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SCANDINAVIAN BACKGROUND
OF GREEK MYTHIC COSMOGRAPHY:
THE SUN’S WATER TRANSPORT *

We know from a long passage in Athenaeus (469 c¢—470 d) that many
Greek poets, including very early ones, referred to the sun’s night journey
in a cup-like device. Most of them spoke of the ‘cup’ (10 d€mag);! the poet
of the Titanomachia, followed by other writers, called it the ‘cauldron’
(6 A€Bng).2 Heracles, who once borrowed his vehicle from Helios
(Pisander, Panyassis, Pherecydes—all apud Athen., loc. cit. and Apollod.
Bibl. 2. 5. 10), is also shown to sail in a cauldron on a cup from Vulci.?
The cauldron apparently exemplified a particularly spacious and precious
metal vessel. Mimnermus described the vehicle as a ‘winged hollow
bed’,* but Athenaeus may be right in interpreting Mimnermus’ words as
a hint at the hollow shape of a cup.’> An idea of associating the sun with
a vessel is easy to account for. The round opening of a vessel fits with the
shape of the sun’s disc, and its hollow body provides the sun with a kind
of container in which it can be hidden during the night.

As is clear from the citations in Athenaeus, Helios uses his vehicle to
sail from the place of the sunset to the place of the sunrise. Homer does not
mention such a journey. But since his sun sets into Okeanos and rises from
Okeanos, there is no conflict between two pictures. A puzzle, however,
emerges if we take a closer look at Helios’ daily voyage. The only detailed
exposition we have comes from Mimnermus:

* Research for this article was supported by Central European University (“CEU”)
Special and Extension Programs. The opinions expressed herein are the author’s own
and do not necessarily express the views of CEU.

I Stes. PMGF S 17 = 185; Pis. fr. 5 West; Aesch. fr. 69 Radt; Pherecydes
fr. 18 a Fowler; Antim. fr. 86 Matthews.

2 Fr. 8 Bernab¢; Theolytus FGrHist 478 F 1.

3 ARV 449, 2. See Jessen, “Helios”, RE VIII (1912) 92. Cf. LIMC V (add.) Helios
101.

4 Fr. 12. 5-6 West.

5 Helios’ bowl is a part of iconographic tradition—see LIMC V (add.) Helios
99-100.
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The Sun-god hath received the lot of toil all his days, nor ever cometh
any surcease for his horses or for himself, when rosy-fingered Dawn hath
left Oceanus and mounted the sky; for a lovely winged hollow couch of
precious gold, made by the hands of Hephaestus, bears him lightly across
the billow, on the top of the wave, while he sleeps; it carries him from the
land of the Hesperides even to the country of the Acthiopians, where his
swift chariot and steeds stand waiting until early-born Dawn shall come.
Then the son of Hyperion mounts his car.®

The idea of the Sun’s god changing vehicle is nontrivial. Why should
Helios not keep traveling in a chariot? If the sun is no longer seen during
the night, this is possibly because it is hidden by huge mountains in the
north, as some lonian compatriots of Mimnermus will in fact later assert, or
because it entered an immense cave, as in the Gilgamesh epics, or because
during the night the sun’s disc is turned towards us by its dark side, as
in early Indian cosmography. To be sure, Egyptian Re traveled in a boat,
but he did not change his vehicle: during the day the solar bark sailed
a celestial river and came back during the night along the subterranean
waters. No Near Eastern parallel to the idea of the sun’s changing vehicle
has been identified.” One finds it, however, in Bronze Age Scandinavia.

Before citing the evidence, it is appropriate to recall that the amount
of the metalwork found in Bronze Age Scandinavia clearly points to
the region’s wide and intense trade connections since every piece of
both cooper and tin was imported;® that the Bronze Age ‘Scandinavian
culture’ stretched into the eastern Netherlands, northern Germany, and also
included major islands of the Baltic Sea and some outposts in southern
Finland and Eastern Baltic countries;” and that the Late Bronze Age
Europe witnessed a kind of cultural koine spread from the Atlantic shores
to the Eastern Mediterranean.'”

For the world of ideas, hundreds of representations on Danish
bronze razors!! and thousands of carvings on Swedish and Norwegian

¢ Transl. by C.B. Gulick.

7 See M. L. West, The East Face of Helicon: West Asiatic Elements in Greek Poetry
and Myth (Oxford 1997) 507 f.

8 K. Kristiansen, T.B. Larsson, The Rise of Bronze Age Society (Cambridge 2005)
186.

? German scholars usually speak about ‘nordischer Kreis’; the expression ‘the
Nordic culture’ also appears in works published in English.

10 See J. Bouzek, The Aegean, Anatolia and Europe: Cultural Interrelations in the
Second Millennium B. C. (Praha 1985) and Kristiansen, Larsson (n. 8) Ch. 5-6.

1 See now F. Kaul, Ships on Bronzes. A Study in Bronze Age Religion and
Iconography. Vol. 1: Text; Vol. 2: Catalogue of Danish Finds (Copenhagen 1998).
Similar bronze objects are also found in Sweden, Netherlands and northern Germany.
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rocks'? constitute a considerable body of evidence, though such evidence
is not easy to interpret. The ship is among the most favorite subjects in
these representations. It frequently appears in a close association with
either the Sun or the horse or both. Many ships are shown to transport
the sun; many are decorated with a horse’s figurehead and are, in a sense,
‘sea-horses’. The horse pulling the sun is also a well-known motif. Most
importantly, there are several representations in which the horse pulling
the sun appears along with the ship ‘in such a way as to suggest that the
horse is supposed to take the sun across the sky by day and then rendezvous
with the ship’.!3 Thus, the horse standing on a ship with the Sun’s disc
in front of it is shown on a rock carving from Ostergdtland (Fig. 1).

Fig. 1. A carving from Ostergotland

That the disc represents here the sun is confirmed by the fact that the ship
is facing to the right, that is, moving in the direction in which the sun is
seen to proceed across the sky.'*In a rock carving from Kalleby, Bohuslén,
either the horse (according to some scholars) or the stag (according to the
others) pulling the Sun’s wheel is shown just above the ship (Fig. 2). The
idea of alternatively combining two vehicles is still there in any case.

Fig. 2. A carving from Bohuslén

12 For excellent introduction see P. Gelling, H.E. Davidson, The Chariot of the
Sun (London 1969) and J. Coles, Shadows of a Northern Past. Rock Carvings of
Bohusldn and Ostfold (Oxford 2005). The publications and scholarly literature have
been significantly growing over recent decades. A beautiful archaeological park has
been established in Vitlycke, Bohuslén.

13 M. L. West, Indo-European Poetry and Myth (Oxford 2007) 207.

14 For orientation of the ships in Scandinavian monuments see K.A. Larsen,
“Solvogn og Solkult”, Kuml (1955) 49, Fig. 4 a; Kaul (n. 11) (Text) 185-187.
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The Sun’s god can be sometimes recognized in Scandinavian
monuments. He is riding a one-wheeled chariot drawn by one horse on
a rock carving from Bohuslidn.!> The following description is given to
a carving on the island of Tjorn (a few miles off the west coast of Sweden,
near the famous rock-carving area in the district of Tanum, Bohuslin):
“There is a horse placed in front of a sun cross and a man partly kneeling
with a sword; the man is driving the horse with the help of its flying mane
which acts as reins, and the whole picture is placed on a primitive sleigh-
like ship”'¢ (cf. Fig. 3).

Fig. 3. A carving from the island of Tjorn

The combination of a ship, sun and horse appears also on Scandinavian
bronze razors.!'” The artist who decorated one of such razors seems to have
hinted at the sun’s horse taking off from the ship (Fig. 4).!8

15 Larsen 53, Fig. 7 c. For one-wheeled chariot of the Sun’s (or a related) god
in Indian, Iranian and Irish traditions see M.L. West, Indo-European Poetry and
Myth, 205.

16 J. Pettersson, G. Kristiansson, Héllristningar pd Tjorn (Malung 1977) 116. The
horse and the horseman seem to be shown at the moment of landing.

17 Larsen (n. 14) 47, Fig. 2; 51, Fig. 5 b. Kaul (n. 11) no. 363 displays a horse
landing in a ship, but that part of the razor which could have had the sun’s disc is
broken.

18 Kaul (n. 11) no. 353 (p. 144, the horse can be identified by two characteristic
short strokes). The other four discs with the rays seem to represent the sun taking rest
in a ship, rising sun, culminating sun and declining sun respectively.
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Fig. 4. Bronze razor from Denmark

One may note that the western part of Scandinavia provides
a geographically adequate context for the idea of the Sun’s god changing
vehicle. The people dwelling on the shores which face an immense expanse
of the sea in the west observe at the sunset how the sun touches the watery
surface and subsequently disappears beneath it. To be sure, also in lonia,
on the eastern shores of the Aegean, the western horizon frequently
coincides with the sea’s surface, and the sun is accordingly seen to descend
to the watery surface. But the Greeks of lonia would have certainly known
that the Greeks in Athens or Argos would have seen the sun rising from the
sea, but never setting into it. The inhabitants of the western parts of
Scandinavia were thus in a far better position than the inhabitants of the
Aegean to conceive the idea of the sun’s night journey by water. Before the
recognition of the existence of America, the Atlantic Ocean could have
been reasonably thought of to have been a body of water beyond the edge
of the earth. And if the sun reappears every morning, it is not illogical to
think of it traveling to the east by water. As a matter of fact, the idea of the
sun’s journeys in a boat or ship is well-documented in Bronze Age
Scandinavia. It is represented in bronze and rock carvings. At the same
time, it is obvious that during the day, when the sun is high in the sky, it
does not travel by water; and if the sun changes its medium, it also changes
vehicle. While the cycle presented by Mimnermus and implied by other
Greek poets is strange within the geographical situation of the East
Mediterranean, it is natural for the inhabitants of the Atlantic shores.!®
Historically, the combination of the boat and horse, both associated with
the sun, seems to reflect two different cultural traditions that met in

19" Very much the same can be said in respect to the Homeric idea of the stars bathing
in waters of Okeanos. Scandinavia also provided the only favourable geographical
context for an idea of the surrounding ocean. It is only here that the body of water
stretched from the west to encompass the land also from the north (in accordance to the
sun’s boat night journey from the west to the east through the north). It is worth noting
that in Snorri’s Edda the surrounding ocean is known as the world serpent—an archaic
feature that could not have borrowed from the tradition of classical geography.
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Scandinavia: the tradition of the megalithic culture of Atlantic Europe (for
the sun’s boat) and that of the battle-axes culture brought by the Indo-
Europeans from Eastern or Central Europe (for the sun’s horse and chariot).

As for the sun’s cup-like vehicle, its representation is found on a bronze
vessel from Siem, Jutland (Fig. 5). This representation seems also to
echo a particular detail given by Mimnermus.
This poet presents the hollow bed of Helios as
possessing wings.2? But wings are appropriate
to bear one across the sky, and not the sea. The
solar cup-like boat of Siem is not depicted with
wings, but it is itself in a way a water bird and
therefore can be said to be winged.

It is further worth noting that Siem’s
vessel is a cauldron, and that representations
of the sun’s vehicle, both of Siem type and of
somewhat different types, regularly appear on
the Late Bronze Age cauldrons from Scandinavia, Hungary, and Italy.?!
The cauldrons with such decoration can be possibly seen as symbolic
substitutes for the sun’s cauldron. And we saw that the cauldron is a parti-
cularly well-attested version of the sun’s vessel in early Greek tradition.

Some scholars believe that this type of decoration originated in the
Danube region from where it radiated outward.?? Whatever the truth
concerning details of the decoration or the shape of such vessels, the
idea behind the type was formed, I suggest, in a region where the sun
was regularly observed to set into the sea; and this fits far better with the
western shores of Jutland, Sweden, and Norway than with any part of
Central Europe. The very association of the sun with the ship may also
imply the experience of regularly seeing the sun descending into the sea.

A reference to the ship transporting the sun’s vessel can probably be
recognized in a remarkable object found in 1895 at Skallerup, Zeeland
(Fig. 6). It was dated to the period III of the Scandinavian Bronze Age,??
and dendrochronology suggests that in nearby Jutland period III began not

Fig. 5. Detail of
decoration of a bronze
vessel from Siem, Jutland

20 The manuscript tradition presents Helios himself possessing wings. But then
Helios does not need his horses. Editors rightly follow Heyne who proposed reading
dnoéntepog instead of dndmTEPOV.

2l G. von Merhart, Hallstatt und Italien. Gesammelte Aufsditze zur Friihen
Eisenzeit in Italien und Mitteleuropa, ed. G. Kossack (Mainz 1969) pl. 44, 47, 48. Some
specimens may belong to the Early Iron Age.

22 Von Merhart (n. 21) 327-364.

23 H.C. Broholm, Danske Oldsager. Vol. 3: £ldre Bronzealder (Kebenhavn 1952)
63 (N 335).
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Fig. 6. Bronze cauldron from Skallerup

later than 1316 BC.?* In the words of a prominent scholar, “this peculiar
object ... consists of a hammered cauldron sailing forward on two ships
with swan-figures in the bow and stern, the whole mounted on a wheel
frame with two pairs of four-spoked wheels”.??

There is much to justify speaking of the ships in connection with the
Skallerup cauldron. The ships decorated with bird’s protomae at both prow
and stern constitute a well-known type, commonly called Vogelbarke. 1t is
well attested in the Danube region, Italy and especially in Scandinavia.2¢
Double ships repeatedly appear on Scandinavian bronzes,?’ and combining

24 K. Randsborg, “The Nordic Bronze Age: Chronological Dimensions”, Acta
Archaeologica 67 (1996 [= Suppl. 1: Absolute Chronology, ed. by K. Randsborg]) 66;
K. Randsborg, K. Christiansen, “Bronze Age Oak-Coffin Graves: Archaeology and
Dendro-Dating”, Acta Archaeologica 77 (2006 [= Suppl. 7]).

25 P. V. Glob, The Mound People (London 1974) 148. See also F. Kaul,
“Kultwagen”, Reallexikon der germanischen Altertumskunde 17 (Berlin—New York
22001) 463478, esp. 473 f.

26 W. Kimmig, “Seevolkerbewegung und Urnenfelderkultur”, in: Studien aus
Alteuropa (Bonn 1964) 1, 224 identifies the type as “donauldndische Vogelbarken”.
A similar approach was taken by H. Henken, Tarquinia, Villanovans and Early Etruscans
(Cambridge, Mass. 1968) 2, 514-517, 537, 568-570. For the likely Scandinavian
origin of the type see my “Mice Destroying an Army (Hdt. 2. 141) and a Solution
of the Tocharian Problem”, Hyperboreus 16/17 (2010/2011) 39-43 and “Bukunru
OponzoBoro Beka u ux Hacnenue” (“The Vikings of the Bronze Age and their Legacy”),
Stratum plus 2 (2012) 84-89.

27 E. Sprockhoff, “Nordische Bronzezeit und frithes Griechentum”, JbRGZM 1
(1954) 57, Abb. 14; Kaul (n. 11) no. 99; 168, etc.
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two ships can be explained either as reflection of actual practice?® or as
the motif of twin ships related to the cult of divine Twins.?® A ship put
on wheels is something very well known from the tradition of European
carnivals, and it appears already on a sixth-century Attic vase painting.3?

Now, what is the function of the wheels? The famous Trundholm
group (also from Zealand and from about the same epoch as the Skallerup
cauldron) which consists of the horse pulling the sun’s disc, both put on
wheels, has an opening for the cord.?! It is clear, then, that it was used for
ceremonial processions. One may think of a similar use of the Skallerup
cauldron—all the more so because it represents a certain type.3? This
suggests, in turn, that the vessel put on the ships and wheels (to be carried
in a procession) had a symbolic meaning. Greek poetry, I propose, reveals
this meaning: the vessel symbolized the sun’s cauldron in which the sun
was hidden during the night.

The suggestion that the Skallerup cauldron hints at the sun’s vehicle
agrees well with an iconographic motif of a disc combined with four bird
protomae. This motif is attested in two regions that display a number of
strikingly similar cultural elements, Scandinavia and Italy. It is probably
worth noting that its version on a bronze shield from Denmark (Fig. 7)

Fig. 7. Bronze shield from Denmark

28 @G. Hallstrom, “Uritggade kanoter i Sverige?”, Fornvdnnen (1925) 50-70.

2 K. Kristiansen, “Rock Art and Religion. The Sun Journey in Indo-European
Mythology and Bronze Age Rock Art”, in: A. Fredell, F. Criado, K. Kristiansen (eds.),
Representations and Communications (Oxford 2010) 99 ff.

30 See J. Boardman, “A Greek Vase from Egypt”, JHS 78 (1958) 6, Fig. 3.

31 Glob (n. 25) 103.

32 G.Rausing, “The Wheeled Cauldrons and the Wine”, Antiquity 71 (1997) 994-999.
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involves seven concentric circles. As I argue elsewhere, the number
seven was strongly connected with the sun, and especially with the
sun’s seasonal movement from solstice to solstice;>3 the concern with
this movement fits very well with the involvement of such symbols as
migratory birds (be those swans, wild geese or ducks). Further, the motif
can be reasonably seen as a variant of the Vogelbarke type, while the
latter derives in fact from that of the Sonnen-Vogel-Barke.3*

To be sure, the cauldron put on a ship need not necessarily contain
the sun. The Skallerup cauldron contained in fact burnt bones. Does
this contradict the proposed interpretation? Even if one allows that the
Skallerup cauldron was originally used for burnt bones, there is still
a likely association of some cremation burials with the sun cult. Fire
and the sun could have been easily related, and were indeed related in
Europe of the very old, as so many European seasonal festivals prove.
Now, it is plausibly suggested that the sun must have been to the Bronze
Age Scandinavians ‘the symbol of resurrection par excellence’.?> One
may, then, suppose a kind of wishful “logic” behind placing burnt bones
in a vessel symbolizing the sun: just as the sun ever returns to new life, so
will the deceased; or as the sun (with its fire) brings every spring new life,
so fire will do to the deceased. There is some evidence to support the actual
existence of such a train of thought. On the neck of a funerary urn from
Oster Hierting, one may see a person with raised hands and outstretched
fingers, an image analogies to which are also known from Scandinavian
rock carvings. Knud A. Larsen seems to be right to interpret the raised
hands and outstretched fingers as symbolizing sunrise and dawn (and he
aptly recalls rosy-fingered Eos of Homer in this connection).3® Then we
have a combination of a funerary urn with an image of the god of the sun’s
light, and I see no other explanation for this combination than the hope
for resurrection. Further, a house-urn from Vulci (said to be of the early
eighth century) has a Vogelbarke on the roof and a typical Sonnen-Vogel-

3 D. Panchenko, “Solar Light and the Symbolism of the Number Seven”,
Hyperboreus 12 (2006) 21-36.

34 Von Merhart (n. 21) 327 interprets the motif of a disc combined with four
bird protomae in terms of purely ornamental development, he proposes that it is just
mirrored Sonnen-Vogel-Barke of a certain (Lavindsgaard) type. This train of thought
thus deprives the combination of symbolic meaning and also neglects the independent
existence of the double ship motif. Merhart is further prone to assume Hungarian
provenance of the motif of a disc combined with four bird protomae, but he cites no
example from the Danube region and explicitly notes that the Lavindsgaard type has
no parallels there.

35 Gelling, Davidson (n. 12) 58.

36 Larsen (n. 14) esp. 54, Fig. 8.
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Barke on its side surface.?” Hence we have a clear reference to the sun in
connection with cremation. It is also worth noting that house-urns belong
to the cultural elements shared by Etruria and Scandinavia (in a specified,
larger sense).38

It is thus likely that the Skallerup object represents the sun’s cauldron.

It is appropriate to specify that wheeled cauldrons are known also from
the Danube region, and according to an influential scholarly view the type
originated there, which in turn may suggest that the idea of sun’s journey
in a bronze vessel originated there as well. However, the bronze vessel is
to be transported by boat, and I already noted that Atlantic sea shores fit
better with the corresponding assumption than the planes or mountains
of Central Europe. Since I can imagine, nevertheless, that it was believed
somewhere in what is modern Romania that the sun rose in the east from
the sea (the Black Sea) and came back from the west, hidden during the
night in a big bronze vessel, by sailing in a boat down such a long and east
flowing river as the Danube, I do not deny categorically the possibility of
Central European origin of the idea in question, even though I put in the
title of this paper ‘Scandinavian’ rather than ‘northern’ background (of
Greek mythic cosmography).3?

One may venture suggesting that there is a reference to the sun’s
cauldron in an open circular outline drawn right above a ship, repeatedly
found in rock carvings (Fig. 8 a).40 Sometimes two such objects are shown
above one ship (Fig. 8 b), but the same holds also for the sun’s images.
A carving from Bohuslin displays the same element in combination not
only with a ship but also with horses (Fig. 8 ¢).#! A pair of horses is
arecurrent motif in Scandinavian rock carvings, and in the Eddic tradition
the sun is carried by two horses, Arvak and Alsvin (Grimnismal 37 and
also in Snorri Sturlusson’s Gylfaginning). The combination of a ship
with horses strongly suggests a reference to the sun’s transport. This
fits well with the idea that the element under discussion represents the
sun’s cauldron, though the corresponding conclusion remains of course
hypothetical.

37 Die Etrusker und Europa (Paris—Mainland 1992) 116 (N 35).

38 See the map, ibid., 193.

39 For the historical context see Panchenko (n. 25).

40 See, for instance: A. Fredsjd, Hdllristingar i Kville héiirad, Svenneby socken
(Goteborg 1971) 240 PIL. IIT and VIII, 242, 285 Pl. 1V; idem, Hdllristingar i Kville
héirad, Bottna socken (Goteborg 1975) 299 Pl. VI; idem, Hdllristingar i Kville hdrad,
Kville socken (Goteborg 1981) 167 PL. 11, 185 P1. I, 186 PL 11, cf. 172 PL. XI.

41 For the context see R. Bradley, “Danish Razors and Swedish rocks: Cosmology
and the Bronze Age Landscape”, Antiquity 80 (2006) 380, Fig. 5.
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Fig. 8, a—c. Carvings from Bohuslidn

In sum, it is possible to locate Scandinavian parallels for specific motifs
of the sun’s daily journey as it is represented in Mimnermus’ poetry, such
as a cup-like device (which is found on the cauldron from Siem) and the
motif of changing a vehicle (which is repeatedly implied in representations
found on both rocks and metalwork). Greek influence upon Scandinavia
in the case in question is unlikely for the simple reason that the solar cult
was marginal in Greece in both Mycenaean and later times, while it was
central in Bronze Age Scandinavia. Moreover, it was Scandinavia and
not the Aegean which provided a geographically adequate context for the
emergence of the idea of the sun’s changing vehicle. Furthermore, this idea
recurs in the Latvian folk tradition (the Sun travels alternately in a chariot
and in a boat),*> while western, seaside Latvia may be said to have belonged
in the Bronze Age to the realm of ‘Scandinavian’ (or ‘Nordic’) culture; in
any case Latvia and Scandinavia are parts of the same Baltic region.

There remains a very odd idea of the sun’s sailing in a cup or a
cauldron. Likely Scandinavian parallels to Aegean poetry have it seen as
a transformation of an initially more natural notion, according to which
the cauldron itself is transported by a boat. But why, one may ask, does
the boat not figure in the Greek tradition? It is absent even in Mimnermus,
whether or not one follows Athenaeus in identifying the poet’s ‘hollow
bed’” with a cup-like vehicle. To answer this question we should take
into account a characteristic feature of Greek mythology which has been
emphasized by David Konstan: gods can represent the natural world, but

42 See West (n. 13) 209.
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they are never confused with particular elements of that world.** Let us
imagine that early Greek poets were familiar with the notion of the vessel
of Helios and they also heard of Helios’ night journey by water. The same
word means in Greek both the Sun as god and the object shining in the sky.
Now, it would be strange for a Greek poet to think of Sun’s god, Helios,
getting into a vessel every night. “The vessel of Helios” would mean for
such a poet something that Helios uses. For crossing the sky, the idea of
riding a chariot was available, and the vessel used by Helios turned into his
water transport. The very idea of the sun’s vessel belongs in fact to a type
of religion different from that recorded for the Greeks. The sun’s vessel
is meant to contain fire (because of which the sun shines and emits heat)
and not a person. The idea belongs to a religion in which natural powers
are not substituted for the strength, benevolence and anger of divine
anthropomorphic characters in such a systematic way as in Greek religion.
Accordingly, this idea may be seen as an intruder in Greek mythology,
even as we have seen reasons to think of Scandinavian influence upon the
corresponding element of Greek mythic cosmography.*

It is not easy, however, to specify the route and the time of the arrival
of the idea at Greece. Particular cultural elements common to both
Scandinavia and the Aegean are known from the Middle Helladic / Middle
Minoan until early Archaic periods.*> The motif of the Sonnen-Vogel-
Barke is attested for Pylos shortly before its destruction (Fig. 9).4¢

4 D. Konstan, “What is Greek about Greek Mythology?”, Kernos 4 (1991) 11-30.

4 Gisela Fuchs in her interesting study proposes a Near Eastern origin of the idea
of the sun’s cup—G. Fuchs, Der Becher des Sonnengottes. Zur Entwicklund der Motivs
“Becher des Zorn” (Minster, etc. 2003). But in reality she is trying to recover the
notion of the sun’s cup in the Old Testament mainly on the basis of Greek poetry. It is
true, she adduces an interesting report by Pausanias (9, 41, 1 f.) on an object in a Lycian
temple which she plausibly interprets as pointing to the sun’s cup. But in what sense
does Lycia represent the East? There was significant movement of various ethnic and
military groups from Europe to Asia Minor in the late second— early first millennia
BC. The Phrygians, Mysians, Lydians and in all probability Carians came from Europe.
The Lycians were among the Sea Peoples, and at least many of the Sea People were of
European (including Scandinavian) background. After all, the cultural legacy of the Sea
Peoples can be discerned in the Old Testament itself.

4 See Bouzek (n. 10); Kristiansen, Larsson (n. 8); Panchenko (n. 25) 82 f., 106—109.

4 C.W.Blegenetal., The Palace of Nestor at Pylos in Western Messenia (Cincinnati
1973) 111, 16, Fig. 108. Parallels to other elements of the Pylos diadem decoration can
be found in Denmark and Pomeranian—see: E. Sprockhoff, “Das bronzene Zierband
von Kronshagen bei Kiel”, Offa 14 (1955) 35, Fig. 13, 3; 4-5. The mushroom-like
images (in my reproduction, the Pylos diadem is seen upside down) repeatedly occur in
Scandinavian bronzes and rock carvings.
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Fig. 9. Golden diadem from Pylos

It reappears somewhat later on a krater sherd from Tiryns (Fig. 10 a;
cf. e. g. Fig. 10 b).

Fig. 10 a-b. A krater sherd from Tiryns; Vogelbarke from Emden
(Lower Saxony)

A sherd from Kynos of about the same epoch displays a ship’s figurehead
remarkably similar to that seen on a Danish bronze razor (Fig. 11 a-b).

Fig. 11 a-b. A sherd from Kynos; bronze razor from Denmark



18 Dmitri Panchenko

Another striking parallel appears much later, in a representation on an
Attic geometric vase (Fig. 12). We see here a ship that in all probability
transports the sun. Here it is self-sufficient subject matter—precisely as on
Scandinavian rock carvings (Fig. 13 a—d).

Fig. 12. Attic geometric vase

el Sl

Xy %

Fig. 13 a—d. Carvings from Bohuslidn and Ostergotland

Moreover, the ship on the Attic vase has neither mast nor sail, and
the team is indicated by vertical strokes—all elements characteristic of the
representation of ships on Scandinavian petroglyphs. It is quite possible,
after all, that Scandinavian influence, both direct and indirect, reached the
Aegean in several waves. This is a matter for further investigation.*

Dmitri Panchenko
dmpanchenko@yahoo.com

St Petersburg State University and
Bibliotheca Classica Petropolitana

* | am grateful to Matthew Kendall for correcting my English.
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Bnaromaps Apurero (469 c—470 d) Ham H3BECTHO, YTO MHOTHE TPEYECKHE TIOITHI,
B TOM YHCJIE OUYCHb PaHHHUE, B CBOMX CTHXaX yITOMHUHAIN HOYHOE TJIaBAHUE COJTHIIA
B KakOM-TO cocyze. OHu 13 HUX TOBOPHIIN O “‘darie”, apyrue—o “korie”. Y Mum-
HEpMa, B €IMHCTBEHHOM COXPAaHHMBIIEMCSI Pa3BEPHYTOM OIMCAaHWH TAKOTO POAA,
9TO ““KpBUIaTOE TIONO0E JIoXKe”, HO AQHUHEH, BEpPOATHO, IIPaB, yCMaTPUBAsi B CIIOBAX
M 9TOTO TI09TA OTCBUIKY K MOJ0# (hopme darmm. [IprMedaTensHOI 9epToil exxeTHeB-
HOTO TyTenIecTBHs [ ennoca=cosHma, KakiM OHO TIpeAcTaeT y MuMHepMa, SBIIs-
€Tcs CMEHa TPAHCHOPTHOTO CPENCTBA: KOJECHMIIBI, HECYIEH JHEM COHETHOTO



20 Dmitri Panchenko

oora 1o BO3yXy, Ha CBOCro poaa JjJaJablo, B KOTOpOI\/'I OH IepeMeIacTCsa HOYbIO.
B crarne IIOKa3bIBAC€TCs, UYTO 00a MOTHBa—H ILIABAaHUE COJIHIIA B COCYAC, U CMCHA
COJIHEYHBIM 00rOM TPAHCIIOPTHOI'O CPEACTBA —CEBEPHOT'O IPOUCXOKACHUA. HepBBIﬁ
MOTHUB 3apOANJICA 6o B CKaH,Z[I/IHaBI/II/I, 100 B HUKHEM HOHyHaBLe, BTOpOﬁ—
CKOpeeC BCCIo, B CKaH,I[I/IHaBI/II/I, 1 00a MOTHBA (HepBBIﬁ—KOCBGHHO, BTOpOfI—HGCO-
MHGHHO) 3aCBUICTCIILCTBOBAHEI B H306paBI/IT€J'ILHLIX IHaMATHHUKaX CKaHAWMHABCKOT'O
6pOH30BOFO BCKa.

Many Greek poets, including very early ones, referred to the sun’s night journey in
a cup-like device. Most of them spoke of the ‘cup’; the poet of the Titanomachia,
followed by other writers, called it the ‘cauldron’. Mimnermus described it as
a ‘winged hollow bed’, but Athenaeus may be right in interpreting Mimnermus’
words as a hint at the hollow shape of a cup. The only detailed exposition of Helios’
daily voyage comes from Mimnermus. It includes nontrivial idea of the Sun’s god
changing vehicle. During the day Helios travels in a chariot and during the night he
uses a ‘winged hollow bed’ to sail from the place of the sunset to the place of the
sunrise. It is argued in this paper that the motif of the sun’s night journey in a cup-
like device originated either in the Danube region or in Scandinavia and that the
motif of the Sun’s god changing vehicle is of Scandinavian provenance.



THE EDUCATION OF ARTISTS
IN ANCIENT GREECE

Introductory Remarks

The aim of this article is to collect the written evidence which may help
us to understand what type of education and training ancient Greek artists
enjoyed throughout the different ages and in the most important artistic
centres.

As I shall point out several documents may be also enlightening about
the relations between masters and pupils and may indicate the influence of
philosophical ideas on this phenomenon.

I believe that this topic has been little studied and that several relevant
sources have not yet been fully used in order to enhance our knowledge of
this issue.!

These considerations hopefully justify the present study of this topic.

Masters and pupils in the workshops
of artists of archaic Greece

In archaic Greece the rivalry among craftsmen who work with the same
materials and the same techniques was very harsh.

