NOTES ON RUFINUS

Barry BaLpwin

IN eDITING Rufinus,! Denys Page performed a more valuable service
than he was disposed to admit.? It is precisely this type of minor poet
that most stands in need of close attention. His commentary, however, is
somewhat circumscribed, and contains a certain amount of linguistic mis-
information.? Hence these notes, offered as friendly supplement, with the
pleasant bonus of providing information that supports Page’s own late
date for the poet.

In what follows, text and numeration are those of Page, with the
standard Anthology reference added in parentheses. All unattributed
quotations are Page’s own words.

1(5.9) ‘Povgptvos T4t "unt yAvkepwrarye 'EXTide moANG

Xalpew, el xaipew xwpls éuov dlvacar.

olkéTt BaoTafw, pa 7a o’ dupara, THY PL\épnuov
kal TNY wovvohexn gelo dralvyiny,

&N’ alel dakploiagr wepupuévos 4 'mi Kopnoaov
€pxouar 7 ueyadys vnov és "Apréucdos.

abpov ANa waTpn pe dedéfeTar, és 6¢ oov Buua
wrioouat. éppdofar pvpia o’ ebxoOuevos.

Page found no epigrammatic parallel for the epistolary form. One of
sorts is afforded by a satiric couplet against Marcus Aurelius, preserved
by Ammianus Marcellinus (25. 4. 16): of Bées oi hevkoi Mapkw 76 Kaloapt
xaipew/dv mak vikfoys, duues arwloueda.

The language of Rufinus here offers a possible clue to his period. On
the evidence of the papyri,* his opening formula (xaipew) hardly ever
occurs after the fourth century, whilst the closing one is not found before
the second. This may enhance Page’s location of the poet in the fourth
century A.D.5

Baocréiw. Page adduces only 4P 10.99.4 (Palladas) outside Christian

YThe Epigrams of Rufinus (Cambridge 1978).

*Witness his curiously apologetic preface.

3Excessive reliance upon LS¥ caused some of this, also a reluctance to look beyond the
epigrammatic tradition. On this latter point, cf. the judicious review by R. C. McCail,
CR 29 (1979) 211-212.

4As assembled by B. G. Mandilaras, The Verd in the Greek non-literary Papyri (Athens
1973) 305, 319; cf. H. Koskenniemi, Studien zur Idee und Phraseologie des Griechischen
Briefes bis 400 n. Chr. (Helsinki 1956).

5As against J. M. Dyroff, The Poems of Rufinus (Ottawa 1974), a work unknown to
Page, in which (7) it is asserted without argument that the poet was an lonian of the
second century B.c.
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literature for the metaphorical use of this verb. There is a possible
example at 4P 9.416.6 (Philip of Thessalonica).

¢uhépnuov. A rare compound, as Page says. Note the cognate verb
dlepnuéw (not in LSY), Palladius, V. Chrys. 19 (p. 123.11 Coleman-
Norton).

dwafvyiny. ‘Apparently not elsewhere.” It can be found in Hesychius,
s.0. Awwpiav. Page subjoins that dwafevéis is very rare. Not so: it is com-
mon in patristic Greek: Gregory Nazianzenus, Or. 6.2 (PG 35.721C);
7.22 (PG 35.784C) ; John Chrysostom, De Sacerd. 5.2 (p. 129.10; 1.416A
Nairn); Methodius, De Resurrect. 1.38 (PG 41.1105A); Eustratius, 7.
Eutych. 98 (PG 86.2384D).

3(5.14) Ebpomns 70 dpilapa kal fiv axpr xeileos éNdnu
100 ve, k& Yabon potvor &xpL oTouaTos”
Yabew 8° olk dxpois Tols xeiNeawv, AN’ épioada
70 aToua THY Yuxny ¢E dvixwy Gvdyel.

Europa. “Very rare except in myth, but occurs in Antipater of Thes-
salonica, 5.109.” There is also inscriptional attestation: CIL 6.8997
(ILS 5174); 14.2795 (ILS 272); CIG 2163b; SEG 25 (1971) 503.

