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A REINTERPRETATION OF ARCHILOCHOS 53 D
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The small fragment 53 D from Archilochos’ Terpdueroa has become
a favorite of the poet’s modern readers in the English-speaking world
as evidenced by its inclusion in several anthologies'. The text runs as
follows: |

fa IHdpor zal ofxa xsiva xai Baldooiov fiov

and has been mterpreted as Archilochos’ farewell to his island or
better as a somewhat derogatory “parting shot” to a place witheut
any resources, a place that had nothing to offer but figs of poor quality
and the hard hife of the sea,

The precise meaning of the “hife of the sea” (Baddogiog Biog) has been
a matter of dispute for some time, and several interpretations have been
suggested thus far, W. Scamin® found in this expression evidence to sup-
port his conjecture that at times Archilochos may have tried his hand at
Seehandelsgeschiften. J. Pormioux® and A.R. Burx have understood the
expression to refer to a “seaman’s life”’4. These interpretations have
been offered without any explanation as to the reasons which might com-
pel us to understand falagsotog fiog In these gpecilic meanings and hence
they cannot be considered convinecing. A more widely held view 13
that by faddooiog flog Archilochos meant a fisherman’s life. This view
is. found already in Isnamius Lieser's first edition of Archilochos® and
has been repeated by several scholars® and notably by M. Treu, who
translated it as das Fischerleben and presented evidence to support his

i. Bee, eg., J. A Moorx, Selections from ithe Greek Elegiac, Inmbic, and Lyric
FPoets, Cambridge, Mass., 1947,. p. 21; D. A, CanreeiL, Greek Lyrie Poetry; A Selec-
tion.., New York 1967, p. 3 . D. E. Gereer, Euterpe: An Anthology.., Amsterdam
1970, p. 3.

2, In SceMIp - SrapuLuin, Geselichie der griechischen Literatur, I, 1, p. 891,

3. <Archilogue et Thasos: histoire el podsies, Entretiens sur Uantiguits classigue,
10 {1963}, 10 {Laisse Paros, ses figues et la vie de ses marins).

5. The Lyric Age of Greece, London 1960, p. 164.

5. Archilochi lambographorum principis religuiae, Lipsiae 1812, p, 82: Baldoows
flag est plsewtorum, gqui in mari victllant et continuis in undis laboribus et pericu-
Itg peraniur. _

6. See A, Havuverre, Un podte fonien du VEHe siéele; Archilogue: sa pie of
ses poésies, Paris 1905, p, 272; also F. Lassere-A. Bownarp, Archilogue; fragments,
Pariz 1958, pp. XV and 34; see also next nole, )
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translation!, Trew's evidence i3 to be found in Euripides’ fr, 670
Nauck?, where the expression flog #aldosiog oeccurs again® Even if one
should be willing to disregard the centuries that separate Archilochos
from Euripides and which would easily allow a different meaning in each
of the two poets, a close reading of the Euripidean fragment shows that
the parallel is not compelling. Biog faldooss in Euripides’ fragment is
indeed used with reference to a fisherman’s hfe. Furthermore, there
can be no doubt that the expression could be translated the same way,
wherever the contexi made such a transiation suitable; the zame, how-
ever, could be said also of the other translations mentioned thus far.
In the Euripidean fragment it is precisely the context that compels us
to understand the expression as referring specifically to “a fisherman’s
life’; Biog Baideotsg is not used as a kind of term which would have to
convey the same meaming in a different conlext.

Although the attempts to define the content of faldogiog Pioc are
constructive and they make us aware of the wide spectrum of possible
meanings of that expression, none of the interpretations is so convincing
that it would exlude the others. Thus, a broader interpretation of fa-
Adooog fing seems preferable, such as the one used here (“life of the sea’?)
or. perhaps the one proposed in the 19%h century by F. A. HarTUNG
(das Leben auf der See)* and essentially adopted by E. R. Apravos (la
vida en el mar)® and G. Tarpirt (le viba sl mare)®.