I'T delivered lectures on the education of ancient Greek artists in the University
of Pavia in March, 2007 as well as at Saint-Petersburg, in the Bibliotheca Classica, in
September, 2007. I thank Prof. Harari, who invited me to deliver my lecture in Pavia,
as well as Profs. Kazansky, Gavrilov, Verlinsky, who encouraged me to talk about
the results of my research in Saint-Petersburg. About workshops in ancient Greece,
see S. Nolte, Steinbruch—Werkstatt—Skulptur (Gottingen 2006) 9-303 who cites the
most important previous bibliography. About workshops of painters see A. Anguissola,
“La bottega dell’artista”, in: C. Gallazzi and S. Settis (eds.), Le tre vite del Papiro
di Artemidoro (Milan 2006) 124-131 with relevant previous bibliography. About
workshops of sculptors, see G. Bejor, “Nella bottega del marmorario”, in: G. Bejor
(ed.), Botteghe e artigiani (Milan 2012) 1-26 and M. Castoldi, “Nella bottega del
bronzista”, ibid., 23—63. The education of ancient artists as well as their social and
economic status have been considered by K. Seaman, Rhetoric and Innovation in the
Art of the Hellenistic Courts (Berkeley 2010) with good previous bibliography (the
whole book is pertinent to this problem).

21
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Hesiod, Op. 11-26 illustrated at length this phenomenon:

So there was not just one birth of Strife after all, but upon the earth there
are two Strifes. One of these a man would praise once he got to know it,
but the other is blameworthy; and they have thoroughly opposed spirits.
For the one forsters evil war and conflict—cruel one, no mortal loves that
one, but it is by necessity that they honor the oppressive Strife, by the
plans of the immortals. But the other one gloomy Night bore first; and
Cronus’ high-throned son, who dwells in the aether, set it in the roots of
the earth, and it is much better for man. It rouses even the helpless man
to work. For a man who is not working, but who looks at some other
man, a rich one who is hastening to plow and plant and set his house in
order, he envies him, one neighbor envying his neighbor who is hastening
towards wealth: and this Strife is good for mortals. And potter is angry
with potter, and builder with builder, and beggar begrudges beggar, and
poet poet (transl. Loeb).2

The situation described by Hesiod is also the social background of an
anecdote attributed to the father of the artists, Daedalus: this artist is told
to have become the master of Talos or Perdix, the son of his sister. This
boy was so skilled that very soon Daedalus became jealous of him and
eventually killed his promising pupil (D. S. 4. 76; Hyg. Fab. 244; Schol.
E. Or. 161).

This legend reveals already for the period which for us is the
Orientalizing one a few aspects of the training of artists:

1) the relationship between masters and pupils;

2) the transmission of an art inside a specific family: Talos or Perdix
was the son of Daedalus’ sister;

3) the artificis invidia which may lead even to the slying of the rival—
no matter if he is in fact the best pupil of the killer: this driving force—
which Hesiod interprets as the negative Eris—is also one of the founding
features of the life of artisans.?

For the archaic period the literary tradition gives emphasis to relations
between masters and pupils: the latter are supposed to have been trained
under the former and for this reason to have followed styles and techniques
which characterized the oeuvre of their masters. In this way artistic schools,
characterized by certain peculiarities (relations with patrons, subjects,

2 See about the reference of this passage to the rivalry among craftsmen,
B. Schweitzer, “Der bildende Kiinstler und der Begriff des Kiinstlerischen in der
Antike”, in: id., Zur Kunst der Antike 1 (Tiibingen 1963) 18-40 and Seaman (n. 1).

3 On Daedalus, see D. Vollkommer-Glokler, “Daidalos (I)”, in: R. Vollkommer
(ed.), Kiinstlerlexikon der Antike 1 (Munich 2001) 151-152.
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styles, technical features) were formed and sometimes had a long existence
spanning for several generations.*

In the field of bronze sculpture the tradition of schools begins with
Rhoecus who educated in this art his sons Telecles and Theodoros: this
tradition was then continued by the son of Telecles, another Theodorus
(Hdt. 3. 41; D.S. 1. 98; Paus. 8. 14. 8; D.L. 2. 103).> This genealogy
illustrates eloquently that the transmission of a specific t€xvn and style
took place preferably within the same oikoc.

In the field of marble sculpture the school of Chios was supposed
to have began this activity, lasting for 4 generations with the sculptors
Melas, Micciades, Archermus, Boupalus and Athenis (/G3 683; 1. Delos 9;
1. Pergamon 46; IG 12. 5. 147; CIG 6141; Hor. Epod. 6. 13—14; Acron.
Schol. Hor. ad loc.; Plin. NH. 36. 11; Paus. 4. 30. 6 and 9. 35. 6; Suid. s. v.
Trrovaé and schol. Ar. Av. 573).6

The school of Daedalus continues with Dipoenus and Scyllis from
Gortys (Paus. 2. 15. 1): these two students are regarded to have been the
sons of Daedalus.”

These sculptors had as students Theocles (Paus. 5. 17. 2),% Dontas (Paus.
6. 19. 12),° Dorycleidas and Medon, all from Sparta (Paus. 5. 17. 1).10

Clearchus from Rhegium was regarded student of Daedalus or of
Dipoenus and Scyllis or of Euchirus from Corinth as well as of Chilon of
Patras (Paus. 3. 17. 6 and Suid. s. v. Zootpatog).!! Euchirus had also been

4 Concerning the flourishing of schools of artists in Greece throughout the archaic
period the bibliography is of course extensive. Here I cite only C. Bol, Friihgriechische
Bilder (Munich 2005) and P. Bol (ed.), Friihgriechische Plastik 1 (Mainz 2002) 71-269.

5 See H. J. Kienast, “Rhoikos”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) II (2004) 351-352;
S. Ebbinghaus, “Telekles”, ibid., 437—438 and “Theodoros (i)”, 445447, K. Kilinski,
“Theodoros (ii)”, 447-448.

¢ See R. Vollkommer, “Melas (i)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) IT (2004) 60; A. Bohne,
“Mikkiades”, ibid. 82; R. Vollkommer, “Archermos”, ibid., 1 (2001) 76-77; V. Miiller,
“Bupalos”, ibid. 125-126; G. Broker, “Athenis”, ibid., 104—105. See also M. D’ Acunto,
“Ipponatte e Boupalos, e la dialettica tra poesia e scultura in eta arcaica”, R4 (2007)
227-268.

7 On Dipoenus, see A. Hermary, “Dipoinos”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) I (2001) 184—
185; on Scyllis, id., “Skyllis”, ibid., 11 (2004) 398. While the historicity of the figure
of Daedalus is controversial, the existence of Dipoenus and Scyllis and of the other
students of this school is generally accepted.

8 On Theocles see R. Vollkommer, “Theokles”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) IT (2004) 455.

® On Dontas, see A. Herr, “Dontas”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) I (2001) 192.

10 On Dorycleidas, see E. Raming, “Dorykleidas”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) T (2001)
193; On Medon, O. Giilcky, “Medon”, ibid., 11 (2004) 57.

11 On Clearchus see D. Vollkommer-Glokler, “Klearchos”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3)
1(2001) 413.
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a student of Dipoenus and Scyllis (Paus. 6. 4. 4).!2 Finally these two Cretan
sculptors educated in the art of marble sculpture Tectacus and Angelion
(Paus. 2. 32. 5).13

The Athenian Endoeus was also thought to have been a student of
Daedalus (Paus. 1. 26. 4 and Athenagoras, Legatio pro Christianis 14. 61).14

Arelative of Daedalus, Eucheir, was supposed to have ‘found’ painting
(Arist. in Plin. NH 7. 205).15

Thus the school of Daedalus was supposed to have trained both the first
sculptors and the first painters: his school would have been the dominant
one in the period which for us is the early archaic one and through its
students it would have established its prestige on Crete (with Dipoenus
and Scyllis), in Sparta (with Theocles, Dontas, Dorycleidas, Medon), in
Corinth (with Euchirus), in Attica (with Endoeus), on the Cyclades (with
Tectaeus and Angelion) and in southern Italy (with Clearchus).

In the late archaic period the process of learning the ‘art’ of making
bronze statues from fathers is referred to the Argive sculptors Eutelidas and
Chrysothemis in an inscription on the base of the statues of two Olympic
winners (Olympia, inscription no. B 10471 and Paus. 6. 10. 5-6).1°

From this inscription the transmission of the skills of making works
of art according to a specific téxvn inside the oixog, from fathers to sons,
appears obvious and explains why the archaic sculpture is essentially
a phenomenon characterized by schools.!”

Another renowned archaic school in the art of making bronze
statues is that of Sicyon: the two brothers Canachus and Aristocles are
the founders of this tradition (Paus. 6. 9. 1).!8 Then Aristocles taught the
art to the Aeginetan Synnoon who handed it down to his son Ptolichus.

12 On Euchirus, see R. Vollkommer, “Eucheiros (i)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) I (2001)
221.

13 On these two sculptors, see E. Paul, W. Miiller, “Angelion und Tektaios”, in:
Vollkommer (n. 3) I (2001) 45.

14 See P. A. Marx, “Acropolis 6257, Hesperia 70 (2001) 221-254; A. K. Andreio-
menou, “Zur Werkstatt des Endoios”, AM 115 (2000) 83—113 and C. Keesling, “Endoios
Painting from the Themistoklean Wall”, Hesperia 68 (1999) 509-548.

15 See N. J. Koch, De picturae initiis (Munich 1996) 7—185 and R. Vollkommer,
“Eucheir (i), in: Vollkommer (n. 3) I (2001) 220.

16 See the comment by C. Zizza, Le iscrizioni nella Periegesi di Pausania (Pisa
2006) 282-285, no. 33.

17 See Bol, Friihgriechische Plastik (n. 4).

18 About Canachus, see J. Meischner, Spdte Archaic und frither Strenger Stil
(Bremen 2009); V. M. Strocka, “Der Apollo des Kanachos”, JdI 117 (2002) 81-125;
P. Schollmeyer, “Kanachos (i)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) I (2001) 400-402. About
Aristocles, see G. Broker, “Aristokles (iii)”, ibid., 86—87.
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Later exponents of the same school were the Chian Sostratus and his son
Pantias. Chanachus was also the master of Ascarus of Thebes according
to Paus. 5. 24. 1 (see also Paus. 6. 3. 11 and 9. 3).!° From this picture it is
clear that a renowned school such as that of Sicyon attracted talents also
from faraway: Aegina, Thebes and even Chius.

According to the ancient tradition there was a continuity from the
Daedalic school to the most important school of sculptors in late archaic
Greece: that of Aegina. Callon, the most important master of Aegina in the
late 6™ ¢. BC, was a student of Tectaecus and Angelion (Paus. 2. 32. 5).20

The ancient sources do not give evidence for the continuity of schools
from the late archaic to the early classical period.

In fact only one master of the late 6™ c. is said to have had a student
who became important in the 5™ c.: Clearchus of Rhegium, student of
Euchirus from Corinth and, as I shall point out below, master of Pytha-
goras of Rhegium.

Thus it seems that the ancient tradition was fully aware that there
had been a clear change of art and styles from the archaic to the classical
period.?!

The Early Classical Period

From the early 5t c. BC there are new and prestigious schools.

One is that established by the Aeginetan bronze sculptor Onatas, whose
most important pupil probably had been Calamis (Paus. 6. 12. 1).22

A second school is that established at Athens by the bronze sculptor
Hegias who had Phidias as his most important student (D. Chrys.
55.1.282).%3

19 About Synnoon, see E. Walter-Karydi, “Synnoon”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) II
(2004) 430; about Ptolichus, see ead., “Ptolichos (i)”, ibid., 329-330. About Sostratos,
see A. Villing, “Sostratos (i)”, ibid., 413—414; about Pantias, see U. W. Gottsche,
“Pantias”, ibid., 182. About Ascarus, see G. Broker, “Askaros”, ibid., 1 (2001) 98.

20 On the Aeginetan school of sculpture see E. Walter Karydi, Die Aeginetische
Bildhauerschule (Mainz am Rhein 1987) 13—18 on Callon. About this bronze sculptor,
see also ead., “Kalon (i)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) 1 (2001) 397-399.

21 About this change of art and styles see A. Stewart, “The Persian and Carthaginian
Invasions of 480 B.C. E. and the Beginning of the Classical Style”, 4J4 112 (2008)
377412 and 581-615.

22 About Onatas, see E. Walter-Karydi, “Onatas (I)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) II
(2004) 155-159. About Calamis, see P. Moreno, “Kalamis (i)”, ibid., 1 (2001) 373-382.

23 About Hegias, see D. Vollkommer-Glokler, “Hegias (I)”, in: Vollkommer
(n. 3) 1(2001) 289. Of course about Phidias see C. Cullen, Pheidias (London 2009)
particularly 755 about his studentship under Hegias.
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However the rise of strong personalities such as that of Phidias, which
characterizes the art of the classical period, involves that the pupil does not
always follow the artistic path of his master but establishes his own style,
thus becoming “rival” (aemulus) of his master. Thus Phidias became rival
of Hegias according to Pliny, NH 34. 49, although he had previously been
a student of this master.

A third school was that founded also at Athens by the bronze sculptors
Critius and Nesiotes.2* The most important of the two was Critius who
late in his career became also a rival of Phidias, as it is stated by Pliny,
NH 34. 49: indeed the establishment in the same social environment of
strong personalities must have exasperated the rivalry among schools and
sculptors operating in the same field and for the same market.

The most important pupil of Critius had been Ptolichus from Corcyra,
then Ptolichus had Amphion of Cnossus as his best student, then Amphion
taught the art of bronze sculpture to Pison from Calauria and eventually
Damocritus from Sicyon had been a student of Pison (Paus. 6. 3. 5).25
Thus the school of Critius lasted for at least five generations spanning
throughout most of the classical period.

Other students of Critius had been Diodorus and Skyninus (Plin. NH
34. 85).26

The fact that at least three bronze masters are recorded as having been
students of Critius gives an idea of the importance of his school.

An old school descending from Daedalus which still flourished was
that of Euchirus from Corinth who had as student Clearchus of Rhegium:
the latter became the master of Pythagoras of Rhegium (Paus. 6. 4. 3 and
Suid s. v. ZooTpartog).?’

The most important school of bronze sculptors established in this
period probably has been that of Hageladas from Argus: he became the
master of Phidias (Suid. s. v. TeAd&dac; Scholiast to Ar. Ra. 504; Tz. H. 7.
921-928),28 Myron and Polycleitus (Plin. NH 34. 10. 55 and 57).2° Thus

24 About Critius, see C. Maderna, “Aristodikos und Kritios-Knabe”, in: H. von
Steuben et alii (eds.), Mouseion (Mdhnesee 2007) 173—185.

25 About Ptolichus, see R. Vollkommer, “Ptolichos (ii)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3)
IT (2004) 330; about Amphion, see E. Paul, “Amphion”, ibid., 1 (2001) 33-34; about
Pison, see R. Vollkommer, “Pison”, ibid., 11 (2004) 264; finally about Damocritus see
id., “Damokritos (1)”, ibid., 157.

26 About Diodorus, see W. Miiller, “Diodoros (I)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) T (2001)
171. About Skyninus, see D. Vollkommer-Glokler, “Skyninos”, ibid., IT1 (2004) 398.

27 Seen. 11.

28 See Cullen (n. 23) 700-701 and 987-988. About Hageladas, see P. Moreno,
“Hageladas (ii)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) 1 (2001) 276-280.

29 See ns. 40 and 45.
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his artistic research should be regarded as the basis of the passage from the
severe style to the classical one.3°

The students of Hageladas were all strong personalities which is
why they became soon rivals according to Pliny, NH 34. 10: Myron and
Polycleitus “were of the same age and students of the same master, but
there had been rivalry between them”.

In painting the school of Polygnotus is the most important of this
period. It included members of the same family from Thasus (Aglao-
phonthe Elder, Polygnotus, Aglaophon the Younger, Aristophon),3! perhaps
also Micon,?? Panaenus — brother of Phidias,?3 — Plistaenetus — another
brother of Phidias3* — and the same Phidias when he was young (Plin.
NH 35.54).3

Despite the provenance from Thasus of the most important master of
this school—Polygnotus—as well as of other exponents it is likely that for
much of its activity span the school was based in Athens: this conclusion
is suggested by the circumstances that several important paintings
accomplished by these masters had been set up in Athens,?¢ that Poly-
gnotus had been honoured with the Athenian citizenship (Artemon, ITepi
Loypaewv and Jubas, ITept ypopikiic in Harp. Schol. Lycurg. 155 B =
254 D)*7 and finally that he enjoyed the protection of the political circle
of Cimon, whose sister Elpinice became his lover (Plu. Cim. 4. 6-7):38
the latter gossip implies that at least for some time this painter spent his
daily life in this city. The probable settling of the Thasian school in Athens

30° About the important function performed by Hageladas in preparing the art of the
next generation, see P. Moreno, Les bronzes de Riace. Le maitre d’Olympie et les sept
a Thebes (Paris 1999).

31 See A. Reinach, Textes grecs et latins relatifs a I’histoire de la peinture ancienne.
Recueil Milliet (Paris 21985) 80-154, sources nos. 86—134. See also C. Roscino,
Polignoto di Taso (Rome 2010).

32 See Reinach (n. 31) 154-167, sources nos. 135-160.

3 Ibid., 168-173, nos. 162—168.

34 Ibid., 172-173, no. 169.

35 About Phidias see the chapter about the middle classical times.

36 The most noteworthy of these paintings are: a. the paintings in the Stoa
poikile; b. those in the Theseion; c. those in the Anakeion; and d. those in the so-
called Pinacotheque of the Propylaea to the Acropolis. See Roscino (n. 31). Moreover
K. Kopanias, “Kimon, Mikon und die Datierung des Athener Theseion”, in: W. Gauer
(ed.), Tekmeria (Minster 2006) 155-163. See also U. Koch-Brinkmann, “Polygnotos
(D, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) II (2004) 272-274; G. Broker, “Aglaophon (1)”, ibid.,
1(2001) 13; id., “Aristophon”, ibid., 93; R. Vollkommer, “Mikon”, ibid., I (2004) 82—
84; id., “Pleistainetos”, ibid., 266.

37 Seen. 31.

3 Ibid.
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is perhaps due to the fact that this city from the Cimonian time onwards
became the cradle of many enterprises in the field of visual arts as well
as the most lively cultural centre of the Greek world. Since Polygnotus
portrayed his beloved Elpinice in the Iliupersis of the Stoa poikile as the
Trojan Laodice—the most beautiful among Priam’s daughters—, with
this school the art of painting acquires the licence of the artist to pour
the feelings of his own personal life into his work. Moreover, since he
painted gratis in the Stoa poikile and perhaps also in the Theseion and in
the Anakeion of Athens (Melanthius in Plu. Cim. 4. 6-7), the profession
of painter as it is now conceived in the environment of Polygnotus is no
longer just money oriented but aims rather for the acquisition on the side
of the painter of a social status.

The school of Polygnotus must have set the example of a large
workshop where several artisans worked and which establishes itself in
the market of artistic enterprises for a very long time.

The middle classical times

Very soon Myron will leave Argus, where he learned the art of bronze
sculpture under Hageladas, and also will settle in Athens, where he
worked for important commissions.?”

At Athens he educated his son Lycius to the art of bronze sculpture (Plin.
NH 34. 79).40 Styppax from Cyprus*' and the painter Philiscus*? perhaps
became also his pupils. The likely pupil of Lycius will be Strongylion.*3
The bronze sculptors of this school depicted young figures surprised by the
viewer in the middle oftheir actions, whose pictures are enlarged on the sides.

Another famous pupil of Hageladas, Polycleitus, on the contrary
settled at Argus and continued the work of his master. He also had several
students whose activity will continue for at least four generations, until the
third quarter of the 4th ¢4

His school taught a conception of the human body standing but endowed
with the power of moving, moreover advertised a concept of harmony of

3 See P. Bol, “Myron”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) II (2004) 96-104 and A. Corso,
“Mirone ovvero dell’arte animata”, NumAntCI 35 (2006) 475-504.

40 About Lycius, see A. Corso, The Art of Praxiteles 1 (Rome 2004) 44-54.

41 See Corso (n. 40) 40—44.

42 Jbid., 44.

4 Ibid., 55-75.

4 About the school of Polycleitus, see C. Maderna, “Die letzten Jahrzehnte der
spatklassischen Plastik”, in: P. Bol (ed.), Klassische Plastik (Mainz am Rhein 2004)
303-382, particularly 317-321.
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the human body obtained thanks to many measures of the single parts of
the body related among them. His large school which lasted for around
a century (450-350 BC) testifies both to the emphasis which is being given
in the middle and late classical times on the teaching of the arts and to the
importance of the theoretical, philosophical background concerning the
concept of human body and movement, which now is regarded an essential
introduction to the art of making statues.*>

The school of Polycleitus includes first of all Patrocles* and his sons
Daedalus4’ and Naucydes:*® Daedalus is declared the son of Patrocles by
Paus. 6. 3. 4 as well as 1. Olympia 161 and 635, in I. Ephesos 111 and
in F. Delphes 3. 4. 202. Pausanias also specifies that he was a student
of Patrocles. Naucydes is declared the son of Patrocles in 1. Olympia
159. Since Naucydes is also said to have been the brother of Polycleitus
(Paus. 2. 22. 7), this family may have been the same oixog of the great
Argive master. The ethnic given to Naucydes is that of Argus (/G 112
4172)4° while that of Daedalus is Sicyon (Paus. 6. 3. 4; I. Olympia 161 and
635; I. Ephesos 111; F. Delphes 3. 4. 202):30 this differentiation reflects the
fact that Polycleitus was both Argive (1. Olympia 162—-163; IGUR 1580;
Paus. 6.13.7; Tz. H. 8.319)°! and Sicyonian (Plin. NH 34. 55).52 According
to Pliny NH 34. 50, other students of Polycleitus were Argius, Asopodorus,
Alexis, Aristides, Phrynon, Athenodorus and Demeas. Most of these
pupils were Argive, except for Aristides, who perhaps was an exponent
of a famous school of artists from Thebes, as well as for Athenodorus and
Demeas, who were from Cleitor.>?

4 On this issue see W. Sonntagbauer, “Kanon und rechter Winkel. Theoretische
Uberlegungen zum Kanon des Polyklet”, in: Temenos (Vienna 2002) 123—130.

46 See R. Vollkommer, “Patrokles (i)”, in: id. (n. 2) IT (2004) 196—197. The family
relations among the single exponents of the school of Polycleitus are controversial in
the modern scholarship. Here I refer only to the conclusions which appear to me the
most likely.

47 See R. Vollkommer, “Daidalos (ii)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) IT (2001) 153—-154.

48 About Naucydes, see P. C. Bol, “Naukydes (i), in: Vollkommer (n. 3) II (2004)
110-112.

49 Seen. 48.

50 See n. 47.

31 See n. 44.

32 Paus. 2. 22. 7 declares Naucydes MoBwvog: since the ethnic of Mothone is
Mobwvalog, MéBwvog should be the patronymic: of Mothon. Perhaps Naucydes,
although he was the son of Patrocles (see 1. Olympia 159), had been adopted at a later
moment by a certain Mothon.

53 About the analytical reconstruction of the school of Polycleitus, see A. Linfert,
“Die Schule des Polyklet”, in: P. C. Bol (ed.), Polyklet (Frankfurt am Main 1990)
240-297.
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Another important student of Polycleitus was the Sicyonian Canachus,
who learned the art of bronze sculpture from Polycleitus according to
Paus. 6. 13. 7.

Another student was Periclytus, who became the master of the Argive
Antiphanes, whose student was Cleon of Sicyon according to Paus. 5. 17. 3.

Naucydes had as students Alypus of Sicyon according to Paus. 6. 1. 3
and Polycleitus the Younger according to Paus. 6. 6. 2.

The importance of the school of Polycleitus (fig. 1), its great impact
on the debate concerning making bronze statues and the problem of
representing human figures, finally its prestige not only in the Peloponnese
but also in Attica,’* in western Greece®> and in Asia Minor*¢ explain the
fact that the example of this school entered the debate, which is typical of
the age of Sophists, whether knowledge can be taught or not.

In the Dissoi Logoi 6. 8—a Sophistic essay of the late 5% ¢.—the cir-
cumstance that Polycleitus taught how to make bronze statues to his son
is noticed.>” Of course this observation lends support to the opinion that
knowledge can be taught. Plato retorts to this opinion in the Protagoras:
Socrates in this dialogue cites Phidias and Polycleitus as examples of
ayoApotorotol who teach the art of sculpture upon payment (311 c¢).
However Protagoras objects that the sons of Polycleitus are much inferior
to their father. That is explained through the privilege accorded to the
concept of eOo1g which in the specific case is understood as natural talent:
if the pupil has no talent for this learning, despite the greatness of the
teacher he will be much inferior to him.

This skepticism about the possibility to hand down a given branch of
knowledge leads to a crisis of the system of transmission of knowledge in
the field of visual arts through schools. This teaching does not guarantee
also the transmission of high quality.

This theoretical difficulty is coupled also by a more down to earth
consideration which becomes clear by looking at the school of Phidias in
Athens.

Phidias, as we have seen, had been the pupil of Hegias at Athens and
then of Hageladas at Argus. However very soon the most famous bronze

54 See A. Corso, “The Argive Masters at Athens from Pericles to Thrasybulus”,
NumAntCI 31 (2002) 91-112.

35 See Polycleitus’ Canephoroe carved for a private santuary in Messana (Cic.
Ver.2.4.2.4-3.6).

56 Polycleitus reported a victory in the famous competition of the Amazons at
Ephesus: Plin. NH 34. 53.

57 See E. Ghisellini, “Note in margine a due fonti su Policleto”, Xenia 20 (1990)
33-40.
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sculptors of the previous generation became his rivals: Pliny NH 34. 49
informs that Critius, Nesiotes, Hegias, Hageladas, Callon and Gorgias
became his aemuli.’® Thus even his two masters, Hegias and Hageladas,
developed a tense and conflictual relationship with him. This is certainly
the result of the strong personality of Phidias, who could hardly have been
a pupil docilely ready to follow the teaching of his masters.

He had been trained as a painter in his youth (Plin. NH 35. 54) as were
his two brothers, Panaenus and Plistaenetus.>®

During his maturity he took part to the competition of Ephesus for the
best bronze statue of an Amazon: his rivals were Polycleitus, Cresilas,
Phradmon, Cydon (Plin. NH 34. 53).%0 He lost to Polycleitus. These ri-
valries must have been made even more fearsome with the establishment
of the habit to hold competitions among artists sharing the same specia-
lization, which became trendy around the middle of the 5t ¢. BC.¢!

Phidias had also several important pupils. The older one was probably
Alcamenes:®? when he was young he had been a pupil of Phidias (Plin.
NH 36. 16—-17), but at a later moment he became his rival (Plin. NH 34. 49
and Tz. H. 8. 333-362). Alcamenes lost to Phidias in a competition for
statues of Athena held at Athens (Tz. H. 8. 333-362), but prevailed against
the beloved pupil of Phidias, Agoracritus, in the agon for making the statue
of Aphrodite in the Gardens (Plin. NH 35. 17).

Again, the strong personality of Alcamenes could not be reconciled
with his status of follower of his master. Thus the same concept of school
and of transmission of teaching from master to pupil is troubled by the
strength and originality of younger artists.

Probably at a later moment Agoracritus became the beloved pupil
and lover of Phidias (Antig. in Zen. 5. 82; Plin. NH 36. 17; Paus. 9. 34.
1; Suid and Phot. s. vv. Papvovoio Népeoig; Tz, H. 7. 921-928 and
Epistulae 21). His status at the same time of pupil and lover, which is

58 About the youth of Phidias, see Cullen (n. 23) 617-622. Plin. NH 34. 49 mentions
among the aemuli of Phidias also the less renowned Lacon (see R. Vollkommer,
“Lakon”, in: Vollkommer [n. 3] I1 [2004] 3).

% See W. Ehrhardt, “Panainos”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) II (2004) 180-181 and
R. Vollkommer, “Pleistainetos”, ibid., 266.

%0 R. Bol, Amazones volneratae (Mainz am Rhein 1998).

1 Pliny informs that the competitions among painters had been instituted in the
years 448—445 BC (Plin. NH 35. 58). About competitions among artists, see N. Kaltsas,
“Art Competitions”, in: id. (ed.), Agon (Athens 2004) 58—-63 and M. Mattei, “Artistic
Contests”, ibid., 312-314.

%2 He may have been active already around 460 BC, when he carved the west
pediment of the temple of Zeus at Olympia (Paus. 5. 10. 8): see P. Moreno, / bronzi di
Riace, il maestro di Olimpia e i sette a Tebe (Milan 1998).
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handed down by a long tradition,®® sheds light on the phenomenon of
the paederastia between the older master and the younger student,
which must have occurred quite a lot in classical workshops. It is not
impossible that the privileged relationship of Phidias with Agoracritus
contributed to the transformation of Alcamenes from pupil of the former
to rival of both.

Phidias trained Colotes in the chryselephantine technique: the latter
helped the former both at Olympia in the carving of the Olympian
Zeus (Plin. NH 34. 87 and 35. 54)%* and at Elis in the making of the
Phidian chryselephantine Athena (Plin. NH 35. 54 and Paus. 6. 26. 3).
The statue of Athena at Elis was the result of the collaboration among
three artists, because Panaenus the painter, brother of Phidias, also took
part to the enterprise by painting the internal side of the goddess’ shield
(Plin. 35. 54).

Finally he trained Theocosmus from Megara also in the chrysele-
phantine technique, and the two artists made the statue of the Olympian
Zeus at Megara together (Paus. 1. 40. 4).

What we know of the school of Phidias gives us an idea of the spreading
power of the teaching of a very renowned classical master: the son of
Charmides had students from Lemnus (Alcamenes), Parus (Agoracritus),
Megara (Theocosmus), Heracleia, probably of Ionia (Colotes). This
evidence is an eloquent testimony of the diffusion of the Phidian style
everywhere in Greece.

The attitude of Phidias to his art is well illustrated by Tzetzes, H. 8.
344-345: he was totally concentrated in his art and could not stand the life
in the Athenian agora. Tzetzes’ depiction of Phidias’ exclusive love for his
art can be compared to Thucydides’ information that Antiphon disliked
to go to the assembly and to take part in public contexts (Th. 8. 68. 1) as
well as to Euripides who disliked the Athenian population and preferred
to spend his days in a cave on the island of Salamis (Vita Euripidis 4.
23-5. 1 and Gel. 15. 20. 5).9

These three cases speak about the sunset of the ideal of the citizen keen
to take part to his political and social duties and of the rise of the figure
of the expert who specialized in a specific T€xvn in which he reaches the

63 The tradition was already codified by Antigonus from Carystus towards the end
of the 3rd c. BC.

4 See Cullen (n. 24).

%5 The archaeological discovery of the cave on Salamis where Euripides used to
spend his time confirms this information handed down by the Life of Euripides: see
I'. T. A@dhog, “Ernlotov avomvony €xov &g v BdAoccav”, Awdovn 26 (1997)
287-326.
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highest possible level. While the civic ideal may have been still strong
in important quarters of the Athenian society, the fact that important
intellectuals as Phidias, Antiphon and Euripides preferred to stay clear of
the masses suggests that a more disengaged life style was on the rise.

The evidence concerning Phidias who becomes a rival of his former
masters Hegias and Hageladas as well as Alcamenes who also turns against
his former teacher Phidias suggests that the transmission of learning and
styles from teacher to pupil was no longer obvious because sometimes
extremely talented pupils wanted to be the first and to impose themselves
above everybody else including their own teachers. While episodes of
rivalry between masters and pupils did happen even earlier (see above
the story of Daedalus and his nephew), now the opposition of young artists
to the ‘old authorities’ in their field looks more systematic and may have
to do with the emergency of the exceptional individual which is typical of
the age of Alcibiades.

In the field of painting, the teaching of this art was influenced by the new,
higher status acquired by this art especially thanks to the strong personality
of Polygnotus. The Thasian master painted gratis for Athens (Melanth.
Hist. in Plu. Cim. 4. 6-7) and was lavished with the citizenship of this
city (Harp. s. v. [ToAbyvmtoc), thus establishing the notion of the painter
as a professional figure above those of the craftsmen (Plut. Cim. 4. 6-7).

