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Athenaeus 13.604f (TrGF vol. 4, T N 75, p. 62):

“HAtog v, 00 waic, Edpuridn, 6 pe yAtaivey
YORVOV ETtoinoey: ool 3 LAoDVD’ ETépay

Boppdig dpiinoe. ab & od copdg, 6 tov “Epwrta
AANOTOLOLY OTTELPWY AWTTOSVTNY ATTAYELS.

Helios it was, and not a boy, Euripides, who by his heat
stripped me of my cape; but with you, when you were embrac-
ing another man’s wife, Boreas consorted. So you are not so
clever, because when sowing in another’s field, you bring Eros
into court for thieving'.

According to the information conveyed by Athenaeus this is the witty
epigram Sophocles composed addressing Euripides when he received
mockery by the latter®. It is said that Sophocles was a victim of gossip
because of the following incident: «Sophocles lured a handsome boy
outside the city wall to consort with him. Now the boy spread his own
cloak on the grass, while they wrapped themselves in Sophocles’ cape.
When the meeting was over the boy seized Sophocles’ cape and made
off with it, leaving behind for Sophocles his boyish cloak. Naturally the
incident was much talked of; when Euripides learned of the occurrence
he jeered, saying that he himself had once consorted with this boy with-
out paying any bonus, whereas Sophocles had been treated with con-
tempt for his licentiousness»®. In his epigram Sophocles refers to the
Aesopian fable about the sun and the north wind and hints at Euripi-
des’s adultery. As far as we know, Sophocles and Euripides had sexual

1. Trans. by Ch. Burton Gulick.

2. Theodor Bergk, Poetae Lyrici Graeci, vol. 1, B.G. Teubner, Lipsiae 1882, p. 244;
Ernest Diehl, Anthologia Lyrica Graeca, vol. I, B.G. Teubner, Lipsiae 1949, p. 79.

3. Athenaeus 13.604d-e (trans. by Ch. Burton Gulick).
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Emotnuovee) Erxetnoic

relations with both women and boys. Nevertheless, it is said that Sopho-
cles was fond of boys and Euripides fond of women (¢@thopeipak 3¢ Ay
6 TooxAfic, ®g EdpLmtidne @rAoydvng)-.

By studying the ancient sources, we understand very well that the
sexuality of Greek men at least from the sixth century onward appears
double-faced. Homosexual desire for a boy was regarded as natural. Ac-
cording to Michel Foucault «the Greeks did not see love for one’s own
sex and love for the other sex as opposites, as two exclusive choices, two
radically different types of behavior»°. With the lively words of Kenneth
Dover: «An Athenian who said, “I am in love” would not have taken it
amiss if asked “With a boy or a woman?”»°.

Palatine Anthology could be regarded as a poetic encyclopedia of Greek
social and private life in long duration from the 6th century BC to the
late antiquity and beyond — in particular during the Hellenistic and Im-
perial Age, the flourishing era of the Greek epigram. If the poetic voice of
all the epigrammatists of the Greek Anthology could be condensed into the
voice of one speaker, Terence’s famous line Homo sum: humani nihil a me
alienum puto would be absolutely representative’.

The topic of love (and sex) —human, all too human, indeed— is one of
the most central themes in the Greek Anthology. Two whole books are de-
voted to it: the fifth book to heterosexual love and the twelfth one to ped-
erasty. My purpose in this paper is to explore the comparisons, dilem-
mas, and preferences on the sex of the desired object in epigrams of the
Greek Anthology.

To begin with I would like to dedicate a few words about the liter-
ary background. Plato’s erotic dialogues, Phaedrus and especially Sympo-
sium, sparked off the creation of a Greek tradition in the popular philo-
sophical literature on eros. Xenophon also gave us a Symposium and the
Peripatetic philosopher Clearchus of Soli, a disciple of Aristotle’s School,
nevertheless favorable to Plato®, wrote a work under the title Erotika, on
which we learn from Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae®. Later, from the Im-
perial Age, we have two treatises on love in the form of debate (Agones

4. Athenaeus 13.603e; cf. Idem 13.557e.

5. Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality, 11. The Use of Pleasure, trans. R. Hurley,
Vintage, New York 1985, p. 187.

6. Kenneth Dover, Greek Popular Morality in the time of Plato and Aristotle, Blackwell,
Oxford 1974, p. 213 with a lot of evidence. For a comprehensive consideration see
James Davidson, The Greeks and Greek Love: A Radical Reappraisal of Homosexuality in
Ancient Greece, Weidenfield & Nicolson, London 2007.