For a comprehensive treatment of the soul and the lover’s kiss, see the
little-known article of S. Gaselee, “The Soul in the Kiss,” Criterion 2
(1924) 349-359.

4(5.15) moU vov IlpaéiréNys, mob 8’ ai xépes ai TloAvkheitov
al Tals wpbolfe Téxvais mredua xapL{ouevac;
Tis Thokapovs Melitys edwdeas 1 TupdevTa,
bupata kal depfis péyyos amomhaceral;
moU whdoTar, mob 8’ elol Nbofdou; émpeme Toine
HopdTL vnov éxewv @s pakbpwy Eodvwe.

“The theme has no precedent in the Anthology.” McCail pointed out
the most exact parallel in George of Pisidia, Heracl. 1.93. Add Lucian,
Imag. 3 and passim, to Page’s quotations from Plautus and Philostratus
for intimations of the theme.

5(5.18) waXdov 7@y ooBapdy Tas doulidas ékNeyoueoda,
Yol w1 TOUs oTaTANOLS KNEUUATL TEPTOUEVOL.
Tals uév xpws amédwde wipov, gofapdy Te pplayua,
kai péxpe kwwdbvovt éomouérn sihvodos®
Tats 0€ xapis kal xpws L6os kal NeKTpov €Toiuov
towpots €k omardadoist ok dNeyifouevor.
wipobpar Ibppov Tov "AxiANéos, bs Tpoékpivey
‘Epuiovns aNoxov 1y NaTpww *Avdpoudxnv.

dovhidas. “The form is rare.” Page does not observe its frequency in pa-
tristic Greek: Testamentum Abrahae A 15 (p. 95.18 James); Gregory of

Nyssa, V. Macr. (PG 46.965D); Palladius, Hist. Laus. 61 (PG 34.1233A)
and elsewhere.
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k\éupaot. Page was hard pressed to find parallels for the amatory con-
notation of this noun. It might be instructive to compare the frequent
use of furtumin Roman love poetry. This is not the only occasion where a
Rufinian usage can be illuminated by Latin. Any such influence, if con-
ceded, would of course argue for a late date for our poet.®

ooBapov. In his detailed account of this word (44-46), Page emphasises
the rarity of its appearance in poetry before the Cycle of Agathias,
noting that he could find no example even in Peek’s Griechische Vers-
Inschriften. There is actually one in Kaibel, EG 1028.18, where Hermann’s
contention that the word is inappropriate to hair is refuted by pseudo-
Lucian, Amores 40.

obvodos. ‘‘This Aristotelian term for sexual intercourse is altogether
avoided by the amatory poets before Rufinus; it may be significant that
its only other appearance in verse is in the Cyc/e.” Its appearance in
pseudo-Lucian, Amores 38, between a pastiche of Hesiod and a reference
to Euripides, suggests the usage may have been commoner than this;
that the word is a standard synonym for uifis in patristic Greek is shown
by Gregory of Nyssa, Eun. 6 (PG 45.737A).

6(5.19) olUkéTL Twaidopavns ws wpiv woTe, vUv 6€ KaNoDuar
OnAvuavis, kal vov 8iokos éuol kpdTalov.
avrl 0é pot Taldwy d&8oNov xpods fpeae yiyov
xpouata kal ¢ikovs avfos émeladdiov.
Boaknaew dehpivas 6 devbpokouns 'Epiuavfos
kal woAov wovTov kiua Boas éNagous.

wadoparvns. Notice the cognate verb madopavéw, not in LSF: Evagrius,
HE 5.3 (p. 197.21 Bidez-Parmentier).

Onivuavns. Page misquotes and misinterprets Alciphron 1.6.4, where
the text is actually xai 70D Mayvos elvar kai OnpAvpavis améoxov, and the
meaning of the epithet identical to that in the present passage.

Page dismisses Paton’s notion that in line 2 /Jatet spurci aliqguid. Yet
there may be something in this. Sexual double-entendres are common
enough in the poets of the Anthology; Page himself finds them elsewhere
in Rufinus. Conceivably, the discus could symbolize a boy’s bottom, the
rattle the vagina. Such imagery would appear to lack parallel,” but it
might be taken as a variant on the standard use of wrestling terminology
in sexual contexts, an example of the originality of theme and treatment
that Page finds throughout Rufinus, most pertinently in the kondax
motif of poem 22.

