› ÁÂ (for ·éÙ·› ÙÂ),
a reading corrected by some (like Meineke, Bergk, Cobet and Blaydes
himself) to ·éÙ·› ÙÂ, and by others (like Dindorf) to ·éÙ·› ÁÂ. If we
retain the ÁÂ, then my two points above gain, of course, manifoldly in
force.) Βut then the upshot of this discussion would appear to bring us
back to the vulgate interpretation from which we began. For it
certainly provides a smooth and consonant antithesis: if somebody else
will do it, otherwise, we ourselves wite etc. In support of the vulgate
understanding points the ÁÂ also of the main codex. And the ancient
scholiast moves in the same direction, though he offers an
interpretation which is unwisely neglected. The scholium runs thus ad
536: Û˘ÓÙÈÌˆÚÂÖÛı·È ·éÙeÓ ‚Ô˘ÏﬁÌÂÓ·È (-vn Fritzsche; -vos
Hermann), âÂÈ‰c âd ÛÎËÓÉ˜ ÂåÛ›Ó. (·éÙeÓ because the person to be
punished is really a man, Mnesilochus). The scholium evidently
supplies the suppressed apodosis to Âå ÌbÓ ÔsÓ ÙÈ˜ öÛÙÈÓ, the sense
being: “if there is anybody wishing to help in the punishment of the
offender, let her help (accepting Fritzsche’s emendation; I do not see
any natural point in Hermann’s change if it is correctly reported)
otherwise, or, (almost), in any case, we ourselves (alone) etc.” I
consider this attempt interesting, because it takes account of a point
which I mentioned earlier, namely that the woman speaking and her
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friends characterologically must be both willing and determined to
share in the inflinction of the punishment unless their enjoyment is
spoilt by an objective circumstance which renders their resolve
pointless (see my interpretation). Dübner (adnotatio ad scholium)
reports that Claudius Puteanus’ apographum scholiorum has: Âå ÌbÓ
ÔsÓ ÙÈ˜ ôÏÏË, ‰ËÏÔÓﬁÙÈ, Á˘Ó‹, öÛÙÈ ÙÔÜÙÔ ¬ÂÚ Ï¤Áˆ ÔÈÉÛ·È <‚Ô˘ÏÔÌ¤ÓË>, Âå ‰’ Ôé Ì‹, ìÌÂÖ˜ ·éÙ·› (sc. will do it). (I supplied <‚Ô˘ÏÔÌ¤ÓË> as obviously required by the sense). And this is the vulgate
interpretation. But as I observed above, everything is all right with the
vulgate understanding apart from the perplexing fact of the àÔÛÈÒËÛÈ˜. Why on earth should the àﬁ‰ÔÛÈ˜ be withheld on such an
interpretation? And besides, which are the two groups implied by
ìÌÂÖ˜ on the one hand and that group of women from which the Ù›˜
may be prepared to help in doing or to do completely on her own the
work envisaged? The women on the scene and the chorus respectively,
one may say. But why one single woman on the one hand and quite a
number on the other helped by slaves? Is it then a man who is
searched out to perform the job (cf. Hermann s emendation above)?
But, apart from everything else, even a man could not alone inflict
such punishment except on a willing subject, which is impossible here.
To conclude this analysis: there is no naturally satisfying result in
these endeavours. Suppose, then, striking a different line, that the
sense was: “if she (i.e. Mnesilochus disguised) despite her age (for
Mnesilochus is an older man) is one of those you know, then let her
escape our vengeance, especially since in such a case her motivation in
saying what she said (condemning the women) will be apparent (i.e.