This process ripened with the generation after Polygnotus. In the
second half of the 5% c. Parrhasius learned the art of painting from his
father Euenor (Plin. NH 35. 60 and Harp. s. v. [Toppdoroc), but brought his
wish for self-realization to an extreme.% He, Apollodorus and Zeuxis each
think that they are the best painters who ever appeared, compose poems,
are familiar with philosophers, criticize harshly one the other, become
rich, show up their lavish cloths.¢7

Zeuxis was regarded student either of Damophilus from Himera
or of Neseus of Thasus and was told to have followed the art of his
masters (Plin. NH 35. 61-62). This fact, which in previous periods
would have been regarded normal, became a fault in the criticism of
Apollodorus—handed down by Pliny—who claimed that Zeuxis ‘stole’
his art from his teachers.

This observation leads to the following conclusion: that the trans-
mission of instruction from master to pupil in painting knows a crisis

% About Parrhasios, see J. M. Blazquez, “Parrhasios”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) II
(2004) 186-188.

67 About Apollodorus, see W. Miiller, “Apollodoros (ii)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3)
1(2001) 64-65. About Zeuxis, see U. Koch-Brinkmann, “Zeuxis (i)”, in: Vollkommer
(n. 3) 11 (2004) 534-536.



34 Antonio Corso

because the originality becomes the primary value in the common opinion
of the time. Another feature of this ‘season’ is the social admiration of
the exceptional painter. This phenomenon can be appreciated especially in
the public enthusiasm towards Zeuxis’ original idea to paint a centauress
(Lucian, Zeux. 3-8). Finally the above described behavioural patterns are
coupled with contempt towards the evaluation of paintings expressed by
the incompetent public. This feature becomes clear especially in the story
of Zeuxis ordering his student Miccion to remove his picture with the
Centauress from the exhibition area of his studio because people admired
only the singularity of the subject and not the art of the painting (Lucian,
Zeux. 7): of course this is also the result of the hyper-specialization reached
in the single arts. As we have seen above, already Phidias was no longer
spending his life together with his fellow citizens in the agora but preferred
to live in his own world, filled by his artistic ideals.

The dialogue of Parrhasius with Socrates handed down by Xenophon
(X. Mem. 3. 10) reveals that the exceptional painter was by now perceived
worthy from an intellectual point of view to contribute important ideas to
the discussion with a renowned philosopher such as Socrates.%8

Inthis context of clear split between the exceptional artist and the general
evaluation of works of art, the outcomes of the commissions deciding the
winners in the competitions among artists begin to be regarded sometimes
unfair and are no longer accepted: the comments of Parrhasius against the
decision in an agon held on Samus to prefer a picture by Timanthes to
his own painting on Ajax at the Award of the Arms became famous (Plin.
NH 35. 72). It is perhaps not by chance that in the same period Euripides
was usually defeated in the Athenian dramatic agones by obscure tragic
poets (Blog kol yévog Evpimidov 3. 4 and Var. frg. 298 Funaioli).®® Thus
the last decades of the 5 ¢. see a growing gap between the value of the
exceptional individual and the popular opinion. It goes without saying that
this trend is coupled with the above mentioned phenomenon concerning
the love of a few learned men for a life far from that of the masses.

Still in the second half of the 5t c., the marble sculptor Sophroniscus
trained his young son Socrates in his own art, as it is known from a well
represented literary tradition (Valerius Maximus 3. 4. ext. 1; Plin. NH 36.
32; Lucian Somn. 12; D.L. 2. 18-19; Paus. 1. 22. 8 and 9. 35. 3; Schol.

%8 See F. Preisshofen, “Sokrates im Gesprach mit Parrhasios und Kleiton”, in:
K. Déring (ed.), Studia Platonica (Amsterdam 1974) 21-40. While Socrates tended
to speak with everybody, the wealth of ideas attributed to Parrhasius in Xenophon’s
dialogue is outstanding and implies the concept that the painter developed his own
theory of this art.

9 See also the testimonia collected by R. Kannicht, TGF 5 (Gottingen 2004) 80.



The Education of Artists in Ancient Greece 35

Ar. Nub. 773; Hsch s. v. ‘Eppfig dpdntog and Suid s. v. Toxpdtng).”0
The likeliness that Socrates switched from sculptor to philosopher implies
that the status of the best established marble sculptors was not so apart
from that of philosophers and could be regarded a job with an intellectual
component.

During the last phase of the Peloponnesian War one of the most
important architectural enterprises which were accomplished is certainly
that of the Erechtheum on the Acropolis of Athens. The accounts concerning
the marble workers who carved the architectural sculpture of the building
are relatively well preserved.

Early exponents of marble workshops which will be renowned for
a very long time are mentioned in these reports (/G 12 476 1. 163—164):
thus the Athenian Praxias is mentioned as one of the carvers of the frieze.”!
This Praxias is probably an ancestor—perhaps the grandfather—of the
namesake who worked on the late classical pediments of the temple of
Apollo at Delphi.”

Moreover a Phyromachus is also mentioned for the carving of the
frieze (/G I3 476 11. 161-162; 168—169 and 176—-177) and is also probably
the first known exponent of a dynasty of Phyromachi which will be active
until the middle Hellenistic times.”?

Finally Micon the Younger—perhaps the grandson of Micon the
collaborator of Polygnotus—also worked on the Erechtheum (/G I3
476 1. 399). Perhaps he coincides with the painter with the same name who
is recorded by Pliny 35. 59 and 147 because his daughter Timarete is the
first Greek paintress we are aware of.”*

This paintress appears first in a catalogue of paintresses which is
handed down by Pliny NH 35. 147. Thus it is possible to argue that the art

70 This tradition has been rejected and it has been suggested that Socrates the
Philosopher is confused with an earlier Socrates from Thebes (see e. g. M. C. Monaco,
“Atene, Museo dell’Acropoli 1341+2594. Ancora sui rilievi con le Charites di
Sokrates”, Archeologia Classica 51 [1999-2000] 85-104). However there is no serious
reason to reject the ancient tradition (see O. Palagia, “A New Relief of the Graces
and the Charites of Socrates”, in: M. Geerard (ed.), Opes Atticae [The Hague 1990]
347-356). See also S. Ackermann, “Sokrates (ii)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) II (2004) 405.

71 See IG P 476, 11. 163—-164.

72 See M. Flashar, “Praxias (i) and “Praxias (ii)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) II (2004)
303-304.

73 See A. Stewart, Attika (London 1979) 3-33 and 161; R. Vollkommer,
“Phyromachos (i)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) II (2004) 258-259 and B. Andreae,
“Phyromachos (ii)”, ibid., 259-263.

74 See R. Vollkommer, “Mikon (iii)”, “Mikon (v)”, in: id. (ed.) II (2004) 8485 and
id., “Timarete”, ibid., 472.
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of painting became accessible to women at least in some cases at the latest
by 400 BC or earlier.

Many reasons explain why a few women practiced the painting but
were not engaged in other visual arts:

a. Because the art of painting was perceived less heavy than making
bronze statues or carving marble, thus probably it had been regarded more
appropriate to women.

b. Because painting in the ancient art criticism was often compared
to weaving (Plin. NH 35. 150)—a typically female art—and thus was for
this reason recommended as essential in the education of girls who with-
out this cultural background cannot be properly prepared in weaving and
lacing (Var. Cato vel de liberis educandis in Non. 2 s. v. plumarium).

c. Because painting was also assimilated to poetry at least from the
times of Simonides 7® because of the narrative content of both arts: thus since
poetesses did exist, it must have been thought to be natural that paintresses
could also work. It is noteworthy that, as a catalogue of the most important
Greek poetesses has been constituted,’® equally a catalogue of the most
important Greek paintresses has been preserved by Pliny NH 35. 147.

d. Finally the fact that at least three paintresses are said to have been
daughters of painters should be noticed:”” this fact may be explained with
the hypothesis that a girl could be encouraged to become a paintress when
her father was a painter and had no sons, so she had to pick up and continue
his business.

e. Besides these considerations, probably the establishment of the
phenomenon of paintresses is partly influenced by the general revaluation
of the importance of a few exceptional women which characterized late
classical society: the heterosexual love is re-valuated when compared to
homosexual love from the late 5™ ¢. BC, priestesses and courtesans are
admired and portrayed by important masters.’®

75 About the ut pictura poesis see Simonides, testimonia 47 a and b Campbell: see
H. A. Shapiro, Myth into Art (London 1994) 7-10.

76 See F. De Martino, Poetesse greche (Bari 2006) 48—89.

771 am referring to the cases of Timarete the daughter of Micon, of Irene the
daughter of Cratinus as well as of Aristarete the daughter of Nearchus (see Plin. NH
35. 147).

78 About the prevalence of heterosexual love versus homosexual love from the late
5th ¢. BC onwards, see A. Corso, “Love as Suffering”, BICS 42 (1997-98) 63-91. About
female portraits throughout late classical times, see J. B. Connelly, Portrait of a Priestess
(Princeton 2007) 129-135 and 227-240 and S. Dillon, The Female Portrait Statue
in the Greek World (Cambridge 2010) 9-52; 60-102; 126-134; 169-170. About the
importance of women in cult activities, see N. Kaltsas (ed.), Worshipping Women (New
York 2008) 31-37; 79-89; 97-101; 107-123; 187-212; 243-251; 289-305; 324-329.
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The late classical times

The late classical times saw the establishment of two important schools of
painting: the Sicyonian and the Theban / Attic one.

The former was founded by Eupompus probably at the beginning of the
4th ¢, BC.” Despite his institution of a school, he asserted that artists had
to follow the nature and not the model embodied by a specific predecessor
(Duris, De toreutice frg. 32 Jacoby in Plin. NH 34. 61).

This idea confines the function of the teacher of a visual art just to the
technical training because any theoretical model which does not stem from
natural observation is regarded inappropriate.

It is obvious that this concept is in keeping with new philosophical
trends of the age, aiming to recommend a life adherent to the natural
needs of humans: I refer to those of the Cynics as well as to hedonistic
philosophers such as Aristippus and Eudoxus. Moreover this new notion
of an art directly inspired by nature foreshadows the tendency towards
the deep and analytical investigation of any realm of nature which will
peak with Aristotle. Eupompus already had great authority as it is known
from Pliny NH 35. 75 and imposed the Sicyonian tradition of painting as
a specific branch of this art.80

The theory of the prevalence of @0o1g upon vépog which is implicit
in Eupompus’ theory, is similar to the widespread opinion about the
superiority by nature of the nobles (&yafol) versus the commoners
(xaxol) in the society: thus it is in keeping with the oligarchic philosophy
and is perfectly understandable in the Peloponnese during the decades of
the Spartan rule.

Eupompus, presumably when he was old, encouraged the young
Lysippus to become a bronze sculptor by imitating nature itself and not
a previous artist (Duris, cited above). He also taught painting to Pamphilus
(Plin. NH 35.75)3! who flourished throughout the first half of the 4 ¢. BC.

He was a Macedonian from Amphipolis (Plin. NH 35. 76 and Suid. s. v.
ITapeirog) and this fact reveals that, after Zeuxis’ journey to that region
when Archelaus was still the king (Ael. VH 14. 17), one of the greatest
Greek painters of the time grew up there. His importance relies especially
on the fact that the art of painting acquired a new, higher status with him.

79 About Eupompus, see 1. Scheibler, “Eupompos”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) 1 (2001)
236.

80 About the Sicyonian school, see =. Avdaxng, Apyaia eAlnvikn {oypapikn
(Athens 2002) 139-145.

81 About Pamphilus, see J. Scheibler, “Pamphilos (i)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) II
(2004) 178-179.



38 Antonio Corso

His treatise Ilept ypagikfic kol Loypdewv €vooéwv (Suid. s. v.
Iaperrog)s? is no longer just a book on his conception of the art as it
had been used in the Polycleitan tradition. The mention in the title of
the “famous painters” suggests that, probably for the first time, the most
important painters of the past were illustrated in this work.

Moreover Pliny NH 35. 76 informs us that he was the first painter who
was very learned in every field, especially in arithmetic and geometry.
Thus we have here the beginning of the figure of the artifex doctus.

His focus on arithmetic and geometry and his specification that his art
cannot be perfect without knowledge in these disciplines aligns him with
Polycleitus and his tradition. As we have seen, the latter had also been
rooted in Sicyon.

Finally he opened a school at Sicyon in which he charged his students
a fee which was never smaller than a talent for each year (Polem. Hist. in
Plu. Arat. 13. 1). He established the technique on the picture on wood in the
first stage of the curriculum of studies for boys first of all at Sicyon, then
in the rest of Greece. The teaching of this art was reserved to upper class
people or at least to free citizens. Slaves were not accepted (Plin. NH 35.77).

The high fee charged and the fact that this school targeted young
people of high rank (the /onesti of Pliny) are in keeping with the oligarchic
orientation of this school. We cannot forget that this is the period of the
Spartan hegemony!

The change of status of the renowned painter promoted by Pamphilus
explains the great importance of painting during the following period: the
‘Alexanderzeit’ will see the great prestige of painters such as Apelles and
Protogenes.

Pamphilus himself taught painting to Apelles, Melanthus and Pausias
(Plin. NH 35. 76 and 123 and Suid. s. v. ’AnéAAng). The latter had been
initially pupil of his father Bryes (Plin NH 35. 123), but later learned
encaustic painting from the most famous Pamphilus (fig. 2). This fact
shows that the prestige of the Sicyonian school was such to overcome even
the traditional rooting of artists inside their own oixot.

The second important school of painting in late classical Greece was
the Theban—Attic one:?? it was established by Euxenidas in the late 5t
c. BC (Plin. NH 35. 75) but it acquired renown especially thanks to the
student of Euxenidas, Aristides the Elder.8

82 See J. Tanner, The Invention of Art History in Ancient Greece (Cambridge 2006)
173-174.

83 See Avdaxng (n. 80) 137-138.

84 @G. Broker, “Aristides (i)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) 81-82.
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This Theban pupil had also been trained as a bronze sculptor in the
school of Polycleitus (Plin. NH 34. 50 and 72; Paus. 6. 20. 14 and /G 112
3018) and thus flourished around 400 BC.

His pupils included his sons Nicerus and Aristion the Elder, probably
Aristiacus, moreover Antoridas and the Isthmian Euphranor, who is the
most important exponent of this school throughout the second third of
the 4t ¢. BC (fig. 3).8° He inherited from his master the specialization
in both bronze sculpture and painting. Moreover he derived from
the Polycleitan tradition his interest in problems of symmetry and
proportions, his search for a new canon of human body (Plin. NH 128),
finally his need to publish a book on his new ‘canon’ of proportions
(Euphranor, De symmetria et coloribus in Vitr. 7. Praef. 14 and Plin. NH
1. 35 and 35. 129).8¢

Since his most important works had been made for Athens (the
paintings with the Twelve Gods, Theseus, Demos and Democracy, and the
Battle of Mantinea for the stoa of Zeus Eleutherios in the Agora) (Valerius
Maximus 8. 11. ext. 5; Plin. NH 35. 129; Plut. De gloria Atheniensium 2;
Lucian. Im. 7-8; Paus. 1. 3. 3 and 8. 9. 8; Eust. In Illiadem 145. 11), and
since he got the Athenian citizenship,®” his workshop must have been based
in Athens. Thus with him the Theban school became the best established
school of painting in Athens.

These highly specialized schools—such as the Sicyonian and the Theban
/ Attic—were increasingly required by the tendency to the specialization of
every t€xvr, which is by now conceived as an independent branch, which
characterizes the age of Aristotle. Thus every ‘art’, in order to be practiced
at the highest possible level, is felt to require a particular training and
learning.

85 See my own reconstruction of the development of the Theban / Attic school in
A. Corso, “Libro trentacinquesimo. Introduzione e note”, in: G. B. Conte (ed.), Gaio
Plinio Secondo. Storia Naturale 5 (Turin 1988) 287-509, particularly 375. About
Euphranor, see W. Miiller, “Euphranor (i)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) I (2001) 229-230 and
N. Humble, “Re-dating a Lost Painting: Euphranor’s Battle of Mantineia”, Historia 57
(2008) 347-366.

86 Concerning his activity as painter, see Reinach (n. 31) 280-285, nos. 350-357.
The evidence about his activity as sculptor has been collected by M. Muller-Dufeu,
La sculpture grecque (Paris 2002) 558-563, nos. 1637-1650.

87 He is defined Athenian by the Scholiast to Juv. 3. 217. Moreover his son
Sostratus signed in Attica without ethnic and is given the affiliation to the phile
Oeneis, what of course implies that he was an Athenian. It is likely that Euphranor
was awarded the Athenian citizenship after he made his renowned paintings in the
stoa of Zeus Eleutherios (evidence in A. Corso, The Art of Praxiteles 11 [Rome 2007]
247 n. 131).
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On the contrary in sculpture throughout the late classical period
the emphasis is still on single masters rather than on the schools they
attended. However relationships between masters and pupils are known
also in this field.

The Megaran expert in chryselephantine technique Theocosmus,
who collaborated with Phidias, trained in bronze sculpture his own son,
Callicles (Paus. 6. 7. 1). The latter taught bronze sculpture to his son
Apellas who flourished in the early 4% ¢. BC (I. Olympia 160 and 634 and
Anth. Gr. 13. 16).

Moreover another school of bronze sculptors flourished at Sicyon:
Aristocles, the brother of the late classical bronze sculptor Canachus
(Paus. 6. 7. 1), trained in his own art his son Cleoetias (Paus. 6. 20. 14)
who also trained in his art his son Aristocles (Paus. 5. 24. 5).

Pythagoras of Rhegium instructed in his own art—bronze sculpture—
Sostratus, the son of his sister (Plin. NH 34. 60). Towards the end of the
5t ¢, BC, the Athenian Strongylion, when he became old, collaborated
with Cephisodotus the Elder, at the time a young master, as well as with
Olympiosthenes (Paus. 9. 30. 1): thus it is likely that Cephisodotus and
Olympiosthenes were pupils of Strongylion.

Cephisodotus trained in both bronze sculpture and marble carving
Praxiteles, who probably was his son®® and educated in marble sculpture also
the Athenian Xenophon (Paus. 8. 30. 1). The latter worked at Thebes, where
he enjoyed the collaboration of the Theban Callistonicus (Paus. 9. 16. 1).

Aristander of Parus probably educated in the art of carving Parian
marble his son Scopas.??

Praxiteles trained in bronze sculpture Herodotus from Olynthus (Tatian
33. 35) who at a later moment worked alone.?®

The wealth acquired by Praxiteles with his art is implied by his inclusion
among the 300 or so Athenians who had to pay the public dues:®! thus
his case shows the social prestige which an exceptionally gifted sculptor

8 This is argued by the circumstance that Praxiteles’ elder son had also the name
Cephisodotus.

8 About Aristander see Paus. 3. 18. 7: he informs that this sculptor worked for
a Spartan dedication for the victory at Aegospotami. About Scopas and his genealogy
see G. Calcani, Skopas of Paros (Rome 2009) particularly 3—46.

% Evidence collected in A. Corso, The Art of Praxiteles 1 (Rome 2004) 308-317,
no. 20.

ol See Corso (n. 90) 111-114 and 175-185, no. 11. About the social and
economic status of late classical sculptors, see P. Schultz, “Style and Agency in an
Age of Transition”, in: R. Osborne (ed.), Debating the Athenian Cultural Revolution
(Cambridge 2007) 144-187.
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could achieve in late classical Athens. The fact that—after Zeuxis and
Parrhasius—he also composed at least one poem (Ath. 13. 591 a—b = Anth.
Gr. 16. 204), his closeness to the environment of Plato,”? finally his
expression of his own loves and emotions through his art®} reveal the
acquisition thanks to him of the figure of the exceptional sculptor as an
intellectual star: his love affairs as well as his scandalous statues®* and
the public show of his own condition as love slave of an exceptionally
beautiful woman—of course Phryne® —are matter of gossip of the most
learned quarter of his own society.

Thus single masters are felt more important than the schools in marble
sculpture during late classical times, while in painting for the same period
there are two clearly recognizable important schools and the bronze
sculpture of the time is dominated by the Polycleitan school: probably
this difference in perceiving schools and masters according to the different
visual arts is due to the fact that the targets of painting and bronze sculpture
are those of constructing something which previously did not exist: thus
a training towards learning how to make these objects properly was felt of
primary importance.

On the contrary marble sculpture was felt to be discovery of what
already existed rather than creation of something new:% thus the itinerary
of the single artist towards the knowledge of the true forms of gods and
heroes kept inside the marble was regarded pre-eminent versus technical
education.

The competitiveness among the most important late classical work-
shops of marble sculpture can be seen particularly in their fight in order
to secure the generous commissions offered by the satraps of Asia Minor.
Praxiteles, Scopas, Bryaxis, Leochares, Timotheus became “rivals”
(aemuli: Plin. NH 36. 30-31; see also Vitr. 7. praef. 13) when they took
part to the enterprise of the Mausoleum of Halicarnassus.

Praxiteles, Bryaxis and Scopas, perhaps also Leochares became rivals
also in securing commissions of statues in Cnidus (Plin. NH 36. 20-22).
Praxiteles and Scopas probably became rivals even in establishing their
names and reputation in Troad and Mysia.’

92 See Corso (n. 78) 63-91.

93 Ibid.

9 See A. Corso, “The Monument of Phryne at Delphi”, NumAntCI 26 (1997)
123-149.

% Seen. 92.

% On marble sculpture felt as discovery, see A. Corso, “Praxiteles and the Parian
Marble”, in: D. U. Schilardi (ed.), Paria Lithos (Paros 22010) 227-236.

97 The evidence about this rivalry has been collected in A. Corso, “The Apollo
Sauroctonus by Praxiteles”, NumAntCIl 38 (2009) 51-69.
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Around the middle of the 4™ ¢. BC a few changes are noteworthy.
First of all the rise of Lysippus as first rate star in bronze sculpture must
have established the previously mentioned theory—which this master
took from Eupompus—that it is necessary to follow the nature and not
a previous master. This conception is in keeping with the interest in the
investigation of nature which prevails in the ‘Zeitgeist’ of Aristotle.

Moreover some of the best established workshops began producing
works at an industrial pace: of course not any work made in these ateliers
was by the hands of the main masters but often assistants did much of
these products, while in other cases not all of their parts were properly
finished.

For example Praxiteles in the late phase of his production used to
leave unfinished parts of statues which were destined not to be visible.”®

In bronze sculpture Lysippus is known to have made 1500 works
(Plin. NH 34. 37). Of course a lot of them must have been made not by
himself but by his assistants.

Finally the painter Nicomachus invented a particularly fast painting
technique: the so called pictura compendiaria. He was an exponent of
the Theban / Attic school of painting. Pliny, NH 35. 108 reports that he
was the son of a painter, whose name in the best manuscript tradition
(that of the codex Bambergensis) is given as Aristiacus but is often
corrected as Aristides. His ideal of life as a continuous artistic research
and improvement explains the fact that his most admired picture was also
his last work, left unfinished by his death (Plin. NH 35. 145).°

Of course his fast technique was exactly what was needed by the
contemporary increasing industrial pace of production of works of art.

As other exponents of his school he was both a painter and a bronze
sculptor:'% since he signed at Athens without ethnic, probably he was

9% See Chor. Declamationes 8. 59 (about the unfinished bronze Aphrodite made
by Praxiteles for the Spartans); see also Codex Vaticanus Graecus 989 (about the
enthroned Leto of Myra carved by Praxiteles, which was left unfinished in her feet, in
her back and on the throne); see also the Hermes of Olympia which was not finished
in his back (see N. ZtopumoAidng, “Topumieypo Eppun kot pikpod Atoviocov”, in:
E. N. KaAtoog, I. Aeorivng [eds.], ITpaéitéAng [Athens 2007] 90-97 no. 14). The
quality of the baby Dionysus carried by the Hermes of Olympia is not outstanding and
thus is hardly by the hand of such a renowned master as Praxiteles: very probably it
had been carved by assistants (see A. Corso, “The Hermes of Praxiteles”, NumAntCI
25[1996] 131-153).

% About Nicomachus, see J. H. Oakley, “Nikomachos (i)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3)
11 (2004) 139-140.

100 See Muller-Dufeu (n. 86) 564—565 nos. 1664—1665.
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an Athenian and his workshop was settled at least for a long time in
this town.

He trained in the art of painting his brother Ariston, his son Aristides
the Younger as well as Philoxenus of Eretria (Plin. NH 35. 110) and
Coroebus (Plin. NH 35. 146): his several pupils reveal the importance of
his school.

Philoxenus continued the research of his master by devising an
even faster painting technique (Plin. NH 35. 110) which of course was
demanded by the never ending need of new paintings of the royal courts
(he worked for Cassander).

His son Aristides became also famous: he conceived of a pathetic style
which met the demands of a market which was increasingly conditioned
by the dominant theatrical mentality (Plin. NH 35. 98—100).101

Moreover his painting depicting a Persian battle included no fewer
than 100 figures (Plin. NH 35. 99): probably his colossal paintings were
meant to satisfy the grandeur of the new rulers (in the case of the Persian
battle the grandeur of Mnason, the tyrant of Elatea, had to be pleased).

It is not surprising that a painter who tuned so well with his own
‘Zeitgeist’ was privileged by the early collectors of works of art: Alexander
the Great brought to Pella Aristides’ picture with a baby who is sucking from
the breasts of his dying mother in a besieged city (Plin. NH 35. 98-99).102

Another exponent of the Theban / Attic school—Euphranor—trained
in the art of painting Antidotus (Plin. NH 35. 130), his son Charmantides
(Plin. NH 35. 146) and Leonidas (St. Byz. s. v. ’"AvOndov and Eust.
In Iliadem 271. 38). His other son Sostratus inherited Euphranor’s
specialization in bronze sculpture.'%3

The former of his four pupils is famous because he became the teacher
of Nicias. The latter, when he was young, worked in the épyoactnplov
of Praxiteles, painting his statues (Plin. NH 35. 133), and developed the
interest of this sculptor towards representing female subjects (Plin. NH
35. 130-131). Moreover his picture of Homer’s Nekyia (Antip. Anth.
Gr. 9. 792; Plin. NH 35. 132; Plut. Non posse suaviter vivi secundum
Epicurum 11. 2) reflects the growing need to be faithful to literary texts,
which accords well with the philological culture of the times.

Finally the story that the painter was so concentrated in his accomplish-
ment of the Nekyia, that he forgot to eat (Plut. Non posse suaviter vivi

101 G, Broker, “Aristeides (ii)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) T (2001) 82-83.

102 About the collections of works of art in late classical times see A. Corso, “Il
collezionismo di scultura nell’antichita”, in: A. Giuliano (ed.), I Giustiniani e [’antico
(Rome 2001) 101129, particularly 104-105.

103 See Muller-Dufeu (n. 86) 564—565 nos. 1666—1667.
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secundum Epicurum 11. 2), reveals the continuity of the ideal of the
greatest artists to live just for their own research and artistic study which
already characterized Phidias, as it has been reported above.

Nicias’ refusal to sell his picture of the Nekyia, despite the high price
which he was offered (Plin. NH 35. 132 and Plut. Non posse suaviter vivi
secundum Epicurum 11. 2) puts him in continuity with Praxiteles’ gift of
his Eros of Thespiae to Phryne (Praxiteles in Ath. 13. 591 a—b; Leon. Anth.
Gr. 16. 206; Tull. Gem. ibid. 16. 205 and 6. 260; Paus. 1. 20. 1-2 and
9. 27. 3-5; Ath. 13. 591 a-b and Jul. Aegypt. Anth. Gr. 16. 203]: both
masters conceived of their creations not just as workshop’s products to sell,
but having a value which was beyond the financial considerations.

The circumstance that Nicias’ student Omphalion was also his lover
(Paus. 4. 31. 11) testifies to the continuity of the phenomenon of masters
having love affairs with their own pupils which is well known from the
relationship between Phidias and Agoracritus.

In the same age, the personality of Cratinus is noteworthy: as other
masters he is both a bronze sculptor (Paus. 6. 9. 4) and painter (Plin.
NH 35. 140). The fact that he painted comic actors (Plin. NH 35. 140)
lends support to his identification with Cratinus the Younger, a comic poet
who flourished in the same period (Cratin Jun. frgg. 1-14 K-A).

Thus this case should be added to the dossier of artists who were also
poets (such as Zeuxis, Parrhasius, Praxiteles) or thinkers (Socrates).

Cratinus is important also because his activity as painter was continued
by his daughter Eirene (Plin. NH 35. 147): thus this case reveals the
continuity of the activity of paintresses in the late 4th c. BC.

The Sicyonian school, in the second half of the 4th c., continues with
the Sicyonian Melanthius, a student of Pamphilus: he is noteworthy for the
issue of this essay because Polemon in Plutarch, Aratus 13. 1-2 testifies
that he used to paint helped by all of his students, and that Apelles also
used to collaborate with this group-enterprise. He continued the Sicyonian
tradition of painters writing treatises on their own art with his treatise
Iept Loypaeixng (D. L. 4. 18).

Pausias trained in the encaust painting his son Aristolaus (Plin. NH
35.137) as well as Nicophanes (Plin. NH 35. 137).

Other relations between masters and pupils of the same period are
that of Athenion from Maroneia, a student of Glaucion from Corinth:
his works listed by Pliny at Athens and Eleusis suggest that he had his
workshop at Athens (Plin. NH 35. 134).

Asclepiodorus and Theomnestus are relevant because of the high
prices paid by the tyrant Mnason to them (Plin. NH 35. 107): thus they
should be considered in the dossier of artists who became wealthy through
their own art.
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After Euripides, who had been painter in his youth (Vita Euripidis
and Suid s. v. Ebpiridng) and Socrates, who had been a marble sculptor
in his youth, the philosopher Pyrrhon was trained as painter (Apollod.
and Antig. in D. L. 9. 61) as well as the musician Polyeidos (D. S. 14. 46)
and the same philosopher Plato (D. L. 3. 5 and Apul. P/ 1. 568): these
examples reveal that the painting and in a lesser degree sculpture were
regarded not unworthy to be practiced by the best brains of these periods.

The Early Hellenistic Times

During the ‘Alexanderzeit’ the school of Praxiteles continued through
his elder son Cephisodotus the Younger, who inherited his ‘art’ (Plin.
NH 36. 24), his younger son Timarchus!** as well as Papylus (Plin. NH
36. 33).

Among the relations between masters and pupils which are known in
the sculpture of the period that between Silanion and his student Zeuxiades
should be mentioned. Silanion, as Lysippus, became established without
having been a pupil of a specific master (Plin. NH 35. 51).

The school of Calamis—probably the 5% ¢. BC sculptor—continued
until around 330 BC when a late exponent of this tradition is known:
Praxias who carved sculptures for the pediments of the late classical
temple of Apollo at Delphi. His collaborator was Androsthenes, a student
of Eucadmus. Praxias taught his art to his son with the same name
(Paus. 10. 19. 4).105

With the personality of Lysippus the habit of handing down the ex-
pertise in a peculiar visual art from master to pupil reaches a point of crisis.
This renowned bronze sculptor was in fact nobody’s pupil because he
followed Eupompus’ advice to learn from nature rather than from a specific
master (Duris in Plin. NH 34. 61). Moreover he elaborated a conception
of human agency which was based on catching the flying moment rather
than on being trained.!%¢ Thus the typically early Hellenistic concept of
Tyche as the ruler of the world changes also the way of conceiving the
visual arts. The best works of art are regarded the result of a passing
by ‘state of grace’ of the master rather than of a disciplined learning of
a peculiar technique.

104 See B. Andreae, “Kephisodotos (ii)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) I (2001) 410-
411 and id., “Timarchos (i), ibid., 11 (2004) 472.

105 See E. Paul, “Androsthenes”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) 1(2001) 45 and M. Flashar,
“Praxias (ii) and (iii)”, ibid., IT1 (2004) 303-304.

106 See P. Moreno, “Lysippos (i)”, in: Vollkommer (n. 3) IT (2004) 27-39.
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Despite that Lysippus had many pupils: his brother Lysistratus was
renowned as inventor of exact casts (Plin. NH 35. 153) which were needed
by the growing industriatization of the artistic production requiring serial
products.