From the foregoing it becomes evident that there hasbeenno dearth
of atiempts to clarify the meaning of the last part of the fragment. In
most of these attempts one may observe a common starting point that

S

1. Archilochos, Gottingen 1959, p. 63 and 215; Teevu's argument is adopied
also by D. K. Gereen, futerpe, . 24,
2. fifnz 8¢ mepgpueoty Doddomog
oltx sitgdnelog, @wid" Emdxrior Earrat.
dypa 42 phrne, of medoorififc Toopog
Gdlacoa vhird dpoiiner, &2 Tadryge fifog
Bodyorar xai medmay aixad’ Epyrerar.
8. So J. M. Evwmonns, Elegy and Tumbus, vol. 2, London and New York 1931,
p. 13, mo. 31.
4. Die griechischen Lyriker, vol. 5; Archilechos und die derischen Liederdich-
ter bis auf Pindar, Leipzig 1856, p. 88, no. 27,
5. Liricos Griegos: elegiacos y yambigrafos arcaiens (siglos VIV a. €.}, vol. 1,
Barcelona 1956, p. 77.
6. Arphilochus, Romae 1968, p. 269, A similar translation ("a life at sea™) was
suggested also by J. A. K. Taouson, Greeks and Harbarians, London 1%21, p, 27,
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seems reasonable: Archilochos is bidding farewsll to life on Paros —prob-
ably hiz own life there— and 8alaociog fiogc must refer to the profession
that he {or the person addressed) practised on Paros. Hence, “seaman”,
“fisherman”, or man of Seehandelsgeschiften have been considered implic-
itly or explicitly by different scholars as the occupations that Archi-
lochos was leaving behind him along with his native island. With re-
spect to the middle part of the [ragment, however, there has been no
similar controversy among scholars in an attempt to understand in what
way it may also portray or allude to the poet’s life on Paros; it has been
nsnally taken at face value! and interpreted accordingly in a literal
Way.

The langnage of the poem, however, suggests another possible, met-
aphorical interpretation, and actually one that may stand in tandem
with the {raditional one within the framework of the stylistic device that
an ancient eritic might have called xuf’ dndvoras®.

The key element for our interpretation rests in the mention of figs
in the fragment. One mayv wonder why Archilochos should have chosen
that particular fruit for mention in his “farewell” to the island. Such a
reference would have been natural, of coursze, if the fig-tres were found
only on Paros, or at least if it were rare elsewhere, and Archilochos was
unlikely to find it and its fruit on Thasos or on some other place to which
he might be going®. We have no reazon, however, to believe that this was
the case; the fig-tree was found in abundance over the entire Greek or

1. A notable exception 8 the view of W, Scumip {lee. cit., note 2, p. 75 above),
who has suggested that the mention of figs in the poem might indicate that Archi-
lochos had tried his hand at agriculture (M. Treuv, too, thinks that ofxa are intend-
ed as a reference to agriculture [Arehilochos, p. 215], although he does not connect
them with agricuttural work by the poet himself}. The evidence, however, is entirely
too slender to support such an inference. HMad agriculture indeed heen one of Archi-
lochos’ oceupations, there should have been many more references and allusions
to it in his fragments rather than this single reference to figs which Schmid cites.

2, S8ee Dion. Halic., Bhet. IX, 1; sea further Io. Crs. Ta. Bawesti, Lexicon tech-
nologiae Graecorum rhetoricae, Lipsiae 1795, s.v. dndvora;, W. B, Stavrorn, Ambig-
uity in Greek Literature: Studies in Theory and Practise, Oxford 1939, pp. $8-19.

3. It has been suggesied that Archilochos wrote this poem when he lelt Paros
and went to Thasos (see A.R. Buan, The Lyrie Age, p.164%, and D. A. CamprrLL, A
Selection, p. 136; also M. Tagv, Archiloches, p. 215, commentary on 53 [ and 54 D,
sugpects that a contrast between Paros and Thasos may have existed in the poem.
With regard to that conjecture, Treu had a precursor in I Ligeewn, Archilochi re-
figuiae, p. 82, who already in 1812 observed: Videtur hoc [frogmentum pary esse
carminis, quo vel se ipse vel alios poeta hortgtus est ad relinguendam Puarum, et in
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even the Mediterranean worldl, It would have been possible? to accept
the reference to figs as a literal one, if Parian figs were known for their
poor quality, because in such a case Archilochos might have mentioned
them here sarcastically. The view that Parian-figs were not good has
indeed been maintained, but the presumed evidence for it results from
a misunderstanding®. On the contrary, the single bit of evidence that
we have from antiquity suggests that they were considered very good®
Under these circumstances Archilochos’ reference to them remains

