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Abstract

My thesis takes its start from the oft-used description of Hellenistic poetry as ‘bookish’, but
looks beyond the connotations of this label as denoting a milieu which was self-consciously
intellectual, and instead considers the more fundamental ramifications of the designation: that
Hellenistic poetry was bookish in its form, as much as in outlook. To consider the implications
of this, I focus upon a period, and a significant poetic topos, wherein the effects of the book-
roll can be most keenly discerned, assessing the impact of the medium upon authorial self-
representations - particularly in the construction of authorial personae - undertaken in early

Hellenistic poetry (c.323-246 BC).

In Part I of the thesis, I assess the evolution of authorial self-representation in epigram, charting
developments from the inscribed form of the genre through to the book-epigram collections of
the Hellenistic period: I argue that the author acquired a newfound prominence in this medial
transition, asserting their presence as a voice within the text as opposed to a figure situated
strictly in antecedence to it. I demonstrate this through analyses of Posidippus, Callimachus,
Nossis, Asclepiades, and the epigrams ascribed to Erinna, and suggest that we repeatedly
observe authors undertaking composite processes of self-representation, as a direct result of the

composite context of the book-roll.

In Part II of the thesis, I examine the Mimiambs of Herodas. Through the analysis of Mimiamb
8 (in which Herodas constructs an authorial persona, and defines his poetic programme) in
conjunction with an appraisal of the metapoetic dimension of the other Mimiambs, 1 assess the
manner in which Herodas undertakes a complex, intertextual process of self-representation.
Arguing that the author reflects upon the generic and medial innovations of his poetic practice
across his corpus, I demonstrate that this process of reflection complements Herodas’ overt

authorial self-representation in Mimiamb 8.

In summary, I argue that the impact of the book-roll on authorial self-representation was wide-
ranging, but that the most significant consequence of the medium was the evolution of authorial

self-representation as a composite, roll-spanning activity.
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*
Introduction

“We have reached the age which we called - hesitatingly - a ‘bookish’ one; the book is

one of the characteristic signs of the new, the Hellenistic, world.”
Despite his hesitation, Rudolph Pfeiffer’s description of the Hellenistic milieu as bookish has
proven to be a defining judgement of the age - so much so that to reference it now may be
thought to make a somewhat unnecessary point. The fact remains, however, that it is a
remarkably apt qualifier for a period in which the poetic zeitgeist was defined by aesthetics and
by critical approaches which developed because of the book-roll medium, in which many poets
now worked.” An overt example of this bookishness can be seen in the burgeoning field of
poetic scholarship which flourished at Alexandria. Moreover, the fluidity of the distinction
between ‘scholar’ and ‘poet’ can be observed in a number of the great works of the period -
nowhere more so than in Callimachus’ Aetia, a work that proudly displays its learned quality,
and which has, for many, come to encapsulate the bookish Hellenistic aesthetic fout court.’
However, in discussing Hellenistic bookishness, it is important to avoid treating ‘bookish’ as
synonymous with ‘recherché’ in any absolute sense: as Nita Krevans and Alexander Sens note,
“the label ‘bookish’ so often applied to Hellenistic poetry is not simply a description of the
scholarly interests of the Hellenistic authors but also a description of the new importance of

the written form of literature.”*

This is a fundamental observation, and it is this observation
which informs my approach. While commentary upon the scholarly innovations of
Callimachus and his colleagues in the Library will feature in this thesis, the ‘bookish turn’ of
my title does not principally refer to this activity: rather, it refers to the revolutionary impact
of the book-roll becoming the prime medium through which poetry was disseminated and,
moreover, to the changing habits of authorial self-representation within this newly bookish

context.

! Pfeiffer (1968), 102.

* See particularly Pfeiffer (1968), 102-103, though cf. Cameron (1995) on assessments of the prominence of the
book-roll in the Hellenistic period, and further Bing (2001) for a response to Cameron.

? See the assessment of Hunter in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 43; Hunter notes particularly the value of the Aetia
as a reference source for other, lost works, a testament to its breadth of intertexts. The scholarship on Callimachus
as poeta doctus is vast, and catalogued by Martine Cuypers on the invaluable Hellenistic Bibliography website,
which is available online at https:/sites.google.com/site/hellenisticbibliography/: an interesting recent
contribution to the topic is Harder (2013), which considers the influence of the library as a reference source on
the work of Callimachus and Apollonius.

4 Krevans and Sens (2006), 194.




The importance of the written medium as a facet of self-representative acts in Hellenistic poetry
has been acknowledged in recent years, particularly following the publication of Peter Bing’s
The Well-Read Muse.” Building particularly upon the work of Pfeiffer’s A4 History of Classical
Scholarship, Bing demonstrated the extent to which the written mode affected the Hellenistic
poets’ perception of themselves. His conclusion that, on the one hand, “the written word creates
the possibility of transforming the traditions of the literary past”, while equally “the very
freedom that writing provides has ... another function, namely to affirm the continued validity
of the tradition”,’ has prompted much further investigation into the interaction of tradition and
innovation in Hellenistic poetry - particularly the frequent juxtaposition of notionally
traditional and innovative elements.” However, despite the wealth of scholarship generated in
the wake of The Well-Read Muse, another significant conclusion offered therein, that “the
poet’s self-image is now also geared to the reader”, continues to demand attention.® How this
image was formed in a medium which, by its nature, offered multiple encounters with the
author, over the course of a corpus or a collection in which many poems were brought together

(within the physical context of the roll), remains a compelling question.’

I take this question as a starting point, assessing the bookish turn of self-representation, and
considering how the form and context of the book-roll influenced the process in early
Hellenistic poetry (a period which I define as that between the deaths of Alexander and Ptolemy
II Philadelphus, 323-246). This span of years sees the invention or reformation of numerous
genres, and the reapplication of existing forms and contexts in innovative fashion, but it is
furthermore the first instance in which authors begin explicitly presenting themselves as
creators of book-poetry, and it is for this reason why I have chosen to focus my investigation
on this period. However, it must be stated at the outset that I do not propose to offer a definitive

answer to the ‘how’ of this topic for every author active at this time: rather, by focusing on

> Bing (1988b).

% Bing (1988b), 26.

7 Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004) is the landmark study of tradition and innovation in Hellenistic poetry. See further
Klooster (2011), a thoughtful recent evaluation of these elements.

¥ Bing (1988b), 15.

’ A number of recent works have tackled aspects of this question, with epigram proving an area of recurrent
interest: on epigram see, e.g., Meyer (2005), (2007), Hoschele (2007), (2010), Campbell (2013). Krevans (1984)
provides a sound introduction to the role of the book-roll in Hellenistic and Latin poetry, and considers the editorial
function of the author in a bookish context. Acosta-Hughes’ (2002) analysis of Callimachus’ /ambs is an excellent
demonstration of the fundamentally intertextual process of authorial representation at work in the corpus, which
can be linked to its bookish form. Morrison (2007) considers the development of narrative voice from the archaic
to the Hellenistic periods, touching upon issues of authorial self-representation. Hutchinson (2009) collects a
number of investigations into Hellenistic and Latin books and their authors. Fantuzzi (2011) offers an insightful
analysis of authorial presentation across the corpus of Callimachus’ Hymns. Klooster (2011), 175-208 considers
the question tangentially, focusing principally on sphragis-poetry, on which further below.
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specific and - I would suggest - paradigmatic examples, I illuminate a number of key trends
which attend the process of self-representation within the book-roll context, which I thus argue

are the hallmarks of the bookish turn.

I focus my analysis of authorial self-representation upon the construction of authorial personae,
and I propose that, for numerous authors, the employment of the book-roll medium evinces a
significant evolution of this programmatic device par excellence within overarching strategies
of self-representation. The authorial persona, the supposed manifestation of the author as a
character within their work,'® occupied a prominent role in programmatic delineations of Greek
poetry, from the works of Homer and Hesiod onwards. However, the device undergoes a radical
transformation within the bookish context, as a direct result of the implicit invitation for
intertextual analysis which the book-roll medium invites. Recurrently, we observe authorial
personae presented as the embodied distillation of a poetic programme: this trend is not unique
to Hellenistic poetry, but what is quintessentially Hellenistic is the manner in which authorial
personae now respond to programmatic motifs which permeate corpora as a whole. The
personae of Nossis and Asclepiades, which form the case studies treated in Chapter 3, emerge
as a result of the intertextual reception of their epigrams as unified collections; that of Herodas
- discussed principally in Chapter 4 - embodies the programmatic motifs which run throughout
the author’s poems, similarly inviting analysis of the author’s self-representation within the
context of the collection as a whole. This form of persona, representing a collective body of

work, is a device that is fundamentally bookish in character.

In the remainder of this introduction, I provide an outline of the two parts of this thesis, and of
the three chapters contained within each part. Following this outline, I discuss two issues which
underpin my investigation: firstly, I consider the bookish background of the early Hellenistic
milieu, and provide a number of archetypal examples which demonstrate the extent to which
the authors of the day engaged in sustained reflection upon the medial form of their poetry.
Secondly, I consider the authorial persona as an element of literary-critical theory, offer an
overview of my conceptualisation of this device, and present my rationale for its application to

the study of self-representation in early Hellenistic poetry.

' T consider the features which demarcate an authorial persona in greater depth in the final section of this
introduction.
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Outline of chapters

I begin my assessment, in Part I of this thesis, by tracing the evolution of authorial
representation in a genre which has the most well-established textual dimension prior to the
Hellenistic period: epigram, the genre that best typifies the Hellenistic fascination with the
aesthetics of the bookish form."' What makes epigram a particularly suitable starting point for
this investigation is that we possess excellent evidence for the habits of authorial self-
representation in the book-roll format - the archetypally Hellenistic form of the genre - and its
inscribed antecedent. We are thus able to track the development of authorial personae within a
genre which presupposes reception as reading from its outset: as a result, epigram offers a
unique opportunity to analyse broader change in written self-representation prior to and within

the Hellenistic period.

Transposed from the lithic context of inscription to the papyrus leaves of the book-roll, epigram
becomes an inherently reflective genre. With the lack of the particular contextual and
communicative frame provided by the material situation of inscription, a reader of book-
epigram is prompted to consider the artificiality which the genre engages in, precisely as a
result of its persistent appeal to a now-elusive physical context. As a consequence of the
delapidarisation of epigram,'” the genre loses the particular social, political and religious role
inscribed poems possess: the functional dimension of inscribed epigram is inherently tied to its
physical materiality, and thus book-epigrams are a departure from the conventions of that form
from their inception.'> What is noteworthy, however, is that Hellenistic epigrammatists
continued to allude to an inscriptional context despite the reconfiguration of epigram as a genre,

creating the illusion of materiality - and the suggestion of a context beyond the book-roll -

" Much recent scholarship has considered the contrasting (and sometimes complementary) roles of ‘literacy’ and
‘orality’ in Ancient Greece - I do not address this topic directly here, though reference will be made to it,
particularly in Chapter 1.1. General surveys can be found in Harris (1989), Thomas (1989), (1992), and there are
many useful discussions in the volumes of (the formerly titled) Orality and Literacy in the Ancient Greek and
Roman Worlds - now Orality and Literacy in the Ancient World - published by Brill: Worthington (1996),
Mackay (2002), Watson (2001), Worthington and Foley (2002), Mackie (2004), Cooper (2007), Mackay (2008),
Lardinois, Blok and van der Poel (2011), Minchin (2012), Scodel (2014). The papers collected in Johnson and
Parker (2009) are also of interest, particularly the epilogue provided by Olson (2009), which astutely assesses the
theoretical applications of the term ‘literacy’, both in the field of Classics, and more widely.

2 0n the process of delapidarisation, see Baumbach, A. Petrovic and I. Petrovic (2010), 17-19, and further
Baumbach (2000), 8-9 who coins the term Entlapidarisierung.

" On the rise of the book and the practice of anthologising see e.g. Krevans (1984), 22-94 and (2007), Bing
(1988b), 10-48, Meyer (2007), Hutchinson (2008), 1-41, particularly 1-20, Gutzwiller (1998), 1-53, and see 2.n.5
for bibliography on the transition from oral to literate culture with regards to the development of epigram. On the
changing social role of epigram, see among others Meyer (2005), particularly 25-52, Day (2007), Bettenworth
(2007), A. Petrovic (2009) and more generally the essays collected in Baumbach, A. Petrovic and I. Petrovic
(2010).
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regardless of its literal absence.'* The evocation of an absent physical dimension is perhaps the
most overt change between stone and book-roll, but this is hardly the extent of the
transformation wrought upon the genre in that transition. A quintessential aspect of Hellenistic
book-epigram is its ability to evoke complex narratives in a microcosm - not despite, but as a
result of, its characteristic brevity and intangibility: book-epigram is a genre of allusion and
encapsulation,"” but equally a form defined by the tensions caused by disjunction between the

internally envisaged mimetic reception-situation, and the situation experienced by the reader.

The title for Part I of the thesis is taken from Kathryn Gutzwiller’s assessment that epigram
held particular attraction for those attuned to the aesthetic preference for “the miniature, the
intricate, and the fragmented”:'® the fragmentation and intricacy that Gutzwiller highlights as
characteristic aspects of Hellenistic book-epigram can be seen to include this disjunctive
reception situation, but equally encompass a range of other issues, the most significant of which
is the identity of the speaking voice which emerges from an epigram. The precise nature of the
speaking voice in book-epigram - and the means by which a reader is prompted to ascribe
identity to it - becomes a recurrent facet of the games of supplementation and interpretation
which authors devise within their poetry. The investigation undertaken by a reader to identify
the speaker of a book-epigram is a mirror-image of the endeavour to detect and define an
author’s persona within poetry, rather appropriately encapsulating the process en miniature.
The inevitable act of material contextualisation which occurs in a reader’s reception of an
inscribed epigram is replaced by a more open-ended, and not strictly enforced process of
bookish contextualisation: the reception of an epigram occurs within the broader setting of an
author’s oeuvre and the narrower surroundings of the collection within which a poem stands.
In this more ephemeral context, the strictures which delimit the participants of epigrammatic
communication - those being, the reader and the text - weaken and dissolve, allowing the author
to engage the reader from within the text, as an authorial persona. However, though the
enforced absence of the author in text is abolished with the contextual shift, book-

epigrammatists nevertheless evoke inscriptional fopoi in order to undertake complex and

'* See Tueller (2008), 58-61 on Perses 5 GP = AP 7.445 as a particularly explicit attempt to re-create an absent
material context and an example of ‘false verisimilitude’. See further Kéhnken (1993), Bettenworth (2007), 73ft.,
Minnlein-Robert (2007a), particularly 255ff.

"% See also Sens (2007) on the role of literary allusion in the conceptual formation of an epigrammatic tradition
within the Hellenistic period. Recent assessments of what has been termed ‘flash fiction” - perhaps the best known
example of which is the six-word story sometimes attributed to Hemingway, “for sale, baby shoes, never worn” -
have noted the roots of this form of ultra-brief yet highly evocative literature in ancient poetry, including epigram:
see further Rourke (2011), Lucht (2014).

' Gutzwiller (1998), 4.
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innovative manifestations within their work. With the rise of book-epigram, we observe new
applications of epigrammatic conventions and, moreover, wholesale reapplications of the
context of inscribed epigram within the new bookish setting. The upshot of this is a radical
change in the relationship between author, text and reader within the genre, most overtly
apparent in the widespread emergence of authorial personae within the work of numerous

epigrammatists.

Part I is comprised of three chapters. In Chapter 1, I assess the developing presence of the
author within Hellenistic book-epigram. I start by considering the growth of authorial
representation from inscribed epigram - in which the author is wholly absent within the text -
to book-epigram, which evinces a complex manifestation of authorial presence in response to
the implied material context the genre presupposes. I argue that this development occurs as a
result of the medial shift from stone to book-roll. To analyse this, in the second part of this
chapter, I consider the sepulchral epigrams ascribed to Erinna: I argue that, in these poems, the
material context of inscribed epigram is superseded - as a frame of reference - by the
intertextual nexus of book-poetry, in which other poems serve to provide the contextual
information once supplied by the physical memorial. I propose that these epigrams display a
complex engagement with Erinna’s poetry, in a process that re-envisages Erinna as an
epigrammatic author (through the representation of her epigrammatic authorial persona), and
which testifies to the new possibilities for authorial self-representation in epigram, in its

bookish form.

In Chapter 2, I consider the role played by poetic predecessors in the process of authorial selt-
representation, examining two cases in which authors utilise the memorialisation of
predecessors as opportunities for self-representation, and concurrently as a chance to
encapsulate the nature of their bookish poetic activity. I posit that the authors in question -
Posidippus and Callimachus - engage with their predecessors through conspicuously
epigrammatic means, despite the works in question - the Seal, and the Tomb of Simonides,
respectively - being at most para-epigrammatic in form. In utilising the conventional
mechanisms of remembrance associated with epigram to engage with their predecessors, I
suggest that Posidippus and Callimachus acknowledge the memorialising potential of the
genre, and capitalise upon it, within the new context of the book-roll. In so doing, they
demonstrate the complex entanglement of past and present - and, of memorialisation and self-

aggrandisement - which suffuses the process of authorial self-representation.
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Chapter 3 draws together the themes explored in Chapters 1 and 2: in it, I consider how the
composition of epigrammatic poetry books - particularly, collections of a single author’s work
- gave rise to new forms of authorial self-representation. I demonstrate - through two case
studies, focusing on Nossis and Asclepiades, respectively - that the nature of the book-roll, as
a space within which authors presented numerous individual epigrams that could both be read
alone and in conjunction, engendered a remarkable development of the authorial persona as an
expression of an author’s work. I assess how, as a result of the composite nature of the
epigrammatic poetry book, we observe the reconfiguration of the authorial persona, as a figure
who emerges through the reception of a number of works received in conjunction. I furthermore
suggest that this form of cumulative self-representation is itself characteristic of the self-

representative trends of early Hellenistic poetry overall.

With Part II of the thesis, I shift my focus from epigram, and consider the process of self-
representation as undertaken in Herodas’ Mimiambs. In Herodas’ collection, I propose that we
observe an equally complex engagement with the book-roll format as that undertaken by the
epigrammatists considered in Part I. Indeed, while epigram and mimiamb are two distinctly
different genres - the one well-established and inherently textual, the other a Hellenistic
invention, and evincing a subtle combination of textual and performative aspects - Herodas
undertakes a self-representative process which occurs over the course of his collection and
which, like those of the epigrammatists, is crowned by the construction of an authorial persona,

a figure that unifies the programmatic aspects of the collection as a whole.

In Chapter 4, 1 assess the complex programmatic activity undertaken in Mimiamb 8: 1
demonstrate that this work is key to understanding Herodas’ poetic activity, and suggest that
the poem ultimately functions as the culmination of programmatic motifs which run throughout
the Mimiambs. 1 first consider the manner in which Herodas presents his authorial persona,
arguing that the author displays a novel approach in constructing his self-representation as an
amalgam of attributes adopted from his poetic predecessor and divine guarantor, thereby
implying the transference of their authority and poetic legitimacy to the persona (thus also
authorising the programmatic statement which the persona issues). Second, I consider how the
narrative context of Mimiamb 8 further supports these claims to fame and authority, and analyse
the manner in which Herodas draws upon the familiar topoi of heaven-sent dreams and poetic
initiations to situate his self-representation within an implicitly significant narrative frame. I
demonstrate that Mimiamb 8 evinces Herodas’ programmatic interests in the leitmotif of
hybridity, as pertaining to media, tone and genre: these are integral facets of Herodas’ self-
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representation, as seen in the characterisation of the persona, and I further suggest that the same

leitmotif runs throughout the Mimiambs as a whole.

In Chapter 5, I consider the role of performance in the activity of Herodas’ self-representation,
and the interplay between the book-roll format of the Mimiambs and their persistent evocation
of the performative mode. I begin by proposing that the Mimiambs should be interpreted as a
collection which enjoyed reception in text form, but one which also possesses a prominent
performative dimension informing that reception, thus creating a tension between the internal
presumption of a performance reception-situation and the reception mode which the reader
experiences (similar to many book-epigrams). In light of this hypothesis, I assess - in the first
section - the manner that performance is utilised as an aspect of Herodas’ programmatic self-
representation within Mimiamb 8, and posit that performance has a multivalent role within the
poem: first, Herodas’ persona exhibits his abilities in a setting redolent of both dramatic and
ritual performance, thereby bolstering his assertions by situating his programmatically self-
authorising narrative within a doubly significant context; second, the performative aspects of
both the opening of the mimiamb and its overarching narrative recall an important poetic
model, and the intertextual reminiscence of this work serves to embed Herodas within the
greater tradition of Greek dramatic poetry. In the second section, I consider the role of
embedded audiences within Mimiambs 4 and 8, and suggest that Herodas envisages said
audiences - and more specifically, their acts of reception - as precursors to the reception-act
which the external, reading audience of the Mimiambs undertakes, in effect providing models

of good and bad mimiambic reception for his readership to follow and eschew.

In Chapter 6, I consider the extent to which Herodas’ poetic programme, and the programmatic
themes of Mimiamb 8, are taken up in the other Mimiambs. Focusing on the leitmotif of
hybridity which underpins Herodas’ self-representation, I first consider Mimiambs 6 and 7: 1
argue that, in these works, the hybridity of Herodas’ poetry is explored through the
juxtaposition and combination of elements which have a masculine or feminine character, a
process which reimagines the mono-gendered poems of an important generic antecedent to
Herodas” work, the mimographer Sophron. Much as Herodas’ mimiambic poetry is
symbolically unified in the character of his authorial persona, I suggest that, in the diptych,
masculine and feminine poetics are united in the BavPdv, an object which symbolises Herodas’
reworking of Sophron’s practice. Second, I assess Mimiamb 1, and propose that this work
complements Mimiamb 8 in its treatment of programmatic themes. While Mimiamb 8§ displays
a successful unification of genre through character, Mimiamb 1 presents a failure of generic
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hybridisation at the same level. However, I argue that, when considered as a facet of Herodas’
collection-spanning programmatic reflection, this failure paradoxically testifies to Herodas’
successful unification of genres within his Mimiambs, affirming the combination of mimic and
choliambic elements within Herodas’ poetry and demonstrating the aesthetic potential inherent

in their intermingling, in a manner which directly parallels Mimiamb 8.

The bookish age and the bookish author

The book-roll was not the invention of the Hellenistic age, nor was the quality of bookishness."’
The growth of a recognisable book-culture already in the late 5™ and 4™ Centuries is well-
substantiated, particularly in Athens:'® representations of reading appear on vases from the 5"
Century,'” and depictions of book makers, collectors and collections also appear in oratorical,
philosophical and dramatic works, attesting to widespread familiarity with such concepts (at
the very least, in populous urban centres).’ The Hellenistic period, therefore, should not be
presumed as the first flourishing of bookishness, despite being so characterised by that quality.

Rather, as Nita Krevans puts it, the distinction between the Greek world before and after the

"7 Identifications (and accusations) of authorial bookishness predate the Hellenistic period proper: e.g.,

Aristophanes repeatedly presents Euripides as a bookish author, e.g., at Ra.943, 1409, Ach.393-489. On
Aristophanes’ own bookishness, see below, n.20.

'8 Evidence for the 6™ Century is more tenuous. Athenaeus provides a list of famous book-collectors who
possessed libraries, including among their number Polycrates of Samos, and Peisistratus, tyrant of Athens (Ath.
1.4): Pfeiffer (1968), 7, followed by Krevans (1984), 36, concludes that this is a retrospective reimagining the
earlier period skewed by Hellenistic influence. See further on this passage Jacob (2013), 78-81.

' See Turner (1952), 13-15, and particularly Immerwahr (1964), (1973).

%1 give here a representative sample of examples: Alcidamas rails against those who utilise the written works
(oVyypappa) of previous thinkers to compose their own speeches (Soph.4); compare Isocr. Ad Nic.41, 44, Arist.
Top.105b. Xenophon depicts Socrates and a group of students pouring over book-rolls and excerpting interesting
snippets (Mem.1.6.14), and further records Socrates’ dialogue with the book-loving Euthydemus (Mem.4.2), and
their discussions on the use of books in learning. Plato records how Euclides apparently composed a book that
contained the transcriptions of various Socratic conversations, from which he has a slave read Socrates’ dialogue
with Theodorus and Theaetetus (7ht.142d-143c): Plato himself purportedly facilitated the collection and/or
transcription of the works of Antimachus and Sophron, on which see further Chapters 3.2 and 6.1 respectively. A
fragment of Eupolis mentions o0 & BipAL’ dvia, “where the books are for sale” (fr.327 PCG), which finds a
parallel in Aristophanes’ Birds, where we are presented with an image of men swooping down upon bookstalls to
browse through legal decrees (4v.1286-1289): compare also Plat. Ap.26d-e. Alexis’ Linus records the eponymous
teacher of Heracles asking his charge to choose a book from a collection - from which Heracles chooses a
cookbook (fr.140 PCG). Famously, the chorus of Aristophanes’ Frogs remarks to the quarrelling Aeschylus and
Euripides that fifAiov T° &yov Ekactog, “each one (of the audience) has a book” (Ra.1114) - the audience imagined
by the play might thus be envisaged unfurling their book-roll copies of the script to compare and contrast the
arguments made by each playwright while taking place on stage. On Aristophanic presentations of books and
literacy, see further Slater (1996). On the circulation of book-rolls and their functions, Harris (1989), 84-88; on
the development of the book-roll from purely functional, to aesthetic object, Thomas (1989), 45-94, Gutzwiller
(1998), 2-6, 47-48, Murray (2010), 109. See generally, on representations of 5™ and 4" Century book-culture,
Thomas (1992), Pinto (2013), and further Turner (1952), Krevans (1984), 34-66, particularly on the development
of BifArog as “book-roll”, rather than “document” in the more general sense.
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advent of the Ptolemies - as pertaining to book-culture - is one of quantity: “the developments
in the 4™ Century continue, but at an accelerated pace and on a massive scale, exemplified by...
the Alexandrian Library”.*' Discussions of the Hellenistic poetic milieu can hardly fail to
mention this institution: though, as noted by Annette Harder, there are seemingly no direct
references to the Library in the poetry of the period (as opposed to the Mouseion more
broadly),** an awareness of the Library’s existence necessarily shapes our appreciation of all
poetic activity undertaken by the authors of the day, despite the scarcity of actual information
we possess regarding its precise form, or mode of operation.”® Though the dearth of specifics
is frustrating, the persistence of the Library of Alexandria as a concept inherently connected to
Ptolemaic rule is telling in itself: as Dorothy Thompson remarks, “it is hard to imagine a more
striking symbol of Ptolemaic power and of the dominance of Greek culture than the new
Library of Alexandria”,** and its prominence within the cultural imagination - even up to the

modern day - attests to the corresponding pre-eminence of the book-roll as a signifier of

cultural power within the Hellenistic zeitgeist.

This prominence is exemplified further by the numerous reflections upon the medial form of
poetry found in the works of the early Hellenistic period: while writing and reading had been
mentioned in the context of poetry prior to the 4™ Century,” it is in the final years of the 4™
Century, and on into the 3" that we see authors begin recurrently acknowledging the book-roll
format of their work, and indeed referencing the format for poetic effect. A notable example of

this comes from Theocritus’ Idyll 16 (5-12):

5 Tig Yap T®V 0MdG01 YAAVKAV Vaiovsty O’ N®
nuetépag Xaptrog metdoang Hwodé&eTon olk®
AoTOGImG, 00O’ AVOIG AOWPNTOVS ATOTEUYEL,

! Krevans (1984), 67. On the possible Egyptian models for the Library, see Rhyholt (2013). On the broader
influences of Egyptian culture on the Ptolemaic realm, see particularly Fraser (1972), Thompson (1994) and
Stephens (2002). Cf. Strabo, who seemingly suggests a decidedly more Greek origin for the Library, noting that
Aristotle 8106&0g tovg &v Alyvnte Paciiéag Piiodnkng covtady, “taught the kings in Egypt how to arrange a
library” (Geog.13.1.54).

*2 Harder (2013), 96. Reference is made to the Mouseion, e.g., at Herod. 1.31 and perhaps 7.72, though see further
Chapter 5.2 on this second instance. Allusive reference may be made either to the Library or Mouseion by Timon
of Philus in an epigram, wherein he scorns the scribblers Movcémv &v taddpm, “in the birdcage of the Muses”
(SH 786). On the distinction between the Library and the Mouseion - or lack thereof - see Krevans (1984), 69-70.
* As noted particularly by Bagnall (2002), specific details about the Library are sparse, in contrast to the
mythology to which it gave rise. The Suda entry on Callimachus (Sud.s.v. KoAlipayog, K 227 Adler) records that
his Pinakes preserved details of authors and works, in 120 book-rolls, and this may give some idea as to the scale
of the collection - though, as noted by Jacob (2013), 76-77, the Suda entry does not suggest the Pinakes were a
catalogue of the Library’s holdings. On the Library, see further Fraser (1972), 1.320-335, ElI-Abbadi (1990), Blum
(1991), Yatsuhashi (2010), Harder (2013). On the ancient library more generally, see Casson (2001), Too (2010),
and further the essays collected in Kénig, Oikonomopoulou and Woolf (2013).

** Thompson (1994), 67.

2% See the discussion in Krevans (1984), 39-66.
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7

al 6& oxvlopeval yopuvoig mooiv oikad’ iaot,
ToAG pe Twhaowson, 8t dAdiny 686V RA0ov,
10 okvnpoi 8¢ Taly keveds £v TOUEVL yMAOD
Yuypoig &v yovdrteoot kbpn pipvovtt Baioicat,
&vO’ aiel ooy €0pn, énnv ArpakTol ikmvtal.

5 Now, who of all who live under the gleam of day

will give a glad welcome and receive at home

my Graces, and will not send them away unrewarded?

They come home, grumpy and barefoot,

with much scorning that they went out on the road in vain,

10 and shrinking back into the bottom of the empty box,

they remain, heads laid onto their cold knees,

the resting-place they always come to when unsuccessful.
Theocritus here undertakes a remarkable juxtaposition of the content and physical form of his
poetry. Imagined as the Charites - the Graces - his poems are personified but, in a swift reversal
of expectations, it is revealed that the Graces are not women, but have maintained their bookish
materiality: in depicting them at the bottom of the box, ‘heads’ resting on ‘knees’, Theocritus
evokes the physical appearance of the rolled-up book-roll, in which the outer leaves (the
beginning of the roll) enclose the inner.*® This overtly bookish representation of poetry (and
thus, implicitly, of the poet) finds numerous parallels in other Hellenistic works: Meleager, in
the preface to his Garland, concludes his list of the poetic flowers from which he has woven
his collection with the mention of GAAwv T~ €pvea mOAAL vedypapa, “many newly-written
shoots of others” (1 GP = AP 4.1.55);*’ Callimachus imagines Apollo appearing to him when
he first placed the déAtov, “tablet” upon his knees (4et.fr.1.20 Pf.); Posidippus makes his Muses
writers when he exhorts them to ypoydpuevar, “inscribe” their song of hateful old age in the
SéNtov. .. ypuoéaug oehiow, “golden columns of your tablets” (705 SH = AB 118.6).”® We can
also compare the opening of the Batrachomyomachia, which neatly encapsulates the situation

of Hellenistic poetry en miniature (though it must be noted that the date of the poem is

uncertain) with a medial transformation from song to text, and from draft tablet to the selides

of the book-roll (1-3):*

*® On the form and construction of book-rolls, see Turner (1968), (1987), Johnson (2004).

" Compare Phil. AP 4.2.3.

*¥ See also 4B 118.16-17, wherein the author imagines himself reading: this text is discussed in detail in Chapter
2.1.

** The dating of the Batrachomyomachia is much-contested, but a Hellenistic origin has been suggested, e.g., by
Bing (1988b), 19.n.19 with earlier references, and Sens (2006); cf. West (2003), 229-230 who supposes a later
origin. For further discussion of the transformation of media within text, See the analysis of Callimachus’
engagement with predecessors in Chapter 2.2.
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apyOLeEVOC TpO™G celidog yopov €€ Elkdvog

EADETV €ig Epov Nrop Emedyopon etvex’ aodig,

fiv véov &v déAtoloty €poig £mi yovvaot Ofka

Beginning the first column, I pray for the chorus of Helicon

to come into my heart on account of the song,

which I have just set down in the tablets on my knees
Such examples attest not only to the acknowledgement that the written medium was the
principal means by which these authors’ poetry was produced and received, but equally
demonstrates the lengths to which authors explicitly emphasised the format of their work,
ensuring their readers were aware of the bookish act they were engaging in. It is this bookish
awareness which so colours the self-representations undertaken in the period, and a further
aspect of the same phenomenon can be seen in the embedded presumption of intertextuality
which many works evince: in their Garlands, the poet-anthologists Meleager and Philip
acknowledge their intertextual activity of binding together the poems of many others; indeed,
that they characterise their practice as ‘weaving’ is a testament to this awareness.”’ However,
the awareness of intertextuality is not the preserve of later anthologists and editors alone, and
this is illustrated in a pair of epigrams by Callimachus, one for the grave of his father (29 GP
= AP 7.525), another for his own tomb (30 GP = AP 7.415). These two poems typify the
nuanced play with authorial presence which characterises Hellenistic book-epigram, but
equally highlight how the context of the book-roll allowed for innovative, composite forms of
self-representation which demanded a reader consider the overarching relationship between
each text. AP 7.525 begins &otig guov mopd ofua @épelg moda, Koridyov pe / icbi
Kvpnvaiov naidd te kai yevéty, “You who walk past my tomb, know that I am the son and
father of Callimachus of Cyrene”, while AP 7.415 runs:

BotTid8em moapd ofjpo gépelc mddog, €0 PV 4o1dny
€106t0¢, €0 O’ oive Kaipla cuyyehdcat.

You are walking past the tomb of Battiades, well versed in song,
and in knowing the time to laugh with the wine.

It has long been noted that these epigrams form a complementary pair, and suggested that they

cleverly play off of one another, with the deceased in each case only being directly identified

VE.g., Mel. 1 GP = AP 4.1.5-6, moALd pév EumhéEoc Avitng kpiva, ToAd & Motpodc / Asipia, kai Zampodg Bod
pév, aALd poda; Phil. AP 4.2.3-4, avravénieba / Toig Mekeaypeiolg dg ikelov otepdvois. See further Argentieri
(1998), Gutzwiller (1998), Hoschele (2010).
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in the other poem,’ if we read Battiades as a patronymic and not solely as a reference to
Cyrene’s legendary founder.”> The purposeful ambiguity of Callimachus’ presence within
these epigrams exemplifies the self-awareness which authors displayed in the early Hellenistic
period, with regards to the contextual expectations their work engendered. In AP 7.525,
Callimachus is seemingly embedded within the poem, identified by name, but this apparently
sphragistic self-identification - unlike that found in the Seal/ of Theognis, discussed below -
counterintuitively problematises the notion of authorial presence. The reader is faced, not with
one Callimachus, but two, and neither of these is the speaking voice of the epigram. This
Callimachean multiplicity is reversed in AP 7.415: here, the use of another name requires a
reader to engage, as Peter Bing notes, in a process of supplementation, reading the epigram in
conjunction with its companion - and mentally situating the graves in spatial collocation - in
order to perceive that it is Callimachus (the author) whom this second epigram memorialises.>
We can also note that, while in AP 7.525, a reader can easily appreciate that the voice of the
epigram is the deceased (particularly with the reference to éuov ofjpa, in conjunction with the
use of the first person), AP 7.415 obscures the speaker and the epigram’s setting: whether it is
the envisaged tomb or the deceased who speaks the words of the epigram remains unclear, and

thus the nature and extent of Callimachus’ presence within the poem is equally elusive.**

3 See, e.g., Walsh (1991), Livrea (1992), Bing (1995), 126-128, Fantuzzi in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 298. See
particularly Kirstein (2002) on complementary epigrams, and 117-121 on these epigrams specifically.

2 As by Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1924), 1.175.n.2, Pfeiffer (1949), ad loc., Walsh (1991), Livrea (1992), Bing
(1995), Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004). In support of the reading which favours an identification of the founder,
Cameron (1995), 8, 78-79, White (1999). White (1999), 170-171 notes that later poets who refer to Callimachus
using Battiades as a signifier do not necessarily imply a patronym, e.g., Cat. 5.16, 116.2 (see also Cat. 7.6), adesp.
AP 7.42,0v. Am.1.15.13, Tr.2.367, Stat. Silv.5.3.157. Strabo (Geog.17.21) relates that Callimachus calls Battus
his ancestor, but this refers to the founder of Cyrene. Cf. Call. Ap.65ff. on the legendary Battus’ receipt of aid
from Apollo in founding Cyrene, and 4p.95-96, which declares Apollo most honoured by the sons of Battus; ovde
pev avtol / Bortiador Poifoio mhéov Beov dikov Etewcav. The only explicit identification of Battus as
Callimachus’ father comes from the Suda entry on the poet, which begins KaAAipoyog, viog Battov: Sud.s.v.
KoAripoyog (K 221 Adler). Despite this tenuous evidence, that these epigrams encourage complementary
reception (thus, that Battiades is intended as a patronymic) is eminently plausible. We can note, particularly, the
repetition of mapa ofjpa eépeig mdda/m6d0g in both epigrams: Bing (1995), 128 notes that the expression mddag
oépewv is not attested before Callimachus, and he suggests this phrase strengthens the association between the two
poems as belonging to the same imagined Callimachean family plot - a conceit which acquires added resonance
within the spatio-material context of the book-roll. See further Walsh (1991), 94.

¥ Bing (1995), 127; see Bing (1995) on the concept which he labels Ergdnzungsspiel in Hellenistic poetry more
generally. On the conjuration of a mental funerary landscape in these epigrams, see further Meyer (2005), 170,
176-177. Cf. other self-naming epitaphs, e.g., Leon.Tarent. 93 GP = AP 7.715, Noss. 11 GP = AP 7.718, Mel. 2
GP=AP 7.417,3 GP=AP 7.418,4 GP = AP 7.419.

** Furthermore, the sympotic setting evoked by 1.2 creates further tension between the generically expected context
of reception (before a tomb), the context evoked by the text (both sepulchral and symposiastic) and the reader’s
literary reception. See Reitzenstein (1893), 87-88, Gow and Page (1965), I1.188, Fantuzzi in Fantuzzi and Hunter
(2004), 39 on the interpretation of the sentiment expressed here.
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The contribution of both epigrams to a greater self-representative endeavour only becomes
clear when they are perceived within the wider context of the book-roll: whether intended as
opening and closing programmatic pieces of a collection - or perhaps whether one followed the
other in sequence - when reading these epigrams in conjunction, we can detect their author as
a presence, not wholly perceptible within either epigram, but who rather emerges as a product
of the greater whole to which their intertextual relationship gives rise.”” This example is
characteristic of a trend we will observe repeatedly across the range of early Hellenistic poetry:
while epigram lends itself naturally to such intertextual readings, it is equally a facet of
Callimachus’ Aetia and lambs, and of Herodas’ Mimiambs, which will be discussed in greater

detail in Chapters 2 and 6 respectively.

The authorial persona: between fiction, reality and the reader

An attempt to offer a straightforward definition of the term ‘authorial persona’ encounters
immediate difficulties: while there is general consensus about what the term designates - the
manifestation of the author in the text, as noted above - the troubles start with the movement
from generalities to specifics. As a term employed in contemporary literary criticism, we can
observe a variety of applications which distinguish, for example, between first and third person
authorial manifestations and, beyond these variant applications, numerous scholars also
employ other terms which evoke a similar purview, but are not wholly analogous.*® Despite
this protean aspect (though indeed to some extent, as a result of it), discussing authorial

manifestations in poetry with reference to the construction of authorial personae remains a

%% See further Bing (1995).

% E.g., ‘implied author’, Booth (1961) passim, and particularly 73, 138, 535; ‘second-self’, discussed by Booth
(1961), 83; ‘reader’s author’, Small (1984); ‘speaker of the text’, Gibson (1980); ‘author’s ethos’, on which see
Cherry (1988); ‘literary persona’ utilised by Clay (1998). Much has been written on the origins and meaning of
the Latin word persona: for possible Etruscan connections, see Skutch (1908), Vetter (1938), Hanfmann (1973),
Szemerényi (1975), Elliott (1982). Aulus Gellius reports Gavius Bassus’ explanation that the word is formed from
personare, “to sound through” as the theatrical mask - persona - of the actor concentrates the voice, resulting in
a clear, resonant sound (N.A4.5.7.2): this explanation is not without controversy, on which see Miiller (1888), 34-
35, Rheinfelder (1928), Allport (1937) 26, Elliott (1982), 19-20, Small (1984), 93-94, Pickard-Cambridge (1988),
195-196. Miiller (1888) remains a good general introduction to its origins and usage through to the 19" Century,
while McCann (1971), Elliott (1982) and Small (1964) provide further contemporary analysis. Burke (1992),
(1995), Savu (2009) and Gallop (2011) discuss the persona in the context of the issue of authorship: the
foundational Derrida (1967), Barthes (1968) and Foucault (1977) underpin much of these discussions. See further
the essays collected in Hill and Marmodoro (2013) on ideas of author and authorship in the ancient Greek and
Roman contexts, and Clay (1998) and Mayer (2003) on the existence of ancient theories of the persona.
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useful hermeneutic framework - particularly for an assessment of early Hellenistic poetry - as

I will outline here.

The perception of authorial manifestations in poetry as personae - with stress upon the notion
that these manifestations are characters - is frequently exhibited across a range of ancient
sources: we observe pleas from authors for their character not to be judged on the basis of what
they write,”’ comic presentations of authors’ characters in harmony with the character of their
verse,”” and discussions of authors’ work based upon readings of them speaking either in
propria persona, or that of another character.”” However, this body of evidence raises a number
of questions - particularly, to what extent should we understand an ancient distinction between
the concept of the ‘author’ and of the ‘narrator’ (denoting a detachment of the author from the
speaking ‘I’)? In an insightful discussion of what he terms ‘fictional autobiography’, reacting
against narratological compartmentalisations of author and narrator, Tim Whitmarsh has
recently suggested that problems with this issue stem from a contemporary inability to elide

these two figures on a conceptual level.*” Whitmarsh returns to Ewen Bowie’s assessment of

*7 This is common in Latin poetry, e.g., Cat. 16.1-6 (particularly 16.5-6, nam castum esse decet pium poetam /
ipsum versiculos nihil necessest, “for the pious poet ought to be chaste himself - his poems need not be s0”), Mart.
1.4 (particularly 1.4.8, lasciva est nobis pagina, vita proba, “my page is wanton, my life’s virtuous”), Ov.
Trist.2.353-360 (particularly 2.353-354, crede mihi, distant mores a carmine nostro / vita verecunda est, Musa
iocosa mea, “believe me, my character’s other than my verse - my life is modest, my Muse is playful”). See also
Hor. Sat.2.1.30-34.

** E.g., Euripides as presented in Acharnians, perched atop the eccyclema and dressed in tragic rags (410-417), or
the presentation of Agathon in the Thesmophoriazusae (135-175), in which, explaining his costume and
accoutrements, the poet remarks that ®poviyog, Tobtov yap obv akiKoas, / adTdC T KOAdS TV Kol KOAGC
Numéoyeto: / S TodT’ dp avTod kol kA v Té Spdpota / Spota yop TolEly dvaykn Tii gvost, “Phrynicus - have
you not heard - was both beautiful and beautifully dressed: because of this his plays were also beautiful. For it is
necessary to compose poetry akin to one’s nature” (Ar. Thesm.164-167). See further, particularly on the
presentation of Agathon and the elision of costume and character, Stehle (2002), Duncan (2005), Given (2007).
* E.g., Plat. Rep.3.393a-b, on Homer, wherein Socrates distinguishes between moments in which Aéyet te adtog
0 mom1g, “the poet speaks himself”, and times where, for example, donep avtog dv 6 Xphong Aéyet, “he speaks
as though he were Chryses himself”. Aristotle praises Homer because 0 6& 0Aiya @potipocdpevog evbvg giodyet
&vSpa fj yovoixa f Ao Tt 00c, kai o0déV” arydn GAL” Exovta fOoc, “after a brief preamble, he at once brings on
a man or women or other figure, and they are not indistinguishable, but full of character” (Poet.1460a9-11). See
further on interpretations of Homer’s character particularly Dachs (1913), Graziosi (2013). Much later - from the
4t Century AD - we observe theoretical analyses of authorial character utilising the term persona/npéconov in a
manner directly comparable to modern criticism, e.g., Diomedes on Vergil (Gramm.Lat.1.482), poeta ipse loquitur
sine ullius personae interlocutione, ut se habent tres Georgici et prima pars quarti, item Lucreti carmina et cetera
his similia, “the poet speaks himself without another persona, as is the case of the first three books of the Georgics
and the beginning of the fourth, and the poem of Lucretius, and other works that are similar”; Servius, also on the
Georgics (pro. ad Georg., Thilo 111.129), hi libri didascalici sunt unde necesse est ut ad aliquem scribantur, nam
praeceptum et doctoris et discipuli personam requirit, “these books are didactic and for this reason they must be
written to someone: for teaching requires both the persona of a teacher and a pupil”. Compare also the comment
of the scholiast on Theocritus (Wendel, proleg. D, 6.16-18), £ot1 8¢ dpapatikov pev to undopf] ve Eueaivov 10
TPOCHOTOV TOD TOMNTOD, SUYNUATIKOV 3¢ TO d1dAov EReoivov / piktov 8¢ O wf] pév eueaivov, mij 8¢ ob, “the
dramatic genre never exhibits the persona of the poet, the narrative genre reveals it throughout, and the mixed
genre reveals it at some times, and not others”. See Clay (1998), Mayer (2003). On distinctions between persona
and ethos, see further Cherry (1988).

* Whitmarsh (2013).
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Theocritus’ Idyll 7, in which Bowie notes that an initial assessment that the “I” who was
walking into the countryside is Theocritus is problematised by Lycidas’ identification of the
speaker as Simichidas (7.21), and thus “Simichidas both is and is not Theocritus... his name
Simichidas has been deliberately held back to allow the presumption to develop that the
narrator is Theocritus himself”.*' Whitmarsh suggests that such instances reflect a dynamic and
ongoing interplay between the concepts of the ‘real’ author and the ‘fictional” narrator within
the poem, exemplifying ancient habits more broadly:* the lack of a strong sense of the narrator
results in a corresponding ambiguity of the author in text, as a figure which stands astride the

boundary between fact and fiction.*

That ancient authors were often perceived by their readers through the medium of their
personae, and that it was believed that something substantial could be deduced about the real
author on the basis of their characters’ words, is frequently attested. Furthermore, this practice
has often been held as a testament to the so-called ‘biographical fallacy’ in action, wherein a
reader conflates the position of a character within a work - often one speaking in the first person
- with that of the author.** However, the (modern) belief in the ancient prevalence of the
subconscious operation of the fallacy discounts the fact that numerous authors capitalise upon
an awareness of the fallacy in their work: while Latin examples are numerous, "’ we can equally
observe it in the Greek milieu: for example, in Aristophanes’ send-up of Euripides’ purported
reputation for hating women in the Thesmophoriazusae, or in Theocritus’ epigram on a statue
of Anacreon (15 GP = AP 9.599).*° Such examples play upon the inextricable entanglement of
reality and fiction which attend depictions of the author in their own text, and it is on the basis
of the neither wholly factual, nor wholly fictional nature of so many self-representations in
poetry that I have chosen to utilise the term authorial persona - as opposed, for example, to
authorial voice - as a designation which maintains an ambiguity as to the extent of any authorial
manifestation’s historical basis. As I will demonstrate, numerous Hellenistic authors play with
the malleable reality (and, occasionally, accountability) of expressions made via authorial
personae: Asclepiades constructs two complementary personae which encapsulate both the
objective and subjective perspectives of the author, Callimachus unearths ‘Simonides’ and has

the poet speak, as a means of celebrating his own memorialising authorial practice, and

I Bowie (1985), 68.

*2 Whitmarsh (2013), 240-242.

* See further Lefkowitz (1983), and Hodkinson (2010) on ‘deliberate’ fictionality in ancient biography.
* See Beecroft (2010), 2ff. and Graziosi (2013).

* See, e.g., the examples in n.37 above.

** On which see further the introduction to Chapter 2, below.
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Herodas dreams-up an alter-ego through which to decisively conquer his critics - though his
authorial persona provides an insulating buffer of detachment, should those critics take

umbrage with the author behind the poem at such a depiction.*’

With this evidence, and the variety of factors which attend to our perception of the author in
text in mind, it is now possible to offer a basic yet functional definition, from which we can
delineate what constitutes an authorial persona: I propose that this figure should be designated
as any character within poetry that a reader is encouraged to perceive as an intra-poetic
manifestation of the external, purportedly real author of the same poem, and who contributes
in some fashion to reflection upon the nature of that author’s poetry. The methods by which
this encouragement occurs are various: we can note more overt instances in which it is given,
such as with the employment of the first person,* or through the use of the author’s name,*
and less obvious cases, such as metaliterary recognition of the work as a poetic product, or of
its genre, or form.” There is, however, no single unifying hallmark of each and every authorial
persona - beyond that which I have proposed as a starting point - and no one element guarantees
that a character is or is not an authorial persona, in a definitive sense. Furthermore, attempts to
delimit what constitutes an authorial persona any further risk stifling comparative analysis. As
an example, we can note that the ‘Posidippus’ of his Sea/ poem and the ‘Simichidas’ of
Theocritus’ Idyll 7 present very different types of authorial personae, which differ significantly
in terms of their explicit/implicit claim to be reflective of the real author; however, categorising
one as an authorial persona, while excluding the other, obscures the fact that both occupy an
analogous role within their respective authors’ strategies of self-representation. In both cases,
the authorial persona serves as a focal point around which the process of programmatic
authorisation and legitimation of poetry coalesces: they present to the reader a character which
emblematises the author’s poetry, and a figurehead for the broader process of authorial self-

representation.

*" We might perhaps imagine a modern-day Herodas prefacing Mimiamb 8 with a tongue-in-cheek disclaimer
imitating those which adorn many creative works, asserting “any resemblance to actual persons, living or dead, is
purely coincidental...” Compare, e.g., the nebulous ‘Telchines’ of Callimachus’ 4etia prologue, and see further
the discussion of this strategy as used by Herodas in Chapter 5.2.

* See particularly the discussions of Lefkowitz (1991) and Whitmarsh (2013) on the use of the first person in
constructions and perceptions of authorship.

* E.g., Thgn. 19ff. West, Hes. Theog.22-24, Noss. 1 GP = AP 5.170, 11 GP = AP 7.718, Posidip. 705 SH = AB
118, Nic. Ther.957. However, there are equally instances in while the appearance of an author’s name
problematises assumptions of direct connection to the author, as in Call. 29 GP = AP 7.525 discussed above.

*% See particularly the discussions of Asclepiades’ personae in Chapter 3.2, Herodas’ persona in Chapter 4.1, or
Cerdon - who possesses elements which suggest he is a further persona of Herodas - in Chapter 6.1.
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As an example of this process, whereby the persona comes to embody the programmatic
process fout court, we can consider one of the earliest cases in which the figure of the author
is utilised as an explicit figure of authority. The Sea/ of Theognis is perhaps the most well-
known example of sphragis-poetry, in which the author embeds, within the work, an apparent

testament to their authorship (Thgn. 19-23 West):”!

Kvpve, copilopéve pév épol oppnyig émikeictm
20 10160° €MECLY - AMOEL O’ OVMOTE KAEMTOUEVQL,
000¢ TIC AAAGEEL KAKIOV TOVGOAOD TaPEOVTOG,
e 8¢ maic Tig Epel: “Oevyvidoc oty Enn)
100 Meyapéc’™ mhvtog 6¢ Kat’ avOpmdmovs OVopaoTtdc.

Cyrnus, let a seal be set by me, as I practice my art,
20 on these utterances - thus they will never be stolen unobserved,
nor will anyone exchange something inferior for the present good,
and all will say, “the utterances are Theognis

299,

of Megara’s™; his name is known among all men.>

Putting aside the complex issue of the historical ‘Theognis’ behind this work,> and precisely
what form the oppnyic is envisaged to take,”* what is noteworthy about these verses is the
imposition of the notion of an author onto poetry, a demarcation of the person who authorises
the work.” Regardless of the historicity of such a person, the Theognis who speaks and is
present within this passage leads one to perceive an author whose existence informs the
reception of the work, a Theognis who must have existed prior to the work’s creation, to give
it form. This character’s fact of being underpins the poem, and their existence as ‘the author’
situates the interpretation of the work within the broader perception of ‘Theognis’. The act of
identifying the presence which we interact with as readers through our engagement with the
poem (but more broadly as perceivers of any creative medium in which the creator of the work
is physically absent from the act of reception) plays upon an inherent desire to give form,
however scant, to a creator-figure identified within the work: the implicit author becomes
explicit, re-emerging from the background to influence the process of reception - but this figure

is not the author, but rather an authorial persona.

> See further, on sphragides, Kranz (1961), Lloyd-Jones (1963), Peirano (2013), (2014).

>* Trans. Nagy (1985), 29 adapted.

3 See e.g., Nagy (1985), 46-51, Bowie (1996), Edmunds (1997), Hubbard (2006), Gartner (2007b).

>* Explored by Ford (1985), Nagy (1985), 29-31, Pratt (1995), Gerber (1997), 117-128, particularly 125-127.

> See Ford (1985), 89, “the assertion that the seal has preserved a work intact is an assurance that this body of
precepts constitutes a comprehensive, reciprocally explanatory education for an aristocratic youth”.
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The Seal of Theognis demonstrates a further significant aspect of the authorial persona, as a
device: it is a feature of poetry which explicitly presupposes reception, and which overtly

presumes an audience. Diskin Clay notes the significance of this in the context of writing:

“literacy and the ancient book opened a gap between a poet and his audience, and the
absence of the performing poet is filled by the mask or persona of the writer.
Contemplating this mask is the unfamiliar mask of the reader. Both are the creations and
necessities of wide-spread literacy.””
In text, the creation of an authorial persona is joined by the persona of the reader: it is critical
to recognise that, for the authors considered in this thesis, the persona of the reader was an
equally important, though often far more enigmatic facet of their processes of self-
representation. We observe a variety of techniques by which this readerly persona might be
constructed: in book-epigram, a number of authors return to inscriptional convention and
employ the topos of reader-as-passerby, as Nossis does in one self-representative epigram (11
GP = AP 7.718), but equally, said topos is also subverted in the process of self-representation;
this is particularly visible in the epigrams ascribed to Erinna. Some authors establish the reader
as an eavesdropper (for example, Asclepiades), others leave the precise reader’s role open to
interpretation (Posidippus, Callimachus), though this does not detract from their importance as
recipient of the narrative. In Mimiamb 8, Herodas places the reader into the role of the slave
Annas, the addressee of his persona’s account, employing a character within his poetry to
embed the reader within the narrative he constructs. As we will observe, the role of the reader
presupposed by the text is an integral facet of authorial self-representation across the spectrum

of genres.

I close this introduction with an excerpt from a text that was formative in my own interest in
the question of authorial self-representation and which, though modern (in the temporal sense),
is typically, bookishly Hellenistic in its sensibility. The following passage of Italo Calvino’s If
on a Winter’s Night a Traveller provides a masterful encapsulation of the issues I have set out

here:

So here you are now, ready to attack the first lines of the first page. You prepare to
recognise the unmistakable tone of the author. No. You don’t recognise it at all. But now
that you think about it, who ever said this author had an unmistakable tone? On the
contrary, he is known as an author who changes greatly from one book to the next. And
in these very changes you recognise him as himself. Here, however, he seems to have
absolutely no connection with all the rest he has written, at least as far as you can recall.
Are you disappointed? Let’s see. Perhaps at first you feel a bit lost, as when a person

%% Clay (1998), 30.
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who, from the name, you identified with a certain face, and you try to make the features

you are seeing tally with those you had in mind, and it won’t work. But then you go on

and you realise that the book is readable nevertheless, independently of what you

expected of the author, it’s the book itself that arouses your curiosity; in fact, on sober

reflection, you prefer it this way, confronting something and not quite knowing yet what

it is.”’
This passage gives a reader pause, as the subconscious processes enacted by reading are
brought to the fore, and they are called upon - in fact, made - to confront the underpinning
questions which attend any engagement with a text: who’s voice does the text speak with, how
can I identify them, and why should I believe they are who they say they are?’® Here, these
questions are problematised, as the text denies that it might reveal its author internally - though
of course, in paradoxical fashion, such a denial and the consequent destabilisation of readerly
certainty is itself an authorial characteristic, as the text notes (then immediately disavows).
Indeed, the figure who emerges from the text is not the author, but the reader, or rather, a
persona of the reader, adopted by the persona of the author. One is left in no doubt that the
problems of attribution and authenticity which this passage raises are a result of the bookish
form of the reception act, given the readerly persona’s purported attempts to engage in an
intertextual process, and to weigh the author as they are here against their manifestations in

other works: ultimately, the speaker of the text advises a separation of author and book, and a

dismissal of expectations regarding the author in text.

The particular artistry of this passage lies in the concurrent establishment and disestablishment
of an authorial persona, a figure whom the text evokes and yet abolishes in the same moment,
who frames the reception of the text, while the same text steadfastly prefigures the reader’s
response as though the author exerted no influence upon it. When it comes to self-
representation, the writers of the early Hellenistic period are as subtle in their engagement with
the reader - and the textual format of their poetry - as Calvino: indeed, as this thesis
demonstrates, the authors of the turn of the 4™ Century stand at the head of a tradition of

bookish self-representation which continues to flourish to this day.

37 Calvino (1981), 9.

% The existence of such questions in the Greek context is exemplified by, e.g., the prevalence of the verb &ipi in
archaic inscribed epigrams, as a means of rapidly demarcating the identity of the speaking voice of the text, on
which see further Chapter 1.1.
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Part I
The Miniature, the Intricate and the Fragmented: Epigrammatic

Authorial Personae in Early Hellenistic Poetry
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Chapter 1
Developments in Authorial Self-Representation from Inscribed to

Book-Epigram

Introduction

In his assessment of Callimachus’ epigrams, Peter Parsons warns against any absolute

conceptual delineation between Hellenistic book-epigram and its inscribed predecessor:

“There is a temptation to make a simple division between stone-epigrams and book-
epigrams, the former old, functional and anonymous, the latter new, ornamental and
authored, and to link this with a chronological scheme, under which the epigram expands
from stone to book only in the Hellenistic age and in so doing moves to new functions or
non-functions ... but of course things are not so simple.”’

The view that epigrams, when inscribed, stand as a genre of lesser ‘literary’ quality in contrast
to the book form has been soundly challenged by recent scholarship on the topic,’’ but it is
equally reductive to assert that epigram as a genre fout court undergoes a linear development
in the shift from an inscriptional context to that of the book-roll.*' Taking Parsons’ point into
account, it is nevertheless the case that the contexts for the two forms of epigram engendered
a markedly different relationship between the author, the text and the reader in both, the upshot
being a significant disparity in the role the author occupies as they relate to the text, particularly
in its reception. While book-epigram evinces numerous authorial personae, none can be
detected in its inscribed antecedent. It follows to ask two questions: why are authorial personae
absent from inscribed epigram, and what occurs in the shift from stone to book-roll which
allows authorial personae to be present? These overarching questions contain a host of related
issues, such as the role and nature of ‘voice’ in epigram more generally, the role and effect of
the physical context of inscribed epigram (and the lack thereof for book-epigram) and the use
of inscribed epigrammatic conventions by Hellenistic authors. Before turning to these authors,
then, it is vital to consider the background for Hellenistic acts of epigrammatic self-

representation, by assessing the situation of the author in the inscribed form of the genre in

> Parsons (2002), 111.

See e.g., the collected essays in Bing and Bruss (2007), Baumbach, A. Petrovic and I. Petrovic (2010) and Liddel
and Low (2013).

%1 On the inverse influence of book-epigram on its inscriptional counterpart, see particularly Bettenworth (2007)
and Garulli (2014), with further bibliography.
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comparison with the endeavours of the Hellenistic poets: this assessment forms the basis of

this chapter.

I thus begin here by assessing the occurrence - or rather, the absence - of authorial personae in
the inscribed poems that precede the book-epigrams of the Hellenistic period. I argue that the
overt focus on the experience of the reader in inscribed epigram predetermines the absence of
the author in the moment of reception, a situation which only changes with the rupturing of the
material context in the transition to book-epigram. I then explore the resulting potential of this
rupture for a new form of authorial representation, taking as a case study the sepulchral
epigrams ascribed to Erinna (1 GP = AP 7.710 and 2 GP = AP 7.712). 1 propose that, in these
epigrams, we observe a nuanced engagement with the issue of authorial presence and absence.
However, I further argue that the purported presence of the authorial persona of Erinna in these
epigrams is itself an intertextual reinterpretation of Erinna’s self-representation in her famous
lament for Baucis, the poem called the Distaff. The persona of Erinna constructed in the
epigrams is, I posit, a reconfiguration of the authorial persona of the Distaff through an
epigrammatic lens, an act which manipulates the medial and material conventions of the genre
to remarkable effect, and one which testifies to the complex appreciation the authors of the

Hellenistic period had for epigram as a mode of authorial representation.
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1.1 Speaking objects, silent authors: assessing the absence of authorial personae in pre-
Hellenistic inscribed epigram

Epigram is marked, from the earliest instance, by the demand for its readers to engage in an
imaginary act of performance, in which their voice suffuses the text and vocalises the utterance
therein.” In dedicatory inscriptions, we observe cases in which the voice of the epigram is
presented as that of the object’s dedicator,” as well as epigrams that present multiple speakers
in conversation, in which the reader’s response is prefigured by the text. Readers of inscribed
dedicatory epigrams may, therefore, have approached a text with an immediate query regarding
the identity of the speaker,® but in cases in which it was not explicitly the dedicator speaking,
or when the reader was assumed to be uttering the epigram in propria persona - in short, cases
in which no person was perceived behind the text - the plausible fiction of communication was
grounded in the physical situation of the epigram, and the dedicated object itself was assumed
to fill the speaking role.”® The “I”” of an inscribed dedicatory epigram seems to have been, in a
majority of cases, the dedicated object located before the reader: the proximity of the dedication
to the inscription informed the reception of the text, prompting a reader to ascribe the voice of
the epigram to the object they beheld.®® Cases in which the object is explicitly not a speaking
voice within the text only begin to occur in the 4™ Century as, for example, in the following
epigram (CEG 763):%

[TnAépay]og o€ iépmoe AcoKANTIDL 110€ OLOPDOLS |
Tp®TOG 10pvodpevoc Bucioig Beiong vwodNKaC.

[Telemach]us dedicated you to Asclepius and those of the same altar,
setting you up first as counselled by divine sacrifices.

62 The interaction between reader’s voice and voice of the text in inscription has been considered particularly by
Jesper Svenbro; see, e.g., Svenbro, (1988), (1993), (1999).

% For a tabulated summary of the speakers of epigrams in the archaic and classical periods, see Tueller (2008),
17-22, and further Tsagalis (2008), 321. Cases in which dedicatory epigrams speak as if in the voice of their
dedicator are scarce, but do occur after the archaic period: e.g., the late 5™ Century CEG 833, on which see below.
Cf. the 6™ Century CEG 459 which is not definitively classifiable as either sepulchral or dedicatory, in which the
voice of the epigram is akin to that of the dedicator/erector. Several epigrams, such as those which employ the
third person or deictic markers in formulations such as t68” dyaipo avébnke(v)... (e.g., CEG 202 below), might
be interpreted as speaking in the voice of the dedicator, though Svenbro argues that deictic demonstratives do not
rule out, and in fact imply, that the object speaks: Svenbro (1993), 31-34, and cf. Tueller (2008), 16-27.

%% Some inscriptions pre-empt questions of who speaks by explicitly identifying the source of the voice with a
verb of speaking, as can be observed for the dedicated objects identified in CEG 286 and 429.

% Burzachechi (1962) coins the term oggetti parlanti - for a recent overview of scholarship on the phenomenon
of the speaking object, see Wachter (2010).

% See e.g. Day (2010), 30ff. on the Manticlus epigram (CEG 326) as a poem whose interpretation is significantly
informed by the arrangement of the text upon the dedicated object. See further Lorenz (2010), 141{f.

7 Tueller (2008), 13 notes that the first voice of the early 5t Century dialogue epigram CEG 429 addresses the
object, which then responds. See also CEG 844.
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Here, the object is addressed by the text, and the reader is deprived of the natural assumption
that it is the object which speaks. Lacking the assertion of a specific alter-ego, the voice that
the reader encounters within the text would seem to be that of the reader themselves, prefigured
and explicitly guiding the reader in their response. Indeed, what emerges from an assessment
of dedicatory epigram is that the core narrative of the genre - that being, the information
regarding the dedication, dedicator and the recipient divinity - is always presented from the
reader’s perspective. Deictic references to the dedicated object serve to express the reader’s
viewpoint within the text itself, thereby eliding the narrative constructed within the text with
the reader’s present experience of viewing the object and attendant epigram. This is even the
case in epigrams wherein the reader is not the explicit addressee of the text, such as in the

following (CEG 190):

oot ], Bed, 165’ dya[Apa dvédlexe MeravBupo[g Epyov] |
evyobpevog dg[kat]ev moudi Awdg pheydro.

For you, goddess, Melanthyrus dedicated me, this agalma,
having vowed a tithe of his works to the child of great Zeus.
Joseph Day has advocated that dedicatory epigrams prompt, on the part of the reader, a re-
performance of the original act of dedication:*® here, the reader lends their voice to the object
in the moment of utterance, and their ego is briefly subsumed into that of the agalma.” In so
doing, the reader aggrandises the dedicator and Athena in a contemporary mimesis of
dedication, recreating the original dedication in the present moment of reading. It is this overt
‘presentness’ of dedicatory inscriptions that is significant for our inability to detect traces of
authorial presence within inscribed epigram. The explicitly here-and-now character of such
texts disallows the possibility of detecting the presence of an authorial figure as encountered
in book-epigram, despite the shared medium and conventional similarity of both forms of the
genre. Inscribed epigram’s emphatic focus on the moment of the reader’s reception - within
the text itself - obscures the text’s genesis as the product of an author, because the author exists
outside of, and in antecedence to, that moment.’® The absence of the author from the moment
of reader-reception is as true for Hellenistic book-epigram as for its inscribed antecedent, but

the differing contexts in which the two forms were received results in a sharp disparity in the

% Day (2010). See further Raubitschek (1969), van Straten (1981), Day (1989), (1994), (2000), Furley (2010).

% Day (2000), 44, 53. On the nature of the agalma in dedicatory inscriptions, see Day (2010), 89-129.

0 See further Svenbro (1993), 42-43 who suggests the act of writing engenders a distance between author and
speaker-in-text, and further Svenbro (1999), Schmitz (2010a), 373-375, Schmitz (2010b), 27.
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author’s role in the process of reception.”' The material situation of an inscribed epigram
informs a reading of the text at a fundamental level, by enforcing a reception-context with a
specific, present source to which the voice that speaks from the text can be ascribed.”” By
delimiting potential speaking voices to those represented within the immediate context of the
act of reading,” inscribed dedicatory epigram prescribes a closed circuit of communication,
isolating the interaction of reader, text and object, and precluding the influence of voices from

outside the direct spatio-temporal moment of reception.

Despite the difference in subject matter, I posit that the reception situation constructed within
sepulchral epigram is demonstrably similar to that of its dedicatory counterpart. In sepulchral
epigram, we observe cases in which an epigram speaks with the voice of the monument, or in
the voice of the deceased, bestowing on the dead a fleeting moment of life once more.”* Much
like the dedicatory epigrams, sepulchral epigrams express themselves in terms of the reader’s
experience of encountering the inscription (and monument), with elements such as deictic
pronouns, greetings to the passerby and the use of imperatives to instruct behaviour while
reading serving to place the reader squarely at the centre of the narrative constructed by the

poem.”” Christos Tsagalis suggests that, in instances where the speaker is the monument, first

"' See Schmitz (2010a), 372ff. who suggests that the established distance between author and reader is what
attracted Hellenistic poets to the epigrammatic form.

> The phenomenon of the speaking object is perhaps easiest to conceptualise when the object in question was
anthropomorphic, after a fashion - see particularly Lorenz (2010), 132-138, and Wachter (2010), 259 who suggests
anthropomorphic dedications may well have been the first such instances of speaking objects - but this does not
preclude non-anthropomorphic objects from occupying the role: see further Burzachechi (1962), Raubitschek
(1968), Svenbro (1993), 29ff., Wachter (2010). See further Webster (1954) on personification more generally.

7> This therefore includes the dedicator of the object, who is made present in the moment the reader engages with
the text, thereby re-performing the dedicator’s action.

7 A notable example of vocal ambiguity is given in CEG 108.1, in which the speaker of the epigram is seemingly
the deceased from the introductory remark that £yo 8¢ Oavov | katdxeat, “I lie below, dead” - yet this speaker
notes that his mother erected a otélev dkdpatov, “untiring pillar” above him hdtig épel Tapioot da|uepég dpota
mavta: Tlpapéte W €ootece @idot ént modi Bavovty, “which will say to passers-by in perpetuity: “Timarete set
me upon her beloved dead child”” (108.5-7): the epigram seemingly acknowledges the act of ‘speaking’
undertaken by the inscription, implied by the invitation to the passerby to approach and avdvepan, “read”(108.2).
However, the ambiguity is not open-ended: the potential speakers are already identified as present within the text.
Compare also CEG 119, which seems to display a similar self-awareness. See further Casey (2004), 64-69, Tueller
(2010), 55, Vestrheim (2010), 67-75.

" Deictic pronouns are recurrent aspect of both dedicatory and sepulchral epigrams: see above n.63. Imperatives
commanding certain acts during or after reading are a particularly common feature of sepulchral epigram, e.g.,
imperatives commanding grieving such as at CEG 27.1 (otii0t : Kol oiktipov) - see also CEG 13, 28, and further
Day (1989), 20, Walsh (1991), 78; imperatives demanding the passerby read the text as at CEG 108.2, above
(&vavepa) - see also CEG 49, 556, 686; imperatives demanding action following reading, as in CEG 13.4 which
instructs the reader to go and to perform a good deed (tadt’ dnodvpdpevor véche Em|i mpayp’ ayabov). Greetings
to the passerby are prevalent in sepulchral epigram, e.g., CEG 487.4 (yaipe|te ol Tapurdrvteg). On the presentness
of'inscribed epigram, see e.g. Tueller (2008), 36-42, (2010), particularly 46 n.8 on the first cases (mid-4th Century)
which allow for dis-temporality between the reader and the narrative of the epigram. See, on an epigram’s purpose
in commanding cessation of movement, Hoschele (2007), 343-349, (2010),111-121.
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person deixis automatically triggers the expression of a second person deictic response on the

part of the reader, arguing:

“If every ‘I’ implies a “You’, then the function of the speaking ‘I’ either in the persona
of the deceased or in the monument’s propria persona aims at making the reader become
the “You’ who would receive the epitaph’s message. Thus, when the passer-by read the
personified monument’s speaking ‘I’, he would have recognized himself as the other end
of the communicative spectrum, i.e. as a reader.”’®

This is broadly a reversal of the situation observed in CEG 763 above (in which the text
establishes a ‘you’ but neglects to acknowledge the ‘I’, thus allowing the reader to fill that role)
but the results are comparable: in both cases, the reader’s role within the narrative constructed
by the epigram is controlled through the application - and withholding - of identifying markers.
The text establishes who it is that takes part in the communication, and what roles they play,
by demarcating the participants, and disallowing the possibility that anyone outside the closed

circuit of reader-monument-deceased might intrude upon the communicative act.