6At the very least, it would put him in the imperial Roman period. For possible
Latin influences on the language of Greek writers, see G. Williams, Change and Decline:
Roman Literature in the Early Empire (Berkeley 1978) 132-134; Alan Cameron, Claudian:
Poetry and Propaganda at the Court of Honorius (Oxford 1970) 19-21.

"No sign of it, for notable instance, in Attic Comedy; cf. J. J. Henderson, The Macu-
late Muse (New Haven 1975) 169-170.
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yiyou. Page could find no cosmetic use of this word. Its employment
in a decorative context in Kaibel, EG 805, is worth noting, as are the
various mentions of it as a decoration for the faces of initiates by Nonnus
6.169; 27.205; 29.274; 34.144 (once as part of a salve to heal a face-
wound).
devéporouns. Page seems right in claiming this as a Aapax; note the
cognate verb devdporouéw, Constantine Manasses, Chron. 7 (Boissonade),
not in LS¥ or Lampe’s Patristic Greek Lexicon.
8(5.22) gol pe Natpw yAvkbdwpos "Epws mapédwke, Bodme,
Tabpov UwofevEas els mofov abTouoNOV,
alTofers}, wavdovlov, ékolaiov, alTokéNevaTov,
aithoovra mkpyy unmwor’ éNevdepiny
axpt ¢ilns wolusjs kal ynpaos. Suua Balot 6é
unmot’ ép’ nuerépais éENTiol Baokavin.

Boopis. Page rightly hesitates over whether to call this a proper name
or an epithet. If the former, it is apparently unique, as he says. One
might compare CIL 6.1424, where an epitaph for the lady Gellia Agrip-
piniana includes in the address her pet names Glaucopis Venus.3

yAvkbdwpos. ‘“Thrice in Bacchylides, not elsewhere.” In point of fact,
the word is used by Oppian, Hal. 4.105, and (of the Virgin Mary) by
pseudo-Methodius, Sym. et Ann. 14 (PG 18.381B).

abrofeMq. ““A very rare word.” On the other hand, its presence in a
notice of the Suda (K 2145 Adler) may imply regular usage in late Greek.
Notice also the analogous forms atroféhnua and airoférnros, not in LSF:
Epiphanius, Haer. 76.37 (PG 42.593C) ; Agathangelus, V. Greg. Illustr. 94.

abrokéhevaTov. ‘‘Xenophon and occasionally in prose thereafter.” It is

common in patristic prose and verse, for example Gregory Nazianzenus,
Carm. 1.1.3.8 (PG 37.408A).

10(5.28) vy pot “xatpe’ Néyeis, 8T€ gov 16 wpdbTwTOV G THNIeV
ketvo 76 This Nydou, Baokave, NewdTepoy”
viv pov wpoomailels, 6Te Tas Tpixas NPavikds oov
Tas émi Tols gofapots abxéol whalouévas.
WNKETL UOL, peTEWPE, TPoTEpXeo undé ovvavTa’
avTi podov yap €yw v BaTov ol déxouat.

Baokave. Page is uncertain whether the word here means “malicious”
or ‘“‘charmer.” But ueréwpos (a distinctively Rufinian usage, as Page
shows & propos poem 7) seems to rule out the latter. The adjective may be
rare in the Anthology, but it is a common term for malicious demons in
sepulchral epigram (Kaibel, EG 345, 379, 569, 734), also in patristic
prose and verse, for instance Gregory Nazianzenus, Carm. 1.1.7.66

(PG 37.441A).

8Cf. App. 16 to Friedlaender’s Sittengeschichte Roms (English version, London 1913)
4.87-88.
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abxéot. ‘“The plural of one person’s neck is very rare.” But not in the
case of Latin cervices, conceivably an influence here.