Thasum emigrandum). This is an altractive conjecture, but one should bear in mind
that it is only a conjecture. Archilochos could have written the poem on any of the
seemingly numerous cocasions that he left the island. The context in which the
fragment is preserved (Athen. JTI, 76 b-c) tells ug nothing  concerning the oeeasion
of its composition.

1. See H. Gammus, s.v. Feige, Der kieine Pauwly. Both the fig-tree and its fruit
are already mentioned in Homer several times, see, e.g. Od. VIL, 116 and 121; XI,
390 XXIV, 246 and 351, also XII, 103 [épevedg).

2. “Possible’’, because even so the word ofuov might have been used with a
double meaning {see immediately below).

3. Cf. A. Bowyarp, in Lassgre-Boswarp, Archilogue, p. 3%, who branslates
oiea xefra as tristes figues and in the commentary remarks that Parian figs ne sont
quee figues médiocres. In support of his view Bonnard refers to Eustathios, Od. 1828,
11, where theArchilochean mock patronymic sexergapidye is mentioned{Beacxd, 194),
and translates Eustathios® explanation of the gloss: parce que o'est la nourriture du
pauvre. The way in which Bonnard presents the evidence and the conclusions he
draws from 1t imply that specifically Partan figs were of poor quality and hence [a
nourriture du paucre. BEustathios' comment, however, does not lead to such a con-
clusion. Eunstathios includes suxorpeyidne in a rather mixed-up list of synonyms,
for which he drew on the glossary fepi Slosgnuedy of Suetonius (see M. E. MiLLeg,
Sudtane, ch, Eic meeafirac, pp. 428-24, in his Mélanges de litérature grecque, Paris
1868 ; see also J. TavarpaT, Suétone, Paris 1967, p. 61, and on the relation be-
tween Eustathios and Suetoniug thid., pp. 11-26). The exact words of Hustathios are:
e dUKOTEadn: wagd “Tamdrwer:  xal “Apyiddyw, Std vé evredds.. tod fodparos. The
mention of both Hipponax and Archilochos by Eustathios makes clear that figs in
general are meant here —which he calls “a cheap food™.- rather than Parian figs
alone. Our view is further strengthened by the context in which suvxerpoyidys is
mentioned in the extant text of Suetonius: it is listed among words suitable for
characterizing pépovra: padmdeds. In short, the inference to be drawn from the an.-
cient evidence is that Archilochos did not use svxorpayidn: with reference to Parian
figs specifically or even to figs of poor quality in general but rather as a mock pat-
ronymic to satirize a miser who satisfied himself with echeap food.

4. In Athen. ITI, 76 b-c, we are told that Parian figs “are as different from those
produced elsewhere as the meat of the wild boar is superior to all other pork not
wild"(as translated by C. B. Guorick in hiz 2nd ed. of Athenaios, [Loeb],vol. 1, 1951).
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puzzling, and 1t is legitimate to explore the possibility that he may have
intended something more than the literal meaning of the word in this
poem of adieu.

It 1s well known that the word oiixev and some related words (e.g.,
GURT, ouxoroy®) were often used by classical and later authors Lo convey
a sexual meaning; specilically, aixev was used metaphorcally to desig-
nate the membrom muliebre!. Through a semantic loan from the Greek,
the Latin fieus also came to acquire the same meaning® I8 it possible
that the word olxev had aequired thig secondary meaning already at
the time of Archiloches? There is good reason to believe that this s in-
deed the case, There are extremely few occurrences either of olxov or of
related words in the fragments of Archilochos, but at least one instance
15 very telling. It occurs in Archilochos 15 D:

L' v w1 metpaly noAdg foaxovaa xogdvas,
etnfine Eeivaw déxrora Hampily.
The erotic content of the above poem was recognized already in antiqui-
1y% and modern critics? have also interpreted it in the same vein®, The

1. Bee, o.g., Aristophanes, Par 1346 and 1350, For a learned discussion of the
subject, see K. Auxvator [= X, X XaprraNiaor], “A=dponra, Thessaloniki 1935, p.
25, Tt is interesting to note that the metaphorical meaning of ooy has survived
in Modern Gresk.