Other students were his sons Daeppus, Boedas and Euthycrates as
well as Phanis, Euthychides and Chares. Second generation students were
Tisicrates and Cantharus, pupils of Euthycrates.!07

Needless to say, the large diffusion of the school of Lysippus and its
long duration guaranteed the widespread impact of the Lysippan style
throughout the early Hellenistic period.!08

At the same time of the flourishing of Lysippus, the idea that someone
can become an excellent artist through the learning and the teaching of
a master is challenged also in painting.

Apelles, a pupil first of all of Ephorus at Ephesus, then of Pamphylus
(Plin. NH 35. 76 and 123 and Suid s. v. ’"ATéAAng) and school-fellow
of Melanthius of Sicyon (Plut. Arat. 13), asserted that the essence of
art relies in the x&pig or grace (Plin. NH 35. 79): a virtue which cannot
be taught and learned but which arises from the natural talent of the
artist.109

Apelles is important also because we have an idea of how his workshop
looked like and how his young pupils were trained.

His workshop consisted of the area where the pictures were prepared
and the young pupils made colours (Plin. NH 35. 85 and Plut. Quomodo
adulator ab amico internoscatur 15. 58 d—e) and of a lodge in front of the
atelier and open to the street: there the painter exposed his pictures when
he finished them and visitors or passersby observed his new works and
commented on them (Plin. NH 35. 84).110

Already the young pupils who prepared the colours must have
possessed a certain degree of knowledge about painting because they
laughed when a visitor to the workshop spoke without any competence on
the matter (Plin. NH 35. 85). Moreover Apelles corrected and criticized
the first works of his students (Clem. Al. Paed. 2. 125. 246 P = 1. 232.
17 S). Finally a few students of Apelles became well established painters
as well: Ctesilochus (Plin. NH 140) and Perseus. The latter dedicated
his own treatise on painting to his teacher (Plin. NH 35. 111). The

107 About the school of Lysippus see Muller-Dufeu (n. 86) 628-643 nos. 1854—
1905.

108 See P Moreno, Scultura ellenistica (Rome 1994) 70-167.

109 On the concept of xapig see J. J. Pollitt, The Ancient View of Greek Art (New
Haven 1974) 297-301 and 380-381.

110 See Anguissoila (n. 1) 124-131.
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continuity of the practice by a student of Apelles to write a treatise on his
own art may have been indebted to the Sicyonian education of Apelles
because—as it has been stressed above—in the school of Sicyon the habit
to combine artistic activity and reflection on visual arts was particularly
strong.

The late 4™ c. is characterized by the dominant thought that the world
is ruled by Tyche: by consequence even excellence in art is now thought
to be the result of luck rather than of a training towards competence in
a specific art.

The case of the painter Protogenes is an eloquent example of this new
attitude to visual arts.

He was trained as a painter by nobody (Plin. NH 35. 101), not
differently from Silanion and Lysippus. His masterpiece was the picture
of Talysus who was represented accompanied by his dog: the painter was
able to represent the foam on the dog’s mouth with satisfying results only
when moved by anger he flung his sponge full of colours exactly on that
spot of the picture (Plin. NH 35. 103).

In the same way Apelles got a satisfactory painting of the foam on the
mouth of a horse (D. Chr. 63.4-5and S.E. P. 1. 28) and again Nealces was
able to obtain the lather of a horse in his picture of a boy who holds the
horse (Val. Max. 8. 11. ext.; Plin. NH 35. 104; Plut. De fortitudine 2. 4).

The view of the highest accomplishments in art as being the result
of luck is indebted to Aristotle’s sentence (EN 6. 4) that fortune is
complementary to skills in making products.

The theory that stone statues exist inside the blocks of stone and are
‘discovered’ by sculptors with the removal of the superfluous material
(Carneades in Cic. Div. 1. 23 and 2. 48; Plin. NH 36. 14 and Quint. /nst. 2.
19. 3) may also depend on the conception that not only personal skills but
also fortune is the basis of the best images.

Finally probably in the late 4% ¢. the bronze sculptor Mnasitimus
opened on Rhodes a workshop of bronze sculpture which will be held by
the same family until the early Roman imperial times (fig. 4)!'!! and begins
the tradition of the Hellenistic bronze sculpture of Rhodes, produced in
workshops managed by well established families for long periods.!!?

During the Hellenistic times, the phenomenon of schools as places
for education and learning takes stronger ground: the gymnasia become
a well established institution.

1T Evidence in G. Zimmer, K. Mropdun, Podiakd pycoTipiol YXAKOTA -
otixrig (Athens 2008) 88—89.
112 See Zimmer, Mropapn (n. 111) 79-91.
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Thus it is hardly surprising that schools of painters, bronze sculptors
and marble sculptors are known to have been operating in all the most
important centres of the ancient world: from Athens to Delus, from
Rhodes to Pergamum, from Alexandria to Rome.!'!3

Antonio Corso
antoniocorso@hotmail.com

Athens

Crarbsi MOCBSIICHA BOIPOCaM 00y4eHHsI aHTHUHBIX XYJO)KHUKOB, HAYUHAs C TIe-
pHo/ia paHHEeH apXauKH U BIUIOTH JI0 SMOXH AIMHN3MA. C y4eToM BceX aHTHUHBIX
CBHUJICTEIBCTB Ha ATy TeMY 00CYKIaeTcsl BiussHue (priioco)CKON MBICIIH U MEHTA-
nuTeTa Ha oOydeHHe XYIOXKHHUKOB B KaXK/JbIH M3 pacCMaTpUBAEMBIX IEPHOJOB.
Takum 00pa3oM, cTaThs MPEACTABISICT co00i 0030p UCTOPHUM JAHHOTO BOIpOCA
¢ VIII no III BB. 10 H. 3., COIPOBOKIAEMBbIIl MaTepUagoM U3 BCEX NOCTYIHBIX
HUCTOYHHKOB.

In this article, the issues concerning the education of ancient artists from the early
archaic period until the early Hellenistic times are addressed. The whole corpus of
passages of ancient authors concerning this topic is cited and discussed as well as
the influence of philosophical ideas and of the mentality of different periods upon
the training and learning of artists. Thus the history of this subject from the 8th c.
BC until the early 3rd c. BC is attempted as far as it is allowed by the available
surviving evidence.

113 Evidence in Reinach (n. 31) 376-421 and Muller-Dufeu (n. 86) 78-1023.
Moreover there are a lot of specific studies concerning families of Hellenistic artists: for
example about the Boethoi, see A. Linfert, “Boethoi”, in: G. Hellenkemper Salies (ed.),
Das Wrack (Koln 1994) 831-847; about the Cleomenes’ family see G. Bevilacqua,
“La firma di Kleomenes”, in: A. Romualdi (ed.), Galleria degli Ulffizi. Studi e restauri
(Florence 2006) 27—46; about most sculptors with an Attic education, see A. Stewart,
Attika (London 1979) 101-174.
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A LYRE ON THE GROUND

To Prof- Dr. Heinz Heinen

Among Attic red-figured vases from the Hermitage collection is a stemmed
plate by the Dish Painter! dated to 470—460 BC. The painting in the interior
(fig. 1a) represents a bare-footed short-haired girl wearing a short high-
girdled chiton and a diadem or a leaved fillet. In a dance that resembles
running she approaches a lyre lying on the ground and looks backwards.
A ribbon is attached to the instrument; over the lyre there is an inscription
in purple, all the letters of which are clearly visible: XOPOEAEZX.

The content of this image has not been much discussed. The most
detailed examination is that of Anna Peredolskaya in her Hermitage
catalogue of red-figured Attic vases.? Peredolskaya argues that the musical
instrument® decorated with a ribbon points rather to a cult dance with
an accompaniment than to running. The glance of the girl is directed
backwards, which makes it probable that she is being followed by someone;
possibly, she is leading a chorus of young girls. The same explanation is
implied by the inscription, which states clearly that the image deals with
a chorus performance—though the translation given by Peredolskaya
(‘unymast Bo maBe xopa’— ‘leading a chorus’) is inadequate.* The girl’s
headgear which she calls “a golden diadem” points to a festive garment,
according to Peredolskaya “a traditional garment of a young dancer”.

Peredolskaya points out that the reason for placing the lyre on the
ground is obscure. In 1961, together with Xenia Gorbunova, she attempted

I Acc. no. I'P-2007 (former B-177; St. 1619; Waldhauer 823; Peredolskaya, KAV
149, pl. 103, 1; 177, 3; ARV? 787, 5; M&M 20; BA 209696).

2 Peredolskaya, KAV 132.

3 Erroneously called a cithara, though it is evidently a chelys-lyre: see e. g.
M. Maas, J.M. Snyder, Stringed instruments of Ancient Greece (New Haven—London
1989) ch. 2, 3.

4 Unfortunately the Hermitage catalogues of the last century are not free from
errors in ancient Greek. In an attempt to motivate her translation Peredolskaya adduced
the word xopaOAng as a parallel. As a result of misunderstanding yoporbAng occurs as
if inscribed at the plate I'P-2007 in a catalogue of exhibition M&M 20, though such
an inscription, if really placed at the image of the Dish painter, would have been as
puzzling as, say, a picture of a boy with a lyre labeled “a flute-girl”.

54
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an explanation:® the lyre was described as having its strings torn, and the
girl as looking surprised—probably before the accident she was heading
a chorus of young girls, accompanying the ritual dance with her instrument.
But since the torn strings are not mentioned in the catalogue of 1967, the
scholar must have later rejected this version. In fact, all the five strings are
depicted taut, though three lines are carelessly not brought to an end.

Ludolf Stefani® has not much to say on the subject of the image. He only
acknowledges it to be a dance, and not running. Indeed, the lyre makes us
consider the girl as a dancer and not as an athlete. Besides, her bent arms turn
out to be a regular dancing posture, as can be proved by several parallels.”
And even if we interpreted her movement as simple fast running, and thus
herself as a musician who is late for a performance, that would not spare
us the difficulties: why is the lyre not kept in her hands, but thrown aside?

Stefani® believes that the lyre was added to symbolize the music, which
accompanied the girl’s dance. A red-figured pelike by the Trophy Painter
from the middle of the fifth century BC? serves as a parallel: a small figure
of Eros flying over two women making music can indeed indicate a love
song being performed!? (though Erotes are anyway habitués of women’s
chambers in Classical vase-painting). But by showing just a lyre it is
hardly possible to indicate any concrete characteristics of the melody;
and a general indication of the music sounding (something like a newly
invented symbol J) seems superfluous, for an unaccompanied dance
would be hard to imagine in Greek culture.

It was Stefani!! who proposed the reading of the inscription (fig. 1b):
XOP<O>®EAEZ, i. e. yopopelng, ‘useful for the chorus’. There is no
literary evidence for this word, but it is formed after a model of other
compounds meaning ‘useful for something or someone’.!? Besides,

5 K.C. TopOyHnoBa, A.A. Ilepenonbckas, Macmepa epeueckux pacnucHvix 6d3
[K.S. Gorbunova, A.A. Peredolskaya, Greek Vase-Painters] (Leningrad 1961) 66.

¢ OAK 3a 1865 200 (St Petersburg 1866) 63—64.

7 Parallels are adduced by G. Richter, “A Stemmed Plate and a Stele”, MDAI
Ath. 71 (1956) 141. For more examples see: crater Lecce 572 (below n. 25); skyphos
Vienna 570 (ARV? 661, 93; BA 207752; CVA Osterreich 1, Wien 1, 32, pl. 40, 1-2),
the Painter of the Yale lekythos, 475-425 BC; white ground lekythos New York, MM
41.162.245 (BA 21634; M. C. Miller, Athens and Persia in the fifth century BC. A study
in cultural receptivity [Cambridge 1997] fig. 92), ca. 470 BC.

8 OAK 3a 1868 200 (St Petersburg 1870) 95 n. 4.

9 Acc. no. 240 (St. 1676; Waldhauer 732; Peredolskaya KAV 187, pl. 129, 1-2;
ARV? 857, 1; M&M 23; BA 212472).

10 OAK 3a 1868 200 (n. 8) 93.

1 OAK 3a 1865 200 (n. 6) 64.

12 Such as BLo@eAng, YOXOEEANS, KOIVOEEANS, 1d1PeANG, dnpoeeAng (the
later is explained by Hesychius, s. v.: TjLOV GQEADV).
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Aristophanes in Lys. 1319 mentions kpdtog YopweeAiétag, ‘the noise
which is a helper to the chorus’ (that is, clasping hands).

Stefani also indicated that the same inscription, XOPO®EAEX (again
without O), occurred once more (fig. 2a-b), on a red-figured Nolan
amphora by the Painter of Leningrad 702 from the Hermitage collection,
attributed to the third quarter of the fifth century BC.!3 In spite of various
dates, shapes and artists, one can note a certain similarity of the subjects.
On one side of the amphora a mantled youth with a taenia on his head
steps to the right, looking backwards and stretching out his right hand to
the left; in his left hand there is a chelys-lyre with eight strings decorated
with a ribbon. The inscription is under the lyre. On the other side (fig. 2¢)
a youth, also wearing a mantle and a taenia, strides to the right stretching
forward his right hand. As on the stemmed plate, purple is used, in par-
ticular for the ribbon on the lyre and the inscription.

John Beazley interpreted the first youth as Tithonos, who is indeed
often depicted as a schoolboy with a lyre. But such an understanding leads
the great scholar to consider the inscription “enigmatic” and to leave it
without an explanation. Meanwhile, the identification of Tithonos by his
attributes only is problematic, all the more that the figure of Eos pursuing
him is absent.'* Looking backwards is a pattern quite common for profile
views of moving figures in vase-painting,'> and it usually implies that
someone follows the represented figure—but in this case it seems to be
not Eos, but the second youth depicted on the reverse.!¢ The inscription
makes us think that they are both members of a chorus. A k0kAl0¢ xopdg
can hardly be depicted in corpore, still less on small plates or Nolan
amphoras, and it is seldom represented by numerous performers in vase-
painting;!” sometimes we are likely to find it indicated by one or two

13- Acc. no. I'P-2023 (former B-193; St. 1457; Waldhauer 706; ARV? 1193, 3; BA
215788).

14° A. Kossatz-Deissmann, “Tithonos”, LIMC VIII, 1 (1997) 34-36.

15 See e. g. Peredolskaya, KAV no. 3. 11. 20. 28. 32. 41. 50. 55. 58. 91. 92. 108.
109. 113. 145. 168. 181. 194. 197 etc.

16 T must admit that on the other amphorae of the Painter of Leningrad 702 the
subject connection between the two sides is either lacking or not evident, see ARV?.

17" See H. Frohning, Dithyrambos und Vasenmalerei in Athen (Wiirzburg 1971)
27-28 for two images of a dithyrambic chorus in performance (450—400 BC): on a bell-
crater Kopenhagen NM 13817 (4RV? 1145, 35; 1703; B4 215175; K. Friis Johansen,
Eine Dithyrambos-Auffiihrung [Copenhagen 1959] 20, pl. 1-6; CVA Danemark 8,
Copenhague 8,267-268, pl. 347-349; A. Pickard-Cambridge, The Dramatic Festivals
of Athens [Oxford 21968] fig. 15; ARFVcl fig. 174), the Kleophon Painter, and on a cup
New York, MM 27.74 (ARV?407, 18; BA 204417), the Briseis Painter.
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figures only.!® This would confirm the assumption of Peredolskaya that
the girl on the stemmed plate is also looking back at other chorus dancers.

XOP®EAEX without O repeated twice makes improbable an accidental
omission of the letter the second time. It is hardly possible that both
inscriptions are by the same hand and thus represent someone’s personal
notion of orthography, for the vase-paintings are attributed to different
artists and dated to different decades. It seems equally incredible to think
of an odd syncope of a long w by the confluence of o with m beginning the
second root of the compound.!® Most probably the second painter copied
the writing of the first: it is well known that not all the representatives
of the Athenian potters’ quarter were literate.2° Despite publications of
Stefani and Beazley, the mysterious word is still not taken into account in
classical studies.?!

Chelys-lyres are often represented in vase-painting among the objects
hanging on the wall in the background. This is a realistic detail indicating
a location, such as a school or a banqueting hall, and in the same time
a way to show that the scene is taking place indoors.??> The same must
be the meaning of a lyre placed on a piece of furniture, such as a chest,
which probably contains book-rolls.?3 Some additional symbolic meaning

18- See Frohning (n. 17) 20-23: a bell-crater Agrigento 1583 (BA 2053; Froning,
op. cit., pl. 7, 1; E. Csapo, “The Context of Choregic Dedications”, in: O. Taplin,
R. Wyles [eds.], The Pronomos Vase and its Context [Oxford 2010] App. B, no. 15),
the Marlay Painter, 430-420 BC (youth playing pipes, dancing figure in chitoniskos),
and a bell-crater Copenhagen Chr. VIII 939 (BA 9559; CVA Danemark 4, Copenhague
4, pl. 147; Froning, op. cit., pl. 6, 2; LIMC V1 [1992], pl. 585, Nike 335; Csapo, op. cit.,
App. B, no. 22), ca. 420 BC (two youths, one with lyre, at a tripod, with Nike, a priest
and an attendant).

19 Ch. A. Lobeck, Pathologiae Graeci sermonis elementa 1 (Regimontii
Borussorum 1853, repr. Hildesheim 1966) 303-304, adduces examples of syncope
of a short o, in particular in compounds after p: Xépvnoog and évoapedpoc. Still, as
regards the syncope of the long w (ibid., 333—335), he finds the only, and a disputable,
case: o€ instead of GOE.

20 J. Boardman, Athenian Black Figure Vases (London 1974, 21991) 200-201; id.,
Athenian Red Figure Vases. The Archaic Period (London 1975, repr. 1997)213; B. A. Spar-
kes, Greek Pottery. An Introduction (Manchester—New York 1991) 112 and n. 46.

2l For example, it is absent from LSJ and is not mentioned in the well-known
work: L. Threatte, The Grammar of Attic Inscriptions (Berlin—New York 1980-1994).

22 See e. g. P. Girard, L education athénienne au Ve et IVe siecle avant J.-C. (Paris
1889) 104—108; Maas, Snyder (n. 3) 88.

23 R/f cup, Erlangen 290 (4RV? 1259, 7; BA 217077; A. Queyrel, “Les Muses
a I’école: images de quelques vases du peintre de Calliope”, Antike Kunst 31 [1988]
pl. 20, 2), the Calliope Painter, ca. 430 BC; for interpretation as a school scene see
Queyrel, op. cit., 99.
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of the objects in field cannot be excluded,?* but to my mind it would
occur to no Greek spectator to interpret an instrument hanging on the
wall as producing sounds. There are many dancing scenes, in which the
accompanying instrument is depicted actually played by some character,
and some of them include other instruments hanging in field.?> There are
also images of a lyre being put on a stool 2 or taken down from a wall.?’

If a scene is taking place outdoors, we sometimes find lyres on the
ground at the characters’ feet. This must be an equivalent to the objects
hanging on the walls in indoor scenes, with one obvious difference: while
indoors we can be dealing with a permanent location of an instrument,
outdoors it must be brought with an intention to use it for a certain
purpose.

A lyre on the ground occurs in a number of many-figured mythological
scenes, next to the characters to whom it is a suitable attribute: it is
obviously placed at hand to be picked up at a due time, and is not
sounding.?8

24 E. g. Maas and Snyder (n. 3) 140141 indicate that frequently in vase-paintings
after 450 BC the phorminx (cradle cithara) is not played, but is hanging on the wall
in the background, and suppose that it can be just an attribute of the Muses and thus
the symbol of the Muses’ favour.

25 E. g. r/f column-crater Lecce 572 (ARV? 564, 21, CVA Italia 4, Lecce 1,
HLIC.4, pl. [154-155] 3, 1-3; 4, 1, B4 206449), the Pig Painter, 500450 BC: cradle-
cithara suspended, aulos sounding. R/f pelike Munich 2363 (ARV? 853, 1; 1574; CVA
Deutschland 6, Miinchen 2, 16. pl. [272, 274] 76, 1-2; 78, 1. 4-5; B4 212445), name-
vase of the Painter of Munich 2363, 475-425 BC: Eros dancing, chelys-lyre suspended,
cradle-cithara sounding. R/f pelike Athens, NM 1187 (BA 43744; GRBS 31 [1990]
160 pl. 8B), ca. 410 BC: chelys-lyre suspended, aulos sounding.

26 Chous Athens, Nat. Mus. 1230 (4RV? 782, 12; G. van Hoorn, Choes and
Anthesteria [Leiden 1951] p. 63 no. 27, fig. 157; BA 209622), the Akestorides Painter,
ca. 460 BC.

27 Boeotian chous New York, MM 49.11.2 (van Hoorn [n. 26] p. 164 no. 766,
fig. 155), 420400 BC.

28 R/f neck-amphora Boston, MFA 03.821 (ARV? 1186, 29; BA 215718; LIMC
V [1990] pl. 309, Hippodameia I 1), the Kadmos Painter, ca. 400 BC: Hippodameia
(“IIIIIOAAMH”), an exemplary bride, with her attendants at leisure in a garden. R/f
calyx-crater, once Paris, market (ARV? 1165, 74; BA 215426; LIMC V1[1992], Marsyas
123), the Painter of Munich 2335, the beginning of the 4t cent. BC: Apollo and Marsyas
(aulos sounding). R/f calyx-crater, Erlangen 302 (4ARV? 1418, 3; W. Griinhagen,
Archdologisches Institut der Universitdt Erlangen: Antike Originalarbeiten des
Kunstsammlungs des Instituts [Niirnberg 1948] 44, pl. 14; B4 260002), the Erbach
Painter, ca. 400 BC: Apollo and Marsyas (? an old satyr) holding an aulos pipe in each
hand. R/f bell-crater, Madrid 11074 (ARV? 1185, 17; BA 215705; LIMC 111 [1886],
pl. 386, Dionysos 598 = LIMC V1 [1992], Nike 223), the Kadmos Painter, 390-380 BC:
Dionysos with his retinue and a Nike (aulos played by a satyr).
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The context of several images on choes is more ambiguous.?® Five of
them are very close to each other:30 two (fig. 3—4) depict a youth3! and
three (fig. 5-7) a satyr3? approaching a lyre, which lies on the ground.
While in two cases the character’s dancing is very probable and in two
other not excluded, the satyr on Piraeus 580 is bending down to reach for
the lyre, which shows clearly that its actual use is yet to come. A more
detailed scene®’ (fig. 8) shows, beside a lyre, one dancing and one probably
singing figure (this is the only case with the dancer moving away from the
lyre, which is leaning against a stone).

The only conventional meaning one could think of is that a lyre on the
ground should help to distinguish dancing from running: it is significant
that modern decoration descriptions often hesitate to indicate the figures’

29 Since wine-jugs of this form are a distinctive feature of the Anthesteria, the
scenes depicted on them are likely to relate to this festival, but we cannot rule out
other possibilities. See T. B. L. Webster, Potter and Patron in Classical Athens (London
1972) 164; N. Robertson, “Athen’s Festival of the New Wine”, HSCPh 95 (1993) 198;
R.F. Hamilton, Choes and Anthesteria: Athenian Iconography and Ritual (Ann Arbor
1992) 64—69.

30 These choes belong to the series with the same manner of decoration, which
is a cheap substitute of red-figure: red paint is applied directly over the black glaze,
without incision and secondary colors, so the images are not very durable and not too
discrete and intelligible. The homogeneity of the series makes probable an attribution to
the same workshop (if not to the same hand) dated approximately to the second and the
third quarters of the 5% cent. BC: J.R. Green, “A Series of Added Red-figure Choes”,
Arch. Anz. 85 (1970) 475-487. This means that the implied reason, why the lyre is
on the ground, will have been the same for all these vases. Lack of inner marking for
details caused a preference for single figures, moving in a lively manner with the limbs
widely spread, and for open-shaped lyres, which provide a clear silhouette: van Hoorn
[n. 26] 54; Green, op. cit., 480.

31 Oxford 1945.45 (BA 23907; Ashmolean Museum. Select Exhibition of Sir John
and Lady Beazley's Gifts, 1912—-1966 (Oxford 1967) pl. 46. 311; Green [n. 30] cat.
no. 2).—Utrecht, University ARCH-23 (van Hoorn [n. 26] p. 190, no. 974, fig. 428;
Green [n. 30] cat. no. 8).

32 Vienna, University 509 (CVA Deutschland 5, Wien 1, pl. [216] 22, 13; van
Hoorn [n. 26] p. 192 no. 991, fig. 429; Green [n. 30] cat. no. 6, fig. 4), ca. 430
BC.—Gela 73 (O. Benndorf, Griechische und sicilische Vasenbilder [Berlin 1883]
69, pl. 36, 3; L. Deubner, Attische Feste [Darmstadt 1932, Nachdr. 1956] 247,
van Hoorn [n. 26] p. 186, no. 952; Green [n. 30] cat. no. 27, fig. 12; CVA Italia
56, Gela 4, 29, pl. [2510] 45, 6. 9; BA 2395), manner of the Haimon Painter,
ca. 430 BC.—Piraeus, Archacolog. Mus. 580 (B4 1340; Green [n. 30] cat. no. 17,
fig. 7a—c).

3 Once New York, market (van Hoorn [n. 26] p. 177, no. 886, fig. 174; Sotheby-
Parke-Bernet, New York, sale catalogue 7.12.2005, 41, lot 42, right; BA 15816),
ca. 425 BC.
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movements.’* If a dancing posture is not enough characteristic (or the
painter’s skill is lacking) and if there is not enough space to represent
a musician who accompanies the dance, it could perhaps make sense to
depict only a lyre.?

Still other explanations can be proposed. Let us make the stemmed
plate representing the dancing girl our starting point, even though I am not
sure that interpreting a lyre on this vase-painting can be applied to the rest
of the images.

First, I do not think that the girl is entertaining at a symposion,
rehearsing or seeking clients for it.3¢ Indeed, in many cases dancing girls
in vase-paintings are obviously hetaerae (as suggested by occasional
presence of their mistress with a narthex and of male customers with
purses).3” But there is also a category of dance “of less obvious meaning” 3%
performed probably in a religious context.

It should be noted that I do not exclude the participation of professional
female entertainers in public religious ceremonies. For instance, if music-
making was required at an all-female festival, probably professional
musicians and dancers from women musical schools were engaged,
such as Habrotonon, who, when still a virgin, played for the girls at the
Tauropolia (Men. Epitrep. 477-479). In this sense, the girl could as well
(but not necessarily) be a pupil of a “hetaerae school”. But I argue that in

34 The posture of the youth on Utrecht ARCH-23 is very close to that of the satyr
on Vienna 509, but cf.: Utrecht ARCH-23 “boy approaching lyre” (van Hoorn) / Vienna
509 “tanzender Satyr” (CVA); “silen approaches lyre” (van Hoorn). The movement of
the youth on Oxford 1945.45 and of the satyr on Gela 73 is nearly the same, but cf.:
Gela 73 “silen running excitedly” (van Hoorn); “un satirello che corre a gambe levate
e a braccia alzate” (CVA) [cf. “Ein bekranzter Satyr stdsst in iibermiithiger Laune, weit
ausspringend, mit dem Fuss eine Leier bei Seite” (Benndorf)] / Oxford 1945.45 “youth
running or dancing” (B4). See also below n. 53.

35 Compare a late geometrical Laconian pyxis fr., Athens, Nat. Mus. 234
(J. Boardman, Early Greek Vase Painting [London 1998] fig. 131), 750-690 BC, with
two phorminges (and a scorpion) inserted in the empty space between dancing figures.

36 Webster (n. 29) 125 enumerates this dish among the images of solo performers
at a symposion.

37 For images of dancing girls see J.D. Beazley, “Narthex”, AJ4 37 (1933) 400—
403; L. B. Lawler, The Dance in Ancient Greece (London 1964) 127—138; M. Robertson,
“A Muffled Dancer and Others”, in: A. Cambitoglou (ed.), Studies in Honour of
Arthur Dale Trendall (Sydney 1979) 132 n. 12; L. Burn, The Meidias Painter (Oxford
1987) 84-86; Webster (n. 29) 124-125; Maas, Snyder (n. 3) 141-142; J.H. Oakley,
The Phiale Painter, Kerameus 8 (Mainz 1990) 37-39; Miller (n. 7) 181 and n. 186;
Sh. D. Bundrick, Music and Image in Classical Athens (Cambridge 2005) 89-90.

38 Maas, Snyder (n. 3) 14. For examples, see below.
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any case her performance takes place at a cult ceremony, and besides at
one not restricted to the hetaerae.?®

The festal attire of the girl on the plate Hermitage I'P-2007 is
appropriate both for a feast and for a cult performance. In particular, there
are many parallels for wearing head-bands with leaves thrust into them
by the participants of state festivals.*? Active dance may have required
a shortened garment,*’ even when connected with a cult sphere.*> Short

39 A professional festival of hetaerae is likely to be the Aphrodisia: Deubner (n. 32)
216. Besides hetaerae played a prominent part at the Haloa: Deubner (n. 32) 62; 67,
pl. 4.1. Cf. E. Simon, Festivals of Attica. An Archaeological Commentary (Wisconsin
1983) 35-37: “It was a women’s festival and must have been celebrated in earlier
times by married women as the Thesmophoria were. But from the fourth century BC
onwards it was mainly a festival of the Aetairai”.—Robertson (n. 37) 131; id., The Art
of Vase Painting in Classical Athens (Cambridge 1992) 206-207, followed by Burn
(n. 37) 85-86, argues for ritual connotations of the Boston phiale representing hetaerae
who practice their dance: Boston, MFA 97.371 (4RV? 1023, 146; BA 214328; ARFVcl
fig. 128; Bundrick [n. 37] 89-90, fig. 56), name-vase of the Phiale Painter, 475-425
BC. But see contra A. Schifer, Unterhaltung beim griechischen Symposion (Mainz
1997) 78; Bundrick, op. cit., 90 and 217 n. 189.

40 Miller (n. 7) 181 and n. 187 (on the Hermitage vase). Frohning (n. 18) 20—
23, pl. 6.1; 6.2; 7.1, interprets figures with a similar head-dress as performers of
a dithyramb. G. van Hoorn (n. 26) 34, with n. 135 and 136, notes that the head-dress
with spikes rising from it is worn by different characters involved in festive activities
depicted on choes, for example by torch-racers.

41 On some vases that could serve as parallels the dancing figure can be either a girl
or a youth: (1) chous New York, market (n. 33, fig. 8; see below p. 71); (2) chous Paris,
Louvre CA21 (fig. 13: ARV? 1335, 33; BA 217494; van Hoorn [n. 26] p. 168 no. 822,
fig. 244), the Nikias Painter, ca. 410 BC—apparently dancing at the Anthesteria (Miller
[n. 7] 181); (3) stemmed plate bought and published by G. Richter: Rome, Richter Coll.
(Richter [n. 7], Beilage 74—75; ARV 1305, 1; Miller [n. 7] fig. 108), Class of Naples
2618, 430-425 BC.—The last vase is likely to indicate a dancer and not a runner, even
in spite of a goal post (meta) depicted, for one foot is drawn in the tree-quarter view,
indicating that the figure is about to turn; in this case the meta implies that the dancing
is taking place outdoors, in a palaestra, at a dancing contest (Richter [n. 7] 141). It
belongs, in its turn, to a group of four stemmed plates (Dresden 361: A. Furtwéngler,
“Erwerbungen der Antikensammlungen in Deutschland. Dresden”, Arch. Anz. [1895]
225-226, fig. 25; Naples 2618 and 2626: Richter, ibid., Beilage 76, 77), probably
produced in the same workshop, the other showing: a naked youth, his hand stretched
out and his back to the goal post; a youth in the same posture, but without a meta; and
a youth playing a lyre. The whole series may be connected to a single subject, most
probably school competitions. In this case the dancer is rather a youth, and the context
is different from that of the two Hermitage vases with the XOP®EAEZX -inscription.