11(5.35) wUyas albTos ékpva TPLRY, €ilovTo yap alTal

Oeitaoar yuurdv doTepomny peNéwr.

kal p’ N pév Tpoxalols cppayiouern yelaoivors
Nevktj 4o yhoutdv fivleev ebadint,

T7s 0¢ tarpopérns powioaero xioven aapé
wopdupéoto poédov uaiov épvlpotepn,

7 0é yalMribwoa Xapaooero khpatL Kwddt
abTouarn TpvPepdL XpwTl TaNevouern.

€l TabTas 6 kpuTNs O Oedv édenaato wuyds,

LI

oUkéT’ v 000’ éoidely fiflehe Tas mwpoTépas.

The theme of beauty competitions, which is also that of poem 12, is
unique in the Anthology. Page rightly points to Alciphron 4.14 and
Athenaeus 12.554C, where pygal charms are equally in cause. Add the
very similar elaboration of theme and language in pseudo-Lucian,
Amores 14.

doTepomny ueMéwv. ‘A striking phrase; the metaphor is more readily
applied to the eyes.” Compare Philostratus, Ep. amat. 34 (of a woman’s
naked charms): dorpéwrew Ta évdov.

kal p’. ‘Pa in such circumstances is said by Page to be very rare in the
later epigrammatists. Nevertheless, the presence of és pa in the “poems”
of that most lamentable of scribblers, Dioscorus of Aphrodito,? practically
guarantees their frequency in later Greek.

xtovén. Add Nonnus 15.226 (xiovéwv peNéwr) and elsewhere, of parts of
the body.

yapibwoa. This form is also in Nonnus 33.143; 41.403 (both times of
a woman’s face).

12(5.36) fiptoar aAMAas ‘Podomn Mehitn ‘Podokheia,
TOV TpLooy Tis éxeL kpelaoova unpLovny,
Kkai pe kpLTv €ilovto’ kal ws feal al wepliBhemwTol
éotnoav yvuval, véktapt NetBouevad.
kai ‘Podomns pév éNaume pégos unpdv woNITLMOS

ola podaw Twohdit oxiiouevos {epipwe’

77is 6¢ ‘PodokAeins Valwe loos, Uypouerwros,
ola kal & vndL TpwToy\udeés Ebavo.

dANa gadds & wemovfe Ilapis dua Ty kpiow eldws
Tas Tpels GBavaras elB guvesTedavouy.

Rhodocleia. If Page is right, as he seems to be, in denoting this name
as a very rare one (elsewhere only in epigrams 27-28 [4P 5.73-74] and

92.22; 5.10 (identical lines): ed. E. Heitsch, Die griechischen Dichterfragmente der
ramischen Kaiserzeit (Gottingen 1963).
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Leontius Scholasticus, 4P 16.283), then Averil Cameron’s!® description
of it as a stock name requires modification.

unpovyy. “Here only = feminal”’ The term, with its etymology, is
given by Sextus Empiricus, Hyp. Pyrr. 3.199.

mohbTiuos. Page rightly takes this to be an adjective rather than (as
Waltz and Beckby) a noun, calling it a very rare one. Rare enough, he
might have added, for Paton to conjecture IloAgnpuos in its place. Page
himself gives no other example of the word; LS¥ cite only Babrius and
Polybius; it was plausibly restored in Kaibel, EG 1027.30; patristic
Greek yields further examples: Clement, Paid. 2.1 (PG 8.393A); Hip-
polytus, Haer. 5.9 (PG 16.3158C).

oxitopevos. Page found a cutting wind to be natural idiom but hard to
parallel (he offers none) in Greek. Two disparate authors attest to the
existence of the basic metaphor: Theocritus 22.15-16: 8aNagoa kowTopérn
mvoals; Alciphron 3.42: 6 Boppds diewai pov 73 mhevpdv Gomep Bélos.

13(5.37) unt’ loxvny Ny wephauBave unre Taxetav,
TobTwy & dudoTépwy THY uecdTnTa BéNe.
T hév yap Neimer gapk@v xbais, 1 6¢ wepLoany
KeKTNTAL" NeLmov un Bele undé whéov.