7. Heauton Timorumenos 77.

8. Among his works is mentioned an eulogy to Plato (ITAdtwvog éyxduov).

9. 13.564a; 589d; 597a; 605d.
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Between gynephilia and pederasty

logon): Amatorius by Plutarch and Amores by pseudo-Lucian. They both
focus on the issue which eros is preferable for a male: women or boys?
The first shows his preference for heterosexual love and for marriage,
while the latter tends to prefer pederasty. The famous dialogue at the
end of the second book of the novel Leucippe and Clitophon by Achilles
Tatius is in the same context. Plotinus finally under the shadow of Plato
devotes a chapter of the third Ennead to eros®.

From an examination in the two erotic books of the Greek Anthology it
can be concluded that most epigrams with originality on our topic come
from the Late Hellenistic and early Imperial Period.

I shall begin with an epigram of Meleager of Gadara''.

AP 12.86 (= Meleager 18 G-P)

A Komptg OMAeta yovouxopovi] @Adyo BaAAet,
Gpoeva & ovtog "Epwg tpepoy avioyel.

ol P€Pw; TOTL TAId 1) LaTEPX; POl OE XADTAY
Komow €pely, «vixd 10 0pocd TtonddpLtov».

The Cyprian, being female, throws flames of woman madness.
Eros is the charioteer of desire for males.

10. The strand of philosophical tradition on eros in the Greek writing starting
from Plato reaches up to the last century. The gifted philosopher and poet Demetrios
Capetanakis (1912-1944) published in 1936 his essay Liebe und Zeit (Eros and Time).
It had been submitted as a doctoral dissertation to the University of Heidelberg
supervised by Karl Jaspers. Capetanakis discusses some major issues on eros such
as the eternity or ephemerality of desire and the male or female love, starting with
Platonic Symposium and drawing on the work of authors with a particularly intense
and idiosyncratic eroticism: Shakespeare, La Rochefoucauld, Winckelmann, Marcel
Proust, Stefan George. In his essay Capetanakis, swaying between the abyss of
loneliness and the fever of desire, experienced the anguish of that one, who goes
through the first rung of the ladder of the erotic attraction, namely through the
inspiration for the “absolutely individual” — for the “one body” according to Plato
(Symp. 210a: évos adtov oduaros épav). See also the Greek version of his essay:
Demetrios Capetanakis, « "Epwg xoal Xpdévos», in Mvboloyia t0d Qpaiov, D. Harvey
House Publishing, Athens 1988, pp. 73-148.

11. Epigrams of the Greek Anthology are cited according to the editions of A.S.F.
Gow and D.L. Page (The Greek Anthology. Hellenistic Epigrams, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge 1965 and The Greek Anthology. The Garland of Philipp and some
Contemporary Epigrams, C.U.P., Cambridge 1968), if included therein; otherwise
according to Hermann Beckby’s edition of the Anthologia Graeca (Ernst Heimeran,
Miinchen ?1965-68). Especially: in Strato’s epigrams I follow Lucia Floridi’s edition
(Stratone de Sardi. Epigrammi, Edizioni dell’ Orso, Alessandria 2007); Rufinus is cited
according to Regina Hoschele’s book (Verriickt nach Frauen: Der Epigrammatiker Rufin,
G. Narr, Tiibingen 2006).
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On which side should I come down? The son or the mother? I think
even the Cyprian will say, «The bold brat wins»'2.

Meleager is one of the major erotic epigrammatists (along with Ascle-
piades and Posidippus) of the Garland he himself had composed'. In
the whole corpus of his epigrams a dual sexual desire emerges. He has
written great verses to praise the beauty of his mistresses Heliodora and
Zenophila'; but he also accepts the immersive charm of the eyes of his
lover Myiscus®. In this epigram the dilemma for female or male love
is personified (or deified) between Aphrodite and her son Eros'S. The
preference for male love is stated rather mildly. On the same topic but
with a much more strongly-worded expression of the superiority of the
homosexual desire is the epigram AP 12.17; it is included anonymously
in Meleager’s Garland':

00 pot 07Avg Epwg EyxGEdLOG, GANG e TLPGOL
Gpoeveg aoPéotw Ofxay OTT avbpaxLy).

TAeLdTEPOY THdE OdATOG: GO0V SLYOTWTEPOG GEaMNY
OnAuTépTg, TéoToV Y TéHog OEVTEPOG.

The love of women touches not my heart, but male brands
have heaped unquenchable coals of fire on me.

12. Trans. by K. J. Gutzwiller.

13. A very serious attempt to reconstruct both sections, heterosexual and homosexual,
of Meleager’s epigrams in his Garland, has been made by Kathryn J. Gutzwiller, Poetic
Garlands. Hellenistic Epigrams in Context, University of California Press, Berkeley/Los
Angeles 1998, pp. 276-301; Eadem, «The Paradox of Amatory Epigram», in Peter
Bing — Jon Steffen Bruss (eds.), Brill’s Companion to Hellenistic Epigram, Brill, Leiden/
Boston 2007, pp. 313-332: 326-332. Cf. Daniel H. Garrison Mild Frenzy: A Reading of
the Hellenistic Love Epigram, Steiner, Wiesbaden 1978, pp. 71-93.