There is, however, one possible exception to this hermetically sealed conception of the moment
of reception, that being the seemingly external voice that issues forth in a number of funerary
epigrams, such as the following (CEG 51):

0iKTipo TPocopd[Vv] | Tadd¢ T6de o€ | Bavovtog :
Zyuvd[o] | hog te pihov dhece|v EA” dyabév.

I feel pity as I look upon this marker of the dead child
of Simicythus, who destroyed the good hope of his friends.”’
The identity of the speaker in this epigram - and others that express an emotive response as if
engaged in the act of viewing the monument - has been a point of contention in discussions of
voice in inscribed epigram of the archaic period.”® Some have termed the speaker here the
‘anonymous first person mourner’, and suggested the voice is comparable to one detected often
in Hellenistic book-epigram,” such as can be observed in the following epigram of

Callimachus (45 GP = AP 7.271):

7% Tsagalis (2008), 255; see further 256-257.

" See Lewis (1987) and Tueller (2008), 40-41 on the rejection of Hansen’s printing of oiktipo«vy, and Hansen in
his note to CEG 470: though Hansen accepts the rejection, this is not noted in the addenda et corrigenda to CEG
51 in vol.2 of CEG, as noted by Tueller.

" E.g. CEG 43,470, as well as CEG 4, AP 7.511 and AP 13.26 ascribed to Simonides, on which see Sider (2007),
120. See also SEG 41.540.

7 E.g., Gutzwiller (1998), 59-60. See also Fantuzzi in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 294-296. Cf. Meyer (2005),
78-79, Tueller (2008), 52 n.67, 79.
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Oeere und’ éyévovto Boai véeg, ov yap av Mpelg
noida AlokAeldem ZOTOAY 0TEVOUEY:
VOV &’ 0 pév lv Gl mov pépeTan VEKLG, vl & ékeivov
oOvopa Kol KeveOv capa Tapepyoueda.
If only there were no swift ships, we would not
be lamenting Sopolis, child of Dioclides.
But now, his corpse is carried on the sea, and instead of that man
we pass a name and an empty tomb.
In both works, the voice that speaks within the poem seems to imply it possesses an existence
external to the process of reading - that is, that it belongs to someone who can perceive the
monument (and therefore the inscription) other than the reader, and thus outside the closed
circuit as conceptualised above. In opposition to those who assert the persistent occurrence of
a defined character, an ‘external I’ or ‘anonymous first person mourner’ in both inscribed and
book-epigram, a number of scholars have argued persuasively that - as the voice which speaks
in the first person must, in the case of inscribed epigram, always be attributed to the passerby
- it must be a manifestation of the reader’s voice which is heard here.* The argument runs that,
in the case of epigrams such as CEG 51, the reader becomes the first person mourner
constructed within the text,"’ and, at the moment when the text utters “I feel pity”, “I am
distressed” (CEG 470) or “I lament” (CEG 43) the reader necessarily adopts the act as their
own, thereby performing the role of the voice presented within the text. As a result, instead of
imagining this voice as an ‘external I’ we might identify the phenomenon rather as an
‘internalising I’ - a voice which draws the reader into the narrative by prefabricating their
response within the text.*> Perceiving such voices in this manner, we can detect similarity with
Day’s notion of a dedicatory inscription as an instigator of re-performance: funerary epigrams
that speak with an internalising I occasion the reader to re-perform the mourning act of those
for whom the grave-monument possesses inherent and instinctual emotional resonance due to

what it signifies - such as the gilov noted in CEG 51.* The thread of continuity between the

80 See Day (1989), 26-27, Meyer (2005), 71-72, 78-79, Tsagalis (2008), 254-256, Tueller (2008), 40-42, 78-80,
(2010), 44-46. See further Sourvinou-Inwood (1995), 175, 282-283, Schmitz (2010b), 33-35. See also Svenbro
(1993), 44-63, 187-216.

*1See, e.g., Day (1989), 26, Meyer (2005), 79, Tsagalis (2008), 256.

%2 This activity is already evident in dialogue epigrams, in which one voice speaks words expected by the reader:
see e.g. CEG 429 (a dedicatory epigram) or CEG 512, 530 and 545 (sepulchral). See further Meyer (2005), 83-88
and Tsagalis (2008), 257-261.

%3 Compare the mention of the deceased’s mother in the fragmentary CEG 470 as a similar means of introducing
a personage emotionally or genealogically close to the deceased as a model for the reader’s response as prefigured
by the text. See Chapter 3.2 on CEG 512 below.
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inscribed tradition and poems such as the epitaph by Callimachus thus becomes clearer: in both
forms, the employment of an internalising I results in the reader becoming embedded within
the dramatisation of the narrative, assuming a persona to suit the dramatic situation of the text.
Callimachus’ epigram, however, displays a level of inclusivity which surpasses the inscribed
examples, by not only internalising the reader but - through the use of the first person plurals
éotévopev and mapepyoueba - also implying the author’s presence before the stele and

alongside the reader in the moment of reading.

Unsurprisingly, the first instance in which a poet can be detected as the author of an epigram
occurs as a result of their explicit identification by the text, not due to a manifestation of their
authorial presence as a voice speaking in propria persona.** The earliest definitive examples
of author-attributed inscribed poems are two mid-4" Century epigrams which form part of a
triptych for a group of statues dedicated at the sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi: the epigrams
(CEG 819.ii and CEG 819.iii), both contain references to their author, Ion of Samos:

(CEG 819.11.1-2)

[mod Atoc, @] TToAdSev[K]ec, "Tmy [?xai t0i6]8 dheyeioc] |
[7Adivéav] kpnid~ éote@dvmao|e ?ted]v

[Child of Zeus], Polyduces, [with these] elegiacs Ion
crowned [your stone] base®
(CEG 819.iii.5)
g€apo apeputag] 1edée Ereyeiov | "Tov

Ton of sea-girt Samos composed this epigram®®

Though Ion is named as the composer of these verses, the acknowledgment of his authorship
does not definitively equate to his presence within the epigrams as a speaking voice: Marco
Fantuzzi has suggested that “the text is not presented as the voice of the dedicator or of the
statues (as is usual in dedicatory inscriptions), but rather as the voice of the poet who
‘comments on’ the statues, in a manner familiar from Hellenistic deictic epigram”,’’ but

Michael Tueller notes that Ion is referred to only in the third person,® which is equally true for

% The earliest attribution of an epigram to a particular author seems to occur at Hdt. 7.288, where Herodotus notes
that Simonides had the epigram for the seer Megistias inscribed: see further A. Petrovic (2007a), (2007b).

% Trans. Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 290.

% Trans. Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 290, adapted. See West (1974), 3, Bowie (1986), 22-27, Pulema (1997), 190
on the noun é\eyeilov in the singular to mean elegiac couplet, and further epigram. See also Bruss (2004), 2-10 on
the usage of the term Eniypoppa.

%7 Fantuzzi in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 290.

¥ Tueller (2008), 53 n.69.
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the other pre-Hellenistic examples we possess.®” The author is thus located in a liminal position,
exerting influence upon the text without manifesting fully as a voice within it. Indeed, the
attribution of authorship in these epigrams is akin to the almost paratextual references exhibited
in book-epigrams, such as in one sepulchral example ascribed to Erinna (1 GP = AP 7.710)
which contains a comparatively removed acknowledgement of authorship, considered further
below. The suggestion that authorial signatures such as those of lon are comparable to poems
such as Nossis’ dedicatory epigrams, or Posidippus’ Andriantopoiika, in which the poet’s
persona manifests as a voice that guides reader-reception and comments upon the statues the

epigrams adorn, is therefore untenable.”

From this analysis, we can conclude the following: in pre-Hellenistic inscribed epigram, the
situation of the reader’s reception of the text, their physical collocation with the unified group
of object/monument and text, and the communicative role-defining markers within the text
establish a closed context which define the parameters and participants of that communication.
The highly circumscribed, occasional nature of this communication, located within a defined
spatio-temporal moment (the moment of reading; the here-and-now) precludes the possibility
of the author being present within the text: the text is constructed with an emphasis on the
reader’s own presence in front of the inscription, and, as the author’s role in the production of
the text stands absolutely in antecedence to the reading act, they are excluded from being
present at the moment of reception. The first instances of definitively authorised epigrams
maintain the dislocation of the author from the communication between reader and text, with
the author only acknowledged through the third person, therefore forcibly excised from the

communicative act.

¥ CEG 888.18-19 from Lycia, late Sth/early 4t Century, notes Symmachus as its composer: X0ppayog Evundeog
IMeAlavedg pavric af popwmv] | ddpov Etevée Eleyijia ApPivat evovve[tm]g, “Symmachus of Pellana, son Eumedes,
[blameless] seer fashioned with easy understanding elegiac verses as a gift for Arbinas,” (trans. A. Petrovic (2009),
197). CEG 889.7-8, also from Lycia and also in praise of Arbinas, is fragmentary and does not retain the name of
the composer, but does seem to indicate him in the final couplet of the epigram: nodotpifag Exn[ | 6&dp° énoince
ey (or EL[eyTjov), “paidotribas... composed as a gift el[egiacs.” CEG 700.3 from Cnidus, 4t Century, may
also contain a reference to its composer with the mention of tadto éleye[T]ov, but the text is too badly preserved
to determine further. See also Hansen (1989), 283, Gutzwiller (1998), 48, Parsons (2002), 112, Fantuzzi in
Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 290-291, A. Petrovic (2009). On later inscriptions that preserve authorial signature,
see Santin (2009) and Santin and Tziafalias (2013).

% Fantuzzi (2009) posits that use of the third person in such authorial signatures might be analogous to usage in
archaic sphragides, (e.g., Alc. PMG 39, h.Ap.172-173, the Seal of Theognis) in which the third person is
seemingly preferred for self-expression, but his assessment that this usage “in place of a self-statement,
authoritatively acknowledges the operation of the poet from the outside world” highlights the distinction between
the sphragides and the occasional and contextual hyper-specificity of the inscribed epigrams, in which that outside
world is strictly prevented from intruding on the moment of reception. Cf. Beecroft (2010), 61ff. on the
comparable indirect authorial references at Hom. 7/.2.484 and Od.1.1.
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1.2 Personae of author and reader in the sepulchral epigrams ascribed to Erinna

Erinna is known primarily as the author of the Distaff, (the principal fragment of which is
preserved as SH 401),”' a poem lamenting the early death of her companion Baucis, written in
a mixture of Doric and Aeolic.”® Her historical situation is uncertain: the Suda places her as a
companion and contemporary of Sappho, a native of Teos, Telos or Lesbos;” Eustathius
follows the Suda closely, concurring on the friendship with Sappho, but also suggesting Rhodes
as a possible point of origin;”* Eusebius places her floruit later, in either the 106™ or 107"
Olympiad, mid-4™ Century, and this date has been generally accepted as at least a plausible
reflection of Erinna’s period of operation:” her terminus ante quem can be securely dated to
the late 4™ or early 31 Century, when Asclepiades composed the first of many epigrams about
the poet, celebrating the short span of her life.”® Indeed, Erinna is particularly noteworthy for
the strength of the biographical tradition which develops about her and her poetry: she is,
alongside Homer and Anacreon, one of the most oft-occurring subjects of the epigrams written
about poets in the Hellenistic period. Apart from the texts which treat Erinna as a subject, we
also possess three epigrams which are attributed to the poet’s own hand: one (3 GP = AP 6.352)
celebrates a portrait of the maiden Agatharchis, which I will not consider here;”’ the other two
(1 GP=A4P 7.710,2 GP = AP 7.712) both purport to be inscriptions upon the tomb of Baucis,
whose passing is the subject of Erinna’s lamentation. I argue that both are epigrammatic
variations on the leitmotif of the Distaff: much as Nossis adapts Sapphic poetics to the
epigrammatic form (as I discuss in Chapter 3), so the epigrams on the grave of Baucis engage
in a transformative process, whereby the lament of Erinna’s poem is reconceptualised in a new

. . . . 98
generic mode as, at the same time, is Erinna herself.

°! On the name of Erinna’s poem, see Bowra (1936), 339-340, Cameron and Cameron (1969), West (1977), 96,
Neri (2003), 94-98. On the fragments that comprise the Distaff, see particularly Neri (2003), 153-161, 223-430.
%2 On Erinna’s language, see particularly Scholz (1973), 33, West (1977), 114, Neri (2003), Hunter (2006), 15-
17.

% Sud.s.v. "Hpwvo (H 521 Adler), cf. Step.Byz. s.v. Tijvoc, see further Neri (2003), 140-145

* Eustath. ad I1.p p.327.

% Euseb.Chron. 01.106.3/107.4. See further Levin (1962), 193-194, Neri (2003), 35-53, particularly 42-47, 211,
Fantuzzi in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 28.n.104.

% Asclep. 28 GP = AP 7.11, discussed in Chapter 3.2 below.

°7 This epigram is comparable in subject matter to Nossis’ dedicatory epigrams, a similarity which leads West
(1977), 115-116 (who argues all three epigrams attributed to Erinna are spurious) to consider it more likely the
work of that author, though cf. a rebuttal of this ascription by Pomeroy (1978) and Cavallini (1991). See further
Gutzwiller (1998), 77-78, Neri (2003), 438-440, Rayor (2005), 69-70, Tueller (2008), 143.

% See Bowra (1936), 337-338 on Erinna’s generic variation on the form of earlier choral threnoi, and further,
Manwell (2005), 76, Gutzwiller (1997), 206-207, Levaniouk (2008).
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It is necessary to note that the attribution of these epigrams to Erinna is strongly contested:
Camillo Neri, who offers a detailed consideration of the arguments for and against the
possibility that the epigrams are genuinely Erinnean, concludes that the two sepulchral
epigrams together constitute a sphragis of the poet’s oeuvre but concludes, with some
trepidation, that the epigrams should be considered dubia.”” However, the attribution of the
epigrams to the historical Erinna is of secondary importance when considering them as
evidence for the creation of an authorial persona. In these epigrams, we observe the intertextual
construction of an author’s persona (between the epigrams themselves, and between the
epigrams and the Distaff): this project does not depend upon the definitive attribution of the
texts to the historical Erinna to be of interest from a critical perspective - rather, of primary
significance is that the epigrams are presented as the products of Erinna’s authorship, not only
through the paratextual apparatus of the anthology, but internally, within the epigrams

themselves.

Considerations of the two epigrams have noted the overt recollection of the Distaff in thematic
terms, '’ but that these poems go beyond a mere thematic reiteration, and actually recapitulate
the complex, liminal context of lamentation which the Distaff establishes, has gone unnoticed.
The voice which sounds out from the Distaff is unmistakable - the reader is invited to identify
Erinna’s authorial persona as Baucis’ mourner (rather than a generic voice of lamentation) and
she makes repeated direct address to the deceased.'”’ Owing to its highly personal character,
the Distaff has therefore been interpreted in light of the personalised songs of mourning found
in the /liad, such as those uttered by Andromache for Hector, or Briseis for Patroclus,'** and
likened to a goos - a “quasi-spontaneous outburst of sorrow”- rather than a threnos, the
composed, professional song of lament (though notably Erinna subverts the practice of the
Homeric gooi by making a female companion, rather than a male relative, the subject of

103

mourning). ~ The lament is, in part, a nostalgic reminiscence of times past, when Erinna and

0

Baucis played together as children,'® which serves to imply a longstanding closeness between

% Neri (2003), 85-88, 431-434. Cf. the arguments of Pomeroy (1978) and Cavallini (1991) who take the epigrams
as the genuine works of Erinna.

10 See e.g., Scholz (1973), West (1977), Gutzwiller (1997), Levaniouk (2008).

o1 E.g., 18: To Bavki tdhai[va; 30: Bavki @ila; 47-48: tv ¢ida... / Bavki; 54: aiol Bavki tdlow|a.

"> Hom. 11.22.477-514, 19.287-300.

103 Skinner (1982), 266: Bowra (1936), 337 provides the earliest assessment of the Distaff’s departure from the
expected conventions of threnoi. See further Fantuzzi (1993), 31-36, Manwell (2005), 76. On generic distinctions
between individual and public lamentation as categorised into gooi and threnoi, see Alexiou (2002), 11-14, 102-
103, Tsagalis (2004), passim and especially 15-17, Nagy (2010), 30-35.

1% The fragmentary opening lines of SH 401 have been interpreted as reference to a game of tag: see Bowra
(1936), 327-328, Arthur (1980), 58-62, Levaniouk (2008), 207-210. References to dayv[d]wv, “dolls” (21), and
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the two women. But, over the course of the lament, the closeness of this relationship is shown
to have faltered, until Erinna is decisively separated from Baucis twice over - first by Baucis’
impending marriage, and then by her death.'” The finality of this separation is emphasised in

the persona’s lament that she cannot attend Baucis’ funeral proceedings in person (32-35):

Jov y[d&]p por mddeg ....[.].[ o ddpa BeParor:
Jovd éodfiv eag .[..].[ Juv 0V0E yodoon
Jyvpvaiow yoaitougw| ¢@Jowiktog aidmg

35 Spomte[t] 1 apel malpidag'

For my feet ... are not allowed [to leave] the house,
nor gaze upon [?your body] ... nor to lament
with hair unbound ... crimson restraint

35 tears about my [cheeks]

The question of why Erinna’s persona presents herself as unable to attend Baucis’ funeral
proceedings is unclear from the text alone: those who interpret the Distaff as a biographically
accurate record have sought to deduce a cause based on Erinna’s life experiences. It has thus
been posited that Erinna occupied a priestly or cultic position;'”” that she was for some reason

108

forbidden to leave by her mother; " that the simple fact of geographical distance prevented her

attendance;'* or that her status as a parthenos barred her from attending the funeral of anyone

outside her immediate family." "

Whatever the precise cause, as Kathryn Gutzwiller notes, the
restriction forms the basis for an inability to perform the goos within the public sphere
(emphasised in 33-34), and as a consequence of this, Erinna instead produced the Distaff, a
literary memorial in place of an oral lament.''' Consequently, Erinna’s persona, her lament and
(by extension) the reader of the Distaff exist at a distance from the public, performative
occasion of lamentation which Baucis’ death engenders, instead occupying an ambiguous,

112

liminal space. © Though Baucis is perceived as the primary recipient of the persona’s words,

the reader’s act of reception - their inevitable presence as a covert addressee, engaging with the

the poPov dyaye Mopud, “fear Mormo brought” (25) seem further to evoke childish pursuits and games - see
further Bowra (1936), 332-333.

195 See Rauk (1989), 106, Manwell (2005), 76-78.

1% The text of the Distaff is that printed by Neri (2003).

"7Bowra (1936), 333-335, Gow and Page (1965), 11.282.

1% For which the anonymous 38 FGE = AP 9.190 is adduced as evidence.

1% Rauk (1989), 115.

10 West (1977), 108-109, though he notes that this explanation “does not do full justice to the @ in 31 which
implies that Erinna’s absence has something to do with her friend’s having married.” See further Arthur (1980),
62, Gutzwiller (1997), 209.

" Gutzwiller (1997), 209-210. See further below on the internal allusions to oral performance in the Distaff.

2 A suggestion which parallels that of Arthur (1980), 62 who considers the Distaff as an expression of Erinna’s
“narcissistic retreat into the inner recesses of her own being” following Baucis’ death. See also Manwell (2005),
74.
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Distaff as a text - throws the artificiality of this intimate communion between Erinna’s persona
and Baucis into sharp relief: the former frames her mourning as a spoken, private utterance
intended for the latter, occurring within the confines of her home, but the Distaff’s existence as
a publically disseminated work subverts the avowed privacy of the lament.'"> The Distaff is
thus a transgressive work on multiple levels, one which is neither definitely spoken or written,

public or private.

I suggest that a recognition of the thematic centrality of this transgression to the Distaff is
crucial for the interpretation of AP 7.710 and AP 7.712: it is an evocation of this liminality and
the transgression of contextual and medial boundaries which both epigrams seek to
recapitulate. Crucially, this repurposes the functional and performative dimension of inscribed
epigram: while inscribed sepulchral and dedicatory epigrams prompt a contemporary mimesis
of the act of memorialisation which attends a burial or dedication, these epigrams evince (and
encourage) a mimesis of a different memorial - the Distaff. Furthermore, in re-contextualising
the Distaff within an epigrammatic frame, AP 7.710 and AP 7.712 reimagine the authorial
persona of the Distaff: 1 propose that, as her lament is inscribed in the book-roll, Erinna, the

authorial persona of the Distaff, is correspondingly transformed into an epigrammatist.

Considering AP 7.710, we can detect a clear engagement with - and development of - the

epigrammatic tropes familiar from inscribed texts:

oTaAo Kol Zelphjveg poil Kol TévOe KpmoaoE,
ootig &xelg Alda tav OAiyov omodidy,

101G EUOV Epyopévolot Tap Nplov girate yaipety,
ait’ dotoi teAébvt’ aif’ étepomtoies:

5 YATL PE VOOV EDGOV EYEL TAPOG: EmaTE Kol TO,

x&TLTOTP 1 €kodel Bavkida, xdtt yévog

Tnvia, og iddvtt, Kol 6Tl ot & cuveTopic
"Hpwv’ év topPo ypapup” éxdpase tooe.

Stele and my Sirens and sorrowful urn,
who holds the little ash of Hades,
speak greeting to those passing my tomb,
whether they be citizens or those from another city:
5 the grave holds me, though I am a bride: say this,
and that my father called me Baucis, that my people were
of Tenos, so they may know, and that my companion
Erinna carved this inscription upon the tomb.

'3 That the Distaff was intended for public dissemination as a text seems reasonable: see, e.g., West (1977), 117.
That the text was in circulation in a written form by the close of the 4™ Century is supported by Asclep. 28 GP =
AP 7.11, which begins by asserting 6 yAvkdg Hpivvag obtog mévog, implying, at the very least, that it was not
unusual for Distaff to be considered as book-poetry. See further, on Asclepiades’ epigram, below, Chapter 3.2.
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Within the epigram, the revelation of Erinna’s authorial role partially follows the pattern
established in the epigrams of Ion and the other inscribed examples considered in the previous
section. Erinna does not speak herself, but is identified as the author in the third person, in this
case by the deceased - Baucis - who occupies the epigram’s speaking role. However, Erinna’s
identification as the author is revealed through a recollection of the act of engraving a

114 ~
Or TTOEWV

tombstone: rather than a generic term such as tevyew (CEG 819 iii.5, CEG 888.19),
(CEG 889.8),'" or even a more metaphorical description, such as Ion’s use of otepavodv (CEG
819 ii.2), Erinna’s activity is characterised as overtly inscriptional with the verb yapdoocev,
which evokes the physical act of carving.''® In so doing, the epigram highlights the disjunction
between the material context implied by the text and the reader’s own perception of the text as
a literary creation, and this disjunction recalls the medial duality of the Distaff. In that poem,
the mode of lamentation is presented as explicitly oral,''” but is received as text by the reader,
emphasising the persona’s dislocation from the funeral proceedings - and her inability to offer
lamentation in the proper context - in the reader’s disjunctive mode of reception. In AP 7.710,

the explicitly inscriptional character of Erinna’s activity, juxtaposed with the reader’s

awareness of the book-form of the epigram,''® emphasises the dislocation of reader from the

14 See further Parsons (2002), 115 and Meyer (2005), 98 n.265 who note the use of tebyew in, e.g., CEG 548 to
describe the activity of the builders of the tomb.

'3 See in general, on the ‘making’ of poetry, Ford (2002), 130ff.

16 Compare Theoc. Id.23.46, Alph. 6 GP = AP 7.237, Leon.Alexandr. 9 FGE = AP 7.547, D.S. 12.26.1. Tueller
(2008), 55 notes Erinna’s identification as the carver of the epigram, but does not consider how this evokes or
eschews earlier self-representative habits.

"7 E.g., through repeated usage of aidai (16, 54), vocative address to Baucis (18, 30, 47-48, 54), vocative address
to Hymenaeus (51, 53) and numerous verbs denoting oral expression - gbca (16), yonu[i] (18), kataxra[{Joiga
(31), yodoo (33), kataxia[iowoa] (48).

"% That these epigrams were composed as book-epigrams - rather than inscribed epigrams copied and collected
during the process of anthologising - is not definite, but seems the most probable circumstance: on the transcription
of inscribed epigram to the book-roll in general, see Bing (2002). The evidence for the plausibility that one (or
both) of these epigrams was inscribed is circumstantial: Pomeroy (1978), 21 argues against West (1977), 115,
who suggests the lack of identification by name of Baucis’ father-in-law (whom he presumes would be the party
responsible for the erection of the tomb) in AP 7.712 confirms its literary status, by noting the examples of
paratextual identifications in other inscribed epigrams (e.g., the 4™ Century G¥VI 1912): see further Fantuzzi in
Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 296-297. Gutzwiller (1998), 77.n.81 and Stehle (2001), 182 note that the 5t Century
CEG 97 provides a parallel to the implied situation of 4P 7.710, in which one Euthylla sets up a stele for her
£taipa Biote, suggesting that memorials erected by non-kin women for companions, while rare, were not entirely
unheard of; compare Posidip. 4B.49, 51, 53 in which women are presented in mourning for other women, though
only in AB 49 does a woman appear to have performed the act of memorialisation. In favour of reading the texts
as book-epigrams, we can note the density of intertextual engagement with the Distaff (particularly the apparent
quotation of the Distaff at AP 7.712.3, Baokovog £o6°, Aida, on which see West (1977), 115 and Neri (2003), 86,
435) which would place the epigrams’ production after the composition of Erinna’s lament (thus, after Baucis’
burial rites) in terms of narrative chronology. We can also note the overt reference to the act of inscription through
the use of yopdooewv, which is unparalleled in definitely inscribed epigrams of the archaic and classical periods
but occurs elsewhere in the seventh book of the Palatine Anthology, such as Antip.Sid. 29 GP = AP 7.424 and
Leon.Alexandr. 9 FGE = AP 7.547, in the second case used exactly as in AP 7.710 to describe the act of the
burier/memorialiser: moreover, its usage in AP 7.710 evokes the reflexive focus upon the purported act of
inscription recurrent in Hellenistic book-epigram; compare, e.g., Asclep. 25 GP = AP 5.181, Theoc. 23 GP = AP
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text/monument dyad, reminding the reader that they now access the material situation of the

epigram indirectly, via the medium of the text.

The sense of disconnection between the epigram and the reader is intensified by the former’s
lack of direct address to the latter. The imperatives and greetings to the passerby, a staple
element of inscribed sepulchral epigram, are here absent - Baucis does not entreat the reader
to recount and remember her name, family, or who it was that carved the words, but rather
speaks inwards, exhorting the tomb and its ornamentation to perform the memorialising act,
and providing them with the requisite biographical details regarding the deceased.'”” In pre-
Hellenistic epigrams in which the reader is not directly addressed, it can be assumed that the
direct addressee functions as a cipher for the reader: in the sepulchral CEG 467, for example,
Time is addressed with the vocative - ® Xpove - at the opening of the poem, and exhorted to
dyyehog Nuetépov maot yevod mabéwv, “become a messenger of our sufferings to all men,”
(467.2) and the inscription proceeds to give the expected information regarding the

circumstances of the deceased’s fate.'*°

In this epigram, a reader can readily elide himself with
‘Time’ and perceive himself as the text’s addressee, thus becoming the agent by which the
memory of the deceased is disseminated. In the case of AP 7.710, this process is not so
straightforward: the multiplicity of addressees - otdAa kol Xeptjveg époi kKol TévOiue Kpwooé
(7.710.1), all addressed in the vocative - fractures the notion of direct communication between

reader and the text/monument by already establishing an identified body of addressees.

Compounding the reader’s sense of disconnection, the poem seems to purposefully situate the
reader at a remove from the temporal moment in which the epigram’s narrative occurs. By

encouraging the tomb and its attendants to speak to those passing by, and outlining what to say

7.262, Arat. 1 GP = AP 12.129. See also particularly Mel. 2 GP = AP 7.417, a self-epitaph in which the author
remarks that movAvetng & &ybpato t6d™ Ev déAtotot mpo topPov, “I inscribed these verses in my tablets before the
tomb (i.e, before interment)” (7.417.7). We can also note the strangeness of multiple epigrams for one deceased:
this suggests that at least one of the two was a later (book-epigram) imitation of the former, whatever medium the
first epigram originated in, but is equally reminiscent of the Hellenistic penchant for variation on a theme, on
which see Taran (1979). See further Scholz (1973), 25-28, West (1977), 115-119, Rauk (1989), 103-104, Wohrle
(2002), 46-48, Neri (2003), 85-88.

"9 Tyeller (2008), 32 notes that pre-Hellenistic epigrams which do identify an addressee ascribe that role to the
passerby. It can be presumed that in cases in which the passerby is not directly addressed using a term such as
Eévog vel sim., they remain the addressee. See further Tsagalis (2008), 219-224. In the rare cases in which another
is named as the addressee, they function as a persona of the passerby: see e.g. CEG 467 discussed below, or CEG
512, a dialogue epigram in which the poem is paratextually framed by the name of the deceased and his mother
(which appear above and below the epigram on the monument), with the voice of the mother uttering the words
expected by the passerby: see on this epigram further, Chapter 3.2. See also CEG 545.

120 See further Tsagalis (2008), 223-224. Cf. Manwell (2005), 84 who states “in (4P 7.710), the poem itself is
schooled by the poet in what to say, though only in the final line do we learn that Erinna has provided the tutelage”,
a position which I consider below.
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(thus, what the passerby will hear), Baucis foresees a reader’s encounter with her tomb, but, in
that encounter, she is not the speaking voice, as she is in the reader’s reception of the present
epigram. The reception of the epigram that Baucis envisages is not, therefore, analogous to that
which the reader actually experiences, and thus the reader’s precise engagement with the
epigram is rendered ambiguous: they are not the direct addressee of the present speaker, nor
the passerby imagined hearing the epigrammatic voice of stele, Sirens and urn. In order to
highlight the innovative re-application of convention that this epigram displays, we might

consider the following inscribed epitaph (CEG 590):

®dilaypog Ayyeriibev. "Hytlha DO1Adypo.

NAiov pev Euny tantnv ol mhvrag dxodoat:

EIKOOTML Kol TEUTTOL ETEL AlTOV MATOV 00OYEG. |

TOVG 0€ TPOTOVG Kol GmPPOocLVNYV TV glyopev NUETG

NUETEPOC MOGIG 01deY BP1oT’ EIMETV TEPL TOVTWV.

Philagros, of the deme Aggelai. Hegilla, wife of Philagros.

Everybody must hear about my exact age:

I left the light of the sun at my twenty fifth year.

With respect to my habits and the prudence I had,

my own husband knows how to speak best about them.
This 4™ Century example displays a number of points of similarity with 4P 7.710: the
readership of the epigram is also explicitly extended beyond the reader engaged in the act of
reception, by the assertion that d&el mavtag dxodoat, “everybody must hear” (590.2) the details
of the deceased’s age at the time of her death.'”! However, the situation differs - while the
reader of CEG 590 might conceptualise themselves as included within the greater whole of
ndvtag, the reader of AP 7.710 is implicitly excluded, owing both to the multiple specific
addressees the epigram refers to, and the envisagement of an act of reception which differs
from their own. Interestingly, this second facet also seems to occur in CEG 590, though with
differing results: Christos Tsagalis has suggested that, in the closing lines, Hegilla - the
deceased, and speaker of the epigram - obliquely refers to another epigram that divulges her
good character, spoken in the voice of her husband.'*® The actuality of that inscription is
unverifiable, and unimportant - Tsagalis stresses that its implied existence in what he terms the

‘extra-carminal present’ results in the actualisation of the memorialising effect that epigram

2 Meyer (2005), 94-95, Tsagalis (2008), 221.
122 Tsagalis (2008), 222.
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would have engendered through the reception of the present epigram.'*® Similarly, I posit that
the reader’s encounter with 4P 7.710 actually alludes to a second epigram.'** Baucis’ entreaty
that stele, Sirens and urn say that Erinna &v topfo ypaupn &xdpace tode, “carved this
inscription upon the tomb” (7.710.8) demonstrates a remarkable subversion of the practice of
epigrammatic self-reference, whereby the deictic 16d¢ does not refer directly to the epigram
the reader encounters, but rather to the inscription that will be spoken in the voices of Baucis’
tomb-attendants, upon the intended reader’s encounter with the tomb. As a result, the actual

reader is left decidedly unsure of their place in the relation to the epigram’s narrative.'>

Though the inscription which Baucis envisages her tomb’s attendants speaking in AP 7.710
need not exist for the epigram’s disjunctive point to hit home, the other sepulchral epigram
ascribed to Erinna (2 GP = AP 7.712) would seem to preserve precisely such an inscription,

now uttered, not by the deceased, but the tomb:

vopeag Bavkidog ipi moAvkdlavtay 68 mapépmwv
oTaAaV T@ Kotd YOS ToVTO Adyols Aldq:

“Baokavog €o6°, Aida.” T O TOl KOAX Ghpad’ OpdVTL
opotdatav Bavkodg dyyedéovtt Toyay,

5 oOc Tov Taid”, Ypévauog ¢ aig deideto mevkaig,

1060 €Ml KAOESTAG EPAEYE TLPKATAG

Kol 60 péV, @ Y UEVALE, YAU®Y HOATOIOV GO180Y
€6 Op1vov yoepov eBEyua pebnpudcao.

I am the tomb of the bride Baucis: passing the much mourned
stele, say this to Hades below the earth:

“You are envious, Hades.” To you looking upon them, the fair symbols
will announce Baucis’ most cruel fate,

5 how, with the same torches with which Hymenaeus was hymned,

her father-in-law kindled the girl on this conflagration:

and you, Hymenaeus, transformed the harmonious song of weddings
into the wailing cry of the threnos.

12 Tsagalis (2008), 222.n.16: “In the case of epitaphs extra-carminal presents are unverifiable because of the lack
of another epigram, where the ‘promised’ speech-act would be realised. This unverifiability is compensated for
by the use of the present tense, which ‘eternalises’ past events by turning their potential commemoration in the
future into a speech-act effectuated in the present.”

124 See Call. 40 GP = AP 7.522 which seems to evince a similar form of displacement: the epigram records the
response of a reader upon an encounter with the stele of one Timonoé, but the actual inscription is supplanted by
the reader’s reaction to it - compare Call. 61 GP = AP 7.725. See further Fantuzzi in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004),
318-320, Tueller (2008), 80.

125 See Hoschele (2007), 343-349 and (2010), 111-121 on a near-reverse of the unintended reader, the ‘accidental
reader’, a figure whom the text addresses as if they had no intention of reading, and whose continued reading
presence is ensured with direct commands to stop and read.
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Indeed, here the tomb speaks directly to the passerby, as Baucis entreated it to in AP 7.710.
Overall, this epigram appears, at first glance, more conventional in its usage of epigrammatic
mechanics: the direct address to the passerby is accompanied by a command regarding how to
act, in the moment the reader stands before the inscription.'*® However, the ambiguity of the
precise nature of communication undertaken between reader and epigram is once more in
evidence. AP 7.710 begins by speaking inwards - Baucis addresses her grave marker and tomb-
ornaments, and envisages as their addressees a broad readership of local citizens and foreigners
(AP 7.710.4-5), but she is seemingly unconcerned with the current reader’s presence. In the
final line she looks backwards in time, to the fiction of the tomb’s creation, its moment of
inception and inscription by Erinna. By comparison, in AP 7.712, the tomb begins by situating
the reader physically in relation to itself - a recollection of the closed form of communication
found in inscribed epigram - but this is disrupted by the epigram’s second half, in which
Hymenaeus is transformed from an actor in the narrative (4P 7.712.5) to the direct addressee
of the epigram’s voice, made overt by the vocative address @ Yuévaue (7.712.7), the case
always otherwise reserved for the passerby or their analogue.'*’ Here, however, there can be
no possibility that the address to Hymenaeus is, as in CEG 467, a covert address to the reader,
as the reader has already been established by reference to their metaphorical activity of
napépnwv, “passing by” the epigram. There is thus a notable shift in the epigram’s focus of
attention with regards to the act of the reader: we can compare AP 7.712 with inscribed
epigrams such as CEG 13, which concludes by informing the reader that tadt’ drodvpdpevol
veohe mfi mpdyp’ ayaBov, “after having uttered these bitter laments, go and do a good deed”
(CEG.13.4), or even Nossis’ sepulchral epigram which concludes with the stern 101, “go” (11
GP = AP 7.718.4). These epigrams make overt a common expectation - that a reader will read
the epigram in its entirety, and then go on their way, having (by their reading) fulfilled the
memorialising function of the epigram - but no such expectation is present in AP 7.712.'*
Having commanded the reader to speak and say fdoxoavog €66, Aida (7.712.3), the epigram’s
voice shifts its focus, until the reader is emphatically removed from centre of attention with the

address to Hymenaeus. In so doing, AP 7.712, much like AP 7.710, looks beyond the immediate

120 Cf. the examples in n.75 above.

2" The vocative address to Hymenaeus recalls the highly fragmentary 51-54 of the Distaff, in which the god is
likewise addressed: Hymenaeus plays a similar role - mourning instead of offering expected benediction on the
occasion of marriage (though not addressed directly) - in a number of sepulchral epigrams, both inscribed - such
as the 4™ Century CEG 587 - and book-forms; Posidip. AB.50, Leon.Alexandr. 9 FGE = AP 7.547. See also Diosc.
18 GP=AP 7.407, Antip.Sid. 56 GP=AP 7.711 and Mel. 123 GP = AP 7.182, and further de Stefani and Magnelli
(2011), 540-541.

128 See further Svenbro (1993), 48-63, Meyer (2007), Schmitz (2010b), Tueller (2010).
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moment of reader-reception, eschewing the persistent focus upon the reader that we expect in

inscribed sepulchral epigrams.

These two epigrams seem to form a complementary duo, not only in their treatment of the
same theme, but furthermore as multiple moments in the perception of a single tomb and
inscription pair. As Jackie Murray and Jonathan Rowland note, the first words of AP 7.712
respond to AP 7.710.5-6, Baucis’ requests for the identification of her name and marital status
(xdTL pe vopgav edoav &yl Theog: simate kol 16, / ydTL matyp B’ ékaier Bovkida) being
substantiated in the utterance vopgog Bovkidog eipi.'” On account of this, we might well
interpret the xold capoata of 7.712.3 as a multivalent reference to both the letters of the
inscription - the current epigram, spoken in the voice of the tomb - and the ornaments addressed
by Baucis in AP 7.710. Thus, as AP 7.710 looks forward to AP 7.712, so the reverse is true
also: AP 7.712 recalls the content of the previous epigram, while at the same time enacting the

reception situation that epigram perceived.'*

The epigrams, therefore, engage with one another, and with the Distaff, in order to present a
revised instance of the form of closed communication observed in inscribed epigram. In a
departure from that tradition, the reader is ousted from their conventional central role, forced
to become a passive attendant as the narrative of the epigrams occurs without regard for their
continued engagement. The dislocation of the reader engendered by these epigrams thus stands
as a notable revision of expected epigrammatic practice, but it equally serves to evoke the

context established within the Distaff, thereby more closely linking all three poems.

In the Distaff, Erinna constructs an eternal context of lamentation (the Distaff itself) which
exists beyond the spatio-temporally delimited occurrence of memorialisation enacted through
Baucis’ funeral, yet in constant contact with that fixed occasion: her persona expresses this
duality by despairing over her inability to offer public lament at the graveside, while
simultaneously engaged in the act of lamentation that, by the fact of its reception, supersedes
the limited public context of the funeral rites. The lament thus occupies a liminal space both
between and beyond public and private spheres: Erinna’s persona despairs at the enforced
privacy of her mourning but, in the process of the poem’s dissemination, that mourning is
transformed into a public utterance. On one level, the epigrams preserve this liminal aspect

through the dislocation of the reader, but the texts equally recapitulate the dimorphous

"2 Murray and Rowland (2007), 222.
% On kod cpata, see particularly Scholz (1973), 26.n.45.
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contextual character of the Distaff, through the manner in which they allude to their purported

author.

Erinna’s authorial presence, though never overt, permeates both texts: in AP 7.710, the closing
identification of Erinna as the epigram’s carver not only serves to allude to her authorship of
the text, but equally stands as the culmination of elements directing a reader to interpret the
poem in the context of the Distaff. Elizabeth Manwell posits that the stele, Sirens and urn are
metonyms for Erinna’s own words, and further suggests, ultimately, that the epigram presents

a merger of Baucis and Erinna into one “narrating “I”."'

I suggest that Manwell’s conflation
of author-figure and narrator into a unified voice diminishes the interpretive nuance of her prior
point: Erinna is not the direct narrating voice of the epigram, but rather exerts authorial
influence in the process of its creation. That she is not the speaking voice, but rather the cause
of that voice, renders her position in the process of reception ambiguous, involved in - yet aloof

from - the mourning of Baucis, as in the Distaff.

In AP 7.712, Erinna is never mentioned by name, but is rather made manifest in a subtler
manner than the previous epigram. Firstly, the command to the reader to speak to Hades, saying
Baokavog €oc’, Alda, “you are envious, Hades” (7.712.3) is notable - this expression is
attributed to Erinna herself in a sepulchral epigram ascribed to either Leonidas of Tarentum, or

Meleager (98 GP = AP 7.13):'*

TapOEVIKTV vEAOLO0V £V DUVOTOAOIGL HEMGGOV
"Hpwvvov Movodv dvBea dpentopévny,

A1dog £ig Dpévoiov avaprocey: 1 po 16d” Euepov
gin’ étopog & modc, “Phokavog 66, Alda.”

As Erinna, the maiden honeybee, the new singer in the poets’ choir
was gathering the flowers of the Muses,
Hades carried her off to wed her: that was a true word, indeed,
the girl spoke when she lived, “you are envious, Hades.”
Neri, following Martin West, has argued convincingly that Baokavog €oc’, Aida is itself likely
a quotation of the Distaff, rather than an original product of this epigram.'>> The voice of
Erinna’s authorial persona as established in the Distaff thus seemingly sounds out from AP

7.712 but, more than that, the reader is enlisted as the medium for her utterance. By asking the

reader to repeat Erinna’s words - to assume her voice - the epigram enacts a reversal of the

B Manwell (2005), 86.
132 Gow and Page give it as Leon.Tarent. 98 GP = AP 7.13: see further Gow and Page (1965), 11.394.
133 Neri (2003), 86, West (1977), 115. See also Rauk (1989), 104.
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Distaff: Erinna becomes an addressee of the narrative, rather than the addresser, through the
cipher of the reader. I suggest that the epigram’s covert address to Erinna continues, despite
the previously discussed shift in focus from the reader, and this can be detected if we consider
the address to - and depiction of - the god Hymenaeus (7.712.7-8):

Kol 60 pév, @ Y UEVALE, YAU®Y HOATOIOV GOS80y
€6 Op1vov yoepov eBEyua pebnpudcao.

and you, Hymenaeus, transformed the harmonious song of weddings
into the wailing cry of the threnos.

The transformation of Hymenaeus from the subject of song (at 7.712.5) into the singer is
significant, in part because it deviates from the more standard descriptions of the god’s role
within the marriage ceremony, a deviation which mirrors the change in theme of the song itself.
Recurrently, the god is described as presiding over the wedding festivities, ** or is hymned as
the wedding song personified,'*® but is rarely depicted as the singer and - in other Hellenistic
examples we possess - occasions on which his singing is invoked are subversions of expected
practice: in Bion’s Lament for Adonis, Hymenaeus is described as ceasing his own song (£0v
uéiog, Epitaph.Adon.89) and offering spoken laments (§Aey’, “aiai aiai’, Epitaph.Adon.89-90)
for Adonis while, in an erotic epigram of Dioscorides (6 GP = AP 5.52.5-6), the epigram’s
voice proclaims:

Oprivoug, @ Y pévaie, Tapd KAnicty dkovcoig

Apovomg, TacTt®d PHEAMYOUEVOS TPOSOTY).

Hymenaeus, when you come to sing at the traitorous marriage bed,
may you hear laments for Arsinoe at the latch.'*
In AP 7.712, as in these other examples, Hymenaeus’ song is a subversion of expectation (as a
result of the change in tone from nuptial into mournful): his transgression of the narrative frame
- his shift from subject to addressee, from song to a singer - reiterates this subversive aspect of

his presentation."’

In light of this, it follows to consider what role Hymenaeus plays within the epigram beyond

that of flavour, or ornamentation: the god’s connection not only with marriage, but also with

BYEg., CEG 587.

SE.g., Sapp. fr.111, Ar. Av.1720, Pax.1316ff., E. Troad.308ff., Phaéth.229, A.R. 1158ff.

136 See Girtner (2007a) on the reading of pelydpevog in 1.6 as opposed to pepyapévovg by Gow and Page (1965).
7 The presentation of Hymenaeus as the (successful) singer of the wedding song becomes more common over
time, e.g., Cat. 61.1-15, Stat. Silv.1.2.238, Theb.5.65-70.
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death intermingled with marriage,'’® makes him a particularly suitable figure to preside over
Baucis’ epitaph, much as he is an apt presence in other such epigrams for the virginal dead,"*
but this thematic suitability should not obscure a more covert metapoetic role. I posit that
Hymenaeus also functions as a cipher, but not for the reader as we would expect, but for Erinna,
making the epigram’s concluding address to the god the continuation of an ongoing, covert
address to the poet. Three particular aspects in Hymenaeus’ depiction liken the god to Erinna:
firstly, we can note that Hymenaeus’ dual role within the epigram as both the subject of song
and its singer recapitulates the transgression of the narrative frame of the Distaff which Erinna’s
persona undertakes (occupying both the role of a character within the lament and that of its
performer).'* Secondly, if we consider the narrative development of both epigrams, we can
observe that Hymenaeus’ presentation within AP 7.712 is a parallel to that of Erinna in AP
7.710: both are the last figures to be named within the respective epigrams, and both are
described as engaged in an act of poetic production and memorialisation - Erinna ‘carving’ the
ypaupa, Hymenaeus transforming the harmonious song of weddings into the wailing cry of
the threnos, both preserving the memory of Baucis in an act of medial metamorphosis.'*'
Considering the nature of Hymenaeus’ compositional act in greater detail, we can finally
perceive a clear comparability in the depiction of the god’s action with Erinna’s own act of
composing the Distaff: Olga Levaniouk, in her analysis of the Distaff, persuasively argues that
the poem is “not just a lament but a lament that is so distinctly full of wedding diction as to
constitute a wedding song for the dead Baukis”, and further suggests that Baucis, and the
persona of Erinna to an extent, come to embody the hybrid form of wedding song mixed with

lament.'*

Taking this assessment into account, we can observe that, in AP 7.712, Hymenaeus’
act of singing, and particularly the transformative aspect of his song, echoes Erinna’s own

composition of the Distaff.

AP 7.712 thus undertakes a startling reconfiguration of the standard dynamics of epigrammatic
communication: the reader, once the sole focus of an epigram’s attention, becomes a liminal
figure, displaced to the edges of the narrative, addressed only temporarily, and as the cipher for

another. That this other is Erinna, the purported author of the text, is a subversion of expected

38 A fragment of a threnos by Pindar laments Hymenaeus, and notes that the god died &v yapotot ypoilopevov;
Pind.fr.128¢7-8 Snell-Maehler. On the ritual similarities of mourning and marriage, see Alexiou (2002), 118-130,
and further Levaniouk (2008), with bibliography at 205.n.15.

139 See above, n.127.

10 See West (1977), 109-110 on the self-referentiality of Erinna’s naming within the Distaff.

"I Compare the depiction of Erinna as eternally remembered in Antip.Sid. 58 GP = AP 7.713.

142 Levaniouk (2008), 201. Cf. Rauk (1989) on the separation of lament and wedding-song within the poem.
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epigrammatic practice, particularly with regards to the conventions of the sepulchral sub-genre:
though book-epigrams which take poets as their subject are numerous, and there are a number
of examples of self-epitaphs, epigrams which manifest their author in the role of addressee are
extremely rare, and those examples we do possess are obvious departures from the standard
epigrammatic forms.'* AP 7.712 retains the formal conventions of sepulchral epigram,
utilising familiar elements such as the address to the passerby, and the recurrent conceit of the
tomb occupying the speaking role, but drastically revises the role the author adopts within the
narrative development and reception of the epigram. In so doing, the text displays a wholly
original construction of authorial persona in epigram. The Erinna created by AP 7.712 occupies
the same conceptual space as the anonymous authors of inscribed epigram, as a figure whom
the text’s reception presupposes the existence of, but who occupies no immediate role within
the process of reception. However, by covertly occupying the role of the epigram’s addressee,
Erinna transcends the enforced anonymity of the majority of inscriptional epigrammatists and
becomes an integral facet of the act of reading. The Erinna of the epigrams possesses an
authorial persona which exists in antecedence to the reader’s engagement with the text, and,
simultaneously, contemporaneous with the moment of reception. The dual liminal/central
character of Erinna’s role within the epigram recalls the Distaff on a thematic level, but also
evokes the role Erinna’s persona adopts within that work. AP 7.712 thus serves as a multivalent
recapitulation of the Distaff, utilising and subverting the conventions of epigrammatic

communication in order to re-present Erinna’s lament on numerous levels.

The epigrams ascribed to Erinna therefore evince a deft reconfiguration of the relationship
between author, reader and text. The strict delineation of the roles each agent involved in the
production and reception of the epigram must adopt is, in these poems, fractured: AP 7.710
demonstrates an epigram’s ability to displace a reader from the envisaged moment of
epigrammatic reception, while AP 7.712 demonstrates the possibility for an author to enter the
process of reception through wholly unexpected and unconventional means. These subversions
of expected practice occur in conjunction with - and in service of - the thematic re-presentation

of the Distaff, in order to recreate the distinctive context that poem evokes: the distancing,

"3 E.g., Asclep. 16 GP = AP 12.50, an epigram which mixes sympotic and erotic elements with conventional

sepulchral aspects, and in which the precise identity of the speaking voice is purposefully ambiguous: see further
the discussion of this epigram in Chapter 3.2. Hedyl. 5 GP = Ath.11.473a, a similarly sympotic work, plays with
the notion of address to the author, with the speaking voice of the epigram exhorting the reader to say moile ‘HoOAe,
“play, Hedylus”: see further Gutzwiller (1998), 179-180, Sens (2015).
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displacing mode which characterises Erinna’s persona in the Distaff - reflecting her dual
separations from Baucis - is evoked through the manipulation of expectations engendered by
the material and medial contexts of epigram, in order to capture the essence of her lament in
epigrammatic microcosm. The poems further manage to encapsulate the authorial persona
established by Erinna in the Distaff, despite her absence in either epigram as a direct speaking
voice: indeed, these epigrams ingeniously demonstrate that an author need not speak in order

that they might be palpably detected as an authorial presence in text.
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Assessing both Hellenistic book-epigram, and its inscribed antecedents, I have proposed that
the critical change between the two forms of the genre is the rupturing of the emphatic
presentness of the moment of reception. This can be attributed in large part to the differing
material situations within which the two forms function. The symbiosis of text and object that
defines inscribed epigrammatic reception is fractured with the advent of the book-roll as a
medium:'** the notion of communication between text and reader, grounded in the fiction of
the speaking object or the still-vocal corpse which epigram engages in, is problematised when
all material trappings that encourage a subscription to said fiction are lacking.'* With the
absence of physical materiality, the spatio-temporal demarcation of the moment of reception
dissolves, leaving authors free to choose whether to adhere to the contextual strictures
established by the inscriptional tradition or abandon them: the results of this new, ambiguous
context can be clearly observed in the flourishing of book-epigrams which capitalise on the
subversion of readerly expectation with regards to the material (un)reality of book-epigram.
The ambiguity which attended epigram in its medial transition resulted, most significantly, in
the possibility for the author to figure within in the text: in contrast to Ion and his
contemporaries - identified as the author by the text, but placed in strict actecedence to the
reception and resolution of the same - later authors began to emphasise their authorial role
through their occurrence within the text as an internal presence, thus remaining a part of the
reader’s receptive act. In articulating this presence, Hellenistic epigrammatists utilised the very
elements which had absented their inscribed counterparts as a means of revealing and defining

themselves.

Reflection upon the medium and materiality of epigram pervades the process of authorial
representation, and I have demonstrated their centrality in the epigrams ascribed to Erinna,
which can be taken as exemplary or the artful nuance at play in the genre at large. Particularly,
I have emphasised the co-mingling of authorial representation, generic reflection, conventional
manipulation and intertextual reproduction within these exegetically dense texts: the epigrams
ascribed to Erinna are masterful examples of the evocative potential of the genre, but also
highlight how epigram had itself become an apparatus for critical engagement with ideas of
authorship and poetic appreciation. Whether we accept the epigrams as genuinely the work of

Erinna, or that of one or more other authors using her name as their persona, I have argued that

144 See among others Rossi (2001), 17-21 and A. Petrovic (2005) on the unity of monument and inscription, and
further Zanker (2004), Mannlein-Robert (2007a), (2007b) on the unity of image and text in Hellenistic poetry.
143 See further Bing (1998), 29, Minnlein-Robert (2007a), 252-253, Hoschele (2010), 93-99, Wachter (2010). On
the appropriation of the reader’s voice by text, see particularly Svenbro (1993), 44-63, 187-216.
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the interrelation between the epigrams and the Distaff, and the reimagining of Erinna’s poetry
as both a template for epigrammatic expression, and a model for authorial (re-)presentation,
testifies to the nuanced appreciation Hellenistic authors held for epigram as a medium for
literary criticism. This appreciation was further reflected in the complex role occupied by
poetic predecessors in relation to the genre, and moreover within the process of authorial self-

representation. It is to this phenomenon that I turn in the following chapter.
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Chapter 2
The Roles of Predecessors in Acts of Self-Representation

Introduction

By the first decades of the 3™ Century, epigram had been established as the medium par
excellence through which contemporary authors engaged with poets of the past, imagining
dedications accompanying their statues, envisaging the epitaphs inscribed upon their tombs, or
- particularly representative of the tastes of the age - writing labels to accompany collections
of their poetry. Peter Bing has labelled this habit, as it pertains to Hellenistic poetry more
generally, the ‘memorialising impulse’, whereby the authors of the day sought not only to
honour and praise their predecessors, but also to exert control over the tradition which those
predecessors embodied.'*® The inextricable interconnection of these two aims -
memorialisation and control of the poetic past - typifies the fundamentally cross-spatiotemporal
nature of the Hellenistic poetic milieu: while the grandees of the archaic and classical periods
might strictly precede their Hellenistic counterparts, their ubiquity within contemporary poetry
meant that the geographical and temporal specificity of their historical situation was,
effectively, circumvented. This is not to say that poets (Hellenistic or earlier) existed in an
acontextual limbo; indeed, as I touch on in this chapter, geographical associations played a part
in the representation of many poets. It is equally the case that biographical traditions about pre-
Hellenistic poets flourished post-mortem, and in this flourishing we must recognise that,
though the poets themselves were dead, their lives continued on, shaped by the contemporary
context of their reception. As a result of this, poetic predecessors did not stand in static
antecedence to the authors of the Hellenistic period, but were rather an active element in the
processes of self-definition and reflection upon tradition which contemporary authors engaged

n.

We can observe one of the most significant consequences of the continued liveliness of poetic

predecessors in the impact biographical perceptions of poets had upon the construction of

'4¢ Bing (1993), 620. The literature on this topic is vast, and I give here a select number of items: on the

memorialising impulse expressed as biographical narrative more generally see Momigliano (1971), Lefkowitz
(1978), (1981), (1983), (1991), Bing (1993), Clay (1998), Hodkinson (2010), Peirano (2013), Whitmarsh (2013),
and more generally the items collected in Hill and Marmodoro (2013); Bing (1988a), Gutzwiller (1998), Rossi
(2001), 81-106 and Klooster (2011), 15-42 consider the impulse in epigram; Clay (2004) and Kimmel-Clauzet
(2013) treat the manifestation of the trend as embodied in the cults of poets; Hannink (2008), Knobl (2010) and
Hiagg (2012) have examined Satyrus’ Life of Euripides as an example of the memorialising impulse directly joined
with literary criticism.
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corpora ascribed to them. The recurring presence of poets as personae overtly shaped the
development of their biographical traditions: this is in part due to fluidity between the concepts
of ‘author’ and ‘narrator’ in the process of reception (as discussed in the Introduction), but
equally, the occurrence of the persona of the poet outside their own work - that is, their
representation by another, which implicitly (though occasionally also explicitly) claimed to be
a faithful depiction of the poet in question - contributed to the formation of the poet’s
biography. The effect of the notion of the poet qua persona, with a defined personality which
emerges from their poetry (and which is further epitomised in their later representations), is
apparent in the processes of collation and anthologising, activities which utilised the character
of the poet as a tool by which to determine the authorial identity behind works transmitted
without a record of authorship. This can be observed particularly well in epigram: Hellenistic
readers encountered, in the inscribed poems which predated the texts of their own day, a wealth
of epigrams that for the most part lacked authorial attribution, regardless of their socio-political
significance or aesthetic merit.'*” This trove of poems with absentee authors was set upon by a
Hellenistic readership intent on discovering authorship, and determined to substantiate the
tradition which predated the poetry of their own day, in an expression of the memorialising
impulse which demonstrates the biographical underpinnings of the phenomenon. We can
schematise readers’ biographically-minded responses to the issue of epigrammatic attribution

in the following manner:

1) Readers sought to ascribe poems based on personal, thematic or contextual markers which

aligned a poem with what was known of the poet (viz., their biographical tradition).

2) Readers conceptualised the poet as a persona born of those same markers, which could then

be used to identify further works seemingly generated by that constructed persona.'*®

Through this recursive process, the persona of the poet and the character of the poems ascribed
to them became entangled, giving rise to a representation of the poet that stereotypically

emblematized their work. Poets who possessed even a hint of pre-existing epigrammatic

147 On the Hellenistic poets as readers, see particularly Bing (1988b) and, as readers of inscriptions, Bing (2002).
On the sources through which inscribed epigrams were transmitted, see particularly A. Petrovic (2007a), (2013).
% Gutzwiller (1998), 52-53, specifically sees the collecting habit as the basis of these responses in the case of
epigram: “eventually, the epigrams ascribed to Simonides and Anacreon were gathered into editions, where the
individualising traits of the authors, those that were often the basis for ascription, could be constructed by the
reader as a poetic persona”. See further Turner (1968), 103-104, Krevans (1984), (2007), Argentieri (1998),
Hutchinson (2008), 1-41, Hoschele (2010), 89-93.
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association, such as Simonides, rapidly acquired epigrammatic corpora,'*’ sometimes based on
ascriptions by earlier writers such as Herodotus and Thucydides,"* but also due to the literary
biographies of authors such as Chamaeleon,'”' which testified to their character as deduced
from anecdotal evidence about their lives.'”* This process of ascription and retroactive ‘en-
corporation’ was not conducted in a vacuum: rather, as collections of epigrams were compiled
and edited over scores of years, earlier authors attracted works of later Hellenistic origin penned
by imitators, in what Kathryn Gutzwiller terms a ‘“creative interaction between scholarly

133 The ubiquity of this tendency is particularly evident in the

practice and poetic originality.
extension of the process beyond authors with established epigrammatic associations to include
poets already famed for non-epigrammatic and non-inscribed compositions, such as Plato,

Sappho, Pindar, and Erinna, as observed in the previous chapter.154

Considering epigram as a genre, the memorialising impulse can be seen to take two forms. The
biographical traditions of earlier poets’ personae influenced the reception of existing works,
contributing to the construction of epigrammatic corpora for those poets as a result of their
perceived characters. Simultaneously, predecessors’ personae were constructed by
contemporary authors within their own works, in order to situate themselves within the poetic
milieu, through close association with their forebears. Recognising these processes at work
leads to a question: how far were contemporary authors aware of the pitfalls of an uncritical
reconstruction of the poet from their poetry, and of falling foul of the biographical fallacy? The
answer, | suggest, is more than has perhaps been granted by many modern scholars. Bing
stresses that perceiving all of those engaged in the memorialising impulse as naive, with regards
to the veracity of their construction of a biographical representation of an author, is a folly,'>
and this is borne out by the analysis of said representations. We can consider, as an example,
Theocritus’ complex reflection on the process of biographical inference in his epigram on a

statue of Anacreon (15 GP = AP 9.599):

%9 Qee in general Gutzwiller (1998), 47-53; on Simonides’ collection, see, e.g., Reitzenstein (1893), A. Petrovic
(2007a), (2007b), Sider (2007).

"% On the quotation of epigrams in historiographical sources, See Volkman (1975), West (1985), Higbie (1999),
(2010), A. Petrovic (2007a), (2007b).

IE. g, of Simonides: Ath. 10.456¢, 14.656¢-d.

132 See generally Kivilo (2010), Lefkowitz (2012).

133 Gutzwiller (1998), 53. On the Hellenistic poets’ scholarly practices, see particularly Pfeiffer (1968) and Blum
(1991).

B See, e.g., Barbantani (1993) on lyric poets represented in Hellenistic epigram, and, e.g., Acosta-Hughes (2010),
82-104 on the changes wrought upon the authorial persona of Sappho as a result of the epigrams which circulated
under her name. See further Rossi (2001), 81-106, Klooster (2011), 15-42, de Vos (2014).

'3 Bing (1993), 627-631.
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Bdcat TOV avdpiavio TodTov, O EEVE,
omovddl, Kai A&y’ &mnv & oikov EvOnc:
“Avakpéovtog eikov’ gidov &v Téw
1OV P66’ €1 TL TEPIGGOV MOOTOLDV” .
5 npoocheig 0 YDTL TOiC VEOLoY GdETO,
EpETg atpexémc OAov TOV Avdpa.

Look at this statue attentively, stranger,
and when you return home, say
“I saw an image of Anacreon in Teos
the best of the singers of old, if there was one.”
5 If you add that he found delight in the young,
you will accurately describe the whole man.
It has been suggested that the poem - instructing the reader that a viewing of the statue, coupled
with a touch of supplementary information regarding the old poet’s pederasty, will dtpexéwg
OAov TOV Avopa, “accurately describe the whole man” (9.599.6) - is itself a damning response
to biographical depictions of Anacreon."® While such interpretations metamorphose the
themes of his poetry into characteristics of the man himself, Theocritus’ epigram highlights
one’s inability to get the measure of the man through such reductive and stereotypical
characterisation. Here, much as in the epigrams ascribed to Erinna, the tension between the
internal presumption of the text’s material/physical context and the reader’s divergent
perception of the text as a literary artefact reiterates the critical point of the poem: the reader’s
inability to ‘see’ the statue means that any viewing, whether attentive or not, is ultimately
impossible."”” The reader will be forever unable to provide a full encapsulation of Anacreon
on the basis of this epigram alone, divorced as it is from the necessary supplementary

information required for true accuracy.

Anacreon makes for a particularly apt figure through which to raise the question of biographical

misrepresentation - as Benjamin Acosta-Hughes and Silvia Barbantani remark, “the

"**Bing (1988a), 117-121. See also Rossi (2001), 283-285. Cf. Klooster (2011), 40-41 who suggests the poem is,
instead, an introduction to Anacreon for a schoolboy, not yet mature enough to learn the salacious details of the
poet’s oeuvre, and Acosta-Hughes and Barbantani (2007), 443, who read the poem as analogous to the
stereotypical epigrams offered by the other Hellenistic epigrammatists. Cf. other epigrams on statues of the poet,
such as Leon.Tarent. 31 GP = APl 306, 90 GP = API 307; or epitaphs, e.g., ‘Simon.” 3 GP = AP 7.24,4 GP =
7.25, Diosc. 19 GP = AP 7.31, all of which dwell on Anacreon’s poetically appropriate fondness for wine.
Compare also later examples, Antip.Sid. 13 GP = AP 7.23, AP 7.23B, 14 GP=AP 7.26,15 GP=AP 7.27, 16 GP
=AP 7.29, 17 GP = AP 7.30, Jul. Aegypt. AP 7.32, AP 7.33. See further Barbantani (1993), 47-66, Rossi (2001),
280-283, Acosta-Hughes and Barbantani (2007), 442-445, Campbell (2013), 142-143, Gutzwiller (2014), 48-56.
"""Rossi (2001), 279 notes that the epigram fails to provide information about the material from which the statue
is made, a feature she identifies as characteristic of such epigrams; its absence in this epigram seems to further
emphasises the reader’s failure to perceive the statue’s physical form. See further Rossi (2001), 17-21, particularly
17.n.14.
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epigrammatic tradition views Anacreon as a character rather than an author”,’”® and this
character - the received and revised persona of the poet - was almost wholly reduced to the
traits of drunkenness and infatuation by epigrammatists such as Leonidas, who begins an
epigram on the poet (31 GP = APl 306) npécPuv Avaxpeiovia xHoav ceGaAayUEVOV 0TV /
0Geo, “gaze upon old Anacreon, befuddled and stumbling from wine”."”” In isolation,
Theocritus’ epigram seems to address the particular problem of Anacreon’s biographical
tradition but, considering the author’s other epigrams which take poets as their subject, we can
observe a more sustained rejection of an uncritical reading of poets’ lives through their poetry,
as well as a rebuttal to the reductionist depictions of poets in epigram. Theocritus’ poems on
statues of Pisander (16 GP = AP 9.598) and Epicharmus (17 GP = AP 9.600) laud the poets’
works, but make no attempt to suggest that either man takes after the character of his poetry.
The epigrams on Hipponax (13 GP = AP 13.3) and Archilochus (14 GP = AP 7.664) - both
poets who acquire clearly defined personae, within the biographical tradition - eschew a purely
stereotypical biographical representation: the sepulchral poem for Hipponax dwells on the
poet’s oft-recalled anger, but that anger is redirected and refined, aimed now only at the morally

wicked, rather than humanity tout court;'®

the epigram on a statue of Archilochus focuses
solely on the extent of his fame, and does not touch on the venomous character of his verse (or,
supposedly, of the man himself) which forms the crux of other epigrams which take the poet

as their subject.''

Theocritus’ rejection of the stereotypical biographical representations of poets offers a
counterpoint to the notion that all ancient readers were acting on the biographical fallacy.'®
However, we should not extrapolate Theocritus’ approach to the Hellenistic milieu in foto.
Indeed, many authors did adhere to stereotypical depictions of their predecessors - but the
supposition that this, in turn, is evidence of the fallacy in action does not necessarily follow.

To utilise Jacqueline Klooster’s terminology, predecessors functioned as window and mirror

138 Acosta-Hughes and Barbantani (2007), 442.

'3 On the selective development of Anacreon’s persona by the later tradition, see particularly Rosenmayer (1992).
On the development of the Anacreontic corpus, see Acosta-Hughes and Barbantani (2007), 442-445, 455-457.
Gabathuler (1937), 71 suggests that the epigrammatic conception of Anacreon may depend on a lost work by
Chamaeleon. Pfeiffer (1968), 118 suggests Zenodotus may have made the first critical edition of Anacreon’s
poetry in the early part of the 3™ Century, which would doubtless also have provided material for those
constructing a biographical portrait of the author. See further Dell’Oro (2014), Gutzwiller (2014).

10 Cf. the more stereotypical epigrammatic depictions of the poet; Leon.Tarent. 53 GP = AP 7.408, Alc.Mess. 13
GP = AP 7.536, Phil. 34 GP = AP 7.405: Rossi (2001), 298 suggests Theocritus’ epigram is intended as a
“correction” to the negative representation of Hipponax as seen in Leonidas’ epigram. See further Rosen (2007),
470-471.

161 See below, n.185.

12 See Beecroft (2010), 2 on the modern tendency to assume the biographical fallacy in ancient readers.
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for their Hellenistic descendants:'® in representing their forebears, authors simultaneously
represented something of themselves, creating their predecessors in accordance with their own

perceptions, predilections, or an underpinning programmatic agenda.

I focus on two works which contain just such a programmatic aspect in this chapter: the so-
called Seal of Posidippus and Callimachus’ Tomb of Simonides. Both authors demonstrate a
complex engagement with notions of media, materiality and of the poetic predecessor as a
model, with neither straightforwardly adducing their forebears as a template, either for their
poetry, their authority or their reception.'®* Rather, within these poems, Posidippus and
Callimachus draw upon the biographical traditions which surround particular predecessors -
Archilochus and Philitas for the former, Simonides for the latter - and reinterpret them as
characters, whose very representations serve to aggrandise their authors: concurrently, both
authors establish authorial personae (Posidippus overtly, Callimachus covertly) which are

themselves memorialised in the the recollection of their predecessors.

Both Posidippus and Callimachus utilise the traditional physical memorials which
accompanied epigrams (the statue and the tomb, respectively) as a means of engaging with
their predecessors. However, the works themselves are not epigrams per se, but rather evoke
the conventions and context of the genre, resulting in poems which we might term para-
epigrammatic, texts which utilise the genre as a conceptual framework, but do not adhere to its
formal structure. This act of recontextualisation is, I suggest, a particular innovation of the
book-roll format both authors employ, and it is this aspect that makes the Sea/ and the Tomb of

Simonides eminently suitable as case studies for issues of bookish self-representation.

1 See, e.g., Klooster (2011), 9.
194 See particularly the discussion of poetic predecessors as models by Fantuzzi in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 1-
42 and Klooster (2011), 43-73.
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2.1 The intertextual representation of predecessors in the Seal of Posidippus

In this section, I consider one of the more fascinating - and, in parts, frustratingly unclear -
poems in which authorial self-representation occupies a central role: the Seal/ of Posidippus
(P.Berol. inv.14283 = SH 705 = AB 118).'” Containing reflections on poetic immortality,
intermingled with hints of a more substantive eschatological desire for continued life after
death, the work simultaneously evinces a complex intertextual engagement with poetic
predecessors, in which two poets - Archilochus and Philitas - are seemingly adduced (overtly
and covertly) as models for Posidippus’ own self-representation, and the honours he desires.
However, the author does not recapitulate the honours received by his predecessors for himself,
tout court: rather, he iterates on the traditions surrounding his predecessors in a manner which,

I suggest, reflects Posidippus’ own perception of his bookish poetic practice.

Prior to the turn of the 21* Century, the scholarly assessment of Posidippus was that, while an
epigrammatist of some import in his day, his output was not of the quality or significance of
Callimachus, Asclepiades or his other early 3" Century contemporaries.'®® This lukewarm
reception underwent a dramatic reassessment following the publication, in 2001, of the editio
princeps of P.Mil.Vogl. VIII 309 - now more commonly referred to as the Milan Papyrus - by

167

Guido Bastianini and Claudio Gallazzi: > the papyrus, used as cartonnage and dating to the

165 See Barigazzi (1968), 194 for earlier scholarship on the Seal; see also recent useful discussions of text, or
aspects of it, in Fernandez-Galiano (1987), 36-39, Bing (1988b), 15, 37-38, Rossi (1996), Angio (1997), (2011),
Gutzwiller (1998), 153-154, Clay (2004), 30-32, 84-86, Hunter in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 74-75, Gértner
(2006), Kwapisz (2010), Klooster (2011), 177-183, Tsantsanoglou (2013).