42 The most famous example is the dance in kaha®iokot, basket-like head-dress,
associated with the ‘basket dance’ in certain rituals of Demeter (Eustath. 1627, 46-50)
and of Artemis in Lydia (Strab. 13, 5, p. 626) and often identified, in turn, with the
dance performed by Laconian maidens at a festival of Artemis Karyatis (Paus. 3, 10,
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hair, too, seems not to be an unequivocal sign of low social status. It
is true that in the fifth century ladies on vase-paintings normally have
long hair, whereas short-haired women are mostly slaves.** But we find
a considerable number of long-haired hetaerae,** and probably some
examples of short-haired ladies.*> Besides, a lyre on the ground, as we
have seen, is an indication of an outdoor event, which argues as well
against a performance of a hetaera.*®

Still the decisive argument against the convivial context of the girl’s
dance is of course the inscription that connects it with a chorus. There is
no evidence for a chorus as a means of entertainment at a drinking party
or for hetaerae formed in a chorus in Athens. On the contrary, choral
performance seems an important civic activity sanctioned by the polis,*’
which could probably take place only at state public festivals and at
some private ceremonies intended to gain the favour of the gods, such as
weddings, children’s school festivals, or celebrating a victory in a contest.

It seems that in Classical Athens a performance of a chorus of young
girls is only thinkable on a religious occasion.*?

7). See Stephani, OAK 3a 1865 200 (n. 6) 63—64; P. Wolters, “Karyatiden”, Zeitschrift
fiir bildende Kunst, N.F. 6 (1895) 42-43; A.B. Cook, Zeus. A Study in Ancient
Religion 111, 2 (1940) 990-1012; H. Metzger, “Lébes gamikos a figures rouges du
Musée National d’Athénes”, BCH 66—67 (1942—1943) 234-239; F. Brommer, “Antike
Téanze”, Arch. Anz. 1989, 485-486.—Besides, for dancing girls in short tunics see
Hamilton (below n. 50) 453 cat. no. 30: cult of Artemis; lebes Athens, Nat. Mus. 1256
(below n. 61): wedding.

4 H. GroB, “Haartracht, Haarschmuck”, KI/P (1967) 897; N. Himmelmann,
“Archédologisches zum Problem der griechischen Sklaverei”, AbhMainz 13 (1971)
16 n. 1. There is also literary evidence that short hair was worn by slaves: Arph. Av. 911;
Olympiodor. In Plat. Alcib. 148-149.

4 A study of hetaerae hairstyles shows that we cannot conclude with certainty
on female social status judging on long and short hair: 1. Peschel, Die Hetdre bei
Symposium und Komos in der attisch-rotfigurigen Vasenmalerei des 6—4 Jahrh. v. Chr.
(Frankfurt a. M. 1987) 358-359. S. Lewis, The Athenian Woman. An Iconographical
Handbook (London—New York 2002) 105-106, points out that a hetaera was not
expected to look like a slave, and the owner would hardly crop a girl’s hair if she was
to earn money in this way.

45 V. Liventhal, “What Goes On among the Women? The Setting of Some Attic
Vase Paintings of the Fifth Century B.C.”, Analecta Romana Instituti Danici 14 (1985)
41 with n. 22.

4 Burn (n. 37) 84 n. 6: “Brothel scenes are usually distinctively inside the house,
as indicated by columns, couches, doors, or objects hanging on the walls”.

47 Hence an idea of its educational effect exaggerated by Plato: Leg. 2,
654 a—b. 664 b—d. 666 d. 672 e.

48 See Burn (n. 37) 84-85.
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It is acknowledged*® that on the whole Athenian women did not
play a prominent part at most of the state religious festivals, and those,
at which they did, were often nocturnal, exclusively female, secret, so
no wonder that they are seldom depicted in the visual arts. Our evidence
on maiden choruses in Athens is rather scanty, but one can suppose that
occasions were more numerous than those we are aware of. The poet
coming to new-found Nephelokokkygia offers partheneia among other
poetic productions that apparently no decent polis can do without (Arph.
Av. 919)—this implies that they were a usual matter in Athens as well.>0

Concrete known or supposed cases of Athenian women dancing and
singing for religious occasions are:

1) worshipping Athena;3!

2) a ceremony dedicated to Erechtheus;>?

4 E. g., J. Neils, “Adonia to Thesmophoria: Women and Athenian Festivals”,
in: N. Kaltsas, A. Shapiro (eds.), Worshiping Women. Ritual and Reality in Classical
Athens. Catalogue (Athens—New York 2008) 243-244.

50 R. Hamilton, “Alkman and the Athenian Arkteia”, Hesperia 58 (1989): 4,
471 argues that our sources were not interested in girls’ rituals just because they were
too commonplace to offer anything unique and specific: “The traditional dances by girls
were so widespread that they can appear in essentially the same form in a 7™-century
Spartan poem or on a 5"-century Attic vase, and they were so ordinary as to go without
remark in the extant sources”.

SU (1) Eur. Heraclid. 777-783; see A. Mommsen, Feste der Stadt Athen im Altertum
(Leipzig 1898) 105-106; Deubner (n. 32) 24; C. Calame, Les choeurs de jeunes filles
en Gréce archaique (Roma 1977) 151; 235-236 on singing a paean during a Tovvoyic
at the Panathenaia.—(2) B/f lekythos New York, MM 31.11.10 (4BV 154, 57; 688;
BA 310485; D. von Bothmer, The Amasis Painter and His World. Vase-Painting in
the Sixth-century B.C. Athens [New York—London 1985] 185-187, cat. no. 48), the
Amasis Painter, 560-530 BC, with eight female dancers on the shoulder, is interpreted
as a representation of weaving and bringing the peplos to Athena: S. Karousou, The
Amasis Painter (Oxford 1966) 44; J. Neils, “Pride, Pomp, and Circumstance: The
Iconography of Procession”, in: ead. (ed.), Worshipping Athena (Madison 1996) 186
(still other interpretations connect it with a wedding: see M. H. Delavaud-Roux, Les
dances pacifiques in Greece antique [Aix-en-Provence 1994] 95-96 no. 32).—(3) The
participation of dancing girls at a New Year sacrifice can be inferred from an inscription
dating from 196217 AD: J.H. Oliver, “Iulia Domna as Athena Polias”, in: Athenian
Studies Presented to W.S. Ferguson, HSCPh Suppl. 1 (Cambridge, Mass.—London
1940) 521-530; J. et L. Robert, Bull. ép. 1946—-1947, no. 101. L. 32-34: (?) xopebelv
Ty €opltv. Probably the honours for Tulia Domna were included into a more ancient
rite dedicated to Athena Polias: Deubner (n. 32) 236-237.

52 Eur. Erechtheus (P. Sorb. 2328 col. VI, 77-79 and VII, 80): C. Austin, “De
nouveaux fragments de 1’Erechthée d’Euripide”, Recherches de papyrologie IV (Paris
1967) 11-67; TrGF F 370: Athena prescribes the girls to form choruses annually in
honour of Erechtheus and his daughters. N. Robertson, “The Origins of the Pana-
thenaia”, RAM 128 (1985) 235. 237. 254, connects these rites with the Scira.
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3) the Arkteia in Brauron, Piraeus and Mounichia;>3

4) a mavvoylg at the Tauropolia in Halai;>*

5) a certain Dionysian festival,>> sometimes identified with the
Lenaia,>® known from the representations on vases;>’

6) worshipping Aphrodite;>?

7) the Adonia;

53 Numerous votive krateriskoi found in Attic sanctuaries of Artemis show girls of
various ages, nude and wearing short or long garments, in the act of processing, racing
and dancing (it is worth noting that these activities are not always easily distinguishable):
for dancing, see Hamilton (n. 50) 450-453 cat. no. 8. 10. 11. 12. 13. 16. 21. 22. 23.
26. 27. 30. Of the other shapes, see b/f dish or pyxis fr. Brauron 350213 (L. Ghali-
Kabhil, “Quelques vases du sanctuaire d’Artémis a Brauron”, in: Neue Ausgrabungen in
Griechenland, AntK Beiheft 1 [Basel 1963] p. 6 no. 3, pl. 1, 4; BA 350213), the Burgon
Groupe, ca. 560 BC; r/f pyxis lid fr. Brauron (Ghali-Kabhil, op. cit., p. 24 no. 50, pl. 13, 6;
P. Truitt, “Attic White-Ground Pyxis and Phiale, ca. 450 B.C.”, Boston Museum Bulletin
vol. 67, no. 348 [1969] 90 fig. 23; B4 276053), the Painter of London B 12, 450-425 BC.

54 Men. Epitrep. 477-478: Tavpomoriolg: Totoiv yop EYoArlov KOpalg, / adTn
0" [6pod ov]vémailev. Deubner (n. 32) 208: “Die Miadchen ehrten die Gottheit mit
Musik und Reigentanz”. Yet in this case the girls’ music-making was not rehearsed,
since Habrotonon met Pamphile for the first time there.

55 Bundrick (n. 37) 157-158; Neils (n. 49) 247; S. Chryssoulaki, “The Participation
of Women in the Worship and Festivals of Dionysos”, Worshiping Women (n.49)267-275.

56 A. Frickenhaus. Lendenvasen, Programm zum Winkelmannsfeste der
Archdologischen Gesellschaft zu Berlin 72 (Berlin 1912). M.P. Nilsson, Geschichte
der griechischen Religion 1 (Munich 1955) 587-588, proposed the Anthesteria.

57 See below n. 67. Besides see r/f cup Florence 3950 (ARV? 914, 142; CVA Italia
30, Firenze 3, IIL.I.18, IIL.I.19, pl. (1373) 109, 3; B4 211080), the Painter of Bologna
417, ca. 450 BC.—Many images of dancing maenads are supposed to depict Athenian
women imitating maenads, but they perform an improvised ecstatic dance, intended
to enable personal contact with a deity (Chryssoulaki [n. 55] 274), which cannot be
classified as a chorus dance.

38 Squat lekythos Paris, Louvre MNB2110 (ARV? 1314, 14; LIMC 11 [1984]
pl. 134, Aphrodite 1360; Burn [n. 37] cat. M16, pl. 16 a—c; BA 220506), the Meidias
Painter, 420-400 BC—Aphrodite with Eros and women dancing; for interpretation as
a pannychis at a sanctuary of Aphrodite see Burn (n. 37) 29. 30. 86. Lekythos Paris,
Louvre CA1890 (ARV? 1326, 68; Burn [n. 37] cat. MM 108, pl. 51 ¢; BA 220623): two
women in short tunics, one with castanets, dance to the accompaniment of a piping
Eros; “Festival of Aphrodite?” (Burn). Cf. squat lekythos New York, MM 1924.97.35
(BA 42131; LIMC 111 [1986] pl. 648, Eros 692; A. Lezzi-Hafter, Der Eretria-Maler,
Werke und Weggefahrten, Kerameus 6 [Mainz 1988] cat. no. 244, pl. 159 c—d), the
Painter of Athens 1729, 425-420 BC—a girl dancing to the tympanon played by Eros
before an altar. Cf. also the next note.—According to R. Rosenzweig, Worshipping
Aphrodite. Art and Cult in Classical Athens (Ann Arbor 2004) 77, “brides and hetairai
worshipped Aphrodite in a similar manner”. But see above n. 39.

% R/fkotyle Athens, New Akropolis Museum 1960-NAK?222 (Worshiping Women
[n. 49] cat. no. 121), ca. 350 BC. R/f squat lekythos Berlin, Antikensammlung 3248
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8) worshipping Demeter;%

9) wedding ceremonies®! (it can be doubted to what extant the wedding
dances were rehearsed, for in most cases they were probably performed
by the family and friends).

(ARV? 1482, 5; 1695; ARFVcl fig. 405; BA 230497), the 4t cent. BC. R/f hydria
London, Br. Mus. E241 (ARV? 1482, 1; CVA Great Britain 8, British Museum 6,
HLLC, p. 8, pl. [371.372] 96, 4; 97, 4; LIMC 1 [1981], Adonis 48b, pl. 170; Worshiping
Women [n. 49] 246 fig. 3; Rosenzweig [n. 58] fig. 47; BA 230493), the 4 cent. BC.
Ch. M. Edwards, “Aphrodite at a Ladder”, Hesperia 53 (1984) 67-68, argues that Berlin
3248 and London E241 relate to the cult of Aphrodite Ourania and not Adonis.—Neils
(n. 49) 245: “the festival never attained the status of a state cult”. Isolated ecstatic dance
is more probable here than a chorus performance.

0 Plut. Sol. 8,4-5: to imitate Athenian women worshipping Demeter, young soldiers
must Toiley kol yopebewy. Arph. Thesm. 947—-1000: it is emphasized in the text that the
dance performed by the chorus is a ritual one (Gmep vopog €voade taiot yovaiéiy etc.).
B/f Siana cup London, Br. Mus. 1906.12-15.1 (4BV 90, 7; CVA Great Britain 2, British
Museum 2, 111 He p. 4, pl. (68) 10.6A-B; LIMC 1V, Demeter 417, pl. 595; BA 300834),
the Burgon Group, 560-550 BC. See B. Ashmole, “Kalligeneia and Hieros Arotos”, JHS
66 (1946) 810 with pl. 2-3; Simon (n. 58) 20-21; J. B. Connelly, Portrait of a Priestess,
Women and Ritual in Ancient Greece (Princeton—Oxford 2007) pl. 10; p. 66 with fig. 3.2;
M. Tiverios, “Women of Athens in the Worship of Demeter: Iconographic Evidence
from Archaic and Classical Time”, Worshiping Women (n. 49) 128—129 with fig. 4a.

61 B/f lekythos New York, MM 56.11.1 (n. 66). R/f lebes Mykonos 970 (4RV? 261,
19; Ch. Dugas, Exploration archéologique de Delos. XX1. Les vases attiques a figures
rouges (Paris 1952) 9—11, no. 12, pl. 7; LIMC 11, Apollon 947, pl. 265; A. Kauffmann-
Samaras, “Paroles et musique du marriage en Gréce. Sources écrits et images peintes”,
in: Silence et fureur. La femme et le marriage en Gréce. Les antiquités grecques du
Musée Calvet, Avignon [Paris 1996] 444; Bundrick [n. 37] 179-183, fig. 103; BA
202973), the Syriskos Painter, 470-450 BC (still interpreted as Apollo and the Muses or
the Deliades by Beazley). R/f nuptial lebes stand Athens, Nat. Mus. 12894 (B4 9025012;
Metzger [n. 42] 228-247, pl. XIII; Worshiping Women [n. 49] cat. no. 146), 370-360 BC
(Metzger thinks it to be a ritual dance of Athenian hetaerae in honour of Aphrodite). R/f
chous fir. Tiibingen 1219 (C. Watzinger, Griechische Vasen in Tiibingen [Reutlingen
1924] E 174, pl. 38; L. Séchan, La danse grecque antique [Paris 1930] 218 and pl. XII,
1; K. Schefold, Untersuchungen zu den Kertscher Vasen [Berlin—Leipzig 1934) no. 331,
pl. 21; van Hoorn [n. 26] p. 189 no. 966; CVA Deutschland 52, Tiibingen 4, pl. [2555] 38,
LIMC1TV [1988] pl. 302, Héléne 65; Kauffmann-Samaras, op. cit., 444 n. 58; BA 11634),
the Helen Painter, ca. 380 BC (still depicting dancing girls in kalathiskoi at the wedding
of Menelaos may intend to lend a Laconian colour to the scene: E. Bohr, CVA4 p. 87;
according to Metzger, op. cit., 237, it is a cult dance worshipping Helen as a goddess).
R/f nuptial lebes Athens, Nat. Mus. 1256 (ARV? 1506, 1; BA 230921; Worshiping
Women [n. 49] cat. no. 145), name vase of the Painter of Athens 1256, ca. 340-320
BC. R/f loutrophoros fir. St Petersburg I'm 1881.168 (Schefold, op. cit., no. 284, pl. 50;
Kauffmann-Samaras, op. cit., 444 n. 58; BA21460), the Painter of the Wedding Procession,
340-330 BC. Cf. Eur. Tro. 325-340 (cf. IA 1036-1037): there are no references to
Athens, but Euripides will have reflected the rites familiar to himself and his audience.
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Besides, there is evidence of vase-paintings representing maidens’
choruses, which do not allow a definition of the occasion.%2

So I believe that here we have an episode during a cult performance of
a girl chorus. I would call what is being performed, a partheneion.

Since the girl moves towards the lyre, she is probably going to pick
it up. Compare the yopweeAng youth holding a lyre: the Painter of
Leningrad 702 who copied the inscription XOP®EAEZX will have thought
of his subject and his character as similar to that of the Dish painter. But
the girl is moving in a dance—therefore the dance has begun,; still the lyre
does not sound yet. How can we explain this?

There is some evidence that the choruses, and especially partheneia,
were accompanied both by stringed and by wind-instruments. Already in

92 (1) B/f pyxis fr. Hamburg 1917.223 (4BV 90; CVA Deutschland 41, Hamburg 1,
pp. 6465, pl. [2013] 47, 5; B4 300836), the Burgon Groupe, ca. 550 BC.

(2) B/f lip cup, Tarquinia, Nat. Mus. RC 4194 (CVA Italia 26, Tarquinia 2, 111.H,
p. 3, pl. [1170] 21, 5. 6; LIMC VI [1992], Nereides 264, pl. 490; BA 397), 575-525 BC
(interpreted as Nereids by J. D. Beazley, “Little-Master Cups”, JHS 52 [1932] 178).

(3) R/f calyx-crater Rome, Villa Giulia 909 (A. Furtwingler, K. Reichhold [eds.],
Griechische Vasenmalerei. Auswahl hervorragender Vasen. Serie 1. Text [Miinchen
1904] 80-81; ARV? 618, 1; CVA Italia 2, Mus. Naz. di Villa Giulia 2, p. 12, pl. [60-61]
21-22; BA 207149; ARFVcl fig. 21), the Villa Giulia Painter, 460—450 BC.

(4) R/f astragalos-vase London, Br. Mus. E804 (4ARV? 765, 20; CVA Great
Britain 5, British Museum 4, l1l.1c, p. 3, pl. [219, 220] 26, 1; 27, 1; ARFVcl fig. 105;
M. Robertson, The Art of Vase-painting in Classical Athens [Cambridge 1992] 188—
190, fig. 199-202; B4 209477), the Sotades Painter, 500—450 BC.

(5) White-ground phiale Boston, MFA 65.908 (Truitt [n. 53] 83-92; P. W. Lehmann,
D. Spittle, Samothrace. Excavations conducted by the Institute of Fine Arts of New York
University. 5. The Temenos [Princeton 1982] pl. 208; Connelly [n. 60] pl. 1; p. 29-31,
fig. 2.1; Lewis [n. 44] 50 fig. 1.31; BA 4826), the Painter of London D 12, ca. 450 BC.
P. Truitt connects it with the cult of Artemis.

(6) White-ground pyxis lid, once Basel, Art Market (Attische schwarzfigurige
Vasen, Miinzen und Medaillen A.G., Basel, Sonderliste G [November 1964] no. 49;
Truitt, op. cit., p. 90 fig. 22; BA 352012), workshop of the Haimon Painter, 525—
475 BC.

(7) B/f pyxis lid Athens, Nat. Mus. 14909 (A. Dessenne, “Pyxis a figures noires du
Musée National d’Athenes”, Revue archéologique sér. 6, 36 [1950] 40—76; Lehmann,
Spittle, op. cit., pl. 209; BA 2660), ca. 440 BC.

(8-10) See below n. 66. 67. 70.

Women surrounding a Nike on the exterior of the cup in Palermo, inside of which
there is a Nike and a youth with a lyre (Palermo 5514 [ARV? 918, 3; E. Paribeni et
al., La Collezione Casuccini, Ceramica Attica, Ceramica Etrusca, Ceramica Falisca
[Rome 1996] 7678, fig. 49; B4 211156], the Painter of Bologna 417, 475-425 BC), are
interpreted by Webster (n. 29) 169 as “a successful women’s chorus for which the youth
played the lyre”, but they are rather the Muses: see Queyrel (n. 23).
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Alcman %3 the chorus mentions both a citharist and an aulete, though it is
not possible to conclude from the fragments, if they accompany the same
song and whether they play together or in turn.%*

A Protoattic hydria fragment depicts a chain of nine girls headed by an
aulete and a citharist.®

A frieze on the shoulders of a lekythos by the Amasis Painter % shows
nine girls in a circle chain dance, separated in threes by the handle of the
vessel and by figures of sitting musicians, one playing an aulos and the
other a chelys-lyre.

Stamnoi from the mid-fifth cent. BC (fig. 9a-b)%7 represent a row of
girls processing or dancing in a stately manner, four on each side of the
vessel. Thyrsoi and cups in their hands indicate a Dionysian rite. It is
likely that here we have historical devotees of the god and not mythical
companions of Dionysos, judging by the civilized and orderly mood of
the scenes: the girls are calm and concentrated rather than ecstatic, they
are imitating and not experiencing the ritual.®® (Cf. Diod. Sic. 4, 3, 3:
at the Dionysian feasts, whereas married women drive frenzy imitating
maenads, the girls are supposed only to carry thyrsoi and to exclaim
“gba”.9%) The girls play both an aulos and a barbiton, either on the same
or on different sides of the stamnoi.

03 docar d¢ Taldeg apémvy / €vti, TOV KiBaplotay / aivéovtt (fr. 38 Page = 20
Diehl = 66 Bergk); apiv 8 drovinoel pérog (fr. 37b Page = 21 Diehl = 78 Bergk).

64 Cf. Pind. Pyth. 10, 38-39: mavidt 8¢ yopoi mopOEvmy / Avupdv te Boait kovary ot
T aOA®V dovéovton (by the Hyperboreans).

65 Berlin, Antikensammlung A 1 (CVA Deutschland 2, Berlin 1, p. 9-10, pl. 1, 1-2;
BA1001701), 700-650 BC.

% B/f lekythos New York, MM 56.11.1 (BA 350478; Maas, Snyder [n. 3] 51
fig. 15 b; von Bothmer [n. 51] 182—184, cat. no. 47; Bundrick [n. 37] 181 fig. 105), the
Amasis Painter, 560-530 BC. The scene is interpreted as a wedding dance by Lawler
(n. 37) 116-117; Kauffmann-Samaras (n. 61) 444; M. H. Delavaud-Roux (n. 51) 91;
Bundrick, op. cit., 182.

67 St. Petersburg, Hermitage I'P-4517 (former b-1588; St. 1714; Waldhauer 806;
ARV? 620, 32; Peredolskaya KAV 182, pl. 122, 3-4; 123; M&M 22; B4 207186), the
Villa Giulia Painter, ca. 460 BC. New York, MM 06.1021.178 (ARV? 1077, 1; 1682;
Worshiping Women [n. 49] cat. no. 129; B4 214482), the Menelaos Painter, ca. 450 BC.

%8 TopOyHoBa, [Tepenonbckas (n. 5) 79-81; Peredolskaya, K4V 160; Chryssoulaki
(n. 55) 273; V. Sapiranidi, Worshiping Women (n. 49) 282.

0§10 kol Topd TOAAOIG TV EAANVIS@V TOAE®V S0t TPV ETOV Porkyeld
Te YOVOLK®V 6BpoilecBot, kol Talg mapBEvolg VOOV lvol BLPGOPOPETY Kol
ouvvevBovoldlety ebaloboog Kol TIHOCOLG TOV BedV: TAG S& YLUVaTKOG KOTO
cVoTNHOTO BVoLaLely T® Bed Kol PakyeLELY KOl KOAOOAOL TNV TOPOVGLOY DILVETY
700 ALOVOGOV, LIHLOVHEVOS TOG LGTOPOVREVOS TO TOAOLOV TOPEdPEVELY TR Oe®d
HOVASOLC.
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On an Attic lekanis lid from the Hermitage (fig. 10)7° five girls (each
inscribed koAn) are dancing by an altar. Near the altar there are two
musicians: the sitting auletris and the standing cithara-player; both are
represented playing.

One can compare relief fragments from Samothrace, dating from
ca. 340 BC, but carved in an archaizing manner, probably in order to
underline the venerable antiquity of the represented rite:”! three pieces
depict female musicians among the rows of dancing girls, one playing
a cithara, another an aulos and the third a tympanon.”?

C. Calame notes that images of a chorus accompanied by both an
aulete and a citharist are rare, and this combination occurs only in maidens’
choruses and only in a processional context.”

There is also evidence of stringed and wind-instruments playing in
turn. An Attic hydria by Polygnotos from Naples 74 seems, on the face of'it,
to have nothing in common with a partheneion: most probably, this is the
training of dancers and acrobats entertaining at feasts (cf. Xen. Symp. 2,
1-2). Except an observing youth, all the figures are female: a sword-
dancer with an auletris; an acrobat on a table; a girl dancing a pyrrhiche
while another is playing krotala; finally, two girls, each with their own
accompanist, are dancing in kalathiskoi. One of them (fig. 11) has taken
a spectacular posture, appropriate for the end of a dance or for a short pause
between its parts of different nature: she is kneeling slightly and stretching
out her right hand. Her accompanist is holding the folded auloi in the left
hand and a phorminx in the right. Probably she puts down the auloi and
takes the phorminx, though it also may be that she holds the phorminx
out to the dancer. For the most part of other representations of the dance

70 Acc. no. I1.1867-68.969 (OAK 3a 1869 200: Amnac [CII0. 1870] pl. IV, no. 14
[a drawing]; M&M 27; BA 16209), 440—430 BC.

71 Lehmann, Spittle (n. 62 [5]) 221. 244. 253.

72 Samothrace 49.1043 A-B (Lehmann, Spittle [n. 62] p. 173—178 cat. no. F(S)1,
fig. 147 and p. 256 fig. 210): cithara. Paris, Louvre MA698 (Lehmann, Spittle, ibid.
p. 183-185 cat. no. F(S)10, fig. 157): tympanon. Paris, Louvre MA699 (Lehmann,
Spittle, ibid. p. 185-187 cat. no. F(S)11, fig. 158): aulos.

73 Calame (n. 51) 131-132; for examples he cites R. Crowhurst, Representations of
Performances of Choral Lyric on the Greek Monuments 800-350 B.C. Diss., typescript
(London 1963) [non vidi], who manages to adduce only four such cases.

74 Naples 3232 (Griechische Vasenmalerei. Auswahl hervorragender Vasenbilder,
hg. von A. Furtwingler, F. Hauser, C. Reichhold, nach deren Tode fortgefiihrt von
E. Buschor, C. Watzinger, R. Zahn. Serie III. 7ext [Miinchen 1932] pl. 171; p. 319-
324, fig. 151-154; ARV 1032, 61; Schéfer [n. 39] 77; S. B. Matheson, Polygnotos and
Vase Painting in Classical Athens [Madison 1995] 23-25, pl. 14 A-D; S. Lewis [n. 44]
34 fig. 1.18; B4 213444), ca. 450 BC.
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in kalathiskoi, there are good reasons to connect it with cult,” though
there is at least one more evidently convivial image.”® Even becoming
secular instead of (or alongside with) sacral, this dance probably retained
its typical features, including perhaps the nature of accompaniment: an
aulos took turns with a stringed instrument.

According to J.A. Haldane, in cult practice a stringed instrument was
often added to an aulos when dance and song were part of a ceremony.
Though it could be insufficient for the heavier type of procession, it suited
well the graceful advance of a dancing group to an altar. In particular,
in partheneion, that is, maidens’ dance-hymn, an aulos could accompany
livelier, more boisterous type of dance, and a cithara would enter in those
parts, where the song was the more important element.”’

Besides we have evidence by Proklos cited by Photios:”® a prosodion
was sung while approaching the altar and was accompanied by an aulos,
whereas the main hymn was sung while standing and to the cithara
accompaniment. Haldane disputes the validity of such a generalization,
giving some examples of singing the main hymn to the aulos accompa-
niment,” but it can hardly be doubted that the practice described by
Proklos did take place at least sometimes.

Thus, I suppose that the Dish Painter could depict a transitional point
of the performance of a maidens’ chorus: one of the girls is finishing,
together with her companions, a dance accompanied by an aulos and is
hurrying to pick up the lyre which has been placed near at hand in advance,
so that she did not need to make a pause before accompanying the second
part of the performance. It is hard to say, if she is going to continue her
dance, though the possibility of combining dancing and playing a chelys-

75 Seeabove, n.42. Athenian r/foinochoe Moscow I1 1b 987 (CVA Russia 6, Moscow
6, 3940, pl. [279] 34, 1-3; B4 9008443), 375-350 BC: two girls in chitoniskoi and
kalathiskoi at a tripod on column, two thuribles. According to K. V. Miiller, Der Polos:
die griechische Gotterkrone. Diss. (Berlin 1915) 20, a polos, of which a kalathiskos is
a variety, is a gods’ crown, which could be worn by mortals only for cult occasions.

76 Lucanian r/f bell-crater St. Petersburg, Hermitage b-1667 (St. 1778; Waldhauer
781; Cook [n. 42] 1000 f., fig. 811; CVA Russia 8, St Petersburg 1, 1,22-23, pl. (392,
393) 26, 1; 27, 1-2; B4 9018452), the Creusa Painter, 400-380 BC: a reclining youth
and a female kalathiskos dancer at a kottabos stand. Besides see N.M. Contoléon,
“Monuments a décoration gravée du Musée de Chios. 1. Stéle des danseuses”, BCH
71/72 (1947/48) 281-285.

77" J.A. Haldane, “Musical Instruments in Greek Worship”, Greece and Rome 13
(1966): 1, 100. 102. 104.

78 Phot. Bibl., Cod. 239 Bekker, 320 a 18-20: év 1@ mpociévol §deTo [sc. TO
TPoc6A10V] TPOG ADAGV" 6 8€ KVPLOG VIVOG TPOG KIBAPLY HIOETO EGTOTWV.

79 Haldane (n. 77) 102.
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lyre (or a barbiton, still not a cithara) is attested: dancing Apollo in
Homeric Hymn 3, 201 sqq.; Theseus in Callimach. Hymn. 4, 312-313;
young Sophocles celebrating the victory at Salamine in Athen. 1, 20 e—f
and Vit. Soph. 3; representations in vase-painting.’® There are also no
grounds to decide if she is the leader of a chorus, either in both or only in
the second part of the performance.

I admit that an epithet yopwpelng can signify nothing more than
a compliment to the characters represented, such as koAn repeated
several times on a lekanis lid I1.1867-68.969 from the Hermitage
(fig. 10). Still we should weigh another possibility. The meaning of the
adjective XOP®EAEZX is not restrictive: it suits both men and women,
both the singing and dancing members of a chorus and the musicians
accompanying them, and even musical instruments. Such a designation
is hardly an invention of vase-painters. However its absence in all the
other sources proves that the word yopmeeing did not become a generally
accepted term in Greece. Perhaps in Athens in the fifth century BC this
word was mainly applied to the members of a chorus who combined
dancing and playing an instrument. The same meaning suits Aristophanes
(Lys. 1319,411 BC: xpdtov & apé moin xopopeintay): the Spartan calls
on his women compatriots, who are glorifying their gods with a hymn and
a dance, to clasp hands, which is partly the dance itself and partly its
sound accompaniment. A substantive is preferred to an adjective either
because of a modification of a known term in a poetic text,3! or because
xopweeAntng was currently used alongside with yopmeeAng.

Let us now return to the other images depicting a lyre on the ground.

As for isolated figures of youths on added red-figure choes, it is possible
to treat them in the same vein, as chorus-members going to pick up the
lyre. But we need not invent a complicated explanation for them, because
a lyre is a typical attribute of a schoolboy in vase-painting,? and a youth
could take it wherever he went. The setting of Utrecht ARCH-23 (fig. 4) is
a palaestra, as is indicated by a sponge, a strigil and an aryballos. School
competitions, including &y®dveg povoikoli, probably did take place in

80 E. g., b/f neck-amphora Paris Louvre E861 (CVA France 1, Louvre 1, 111 H d 6,
pl. [36] 6; 12; Maas, Snyder [n. 3] 51, fig. 15¢c; BA 350214), the Omaha Painter, 600—
550 BC; lebes stand Athens 12894 (n. 61); cyathos St Petersburg, Hermitage b-4507
(Peredolskaya, KAV no. 11 pl. 8, 3), the Painter of Berlin 2268, ca. 515-510 BC.

81 Cf. Pind. Pyth. 12, 23 xe@olav ToAAGV vopov instead of vopov morvképor-
Aov: H. A. Anmasosa, “K xapakrepuctrke nHCTpyMeHTanbHoro Homa” (N. Almazova,
“Instrumental Nomos: Some Considerations”), Hyperboreus 7 (2001) 80-90.