14. See the sequences 24, 41-56 and 30-40 G-P; cf. Regina Hoschele, «Meleager
and Heliodora: A Love Story in Bits and Pieces?», in Ingela Nilsson (ed.), Plotting with
Eros: Essays on the Poetics of Love and the Erotics of Reading, Museum Tusculanum Press,
Copenhagen 2009, pp. 99-134.

15. AP 12.101, 106, 110, 154, 159. On amatory cycles in Meleager, see Maria
Ypsilanti, «Literary Loves as Cycles: From Meleager to Ovid», L’Antiquité Classique 74
(2005), pp. 83-110.

16. In the epigram AP 5.65 the dilemma is personified between Ganymedes and Leda.

17. According to Gow-Page: Asclepiades 37. In the manuscript of the Palatine Anthology
it appears as &dnhov, while according to the (unreliable) Appendix Barberino-Vaticana is
Aoxinmiédov i) looetdinmov. It is ascribed by Gow-Page to Asclepiades and by Sternbach
to Posidippus. See loannes S. Nastos, AoxAnmiadov tov Tauiov Emvypauuote, Heraklion
2006, pp. 292-295; cf. Sonya Lida Tardn, «Eici tpixeg: An Erotic Motif in the Greek
Anthology», The Journal of Hellenic Studies 105 (1985), pp. 90-107: 101 n. 81; Kathryn J.
Gutzwiller, Poetic Garlands. Hellenistic Epigrams in Context op.cit., p. 122 n. 21.
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Greater is this heat; by as much as a man is stronger
than a woman, by so much is this desire sharper's.

The argument that love for boys is preferable because of the greater power
of the male appears already in Pausanias’ speech in the Platonic Symposium
(181¢): 60ev 1 &l T Bppey TEémovToL ol éx TovTov ToD EpwTog EmLTVoL,
TO (PUOEL EQPWUEVEGTEPOY X0l YODY UEANOY €Yoy dryomtdvtec'?.

We return to Meleager; however, now a lover of women!

AP 12.41 (= Meleager 94 G-P)

Ovx%étt ot OMpwy YeaeTaL XoAGS, 008 O TVPOLYNG
mply moTe, OV & 737 dahog ATtoAAGS0TOG.

oTéPYw ONALY EpwTtar daoLTEPWYAWY JE Ttieopo
A0OTOVPWY PEAETW TOLUEDLY allyoBdTonG.

I do not count Thero fair any longer, nor Apollodotus,

once gleaming like fire, but now already burnt-out torch.

I care for the love of women. Let it be for goat-mounting herds
to press in their arms hairy minions®.

The two boys are now too old, their beauty has gone away, and the hairs
in the anus grew. As Sonya L. Tardn has pointed out in her relevant
article, Meleager’s innovation here is «that he does not prefer hetero-
sexual to homosexual love per se but because his eromenos has become
hairy»*.

The motif of first hair-growth as a sign of the boy’s transition to
young manhood is old and very strong in the Greek epigram (not on-
ly in the subgenre of the amatory ones)??. Meleager is the first to use
the eromenos’ hairs as a cause of disgust for the erastes?®. This motif is
indicative of how differently the epigrammatic poetry of the late Hel-
lenistic period uses the topic of pederasty in comparison to the ideali-

18. Trans. by W. R. Paton.

19. Cf. Socrates’ opinion in Xenophon’s Symposium 2.9: 7 yovauxeiow @OOLG 00SEY
YeLpwY TG T0D Gvdpdg 0D TLYYAVEL, YVWUNG 8 %ol toybog deltat.

20. Trans. by W. R. Paton.

21. Sonya Lida Tardn, op.cit., p. 101.

22. For the motif of mors immatura in the sepulchral epigrams what is marriage for
girls is the first hair growth for boys; see Ewald Griessmair, Das Motiv der mors immatura
in den griechischen metrischen Grabinschriften, («Commentationes Aenipontanae» 17),
Universititsverlag Wagner, Innsbruck 1966, 60-62.

23. Cf. the use of the hairs motif in the late epigrammatist Eratosthenes Scholasticus,
AP 5.277.
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zation of the time and the work of Plato*%. In the Symposium, Pausanias
expresses the conventional aristocratic ideology of boy-love making the
well known distinction between Common Aphrodite (ITédvdnpog) and
Heavenly Aphrodite (Odpavio). The Eros of the Heavenly Goddess re-
fers only to youths but at the right age, namely when they start devel-
oping intelligence. The appearance of hair-growth is the sign for that®.
For Meleager this point works completely opposite and shifts from the
cheeks to the anus.