1% The judgment of Hollis (1996), 59-60 that Posidippus was a poet of “better than average” epigrams, though
not comparable to Asclepiades, typifies scholarly assessment of the author, prior to the discovery of the Milan
Papyrus. Posidippus can be dated securely to the 31 Century: he is named in degrees of proxeny from Delphi (FD
I11.3 1n0.192), dating to either 276/5 or 273/2, and Thermon (/G IX 17.17.24), dating to 263/2; in the latter he is
referred to as [Io[c]gwinnw t® énvypoppatonowd [lediaim (we compare his description as éxtypoappotoypaeog at
schol. ad A.R. 1.1289), which concurs with the author’s own testament to his Pellaean origins in the Seal (118 AB
= SH 705). The chronological span of the epigrams in the Milan Papyrus extend from the mid-280s to the late
240s; see further Gow and Page (1965), 11.481-484, Bastianini and Gallazzi (2001), 17, 208, 215, Gutzwiller
(2005a), 4-7. The placement of Posidippus and Asclepiades amongst Callimachus’ Telchines in the scholia
Florentina (schol. Flor. ad Call. 4et.fr.1 Pf.), and the occurrence of the name Asclepiades in the Delian proxeny
decree, in the line following that of Posidippus, supports the notion of a general association between the two poets;
the suggestion by Reitzenstein (1893), 100-102 that Posidippus belonged to an epigrammatic clique along with
Asclepiades and Hedylus - based on the supposition that the three published a joint collection called the Zmpdg (see
schol. A ad Hom. //.11.101 = 114 AB = SH 701) - has been much debated: see Lloyd-Jones (1963), 96-97, Gow
and Page (1965), 11.116, Gutzwiller (1998), 18-19, 152-157, Ferrari (2004), Hoschele (2010), 82, 309-311, Sens
(2011), xciv-xcv on the collection as solely that of Posidippus; see Bergk (1853), 507-508, Merkelbach (1956),
123-124, Cameron (1993), 369-376, Lloyd-Jones (2003a), (2003b) in support of the multi-author hypothesis. I
am grateful to Peter Bing for allowing me to see his forthcoming article on the Soros, in which he convincingly
argues for its sole authorship by Posidippus, and that it principally contained sepulchral epigrams for epic heroes,
on which see further Nagy (2004).

17 Bastianini and Gallazzi (2001).
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late 3" Century, contained approximately 112 epigrams in a rare example of a Hellenistic
epigram book, complete with subheadings, though seemingly lacking the original opening or

'8 It has now been generally accepted that the papyrus is a

close of the roll, or a colophon.
single-author collection and, based on the previous ascription of two of the epigrams to
Posidippus in other sources (GP 18 = AB 65, GP 20 = AB 15, the only epigrams within the roll
recorded elsewhere), the book-roll has been labelled as Posidippean in its entirety.'® A number
of scholars have noted the thematic overlap between the so-called ‘New’ and ‘Old’ Posidippus:
Nita Krevans has particularly highlighted the characteristic sympotic/erotic motifs of wine,
women and song that colours the first section of the Milan Papyrus on stones (with the restored
heading [AMO1]k@), which harken back to the previously known Posidippean epigrams, the

170

majority of which are found in books 5 and 12 of the Palatine Anthology. '~ Equally, the themes

of Ptolemaic aggrandisement and aesthetic reflection which are prominent in the Milan Papyrus

- particularly in the Lithika and the dvoployvtomoukd, on statues - find parallels in the other

1

poems, notably in the most commented-upon text of ‘Old’ Posidippus:'’' the Seal poem.

An elegy of ¢.25 damaged lines, preserved only on wax tablets,'’* and seemingly the product
of a 1* Century AD school exercise, the Seal (as named by Hugh Lloyd-Jones)' " is a variation

on a common programmatic leitmotif, wherein the author appeals to the Muses to aid him

174

against oncoming old age. " That this poem either opened or concluded a book of Posidippus’

1% See Johnson (2005) who argues, contra Bastianini and Gallazzi (2001), that at least a column is missing from
the beginning of the roll; cf. Bing (2005) who suggests that the Lithika constitutes a programmatically appropriate
opening to the collection, and I. Petrovic (2014), who demonstrates how the Lithika synthesises Greek,
Achaemenid and Near-Eastern motifs in a programmatically potent evocation of Ptolemaic royal propaganda.

1% For assessment of the view that the papyrus is wholly Posidippus’ work, see Parsons (2002), 117-118. More
strident opposition to the single-author position is offered by Lloyd-Jones (2003a), Ferrari (2004), Schroder
(2004); cf. Fantuzzi (2002), Acosta-Hughes, Kosmetatou and Baumbach (2004), 4-5, Sider (2004), Gutzwiller
(2005a), 2.n.3. The question of whether Posidippus edited the collection is more vexed; Krevans (2005), 88
suggests the headings “indicate the reference librarian”, though much scholarship has demonstrated the internal
aesthetic coherence of the sections, suggesting a less utilitarian organising purpose - for a general overview, see
Gutzwiller (2004), (2005b) - though this of course does not rule-out the possibility of an aesthetically astute editor.
170 Krevans (2005), 84-86. See further on the interrelation between ‘Old’ and ‘New ‘Posidippus particularly
Obbink (2004), Sider (2004), Nisetich (2005).

"1 On Ptolemaic themes in Posidippus, see particularly Kosmetatou (2004a), (2004b), Stephens (2004), (2005),
Bing (2005), Fantuzzi (2005), Thompson (2005), Belloni (2008), I. Petrovic (2014). On Ptolemaic motifs in the
Seal, see particularly Gauly (2005).

172 See P.14283 A, B, http://smb.museum/berlpap/index.php/04036/ (last accessed June 2016), which offers high-
quality photographs of the tablets, though one can note the serious deterioration of the wax compared to the
photographs of the tablets found in Lloyd-Jones (1963).

'3 See Lloyd-Jones (1963), 96 for the identification of particularly sphragistic features; compare Thgn. 19ff.,
discussed in the Introduction. See Dickie (1995), 67 on the alternate appellation of the poem as the ‘testament’ of
Posidippus.

7% Compare Call. Aet.fr.1.36-40 Pf. See further Barigazzi (1968), 201, Cameron (1995), 183-184, Hunter in
Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 72-76.
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poems has long been assumed,'”” though which book this was remains unclear.'’® The work
constitutes a dense programmatic statement in which the author proclaims the legitimacy of
the poetry he composes (and that his poetry is authored in conjunction with the Muses),

foreseeing the spread of his fame, and the forms of honour he will receive as a result:

el 11 koAov, Modoat tolntides, 1 mapd Poifov
YPLGOAVPE® KaBapoig ovacty EKA[V]eTe
[Moapymood vipdevtog dva mtdy[alg i map” Ordumov
Bakyo t0g tpret«erig dpyopevor Bopéialc,
5 viv 8¢ Tloog[1]dinng oTuyepdV guvaeicate yHpOC
YPAYAUEVOL OEAT®V €V ¥puoEag GEMOY.
Mumdvete okomic, ‘EAucmvioes, gic 6& Ta OnPng
telyea [In[ ]. . .q Paivete T. . . ohadect
kel ov [loo@ idumndv mot” €pidacor, KHvOie, Antodg
10 40 JE
10A [..].[...... l..povl.lvo.............
Tonun«w v (qe)iec, v koazat tod [Hapiov,
ToinV €KYpNoO1G TE Kal £ AOVTOV KOVOYNooL[g
PoVIYY dQavépIny, @ [Ev]a, Kol kot duod,
dopa pe Tiunocm|[ot] Maxkndoveg, of T €mi Negid[w
15 oi T’ Acing mdiong y«e>itoveg Nidvog,.
[Telhaiov yévog audv: oyt 8¢ Biprov EMocoy
tapeot Aaoedpw keipevog giv dyop(T.
AL €mi pev Iap<hrn d0g dnddvL Avypov €. . . .
VOO KOTA YANVE®V 0aKpLa KEWA XED[V

20 Kol 6TeEVAY®V, Ot UOV 08 @ilov otoua. . . . . [
20A R R [
20B [..] e [

UNndé 11c 0OV yevaL Sécpvov. avTip Yd
YMPai LOGTIKOV oipov &mi Paddpoavovv ikoipmv
OMNU® Kol Aa® movTi Tofevog Edv,
doxinwv &v mooot kai dphoenng dv’ Spudov
25 Kol Aeinov Téxvorg ddpa kai SAPov pov.'”’

'3 See Lloyd-Jones (1963), 96 on the Seal as an opening poem, Barigazzi (1968), 202 on it as a concluding piece.
7% Schol. A ad Hom. I1.11.101 seemingly testifies to two books, with a comparison being made between
information found in toig [Mocewinmov émypdppoct and in the Zopd: see on the Soros, Bing (forthcoming).
Gutzwiller (1998), 154-157 suggests the heading coppeikta éntypdppoto at SH 961 testifies to a further book,
and believes at least five different books circulated under Posidippus’ name (Soros, Epigrammata, Miscellaneous
Epigrams, the collection contained within the Milan Papyrus, and a collection of a principally amatory character),
with the Epigrammata being a final, authorised collection, capped by the Seal. Lloyd-Jones (1963), 84, 96 posits
that the Sea/ may have headed a collection entitled I'fjpac, based on the call to the Muses to vdv 8¢ ITocg[1]dinnw
oTVYEPOV cuvvaeicate yijpag, “sing now with Posidippus of hateful old age” (118.5). On Posidippus’ non-
epigrammatic works, see Gow and Page (1965), 11.483-484.

771 give the text printed by Lloyd-Jones and Parsons (1983), with the following alterations: in 1.3, I follow Lloyd-
Jones (1963) who gives ‘'O vpunov as opposed to OAvun®; In 1.12, T accept the suggestion of Tsansanoglou (2013),
who builds upon the reading of the line by Clay (2004), and proposes @run«w» v (ao)icig, thv Kezd tod [Hapiov,
as opposed to Tonuntwipievrokglat tob [Mapiov; in 1.14, T follow Kwapisz (2010) in supplementing the end of
the line as Maxndoéveg, oi T° €mi Ngir[® as opposed to Maknddveg oi T° €mi v[icmv.
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If Muses of my city, you have heard something fair with pure ears,
from Phoebus of the golden lyre
in the glens of snow-clad Parnassus or from Olympus,
as you initiate the triennial rituals of Bacchus,
5 sing now with Posidippus of hateful old age,
inscribe it in the golden columns of your tablets.
Leave the peaks, Heliconians, and come to the walls

of Pip[lean] Thebes, [ ]
And you, Cynthus, if you ever loved Posidippus, Leto’s
10 [son].......cconntt.

10A
(?as you proclaim the renown) of the Parian -
such you prophesied and thus was the immortal voice
you made echo from your inner chamber - give for me the same also, o lord,
so that the people of Macedon, those on the Nile
15 and the neighbours of all the Asian shore might honour me.
Pellean is my descent: might I, unrolling a book-roll
(?with both hands), rest in the thronged agora.
But give now a mournful stream for the Parian nightingale,
empty tears pouring down from the eyes,

20 and groaning, while through my own dear mouth . . . ..
20A S R [
20B [..]. oot [

let no one shed a tear. For nevertheless I,
in my old age, might come to the mystic path of Rhadamanthus,
missed by my fellow citizens and all the people,
on my feet without a staff and speaking rightly amidst the crowd,
25 and leaving to my children my home and wealth.

The damaged state of the tablets means that a degree of caution must be exercised in
reconstructing the text: that being said, we can readily appreciate that the Seal contains a
multifaceted construction of Posidippus as an authorial persona. Throughout the work, we
observe divergent forms and ideas being brought together to contribute to Posidippus’ self-
representation and aggrandisement. This is apparent in the juxtaposition of the desire for poetic
immortality - unending recognition for the excellence of one’s work - with spiritual
immortality, gained through initiation into mystery cult.'” These two types of immortality, for
the poetry and the man, are intertwined, and this is noticeable from the outset of the work: the

invocation to the Muses in the opening lines recalls the oft-utilised motif of a poet requesting

aid in composing from those figures, but, as Matthew Dickie has noted, it equally evokes motifs

178 See particularly Dickie (1995), (1998), Rossi (1996); see also Dignas (2004) on the sepulchral epigrams of the
Milan Papyrus as reflective of Posidippus’ association with Dionysiac mystery cult. See further Bernabé and
Jiménez San Cristobal (2008), 51, 164-165.
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closely connected the mysteries,'”” a duality which the reader is primed to recognise with the
depiction of the Muses beginning the Boxym tag tpreneric Ovpéralg (118.4)."* The
overlapping concerns of poetic immortality and immortality beyond that which poetry can
provide sets the Seal apart from other statements which attest to the notional everlasting
memorial which poetry establishes: we can compare the Sea/ with Callimachus’ epigram on

the death of the poet Heraclitus (34 GP = AP 7.80) as a paradigmatic example:

einé 1g, Hpaxherte, 10V popov, &c 8¢ pe dékpo
Hyayev, Euvnceny 8’ 066aKIC AUEAITEPOL
nélwov [€v] Aéoym Katedhoopey. GAAL GV PéEV TTov,
Eetv’ AMkapvnoed, TeTplmaiat 6odin,
5 ai 8¢ teai {movoty dnddveg, Hov O mAvimv
apmaxtng Aldng ovk €mi yeipa Parel.

Someone, Heraclitus, told me of your fate, and brought me to tears,
when I remembered how often the two of us
had sunk the sun in conversation. Though you,
Halicarnassian guest-friend, are, I suppose, dust ages past,
5 your nightingales live:
Hades, who grasps all, will not lay a hand on them.

In Callimachus’ epigram, a distinction is made between Heraclitus’ mortal existence,

punctuated by his death, and the immortal memorial of his poetry.''

In the Seal, by contrast,
there is no such differentiation: that Posidippus’ persona envisages coming to the path of
Rhadamanthus when he is yipat (118.22) immediately recalls the appeal made to the Muses to
sing with him of otvyepov ytjpag (118.5), raising the question of whether the mystic path will
arise solely as a result of lived practice, or whether Posidippus’ poetry will contribute to this

end.

The juxtaposition of multiple forms of immortality is characteristic of Posidippus’
programmatic endeavours within the Seal, and the author’s engagement with his poetic

predecessors is likewise multifaceted, drawing together disparate elements and unifying them

' Dickie (1998), 67-68: Dickie notes particularly the potential ritual connotations of kaBapoic obactv (118.1)

and the recollection of the Orphic gold lamellae in the déAtwv ypvcéalg ogeliow (118.6) used by the Muses to
record their joint singing with Posidippus.

180 See, on the Orphic connection of the Dionysian triennial rites, Orph.H.30.5, 43, 44.7, 51, 53.4-5, 54.3; see
further A.Bacch.fr.D.1-3, West (2003), Hdt. 4.108, Virg. 4en.4.300-303 Stat. Achil.594-597, Theb.2.662, Plut.
Qaest.Conv.671c-672c, SEG 35.1327. See also Graf (2009), Athanassakis and Wolkow (2013), particularly 161-
162. On the Muses’ relationship to the mysteries more generally, see Hardie (2004) and (2016).

"1t has been plausibly suggested that Heraclitus’ ém36veg are, at least, a metaphor for his poetry, if not actually
a reference to a collection entitled Nightingales: see further MacQueen (1982), Walsh (1990), 1-4, Hunter (1992),
Gutzwiller (1998), 206-207, 250-251.
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through the presentation of his authorial persona. Posidippus’ process of self-memorialisation
is particularly notable for its programmatic employment of differing mediums, and forms of
media, in conjunction with the representation of his predecessors. Within the Seal, instances of
writing, reading or speaking (all activities which, when occurring in a poem of programmatic
importance, have an inherently self-referential aspect) signpost Posidippus’ engagement with
other poets, recalling traditions associated with his predecessors and incorporating those

traditions into his own act of self-representation.

The presence of Archilochus within the Seal has been well established, with Lloyd-Jones
recognising the allusion to the oracular responses on Archilochus preserved in the inscriptions

of Mnesiepes and Sosthenes.'*

That Posidippus’ desire for a statue equally recalls the honours
purportedly bestowed upon Philitas of Cos has also been recognised; however, I suggest that
Posidippus does not simply evoke general details about the Coan poet. Rather, the author brings
to mind his own representation of Philitas, in an epigram found in the Milan Papyrus, and
tellingly also on a statue of the poet (4B 63): I suggest that this is a comparably programmatic
work, which also contributes to the process of authorial self-representation as undertaken in
the Seal. The representation of Archilochus, and the recollection of that of Philitas elsewhere
in Posidippus’ poetry, serve partially as models for Posidippus’ own desired honour and
memorialisation, but equally act as foils for Posidippus’ authorial persona. The traditions
surrounding each predecessor are reflected in Posidippus’ self-representation, a process which
suggests both continuity with the great poets of the recent and more distant past, but equally

implies - through the combination of these various traditions as aspects of Posidippus’ own

honours - the author’s surpassing of his predecessors.

That Posidippus desires for himself honours comparable to those received by Archilochus is
clear: despite the difficulties in reading 4B 118.11, the concluding tod [Tapiov, the letters pnun
which open the line and the subsequent description of an Apolline oracular response prompt
the recollection of the most famous Parian who received such tributes. Active in the 7" Century,
and long famed for his iambic invective, Archilochus was in receipt of a cult on Paros by at
least the 4™ Century. Numerous later sources attest its existence: Aristotle reports that IIépot
yobv Apyihoyov kaimep fracenuov dvia tetyunkact, “the Parians honour Archilochus, despite

his abuse of them” (Rhet.2.23.1398b 11-12), alluding to the vituperative genre in which he

182 L loyd-Jones (1963), 87-89. The Mnesiepes Inscription is SEG 15.517, the Sosthenes Inscription is /G XII 5,
455.
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composed, while Plutarch recounts that both Archilochus and Hesiod received fame in death,

183

o g Movoag (Numa.4.6). ™ Happily, inscriptional evidence supports the literary record for

184 . . ..
the Mnesiepes inscription preserves the

Archilochus’ cult. Dating to the mid-3" Century,
oracle purportedly received by Archilochus’ father Telesicles, which guaranteed Archilochus’

heroisation (SEG 15.517.col.11.50-52):

50 [&]06vaTog cot Taig koi doidipog, ® Telesikhelg,
gotai &v AvBpdmoloty, O¢ A TPMDTOG 0E TPOCEITEL
vNnog dmobpdorovta GiAny eig Tatpida yoioy.

50 That son of yours will be immortal, Telesicles,

and a theme of song among men, he who is the first to greet you

as you have leapt from your ship onto your beloved native land.
The inscription recounts, furthermore, how Mnesiepes - on account of a proclamation from
Apollo - was undertaking construction of a precinct wherein he had established an altar, on
which he was sacrificing to the Muses, Apollo, Mnemosyne and other Olympian deities (1-13).
The god, in response to an offering made by Mnesiepes at Delphi, declared that is was best to
honour Archilochus (14-15), and henceforth the Parians had called the precinct the
Archilocheion (15-20). Furthermore, the inscription describes how Archilochus, as a boy, had
made fun of a group of women he thought were travelling to the city, who laughed with him
and asked to buy the cow Archilochus was bringing back from the fields for his father. When
he agreed, both cow and women vanished, and lying at the boy’s feet was a lyre. Archilochus
realised that then that the women were the Muses, and that the lyre was their gift to him (20-
40). Telesicles, travelling to Delphi to decipher the events, received the oracular response
above, and Archilochus was the first of his sons to greet him as he disembarked upon his return

(50-55).

Recollections of the narrative of Archilochus’ heroisation can be found throughout the Seal:
the description of Apollo’s pwviv afa«véytnv which bestowed upon the Parian an oracular
response (118.13) evokes the Delphic reply recorded in the Mnesiepes inscription, with its
pronouncement that Archilochus will be é0dvatoc, a condition which will come about in part
as a result of the oracle itself. There is not, however, a direct parallel between what Posidippus’

persona desires and what Archilochus experienced. The differences between the two may

183 See also Oenom. FPhGr 11 374 Mullach, D.Chr. Orr.(A)33.11
'8 See, on the date of the inscription, Bing (1993), 619, Clay (2004), 10-11.
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perhaps have been precisely delineated in the fragmentary 4B 118.20 and following: we can
glean, despite the damage, that while the nightingale of Paros should be given a Avypov vapo
Séucpua (118.18-19), for Posidippus himself, umdé tig odv xevon ddxpvov (118.21). A contrast
may further have been drawn between Posidippus’ ¢ilov otopa (118.20) and the famously
bitter tongue of Archilochus:'® Lloyd-Jones suggests that Posidippus here suggested a suitable
offering for himself to contrast with the tears Archilochus was due, perhaps wine.'® There is
equally a difference in the two poets’ relationships with the Muses. Seemingly, Archilochus’
encounter with the Muses, and his receipt of the lyre which symbolises his poetic ability (SEG
15.517.col.I1.36-38),'®’ is inverted in the Seal, as rather than a young man meeting unknown
strangers in the wilds and receiving (unbidden) a symbolic gift, Posidippus’ elderly persona
knowingly summons the Muses to him, in the city,'®® and requests they bring the emblem of
his poetry - the 6¢éAtog - so that they might record their joint composition, transforming song
into text (118.5-6). Therefore, while Posidippus’ persona desires comparable recognition from
Apollo, he does not simply wish to be a second Archilochus: as Peter Bing has noted,
Posidippus’ Muses are metamorphosed from singers to writers,'™ evincing a bookishness in
keeping with the vogue of early Hellenistic poetry. At the same time, Posidippus takes care to
depict himself as a correspondingly bookish figure (118.16-17):""°
[Telhaiov yévog audv: oyt 8¢ Biprov EMocoy

tapeot Aaoedpw keipevog giv dyop(T.

Pellaean is my descent: might I, unfurling a book-roll
(?with both hands), rest in the thronged agora.
Particularly noteworthy in this passage is the convergence of the two signature means by which
poets were depicted in epigrams: opening with an attestation of descent, these lines
immediately recall an epitaph, and this notion is reinforced by the usage of keipuon to describe

Posidippus’ activity, given the verb’s frequent usage of the deceased in sepulchral epigrams.'”!

185 Compare Diosc. 17 GP = AP 7.351, adesp./Mel. 132 GP = AP 7.352, adesp. 32 FGE = AP 9.185, Gaet. 4 FGE
= AP 7.71, Jul. Aegypt. AP 7.69, 7.70: notably, Julian of Egypt, writing in the 5™ Century AD, refers to
Archilochus’ mkpoyoiov otopatog (AP 7.69.4), and we could readily imagine such a description contrasting with
Posidippus’ ‘friendly’ mouth here.

186 T Joyd-Jones (1963), 91. See also Clay (2004), 75.

%7 On the receipt of symbolic items by poets during moments of initiation, see further Chapter 4.2.

' Also notable is that, in their description as moltideg (118.1), the Muses are characterised as overtly urban.
See further Bing (1988b), 37-38.

'% Bing (1988b), 15.

"0 We can note such bookish self-representation by Posidippus elsewhere, in the description of himself (as the
“Muses’ cicada”) as &v Bifloiwg memovnuévn, in AB 137 =6 GP = AP 12.98.

P See, e.g., CEG 52, 95, 500, 720, and further Tueller (2008), 46-48. Compare also the usage of tifnut in a
similarly multivalent passage in Call. Aet.fr.64.11-13 Pf., discussed below, Chapter 2.2.
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However, the expectation of an epitaph is undercut, firstly by the absence of Posidippus’ name
(or that of his father), and secondly by the fact that he does not rest (dead),'”* but rests while
Biprov éricowy. The readers must, therefore, reconfigure their expectations: Posidippus’
persona does not envisage his tomb, but rather desires a statue memorial depicting himself to
be placed in Pella’s busy agora (given the declaration of Pellaean origins which precedes the
wish, we can assume that town as the statue’s location),'”” perusing the symbol of his poetry
(with a textual form akin to that of the Muses’ 6¢éAtot), and the means by which his renown will
be disseminated. Thus, Posidippus here conjoins the two principal modes of memorialising
poets in epigram, reapplying the language of the epitaphs which adorn their tombs to a different
kind of memorial - a statue. His statue’s activity of unfurling the book-roll reflects the re-
contextualisation of epigrammatic remembrance in which Posidippus engages, along with his
peers: it is through the book-roll that one now encounters poetic predecessors and memorialises
them, but, correspondingly, it is equally the vehicle through which authors memorialise
themselves. The statue which Posidippus’ persona desires is itself, therefore, a wholesale

encapsulation of the author’s poetry, emphasising its memorialising ability.

At the mid-point of the Seal, the wish for a statue marks a transition, from the persona’s cletic
appeal to the Muses and Apollo for divine recognition and aid (118.1-10), and the description
of how the propagation of his fame might occur (118.11-15), to an imagining of the results of
the spread of his fame (118.18-25). The statue, while playing with the tropes of poetic
representation which operate within epigram, is simultaneously a materialised substantiation
of the desired honour done to Posidippus by the people of the Ptolemaic realm."* As noted,
the wish for a statue in a location of long-standing importance for the poet finds a parallel in

the honours reportedly bestowed upon (and perhaps also sought by) Philitas.'”> A fragment of

2 Cf., e.g., CEG 720, keipar te[id]e Oavod|oa (matpi[c] 8¢ poi dotlt KopvOog).

193 See Lloyd-Jones (1963), 89-90, Dickie (1994), 377.

1% The possibility that Posidippus’ desires were acted upon is not wholly implausible: a statue in the Vatican
Museum (inv. no.735), bearing the label IIOXZEIAITIIIOX on its base (and holding a book-roll) has been identified
either as Posidippus the epigrammatist or Posidippus of Cassandreia, a 3™ Century comic playwright. On this
statue, see particularly Dickie (1994), Clay (2004), 30-32, 84-86, Stewart (2005), 202-203: on the typically Roman
appearance of the statue, see Fittschen (1992).

195 See particularly Dickie (1994), Hollis (1996), Hardie (1997), (2003), Sens (2002), Spanoudakis (2002), 34-40.
It appears Archilochus was also represented in sculpture, seated holding a lyre: a 1% Century copy of a late 31
Century original survives today, now in the Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek (inv. no.1563). Clay (2004), 58-60 highlights
that depictions of a sitting Archilochus were not rare, but notes the usage of a throne rather than a stool was a
Hellenistic embellishment on the previous traditions of representation: compare Theoc. 14 GP = AP 7.664. See
further Clearchus fr.92 Wehrli which describes Simonides of Zakynthos performing Archilochus’ poems while
seated, and further a 1* Century silver tetradrachm from Paros, bearing an image of a seated figure, holding a lyre
and perhaps a book-roll (see Clay (2004), pl.31). See also, on the evidence of revisionist depictions of poets,
Pausanias 9.30.3 on the seated statue of Hesiod with a kithara in the Heliconian sanctuary of the Muses; the author
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Philitas’ poetry, preserved in Athenaeus, which reads Opnoacfot TAatdve ypain Hmo, “to sit
under an old plane tree” (fr.14 Powell) has often been read in conjunction with a passage from
Hermesianax’ Leontion, as evidence both of Philitas’ desires for cultic honours, and their
subsequent fulfilment (fr.7.75-78 Powell):'*°

75 01600 82 Kai TOV Go1ddv dv Evpumdlov molifrat
K®ot ydAketov Ofjkov Ko TAatdve
Burtida poindlovra oy, mepl mavta Oritov
PMHOTO Kol TACAY <T>PLOUEVOV AOAINV.

75 You know the singer, whom the citizens of Eurypylus,
the Coans, set up in bronze under a plane tree
singing of nimble Bittis - Philtas,
worn out by all the words and sayings.'”’

This, along with later references to the poet’s honours,'*® have been taken as possible evidence

199 .
If Hermesianax’ passage reflects an actual

for a cultic site established for Philitas on Cos.
dedication, the statue celebrating Philitas would have been in place towards the beginning of
Posidippus’ floruit, and thus his own persona’s wish for a statue would find precedent - and a

2% This notion is given further

near-contemporary model - in the honours done to the Coan.
credence by an epigram from the Milan Papyrus: it has been suggested that the statue of Philitas
which stood under the plane tree in Cos is the same as that depicted in the following

Posidippean epigram, on a bronze of Philitas sculpted by Hecataeus (4B 63):*'

Tovde O1kiton y[aA]ikoy [{]ooy kata mav<d> {a} ‘Ex[a]taiog
ajx[p]iPng drpovg [End]acev gig dvuyag,
Kol pelyédet ko[l oa]pki tov dvBpomioTi dSuwéag

comments that this depiction is inappropriate, as Hesiod’s own poetry makes clear he should be holding a staff of
laurel (compare Hes. Theog.30-31). See further Corso (2007), Rotstein (2010), 232-234.

" Hollis (1996) considers whether fr.14 Powell may have itself been a sphragistic work, though cf. Spanoudakis
(2002), 156-157 for reservations regarding this reading.

7 Cf. Caspers (2005), 575, who proposes pvopevov at 1.78 and translates “rescuing all difficult words and
glosses”. See further discussion below on the trope of Philitas as worn out by his research.

8 B.g., Prop. 3.1., Callimachi manes et Coi sacra Philitae; Prop. 3.9.43-46, Inter Callimachi sat erit placuisse
libellos / et cecinisse modis, Coe poeta, tuis. / Haec urant pueros, haec urant scripta puellas, / meque deum
clament et mihi sacra ferant; see also Prop. 4.6.1-4; Stat. Silv.1.2.252-255, hunc ipse Coo plaudente Philetas
Callimachusque senex Umbroque Propertius antro / ambissent laudare diem, nec tristis in ipsis / Naso Tomis
divesque foco lucente Tibullus. See, on these cases, particularly Hollis (1996), 56-59, Spanoudakis (2002), 37-40,
59-63.

1% See particularly Hardie (1997).

2% On the comparable dating of Hermesianax and Posidippus, see Hardie (2003), 36. To this day, the plane tree
called the ‘Tree of Hippocrates’ stands in Cos on the square named the Platia Platanou: if this was (or was
envisaged as) the site of Philitas’ statue, the public setting would align with that desired by Posidippus. See further
Sherwin-White (1978), 283.n.78; on the possible location of the statue(s) of Philitas (those recorded by
Hermesianax and Posidippus) see particularly Hardie (2003).

291 Stewart (2007), 131 argues that the statue referred to by Posidippus is the same as that depicted in Hermesianax;
Hardie (2003) is more cautious, suggesting it might either be the same statue, or a Ptolemaic dedication in
Alexandria.
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YVOROLV’, 4@’ Npoov 8’ ovdev Eugié{e} 10énc,
5 AL TOV dpopéPIyoV OA[T K]atepa&oto T€xvn
nplécPuv, ainbeing 0pOOV [Exmv] kavdva
avonc]ovtt &’ goikey, dom mouKiAAetal 1i0et,
gy oc, Kaimep yoAkeog ERv O YEpmV
.. Ttoke]paiov & ®Se Peod O Bua kai Pacthdpog
10 ykert]on Movoé {1} ov giveka Kdog avigp.”

Hecataeus formed this bronze equal in every way to Philitas,
accurate to the extremity - down to the nails.
Pursuing a human measure in size and body,
he mixed in nothing from the form of heroes,
5 but modelled the deep-thinking old man with all his skill,
[holding] to the straight canon of truth:
he seems [about to speak], so greatly embellished with character -
[living], though an old man of bronze.
Thus by Ptolemy, god as well as king,
10 the Coan man [is dedicated], on account of the Muses.

This epigram stands out amongst Posidippus’ collection for a number of reasons: as Alex
Hardie notes, it is the only epigram of the Andriantopoiika to describe a contemporary

29 Furthermore, it is also the only poem in the Milan Papyrus to take a named poet

sculpture.
as its subject, and - amongst Posidippus’ extant corpus - it is one of only two epigrams to make
reference to named poets or their works (and the only one which dwells on one poet

204 The shared nexus of ideas which occur in AB 63 and the Seal invites a closer

exclusively).
comparison of the two poems, as comparable works with a programmatic aspect. However,
what emerges from such a comparison is the realisation that there is not a straightforward
correspondence between the depiction of the two poets. Points of similarity do exist: we can
observe that the statue of Philitas is explicitly that of an old man (63.6, 8), which recalls
Posidippus’ persona’s allusion to his own (perhaps incipient) aged status (118.5, 22).
Furthermore, the initial evocation of the Mobdoot moAmtideg (118.1) might imply an imagined

performance-context for the Seal within a civic Museion, as suggested by Hardie,”” and a

similar setting may well be perceived for 4B 63, implied by the final comment that Ptolemy

2921 print the text given by Austin and Bastianini (2002). See further Sens (2005), 209, Seidensticker (2015), 256-
261, and also Acosta-Hughes, Angio, Cuypers and Kosmetatou (2016), 32.

2 Hardie (2003), 34, 36: AB 63 must have originated after 272/271, when Ptolemy II Philadelphus was deified.
The Colossus of Rhodes, described in 4B 68, is the next most recent sculpture of the Andriandtopoiika, completed
in 294.

% The other being 9 GP = AP 12.168, on which see Gutzwiller (1998), 162-163. AB 9, on a stone set upon
Polycrates’ signet ring, describes the inscribed depiction of a man singing with a lyre before the tyrant: the choice
of this image as Polycrates’ copny[ida] (9.1) could well reflect Posidippus’ own perceived relationship between
himself and the premier literary patrons of the day, the Ptolemies.

2% Hardie (2016), 127.n.332.
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dedicated the statue Movcé {t}wv giveko, “on account of the Muses” (63.8).°° However, as
with Archilochus, Posidippus eschews the presentation of his predecessor as a model tout court.
Instead, he employs the tradition surrounding his predecessor’s memorialisation - and utilises

his own representation of the poet - as a point of comparison for his own self-representation.

The representation of Philitas’ statue draws upon a recurrent motif of descriptions of statuary:
we are told that the figure is so lifelike that, though bronze, it seems about to speak: avoriclovtt
gowkegy (63.7). This expression of wonder at the remarkably lifelike quality of the statue - so
vividly realised that it might even begin talking - finds multiple parallels in other works,*"’
with one particularly notable example in an epigram ascribed to Asclepiades, which seemingly

.208

provides model for Posidippus’ epigram (43 GP = AP[ 120):

oMoV AAEEAVIPOL Kol OAaV AEUAENTO LOPPAYV
AVomog - Tiv' 001 YoAKOC Exel dvvapy -

a0d0coDVTL O™ EotKev O YaAKeOS £G Ala AeOGC®V*
“yav om’ €uol tibepat, Zed, ob o” "Orvpmov Exe”.

The courage of Alexander and his whole form were modelled
by Lysippus - what power this bronze possesses -
he seems about to speak, the bronze man gazing at Zeus:
“I set Earth beneath me, Zeus, you hold Olympus!”
We can here observe a situation akin to that found in 4B 63, though with one critical difference:
Alexander seems about to speak... and then does so! In contrast, Philitas remains silent. The
supposition that Philitas does not speak is based on a restoration of dykeit]on in AB 63.10, as
opposed to &yke]ot, proposed by Ruth Scodel and followed by Andrew Stewart, which would
have the statue utter the final lines in propria persona.”®” Scodel suggests that the preceding
remark on the lifelike quality of the statue “is very weak if the statue does not say anything” *'’
This, however, does not take into account that the deviation from model of AP/ 120 contributes
to Posidippus’ overarching process of aesthetic reflection within the Andriantopoiika, nor does

it recognise the complex programmatic role the recollection of AP/ 120 plays in AB 63.

2% See particularly Hardie (2003) for a discussion of the evidence to support this assumption, and further Hardie
(1997), Angio (2002), 23.

27 See, e.g., Erinn. 3 GP = AP 6.352, Herod. 4.32-34, and further below.

2% The epigram is also ascribed to one Archelaus, but the ascription to Asclepiades is more secure; see Gow and
Page (1965), 11.146-147. On the relationship between this epigram and 4B 63, see Sens (2005), 213-215, (2011),
291-294.

29 Scodel (2003), Stewart (2005), (2007).

19 Scodel (2003), cf. Sens (2005), 215.n.31.
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To fully grasp the import of 4P/ 120 as partial model in 4B 63, we must turn to the previous
poem in the sequence of the Andriantopoiika, which is the first of the section. In the opening
words of AB 62, mu[fJoacBe 166" Epya, “imitate these works”, Posidippus establishes the
programmatic tone of the Andriantopoiika (or, at the very least, of the few poems which follow
AB 62 directly):*'" the author undertakes a microcosmic analysis of the state of Hellenistic
portraiture and its forerunners, considering issues of representative accuracy, aesthetic ability,
grandeur, size and heroism. Within 4B 62, Posidippus presents a catalogue of sculptors, before
ultimately judging Lysippus a master of the medium - but the author’s judgement is not solely
confined to sculpture: as Alexander Sens has suggested, the initial reference to 146’ €pya might
well be taken as a reference to Posidippus’ epigrams, as well as the statues they present, thus
expanding Posidippus’ aesthetic critique from statuary alone, to statuary and poetry
simultaneously.*'” In so doing, Posidippus implies that his criteria for judging sculpture might
equally be applied to poetry, particularly his own.*"> Posidippus’ presentation of Lysippus as
the pinnacle of sculptural achievement in 4B 62 must therefore be kept in mind when
considering the role of AP/ 120 - a similar celebration of Lysippan excellence - as an intertext
for AB 63. The oblique recollection of Lysippus’ magnificent representation of Alexander (in
API 120), through the comparable reflection on the Philitas-statue’s lifelike quality (in AB 63),
alludes to Lysippus’ crowning as sculptor par excellence in AB 62, and thus connects 4B 63 to
the critical commentary of the Andriantopoiika as a whole, through the intermediary of the
non-Posidippean epigram. The use of AP/ 120 as a programmatic intertext for select epigrams

of the Andriantopoiika can equally be detected in the next poem in the sequence (4B 64):*'*

aflvee yie} Toopevap o OEhov xbAkeov Ekgiv[ov
Kpnoihon mg dicpog fpydoat’ eidopev v.

ylapv[et] Tdopevedg GA[L'] & ‘yobe Mnpiovo, Pef,
....... Jmhactal ddy [Ado]vntog Emv.

Praise, if you please, that bronze Idomeneus

of Cresilas: we observe well how accurately he made it.
Idomeneus speaks: “good Meriones, run,

..... having been long immobile.”

21 The damaged state of 4B 66, 68, 69 and 70 make a full assessment of the overarching themes of the

Andriantopoiika more difficult; see further Sens (2005), 224-225.

*12 Sens (2005), 209; Gutzwiller (2002), 45 had previously proposed that we might read these first words as an
expression of Posidippus’ authorial position.

13 See further Gutzwiller (2002), Stewart (2005).

1% Sens (2005), 225 proposes that the thematic consistency of the first epigrams of the Andriantopoiika may
reflect authorial - as opposed to just editorial - arrangement.
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Reinforcing the notion that this epigram engages with the overarching motifs of the section,
and that it invites comparison with 4B 63, the sculptor Cresilas is, like Hecatacus, commended
for his accuracy in sculpting, dxpwg npydcat’ (64.2) recalling &]k[p]ipng dkpovg [Enh]ocev
(63.2). Then, like Lysippus’ Alexander, Idomeneus takes voice, exhorting Meriones to run, in
a recollection of the meeting of Idomeneus and Agamemnon in the /liad (11.4.250-274).*" The
proximity of the epigrams on Philitas and Idomeneus, as well as the shared expression of
wonder over their paradoxically brazen life-like quality, invite a comparison between the poet
and the hero. Philitas’ decidedly un-heroic depiction - posessing, as it does, Np®wV 6’ 0VOEV
10éng (63.4) - contrasts with Idomeneus, whose very form seems to bring to mind the heroic
text par excellence. Furthermore, as Sens notes, there is a more explicit presentation of a figure

of heroic stature within 4B 63:2!°

while Philitas has nothing from the form of heroes, Ptolemy,
his dedicator, is described as both 0e6¢ and Paciredg (63.9). Though Sens has since rejected
his supposition that this creates a contrast between Posidippus (who does make Ptolemy more
than human) and Hecataeus (who emphasises Philitas’ ordinary mortality),”'” instead positing
that “the poem’s implicit admiration of Hecataeus’ truthful realism suggests that the poet is
himself telling the truth about what may have seemed to some readers a controversial claim
about Ptolemy’s divine status”,*'® these two positions are not dichotomous. Indeed, both
Posidippus and Hecataeus adhere to the principles of accurate representation as lauded within
the epigram: for Hecataeus to represent Philitas as more than mortal would go against the
aAnBeing 6pBoy kavova, and for Posidippus to represent Ptolemy as less than both god and

king would do likewise.

The juxtaposition of Ptolemy and Philitas within AB 63 reveals that the unheroic quality of the
latter’s statue is more than incidental. Indeed, reading AB 63 alongside AB 64, it becomes
apparent that both poems form part of a sustained analysis of what it means to be accurate in
representing a subject. Equally, these epigrams invite reflection upon how the nature of said
subject - whether heroic or not - is expressed through a creative medium. For Idomeneus and
Philitas, the distinction between their relative heroic and unheroic quality is expressed in
contrasting capacity to ‘speak’ as statues. Despite statuesque form, the vitality of Idomeneus

(and Lysippus’ Alexander in API 120) suffuses his representation, giving it voice. However,

213 See particularly Hom. 11.4.251-254, 018" aue’ Tdopevija daippova 0opiocovto: / Toopeved uév évi mpopdyotg
ovi eikelog Ay, / Mnpidvig 8 pa ol mopdtac dtpvve pdrayyog; - see further Angiod (2002), Sens (2004), 75-
76, (2005), 217-220.

218 Sens (2005), 215.

217 Sens (2002), 5-7

218 Sens (2005), 215.
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Philitas’ mortality, captured so well by Hecataeus, means the old man, though lifelike, will

remain ultimately silent.

Within the context of the Andriantopoiika, Philitas’ silence can be interpreted as part of
Posidippus’ ongoing commentary on representative accuracy, but reading this commentary
alongside the Seal, a different agenda emerges. As discussed, the statue which the author’s
persona desires is reminiscent of the heroic honours done to Philitas by the Coans, recorded by
Hermesianax: however, we are confronted, in 4B 63, with a Philitas whose fundamental
mortality, and whose lack of heroism - in the sense with which it can be applied to the iliadic
Idomeneus, and to Alexander - renders his statue mute, alongside his talkative companions. I
propose that the silence of Philitas in 4B 63 further emphasises Posidippus’ divergence from a
purely linear uptake of the honours done to his predecessor, by depicting, within the Seal,

another heroised poet, whose heroism is repeatedly qualified in vocal terms.

The recollection of the oracular response given to Telesicles for Archilochus is characterised
as a govnv afovévtny (118.13), and Archilochus himself'is described as the Parian nightingale
(118.18): while the description of this particular poet as a sweet-singing bird is perhaps
incongruous, given the famed venom of Archilochus’ songs, it nevertheless reiterates that song
is the cause of his heroic honour. Indeed, this description comes precisely at the moment when
the reader is told to give offerings for Archilochus, as expected for a hero - singing and heroism
are, therefore, juxtaposed. Archilochus’ heroism is characterised by precisely that which
Philitas lacks, and thus the iambicist is presented as a counterpoint to the Coan scholar-poet.
Posidippus then takes this juxtaposition a step further, and presents himself as the heroised poet
who receives all that which his predecessors did, unifying within his own persona the traditions

surrounding Archilochus’ and Philitas’ honours.*"

To fully grasp this, we first need to turn
back to 4B 63. In the careful description of Philitas’ statue, Posidippus creates a parallel
between the sculpted subject and the activity of his creator: while Hecataeus sculpts Philitas
alx[p]png dxpovg (63.2), Philitas himself is the dxpopépivov mplésPov (63.5-6), the hapax
evoking Philitas’ reputation for serious scholarly pursuits, echoing the description offered by

Hermesianax (fr.7.77-78 Powell).**” As Sens has noted, Posidippus expands upon the trope of

1 We might also note, in the persona’s assertion that he stands doxinov (118.24), a further suggestion that he

has eschewed directly taking a predecessor as a direct model, given the significance of staves - particularly, their
transference between predecessors or guarators and poets - in scenes of poetic initiation and legitimation, on which
see further Chapter 4.2.

20 On the description of Philitas as dipopépiuvoc, see particularly Bing (2003), 332. See also adesp. FGE 134,
Ael. VH.9.14. See further Bing (2003), (2009), 15, Sens (2005), 210-212, Stewart (2005), 202.

75



Philitas’ activity being reflected in the character of the man himself - a trope found in other
statue epigrams, as discussed in the introduction to this chapter - by that same activity of hyper-
carefulness being transferred to Hecataeus, evident in his act of crafting.”?' The ability to be
axpiPng in action thus connects Philitas and Hecataeus, establishing a link between the activity
of the two professions.””> This interrelation between the acts of poets and craftsmen is
particularly significant for our consideration of the Sea/ and AB 63 as intertexts. Both poets
and craftsmen are conceptually linked by their comparable engagement in the creative process,
but equally, both professions share a purpose: the raison d’étre of their work is, fundamentally,
that of memorialisation, and it is for their success in this task for which both Hecataeus and
Philitas are praised. Within AB 63, Posidippus establishes that Hecataeus is a master of
representative accuracy, a capacity which mirrors the abilities demonstrated by Philitas, and
Hecataeus’ memorialisation of Philitas is, therefore, quintessentially faithful to his subject.
However, the holistic depiction of craftsman and craft extends further, beyond Hecataeus, to
the other creative force at work in this epigram: Posidippus himself. I propose that Posidippus
implicitly suggests that he, like Hecataeus, holds to the straight canon of truth. As noted, we
can read this in the representation of Ptolemy as god and king, but we also obliquely detect it
in Posidippus’ own presentation of Hecataeus’ sculpture, perfectly capturing its detail in the
epigram - even &ig dvuyoag (63.2) - and thus he is equally in possession of the accuracy shared
by Philitas and Hecataeus.”” Such an assertion on Posidippus’ part would complement the
author’s overarching program with the Milan Papyrus as a whole: as we have observed, within
the Andriantopoiika, the author displays a persistent focus on precision and exactness as a
reflection of excellence, in both poetry and material craftsmanship (this focus is found also in
the Lithika). 1 suggest, however, that we also observe the programmatic import of accuracy,
and the notion that a craftsman’s ability is reflected in (and reflective of) the represented object,
in the Seal. In the closing lines, Posidippus’ authorial persona envisages himself speaking
rightly, 6pBoennc, amongst the crowd (118.24). This celebration of straightness, accuracy and
truth broadly reiterates the leitmotif of AB 63, but the performance of an 6p0d¢ act must also
explicitly recall Hecataeus’ lauded dAn0eing 0pBoy kavova (63.6). The ability to be 6p86g thus
connects Hecataeus with Posidippus’ persona, much as to be dxpipng linked Philitas and

Hecataeus: as a result, the implicit parallel between the activity of Posidippus-as-poet and

221 Sens (2002), 3-4.

2 Sens (2005) further traces the development of this relationship through the first four epigrams of the
Andriantopoiika.

2 Stewart, (2005), 205; see further Stewart (2007) 135-136.
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Hecataeus-as-craftsman made in AB 63 is both reiterated and further substantiated in the Seal.
We can further posit that Posidippus desires his readers to detect a similarly complementary
relationship between the poet and his craft, here represented by the statue in the Pellacan agora:
much as the man is straight and truthful, so is the statue, and thus so is that which the statue
symbolises - Posidippus’ poetry in toto. The description of Posidippus’ persona as 0pBoemnng
thus recursively authorises the message of the Seal: if Posidippus is straight-talking, then that
which he creates must be equally dpB86c. Furthermore, the ability to speak is itself significant,
as we have seen: Posidippus thus surpasses Philitas, in that he is both represented as a statue

and manages to speak, reaching the heroic heights of Idomeneus, and Alexander.

To conclude, I have demonstrated that Posidippus’ act of self-representation within the Seal is
an intertextual process, which draws upon the traditions which surround his poetic
predecessors, and utilises the author’s other poems as a frame of reference. The narrative of
Archilochus’ heroisation serves as a partial model from which Posidippus takes his start:
familiar elements (the oracular response, and the role of the Muses in guaranteeing the poet
immortal fame) are reconstituted in the Sea/, though Posidippus makes his persona an active
proponent of his fame, as opposed to Archilochus’ more passive role as recipient of both the
Muses’ gift and Apollo’s oracle. Simultaneously, Posidippus looks to Philitas as a near-
contemporary poet who likewise enjoyed honour and status as a result of his work. Once again,
however, Posidippus does not take up Philitas’ honours for himself without emendation.
Indeed, Posidippus engages with the tradition of Philitan honours via the intermediary of his
own representation of the poet, utilising the aesthetic discourse of AB 63, and the wider critical
context of the Andriantopoiika, as a framework for his self-representation in the Seal. Read
alone, AB 63 celebrates the triumph of Hecataeus, and his production of a representation which
captures, to the greatest of accuracy, the mortality of Philitas. However, reading the epigram
in conjunction with the epigram on Idomeneus, with their shared model AP/ 120, and further
with the Seal, it becomes apparent that, without something from the form of heroes, a statue
remains silent, and that without a voice, those most celebrated by its accuracy are its maker(s)
and its dedicator. By contrast, Posidippus ensures that his statue will not remain voiceless.
Within the Seal, the statue serves as only one facet of Posidippus’ immortal fame: borrowing
from Archilochus’ tradition, and having received an oracular pronouncement from Apollo’s
own eovnv afavartny (118.13), Posidippus will ultimately stand in the crowd 6pBoenng (4B
118.24), attesting to the author’s heroic quality and speaking with a voice which Hecataeus’

aAn0eing 0pBOY kavdova denied his sculpted subject.
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2.2 Materiality, memory and predecessor in Callimachus’ Tomb of Simonides

In Aet.fr.64 Pf., usually called the Tomb of Simonides,”* Callimachus presents a fascinating
exploration of the poetics of memorialisation and the epigrammatic tradition, and equally offers
a reflection upon the nebulous concept of authorial presence within poetry. These themes are
closely interconnected: the absence of Simonides’ tomb stands in opposition to the
memorialising act that the dead poet undertakes, as this act reveals that Simonides retains the
ability to speak - to be present within the narrative - despite the tomb’s removal. In
commemorating the loss of his tomb, Simonides recalls its inscription, further blurring the
boundaries between the text (the Tomb of Simonides itself) and the absent verses inscribed on
the tomb. I argue that Callimachus chooses Simonides as the paradoxical speaker of an absent
epitaph precisely because of that poet’s engagement with the theme of commemoration -
particularly in the context of inscription - within his poetry. Furthermore, Callimachus draws
on the tradition that held that Simonides was famed for his prodigious memory, and equally
upon his perceived status as one of the founding fathers of the epigrammatic genre. In the
presentation of Simonides and the lamentation of his situation, Callimachus encapsulates the
ambiguity of the issues of voice and presence that underpin sepulchral epigram in both

inscribed and book form.

More than just a consideration of the tropes of epigrammatic genre, however, I suggest that the
Tomb of Simonides presents a complex instance of a poet employing the persona of a poetic
predecessor in order to reflect upon his own poetic activity. I argue that Callimachus establishes
Simonides as a persona, drawing on the voice of that poet gleaned from a biographical
interpretation of a number of his poems, emphasising Simonides’ divinely sanctioned
commemorative abilities before then implying, through his own act of preserving the poet’s
memory within the 4efia, that he himself possesses similar powers of memorialisation. In so
doing, Callimachus effectively presents himself as a second Simonides, but one refashioned
for the Hellenistic milieu: Callimachus’ poem reveals, subtly, that the book-roll, rather than
stone or song, has become the memorialising medium par excellence. 1 further demonstrate
that the presentation of Simonides bears a marked similarity to that of Hipponax in the lambs,
and suggest that both occupy a similar encapsulatory position, within the context of

Callimachus’ poetry: both personae embody the genres they were famous for composing in,

224 Peeiffer (1949).
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but also reflect the generic innovations that Callimachus had wrought upon said genres. |
ultimately suggest that Callimachus’ memorialisation - and concurrent materialisation - of his
poetic predecessors typifies the complex relationship Hellenistic poets held with their
antecedents, reflecting their desire both the continue the traditions of the past, but equally,

emphasising their innovations.

The text of the Tomb of Simonides is curtailed due to damage, but the preserved lines of the
text present an intriguing narrative:

Ovd’ ¢]v tor Kapdpva 1600V kakdv 0kkOcov a[v]opog
Kivn]0gig 0ciov TOPPog Emkpepdoot’
Kol y]ap €udv Kote ofjpa, To pot Tpd mdAnog Ex[ev]av
Z7v’] Axpayavtivol Ecivifo]v alopevot,
5 ... KJat’ obv fipenyev avip kakoc, &l Tv’ dodel[g
Doivik]a TTOMOC GYETAMOV YEUOVA
[ ]9 éyxatéleEev éuny AiBov 00dE TO ypdppa
N6€c0n 10 Aéyov 1oV [u]e Asompémneog
keloBan Kniov dvopa tov iepdv, 0¢ t0 tepioca
10 . Koi] pvpunv Tpdtog 0g Eppachuny,
o0d’ Vuéag, [Todddevkeg, vmétpeoey, ol pe perdbpov
HEALOVTOG TimTEY €KTOG £050€ KOTE
dartvpudévev dro podvov, dte Kpavvoviog aiod
dMcOgv peyédovg oikog &mi Tkomddag.
15 Gvakec, dA..[1..]. yap T fv[

]...000ped[ 1-Bogw[
....Apovg | ].iovvdo.[

..... not.[ lev avijyev[
i 1[]ev k. [

Not even Camarina would threaten as great an evil
as the tomb of a holy man if it was moved from its place.
Once, you see, my grave, which the Acragantines
built up in front of the city in reverence for [Zeus] Xenios,
5 an evil man tore down: you may have heard of him,
[the Phoenician,] the merciless general of the city.
He built my stone into a [ ] and did not respect the inscription
which says I lay there, the son of Leoprepes,
the sacred man of Ceos, who additional...
10 [and] I who first perceived the art of memory.

22> The supplement for the opening of .7 commonly suggested is T0pye, but this depends upon Sud.s.v. Ziueovidng

(X 441 Adler): as Morrison (2013), 291.n.9 and Dyer (Suda Online http://www.stoa.org/sol-bin/search.pl last
accessed March 2015) note, the version of events therein is improbable: cf. D.S. 13.85-88. Bruss (2004) and
Livrea (2006) suggest ®oivik]a at 64.6 which may refer to “the Phoenician”: see also Pind.Py#41.72, Thuc. 1.116,
D.S. 13.80ff. Diodorus Siculus reports that the Carthaginian Hannibal destroyed Acragas in 406 by means of a
causeway constructed from destroyed tombs: D.S. 13.86.1, and see further on interpreting this Hannibal as “the
Phoenician” below. Dyer suggests mopOu@, “causeway”, or mopu®, “carrying sack” as possible alternative
supplementations, while Livrea (2006), 53n.2 posits yoportt, “mound”. For criticism of the reading of goivi& as
an ethnonym, see Massimilla (2006), 41-42.
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Nor, Polydeuces, did he fear you two,
who once placed me alone of the guests
outside the hall at the moment of collapse, when - alas! -
the house at Crannon fell on the great Scopadae.
15 O lords...
That absence and presence is a core theme of the Tomb of Simonides is overtly apparent within
the narrative: the speaker of the poem - one immediately assumes Simonides, though I will
return to this identification momentarily - bemoans his sorry lot, his tombstone having been
ripped from its proper place and pressed into service as masonry. Despite the absence of the
tomb, however, the incumbent still speaks. The deceased-as-speaker is a staple feature of
sepulchral epigram,”® but in the Tomb of Simonides, Callimachus subverts this trope: the
fiction of the deceased being able to speak out from the tomb is, as discussed in Chapter 1,
sustained by the co-located presence of the deceased, the tomb and, most importantly, the
inscription, but these core elements have been separated in this instance. The situation is more
closely paralleled in examples drawn from sepulchral book-epigram, in which the reception of
the text is predicated upon the absence of the tomb, but a notable difference is that, in the case
of such book-epigrams, the absence of the tomb at the point of reception is a result of the
reconfiguration of the epigram from inscriptional to book form: the tomb is not absent in foto,
as a reader is able (and, often, encouraged) to construct a facsimile of the physical situation
through the recapitulation of stylistic and formal aspects of inscribed epigram.**’ A particular
sub-type of sepulchral epigrams - epigrams for those that died at sea - does evince the situation
we encounter here, a particularly fine example being the epigram for Timolytus by Leonidas
(16 GP = AP 7.654) which concludes with the startling revelation that Toufw 6’ ovy Vo
Twolvtog, “Timolytus is under no tomb”, prompting a reader to question the very notion that

*% In a similar fashion, the reader of the Tomb of

this is an evocation of an inscribed text.
Simonides is encouraged to question how it is that Simonides imparts his message at all, given
that the text emphasises that the tomb and inscription - the means through which the deceased
might speak post-mortem - no longer remain. The act of memorialisation that Simonides
undertakes within the poem mirrors his erstwhile tomb’s memorialising function, but is equally

paralleled in Callimachus’ act of composing the text: as Peter Bing notes, the poem itself is a

2% Bruss (2005) provides a fulsome consideration of this feature throughout his analysis of absence and presence

in sepulchral epigrams. Further valuable recent studies: Tsagalis (2008), Tueller (2008), Vestrheim (2010).

7 The Hellenistic epigrammatists were, of course, liable to play with the expected presence of the inscribed object
in epigram, much as they did with the ambiguity of the speaking voice.

¥ See in general on this sub-type Bruss (2005), particularly 117-139.
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. . . 229
“commemoration of a commemoration of a commemoration”. These nested acts of

remembrance encompass the Acragantines who erected Simonides’ tomb, Simonides as the
speaker of the poem and the tomb’s incumbent, Callimachus and, in the act of reception, the
reader. The centrality of memorialisation as a theme, however, stands in opposition to the
seemingly impossible nature of the communication which Simonides engages in: much as the
epigram for Timolytus reveals its own artificiality, so Simonides, in commemorating the
destruction of his tomb, reveals the subversion of standard epigrammatic practice. The ability
of the tomb and its inscription to enact memorialisation is disrupted, yet the act of
memorialisation still takes place. The deceased ironically commemorates the ‘death’ of his

tomb, thus flaunting the seemingly paradoxical nature of his speech.

Those expecting a funerary epigram are, as Annette Harder has noted, destined to be frustrated,
with the content of the epigram - the ypapupo - appearing only through an indirect report (64.8-
9) embedded within the poem.**® At the same moment, however, the deceased honoured by the
inscription (reckoned to be Simonides, particularly with his identification as son of Leoprepes)
is, it seems, also the voice behind the present elegy, a notion encouraged by the references
made to €udv ofjpa (64.3), éunv ABov (64.7) and the report that the inscription Aéyov [p]e
Kkeloar (64.8-9).2" As numerous scholars have highlighted, the situation of the speaker casts
a reader into doubt: how should we envisage Simonides’ locative situation, particularly the

9232 Furthermore, is it even certain that we should

point of origin from which his speech issues
perceive Simonides behind these words, despite the biographical data prompting us to make
just such an identification? I posit that our response as readers of the Tomb of Simonides - to
question the nature of who speaks and how they endeavour to do so - is actively encouraged,
particularly when we consider the nexus of allusions that Callimachus evokes through the

figure of Simonides.

Callimachus’ presentation of Simonides and his situation finds notable parallels in Simonides’

own works. In particular, scholars have detected echoes of the principal themes of the Tomb of

2 Bing (1988b), 69.

2% Harder (1996), 97. See also Meyer (2005), 227.

#1 The facts regarding the identity of the deceased coincide with the information regarding Simonides given
elsewhere, e.g., Simon. fr.89 West (=146 Bergk = Arist. Or.28.59-60, 11. 160.20 Keil), Hdt. 7.228, Mar.Par.54:
see Sud.s.v. Zipovidng (X 439, 440, 441 Adler) for a collection of biographical evidence regarding his life - 441
explicitly uses fr.64 Pf. and the anecdotes therein, though as noted, this source is less than reliable. Méannlein-
Robert (2009), 49 notes that Chamaeleon’s Ilepi Zipumvidov was most probably a source for Callimachus - the
work is only fragmentarily preserved in Athenaeus: Ath. 14.656c-e, 10.456¢-457a, 13.611a. See further Kegel
(1961), Podlecki (1979), (1984) 178-202, Lefkowitz (1981), 49-56.

2 See e.g., Bing (1988b), 67-70, Harder (1996), Fantuzzi in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 48-49, Morrison (2013).
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Simonides - memorialisation, remembrance and the role of the written word - in a number of

Simonidean poems. This is certainly the case in PMG 581 (= D.L. 1.89-90):

Tig Kev aivroele v iovvog Atvdov vaétav Kiedfovrov,
devaoig motapoic’ dvleot T’ elapivoig
deAiov te PLOYL YpLGENS TE CEAGVAG
Kol BoAaccaioot divors” avtiBévta pévog oTdAag;
5 droavta yap €0t Oedv fioow* AlBov 6
Kai Bpdteot mordpot Opavovit popod PwTOg Gde POvAd.

Who if he trusts his wits would praise Cleobulus who dwells in Lindus
for setting beside ever-flowing rivers and the flowers of spring
and the flame of the sun and the golden moon
and the eddies of the sea, the force of a stele?
5 For all things are weaker than the gods; and stone
even mortal hands can shatter; this is the devising of a fool.

PMG 581 is a direct response to Cleobulus’ epigram on the tomb of Midas:**?
YOkt TopBEvog eipl, Mida & éml ofjpatt KeTpot.
€oT’ Av VOWp T VAN Koi dEvOpea pakpa TeONAY,
NEMOG T Avidv AGumn, AAUTPA T GEANVN,
Kol wotapol ye péwotv, TA0wot, avakiuln o Bdlacoa,
5 aOTOD THOE HEVOLGO TOAVKANDT® ml TOUP®,
ayyehém maprodor Midag 61t o€ té0amtat.

I am a maiden of bronze, and I rest upon Midas’ grave.

So long as water flows and tall trees flower,

and the rising sun shines, and the radiant moon,

and rivers swell, and sea laps shore,

5 remaining here, over the much-lamented tomb,

I will tell passers-by that Midas is buried here.
In these two poems we can observe an exploration of one of the primary motifs of the Tomb of
Simonides: the permanency and efficacy of the tomb as a site - and propagator - of memory.
As Benjamin Acosta-Hughes and Harder note, the closing lines of Simonides’ poem, AiBov d¢
/ kai PBpdteot mordpor Opavovtt (581.5-6) are an obvious precursor to the narrative of
Callimachus’ elegy:>** Simonides, so forthright in his dismissal of the stele as an immortal

memorial of fame is, ironically, proved wholly correct in his assessment by the destruction of

his own tomb.***> Hermann Frinkel suggests that Simonides’ anger in PMG 581 occurs because

3 The epigram is preserved variously: I give here the text found in D.L. 1.89-90. The version quoted at Plat.

Phaed.264d (to which the version at AP 7.153 is identical) omits vv.3-4. See also Cert.Hom. et Hes.15

2% Acosta-Hughes (2010), 177-178, Harder (2012), I1.515.

3 Bruss (2004), 63 highlights the ironic incongruity of a poet so famed for his sepulchral epigrams lamenting the
destruction of his own inscribed monument.
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of “the presumptuous claim made by an inscription ascribing immortality to the grave-
monument of which it formed a part”,*® a point which Andrew Ford develops by stressing that
Simonides rails against the stele precisely because it is inscribed, because it claims the ability
to tell the passers-by of Midas (and thus propagate his fame) forever.>*” By Callimachus’ period
of writing, the possibility for inscriptions to express themselves with an artful, poetic nuance
was recognised, but this should not be heralded as a Hellenistic phenomenon, as it can already
be observed during Simonides’ floruit: one 5™ Century epigram (CEG 429), for example, opens
with a reflexive exhortation; avdn teyvinesoa Aibo, Aéye Tig t0d” @[yaiua] | otijoev, “skilful
voice of stone, tell who dedicated this statue”.**® The identification of the stone as a possessor
of techne elevates it above the status of a passive medium for poetry, an instead makes it akin
to an active performer. I posit that Simonides has the concept of the poetically skilful stone in
mind in PMG 581: it is AMBog - rather than yoAxog, for example - which is the target of
Simonides’ approbation, because it is inscribed stone and the worrying claim (for Simonides,
at least) that it might usurp the role of the singer in the dissemination of fame which concerns
him, first and foremost.”*” Simonides does not oppose stelae tout court, merely the

interconnected claims that they might possess an intrinsic poetic skill of their own, and that

they themselves might function as eternal monuments to fame.

A further epigram by Simonides seems to respond, implicitly, to the issues raised by the Midas

epigram (PMG 531 =D.S. 11.11.6):**

1OV &v Ogppomiraig Bavoviov
eOKAENG HEV O TOYO, KAAOG O’ O TOTHOG,
Bopog 8 6 Thpog, Tpd YoV 88 uvictic, 6 8’ oi[k]tog Emaivog:
EVTaQLoV 0& ToloDTOV 0UT’ EVPAG
5 010’ 6 TaVOAUATOP ALOVPDOGEL XPOVOG,.
AvopdV ayaddv 6de oniog oikétav vdo&iav
‘EALGSOC €lheTo papTupel 0¢ kol Aswvidog,

2 Erinkel (1975), 430.

27 Ford (2002), 107.

% On inscribed epigrams adduced in discussion of literary fechne, see A. Petrovic (2007a), 59-64.

% Fearn (2013) argues for a very different interpretation of PMG 581, suggesting that Simonides’ target is not
epigraphy, but Cleobulus’ literary endeavours: see particularly Fearn (2013), 234-235. However, I am not
convinced by the argument that Simonides’ attack on the pévog otéAag is targeted with specificity at the author
of the Midas epigram; it is, rather, inscribed stelae which are depicted as the hubristic claimants of impermeable
fame, and Cleobulus’ poem exemplifies this. Klooster (2011), 33 makes an attractive point regarding PMG 581,
suggesting that Simonides may be ironically highlighting the contemporary predominance of oral dissemination,
if we assume that the poet probably never actually saw the tomb of Midas, and only received a report of its
inscription.

% The connection has been well noted: see, e.g., Steiner (1999), Ford (2002), 110-112, Fearn (2013). Particularly
noteworthy is the recurrence of variations of daévaog, “ever-flowing” in all three poems: devioig Totapoic’ in
PMG 581.2, which alludes to the bronze maiden of Cleobulus’ epigram reporting that she will proclaim Midas’
fame as long €01’ v Uwp te va, and the description of a fame that is aévaov in PMG 531.9.
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Yrdptog Paciiede, dpetdg LEyov AEAOITmg
KOGHOV AEVOOV TE KAEOG.

Of those who died at Thermopylae,
well-famed is their fate, and fine is their destiny.
The tomb is an altar; instead of lamentations they have remembrance,
groaning for them is praise;
they are wrapped in such a shroud as neither stain
5 nor all-subduing time will darken.
This shrine for worthy men has as its attendant the esteem
of Greece. Leonidas, the Spartan king,
bears witness also, he who has left behind a great ornament of his excellence
and an ever-flowing fame.”*!

The tomb for the Spartans is markedly different to Midas’ tomb as presented in Cleobulus’
epigram. Whereas in that epigram, the maiden - and the inscription - became the means through
which the fame of the deceased would be propagated,”* there is, in Simonides’ poem, no
mention of its inscribed nature. Simonides instead presents the tomb propagating the fame of
the Spartans without any acknowledgement of an inscription. Indeed, the tomb is not a tépoc,
but rather a Bopdg (531.3), and thus, as our expectations of lamentation at the graveside are
replaced with visions of praise at an altar, so our general assumptions regarding the expected

d.?® Deborah Steiner has

form of commemoration through tomb and inscription are subverte
argued persuasively that Simonides gradually dematerialises the deceased, the tomb, their
memory and the incipient fame, constructing a verbal monument in place of the physical, and
imbuing the resulting memorial with an impermeable quality, precisely as a result of its

erstwhile materiality.***

This process of de-location renders the memory of the Spartans
unassailable, because their fame lives, recurrently, through the performance and dissemination
of Simonides’ encomiastic poem: bearing witness to this process is - not an ‘eternal’ bronze
maiden - but rather Leonidas, whose own fame, rather than materiality, will ensure immortal

memory.

! Trans. Ford (2002), adapted.

2 Notably, by emphasising its materiality at the outset with the assertion that yoAiij map8évog eipi, combined
with an outlook which surpasses the moment of reading, the Cleobulus epigram does not allow readers to easily
envisage themselves as the “I” of the text: see Svenbro (1993), 26-43 on the conception of the speaking object as
an autonomous entity. See further Stehle (1997), 311-318, Meyer (2005), 70-74, Day (2010), 44-46.

3 Compare PMG 594: Plutarch, speaking about the fame which a man accrues during life, which is bestowed to
him as a ‘gift’ upon his death by the community, says that Simonides said that this gift £oyatov dveton karta yac,
“is the last to sink beneath the earth”, Plut. Mor.783E. See further Burzacchini (1977) for this fragment’s
correspondence to PMG 531.

** Compare ‘Simon.” FGE 8 = AP 7.253. See further Steiner (1999), 386-387. See also Svenbro (1993), 51-52,
Sourvinou-Inwood (1996), 147-151, Cf. Fearn (2013), 237-239.
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By contrast, inscriptions after the form of the Midas epigram represent a fixation of memory
which is counter-intuitive to Simonides’ dematerialised poetics, as conceptualised in the two
poems above. Indeed, the unwillingness to imbue an inscribed monument with the ability to
spread fame in and of itself (as the bronze maiden claims to) seems even to extend to cases in
which we possess an inscription seemingly composed by Simonides himself, such as the
epitaph for the deceased Spartans - a poem which has been recurrently adduced in discussions

of the poet’s views on fame and memorialisation (FGE 22b = AP 7.249 = Hdt. 7.228):

o Eetv’, dyyéhhey Aakedonpoviog 8Tt tfide
keipeba, 101G Ketvov pnpact elfdpuevol.

Stranger, tell the Lacedaemonians that here
we lie, obedient to their orders.”*’
Here, the stele is conceived of primarily as an instigator, or a conduit, through which the
deceased may receive commemoration, while it is the reader who is explicitly tasked with

d.?*® The voice which resounds is that

propagating the message (and thus the fame) of the dea
of the deceased Spartans: the inscribed stele remains a silent participant, and its role remains
strictly mediatory.**” Thus, it can be argued that the epigram reflects the approach to inscribed
monuments advocated in PMG 581 and implied in PMG 531: however, using the epigrams
ascribed to Simonides as a source from which to construct a poetic approach advocated by the
author must be hedged with caveats, not least of which is that his authorship of the poems is,
in almost every case, debated, leading scholars such as Denys Page to group prospective
epigrams under the tenuous heading ‘Simonides’.**® What can be gleaned from a general
survey of the sepulchral epigrams ascribed to the author is the relative dearth of instances in
which the speaker is the tomb or the inscribed monument, as is the case in Cleobulus’ epigram.

Of the epigrams purportedly written by Simonides, only three employ language which

designates tomb or stele as the speaker:**’ in the fifty or so other sepulchral epigrams, the

3 See Petrovic (2007b), 245-249 on the variants of this text.

% See further Sider (2007), 122-123, A. Petrovic (2007b), 246-248.

7 See further Baumbach, Petrovic and Petrovic (2010), 16-19 on the delapidarisation of this epigram.

8 page (1981). See further on the issue of authorship, e.g., Erbse (1998), Bravi (2006), Sider (2007), A. Petrovic
(2007b), particularly 25-51, Schmitz (2010b).