2. See N. Garvr pe’ Paratest, Semantica dell’ eufemismo, Torino 1965, p. 89 see
also G. Boarrat, <Il fico e e sue foglie nella tradizione classica e christianas, Stud:
linguisticr in opore di Vittore Pisani, vol. 2, Brescia 1969, pp. 885-86. In several ro-
mance languages the word fig has retained its sexunal meaning: see C. Barrisri - G
Arrssio, Diztonario etimologico Haliano, Firenze 1952, g.v. fica; (3. Kogrtineg, Latey-
nisch-romanisches Wirterbuch®, Faderborn 1901, s.v. ficus, -um; also E. AExNawor,
*Andopnra, p. 25.

3. See Athen. XIIL 594 b-d.

L. Bee, ep., F. A, Hanrune, Die griechischen Lyriker, vol. 5, p. 86, no. 21; E,
Aunaror, "Andpgnra, p. 25: K. Riess <« Comment and Conjecture in Ancient Poetry),
CW, 63 (1943), 178; V. Bucwreir,«Feigensymbolik im anfiken Epigramm>, BhM,
103 (1960}, 204-10; K. J. Dovee, <The Poetry of Archilochoss, Entretiens sur l'an-
fiquité classique, 10 (1963), 185, note 1. ' :

5. A striking parallel to this poem in Modern Greek oral tradition has passed
unnoticed. In several parts of Greeks one finds the proverb

tad xada Td afxa ) Novpotva td  Toeder.
The proverb may be used in various coniexts, but it is considered especially apt in
situations where a boutiful woman marries an unhecoming man. I have heard the
proverb on the island of Symi in the Dodecanese, and its meaning was kindly ex-
plained to me by a local resident and scion of an old family of the island Mr. K.Prar-
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word olxov recurs algo in a new fragment preserved on the Inseription of
Mnesiepes found by N. M. KoxtoLgox in the expression oixa ucdfiyod
(E4, col. 111, 34). M. Trev has already suggested that the expression in-
dicates the eidclov yuvaeeiow!, and his view is strengthened by a later
parallel, which he does not mention although it offers support also to
his restoration of the phrase. In Anth, Gr. VI, 1M, a certain Leonidas
offers to Kypris pediyoa obxa®,

It 1s important also to recall here that language which would appear
to us as obscene was used in ancient poetry even before the time of
Archilochos®, and that our poet became notorious in antiquity for his
use of it?, Even the extant, scanty remains of his poetry provide a
rich variety of references to the membrun mulicbre, the membrum virile,
and to related activities®; one may eagily find both direct and oblique

—_— —m

wAaKInis. The proverb is also listed by X, I, [TAMAXPIETOAOYAOT, <Aacypapued
Ehupesern Pédow>, Aaoysapla, 20 (19621, 136, in the form

o walor oixor 1) xoupoted TO THDEL
In his comments on the proverb Harayaotodolios remarks thal it iz «eiyp[noroz]
o ouvolcheana, Sty pak e xbom 56V Bod Brslvow ol TF5 Toncalen,

1. Archilochos, p. 209,

2. Incidentally, the precedent inArchilochos iz not pnoted aither in H. Beckey's
edition of the Anthologia Graeca® {vol. 1, p. 556},

3. Bee the sound observations of D, Pase, <¢Archilochos and the Gral Tradition s,
Hniretiens sur Uantiguité elassigue, 10 [1963), 161,