Poet’s speaker also has another reason to reject the boys and prefer
his beloved woman.

AP 5.208 (= Meleager 9 G-P)

00 pot ondop.ovig xpodia: Tl d& tepTvody, “"Epwreg,
avdpofateiy el ph dodg T AaPelv E0€hoL;

O YELD YOP TOY YETPO: XOAGL LE UEVEL TTOLOOXOLTLG.
gppot Ttag Gpomny dpoevixaic Aafioy?e.

My heart is not boy-mad. What pleasure, Erotes,

in mounting a male, if the giver doesn’t want to receive?

One hand should wash the other. A lovely woman awaits me in bed.
To hell with male lovers and male embraces?.

According to the conclusion of Kathryn ]J. Gutzwiller this epigram
along with the previous one would stand at the end of the heter-
osexual sequence of Meleager’s amatory epigrams®®. The epigram
does not name any individual love object. It is a variation of the
same theme with a general comparison of male and female love ex-
pressing a preference to women. The point is the lack of mutuality
in the intercourse with males. A boy only receives but does not give
pleasure! As Socrates says in Xenophon’s Symposium (8.22): o0d&
Yop O male TG avdpl BOTEP YLV XOLVWYEL TGV &Y Tolg dppodiaioLg
edPPOCLYRDY, GAAGL VNEwWY pebdovta OTO T appoditng Oedtal.

24. Cf. Strato, AP 12.229; Sonya Lida Tardn, op.cit., pp. 101-102.

25. Plato, Symposium 181d: xol tig &v yvoin xol &v adtf] Tf) Tondepaotio ToLg
EIAMXELYAS OTTO TOVTOL TOD EPWTOG MEUNUEVOLS 0D YOO E0MOL TodwY, OAN ETELday
70N GpywvTot vody ToyeLy, ToDTO d& TANOLALEL TG YEVELROXELY.

26. The text of the second distich is corrupted, but it makes sense. Gow-Page put
the four last words of the hexameter and the first one of the pentameter between cruces;
see their Commentary, The Greek Anthology. Hellenistic Epigrams, vol. 11, op.cit, p. 613. 1
follow in this case Gutzwiller’s text, Poetic Garlands op.cit., p. 297.

27. Trans. by K. ]J. Gutzwiller

28. Kathryn J. Gutzwiller, op.cit., pp. 297-298.
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¢E Ov 003&y Bavpootdv el xal TO OTEPOPEY EyYyiyveTor adTE TOD
¢paotod?. Marcus Argentarius, an epigrammatist of Garland of Philip,
who is identified with the Roman orator of the age of Augustus, expresses
his preference for female love, but showing understanding for homosexual
lovers. He suggests a remedy to them!

AP 5.116 (= Marcus Argentarius 10 G-P)

O7jAvg Epwg xGANGTOG €V OynToiot TéTuxToL
6000LG €G PLALMY OEUYVOG EVETTL VOOG.

el 8& %ol &poevixov atépyelg Tobov, oida dLddEoL
QEEP.O%O0Y, § TOOTELS THY SLOEPWTO VOOOY-

otpedag Mnvopilay edioylov év @peaty EAtov
oOTOV EYely xOATTOLS Gpoeva MyyvooLiov.

Woman’s love is best for mortals,

all who have a serious mind for loving.

If you cherish desire for males too, I can teach you

a remedy to stop that sick-love malady:

turn Menophila’s fine hips about, and in your mind imagine
that you have nothing but a male Menophilus in your embrace®.

Argentarius probably gets the idea from Dioscorides (AP 5.54), who
advises a husband of a pregnant woman to avoid her inflated belly
turning her in a prone position. So he could enjoy sex with her like
with a boy®! Athenaeus (13.602d-e) transmits the information that
this sexual practice was usual for the virgin maidens of Sparta before
their marriage®:

TP 88 TTaPTLATOLS, ©O¢ Ayvwy @noty 0 Axadnuaixdg, mTEo TOV Yapwy Toig
TapBévolg og Ttondixoic vopog EoTiy OULAELY.

Most of the rest of the relevant epigrams belong to both Rufinus and Stra-
to of Sardis, two amatory epigrammatists whom we have some good rea-
sons to correlate in any case, since there are many intertextual relations
between their poems. Recent scholarship advocates the dating of both in

29. See Marylin B. Skinner, Sexuality in Greek and Roman Culture, Blackwell, Oxford
22014, pp. 18-19.

30. Trans. by Gow — Page

31. Cf. Martial 11.43.

32. Cf. Herodotus 1.61.1-2.
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the first century AD with Rufinus preceding Strato®. Both are known to
Martial. Still, the epigrams of both poets are erotic and demonstrate a
clear sexual orientation: Rufinus favors love for women, while Strato is
best known for his pederastic epigrams.