* FGE 82=AP 7.509, FGE 83a = AP 7.344a, FGE 83b = AP 7.344b. The final two of these epigrams, however,
present their own puzzle, particularly with regards to their relationship to one another: in the Palatine Anthology,
the epigrams are separated, and the second is attributed to Callimachus (both speakers being lions placed upon
tombs). In the Planudean Anthology, the two are juxtaposed, with ‘b’ bearing the heading ‘by the same author’:
see further Page (1981), 298-299.
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identity of the speaker is either the deceased, or unclear.”” If we are willing to accept that the
epigrams ascribed to Simonides give, at the very least, a not wholly inaccurate reflection of his
actual output, then it seems reasonable to conclude that Simonides rarely placed the tomb into
a speaking role, and that, if he did in fact occasionally do so, it did not advertise its ability to
memorialise, or its role in the dissemination of the fame of the deceased.””' I thus posit that
Simonides demonstrates a marked tendency to efface the inscribed monument in the process
of an epigram’s reception. If we take as a subset the sepulchral epigrams which Andrej Petrovic
identifies as most plausibly Simonidean in origin,** it is notable that the speaker is never the
tomb, it is either the deceased (FGE 11, FGE 16, FGE 22b = AP 7.249) or unclear (FGE 1,
FGE 6 = AP 7.677, FGE 22a, FGE 26a). Furthermore, in the instances in which the deceased

253
In

does occupy the role, it is notable that it is a group rather than an individual who speaks.
these sepulchral epigrams then, the voice of the epigram is either ambiguous, or de-specified
to the extent that a host of persons can be detected behind the words of the text: crucially, it is
never implied that the inscribed stele, or the tomb more generally, speaks in propria persona.*>*
The stone upon which the epigram is written is thus figuratively displaced in the reader’s
engagement with the text: the materiality of the epigram is de-emphasised within the text itself,
and the act of communicative performance which the poem engenders takes centre stage (as is
overtly the case in the epigram on the Spartan dead). In so doing, the inscription transgresses

its material limits, encouraging the perception of oral communication at the point of reception,

% The only notably different speaking voice of these epigrams is that of FGE 75 = AP 7.511, in which the epigram

employs the ‘internalising I’, as discussed in Chapter 1.1. The case of the speaking voice in the dedicatory
epigrams is similar to that of the sepulchral poems - in only one of the epigrams is the voice distinct (FGE 17a =
AP 6.197), and in that case the voice is seemingly that of the dedicator.

1 No parallel to the bronze maiden’s role as explicit disseminator of memory can be detected: in the case of FGE
82 = AP 7.509, the monument announces simply ofjua @cdyvidoc eipi Twvonéoc, O ' énédniev / Thadrog
£rapeing avti molvypoviov, “I am the marker of Theognis of Sinope, Glaucus placed me over him on account of
their long companionship.” In the case of AP 7.344a and b, the epigrams are more decorative, and the speaker
more artful: FGE 83a = AP 7.344a, Onp@dv pev kApTIoTog EYD, Ovatdv & Ov Eyd vV / ppovpd, T®dE TAP® Advog
éuPeface, “I am the most valiant of beasts, and most valiant of men is he whom I guard standing on this stone
tomb”; FGE 83b = AP 7.344b, AL’ &l prj Bopdv ye Aéwv £udv oBvopd 1" elyev, / ovk dv £y0 TOUP® TS émédnica
wodag, “Never, unless Leo had had my courage and strength would I have set foot on this tomb.” However, we
can note that the speakers’ self-presentation is ultimately subsumed into the process of honouring the deceased,
in marked opposition to the bronze maiden, whose existence is ultimately separate from that which she honours.
See further Tueller (2008), 19-20: Tueller’s survey of CEG evinces a far higher proportion of cases in which the
tomb or monument is the speaker in epigrams of Simonides’ floruit as opposed to the epigrams ascribed to the
author.

22 A Petrovic (2007b), 280.

P E.g., FGE 11.1; & Eew’ ebvdpov mok’ évaiopeg dioto Kopiviov, “Stranger, once we lived in the water-rich city
of Corinth”; FGE 16.1-2; ‘EALGS1 kai Meyapedoty hevBepov duap aééetv / iépevor Bavatov poipav édefaueba,
“For Greece and the Megarians, to glorify the day of freedom we hasten to receive the fate of death”; see also
FGE 22b = AP 7.249 = Hdt. 7.228 above.

% See Svenbro (1993), 39-42 on the assessment of $3e or T3¢ as potential markers for egocentrism: see further
Sourvinou-Inwood (1995), 281-283, Day (2000), 44, Meyer (2005), 17-19.
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rather than inscribed. Thus, I suggest that when Simonides avows that he does not trust the
propagation of fame to the pévoc otdhag (PMG 581.4) he specifically means the physical
object. Instead, he entrusts the commemorative act to the de-materialised voice which issues
from the inscription, which resounds through the reader’s reception, and in the subsequent

dissemination of the memorial it creates.

Reading the Tomb of Simonides in light of this proposed Simonidean approach to inscription
and epigram, it becomes clear that Callimachus undertakes a nuanced engagement with
Simonides’ dematerialised poetics: the author presents his poem as a development of
Simonides’ critique of stelae with regards to their role as both physical monument and vocal
propitiator of fame, by framing said critique in the context of the biographical narrative
regarding the poet’s remarkable mnemotechnical skill. The thematic centrality of memory
within the poem is, as Bing notes, in ironic opposition to its narrative: the destroyer of
Simonides’ tomb showed neither respect for the physical site of memory which it represented,
nor for the memorialising powers of its incumbent.”> Simonides’ argument regarding the
impermanence of inscribed stone (in and of itself) as a guarantor of memory is therefore
demonstrated to be unfortunately astute: the tomb as presented by Simonides is literally a stone
which has the ability to speak (64.7-8), but this speech is ultimately impermanent, and the
intended act of memorialisation fails upon the dematerialisation of this speaking object. It is,
however, worth considering the role of memory beyond its potential value as a source of irony
within the poem. Callimachus is the first extant source to connect two anecdotes regarding
Simonides: that he was the first to devise a system of mnemotechnics,**® and that he was saved
from a house-collapse by the Dioscuri, an anecdote which goes on to recount that he was able
to identify every person who had been banqueting in the house for burial from where they had

been sitting, made possible only through his prodigious powers of recollection.”’ The

3 Bing (1988b), 68-69. Bruss (2004), 64 further notes the possibility that goivié recalls the ascription of the
invention of writing to the Phoenicians - and the irony that “the ethnos that gave the Greeks writing cannot
understand it”, leading to an absolute failure of memory.

% Numerous later sources reiterate this: particularly interesting is P.Oxy.1800 fr.1.col.2.36, a biography on
Simonides which, at 1.40, reports tTiveg & avT@® TV TV PVNUOVIKGV eDpecty TpooTiféacty, Kol avTog 8¢ ToL
0070 Qaivel dud T@V Emtypappdtov, “some ascribe to him the invention of mnemonics, and he demonstrates this
somewhere through his epigrams”. See also Plin. N.H.7. 24.89, Longin. Rhet.718. See further Slater (1972), 235-
236, Letkowitz (1981), 54-55.

27 Callimachus is one of our earliest sources for the anecdote on the house at Crannon, on which see Massimilla
(2006), 46-48. Callimachus’ connection of the two anecdotes is explored further by Ménnlein-Robert (2007b) and
(2009). The episode is also referenced in Theoc. Id.16.34-39, 40-46, and later versions appear in, e.g., Cic. de
Orat.2.86.351-353, Quint. Inst.11.2.11-16 (= PMG 510). See further Molyneux (1971), 197-198, Carson (1999),
38-44.
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revelation of Simonides’ mnemotechnical abilities (64.10) stands between the report of the
poet’s epitaph (64.8-9) and his concluding, prayer-like address to the Dioscuri, which further

exemplifies Simonides’ memorialising powers (64.11ff.).**®

The reader is thus guided through
an evolution of the Simonidean conception of oral-memorial primacy, moving from the now
defunct tomb - a physical site of inscriptional memory which fails in its purpose - through to
Simonides’ development of mnemotechnics, and finally on to the deployment of the same
memory-system, an act which is conducted under the auspices of the divine, and which still
resonates as an act of memory via Callimachus’ poem.””” In doing so, Callimachus recalls
Simonides’ dismissal of the inscribed stele as an impermeable record of fame: the speaking
object fails its task, to ensure the memorialisation of the deceased, when confronted with a
passerby who fails to honour the implicit contract between reader and object, disrespecting the
monument and proving that, as Simonides warned, AiBov... Bpodteor mordpol Opavovit (PMG
581.5-6). Indeed, the only way to ensure lasting fame is to propagate the memory of the
deceased amongst the living, superseding the stone’s memorialising function through oral re-
performance and recollection of the inscribed commemoration. Simonides himself
demonstrates this, within Callimachus’ poem: he once again preserves the memory of the
Scopadae by recalling them in his prayer to the Dioscuri, obliquely evincing the superiority of

oral recollection.

The motif of memorialisation thus connects the biographical persona ‘Simonides’ with the
persona of the poet who emerges from a reading of PMG 581 and PMG 531: Callimachus
contextualises Simonides’ rejection of inscribed stelae as permanent sites of memory within
the anecdotes regarding the poet’s memorialising abilities, anecdotes which highlight the
communal and oral nature of said abilities. Indeed, I would suggest that Callimachus elides
Simonides’ memorialising abilities with the poet’s anti-inscriptional position, by presenting the

poet’s memorialisation of the Scopadae - as it occurs in the Tomb of Simonides - with a twist

8 Compare Simon. fr.89 West (=146 Bergk = Arist. Or.28.59-60, 1. 160.20 Keil).

% Acosta-Hughes (2010), 177 suggests along similar lines that “the reader of Simonides, as configured here,
moves backward, in sequence of narrated events: the present tomb, its destruction, its inscribing, the living
Simonides, and backward through memory. Simonides’ renowned mnemonic, celebrated in the tomb's inscription,
is itself explained through narrated memory and, hence, remembered”: he reiterates the point, and contrasts with
the reader’s narrative forward progression, in Acosta-Hughes (2011), 599-600. I would suggest that it is more
constructive to conceive of both the act of reading and the creation of Simonidean memory, though temporally
regressive, as thematically progressive: the systematic laying-out of the facets of memorialisation emphasise the
ultimately imperishable nature of memory when divorced from physicality.
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on the act of establishing an inscribed memorial.**® Prior to the recollection of the Scopadae,
the language of inscribed epigram has already been employed within the poem, in the usage of
keloBor within the report of the inscription on Simonides’ tomb. However, Callimachus
includes a further more metaphorical application of conventional epigrammatic language: in
recalling the Dioscuri’s timely intervention at Crannon, Simonides notes that the gods placed
him - £€0ece (64.12) - outside of the house. The use of 1iOn here is significant, as, similarly
to kefpon (which, as we observed, was used to epigrammatically evocative effect in the Sea/ of
Posidippus), it is a stock feature of inscribed epigram. TiOnut and related forms, such as
avatiOnu and émtibnu, are the most prevalent verbs used in dedicatory and sepulchral
epigrams, utilised to describe the act of dedicator, or the burier in erecting a monument upon a
grave.”®! In describing the action of the Dioscuri using the verb tifnu, and re-emphasising -
on several levels - Simonides’ ability to memorialise (and to commemorate the Scopadae in
particular), Callimachus presents Simonides as an eternal testament, much as Simonides
presented Leonidas in PMG 531. However, Callimachus does not reduplicate Simonides’
efforts directly: the form in which Leonidas bears witness is unclear: do we imagine a statue
of the king, or should we rather perceive his presence in more ephemeral terms? By contrast,
Simonides is given memorialising substance: though the use of ti6nu, the poet is presented as
an ‘inscription’ that commemorates those ‘entombed’ within the house-collapse at Crannon -
an act of pseudo-material commemoration undertaken by the gods themselves. Callimachus
thus depicts Simonides as a delapidarised epigram, a speaking record which, freed from the
detrimental constraints of materiality, functions in perpetuity. By thus blurring the medial
distinctions of commemoration, Callimachus presents a re-envisaged form of sepulchral
epigram, in which the act of memorialisation which stands at the heart of the genre transcends

. .. 262
material restriction, to occupy the same conceptual space as performed song.

2% To what extent this figurative inscriptional act has a parallel in actual practice is unclear. Stobaeus provides,

under the heading Zypovidov Opnivav, a quotation from the poet on the brevity of mortal life (Stob. Ecl.4.41.9 =
PMG 521), accompanied by a note by Favorinus which runs ®afwpivov: dvOpwmog - E56eTor. dAAS unde olkov.
domnep apéret 6 momng de&épyetat TV TV Zkomad®dv afpoav anmdAciov; “Favorinus: you are a man - prosper.
Don’t say it of a household, either. Look at how the poet described the utter destruction of the Scopadae” (Fav.
AP Stob. Ecl.4.41.62). Whether Favorinus refers to the quoted poem as the same in which Simonides treated the
destruction of the Scopadae is uncertain; see further Bowra (1961), 325, Kegel (1962), 47-48, Molyneux (1971),
201n.12, (1992), 121-129. However, this suggests Simonides composed actual dirges in commemoration of the
Scopadae following the house collapse, at which he may have been in attendance, and Callimachus’ presentation
of Simonides’ pseudo-inscriptional commemoration may therefore adapt and reprise an actual instance of sung
memorialisation, thereby reformatting the historical reality to suit Callimachus’ re-envisaged inscriptional
Simonides. Compare Theoc. /d.16.34-37, schol. ad /d.16.44. See further Page (1962), 243-244, Molyneux (1971),
203.

1 A, e.g., in FGE 73 = AP 7.300, ascribed to Simonides. See further Tueller (2008), 23-27, 36, 50-52.

262 See particularly Day (2000) on the reading of an epigram as a performance-act.
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At every level of the Tomb of Simonides, the process of memorialisation evokes the nature of
epigrammatic commemoration, in that said commemoration is brought to completion primarily

263 The reader 18,

through the communication between the voice of the text and the reader.
therefore, a central figure in our interpretation of the poem but, similarly to the speaking voice,
who it is that is envisaged as the addressee of the poem is purposefully ambiguous. The
Dioscuri are addressed in the closing third of the poem,*** but it is equally possible to perceive
a more generic ‘reader’ - that is, the figure outside the poem, at this moment engaged in the

265 . .
Enrico Livrea,

process of reading the Aetia - as an unacknowledged addressee of the text.
however, raises the possibility that the addressee, rather than being a non-specific or
‘everyman’ figure, might be Callimachus himself:**® such a notion becomes particularly
attractive if we consider the programmatic potential of Simonides, his poetry and the art of
mnemotechnics for Callimachus,”’ and further perceive that the relationship between
Simonides and the addressee as not dissimilar to that between Apollo and Callimachus in the
Aetia Prologue.”® In composing the poem, we might imagine Callimachus recording the
inscription on Simonides’ tomb in order to preserve it for posterity in the Aetia, particularly if
the ‘inscription’ was not transmitted as a materialised text, but rather as an oral report, similar

to Simonides’ memorialisation of the dead Scopadae.’®

This activity of preserving the
inscription contrasts Callimachus favourably with the general who reused Simonides’ tomb as
spolia: while the general seemingly built the gravestone into a military structure,”’’ with the

consequent loss of Simonides’ memorial, Callimachus’ activity of embedding the inscription

2 On this trend in Callimachean epigrams, see particularly Meyer (1993).

264 Beginning at 64.11 with the address to Vuéag, IToAddevkec, and reiterated with the vocative ¢yoxeg at 64.15:
see further Meyer (2005), 227, Harder (2012), 11.526, 528-529.

265 E.g., Bing (1988b), 68, Harder (1996), 97, Morrison (2013), 292. The impression that a generic reader is
envisaged as recipient of the text is equally encouraged by the overt allusions to sepulchral epigraphy the poem
evinces, particularly the report of the inscription at 64.7-9.

26 1 jvrea (2006), 53.

7 A point raised by Minnlein-Robert (2007b), 174. Meyer (2005), 228 suggests (with a comparison to Simon.
fr.89 West (=146 Bergk = Arist. 0r.28.59-60, II. 160.20 Keil) that the presentation of Simonides in fr.64 Pf.
evokes the bookish type of scholar-poet, particularly with regards to his prodigious memory: it is certainly not
impossible to perceive that Callimachus is here re-imagining Simonides with an updated, Alexandrian character.
Acosta-Hughes and Stephens (2012), 138-139 posit further that Callimachus may have approached Simonides’
elegy on the battle of Plataea as a partial model for his production of the 4etia, given that poem’s interweaving of
myth in historical narrative.

% See further Hunter (2001) who explores the comparative usage of old age as a programmatic theme in
Callimachus and Simonides.

29 For such a notion in action, we can adduce Callimachus’ epigram on Heraclitus (34 GP = AP 7.80) - with the
initial note that giné tic, Hpéucheite, 16dv pdpov - as a comparable case of oral report transmitted into material
memorial.

*7% See above, n.225, on the supplementations for the opening of 1.7.

90



within a greater literary edifice inverts this earlier impious action, with the result that

Callimachus can be said to treat the grave and its occupant with the appropriate piety.

The motifs of pious and impious action play a critical role in the programmatic agenda which
Callimachus undertakes within the Tomb of Simonides: this is particularly apparent if we
consider the historical events to which the poem alludes. The first line, with its reference to
Camarina, recalls a famous anecdote which relates that the citizens of that town, beset by
plague and illness, went to an oracle enquiring whether they might drain the lake which
surrounded the settlement:*”' the marshy body of water, which had the same name as the

72

town,”’* was presumed as the cause of the disease. The oracle’s response, which is latterly

preserved as pn xiver Kapdpwvav, dxivntog yap aueivov, “Don’t move Camarina, it is better

d”,*” was seemingly ignored, and the citizens soon learned the folly of their ways, as

unmove
it transpired the lake had served as a protective barrier from attack which, now gone, left the
town open to assault. Camarina was subsequently destroyed by aggressors, and the oracular

12" The authenticity of the tale is debatable; nevertheless, Camarina

response became proverbia
became synonymous with rash action, ignoring sound advice, and ‘solving’ a lesser problem
only to give rise to a greater disaster, as can be seen in the following anonymous epigram (4P
9.685), preserved with the heading cic Kapdpwvov v év Zikehia Apvnyv, “on Camarina, the
lake in Sicily”:

un kiver Kapdpwvav, dxivntog yop aueivov,
U mote Kivnoag thv peiova peilova Being.

Don’t move Camarina, it is better unmoved,
unless, by moving it, you make the lesser greater.
The allusive reference to Camarina in the Tomb of Simonides is significant for our identification
of the man who desecrated Simonides’ burial-site: in moving the tomb, which stood mpo
noAnog (64.3), the Phoenician general unwittingly repeats the impious mistake of the
Camarinan citizens. Morrison, following Livrea, suggests that the missing word at the

beginning of line 64.6 is ®oivik]a, and should indeed be read as an ethnic - thus as “the

"' Serv. ad.Aen. 3.701 reports that the oracle was Apolline: other sources omit its origin.

72 See also Pind. 0.5.11-12, Verg. Aen.3.701. Pindar relates the existence of a nymph of the same name.

273 See Fontenrose (1978), 85, 328, on the transmission of the oracular response.

™ See also Serv. ad.Aen. 3.701, Ov. Fast.4.447, Sil. 14.198, Sud.s.v. M7 kivet Kapapwov (M 904 Adler); the
Suda entry reports 60gv 1 mapoytia glpntot Ent @V kad' Eavtdv Prafepdg Tt Totelv peAhdvimv, “this (the failure
to heed the oracle) gave rise to the proverb, referring to those about to do some harm to themselves.” On
Callimachus’ use of this proverb, and proverbs more generally, see Lelli (2011), particularly 390.
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Phoenician” rather than the name “Phoenix”.?” If this is the case - and I suggest it is - then the
most likely ‘Phoenician’ brought to mind by this poem is the Carthaginian general Hannibal,
who sacked Acragas in 406:°"® Diodorus Siculus’ account of Hannibal’s siege of the city

notably recalls the Tomb of Simonides (13.86.1-3):

ol 0¢ mepl tOv AwviPav omevdovteg kot mAsiova uépn TaG mPOooPoAds moieicOat,
TOPNYYEILAY TOIG GTPATIDOTOIS KAOAPETV TO LVALLOLTOL KO YD ULOTO KOTOCKELALEW PEXPL TOV
TEY®V. TaYL O0& TOV Epymv O10 TNV TOAVYEPIOV CUVTEAOLUEVOV EVEMECEV E€lC TO
oTpatdénEdOV TOAAY| dets1dotpovia. TOV yap 100 Onpwvoc theov dvia kad’ VmepBoinv
péyav cuvéRatvey KO KePaVOL dtaceichort d1omep AOTOD KAOAPOVUEVOD TOV TE LAVTEDV
TIVEG TPOVONCOVTESG OEKDOAVGAV, €00V 08 Kol AOWOG EvEmeoey €ig 10 oTpatdmedov, Kol
TOALOL LEV ETEAEVT®V, OVK OATYOl O& OTPEPANIG Kol OEWVOIC TOANITMPIONIG TEPLETITTOV.
anéBave d¢ kol Avvifog 0 oTpatnyos, Kol TV €Ml TOS PLANKAS TPOTEUTOUEVOV TYYEALOV
TIVES S0 VOKTOG I0AN PaivesBot TV TETEAELTNKOTMV.

Hannibal, being eager to make attacks in an increasing number of places, ordered the
soldiers to tear down the mnemata and to build mounds up to the walls. But when these
works had been quickly completed, because of the joint labour of many hands, a great
superstitious fear fell upon the army. For it happened that the tomb of Theron, which was
exceedingly large, was shaken by a stroke of lightning; consequently, when it was being
torn down, certain soothsayers, foretelling what might happen, forbade it, and at once a
plague broke out in the army, and many died of it while not a few suffered agonies and
terrible distress. Among the dead was also Hannibal the general, and among the watch-
guards who were sent out there were some who reported that in the night spirits of the dead
were to be seen.”’”’

The destruction of the pvfquara, and their reuse as yopoato with which to scale the walls, is
directly comparable to 64.3-7. Furthermore, the fate of the impious Hannibal, perishing as a result
of a heaven-sent plague after hastily desecrating the tomb of Theron (despite clear divine
warnings to avoid such action), is an echo of the destruction of the short-sighted Camarinians,

evoked at 64.1.>" The parallels between the two accounts take on even greater significance when

we note that Camarina was one of the Sicilian cities sacked in 405 by Himilco, who had

"> Morrison (2013), 291.n.11, Livrea (2006).

*7® This reading runs counter to Sud.s.v. Ziuwviong (X 441 Adler), which makes ‘Phoenix’ an Acragantine general
who destroyed Simonides’ tomb in an ultimately failed defence of the city against a Syracusan assault but, as Dyer
notes in his commentary to the entry, (Suda Online, http://www.stoa.org/sol-bin/search.pl last accessed June
2016), there is no record of this account in any other source: its absence (particularly from Diodorus’ history)
leads to the supposition that the Suda entry is likely a confused interpretation of Aet.64 Pf.

7 Trans. Oldfather (1950), adapted.

™8 The purported connection between Simonides and Theron (see, e.g., schol. Pind. 0.2.29, which relates that
Simonides settled a quarrel between Theron and Hieron, and schol. Pind /.2 which reports that Simonides
composed an ode for the Isthmian and Pythian victories of Theron’s brother Xenocrates), could lend further
credence to the notion that Callimachus utilised the account of the desecration of Theron’s tomb as a particularly
relevant model for the Tomb of Simonides; see further Molyneux (1992), 233ff., but cf. Podelecki (1979), 15-16
on the relative paucity of direct evidence regarding Simonides’ presence on Sicily in the years leading up to his
death (c.468).
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succeeded Hannibal as leader of the Carthaginian offensive upon his death,”” further situating
the actions of Hannibal and the Camarinians within the same narrative sphere. Precisely when
the Camarinians are purported to have drained their lake is unclear,**” but despite this uncertainty,
that Camarina had a proverbial reputation by Callimachus’ time of writing, and that the city had,
like Acragas, been a victim of Carthaginian aggression at the close of the 5™ Century, readily
allows for an intertextual reading of these twin Sicilian-based narratives of impiety. When taken
together, the actions of the Camarinians and Hannibal thus serve as an impious counterpoint to
the actions of Simonides - who celebrated the Dioscuri, and commemorated the Scopadae - and
to Callimachus, who rescues the memory of Simonides from forgotten oblivion. Callimachus
reinforces his own piety (and indeed, emphasises that he shares this trait with his predecessor)
through the recollection of negative exempla, which he - the diligent scholar-poet - notes well,

and knows to avoid.

Indeed, Callimachus’ knowledge of Camarina and all that it symbolises is made clear much
earlier in the Aetia. In Aet.fr.43 Pf., Callimachus, speaking in propria persona to the Muses,
demonstrates his abundant knowledge by giving a list of Sicilian cities which invoke the name
of their founders at sacrifices, seemingly questioning why the people of Zancle do not follow

suit.”®!

Amongst these, the poet asserts that priow kol Kopdpwvav v’ “Innapic dyxoiog Epmet
“I will speak also about Camarina, where winding Hipparis streams” (43.42). The mention of
Camarina recalls (or, more correctly, presages, given their relative positions within the Aetia)
the Tomb of Simonides,” but there is furthermore a distinction made between Camarina and
the other Sicilian cities which Callimachus identifies: I posit that this distinction may enhance
our perception of Callimachus’ presence within the Tomb of Simonides. In a manner which
recalls the catalogues of epic poetry,”® Callimachus reels off the cities of Sicily: after
remarking that he will speak (¢rjom, 43.42) of Camarina - and following three lacunose lines -

he reveals that he knows (0ida, 43.46) of the city at the mouth of the river Gela and Cretan
Minoa, that he knows (01da, 43.50) of Leontini and of the Megarians, and that he can tell (Zy®

> D.S. 13.86.3. On the relationship between Acragas and Camarina, D.S. 13.87; on the siege and sack of

Camarina in 405, D.S. 13.91-96, 111-114.

280 pind. 0.5, written in celebration of Psaumis of Camarina and dated to ¢.448, mentions the rivers Oanus and
Hipparis, and also the &yympiav Alpvav (10-12) which may support the ascription of the proverb to the assault and
destruction of Camarina by the Carthaginians in the late 5™ Century, rather than the city’s sacking by the
Syracusans in 552, or the attacks by Hippocrates in 492 or Gelo in 484 (both from Gela), with the assumption that
the lake was still prominent prior to 448.

81 43 54-55. See further Harder (2012) ad loc., and 11.299-303.

82 Notably, these are the only instances in which the town is mentioned in the Aetia, as far as can be determined
from the fragments we possess.

¥ See Krevans (1984), 234-235, Harder (2012), 11.302.
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éviome[iv, 43.52) about Euboea and Eryx. ** Camarina is the only city for which Callimachus
places his action in the future, and indeed it is Camarina alone of these cities that reoccurs in
the Aetia, in the Tomb of Simonides. While it seems plausible that Callimachus looks forward
to when Camarina will again be spoken about in the Aetia, thereby subtly acknowledging his
own speaking role in that poem, it is necessary to treat this notion with a degree of trepidation,
given the incomplete status of the catalogue. We are particularly badly served by the omission
of any definitive mention of Acragas or the Acragantines - Adelmo Barigazzi and Giambattista

Acragas, a city situated on a hill which may have been described as rounded.”® Knowing
whether a mention Acragas (if it did appear amongst the exemplar cities Callimachus lists)**®
similarly foreshadowed the city’s appearance in the Tomb of Simonides would lend greater
certainty to the intertextual reading of these poems I propose here. In any case it is, I suggest,
quintessentially Callimachean to provide evidence well before the fact that he, unlike Hannibal,
knows the lesson exemplified by Camarina,”’ and that though he too appropriates Simonides’
tomb within his own construction, he does so piously, in the furtherance of its original,

memorialising purpose.

Within the Tomb of Simonides, Callimachus performs an act of memorialisation akin to
Simonides’ commemoration of the Scopadae, in effect reprising his predecessor’s role, in order
to memorialise him: as author and as a reader, he assumes both creative and receptive roles
within the imagined epigrammatic discourse, recursively aggrandising Simonides through the
reiteration of his memory. As the author of the text, Callimachus stands in antecedence to it,
grounding it within the context of his oeuvre: the occurrence of the Tomb of Simonides within
the Aetia - as a part of the corpus - inherently affects the reception of the poem, as a facet of
the greater whole. However, Callimachus subtly occupies a receptive role simultaneously,
through the preservation and presentation of the inscription on Simonides’ tomb:** in the

metafictional narrative of the composition of the Aefia, the author Callimachus must notionally

% See Harder (2013), 102 who suggests that these attestations of knowledge are tacit references to Callimachus’
engagement with earlier authors.

% Barigazzi (1975), 6-7, D’ Alessio (1996), 11.424.n.15. See also D.S. 13.85.4-5.

% A possibility which seems plausible, given that the town was founded by citizens from Gela and had known
founders, Aristonous and Pystilus, (see, e.g., Thuc. 6.4).

7 Notably, the marshy land which the Camarinans drained bordered the river Hipparis: the river’s mention in
conjunction with the city in 43.42 may foreshadow the proverbial nature of Camarina’s marsh in the Tomb of
Simonides.

88 Cf. Call. 40 GP = AP 7.522, in which the passerby reads the name on an inscription, and the expresses his grief
- the act of reading occurs at both intra- and extra-textual levels, and the original object of reading is explicitly
absent. See further Morrison (2013), 292, Walsh (1991), 95-97.
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have borne witness to, or received some report (whether oral or written), of the content of
Simonides’ epitaph. The author therefore occupies a role analogous to the reader of the Aetia
at the same moment in which he stands in antecedence to the poem, a seemingly dichotomous
state of affairs mirrored by the incongruity of the deceased narrating his own absent

commemoration.®’

With these two interconnected roles in mind, it benefits us to return to a
question posed at the outset of this section: namely, by what means are we encouraged to hear
Simonides as the speaker of this poem? Andrew Morrison distils the possible interpretive
options readers face when engaging with the problem of identifying the speaker into two likely
scenarios: a reader might assume that Simonides has risen from the dead, or might believe that

the voice issues, as in many sepulchral epigrams, from the tomb itself.**

However, Bing, who
discounts the previous possibilities, raises a third: that Callimachus here impersonates
Simonides, “allowing (Simonides) to borrow his voice in order to speak not from, but about
his tombstone”. ' As Silvia Barbantani notes, the duality of voices engendered in the poem
was noted in antiquity. Aelian (whose quotation of and commentary on an excerpt of fr.64 Pf.
is Suda X 441 Adler) hears the voice of Simonides, but acknowledges that this voice is only
allowed to sound-out thanks to Callimachus - the Hellenistic poet, Barbantani summarises, is
perceived of as speaking “in persona Simonidis™:** oiktilgton yodv 10 &0eopov Epyov, Kai
Aéyovtd ye avtov 0 Kvpnvaiog memoinke tov yAukvv tomtyv..., “The Cyrenean (Callimachus)

laments the unlawful deed, and makes the sweet poet (Simonides) speak”.>*?

The fragmentary
status of the poem makes an absolute resolution as to the source of the speaker impossible - we
cannot know from where the voice ultimately issues, whether the tomb, or Simonides revived
- but Morrison argues, plausibly, that Callimachus need not have ever made the ‘location’ of

the speaker explicit:*”*

indeed, an ambiguous speaking voice would serve as yet another
recapitulation of Simonidean epigrammatic style. I suggest, following Bing’s proposal
regarding the possibility that Callimachus impersonates rather than revives his predecessor,
that the ambiguous locative origin of the voice of the poem allows Callimachus, blurring the

delineation between the character of Simonides realised in the text and his own authorial

¥ Acosta-Hughes (2011), 598.

0 Morrison (2013), 290-291. Morrison notes Callimachus’ use of both techniques in his epigrams, e.g., 43 GP =
AP 7.521, 48 GP = AP 7.728. See further Bruss (2005), Tueller (2008), 112-116, 185-193.

! Bing (1988b), 68.

92 Barbantani (2010), 46.

2 Sud.s.v. Tyovidng (T 441 Adler) = Ael. fr.66 p.56.12 Domingo-Forasté.

#* Morrison (2013), 292-293.
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persona, to permeate every level of the poem, becoming author, narrator and reader of the text

simultaneously.

As noted, Callimachus responds to Simonides’ critique of lithic permanence by purposefully
dematerialising the poet from the physical site at which he would be memorialised:
Callimachus, however, preserves the memorialising function one would expect of the tomb-
and-inscription composite by returning the words of the inscription to the voice of the tomb’s
incumbent, transfiguring the third person grave-report (this is the tomb in which Simonides
lies) into first person utterance (“this is my tomb: it said I lay there”). Callimachus reconfigures
the text of the inscription into speech - evoking an oral performance of the epigram - by strongly
asserting the lack of material context. In doing so, Callimachus metaphorically gives voice to
Simonides: the book of the Aefia becomes the space from which the poet can speak, a

simultaneously material and ephemeral space of reading and performance.

The relationship between Callimachus and Simonides is, therefore, a complex engagement
between Callimachus and his poetic predecessor, but also between the author and the
encapsulated representation of the epigrammatic genre. Callimachus inhabits the role of the
reader of an epigram, but this role of commemoration equally elides him with the memorialiser
par excellence, thereby presenting himself as a Simonides for the Alexandrian milieu. This
process - the representation of a poetic forebear undertaken in conjunction with an adoption of
that forebear’s status (achieved through the author’s re-imagining of said forebear) - is, as
already observed in the Seal of Posidippus, a recurrent technique of authorial self-
representation in the Hellenistic period. Perhaps the most famous example of the process is
Callimachean: in lambs 1 and 13, the author revives the poet Hipponax, and then assumes a
Hipponactean character to reinforce his own programmatic assertions. Much scholarship has
been written considering Callimachus’ engagement with Hipponax: Acosta-Hughes’ analyses
of the two Jambs are particularly incisive.> I will not here reiterate the wealth of discussion
over the intertextuality of the two poems, but rather focus particularly on the manner in which
Callimachus establishes Hipponax as both an autonomous character within the /ambs, and also
as a figure through whom he channels his own authorial presence. I suggest that, in
Callimachus’ multi-layered engagement with Hipponax, we observe a situation with definite

thematic and metapoetic parallels to the relationship between the author and his predecessor in

293 Acosta-Hughes (1996), (2002), 21-103. Other important studies: Degani (1977), 106ff., Clayman (1980),
Hunter (1997), Kerkhecker (1999).
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the Tomb of Simonides. In light of these similarities, I argue that we should consider the Tomb
of Simonides in similar terms; that is, as a programmatically significant work in which the poet
reflects upon his own practice, through the means of representing, reconfiguring and adopting

the character of a poetic antecedent.
At the opening of lamb 1, Hipponax makes a dramatic entrance (191.1-4):

Axo0008’ Innodvaktog ob yap GAL’ Ko
€K T®V ko Bodv KOAAVBOL TTPNGKOVGLY,
eEpoV lappov oo piynv asidovta

Vv Povmdielov

Listen to Hipponax, for indeed I have come
from the place where they sell an ox for a penny,
bearing an iamb which does not sing

of the Bupalean battle®”®

As Acosta-Hughes notes, “almost every syllable in the first two lines serves to deceive the

. 29 P , . . . .
audience™*”’ the command to Axodca®’ Trnndvoxtoc does not immediately reveal the

298

speaker’s identity, which is only resolved with fikw.”" This, however, raises further problems:

Hipponax, it seems, has risen from the Underworld to scold the philologoi of Alexandria (as
the Diegesis relates),”” untroubled by the transgression of the boundary between life and
death.’” However, in returning Hipponax to the world of the living, Callimachus makes it clear
that the poet will remain but briefly to give the scholars a chance to learn his lesson, as

observable in the following passage (191.31-35):

own) yevéchHo kai ypdpeshe tnv piiow.

avnp BabukAng Apkdc - o0 poakpny G,

® ADGTE PN oipatve, Kol yap ovd’ adTdg

uéyo okoral[m:] O[]l ne yap pécov dvelv
35 eed ¢led Ayxépo[vt]og

Let there be silence, and write down what I say.
Bathycles, a man of Arcadia - I’ll not draw on at length,
good man, don’t turn up your nose, for I don’t have
much time: alas alas, for I must whirl

% Trans. Acosta-Huges (2002).

7 Acosta-Hughes (2002), 37.

% Although the first line may be a Hipponactean borrowing: see Acosta-Hughes, (1996), 207, (2002), 37 n.15,
Kerkhecker (1999), 19.n.52.

* Dieg.6.3-4.

3% The poet’s legendary ability to harangue perceived opponents is well observed in the funerary epigrams which
purport to be on his tomb, as noted above. See also, on the comparable characterisation of Hipponax in Herodas
Mimiamb 8, on which see Chapter 4.1.
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35 in the midst of Acheron®”!

Notably, Hipponax encourages in his listeners the characteristically Hellenistic act of medial
transformation, in a similar manner to Posidippus’ Muses, who are requested to turn song into
text (4B 118.5-6). However, the immediate interruption of his tale of Bathycles with the
seemingly placatory address to one of the scholars surrounding him underscores that Hipponax
is only on day release from Hades: Callimachus’ composition has resurrected him but, at the
close of the narrative of Jamb 1, the poet will cease to speak, and will thus return to the silence
of the grave (it is not difficult to conceive of the dead poet hoping that, by writing his words,
the philologoi will ensure his continued revival).’”> This promise of coming absence is,
however, juxtaposed with a recapitulation of Hipponactean presence in lamb 13: the speaker

1,>" and the

of that poem repeatedly uses the language employed by Hipponax in lamb
resumption of Hipponactean voice seems to signal a return of the poet himself. However, the
speaker, in answer to a critic who castigates him for having not gone to Ephesus and been there
inspired (203.12-14),°* revels in the fact (203.64-66), and in doing so, disallows the notion
that the speaker might be Hipponax. Instead, a reader is encouraged to hear Callimachus’ voice
modulated with Hipponactean overtones: it is particularly telling that the first lines of

Callimachus’ response (203.24-25) are redolent of Hipponax’ words in lamb 1, establishing

from the outset the polyphonic character of Callimachus’ utterance.

If we consider the manner in which Callimachus engages with the figure of Hipponax over the
course of lambs 1 and 13, we can observe a number of techniques by which the author recalls
his predecessor in the words spoken by his own persona. It becomes apparent that Callimachus
infuses his authorial persona with the essence of his forebear through their comparable
utterances but, critically, the ‘Hipponax’ which Callimachus’ persona evokes is equally a
Callimachean construct. Indeed, Callimachus creates Hipponax as a persona, whose depiction
is informed by the perceived authorial persona of the poet encountered in the reading of
Hipponax’ own poetry, as the Hipponax of /amb 1 maintains the characteristically aggressive
mode familiar from those Hipponactean verses seemingly spoken in propria persona.

However, this figure is not transposed to the Callimachean setting unchanged: instead,

' Trans. Acosta-Hughes (2002), adapted.

392 Bing (1988b), 66 suggests that the philologoi might remain fundamentally uninformed if Hipponax’ message
was transmitted in any other media than text.

3 E g, we can read 203.24-25, d Adot’, epfjpoc[ 1. p 1y pioig / dxcov...., with 191.33, & Adote, 191.31, v
piiow, 191.1, Axovcad’. Compare also 191.11 with 203.17; 191.89 with 203.27; 191.91-92 with 203.25-26. See
further Pfeiffer (1949), ad loc., Clayman (1980), 46, Acosta-Hughes (2002), 96.

3% See Bing (1988b), 38.1.60.
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Callimachus reinterprets his predecessor, updating him for the Hellenistic era. This alter-
Hipponax then serves as a model for Callimachus’ authorial persona in /amb 13, and the
composition of the Callimachean Hipponax in turn forms the basis for the Hipponactean
Callimachus. Central to Callimachus’ effort is the establishment of a poetic predecessor to
legitimise his act of composing poetry: Hipponax comes to encapsulate Hipponactean poetics,
but through his presentation, Callimachus emphasises that he is not beholden to his forebear as
an inspirational figure. Rather, Callimachus’ Hipponactean aspect attests to his own facility

with iambic verse.

Callimachus’ depiction of and engagement with Hipponax is, I suggest, a critical parallel for
an understanding of the relationship between Simonides and Callimachus in the Tomb of
Simonides. In both cases, the situation of Simonides and Hipponax - that is, where they are,
how they speak, in what form they return to speak - is a reflection of their role as encapsulations
of poetic genres, and those genres’ own treatment by Callimachus. Hipponax’ generally
antagonistic aspect towards the philologoi is tempered by his moralising tale, but he
emphatically asserts his iambic character in the first lines of the poem. Though the song he
brings is not that of Bupalus, it is, resolutely, still an fapog (191.3).” Similarly, Simonides
is depicted after the epigrammatic genre for which he is renowned: he is identified by - and
then characterised as - a dematerialised inscribed poem. There is, however, one significant
difference in the establishment of the two poets within Callimachus’ work. The query over the
identity of the speaker in lamb 1 is swiftly resolved, and there is no question as to where
Hipponax’ voice issues from, as he himself attests to his return from Hades and his presence in
contemporary Alexandria.’®® As opposed to the disinterred, disenfranchised Simonides,
Hipponax is rendered tangible, located with topographical certainty in the temple of Sarapis
(191.9; Dieg.6.3-4). Where Simonides is liminal - a disembodied voice speaking in explicitly
decontextualized circumstances - Hipponax is central, surrounded by the throng of Alexandrian
scholar-poets, a centrality which mirrors his programmatic role within the Jambs as a whole.””’
Despite these differences, however, there is a notable parallel: the material state of both poets

encapsulates the innovations Callimachus has wrought upon their respective genres. Hipponax,

395 Acosta-Hughes (2002), 46 notes the manner in which both Hipponax and Euhemerus’ poetic outputs are treated

as equivalent for their authors - it is the iambus which does not sing of the battle with Bupalus (fappov o0 paynv
aeidovta /v BoundAewov, 191.3-4), while it is the books which are castigated as unrighteous (&dwa BipAia,
191.11): poetry and poet are elided, in a process which mirrors that of Callimachus’ adoption of Hipponactean
characteristics.

3% Morrison (2007), 202 notes the frequency of self-naming in Hipponax’ own poetry. Cf. Clayman (1980), 56-
57 who proposes a reading of Hipponax qua Callimachus in this instance due to the spatial and temporal setting.
97 See Harder (2007), 90-91 on the temporal ambiguity of Simonides in fr.64 Pf.
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made manifest, commands his audience to transform his utterance (pfiotv, 191.31) into material
form through writing (ypaopecOe at 191.31 recalling Akovca’ at 191.1, and reinforcing the

308

conceptual evolution of Hipponax’ medium).”™ This evokes Callimachus’ own materialisation

309 . :
Likewise,

of the iambic genre - his activity of writing iambic poetry in book-form.
Simonides’ dematerialised state corresponds to Callimachus’ dematerialisation of epigram, his

transposition of the genre from the lithic context of the inscribed stele to the book-roll.

Callimachus’ generic developments are therefore encapsulated in the representation of
Hipponax and Simonides. Abandoning his traditional themes, “the new Hipponax - keenly
alive and meddlesome, yet mellowed and humane - is all (Callimachus’) own”, as Arnd
Kerkhecker puts it.*' Much as Hipponax returns from Hades a changed man, the Simonides
who emerges from the Tomb of Simonides is not a straight analogue of the historical figure: as
I have demonstrated, Callimachus artfully depicts the poet through the lens of literary
reception, utilising Simonides’ poetry as a basis for the character, and then reworking that
character within his own Alexandrian context. Simonidean views on inscription and
memorialisation - along with the anecdotes regarding the poet’s famous memory - are layered
and recomposed, and the resulting palimpsest is re-inscribed in a Callimachean style, to create
a figure who is at once reminiscent of the Simonides of old, and yet a thoroughly novel
character. In Callimachus’ presentation of Simonides, the poet creates a multifaceted evocation
of the epigrammatic genre, his predecessor’s critique of stone’s claim to speak of fame eternally
and, finally, an encapsulation of his own memorialising powers. In composing the Tomb of
Simonides, Callimachus revives Simonides’ concerns regarding the memorialising ability of
stone, but also presents an alternative vehicle for commemoration, that being his own bookish
poetry. Callimachus, through the deft employment of the language and tropes of inscribed
epigram, demonstrates that his poetry can function as a pseudo-epigrammatic memorial,
without the necessary material context of the stone. Callimachus emphasises his own centrality
to the act of commemoration, as the author demonstrates the ability to embody the
memorialising role which Simonides’ plays in relation to the Scopadae: by recalling Simonides
and saving his memory from going unremembered, Callimachus takes on a role akin to that of

the Dioscuri. His relocation of Simonides from the defunct tomb to his own book-roll preserves

3% Again, it is noteworthy that Hipponax insults Euhemerus through his composition of &duco pipria (191.11),
reinforcing the literary dimension of his revived iambic mode. See further Edmunds (2001), 77-79, Acosta-
Hughes (2002), 46, 51-52.

% See 203.24-25, piioig / dkov.... with Dieg.9.33-36, which characterises the criticism levelled at Callimachus as
criticism of what he writes, ypaoet (Dieg.9.35).

319 K erkhecker (1999), 17.
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the poet in the literary edifice of the Aetia but - as might be expected - the effort serves to

celebrate Callimachus as much as it memorialises Simonides.
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In Posidippus’ Seal, and Callimachus’ Tomb of Simonides, 1 have assessed how authors
engaged with their predecessors as a facet of the broader activity of self-representation, and as
part of a reflection upon the nature of their poetry. In the Seal/, Posidippus draws upon the
aesthetic commentary he undertakes in the Milan Papyrus, particularly in his engagement with
Philitas, as an intertextual frame of reference: in simultaneously utilising the narrative which
surrounded the heroisation of Archilochus, the author creates a new, composite tradition which
borrows aspects from those of both predecessors, unified within his own self-representation.
At the same time, the author embeds his engagement with predecessors within a sustained
reflection on the nature of his epigrammatic poetics. Indeed, we find Posidippus eliding these
two strands, as the representation of Philitas, and the characteristically epigrammatic manner
in which Posidippus alludes to his tradition through his own reading statue, merges reflections
upon genre and predecessor in a manner that surpasses the basic presumption of the predecessor
as a static model. It is striking that Callimachus undertakes an eminently similar a process in
the Tomb of Simonides: Callimachus’ Simonides is both Simonides (the poet) and Simonides
(the embodiment of epigram) and the author’s engagement with this composite figure further
reflects the complex perception of predecessors as something more than fixed figures, who

existed solely in antecedence to the authors of the day.

In their representations of predecessors, Posidippus and Callimachus further evince a
conception of epigram as a context of memorialisation which builds upon the established,
inscribed tradition. For both authors - and for others, as I shall demonstrate subsequently -
epigram became a means of critically appraising poetic tradition at both the level of content
and form, ultimately applicable as an apparatus even beyond works of formally epigrammatic
character. Particularly in the case of Callimachus, the book-roll frames this re-appraisal: the
physical site of memory brought into existence through the collocation of text and inscribed
object is transformed, with the book-roll offering a new form of material memorialisation,
without the hyper-occasional aspect of the text-object memorial. I pick up this thread in the
following chapter, assessing how the book-roll functioned as a fundamentally new context for

composite acts of self-representation.
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Chapter 3
Composite Self-Representation in Epigrammatic Collections

Introduction

In Chapter 1, considering how the transition from the stone to the book-roll effected authorial
self-representation, I posited that it was the rupturing of the strictly delimited communication
context of inscribed epigram that allowed authors to manifest as a presence within the genre.
The impact of this contextual shift is observable on an epigram-by-epigram basis, but this, of
course, is far from a complete picture: indeed, while the possibility for authors to make
themselves present within individual epigrams is significant in itself, what is equally notable
is how the context of the collection as a format allowed authors to undertake the process of
self-representation over the course of multiple poems. We have already seen this phenomenon
occurring, to an extent, in Posidippus’ Andriantopoiika, wherein each successive poem
responds and contributes to an overarching process of aesthetic reflection, only fully
perceptible when appreciating the sequence as both a collection of individual epigrams, and as
a unified body. This interplay between individual and whole, requiring a reader to appreciate
both the micro and macrocosmic context of each poem, became a staple facet of authorial self-
representation across the spectrum of poetry. However, the early epigrammatists, and their
composition of poetic collections, are the forerunners of this habit. It is two leading lights of
early Hellenistic epigram whom I focus upon in this chapter, precisely on account of their

construction of composite authorial personae.

I begin by considering the epigrams of Nossis: assessing her corpus as a unified whole, I
demonstrate that we observe the author creating a persona cumulatively, over the course of the
collection. I argue that Nossis encapsulates the process of her development as an independent
poetic voice through the interrelation of her epigrams, moving out of the shadow of her
predecessors, and becoming a figure of poetic authority within her own right. Turning to the
poems of Asclepiades, I argue that the author engages with the self-representative potential of
the book-roll twice over. Firstly, I examine how the author uses the roll as a means for self-
reflection; as a medium through which to recursively respond to the poems of the collection
from within the collection itself. In so doing, Asclepiades effectively creates a bifurcated
authorial persona, divided between two guises, that of the ‘poet-lover’, and that of the editorial

persona: an authoritative, pseudo-omniscient figure with knowledge of Asclepiades’ poems
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qua poems, and of the collection as their contextual frame. Secondly, I suggest that Asclepiades
uses the book-roll as a device through which to conceptualise his predecessors’ poetry: in his
‘book-label” epigrams for the poetry of Erinna and Antimachus, Asclepiades enmeshes the
character of the poets with their work, creating a composite of poetry and predecessor that
reflects the Alexandrian bookish aesthetic, but which also exhibits a knowing extrapolation of

the habits of biographical interpretation, as applied to earlier poets.

104



3.1 Silencing the echoes of Sappho: Nossis’ assertion of poetic individuality

Nossis has been heralded as one of the first authors to offer a collection of her own poetry: her

epigrams, which date from the early 3™ Century,’'" are seemingly bookended by two poems in

312 It

which the author names herself, and which seem to establish Nossis’ poetic programme.
has been persuasively argued that these epigrams are the culmination of a broader activity of

authorial self-representation within Nossis’ collection:>"

(1 GP=A4P 5.170)

aoov ovdev EpmTog, 6 6 OAPia, devtepa ThvTa
€otiv' Amo oTopaTOg O ENMTVcO Kol TO PEAL.

10070 Aéyel Noooicg tiva o™ & Kompig ovk €pilacev
oDk 01dev THVOG TévOEa ToToL POSaL.

Nothing is sweeter than desire, all that is blest is second
to it: I spit even honey from my mouth.

Nossis says this: the one who has never been loved by Cypris
does not know what kind of flowers roses are.

(11 GP =A4P7.718)

o Eev’, &l 0 ye LG moTi KoAAiyopov Mutihdvoy
1AV Zameodg yopitov dviog évavcouévoc,

elnelv o¢ Movoaiot gilav vae 18 Adkpioca
tiktev: Toaig 8° &t pot todvopa Noooig, 101"

Stranger, if you are sailing to Mytilene of fair dances,
to be inspired by the flower of Sappho’s graces,
say that a Locrian woman bore me, one dear to the Muses and to her.
Knowing that my name is Nossis, go.
In the first epigram, Nossis seems to situate her authorial persona amongst and against a gaggle
of poetic antecedents, while also taking the first steps to establish the female-orientated and
highly personal world that emerges over the course of her epigrams.’'> Here, the debt which

Nossis’ authorial persona owes to Sappho is easily felt: particularly notable is the echo of

Sappho fr.16.3-4 - in which the speaker announces that éya 6¢ kfv’ dt/to 115 Epatar, “I hold

3" On Nossis’ flourit, see Gutzwiller (1998), 74-75.

312 As noted by Reitzenstein (1893), 139, Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1913), 298-299, (1924), 1.135. See further
Luck (1954), 183, Gigante (1974), (1981).

1 Gutzwiller (1997), 211-222, (1998), 74-88, 113-114.

1% Lines 3-4 follow Gow and Page (1965), Gallavotti (1971) and Gutzwiller (1998) in printing Adkpiooo rather
than Aokpig yd. See Gallavotti (1971), 243, 245-246 for a defence of this reading.

1% See particularly Luck (1954), Skinner (1989), (2002), (2005) Gutzwiller (1997), (1998), 74-88, Bowman
(1998), Acosta-Hughes and Barbantani (2007), 445-446.
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(the most beautiful thing) is whatever one loves” - in the epigram’s opening assertion of the
primacy of desire above all other things. Through Sappho, Nossis connects herself also to the
poetic/erotic power of Aphrodite, engendering a distinctly female quality to her self-
representation and the programmatic delineation of her poetry.’'® Nossis’ recollection of
Sapphic eroticism is wedded to a remembrance (and revision) of Hesiod’s presentation of the
poet’s relationship to the Muses, in a similar fashion to that undertaken by Sappho: 6 6” dABtoc,
6vtiva Modoat / pilwvtatl: yAvkepn| ol dmo otopatog péet avdn, “blest is the one whom the
Muses love: sweet song pours from his mouth” (74.96-97).*'” Marilyn Skinner, furthermore,
sees here a recollection and rejection of Pindaric epinician.’'® By emphasising the primacy of
Aphrodite and the rose (which itself alludes to Sappho’s Bpddwv tov €k ITepiag, “roses from
Pieria”, fr.55.2-3),>"” Nossis rejects Pindar’s assertion that kopov 8 &xet / ko péAt kai té tépmv’
avle’ Appodicia, “even honey and Aphrodite’s delightful flowers can be cloying” (N.7.52-
53).**° Skinner suggests that we observe “a pivotal opposition between Pindar and Sappho -
that is, between two antithetical modes of lyric composition”, in which Sappho emblematises

Nossis’ own female-orientated poetic mode.**!

To what extent Nossis engages with her contemporaries - or near-predecessors - is less certain:
Kathryn Gutzwiller’s suggestion that Nossis here rejects the non-erotic poetry of Erinna is
attractive, though relies on the notion that Erinna connected her work to the bee within her own
poetry, which cannot be substantiated from the extant fragments of the Distaff.’** In AP 5.170,
Nossis might connect herself to the developing traditions of epigram by recalling Asclepiades’

323

programmatic assertion of the primacy of eroticism (1 GP = AP 5.169).””" Benjamin Acosta-

316 See particularly Skinner (2002) on the distinction between male and female patterns of poetic inspiration with
regards to Nossis’ connection to Sappho, and Aphrodite through that poet.

317 See Martino (1987). See further Waszink (1974), 6-9, Bowman (1998), 49-50, Gutzwiller (1998), 76-77,
Skinner (2002), 70-71.

318 Skinner (1989), 10-11.

3% On Sapphic influences see Gigante (1974), 25, Bowman (1998), Gutzwiller (1998), 76-79, Skinner (2002),
(2005). See further Pind. 0.6.105. Compare also Mel. 1 GP = AP 4.1.6 who describes Sappho’s poems within his
anthology as Poia pév, aAla poda: see further Degani (1981), 52 and Skinner (1989), 8-11, (2002), 70 on the
interpretation of Nossis’ flowers as her poems. Both note the poetological significance of the Zanpod¢ yapitmwv
6vBog in AP 7.718.2. See further Gutzwiller (1998), 79.

320 Notably, Pindar emphasises the honey-like quality of his verse on multiple occasions, e.g., peAyapvec duvor
(0.11.4) - compare aovperi] kehadnow (O.11.4); see further Waszink (1974), 8-11.

32! Skinner (1989), 10.

22 Gutzwiller (1997), 219-221, (1998), 77-79. That Erinna was likened to a bee is readily apparent, but all
examples are seemingly later than Nossis’ floruit, barring perhaps AP 7.13, which is ascribed either to Leonidas
or Meleager. See, on AP 7.13, Neri (2003), 192. The fact that Herodas refers to one Nossis as daughter of Erinna
(6.21-22) does not necessarily imply Nossis herself established - or eschewed - such a connection, given the
broader purpose behind Herodas’ incorporation of female poets in Mimiamb 6 and 7, on which see Chapter 6.1.
32 Gutzwiller (1997), 215, (1998), 86 argues for Nossis’ use of Asclep. 1 GP = AP 5.169 as a model, the text of
which is given below, Chapter 3.2. Asclepiades’ poem is itself seemingly engaged in the act of looking back to
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Hughes has suggested that Asclepiades’ epigram is itself a “perception of Asclepiades as a
reader of Sappho”,*** but there is no clear means by which to determine whether Asclepiades
influenced Nossis or vice versa.’>> Despite disagreement over the extent to which Nossis
acknowledges her immediate poetic zeitgeist in this epigram, her engagement with the
established tradition of poetic predecessors is unequivocal. Nossis presents her authorial
persona as an adherent of Sappho’s poetics and, through this predecessor, of Aphrodite,
demonstrating the strength of her attachment through the rejection of Pindaric and Hesiodic
poetics. Sappho thus underpins Nossis’ poetic activity, but the assumption that the poet’s
adherence to her model remains static, and is in fact recapitulated fout court in AP 7.718, misses
the artful renegotiation of tradition and the concept of poetic inspiration that Nossis undertakes
in that epigram. In order to fully appreciate Nossis’ engagement with Sappho, and her own
process of authorial self-representation, it is first necessary to re-address the nature of the

relationship between the two poets in AP 5.170.

The act of self-identifying by name within poetry is the most overt form by which an author
could make their presence felt in relation to their work (with the proviso being, of course, that
a reader would have to possess some awareness that said person was, in fact, the author of the
piece beforehand).*® However, as observed in Chapter 1, explicit authorial identification in
inscribed epigram still separated the author from the narrative action - and reception - of the
epigram itself. In AP 5.170, Nossis is made present not simply as the author behind the text,
but as an authorial persona identified by the text: the sphragistic declaration of whose voice
issues forth from the epigram that occurs at AP 5.170.3, todto Aéyel Noooig, “Nossis says
this”,**’ is recapitulated in 4P 7.718 with the assertion that the reader stands in full knowledge
that pot todvopa Nooois, “my name is Nossis”, and, possessing that knowledge, is able to go

on their way. However, the interpretation of todto Aéyer Noooig as a defiant statement of

epigrammatic antecedents: Gutzwiller (1998), 73-74, 76-77 suggests Asclepiades presents a revision of the
pastoral subject matter of Anyte in his programmatic self-definition. See further Sens (2011), 1-3.

2% Acosta-Hughes (2010), 90.

323 Asclep. 31 GP = AP 7.500 has been suggested as the direct inspiration for 4P 7.718, but similar elements in
both hearken back to pre-existing models, as discussed below. Perhaps surprisingly, there seems to be little - if
any - recollection of Anyte’s work in Nossis’ epigrams, beyond a general reconfiguration of that poet’s practice
in Nossis” employment of a semi-external authorial presence as a unifying device. See further Gutzwiller (1998),
87, Acosta-Hughes (2010), 89-90.

32% Equally, there is the possibility that self-naming may not be wholly obvious, as in cases where a poet gives
their name through an acrostic. See Courtney (1990), Klooster (2011), 177.n.8. See further the discussion of
naming and sphragides in the Introduction.

32T Bowman (1998), 50 notes the comparison with the Seal of Theognis 1.22, @&byvid6¢ dotiv £nn 10 Meyapémd,
“this is the utterance of Theognis of Megara”, combined with the assertion that he will be famous - dvopactog,
“named” - among all men.
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personal poetics misses the inherent irony of such a statement within a work rendered
cacophonous by the intrusion of so many other poetic voices. While Nossis stridently rejects
the masculine poetics of Hesiod and Pindar in favour of Sappho’s voice, there is little sense of
Nossis’ own authorial persona here, so entangled with - and indebted to - extant tradition is her
programmatic stance in this poem. It is further significant that, while Nossis speaks in the first
person in AP 7.718, her utterance in AP 5.170 is made more remote through the use of the third
person.”*® T posit that the declaration that “Nossis says this”, when taken in concert with the
profusion of external poetic influences exhibited in the epigram, is not an assertion of personal
poetic creed, but rather a subtle demonstration that the Nossis presented in AP 5.170 is, at best,
a recapitulation of a Sapphic persona: the echo of Sappho’s “I hold (the most beautiful thing)

is whatever one loves” (fr.16.3-4) demonstrates that, in reality, here Nossis says nothing new,

but simply repeats the assertions of her predecessor.

Nossis’ authorial position becomes more distinct and personal throughout her dedicatory
epigrams: though 2 GP=AP 6.132 and 3 GP = AP 6.265 contain nothing in the way of authorial
interjection, and resemble rather the depersonalised dedicatory epigrams familiar to us from
the inscribed sources (though the latter is addressed to Hera, and seems to commemorate a
dedication made by Nossis and her mother),”* 4 GP = AP 9.332 represents a distinct emergence
of a personalised voice. In it, the voice of the epigram accompanies the (female) reader, with
the poem opening by suggesting éA0oicat Toti vadv iddpeda tag Appoditag / to Ppétac, “let’s
go to the temple and see the statue of Aphrodite”. Similar to Callimachus’ epigram on Sopolis’
cenotaph discussed in Chapter 1 (45 GP = AP 7.271), Nossis here utilises the ‘internalising I’
of inscribed epigram to internalise not only the reader, but the author simultaneously, allowing
her voice to sound out from within the text. This more direct engagement between the voice in
the epigram and the reader - which, with every recurrence, suggests a consistent and constant
companion accompanying the reader throughout the collection - continues in 5 GP = AP 6.275,
6 GP = AP 9.605,7 GP = AP 9.604 and 8 GP = AP 6.353, all of which contain reflections by
the voice of the epigram on the subject of the dedication, the quality of the craftsmanship and
the excellence of the dedicators. 9 GP = AP 6.354 represents a further manifestation of
‘Nossis’, as the voice of the epigram commands the reader to 8deo, “observe”, and, noting the

lifelike quality of the dedicated image, remarks tav mvotav 6 € peidyyov adtdoL Tvog /

328 See Skinner (2005), 125-126. See also the consideration of Fantuzzi (2009) on the use of the third person in
sphragides, outlined at n.90.
32 On this poem see Skinner (1989), 1-3.
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gEAmop” opfjv, “I hope from here to see her wisdom and tenderness” (6.354.3-4). As Gutzwiller
notes, “the ‘Nossis’ who narrates assumes a double role, an internal dramatic narrator speaking
to her Locrian friends at the site of the dedications and, at the same time, as author and compiler
speaking to us, her readers, from some uncertain literary or imaginative time and place”.”*° The
dedicatory epigrams attest to the growing substance of Nossis’ own voice, emerging through
the aesthetic appreciation of women’s dedications: Nossis draws the reader into her constructed
world, a world that coheres because of the underlying presence of her authorial persona
throughout. This self-expression culminates in the decisive speech of Nossis’ authorial persona

in AP 7.718.

It has been noted that AP 7.718 recalls an epigram of one of the author’s contemporaries, that
being Asclepiades’ epigram written as an accompaniment to a cenotaph for one Euippus, lost
at sea (31 GP = AP 7.500).>' Both epigrams open with an address to the reader using
conventional terms, requesting that the reader pass on a message of sorts should he then reach
a certain destination, before concluding with an assertion of the deceased’s name.”** Sonya
Taran, following Richard Reitzenstein, raises the possibility that both epigrams take
Simonides’ epigram on the Spartan dead as a model.**® However, she concludes that we should
avoid viewing Nossis’ epigram as simply sepulchral, making a comparison between AP 7.718
and the self-epitaphs produced by Callimachus, Leonidas and Meleager, and further suggesting
that in the former, “the general tone and intention are different”.** The notion that this epigram
should be treated as pseudo-sepulchral underpins the responses of Gutzwiller, Acosta-Hughes
and Silvia Barbantani, who posit that Nossis reforms the funereal context into a celebratory,
and reflexively laudatory, appreciation of Sapphic (and Nossis’ own) poetics.”>> While I am
persuaded by the suggestion that Nossis in part breaks with strict conventionality, I suggest

that this reading discounts Nossis’ engagement with traditional elements of sepulchral epigram,

330 Gutzwiller (1998), 83-84.

31 See Taran (1979), 132-149. Asclep. 31 GP = AP 7.500: & mop’ udv oteiyov kevov fpiov, elrov, 68ita, / £ig
Xiov &bt @ k), matpi MeAnooyopn / d¢ £ug pév kai vija kai éumopiny kaxodc Ebpog / drecev, Evinmov 8 adtd
Aédewnt’ Gvopa. See also Acosta-Hughes (2010), 85.

32 Though note Tueller (2008), 64.n.19 for reservations on reading either poem as an influence upon the other.
33 FGE 22b= AP 7.249 = Hdt. 7.228. Taran (1979), 132.n.2, 146, after Reitzenstein (1893), 137.n.2. Reitzenstein
notes particularly the corresponding use of infinitive in place of imperative in both poems.

3% Taran (1979), 148. See further Reitzenstein (1893), 139, Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1913), 299. Cf. Gallavotti
(1971), Bowman (1998), 42. Compare the epitaphs of Callimachus (29 GP = 4P 7.525, 30 GP = AP 7.415
discussed in the Introduction); Leonidas (93 GP = AP 7.715); and Meleager (2 GP=AP 7.417,3 GP = AP 7.418,
4 GP=AP 7.419). What Taran does not note, however, is that each of these epigrams evinces a play with epitaphic
convention: consider Callimachus’ engagement with notions of absence and presence as discussed, or Leonidas’
epitaph, which sees the author removed from his desired geographical funerary context (his Tarentine homeland).
33 Gutzwiller (1998), 86, Acosta-Hughes and Barbantani (2007), 446.
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and her poetic purpose in doing so. Rather than just reconfiguring sepulchral epigram, I argue
that Nossis utilises characteristically epigrammatic elements to underpin the construction and
legitimation of her authorial persona. The form of her poems qua epigrams thus becomes a
means for Nossis to define herself as an author, but moreover, the author utilises the collocation
of the epigrams within the collection to undertake a gradual, composite revelation of her

authorial persona.

AP 7.718 makes its epigrammatic nature clear from the outset: as noted, the address to the
reader as @ Egiv’ recalls Simonides’ epitaph for the Spartan dead and, as Michael Tueller has
emphasised, this had become a conventional means of addressing the reader in the inscribed
epigrams of the Hellenistic period.”*® However, the epigrammatically conventional nature of
such an opening does more than simply affirm the author’s choice of genre. Nossis’ address to
her reader as ® &eiv’ acquires an additional resonance if we accept the final word of AP 7.718.2
as évavoopévog, as has been by the majority of scholars: this would thus represent the only
extant epigram by Nossis in which the addressee of the epigram is decisively masculine. In
Nossis’ dedicatory epigrams, the sex of the addressees is, for the most part, linguistically
unclear, but the context (dedications made by women, in a temple dedicated to a goddess)**’
envisages an implied female addressee, and this notion is made explicit in AP 9.332, opening
with the declaration éA0oicot moti vaov idapeba g Appoditag / 10 Ppétag, “let’s go to the
temple and see the statue of Aphrodite” (9.332.1-2). If we accept that, in the case of AP 7.718,
Nossis follows convention in making the addressee of her sepulchral epigram masculine, as
posited by Acosta-Hughes,”® I suggest that the convention is not employed solely for its own
sake: rather, Nossis here calls attention to the disjunction between the fictive audience of her
collection as envisaged in the dedicatory epigrams, and the reality of their likely reception.
Laurel Bowman has argued persuasively against the notion that Nossis’ texts were intended
primarily for an intimate circle of female friends, instead asserting their widespread publication
and reception amongst a male audience,” but this does not diminish the sense that Nossis’
epigrams imagine a female readership: in addressing a male reader in AP 7.718, Nossis

deconstructs the established fiction of a close-knit group of Locrian women as her intended

30 Tyeller (2008), 44-46, (2010) 51-54; see, e.g., CEG 131, 597, 648, 713, 878.

3" Hera is the recipient divinity of 3 GP = AP 6.265, Aphrodite of 4 GP = AP 9.332, 5 GP = AP 6.275, 6 GP =
AP 9.605. One possible exception to the female-orientated perspective is 2 GP = AP 6.132, which records the
dedication of weapons taken from the defeated Bruttians in the Oe®v... dvaktopa, “temple of the gods™: on the
interpretation of this epigram, see Gutzwiller (1998), 79-80.

338 Acosta-Hughes (2010), 86.n.85.

339 Bowman (1998), 46-51. For considerations of primarily female reception see e.g. Luck (1954), 187, Snyder
(1989), 155, Skinner (1989), 14, (2005), 127-130, Rayor (2005), 66-67.
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audience and, in so doing, speaks directly to what we might term the inevitable reader of her
epigrams, whose masculinity forces him to intrude (as a stranger) into the world the collection
envisages. This reconfiguration of the public, implicitly masculine context of inscribed
epigrammatic reception into a more private, female-orientated space is mirrored in the play
with gendered self-representation which we observe in Nossis’ only other preserved sepulchral
epigram, 10 GP = AP 7.414. The poem purports to be an epitaph for the poet Rhinthon and, in
contrast to the other poems of Nossis’ corpus, seems to be uttered in his own masculine voice:
Kol Kamupov yeAdoog mapapeifeo kol gilov eimmv
PR én’ éuoi. Pivlowv eip’ 6 Lupakdoiog,
Movchwv OAlya Tig dndovig, AGAAG AVAK®V

€K TpayIK®V 1010V KIGGOV £0peyapeda.