For this variation on a common theme, add the strikingly close parallel
in pseudo-Lucian, Amores 14, to Page’s examples from Martial and
Alciphron.

xvous. Page, following LS, signals this word in the sense of ‘“‘abun-
dance” as unique to Rufinus. But it is a common usage in patristic
Greek, which no doubt is why Nonnus, Par. Fo. 6.15, employs it of an
abundance of bread.

14(5.41) Tis yourny obTw o€ kal éfeBaler kal &elpev;
7is Yuxny Nbivny elxe kal olx éBhemev;
poLxov tows nlpnkey dxkaipws ketvos égeNdwy’
Ywouevoy' wagaL TOUTO TOODGL, TEKVOV.
TAY &mo viv, 8Tav €éoTlv éow, ketvos 8’ dTav €fw,
70 Tpohupov gpnvov, un wait TadTd wabns.
dkaipws. To eliminate the metrical irregularity, Page conjectured
adverbial daxalpia, adducing axaipios frers from Peek, G¥ 1571.11 Extra
support for this notion is to hand from the presence of the same phrase
(a metrically convenient formula) in Etymologicum Magnum 810.20
(Gaisford)
amo viv. Page could discover no exact parallel; observe the cognate
amo 7é67e in the NT (Matthew 4.17).
17(5.44) AéuBiov, 1) 8 érépa Kepkobpiov, ai 80’ éralpat,
alév épopuolow TAL Saulwy Nuéve.
&ANa, véor, mavdnul 74 MuaTpka Ths “AdpodiTys
pebyed’ 6 guppitas kal kaTadls wietat.

10 dgathias (Oxford 1970) 23.
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The words 7a Muorpika 77s *Appoditys pebyed’ are lifted verbatim from
the model poem, AP 5.161, a most unusual phenomenon according to
Page, who adduces only the similar debt owed by AP 7.244 to AP 7.721.
Add 4P 16337 and 357, in which the first lines and the opening of the
second ones are identical.

18(5.47) woANakis fpacauny ge Nafav é vukTi, Oaleia,
wTA\npdoat Balepn Quuoy épwuaviny
vy 8’ 67e (mot) Yuuwrn yAukepols peNéeaal TETAjaat,
€kAUTOS DTVaNéwL YUla KEKUTKA KOTWL.
Ouué Taav, Ti wemorfas; avéypeo und’ Amékapve
{mTnoes TaldTny THY UTepevTUXiny.

Sexual inability occasioned by sleepiness rather than impotence is
commended by Page as an original variation. The distinction might be
thought rather subtle. In addition to the impotence poems listed by Page,
of which Ovid 4m. 3.7 is strikingly close in some of its language to
Rufinus, notice the late Latin poet Maximianus 5.81 f. and (indicating
the subject’s persistence) the much later Marbodus, De Matrona 1602
(PL 171.170D). Petronius 87, where Eumolpus is eventually too sleepy
to make more love, provides a gloss on the treatment of the theme.

Buué. “‘Presumably stands for memébrum virile.”” The fact that poems
involving sexual failure, from Ovid to Maximianus, almost always in-
clude apostrophisation of the delinquent organ makes this interpretation
well-nigh irresistible.!!

Thaleia. Included in Page’s list of very rare names, with one in-
scriptional example and one in Agathias. Further evidence is provided by
CIG 6588; SEG 19 (1963) 354; CIL 9.2472 (ILS 6519), a slave girl.