Firstly, a poem by Rufinus.

AP 5.19 (6 Page = 6 Hoschele)

O0xéT Todopovig wg mely ToTE, YOV O& XoAoDUOL
OnAvpovig, xol vov Sioxog Euol xpdTahoy,

avtl 3¢ pot matdwy ad6Aov xpo0g fpeoe YOPov
XOWPOTO ol EOX0VG Gvbog EmeladSioy.

BooxnoeL dehpivog 6 devdpoxouns Epduaviog
%ol TTOALOV TTOVTOL %DUo Bodg EAGPOVG.

I am not said to rave about boys as before, but now they say

I am mad about women, and my quoit has become a rattle.
Instead of the unadulterated complexion of boys

I am now fond of powder and rouge and colours that are laid on.
Dolphins shall feed in the forests of Erymanthus,

and fleet deer in grey sea®.

The epigram opens with a clear statement about changing the poet’s
preference: while previously seeking boys, he is now mad for women.
The justification of this shift is set out in the second couplet, which is the
central point of the poem. The speaker is now fascinated by the pow-
der and cosmetics on the girls’ cheeks — not by the pure boys’ complex-
ion. The double adynaton trope® of the third distich closing the epigram
demonstrates that this choice runs counter to the established view. The
epigram seems to express a minority position and to engage in dialogue
with other poets, mainly Strato.

AP 12.7, 1-4 (= Strato 7 Floridi)

ZLyxtne odx oty Tapa TopBévw 0VSE QLA
amA0DY, 00 QPULGLXT] YEWTOG ELTVOLY,

33. Regina Hoschele, Verriickt nach Frauen: Der Epigrammatiker Rufin, op.cit., pp. 49-
50; Lucia Floridi, op.cit., pp. 1-6; cf. Alan Cameron, «Strato and Rufinus», The Classical
Quarterly 32/1 (1982), pp. 162-173; Idem, The Greek Anthology from Meleager to Planudes,
Oxford University Press, Oxford 1993, pp. 65-69.

34. Trans. by W. R. Paton.

35. On this see Regina Hoschele, Verriickt nach Frauen: Der Epigrammatiker Rufin,
op.cit., pp. 97-99.
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00 AGY0g 718VG EXEIVOG 6 TIOPYLXOG, 0DS AXEPALOV
BAEupo, dtdaoxopévn & Eotl xoxloTtépa |...]

There is no sphincter in a maiden, nor a straightforward Kkiss,
nor a natural fragrance to the skin,

nor that sweet erotic talk or limpid glance,

and when she’s being taught, she’s worse® [...]

The firm argument is that boy’s beauty is natural, while that of wom-
an is artificial. And further: the kisses and the whole behavior of the
boys in love are characterized by simplicity and guilelessness; wom-
en are supposed to be sly. Following the same pattern is the next ep-
igram of Strato:

AP 12.192 (= 33 Floridi)

00 TéPTOLOL XOUOL UE TIEPLOGOTEQPOL TE XIXLVVOL,
TEYVNG, 00 PHoEWS Epyar dLSaTHOUEVOL:

AN TEOAOLOTEITOL TToLd0g PUTOG O Popopityg,
%O YOOLN LEAEWY COEXL ALTCOLYOULEVT.

NOVE AUOAADTILGTOG EOG TO00C: 1 SE YoTjtig
uopeyn OnAutépng Epyov Exel Maping.

I am not charmed by long hair and needless ringlets

taught in the school of art, not of nature,

but by the dusty grime of a boy fresh from the play-ground
and colour given to the limbs by the gloss of oil.

My love is sweet when unadorned, but a fraudulent

beauty has in it the work of female Cypris®.

The speaker is not attracted by a woman’s sophisticated beauty; he is
praising instead the naturalness of the boyish body. The opposing dipole
“gymnastics vs cosmetics” is already set by Plato in Gorgias (465b). In the
epigram an echo could be possibly traced from the doctrine of the Stoics
for «living in accordance with nature» (dpoloyovpévwg i voet {fiv)®.

Palaestra is the fixed place where the youth’s body is revealed and

36. Trans. by L. Watson.

37. Trans. by W. R. Paton.

38. Cf. Andreas Knecht, Gregor von Nazianz: Gegen die Putzsucht der Frauen, Winter,
Heidelberg 1972, pp. 43-46; Lucia Floridi, op.cit., pp. 218 f.
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carries oil and dust from the play-ground. These views coincide with
the arguments of Protogenes in Plutarch’s Amatotius. Protogenes came
to Athens from Tarsus searching for handsome boys, and in this Plutar-
chean dialogue he emerges as a warm advocator of pederasty and a pro-
fessed enemy of marriage®:

750f: Ei & 0dv %ol todto T0 Tdbog del xohelv “Epwta, 07AvY xol vébov [...] ov-
VTEAODVTOL THY YUVOULXWYITLY.