Laughing loud, pass by, and speak a kind word
over me. I am Rhinthon the Syracusan,
a little nightingale of the Muses, but from
phlyax tragedies I plucked my own ivy.
Gutzwiller suggests that this epigram serves to contextualise and support Nossis’ own poetic
endeavours:** firstly, the epigram alludes, through the person of Rhinthon, to the literary
milieu of Magna Graecia, a poetic context in which Nossis herself might have operated.
Secondly, the epigram may invite a comparison between Rhinthon, who combined comedy and
tragedy as the progenitor of phlyax-plays, and Nossis, whose revision of dedicatory epigram
inverted the genre’s public, masculine focus to nuanced poetic effect. Beyond this, however, I
suggest we can detect here a subtle play with conventions of self-identification, which inform
our reading of Nossis’ practice over the course of her collection. That we are encouraged to
compare the representation of Rhinthon with that of Nossis seems assured, due to a number of
features which recur across the epigrams, such as the connection between each poet and the
Muses, and the prominence of generically appropriate floral elements as symbolic depictions
of poetry.’*' However, these similar aspects belie a sharp contrast in the manner each poet
reveals their identity. Rhinthon is assertive in his self-naming and in the delineation of the
poetic mode in which he composed, speaking in the first person. By comparison, Nossis’ initial
authorial self-representation in AP 5.170 is oblique, utilising the third person, with no clear

statement of her relative presence within the poem itself. However, the obliquity of this self-

0 Gutzwiller (1998), 85.

! See. AP 7.414.4, kioodv; AP 5.170.4, poda; AP 7.718.2, tiv Tanpodg yapitov &vboc, though we can note that
the flowers in this last case are explicitly not those of Nossis, but rather Sappho - the lack of floral imagery applied
to Nossis” own poems in AP 7.718 perhaps further symbolises the divergence from the practice of her forebear.
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representation is revealed over the course of the dedicatory epigrams to be part of a broader
strategy, in which her authorial persona - ‘Nossis’ - emerges through engagement with the
addressees of her epigrams, and through her comments upon the dedications which stand as
their subjects. As opposed to the direct and overt self-representative strategy of Rhinthon,
Nossis’ self-representation is altogether subtler, enacted in the process of the reader’s
recognition of the authorial persona’s constant presence amidst the female community created
within her collection. It is only once this process of gradual composition is complete that Nossis

asserts herself in the first person, in the final line of AP 7.718.>*

In AP 7.718, Nossis, having individuated her authorial persona over the course of her
dedicatory epigrams, emphatically distinguishes her voice from that of Sappho, for whom she
relied so heavily upon as a conduit of inspiration and poetic validation in her introductory work.
We can once again see the employment of epigrammatic conventions at the heart of this
process: whether we read Adkpioca or Aokpic yd,>* it is apparent that Nossis” Locrian origins
were attested in some form, and this is further characteristic of sepulchral epigram, constituting
one of the core informative elements a grave inscription would be expected to provide.
However, the identification of Nossis’ homeland plays a significant role in the distinction of
her voice from that of Sappho, through the physical dislocation of the two poets - the former
in Locri, the latter far over the waves in Mytilene. Indeed, it is not simply that Sappho resides
in Mytilene: rather, it is the seat of her poetic power, and thus a place of inspirational
significance for her followers.”** In portraying Mytilene in such a fashion, Nossis draws upon
a common association between a poet’s homeland and their posthumous ability to enthuse

others with poetic ability, most notably explored - and rejected - in the case of Hipponax at

2 Nossis seems subtly to undermine the veracity of Rhinthon’s self-assertion, perhaps in support of her own more

gradual, long-form method of self-representation: Skinner (2005), 124 highlights the feminine form of dndovic,
suggesting that, though we seem to encounter a masculine poet speaking here, it is in truth merely a mask through
which the voice of the female author issues. See further Gow and Page (1965), 11.441, Klooster (2011), 150.

33 On which see above, n.314.

***1t is tempting to subscribe to the notion that Nossis here engages with an actual tradition of Sappho receiving
heroic honours on Lesbos, as Archilochus received at Paros, but the evidence for a site of cultic significance in
honour of Sappho at Mytilene is sparse: Pollux (On.9.84) notes Mytilenean coins which honour Sappho, and we
possess a number which date from the 2" and 3™ Century AD: one (BMC Troas 169) depicts a bust with the label
WAIIOW on the obverse, while the reverse depicts a lyre with the label MYTIAHNAIWN, while a further
example (BMC Troas 170) depicts a seated female figure within a temple-like structure on the obverse, with a lyre
and the label MYTIAHNAIWN on the reverse: see further Richter (1965), 1.70. Many earlier Mytilenean coins
bear images of a female figure, often on the reverse of coins bearing an image of a bust of Apollo on the obverse,
while the lyre is also a frequent motif: see further Clay (2004), 83. The use of the word kaAAiyopov has been
suggested to reference the performance of Sappho’s verses (e.g., Bowman (1998), see also Ar. Ra.440-459), but
may equally be taken as indicative of a site of religious significance: the word appears recurrently in descriptions
of Eleusis and the springs connected to the performance of the Eleusinian mysteries, e.g., s.Cer.272, in which
Demeter orders an altar built above xaAliyopov; compare E. Supp.392, 619, E. Ion.1075, Paus. 38.6, Apollod.
LV.
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Ephesus in Callimachus’ lamb 13. A direct comparison between AP 7.718 and Callimachus’
work can be made on the basis of the usage of évavetv in each poem: the verb occurs twice in
lamb 13, in the question as to whether Callimachus’ persona has been to Ephesus, 60ev mep oi
10 péTpa PEAAOVTEG / T YA TiKTEW U Apobdg évavovtal, “which inspires those who will
compose scazons skilfully” (203.13-14), and the closing lines in which it is emphasised that,

345 . .
As discussed in

indeed no, he has not been to Ephesus to receive inspiration (203.65-66).
Chapter 2, this is a significant programmatic point for Callimachus’ poetic activity and, beyond
the usage of similar language, we can see in AP 7.718 a comparable reflection on the complex
relationship between poets and their predecessors to that expressed by Callimachus in lamb 13.
Marco Fantuzzi, following the notion that Nossis here describes the process of seeking
inspiration at sites linked to poetic grandees (specifically their homeland), argues that she
herself eschews this activity, remaining in Locri and pointedly free of inspiration.’** I concur,
but posit that we can further extend this argument in light of the overt ‘Sapphocentricity’ of AP
5.170, and read AP 7.718 as a statement of Nossis’ newfound independence from Sappho’s

inspiration, in direct contrast to her opening poem, and in light of the gradual revelation of

Nossis’ poetic individuality over the course of the collection.

I have suggested that AP 5.170 is a recapitulation of Sapphic poetics in which Nossis’
individual voice is drowned-out by that of her predecessor. Equally notable, however, is the
paucity of elements that can be considered archetypal of the inscribed form of the genre in this
poem. Whereas conventional motifs occur throughout Nossis’ dedicatory epigrams, AP 5.170
is wholly bereft of them, displaying neither the elements of dedicatory or sepulchral epigram.’*’
By contrast, as I have demonstrated, AP 7.718 is laden with such elements, differentiating the
opening and closing poems of Nossis’ collection: the former is acontextual, lacking either
spatial or material definition, while the latter is situated through the implied physical presence
of the addressee before the stele (thus through the redeployment of the conventions of inscribed
epigram). Nossis constructs a fictitious monument and, by emphasising the importance of her
Locrian heritage, implies that said monument stands in her homeland. In so doing, and in

simultaneously situating Sappho in Mytilene, Nossis physically distances herself from her

poetic model. This spatial distance mirrors the generic distance between the two poets: in AP

% On the interpretation of these lines see Russo (2001), 109-112, Acosta-Hughes (1996), (2002).

*%® Fantuzzi in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 16, particularly n.61.

7 The opening poems of epigrammatic collections do not necessarily reflect the inscribed conventions of the
genre - see, €.g., Mel. | GP = AP 4.1 - but I suggest that the contrast between their lack in Nossis’ opening poem
and their presence in the closing poem justifies special attention.
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7.718, Nossis undertakes her self-representation with epigrammatic apparatus, renegotiating
her relationship with Sappho as established in AP 5.170 by revealing her authorial persona
using the conventions of her own non-lyric genre, thereby displaying her own poetic
individuality. Where once she was inspired and enthused by Sappho, now she stands apart, dear
to Sappho as she is to the Muses, but not enthralled by her. The final line of the epigram
displays Nossis’ individuality fully: her authorial persona now speaks forth decisively, and,
moreover, commands the reader to speak her message, much as she once spoke the words of

Sappho.

Utilising (and failing to utilise) epigrammatic conventions in her programmatic epigrams,
Nossis offers a nuanced picture of the development of her authorial persona: at first defined by
the assumption or rejection of the voices of poetic predecessors, she ultimately delineates her
own voice through the genre in which she composes, re-envisaging Sapphic poetics through
her own epigrammatic mode. AP 7.718 stands as a complement to AP 5.170, but equally serves
as a culmination of Nossis’ process of self-representation, undertaken in the female-orientated
world the author constructs within her epigrammatic collection. The book-roll, and particularly
the format of the collection, thus becomes a critical element in the construction of Nossis’
authorial persona. It is only within this context - a context which encourages a comparative
reading of Nossis’ poems in light of one another, but which simultaneously maintains their
individuality - that Nossis is fully able to demonstrate the progression of her authorial

development, from Sapphic adherent to an authoritative poet in her own right.
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3.2 The author as editor: the authorial personae of Asclepiades’ collection

Asclepiades is one of the most significant figures of the early days of Hellenistic poetry, not
solely for epigram, but for the development of a recognisably Hellenistic aesthetic approach to
poetic conventions of the past: active at the close of the 4™ and the first decades of the 3™
Century,’*® Asclepiades’ poetry typifies the changes wrought on existing generic forms by the
authors of the period, and it is unsurprising that his efforts serve as a source of imitation and

emulation for both his contemporaries and later authors.>*’

Much as with Nossis’ poems, Asclepiades’ epigrams evince a complex intermingling of
epigrammatic convention with extra-generic innovation, most notably in the introduction of
erotic and sympotic elements alongside the inscriptional form of epigram.’”” Asclepiades’
erotic poems display a remarkable juxtaposition of the functionality, concision and public
aspect of inscribed epigram with the private, ongoing and transitory emotive experiences which
the author recurrently chooses as his subject-matter.”>' Recursively, Asclepiades encapsulates
an extended narrative, evoking the mutability and pain of erotic yearning in a single scene from
a larger, unseen saga, utilising the characteristic succinctness of epigram as a means of
distilling emotional expression into a dense portrait sketch. This technique has been recognised
througout the erotic epigrams and, partially on account of this, attempts to identify a
programmatic position within Asclepiades’ corpus have focused principally on that type, while
largely disregarding those epigrams with non-erotic subject matter.’>> While this might follow
on account of the makeup of Asclepiades’ surviving corpus, given that the majority of his
poetry is erotic in character,” a failure to consider the non-erotic epigrams as potentially

reflective of a programmatic stance has, I suggest, obscured a broader stylistic position which

**¥ It is now generally held that the poet was born at some point in the third quarter of the 4 Century, likely 340-

330: see further Hutchinson (1988), 264-266, Gutzwiller (1998), 122-123, Sens (2011), xxv-xxxii, though cf. Gow
and Page (1965), 11.115, who propose ¢.320, and Argentieri (2003), 196-199 who proposes ¢.310. On these
suggestions, see Sens (2011), xxvi-xxvii.

9 0On Asclepiades’ influence, see Sens (2011), li-Ixii.

3% Noted by Reitzenstein (1893); see particularly Tueller (2008), 117-131 and Sens (2011), xlii-1 on the generic
and inscriptional backgrounds of Asclepiades’ erotic epigrams.

31 See Gutzwiller (2007b), particularly 318-321; see further Leader (1997), 694, Tsagalis (2008), 191, Campbell
(2013), 25-28.

332 Cf. Sens (2003), who hints at a programmatic dimension to 28 GP = AP 7.11 on Erinna, but does not develop
this idea with reference to the broader context of Asclepiades’ collection. Tueller (2008), 116-117 notes the
innovative application of sepulchral convention in 32 GP = AP 9.63 on Antimachus, but explicitly separates this
from a programmatic consideration of Asclepiades’ erotic epigrams.

33 Of the epigrams securely ascribed to Asclepiades, 26 are erotic, two present miniature mimes (25 GP = AP
5.181,26 GP = AP 5.185), four are sepulchral (29 GP = AP 7.145,30 GP = AP 7.284,31 GP = AP 7.500, 33 GP
= AP 13.23) and two, which form the basis of my investigation, present themselves as book labels in pseudo-
sepulchral fashion (28 GP = AP 7.11 on Erinna, 32 GP = AP 9.63 on Antimachus).
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underpins Asclepiades’ output. The habit of narrative encapsulation - offering a vivid glimpse
into one of an ongoing sequence of events, or alluding to a grander narrative through the
presentation of a single instance within it - is not solely a trend of Asclepiades’ erotic epigrams:
surveying his sepulchral epigrams, we can note as parallels the statue of Arete’s reflection on
the contest of Ajax and Odysseus over Achilles’ armour as a means to consider the moral values
of epic heroes (29 GP = AP 7.145); the cenotaph of Euippus, which imagines a future encounter
between the reader and the deceased’s father, while equally highlighting the ambiguities of the
presence of the speaking voice of epigram (31 GP = AP 7.500); or the poignant reversal of
expected practice in an epigram which, though appearing at first to be straightforwardly
sepulchral, focuses on the grief experienced by Botrys, rather than upon his deceased son, who
goes unnamed (33 GP = AP 13.23). This technique can be traced back to inscribed sepulchral
epigram, which must necessarily evoke a broader narrative in brief (i.e., the deceased’s life and
death), but Asclepiades does not reduplicate it as-is, but rather adapts it to encapsulate
narratives of greater complexity. Simultaneously, as is evident in the case of the sepulchral
epigrams, Asclepiades’ style of encapsulation becomes a tool through which the author reflects
upon the character of his own work, emphasising his play with epigrammatic convention and
his generic innovations, but equally reflecting his own bookish practice. This style is a
consequence of Asclepiades’ production of book-epigram, and this is encapsulated in his own

self-representation as an editorial presence.

I begin with the erotic epigrams, and consider Asclepiades’ authorial self-representation, which
I suggest is redolent of Nossis’ practice within her collection. The revelation of Asclepiades as
an authorial persona within his work is a composite process, occurring over the course of
multiple epigrams, developing as a result of the intertextual reference of these poems to one
another, before ultimately being crowned by a work of sphragistic character (16 GP = AP
12.50), in which the author seemingly occupies the role of the text’s addressee. However, I
suggest that there is a greater complexity to this instance of self-representation. Rather than
simply appearing as an addressee, I argue that Asclepiades constructs his persona doubly, both
as a personal, subjective voice, and as a second figure who reflects upon and responds to that
first speaker. In so doing, Asclepiades demonstrates a quintessentially epigrammatic prowess
at encapsulating, en miniature, that which has already been miniaturised once (viz., the
narrative snapshots which constitute the other epigrams in which we can detect ‘Asclepiades’
as the speaker of the poem) but also a complex self-awareness of the bookish form of his poetry.

Advocating that Asclepiades emphasises his prowess as a narrative miniaturist, alongside his
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mastery of the book-roll in his own act of self-representation, I then assess the two securely
Asclepiadean epigrams which take poetic predecessors and their work as subjects, the one on
the poetry of Erinna (28 GP = AP 7.11) and the other on that of Antimachus (32 GP = AP
9.63).”* Both poets have clear thematic significance for Asclepiades, their poetry
foreshadowing his own intermingling of love, longing and death, but neither is adduced as a
direct model for his own practice. Instead, the representation of his predecessors serves as a
means for Asclepiades to reflect upon the form of his own poetry, rather than providing models
for him to follow. The epigrams themselves are formally interesting, purporting as they do to
be labels for book-rolls of the work of these poets: though epigrammatic book-labels are
recurrent in the Hellenistic period and beyond, Asclepiades’ poems are among the first of the

33 T suggest that within these poems Asclepiades applies his style of narrative

type.
encapsulation as a critical method of representing and engaging with his predecessors, and the
tradition they emblematise. This engagement occurs in a conspicuously textual setting, through
the conceit of the epigrams qua book-labels. Their epitomising form mirrors the encapsulating
essence of Asclepiades’ poetry more broadly, but equally reflects the author’s idealised self-

representation, as an editorial, unifying presence which pervades his collection.

Asclepiades’ authorial persona has been interpreted principally as the ‘poet-lover’, whose
yearning is expressed, across multiple epigrams, in the first person: this persona is most
obviously detected in the following two epigrams, in which the lack of a dramatic setting allows
- as Gutzwiller suggests - the reader to seemingly eavesdrop on the thoughts of

».356

‘Asclepiades’:

(15 GP = AP 12.46)

oVK €’ 008’ €TéwV dV0 Kelkoot kal komd {@Mv.
"Qpoteg, T Kakdv T0VT0; Ti e PALYETE;

v yap €yod T Tabo, ti tomoete; 6fjAov, "Epmteg,
¢ O Thpog Taigech’ dppoveg AoTPAYAAOLC.

I’'m not yet twenty-two and already I’'m sick of living.

%I do not here consider 45 GP = AP 9.64 on Hesiod, more likely the work of Archias, or 47 GP = AP 13.29, on
Cratinus, of disputed authorship; see on both Sens (2011).

%% See the comparable label-epigrams of Antipater of Sidon for the two poets (S8 GP = AP 7.713 on Erinna’s
poetry, 66 GP = AP 7.409 on that of Antimachus). Compare other examples: Leon.Tarent. 101 GP = AP 9.25 and
Call. 56 GP = AP 9.507 for Aratus’ Phaenomena, adesp. FGE 32 = AP 9.185 for verses of Archilochus, Crin. 11
GP = AP 9.545 for Callimachus’ Hecale. Theoc. 27 Gow = AP 9.434 is seemingly a label for Theocritus’ own
poetry, though the ascription has been contested; see Gow (1950), 549, Gutzwiller (1996), 138, Rossi (2001), 343-
347. Adesp. 38 FGE = AP 9.190 also purports to be a book label for Erinna’s poetry: on Erinna’s appearances in
this epigrammatic sub-type, see Neri (2003), 55-57.

3% Gutzwiller (1998), 143, 149.
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Erotes, why this evil? Why do you burn me?
For if I die, what’ll you do? Clearly, Erotes,
you’ll go on without care, playing knucklebones as before.

(17 GP = AP 12.166)

000" &1t pot Aoudv yoyt|g, 611 OMmot’, "Epwrtec,
o010 ¥y’ Exev TPOg Bedv novyinv doeete.
7 un o1 t6&otg &t PAALETE P’ AAAL KEPOLVOIC,
Kol Thvtmg T€epnV 0E60e e KavOpaKmv.
5 vai voi BaAret’, "Epwteg, EVECKANK®OG Yap Gvioug
€€ Dpéwv TovToV, £ ETtt Bovdop” Exew.>”’

Whatever that is left of my soul, whatever it is, Erotes,
permit that to have rest, in the name of the gods.
Or at least don’t still strike with bows, but thunderbolts,
and make me utterly ash and cinder.
5 Yes, yes, strike, Erotes, for, parched with sorrow
I wish to have... (?from you...)

The speaking persona of these epigrams might be described - without fear of hyperbole - as
overwrought, particularly when reading the poems in conjunction: the fatalism observed in AP
12.46 develops into an all-out death wish in AP 12.166, and a degree of humour is generated

in the incongruity of the speaker’s troubles when weighed against the divine destruction at the

point of a thunderbolt which he requests as a ‘cure’.>>® The over-emotional speaker of these

epigrams, whom a reader might identify with the author himself, is offered counsel in a further
poem (16 GP = AP 12.50), in which the lovelorn youth is directly identified, with the poet’s

own name:

v, AckAnmadn: i Td ddkpva tadta; Tl TUoKEL;
ov o¢ povov yaremn Konpig éAnicaro,

ovd’ émi ool povve katednKato TOEA Kol 100G
mikpog "Epwg. ti {®dV v omodif tibeca;

5 nivopev Baiyov {opov mopa d4KTUAOG AMG.

7 oA KOyoTdy ADYvoV 18€iv Hévopey;

traivouev: oV yop Epog T petd tol xpdvov oVKETL TOVAVY,
OYETALE, TNV HOKPAV VOKT AvaTovcopueda.

Drink, Asclepiades: Why these tears? What’s the matter with you?
Not you alone has cruel Cypris despoiled,
nor against you alone has bitter Eros raised his bow and arrow.
Why are you placed in ashes while living?
5 Let’s drink an unmixed draught of Bacchus. Dawn’s a finger’s-breadth.

37 On the difficulties of interpreting the final line of AP 12.166, see Gutzwiller (1998), 146, Sens (2011), 111.
%8 See further Handley (1996), Sens (2011), 112; see Campbell (2013), 23-31 on the influence of new comedy on
Asclepiades’ depiction of his besotted epigrammatic speakers.
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Or are we waiting once more to see the light that puts us to bed?
(?Let us drink, ...) after not much longer,

miserable one, we shall rest for the long night.
The identity of the speaker of this epigram has proven elusive: most scholars have suggested
the speaker is a generic symposiast,” while Gutzwiller, seeing the epigram as a concluding
piece, suggests that an “unnamed symposiast may present... the internal auditor’s response to
the content of the collection”.*® The occlusion of the precise speaker, combined with the
apparent address to the author of the epigram, results in a work in which vocal ambiguity is
central: however, the questionable identity of the speaking voice should not here be taken as a

failing of the epigram, but rather one of the central features of its programmatic point.*®!

The proposition that Asclepiades here addresses himself has been largely rejected in favour of
identifying the speaker as a companion of the author within a symposiastic setting,’*> but a
number of aspects make a reappraisal (and refinement) of this position attractive. Rather than
arguing that Asclepiades can here be observed consoling himself (that is, evincing the form of
reflexive communication described as ‘audible thought’ by George Walsh),’® I propose that
we can modify Gutzwiller’s reading, and interpret Asclepiades - a figure who possesses a
degree of detachment from the collection itself, whom I will call the ‘editorial persona’ -
consoling ‘Asclepiades’ - the embedded persona of the anguished, occasionally parodic poet-
lover, generated through the first person speech of the erotic epigrams.’®* We can note,
particularly, the precise knowledge of the poet-lover’s plight which the editorial persona
displays, which, instead of a generalised response, takes the form of specific recollections of
the other Asclepiadean epigrams, through the reuse of imagery and the recapitulation and
reversal of the poet-lover’s words: ti td dakpva tadta; 11 Taoyelg (12.50.1) recalls ti kakov
10070; Ti pe PAéyete (12.46.2); 00d” €mi ool podve Katednkato tdEa kai 1ovg / Tkpog "Epmg
(12.50.3-4) responds to urn omn 10&oig &1t PaAareteé p’ (12.166.3); 11 {dv €v omoduf tibeoat
(12.50.4) evokes the imagery of the speaker burned by love in AP 12.46.2 (11 pe Aéyete) and
AP 12.166.4 (mavtwg téppnyv 0660 pe kdvOpakinv), and further recalls another epigram (2 GP

% E.g., Wiliamowitz-Moellendorff (1924), I1.113, Gow and Page (1965), I1.127 (who also note that the speaking
voice might belong to Asclepiades himself), Garrison (1978), 23, Hutchinson (1988), 275, Sens (2011), 103.

% Gutzwiller (1998), 149.

%1 See Sens (2011), 103, Hunter (2010), 286.

2 B g, raised by Handley (1996), though cf. Gutzwiller (1998), 148.n.64 and Sens (2011), 109 on the issues with
his position.

3% Walsh (1990).

%% Gutzwiller (1998), 139-140 suggests we detect precisely this duality (between ‘poet-lover’ and “poet-editor”)
in the context of Asclepiades’ collection as a whole, but not in AP 12.50.
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= AP 5.85) in which the speaker seemingly attempts to impel a young women to sleep with him
through the assertion that év 8" Ayépovti/ 6ctén Kai omoodn, tapbéve, keiodueda, “in Acheron,
maiden, we’ll lie, bones and ash” (5.85.3-4). In so doing, the speaker of AP 12.50 does more
than just present an internal auditor’s response to the collection: rather, he excerpts and inverts
the poet-lover’s words in such a manner as to establish a clear relationship between the two,
but one marked not only by similarities, but by diverging patterns of thought and response to

the hazards of love.

In AP 12.50, the editorial persona’s repeated encouragements to the poet-lover to drink can be
seen as a very literal solution to the metaphorical plight of being éveokinkac dvioig
experienced by the latter in AP 12.166.5, but equally presents a veiled response to 1 GP = AP
5.169, a poem of programmatic aspect, that perhaps stood as the opening poem of Asclepiades’
collection,*® in which the speaker extols the virtues of love:
MoV B€poug Sty dVTL YLV TOTOHV, 11OV O€ vadTang
€K YEILDVOG 10TV glaptvov ZTEQAVOV*

10V 8’ OmdTOV KPOYT Hid TOVG PIAEOVTOG
yAoiva, kol aivijtor Konpig o™ dpgotépmv.

Sweet in summer is snow to drink, and it is sweet for sailors
to see the spring Garland after winter:
but sweeter whenever a cloak hides the lovers,
and Cypris is praised by both.
However, this epigram is incongruous as an encapsulation of Asclepiadean poetry in foto: while
many epigrams do offer a glimpse of the sweetness of love, in keeping with the sentiment
offered here, many depict the bitterness of unrequited longing, and Cypris - along with Eros -
is not always a subject of praise, but is often beseeched by those unsuccessful in love,**® and
sometimes held to account for their part in erotic misfortune.’®’ This epigram, then, is a fitting
programmatic statement for the poet-lover as he is at the start of the collection, before the
narrative of his unrequited love has been rolled-out. Following that narrative, the presentation
of a Béiyov {wpov mopa (12.50.5), to assuage the pains inflicted by yoienn Konpig (12.50.2),
can readily be interpreted as the editorial persona responding to the naive pronouncements of

the poet-lover in AP 5.169: he offers his besotted counterpart a more potent drink than snow in

%% Gutzwiller (1998), 128-129.

3% See 7 GP = AP 5.207 in which Cypris is requested to hate those who spurn what the speaker considers proper
worship of the goddess (i.e., heterosexual intercourse); see further Sens (2011), 44-45. Compare 8 GP = AP 5.162.
7 See 19 GP = AP 12.153 in which Eros’ dual distribution of sweetness and pain through longing is emphasised,
and compare AP 12.46 and AP 12.166 above.

120



summer, a new god to banish the ravishes of Cypris and the thirst-making bitterness of Eros,
and simultaneously presents a counterpoint to the programmatic sentiment expressed in AP
5.169. Read together, the two epigrams present a complete depiction of the joys - and sorrows
- of the affairs of the heart. Just such an intertextual reading of these epigrams is seemingly
supported by their joint recollection of one of the most famous depictions of the two sides of
Eros: love’s transformation from ndv in AP 5.169, to mupdc in AP 12.50, breaks the
identification of Eros by Sappho as yAvkOmikpov - “sweet-bitter” (fr.130) - back into its

constituent parts: to perceive the unified whole, one must perceive the poems together.

The editorial persona’s encouragement to drink is notably phrased by the recollection of poetry
of symposiastic tone: in this we can most clearly observe Asclepiades employing predecessors
as ‘models’ in a more straightforward fashion, as the repeated commands to drink recalls
Theognidean verse.’®® Furthermore, AP 12.50.5-6 clearly reiterates Alcaeus (fr.346.1);
TOVOUEV: TL Ta Aoy’ dppévopev; daktolog auépa, “let us drink; why do we await the lamp?
Day’s but a finger’s-breadth”.**® In so doing, Asclepiades adapts the voices of other poets to
delineate his own position, situating the expression of the editorial persona within the tradition
of symposiastic poetry, thereby framing his own authorial efforts and the voice of his poems

within that milieu.®”°

AP 12.50 is thus a nuanced distillation of Asclepiades’ poetry, and his authorial persona, on
multiple levels. Reiterating the thematic juxtaposition of love and longing with drinking and
death observed throughout his corpus, the epigram is framed within the tradition of
symposiastic poetry, while simultaneously acknowledging the author’s play with epigrammatic
conventions. We can note the epigrammatic overtones of ‘Asclepiades’ being placed (tibscan)
in ashes (12.50.4), much as Posidippus (in the Seal) and Callimachus (in the Tomb of
Simonides) utilised paradigmatically epigrammatic language to comparably allusive effect.’”'
Drawing together these disparate aspects is the bifurcated persona of Asclepiades: the voice of
the poet-lover encapsulates the subjective, personal character of Asclepiades’ erotic poems,

mixing together love and death in his utterances. Complementing this personal figure is the

more detached editorial persona, whose quick-fire summary of the poet-lover’s woes situates

% See Thgn. 763-764, 879-874, 973-976, 1041-1042, 1047-1048.

% Compare Alc. fr.38a.1-4, 347.1, 401a, 401b; on Asclepiadean allusions to Alcaeus, see particularly Hunter
(2010), 284-288.

7% Sens (2011), 106-107 notes that the speaker, through the quotation of poetry in ‘performance’, may be
recapitulating the practice expected at actual symposia.

37! See further Tueller (2008), 50-52; compare further the example of CEG 11.2, in which the deceased is described
as being ‘placed’ by those who buried him: év046™ AOnvoiot [TuBayopnv €Becav.
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that subjective viewpoint in the wider tradition of symposiastic poetry, establishing
Asclepiades’ work within the broader poetic milieu which precedes it. These two Asclepiades
mirror the micro and macrocosmic situations of the author in relation to his work: the poet-
lover is the internal voice of Asclepiades’ poetry, embedded within the narrative of multiple
epigrams and expressing a subjectivity in keeping with their genre. The editorial persona is
quintessentially a result of the book-form of Asclepiades’ poetry. He exists within the work,
yet surpasses the limits of any single epigram. He is thus able to reflect upon the collection’s
status as a poetic product, allowing him to transcend the self-indulgent woe of ‘Asclepiades’,
and reassure him that he is not alone in feeling the pain of love (having access, as he does, to
multiple other examples of such heart-ache within the collection). By emphasising the sympotic
scene, the editorial persona acknowledges the overarching fictional setting of the erotic
epigrams, reflecting Asclepiades’ presentation of multiple tales of love:*’* in the ‘symposium’
which is Asclepiades’ collection of epigrams, the poet-lover’s narrative is simply one of many,
but unifying all of those accounts is Asclepiades qua author, a role expressed through the

presentation of the editorial persona.

Asclepiades’ self-representation thus plays with an awareness of the medium of his poetry,
while simultaneously evincing a reflexive appraisal of the question of the ‘personal’ voice of
the author within poetry. Strikingly, these issues are likewise central to the epigrams on the
work of Erinna and Antimachus, and it is to the former which I turn now (28 GP = AP 7.11):
0 yAvkdg Hpivvag o0tog mévog, odyi ToAdC pév,
¢ 0v TopOeVIKAG EVVEAKUOEKETEVC,

AL ETEPp®V TOALDY SLVOTAOTEPOS” €1 0" Aldag ot
) tode MADe, Tic av tadikov oy’ dvopa;

This is the sweet labour of Erinna, not great in volume,
as she was a maiden of nineteen,
but with greater power than that of many others: if Hades
had not come early to me, who would have had so great a name?
A key aspect of this epigram is its engagement with the biographical tradition surrounding
Erinna: while providing the details expected of a typical sepulchral epigram, Asclepiades’
poem transcends simple conventionality in their usage, which can be appreciated if we consider

the tradition surrounding the life of Erinna, and its development. The relative stability of

Erinna’s biography - codified in the epigrams of the late 4™ or early 3™ Century, and remaining

372 Gutzwiller (1998), 149-150.
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mostly unaltered through to the Suda and the work of Eustathius - is notable in comparison to
the poet against whom she is measured by one anonymous epigram, which asserts that oi 6¢&
TpmkdeIoL TavNg oTiyot icot Ounpw, “her three hundred lines are equal to Homer” (38 FGE
= AP 9.190.3):>” in contrast to the multiple warring traditions surrounding that poet’s life and
work, Erinna’s biographical afterlife - while not without ambiguity, particularly with regards

to her homeland - is remarkably coherent.®”*

In part, this relative coherency can be attributed
to the differing circumstances in which Homer and Erinna produced their work, particularly to
the likelihood that there was not a substantial gap between the composition of the Distaff and
its circulation as text.’”> Equally, if we accept the mid-4™ Century as a likely date of
composition for the Distaff, Erinna was contemporary with, or slightly predated, the first
flourishing of biographical and para-biographical writing about poets, such as that by authors
such as Chamaeleon and Hermesianax, and latterly the epigrams written purportedly
accompanying poets’ statues, graves or poetry. This situation may have immunised her
tradition against the possibility of wildly variant readings, to an extent. However, the notion
that context alone preserved Erinna is unsatisfying, and does not explain the popularity of her
biographical tradition, particularly compared to other authors of the late classical period.’”
Rather, it seems that later authors found, in her poetry and authorial persona, a particular quality

which lent itself readily to biographical representation.

In an article innocuously entitled ‘Erinna’, Martin West offered an extreme interpretation of
the reality of Erinna’s identity and origins: namely, that ‘Erinna’ (the perceived author of the
Distaff) was wholly a fabrication, and that the author of the poem was not a precocious ingénue
from the back-of-beyond, but rather a (male) poet of the 4™ Century active in Cos, Rhodes or
another of the centres of Hellenistic poetic activity, who assumed ‘Erinna’ as a persona.’’’

Immediate responses to West focused upon the possibility that the Erinna depicted in the

37 On this comparison, see Klooster (2011), 68-69.

3™ On Homer’s biographical tradition, see particularly Lefkowitz (1981), 14-29, Graziosi (2002), Beecroft (2010),
61-105.

373 See West (1977), Neri (2003), 55-60.

*7® On which see now particularly LeVen (2014).

37 West (1977), 117-119. Snyder (1989), 65 notes the contrasting situation of male and female poets in the early
Hellenistic period, highlighting that, while the former tend to become associated with literary centres such as Cos
or Alexandria, the later seem to flourish only on the periphery (e.g., Erinna, Tenos/Telos; Nossis, Locri; Anyte,
Tegea; Moero, Byzantium), which she suggests occurs due to the lack of participation by women in the major
literary institutions of the day. Given, however, that this information is at least in part drawn from these poets’
own works, it might be tempting to speculate on the existence of a purposefully defined counter-culture, whereby
female poets eschewed direct association with major centres: as their works were definitely received at
Alexandria, Pergamum et al., life on the periphery does not seem to have overly hampered their fame. See further
Bowman (1998), 48-49, (2004), Gutzwiller (1998), Skinner (2002), 73-74, de Vos (2014), 417-432.
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epigrams and later sources (i.e., an un-married woman who died young, born somewhere on
one of the Aegean islands between the 6™ and 4"/3™ Centuries) might plausibly have composed
the Distaff:>’® More significantly, however, West’s assessment re-energised investigations into
the voice of the Distaff as an explicitly female utterance, one which built upon the extant female
tradition as embodied in Sappho’s poetry, but which equally stripped away the “ventriloquizing
male voice of the epic narrator” of the Homeric goos in order to present an authentic female

voice of lamentation.>”

Indeed, Gutzwiller suggests that Erinna’s popularity among the
Hellenistic poets was precisely because of the emotional authenticity of her lament in which,
as opposed to the laments of Briseis, Andromache and Homer’s characters, “the voice of the
character... became identical with the voice of the narrator”.”® That the Distaff was taken as
an authentic record of personal grief - and further, of biographical accuracy - is thus reflected
in the coherence of Erinna’s biographical tradition, which rapidly coalesces around several core

features and maintains stability over time,”®' precisely because ‘Erinna’ was seen to possess a

definitive authorial character.

It seems likely that Asclepiades’ epigram on Erinna was the first of such bio-bibliographical
representations of the poet, and in it we can see many aspects which the later epigrams reiterate,
particularly her early death and the significance of her nineteenth year. Indeed, a consistent
thread which runs throughout the sources on Erinna’s life is her youth,’®* but what is
noteworthy is the recurrence of nineteen as an age of significance,’® a detail which appears to
have been drawn from her own work. The word évvea[kat]dékartog has been widely accepted
as the restoration of 1.37 of the Distaff, and the occurrence of Erinna’s name in the following
line (the only extant occurrence in what remains of the poem) has led some to suspect that this

384

may be a reference to Erinna’s own age.” Regardless of whether évvea[kat]dékatog was, in

fact, intended to refer to Baucis in the Distaff, Erinna’s ancient readers seem happily to have

°78 See particularly Pomeroy (1978) and Arthur (1980).

37 Rowlands and Murray (2007), 213. See further Arthur (1980), Skinner (1982), Rauk (1989), Snyder (1989),
86-97, Gutzwiller (1997), (1998) 86-88, Stehle (2001), Wohrle (2002), Manwell (2005), Levaniouk (2008). On
the form and context of the goos see Alexiou (2002), 102-103. On Sapphic recollections in Erinna’s poetry, see
particularly Rauk (1989), Cavallini (1991), 129-130.

% Gutzwiller (1997), 210-211.

1 See particularly the discussion of the epigrams ascribed to Erinna in Chapter 1.2.

%2 Compare Asclep. 28 GP = AP 7.11.2, Leon.Tarent./Mel. AP 7.13.1, adesp. 39 FGE = AP 7.12.1, Christod. AP
2.108-110. See also Mel. 1 GP = AP 4.1.12, in which Erinna is likened to a crocus, a symbol both of her virginity
and of death: see further Neri (2003), 201.

¥ See adesp. 38 FGE = AP 9.190.4, Sud.s.v. "Hpwva (H 521 Adler).

¥ Scholz (1973), 19, West (1977), 110, Rauk (1989), 115, Gutzwiller (1998), 77n.80, Stehle (2001), 197.
However, others have approached the conclusion that this is Erinna’s age (rather than that of Baucis) with greater
trepidation, e.g. Levin (1962), 197-198, Gow and Page (1965) 11.282.n.4, Neri (2003), 392-393.
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accepted the detail as autobiographical, and ascribed it to the author. However, in Asclepiades’
epigram, this detail becomes more than just biographical colour: Alexander Sens suggests that
Asclepiades compresses Erinna’s biography, and elides the age at which Erinna composed the
Distaff and the age at which she died.’®* Interpreted thusly, nineteen is the age at which Erinna’s
poetic life supersedes her flesh-and-blood existence, a period of transition, from mortality to
immortal memory, which Asclepiades’ epigram effectively encapsulates.’®® Compression and
elision colour this epigram in more ways than one: beyond the juxtaposition of real life with
living memory through poetry, Asclepiades’ epigram exhibits the entanglement of Erinna the
author with her creation that is characteristic of many of the epigrams on poets. Richard Hunter
notes the equivocatory applicability of mdévog as a term to describe Erinna’s poetry, one which
could encapsulate both literary labour and the labour of weaving:*®’ Sens expands on this point
by suggesting that yAvkvg mdévog may have been Erinna’s description for Baucis’ act of wool-
working within the Distaff, and thus its use as a reflexive description of Erinna’s poetry

388

conceptually juxtaposes the work of Baucis with that of Erinna.” This process of

juxtaposition, and the elision of the poet with her character, is mirrored in the following

anonymous sepulchral epigram addressed to Erinna (39 FGE = AP 7.12):%

aptL Aoygvopévny o€ HeEAGGOTOK®V Eap DUV®V,
dpti 6¢ Kukvelw EOeyyouévny otouaTL,
HAacev gig Axépovta 610 TAUTY KOUO KOUOVT®V
Moipa, AVOKAMGTOL dECTATIG NAAKATNG.
5 00 0" éméwv, "Hprvva, kalog Tdvog oV og yeywVel
@0BicOat, &yev 6& yopoug auprya Ihiepiow.

Just as you were bringing forth the spring of your honeyed hymns,
and beginning to sing with your swan-like voice,

Fate, mistress of the distaff that spins the thread,
bore you over the wide water of the dead to Acheron.

%3 Sens (2003), 80 who further highlights that the funereal overtones of this epigram would make the inference
that nineteen was the age of Erinna’s death natural. Cf. Levin (1962), 197, who argues against this reading, and
Gow and Page (1965), I1.136 who suggest that the epigram is “not sepulchral, but might be carelessly read as
such”.

% Leon. Tarent./Mel. AP 7.13.1-3 suggests a similar conjunction of Erinna’s composition of the Distaff and her
death.

¥ Hunter (1996b), 15. On weaving as a metaphor for poetic production, see particularly Snyder (1981), Scheid
and Svenbro (1996), Bassi (1998), 70-74, Kruger (2001).

% Sens (2003), 84-85; see further Neri (1996), 198-200. De Vos (2014), 426-428 suggests that the image of
Erinna sitting at a spindle may have provided the model for statues depicting the poet, adducing Tat. 4d Gr.33.8-
16, 21-23 and Christod. 4P 2.108-11 (cf. Christod. AP 2.69-71 on a statue of Sappho, described almost
identically). Though these sources are late, Tatian claims the statue of Erinna was made by Naucydes (¢.400): this
does not align with the supposed floruit of Erinna in the mid-4" Century (on which see Neri (2003), 210), but may
testify to a long-held, traditional mode of representing the poet. The motif of Erinna engaged in weaving is notable
in adesp. 38 FGE = AP 9.190.

% Confidently assigned by Page (1981), 346 to the period 250-150.
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5 Erinna, the beautiful labour of your verse proclaims you not to
have perished, but to have joined in the chorus of the Pierides.
That this epigram responds not only to Erinna’s biographical tradition generally, but to
Asclepiades’ epigram more specifically is clear, given the echoes of Asclepiades’ YAvkvg ndévog
(7.11.1) in the description of Erinna’s poetry as kaA0¢ mdvog (7.12.5). The poem blurs the
distinction between Erinna the author and her subject, the character Baucis, as the latter’s
tragically early demise is re-ascribed to the former. However, the entanglement of author and
character is not passed over without reflection, but rather seems to be highlighted through the
use of a particularly symbolic motif: within the epigram, the central role of the emblem of
Erinna’s poem - the distaff itself - highlights the transposition of biographical detail from
Baucis to Erinna via the medium of her work. Numerous scholars have noted the
appropriateness of the distaff as the thematic crux of Erinna’s lament, given the dual symbolism
of both domesticity and the metaphorical weaving of the thread of fate associated with the
item:>*" in AP 7.12, the distaff serves to weave together Baucis and Erinna, intertwining the
fate of the character with the biographical narrative of the author’s life, as the Distaff had woven
author and character together in the minds of Erinna’s readers. The final address to the poet
further emphasises the conceptual merging of Erinna with her poetry: Erinna’s kaAdg movog is
a means for the poet to escape the cruellest ravages of fate - that is, being forgotten - that the

distaff must ultimately symbolise for mortals.™"

I propose that Asclepiades’ epigram is a forerunner of AP 7.12, in that it displays a comparably
nuanced entanglement of Erinna, Baucis and the Distaff. Similarly, the manner of the
entanglement emphasises that it is not simply a by-product of a biographically fallacious
reading, but an integral feature of Asclepiades’ representation of Erinna, and his broader aims
in undertaking that representation. Following the assertion of the identity of the speaking voice
at the outset (0 yAvidg Hpivvag odtog movog, 7.11.1), we can readily perceive that Erinna’s
poetry is itself the speaker. However, the closing lines of the epigram problematise this
assertion - whose voice are we to interpret uttering &i 8" Aidag pot / pf toydg NA0e, Tic av
taAikov oy’ dvopa (7.11.3-4)? The implication must surely be that Erinna herself takes over
the speaking role. Sens - as a rejoinder to those who seek to emend pot to maintain the seeming

consistency of the speaking voice - suggests that, in fact, Asclepiades here draws on inscribed

3% See e.g., Levin (1962), 200, Cameron and Cameron (1969), 287, West (1977) 96.
%1 See above, Chapter 2.1 on Callimachus’ epigram for Heraclitus, 34 GP = AP 7.80. See also Antipater of Sidon’s
epigram on Erinna, 58 GP = AP 7.713, which further explores the motif of Erinna’s perpetual remembrance.
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tradition, wherein it is “not unusual for the (ostensible) voice of the monument to give way to
the first-person voice of the deceased”.’”> While I agree that Asclepiades is here engaging with
inscribed convention, I do not wholly conclude with Sens’ position: inscribed epigrams in
which the tomb speaks as if it were the deceased - rather than the deceased speaking without
intermediary - are exceptional,’”® and epigrams which evince a change of speaker make use of
signposting techniques to highlight this. Rather than transposing inscribed conventions into a
new context, [ suggest that, instead, Asclepiades is here fracturing those conventions to reflect
the entanglement of Erinna and her work through their vocal comingling, a phenomenon which
can only occur because of the book-epigram form with which he composes.>”* We can observe
the differences between Asclepiades’ epigram and its multi-vocal inscribed forebears clearly,

if we consider the representation of different speakers in the following epigram (CEG 512):

TnAépayog | Zmovdokpdrog | DAvede.

“® TOV AEYWVNOTOL G APETAS TaPA TAGL TOAITONG |
KAeWOV Emavov Exovt’ dvopa mobevoTaTOV |

nonct Qilet te yovauki.” - “tdpo 6 €mi de&1d, pijtep, |
Kelpot ofg eIAlag ovK dmoAewmdpuevog.”

Tepoxrera | Oyuadov | €€ Ofov.

Telemachus, son of Spoudocrates, from Phlya.

“O man, possessing among all citizens a famous praise

for your always remembered excellence, and being greatly missed
by your children and wife.” “On the right of your grave, mother,

I lie, not leaving off my love for you.”

Hierocleia, daughter of Opsiades, from Oion.

In this epigram, the presence of two speakers is revealed both paratextually (through the
inscription of the names of the deceased above and below the epigram) and internally.
Hierocleia speaks first of her son, before Telemachus himself takes over: in doing so, he
situates himself in relation to the previous speaker in spatial and genealogical terms,

highlighting the change of speaker by responding to the text which precedes his own utterance

92 Sens (2003), 80, reiterated at (2011), 186, 192. See further Gow and Page (1965), I1.136.

% Sens’ example - the Phrasiclea epigram (CEG 24) - is much debated, precisely on account of the uncertainty
of the source of its initial utterance, oc€uo ®pacikieiog, and its implications for interpreting the voice of the
epigram more broadly. See further Svenbro (1993), 8-25, Tueller (2004), 305-307.

% See Campbell (2013), 24 on the comparable rupturing of sepulchral convention in Asclep. 15 GP = AP 12.46,
and further on this epigram below.
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395

- and thus also revealing the identity of the first speaker.””” The closest inscribed parallel to

Asclepiades’ epigram is CEG 119:
vermig €06 €Bavov kal oV AdPov dvBog &t €Pag, |
AL iKOpa TpooTEV TOALOAKPLOV €I AyEpovTa. |

pvapo 0¢ teide matep Ymepdvopog maig Kieddapog |
ot0oé pe Oecarion kol pdtep Buyatpi Kopdva.

I died an infant, and had not yet plucked the flower of youth,

but I arrived early and much-wept to Acheron.

The father Cleodamus, son of Hyperanor - and the mother Corona -

set me up here as a memorial to his daughter Thessalia.
Here, the epigram undertakes a change in voice more subtly, but a reader cannot fail to
recognise the change by the epigram’s conclusion. Particularly upon encountering the
expression otdcé pe (119.4), that it is the pvapa (119.3) which speaks the epigram’s second
couplet is decisively revealed.”® By contrast, Asclepiades’ epigram displays no signposting of
a change in speaker: while the recognition of a change in the identity of the speaking voice is

contextually encouraged, it is left wholly to the reader to deduce that Erinna becomes the

epigram’s voice, with no orientating reference back to the previous speaker to demarcate such

a shift.

I suggest that the ambiguity of the precise identity of the speaker in this epigram serves a
specific literary-critical purpose, contributing to a notion which Asclepiades has already
presented at the level of content: namely, that the character of Erinna’s work can be read as
analogous with the author’s own character (with the ambiguity of what ‘character’ might imply
here overt). Within the epigram, the voice of Erinna’s poetry is not replaced or superseded by
the voice of Erinna. Rather, they intermingle, and become indistinguishable from one another.
In so doing, Asclepiades appears to adhere to a biographically fallacious interpretation of his
predecessor, but I would propose instead that Asclepiades finds in Erinna an eminently suitable

figure through which to explore the inability to easily disentangle the voice of the author from

3% See Tsagalis (2008), 259. This form of delineation is apparent in other dialogue-type epigrams we possess,
e.g., CEG 429, avdn teyvnesco Abo, Aéye tig 168" f[yoipa] | otfjcev... | [lavapdvng viog Kaopdiiog, el p’
énfotpovelg?] | é€emev...; CEG 530, yoipe tapog Mehitng: ypnotin yovr £vBade keitat: v piiodvra | dvtiprodoa
1oV &vépa Oviicip|ov oo kpatioTn: v Totyapodv mobel | Bovodoav og, foba Yap xpnoTh Yovn. v - | kai o yaipe
Qidtat’ avopdv, aAla | Tovg €povg gilel; CEG 545, dctéa pév kal oapkag | £{i1}yel x0mv maida tov 7|0V, yoyn
3¢ eboePéov | olxetan gig BdAapov. | €l 8¢ dvopa (ntelg, Oeoyeitjov Oupdyov maig OnPaliog yevedv KELAL
Khew|aic év ABnvais. See also CEG 120, ‘Simon.” 31 FGE = API 23, 50 FGE = AP 13.11. See further Meyer
(2005), 83-88, Tsagalis (2008), 253-255, 257-260, Tueller (2008), 42-43, Schmitz (2010a), 377-379, Vestrheim
(2010), 71-73.

3% See further Casey (2004), 65-67, Tueller (2004), 305.
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the voice of their poetry, on account of the highly personal nature of the Distaff. In failing to
demarcate the precise identity of the speaker within the epigram, Asclepiades reflects a process
which might readily take place within the narrative conjured by the epigram, upon the reader’s
subsequent encounter with the personal voice of Erinna’s poetry (which this epigram
necessarily purports to precede). Thus, in prefiguring a reader’s conceptual entanglement of
Erinna with her poetry, through their vocal collocation and combination within the epigram,
Asclepiades subscribes to the notion that the narrative voice within the Distaff was taken as an
authentic reflection of the author’s own perspective, as expressed by Gutzwiller.”’ However,
rather than doing so uncritically, Asclepiades incorporates this seemingly biographically
fallacious representation of Erinna into a more ambitious project, whereby the author
‘becomes’ their poetry, not simply as a subconscious facet of the reader’s process of reception,

but within the text itself.

Asclepiades’ epigram on Antimachus’ Lyde (32 GP = AP 9.63) continues the trend of blurring
the distinction between authors, poetry and the characters therein. Though it does not directly
parallel the entanglement of author with their poetry observed in the epigram on Erinna, the
underlying motif of poetic elision is recurrent:
Avon kol yévog il kai obvopa Tdv 6 amd Kodpov
CEUVOTEPT TACAV il 01" AvTipayov.

Tig yap &U’ 00K figloe; Tig 00K averéEato Avdny,
10 EUVOV Movcdv ypappa kol Avtyudyov;

I am Lyde, in race and name: because of Antimachus
I am nobler than all the daughters of Codrus.
For who has not sung me? Who has not read Lyde,
the joint writing of the Muses and Antimachus?
The epigram appears, at first glance, to be praise of the Lyde, a work purportedly composed by
Antimachus to honour the passing of the eponymous woman, reckoned to be the author’s wife

or mistress.””® Little is known about the Lyde, Lyde, or their author/lover, Antimachus: the

poet’s biographical record is less narratively rich than that of Erinna,””” and sources reflect,

37 Gutzwiller (1997), 210-211.

% On the subject of the Lyde, see further Del Corno (1962), 76ff., Vessey (1971), 2, West (1974), 18, Krevans
(1993), 149-151, 154, Matthews (1996), 27-28, 32-36.

% Two key elements are recurrent, that being the admiration Plato had for the poet, and that the Antimachus
edited an edition of Homer: on Plato and Antimachus, see Plut. Lys. 18.6, Cic. Brut. 191; see further Wyss (1936),

of Homer, see Antim. F 165-188 Matthews, and further Wyss (1936), xxix-xxxi, Del Corno (1962), 58, Pfeiffer
(1968), 93-95, Matthews (1987), (1996), 373-403.
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with general consistency, that Antimachus was active at the end of the 5t Century, and that he

400

hailed from Colophon.”™™ An author of both epic and elegiac poetry, fragments remain of

several of Antimachus’ works, principally the Thebaid, which recounted the story of the Seven

401 Which took as its

Against Thebes, and - as noted - the Lyde, comprised of at least two books,
subject the fpmikai coppopai, “misfortunes of heroes” ([Plut.] Cons. ad Ap.106b).*** From
what remains of Antimachus’ poems (though it must be noted that this is scant), it does not
appear that Asclepiades’ epigram utilises his predecessor’s work as a direct model for
imitation. However, the narrative of the epigram evokes a clear parallel with that of the Lyde
in functional terms, through their comparable status as memorialising texts:*> while the Lyde
honours its titular figure, Asclepiades’ epigram honours the composer of the Lyde through
praise of that poem, by having it take voice and speak said praises directly. More than this,

however, it is not simply that the poem speaks: rather, Lyde the woman and the work Lyde are

elided, in a process which recalls the elision of Erinna and her work in AP 7.11.

The voice of Lyde is easily detectable in the first two lines, but that it is simultaneously the
voice of the Lyde which speaks is unveiled as the epigram progresses, particularly with the
remark tig o0k dveréato Avdnv (9.63.3) and the revelation that Avonv is a ypéupa (9.63.3,
4). It is in the final line that the epigram’s true purpose - to praise Antimachus - becomes
apparent, with the full acknowledgement that Lyde is also Lyde, and it is in this moment that
the reader becomes aware that the epigram is engaging in a reversal of Antimachus’ original
act of memorialisation. Whereas Antimachus sought to honour Lyde through the medium of
the Lyde, Asclepiades has the subject of the Lyde - and the Lyde itself - honour the author,
merging the subject and the medium of praise in order to create a composite (and inherently

bookish) memorial to Antimachus.

As also observed in AP 7.11, Asclepiades reiterates the raison d’étre of the epigram both at the
level of content and form: the narrative progression of the epigram, and the merging of Lyde

and the Lyde, encapsulates Antimachus’ own memorialising act, and this process is further

4 Apollod. FGrHist 244 F74 = D.S. 13.108.1, Plut. Lys. 18.6, Heraclid.Pont. F6 Wehrli = Procl. in Plat. Tim.
21c., Sud.s.v. Avtipoyog (A 2681 Adler). See further Wyss (1936), i-v, Matthews (1996), 15-20, particularly on
the alternate association of the poet with Claros.

1 See Antim. F85 Matthews, kai Avtipoyog &v B’ Avdng: gedyovtag yaing £ktobt Aotiadog. See further
Matthews (1996), 26-27.

2 The extent to which Antimachus spoke of Lyde in the Lyde is unclear: it has been proposed, plausibly, that the
poet framed the subsequent mythological laments with an account of his love for Lyde in an introductory section;
West (1974), 170, Cairns (1979), 219, Matthews (1996), 32-33, cf. Antim. F93 Matthews, Hermesian. fr.7.41-46
Powell = Ath. 13.598a-b. On Antimachus’ other works, see Matthews (1996), 39-46.

93 Cf. Sens (2011), 213, who suggests that the epigram praises the Lyde qua poem primarily, rather than its author.
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evoked through the evolving depiction of Lyde/Lyde’s reception within the poem. As an elegiac
composition of multi-volume length, the Lyde would have been unsuitable for presentation in
its entirety at a symposium, and, while it might recall public catalogue poetry in its scope, its
personal content would have made it less suitable for public recitation within a festival

404

context.”  Jackie Murray remarks, on this basis, that Antimachus “reckoned with readers as

well as listeners,” while West goes further in positing that the Lyde “was surely not composed

2495 1t seems

for the symposium or the Aéoym, but as a permanent contribution to Literature.
that, as Antimachus at least partially paved the way for later elegists in the production of a new
form of narrative elegy in the Lyde,*® he was equally a key figure in the adaptation of elegy to
the medium of the book-roll: that elegies were written down prior to Antimachus and his
contemporaries is not contested, but these texts appear to have been aides to performance, as
‘transcripts’ or ‘scripts’, rather than received as documents independently, as ‘scripture’, to
employ Gregory Nagy’s tripartite distinction of texts, in light of their performative application
(or lack thereof).*” While collections of elegies may have circulated from the 5" Century, or
perhaps even earlier,"”® it appears that only for Antimachus and the authors of the late 5™ and
early 4™ Centuries did the book-roll became a primary, rather than supplementary, medium of

transmission, and that reception in performance was no longer a fait accompli for elegiac

compositions (though it remained a central aspect of the genre).

I suggest that Asclepiades alludes to the novel bookish form of Antimachus’ poetry by

encapsulating the developing reception-context of elegy, in the manner of reception envisaged

9% Hunter (2005), 259-264, Murray (2010), 112-114. On the performance context of early Elegy, see particularly
Bowie (1986).

95 Murray (2010), 113, West (1974), 18.

*The Scholia Bobiensia on Cicero’s Pro Archia reports that Aristotle listed Antimachus alongside Archilochus,
Mimnermus and Solon as exemplar elegists; schol. Bob. in Cic. Pro Arch.25 = Aristot. F676 Rose. See further
Benecke (1896), Vessey (1971), 2, Matthews (1996), 32-34; see particularly Krevans (1993), 154 and Cameron
(1995), 382 on the formal influence of the Lyde on the Aetia.

7 Nagy (1996), 112: “By transcript I mean the broadest possible category of written text: a transcript can be a
record of performance, even an aid for performance, but not the equivalent of performance. We must distinguish
a transcript from an inscription, which can traditionally refer to itself in the archaic period as just that, an
equivalent of performance. As for script, I mean a narrower category, where the written text is a prerequisite for
performance. By scripture I mean the narrowest category of them all, where the written text need not even
presuppose performance.” See further, on the use of texts as transcript/script, Immerwahr (1964), Herrington
(1985), 45-47, 201-206. On the circulation of elegiac collections in a symposiastic context, Maltomini and
Pernigotti (2002), and more generally Bowie (2007), Gutzwiller (2007b), 314. See further the bibliographic items
in n.20.

9% Bowie (2007), 109-111. The editorial role played by the authors of these collections is ambiguous: see West
(1974), 72-76 on Mimnermus’ Hellenistic reception through text, and particularly 75-76, wherein he suggests
Antimachus played a key editorial role in shaping Mimnermus as a bookish author. Cf. Bowie (1986), 28, (2007),
110, who prefers the suggestion that Mimnermus edited his own collection. See further Allen (1993), 9-29,
Cameron (1995), 303f.
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by Lyde/Lyde. The question, tig yap &’ ovx fjeloe, (9.63.3) situates Lyde/Lyde in an oral,
performative context: Sens proposes that we should read this as a metaphorical reference to
readers ‘singing’ the poem’s praises,*”” but there is no good reason to wholly discard the literal
connotations of the word, and interpret this as an allusion to a symposiastic performance, in
which Lyde/Lyde would, literally, be sung. The verb which stands between the evocations of
oral and written reception, dveAéEato (9.63.3), acquires a particular significance in light of the
play with media which Asclepiades’ epigram evinces. Indeed, this poem is reckoned as one of
the first uses of this verb to mean ‘read’,*'"° but I suggest it is possible that the author here also
evokes oral performance in the presentation of the reception act. In the famous 5™ Century
inscribed law from Teos, the so-called Teian imprecations (SEG 31.985), the text seemingly
relates that officials and scribes who pn "vaiéEeelv ta yeypad|uéva év 1 | [o]tAn “do not read
out/recite the writing on the stele” (31.985 D. 14-17) to the best of their faculties will receive
punishment for their improper action.*'' Whether the precise act represented is one of recitation

from memory or direct reading from the stele itself,*'

what is definite is that the inscription
envisages a combined presentation of textual and oral record, a written artefact operating in
conjunction with a spoken performance, both of which preserve the same information, and
achieve the same aim - the dissemination of the law’s contents. This usage, while singular in
evidence which predates Asclepiades,’” foreshadows the medial duality which runs
throughout the epigram. Furthermore, the position of the activity within the text - halfway
between “singing” and “writing” - alludes to the multivalent applications of the term in such
a context. The concluding depiction of Lyde/Lyde as ypéupo emphasises Antimachus’

transposition of elegy from the context of performance and the symposium to that of the book-

roll: Asclepiades’ employment of the Muses as a legitimising entity to retroactively validate

49 Sens (2013), 218.

0B .g., Gow and Page (1965), I1.139, Sens (2011), 218. See Call. 53 GP = AP 7.471.4, 1o mepi woxiic ypoup’
avaie&apevog. Compare later examples which connect the verb to the reception of written work, e.g., Isidor.
h.4.18 (Bernand, Inscr.Métr. 175.1V.18), 1év iepdv ypapp’ dvoreEapevor; D.H. 1.89.1, & pév odv époi Suvopig
€yéveto oLV TOAAT] @povTidl avevpelv EAlvov te kol Popaiov coyvog avaieEopéve ypapdag vaep 100 Tdv
Popaiov; D.H. 9.17.1-2, 1| 8¢ Bovln th¢ tpecPeiog dkovcaoa Kol to Tod vdTov ypaupat’ avore&apuévn; Plu.
Lys.19.2, de&apevog 6¢ ékeivog GAAmG PEV 008V avaréEachat dhvatal TOV YPOUUATOV GLVOETV 0VK EXOVIMV;
Plu. Mor.579a, dvare&apevog Bipriov t@v Toloidv Tovtodamovg yopaktijpac; Agath. AP 11.354.7, adtap O tag
Biprovg averléEato TV PETEDP@V.

11 give here the full text of what remains of face D of the stele (SEG 31.985 D.1-30); AvO[eotn]p[i]jotowv : koi
‘HlpoakAéooilv : kai {1} Aloyow : é&v ABS[]|po[tlow : Av[0]lectnpioyc]v : kai Hpa[k]Aéotowy : k[a][l Znvog :
éop|tf] * OoTig §¢ Tinoyémv | fj Tapuevmv | un "varéee|v : ta yeypab|uéva : év TR | [o]TAn : &xl | pvAun ¢ Ko |
dvvapet : fj [p]lowikoypa|pémv : kKeev|[0]vimv Tiud|ymv : kelvov... (remainder lost). See further Hermann (1981),
Lewis (1982), Merkelbach (1982), Thomas (1996), 28, Youni (2007), Carawan (2008), 170-171.

*2The precise meaning of &ni pviun kai Suvépet is contested: see Thomas (1996), 23, Papakonstantinou (2015),
79, who posit “to the best of their memory and power”, but cf. Youni (2007), 731, who suggests “for the purpose
of reminder and reinforcement”. See further Hermann (1981), 12-13, Carawan (2008), 171.

413 For later examples, cf., e.g., D.C. 37.43.2, 53.11.1.
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Antimachus’ efforts is notable, but in characteristically Hellenistic fashion, those Muses are

. . 414
now writers, not singers.

Assessing both 4P 7.11 and AP 9.63 together, we are able to detect a clear degree of
comparability between them: structurally, both epigrams conclude with rhetorical questions
which serve to emphasise the fame of Erinna and Antimachus, but more than this, both
epigrams demonstrate a remarkable play with the conceptual delineation between an author,
their work, and the characters of their work as a means for representing and aggrandising poets.
In considering both poems, we are able to observe that Asclepiades’ employment of narrative
encapsulation is here not simply a feature carried over from inscribed epigram with some minor
alterations, but rather a significant aspect of his own bookish endeavours, and one that directly
influences his engagement with poetic predecessors. The compression of Erinna’s biographical
details, and the elision of her persona with her work, result in a densely-packed epitome of the
poet that evokes far more detail than is related within the epigram itself. Equally, it manages
to encapsulate Asclepiades’ reflections on the biographical reading of poetry, and also the
ambiguities surrounding the speaking voice in epigram. These issues are also present in AP
9.63: Lyde as a character becomes indistinguishable from the Lyde and, in so doing,
Asclepiades enacts a wholesale compression of Antimachus’ elegiac poetic activity into a

single evocative figure.

Asclepiades himself is absent from these epigrams as a character, but a number of aspects
obliquely aggrandise the author, despite this absence. In these elements, we can observe a
further emergence of the editorial persona, as a figure constructed between - rather than just
within - individual epigrams. In 4P 7.11, the reader is encouraged to recognise the author’s
role through the potential interpretative ambiguity of the first line, specifically the initial
assertion that 6 YAvkvg ‘Hpivvag obtog movog: while the epigram eventually reveals that oOtog
refers to the roll of Erinna’s poetry envisaged by the text, the expression simultaneously
aggrandises the more substantive deictic referent of 6 yAvkdg ovtog mdvoc, read within the
context of Asclepiades’ collection: Asclepiades’ epigram itself. Similarly, in AP 9.63,
Asclepiades implicitly situates himself within the company of Antimachus and the Muses, as
the third ‘writer’ of Lyde/Lyde, a latter-day participant in the Euvov ypappa enacted through

his production of the epigram, which continues the memorialisation of Lyde. Indeed, in the act

e Compare the conjunction of singing and writing as acts of the Muses in Posidippus’ Seal, and the
transformation from song to tablet to roll in the Batrachomyomachia (1-3), discussed in the Introduction.
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of composing both epigrams, Asclepiades’ activity mirrors his predecessors’ own acts of
memorialisation, as the author performs for Erinna and Antimachus the service that they
performed for Baucis and Lyde. The author is thus the final link in a chain, in which all other
links (both authors and their subjects) are aggrandised and memorialised once more, through
Asclepiades’ writing. The presentation of the author which emerges from these epigrams is
thus in keeping with their content and form, and commensurate with the authorial persona
detected in Asclepiades’ erotic epigrams: here, Asclepiades is absent as a character - recalling
the patterns of pre-Hellenistic inscribed epigram - but present through the evocation of the act
of memorialisation and writing, which recalls the author’s self-representation in the form of

the editorial persona in AP 12.50.

Asclepiades thus undertakes a complex process to project his authorial role, a process which
utilises both self-representation and the representation of predecessors. Connecting the various
elements of this process is a central motif, the evidence of which fluctuates between implicit
and overt. The centrality of the book-roll, and Asclepiades’ role as producer and reader of text,
is readily apparent in Asclepiades’ engagement with Erinna and Antimachus: I have proposed
that it is equally significant, as a programmatic theme, in AP 12.50, distinguishing the
subjective voice of the poet-lover from the professional, authorial character embodied by the
editorial persona. Asclepiades’ authorial persona is thus, like that of Nossis, a composite
creation of intertextual reading, whose existence owes everything to the medium of the book-
roll. That he engages with his predecessors through (and, in the case of Erinna, as) book-rolls,

is testament to his awareness of the significance of his medium.
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The book-roll provided a fundamentally new means for authors to conceptualise and present
their authorial activity, as a process which extended beyond the confines of any individual
work, and instead underpinned their oeuvres. In the poems of Nossis and Asclepiades, we
observe the results of this medial shift with particular clarity. I have argued that, for Nossis,
the form of the collection allowed the author to lead the reader through the process of her
authorial development, emphasising her poetic heritage and her debt to Sappho, while also
celebrating her own authorial skill and the ultimate novelty of her poetry. Asclepiades is
similarly engaged in the process of demonstrating his abilities via the context of the book-roll:
in the cumulative reading of his erotic poems, two personae emerge, each complementing the
other as a facet of Asclepiades’ poetic activity, and as an expression of his generic innovations.
In representing his predecessors, he equally emphasises the editorial, bookish aspect of his
authorial persona: much as Callimachus memorialised Simonides by ‘building’ him into the
Aetia, so Asclepiades preserves and memorialises his predecessors and their work, in a process

which elides the one with the other to create composite personae which mirror his own.
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Part 11
Mockery and Merriment, Laughter and Pain: Herodas’ Invention of

the Mimiambic Poet
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Chapter 4
Authorial Persona and Poetic Programme in Mimiamb 8

Introduction

As has readily been observed in Part I, numerous authors rework traditional aspects of poetry
in order to provoke a response born of novelty, surprise and the rupture from the expected on
the part of the reader. Knowledge of poetic tradition - and moreover, recognition of purposeful
breaks from said tradition - became an essential facet in the Hellenistic reader’s interpretive
arsenal, as the authors of the period fashioned themselves as both traditional and innovative in
scope and activity. This duality typifies the Hellenistic poetic milieu, but alongside it emerged
a second dyad which we find consistently in acts of self-representation, that being the twin

processes of introspection and self-aggrandisement.

Authors like Posidippus, Callimachus, Nossis and Asclepiades engaged in the critical self-
analysis of the form of their poetry, their activity as authors, and their purpose in writing, as
well as the celebration of those same features. The combination of tradition and innovation
which so marks their work results in a persistent double-awareness, which pervades the process
of composition and the reader’s act of reception: authors are self-conscious of their place within
the milieu, but are equally intent on demonstrating how they stand apart from the crowd, and
thus acts of self-representation evince a sustained negotiation of past and present, whole and
individual, old and new. One author’s corpus demonstrates the almost dichotomous nature of
the process of self-representation in the early Hellenistic period particularly well: Herodas is
often mentioned on the fringes of investigations into the representation of the author, but, as I
demonstrate in Part II of this thesis, the complex nature of his process of self-representation -
which occurs both within individual works and across his poetry as a whole - justifies special

attention, and recognition as a quintessentially Hellenistic production.

An author of the early 3™ Century,*" the primary source for Herodas’ poetry is a papyrus

containing seven poems (P.Litt. Lond.96 = P.Egerton 1) which are mostly complete (Mimiambs

1% The dating of Herodas is approximate, gleaned from internal features of his poetry. In Mimiamb 1, the mention

of the Be@v adeApdv tépevog (1.30) places the work no earlier that 272-1, if we follow the first attested date for
the office of the priest of Alexander and the Theoi Adelphoi (see P.Hibeh 199.16-17). Cunningham (1966), 17-18
and (1971a), 128 suggests that Mimiamb 4 can be dated between c¢.280 and c.265 on the basis that Apelles, referred
to in past tense at 4.72-78, must have died before 280, while the sons of Praxiteles must have died by c.265.
Zanker (2009), 105 posits that Coccale’s wish that Paieon look favourably on the sculptors suggests they were
still alive when the poem was composed, leading him to propose that the poem was not written later than 265. In
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1-7). One other is fragmentary but readable (Mimiamb 8), and - of a further - only a handful of
lines survive (Mimiamb 9). The papyrus itself dates from the 2" Century AD.*'® Fragments of
Herodas’ poetry have been found on other papyri: P.Oxy.2326 contains the ends of lines 67-75
of Mimiamb 8, and also dates to the 2" Century AD.*'” These two papyri have recently been
joined by a third; P.CtYBR (inv. 457r) contains lines 69-83 of Mimiamb 2 and dates to either

% Prior to the publication of the London Papyrus

the late 1** Century, or early 1* Century AD.
in 1891, Herodas was known from a handful of quotations in Athenaeus and Stobaeus, which,
when taken with the poems preserved in the papyrus, brings the total number of known
mimiambs up to thirteen.*’ As the Lodon Papyrus lacks a colophon, later sources have been
adduced in an attempt to determine exactly what the author’s name was: Athenaeus calls him
‘Hpovoag, Stobaeus offers Hpmdag, Zenobius submits ‘Hpmodong and Pliny the Younger

transliterates his name as Herodes.**°

This plurality has led to the author being called Herodas
by some scholars and Herondas by others;*' that this division persists into the present day

exemplifies the scarcity of evidence we have regarding his life.*** However, in contrast to the

Mimiamb 2, the reference to the city of Ake (2.16) suggests it was written before 266: the city, originally
Phoenician, came under Ptolemaic control in 290 and was renamed Ptolemais during the period 286-266, leading
Reinach (1909), Cunningham (1971a) and Zanker (2009) to suggest 266 as the terminus ante quem for the
mimiamb’s composition. Herzog (1927), 39-40 argues that Ake might be used over Ptolemais for its metrical
convenience, a view which Di Gregorio (1997), 134 follows; he further argues that name might have persisted in
local usage, possibly beyond 266. Though we cannot categorically delineate Herodas’ period of operation, it seems
extremely likely he was writing at the same time and in the same milieu as the other authors considered in this
thesis.

16 See Kenyon (1891).

7 Barigazzi (1955), 113-114, Cunningham (1971a), 18.

8 Ast (2013). Notably, the papyrus has text on both verso and recto. The lines from Mimiamb 2 appear on the
recto while /liad 6.232-248 appears on the verso, in a different (and later, posits Ast) hand. Whether this papyrus
contained all the Mimiambs or only the second - or simply an excerpt - is indeterminable.

“1% Ath. 86b; Stob. 4.23.14, 4.24d.51, 4.34.27, 4.50b.55, 56.

420 Zen. 6.10, Leutsch-Schneidewin (1839) 1 164. 6, Plin. Ep.3.4.4

#2! Zanker (2009), 1 posits the Doric form ‘Hp®dag employed by Stobaeus as the most likely form, on the basis
that Herodas “lived in the Doric-speaking are of Cos and perhaps the mainland off which it lies”. On the scholarly
debate surrounding the poet’s name, see further Cunningham (1971a), 2.