82 Maas, Snyder (n. 3) 87-89.
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a palaestra,® but it is also probable that the character has just finished
his exercises and goes now to take his lyre placed aside.?* Merry-making
at the Anthesteria provided enough occasions for music and dancing,®
so the subject of Oxford 1945.45 (fig. 3) can be a chorus dance (note the
glance of the youth directed backwards), but as well just an improvised
outburst of joy: an unaccompanied dance, the hasty snatching of a lyre,
and even running or racing, while the lyre is temporarily put aside.

As for the images of satyrs, also in this case general musicality of
satyrs and in particular their connection with lyres®¢ is enough for inter-
preting these scenes, whereas dancing is one of their most important
occupations.?’” On the other hand, striking likeness between the images
of the boys and of the satyrs suggests that mythical creatures could be
substituted for human beings in typical Anthesteria scenes. Indeed we
find some cases where Erotes and satyrs®® evidently take the place of
boys. (The same likeness, as well as lack of evidence for public dramatic
performances at the Anthesteria in the fifth century,? prevents me from
taking these images as illustrating a satyr play, dedicated for instance to
the invention of a lyre.?9)

The scene on a chous from New York Market (fig. 8) may be
a rehearsed performance, judging by the garments of both the dancer®!
and the singer.”? It is tempting to suppose that the lyre is prepared for the
second part of the chorus dance here. But we must acknowledge that the
aulete is missing, though space would have been enough for depicting

8 See above n. 41.

84 Perhaps he is about to take part in a revel at the Anthesteria, cf. similar figures
beside a still-life of aryballos, sponge and strigil: van Hoorn (n. 26) p. 167, no. 810,
fig. 427 (youth holding mantle and lyre, interpreted as a komast by van Hoorn); p. 153,
no. 707, fig. 110 (wreathed youth with a barbiton and a chous tied to it), see van Hoorn
p. 32-33.

85 See van Hoorn (n. 26) 36-39 and fig. 18. 96. 99. 109. 110. 154. 155-163. 171.
172.180. 184. 186. 187. 195. 196. 200. 243. 244. 502.

86 Maas, Snyder (n. 3) 38; 82 (cf. 56: cithara).

87 B. Seidensticker, “Dance in Satyr Play”, in: O. Taplin, R. Wyles (eds.), The
Pronomos Vase and its Context (Oxford 2010) 213.

8 Van Hoorn (n. 26) fig. 364. 367. 369. 372. 426 (Erotes); fig. 1. 2. 210. 211. 310.
365. 404. 430. 431 (satyrs). See also Deubner (n. 32) 245-247.

89 Pickard-Cambridge (n. 17) 15-16.

% Cf. Deubner (n. 32) 247: on the chous Gela 73 “scheint ein Satyr erstaunt {iber
den Fund einer Leier”.

91 Compare the embroidered garments of the dancers: above n. 41 (3) and below
n. 93. On dancers wearing an ependytes, see Miller (n. 7) 181.

92 E. g. the singer is always draped at the aulodic contests, see N. Almazova, “On
the Meaning of a0 A®dio, dOA®dOG”, Hyperboreus 14 (2008): 2, fig. 1-24.
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him, and so the singing seems unaccompanied. There are no safe grounds
to understand the two figures as a reduced image of singing and dancing
semichoruses: compare the detailed scenes on the choes from London
and Paris (fig. 12—-13),%3 with single dancers surrounded by spectators,
including even a slave with a bag. Several other scenes on choes depict
dancing at the Anthesteria, some of them more likely a komos dance,’
while two others (see n. 93) produce the same impression of a prepared
performance, due to the hair-dress and the patterned clothes of the
dancers. Yet, as regards the accompaniment, both representations are
somewhat puzzling: on London E531 we have two lyres instead of one,
but, it seems, neither of the youths is actually playing it, and on Paris
CAZ21 there is no accompaniment at all. These images can be interpreted
as school or domestic musical performances and contests appropriate
for a children festival.”> Dancing and singing without an instrumental
accompaniment is unusual, but we can think of an indulgence making the
task easier for schoolchildren.?® Probably some of the two characters on
a chous from New York Market is going to demonstrate his skill in lyre-
playing later.

The examined images show that the intended purpose of depicting
a lyre on the ground need not be always the same: we may deal with
any case generally known from iconography of a chelys-lyre. But an
explanation is always possible, which does not suggest that the instrument
played by no one is implied to signify music accompanying the scene. In
the Classical period, the symbolic meaning of a lyre, if any, seems still
inseparable from its actual use.

Nina Almazova
nialm@inbox.ru

St Petersburg State University;
Bibliotheca classica Petropolitana

9 London, Br. Mus. E531 (van Hoorn [n. 26] p. 143 no. 635, fig. 18; B4 15891),
ca. 420-410 BC. Paris, Louvre CA21 (above n. 41).

% Van Hoorn (n. 26) p. 106 no. 337, fig. 171; p. 159 no. 754, fig. 172. The dancers
are naked; the accompanying instrument is a lyre.

% Cf. H. Riihfel, Kinderleben im klassischen Athen. Bilder auf klassischen Vasen
(Mainz 1984) 197 n. 173: “Private Wettstreite, die die Griechen sehr liebten, werden
von innen auch an diesem Tag durchgefiihrt worden sein”.

% Compare a scene of school competitions on a pyxis Vienna IV 1870 (ABV 671,
BA 306451; Almazova [n. 92] fig. 6), ca. 520 BC: unlike the common practice, singing
and lyre accompaniment are distributed between two youths.
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Abbreviations:
ARV? J.D. Beazley, Attic Red-figure Vase-painters (Oxford 21963)
ARFVel J. Boardman, Athenian Red Figure Vases. The Classical
Period (London 1989, repr. 2001)
BA Beazley Archive Databases (http://www.beazley.ox.ac.uk/
databases/pottery.htm)
M&M Myswr u macku. Teamp u my3vixa 6 anmuunocmu. AHmu4HbIL

mup Ha nemepbypeckoul cyene. Kamanoe svicmaexu [Muses
and Masks. Theatre and Music in Antiquity. Catalogue of
Exhibition] (St Petersburg 2005)

OAK Omuem  Hmnepamopckoii  apxeonocuueckor  KOMUCCUu
(Compte-rendu de la Commission Impériale Archéologique)

Peredolskaya, KAV Kpacnogueypuvie ammuueckue eazot ¢ Spmumadice. Kama-
noe. [Red-figure Attic Vases from the Hermitage. Catalogue]
Cocr. A. A. Tlepenonsckas (Leningrad 1967)

St. L. Stephani, Die Vasensammlung der Kaiserlichen Ermitage
(St Petersburg 1869)
Waldhauer O. Bansarayap, Mmunepamopckuii Spmumasic. Kpamkoe onu-

canue cobpanust anmuuHslx pacnuchulx éas [Antique Painted
Vases in the Hermitage: A Short Description] (St Petersburg
1914)

Ha artuueckoii wamre 6e3 pydek (470460 r. 1o H. 3., cM. IpuM. 1) TaHIyIomas
JIeByIIIKa MpHOMKaeTcst K Jexamieil Ha 3emine aupe. Hannucs XOPOEAEY Haf
mupoit JI. Credanu uHTEpIpeTHPYET KaKk Yop<w>@eANS. To ke ciaoBo (omsiTh 63
O) Bcrpeuaercs Ha amdope (450—425 1. 10 H. 3., cM. ipuM. 13) ¢ u300paxeHneM
FOHOIIU ¢ JUPOU B pyke. Hammuck “none3Hslii/-ast Xopy” MO3BOJSET 3aKJIFOUUTH,
4TO B 000UX CIIy4asiX Mepesl HAMU YYaCTHUKH XOPOBOTO BBICTYIUICHHS. XOp JeBY-
ek B A(MHAX, KakK IPEACTaBISIETCSs, MOT BBICTYIIATh TOJIBKO B PEJIMTHO3HOI 1iepe-
MOHHUH (B CTaThbe COOpaHbI M3BECTHBIC CIyYaW yYacTHsl B aTTHUECKUX KyJbTax
TAHIYIONINX W MY3UIMPYIOIIUX >KSHIINH).

JInpa Ha 3emMIIe B CIIEHaX MO OTKPBITHIM HEOOM (cM. mpuM. 28; 31-33) cykut
SKBUBAJICHTOM JIUpE, BUCsAIIEH Ha cTeHe. THCTpyMEHT, Ha KOTOPOM HHUKTO HE UTpa-
€T, He MBICIIHIICS KaK M3atounii 3BykH. T. 00p., B CLICHE Ha Yalle, XOTs TaHell yXKe
HavaJics, JIUpa elle He 3a3ByJaa.

Psin nmuteparypubix (Alcman. fr. 37b, 38 Page; Pind. Pyth. 10, 38-39; Phot.
Bibl. Cod. 239 Bekker, 320a 18-20) u nkonorpadugeckux (cMm. mpuMm. 65-67, 70,
72, 74) cBUIETEIHCTB ITOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO XOPaM, U B YACTHOCTH JIEBHYBHM, aKKOM-
MaHUPOBAJIM KaK JyXOBBIE, TAK ¥ CTPYHHBIE HHCTPYMEHTHI — BO3MOXHO, YEPETYACh.
MOJKHO TIPEITONOKNTh, YTO Ha Yalle n300paXkeH MepexoHbIii MOMEHT: 3aKaH4YH-
Basi TaHEIl B CONPOBOXJICHUU aBJa, OHA M3 JIEBYIIEK TOPOIMTCS B3sITh 3apaHee
TIOJIOKEHHYIO TTOOJIM30CTH JIMPY, YTOOBI aKKOMITAHHPOBAaTh HA HEH BTOPOH YacTh
BBICTYIUICHUSI.
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JIyisi HeCKOJIBKHUX XYCOB € M300pa)KEHHEM JIUPbI Ha 3eMJiie Mojjie Oeryimx
W/ WM TaHIYIOMMX (GUTYp MHTEPIPETAIHSI, CBSI3aHHAsI C BHICTYIIICHHEM XOpa, He
WCKJIFOYCHA, HO B HEW HET HEOOXOIMMOCTH: JINPAa—OOBIYHBIA aTpHOyT FOHOIICH
U CaTHPOB, YeM ObI OHU HU 3aHHMAJIUCh, U CKOPEE BCETO Iepel HaAMU HEIOCPE/I-
CTBEHHbIE MTPOSIBICHUS TPA3THIYHOTO BECEITbsI HITH CLEHBI IIKOJIbHBIX COCTSI3aHHIA.
Jlupy Ha 3emiie B Ba30BOW HUBOMUCH HEJb3sl OOBSCHUTH OJIMHAKOBO BO BCEX CITy-
gasx. OJJHAKO BCErJa BO3MOXKHA MHTCPIIPETAIVsI, HE TPEAIOararomias, 4ro WH-
CTPYMEHT 3ByuuT. Eciu [u1st TUpbl B MCKYCCTBE KJIACCUYECKOH 3MOXH U MOYKHO
MTOCTYIMPOBATh KaKOe-TN00 “CHMBONHMYECKOE’ 3HAYCHHE, OHO €IIIe HEOTASINMO OT
€e peaabHOTO MPUMEHEHHUSL.

On an Attic stemmed plate a dancing girl approaches a chelys-lyre that lies on the
ground, whereas the inscription XOP®EAEZX indicates a chorus performance. In
Classical Athens, a maidens’ chorus seems only thinkable on religious occasions
(the paper lists known cases of Athenian women dancing and singing at the cult
ceremonies).

Lyres lying on the ground (in outdoor scenes), as well as instruments hanging
on the wall, cannot be interpreted as producing sounds. Therefore in the image
under consideration, although the dance has already begun, the lyre does not sound
yet—and this needs an explanation. There is evidence that the choruses were
accompanied both by stringed and wind-instruments, sometimes in turns. Therefore
I suggest that the girl is finishing a dance while being accompanied by an aulos and
is hurrying to pick up the lyre to accompany the second part of the performance.

For a number of choes with a lyre on the ground and dancing or running figures
nearby the same interpretation is possible, but it is not necessary, since we can
interpret them as simple merry-making or as school competitions. The intended
purpose of depicting a lyre on the ground may be various, but an explanation,
which does not suggest that an instrument played by no one implies the music that
accompanies the scene, is always possible. In the Classical period, symbolic
meaning of a lyre is still inseparable from its actual use.



WHAT IS POLYKOIRANIE?
ARISTOTLE AND ARISTARCHUS ON /L. 2, 204

1. The famous speech of lliad 2 through which Odysseus, inspired by
Athena and holding Agamemnon’s sceptre, deters the Greek army from
a disorderly flight, consists of two parts. In the first one (Il. 190-197)
the Ithacan hero addresses his peers (1. 188 6v Tiva pev BPaciifio kot
g€€oxov GvOpo Kiyeim), urging them to an appropriate behaviour in
order to prevent Agamemnon’s wrath; in the second one (Il. 200-206),
he addresses the private soldiers (1. 198 6v & ad d\pov &vdpo idov),
recommending the advantages of obedience to one single ruler (l. 204
00k AyoBOV molvkoilpovin: €1¢ Koipavog £6TM).

The balance and imbalance of these two allocutions have been
variously judged by modern critics: present-day consensus considers their
combination as an ultimately convincing and consistent attempt at restoring
Agamemnon’s authority, carried out with a certain degree of rhetorical
licence.! This opinion, however, was not shared by Aristarchus, who
athetised 11. 193—197 as not adequately protreptic towards self-restraint (o0
TPOTPENTIKOL €1¢ KT TOANV: schol. AbT 1I. 2, 193a)? and also—we are
told by Aristonicus’ schol. A(T) 11. 2, 192 a—suggested to transpose //. 203—
205 after the surviving 1. 192:

00 Yap Tw oo 0168 10 dviiotypa, 6Tt VIO TodTov Edel TETAY OO
100G €EMG MAPESTLYILEVOLG TPELS OTLYOVG [scil. 203-205]: eict yop Tpog
Booirelg appoloviec, 00 TPOG INUOTOG “O0V HEV TG TAVTEG BACIAED -
oopev €vBad” "Ayouol / 00K dryaBov Tolvkotpovin” kol To £ETG.3

I C. Briigger, M. Stoevesandt, E. Visser, J. Latacz, Homers Ilias. Gesamtkommentar
II/2 (Miinchen—Leipzig 2003) 63—68; D. Hammer, The Illiad as Politics (Norman,
Oklahoma 2002) 88; G.S. Kirk, The Iliad. A Commentary 1 (Cambridge 1985) 136. See
also below p. 76.

2 For speculation on why Socrates omitted the lines in Xen. Mem. 1, 2, 58 see
below n. 33.

3 On the critical signs accompanying lines 192 and 203-205 in ms. Venetus A see
A. Ludwich, Aristarchs Homerische Textkritik 1 (Lipsiae 1884) 209 and H. Erbse’s notes
on the two Aristonicus scholia that anticipate and then pick up Aristarchus’ proposal:
schol. A1l 2, 188 a: mpog v té&v tdV EENG 10 dvtiotypa, and schol. A1l 2,203 a

75
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You do not yet know clearly [what is the mind of the son of Atreus]:
(this lined is marked with) the antisigma, because it should be followed
by the three lines that below are marked by stigmai [i. e. 203-205]: for
these lines are suitable for kings, not for privates: “we Achaeans shall not
all be kings here: a multiplicity of rulers is no good” etc.

Aristarchus’ textual choice, by virtue of which Odysseus would not
qualify Agamemnon (l. 192) as a stern and irascible leader (1. 195-196)
but rather declare the leader’s and his own support for monarchic regimes
(1. 204), has met with wide disagreement in modern times: “a not very
convincing remark” according to Leaf,* even “Aristarchus at his weakest
and most subjective” in the words of Geoffrey Kirk,> who detected here
an extreme product of the rationalising fashion so typical of Alexandrian
criticism. As a matter of fact, already the schol. bT (ex.) II. 2, 203 b
singled out a good explanation for leaving the peculiar order of Odysseus’
arguments untouched:

0V LEV TG TAvTEG POCIAEVCOUEY: 0VK £0TUL SNLOKPOTIO, ONOLV. €1
8¢ tolg peiloor tadTor Edeyev, €ENTTE TNV OTAOLY, GTOVICPYLEDV
AVdpAV €V T0600T® BopLPW KoBOTTONEVOG.

We shall not all reign: it will not be a democracy, he says. If he had

spoken thus to the powerful, he would have stirred dissension, attacking
ambitious men in such a tumultuous situation,

which is by and large Leaf’s view. Whereas the reference to dnpoxpatio
might be a peculiar heritage of Aristotle’s speculation (as we shall see
in a minute), the idea that Odysseus employs the Tpémovoa Tappnoio
for each of the groups he sets out to persuade is espoused by Ps.-Plut. De
Hom. 166, 3—4.,% and seems to be implied already by Xenophon (Mem. 1,
2, 58-59; see also Max. Tyr. Diss. 26, 5 for the comparison on this ground
between Socrates and Odysseus).

T00T® Kol Tolg HET aDTOV D0 N oty mopdkertal. It is clear that Aristarchus did
not accept in his text /7. 2, 206 (see Erbse’s note ad schol. 11. 2, 205), a poorly witnessed
line that even modern editors (including M. L. West) normally excise from the text.

4 W. Leaf (ed.), The Iliad 1 (London 1900 [repr. Amsterdam 1971]) 62 who
believes that 11. 203—205 “gain in rhetorical significance if addressed to the multitude,
to whom they can cause no offence”. More extensively on the subject of Odysseus’
clever adaptation of his speech to the audience, A. J. Karp, “Homeric Origins of Ancient
Rhetoric”, Arethusa 10 (1977) 244-247.

5 Kirk (n. 1) 135.

¢ M. Hillgruber, Die pseudo-plutarchische Schrift De Homero II (Stuttgart—
Leipzig 1999) 258-259.
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Yet Aristarchus’ main argument, taken at face value regardless of the
overall rhetorical strategy pursued by Homer (through his character), is
not absurd: why should Odysseus remind a group of simple privates the
principles presiding over the sphere of political power, to which they
will never have direct access (democracy remaining, even in lliad 1I,
conspicuously remote from Homer’s political horizon)?

Ancient Homeric critics unanimously identified as monarchy the
regime praised by liad 2, 204 0vx &ya®OV TOAVKOLPAVIN, £1C KOIPOVOG
£o01tm.” Modern interpreters are more sceptical, and view the line less as
a celebration of autocracy (the Homeric Baciietg being only a primus
inter pares) than as an “Aufruf zur (milit.) Disziplin”, an exhortation to
obey to one only commander-in-chief.® But—to address the real object of
our inquiry —which is the negative or polemical pole implied by Odysseus’
words, i. e. what exactly is ToAvkotlpovin? Is it just anarchy? The context
of'the passage in book II and Homeric ideology tout court point to the rule ot
the few, oligarchy, a regime where power belongs to few aristocrats or high
military leaders (“die ‘Vielenherrschaft’ mehrerer Adliger”)® as opposed to
a superior leader, as Eustathius of Thessalonica beautifully documented
already many centuries ago;!? this is also the dominant interpretation in
ancient authors (especially when the Roman imperial ideal sets in),!! and
1l. 2, 200-205 can even interfere with other Homeric contexts where the
opdvolor among principes is at stake.!?

7 Seee. g. Ps.-Plut. De Hom. 182, but the same idea underlies of course Philodemus’
De bono rege secundum Homerum and Dio Chrysostom’s Orr. 1-4: see Hillgruber
(n. 6) 289-290, and esp. Dio Chr. Or. 3, 46. Cp. also Phil. Leg. ad Cai. 149.

8 Briigger et alii (n. 1) 67; K. A. Raaflaub, “Homeric Society”, in: 1. Morris,
B. Powell (eds.), 4 New Companion to Homer (Leiden—New York—Koln 1997) 663—
665; P. G. Katzung, Die Diapeira in der Iliashandlung (diss. Frankfurt am Main 1960)
61-63. The idea of primacy in military rule also occurs in schol. D 1. 2, 204.

9 Chr. Meier, “Macht und Herrschaft in der Antike”, in: O. Brunner, R. Koselleck
(eds.), Geschichtliche Grundbegriffe 111 (Stuttgart 1972) 822.

10 His commentary on these lines (in Il. 202, 12-34) is—as often—remarkably
detailed, and spots an attack on democracy in 1. 203 (00 pév nog T&vteg BUcIAEVCOUEY
£vBad’ "Ayaunot: see above the schol. II. 2, 203 b) and one on aristocracy in 1. 204.

11 See e. g. Dio Chr. Or. 3, 45-46; Suet. Calig. 22, 2 (with negative overtones in
depicting the despot) and Domit. 12, 7; 1o. Lyd. De mag. 2,7 (and 1, 36 on dictatorship);
see also in particular the reference to aristocratic conspiracies in Corn. Nep. Dion 10,
6, 4 (a passage that earned our gnome its way into Erasmus’ Adagia 11, 7, 7) and—most
famously —in Arius Didymus’ parodical neologism moAvkoicopin, coined as a caveat
against Caesarion’s survival (Plut. Anton. 81, 5, later subsumed by C. Cavafy at the end
of his poem Caesarion).

12 The év moAépw of 1. 2, 202 creeps in the quotation of Od. 3, 127-129 (as
a substitute for the correct eiv dyopfi in 1. 128) in Ps.-Plut. De Hom. 145, 6 and
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But the approach to this line rings on a different note in Aristotle:
the purpose of this paper is to suggest that the controversy over the real
purport of 1. 204 may not be Aristarchus’ own fanciful invention, and may
somehow be related to a Peripatetic stance on the issue.

2. The line appears twice in Aristotle’s works: we shall leave aside
the most famous occurrence, at the end of Metaphysics A (1076 a 3—4),13
where it metaphorically represents the natural tendency of all beings to
be governed by a unitary principle—this passage contributed to the line’s
popularity in later centuries, both among philosophers ' and in a Christian
perspective, as soon as the invoked absolute kotpavog becomes identical
with God.!3

Aristotle’s other quotation of this line involves its programmatic value
in the narrower terms of political doctrine—a self-evident fact,'® which
led someone, at some (probably very late) stage in history, to associate
tentatively 1. 203-205, suspected by Aristarchus as we have seen, with
the tyrant Pisistratus, the alleged author of an epoch-making recensio
Homerica.'” Be that as it may, Aristotle is the first to work a reference

Philod. Bon. reg. sec. Hom. XXIX, 26-30 Dorandi (hence probably in their common
source).—1I shall not consider here the occurrence of moAvkoipavin in Rhian. fr. 1, 10
Powell, where the term, albeit preserving a negative flavour, indicates the “rule over
many” as opposed to the “rule by many” (see N. Hopkinson, 4 Hellenistic Anthology
[Cambridge 1988] 228).

13 See M. Sanz Morales, El Homero de Aristoteles (Amsterdam 1994) 156—157.

14 Max. Tyr. Diss. 27, 7 and 33, 3; see also, with religious overtones, schol. bT
[ex.]1l. 2, 205 a, and, interestingly, Boeth. Cons. phil. 1, prose 5.

15 The process starts in Hebrew quarters (Phil. Jud. Conf. ling. 170) and soon
becomes a commonplace in Christian authors: Tat. Or. ad Gr. 14, 1; Ps.-Just. Coh.
ad Gr. 17, 2; Epiphan. Ancor. 104, 3; Eus. Mart. Pal. 1, 1 (Procopius’ words during
his martyrdom); Cyrill. In Iul. 7 (PG 76. 848 D); Theodoret. Gr. aff. cur. 3, 2. See
N. Zeegers-Vander Vorst, Les citations des poétes grecs chez les apologistes chrétiens
du Ile siecle (Louvain 1972) 230-232 (for a fuller list) and 237-239. I am indebted to
Margherita Fantoli (Pisa).

16 See schol. b T (ex.) 1. 2, 204 doypatiler 8¢ mept moiitel®dv. And 71, 2, 204—
205 open the section ITepi povapyiog of Stobaeus’ Anthologion (4, 6, 1).

17 'We owe this information—whose sources and reliability are open to all sorts of
doubts—not to a scholium in ms. Venetus A, but solely to a note penned by the humanist
Vettore Fausto in his copy of the editio princeps of the Iliad (now ms. Marc. gr. IX, 35:
c. B iv recto): N 6 @ (the annotator’s usual abbreviation for his own name Nikftog
0 ®adotog) Ereyev OTL TadTo KOADG €l (g amo Iletoiotpdtov: see H. Erbse,
Scholia Graeca in Homeri lliadem 1 (Berolini 1969) 225; Guil. (Wilh.) Dindorf, Scholia
Graeca in Homeri Iliadem ex codicibus aucta et emendata 1 (Oxonii 1885) xxiv—xxvi;
U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Homerische Untersuchungen (Berlin 1884) 260. On
Fausto, his books, his studies and his handwriting, see in particular F. Vendruscolo,
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to 1. 204 in a systematic treatment of political regimes, namely Politics
4, 4, at the heart of an elaborate discussion about the various forms of
democracy and its degeneration, demagogy (1292 a 7-15):!8

€V HEV TOP TOIG KT VOOV SNILOKPOTOVHEVOLG OV YIVETHL dNUALYM -
v0G, AL ol BEATIOTOL TOV MOALT®V €iowv €v mpoedpie: Gmov & ot
vopotl U eioct kOpLot, Eviodo yivoviatl dnpoymyol. Movapyog Yop
0 dfpog yivetal, oOveetog el €k MOAA®Y: ol yap moAlol kOplol
elowv oV) MG €KAOTOG GAAL TAVTES. “OUNPOC O€ Toloy AEYEL OVK
AyaBov elval Tolvkolpoviny, ToTEPOV TadTNV | dTary TAELOVG OOV
ol GpyovTes O £KAOTOC, BLINAOV.

For in cities under democratic rule guided by law no demagogue can
arise, but the best of citizens attain the foremost positions; wherever the
laws are not sovereign, on the other hand, demagogues arise. For the
populace becomes a monarch, a composite one made of many, since
the many are not sovereign individually, but collectively. Which
moAvkolpovin Homer presents as “no good”, whether this one or the
regime where there are several individual rulers, remains unclear.

Books 4-6 of the Politics contain an “empirical” analysis of existing
constitutions which despite its Platonic flavour in terms of methodology
has often led scholars to assume that they were composed after the more
theoretical and “idealistic” books 7-8.1% In particular, in our passage—

“Dall’ignoto Falconio all’immortal Fausto”, AION (filol.) 27 (2005) 37-50, who also
suggests a link between his Homeric studies and the teaching of Marcus Musurus (see
the notes on c. V ii verso—c. V vii recto of Marc. gr. IX, 35).

18 On the forms of constitution see e. g. E. Schiitrumpf (- H. J. Gehrke),
Aristoteles. Politik. Buch IV-VI (Darmstadt 1996) 130-140; M. H. Hansen, “Aristotle’s
Alternative to the Sixfold Model of Constitutions”, in M. Piérart (ed.), Aristote et
Athenes (Paris 1993) 91-101; Chr. Eucken, “Der aristotelische Demokratiebegriff
und sein historisches Umfeld”, in G. Patzig (ed.), Aristoteles’ “Politik” (Gottingen
1990) 277-291; R. Mulgan, A4ristotle s Political Theory (Oxford 21987); A. Rosenberg,
“Aristoteles tiber Diktatur und Demokratie”, RhAM 82 (1933) 339-361.

19" See E. Schiitrumpf (transl., comm.), Aristoteles. Politik. Buch VII-VIII (Berlin
2005) 139-170; J. Roberts, Aristotle and the Politics (Abingdon—New York 2009)
105-130; M.P. Nichols, Citizens and Statesmen (Savage 1992) 90-100. On the
structure and dating see also some of the papers collected in La “Politique” d Aristote,
Entretiens Fondation Hardt 11 (Vandoeuvres—Genéve 1965; see especially R. Stark,
“Der Gesamtaufbau der aristotelischen Politik”, 3—51 [with discussion], somehow
tuning down the rigid analytical approach of Werner Jaeger); an updated overview in
D. Keyt, F.D. Miller Jr. (eds.), A Companion to Aristotle’s Politics (Oxford—Cambridge
1991) 2-5 (book 5 has a reference to the assassination of Philip II in 336, see 5, 10,
1131 b 1-3).
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rounding off an “astonishingly umethodical chapter”?’—the philosopher
analyses the fifth and last form of democracy, where the common people
rule and not the law: he is describing a sort of assembleary regime where
popular leaders flatter the mob and appeal to its passions, thus giving way
to something much akin to a collective tyranny of the populace (conceived
as one block: this is demagogy, or the monarchy of the mob).2!

Aristotle’s “philological” doubt concerns the real purport of /1. 2, 204,
whether namely this line is directed by Homer against the demagogy just
described or against a regime where power is held by a multiplicity of
distinct (and distinguished) individuals uf singuli.?> Which regime Aristotle
is exactly alluding to here, is partly unclear: Eckhart Schiitrumpf, the latest
commentator, states openly that this is a reference to the aforementioned,
milder and better form of democracy, where the law reigns and the
BEATIOTOL TV TOALT@V are in power (1292 a 8).

First of all, let us examine this iunctura: according to Newman,
the BeAtiotor correspond to “the upper class of citizens”, rather than
to ethically superior members of the polis:2? in the cities kotd vOpov
dnpokpatodpeval, these are the only citizens who have access to office.
This is a central issue: the main difference between the first four types
of democracies (see esp. the third and fourth ones in Pol. 4, 1292 a 1-4)
consists in the share of the demos having access to public office.?* Aris-
totle praises and recommends a “Mischverfassung” based on democracy,
provided “die Bekleidung der Amter den Besten, die aus den hdchsten

20 R. Robinson (transl., comm.), Aristotle. Politics Books IIl and IV (Oxford
1995) 81. But see a different evaluation in E. Schiitrumpf, Die Analyse der Polis durch
Aristoteles (Amsterdam 1980) 90—108.

21 See e. g. A. Rosler, Political Authority and Obligation in Aristotle (Oxford
2005) 241; M. Davies, The Politics of Philosophy (Lanham 1996) 80-81; E. Barker,
The Politics of Aristotle (Oxford 1946) 167—169. On the complicated and hotly debated
issue of the relationship of this constitution with Athens’ historical democratic regimes
see Schiitrumpf (n. 18) 298-305 and 155-163.

22 J. Tricot (transl.), Aristote, La Politique 1 (Paris 1962) 279 n. 3. As the
anonymous referee kindly points out to me, the &dniov formula is not unknown to
Aristotle when he discusses different philosophical interpretations of poetic works (see
e. g. Metaph. 984 a 2; sim. 1000 a 9-23).

2 W. L. Newman, The Politics of Aristotle IV (Oxford 1902 [repr. 1950]) 179,
with many examples of this meaning in Hellenistic and later authors. In Pol. 1301 b 1-4
the “well born” citizens are nearly, but not entirely equated with the morally excellent:
see J. Ober, Mass and Elite in Democratic Athens (Princeton 1989) 249-250.

24 See Newman (n. 23) xxxvi and xxxvii (“eligibility to the most important offices
is confined to those who possess the requisite property-qualification, which increases
with the importance of the office, or... to those who are capable of filling them”).
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Vermogensklassen stammen, iiberlassen is#”:? it is thus clear that a good
democracy necessarily embraces some elements of aristocratic/oligarchic
nature, for even if the Stagirite does not regard exclusion from office for
a more or less wide part of the demos as an obstacle towards the definition
of a democratic regime,?¢ it is nonetheless true that such a division of
power (high offices to the notables, passive rights to the demos) appears
in Politics 5 as the hallmark of a mixed constitution between dnpoxpotio
and aprotokpartio (5,8, 1308 b 38—1309 a 9)—and the same is true for the
praise of “agricultural democracy” in book 6 (6,4, 1318 b 6—1319b 1).77

Let us now come back to the sentence of Politics 4, 4 concerning //. 2,
204: it is clear that Aristotle’s first alternative refers the line to degenerate
democracy, to the anarchic mob that controls affairs, an interpretation
which surfaces again in his pupil Theophrastus.2® In modern times, Marxist
critics have read the unfortunate appearance of Thersites shortly after
Odysseus’ speech precisely in this key, considering Thersites as a “proto-
demagogue” or as a forerunner of democratic stances;?® but in fact the
Thersites episode enacts the humbling of the unruly military leader rather
than the disparagement of the mob.30

Now to Aristotle’s second alternative: according to Schiitrumpf,
as we said, the wording 6tav TAElOVG MGV Ol BPYOVTEG (G EKOOTOG
should apply to the “good” democratic systems as defined in the foregoing
sentences. At face value, it could well refer broadly to any system “in
which there are more rulers than one”;3! however, even if Schiitrumpf is

25 Schiitrumpf (n. 18) 155-156.

26 Schiitrumpf (n. 18) 288; Newman (n. 23) xxxviii.

27 Here, however, the “notables” (ot Béltictol 1318 b 32) appear to be the
worthiest rather than the richest men. See the succinct but very clear commentary by
D. Keyt, Aristotle. Politics. Books V and VI (Oxford 1999) 208-211, who also tackles
the problem whether this can indeed be called a democracy.