4. The fundamental work en the subject s by A. vos Buovesteay, Die Schat-
sung des Archilochos im Altertume, Stultgart 1927, who has conveniently collected and
discussed critically the ancient evidence, BuuMenrTuar, thid,, p. 54, note 107, cites
a passage from Eusebios® Prasparaiio ev. V, 32 f, which he traces back lo Oinomaocs
of Gadara; here both Archilochos’ lapguage and his atlilnde towards women are
severely criticized: .. dpyxlloyov, dvdpu mavrolmg sard yuvowedy  oloypopphposiva
wal dopyrodvploeg, & oldd dxodoal T dwijp cdgpoy dropsivesr dr, dr ToiZ Glxeioig moi-
Hpaoe  seygnpevor,  Kritias, too, lapud Ael, Var. hist. X, 138 = {r. %4 mm Diets -
Knaxz®, vol. 2, p. 396] thinks of Archilochos as Adpves on the basis of the latter's po-
¢try, while Choricius Gazaeus (XXXI1, 88) thinks of our post as follows: "deyiloyor
o oodd mapafidiienr §loc frdep pndiy sic Bevoudv ve wai A2k doydine dxeopiug éx-
Aedowndra, The aloypoenés of Archilochos is also mentioned in the Swda (A 112, ed,
A. Aprenr) and his dxdiaogror by Plutarch, Cat, min. VII, 2 = 7626,

5. See, d.g., fr. 156 Brasxd: dapdoviz.. 1o v yoramds aldolor map’ "Agpddyo. On
the above fragment see aleo Hesych. (ed. K. Larrr), s.v. agdoviz, and Lalie’s com-
ments on {dydordedcy in the apparatus; see also the edition of the fragment in M.L.
West, fambi et Elegi Graect, vol. 1, Oxford 1971, p. 94, no, 263, See also fr.171 Berox?
daaddr wrpag; fr. 84 D &0 dmepodiyvan: (poi Cobet) pixes tévovres = sed fracti suni
(mihi) nervi mertulye in Treo's translation (Archilochos, p. 35); for the membrum
virile also odfy o fragments 41 D and 102 D. Nole alse the words for a prosti-
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(movyodic elpnuéva)’ pertinent references in the poet’s fragments. More-
over, obscene and abusive references to women were not alien to
Archilochos?; this comes as no surprise, especially in view of the poet’s
well known bitterness over his failure in love. Thus, it would be quite
normal for Archilochos’ practise and style to have included a movnpdc
eiomuévor In hig farewell to Paros.

In fragment 53D the poet is thinking of the dominant experiences of
his Itfe on the island: fladdoowoc fios, in whatever form, would clearly fit
this framework, and there is nothing strange in his having included
women as well. That women should have been included through a xeff
vmdvoray reference to the membram muliebre fits well with what we know
of the poet’s usage, style, the rather contemptuous tone of the poem3,
and his own experiences in life.

L —

tute in fr. 184 Berek?: mayeio, dfuoc, favdr, wvadypry. Note also Archilochos' use
of the verb Puwéwm (P. Oxy. 2313, fr. 21) and the bold language of fragments 72D,
102 D, and 142 Beraxd,

1. Bee Athen. III, 122 b: Knpioddwgos yoidv 6 *looxpdrovs tof giitopos pabyris...
Aéyee Gre ellpot Tic dv dmd Tdv... mowmyTdw... movneds elpnubva, ofa mapd uév *Aoyiddye 1o
adve” dvde’ drooxoldmren... '

2. SBen, e.g., F. Lassene-A. Bonwanp, Archilogue, fr, 235 Plutarch, too, takes
notice Tdy & “Apyiddror meds tds pevaixas dapenic xal dxoldoroc elonudvarr (De
eurios. 520 «-B). Bee also notes 4 and 5 on p. 80 above,

3. The initial word of the fragment (£a} is usuelly translated *leawve™, but
stronger expressions have also been suggested; thus, Tuomson (Greeks and Bar-
barians, p. 27) translates it “‘damn”. Thomson’s translation may he supported
by other instances where Lhe imperative of é4w 15 used with a contempiuous,
disrespectful, or even spiteful connotation as in fl. 11, 346 (rovode... fa gplunilfew), or
in some passages where the well known expression é3v youlpeww occurs (see LSJ¥,

5.v. yalpew IV, 2).