#22 The author’s origins are more uncertain than his period of operation. It has been suggested that Herodas might
be a Coan by birth: if not a native, he likely resided on the island for a time, given the familiarity which he
demonstrates with Coan customs and locations. Features which appear distinctly Coan can be identified in a
number of the Mimiambs: In Mimiamb 1, Mandris, the name of Metriche’s erstwhile paramour, is attested twice
in inscriptions from Calymnos (7Cal 85.38, 86.2) the island directly to the northwest of Cos, dating from ¢.200,
and once in an inscription from Cos itself (/Dorins 97 111, 14): see also LGPN vol.1 and 5a s.v. Mavdpic.The only
other epigraphic attestations of the name come from Samos (/G XII 6, 245) dating to the 4t Century, on which
see Dunst (1972), 162, and from an Ionic vase from the 5™ or 4™ Century, on which Lazzarini (1973-4), 352, no.
21. See also Sherwin-White (1978), 106.n.122, who notes only the Calymnos inscription, arguing against
Cunningham (1971a), 64, who believed that the name is otherwise unattested. It has been posited that the oath pa
8¢ Moipag, “by the Fates” (1.11, 1.66) and similarly & npog Moipéwv (4.30) are evocations particular to Cos,
based on the fact that their usage does not serve a particular religious purpose in its context; the oath also appears
at Theoc. 1d.2.160, the setting of which has also been identified as Coan. Headlam and Knox (1922), 17-18 were
first to note that, in Herodas, the invocation never serves a petitionary, exhortative function, in contrast to other
cases (cf. Aesch. Pr.895, Aesch. Chr.306, Theoc. Id.2.160). This led them to conclude that the oath is a vernacular
or colloquial expression particular to Cos. See further Weil (1891), 671, Gow (1965), xx, Sherwin-White (1978),
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lack of external biographical information, the Mimiambs contain a wealth of information
regarding Herodas’ self-constructed poetic existence, particularly Mimiamb 8, and it is this
poem which is the focus of the present chapter. Prior to considering Herodas’ engagement with
the medium of his poetry, and his usage of the book-roll format in the act of self-representation,
it is necessary to unpack this densely allusive work, in order to better grasp Herodas’ own

representation of his poetic practice.

Mimiamb 8 sees Herodas delineating the nature of his poetry and considering its reception,
simultaneously displaying and defending his poetic techne through the constructing of an
authorial persona. The work is a polemic statement encapsulating the author’s perception of
his poetry, revealed through the narration and interpretation of a dream: a monologue delivered

2> Within the Hellenistic period,

by Herodas’ persona, the narrative begins upon his awakening.
a growing number of authors use the dream as a narrative frame for the construction of authorial
personae.*** In doing so, they establish their poetic credentials by forging connections with
predecessors and divine figures, utilising the liminal spatio-temporal context of the dream to
interact with figures notionally impossible to encounter within the historical reality they

themselves inhabited (in much the manner that tombs and statues of poets provided a similarly

321-322. Sherwin-White (1978), 350-352 makes the strongest case for identifying the Asclepieion represented in
Mimiamb 4 as the Coan Asclepieion, expanding on Headlam and Knox (1922), 175 who note that the epithet
yYAbkeway, “sweet” (4.2) is applied only to Cos, not Tricca or Epidauros (both of which are prominent Asclepieian
cultic centres) suggesting, however slightly, that Cos has a special importance in the context of the mimiamb.
Zanker (2009), 104-131, particularly 106, 119-120, suggests that the tpdyAnv...100 dpdrovtog, “hole of the
serpent” (4.90-91), into which offerings are placed, could be referring to an offering box with a serpent effigy
atop it. Such an offering box, the use of which is not persistently attested in the worship of Asclepius, was found
by Rudolph Herzog in his excavations of the Coan Asclepieion; see Herzog and Schazman (1932), illustration 16,
Zanker (2009), 121. The assertion that this Asclepieion is the Coan Asclepieion is not universally accepted: cf.
Cunningham (1966), particularly 115-117, (1971), 128. Mimiamb 2 is definitively set on Cos, as can be determined
by Battarus’ appeal that the jury demonstrate the strength of particularly Coan heroes and deities, notably Cos and
Merops (2.95-98).

2 Though the mimiamb is fragmentary, I posit that Herodas conceived of it as having one principal speaker alone:
though the persona addresses his narrative to another character (the slave Annas) there is no evidence to suggest
this was a speaking role, and I address this character’s silence further in chapter 5.2. The monologue form alone
does not definitively prove that the narrator of Mimiamb 8 must be the author’s persona: I do not suggest that the
primary speaker of Mimiamb 2, which is almost a monologue barring a brief, three-line interlude, must also be a
persona of the author. The two mimiambs, however, differ with regards the identification of their narrators, as the
speaker of Mimiamb 2 repeatedly names himself as Battarus (2.5, 49, 75, 82, 93) and gives his paternal lineage
(2.75-77), while the speaker of Mimiamb 8 never identifies himself, and indeed is the only speaker of Mimiambs
1-8 not to be named in the text: all other speakers are either named by interlocutors or by themselves. Neither does
he give any personal details, beyond the fact that he is a composer of poetry with a seemingly mimiambic character
(8.73-79). Given that this is the only significant personal detail we glean from the mimiamb (the fact that the
speaker seems to be a smallholder, as suggested by his commanding of slaves to undertake various agricultural
tasks in the opening lines of the mimiamb (8.1-13), does not lead easily to identification), an interpretation of the
speaker as a persona of the poet seems inevitable. No alternative identifications of the speaker have been posited.
#2* There is debate over whether Hesiod’s meeting with the Muses should be interpreted as a dream encounter,
though it has generally been argued that it was not conceived in this manner; see further discussion in Chapter
4.2.
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liminal setting for epigrammatic engagement with figures of the past). Authors such as
Callimachus, and later Ennius and Propertius, utilised the dream in a programmatic fashion:
while this is equally true for Herodas, in contrast to those authors’ dream-narratives (all of
which are related directly to the reader) Herodas establishes a fictional setting (seemingly a
small farmhouse, inhabited by the persona and a number of slaves), from within which the
dream is narrated and interpreted by the persona. As a result of this, Herodas constructs his
persona not only as an voice, but as a dramatic character,” and this observation is crucial to
an analysis of the programmatic and self-representative aspects of Mimiamb 8 - and to Herodas’
poetry as a whole, as will be discussed further in Chapters 5 and 6. Herodas’ authorial self-
representation is noteworthy for his integration of numerous facets into one overarching
process of poetic reflection: the Mimiambs are characterised by hybridity of both genre and

medial form, and this hybridity is exhibited in Herodas’ construction of his authorial persona.

That Herodas’ authorial representation is a staged figure, and not just a voice, carries with it
the seemingly innocuous consequence that his persona has physical and material
characteristics, such as a costume, props and the like. Far from being inconsequential, however,
these attributes form the backbone of Herodas’ programmatic self-definition within the
mimiamb, and the consideration of their usage forms the first section of this chapter. I here
begin by assessing how the characterisation of the persona functions as an encapsulation of
Herodas’ poetic programme, and as a legitimation of the author’s activity of generic mixing. I
posit that Herodas’ persona can be seen, over the course of the mimiamb, to adopt attributes -
whether physical, vocal or indeed elements of costume - possessed by other figures of poetic
significance who are presented within the mimiamb, and suggest that this adoption of
characteristics reinforces the persona’s claims of legitimacy, authority and fame. In the second
section, I consider the programmatic context of Herodas’ self-representation, and demonstrate
that the author casts his programmatic poem as a variation of two significant poetic topoi: the

heaven-sent dream, and the scene of poetic initiation.

2 Hutchinson (1988), 238.
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4.1 Persona, predecessor and guarantor in Mimiamb 8

In terms of narrative structure, Mimiamb 8 can be divided into three parts, with two shorter
opening and closing sections bookending the longer account of the dream. In the first section
(8.1-15), Herodas’ persona awakens, rouses two slaves (Psylla and Megallis) with typical
mimic vulgarity and calls another (Annas) to listen as he recounts his dream. The central section
of the work, which consists of the dream’s retelling (8.16-64), begins with the persona
describing how he was dragging a goat from a dell: the goat, however, was snatched up by
goatherds, who proceed to rip it apart and consume it.*** Frustratingly much of the central
section of the mimiamb is highly fragmentary, but from what can be pieced together, we learn
that the persona became involved in the goatherds’ celebrations (8.36ff.), and won the game of
askoliasmos, successfully being held up by an inflated skin (8.46-47).**” Present during the
celebrations was a person dressed in saffron clothing and wreathed with ivy (8.28-32), later
referred to as the venv[inv (8.63). A second figure named with comparably allusive non-
specificity appears within the dream-narrative: the npécsfug (8.59) argues with the persona -
the precise cause behind this is lost - and his aggression prompts the latter to call the young
man to witness (8.63). This presumably settles the disagreement, as the persona later speaks of
sharing success with the old man (8.75ff.). The interpretation comprises the entirety of the last

section of the mimiamb, the text of which is also difficult to reconstruct (8.65-79):***

65 kol todT’ i8]V Enga. T0 Evdv[tov
Av]va §[0¢] dde. Tovap ®’ i[
..... Iv aiya tiig e[apayyog] &&eThiov
. K]ahod ddpov €k Aliwv]Hoov
... ai]mérot pv &k Bing [€0]autpedvto
70 T]0 EvBea tededvieg Kol kpe®d[V] €daivuvTo,
T péLea TOALOL KAPTO, TOVS ELOVS HOYBOVC,
tiedoty &v Movonotv. 8 eyd [to]dro.
10 unv debrov mg ddxevv Ex[et]v podvog
TOAAGV TOV GTVOLV KOPLKOV TATNCAVI®V,
75 KN T@ yépovtt EHV’ EmpnE’ OptvOEVTL
. ] KAéoc, vai Modoav, i) W Emea k[

#2° That this occurs in these lines has been retroactively inferred from the interpretation in the final section of the

mimiamb: ai]mélol pv €k Ping [éd]artpedvto / t]a EvBen teledvieg kal kpe®d[v] &daivuvto, “the goatherds
violently carved up the goat, performing the rites, and feasted on the meat” (8.69-70). Headlam and Knox (1922),
383 raise the possibility that the goat may have eaten the bark or leaves from a number of oak trees which led the
goatherds to destroy it, based on the mention of dAkng dpvog [, “of another oak” (8.23) adducing Nonn. D.46.145
as evidence of the connection between Dionysus and the oak tree. Veneroni (1971), 226 argues stridently for this
interpretation, but as noted by Rist (1997), 356 and Fountoulakis (2002), 310-311, the papyrus is too damaged to
subscribe fully to this line of thought.

7 Latte (1957) examines the phenomenon of askoliasmos in detail. See also Pickard-Cambridge (1988), 45.

2% The text of Herodas used throughout follows Cunningham (2004), with deviations noted.
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gy’ €& 1auPov, 1| pe devtépn yv[
glu[oi]c pet’ Innodvakta TOV ToAo]
T]o KOAL” Geide EovBidnc Temovo >’
65 On seeing this I stopped (dreaming). Give the cloak

here, Annas. [I interpret] dream thus [

]I dragged the goat from the gully

] a gift from handsome Dionysus.

] the goatherds violently carved up the goat,
70 performing the rites, and feasted on the meat,

very many will pluck at my corpus,”” my labours,

among the Muses. Thus I interpret this.

Since I seemed to be the only one to have the prize

among the many who had trodden on the air-tight skin bag,
75 and since I shared success with the angry old man

]fame, by the Muse, who/either [...] me verses [

from iambs, who/or me as a second|

] after Hipponax of old [

to sing limping verses to [my own] Xouthids.

I discuss the meaning of these lines in detail in Chapter 5: at present, it suffices to say that, in
this closing section, we observe Herodas’ persona interpreting the dream as an encapsulation
of his poetic programme, reflecting the dual-natured, mimic-iambic poetry that the author has
brought into being. In the course of his interpretation, the persona names two figures of import
for his own endeavours: the god Dionysus and the poet Hipponax. The presence of these two
within the programmatic narrative of Mimiamb 8 is, however, far more significant than a simple
name-check in the concluding lines of the poem. Rather, Herodas establishes both as characters
within the dream, occupying the roles of the young and old man, and these figures function as
embodiments of the two genres which he combines to form his own mimiambic creation.
Furthermore, I posit that Herodas’ persona can be seen to adopt attributes possessed by these
characters, over the course of the mimiamb. Ultimately, I argue that Herodas emphasises the
validity of his persona’s programmatic assertions by demonstrating that the character
allegorically possesses the authority and legitimacy of both his predecessor and divine

guarantor, in the form of the characteristics drawn from the personae of those figures.*"

2 In 1.66, Cunningham (2004) gives ..]Jvad[..] ®8e, omitting the Av of Av]vd , but this can be partially read on
the facsimile of the papyrus, P.Litt.Lond.96 = P.Egerton 1, fr.4. Also in 1.66, 5[0c] is supplemented by Knox and
Headlam (1922), Zanker (2009). In 1.72, Cunningham (2004) gives wdey®[ ]to; Barigazzi (1955), on the basis of
the reading of P.Oxy.2326, proposes the supplement ®3” eya [to]dto, which he interprets with the meaning “cosi
io interpreto questo punto”; Cunningham (1975a) proposes ®&¢ v’ d[1c]to or d[Av]to. In 1.78, Cunningham
(2004) gives . .. ¢ ; Herzog (1924) and Zanker (2009) supplement £]u[o7]g.

0 Zanker (2009), 232 suggests “corpus” to translate T& péhea, to capture some sense of both limbs and verses
with the pun.

1 On the notion of the divine guarantor of poetry, see particularly Fantuzzi in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 4-5.
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I turn first to the role played by Hipponax. In the closing lines of the interpretation, Herodas’
persona connects the allegorical success shared with the old man to a corresponding shared
success with the choliambic poet, envisaging the achievement of comparable fame from t]a
KOAL’ with his own audience of ZEov0idng (8.79), an evocation of Hipponax’ contemporary
Tonian audience.”” The persona’s seeming interpretation of shared victory with the old man as
an allegory of his own success echoing that of Hipponax at first appears baseless, until one
considers the manner in which the old man is depicted within the dream. Two attributes are
repeatedly emphasised regarding this figure: his age, and his irascibility. The persona describes

the character generally as the yépovtt opvOévt,* «

angry old man” (8.75) in his interpretation
and, within the dream itself, the character is consistently identified by reference to his age.***
His wrathfulness is equally clear in the threat which the persona reports the old man aimed at
him: &pp’ ék mpocdmOL PN o€ Kainep AV TpéoPug / obAN kat’ BV Th Patnpin KO[ v, “get out
of my sight as, though I’'m an old man, I’ll strike you down flat with the whole length of my
stick”, (8.59-60). The sparseness of this characterisation is at odds with what we observe
throughout Herodas’ other poems, in which characters - though perhaps redolent of a stock
type - are nevertheless fleshed-out with additional details, significant names and genealogies.*”
The paucity of attributes ascribed to this character could be explained through the reasoning
that the persona is the primary focus of the mimiamb, leading to a more reduced depiction of
his supporting players (as seems the case with the hard-to-identify goatherds). However, I
would instead suggest that Herodas deliberately keeps his characterisation of the old man brief
in order to emphasise the centrality of wrath and agedness to that character. Agedness is a
common characteristic applied to poetic predecessors,”® and here encourages a reader to
interpret this character as significant from a programmatic perspective. While the character’s
age leads to a general identification of a predecessor, the emphasis on anger leads to a specific
figure. In the character of the angry old man, Herodas evokes a poet who, by the Hellenistic

period, had become renowned for his irascibility: Hipponax.

2 Cunningham (1971a), 203 posits &]u[oi]c, following Herzog (1924), as the likeliest reading of the start of 8.78,
but is unsure why Herodas would contrast his Xouthids with any others, a question I believe can be resolved by
reading - as | have - an implicit contrast with Hipponax’ audience. See also Hdt. 8.44.2.

33 The word dpvOévtt denotes anger rather than fear as at Hom. Od.17.261, on which see Cunningham (1971a),
203, Esposito (2010). See further Sext.Emp. Adv. Math.1.298 (= T57 Degani).

B0 yépov (8.62), referred to by the persona; mpéapug (8.59), a self-definition by the old man himself, as reported
by the persona.

435 Ussher (1985), 66-67, and see further Chapter 6.

3 This is particularly notable in the case of statues of poets, e.g., in the depictions of Anacreon by Leonidas (31
GP = APl 306,90 GP = API 307) and Philitas by Posidippus, (4B 63), as discussed in Chapter 2.1.

143



The biographical figure Hipponax had, by the Hellenistic period, largely been elided with the

persona of the author (‘Hipponax’),437

and as a result, the vituperation which characterised the
poet’s work was perceived as an expression of the personality of the man himself.*® As
discussed in the introduction to Chapter 2 this tendency to present a biographical narrative
based upon the reception of poetry is one which the Hellenistic poets frequently engage with,
and in the case of Hipponax this trend is exemplified by the sepulchral epigrams written by

. . 439
Leonidas, Theocritus and Alcaeus of Messene.

Each of the epigrams evoke a comparable
impression, that being that the dead poet is restless in his grave, liable at the slightest
provocation to resume his invective attacks: both Leonidas and Alcaeus subvert a common
trope of sepulchral epigram by warning all passers-by to stay away, rather than stop and pay
homage,*** while as discussed, Theocritus’ epigram avoids the more stereotypical presentation,
redirecting the poet’s anger to those of bad character and warning that €i pév movnpdc, un
npocépyev 1@ TOuPw, “if you're wicked, don’t approach the tomb” (Theoc. 13 GP = AP
13.3.2). Such is the power of Hipponax’ spite that Alcacus’ epigram relates that no vines will
grow on his tomb, only brambles and the bitter wild pear.**' It is notable that Alcaeus withholds
Hipponax’ name until the penultimate line of his epigram, instead identifying the deceased at
first only as 0 mpéoPug (13 GP = AP 7.536.1): given the description of the grave’s plant-life, the
ultimate identification of the deceased can hardly be a surprise to an astute reader. In utilising
the stock tropes ascribed to Hipponax through the biographical reading of his poetry, Herodas
capitalises upon the malleable historicity of such representations, utilising the stereotypical
characteristics of his choliambic predecessor as shorthand through which to obliquely identify

the old man of his persona’s dream.***

7 A reading encouraged by the repeated occurrence of a figure named Hipponax in the poet’s own work, e.g.,
fr.42 Degani (= 32 West), fr.44 Degani (= 36 West), in which Hipponax is given as the name of the speaker.

43 This characterisation persists into the Roman period and beyond; see, e.g., T7, T8, T9b, T12a, T17a, T25, T57
Degani. See further Degani (1991), 3-8, 12, 20, and also Acosta-Hughes (1996), 210-213, Kivilo (2010), 121-134.
9 Leon.Tarent. 53 GP = AP 7.408, Alc.Mess. 13 GP = AP 7.536, Theoc. 13 GP = AP 13.3. Philip, writing in the
1* Century AD, composed a comparable piece (Phil. 34 GP = AP 7.405), particularly evocative of Leonidas’
epigram.

#0 L eon.Tarent. 58 GP = AP 7.408.1-2: dtpépa oV topfov napopeifete, ui tov &v Hmve / mikpdv yeipnte oofik’
avamavdpevov, “go quietly past the tomb, do not waken the spiteful wasp that lies at rest in sleep”; Alc.Mess. 13
GP = AP 7.536.5-6: aALd 11g Tnndvaktog Enny mapd cfjpo véntoat / evyéclo kvdcoey edpevéovta vékuy, “but
he who passes by the tomb of Hipponax should pray his corpse mercifully to rest.” On this phenomenon, see
further Tueller (2008), 65-94.

1 Alc.Mess. 13 GP = AP 7.536.1-4: 098¢ Oovav 6 mpéofug &6 Emtétpoge TOUP® / BoTpuv 4’ oivaveng finepov,
aALa Batov, / kol mviydecoay dyepdov, ATocTuQOLGOY 0dLT®V / Yeihea Kal dlyel kKap@orEéov papvya.

#2 Rist (1997) suggests that the character might be Archilochus, but this interpretation seems implausible, as shall
be proven directly.
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A further proof of this character’s identity comes from the wording of the threat which the
persona relates the old man aimed at him: &pp’ éx mpocdnov pun o€ kainep OV TpEcfug / oOAN
kat’ 100 1 Patnpin ké[yo, “get out of my sight as, though I’'m an old man, I’ll strike you
down flat with the whole length of my stick”, (8.59-60). This threat partially quotes a
Hipponactean line, doxéav keivov Tfj Baktnpin kéyoau (fr.8 Degani), and in this appropriation
of Hipponax’ voice, the ‘old man’ is further implied to be a persona of the choliambic poet.
The justification in claiming the joint honour of shared success with Hipponax is, however,
still unclear, based upon a reading of the interpretation alone: however, I suggest that Herodas
provides this justification much earlier in the poem, by characterising his persona after the
stereotypical representation of Hipponax. While waking his slaves, the persona threatens
Psylla, saying t]6vOpule kai kv, puéypic eb mapaotd[g oot/ 0] Bpéyuna td okimmvi naAbakdv
Odpalt, “go on muttering and scratching yourself till I stand over you and soften up your head
with my stick” (8.8-9). The language is not a direct quotation of Hipponax, but the intention
behind the persona’s words is unmistakably reminiscent of Herodas’ predecessor, and thus the
old man’s threat to deal out violence with his stick echoes this earlier threat. Furthermore, the
word okinwv and the equivalent okfjmtpov have resonant poetic connotations: the ckfjmtpov is
consistently employed by messengers, kings and priests as a symbol of command and,
significantly for Herodas’ usage, Hesiod receives a okfintpov from the Muses at the moment

443 Hellenistic uses of the word continue to evoke the context of

of his inspiration (7heog.30).
wisdom and power, with Callimachus mentioning a okinwv in connection with two of the
Seven Wise Men: Pittacus possesses one, described as yepovtikov émiov, “the old man’s
weapon” (54 GP = AP 7.89.7), while Thales uses his to draw mathematical diagrams in the
dust (lamb.fr.191.69 Pf.).*** The staff is therefore evocative of age, wisdom and power, and

through its usage, Herodas imbues his persona with these attributes.

Herodas’ persona, wielding the okinwv, is symbolically elderly, a characterisation we observe
repeatedly in the construction of other authorial personae, as well as poetic predecessors.**’
More than just a symbol of age, however, this characterisation serves to elide Herodas’ persona
with that of Hipponax, implying, by their comparable attributes and personalities, that the
claims of Herodas’ persona as to the shared success between himself and the old man (and thus,

between Herodas and Hipponax) at the close of the poem have substance. Herodas adopts the

3 See also Hom. 11.2.101, 2.186-206, 2.265, 6.159, 9.38, 9.156, Hom. Od.11.569 Aesch. PB.172, 761, Hdt. 7.52.
4 Compare Ar. V.727, Hp. Art.52, E. Hec.65.
5 See e.g., Call. det.fr.1.6,21-22, 35-38 Pf., Posidipp. AB 118.5, 22.
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voice and behaviour of Hipponax, through the usage of the choliambic metre and of
Hipponactean language and characteristics.**® Indeed, though the threat to Psylla seems to
foreshadow that of the old man (in the development of the narrative), in actuality, the persona’s
threat is an echo of that of the old man, as the events of the dream directly precede the onset of
the mimiamb. Thus, on waking from the dream, Herodas’ persona immediately adopts the
voice of his poetic model, thereby foreshadowing and legitimising his later claim at sharing the

fame of said model.

This technique - the ‘resurrection’ of a poetic forebear in order to imbue poetry with their
particular essence - is immediately reminiscent of Callimachus’ Iambs where, as discussed in
Chapter 2, Hipponax is made to speak again, in service of the programmatic delineation of
Callimachus’ poetic techne. Benjamin Acosta-Hughes has emphasised the remarkable poetic
effect achieved by the opening to the lambs; dxobc0’ ITntdvakToc 00 Yap GAL” fiK® / €K TOV
6xov Podv koAAVPov muprickovoty, “listen to Hipponax, for indeed I have come from the place
where they sell an ox for a penny” (lamb.191.1-2 Pf.). Hipponax, who attests his own
posthumous status, nevertheless speaks out from the text, and the audience is at once
confronted by a multi-layered poetic voice, in which Hipponax and Callimachus are
indistinguishable.447 The choliambicist returns from the dead, but not unchanged, as
Callimachus reworks the poet for his own Hellenistic setting, shifting his forebear’s ire from

his traditional opponents to the philologoi of Alexandria.***

The author adopts the guise of his
predecessor, though not absolutely: ‘Hipponax’ remains for only a short time before he must
return to the depths,** implying that - while the choliambicist might infuse his Hellenistic
descendant for a while - Callimachus does not see himself as Hipponax redivivus in perpetuity.
Indeed, in lamb 13, a defence of Callimachus’ polyeideia, as much as a continuation of the
themes of lamb 1, the author’s persona, responding to the criticism that he has not gone to
Ephesus to become inspired, responds that indeed no, he has not gone to Ephesus. Rather,

Callimachus has had Ephesus come to him.

% On Hipponactean words in Herodas, Ussher (1980), particularly 73.

7 Acosta-Hughes (2002), particularly 37-43, 47. See, on the opening lines of the Jamb, Kerkhecker (1999), 28-
30.

4% 191.3-4; Hipponax will no longer direct his iambic songs at Bupalus, one of the original targets of his scorn;
see Plin. H.N.36.12, Sud.s.v. Innovag (1 588 Adler). Though the text is fragmentary, that his new opponents are
the scholars of Alexandria is unsurprising, and is attested in the Diegesis (Dieg.6.3). See further Acosta-Hughes
(2002), 32-35.

9 See 191.34-35.
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Hipponax’ anabasis and predicted katabasis in lamb 1 imbues Callimachus with the legitimacy
of his forebear, without attaching him to that forebear in totality. In Herodas’ persona’s
adoption of Hipponactean language and props, I posit that we observe a markedly similar
approach to the issue of reviving Hipponax as that of Callimachus. Callimachus reveals the
identity of the poem’s speaker by the close of the first line of the poem, but then subtly
demonstrates that this is not the Hipponax of old, but rather a nuanced iteration, reformed (or
perhaps, rehabilitated) for a Hellenistic audience, aesthetic and polemic. With a similar degree
of artful ambiguity, Herodas never explicitly reveals that the old man is Hipponax, only
illuminating the persona’s perceived connection between his poetic activity and the
choliambicist in the final lines of the mimiamb. The identity of the old man is never absolutely
stated, but through language and characterisation, and the persona’s Hipponactean-style
intimidation, a savvy reader is prepared for the infusion of the persona with Hipponactean
poetics. It is particularly telling that, in the old man’s threat, he seemingly reveals that he is
aware of the persona’s uptake of his attributes: while one can read &pp’ éx mpocadmov (8.59) as
meaning “get out of my sight”,*** it would not be implausible to read this more metaphorically

as implying “get out of my character”.

As with Callimachus, Herodas does not make his persona a second Hipponax tout court.
Crucially, by establishing and resolving an agonistic relationship between the two figures
within the mimiamb, Herodas is able both to suggest that his persona is an able adversary for
the old man, and one worthy of the task of refashioning choliambic in a new form, for the
Hellenistic period. Both Callimachus and Herodas evoke Hipponax as a poetic model, without
becoming Hipponax redivivus in full. Their activity is legitimised through their engagement
with Hipponax, but this sanctioning does not necessitate slavish adherence to tradition, but

rather a validation of their activities of adaptation and reformation.

While Hipponax provides authority for the choliambic element of his poetry, Herodas equally
desires legitimisation for his dramatic endeavours, and he receives this legitimacy from
Dionysus.””' Much as with Hipponax, Dionysus appears as a character within the dream and,
though he is never named overtly, is easily identified by his attributes. When the ‘young man’

.. . . . N \ 452
is introduced, he is described wearing a oy[iotOV] Kpokwt[dv, “saffron-hued [dress]”,

430 As it has been by Headlam and Knox (1922), 375, 393, Cunningham (in Rusten and Cunningham (2002) and
Zanker (2009), 321.

1 See further Hutchinson (1988), 237.

32 Cunningham (2004) does not offer a supplementation for oy .....Jkpokwt[. Poll. On.4.116 attests the kpok®ToC
as the himation of Dionysus specifically. See Headlam and Knox (1922), 384, Zanker (2009), 229.
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o[tuctiilc vePod yhav[1]dim, “a cloak of [dappled] fawnskin”,* a koma[oot]y dp[¢]i Toic dupoig,

“tunic about his shoulders”,* and having ké[poupa 8’] apet kp[nti Klicow’ &otento “ivy
[?fruit clusters] wreathed around his head” (8.28-32). When the persona later calls upon the
young man to adjudicate the argument between the old man and himself (8.63), revealing the
character’s authority within the agonistic context of the dream, the identification of the young
man as the god is strongly asserted. Dionysus has personal importance for Herodas, particularly
as his poetry is a gift from the god (8.68); within the dream it is Dionysus who, by settling the
disagreement between the old man and the persona, legitimises Herodas’ combination of the
dramatic context and characters of mime with Hipponax’ metre, allaying the old man’s
stereotypical rage at the adulteration of his genre by supporting the author’s activity (via

455 This, however, is not the full extent of

support for the persona) with divine authority.
Dionysian presence in the mimiamb:*° I propose that Herodas utilises the context of the dream
to imbue his persona with Dionysian attributes, in order to claim Dionysus’ legitimising role

for himself in the world outside the dream.

On completing his narration, Herodas asks Annas to give him an &vdv[tov], “cloak” (8.65-66),
and I argue that Herodas has clear purpose in choosing the word évovtdv here, owing to the
specific Dionysian context the dream evokes.*’ It has been posited that Herodas requests a
cloak in a desire to ward off the cold, either generated by the fear of awaking from a dream,*®
or due to the setting of the mimiamb during winter,”” or more generally to emphasise the
transition back to the dramatic setting,*®® but I posit that the word acquires particular
significance in the Dionysian context established by the dream. 'Evovtov is used for garments
worn by the gods,*' and garments gifted by the gods to mortals,*** but it is particularly the use
of the word in Euripides’ Bacchae which has significance for our interpretation of Mimiamb 8.

The tragedian uses £€vdutov in several works, but most often in the Bacchae; it is not, however,

33 Cunningham (2004) gives 6.[....]¢; Headlam and Knox (1922) and Zanker (2009) supplement o[tiktij]c.

#3* A possibly Hipponactean borrowing; see Hipp. fr.42B.1 Degani.

33 We can compare the role Apollo plays in Call. et.fr. 1Pf., or A.R. 1.1ff., or Erato in A.R. 3.1ff.

436 Cf. Rosen (1992), Fountoulakis (2002), Fernandez (2006b).

7 Headlam and Knox (1922) suggest totvdvtov, while both Cunningham (1971a), (2004) and Zanker (2009)
accept &vov[tov] in this line.

¥ See Call. fr.742 Pf,, Ov. Am.3.5.45-6, Zanker (2009), 231, Headlam and Knox (1922), 395, Cunningham
(1971a), 201.

49 See Rist (1997), Zanker (2009), 231.

460 gee Kutzko (2008), 151-153.

Ly pvoea TOmoAA®VL T6... EvduTdv, Call. Ap.32.

#9275 with the description of Achilles wearing the armour made by Hephaestus at E. 14.1071-1073; mepi obpatt
xpvoémv / dmiav Heototonovoy / kekopuBuévog Evout .
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the frequency of the word which we should note, but rather the context in which it is deployed,

as it is a context with clear similarity to that of Herodas’ dream.

In the tragedy, the Chorus encourage all Thebes to adorn their otikt®v... évdvtd vefpidowv,
“garments of dappled fawnskin” (111), with soft sheep wool in preparation for the games and
dances of Dionysus (111-114), and further describe how Dionysus himself is veBpidoc &xwv /
iepov &vdutov, dypedwv / aipa tpayoktdvov, “wearing the sacred garment of fawnskin, hunting
the blood of slaughtered goats™ (137-139).%® Finally, the Messenger refers to the carcass of an
animal killed by the Bacchants metaphorically as a capkoc évovta, “garment of flesh” (746)
which is torn apart. Taking into account the Dionysian context of the dream, Herodas’ request
for an évovtdv as his first action upon concluding the dream-narrative is significant. The
garment allows the persona to adopt the raiment of the dream’s participants, and that of the god
himself, despite his return to the waking world. Furthermore, in donning traditional Bacchic
clothing, the persona imitates the figure of Dionysus in the dream, the only other character
whose physical appearance is described in detail, and who has a correspondingly Bacchic style.
In doing so, Herodas presents his persona outside the dream as an analogue of Dionysus within
the dream, adopting the latter’s role as a legitimising force with which to impart his
interpretation with authority. The command for an évévtdv separates the narration of the dream
and its interpretation: Herodas jolts the reader from their immersion in the dream-narrative by
alluding to the mimetic setting which frames the narrative, speaking once more to the slave
Annas. Putting on the évovtov makes the persona’s change from narrator to interpreter explicit,
and it is the évdvutov which proactively legitimises the prophesised fame from Herodas’ dual-

natured poetics.

There is one other aspect of the £évdvtdv to consider: how it connects to the goat, the allegory

of Herodas’ poetry. In the dream, Herodas creates an echo of Bacchic chaos in the destruction

%% The revelation that the goat is

of his goat, reminiscent of a ritual sparagmos (8.20, 69-70).
the persona’s poetry, and that the rending of the goat’s limbs is akin to what his critics and
imitators will do to his poetry, surprisingly fails to evoke despair or concern on his part - for
indeed, just as the goat continued to serve him well despite its destruction (owing to its origins

as the gift of Dionysus) so will his poetry, as it likewise possesses the blessing of the god.*®

493 Compare Herod. 8.30.

% Compare Herod. 8.40. See further Rosen (1992), Crane (1986), Fantuzzi in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 4-5,
Fountoulakis (2002), 314-319.

495 See Fountoulakis (2002), 316.
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The goat’s skin, once flayed off, reappears as the dnvovv kdpvkov, “air-tight skin-bag” (8.74)
which holds the persona aloft (8.47):*° the persona is the only one to win the prize from
treading upon the bag because it is his goat remade in a new form,*’ and thus his “poetry’,
though now mutilated, continues to bring him alone fame. The persona’s lament that ta pélea
TOALOL KépTaL, TOVG EHOVG HOYBovg, “many will pluck at my corpus, my labours” (8.71) is thus
rather disingenuous, given that Herodas’ work requires a degree of interpretive mauling in

order to reveal the extent of the author’s cleverness.

From the usage of évovtdv, however, I believe we can deduce that the bag is not the final form
of Herodas’ poetry. Its last role is to become, symbolically, the garment which the persona
dons following his awakening from the dream, representing the persona’s uptake of the
legitimising power of his poetic guarantor. The usage of évdvtov in the Bacchae is connected
to ritual destruction of animals (734-747) and specifically the destruction of goats (136-139)
and moreover, in the first case the évovtdv is the destroyed animal, and I posit that Herodas has
in mind the metaphorical dimension of the ‘garment of flesh® when considering his own
évoutov. Herodas’ allegoric goat possesses the incredible ability to retain its power when
mutilated, as the persona demonstrates through his victory at askoliasmos. The reader,
receptive to the notion that the author’s poetry takes multiple forms, and aware of Herodas’
allusion to the Dionysian revels of the Bacchae, could therefore interpret the persona’s wearing
of the évoutév, a garment made from skins (like the d&mvouv kmpuvkov) as the author

symbolically garbing himself in his own poetry.**®

This notion is further supported by the
overall programmatic character of the mimiamb: Herodas seeks to defend his work within his
poetry, and in having his persona wear the £évdvtov, a garment which symbolises the adoption

of Dionysus’ legitimising role, he presents himself as utilising his poetry to legitimise itself.

In choosing to depict the adoption of Dionysus’ attributes through the usage of a costume,
Herodas tellingly employs the techniques of drama, symbolising the mimic genre through its

performative mode. Equally, however, I would argue finally that the persona’s donning of a

¢ See Crane (1986), 89-90 on the meaning of émvovy as “air-tight” rather than “breathless”.

47 This transformation from goat to bag might be explained in the fragmentary tov aiy’ &€noigvv [....]n[ (8.25), or
ABTO[G...][me]motiicOon at (8.36).

%% The notion that the goat (and thus the skin-bag) are representative of poetry may well have been only a small
test of the imagination for Herodas’ readers, as Herodotus reports that tag pOProvg S1pBépag Kaléovot dmd Tod
maiaod ol "Twveg, 61t kote év ombvt BOPAoV Expémvto dipbépnot aiyénci te kai oiénot &1t 8¢ Kol O kot €ue
moALoL TV BapPapmv &g Tolavtag dStpbépag yphpovot, “the Ionians have since ancient times called papyrus sheets
skins, as, with the lack of papyrus sheets at the time, they used the skins of goats and sheep: and still to my day
many foreigners write on such skins” (5.58.3): longstanding medial interchangeability between aiyeog and Bifrog
may thus further support the notion that the persona’s goat is Herodas’ book-poetry transfigured.
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cloak is a means by which Herodas depicts his persona as perhaps not only the equal, but the

better of his poetic predecessor Hipponax. In a number of Hipponax’ poems - crucially, one in

which the speaker identifies himself as Hipponax by name - the speaker laments his lack of

clothing to protect against the cruelties of winter:

Fr. 42 Degani (= 32 West)

A

‘Epufi ¢id’ ‘Epuf], Moaoed, KuAinvie,
EMEVYOLLAL TOL, KAPTO VAP KOKDG Pryd
Kot BapPorivlom

d0G yAoivay InmodvakTt Kol KumacoioKov
Kol copParioka kdokepioka kol xpuGod
otatfpag EEnrovta ToOTEPOL TOlYOL

Hermes, dear Hermes, Maia’s son, Cyllenian,
hear thou my prayer, for I am bloody frozen,
and my teeth are chattering

give Hipponax a cloak and a nice tunic,
and some nice sandals and fur boots,
and sixty gold sovereigns to balance me up*®’

Fr. 43 Degani (=34 West)

guol yap ovk &dmkoag obte Ko yAoiov
dacelav &v xedvt apuaKov piyeog
oUT’ AoKEPNGL TOVG TOS0G OUCEINOLY
gKpuyoc, A Lot un| YiLeTAa pryvouTot.

For you’ve never given me a cloak

thick in the winter to cure me of the shivers,

nor have you wrapped my feet in thick fur boots,
so that my chilblains not burst.*”

The irascibility of Hipponax’ persona here is caused by unluckiness with regards to divine

providence, a theme echoed in other poems in which the poet uses his own name as that of the

speaker,”’! but the specific request for a yhoivav (fr.42 B.1 Degani), and the assertion that

Hipponax’ persona has never received such an item, seems particularly significant when

considering Herodas’ response to his poetic forebear. Herodas’ persona, in contrast to that of

Hipponax, does receive his cloak which is, as shown, the final form of the divine gift of the

goat. The &vdvtov, therefore, not only symbolises the persona’s adoption of Dionysus’

4% Trans. West (1993).
70 Trans West (1993), adapted.
1 E.g., fr.44 Degani.
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legitimising power, but equally suggests that the persona is more highly favoured by the divine

than his choliambic predecessor.

In conclusion, in the engagement between Herodas’ persona, his poetic predecessor Hipponax,
and his divine guarantor Dionysus, we observe the author constructing a multi-layered
statement of poetic authority, founded upon the implication that, in the adoption of the
characteristics of the other two, the claims of mimiambic success which the persona makes are
substantiated. Herodas’ persona stands as a unification of his predecessor and guarantor, a
depiction which reflects the author’s unification of mimic and iambic poetry within the
Mimiambs: Herodas thus exhibits a highly novel - and quintessentially Hellenistic - means of

authorising his programmatic message.
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4.2 The employment of programmatic narrative topoi in Mimiamb 8

From an analysis of Herodas’ engagement with Hipponax and Dionysus, and the construction
of his authorial persona, it is apparent that the delineation of his poetic programme incorporates
a thorough exploration of his own compositional act: the mixing of genres - the fundamental
process at work in Herodas’ activity - is a central motif of Mimiamb 8, permeating the
presentation of the characters within the dream, and the author’s persona. However, that
Herodas’ persona encapsulates the qualities of his predecessor, divine guarantor, and the
respective genres which he implies they represent is not the extent of Herodas’ presentation of
Mimiamb 8§ as an authoritative programmatic statement. The narrative topoi which the author
engages with - particularly the tropes which surround the receipt of a heaven-sent dream, and
those attached to narratives of poetic initiation - also play a significant role in Herodas’ attempt
to legitimise his poetry, and it is the usage of these models which form the subject of my

assessment in this section.

Beginning with an analysis of the dream as a narrative device, I assess the role of dreaming in
other instances of programmatic importance, considering its usage particularly in the narratives
surrounding the outset of poets’ careers, or their inspiration. By utilising the dream as a means
through which to showcase his poetic skill, I argue that Herodas engages with a powerful
conceptual signifier: the perceived ability of dreams to predict the future - and to enable
personal communication with the divine - makes the dream a potent means through which to
establish authority, whether poetic or otherwise. By presenting his persona as a recipient of a
heaven-sent dream, I propose that Herodas subtly asserts the divinely authorised nature of his
imagined success. I then assess Herodas’ dream in comparison to other narratives of poetic
initiation, and argue that - in contrast to cases in which poets are divinely inspired or tutored
by a god or poetic predecessor - Herodas eschews the suggestion that another figure provides
the skill which elevates his poetry, instead presenting himself as divinely authorised to practice

poetry, while simultaneously maintaining that his abilities are entirely his own.

Narratives of poetic inspiration, initiation and programmatic delineation become increasingly
complex with the onset of the Hellenistic period: new initiations echo those of prior poets, and
poets such as Herodas, Callimachus and Theocritus manipulate the stock narrative elements
found in their forebears’ initiations (and the biographical narratives recounted about them) to
create representations which, though rooted in tradition, are fundamentally their own creations.

This quest for novelty extends to the very medium of communication between the god,
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predecessor and poet: the mechanics of how poets encountered their predecessors and
guarantors becomes as significant, from a programmatic perspective, as the encounter itself.
Increasingly, poets choose to represent their initiation through the medium of the dream:
Herodas aside, Callimachus, Ennius and Propertius all recorded programmatic dreams, which
they themselves recount. There is equally a growing tradition of poets having initiative dreams
ascribed to them. For example, Isocrates relates that some of the Homeridae tell how Homer
was inspired to compose his great works by a visitation from Helen in a dream (Hel.65), and
Pausanias relates how Aeschylus, while asleep in a vineyard, was visited by Dionysus who

472

ordered him to compose tragedy (1.21.2):"' the author reports that this was attested by

473 While the dream evokes a

Aeschylus himself, although no such testimony survives.
markedly similar situation to that which occurs in ‘waking’ initiations,"”* one overt difference
can be detected at the conceptual level. The removal of the initiation from everyday reality
problematises the interpretation of the episode’s meaning, given the intrinsically personal and
non-verifiable (though often implicitly trusted) character of dreaming.*”> The employment of
the medium of dreaming, however, equally prompts a reader to expect an episode of

significance from the outset. Dreaming is repeatedly utilised in as a signifier of importance, or

72 Notably, Pausanias’ retelling of the outset of Aeschylus’ poetic career follows directly after the report that,
when the Spartans invaded Attica, their commander had a dream in which Dionysus bade him honour v Xeipijva
v véav, “the new Siren”, which he interpreted as an order to provide honours for Sophocles, who had recently
died (1.21.1). In these two reports, one can observe the strength of the connection the dream has to poetic
composition and fame within the zeitgeist: the dream of the Spartan commander is mirrored in Aeschylus’ dream,
and between these two instances the entire lifecycle of poet and poetry, from inception to death and
memorialisation, is mapped out, within the frame of the dream.

7 Though this is the only account of the Dionysiac, inspirational origins of Aeschylus’ poetry, there are a number
of reports that the tragedian composed while drunk, e.g., Plut. Quaest. Conv.1.5.1, 622e, [Luc.] Dem.Enc.15;
furthermore, he was supposedly rebuked by Sophocles for not knowing (ovk €iddc) what he was creating due to
his drunken state (Plut. fr.130 Sandbach, Ath. 10.428). This lack of knowledge is particularly reminiscent of the
state of madness which falls upon poets when inspired, as depicted by Plato; see Plat. Ap.22b-c, Phaedr.245a,
Laws 4.719c, lon, particularly 532c-b, 536a-e. Pausanias’ version of the outset of Aeschylus’ poetic career
therefore seems to unite aspects of the tragedian’s biographical tradition (namely, his drunkenness, as signified
by the vineyard and the prominence of Dionysus) with a common feature of the onset of poetic action (divine
inspiration resulting in poetic ability) within the single narrative of the dream. See further McKinlay (1953),
Kambylis (1965) ,118-119, Knox (1985).

#7* As noted by West (1997), 287 in the confusion over whether Hesiod’s encounter with the Muses was a dream:
see further below.

3 This could be seen as a modern concern, to an extent, though some sources testify to a more sceptical position
on whether dreams which lacked any external proof of their content should be held as prophetic: in only a few
cases are such proofs reported, and these are usually items relating to the dream’s content, e.g., Bellerephon
receiving a girdle (Pind. O.13.65ff.), Anyte receiving a tablet from Asclepius (Paus. 10.38.13). Artemidorus does
hold to the prophetic ability of dreams, but - in his definition of the dveipog (1.6, 4.3) - suggests a physiological
origin for such dreams, largely skirting the question of the gods’ role in dreaming. Aristotle holds that dreams
cannot be considered divinely sent apart from in a circumspect manner, it being the case that all nature is divinely
ordained: he posits that, if dreams were truly heaven-sent, only the best and most intelligent of men would dream,
and dreams would occur during the day as well as at night, Arist. Div.Som.1.462b 20-22, 2.463b 12-15, 2.464a
20-22. See further Harris (2009), 1271f.
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as an aition of a particularly renowned undertaking. Tacitus reports Ptolemy I Soter introduced

47 and Alexander

the worship of Serapis to Alexandria following a dream (Hist.4.83-84),
supposedly founded the same city in its given location as a result of dream in which a figure -
almost certainly conceived of as Homer - appeared to him and quoted the Odyssean lines
regarding the island of Pharos (Plut. Alex.26.1-5),*”” and this is but one of the many divine
dreams which Plutarch records as having occurred to Alexander (and those around him) which

478

prompted significant action.””” Dreams were held as a suitable motivator for a major

undertaking, and were accounted with significance on a conceptual level, by the great and

ordinary alike.*”

That there was a generally held belief in the capacity for dreams to originate
from the gods, and that such dreams could have substantive ramifications upon the life of the
dreamer or others is attested, for example, in the collection of the Epidaurian lamata, the
records of those cured by the visitation and ministration of the god Asclepius in dreams, or by

80 Theophrastus depicts one

the wealth of votive inscriptions erected as a result of a dream.
character - the ‘Superstitious Man’ - who, when waking from a dream, visits not only dream-
interpreters but also augurs to learn to which god or goddess he should pray (Theophr.
Char.26); the implication is that the man sees in every instance of dreaming the possibility of

st 481
a divine pronouncement.

As depicted in the ancient sources, dreams fall broadly into one of two categories: as put by
Martin West, they are either ‘message’ dreams, or ‘symbolic’ dreams, the former offering

straightforward information, the latter - as with the dream of Herodas’ persona - requiring a

482

degree of interpretation.” - That dreams were interpreted by specialists is attested from the

7% See further Pelling (1997), 205-206.

77 See Hom. 0d.4.412.

78 E.g., Olymipas’ and Philip’s dreams on the birth and origins of Alexander (Plut. Alex.2.2-5); Darius’ dream
wrongly interpreted by the Magi (Plut. Alex.18.6-8, cf. QCR. Hist.Alex.Mag.3.3.2-5); Alexander’s dreams of the
siege of Tyre (Plut. Alex.24.5-9, cf. QCR. Hist.Alex.Mag.4.2.17-18, Arr. An.2.18.1); Alexander’s dream regarding
the death of Cleitus (Plut. A/ex.50-52.2). See further King (2013).

" Though notably Artemidorus holds that the dreams of important men are, by their nature, more important that
the dreams of the ordinary (1.7).

80 On the Iamata, Edelstein and Edelstein (1945), and compare Mimiamb 4; the reason behind the women’s visit
to the Asclepiecion seems likely to have been the result of a cure, possibly through dreaming, given the god’s
particular modus operandi. See further the comic representation of the ritual of incubation and cure in
Aristophanes’ Wealth. The Greek and Latin inscriptions erected as a result of a dream are catalogued by Renberg
(2003). See further Deubner (1900), Herzog (1931), Harris (2009), 123-228.

1 Theophr. Char.26 is perhaps a representative case of generally held belief, albeit an extreme case: the
possibility that dreams could be sent from an external source, rather than simply a manifestation of internal feeling
is discussed by Artemidorus (see 1.2-5, 1.8-9, 2.36, 4.1). See further Kessels (1969) and (1978), Price (1990),
particularly 371-372, Cox Miller (1994), 39-91, Pelling (1997), Harris (2009), particularly 274ff.

82 West (1997), 185: see further Kessels (1978).
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Homeric epics onwards,™ and, by the Hellenistic period, professionals such as Aristander -
Alexander’s dream interpreter - were accorded great prominence for the importance of their
skills.*®* The wealth of material and literary evidence attesting to the notion that dreams were
accorded with significance, and moreover authority, is important for our understanding of
Herodas’ dream, and poetic dreams in general. There existed, at a cultural level, a belief which
held dreams to be inherently significant, and poets capitalised upon this notion in order to

authorise their activity, and further enrich their self-representations.

As noted, a prominent aspect of the poetic, initiative dream is the removal of the need to ground
events in plausible reality. The context which the author creates is not restricted by conformity
to modes of realism, given that the dream does not occur in an actual spatial or temporal
context, but rather in an imagined context constructed by the author for the furtherance of poetic
effect. Consequently, we can observe authors utilising the context established as a poetic device
in and of itself. Herodas stages his persona’s dream within a rural setting: due to the damage
to 8.18-40 is is difficult to reconstruct more that the general impression that the persona
encounters the goatherds - and the young and old men - within a woodland glade, suggested by
tiic Prioong, “wooded glen” (8.18) and the mention of &AAng dpvog, “another oak” (8.23).*%
This speculative forest setting is made more likely by the nature of the festival which the
persona stumbles upon. The goatherds’ games, and the persona’s likening of the festivities to
those of Dionysiac choruses (8.40), suggest that the festivities are analogous to a Rural
Dionysia.**® The scene is, therefore, conspicuously removed from the ordinary setting of the
town,”™” and is much more akin to Hesiod’s rural encounter with the Muses in the Theogony.
Indeed, a stock element of initiation scenes is their occurrence in liminal spaces. Comparably,
in Theocritus’ Idyll 7, Simichidas encounters Lycidas on the road, and similarly the tradition

of Archilochus’ poetic beginnings note that he encountered the Muses in transit.**®

3 Achilles, when considering how best to divine the anger of Apollo, suggests summoning an dvepomdAoG,
“dream-interpreter”, kai yap v dvap €k Awog éotwv, “for the dream is also from Zeus”, Hom. //.1.63. See also
11.5.148ff.

*% On Aristander, see Plin. NH.17.243, Plu. Alex.2, 14, Arr. An.1, 12, 2. See further King (2004). Artemidorus
utilises the work of many prior dream interpreters, including Aristander, in his own interpretation of dreams; on
Aristander, see 1.31, 4.23-24; on Panyasis of Halicarnassus (c.6th Century), see 1.2, 1.64, 2.34; on Antiphon of
Athens (c.5™-4" Century), see 2.14; on Demetrius of Phalerum (c.350-280), see 2.44.

5 See above n.426 on the possibility that the goat’s nibbling of the oaks caused the goatherds’ ire, and further
Headlam and Knox (1922), 383, Zanker (2009), 228.

8¢ Compare Plut. Mor.527d, Ver. G.2.371-396, Ar. P1.1129. See further Headlam and Knox (1922), 381ff., and
Latte (1957).

*7 Notably, it is one of only two of Herodas’ extant works which alludes to a setting other than urban, Mimiamb
4 being the other (though this takes place within the confines of the Asclepieion complex and is thus unlike the
overtly rural situation of the dream).

8 See further Dodds (1955), 117.
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Callimachus’ dream survives only in fragments, but a later epigram of the Palatine Anthology

preserves its content (adesp. AP 7.42):

& péyo Battiddoo copod mepimvuctov dvelap,
NP’ 41edv keplmv 00d’ ELEpavTog ENC.
T0l0, Yap dppuy Eenvog, 8t oV mapog avépeg ey
apoei te dbavdatovg auet te MuBéovg,
5 guté v &k Apomg avasipag eic EAkdva
fyayeg év péooarg [igpidecot pépwv:
al 0¢ ol eipopéve ape’ ayvyimv Npd®V
Aftio koi poxapov eipov apstBoueva.
Great and celebrated dream of the wise Battiad,
truly you were made of horn and not of ivory.
For you showed us such things regarding gods
and heroes as before we men did not know,
5 when you lifted him up from Libya and transported him
to Helicon, and brought him amidst the Pierides;
they told him, in answer to his questions,
about the Aetia of primal heroes and the blessed ones.
Similarly to the dream of Herodas’ persona, the dream which Callimachus experienced occurs
in a liminal space. In Callimachus’ account, moreover, we can see the poet specifically alluding
to Hesiodic poetics, and establishing his connection to that forebear through the setting of the

dream itself.*®

Propertius’ dream can be seen to continue this tradition of reoccupying former
initiative contexts. The author receives initiation and guidance from the Muses on the slopes
of Helicon (Prop. 3.3.31-52), as Callimachus had in his dream. In further comparison to his
Alexandrian predecessor, Propertius hijacks the context of his antecedent’s initiation in order
to connect himself with that antecedent. What is notable is that Propertius does not simply
allude to Callimachus’ dream, but also to the Aetia prologue and prevalent Callimachean
programmatic motifs, imitating as he does the appearance of Apollo as a poetic mentor, and
liberally employing the imagery of pure water and the road less travelled. Herodas does not
employ the setting of the dream in precisely the same manner as Callimachus and Propertius,
but constructing the setting is no less important for his programmatic purpose. While these
authors seek to evoke a specific poetic context already established within the work of

antecedent, Herodas attempts to establish an agonistic, performative and Dionysian scene

within the dream, in order to represent - at the level of narrative - the hybrid character of his

9 Call. Aer.fr.2 Pf., particularly fr.2e. See Harder (2012) 1.126-134, 11.93-117. Hesiod is particularly important
to Callimachus as an authoritative voice within his poetry but, concurrent with the notion that Callimachus
presents himself as an equal of Hesiod by their shared experiences of indoctrination, Hesiod’s voice is never
presented without Callimachean emendations; see Kambylis (1965), 58, Cusset (2011), Fantuzzi (2011).
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poetry. By situating his persona’s encounter with his poetic predecessor and legitimising
divinity within a setting defined by its dramatic, performative associations, Herodas subtly

depicts the meeting of choliambic and mime at a structural level.

In order to possess authority, a dream must possess some inherently divine characteristic, which
demarcates it as divine,*” normally involving the appearance of the god - or a representative
of the divine - to the dreamer. However, the manner in which the relationship between dreamer
and divinity is conceptualised is not consistent. Particularly, we see a divergence in the
relationship as presented in the Homeric epics, the narratives of initiation presented by
Isocrates and Pausanias, and the account of Herodas’ persona. Returning to the dreams of
Homer and Aeschylus as reported by Isocrates and Pausanias, we find that the dreams render
the dreamer into an entirely passive role. The encounter between dreamer and initiator is
constructed similarly in both cases: a divine personage visits the poet-to-be and stands by

. 491
him,

suggesting a physical proximity between dreamer and dream-apparition which
emphasises the concrete presence of the divine figure, and subtly reinforcing the authority of
the dream’s content as a result of its divine source.*”> A consequence of this authoritative origin
is, however, that it robs the poets of their own innate authority: this can be observed in the
physical situation of both Aeschylus and Homer. Both poets are emphatically stationary,
sleeping while their initiator visits, and stands over them. This is common of divinely
originating dreams, particularly those in the Homeric poems, where the dreamer receives a
visitation which is either sent by the god, or the god disguised.*”” The static, passive nature of
the dreamer in these episodes encapsulates the perceived relationship of dreamer and dream-

apparition, with the case of Rhesus being an exemplary episode (//.10.496): Athena sends an

evil dream which, standing beside the sleeping king’s head, prevents him from waking, leading

0 A5 argued by Artemidorus (1.6).

1 Aorist participles of épiotnut are used in both cases: Aéyovot 8¢ Tveg kai @V OpnpddV d¢ Emotion Tiic
voktog Opnpo mpocétate motelv mepl t®V otpatevcopévev éni Tpolav (Isocr. Hel.65); €on 6¢ AioyOAog
HEWPAKIOV BV KaBeDdEW &V Ayp@d PLAACCWOV OTAPLAAG, Kol ol Atdovvoov émictdvta kKehedootl Tpoy@diay Tolelv
(Paus. 1.21.2).

#2 Compare also Persephone standing by Pindar when she proclaims he will compose a hymn to her following
his death, and Pindar standing by the unnamed Theban women to whom he sings his posthumously composed
Hymn to Persephone (Paus. 9.23.3-4). This is a common feature of many divine appearances in dreams, e.g., Hom.
11.2.19, where Dream is said to otf] 8" dp’ Omep kepaAiic, and particularly in Herodotus, e.g., 1.34.1, 2.139.1,
2.141.3, 5.56, 7.12. Deubner (1900), 11 collects many other instances of this phenomenon of dream-apparitions
‘standing’ by dreamers to impart their message. See further Dodds (1951), 105-106, West (1997), 187-188. Harris
(2009), 80 notes the continuation of the close proximity of dream-apparition to dreamer (particularly to the
dreamer’s head) beyond antiquity; e.g., in the 12 Century Song of Roland 11.2525-2569, wherein the angel Gabriel
stands close beside Charlemagne’s head, leading Charlemagne to trust the dream’s message implicitly.

*3E.g., Zeus sends Dream to Agamemnon in the guise of Nestor (Hom. 7/.2.5ff.); Athena disguised visits Nausicaa
during a dream (Hom. Od.6.15ff.); Athena sends a phantom to Penelope (Hom. Od.4.798f¥).
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to his death at the hands of Diomedes.*”*

The dreamer is powerless in the grip of the dream
when it is prompted by the divine, and this domination is equally made clear in the content of
Homer and Aeschylus’ dreams. In both cases, the divine figure does more than simply inspire
the poet - rather, they command the creation of poetry. Helen appears and Ounpw npocétae
TolEV Tepl TOV otpatevcapévev nt Tpoiav, “ordered Homer to compose a work about those
who went in armies to Troy”, (Isocr. Hel.65) while Dionysus keAedoat tpaydiov motely, “bade
(Aeschylus) to write tragedy” and we are further told that, when day came, Aeschylus
immediately took action (Paus. 1.21.2). This emphasises that the relationship between the poet
and initiator is one of passivity on the part of the former; the sudden presence of the divine -
combined with the lack of response on the part of the poet until the dream’s end - brooks no
question as to the nature of the relationship between the two. Following their dreams, the poets
created great works, and in both cases, the greatness of their works is seemingly attributed to
the dream. Isocrates reports that the Homeridae attest that, though the magnificence of the /liad
is due partly to v Ounpov téxvny, it is pdAiota 6¢ S TavTV 0UTOG EMaEpddITOV Kol TOpd
TAGLY OVOHaoTV avTod yevésBar Tv moinotv, “ mostly through (Helen) that this poem has
such charm and has become so famous amongst all”’, while Pausanias reports of Aeschylus that
oOc 8¢ v Muépa meibecBon yap £0éhety pliota oM melpdpEVOC TOIETY, “as soon as it was day,
convinced by the vision to obey, he made an attempt, and already found it easy to compose”
(1.21.2-3). The suddenness with which Aeschylus follows Dionysus’ prompting evokes the
rapidity with which Homeric dreamers respond, such as Nausicaa who, waking from her dream
in which she was visited by Athena, follows the goddess’ commands immediately: upon
awaking doop 6" dneBavpac’ dvepov, “straightaway she marvelled at her dream” (Od.6.49)
before making haste to the shore as instructed (Od.6.501f). We observe cases wherein dreamers
trust their dreams because of an assertion within the dream of its divine origins, such as
Agamemnon’s dream, in which Dream, disguised as Nestor, proclaims A10¢ d¢ tot &yyelog siju
“I am the messenger of Zeus” (/1.2.26) leading Agamemnon to describe it as a 0€16g. .. dvepog,
“divine dream” (//.2.56). Penelope’s first dream is of a similar nature (Od.4.798ft.), in that she
too recognises its divine origins, acknowledging that the phantom she speaks with is heaven-
sent during the course of the dream itself (Od.4.831). Upon awaking, Penelope is freed from
the anxiety which had gripped her: gilov 8¢ oi fjrop iGvOn, / &g oi dvapyic Svelpov Enécouto

VUKTOG Gpoiy®, “her heart was warmed, as so clear a dream had hastened to her in the dead of

4 See further Kessels (1978), 30-33 who suggests that the subject of Rhesus’ dream was, cruelly, his imminent
death at the hands of Diomedes.
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night” (Od.4.840-841). The special character of divine dreams is asserted either directly by the
god within the dream, or by a more indefinable, yet nevertheless trustworthy apprehension - as
in the case of Nausicaa. Crucially, the dreams which appear in the Homeric poems attest to an
established notion that divine dreams were self-certifying: Nausicaa, Penelope and
Agamemnon trust their dreams without question, owing to their internal, self-evidently divine
origins. Likewise, the dreams which Homer and Aeschylus purportedly experienced are
authorised by the appearance of a divine figure and, furthermore, by their subsequent activity
of composition. Given that the expected result of an inspirational dream is the creation of
superlative poetry, the ascription of heaven-sent, initiative dreams to literary greats of the past
would appear to be a natural consequence of the formation of biographical traditions regarding

495
famous poets.

The passivity which defines the dreams of Homer and Aeschylus is, however, entirely at odds
with Herodas’ narrative, and he defines his persona’s relationship with both Dionysus and
Hipponax not as one of subjugation, but equality. In judging his performance, the young man
legitimises his poetic activity, but it is the performance itself which leads to the persona’s fame.
This is reflective of Herodas’ programmatic approach more generally: rather than asserting that
his poetic techne is a result of divine inspiration, the author demonstrates that his excellence is
primarily a product of his own ability. By employing the motif of the dream, Herodas creates
a powerful underpinning narrative structure for his programmatic delineation. The fopos of the
dream as a method of divine communication imbues the mimiamb - and its message - with
implicit authority. However, the author does not utilise the motif after the manner of others.
Rather, by making his persona an active participant in the development of the dream-narrative,
and interpreting the dream without aid from another, he avoids the passivity of the heaven-sent
dreams ascribed to Homer and Aeschylus, emphasising his own role in the development of his
renown. Herodas, therefore, capitalises upon the associations of the dream as a concept,
particularly its divine, self-legitimising aspect, without suggesting his ability is the result of

another, whether divine or mortal.

3 Pindar is a particularly interesting case in this regard: Pausanias relates how the poet, when an old man,

dreamed that Persephone stood by him and told how, though he had not yet composed a hymn to the goddess, he
would do so once he had come to her (9.23.3). He died within 10 days of this pronouncement, and then appeard
in a dream to a Theban woman, whom he was related to, in order to perform and thus spread the prophesised
hymn amongst the living (9.23.4). Dreams thus become both the method by which poetry is instigated, and the
method by which it was propagated.
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The dreams ascribed to Homer and Aeschylus, and those of Callimachus, Propertius and
Herodas, are a subset of a further poetic fopos, that being the scene of a poet’s initiation. From
Hesiod’s encounter with the Muses on the slopes of Helicon in the 7Theogony, innumerable
poets have themselves represented the outset of their poetic careers through the depiction of an
encounter with the divine, or with a poetic predecessor, who inducted them into the ways of

¢ One might consider Hesiod’s encounter the archetypal scene of the Dichterweihe -

poetry.
poetic initiation - as echoes of this encounter resonate throughout the tradition, and much of
the manner in which later poets depict their origins evokes the Hesiodic model, whether in
structural form or content.*’ Typically, initiation narratives serve a programmatic purpose,
with the form of the encounter between poet and initiator reflecting - to a varying extent - the
character of their work. Equally, they function as an emphatic statement of the poet’s
legitimacy to practice poetry:*”® by the Hellenistic period, numerous poets can be observed
utilising narratives of initiation in this dual programmatic/authorising fashion, and Herodas is,
as discussed, no exception. There is, however, a distinction between the sub-type of initiation
narrative which poets utilise (or are attributed by later tradition, as is the case with Archilochus,
Aeschylus and Homer). Initiations are, to a greater or lesser extent, elaborations on one of three
archetypal narratives: uniformly, the poet-to-be encounters either a god and/or poetic
predecessor, and as a result of this meeting, one of three occurrences take place. The poet is

either:

1) Inspired (divinely gifted the ability to compose poetry)
2) Instructed (guided in the creation of poetry, though not in receipt of direct inspiration)

3) Validated (justified in their prior activity, and/or marked out as a poet par excellence)

4% Whether Hesiod’s meeting with the Muses was, in fact, conceived of as a dream seems unlikely, although there
is some evidence that such an interpretation was entertained in antiquity. Fronto implies Marcus Aurelius
subscribed to this belief in a letter to the same: hinc ad Hesiodum pastorem, quem dormientem poetam ais factum,
“from him let us to Hesiod the shepherd, who, as you say, became a poet during sleep” (Front. 4d.M.Caes.i.4).
On Fronto’s letter see further Kambylis (1965), 55.n.1, van den Hout (1988), 7, van den Hout (1999), 19-20. On
the wider discussion of whether Hesiod dreamed his encounter with the Muses, see Latte (1946), Kambylis (1965),
particularly 57-58, Calame (1995), 58-59, Klooster (2011), 7.n.17. It would not be implausible to suggest that,
given the prevalence of other dreamed encounters with the gods, a later tradition may have been retroactively
applied to Hesiod: West (1997), 287 notes, crucially, that the poet’s encounter with the Muses had the same pattern
as those reported in the case of dreams, including the leaving of a material token to ‘prove’ the truth of the
occurrence.

*7 This does not necessarily imply that all other scenes of initiation purposefully alluded to the Theogony passage:
rather, Hesiod’s initiation comprised a template upon which other poets loosely styled their own initiations. Some
initiations do purposefully evoke Hesiod, notably Theocritus in the initiation of Simichidas in /dy// 7, or the dream
of Callimachus (4et.fr.2 Pf., particularly fr.2e) and perhaps, by extension, Propertius’ initiation, as discussed.

8 See particularly Kambylis (1965), 17£f.

161



This final grouping is perhaps the most controversial, as it could be said that the validation
narrative is not strictly an initiation per se, in that the poet may well have been practicing their
craft prior to the encounter with the initiator. I suggest, however, that the label ‘initiation’ is
still applicable for these instances, given that it is through the encounter with a divinity or a
predecessor that the poet is truly legitimised in their activity, and established as a presence
within poetic tradition. In short, the moment of validation and legitimisation serves as a second,
emphatic initiation of a poetic career.”” I posit that Mimiamb 8 can be read as a variation of
this type-3 group. That the poem should be read as an initiation in general is attested by the
elements present in the work which one can observe recurrently in other narratives, such as the
appearance of a poetic predecessor and a divinity whose relevance to Herodas’ poetry is readily
apparent, and the presence of objects of poetic symbolism which, by the conclusion of the
work, are in the possession of the persona. That the mimiamb is specifically a variant of the

type-3 initiation becomes clear from an analysis of these elements.

Firstly, let us return once more to the roles of Hipponax and Dionysus in the mimiamb, in the
guises of the old and young man. The relationship between the persona and his two potential
initiators is not depicted with a straightforwardly tutelary dynamic, nor is it suggested that the
author is divinely inspired through the presence or actions of the god. Indeed, the relationship
between Herodas’ persona and Hipponax is marked by the latter’s antagonism, rather than any
instructive action. Equally Dionysus, while vital for the establishment of Herodas’ poetic
authority, is depicted in an adjudicatory role, rather than that of an inspiring deity. In contrast,
instances of type-1 or type-2 narratives rely upon the relationship between poet and initiator
being interpreted as cordial, in order to lend credence to the implicit claim that it is due to this
relationship that the poet is legitimised. The friendship of the initiator also occurs in type-3
narratives, as we shall see, but in contrast to the other two groups it is not a prerequisite. We
can compare the old man’s vituperative attack on the persona with the relationship between
Apollo and Callimachus in the Aetia prologue, wherein Callimachus emphasises that his
legitimacy in practicing poetry in the manner that he does stems from a close working
relationship with the god. Apollo’s tutelary role in Callimachus’ poetic career can be readily
contrasted with the relationship the Telchines have with divine patrons of poetry, when they
are described as vijdeg ol Movong ovk €yévovto ¢ilot, “ignorant, and no friends of the Muse”

(1.2). Though type-1 and type-2 initiations may include moments where the initiator rebukes

9 Kambylis (1965), 17.
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or insults the poet, such as the Muses’ damning indictment of Hesiod and his fellow shepherds
as kax~ €Aéyyea, yootépeg olov, “dreadful things of shame, mere stomachs” (Theog.26), or
Apollo’s description of Propertius as a demens for attempting to drink from the ‘wrong’ fount
of inspiration (Prop. 3.3.15), the relationship is nevertheless revealed - eventually - to be one
of patronage, and aid. While the young man does apportion success to both the persona and the
old man, there is never the implication that he intervenes to secure the persona’s victory:
instead, the persona is entirely reliant on his inherent skills at jumping.”” As a result of this, I
posit that we should not read either the old man or the young man as occupying an instructive

or inspirational role.

The initiation of Herodas’ persona shares more in common with that of Simichidas of
Theocritus’ Idyll 7, or the initiation of Archilochus, as related in the Parian Mnesiepes
Inscription. In both cases, the poets take part in an event recognisable as an initiation, but not
within the standard formats of inspiration or initiation. As discussed in Chapter 2, as a boy on
Paros, Archilochus had made fun of a group of women he thought were travelling to the city,
who laughed with him and asked to buy the cow which he was bringing back from the fields
for his father. Upon agreeing, cow and women vanished, and lying at the boy’s feet was a lyre.
Archilochus realised that the women were the Muses and that the lyre was their gift to him,
and the events prompted his father Telesicles to travelled to Delphi to decipher the events,
where he received an oracular pronouncement declaring that his son would be d8dvartog (SEG
15.517.col.11.50).While we might read this as a type-1 narrative, I propose that we should
instead categorise it as type-3, not only from the addendum of the explanatory oracle, but also
by the fact that Archilochus already displays his inherent poetic abilities prior to the receipt of
the lyre. In insulting the women, and evoking laughter from his insults, Archilochus
foreshadows his iambic verses, demonstrating his nascent poetic talent. The lyre is thus

primarily a signifier of poetic excellence, rather than divine inspiration in material form.