28 Theophrastus is our sole other witness for the ancient interpretation of /1. 2,
204 as a critique of democracy: one of the first peculiarities of the dOAryoapyikog in
Characters 26, 2 consists in his special penchant for this particular line—the rest of the
epic, we are told, he ignores; see J. Diggle (ed.), Theophrastus. Characters (Cambridge
2004) 465-468.

29 See A. Rosenberg, Demokratie und Klassenkampf im Altertum (Freiburg
22007 = '1921) 17; G. de Ste. Croix, The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World
(London 1981) 413; L. Spina, “Oratoria di Tersite, retorica di Tersite”, in: L. Calboli
Montefusco (ed.), Papers on Rhetoric 111 (Bologna 2000) 260.

30 This is also the way Aeschines (3, 231) alluded to it: see e. g. Ober (n. 23) 179-
180. IMluminating remarks on the status of Thersites and on the authority of Odysseus can
be found in B. Lincoln, Authority: Construction and Corrosion (Chicago 1994) 32-36.

31 Newman (n. 23) 180, comparing passages (in Thucydides, Xenophon etc.)
where the multiplicity of military leaders (not of private soldiers) is at stake.
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right, it is apparent that Aristotle’s focus cannot be on the actual, entire
political frame of those democracies (it would be very anachronistic,
almost clumsy to involve Homer in a debate over an Aristotelian
classification of 4th-century constitutions),3? but rather on their most
characteristic feature, namely the “oligarchic” element they contain. This
element is stressed by the specific addition o¢ €xactog, well attested in
another crucial passage about the separation between the masses sharing in
deliberation and judgement and the BeAtioveg having access to the highest
offices: Pol. 3, 11, 1281 a 39—b 37.

Thus, the Stagirite’s second alternative implies the reading of
molvkotlpavin as something else than pure democracy, as a regime where
single BEéATiotol are admitted to office, in other words as a democracy
with a decisive oligarchic / aristocratic counterweight. Now, /lliad 2, 204 is
spoken by Odysseus to the dnpov avdpeg (1. 198) as opposed to the £Eoy ot
avdpeg (1. 188) addressed in the first of his two speeches: it seems clear
to me that a discourse about the role of the BéATioTOU in politics is totally
out of place in a harangue to private soldiers, and would fit in much better
in an address to the €€oyot. In other words, Aristotle’s second alternative
seems to proceed from an understanding of the text that implies the same
tension between the line’s meaning and its context which later prompted
Aristarchus to his drastic textual choice.

I would not push the argument so far as to argue that the debate on
the textual status of Illiad 2, 197-205 was current in pre-Alexandrian
times:33 Aristotle’s observation might well represent just his own doubts,
and does not affect his allusion to the facies of this passage. On the other
hand, however, we have remarked how peculiar Aristotle’s interpretation
turns out to be as opposed to the general consensus of later sources who
read moAvkoilpavin as oligarchy; and we do know the Stagirite as a very
attentive and reliable source of information about early philological
debates on Homer’s text.3* Aristotle’s interest for Homer’s text and

32 Schiitrumpf (n.18) 157 and 294 explains this away by ascribing to Aristotle’s
treatment a total “Indifferenz fiir Zeitverhéltnisse”.

3 A similar idea is maintained by M. Bandini (“PBerol 21108 ¢ I’Omero di
Senofonte”, Maia 46 [1994] 19-21) on the basis of the omission of 1. 192-197 in
Socrates’ quotation of this passage (Xen. Mem. 1, 2, 58). However, this omission has
neither a moralistic bias nor can it be justified on the basis of Xenophon’s picture of
the Athenian philosopher (see M. Bandini, in Xénophon, Mémorables 1 [Paris 2000]
119-120), and at any rate the Alexandrian philologist does not refer to any textual
variance in earlier mss., and motivates his proposal in a different way

34 See e. g. A.C. Cassio, “Early Editions of the Greek Epics and Homeric Textual
Criticism in the Sixth and Fifth Century BC”, in: F. Montanari, P. Ascheri (eds.), Omero
tremila anni dopo (Roma 2002) 124-132.
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interpretation comes as no surprise if we believe Plutarch’s information
that he actually edited the //iad in his capacity as a tutor for Alexander
the Great.3>

In our case, Aristotle’s &dniov proceeds from his uncertainty about
the exact meaning of the word moAvkoipavin—a word subsequent
generations were to read in a purely oligarchic sense, i. e. relying more
directly on his second interpretation. I venture the assumption that
this very uncertainty prompted Aristarchus, who could hardly conceive
of Homer’s moAvkoipavin as democracy, to feel a certain uneasiness
about the transmitted text and thus to suspect that 11. 203-205, if related
to an aristocratic or semi-aristocratic regime, could be problematic
within Odysseus’ second speech to the army, and appear more at home
in the first.

Actually, one might wonder if the detailed analysis of democracy
and oligarchy in Politics 4—an analysis designed to “help the statesman
improve the government of his city”’3®—might have some connection with
Alexander the Great’s almost contemporary exploits.?’” The issue is of
course very delicate, since we know very little about Aristotle’s personal
ideas on the Macedonian political system. Nevertheless, /. 2, 204 appears
to me as—to put it in Aristarchus’ words—particularly appélov mpog
Baoidéag: one might surmise that the man who kept the //iad under his
pillow, chose //. 3, 179 as his favourite line (see Plut. Fort. Alex. 331 c—d)
and modelled his own life and deeds on those of the Homeric heroes,?® had
in mind precisely this line of Homer (and its reference to tov TAglovg

35 See Plut. Alex. 8, 2, relying on Onesicritus, FGrHist 134 F 38. A strong case
for the existence of this d16pOwoig (the famous Iliad éx 10D vépbnkog), and for its
special design “al uso personal de Alejandro” is made by Sanz Morales (n. 13) 22-39.
M. L. West, Studies in the Text and Transmission of the Iliad (Minchen—Leipzig 2001)
25 and 72-73, more cautiously insists that we have no evidence that this “edition”
played any role in the textual lucubrations of Alexandrian scholars.

36 See R. Mulgan, “Aristotle’s Analysis of Oligarchy and Democracy”, in: Keyt,
Miller (n. 19) 308.

37 See H. Kelsen, “The Philosophy of Aristotle and the Hellenic-Macedonian
Policy”, Int. Journ. of Ethics 48 (1937) 1-64 (then in J. Barnes [ed.], Articles on
Aristotle [London 1977] 170-194). For a different view see e. g. V. Ehrenberg,
Alexander and the Greeks (Oxford 1938) 62—102; Robinson (n. 20) xii—xiii. More
nuanced approaches e. g. in Ch. H. Kahn, “The Normative Structure of Aristotle’s
“Politics™”, in: Patzig (n. 18) 378-381; R. G. Mulgan, “Aristotle and Absolute Rule”,
Antichthon 8 (1974) 21-28.

38 See J.M. O’Brien, Alexander the Great (London 1994) 43-100; E. Carney,
“Artifice and Alexander History”, in: A.B. Bosworth, E. Baynham (eds.), Alexander
the Great in Fact and Fiction (Oxford—New York 2000) 280-281 (with further
bibliography).
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@owv ol Gpyovieg g €xaotog, along perhaps with its cosmological
interpretation in Metaph. 1076 a 4) when addressing to the Persian king
Darius the famous maxim: “There cannot be two suns”.3?

3. The difficulty highlighted by Aristarchus (possibly in the wake of
an Aristotelian input) left some traces also beyond philological debates.
The Techne rhetorike falsely ascribed to Dionysius of Halicarnassus
is actually a “disparate assemblage of essays on a variety of rhetorical
themes”, and its chapters 8—9 might be the partially unfinished work of
an anonymous rhetorician of the early Il century AD, perhaps Aelius
Sarapion.*® From § 8 of the second chapter of this work we learn that
Odysseus’ speeches in Iliad 11 had become the paradigm of a particular
type of figured speech (or oxynpoatiopdc), which consisted in criticising
someone while attacking someone else, thus avoiding the offence that
might arise from confrontational directness (p. 336, 11-15 Us.-Rad. = 98,
17-20 Dent. and 340, 68 Us.-Rad. = 102, 27-29 Dent.:

TO ETEPOLS SLOAEYOLEVOV ETEPOV KOOATTESOUL, TO AOPUAES TOO UM
TPOCKPOVELY T VIOAAXYT) TOV TPOCAOTOL €VILOIKOVIEVOV). 4!

While quoting extensively /1. 2, 188-99 and 2, 203-205, the author
of this chapter of the Techne observes that Odysseus spoke to the people

39 For the anecdote see e. g. Diod. Sic. 17, 54, 5 (insisting precisely on the threat
to Opovoloe among rulers: 008" 6 kd6oHOg dvETV MAL®V vty Thpricon dvvort v
mV WBlav dtakdouncty te kol Taév 008 1 oikovpévn 800 Baciléwy ExOvImy TV
nNyepoviay Atapdyws kol AcTactdotog dtapévely &v dOvarto); 30, 21, 4; Plut.
Reg. imp. apophth. 180 b; Tustin. 11, 12.

40 See M. Heath, “Pseudo-Dionysius Art of Rhetoric 8-11: Figured Speech,
Declamation, and Criticism”, 4JPh 124 (2003) 86-93 for a discussion of ch. 9 and
more generally for insights into the relationship of the treaty with Ps.-Hermogenes’ On
Method. The most detailed analysis of the work remains K. Schopsdau, “Untersuchungen
zur Anlage und Entstehung der beiden Pseudodionysianischen Traktate Ilepi
goynuotiopévev”, RAM 118 (1975) 83-123. Some speculation on the function of
examples in P. Chiron, “Quelques observations sur la théorie du discours figuré dans
le Téyvn du Ps.-Denys d’Halicarnasse”, in Montefusco (n. 29) 75-94. A new edition
with commentary is now provided by S. Dentice d’Accadia (ed.), I discorsi figurati I e
11 dello Ps.-Dionisio di Alicarnasso (Pisa—Roma 2010).

4l The mpocodrwv vradloyn is a well-known technique in Greek rhetoric: see
e. g. Ps.-Herm. Meth. p. 442, 10-21 Rabe with a Demosthenic example (and, partly,
Ps.-Demetr. De eloc. 292), with Schopsdau (n. 40) 115 and n. 35 and Dentice d’Accadia
(n. 40) 35 and 165. It is spotted by schol. b T II. 2, 252-253 in Odysseus’ harsh words
to Thersites, actually designed to instruct the entire body of the Greek army: see on this
topic R. Niinlist, The Ancient Critic at Work (Cambridge 2009) 321-322.
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the reproaches he wanted to address to the kings, and vice versa (p. 341,
6-8 Us.-Rad. = 104, 17-19 Dent.: & yop €Bo0AeTO KOOAWOCOUL TOV
BaoiAémv, T® dNL® dteréyetor 6 & EBoVAETO EMTIUNONL TG SNU®, TOIG
Baoidevory diedéyeto). Now, I am not sure that this interpretation should
be taken as a contribution to the long-standing philosophical and political
debate about the equity of Ulysses’ treatment of leaders and privates in
the Homeric scene, a debate witnessed since the times of Socrates (Xen.
Mem. 1, 2, 58; Socrates fr. 1.C.137 Giannantoni; Liban. Decl. 1, 93).#> But
it is clear to me that the rhetor’s observation tackles the same problem
already posed by Aristarchus (and probably implicit in Aristotle), and
that this is one of the several instances of his confrontation with earlier
Homeric exegesis: it is, in other words, a typical explanation by way of
a oynuoatiopog (“figured speech”) of an apparent &tomio, (“problem,
absurdity”) in Homer’s text: in so far, it represents an alternative solution
if compared to Aristarchus’ approach.*?

Thus, whatever glimpses we get of the history of the ancient speculation
on Il 2, 204 provide an interesting test-case of the possible interplay
between Aristotelian philosophy and Aristarchean philology (a connection
that has been stressed in recent studies, partly modifying the more sceptical
views of R. Pfeiffer),* and between the latter and Greek rhetorical studies
of the Roman age.

Filippomaria Pontani
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University of Venice

Apucrorens U ApHCTapX HaxXoAAT TPYIAHOCTU B IOXBaje MOHApXuu (M Mpeao-
CTEpPEeKEHUH NPOTUB ToAvKolpovin) B Il 2, 203-205. Apucrorenb mbiTancs
HaWTH OOBSICHEHHE ITOMY maccaxy B [lonumuke, a ajJeKCaHIPUIICKUN (uitonor

42 So D.A. Russell, “Figured Speeches: “Dionysius”, Art of Rhetoric VIII-I1X”,
in: C.W. Wooten (ed.), The Orator in Action and Theory in Greece and Rome (Fs.
G. A. Kennedy) (Leiden—Boston—Kdln 2001) 164.

43 See Dentice d’Accadia (n. 40) 35-37 and, for further examples, see Schopsdau
(n. 40) 110 n. 31. It is true that Ps.-Dionysius implicitly accepts the lines and that schol.
b Tl 2,203 b (quoted above) defends them against Aristarchus’ athetesis, but they do
so on rather different grounds, which is why I cannot agree with H. Schrader, “Telephos
der Pergamener”, Hermes 37 (1902) 530-581 (541 n. 1), who postulates a common
source.

4 See most recently F. Schironi, “Theory into Practice: Aristotelian Principles in
Aristarchean Philology”, CPh 104 (2009) 279-316, with further bibliography.
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(BO3MOJKHO, ITOJ] BIMSTHUEM apPHCTOTEIEBCKUX COUYMHEHWH) PELIMTENBHO MPEIIIO-
KIJT TIEPEHECTH 3TH CTPOKH Tociie ¢T. 192. ABTOp cTaThbl paccMaTpHBaeT pasiInd-
HBIE ACTIEKTHI yUCHOU TUCKYCCHHU BOKPYT TOMEPOBCKOTO 11ACCaXka BIJIOTH JI0 SMOXU
Pumckoit umnepumu.

Both Aristotle and Aristarchus felt uneasy about Odysseus’ praise of monarchy
(and disparagement of polykoiranie) in Iliad 2, 203-205: the Stagirite tried to give
a suitable philosophical explanation of the passage in his Politics, while the
Alexandrian philologist (perhaps in the wake of Aristotle’s doubts) decided tout
court to transpose the lines. The present paper tries to follow the reasons and forms
of this debate down to the imperial age.



HOMO AN LIBER?
ZUR ETHIK DES SCHERZENS IN CICERO,
DE OFF. 1, 103 f.

Am Ende der Einleitung des ersten Buches von De officiis (1, 15-17)
gibt Cicero eine allgemeine Einfithrung in den Begriff des Ehrenhaften
(honestum) und untergliedert es in vier Teilbereiche (partes) bzw.
Tugenden (virtutes),' die er im Vorgrift auf den Hauptteil tiberblicksartig
ndher bestimmt: (a) sapientia und prudentia (Weisheit und Klugheit), die er
als Durchschauen der Wahrheit (perspicientia veri) bzw. deren Aufspiiren
(investigatio veri) und ein daraus sich ergebendes sachgerechtes, geschicktes
Verhalten (sollertia) auftalit; (b) iustitia (Gerechtigkeit), unter welcher er
den Schutz der menschlichen Gemeinschaft, die Zuteilung dessen, was
einem jeden zukommt, und die Vertragstreue begreift; (¢) animi excellentia
magnitudoque (GroBe und Erhabenheit des Geistes), die er als die Fertigkeit
definiert, sich und den Seinen Vorteile zu verschaffen, und zugleich, diese
Vorteile gering zu achten, also innerlich unabhéngig von ihnen zu bleiben;?
(d) modestia und temperantia (Bescheidenheit und MéBigung), unter denen
er die Ordnung und das MaB aller Handlungen und AuBerungen versteht.

In den sich anschlieBenden Einzeluntersuchungen der vier Tugenden,
die den Hauptteil des ersten Buches ausmachen (1, 18-151), nimmt die
Erorterung der temperantia den groBiten Raum ein (1,93—-151).3 Im Kontext

I Vgl. E. Lefévre, Panaitios’ und Ciceros Pflichtenlehre. Vom philosophischen
Traktat zum politischen Lehrbuch (Stuttgart 2001) 20 f.; zu den Tugenden im einzelnen
21-74.

2 Lefeévre (0. Anm. 1) 20 hebt den fiir uns merkwiirdig egoistisch klingenden ersten
Teil dieser Bestimmung zu Recht hervor. Da sein Tenor grundsitzlich im Einklang
mit der stoischen Oikeiosislehre steht, aus der einzelne Elemente als Hintergrund der
Ausfithrungen bereits in 1, 11-14 in knapper, kulturhistorisch ausgerichteter Form
gegeben werden, sehe ich jedoch anders als Lefévre keinen Grund, der AuBerung
“einen sehr romisch-egoistischen Anstrich” beizumessen und sie als Indikator einer
Uberarbeitung der panaitianischen Vorlage zu werten. Zur Oikeiosislehre in ihren
Grundziigen vgl. M. Forschner, Die stoische Ethik. Uber den Zusammenhang von
Natur-, Sprach- und Moralphilosophie im altstoischen System (Darmstadt 21995) 142—
159, 253-256; vgl. jetzt auch R. Bees, Die Oikeiosislehre der Stoa (Wiirzburg 2004).

3 Vgl. Lefévre (0. Anm. 1) 52-74.
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dieser Untersuchung fiihrt Cicero den Begriff des “Schicklichen” (decorum
bzw. wpémov) in 1, 93 ein und dulert sich, indem er diesen erldutert, auch
iiber Scherzen und Spielen (1, 103) sowie die Unterscheidung zweier
Arten des Scherzens, die zulédssige und unzuldssige (1, 104). Im folgenden
soll dieser Textabschnitt interpretiert werden, wobei auch zwei textkritische
Probleme besprochen werden.

Zunichst konstatiert Cicero, dafl der Begriff des Schicklichen untrenn-
bar mit dem des Ehrenhaften (honestum) verbunden sei (1, 94 f.).# Dann
gibt er eine umschreibende Definition (descriptio)’ des Schicklichen
(1, 96), von der er sagt, dal} sie aus zwei Blickwinkeln formuliert werden
konne: Zum einen sei decorum allgemein das, was mit der erhabenen
Position des Menschen in Ubereinstimmung stehen miisse in Hinsicht auf
die Punkte, in denen sich gerade die menschliche Natur von derjenigen
aller librigen Lebewesen unterscheide; dies konnte man decorum generale
nennen. Zum anderen aber sei decorum das, was man so definiert, daf3
es nicht nur allgemein mit der menschlichen Natur in Einklang steht,
sondern insbesondere MaBigung (moderatio) und Selbstbeherrschung
(temperantia) einschlie3t; man konnte dies decorum speciale nennen.®

Diese These veranschaulicht Cicero, indem er auf die Praxis der
Dichter—er denkt vor allem an die von Tragédien” —verweist, die ebenfalls
ein bestimmtes decorum beachten, und zwar dergestalt, dall die Handlungen
und sprachlichen AuBerungen der Rolle (persona) derjenigen entsprechen
miissen, die gerade handeln bzw. sprechen (1, 97).8 In vergleichbarer Weise

4 Vgl. Lefévre (0. Anm. 1) 53 f. mit Hinweis auf A. R. Dyck, 4 Commentary on
Cicero, De officiis (Ann Arbor 1996) 259.

5 Fiir diesen Gebrauch von descriptio vgl. z. B. Cic. De or. 1, 222. Fiir die
Verwendung des Verbs describere in literardsthetischem Zusammenhang vgl. Hor. Ars
86 descriptas servare vices operumque colores; dazu G. Maurach, Horaz. Werk und
Leben (Heidelberg 2001) 460 n. 24.

6 Tch folge der griffigen Terminologie von Lefévre (0. Anm. 1) 53.

7 Den Schauspielervergleich nimmt Cicero ab 1, 126 wieder auf; vgl. Lefévre
(0. Anm. 1) 54 n. 297. Theatermetaphorik findet sich in der antiken Philosophie
spétestens seit Platon; vgl. C. Langbehn, “Theater”, in: R. Konersmann (Hg.), Worter-
buch der philosophischen Metaphern (Darmstadt 2007) 443—458.

8 Ahnlich duBert sich Hor. Ars 114—118, iiber das Erfordernis, das Prinzip des
Passenden beim Verfassen von Figurenreden in der Tragddie zu beachten: Es mache
einen groflen Unterschied, ob ein Gott oder ein Heros spreche, ein reifer dlterer Mann
oder ein hitzkdpfiger in der Bliite seiner Jugend, ein umherreisender Kaufmann oder ein
Pfleger seines kleinen griinenden Landguts, ein Kolcher oder Assyrer, ein in Theben oder
ein in Argos erzogener Mensch. Zur Einordnung der Stelle vgl. Maurach (0. Anm. 5)
460-462; zur Frage, ob in V. 114 divus (Gott) oder das ebenfalls tiberlieferte Davus
(typischer Sklavenname) gelesen werden sollte, vgl. B. Dunsch, “Il commerciante in
scena: Temi e motivi mercantili nel Mercator plautino e nell’ Emporos filemoniano”, in:
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aber, so der Analogieschluf3, wie die Dichter bei der grolen Vielfalt von
Rollen jeweils das an Handlung und Sprache auswédhlen, was zur Rolle
palt und sich schickt, habe die Natur uns als Menschen—Cicero meint alle
Menschen, nicht eine bestimmte soziale Gruppe—die Rolle charakterlicher
Starke, Selbstbeherrschung, MéBigung und Zuriickhaltung (constantiae,
moderationis, temperantiae, verecundiae partes) zugewiesen. Die Natur
lehrt uns ebenfalls, nicht zu vernachldssigen, wie wir uns gegeniiber
anderen Menschen auffithren. Nun wechselt Cicero das Bildfeld, um seine
These von einer anderen Seite zu beleuchten (1, 98): Wie Korperteile,
die einander harmonisch zugeordnet sind und in ihrer Betitigung “mit
einer gewissen Anmut” zusammenwirken, dem Betrachter gefallen,® so
findet auch das decorum, wenn es “durch Ordnung, Bestindigkeit und
Selbstbeherrschung” in AuBerungen und Taten sichtbar wird, die Billigung
durch diejenigen, mit denen man lebt. Beide Bildbereiche sind mit Bedacht
gewahlt, ist doch in beiden, Schauspielrolle wie Kdrperbewegung, die
duflere Wahrnehmung eines wohlgeordneten Ganzen entscheidend.
Die Bilder dienen damit der Argumentation Ciceros, dem es um die
Wahrnehmung und Beurteilung menschlichen Verhaltens in der Welt geht.
Insgesamt sollte man also, so Cicero in 1, 99, gegeniiber seinen
Mitmenschen (er wiederholt das gerade verwendete adversus homines)
eine gewisse Riicksicht (reverentia) walten lassen, vor allem gegen die
Besten, aber auch gegen die iibrigen Menschen. Hier klingt zunédchst eine
potentiell sozial zu fassende Unterscheidung zwischen den den optimi
(“Menschen des hochsten Standes™) und den reliqui (“Menschen der
iibrigen Sténde”) an. Diese wird aber sogleich relativiert: Letztlich, so die
Aussage, sollen wir allen Menschen gegeniiber reverentia iben. Hierbei
seien die Bewegungen des Korpers lange nicht so wichtig wie die der
Seele, bei denen es ebenfalls gelte, auf das decorum zu achten (1, 100).
Um dies zu erreichen, sei es wichtig, da3 das Seelenvermdgen der
Vernunft (ratio) das Seelenvermdgen der Begierden oder die Strebekraft
(appetitus) lenkt und in seine Schranken weist (1, 101). Um dies zu
erreichen, miissen, so Cicero, die Begierden der Vernunft gehorchen.
Wenn dies nicht der Fall ist, wie etwa bei den Zornigen oder den sonst
durch irgendeine Leidenschaft Hingerissenen, werden Geist und Korper
gleichermaflen in Unruhe versetzt (1, 102). Daraus ergibt sich, da3 die

R. Raffaelli, A. Tontini (Hgg.), Lecturae Plautinae Sarsinates XI: Mercator (Sarsina,
29 settembre 2007) (Urbino 2008) 15 n. 14. Fiir den Tenor der horazischen Forderung
macht dies hier keinen groen Unterschied.

9 Korpermetaphorik ist ebenfalls spétestens seit Platon in der Philosophie sehr
verbreitet; vgl. S. Lidemann, “Koérper, Organismus”, in: Konersmann (0. Anm. 7)
169-182.
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Begierden eingedimmt werden miissen, damit wir nicht unbedacht und
aufs Geratewohl, ohne Uberlegung und nachlissig handeln (ne quid
temere ac fortuito, inconsiderate neglegenterque agamus). Dies gilt fir
alle Lebensbereiche, auch fiir Scherz und Spiel (1, 103):

Neque enim ita generati a natura sumus, ut ad ludum et iocum facti esse
videamur, ad severitatem potius et ad quaedam studia graviora atque
maiora. ludo autem et ioco uti illo quidem licet, sed sicut somno et
quietibus ceteris tum, cum gravibus seriisque rebus satis fecerimus.
ipsumque genus iocandi non profusum nec immodestum, sed ingenuum
et facetum esse debet. ut enim pueris non omnem ludendi licentiam
damus, sed eam, quae ab honestatis actionibus non sit aliena, sic in ipso
ioco aliquod probi ingenii lumen eluceat.

Cicero stellt fest, da} die Menschen!? von Natur aus nicht zu Scherz
und Spiel'! gemacht zu sein scheinen, sondern zu Ernsthaftigkeit und um
bedeutendere und wichtigere Aufgaben wahrzunehmen. Freilich hétten
Spiel und Scherz dort ihren Platz, wo man sie, wie den Schlaf und andere
Ruhepausen, zur Erholung zwischen denjenigen Zeiten nutzt, wihrend
derer man seinen bedeutenden und ernsten Aufgaben nachgeht.!> Nachdem
Cicero die Berechtigung des Scherzens im Grundsatz konzediert und ihm

10 Cicero verwendet, sich selbst als Angehoriger der Gattung Mensch einschlie-
Bend, die erste Person Plural, und bezieht sich dabei, wie aus dem Kontext deutlich
wird, nicht auf eine bestimmte soziale Gruppe.

I Eine Diskussion von Belegen fiir die Wortpaarung ludus / iocus bzw. ludere /
iocari und verwandter Ausdriicke bietet A. Nuti, Ludus e iocus. Percorsi di ludicita
nella lingua latina (Treviso—Roma 1998) 158-175.

12 Der Gedanke, dall Menschen sich ab und zu erholen miissen, um sich dann mit
frischen Kréften wieder ernsten Dingen zuwenden zu konnen, findet sich zuerst bei den
Vorsokratikern, dann bei Plat. Leg. 732 c; vgl. G. Luck, “Humor”, in: RAC (= Reallexikon
fiir Antike und Christentum) 16 (1994) 761. Er wird von Aristoteles aufgegriffen,
so Pol. 1341 b 38—1342 a 2, wo es von der spielerischen und nicht professionellen
Beschiftigung der Musik heif3t, dafl ihre gute und erwiinschte Wirkung nicht zuletzt
in ihrer Féhigkeit bestehe, uns Entspannung und Erholung von den Anstrengungen der
Lebensfiihrung zu verschaffen. Vgl. auch die Ausfiihrungen zum Katharsis-Begriff in
der aristotelischen Politik bei A. Schmitt, Aristoteles Poetik (Berlin 2008) 502-509,
v. a. 504 f. Von Bedeutung ist auch Eth. Nic. 1127 b 31-1128 b 9, wo sich Aristoteles
wie Cicero mit der Unterscheidung eines angemessenen von einem unangemessenen
Lustigen beschiftigt; siche auch die Bemerkungen Rhet. 1419 b 2—10 (mit Verweis auf
die verlorenen Ausfiihrungen im zweiten Buch der Poetik); vgl. S. Halliwell, Greek
Laughter. A Study of Cultural Psychology from Homer to Early Christianity (Cambridge
2008) 307-331, v. a. 308-311, Schmitt (wie oben) 306 f., sowie E. Narducci, Modelli
etici e societa. Un’idea di Cicerone (Pisa 1989) 178 Anm. 56.
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eine auf das menschliche Leben bezogene Nutzenfunktion zugewiesen
hat, unterscheidet er zwei Arten des Scherzens. Das eine ist ein Scherzen,
das schranken- und maBlos ist. Diesem stellt er eine Art des Scherzens
gegeniiber, die er als anstdndig und geistreich kennzeichnet (ingenuum
und facetum). Im AnschluB} illustriert Cicero diese Unterscheidung durch
den Vergleich mit einem Kind, dem man auch nicht jede Art von Freiheit
im Spielen erlaube, sondern nur diejenige, welche sich im Rahmen der
geltenden Moral bewege: Genau wie beim Spiel des Kindes solle auch im
Scherz “irgendein Licht eines anstdndigen Charakters aufleuchten”.
Daran schlie3t Cicero, die soeben getroffene Unterscheidung zweier
Arten des Scherzens aufgreifend und vertiefend, folgende Ausfiihrungen
an—hier in der {iblichen Textvulgate, wie sie z. B. die Teubneriana bietet:

Duplex omnino est iocandi genus, unum inliberale, petulans, flagitiosum,
obscenum, alterum elegans, urbanum, ingeniosum, facetum, quo genere
non modo Plautus noster et Atticorum antiqua comoedia, sed etiam
philosophorum Socraticorum libri referti sunt, multaque multorum facete
dicta, ut ea, quae a sene Catone collecta sunt, quae vocantur &mo@OEyLOTL.
facilis igitur est distinctio ingenui et inliberalis ioci. alter est, si tempore
fit, ut si remisso animo, <vel severissimo> homine dignus, alter ne libero
quidem, si rerum turpitudo adhibetur aut verborum obscenitas.

Cicero setzt erneut mit der Unterscheidung der zwei Arten des
Scherzens (duplex ... iocandi genus) ein,!’ die er diesmal ausfithrlicher
gestaltet und durch Nennung von Beispielen konkretisiert. Die unzuldssige
Art charakterisiert er in langer Aufzdhlung als eines freien Mannes
unwiirdig (inliberale), frech (petulans), schindlich (flagitiosum) und
unanstdndig (obscenum), die zulédssige hingegen als geschmackvoll
(elegans), raffiniert (urbanum), charaktervoll (ingeniosum) und geistreich
(facetum).'* Als Beispiele fiir die zuldssige, anstdndige Art des Scherzens
nennt er die Komddien des Plautus, den er an dieser Stelle mit gewissem
Stolz und in vorweggenommener Abgrenzung gegen die griechische

13 Mit omnino macht Cicero deutlich, daf} es fiir ihn keine Grauzone gibt. Alles
Scherzen 146t sich der einen oder anderen Art zuordnen.

14 Die Begriffsreihen setzt H. Kohler, “Cicero, off. 1, 104 homo: ein ideologie-
kritisches Problem”, in: A. Haltenhoff, F.-H. Mutschler (Hgg.), HORTVS LITTERARVM
ANTIQVARVM. Festschrift fiir Hans Armin Gdrtner zum 70. Geburtstag (Heidelberg
2000) 290, in zwei Kolumnen gegeneinander, wobei nicht hinreichend deutlich wird,
daf} es hier sich nicht um gereihte Kontrarbegriffe handelt; dies wurde auch sonst
mehrfach behauptet, z. B. von E. de Saint-Denis, Essais sur le rire et le sourire des
latins (Paris 1965) 154.
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Komodie als “unseren Plautus”!S apostrophiert, dann die “alte Komddie
der Attiker” (Atticorum antiqua comoedia),'° die Biicher der “sokratischen
Philosophen™7 und die von Cato dem Alteren gesammelten witzigen
AuBerungen, die Apophthegmata genannt wiirden.