she judges about all of us from herself ) and, furthermore, the
particular form our vengeance would take (depilating her privy parts)
cannot be exacted since she herself keeps clear the area of hair given
her manner of life; but if not (and she therefore has not got a smooth
and hairless pudendum), then let us teach her a lesson not to take the
wrong side by etc.” I think this gives the passage a sense both fitting to
the context as regards meaning, and natural in itself respecting the
interpretation of the Greek. Aristophanes, as usual, plays on many
tableaux simultaneously: if she is one, i.e. one of those she condemns
in speech, her hypocrisy will be unveiled; if not we shall make her
appear as a sexually-prone hag. But also: if she is one, i.e. if she is
somebody, and not a prudish nothing, if she is properly conscious of
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her female nature (in all senses) and not a monstrosity of a woman
with man-like feelings and thoughts etc. And again this latter
dimension of meaning subtly alludes to the converse deceit actually
being at work against the women. Thus the speaking woman also
means: if she is a true woman, like the rest of us, she would feel like us
and would not condemn in such a sweeping way practices and
behaviour which we women all feel the urge towards, and, to a lesser
or greater extent, all follow. And this sense has a special effect since
Mnesilochus is not, in reality, a true woman at all.
NOTE
1. The legal situation as regards punishment of adultery in Athens seems to
have been as follows. There was an ancient law which allowed the husband to
kill the adulterer (if he caught him in the act of criminal intercourse with his
wife) with impunity: Lysias, de Caede Eratosth. 30-2. The law was contained
in the Solonian legislation; Plutarch Solon, XXIII, 1. But whether this law
was actually considered valid in classical times, or if so, whether it was
actually applied, is difficult to decide. Lysias, of course, invokes it; but even
from what he says about the fact that actual, violent rape was not liable to
death penalty (32-3; cf. 34 sqq.) [although he gives a transparently rhetorical
turn to this discrepancy which, however, even if were itself discredited by the
‚È·˙ÔÌ¤ÓFË in Plato, Leges 874c, was nonetheless a peculiar feature of Solon’s
codification of laws concerning women, v. Plutarch, Solon, XXIII, 1-4] we
may conclude that the ancient law had fallen into relative or absolute
abeyance. There might only be a question of the courts displaying some
lenience towards one who killed the adulterer of his wife in the heat of
passion and at the moment when not designedly caught them in the actual
act. I think Lysias implicitly concedes so much in his peroration to the speech
in question. There (§49) he represents the standing laws as allowing â¿Ó ÙÈ˜
ÌÔÈ¯eÓ Ï¿‚FË, ¬,ÙÈ iÓ ‚Ô‡ÏËÙ·È ¯ÚÉÛı·È. Perhaps the ancient traditional and
Pre-Solonian law had this form (rather than specifically allowing the killing
of the adulterer), but the custom in classical times was to allow less than
killing, namely what Aristophanes refers to. And even this was rather a
liability reserved for the end of a law-suit; the normal procedure seems to be
the one described by Demosthenes, Contra Neairam p. 1367 Reiske (§§656): the husband, by threatening the adulterer with an indictment or with
violence on the spot, might agree to take a sum of money from him by way
of compensation, and detain him in order to coerce him into such an
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agreement or unless sureties for the payment were found. The alleged
adulterer could then bring an action against the husband for unlawful
detainment. If he won, he was pronounced not guilty and his sureties were
released. \EaÓ ‰b ‰ﬁÍFË ÌÔÈ¯e˜ ÂrÓ·È, ·Ú·‰ÔÜÓ·È ·éÙeÓ ÎÂÏÂ‡ÂÈ ÙÔf˜
âÁÁ˘ËÙa˜ Ùˇá ëÏﬁÓÙÈ, âd ‰b ÙÔÜ ‰ÈÎ·ÛÙËÚ›Ô˘ (‰ËÌÔÛ›÷· as the scholiast to
Plutus 168 says), ôÓÂ˘ âÁ¯ÂÈÚÈ‰›Ô˘, ¯ÚÉÛı·È, ¬,ÙÈ iÓ ‚Ô˘ÏËıFÉ, ó˜ ÌÔÈ¯ˇá
ùÓÙÈ. He could do with him what he wanted, excepting the use of dagger: i.e.
not inflicting on him wounds, mutilation or death. The whole practice fits in
with the more civilised spirit of 4th century late, and declining, classicism.
But the Solonian and this law may have well coexisted in the 5th century.
For the legal situation with regard to adultery in Rome, consult Lipsius,
Excursus on Annales Taciti, Lib. IV.