751a: obtwg el "Epwg [6] yviotog 6 moudixdg 0Ty, 00 «Ttébw oTiABwy», B¢ #on
oV TtotpOEVLoY AvoxpEwyY, 0DOE «UVPWY OVATIAEWG X0 YEYOUVWUEVOS», GAAX AL-
TOV o0TOV GPEL xol GOPLTTTOV €V OYOAXIG PLAOGOQPOLS 7 TTOL TTEPL YUUVAOLO oIl
Taholioteog |[...]

Similar —more or less— arguments are used in Achilles Tatius’ novel
by Menelaus in the discussion with Clitophon about female and male
love (2.38.2-3). In this case the sense of smell is added to the repeat-
ed motif of palaestra: the sweat of the boys smells better than wom-
en’s fragrances!

Yovouxl pEV Y& mévTo EmiTANGTOL, ®ol TO OALLOTO %ol T OYAOTO: xBY glvat S6-
EN %O\, TOV GAELLUATWY 1] TTONTOAYLWY LNYOVT. %ol EOTY adTTG TO XAAAOG T
wopwy, N To®dV Baeiic, 7 xol EoEUAXWY: &Y OE T@Y TOAMGY TOOTWY YOUVOONG
3OAwY, EoLxe XOAOLD YEYLUVWUEVR TGY TOD Lov TTTep@y. TO 8& xdANOG TO TTot-
dxov 00% GpSevdeETAL LOPWY 00EEAIG 0D3E SoAepaic xol dANoTploLg dopalc, Td-
oG O& yovoux@®y pvpohotpiog 78tov 63wdey 6 T@Y Taidwy 3E.

The erotic epigrammatists of the Greek Anthology who praise the female
beauty, —for instance Philodemus and Rufinus— highlight the well known
erogenous zones on a woman’s body: legs, thighs, buttocks, pudenda,
breasts®. On the contrary Strato finds nothing appealing about the female
body. In the last couplet of the epigram we saw above the narrator stays
unexcited about any part of the female body.

AP 12.7, 5-6 (= Strato 7 Floridi)

Poypodvtar & dmibey maoot [sc. al Topbévol]- To 8¢ peilov éxeivo,
obx EoTLy, oD 0fjg TV x€por TAalopEVNY.

39. On the artificial beauty of women Theomnestos also argues in [Lucian], Amores
38-41.

40. Cf. Xenophon, Symposium 2.3-4.

41. See Philodemus AP 5.132; Rufinus AP 5.35, 36, 48, 60, 94.
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And they [sc. the maidens] are all cold behind. And a greater problem still is
that there’s no place to put your wandering hand*.

What is the most attractive spot on the male body that could be superior
to anything female? Strato’s position is clear:

AP 12.207 (= 48 Floridi)

"Ex0&g Aovdpevog AtoxAfig dvevrvoye codpow
Ex TG éuPdoewg ™V Avadvopévny.

TodTNY €l Tig Edetkey AAeEdvSpw TOHT €v "1y,
T0G TEElG Ay TV TNG TEOXATEXPLVE Ogdc.

Yesterday Diocles in the bath brought up a lizard
from the tub, “Aphrodite rising from the waves”.

If someone had shown it to Paris then in Ida,

he would have preferred it to the three goddesses®.

The metaphorical significance of lizard (cabpa) as the erect penis
of a boy is supported by one more of Strato’s epigrams dedicated
to the different phases of the shape of a youth’s penis depending
on the intensity of the erection (AP 12.3.5)*: tqv & #dn mpoOg yelpa
OAAELOPEVNY AEYE TODPOV.

Finally, Strato has in his arsenal another strong argument — the most
«philosophical>» one!

AP 12.245 (87 Floridi)

[Iawv dAoyov {@ov PBLvel pwovoy- ol Aoyixol 8e
TAY GAAWY {HwY TODT EXOUEY TO TAEOV

ToYCely edpdvTeg. Goot 3e yuvarkl xportodvTa,
TV AAGYLY (HwY 003EY Exovat TTAZoV.

42. Trans. by L. Watson.

43. Trans. by W. R. Paton.

44. See Lucia Floridi, op.cit., pp. 123-129; Evina Sistakou, «Mock epic in the Greek
Anthology», in B. Acosta-Hughes — C. Cusset — Y. Durbec — D. Pralon (eds.), Homere
revisité. Parodie et humour dans les réécritures homériques. Actes du colloque international,
Aix-en-Provence 30-31 Octobre 2008, Institut des Sciences et Techniques de I’ Antiquité,
Besangon 2011, pp. 193-210: 199-200. See also Strato AP 12.242: [lpoymy vy cadpoy
00303dxtvAoY, Ah, ESetEag/ VOV adTHY 70N xol POSOTINLY EXELS.