Simichidas, a figure long reckoned to be a persona of Theocritus,””' enters into a poetic contest

with the goatherd Lycidas, a character who, like Simichidas, is probably a persona - most

% The one potential caveat to this is the role Dionysus plays in providing the persona with the goat, thus

facilitating his victory, a point which I address below.

% The precise links between Simichidas and Theocritus have been much debated: the scholia held that Simichidas
was a patronymic (schol.21a, b) a reading followed by the Vita which gives Theocritus’ father’s name as Simichus.
This is seemingly refuted by the epigram Gow 27 = AP 9.434 which gives Theocritus’ father as Praxagoras:
Hunter (2006), 91 suggests this epigram was probably prefixed or appended to a collection of Theocritus’ poems,
though its authenticity remains in question, on which see Gow (1950), 549, Gutzwiller (1996), 138, Rossi (2001),
343-347, and further Van Groningen (1959), Fantuzzi in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 133-135. Despite this, it has
been universally accepted that Simichidas is at least a persona of the poet, on which see further the Introduction.
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plausibly of a suitable poetic predecessor.’”® Following their respective efforts, Lycidas
rewards Simichidas with a Aay®Bolov, a bucolic variation on the Hesiodic oxfimtpov (7.128-
129; Hes. Theog.30),>" and the gift is described as éx Motsév Eswiov, “friendship’s gift of
the Muses” (7.129), reinforcing the initiative character of the scene by further evoking the tone
of the Hesiodic narrative, by reference to his initiators.”® This is, however, not Simichidas’
first initiation, as prior to his performance, he remarks that moAAd pev dAha / Nopeor knue
didagav av’ dpea fovkoréovta / €6OA4, “many other fine things the Nymphs have taught me
as I tended cattle upon the hills” (7.91-93). This reinforces the notion that the contest between
Simichidas and Lycidas - and moreover, the act of gift-giving - should not be read as the
inception of a poetic career, but as a shift in the course of that career. Marco Fantuzzi has
suggested that Simichidas, primarily a ‘town’ poet,’”” is being initiated into the ways of bucolic
by Lycidas, the quintessential goatherd.’® I would suggest, however, that we should not read
this episode solely as a legitimisation of Simichidas’ (and thus Theocritus’) new poetic form,
but as a validation of his poetry in its entirety. The inclusion of the previous initiation narrative
functions partially as a validation for his statement kai yap £€y® Moiwsdv Kamvpov oTopa, KNUE
Aéyovtt / mavteg ooV dprotov, “for I am also a clear-sounding voice of the Muses, and all
call me best of singers” (7.37-38), but equally emphasises that the poet has, up to this point,
been operating already with a degree of legitimacy. This reinforces that Simichidas, though he
might only now be being invested with the legitimacy of bucolic, is certainly already sanctioned
to practice poetry, and thus the meeting with Lycidas functions as a further validation, rather

than an initial inspiration.”"’

For both Archilochus and Simichidas, the receipt of an item which encapsulates the poets’
respective traditions symbolises the ascension to the status of an extraordinary poet, sanctioned

by tradition and the divine to practice their poetry. Though Simichidas and Archilochus are at

*2 On which see Klooster (2011), 195-208, particularly 199.n.85.

°% Theocritus directly connects the AaydBolov to bucolic poetry in and epigram (Gow 2 = AP 6.177), where it is
one of the items dedicated by Daphnis to Pan; the staff is also dedicated to that god in an epigram of Leonidas of
Tarentum (4 GP =4P 6.188). See further Goldhill (1991), 232.

% The word &ewiov is utilised primarily to denote the gift given by host to guest, as at Hom. 72.10.269, 11.20,
0d.8.389, 9.267.

> Implied by his coming &k moAtog (7.2) and Lycidas’ inquiry whether the Simichidas and his companions are
travelling to Tvog dot®v Aovov, “some townsman’s winepress” (7.24-25).

%% Fantuzzi in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 134-135 See also 7.13-14; oBvopa pév Avkidav, g 8’ aimdroc, 008é
k€ Tig viv / fiyvoinoev idmv, énel ainddm EEoy” Edket, “his name was Lycidas, and he was a goatherd - nor could
one who saw him fail to recognise him, as he looked so like a goatherd”. On the over-emphasis of Lycidas’
goatherdish quality, see further Gow (1950), I1.135, Bowie (1985), Goldhill (1991), 228-229, Gutzwiller (1991).
7 See further Krevans (1983), 212 and Hunter (2003), 227-228 on the contrasting presentations of Lycidas and
Simichidas as products of different poetic contexts.
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different stages of their career - Simichidas being already a fully-fledged poet, while
Archilochus is still only an insolent youth - the outcome of their encounters are comparable;’”®
both are marked out, as a result of their meetings, as poets par excellence. In the case of
Archilochus, we are fortunate to be able to situate his initiation within the biographical
narrative of his poetic career. The meeting with the Muses serves as the first indication of his
renown, later reiterated by the oracular pronouncement from Delphi and, on an extra-textual
level, by the honours done to the poet by the people of Paros, such as the establishment of the
Archilocheon, and as recorded in the inscriptions of Mnesiepes and Sosthenes.”” Simichidas’
narrative is curtailed with the close of the /dyl/, leaving readers to speculate on his future. That
he (or rather, the author behind his persona) will be famous, however, has been established

through the narrative of initiation: at a conceptual level, the employment of the narrative frame

of an initiation signifies the inevitable renown of the poet in question.

Returning to Mimiamb 8, with the wider tradition of initiative scenes in mind, it is now clear
that the narrative serves not as an aition for Herodas’ activity, but rather stands as a validation
of it. The agonistic relationship of Herodas’ persona and the old man discounts the possibility
that the latter serves in an instructive or inspirational capacity: the persona is not taught to
compose poetry, but rather defends his activity, and triumphs in spite of the animosity of both
the goatherds and the old man (indeed, winning the former group over). The role of symbolic
objects within the mimiamb particularly denotes that Herodas’ narrative serves a legitimising,
laudatory function, but not in the manner we have observed in cases of Archilochus or
Simichidas (or, indeed, that of Hesiod). The persona’s wielding of the okinwv and wearing of
the €évoutov is an encapsulation of Herodas’ poetry and his activity of generic hybridisation.
These items, however, are never directly given to the persona, but are rather acquired covertly,
through allusion and poetic legerdemain. In contrast to Simichidas, Archilochus and Hesiod,
all of whom are legitimised through the direct receipt of objects from their initiators, Herodas
emphasises his poetic innovativeness through the indirect assumption of the material symbols
of predecessor and divinity. For the old man to hand over his staff to the persona directly, after
the manner of Lycidas, would be counter to Hipponax’ stereotypical irascibility. This anger is
an essential aspect of his characterisation, given that it echoes the wrath of the persona

displayed in the first few lines of the mimiamb, thus highlighting their similar natures and vocal

% We might well interpret the insults with which Archilochus taunts the Muses as symbolic of his first ever

verses.
°% See in general Clay (2004).
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parity. Equally, the acquisition of the £évoutdv is depicted in such a manner so as to emphasise
the novelty of Herodas’ activity, as well as providing evidence of the divine legitimacy of his
craft. Were the goat to emerge unscathed at the end of the persona’s narration of the dream,
one might be tempted to class the dream as a type-1 initiation, as we are told explicitly that the
goat represented Herodas’ poetry at 8.68-73, and it would not be implausible to conceive of
the goat as a symbol of Dionysian inspiration, given its description as a 6®@pov (8.68). The
destruction of the goat and the repeated reuse of the goat’s skin in various forms, however,
suggests that this divine gift is equally not analogous to the avdnv Oéomv which Hesiod
receives (and uses as-is) from the Muses (7Theog.31-32): intratextually, Herodas’ persona does
not make use of Dionysus’ gift without alteration as - correspondingly - the author does not
adopt the pure dramatic mode in the creation of his poetry, but rather uses it in conjunction
with choliambic. A parallel for the hybridising of innovation and tradition found in Herodas’
recalibration of the gift-giving scene is found in Callimachus’ relationship with Hipponax: the
assertion that the poet did not go to Ephesus serves to delineate the nature of his relationship

to his poetic forebear, defining it not as a case of inspiration, but rather of learned adaptation.

Herodas’ narrative of initiation is, therefore, a quintessentially Hellenistic variant of the stock
scene of poetic initiation, and equally a knowing variation upon the topos of the heaven-sent
inspirational dream. In promoting his persona as validated in poetic activity, Herodas
consciously avoids the concept of the poet as ‘mad’ with inspiration, yet retains the authority
invested by that model, much as Theocritus invests Simichidas with authority through the
competitive and legitimising presence of Lycidas, without implying the former plays a passive
role in said investiture (as Homer and Aeschylus do in their respective narratives). Though not
a case of poetic initiation per se, there is a parallel to these instances in Callimachus’ Hymn to
Apollo, in that the conclusion of the poem - in which the god asserts his preference for pure
drops of dew rather than the deluge of the Assyrian river (4p.105ff.) - functions as a divine
defence of Callimachean poetics. That Herodas does not depict his persona as inspired, or even
instructed, is thus indicative of the broader context which characterises the Hellenistic milieu.
The shift in poets’ presentation of themselves as solely mouthpieces of the Muse to more active
agents in the production of their poetry and, indeed, to leaders of the Muses is - as Peter Bing
has demonstrated - a reflexive response to the changing character of poetry, its production and
reception within the period.’'’ Poets, no longer content to sit idly and receive divine blessings,

conscript the gods and their poetic forebears to the defence of their new poetic forms, and do

19 Bing (1988b).
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so in contexts which demonstrate their desire to be at once innovative and new, yet also
ensconced within (and legitimised by) the broader poetic tradition. In the establishment of a
narrative context which draws upon commonplace scenes of dreaming and initiation, yet which
equally eschews the norms of either fopos, Herodas demonstrates this intersection of tradition

and innovation precisely.
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In an unpublished poem of 1892, written the year after the London Papyrus containing the
Mimiambs was recovered, Constantin Cavafy mourned the damaged state in which Herodas’

corpus had reached the modern era:

How many of the papyri are missing;
how often a delicate and ironic iamb
became the prey of foul worms!

The unlucky Herodas, fashioned

for mockery and merriment,

how gravely wounded he came to us!’"'

In the course of Cavafy’s lament, Herodas the poet is elided with Herodas the corpus, and - on
the basis of Mimiamb 8 - one can well imagine the author approving, given his construction of
an authorial persona which undertakes a similar elision of poet and poetry. Mimiamb 8 serves
as a comprehensive display of Herodas’ mimiambic poetic form: the presentation of his
authorial persona and the creation of a programmatically significant narrative context are
utilised in tandem, to emphasise the author’s authority to compose in his newly minted poetic
genre, and to rebuff potential critics of his activity. The context in which Herodas’ self-
representation takes place ensconces the author within poetic tradition more broadly, but
equally serves to further exemplify the novelty of his mimiambic poetry, by drawing upon
familiar, well-worn topoi of poetic initiation and inspiration and reformatting them to
emphasise his own innate talents. Equally, in establishing the relationship between his persona,
his divine guarantor and his poetic predecessor, Herodas ensures that a reader cannot fail to
recognise that the former plays an equal - if not greater - role in the success of the poetry than
the latter two. In doing so, Herodas emphasises that the hybrid genre he has created is entirely
his own invention, yet still one legitimised by the divine and embedded within poetic tradition.
Expressed in the manner by which the persona adopts the characteristics of Hipponax and
Dionysus, through the transference of symbols and characteristics from both, Herodas’ persona
is depicted as a combination - or unification - of the characteristics of these figures, and in so
doing, Herodas embeds the authorisation of his programmatic statement within the poem itself.
Furthermore, Herodas subtly depicts the quasi-dramatic mode of the Mimiambs by contrasting
his usage of Hipponactean voice with the employment of Dionysian costume: the respective

mediums of choliambic and mime are thus encapsulated in the representation of Herodas’

S The Mimiambi of Herodas, 29-34, Cavafy (1892 unpublished, in Cavafy 1968), trans. Dalven (1972), 258-259.
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persona, and that character functions, in turn, as a tripartite encapsulation, authorisation and

celebration of Herodas’ poetic activity tout court.
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Chapter 5
Performance, Audience and the Representations of Reception in

Mimiambs 4 and &

Introduction

Recent scholarship has recognised that, far from being solely occupied with vulgarity, Herodas
displays a self-consciousness - often qualified as ‘literary” - typical of the Hellenistic period.”"?
Amongst others Claudia Fernandez, Irmgard Ménnlein-Robert, David Kutzko and Graham
Zanker have all conducted important studies of the metapoetic aspects of the Mimiambs:>"
however, these works have focused primarily on each mimiamb in isolation - barring the
acknowledged diptych of Mimiambs 6 and 7 - with only Fernandez conducting analysis of a
number of the poems simultaneously. Considering the possibility of intertextuality between the
poems is essential as, throughout Mimiambs, Herodas displays a sustained interest in the nature
of his poetry and its reception, and expresses this interest through a range of overarching motifs.
Considering intertextuality, however, requires a more in-depth assessment of the mode of
reception intended for Herodas’ work.”'* Given the evidence we currently possess, it is
impossible to state categorically whether Herodas ever intended his poems for performance,
but this should not preclude us from commenting upon the presence of elements redolent of
performance within the Mimiambs, considering the implications of their presence in terms of
poetic effect, and assessing what emerges from approaching the Mimiambs as a ‘performative’

text.>®

*12 See, e.g., Clayman (1980), 71, Hutchinson (1988). Scholarship on Herodas is, in itself, a fascinating subject,
particularly as a record of attitudes to the more risqué elements of his work. From the first publication of the
Mimiambs, a number of scholars dismissed the poet out of hand; Kenyon, in his edition of the text, declares that
the work “cannot be said to be of high literary merit”; Kenyon (1891), 1, while an anonymous writer in the Jesuit
magazine La Civilta Cattolica considered Herodas and his work typical of Alexandrian moral degeneration,
remarking that Herodas “is a true artist (only when) he avoids wallowing in mud”, and that he “sadly reflects the
corruption of his times”; anon. (1892), 281. This is not to suggest that all early responses to Herodas were so
damning: Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1896), 221, (1924), 1.211-212 and Blass (1892) 230 lauded Herodas as a
writer of subtle nuance, engaged in the innovation practiced by his contemporaries, through the lens of the
seemingly low-brow world of the mime. See further Orrells (2012), who offers an insightful discussion on the
production of Headlam’s edition of Herodas, and Knox’s editing, and the possible influences of the women’s
suffrage movement on the result.

313 Zanker (2004), (2006), (2009), Fernandez (2006a), (2006b), Minnlein-Robert (2006), Kutzko (2008).

> Mastromarco (1984), 1-19 traces the history of this debate prior to his monograph on the subject.

>3 Both Hunter (1993b) and Esposito (2010) note that any assessment argument based on cues in the text to a
performed element can be interpreted either as a true dramatic cue or simply a device to imply performance,
rendering such arguments circular. For the case of mimiambic reception after the Hellenistic period, see
bibliography given in n.525 below.
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Giuseppe Mastromarco, in his study on the ancient reception-context of the Mimiambs,
concludes that the poems were performed, or possibly recited, to small groups of ‘elite’
listeners who could fully appreciate the metapoetic aspects of the poems,’'® and Zanker asserts
that the Mimiambs retain vividness when transmitted orally (through recitation), as this
negotiates the problems of staging (particularly inherent in Mimiamb 4 with its statue-rich and
thus visually complex setting) by encouraging the listener to supplement a visual context for
the poetry.”'” However, Zanker allows for the possibility of a concurrent literary reception, not
restricting Herodas’ poetry to recitation alone. Others argue that the works are literary first and
foremost: Kutzko advocates for a literary reception of the Mimiambs, but stresses the dramatic
implications of the presence of the mimic genre should not be discounted in a reading

518

context.” = Karl-Heinz Stanzel, comparing Herodas’ Mimiambs and Theocritus’ Idylls,

concludes that a literary reception was intended for both,”' although Marco Fantuzzi posits

520 Richard Hunter is

that Theocritus was far less concerned with dramatisation than Herodas.
careful to note the importance of the dramatic overtones to the interpretation of the work, as
elements which do not simply reveal the context of its performance - or lack thereof - but as a
poetic device.”*! Gregory Hutchinson is resolute in his belief that the Mimiambs were never
meant for performance, and consequently advocates for an analysis of the Mimiambs with

regards to the impact of performative elements upon reader-reception.’*

I concur with the notion that, at the very least, Herodas composed his Mimiambs aware of the
prospect of a literary reception; he appears to have frequently anticipated such a reception.’*
Herodas extends the treatment of one theme over numerous poems, a technique exhibited
particularly in the diptych of Mimiambs 6 and 7 but also observable, though more obliquely, at
work in Mimiambs 1, 4 and 8. In the case of 6 and 7, the relationship is not purely linear:
Mimiamb 7 serves as both a continuation and an asymmetrical counterpoint to Mimiamb 6, and

this intertextuality, while noticeable if the mimiambs were performed in sequence, is most

31 Mastromarco (1979), revised and expanded in an English translation (1984); see particularly 65-97.

Mastromarco acknowledges that Mimiamb 8§ in particular is suited to literary dissemination, (1984), 97. Cf.
Matromarco’s position in general, Parsons (1981).

>17 Zanker (2009), 4-6; this process of supplementation in poetry and art is further discussed in Zanker (1987) and
(2004), particularly 85-86.

18 Rutzko (2008).

>19 Stanzel (1998), particularly 121-122. See further Stanzel (2010) for an expansion of his earlier analysis, and
the consideration of the presence of other literary genres in Herodas, particularly Mimiamb 1.

>2% Fantuzzi in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 33.

>2! Hunter (1993b), particularly 39, 43-44.

> Hutchinson (1988), 241ff.

32 Cf. Mastromarco (1984), 97 who suggests that Herodas intended that “the publication of his Mimiamboi was
to be entrusted principally, if not exclusively, to the scenic performance.”
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clearly perceptible when considering the poems as works to be read (particularly as this would
allow for cross-referencing). Whether Herodas edited the Mimiambs is an issue of further
controversy: Alfred Knox and Anna Rist suggest that Mimiamb 8 may have been the prologue
to a second volume published by Herodas, which they argue on account of the programmatic
subject matter of the poem.”** This is not implausible, but the notion that a programmatic work
must necessarily occur at the head of a collection (and cannot occur at any other point) does
not follow, as evidenced by Theocritus’ Idyll 7, or Callimachus’ dream of Helicon - or lamb
13, or the Hymn to Apollo. The fact the first poem of the London Papyrus does possess a
programmatic character would support an assumption that some editorial arrangement has been
exerted over the Mimiambs, as does the juxtaposition of Mimiambs 6 and 7. In light of these
aspects, I suspect that Herodas did play a role in the arrangement of the Mimiambs as a
collection: the recurrence of thematic elements, and the intertextuality of the poems, implies
either a degree of authorial control, or an editor with remarkable sensitivity to overarching
programmatic motifs within the poems. In either case, I would suggest that such intertextuality

supports the notion that Herodas composed the Mimiambs with literary reception in mind.’*

The argument against a literary reception, advanced primarily by Mastromarco, rests on the

belief that aspects of the Mimiambs which appear dramatic must necessarily imply a

2% Knox (1925), Rist (1997). Cf. Mastomarco (1984), 97.n.53, Gutzwiller (2007a), 28, 120, 127, Hutchinson
(2008), 15, 256.

323 Parsons (1981) notes that, on the London Papyrus, Mimiamb 1 has been punctuated in part by a second hand,
apparently to aid in reading. Herodas was received in literary form in the Roman period: Pliny the Younger,
writing to his friend Arrius Antoninus to compliment him on the excellence of his poetry, remarks nam et loquenti
tibi illa Homerici senis mella profluere et, quae scribis, complere apes floribus et innectere videntur. Ita certe
sum adfectus ipse, cum Graeca epigrammata tua, cum mimiambos proxime legerem. Quantum ibi humanitatis,
venustatis, quam dulcia illa, quam amantia, quam arguta, quam recta. Callimachum me vel Heroden vel si quid
melius tenere credebam; quorum tamen neuter utrumque aut absolvit aut attigit, “when you speak, the honey of
Homer’s ancient man seems to flow from your lips, while the bees fill your writings with sweetness from
interwoven flowers. Certainly these were my impressions when I recently read your Greek epigrams and
mimiambs. Their sensitivity and grace, their charm and warmth of feeling, their wit which never wants virtue,
made me imagine I held Callimachus or Herodas in my hands, or even some greater poet; though neither of them
excelled in both types of verse, nor even attempted them.” (Ep.4.3.3) It is necessary to note that the word
mimiambos is transmitted in only one MS., y (as opposed to iambos in MS. group af) but is the reading accepted
by Skutch (1892), and Schuster (1952), 108. Equally there is the matter of logical consistency: if Pliny
complemented Antoninus on his ability to write epigrams and iambics, the statement that neither excelled in both
types of poetry would be odd, given Callimachus’ output in both epigrammatic and (straight) iambic genres: see
particularly on Callimachus’ reception at Rome, Hunter (2006). Beyond this connection between Herodas and his
Roman descendants, precise engagements with Herodas by later mimiambographers is uncertain: Courtney
(1993), 106 posits that Matius (c.1® Century AD), author of the first choliambic works at Rome, may have
translated Herodas into Latin, but the fragments we possess do not bear this out, an assessment made by Hunter
in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 463 and Panayotakis (2014), 386-390. See further Courtney (1993), 104-106,
Panayotakis (2010), 21-22. On the level of allusion and the adoption of phraseology, however, Herodas can be
detected: on Ovidian adaptations of Herodan language, Courtney (1969), 82-83, (1988), 17-18. On Herodas in
Seneca and Petronius, Panayotakis (2014), 391-392. On the occurrence of Herodan themes in Propertius,
McKeown (1979). On Plautus and Herodas, Hunter (1995). Panayotakis (2014), 392 also gives further, less secure
cases of potential Vergilian engagements with Herodas.
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performative context. This position is flawed: Herodas’ usage of the dramatic conventions of
the mimic genre are equally significant as a poetic device utilised to add depth and vividness
to the Mimiambs which, in the case of literary reception, enriches the unreal poetic landscape
through the implication of a performance context. Herodas’ uptake of the mimic genre is not a
straightforward reissue of extant themes and features - rather, the author builds upon the work
of his generic antecedents, blending elements found in both performative and literary genres in

the creation of a new, hybrid form of poetry.

Indeed, while the question of the performance status of Herodas’ work has aroused
considerable scholarly attention, it is only comparatively recently that assessments of Herodas’
engagement with the concept of performance within his work have been undertaken.’*® Though
critics of Mastromarco’s performance-exclusive conception of the Mimiambs have emphasised
that the presence of elements traditionally found in performed works need not necessarily imply
actual staged performance,’’ this conclusion remains underdeveloped: if we accept that such
elements are not only effective when a work is performed - and are thus reflective of a
conscious attempt to evoke the quality of performance - it follows to ask to what end Herodas
does so. In his appraisal of the presentation of the Mimiambs, Hunter notes the repeated
invitations made by speakers across the corpus to ‘see’ objects or persons, and suggests that
far from such instances implying an actual stage-context, Herodas subtly acknowledges the
ambiguous state of the performative dimension of the Mimiambs, playing upon a reader’s
inability to see while simultaneously compensating for the absence of visual information
through description.””® Such aspects strongly suggest that Herodas’ evocation of performance,
the employment of the tropes of staged presentation and theatricality serve a purpose beyond -
for example - adherence to the conventions of mime: the foregrounding of the performed

quality of the Mimiambs, juxtaposed with more overtly ‘literary’ elements, becomes yet

20 F o Hunter (1993b), 38-40, Puchner (1993), Kutzko (2008), (2012).

2T E.g., silent characters, the use of deictic pronouns, and objects alluded to during the course of speech. See e.g.,
Cunningham (1971a), 161-162, Hunter (1993b), Puchner (1993), Zanker (2009), 4-6, 122-124.

> Hunter (1993b), 38-40. The simultaneous evocation of a visual context and compensation for its absence is
particularly apparent in Coritto’s description of the dildos she saw and touched to Metro (6.66-73), a case in which
the reader’s lack of visual perception is echoed in Metro’s own inability to behold the works Coritto describes.
Similarly, there is the case of Mimiamb 4, which is concerned throughout with visual perception and aesthetic
appreciation: noteworthy is Cynno’s question to Coccale as to who sculpted and dedicated the statuary under
consideration, and Coccale’s response ovy 0pfic keiva / &v tf] Béot ypappat’; - “can’t you see the writing on the
base?” (4.23-24) a question which subtly highlights the role of visual supplementation in the literary reception of
Herodas” work, but which equally emphasises the work’s existence as a text. See further Zanker (2004).
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another means by which Herodas explores his poetic activity, and an essential aspect of his

programmatic endeavours in Mimiamb 8.

It is to Mimiamb 8 which I return in the first section of this chapter: I consider the manner in
which Herodas’ persona is represented as a successful performer, in dramatic and ritual terms.
I argue that the evocation of performance throughout the work serves to reinforce the persona’s
claims of success in the closing interpretation and, correspondingly, attests to Herodas’ own
asserted mastery of the quasi-dramatic mode of his poetry. Secondly, I consider the various
depiction of embedded audiences and acts of reception within Mimiambs 4 and 8: 1 propose
that the presentation of embedded audiences serve a variety of functions, but that all operate
within an overarching process of poetic self-reflection. Equally, in showcasing acts of
reception, I argue that Herodas creates situations which are presented as analogous to the
reception of his own corpus, and thus serve as models for the external, reading audience of his

Mimiambs.
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5.1 Ev yopoic Aiwvioov: evocations of performance in Mimiamb 8

Andreas Fountoulakis, Richard Hunter and Ralph Rosen have argued persuasively that, within
Mimiamb 8, Herodas acknowledges the dramatic underpinnings of his oeuvre, and uses the
poem to reflect upon the presence of dramatic elements within his poetry.”’* This argument is
elaborated by David Kutzko, who suggests that one can observe Herodas developing his
programmatic agenda over the course of the mimiamb, through a nuanced engagement with

>3% and it is from this conclusion that I begin here.

dramatic models and the performative mode,
I propose that Herodas employs performance as a theme with which to enhance the authority
of his persona, through his presentation as a successful dramatic performer and as a successful
ritual performer, both of which further reinforce the programmatic overtones established by the
narrative context of the mimiamb. Furthermore, I suggest that particular moments of overtly

performative character serve to embed Herodas’ activity within the tradition of dramatic poetry,

by recalling a specific model drawn from old comedy, that being Aristophanes’ Clouds.

The first section of the mimiamb (8.1-15) sets the scene, establishing a physical setting,”' an
approximate time,””” and a cast of characters, as well as immediately establishing the persona
in a position of authority (albeit only over his small household). Herodas evokes a sense of
place, implying a ‘staged’ context,”” and creates bawdy humour through the persona’s
admonishments of his underlings: the berating of slaves is a recurrent motif of Herodas’ work,
occurring as an introductory scene in Mimiambs 6 and 7 (6.1-17, 7.4-14), and also employed

534

throughout Mimiambs 4 and 5.”" Kutzko and James Hordern have noted that such a scene is a

32 Rosen (1992), Hunter (1993b), Fountoulakis (2002).

330 Kutzko (2012), 379.

> A farmhouse, suggested by the repeated mention of farm animals which require tending, e.g., t]fjv &voviov
xoipov &g vounv mépw[oly, “send the noisy sow to pasture” (8.7).

>2 Sometime before daybreak, given that the persona asks Psylla to &yov...Aoyov, “light the lamp™ (8.6.). It has
been suggested by Cunningham (1971a) that the remark that ai 6¢ vikteg Evwémpot, “the nights are nine years
long” (8.5) may be indicative of long winter nights, a season which would be appropriate if the dream-festivities
are likened to the Rural Dionysia, although it is by no means certain that this is the festival depicted; see Latte
(1957). See Brown (1994) further on this, and on the “Latmian sleep” mentioned at 8.10.

>3 Hunter (1993b), 39-44 compares the manner in which Theocritus sets the scenes of his poems with that of
Herodas, noting that the former dwells on details to such a level as to emphasise their artificial nature as texts,
rather than performed pieces. By contrast, Herodas offers only the necessary essentials of scene-setting, though I
argue the author is equally as interested in highlighting the artificial performative quality of his poetry, as I discuss
below. See further Hutchinson (1988), 241ff., Puchner (1993), 21ff.

>3 Brown (1994), 99 notes the particularly close correspondence between the opening of Mimiamb 6 and Mimiamb
8, comparing Coritto’s description of her slave as tdAowa (6.3) with the persona’s description of Megallis as
det]An), (8.10) meaning “wretch” in both cases, and further the description of the slave in Mimiamb 6 as
tovBopvlovcav (6.7) with the persona’s comparable remark to Psylla to T]ovBopule, “go on muttering” (8.8). See
Herod. 7.77, where the verb is used of Cerdon, and Ar. Ra.747, of a slave that cannot speak freely.
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staple of mimic and comic works,’*” but we can equally detect allusions to a specific comedic
opening in Herodas’ scene-setting - Aristophanes’ Clouds - to which I will return momentarily.
Both structurally and at the level of content, the opening of the mimiamb is thus redolent of
genres rooted in the performative mode: in employing a scenario typical of mime, and echoing
the settings of old comedy, Herodas evokes a performative context for his own work,
attempting to establish, through imitation and allusion, a staged dimension to the poem.
However, the artificiality of this staged dimension is gradually made apparent by the lack of
voices besides that of the persona. Despite the references to Psylla, Megallis and Annas, none
of these characters ever join the persona in dialogue: the entirety of the scene-setting occurs
through the persona’s words alone, and the absent characters, props and set are all evoked
through description and allusion. Herodas, therefore, does not present his work as a staged
performance per se, but rather as an imitation of such a performance. The mimetic frame
established in the introduction is shown, with the onset of the central section of the mimiamb
and the narration of the dream, to be just that, a frame that is separate from the narrative, which
remains the principal focus of the mimiamb. In doing so, Herodas reflects the medial ambiguity
of his mimiambic genre, an amalgam of dramatic and non-dramatic poetry which need not be

restricted to the stage to capture the sense of drama.

The central section contains the dream-narrative, and at the heart of this narrative is the game

of askoliasmos, a practice intrinsically connected to festivals of Dionysus and the revels of the

536

Bacchants.””” The persona’s description of the game highlights its agonistic, aggressive

dimension (8.41-47):

Yol HEV petdmolg €[¢] KOvv KoAvuPd[vteg
gxomtov apvevtip[e]g éx Ping oddac,
01 & Brtt’ Eppurtedvio’ whvta & fv, Av[d,
eig &v yéhwg te kavin [......Jevta.

45 Kay® d6keov dig pod[vo]g €k TOoNg Aeing
&n’ obv dAécOar, kRAdAaEay GvOpam[ot
de 1 €d[ov ..] v do[pi]v meledoav.>’

Some, plunging into the dirt on their foreheads,

struck the ground with force, like divers,

while others were thrown onto their backs. Everything, Annas,
was a [mixture] of laughter and pain.

>3 E.g., Sophr. fr.10, 14, 15, 16, Hordern (2004), 180-181, Kutzko (2012), 374; see also Hutchinson (1988), 238-
240.

>3 Latte (1957), Pickard-Cambridge (1988), 45 and Rosen (1992), 209 all note that there was a confusion over
the use of the term dokmAlaoudg even in antiquity, but that by the Hellenistic period an association had been
formed between askoliasmos and Attic dramatic festivals. See also Ver. G.2.380-384, schol. Ar. Plu.1129.

" 1n 1.45, Cunningham (2004) gives p . [.. ]. ; Herzog (1924) and Zanker (2009) supplement pod[vo]g.
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45 It seemed that I alone among so large a rabble twice leapt

on to the skin-bag, and the men hollered

when they saw the skin bearing me aloft.
The persona vividly captures the spectacle of the game, the emotion of the participants and the
thrill of success, and thus the imitation of performance continues, though now in an overtly
diegetic manner, as opposed to the faux-mimetic mode of the introductory section. The
interactions between the persona, the young man and the old emphasise the agonistic tone of
the dream: the persona’s cry to the young man to bear witness to his struggle with the old man
(8.63) places that character in an adjudicatory role,”* and his appeal for aid to the goatherds,
addressing them as ® mopedv[tec (8.61), implies that they now occupy the role of an audience
of onlookers,’*” already imparted by the remark that kiAéAaav dvOpor[ot/ G’ id[ov ..]og
v oo[pn]v meledoav, “the men hollered when they saw the skin bearing me aloft” (8.46-
47).>* Equally, the persona’s statement that the situation of the festivities is domep teleduey
&v yopoig Atwvioov, “as we perform in the choruses of Dionysus” (8.40), further establishes
the dramatic, Dionysian character of the revels.”*' This remark is particularly significant for
the analysis of the performative dimension of the poem: Fountoulakis notes the dual
interpretations of xopdg as both dramatic chorus and ritual dance, but argues that the meaning
here is restricted to the latter alone.”*> However, Kutzko argues that the persona does not make
a strict delineation as to the nature of the revels, preferring a multifaceted reading of teAedpev

%3 1 am inclined

&v yopoig Atwvocov which encapsulates both ritual and dramatic performance.
to follow Kutzko’s assessment: the ritual dimension of the revels are echoed in the persona’s
interpretation, where he relays that the goatherds destroyed the goat and t]& &vBea teledvtec,
“performed the rites” (8.70),”** but this does not preclude an allusion to dramatic performance

also, particularly, as Kutzko notes, given the use of the conjunction donep, which he suggests

3% Compare Ar. Ra.809-813, 871-874.

339 See further Fountoulakis (2000b).

> The verb dlaldlo is used to describe the shout of Dionysus and the Bacchae at E. Ba.593, 1133.

>*! The persona’s possession of a goat at the opening of the dream has been suggested by Vogliano (1906), 41 as
indicative of prior success in a dramatic agon (though whether the goat was indeed such a reward is not
determinable from the text in its fragmented state), a situation which the dream undeniably evokes. However,
Rosen (1992) raises the problem that Vogliano interprets the goat as a reward for the persona’s victory at
askoliasmos, which does not follow from the text; further I would add that such a case is narratively implausible,
given that the goat (or rather its remains) plays a central part in the proceedings of the games, as discussed in
Chapter 4.1.Whether the goat was actually given as a prize in dramatic festivals is unclear but, much as with
askoliasmos, the phenomenon was rightly or wrongly considered to have been practiced by the Hellenistic period
and beyond, as shown by e.g., Marm.Par.A.43 (= FrGHist 239 A.43), Diosc. 20 GP = AP 7.410, Hor. Ars.220-
224. See further Burkert (1966), Pickard-Cambridge (1962), 69, 123-124, Rist (1997), 356-357.

> Fountoulakis (2002), 314. Compare E. Ba.215-220, 485, Ar. Ra.354-357. See further Seaford (1981), 253.

3% Kutzko (2012), 376-377 and 377.0.39. See further Headlam and Knox (1922), 389-390.

544 Compare E. Ba.40, 73, Ar. Ra.357. On teheiv, see Burkert (1987), 9-10.
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“leaves the semantic ambiguity of (yopoic) intact”.’* A comparable case can be observed at

Aristophanes’ Frogs, 354-357:

0ENUETY xp1 KAEIoTacOL TOIg NUETEPOIGL XOPOIoLY,

355  0dotig dmelpog ToidvoE AOY®V 1] yvoduny U Kaboapevet,
7| yevvoiov dpyta Move@v pft’ e1dev uit’ £x0pevcey,
unde Kpativov 10d tavpo@dyov yAmtng Baxyel €tedéctn

Let him be silent and stand aside from our sacred choruses,
355  he who has no experience of such utterances, nor purified his mind,

he who has never seen and never has danced in the rites of the noble Muses,

nor ever has been inducted into the Bacchic mysteries of bull-eating Cratinus
Kenneth Dover, in his commentary on these lines, has noted the persistent ambiguity as to
whether the reference is made to the procession of initiates enacted within the dramatic action
of the comedy, or to the external comic chorus which enacts it,”** and he further suggests that
this ambiguity encapsulates the dual role of the god Dionysus, as presider over both Dionysiac
mysteries and theatrical performance.”*’ I posit that Herodas evokes a similar ambiguity, for a
similar purpose: while strongly asserting the religious character of the dream, the author
equally allows for the interpretation of the events as representative of a dramatic performance,

%8 In the establishment

thereby evoking Dionysus’ interconnected roles in both cult and theatre.
of this dual-natured aspect, Herodas represents the dream-narrative as both religiously and
dramatically significant. Both elements have a clear importance for Herodas’ delineation of his
poetic programme, as the ritualistic context which the dream-narrative suggests reinforces the
notion that the dream itself possesses a divine origin. The reiteration of the ritual dimension of
the dream - within the dream-narrative itself - therefore reinforces the assumption that the
persona’s dream possesses an inherent heaven-sent and authorised quality. The evocation of

dramatic performance is, as the interpretation of the dream shows, a critical aspect of Herodas’

assertion of the success of his hybrid poetic form, an assertion to which I now turn.

The persona first demands a cloak from Annas (8.65-66) - the significance of which I have
discussed - then proceeds to interpret the dream’s meaning, revealing its allegorical character

in the process. The goat, a gift from Dionysus (8.68), represented the poetry of Herodas’

3% Kutzko (2012), 377.n.39.

> Dover (1993), 239.

> Dover (1993), 239, 242. See further Lada-Richards (1999), 224-225.

> Cf. Fountoulakis (2002), 314 who argues that the lack of an explicit acknowledgement of a dramatic festival
discounts the possibility of the evocation of dramatic performance. This reading seems narrow-minded,
particularly given that, as Fountoulakis himself notes, the mimiamb is rife with ambiguity, particularly where the
intersection of ritual and dramatic performance are concerned; Fountoulakis (2002), 317-318.
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persona and the goatherds ripped it apart and feasted upon it, as their extra-narrative
counterparts will attempt to carve up his poetry for their own gain (8.68-72). The persona
affirms the ritual dimension of the dream in the description of these figures’ destruction and
consumption of his goat, evoking the ritual practices of sparagmos and omophagia that are
intrinsically connected to Dionysian cult and myth.”*’ Equally, however, he re-emphasises the
performative dimension of the dream-narrative in the reference to the goatherds performing the
rites (8.70), echoing the earlier likening of events to a performance for Dionysus &v yopoig
(8.40). Recognition of the repeated allusions to performance is particularly important for the
interpretation of the final lines (8.73-79):

10 unv debrov mg ddxevv Ex[et]v podvog

TOAAGV TOV GTVOLV KOPLKOV TATNCAVI®V,
75 KN T@ yépovtt EOV’ EmpnE’ OptvOEVTL

. ] KAéoc, vai Modoav, i) W Emea k[

ey’ €& 1auPov, i pe devtépn yv[

glu[oi]c pet’ Innodvakta TOV ToAo]

T]o KOAL” Geide EovBidnc Temovot>°

Since I seemed to be the only one to have the prize

among the many who had trodden on the air-tight skin bag,
75 and since I shared success with the angry old man

]fame, by the Muse, who/either [...] me verses [

from iambs, who/or me as a second|

] after Hipponax of old [

to sing limping verses to [my own] Xouthids.

The damage to these lines renders a clean translation impossible. We can, however, reconstruct
their meaning by considering them in the context of Herodas’ activity of generic mixing, and
particularly with regards the evocation of dramatic performance within the dream. The persona
begins by reiterating how he alone won the prize from jumping on the air-tight bag in the game
of askoliasmos, and Rosen has argued that Herodas connects this victory with the dramatic,
mimic character of his work, which he suggests is exemplified by Herodas’ statement that fame

will come &€ igupawv (8.77), reading this as an allusion to the ‘straight’ iambs of comedy.™"

>4 See further Henrichs (1978), particularly 143-152.

>3 In 1.66, Cunningham (2004) gives ..Jvad[..] ®de, omitting the Av of Av]vd , but this can be partially read on
the facsimile of the papyrus, P.Litt.Lond.96 = P.Egerton 1, fr.4. Also in 1.66, 5[0c] is supplemented by Knox and
Headlam (1922), Zanker (2009). In 1.72, Cunningham (2004) gives wdey@[ ]to; Barigazzi (1955), on the basis of
the reading of P.Oxy.2326, proposes the supplement ®3” eya [to]dto, which he interprets with the meaning “cosi
io interpreto questo punto”; Cunningham (1975a) proposes ®&¢ v’ d[1c]to or d[Alv]to. In 1.78, Cunningham
(2004) gives . .. ¢ ; Herzog (1924) and Zanker (2009) supplement £]u[o7]g.

1 Rosen (1992), 214. What iappov refers to here is contested: Rist (1997), 359 suggests it may be a reference
other poems Herodas may have composed in iambics, taking a reference to Herodas as an author of hemiambs in
the scholiast on Nicander as evidence, while Kutzko (2012), 379 follows the view that idupwv is taken alongside
T]& KOAL’ as generally representative of Herodas’ genre. Furthermore, Rosen (1992), 214-215 reads fj... §... of
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This usage of iambs to encapsulate the entirety of the dramatic influences on Herodas’ work
is, however, tenuous: Kutzko notes, as a parallel, that Callimachus calls Hipponax’ poems both
ioppov (Jamb.fr.191.3 Pf.) and ywAd (Iamb.fr.203.14, 66 Pf.).>>> While this does not discount
the possibility that Herodas takes iépupwv to encapsulate the dramatic mode tout court, it seems
unwise to make the absolute opposition between them and t]d kOAL’. A more concrete
connection between the mimic genre and the persona’s victory at askoliasmos is found in the
manner in which the events of the dream evoke an agonistic context. The persona’s victory at
askoliasmos - a winning performance - is evocative of his successful usage of the dramatic
context of mime, an ability that the author demonstrates, metapoetically, in the opening section
of the mimiamb. By primarily basing his persona’s assertion of fame in the usage of the
dramatic mode, and simultaneously demonstrating his own authorial aptitude at employing the
tropes of mime and comedy within the mimiamb itself, Herodas metatextually validates the
persona’s claim. However, it is made clear that it is not only the dramatic aspect of his work
that brings him success, as the persona’s remark that he shared success with the old man - thus
suggesting that Herodas conceives of himself as an equal of Hipponax - reiterates that it is both
in the usage of mimic and choliambic elements which will lead to his fame. Notably, the
persona delineates the mode of his future poetry as song: though the final lines are fragmentary,
the persona’s clearly plans t]& KOAL’ deidewv, “to sing limping verses” (8.79). In characterising
his poetic production after the traditional mode of poetic performance, Herodas evokes the
tradition with which his work engages but, by so closely adjoining the reference to sung poetry
to a description of more dramatic performance, he equally emphasises the novelty of its hybrid
form. Indeed, I suggest that Herodas looks also to the tradition of dramatic poetry for a narrative
model to further authorise his poetic activity. This becomes apparent with a closer
consideration of the first lines of the mimiamb alongside the opening verses of a comic intertext
mentioned above, Aristophanes’ Clouds:

(Ar. Nu. 1-5) i~01‘) 100.

® Z&d Pacthed, TO ypHiLo T®V VOKTGOV OGOV.
anépavtov. 00dEmM00” NUépa yevioeTal;

Kol PV TaAot Y dAEKTPUOVOS HKOVG €Y.
5 01 0’ oikétat PEYKOVGLY.

1.76-77 as disjunctives, with the sense that the dual possibilities of fame offered either from iambic or choliambic
poetry echoes the resolution of the dream. Cunningham, in Rusten and Cunningham (2002), 276 notes that ...
1]...might be either the feminine pronoun (the reading which Zanker (2009), 233 follows) or the disjunctive
adverb.

332 Kutzko (2012), 379.n.49. See also Ar. Ra.661.
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Alas, alas!
O Zeus the king, the nights are so long!
Interminable. Will it never be day?
I did hear a cockerel, ages ago, but
5 the slaves snore.>>

(Herod. 8.1-7) dotn61, S5o0An PoAla péypt t€o keion
pEyyovoa; TNV 08 Yoipov AoV SPLTTEL
7| TPOGUEVELC GV péypic €0 HAtog OdAy
T0]v KDOOV £600G; KDG &, ATPVTE, KOV KAUVELS
5 T TA]EVPA KVADGGOLG ; i 08 VOKTEG EVVE®POL.
dom |01, enui, kai dyov, el BELeIS, Aoyvov,
Kol TV dvavAiov yoipov ¢ vouny mépy[oly

Rise, slave Psylla: how long are you going to lie

snoring? Drought tears the sow:

are you waiting until the sun crawls

up your fanny and warms it? Tireless worker, how have you avoided tiring

5 your ribs with snoring? The nights are nine years long.

Rise I say, and light the lamp if you please,

and send the discordant sow to the pasture.
In the opening of Mimiamb 8, Herodas recapitulates the Aristophanic scene. Both Herodas’
persona and Strepsiades dwell on the length of the nights (Ar. Nu.1; Herod. 8.5), the laziness
of their slaves - specifically their snoring and oversleeping (Ar. Nu.5; Herod. 8.2, 4-5) - and
make a request that a lamp to be lit (which occurs later in Clouds: Ar. Nu.18; Herod. 8.6).”>"
The evocation of Aristophanes here serves a dual purpose. Taken in conjunction with the
recurrent appearance of scenes in which masters berate their slaves within the Mimiambs, we
can recognise that Herodas is broadly grounding the mimiamb within the dramatic sphere, as
noted above.”>> However, I suggest that, in styling his persona’s introductory lines after the

opening of Clouds, Herodas also subtly foreshadows the agonistic narrative of the mimiamb,

the conflict between Herodas’ persona and Hipponax, and the ultimate triumph of the former.

At the climax of Aristophanes’ comedy, and having received an education in conniving
arguments, Strepsiades’ son Phidippides beats his father, and proceeds to debate with him the
relative merits of the act (1321ff.). Strepsiades relates the events which led up to this: the two
quarrelled over poetry, with the son preferring the novelty of Euripides to Simonides or

Aeschylus, much to the father’s chagrin (1369-1372), at which point, Strepsiades g08éwg

553
554

Text and trans. Henderson (1998), adapted.

Zanker (2009), 226 notes the recurrence the verb péykewv, “to snore” in both passages. On the correspondences
between Mimiamb 8 and Clouds, see further Mastromarco (1984), 78-80, Miralles (1992), 173-182 and Kutzko
(2012). More generally on echoes of comedy in Herodas, see Veneroni (1973).

> See also Kutzko (2012) on Herodas’ engagement with Lysistrata as an intertext in Mimiamb 7.
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apaTT® / TOAAOIG KakO1g Kaioypoiot, “straightaway struck with many bad and shameful words”
(1373-1374) and the two fell to fighting (1375-1376). Phidippides relishes the chance to argue
with his father now he is equipped with sophistry, remarking g 1160 kovoig mpdaypoacty Koi
0e€101g OAETY / kal T®V KaBeoTOTOV VOU®V DTtepppovelv dvvachat, “how fine it is to be au
fait with novel, clever things, and to have the power to disregard established customs” (1399-
1400), and in short order triumphs over Strepsiades through cunning speech. The implement
Phidippides uses to beat his father is not mentioned, but Aristophanes foreshadows the
conclusion of the play during the parabasis, in which he outlines typical comic scenes which
the first version of Clouds did not possess (and which, it can be assumed, the present version
does):”*® 008 mpecPiTng 6 Aeywv Témn T PakTnpic / TOTTEL TOV TAPOHVT’, Apavilov Tovpd
okopuparto, “nor did an old man strike a bystander with his staff, concealing his bad jokes”
(541-542). The Aristophanic depiction of the stock-scene of the mpeoPvg’ beating a
nopdvra’>® with a Poaxtnpie™ clearly resonates in Herodas’ description of the old man’s
threatened attack upon his persona, but - more than this - we can detect a comparable
development in the narrative structure of both Aristophanes’ comedy and Herodas” mimiamb.
The parabasis of Clouds seems to foreshadow the climax of the action, with the allusion to
beating and harsh language, but in truth the situation is reversed: it is not the old man who
delivers a beating, but rather he who receives one at the hands of a younger man, one who’s
cleverness - and willingness to move beyond established custom - ensures his victory.
Similarly, on detecting the true identity of the old man, a reader might assume his triumph,
given Hipponax’ stereotypical propensity for abuse and violence. However, this is not the case,
as Herodas’ persona succeeds in the game of askoliasmos. This victory is emblematic of the
author’s successful incorporation of dramatic material into choliambic verse (thus, an upheaval
of customary generic boundaries), and this is legitimised through the persona’s alignment with
the young man, Dionysus.’® By depicting his persona’s contest with the old man using
language and a narrative that recalls an Aristophanic model, Herodas emphasises - at yet

another level - his authority in composing poetry with a hybrid dramatic and choliambic form.

3% On the versions and revisions of Clouds, see Hubbard (1991), 88-112, Rosen (1997), Biles (2011), 176ff.

7 Cf. Herod. 8.59.

> Compare the persona’s appeal to his fellow askoliasmos-participants as mopgov[tec] at Herod. 8.61.

> Cf. Herod. 8.60.

>0 Compare the opening of the parabasis: & Oedpevot, kKatep®d mpdg Vg ELevdEpmg / TUANOT, Vi TOV AldVvGoV
Tov EkBpéyavtd pe, “spectators, I’ll freely declare the truth to you, by Dionysus who raised me” (518-519).
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The employment of performance as a motif in Mimiamb 8 is, therefore, multifaceted. The
allusion to mime and comedy in the opening section serves to proactively validate the persona’s
claim to be successful in his usage of the dramatic mode, complementing the allegorical
meaning of the dream contest. However, this also evokes the ambiguous medial position of the
Mimiambs, between literary and performed reception, as well as grounding the narrative in
dramatic tradition through the use of a recognisable model. The persona’s performance in the
game of askoliasmos further emphasises the dramatic aspect of the work, but equally highlights
the ritual dimension of the dream, subtly asserting the divine quality of the narrative and
foreshadowing the persona’s programmatic and self-legitimising interpretation of events.
Throughout the mimiamb, it is the persona’s engagement in performance, and with the theme
of performance, which establishes that character’s authority. In the interpretation of the dream,
the authorising force of performance is revealed, retroactively imbuing the performance the
persona has been engaged in throughout the mimiamb - that is, as the speaking voice of the
mimiamb - with a similarly authoritative quality. The authority of the persona’s performance
is, however, not solely implied from the interpretation. Rather, it is also demonstrated in the
engagement between persona and audiences within the mimiamb, and this forms the focus of

my analysis in the following section.
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5.2 Models for readers (good and bad): representations of audience reception in
Mimiambs 4 and 8

Over the course of Mimiamb 8, Herodas’ persona interacts with two different audiences, one
being the slave Annas, the other being the goatherds that populate the dream-narrative. In the
engagements between the persona and these audiences, we can observe the author taking steps
to prefigure the reception of his mimiambic poetry by the (external) reading audience of the
Mimiambs. 1 suggest that, by embedding an addressee for the persona’s narrative within the
mimiamb, Herodas attempts to curtail the possibility of later biographical misinterpretation:
Annas is employed as a cipher for the reader, allowing Herodas to guide the reader in their
interpretation, just as his persona guides Annas. We can observe Herodas establishing the
authority of his persona at a structural level, and I suggest further that, in embedding Annas
within the poem, the author provides a model of reception to which the reader of the Mimiambs
should adhere. This activity finds a parallel in another mimiamb, Mimiamb 4. Graham Zanker
has argued that this mimiamb is exemplar of Herodas’ adaptation of the process of viewer-
supplementation in Hellenistic art to his poetry:>®' the poem is notable for the tension it evokes
between the experience of its characters, engaged in the viewing of various artworks, and the
audience’s inability to directly experience that viewing act.’®* I here consider another aspect of
the act of viewing within the mimiamb, and assess how the principal characters of the Mimiamb
- Cynno and Coccale - serve as another model for reader-reception, as a result of their
perceptual engagement with their surroundings. However, in contrast to Annas, I propose that
the women are intended as negative exempla, evincing the wrong sort of response to the objects
of their perception, and that it is this failure or reception which Herodas encourages the

audience of his poetry to avoid.

Within the Mimiambs as a collection, Mimiamb 4 most clearly displays Herodas’ aptitude for
undertaking aesthetic criticism within the everyday setting of his mimiambic world and,
indeed, employing that mundane scene as an element of said criticism. Cynno, Coccale, and
Cynno’s slave Cydilla visit the Coan Asclepieion, and undertake a tour of the art on display.
Comparisons have been made between Mimiamb 4 and Theocritus’ Idyll 15, in which two
women - Gorgo and Praxinoa - attend a festival of Adonis and offer commentary on tapestry

and song, acts which mirror Cynno and Coccale’s rapturous examinations of sculpture and

361 zanker (2004), 85ff.
%62 See particularly Zanker (2004).
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painting in Herodas’ poem. Both works may look back to Sophron’s mime that took as its
subject women viewing the Isthmian games, though the extent to which either Hellenistic
author used this poem as a model is not fully clear, particularly given our near-total lack of the
mime in question.”®® Richard Hunter has noted the correspondence between the two poems as
comparable explorations of mimesis, and reflections upon the quality mimetic realism:
furthermore, his suggestion that Theocritus’ presentation of Gorgo and Praxinoa (and
particularly their reception of the various aesthetic products which they encounter) holds up a
mirror to the reader’s own process of reception might equally be applied to Herodas’
presentation of Cynno and Coccale in Mimiamb 4.°°* However, I propose that there is a
distinction to be made between the presentation of both groups of women. Hunter’s argument
follows that Gorgo and Praxinoa occupy the conceptual, narrative space normally occupied by
the voice of the author, with the Idyll functioning as a miniaturised, comically distorted
rendering of Theocritus’ own arrival on the scene in Alexandria.’® By contrast, I suggest that
Herodas does not wish us to read Cynno and Coccale as mouthpieces for his own voice or
persona, but rather as embodiments of ‘wrong’ readers - that is, as negative exempla of readers
who fail to grasp the poetic artifice of Herodas’ work, particularly its penchant for hybridity
(in this case, the intermingling of high and low elements). This is revealed in part through the
aesthetically-minded responses of Cynno and Coccale to the art of the Asclepieion, but only
becomes fully apparent when juxtaposed with their responses to the other ever-present yet

silent character of the mimiamb, the slave Cydilla.

In order to perceive the usage of Cynno and Coccale as negative readerly exempla, we must
first consider how it is that Herodas invites us to interpret their responses as analogous to
reception of his poetry. That the author does prompt such an interpretation is revealed in the
manner that the artwork is described within the poem. Claudia Fernandez and Zanker have
persuasively argued that the art scattered about the Asclepieion is an allegory for Herodas’
work, and thus that Cynno and Coccale’s response is correspondingly a covert poetic

6

reception,”®® and their argument is bolstered by the occurrence of a prominent Herodan

programmatic motif in the description of the artworks. Ferndndez astutely notes that Herodas

%% The scholia to Id.15 (15.arg.7-8 Wendel) reports that Theocritus mapénhoce 8¢ 1O mTOMpATOV €K TOV TAPX

Yoepovi ToOpia Oepéwv: see further Gow (1965) 11.265, Hunter (1996a), (1996b), 118, Hordern (2004), 145-146.
On Herodas’ engagement with Sophron, see further Chapter 6.1.

% Hunter (1996b), 117.

%63 A notion which seems guaranteed by the women’s proud avowal of their Syracusan origins (15.90); see Hunter
(1996b), 118.

366 zanker (2009), 124-131, Fernandez (2006b), 33-35.
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repeatedly presents his poetry in the metaphorical guise of ‘beautiful things’,’®’ and in

Mimiamb 4, the artwork is consistently identified as such: we have the xoA®v dyoAipdtov
(4.20-21), kaAdv Epywv (4.26), td kald (4.58), and one of the pieces being described as
KaAOV... / TpRyr’ olov ovy dpnkag £& dtev (delc, “a beauty, such as you’ve not seen in your
life” (4.39-40). In Mimiamb 6, Metro describes a dildo - an item of metapoetic symbolism, as
I discuss in Chapter 6 - as a kaAov dopnua (6.21), and the same character later refers generally
to the craftsman Cerdon’s wares (dildos, now allusively masquerading as shoes) as KoaA®dv

Epydv in Mimiamb 7 (84).°%*

In Mimiamb 8, the programmatic significance of the motif is
revealed, as the goat is interpreted as the symbol of poetry (8.71), and is similarly given a
description which emphasises its visual beauty. At the opening of the persona’s narration of
the dream, he comments that the goat was 0 8’ ednd[yw]v 1e kebkepwg [, “well bearded, and
beautifully horned” (8.17), and later comments that the goat was a k]oloD ddpov €k
Alwv]vcov, “gift of handsome Dionysus” (8.68). While this final instance differs - as it is not
the goat but the god whom is described as beautiful - this description recalls Metro’s description
of the dildo as a beautiful gift and, furthermore, emphasises another recurrent characteristic of
the represented forms of Herodas’ poetry, that being its divine origin. The dildos of Mimiamb
6 and 7 are likened to the divine handiwork of Athena a number of times and, in Mimiamb 4,
the artworks are also compared to divinely handiwork, and once again Athena is named as
craftsman. On viewing the works, Coccale remarks odx dpfic, piAn Kvvvoi; / ol Epyo kel "vijv:
TaDT’ €peic AOnvainy / Yoy ta kaAd, “don’t you see, friend Cynno? What works are here;
you’d say that Athena made these beautiful things” (4.56-58). This remark is echoed by
Coritto’s assessment of the seemingly divine quality of the dildo’s craftsmanship: GAL’ €pya,
Kol 80T’ Epya ThHg ABnvaing / avtig OpRy TG xsipag, ovyl Képdwvog, / 06&eic, “but his work,
what work it is! You’ll believe you see the craftsmanship of Athena, not Cerdon” (6.65-67).
This multitude of objects - qualified as beautiful things with seemingly-divine provenance -
function as symbolic representations of Herodas’ poetry. This representative trend is equally
apparent in the work of Herodas’ peers, and so the equation of the artwork of Mimiamb 4 with
Herodas’ poetry finds precedent both elsewhere in the Mimiambs, and in the work of others.”®

The explicit identification of these objects (thus, the poems they represent) as both kaAdg and

7 Fernandez (2006b), 38.

%% Tt is equally significant that Cerdon lavishes detail on the colour and appearance of his ‘shoes’, further
emphasising their aesthetic excellence: see 7.20ff.

% We can compare, for example, the description of the tapestries in Theoc. Id.15.78-79 (& mowika mpdTov
afpnoov, / Aemta kol ®g yopievia: Oedv mepovapata @aceilg), or the role of the statues in Posidippus’
Andriantopoiika, as discussed in Chapter 2.1.
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Oeloc further implies their high status, and when read in the context of Herodas’ corpus as a
whole, this further reinforces the claim made in Mimiamb 8 that Herodas’ poetry possesses the
elevated quality his detractors would seek to deny. In the context of Mimiamb 4, however, 1
propose that this purely high-status quality is problematised through an immediate reminder of
the low influences which also permeate Herodas’ work: in opposition to the aesthetic splendour

of the artworks, the base character of the mimic genre is present in the slave Cydilla.

That we are encouraged to view the art and Cydilla as the encapsulation of the two tonal facets
of Herodas’ work is made apparent through the contrasting and ironic characteristics which
each possess; indeed, what is notable is that the artwork becomes a character in its own right.
While the artwork is personified, bestowed with human traits through Cynno and Coccale’s
descriptions,””® Cydilla is explicitly dehumanised, mocked by Cynno for épedoa kopkivov
uéCov, “staring more than a crab” (4.44).”" A painting of a boy is so lifelike that Coccale
wonders with trepidation, TOv maida o1 <TOV> Yopvov fjv kvicw todtov / ovy EAkog EEet, Kovva;
- “if I scratched this naked boy, would he not get a wound, Cynno?”’ (4.59-60), yet Coccale’s
fear that she might harm the ‘flesh’ of the painting is juxtaposed with Cynno’s utter disregard
for damaging Cydilla, threatening as she does that &ocet’ fuépn ketvn / &v 1) 10 Bpéyua todto
TOOLVPES Kvion, “there’ll come that day when I give you real cause to itch your disgusting
head” (4.50-51).””* These two instances, both using future indicative verbs with corresponding
meaning,””” further invite a comparison of Coccale and Cydilla’s activity. While Coccale is
motivated by the ‘high’ themes of art appreciation, so lifelike is the artwork that she fears
scratching could break the skin of the painted boy, Cydilla will itch at the wounds inflicted by

her mistress’s beatings, imparted due to her purported vulgar, low behaviour.

The artworks and Cydilla are further contrasted in their respective abilities to speak. Cynno
rails against Cydilla for gawping and staring wordlessly while she commands her to fetch the
attendant (4.41-51), and this vacant gawping recalls the limited attention span traditionally
ascribed to the comic slave;”’* Cynno’s rhetorical question - od coi Aéym, adt “you, aren’t I

speaking to you?” (4.41) - is also redolent of comic phrasing.’” But it is not just Cydilla’s

>70 The statue of Battale is so realistic that seeing it is akin to seeing Battale herself (4.35-38). Coccale summarises

her wonder at the statues by marvelling odyi Lonv PAémovot yquépnv mavreg; - “don’t they have the look of life
and day?” (4.68).

7! See further Xen. Symp.5.5, Plut. Mor.54d.

372 At 1.51, Cunningham (2004) gives Ttovovpgg T; Blass (1891) and Zanker (2009) read thovpic.

373 vnon from kvdw, see LS s.v. kvico from kvilo (and cf. LSJ s.v. kvi{w) both meaning to scratch or itch.

™ Compare Ar. Lys.426-427, Men. Dys.441.

> Compare Ar. P1.926-927, Men. Epit.718-19.
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gawping, but also her silence that is an important marker of her allegorical function. Directly
preceding her remonstrations, Cynno remarks, on viewing the remarkably lifelike statuary
(4.32-34):

PO TAV OOV YOOV €1 TL un AiBog, Tobpyov,

EPETG, AaAnoeL. 1d, xpove Kot™ GvOpwmot
KNG ToVG AlBovg EEovat v Comv Beivau.

Well, if it weren’t a stone in front of our feet,
you’d say it’s about to speak. By heaven, given time men
will even be able to put life into stones.

576
® Herodas, however,

This is a typically Hellenistic appreciation of sculpture in poetry.
emphasises the miraculous ability of the sculptors almost to bestow speech and life upon
objects by immediately presenting a contrast, depicting a human character who should be able
to speak and act, but is unable. Cynno’s command to Cydilla to fetch the attendant to open the
temple is never carried out, which we can determine as it is only the breaking of a new day -
and the subsequent opening of the temple - which allows the ladies a view inside, rather than
any action on the part of Cydilla, so transfixed is she by the artwork (4.54-56). Cydilla and the
work which enraptures her seem almost alike in their implied physical stillness and ambiguous
silence, yet this similarity is in stark contrast to the conflicting reactions each receives from
their ‘audience’, Coccale and Cynno. Herodas subtly pokes fun at the women who, when
confronted with the demonstrably similar presentation of Cydilla and the artwork, react so
differently. In so doing, the author pre-empts a reaction from an audience who are - perhaps -
unaccustomed to the combination of refined aesthetics and lowlife themes which his work
dwells upon. By establishing that the perceived aesthetic gulf between Cydilla and the artwork
is fundamentally constructed on the part of the receiver, rather than as a result of any inherent
quality of the viewed subject, Herodas invites his readers to question their own responses to
his activity of generic and tonal hybridisation (particularly if those responses tend towards the

negative).

The issue of wrong-headed poetic criticism raised by the antagonistic behaviour which Coccale

and Cynno show towards Cydilla is reiterated in the attitudes demonstrated towards the

37 Compare Theoc. Id.15.80-83, which provides a striking parallel: 76tvi’ ABavaia, moiai 6¢’ éndvacav Eptdot,
/ moiot Lwoypapot taxpiBéa ypaupat’ Eypayav. / ®g ETop’ Eotakavtt Kol g Etop’ évdwvedvt, / Euyuy’, ovk
Evopavtd. copdv T xpfin’ GvBpomog. This comment equally finds a Herodan parallel in Mimiamb 7, in the
shoemaker Cerdon’s praise of his customer Metro’s remarkable ‘vocal’ abilities: I discuss this further in Chapter
6.1.
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persona’s activity in Mimiamb 8, in which the old man and the audience of goatherds seek to
destroy the persona, and the allegorical representation of his poetry respectively (8.59-60,
671f.). The goatherds play the role of instigators in the mimiamb, with their act of destroying
the goat providing the impetus for the events of the dream-narrative as a whole. To which real-
world figures these characters correspond is much debated: their ambiguous description as v
Movomnowv (8.72) has been read alternatively as “among the Muses”, taken to be a reference to
the Mouseion in Alexandria, or more generally as metaphorically meaning “in poetry”.”’” In
either case, an audience of rapacious critics is alluded to, though their precise identities are
(perhaps purposefully) unclear.”’® The ambiguous representation of an author’s critics in the
course of delineating a poetic programme is equally found in Callimachus’ Aetia prologue:””
similar to the manner in which Herodas disguises his critics as goatherds, Callimachus casts
his as the Telchines, emphasising their dearth of intelligence, and telling lack of friendship with
the Muses (4et.fr.1.2 Pf.). As Jacqueline Klooster notes, the Telchines serve as a foil, a model
of bad readership presented in order to guide the external reader towards a favourable (and
thus, correct) interpretation of Callimachus’ poetic practice, aligned with the author’s own
views on his work.”® Herodas’ goatherds perform a comparable, though not necessarily
identical role. The interpretation of the dream suggests that the goatherds initiated the
contest,”' but further shows that they were ultimately unable to best the persona in the game
(8.691t.): this can be taken, fairly straightforwardly, as representative of Herodas’ own triumph
over his critics, despite their attempts to bring him low. However, the manner in which the
goatherds behave towards the persona is not statically antagonistic. Though these characters
demonstrate their aggression at the outset, they display a far more positive disposition during
the persona’s attempts at leaping, as denoted by the Dionysian cry they raise at his success
(kqhéAatav dvOporn[ot, 8.46). Similarly, his address to them as @ mapedv[teg] (8.61) supports
the notion that the crowd has transformed from destructive critics to a more receptive audience
of onlookers, watching and celebrating the persona’s success (and thus also the author’s). The

persona’s performative skill is such that he is able to win over even his most ardent opponents:

> On the variant interpretations of this phrase see particularly Headlam-Knox (1922), 395-396, Hunter (1993b),
35-36. Zanker (2009), 232 notes the comparable comment offered in Timon of Philus’ epigram, moAloi p&v
Bookovtal &v Atyvmte ToAveOA® / Piffllakol yapakital dneipita dnpowvieg / Movcémv &v taddpg (SH 786).
>78 Zanker (2009), 233-235 and Simon (1991), 127-144 raise the possibility that Herodas may have in mind the
rustic characters of Theocritus’ /dylls by designating his critics goatherds; however, as noted by Hunter (1993b),
36, the herdsman is equally a typical guise for a poet to appear in (e.g., Hesiod, Archilochus, as discussed above,
Chapter 4.2).

> One can also identify the philologoi whom Hipponax targets in Jamb 1 as similarly vague poetic opponents.
%0 Klooster (2011), 131.

! Through the destruction of the goat, which becomes the skin-bag used in the game of askoliasmos.

189



much as he eventually shares success even with the old man - his most aggressive antagonist -
so his initial aggressors are ultimately mollified, and even cheer him on in his attempts.
Likewise, Herodas seemingly suggests that his skill is such that his critics will, in time, come
to praise him in his mimiambic pursuits. In this sense, the goatherds can be seen as an evolution
of Cynno and Coccale. Herodas repeatedly demonstrates the success of his mimiambic
endeavours through the fusion of form and narrative, and thus, as the Mimiambs demonstrate
their successful combination of mime and choliambic gua their existence as mimiambic poems,
so too does their author reinforce this success by having his characters - particularly those
engaged in acts of reception - reflect this triumph with their words and deeds. The negative
exempla of Cynno and Coccale gives way to the goatherds, who transition from opponents to
proponents of Herodas’ activity: the final embedded audience represents the paradigm of

‘good’ readership, that audience being the slave Annas.

Annas is shown to be subservient to Herodas’ persona through her character-role within the
dramatic setting, as one of his slaves. She is, however, distinguished from her fellow slaves by
Herodas comment, o0 yap vn[mialg opévag Bookelc, “for at least the mind you’re nourishing
isn’t stupid” (8.15). Ultimately, though, this compliment is a false lead for any who might think
that Annas will be developed as a character: she is never given the chance to demonstrate the
quality of her mind within the poem, as she never speaks. That Annas has as little authority
over her actions as her fellow slaves becomes apparent when we consider Herodas’ usage of
the phrase €l 0éheic, “if you are willing” (8.14): though this implies that Annas has some
freedom of choice as to whether she listens to the persona’s dream, his previous usage of the
phrase to order Psylla to dot]0t... kai dyov, €1 BéLelg, Aoyvov, “get up and light the lamp, if
you please”, (8.6) coupled in that instance with the threat of a beating if not obeyed (8.8-9),
clarifies that the phrase has more akin to the usage of the English ‘if it’s not too much trouble’,

to imply expected acquiescence while maintaining at least a veneer of faux-politeness.’**

As noted, though it is implied Annas is present throughout the narration and interpretation of
the dream, her presence is only denoted through references made by the persona. However,

unlike the other present-but-silent characters that populate Herodas’ poems,”®> Annas’ silence

%2 Compare Herod. 7.67, 7.92 and Soph. E1.585. Degani (1984), 54 notes that £i 0é\e1g may have a Hipponactean
origin, but its commonality makes this difficult to determine.

>3 These characters are almost exclusively slaves, e.g., Threissa in Mimiamb 1, the hetaira Myrtale in Mimiamb
2, Cydilla in Mimiamb 4, an unnamed slave in Mimiamb 6, Drimylus and Pistus in Mimiamb 7. Euthies, Coccalus
and Phillius in Mimiamb 3 - instructed by Lampriscus to hoist the errant Cottalus in order for the former to
administer a beating - may be slaves, but might equally be schoolboy-companions of the latter. The presence of
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serves a particular programmatic role, comparable to that of Cydilla in Mimiamb 4. Just as
Cydilla functioned as an element of a broader metapoetic process of reflection, so Annas is
more than set-dressing (thus, unlike Psylla and Megallis). I suggest that Herodas uses Annas
in an attempt to prefigure the correct form of reader-reception: the reception process places the
reader into the role of Annas, as both Annas and the reader are the recipients of the persona’s
narrative, and Annas is never defined as a character with autonomy by which the reader might
differentiate themselves from her. In this way, Herodas prompts the reader to assume a persona
within the world of the poem (as he has), in much the same manner that we observed in
epigram, particularly those poems which prefigure an internalised response. Moreover
Herodas, by placing the reader into a prepared role, establishes a relationship with them through
the fictionality of the shared history of his persona and Annas. Thus the differentiation of Annas
from the other slaves - and the compliment the persona pays to her - serves to flatter the reader
obliquely, suggesting they are, on account of their superior intelligence, able to comprehend
the full import of the persona’s dream (once suitably interpreted). Equally, however, Annas’
silence is telling of how Herodas desires his reader to respond to the text. The presentational
mode of the dream establishes that the persona holds sole command over the content of what
he relates, and the interpretation of the dream further enforces the programmatic message
already present in the content. Annas’ is given no chance to interrupt the monologue, or offer
opinion following the dream’s interpretation, and similarly the reader is encouraged not to
question the meaning of the dream, which the persona has interpreted for greatest benefit to
himself. Annas’ lack of characteristics, and lack of a voice, allows Herodas to address the
reader directly though the pretence of addressing a character within the mimiamb, dictating the

meaning of the dream to his audience covertly through the mouthpiece of his persona.