21(5.60) wapfévos dpyvpdme{os ENoveTo, xploea ualdy
XpwTl YaNakTomwayel ujla Siaivouérn’
muyal 6 aAAMjhais Tepuyyées eiNigoovTo
UdaTos UypoTépwi xpwTl calevduevalr’
TOV &' UTepoLdaivovTa KOTETKETE TEMTAMEV) XELP
obx 6hov Ebporar AN’ Gaov féivaro.
I have written at length on the interpretation of this poem (F¥HS 100
[1980] 182-184); two salient linguistic points are here recapitulated.
apyvpémesos. ““Only here in this form.” In fact, Pollux 2.192 registers
it as an epithet of Thetis.
Umepodaivovta. ‘“‘Here only.”” But Gregory of Nyssa twice uses it, once
metaphorically of the human heart: PG 45.676B; 46.609B.
22(5.61) Tit kvavofBhepdpwi wai{wy kévdbaka DNiTTYL
&E abrijs kpadins 76V yehav émbouvy
“Owdexa gor BeBAnka, kal abpiov dANa Bald cou
7 whéov é waAw dwdex’ émioTauevos.”
elma, kehevopévn (3°) ANGev’ yeNdaas 8¢ mpos abrhy
“elfe ge kal vikTwp éypouevny ékdlovy.”
10n this point, see the review by D. A. Campbell, Phoenix 32 (1978) 368.
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Page, after Hecker, correctly sees this poem as a sustained sexual joke,
unlike Paton who found it “quite unintelligible.” Rufinus is combining
two motifs: sexual braggadocio and sporting metaphor for intercourse;
cf. Lucian (?), Asinus 5-6.

kvavoBhepépwi. Page seems right in calling this a Agpax, adducing the
Theocritean kvévogpus as a parallel. Add kvarvoBésrpuxos, not in LSF, from
Methodius (PG 18.212D).

23(5.62) ol Tw oot 76 kaNov xpovos éafegev, AN’ éri moANa
Neipava Tijs wpoTépns ocwileTal HAikins,
kal Xdpires piuvovaww dynpaot, o0dé 76 kakov
TQV Napwy undwy 4 pédov EEédpuyer.

"

& woagaovs kaTépheke TO wolv Beoeikehoy TkaANosT

iNapdv phhwy. Observing that “merry breasts is not a credible expres-
sion,” Page insists that ufha must be cheeks. But if a Roman poet could
write maestos sinus (Tibullus 1.3.6),'2 why could not a Greek one talk
about merry breasts? An alternative not noticed by Page would be to
translate the adjective as ‘‘shining,” a meaning (as applied to gold)
attested in papyri.t®

feoeixehov. Page merely notes the rarity of this word in the Anthology.
Its frequency in later Greek is confirmed by such diverse texts as Lucian,
Pro Imag. 25; Kaibel, EG 866; Dioscorus of Aphrodito 4.3.

25(5.69) IIaA\as éoafpnoaca kai "Hpn xpvoomédihos
Mawovid’ €k kpadins laxov duddTepal
“obkéTL yuuvobpeafa® kplots uia mouuevos GpKer
ol kalov frTdcbar dis wepl kalhoalvns.”

Maionis. Unique here as a proper name. Maionia, nurse of Bacchus,
in Nonnus 25.451, might have been noticed.

27(5.73) daipoves, olk fdewr 7¢ hoverar () Kufépea
X€pal kaTavxevious \vgauéry mAOKAUOUS.
{Mkois, béamowva, kal Supaciy HueTépoLat
unmote unvianis Betov (bobar TOmOV.
vy éyvay. ‘Podoxheia, kal ob Kimpis' elTa 76 kaAhos
ToUTo Wofev; ov, dok®, T fedv éxdedukas.

katavyeviovs. Claimed as a hapax by Page. It can be found in patristic
prose: Athanasius, Hist. Ar. 12 (PG 25.708A); Martyrium Tarachi, 1.

29(5.75) yeitova mwapfévov elxov 'Auvudvny, Adpodity,
A wou Ty Yuxny éPheyer olk dNiyov.
alT) pot wpogémaile, kal €l moTe kaiLpos ETOAUWY’
Hpvlpla’ 7i whéov; OV wovov Nobavero.
fiyvoa ToOANG kauwy. Tapakikoa viv 8TL TLKTEL.
&oTe TL ToloU ey ; Pebyouer 7 uévouer;

12Cf, K. Cairns, Tibullus: a Hellenistic Poet at Rome (Cambridge 1979) 104.
BCf. L. R. Palmer, 4 Grammar of the Post-Ptolemaic Papyri (London 1945) 40.
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Amymone. “The name elsewhere only of the well-known mythological
lady.” A real-life one is celebrated in CIL 6.11602 (ILS 8402) ; Buecheler
(CE 603) restored another to CIL 6.9810 (ILS 7477).