45. See also Strato AP 11.21; 12.242. Cf. Jeffrey Henderson, The Maculate Muse:
Obscene Language in Attic Comedy, Oxford University Press, Oxford 1991, p. 127.
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Every unreasoning animal just screws; but we have reason
and excel the other animals in this:

we have discovered buggery. All who are ruled by women
have no more going for them than the unreasoning beasts.

The speaker brings in equivalence the dipole of heterosexual and ho-
mosexual intercourse with that of unreasoning animals and rational
human beings. The poet contrasts human logic with the animal in-
stinct for procreation®. So Strato’s epigram reproduces the widespread
idea during the imperial era that male animals do not copulate with
males®®; this is said to be an exclusive privilege of reasoning man®.
The most representative development of this view lies in pseudo-Lu-
cian’s Amores (36). There, Theomnestus, a lover of boys, refutes Chari-
cles’ argument that male animals following nature do not have a ho-
mosexual desire:

Tl 3% mopadoEoy el {do TG PUOEWS XOTdxELTa UNSEY OV AOYLOUOL TTOREYOVTOL
TP TG TPovoiag AaBEelY NOTLYNXATH TPOCUPNENTOL LETA TOV HAAWY Xl TOG
Gppevag emtbupiog; 0dx Ep@dat AéovTeg, 0DSE YOO PLAOGOQODGLY: 00X DALY G-
XTOL, TO Y0P €% QLALOG xahOV 00x% Toaoty. avhpddmolg & M LET ETLOTARNG PEOVY-
Olg €x TOD TOANGXLG TELPBOOL TO XAAALGTOV EAOUEVN PBeBotoTtdtovg EpHTwy
gvouLoey toLg Gppevac™.

The epigrams we have seen above are characterized by sensuality, per-
sonal tone, outspokenness, individuality expressed by a sophisticated
language. These poems either portray personal experience or are merely
a poetic fiction, they converse with the Greek philosophical and poetic
tradition. They come from a period in which polis has completely lost
the political function of the classical period, and before Christianity is
established and enforces its own morality. Most of them declare a pref-
erence for boys over women. I think this is psychologically interpreta-
ble. The one who wants to praise sex with a woman is much less likely
to compare it to sex with a boy. The reverse is most likely!

The motif of the comparison between male and female sex comes
back in the sixth century. It occurs in three epigrams of Agathias and

46. Trans. by S. Goldhill.

47. Cf. Lucia Floridi, op.cit., pp. 375-376.

48. Cf. AP 10.68.

49. See Simon Goldhill, Foucault’s Virginity. Ancient Erotic Fiction and the History of
Sexuality, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1995, pp. 46-66.

50. Cf. [Lucian], Amores 22 where Charicles’ position is cited.
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Between gynephilia and pederasty

Eratosthenes Scholasticus®. In these epigrams written during the period
of Justinian’s Christian fanaticism and the strict anti-homosexual law®?,
the preference is always for the female love.

Many centuries later, in the modern times, Arthur Rimbaud writes
in his prose poem A Season in Hell (1873): Il dit: «Je n’aime pas les
femmes: ’amour est a réinventer, on le sait.» These are the words of the
Infernal Spouse, that is poet’s own mask, in the part of the poem un-
der the title Delirium I, an allegory for Rimbaud’s relation with Ver-
laine. Starting from this verse Marilyn Yalom dedicates a chapter of
her book How the French Invented Love (New York 2012) to the same-
sex erotic ethos and legal troubles of Rimbaud, Verlaine, Oscar Wilde,
and André Gide. Before Judeo-Christian ethics shapes the sexuality of
the Western world and makes homosexuality a taboo, the literature of
Greek-Roman antiquity felt completely free to represent the flexible
sexuality of this era.

MEPIAH¥H
Diloyueipal 1 pLioydvns;
Epwtixd StAfupoto xor 6eE0VOALXES TPOTLUNTELS
oto emtypaupoto g Hadatvic Avboldoyiog