With the start of the persona’s narration of his dream, the mise en scéne established in the first
lines of the mimiamb recedes, with Annas the only feature to remain at all prominent, referred
to directly twice in the remainder of the work (8.43, 66). As discussed above, while the first
section of the mimiamb make pretence of a staged context, the central and final parts shift the
focus of the narrative to events removed entirely from that context, to the dreamscape of the
persona’s account. The persona’s adoption of an overtly narrating role, acting as an
intermediary between the events described and the reader, is a notable break from the

conventions exhibited throughout the other Mimiambs. While other characters report on events,

such a character is, therefore, a standard feature of Herodas’ poems, but none, save Cydilla, play such a prominent
role in their respective works as Annas.
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or provide descriptions of things seen and felt, those descriptions are ultimately supplementary
to the events which the reader accesses first-hand; that is, unfolding before the reader in the
real-time of their act of reception. This break from established practice encourages the reader
to perceive (or, to be precise, believe they perceive) the author’s own voice speaking directly
to them as an addressee - through the cipher of Annas - more so than at any other point in

584
Herodas’ corpus.

In part, this change in mode of address can be read as an attempt on the
part of Herodas to assert his authority, making explicit his role as “the controlling force behind
the words of the text”.”®* This is not, however, to suggest definitively that Herodas addresses
the audience directly throughout, and indeed the author is careful to maintain distance, utilising

% This dichotomy of

the persona as an intermediary between audience and author.
simultaneous authorial absence and presence is maintained through the concurrent employment
a seemingly direct address to the reader, in conjunction with the mimetic frame and internal

audience.

Herodas’ efforts to maintain a distance from the reader through the usage of an embedded
addressee serves a dual purpose: firstly, it characterises the persona’s narration as a form of
performance in which Annas, the notional recipient of the narrative, serves as a cipher for the
external audience, allowing the latter to partake in the reception of that performance indirectly.
Secondly, it forms part of a broader strategy which suggests that, while the reader detects the
presence of the author’s voice due to the directness of address (particularly when contrasted to
the other Mimiambs), the ‘Herodas’ they encounter within the mimiamb is nevertheless a
persona, a character not wholly dissimilar to any of the others who populate the Mimiambs,
who is purportedly engaging other characters within the poem, first and foremost.”®’ This subtle

assertion of the fictitious quality of the persona encourages the reader to interpret the figure as

%% A suggestion advanced by Hutchinson (1988), 239 regarding 8.41-47, but equally applicable to the entirety of

the mimiamb following the onset of the dream-narrative. The notion that the persona addresses the reader is
particularly exhibited in the remark that the festivities are domep tedebuev &v yopoic Atwvocov (8.40), the use of
the first person plural establishing the shared experiential background shared by the reader and the persona,
through Annas. Compare the similar establishment of a shared perception between author and reader in Call. 45
GP = AP 7.271, discussed above, Chapter 1.1.

>%3 Hunter (1993a), 101.

% On this technique of distancing, see Seeck (1976), Goldhill (1986), particularly 30-32, Morrison (2007),
particularly 15-18.

>%7 Further aspects of this strategy can be observed in the evocation of performance, as discussed above, and
equally in the unusual dialect employed throughout the Mimiambs, a version of Eastern lonic which emphasises
its artificiality; see further Cunningham (1971a), 209-211, Zanker (2009), 3-4, 7-11. See, on the similar trend in
Theocritus, Hunter (1996b), 120-123, Hunter in Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), 371-377.
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a poetic creation, whose attributes reflect the design of the author, rather than adherence to

historical fact.

Herodas thus employs a manner of self-representation not unlike that of Callimachus in the
Hymn to Apollo: the narrator of the hymn, though seemingly at first speaking directly to the
reader, alludes to a mimetic frame which establishes the speaker in his own right, thereby
asserting the disjunction between historical author and persona.”*® However - though divorced
from the historical Callimachus - the narrator of the hymn makes statements of programmatic
import for the reading of the author’s oeuvre. Likewise, Herodas here creates a mouthpiece, a
cipher which enables him to speak about himself and his poetry without suggesting that he is
making straightforwardly autobiographical statements. By masking the extent to which the
persona represents the author, and embedding his representation within a fictional setting,
Herodas insulates himself from direct criticism of his mimiambic programme, and from the
persona’s claims to be a second Hipponax: as Andrew Morrison puts it (illustrating his point
with the example of Simichidas in Idyll 7, but readily applicable to Herodas’ persona in
Mimiamb 8), “the author has a delegate within the text, to whom concerns about authority and

status are deflected.”*

The structure of Mimiamb 8, dominated by the persona’s narration of the dream and its
subsequent interpretation, is carefully constructed in order to reinforce Herodas’ broader
polemic assertion regarding his character as an author, and the character of his work, and
further to minimise the possibilities that any reader might miss or (disastrously) misinterpret
his programmatic statement. Herodas can therefore be observed prefiguring the process of
reader-reception on three levels: firstly, and most overtly, Herodas shapes the form of narrative
as its author. Secondly, Herodas casts his persona as the dreamer, the sole character who can
report on the content of the episode. Finally, by making his persona the interpreter of the dream,
Herodas limits the process of interpretation which might be undertaken by a reader. By
embedding an interpretation at the point of reception, Herodas denies the reader the opportunity
to engage in the exegetic action of decoding the dream’s allegorical content without pre-
existing bias. By first obfuscating his programmatic message through allegory, and then
positioning his persona as a figure with the knowledge to interpret it correctly, he defines the

parameters by which his persona (and thus also his programmatic assertion) is received.

> See particularly Morrison (2007), 123-137, Fantuzzi (2011).
¥ Morrison (2007), 315.
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To conclude, within Mimiamb 8, Herodas’ usage of embedded audiences complements his
persona’s assertion of poetic fame, and is a critical aspect of his attempt to present the persona
as authoritative. Utilising Annas as a cipher for the reader, Herodas is able to transgress the
mimetic limitations of his poetry and seemingly speak directly to the reader, while
simultaneously maintaining the fictive dimension of the work, thus inoculating himself from
direct criticism of the persona’s claims. However, Herodas equally presents the propagators of
criticism - both the goatherds, and the old man (though perhaps to a lesser extent) - as converts
to his hybrid poetic form: ultimately, his critics only foster his predicted fame. In Mimiamb 4,
the author offers an allegory of failed poetic reception which foreshadows the reception of
generic hybridity in Mimiamb 8. Specifically, he depicts an audience that fails to celebrate his
mimiambic poetry in full, by discounting the value of its lowbrow aspect and focusing solely
on the high. Accustomed to the rarefied quality of the Asclepieion’s collection, Cynno and
Coccale refuse to acknowledge the aesthetic potential inherent in the realism of the ordinary
world which surrounds them (despite the fact that the art they rhapsodise about has, as its
subjects, ordinary people, children and farmyard animals), preferring to celebrate /’art pour
[’art. Herodas positions Cydilla and the artworks at either end of the perceived aesthetic
spectrum, but suggests - by consistently attributing them with similar characteristics, and
presenting the actions of those who respond to them as comparable - that the distinction
between the two is wholly a matter of audience perception, rather than any absolute opposition
in formal terms. In this manner, he suggests that there are no barriers to the success of his

activity of hybridisation, beyond the possibility of incorrect reception on the part of his readers.
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By way of a conclusion to this chapter, I hope the notion that one is able to make bald
statements regarding the absolutely performative or literary character of the Mimiambs can
now be put to bed. From this survey of representative elements which are evocative of, or
associated with ‘real’ performance, it is clear that said aspects are more than simply
consequences of their medium, and extend beyond a cursory adherence to dramatic and mimic
protocols: instead, allusions to performance - and usage of the tropes and context which attend
performance - consistently underpin Herodas’ process of self-representation and reflection
upon his poetic form, whether in the immediate context of Mimiamb 8 or in the Mimiambs

more broadly.

This conclusion in turn leads on to a more nuanced concept of the capacity of a work to be
qualitatively performative, particularly when this pertains to issues of self-representation.
Herodas’ authorial persona is a performance, in all senses of the word: as observed in the
previous chapter, the mechanics of performance form the basis of Herodas’ self-representation,
and, reinforcing this performance, the context and narrative form of Mimiamb 8 are likewise
infused with performative elements. Moreover, recognising the centrality of performance leads
to the realisation that Herodas’ programmatic activity extends beyond Mimiamb 8 and,
furthermore, that the process is itself fundamentally intertextual. Cynno and Coccale stand as
forerunners to the goatherds, and, when viewed as elements of a greater whole, the overarching
nature of Herodas’ process of poetic self-reflection is revealed. My final chapter builds upon
this recognition, and continues to explore Herodas’ programme as a composite process,

emerging from the apprehension of the Mimiambs as a unified collection.

195



Chapter 6
Generic and Tonal Hybridity in Mimiambs 1, 6 and 7

Introduction

Principally on account of Stobaeus’ usage of the term, Herodas’ poems have come to be known
as the Mimiambs, and his poetry has been classed, generically, as ‘mimiambic’.”*® Despite the
lack of direct authorial identification of the poems as pipioppot, the label is fitting: the so-
called Kreuzung der Gattungen, or intersection of genres at play within Herodas’ poetry -
particularly the juxtaposition of supposedly opposing generic elements for poetic effect - is one

591 PR , el P ~
In Mimiamb 8, Herodas’ persona remarks évta &’ v, Avv[d,

of its most distinctive features.
/ €ig &v Yéhwg te kavin [......Jevta, “everything, Annas, was a [mixture/combination] of laughter
and pain” (8.43-44).>> At first glance, this is simply a description of the revels in which the
persona engages but, considering the comment from a metapoetic perspective, this mixing of
laughter and pain perfectly encapsulates Herodas’ poetic activity: the combination of

choliambic and mime in the invention of his new hybrid genre.’”?

As we have already seen, Herodas purposefully capitalises upon the hybridity of his genre for
poetic effect. By employing generic hybridity as a theme within his work, rather than solely as
the framework for the production of his poetry, Herodas invites the reader to consider his poetic
activity and its results, exhibiting his innovations through the content and structure of his work.
I argue that we should interpret the unity of genre in Herodas’ poetry as the process by which
the author engages in poetic innovation, and as the culmination of that poetic innovation:
Herodas presents the unity of genres as the quintessential feature of his work, emphasised by
the prominence of the motif in the construction of his authorial persona. It must be noted,
however, that Herodas never comments upon the intersection of genres explicitly. The theme

is treated persistently, but obliquely, utilising allegory and allusion to conduct a metapoetic

% Stob. 4.23.14, 4.24d.51, 4.34.27, 4.50b.52, 55, 59. Hordern (2004), 28 remarks that Herodas himself identifies
his poems as pipiopfot, citing Cunningham (1971a), 3 who comments that “(Herodas’ poems) are described as
ppdoppot, i.e. pipot and fappor”. The generic classification of the Mimiambs by their author, however, remains
at best a plausible hypothesis, as there currently exists no evidence that Herodas himself named his poems as
ppdoppot; their first identification by their generic form seems to come from Pliny the Younger (Ep.4.3.3), on
which see above, n.525.

>l On the Kreuzung der Gattungen, see particularly Kroll (1924), Stanzel (1998).

392 Either ["vapuyblévta (Headlam and Knox (1922), Cunningham (in Rusten and Cunningham 2002), Zanker
(2009) or [kepaoBlévta (Herzog (1924) has been posited as the lacunose word here; given the context, a verb
denoting some form of mixing or intersection seems highly probable.

% Rosen (1992), 210 notes that yéhowov and Gvin are given as terms applicable to comedy and tragedy
respectively; compare Arist. Po.1449a34-35, 1452b11-12.
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analysis of the nature of his work within a number of the mimiambs. Indeed, Herodas’
consideration of his poetic activity transcends the delimitating bounds of individual works,
making reflective use of the book-roll format in much the same manner as the authors
considered in Part I. By masking the appraisal of his poetic activity, utilising characters and
objects as representatives of his poetry, its predecessors, influences and reception, I argue that
Herodas constructs an overarching programme which complements his authorial self-

representation in Mimiamb 8.

In this chapter, I thus consider instances beyond Mimiamb 8 in which Herodas utilises two
methods already observed - characterisation and ‘objectification’ (the symbolic representation
of poetry as an object, such as in the case of the goat, and its reformation into the £évdvtdv) - to
reflect upon his poetic endeavours, and posit that said instances form part of a sustained,
collection-spanning undertaking which frames the author’s act of self-representation in
Mimiamb 8. 1 begin by considering Mimiambs 6 and 7: long recognised as a diptych, with
continuous themes and recurring characters, Mimiamb 6 features women chatting in private,
while Mimiamb 7 focuses on women - particularly Metro, a primary figure of Mimiamb 6 -
interacting with men in the public sphere. The narrative action of both poems is driven by
Metro’s quest for a particular object, that being the BavPov, “dildo”. I posit that Herodas
juxtaposes male and female characters in an evocation of the work of a poetic forebear - the
mimographer Sophron - whose practice is an important model for Herodas’ own, while
simultaneously depicting the Bavpfodv and its craftsman as emblematic encapsulations of his
poetry. I then turn to Mimiamb 1, perhaps the work with the closest connection to Mimiamb 8
in terms of programmatic significance: I argue that within the poem Herodas depicts, through
the interaction of two characters, a failure of generic hybridisation, which serves as both

counterpoint and forerunner to the overt success of the process in Mimiamb 8.
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6.1 Genre, gender and the objectification of poetry in Mimiambs 6 and 7

Within Herodas’ corpus, Mimiambs 6 and 7 offer the only definitive instance of the same
character appearing multiple works.””* Metro is first seen chatting with her friend Coritto in
Mimiamb 6, before reappearing as a customer in Cerdon’s shop in Mimiamb 7, and her driving
motivation in both poems is to come into possession of a BavBdv: in Mimiamb 6, she has learnt
that Coritto possesses quite a remarkable specimen, and wants to know who made it, and how
she can acquire one for herself. Coritto, after some protestation, reveals the manufacturer’s
name - Cerdon - before rhapsodising about the quality of his workmanship. At the close of
Mimiamb 6, Metro leaves to hunt down another friend who can tell her more about Cerdon.
Mimiamb 7 opens with Metro arriving at Cerdon’s shop, surrounded by a gaggle of friends.
The craftsman launches into his sales patter, and the range of wares he has on offer are lavishly

- and allusively - described.””

The everyday scenes of women chatting and shopping contrasts with the risqué themes which
Herodas treats. The frankness with which the women discuss sex, men and pleasure in
Mimiamb 6, along with the purpose of the shopping trip undertaken in Mimiamb 7, has resulted
in these poems (along with Mimiamb 5)°°° being taken as evidence that Herodas is chiefly
concerned with - and indeed most at home when writing about - vulgarity. The assertion,
however, that a comprehensive depiction of vulgarity and ‘low life’ is the culmination of the
author’s efforts in producing these works, thus discounting any possibility that said vulgarity
may serve a purpose beyond titillation, is unadvised. The salacious flavour of these mimiambs
doubtless enriches what could otherwise be rather pedestrian scenes but, simultaneously, it
serves an important metapoetic function, which I outline here. Firstly, I explore the notion that

Herodas utilises the interaction of male and female characters, within a sexually provocative

> There are a number of other possible instances of a character appearing in multiple mimiambs, though none as

assured as the case of Metro: both Mimiamb 4 and Mimiamb S include a character named Cydilla, who is, in both
cases, a slave girl. The two Cydillas, however, have different mistresses (Cynno in Mimiamb 4, Bitinna in
Mimiamb 5) and it therefore seems unlikely that the two are in fact one and the same. A number of other names
recur; a certain Gryllus is mentioned in both Mimiamb 1 (though the character never plays a direct part in the
narrative) and in the scant lines of Mimiamb 10, but the dearth of evidence precludes a judgement on whether
these are identical. Myrtale is given as the name of a hetaira in Mimiamb 2, and a like-named character is
mentioned by the procuress Gyllis in Mimiamb 1, though as noted by Cunningham (1971a), 80 and Zanker (2009),
31, this is not an uncommon name for characters of that profession, at least as attested in later sources; see, e.g.,
Hor. Carm.1.13.14, Mart. 5.4.

> On the range of allusion at play in the description of the wares, see Sumler (2010), Anagnostou-Laoutides
(2015).

>% Entitled ‘A Jealous Woman’, described fittingly by Arnott (1971), 124 as “a sordid minor masterpiece”.
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context, as a means to reflect upon the work of one of his generic antecedents, the mimographer
Sophron. Secondly, I posit that Herodas depicts the Bavp@v as an allegorical representation of
his activity of poetic mixing: the object’s functional dissolution of the distinction between male
and female sexual roles serves as a symbolic representation of Herodas’ generic hybridisation.
I further posit that, in light of the metapoetic role the BavBmdv plays, the craftsman Cerdon
stands as a counterpart to Herodas’ authorial persona. Finally, I consider the significance of the
famous female poets who appear in various guises in the two poems and suggest that they,
along with the goddess Athena, undergo a process of ‘profanisation’. Herodas casts these
women, mortal and immortal, into various insalubrious roles, which I argue is a further example
of the author’s penchant for creating poetic tension through the juxtaposition of high and low

themes.

When assessing the influence of mime on Herodas, a major issue is that the genre, both prior
to and within the Hellenistic period, seems to have been rarely written down in a complete
form, barring a few exceptions.””’ The interaction between the so-called ‘literary’ mime as
represented by Herodas and Theocritus, and what has been termed popular mime, is difficult

to tra(:e.598

The latter seems to have included a degree of improvisation, performed by either
one or a group of actors,” but the distinction made between the two forms is not entirely a
distinction of media or performative mode. The former is suggested to be of a higher register,
employing allusions and other ‘literary’ devices for poetic effect, whilst the latter is considered
to be baser, in its usage of crude humour and vulgarity.*® Written iterations of mime originally
performed in the popular vein are rare, and those which we do possess are fragmentary, with
the first postdating Herodas by approximately 100 years. We can, however, observe thematic

similarities between Herodas and the fragments of popular mime. Mimiamb 5, on the jealousy

7 Among others, Cunningham (2004) presents the 15 fragments of Greek popular mime, the origins of which
span from the Hellenistic period to the 5t Century AD. The foremost representative of mimic poetry in the
Hellenistic period (besides Herodas) is Theocritus, as noted in the previous chapter. On similarities between the
two poets in their engagement with mimic antecedents, see particularly Stanzel (1998), Ypsilanti (2006), Kutzko
(2008), (2012). On Theocritus’ engagement with Sophron and popular mime, see Hunter (1996a), Hordern (2004).
% There have been numerous studies undertaken on the nature of mime in the Hellenistic and later periods;
Panayotakis (2014) provides a rich overview of mime in the Hellenistic period, and its subsequent development
at Rome; Panayotakis (2010) and Tsitsiridis (2011) provide further exploration of the interaction between Roman
and Greek mime. Wiist (1932), Mastromarco (1991), Esposito (2002), (2005) and Wiseman (2008) are further
valuable studies.

% The extent to which non-literary mimes present a complete script when transcribed varies; P.Grenf. 1 v, a
monologue by a girl bereft in love, is in verse, offering slim opportunities for improvisation; Cunningham (in
Rusten and Cunningham 2002), 359 suggests P.Oxy. 413 col.4, commonly called Charition, is a summary rather
than a full script, which would be expanded upon in performance. See further Tsitsirdis (2011). On the performers
of mime, see particularly Fountoulakis (2000a).

690 See Diom. 1.491 Keil, Ath. 14.621d-f; see further Hordern (2004), 4-11. On the perceived distinctions between
so-called literary and popular forms of mime amongst the Romans, see Panayotakis (2010), 1-16.
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of a mistress over her slave’s lecherous habits - a slave whom she has been sleeping with - is
redolent of the core conceits found in popular mimic poetry: jealousy, sex and violence.®”!
Ultimately, the extent to which these works were an influence upon Herodas is problematised
by scarcity of evidence of the form prior to Herodas’ period of writing. We are better able to
analyse Herodas’ connection to pre-existing mimic tradition by assessing the Mimiambs in
conjunction with the poetry of Sophron, a 5t Century Syracusan poet, and one of the first
authors of mime.*”> Contrasting Herodas’ work to the fragments we possess of Sophron, points
of similarity can be observed in the two authors’ comparative employment of themes, and in
their characterisation of the men and women who populate their poems. Herodas’ characters
are preoccupied with much of the same cares displayed by Sohpron’s people, such as food,
money and - most prominently - sex, which is also a staple of popular mime, as has been noted

93 More than this, however, Herodas

(and indeed likewise of Hipponactean choliambic).
responds to structural aspects of Sophron’s work within his poems, and this is readily apparent

in the diptych of Mimiambs 6 and 7.

David Kutzko suggests that Herodas follows Sophron in the establishment of distinctly male
and female scenarios within each of his poems:*** Mimiamb 1, 4 (barring 4.79-85, during which
a male temple attendant briefly appears) and 6 feature multiple female characters in discussion,
while Mimiamb 2 is spoken almost entirely by one male character (the other speaker, also a
man, speaks only for three lines out of the 102 lines of the work) and Mimiamb 8§ is a monologue
delivered by the author’s persona. Sophron’s mimes have been divided into male and female

605
f.

categories, at least from the 2" Century, if not by the author himsel Herodas, however,

591 The situation of the jealous mistress punishing a lecherous is exactly replicated in P.Oxy. 413 col.1-3, which

dates from the mid-2"! Century AD.

692 A number of ancient authors give Sophron’s genre as mimic; Aristotle compares Plato’s Socratic dialogues
with tovg Zmdepovoc koi ZEgvlpyov pipovs (“the mimes of Sophron and Xenarchus”, Arist. Poet.1447a28-
1447b13). Plato supposedly introduced Sophron’s mimes to Athens, and Sophron’s characterisation was
apparently influential upon the dialogues; Ath. 11.504b, D.L. 3.18. To what extent Sophron began the literary
form of mime, or simply continued it, is unclear: Hordern (2004), 6-7 and Kutzko (2012), 372-373 note the
similarities between Sophron and Epicharmus’ non-mythological fragments, the production of which also took
place in Syracuse, and which could not have predated Sophron by more than a few decades.

%93 Notably Mimiamb 9, of which only the title and scant fragments remain, shares its theme with one of Sophron’s
poems, fr.14-17 PCG; both treat the issue of women breakfasting together. Furthermore, fr.10 CPG, ‘Women
viewing the Isthmian festival’, may have provided a model for Mimiamb 4, as it might have for Theoc. /d.15,
according to the scholia (15.arg.7-8 Wendel), as noted above. See further Nairn (1904), xxv. Dildos are a recurrent
theme in both authors: Sophron employs shellfish as euphemisms for them in fr.23-25 PCG, while Herodas’ usage
is discussed below. See further Henderson (1991), 221-222, Hordern (2004), 157-160, Sumler (2010), 471.

9% Rutzko (2012).

695 Kutzko (2012), 380ff. Apollodorus classifies Sophron’s works into male and female sections (Ath. 89a, 281e,
309c¢-d). The Suda reports that Sophron wrote separate male and female mimes, Sud.s.v. Zoepav (X 893 Adler).
See further Ussher (1980), 66-68.
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does not adapt this Sophronic categorisation without revision. Indeed, the author seemingly
plays with expectations engendered by the division of mimes into male and female types with
diptych of Mimiambs 6 and 7. Mimiamb 6 is overtly female in character: Metro and Coritto
rhapsodise about the dildo, with the latter reassuring both her friend and herself that avtai yép
glnev, “we’re alone” (6.70) after a particularly scandalous comment, subtly emphasising the
exclusive, women-only nature of this discussion. Men are almonst entirely absent from the
mimiamb: the primary masculine figure of the work, the craftsman Cerdon, is described

entirely in absentia (6.58-67):

GAA> odtog 0Dk 018’ 7 10> Xiov T1g §) "pvOpéwv
HKeL, PaAAKPOC, HIKKOS odTO £peic elvar
60 [Tpn&ivov ovd’ dv DKoV gikdoat GUK®
&xo1c v oVT®" ANV €MV AL}, Yvdon
Képdwv dtevvex’ éoti kai ovyl [Tpn&ivog.
Kat’ oikinv &’ €pyalet’ éumoréwv Aabpn,
TOVG Yap TEA®VAG Tt VOV B0pn ppicoet.
65 aAL’ Epya, kol 0T’ Epya” ThHg ABnvaing
a0Tiig OpTY TaG YElpag, ovyl Képdwvog,
do&elc.

But this one comes from Chios or Erythrae,
I don’t know which; bald, small, you’d say he was
60 Prexinus, you couldn’t compare fig to fig as well -
when he speaks, however, you’ll know
it’s Cerdon and not Prexinus.
He works at home and sells illicitly,
for every door now trembles at the tax collector.
65 But his work, what work it is!
You’ll believe you see the craftsmanship of Athena, not Cerdon.

This description, and Metro’s parting declaration that she will find Cerdon, encourages the
reader to expect a complementary masculine-orientated poem, focused on Cerdon, in balance

k.%% That a reader is prompted to continue through the book-roll

with the more feminine wor
with Metro on her quest for Cerdon is also evident from the arrangement of the Mimiambs on
the manuscript. It is not simply that, within the Mimiambs, these works occur in sequence:
examining the London Papyrus, it is notable the Mimiamb 6 ends two thirds of the way down

column 34, and Mimiamb 7, with its title [X]KYT[E]YZ, “The Shoemaker” and first word

696 See Kutzko (2012), 388.
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Képdwv, directly follows the final lines of the previous poem, alerting a reader to the

continuation of the theme and characters of Mimiamb 6.5’

Mimiamb 7 has, at first glance, a distinctly masculine nature. The work focuses upon the
character of Cerdon, and he speaks for the majority of the poem, launching into a 60-line
monologue after Metro’s opening words (a departure from the more balanced dialogue of
Metro and Coritto in Mimiamb 6). The setting has undergone a transformation, from the private,
female-only sphere to the public, masculine-dominated venue of Cerdon’s shop. The mimiamb
focuses upon Cerdon’s salesmanship and products, and his character is seemingly depicted
principally through his own words, rather than the descriptions of others, much as the pimp
Battarus engages in self-characterisation in the decidedly masculine Mimiamb 2.°*® In contrast
to Mimiamb 2, and the expectation of the male-dominated scenario seemingly foreshadowed
by Mimiamb 6, Mimiamb 7 is not, however, a wholly masculine piece. Kutzko sees in the
diptych a reinvention of Sophron’s gendered mimes, arguing that in Mimiamb 7 we see the

clash of male and female mime-types.®”

Metro, formerly so bold, now attempts to act
respectably in public, balanced against the masculine lasciviousness of Cerdon. Herodas
subverts the expectation encouraged by Mimiamb 6 of a corresponding Cerdon-focused
masculine poem, playing with the Sophronic structural division of genders by presenting a
work which is neither wholly male not female in character. Herodas reflects this innovation
within the content of the mimiamb itself, emphasising his creation of a simultaneously male

and female form through the object which prompts the narrative action of the two mimiambs:

the BavPov.

Though BavPBov is, linguistically, a masculine noun, conceptually the dildo is neither wholly
masculine nor feminine. Rather, it facilitates the feminine adoption of the masculine sexual
role, a situation echoed in the subversive presence of the feminine in what a reader au fait with

619 The dual-natured

Herodas’ generic antecedent might expect to be a wholly masculine poem.
aspect of the dildo is in harmony with the character of Herodas’ poetry, and there are a number

of prompts within the poem to encourage a reader to interpret the Bavpav as symbolic of poetry

7 p Litt.Lond.96 = P.Egerton 1, col.34.

6% As does the persona in Mimiamb 8, though through less direct means. We might also compare the contrasting
modes of self-representation employed by Nossis and ‘Rhinthon’ in the epigrams of the former, as discussed in
Chapter 3.1.

699 Kutzko (2012).

619 That Sophron served as a point of reference for Theocritus also gives credence to the notion that the
mimographer enjoyed popularity amongst the Hellenistic literati, and thus would be likely known to Herodas’
audience. See Hordern (2004), 1, 9, 27, Kutzko (2006).
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in general, and the author’s hybrid mimiambic compositions specifically. When considering
the Bavpov in Mimiamb 6, Metro exclaims rapturously, pd, kaAdv Tt ddpnua, “my, what a
beautiful gift!” (6.21) and, as discussed in the previous chapter, Herodas recurrently symbolises
his poetry as beautiful objects, immediately situating the Bavpav within the constellation of

objects-qua-poetry which we find in throughout the Mimiambs.

A further aspect of the BavPmv which reinforces its identification as Herodas’ poetry comes
from its etymology. Jacob Stern posits that the usage of the Bavpdv has a religious allusion,
owing to the mythological narrative which gives rise to the term itself:*'' ‘Bovpdv’ is derived
from the name of Baubo, a figure associated with the narrative of Demeter’s search for

%12 Baubo is attested as a later equivalent of Iambe, the figure who first managed

Persephone.
to draw a laugh from the goddess, and traditionally given as the mythological originator of the
iambic genre.®”® Stern posits that the names of Metro (from M#mp) and Coritto (from Kopn)
have an addition humorous connotation as a variation on the mythological narrative of Demeter
and Persephone. Equally, however, the identification of the Bavpdv with Baubo is significant
owing to that figure’s narrative role. Baubo is a variant of lambe, much as Herodas’ poetry is

metrically choliambic, that is, a variant of iambic poetry, and the PavBaov is, therefore,

etymologically and conceptually representative of Herodas’ poetry on multiple levels.

It follows to consider the role that Cerdon, craftsman of the favBdv, plays within the diptych,
given the allegorical function which I propose is ascribed to his wares. At 7.74, Cerdon calls
upon Epun te¢ Kepdéwv kai ov Kepdein [leBoi, “Hermes of Profit, and you Profitable
Persuasion” to aid him in his salesmanship, with a play upon the pun of Cerdon and képdoc,
“profit”. The shoemaker repeatedly demonstrates that his name’s meaning is particularly apt:
at the outset of the work he welcomes Metro happily, remarking o0 patnv, Mntpoi, / &yom
o[ A& ® og “Not in vain do I love you, Metro” (7.3-4) because, of course, she brings such
good custom to his shop,’'* and throughout the mimiamb he is shown to be obsessive over
wealth.®"> The presentation of Cerdon as profit-obsessed is not, however, the full extent of his

characterisation. Indeed, much as with the representation of the Bavpmv, Herodas uses the

611 Stern (1979), 249-251. See further Nelson (2000).

812 Much of the sources attesting to Baubo’s character are late, e.g., Clem.Al. Protr.2.16-17, Eus. PE.2.3.30-35;
Arnob. Advers.Nat.5.25-26.

813 [ Cer.195ff.; see further Richardson (1973), 213-217, Olender (1990), 86ff., Stern (1979), Nelson (2000), 81-
82.n.26.

61% See further Headlam and Knox (1922), 304 and Kutzko (2012), 386.

%15 The majority of Cerdon’s lines revolve around the acquisition or possession of money, e.g., 7.34-49, 67-76,
79-82,91-92, 99-107, 122-123.
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characterisation of the craftsman as an opportunity to explore the interaction of genders,

primarily through a pair of analogies in which the craftsman is likened to divinities.

The first is a favourable comparison (from Cerdon’s perspective at least!) between the
shoemaker and Athena in their relative skills of craftsmanship (6.65-67). Herodas highlights
this association of cobbler and goddess by placing it at the climax of a string of false
identifications, in which Metro and Coritto torturously eliminate candidates, until it is
emphatically clear exactly which Cerdon the latter means. Straightaway upon Coritto
announcing that it was Cerdon that stitched the dildo (6.47), Metro hurriedly demands further
knowledge; there are two Cerdons, she says, and gives descriptions of them both, despite
acknowledging that the Cerdon she seeks could be neither of these (6.49-56). Coritto respond
by identifying the correct Cerdon (6.58-67), but not before another mistake, with the
craftsman’s appearance now the cause of confusion: o)td &pgic eivan / Ipn&ivov odd’ dv cdkov
elkdoat oOK / &yoig v o1, “you’d say he was Prexinus, you couldn’t compare fig to fig as
well” (6.59-61). Luckily, Coritto relates, Cerdon and Prexinus can be determined by one
attribute alone: their voices (6.61-62). Following this cavalcade of false-Cerdons and
doppelgingers, it seems the identification of the cobbler is finally secure, only for Coritto to
throw out one final case of ‘mistaken identity’; AL’ €pya, ko1’ gotT’ Epya’ Thg ABnvaing / avtig
opflv 1ag xeipag, ovyi Képdwvog, / 86&ets, “but his work, what work it is! You’ll believe you
see the craftsmanship of Athena, not Cerdon” (6.65-67). In contrast to the previous cases,
where either Coritto or Metro presents a secure proof as to why the false identification was
demonstrably incorrect, this final case goes unresolved, despite being the least plausible
instance of all. Thus, through his work, Cerdon is - incredibly - put on a par with the goddess.
Herodas’ break from the pattern of mistake and correction, subverting the reader’s expectation
of a swift resolution to the confusion, serves to highlight the juxtaposition of Cerdon and
Athena, over-emphasising this most unlikely of mistakes and reinforcing the irony inherent in

such a mismatched comparison.

Initially, we can note that Herodas’ employment of Athena as Cerdon’s analogue is designed
to provoke in a reader a certain scandalised frisson at the incongruity of likening the famously
chaste goddess with a peddler of sex-toys whom - as Coritto reports in Mimiamb 6 and Metro

alludes to in Mimiamb 7 - is easily given to fornication and debauchery.®'® Leaving aside this

816 See 6.75ff., 7.93ff.
204



‘profanisation’ of the goddess for a moment, Herodas’ choice of Athena is further significant
from the perspective of gender, specifically in her conceptual associations with masculinity
and femininity. As one of three eternally virginal goddesses (the others being Artemis and
Hestia), Athena does not partake in child-bearing, an archetypal feminine act.’’’ Equally,
though the child of Metis and Zeus, Athena was famously born, not from her mother, but her
father. Following Athena’s conception - so the story goes - Zeus swallowed Metis and,
consequently, gave birth to the goddess from his head.’'® That the goddess was perceived as
possessing a masculine quality is attested in Aeschylus’ Eumenides, wherein the goddess

proclaims (736-738):

puTnp yap obtig éotiv 1) 1 &yeivaro,
10 8" dpoev aivd mhvta, TANV YOUOV TUYELV,
drovtt Bupd, képta & il Tod TOTPOG

For there was no mother who gave me birth,

I praise the male in all things - excepting marriage -

with all my heart, and am entirely of the father
Herodas seems to have Athena’s relationship with gender in mind when utilising her as a model
for Cerdon. Though Athena is undeniably female in form, she is perceived as subverting

expected gender roles, even in the manner of her birth, and blurs the distinction between male

and female categorisation.

Cerdon is thus bestowed with a both masculine and feminine aspects in his association with
Athena. The divine analogies do not stop there, however: as noted, following Metro’s opening
three lines, Cerdon delivers a 60-line description of his wondrous crafts and skills, and also
entreats his customers to think of his dependents pestering him to put food on the table. What
seems to be purely an emotional appeal is, however, coupled with an attempt at self-
aggrandisement, as Cerdon suggests that he is akin to the mightiest of the gods in his role of

bountiful provider, yet one who goes without thanks for his efforts (7.44-47):

KOUTt® ALY, TPLOKAIOE[K...... Blookw,
45 otedver’, ® yvvaikeg, apy[in mavie]g

' H Hymn.Aphr.7ff. Notably, Athena was thought to have partaken in child-rearing, though not through the
normal process of sexual intercourse. According to Pseudo-Apollodorus’ version of the birth of Ericthonius
(Bib.3.14.6), Hephaestus attempted to seduce Athena but failed to penetrate her, instead ejaculating upon her leg.
Athena cleaned herself with wool which then fell upon the ground, whereupon the combination of semen and
earth gave rise to Ericthonius, whom Athena then raised.

%1% Hes. Th.886-930, Pind. 0.7.33ff., Ps.Ap. Bib.1.20.
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oi, Kfjv U1 Zebg, 10010 pod[vov dodovs |t
“pép’ el péperg T ...

I haven’t spoken about the thirteen [whom] I feed,
45 since, ladies, [they are all idleness],
who, even if Zeus sends rain, [sing] this [alone],
“bring, if you’ve anything to bring”...%"”
The association between Zeus and Cerdon is reiterated following the conclusion of Cerdon’s
sales pitch. Metro reproaches the man, saying with annoyance AL pry Bpoviémv / odtog 6O
péumg pECov gig puynv Nuéag, “but you, don’t you make us flee with greater thundering”

(7.65-66). This activity of thundering is intrinsically associated with Zeus,**’

notably by
Callimachus in his Aetia prologue, where it is stated that Bpovidv odk guov, aAla Aog,
“thundering is not for me, but Zeus” (4et.fr.1.20 Pf.). Metro, responding to Cerdon’s attempt
to liken himself to the god, swiftly derails his efforts at self-characterisation (which, as noted,

is how Battarus and Herodas’ persona behave in their Sophronically masculine mimiambs).

Metro’s admonishment is multi-layered: she reprimands Cerdon for his engagement in such a
Zeus-like activity as bombastic and long-winded speech, and simultaneously denies his efforts
to practice the masculine activity of self-characterisation, as demonstrated by other men in the

o 621
Mimiambs.

Later, Metro’s rather sarcastic encouragement to Cerdon to &y mprunvov
a&inv poynv ocemvtod, “once more blow out another utterance worthy of yourself” (7.98) - that
is, resume his sales-patter - seems to emphasise the point, both to Cerdon and the reader, that
the craftsman’s speech is not the kingly pronouncement he might hope, but rather the pompous
wittering of a blow-hard. Furthermore, Herodas re-emphasises Cerdon’s similarity to Athena
by having the cobbler himself make the association: Cerdon characterises himself as Athena-
like in the closing moments of the mimiamb, reaffirming the association made by Coritto when
he remarks of his work that adtv €peic 10 méApa v Abnvainv / tepeiv, “you’d think that

Athena herself had made the sole” (7.116-117).°** This, however, is unlike the self-

characterisation undertaken by Battarus or Herodas’ persona, as it is a characterisation which

619 At 1.45, Cunnignham (2004) prints &py[.......]Jc, Headlam and Knox (1922) propose apy[in mévielg. At 1.46,
Cunningham (2004) prints pod[vov.....], Crusius (1892) supplements pod[vov dodovc]t.

020F g, Hom. 1.8.133, 13.796, 21.199, 0d.14.305, 20.121.

621 Following Metro’s introductory words (7.1-3) and Cerdon’s first, long speech (7.4-63), the dialogue becomes
far more balanced, with Cerdon never again speaking at such great length.

622 The distinction between Cerdon’s licit and illicit wares is constantly and intentionally ambiguous; Zanker
(2009), 214-215 disputes the position of Headlam and Knox (1922), I-lii, Cunningham (1964), 35, (1971a), 174
and Sumler (2010) who propose that the references to shoes play upon the ambiguity of Cerdon’s merchandise as
established in Mimiamb 6; 1 am inclined to follow Headlam, Knox et al., as ambiguity - in all forms - seems one
of the core conceits of Mimiamb 7.
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has already been sanctioned by another (importantly, female) character. Thus Cerdon is
represented in a similar fashion to his product, with both becoming - through allegory and

allusion - a hybridisation of gendered elements.

There is one aspect of Cerdon which does make Athena a suitable analogue, and that is the
methods of craftsmanship employed by both mortal and goddess. Athena is famed as for her
skill at weaving,*® and Cerdon’s craftsmanship is consistently denoted by the verb pémtew,
meaning to stich or sew together.®** Stern notes that a word so evocative of the poet’s craft
cannot be coincidentally utilised to characterise Cerdon’s activity, and argues further that it
serves a metapoetic function within the diptych.®” In particular, he posits that Coritto’s
dismissal of one of the false-Cerdons, in which she says AL’ ovTog 008’ v TARKTPOV EC ADPNV
payoat, “but this one couldn’t stitch a plectrum for a lyre” (6.51), has multiple meanings: the
nAfiktpov here metaphorically represents the Boavfmv but, simultaneously, the activity of
stitching serves as a metaphor for the production of poetry, which further emphasises the
metapoetically symbolic role the Bavpawv plays in the diptych. With this in mind, it seems
natural to read Cerdon not only as an encapsulation of Herodas’ poetry, but equally as a creation
not unlike the authorial persona in Mimiamb 8. The identification of the favBcdv as mimiambic
poetry and the repeated usage of the verb pantewv strongly encourage a reader to interpret
Cerdon as a poet-type figure, and the entire diptych as an allegory for the production and
reception of poetry. The final words of the mimiamb are particularly supportive of such an
interpretation: Cerdon, encouraging Metro to visit again, remarks tv ydp obv Poitnyv /
OédAmovcav €b del vov povedvta kai pamtev, “for truly a right-thinking man must stitch
inside the skin-coat which gives warmth” (7.128-129). The precise meaning of this phrase is
uncertain, and how the comment relates to Cerdon’s previous remark - that Metro should return
to pick up her order - is unclear. A possible reading is that the phrase is a maxim, with a
meaning akin to “do whatever profits you most”, and is perhaps an encapsulation of Cerdon’s
character as whole. It has been agreed that the Baitnv, the “skin-coat” is metaphorical of the

626

BavPmv, a reading supported by the usage of panrtewv to describe its production.”™ There is,

52 H HymnAphr.8-15. See further Snyder (1981).

024 F g, at6.18, 6.43, 6.47, 6.48, 7.129. See also 7.89 where Metro advises Cerdon to 00Aakov péyar to keep his
money from being stolen.

623 F g, the etymological origin of the word rhapsode in the verb paydeiv,” to stich song together”. Stern (1979),
253.

626 See Rist (1993), 442, Cunningham (1964), 35, (1971a), 192, (1971b), 24; cf. Schmidt (1968), 125.
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however, an important element of intertextuality in this comment which has been overlooked,

that reinforces just such an allegorical reading.

The word Baitn appears in Sophron, as Pollux tells us Baitog d¢ g TV dypoikwv d1pdépag
&v 101G yuvaikeiolg pipog 0 Zoepwv ékdiecev, “Sophron in the women’s mimes calls the
jerkins of country-folk Paitag” (x.175). Given that Herodas adapts structural aspects of
Sophronic poetry in the diptych, the use of the term in conjunction with pantew is, I argue, a
metapoetic comment on the author’s process of ‘stitching’ new poetry from Sophronic
materials. This reading is secured by the fact that this is not the only instance in the Mimiambs
in which Herodas allusively likens his poetry to a cloak made of skins, as we have already seen.
In Mimiamb 8, the persona’s goatskin évovtdv represents Herodas’ poetry - much like the
BavPmv - but also encapsulates and legitimises his activity of generic hybridisation. Cerdon’s
comment, therefore, emphasises the metapoetic motifs of the diptych, and connects Mimiambs
6 and 7 to Mimiamb 8, within the overarching programmatic self-reflection that Herodas

undertakes within his corpus.

My reading of the diptych as part of a self-reflective, poetically critical process is further
supported by the names of the women who previously possessed the favpdv: Nossis, described
as the daughter of Erinna, apparently revealed the BavBdv to Metro against Coritto’s wishes
(6.20, 31), and one cannot help but recognise the significance of these women’s names. The
allusion to famous female poets (and the subjects of their work) continues as, in the list of his
wares, Cerdon names both Noocidec and Bavkideg (7.57-58). Anna Rist suggests that Herodas
here plays upon the supposition that these poets were lesbians, and proposes that this would
make them an apt focus for Herodas’ pointedly gendered humour.®*’ Equally, their purported
homosexuality would make their transfiguration into dildos - seemingly masculine objects
which facilitate the exclusion of the masculine sexual role - metapoetically significant with
regards to the motif of hybridity. Nossis and Erinna are not, however, the only poets Herodas
represents in the diptych, and a play upon their sexuality is not the raison d'étre of their
inclusion, as is revealed when we recognise that a further female poetic voice can be detected
in Mimiamb 7, occurring through quotation. When supposedly complimenting Metro (7.108-
112), Cerdon says:

dvJvarto p’ Aot on v [in] Tov mic[vyyov
govta MBwov £¢ Beolg avomtivar
110 &yeg yap ovyl yAdooav, ndovilg &° NOudv.

627 Rist (1993).
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a, 06 &xeivoc ob pokpry dr[ecd’ QdvInp
P N ’ , s 5 628
Ote@ oV yeileo vokTo KNUEPNV OTy[€1C.

Your [voice] could drive me, the shoemaker,
a man of stone, to fly up to the gods;
110  for you have not a tongue but a sieve of pleasure.
Ah, that [man’s not] far from the gods
to whom you open your lips to, night and day.

Throughout the Mimiambs, voice and speech are repeatedly utilised as a means of identification
and characterisation. Within the diptych, this is first alluded to when Coritto relates that
Cerdon’s voice is his distinguishing feature (6.61) and continues with Metro’s admonishment
of the cobbler’s bluster, thwarting his attempt at self-characterisation (7.64-66, 97-98). This
final recurrence of the motif can be perceived as its culmination, within these complementary
poems. Cerdon begins by emphasising the miraculous ability Metro possesses to give wings
even to a man of stone as a result of her ‘voice’, an interpretation which takes the tongue as
metaphorical of voice and speech, as it is at 7.77-78.°* However, it is not Metro’s voice but
rather that of Cerdon which gives rise to our final allusive female poet. In his comment, “that
man’s not far from the gods to whom you open your ysikea to, night and day” the word yeikea

630

can mean both the lips of the mouth and of the labia.””” The play on the dual meaning of yeilea

is, however, not the full extent of Herodas’ ingenuity: as we might expect by this point,
achieving effect through basic vulgarity is not Herodas’ aim and, true to form, we can detect a
much more sophisticated act of profanisation at work in the passage, if we consider it in light

of the work of the most famous female Greek poet of all, Sappho (fr.31.1-12):

eaivetai pot kfjvog icog B¢otoy
gupev’ dvnp, 6tTIg EvAavTIOg Tot
icddvel kai TAdc10V A8V QoVEi-
O0.G VITOKOVEL
5 kai yehaioag ipépoev, 6 P’ 1 pov
Kapdiav &v otfecty EntOoLcEV:
a¢ yap ¢ 6” 10w Ppoye’, d¢ pe pdvor-
o’ o0d’ &v &r gikel,
GALG Kap pEV YAGGoo TEayeT, AémTov
10 3" abtiKa xp® TOP LIASEIPOUNKEY,
onndtecot 8' ovd’ &v dpnup’, Emppop-
Bewor &' dicovan

628 At 1.108, Cunningham (2004) supplements &0]varto p’° éldoar cavl..] Tov mic[vyyov]: Headlam and Knox
(1922) and Zanker (2009) propose dvJvaito p’ érdoat on Gv [in] tov mic[vyyov. At 1.111, Cunningham (2004)
gives amn..[..].. .; Blass (1891) supplements dneg[t’ dv]np, Zanker (2009) proposes dn[ec8’ mv]np.

629 1 TovBopHLelc kovk ELevdEpY YAGoon / OV Tipov dotig Sotiv £Eedignoac; - “why are you grumbling instead
of having searched out the price with free tongue?” (7.77-78).

39 See e.g., Arist. HA.583a16-25.
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He seems to me the equal of the gods

the man who, facing you, is seated

and, close at hand, listens to

your sweet voice,

5 and your charming laugh - it makes my heart

tremble in my breast as,

the moment I look at you,

I can’t make a sound,

but my tongue breaks, a delicate fire

10 runs under my skin,

I see nothing with my eyes

and my ears make a roaring
Considering Cerdon’s words again, in conjunction with Sappho 31, it seems that Herodas has
borrowed his predecessor’s love-stricken voice, only to degrade it by having it utter through
the mouthpiece of the cobbler, profaning Sappho’s verses through a vulgar reiteration. Metro,
in the role of the beloved, retains her counterpart’s ability to evoke wonder with her oral
abilities but, instead of managing this with a charming laugh, she does so with a tongue which
is a ‘sieve of pleasure’. Given the dual meaning of yeihea, it seems that ‘voice’ is not quite the
interpretation that Herodas intends for this metaphor, despite what a reader might expect given
the earlier, less overtly sexualised usage at 7.77-78. In this way he plays upon a reader’s
expectations, subverting the innocent meaning suggested by the prior iteration of the metaphor.
It is particularly significant that Sappho’s words are spoken by Cerdon as, in similar fashion to
his association with Athena, the introduction of the poet’s voice evokes a hybridisation of male
and female. However, at the same moment, the cobbler’s adoption of the Sapphic voice creates

a tension between high and low poetic influences.

Herodas subverts Sappho’s verses, profaning her as he does Nossis, and Erinna, and the
goddess Athena. Indeed, Athena’s profanisation does not end with her employment as a model
for Cerdon: the shock of this comparison is compounded by the suggestion that the goddess
might not only craft such wares, but also purchase them. Cerdon, when rebuffing potential

attempts at haggling, says (7.79-82):

yoval, g pvig €otv d&ov TodTo

80 10 {edyoc 1j Gve o<’ | KaTo PAEmey YohikoD
pivnu’ 6 dkot’ €oti ThHg AOnvaing
AVELUEVIG AVTHG AV OVK ATOCTAEL.

Lady, this pair is worth one mina;

80 you can look up or down,
not the slightest sliver of copper would come off
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if Athena herself were the customer.

The goddess is thus ultimately reduced to the same level as Nossis and Erinna, all of them
grouped together with the oxOtea yuvaikeg kai koves ti Bpdlovotv, “women and dogs who eat
leather” (7.63) who hanker after Cerdon’s wares.”' The complex motivations behind the poetry
of Sappho, Erinna and Nossis - love, longing, lamentation, female experience - is supplanted,
in Cerdon’s appropriation, with a desire only for monetary gain. His listing of Noocideg and
Bavkideg amongst the other items he sells implies that he will happily stitch his wares out of
any material which comes to hand, regardless of its appropriateness (and indeed, he seems to
prefer using material which might be considered inappropriate for the task), as long as he can
turn a profit from it. The ‘love’ he shows Metro at the opening of the mimiamb is similarly not
born of affection for her, but rather a desire for her custom, a notion which is re-emphasised in

his adoption of the Sapphic voice to achieve his base purposes.

Drawing together the multiple strands which I have outlined here, we can recognise that
Herodas engages in a multifaceted representation of hybridity in the diptych of Mimiambs 6
and 7. The juxtaposition and intermingling of male and female serves as a reflection on
Herodas’ innovation on the practice of Sophron in his mimes: no longer strictly divided along
gender lines, women and men now mix, and likewise so do masculinity and femininity on a
conceptual level. This, however, is not the end of the hybridisation at play in the diptych.
Through the introduction of famed female poets in less than salubrious guises, Herodas
juxtaposes the high literary poetics of Nossis, Erinna and particularly Sappho with the base,
vulgar poetics of mime. In the character of Cerdon and his much-desired creation, the favBov,
these notionally opposed concepts - masculinity, femininity, high and low poetics - coincide

and are reformatted, reissued with a quintessentially Herodan character.

631 See further on this description Zanker (2009), 207, 215.
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6.2 A knock at the door: generic disunity in Mimiamb 1

Similarities between Mimiamb 8 and Mimiamb 1 have led some to speculate that the two may
have been introductory works for two different books of Herodas’ poetry, as discussed in the

introduction to Chapter 5.9

While 1 would suggest rather that Mimiamb 8 achieves greater
programmatic impact following after other works which explore Herodas’ poetic practice, this
does not detract from the correspondences between Mimiambs 1 and 8, and the two can readily
be approached as complementary programmatic examinations of the same theme, that being

Herodas’ activity of generic mixing.

In Mimiamb 1, Herodas depicts the tensions engendered by the hybrid nature of his poems -
namely, the collision of ‘low’ and ‘high’ modes - through the representation of two characters,
whose interaction simultaneously becomes an allegory for the meeting of the two genres which
form Herodas’ mimiambic poetry. The existence of these tensions are, however, predicated on
the notion that Herodas could well have expected reprisals for his intermingling of mimic and
choliambic elements (much as Mimiambs 4 and 8 similarly presuppose a degree of hostility
towards his efforts). To what extent this generic combination was received as transgressive by
Herodas’ contemporaries has not been preserved: however, while it is not impossible that the
author’s activity might have been a target for actual criticism, it seems more likely that such
dissenting voices - and particularly their presentation and subsequent refutation within his
poetry - functioned principally as a straw-man against which he might define and authorise his

3.53 The situation of

activity, much as Callimachus does in the Aetia prologue, or lamb 1
Mimiamb 1 is a parallel to these works, and the tension that Herodas creates between the two
genres which he combines is, I propose, entirely artificial, and he then utilises this tension to
further reflect upon his own poetic activity. In service of his examination of generic
hybridisation, he purposefully characterises the representative of choliambic as a morally

634 The failure of these

upright figure, in contrast to the base and vulgar embodiment of mime.
characters to coexist seems at first to reflect the failure of generic unity but, considering the
poem in the context of the overarching programmatic and metapoetic motifs of the Mimiambs,

it is apparent that Herodas utilises this failure paradoxically to demonstrate his own authorial

632 Gee above, n.524.

633 See also Hunter (2003), 228, who suggests that ‘low’ poetry, which claimed representation of a “popular
voice”, made it a “paradoxically perfect vehicle for the exploitation of the new possibilities of written poetry and
new types of audience.”

6% On the similar establishment of the high literary mode of choliambic in Callimachus’ Iambs, see Chapter 2.2,
and Chapter 4.1: on Theocritus’ moral recasting of Hipponax in epigram, see the introduction to Chapter 2.
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mastery of the activity of generic unification. Notably, the process of characterisation within
Mimiamb 1 mirrors what we observed in Mimiamb 8, where the genres are comparably
embodied by Hipponax and Dionysus. However, there we can note that Herodas advances the
process a stage further, and successfully unites the genres within one character, his own
authorial persona. In light of this, I propose that Mimiamb 1 should be interpreted as a
precursor to the programmatic activity of Mimiamb 8, as a piece which sets the stage for the

overarching activity of intertextual self-reflection which occurs throughout Herodas’ corpus.

Mimiamb 1 opens with a knock at the door: the scene is the house of Metriche, a former
prostitute,’*® and her visitor is Gyllis, (the titular TPOKYKAI[Z] or MAXTPOIIOX, which we
might render as “Procuress”), who attempts to convince Metriche to leave her absentee
paramour Mandris for a new lover. Richard Hunter’s suggestion that Gyllis’ arrival at the outset
of the mimiamb “literally ‘opens the door’ to a new poetic form” is particularly compelling:®*®
Gyllis encapsulates the purported lowness of Herodas’ poetics, functioning as the mimic
genre’s agent provocateur, seeking to tempt Metriche into corrupting herself by committing
adultery, submitting to the character-conventions of mime, and thereby debasing her
choliambic nature. Herodas emphasises Gyllis’ mimic character - her salaciousness (1.18, 22-
25) and her propensity to drink (1.85-89) - which contrasts with Metriche’s choliambic origins,
evident in her invective assault on Gyllis: Metriche explicitly demonstrates her generic
associations when she threatens to ywAnv o’ deidewv ydA’ av éEemaidevoa, “teach (Gyllis) to
sing her limping songs with a limp” (1.71). The reference to ‘limping songs’ immediately
brings to mind the metre of the Mimiambs, and the description is comparable to the manner in
which Herodas describes his own verses as t]& koA’ (8.79).°" Metriche’s acknowledgement
of the metre Herodas’ poetry (the metre of her own speech) pierces the illusion of the scene. In
so doing, Herodas illuminates the allegory established through the meeting of these two
characters: by emphasising that, while Gyllis is an embodiment of mime, Metriche is

correspondingly - and even knowingly - a representative of choliambic.

Herodas further makes the reader explicitly aware that he intends Gyllis and Metriche’s clash
to be interpreted as an allegory for the meeting of the genres through the genealogies of each
character. Metriche identifies herself as the daughter of Pythees (1.74), a name of particular

significance in the generic context of the Mimiambs, as this name is also attested as that of

633 See further on Metriche’s background Esposito (2010), Zanker (2009), 32-39.
53¢ Hunter (1993b), 34. See also Ussher (1985), 48-50.
7 Compare. Call. lamb.203.14 Pf.
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Hipponax’ father.”*® Contrastingly, Gyllis identifies herself as the mother of Philaenis (1.6), an

639

infamous courtesan and supposed author of a pornographic treatise on love.”” These familial

relations imbue Herodas’ characters with the vituperative essence of Hipponactean verse and

the titillating vulgarity of the mimic genre respectively.

The allegorical clash of Metriche and Gyllis, with their notable ancestry and progeny, has a
parallel in a 3™ Century sepulchral book-epigram of Aeschiron (1 GP = AP 7.345), written in

the choliambic metre and purporting to be the inscription on Philaenis’ tomb:

g&ym Od1houvig, 1 "mifwtog dvBpamolc,
gvtadOa yNnpa T@ HLoKp@ KEKOTUNLLOL.

un 1, @ paroie vadto, THY 8Kpay KAUmTov
yAevmv 1€ moled kol YEAMTO Kol Adcony,

5 0V Yap, L TOV Zijv’ 00 pd Tovg KAT® KOVPOLG,
ovK NV &g vdpoag piyhog 008E dnumdng.
[Tolvkpdtng 8¢ v yoviv ABnvaiog,

AOY®V TL TOUTAAN L0 KoL KOKT) YADGGA,
Eypayev ol” Eypay’* £y0 Yap oVK 0100

I, Philaenis, slandered by men,

have been laid to rest here by long old age.

Rash sailor, when rounding my headland,

make jest or joke or insult,

5 for, by Zeus - no, by the Kouroi below -

I was not lewd towards men, nor a prostitute.

Polycrates, an Athenian by birth,

himself the very subtlety of words and an evil tongue,

he wrote, whatever it was he wrote - for I don’t know.
Spoken by Philaenis, the epigram is seemingly a defence against those who would defame her
character, claiming another to be responsible for the treatise from which her reputation stems.
The epigram, however, is rife with double entendre, heaping further infamy on Philaenis’
memory. The double-tongued character of the epigram is alluded to by its metrical form: the
reader is metapoetically forewarned that Philaenis will not be able to defend herself
successfully, as the choliambic metre of the work prompts a reader to expect slander and
invective, anticipating the double meaning of the poem and interpreting Philaenis’ words

contrary to what she herself intends.®*” In an epigram of Dioscorides (26 GP = AP 7.450)
ry p1g

38 Sud.s.v. Tnndvoé, (I 588 Adler). Compare also Ov. Ibis 447-448 La Penna, et quae Pytheides fecit de fratre
Medusae / evenianti capti vota sinistra tuo. On this passage, see further Rosen (1988).

69 The opening of which is preserved at P.Oxy. 2891, fr.1 col.1, 1-4. See also Ath. 8.335e, and further Finnegan
(1992), 24, Plant (2004), 45-47.

649 See further Bruss (2010b), 129-130 who offers a translation which captures the suggestive character of the
epigram in full: “I Philaenis, called to by men - here in my long old age, I’ve been laid. Silly sailor boy, when you
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Philaenis has grown bitter, vigorously denying her slanderous reputation, and the epigram ends
with Philaenis hoping for the day when she is free of this undeserved notoriety, exclaiming
TR 08 Avypnv / dotéa TepPBein KANOOV' dnwoapévng, “may my bones rejoice when I’ve
shaken off my sorry reputation” (7.450.7-8). Dioscorides’ epigram cruelly traps Philaenis in an
eternal state of anticipation for a vindication that will never come. In making Gyllis the mother
of Philaenis, Herodas subtly characterises Gyllis’ crude nature through allusion, and plays upon
her infamous relation’s reputation as a target of slander. Moreover, slander which she cannot
successfully refute. Philaenis’ inability to redress insults - or to repel the invective of
choliambic verse - is a trait which Herodas reapplies to Gyllis, and Philaenis’ daughter is thus

similarly unable to counter choliambic attacks.

There is one final allegorical aspect of the characters of Mimiamb 1 which foreshadows
Mimiamb 8. The leitmotif of the poetic dream, which plays a central role in Mimiamb 8§, makes
an appearance here, when Metriche says (1.9-12):
11 60 0e0¢ TPOS AvOpdTOVG;
10 oM vép eiot mEvie Kov, dOKEWD, UNVES

g€ &v og, TVAMCc, 00 dvap, pa tag Moipag,
TpoOg TV 0PNV EMBoDGav £18€ TIC TOHTNV.

What’s a goddess like you doing amongst men?
10 I reckon it’s about five months Gyllis,

by the Fates it is, since anyone

saw you coming to this door - not even in a dream.
Walter Headlam, Alfred Knox and Graham Zanker note that ovd’ dvap is an idiomatic phrase
with the meaning “not at all”,**' but I suggest that here Herodas plays upon the literal meaning
of the phrase, “not even in a dream”. In comparing Gyllis’ visit to that of a god in a dream, and
Gyllis herself to a goddess, Herodas parodies the initiative role the gods play in poetic dreams
by contrasting that lofty purpose with Gyllis’ efforts to tempt Metriche away from Mandris.
Understanding the parodic nature of Gyllis’ visit lends further credence to Hunter’s suggestion
regarding the character’s entrance, as Gyllis provides the impetus for the narrative action of the
mimiamb through her physical incursion of Metriche’s home, and further does so through her
attempt to instruct the Hipponactean Metriche in the baser side of poetics. This attempt fails:

if Gyllis is notionally the god come to instruct a fledgling poet, Metriche’s threat that she will

wriggle round my headland (if you know what I mean), don’t jest or joke or insult. For, by Zeus, no - no, by the
boys below! - I was not lewd towards men or loose - but Polycrates, an Athenian by birth, was! A subtle chap
with words who gave a bad tongue - he wrote whatever I - or he - wrote. See? I don’t know!”

4! Headlam and Knox (1922), 16-17, Zanker (2009), 24.
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teach Gyllis to sing her limping songs with a limp (i.e., provide ‘correct’ instruction in poetry)
is highly ironic, reversing the expected character roles of the dream, and subverting the stock

. 642
scene of its expected outcome.

Both characters are required (by their presence within
Herodas’ poetry) to use the choliambic metre, but only Metriche, symbolically Hipponactean,
has any hope of mastering it. Gyllis, like her daughter Philaenis, is destined to fail in her attempt
to turn the limping song to her advantage.

* * *

%42 The closest non-parodic initiation scene is that of Archilochus, as discussed in Chapter 4.2, where the young

poet insults his divine visitors: however, that scene still culminates in Archilochus’ receipt of the Muses’ token,
and there is no such unifying resolution to the meeting of Metriche and Gyllis here.
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The poems discussed in this chapter are fundamentally intertextual, whether overtly, as in the
diptych of Mimiambs 6 and 7, or more subtly, as with the relationship between Mimiambs 1
and 8. Indeed, all three pave the way for the explicit revelation and celebration of Herodas’
poetic programme in Mimiamb 8, and further testify to the complex interrelation of the
Mimiambs as works within a unified collection. In Mimiambs 6 and 7, Herodas creates a
pastiche of his own poetry through the interaction and juxtaposition of symbolic characters and
objects, allegorically representing his activity of generic and tonal hybridisation. The
Sophronic division of male and female found in the mimographer’s poetry becomes a point of
departure for Herodas’ own cross-gendered poetics: the distinction is encapsulated in the
BavPmv, a conceptually male and female object which transgresses the mono-gendered
Sophronic division the two mimiambs recollect, and which reflects the hybridity at play
throughout Herodas’ corpus. Cerdon is characterised as a melange of male and female, and of
high and low poetics: the unity of these disparate elements within a single character serve to
encapsulate the leitmotifs of the Mimiambs as a corpus, and equally foreshadows the

comparably encapsulating role Herodas’ persona plays in Mimiamb 8.

In Mimiamb 1, Herodas sets allegorical representations of mimic and choliambic poetry at
odds: Gyllis fails to tempt Metriche with her Hipponactean heritage to commit adultery, while
Gyllis herself flounders when confronted with invective and abuse. Herodas presents an
allegorical failure of generic unification, with each genre remaining distinct. However, this
purported failure is, paradoxically, representative of the wholesale success of Herodas’
hybridising endeavors. The clash of Gyllis and Metriche allows Herodas to exhibit his skill at
generic hybridisation. The failure of unity within the mimiamb is in contrast to the success
which the reader perceives in the poem’s reception, as the allegorical disunity of genre provides
fertile ground for Herodas to demonstrate his innovativeness, creating tension between high
and low modes and capitalising on the supposed incongruity of the juxtaposition of mime and
choliambic. The key to interpreting the mimiamb as a multi-layered consideration of generic
interaction lies in the implication that Gyllis’ visit is like a poetic dream. This emphasises that
the mimiamb has an allegorical and programmatic quality, and further suggests the outset of a
poetic career, reminiscent of the beginnings of Hesiod, Archilochus and others, and
foreshadowing Herodas’ own dream in Mimiamb 8. The reader is therefore invited to interpret
the work as an encapsulation of Herodas’ poetic activity and, in doing so, appreciate the generic
unity and disunity at play within the Mimiambs as a triumphant exhibition of Herodas’ poetic
skill.
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In these poems, the figure of the author is elusive but, much as with Asclepiades’ authorial-
editorial manifestation within his collection, or Callimachus’ ambiguous yet pervasive
presence within the Tomb of Simonides, Herodas permeates the Mimiambs as an organising,
authorising figure. Though Mimiamb 8 exhibits this figures overtly, I have demonstrated in this
chapter - and within Part II of this thesis as a whole - that for Herodas, as for the authors
considered in Part I, the process of authorial self-representation was composite, modulated
between the overt and the elusive. The representation of Herodas the author is therefore not
solely the product of a single poem, but rather an aggregate figure, perceptible within the

reception of the book-roll as a whole.
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Conclusion

From my analysis of the personae of Erinna, Callimachus and Posidippus, Nossis and
Asclepiades, and lastly Herodas, a picture of the self-representative habit in the early years of
the Hellenistic period has emerged, illuminating the complexity of authorial engagement with
the book-roll medium. Fundamentally, this investigation has shown that the process was
multifaceted, and that authors found many and varied ways to engage with the bookish form
of their work in the act of self-representation. This being said, I have emphasised the centrality
of two underpinning aspects which attend all these self-representations, and I will draw my

investigation to a close by summarising them here.

Firstly, I have shown that the authors of book-poetry in the early Hellenistic period persistently
encouraged readerly reflection upon the medial dimension of their work (particularly the
divergence between the presumed setting of a poem, and the reader’s reception situation) and
utilised this reflective process as a means through which to substantiate their own authorial
presence, within their poems. We can observe this with clarity in book-epigram: the epitaphs
for Baucis play with the artificiality of the material context the texts evoke and, in so doing, re-
materialise Erinna in the process of reception; Nossis emphasises her own epigrammatic
materiality as a means of asserting her authorial individuality; Asclepiades’ epigrams on Erinna
and Antimachus (and their poetry) play with the very distinction between an author and their
work, and evince a comparable reintroduction of the author as a presence within the text as that
which occurs in the epigrams ascribed to Erinna. However, epigram is not the sole venue in
which we see reflection on medial form utilised for self-representative purposes. Numerous
other examples of book-poetry acknowledge their existence as texts, requiring a reader to
suspend their disbelief - to ignore that they are reading, not hearing, nor seeing - while those
texts simultaneously emphasise their written character. “Can’t you see the writing on the
base?”, asks Coccale of Cynno in Herodas’ Mimiamb 4 (23-24): the reader, unacknowledged,
but still addressed by this question implicitly, can in fact see the writing, but will never ‘see’
the base. This disjunction between the perception expected within the text, and what the reader
perceives, is also an integral facet of Herodas’ presentation of his authorial persona. The author
depicts a festival in which poetic genres, his critics, poetic predecessor and guarantor come
together, but this is ultimately removed from the reader’s perception, sealed within the dream
and behind his persona’s act of its retelling. In detaching the reader from the moment of the
narrative, the author asserts his control - and that of his persona - over events, and the textual

format of the Mimiambs thus becomes a key facet of Herodas’ programmatic strategy.
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Likewise, in Callimachus’ Tomb of Simonides, the author utilises the subversion of medial
conventions as a means of encapsulating his own authorial activity. In the presentation of
Simonides’ tomb, a sepulchre obliterated - yet now also remade and rebuilt into the new
commemorative edifice of the Aefia - the memorial retains its original function (the
aggrandisement of Simonides) but with an addendum (the covert celebration of Callimachus)
which emphasises the author’s innovative renegotiation of the material associations of epigram,

within the bookish context of his work.

Secondly, and I would suggest most significantly, my analysis has demonstrated the extent to
which authorial self-representation became an intertextual process, on a number of levels, as a
direct result of the book-roll format. The aggregate context which the roll establishes gives rise
to authorial personae that are themselves composite, which emerge from a collective reception
of poems - works that refer, not only to poetry at-large, but to one another. These recurrent
processes of inter and intra-referral are a testament to the symbiotic relationship between an
authorial persona and the collection within which they occur, and moreover, their recurrence
demonstrates the widespread recognition of the book-roll as a medium through which an author
could engage in a dynamic form self-representation. This is a demonstrable facet of the
processes undertaken by Nossis and Asclepiades, instances in which we find authorial personae
responding to their authors’ other works, and indeed to their own alter-incarnations. We find a
similar process in Posidippus’ Seal, wherein the author demonstrates the superior skill of his
persona and his craft through the recollection of his own representation of Philitas. Utilising
his predecessor as a foil, and recalling the programmatic treatment of realism, truth and
representation undertaken in his wider corpus, I have demonstrated that Posidippus undertakes
a comparable instance of composite self-representation, wherein the epigrams of the
Andriantopoiika serve as a frame for the programmatic statement of the Seal. Equally,
Callimachus knowingly recalls Camarina at the outset of the Tomb of Simonides, situating the
work within the Aetia more broadly, while also framing his presentation of Simonides within
the tradition of that poet’s work. In so doing, I have shown how the author encapsulates the
dual contexts of his poem, at once located within the Aetia, but also embedded within
Simonidean poetics, in a process which establishes Callimachus himself as a memorialiser par
excellence. Analysing Herodas’ poetry, I have highlighted the intricate and sustained degree of
intertextuality his collection exhibits, and how the author’s overt act of self-representation is
intimately connected to the process of poetic reflection undertaken across the Mimiambs. The

generically allegorical clash of Metriche and Gyllis in Mimiamb 1 sets the stage for the
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symbolic unification of genres embodied by Herodas’ persona in Mimiamb 8, but the hybrid
nature of mimiambic poetry finds further exploration in the diptych of Mimiambs 6 and 7, and
in Mimiamb 4. Mimiamb 8, and the creation of Herodas’ authorial persona, thus serves as the
culmination of a process which runs throughout the Mimiambs, framing the self-representative

act.

In this thesis, endeavouring to move beyond the basic assessment that the book-roll was an
important influence on notions of authorship (and upon the place of the author in their work)
in the early Hellenistic period, I have offered a more nuanced consideration of precisely how
this influence can be observed in authors’ acts of self-representation. In closing, it is my hope
that this investigation has demonstrated the subtlety and skill of the authors of the bookish turn,
and that it will provide a starting point for further exploration of issues of self-representation,
and the role of media, in one of the most fascinating and poetically vibrant periods of the

ancient world.
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