#vvea. Page adduces only AP 5.275 (Paulus Silentiarius) for this verb
in an erotic context; there is an equally good example in AP 5.55
(Dioscorides).!*

mol\a kapdy. Add Nonnus 25.197 (his only use of the present participle
of this verb). The metrically convenient pair of words is clearly a pat
formula.

McCail criticises Page for not glossing the use of the indicative for
the sujunctive in the deliberative question of the last line, adding his own
parallel from the NT. Euripides, Andr. 1036 n&s meifouar furnishes one
example. And it is frequent in Latin: Cicero, 4d A#. 13.40.2 advolone an
maneo? is strikingly similar to Rufinus here; cf. Virgil Ec/. 8.108 credi-
mus? Catullus, 1. 1 cui dono . . . 2 (with Fordyce’s note).

30(5.76) abry wpdalev ény épatdypoos elapbduacbos
ebadupos ebunkns ebodpus ebmhdkapuos’
AANaxfn 6é xpévwe kai ynpatl kal woldiat,
kal viv TGv TpoTépwy obd’ Brap obdér Exel,
dN\hotplas 8¢ Tpixas kal puoddes (T0) mpbocwmov,
olov ynpaoas obde wifnkos, éxel.

épatdxpoos. “‘Here only.” Gregory Nazianzenus has it once: Carm.
1.2.2.264 (PG 37.627A); cf. éparwrés, not in LSY, Orac. Sib. 11.84.

ebogppus. ‘“Elsewhere only Philostratus, Her. 19. 9.’ Malalas has it in
two of his identikit descriptions of Homeric characters: 5.91 (p. 113
Bonn); 5.106 (p. 133 Bonn). Also in Constantine Manasses, Chron. 1157,

34(5.93) omhopar mpos "Epwra mepl oTéprotar Noyioudy,
oUd€ pe viknoeL uolvos ewy wpods éva.
Ovatds 6 dfavatwe cvaThoouar. v 8¢ Bonbov
Bakxov éxne, Ti ubvos mwpos 60’ &yw dlvauar;

Bonbév. Page could only find Peek, G# 1118.1, for another verse
example. Dioscorus of Aphrodito, who can rarely be accused of origi-
nality, has it twice (3.73, 82). It is also common in patristic Greek.
36(5.97) el pév ém’ qugoreporaw, "Epws, loa 16fa TiTaives,

€l Oebs” €l ¢ pemews mpos wépos, ol Beos €l.

mpos pépos. As McCail (advancing no solution of his own) notes, Page
might have commented on the very unusual meaning (‘“‘to one side””) of
this phrase, by contrast with its sense (“in proportion”) in Thucydides
and Demosthenes. For this noun in the sense of “side,” cf. Hermas, ¥is.
Past. 3.2.1; Const. Apost. 5.14.15.

14This epigram is analysed by O. J. Schrier, “Love with Doris,” Mnemosyne 32
(1979) 307-326.



346 PHOENIX

The monosyllabic ending to the pentameter is not so rare as Page
asserts. In adition to his ten examples from the Anthology, I have come
across the following: 6.340, 341; 7.129, 626, 661; 8.166; 9.257, 367, 384;
11.114, 142, 218, 415; 12.13, 75, 151; 16.19a (vw, as in Athenaeus
10.412F, cited by Page). And from Kaibel, EG: 111, 218 (4is), 315, 476,
558, 622, 640, 651.

37(5.103) uéxpe tivos, Mpodikn, mapaxAaboonar; dxpL Tivos ge
Youvdoopual, cTEPEN, uNdéy GKOVOLEVOS
716n kal Nevkal gou émiakipTdow éfepa,
kal Taxa pot dwoes ws ‘Exafn piduwe.

émoriprdow. ‘A very rare compound.” But a favourite with Nonnus,
who uses it twenty times.

In brief conclusion, most of Rufinus’ seemingly rare or unique diction
finds a parallel in late Greek, with Latin usage occasionally an extra
possible influence. All of which seems to me strongly to reinforce Page’s
late dating.
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