To mopdy Gpbpo Siepevvd Ty WLGTUTY —YLor TN XELoTLOVLXY AVOoTN— «Ot-
TA» 0EEOLOAXOTNTO TV aEYaiwy EAMVwY oty emtypappotixn moln-
oN UE ELQPOOT OTNY VOTEPY EAANVLOTLXY %ol owToxpotoptx teplodo. Ot
Tepl Tov €pwTar TAATWYLXOL dtéAoyol, 0 Paidpog koL xVELwWE T0 XvuTo-
OloY, OTTOTEAEGOY TNV CEYY ULOG LOXQAS TOPAD00NG EQWTLXNG AOYOTE-
viog oty omolo Evar oNUovTLXG POAO TIallel 1 GOYXOLON AVAUETO GTOV
gpwTa yLor yovoixeg xow otov épwta Yo orydpto (inter alia TTAovtdpyov,
Eowtixdg, Pevdo-Aovxiavol, "Epwteg, Aythhéa Tdtiov, Aevxinmn xol
Kletrtopdy 2.35-38). To Bépo tng obyxpLomg xow ToL SLAMUUOTOS he-
ToED TOL ETEPOPLAGPLAOD X0t TOL TtoLdtxol EpwTta eEeTdleTal ot mL-
Yodppotor Tov Hou xat Tov 120v BifAiov g Hadatvic AvBoroyios. To

51. Agathias AP 5.278 and 10.68; Eratosthenes AP 5.277.

52. See Novellae 77 and 141 (Edictum ad Constantinopolitanos de luxuriantibus contra
naturam); Procopius, Historia Arcana 11.34-36. Cf. John Boswell, Christianity, Social
Tolerance, and Homosexuality: Gay People in Western Europe from Beginning of the
Christian Era to the Fourteenth Century, University of Chicago Press, Chicago 1980, pp.
171-174; Luigi Santiroco, «Cum vir nubit in feminam», Rivista di Diritto Romano 9
(2009), pp. 1-17: 14-17; Vassilios P. Vertoudakis, Aptotaivetos, Epwtixal émiotodal,
Gutenberg, Athens 2018, pp. 54-60.
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TLEPLOCOTEQO OVNXOLY OE TEELG x0T EEOYNY EQWTIXOVG ETTLYQOLUATOTIOL-
obg, Tov MeAéaypo, Tov Povpivo xot Tov ZTpaTmva, Tor ToLTLXE VTTOXEL-
LEVO TV OTOLWY EUPaVICoLY SLa@oeTIXd GEEOVOALKS TTPOGAVATOALGU.O.
AvoAbovtor SLeE0dLXG TOL ETLYELONUOTO TNG ULOG XOL TNG GAANG TTAELOAG.
Toa mepLoodTepar eMLYPAUUOTO EXPEALOVY TTEOTIUNOY LTEEP TNG TTaLdE-
PO TIOG EVOYTL TOL EPWTO TIPOG YLVaixes. [Tpogpyovtal amd pio tepiodo
TV OTTOLOL M) TOALS EXEL ATIOAETEL TAVTEAWG TN AELTOLPYLA TNG XAXGLUNG
emoynG, X0t TPOTOV 0 ypLoTlovtapds eyxabidpubel xow emifBdAet Tor dixd
TOL XOVOVLOTIXE TTPOTLTIO NOLNG. ATtevavtiog, étav to pLoTiBo emloTEéE-
@EL ®aT& TOV 60 LY N TEOTIUNON avTLOTEEPETaL. To ETMLYPQUUOTO
Tov Ayabio xat tov Epatochévn touv ZyxoAaoTtixod GTNy LOLCTLVLAVEL
TEPl0d0 —pLOY ETTOYY ETLXPATNONG EVOS AXPALPYOVS YOLOTLOVLOULOD KOl
OXANPENG TTOLVLXNG UETOXELPLONG TNG OLOPLAOPLALoc— SNALVOLY TtévTOoTE
TNV TEOTIUNON TOVG YLO TOV ETEPOPLAOPLAO EPWTOL.

ABSTRACT

This paper is exploring the peculiar —for the Christian West— “dou-
ble-faced” sexuality of the ancient Greeks in epigrammatic poetry with
emphasis on the Late Hellenistic and Imperial period. Platonic dia-
logues on eros, Phaedrus and especially Symposium, sparked off the crea-
tion of a long tradition of erotic literature in which the comparison be-
tween love for women and love for boys plays an important role (inter
alia Plutarch’s Amatorius, ps.-Lucian’s Amores, Achilles Tatius’ Leucippe
and Clitophon 2.35-38). The topic of the comparison and dilemma be-
tween heterosexual sex and paidikos eros is examined in the epigrams of
the bth and 12th books of the Palatine Anthology. Most of them belong
to three erotic epigrammatists par excellence, Meleager, Rufinus and Stra-
to, whose poetic speakers have a differentiated sexual orientation. The
arguments of both sides are analyzed in detail. Most of these epigrams
declare a preference for boys over women. They come from a period in
which polis has completely lost the political function of the classical pe-
riod, and before Christianity is established and enforces its own morali-
ty. However, when the motif returns in the 6th century, the preference is
reversed. The epigrams of Agathias and Eratosthenes Scholasticus, writ-
ten during the period of Justinian’s Christian fanaticism and the strict
anti-homosexual law, advocate always female love.

130



	1
	07_epetirida_117_130 vertoudakis