Nach diesen zwei Ansdtzen der Unterscheidung von zuldssigem
und unzuldssigem Scherzen greift Cicero diese Zweiteilung nochmals
auf und restimiert, dal die Unterscheidung (distinctio) zwischen diesen
beiden Arten, der des anstdndigen und des unwiirdigen Scherzes (ingenui
et inliberalis ioci), leicht falle. Das Argument, das Cicero hier durch die
Setzung des folgernden igitur nur andeutet, geht dahin, dal man angesichts
der groBBen Menge autoritativer romischer wie griechischer Texte, denen
man gute Beispiele flir zuldssiges Scherzen entnehmen konne, eigentlich
keine Probleme haben diirfte, zuldssiges von unzuldssigem Scherzen zu
unterscheiden. Wenn man sich nur an die Muster zuldssigen Scherzens
halte, so der unausgesprochene Gedanke, dann finde man durch eine
an sich selbst vollzogene kritische éducation sentimentale, die sich an
den akzeptierten und durch Tradition bewéhrten Autoritdten orientiert,
durch Nachahmung leicht die empirischen Kriterien, welche man dieser
Unterscheidung zugrunde legen kann.

An diesem Punkt der Erorterung findet sich im Text ein in der
Forschung immer wieder diskutiertes Problem. Noch einmal bietet Cicero
eine kontrastive Charakteristik der beiden Arten des Scherzens, diesmal

15 Zur insgesamt positiven Beurteilung des Plautus durch Cicero vgl. jetzt
die entsprechenden Abschnitte in B. Dunsch, “Die plautinische Komddie in
republikanischer und kaiserzeitlicher Literaturkritik”, in: B. Dunsch, A. Schmitt,
T. Schmitz (Hgg.), Epos—Lyrik—Drama. Zu Genese und Ausformung der Gattungen
in Antike und Moderne. Festschrift fiir Ernst-Richard Schwinge zum 75. Geburtstag
(Heidelberg 2013) 229-291 (im Druck).

16 Hier bliebe zu diskutieren, ob Cicero damit die so genannte “Alte Komodie”
meint oder cher Stiicke der “Mittleren” bzw. sogar der “Neuen Komddie”. Zur
Genese der Dreiteilung in hellenistischer Zeit vgl. H.-G. Nesselrath, Die attische
Mittlere Komadie. Ihre Stellung in der antiken Literaturkritik und Literaturgeschichte
(Berlin—New York 1990) 172-187. Die Bezeichnungen “alt” und “neu” wurden in
der Antike nicht unbedingt so verwendet wie heute, wie z. B. der Umstand zeigt, daf}
im frithen 2. Jh. v. Chr. ein wiederaufgefiihrtes Menanderstiick “alt” genannt werden
konnte, vgl. C. P. Jones, “Greek Drama in the Roman Empire”, in: R. Scodel (Hg.),
Theater and Society in the Classical World (Ann Arbor 1993) 43. Jedenfalls scheint
bei Cicero die Bewertung der attischen Alten Komddie zu schwanken. De rep. 4, 10
(= Aug. De civ. Dei 2, 9) kritisiert er ihre Aggressivitit, doch an anderer Stelle nennt
er Aristophanes facetissimus (De leg. 2, 37); vgl. A. Plebe, La teoria del comico da
Aristotele a Plutarco (Turin 1952) 66.

17 Hiermit sind, wenn man nach Brut. 292 geht, wo Cicero deren ironia faceta et
elegans lobt, neben Platon wenigstens noch Xenophon und der Sokratiker Aischines
gemeint; vgl. P. MacKendrick, The Philosophical Books of Cicero (London 1989) 236.
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unter Verwendung des disjunktiven alter ... alter. Der Satz sei wegen
seiner Bedeutung fiir die weitere Diskussion noch einmal zitiert:

Alter est, si tempore fit, ut si remisso animo, <vel severissimo> homine
dignus, alter ne libero quidem, si rerum turpitudo adhibetur aut verborum
obscenitas.!8

Die eine, zuldssige, Art des Scherzes sei, so wird der Sinn der Stelle
heute zumeist verstanden und ergéinzt, wenn er zur richtigen Zeit (tempore)
gemacht wird, wie zum Beispiel in geldster, entspannter Stimmung (ut
si remisso animo), <sogar eines sehr ernsthaften> Menschen wiirdig, so
eine der zahlreichen fiir diese Stelle vorgeschlagenen Ergédnzungen im
Text; die andere, unzuldssige, sei nicht einmal eines Freien wiirdig (ne
libero quidem), wenn beim Scherzen die HaBllichkeit der Gegenstidnde und
Unanstindigkeit der Worter zur Verwendung kommen (si rerum turpitudo
adhibetur aut verborum obscenitas).

Es sei ndmlich, so Cicero im verbleibenden Teil von 1, 104, auch
im Spiel ein gewisses MaBl (ludendi ... quidam modus) einzuhalten,
damit uns nicht alle Dinge allzu sehr auBler Kontrolle geraten (ne nimis
omnia profundamus) und wir, hingerissen von einer Lust, in irgendeine
Schindlichkeit abgleiten. Hier variiert Cicero also leicht das Thema und
wechselt vom ludus hin zum iocus; er hatte beide ja bereits kurz zuvor
zusammen genannt. Als Beispiele fiir anstdndige Spiele fiihrt er dann das
Marsfeld (campus noster), auf dem sich die RoGmer sportlich liben,!'? sowie
die Jagd (studia venandi) an.

Das Supplement <vel severissimo> wurde von Atzert in den Text der
Teubneriana gesetzt. Neben diesem Ergdnzungsversuch, der Eingang in
viele zweisprachige Leseausgaben?® und einsprachige Ubersetzungen?!
gefunden hat, finden sich weitere, der Bedeutung nach dhnliche Supple-
mente, z. B. Miillers <gravissimo>, das Fedeli und Winterbottom in den

18 M. Tulli Ciceronis De officiis, quartum rec. C. Atzert, De virtutibus, post
O. Plasberg et W. Ax tertium rec. C. Atzert (Leipzig 1963).

19 Verschiedene dort betriebene Sportarten zéhlt Hor. Carm. 1, 8 auf (Diskus-,
Speer-, Ballwurf, Fechten, Reiten).

20 Es seien beispielshalber genannt: Marco Tullio Cicerone, Dei doveri, hg.,
ibers. und erl. von D. Arfelli (Bologna 1987); Marcus Tullius Cicero, De officiis
/ Vom pflichtgemdfien Handeln. Lateinisch und deutsch, tibers., komm. und hg. von
H. Gunermann (Stuttgart 1992); Marcus Tullius Cicero, De officiis / Vom pflichtgemdifsen
Handeln. Lateinisch-deutsch, hg. und iibers. von R. Nickel (Diisseldorf 2008).

21 Zum Beispiel Cicero, On Duties, hg. von M. T. Griffin, E. M. Atkins (Cambridge
1991); Cicero, On Obligations (De officiis), iibers., mit Einl. und Anm. von P. G. Walsh
(Oxford 2000).
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Text genommen haben.??> Weitere Versuche und Vermutungen dokumentiert
Testard in seinem Apparat:2> Heine hatte vor homine einen Textausfall
angenommen und vorgeschlagen, “ein Adjectiv von der Bedeutung
‘vornehm’ oder ‘gebildet’, vielleicht amplus od. ingenuus” zu supplieren;*
<magno> wurde als Ergidnzung von Madvig proponiert,2> </iberali> von
Scheibe und <maximo> von Seyftert; friithneuzeitliche Gelehrte wie Aldus
und Lambinus hatten die Reihenfolge der Worter homine und libero
gegeneinander vertauscht,? was aber angesichts einer eindeutigen Parallel-
iiberlieferung bei Nonius, die /ibero als in der zweiten Alternative stehend
bezeugt,”’” von vornherein unwahrscheinlich ist. Diese Vorschldge, so
elegant sie teilweise sein mogen, zeugen von der gro3en SelbstgewiBheit,
mit der bis ins 19. und frithe 20. Jh. nicht selten mit den Texten umge-
gangen wurde, konnen jedoch weder methodisch noch der Sache nach
befriedigen. Methodisch deshalb nicht, weil es kaum mdglich ist, den
Ausfall ldngerer Worter oder Wortgruppen wie <vel severissimo> oder
<gravissimo> uiberzeugend zu erkldren.?®

Wollte man eine solche Erkldarung versuchen, so konnte man annehmen,
ein Schreiber habe mit Blick auf ut si remisso ein dem oberflichlichen
optischen Eindruck nach &hnliches im Text stehendes langeres Wort oder

22 M. Tulli Ciceronis De officiis libri tres, hg. von P. Fedeli (Mailand 1965);
M. Tulli Ciceronis De officiis, hg. von M. Winterbottom (Oxford 1996).

23 Cicéron, Les devoirs. Introduction, Livre I, hg. und {ibers. von M. Testard (Paris
1965) 157; weitere Vermutungen des 19. und 20. Jahrhunderts bei Kéhler (0. Anm. 14)
292-296.

2 M. Tullii Ciceronis De officiis ad Marcum filium libri tres, erkl. von O. Heine
(Berlin '1857) 76. In einer spiteren Auflage ([Berlin 41871] 89) variiert Heine seinen
Vorschlag (“amplus oder magnus™).

25 Nach G. F. Unger, Zur Textkritik von Cicero’s Schrift De officiis (Gottingen
1878) 38 hatte Baiter bereits denselben Vorschlag gemacht.

26 So Unger (0. Anm. 25) 38.

27 Non. 356, 30 (s. v. obscenum), zitiert von Winterbottom (0. Anm. 22) 42 im
Apparat.

28 Auch keine der drei von Atzert (0. Anm. 18) im Apparat angegebenen Parallelen
kann daran etwas édndern: Der Verweis auf Quint. /nst. or. 6, 6, 68 geht in die Irre; das
sechste Buch umfaft nur fiinf Kapitel. Die beiden anderen, Cic. De or: 2, 228 und Plin.
Epist. 8, 21, geben fiir die vorliegende Stelle nichts aus. Plinius stellt die severitas der
comitas gegeniiber und sagt, daf3 er seine ernsthafteren Werke durch Einlagen von lusus
und ioci aufputzt (8, 21, 1 f.; distinguo hat nichts mit der distinctio zu tun, von der
Cicero spricht). In De oratore lisst Cicero Antonius zwar davon sprechen, wie selten
es vorkomme, dall jemand (hier Crassus) so dufBerst liebenswiirdig (venustissimus)
und raffiniert (urbanissimus) sein konne, zugleich aber hochst gewichtig und ernst
(gravissimus bzw. severissimus); dies ist in anderem Zusammenhang gesagt und passt,
von den Waortern selbst abgesehen, vom Gedankengang nicht auf den oben formulierten
Gegensatz zweier Arten von Scherzen.
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eine Wortgruppe wie vel severissimo schlicht iiberlesen; dann lige eine
Art Haplographie vor. Eine weitere Moglichkeit wire, die Annahme zu
vertreten, dall das einmal?® tberlieferte remissi animi korrekt ist und als
Genitivus qualitatis zu homine tritt, so dall es an der vorliegenden Stelle
gar keinen Textausfall zu heilen gilt. Hiergegen steht allerdings sowohl der
lateinische Sprachgebrauch, nach dem der Genitivus qualitatis klassisch
fast ausschlieBlich mit gewissen Quantititsadjektiven wie magnus und
summus, Zahlangaben und Pronomina verwendet wird,3 wie auch die
Tatsache, daf3 es sich bei einer “entspannten Stimmung” um eine voriiber-
gehende Gemiitsstimmung handelt, die als modale adverbiale Bestimmung
im Ablativ (remisso animo; vergleichbar bono animo, aequo animo),’! nicht
als Attribut im Genitiv (remissi animi) formuliert werden sollte.

Da nun die Uberlieferung keine weiteren Anhaltspunkte fiir groBfli-
chigere Textverderbnis bietet, wie sie sich sonst in De officiis nicht selten
findet, wenngleich wohl nicht so hdufig wie frither vermutet,? kann nur
eine gravierende inhaltliche AnstoBigkeit als hinreichende Begriindung
fiir konjekturale Bemiihungen dienen. Offenbar scheint der im iiberlieferten
Text formulierte Gegensatz zwischen einem Scherz, der, wenn er zur
rechten Zeit gemacht wird, homine dignus ist, und einem, der ne libero
quidem dignus ist, wenn er auf der Sach- und Wortebene nicht akzeptiert
werden kann, von den Interpreten dieses Textes nicht als echter Gegensatz
wahrgenommen worden zu sein.33

So argumentiert 1996 Andrew Dyck in seinem Kommentar zur Stelle:
“Contrasted with /iber should be, not merely homo, since a liber, too, is
a homo, but a specific type of homo [...]”.3* Ahnlich argumentierte bereits

29 Diese Lesart bietet p (= Palatinus 1531; 13. Jh.).

30 Vgl. J. B. Hofmann, A. Szantyr, Lateinische Syntax und Stilistik. Mit dem
allgemeinen Teil der lateinischen Grammatik (Miinchen 1972) 68; R. Kiihner,
C. Stegmann, Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der lateinischen Sprache. Zweiter Teil:
Satzlehre, neubearb. und ber. von A. Thierfelder I (Hannover 1976) 455 f. Vgl. aber
immerhin Belege wie Plaut. Men. 269 homo iracundus, animi perditi, angefiihrt von
E. C. Woodcock, A New Latin Syntax (London 1959) 66.

31 Vgl. Hofmann, Szantyr (0. Anm. 30) 69; dort aber immerhin Verweis auf Ov.
Fast. 2, 847 animi matrona virilis.

32 Vgl. K. B. Thomas, Textkritische Untersuchungen zu Ciceros Schrift De officiis
(Miinster 1971) 1-14.

3 Vgl. Kéhler (0. Anm. 14) 289: “Es gibt aber auch [...] Emendationen, die nicht
auf ein textkritisches Problem zuriickzufiihren sind, sondern allein dem Willen des
Editors entspringen, einer an sich unverddchtigen Textstelle Sinn zu verleihen bzw. den
Text dem eigenen Verstidndnis anzupassen. Eine solche Konjektur [...] entwickelt ihre
eigene Geschichte, die eher in den Bereich der Ideologie als der Textkritik gehdrt, aber
nicht weniger interessant ist. Auch sie gehort zur Rezeption eines Werkes”.

34 Dyck (0. Anm. 4) 266.
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G. F. Unger, der 1878 die bislang ausfiihrlichste Diskussion dieser Textstelle
vorgelegt hat: “Die hauptschwierigkeit der stelle liegt in dem sonderbaren
gegensatz alter est homine dignus, alter ne libero quidem: da ne—quidem
ein geringeres anzeigt, der freie mann aber weder einen gegensatz zum
manne liberhaupt bildet, da er die species, dieser das genus ist, noch den
iibrigen species gegeniiber einen minderen werth hat. Umgekehrt ist es:
nach antiker anschauung ist der freie stand der hochste, nur unfreie und
unselbstdndige stehen ihm entgegen”.3 Diese Argumentation beruht
darauf, dal} sich alleinstehendes homine und libero nicht gegensétzlich,
sondern komplementir zueinander verhalten. Insbesondere scheint, will
man dieser Argumentation folgen, homo ein erkldrendes Attribut zu
fehlen, um eine Balance zwischen homine und nachfolgendem libero
herzustellen, das als auf homine bezogen gedacht zu sein scheint.3¢

Nun ist allerdings unzweifelhaft, daB3 bei Cicero und anderen Autoren
alleinstehendes /iber auch im Sinne von liber homo verwendet werden
kann.37 Steht aber /ibero in diesem Fall allein fiir sich, und dies sei hier
zundchst einmal angenommen, so kann homine dies auch, und zwar
entweder im generellen Sinn, “ein jegliches menschliches Wesen”, also
wie quovis homine, was alle Menschen einschlie8t (jeder Altersstufe,
beiderlei Geschlechts, Freie wie Unfreie, im Gegensatz zu Tieren und
Gottern),’® oder aber pragnant®® im Sinne eines “echten Menschen”, was
sowohl einen Menschen mit Geschmack, stark entwickelten menschlichen
Gefiihlen oder guter Vernunft als auch einen Ehrenmann bezeichnen kann,
wobei auch die Markierung sozialer Distinktionen im Einzelfall nicht
ausgeschlossen ist.*

35 Unger (0. Anm. 25) 38.

36 Griffin, Atkins (0. Anm. 21) 41 mit Anm. 3 erkennen, wie schon der weiter oben
erwihnte Heine, “an obvious gap” im Text, und folgen der Ergénzung Atzerts (“even
the most serious man”).

37 Vgl. J. Ph. Krebs, J. H. Schmalz, Antibarbarus der lateinischen Sprache. Nebst
einem kurzen Abriss der Geschichte der lateinischen Sprache und Vorbemerkungen
tiber reine Latinitdt 11 (Basel 1907) 18 (s. v. liber) mit Verweis z. B. auf Cic. De har.
resp. 34, Verr. 2, 58, Pis. 57, Flacc. 97.

3 Vgl. z. B. Plaut. Amph. 1048-1050: Ubi quemque hominem aspexero, /
si ancillam seu servom sive uxorem sive adulterum / seu patrem sive avom videbo,
obtruncabo in aedibus.

39 Zur Priagnanz von Substantiven vgl. G. Maurach, Lateinische Dichtersprache
(Darmstadt 1995) 103-106.

40 Vgl. z. B. Cic. Att. 13, 52, 2: homines visi sumus (Geschmack); Cic. Phil. 2, 39:
si modo homines sunt (menschliche Gefiihle); Cic. A#z. 2,2, 2: "Hp®dng, si homo esset,
eum potius legeret quam unam litteram scriberet (Vernunft); Cic. Att. 4, 15, 2: si vis
homo esse (Ehrenmann).
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Von den modernen Herausgebern hat sich, wohl von dhnlichen Uber-
legungen geleitet, einzig M. Testard dafiir entschieden, den iiberlieferten
Text unverdndert zu lassen und iibersetzt die Stelle folgendermafen:
“L’une, si elle vient en son temps—de méme si ¢’est par délassement de
I’esprit—est digne de 1’homme, mais 1’autre n’est pas digne, méme de
I’homme émancipé, si pour des sujets honteux elle emploie des termes
grossiers”.4! Ohne das Supplement lautet der lateinische Text bei Testard:
Alter est, si tempore fit, ut si remisso animo, homine dignus.

Dies wire mit Testard wohl so zu verstehen: Die eine Art von Scherz
ist, sagt Cicero, wenn sie zur richtigen Zeit kommt, ebenso wie / wie
zum Beispiel in geldster Stimmung, jedes Menschen wiirdig, d. h. jeder
Mensch kann, wenn er den richtigen Zeitpunkt trifft, den kopog,*? einen
Scherz machen, der zuldssig und akzeptabel ist; alter ne libero quidem, si
rerum turpitudo adhibetur aut verborum obscenitas—die andere Art von
Scherz ist nicht einmal des Freigelassenen (“I’homme émancipé”) wiirdig,
ndmlich wenn entweder Inhalt oder Formulierung anst6Big sind, d. h. nicht
einmal ein Freigelassener, der wegen seiner mangelnden Erfahrung in
galanter Konversation und korrekten Manieren grundsétzlich mit gro3erer
Nachsicht bei seinen AuBerungen, auch scherzhaften, rechnen kann als
andere, nicht einmal der darf einen unzuldssigen und inakzeptablen Scherz
auBlern. Gegen diese Auffassung Testards spricht nun nicht so sehr, dal der
Gegensatz homo “(jeder) Mensch”—liber “Freigelassener’” nicht besonders
griffig ist, als vielmehr daf3 /iber in der Bedeutung “Freigelassener”, also
als Synonym von libertus, sich fiir Cicero nicht belegen 146t und {iberhaupt
in der gesamten Latinitdt schwer denkbar ist.*?

Man konnte /iber, wenn es nicht den Freien bezeichnen soll, auch im
Sinne von “freizligig”, “ziligellos” verstehen** und in diesem Sinne ne ...
quidem als Steigerung deuten: Die andere Art von Scherz, so wire der
Satz dann zu verstehen, ist nicht einmal eines Ziigellosen wiirdig, von
dem man ja in Sachen Benehmen ohnehin nicht viel erwartet—aber doch
soviel, daB3 auch er nicht auf diese Weise scherzen darf. Beide Deutungen
haben gemeinsam, dal3 /iber gegentiber homo als die Beschreibung eines

41 Testard (0. Anm. 23) 157 f.

42 Zu Begriff und Geschichte von xoupog bzw. occasio vgl. B. Dunsch, “Topisch
(oder) ephemer? Zur Ambivalenz der Gelegenheit in der Gelegenheitsdichtung”, in:
S. Fielitz, C. Uhlig, W. Keller (Hgg.), Die Entdeckung der Antike durch die Moderne
(Heidelberg 2013) (im Druck); R. Nickel, Besitzen und Gebrauchen. Spielarten einer
Gedankenfigur vor und bei Aristoteles (Marburg 2012) 175-183.

43 Vgl. Kohler (0. Anm. 14) 293 f.

4 Vgl. OLD 1023 s. v. liber 1, 11 b (“not practising restraint”, “licentious”, “free”),
wo u. a. auf Cic. Fam. 12, 28, 1 verwiesen wird (ne nimis liber in ulciscendo viderere).



98 Boris Dunsch

geringerwertigen sozialen Status verstanden wird.*> Dies gilt auch fiir die
Deutung von H. Kohler, die unter somo den “Mann des hochsten Standes”,
also einen Angehorigen der Nobilitét, und unter /iber den “freien Biirger”,
den civis, der freilich unterhalb des nobilis steht, “den undifferenzierten
Vertreter der Menge”, verstehen mochte.*® Auch wenn Koéhler an keiner
Stelle ihrer Untersuchung explizit sagt, wie die Textstelle, so interpretiert,
insgesamt verstanden werden soll, versuche ich eine Deutung im Sinne
Kohlers: Die eine Art von Scherz ist, so soll hier gesagt sein, wenn sie
zur richtigen Zeit kommt, wie zum Beispiel in geloster Stimmung, jedes
Mannes aus dem hochsten Stand wiirdig, aber die andere Art von Scherz ist
nicht einmal eines Durchschnittsbiirgers wiirdig, nimlich wenn entweder
Inhalt oder Formulierung geeignet sind, Anstof3 zu erregen.

Uberdies wire noch zu erwigen, ob liber wie otiosus gemeint sein
konnte, “frei von Pflicht”.4” Dann miisste jedoch remisso animo ebenfalls,
in abgeschwichtem Sinn, “nach Erledigung der Pflichten” bedeuten, was
nicht unproblematisch ist.#8 Uberdies wiirde nicht recht deutlich werden,
worin der genaue Unterschied zwischen beiden besteht.*

Die Stellen aus De officiis, die Kohler fiir das Vorkommen und Spektrum
der Bedeutungen von attributlosem somo anfiihrt, sind zahlreich.3° Zunéchst
erwihnt sie homines = “Mitmenschen” (2, 17) und homines = “Landsleute”
(2, 55). Ist erstere Bedeutungsgleichung unstrittig (vgl. aber schon 2, 16
deleti sint homines hominum impetu), so ist bei der zweiten Vorsicht an-
gezeigt: BloBes homines kann kaum “Landsleute” heilen und steht auch in
2, 55 mit Attribut (a nostris hominibus). Die im weiteren von ihr angefiihrten
Gleichungen homines = “Leute, man” sowie hominem = “ihn” (verwendet
wie ein Personalpronomen der dritten Person Singular) und ~omo = “Mann”

4 Unter Berufung auf Ciceros Formulierung mit ne ... quidem schreibt Kohler
(0. Anm. 14) 296, daB3 “die Stelle [...] so angelegt ist, dal am Ende ein geringerwertiger
Begriff stehen muf3”. Daher sei es erforderlich, homo “Uiber die allgemeine Bedeutung
‘Mensch’ hinauszuheben”.

46 Vgl. Kohler (0. Anm. 14) 300.

47 Diesen Vorschlag verdanke ich dem anonymen Gutachter des Hyperboreus,
ebenso den Hinweis auf Cic. De sen. 81, wo remissus und liber in Junktur auftreten:
dormientium animi ... multa enim, cum remissi et liberi sunt, futura prospiciunt. Doch
dort bezieht sich /iber nicht auf die Freiheit von Verpflichtungen, sondern auf das
physische Losgelostsein der Seele vom Korper, wie z. B. auch De div. 1, 129 (animi
hominum ... per se ipsi liberi incitati moventur).

4 In iibertragenem Sinn kann sich remissus auf affektive Zusténde bezichen, aber
nicht auf konkrete Umsténde, in denen man sich befindet, vgl. die Belege in OLD (o.
Anm. 44) 1611, s. v. 2.

49 Auch wire der Bezug zwischen remisso animo und libero (scil. animo?) nicht so
klar wie man es in der Prosa Ciceros erwarten darf.

50 Vgl. Kohler (0. Anm. 14) 296-298.
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sind semantisch unproblematisch und in der Latinitét gut belegt.5! Fiir die
Gleichung homo = “der Mann aus dem hochsten Stand, Herr” fiihrt Kohler
2, 21 an. Hier sehe ich nicht, wie die Formulierung quaecumque [...]
homines homini tribuunt ad eum augendum atque honestandum usw. darauf
schlieBen lassen konne, es gebe eine isolierbare Bedeutung homo = “Mann
aus hochstem Stand”. Vielmehr handelt es sich, wie die Junktur homines
homini zeigt,> um den sprachlichen Ausdruck eines Kontrastes zwischen
einem einzelnen und einer Gruppe. Solche sprachlichen Kontrastierungen
sind nicht zwangsldufig sozialtheoretisch deutbar.

Dies wird noch deutlicher, wenn man die Textstellen betrachtet, die
Kohler im folgenden als Belege fiir die von ihr vorgeschlagene spezifische
Bedeutung homo = “Mann aus hochstem Stand” beibringt. Die erste dieser
Stellen, De or. 2,252 (obscenitas non solum non foro digna, sed vix convivio
liberorum), ist wenig einschldgig. Es geht nicht um den Unterschied
zweier Orte “verschiedener sozialer Wertigkeit”,>3 wobei das forum als
Ort hoher, das convivium als Ort geringer Wertigkeit aufgefait wird,
sondern um die Frage von mehr oder weniger Offentlichkeit, mehr oder
weniger Publikum, wenn man obszon scherzt. Insofern sind die /iberi hier
keinesfalls als “Jedermdnner”>* zu verstehen. In De off. 1, 151 (nihil est
agri cultura melius, nihil uberius, nihil dulcius, nihil homine, nihil libero
dignius)> geht es, wie in 1, 150 deutlich wird, um die Frage, welche
Beschiftigungen eines Freien wiirdig bzw. unwiirdig (inliberales) sind.
Die Antwort gipfelt, fiir einen Romer wie Cicero nicht iiberraschend, in
der Feststellung, der Landbau sei die dem Freien angemessenste Form der
Beschiftigung. Den Satz schlie3t daher die Erwdhnung des Freien (libero)
ab, die zu der Bemerkung, der Landbau zieme sich iiberhaupt fiir jeden

51 Bei einigen Stellen, die Kohler (0. Anm. 14) 297 fiir homo = Mann (statt
homo = Mensch) anfiihrt, frage ich mich allerdings, ob das Problem {iberhaupt
ein sprachliches ist, wenn die Akteure, iiber die Cicero spricht und die nun einmal
aufgrund der damaligen sozialen Verhiltnisse in aller Regel Mianner waren, vor
allem wenn es um das Auftreten im 6ffentlichen Raum ging, von ihm aber nicht als
“Miénner”, sondern “Menschen” bezeichnet werden. Prinzipiell dndert dies nichts an
der Verallgemeinerbarkeit seiner dort getroffenen Aussagen.

52 Solche polyptotischen Verbindungen sind im Lateinischen zu allen Zeiten
beliebt, vgl. z. B. amicus amico (Plaut. Merc. 499).

53 Kohler (0. Anm. 14) 298.

34 Ebd., 298.

55 Atzert folgt hier dem Vaticanus Borgia 326 (f) gegen die restliche Uberlieferung
und athetiert nihil vor libero. Abgesehen davon, daf3 auf diese Weise der ausgewogene
Parallelismus und die begriffliche Steigerung gestort wiirden, setzt dieser Eingriff in
den Text voraus, dal homo und liber eben keinen echten Gegensatz bilden, was zu
beweisen wire. Der Verweis auf 1, 104 in Atzerts Apparat fiithrt zu einem ZirkelschluB;
der auf Phil. 3, 12 146t sich nicht verifizieren.
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Menschen (homine) am meisten, noch eine Steigerung darstellt, freilich
keine “Steigerung ins Allgemeine”, wie Kohler glaubt.3¢ Zusammenfassend
kann man sagen, daBl homo zwar in der Tat auch einmal “Mann des
hochsten Standes™ heiflen kann—nicht zuletzt in der Junktur Aomo novus,
“neuer Mann hochsten Standes”, die freilich oft negativ konnotiert ist
(“Emporkémmling”)’? —, dal} es aber im Einzelfall sehr schwer ist, das
am Begriff durch prignante Ausdrucksweise vom Autor bewullt Versparte
durch “Ideologiekritik’® zu re-konstruieren.

Versteht man unter /iber jedoch den freien Mann (im Gegensatz zu
jedem beliebigen Menschen, homo), ergibt 1, 104 einen guten Sinn und
fligt sich auch gut in den weiteren Argumentationszusammenhang. Es
war ndmlich im voraufgegangenen Text nirgends von einem Gegensatz
zwischen duflerst ernsthaften Menschen und solchen, die nicht dullerst
ernsthaft sind, die Rede. Insofern lagen <vel severissimo> homine oder
jede andere weiter oben genannte Form der Ergénzung und /ibero auf
zwei verschiedenen semantischen Ebenen: Der intendierte Gegensatz ist
nicht formuliert als einer zwischen sehr ernsthaften (oder bedeutenden,
sozial distinkten o. 4.) Menschen, die offenbar als Freie gedacht sind, und
solchen, die frei, aber nicht so ernsthaft sind. Dasselbe gilt auch fiir die von
Kohler vorgeschlagene Deutung von homo als “Angehoriger des hochsten
Standes”, was letztlich daraus hinauslduft, ein Distinktion schaffendes
Adjektivattribut, wie es viele andere suppliert haben, durch semantische
Engfiihrung des Bezugswortes zu versparen.

Dies kann aber nicht die Losung sein. Vielmehr sind nach Ciceros kurz
vorher gedulerter Ansicht ja alle Menschen generell eher zur Ernsthaftigkeit
(ad severitatem) geschaffen. Also wird in 1, 104 wahrscheinlich ein Unter-
schied konstatiert zwischen den Menschen {iberhaupt, die alle zumindest

56 Kohler (0. Anm. 14) 299; auch Verr. 2, 58 und Lael. 89, die Kohler im folgenden
noch anfiihrt, vermogen nicht zu iiberzeugen. Es ist ja gar nicht zu bestreiten, dafl in Rom
zwischen Angehdrigen des Ritterstandes und einfachen freien Biirgern Unterschiede
bestanden haben, wie sie Cicero auch immer wieder sprachlich formuliert, aber eine
“geringere Wertschitzung” des /iber durch Cicero, wie sie Kohler, ebd., 300 aus den
Belegen erkennen will, vermag ich nicht zu sehen.

57 Homo novus wird in der spdten Republik iiberwiegend pejorativ verwendet
(novitas als Gegenbegriff zur nobilitas); Cicero hat ihn im Laufe seiner eigenen Karriere
aufgewertet und in einen positiv konnotierten politischen Slogan umgemiinzt; vgl.
F. Goldmann, “Nobilitas als Status und Gruppe. Uberlegungen zum Nobilititsbegriff
der romischen Republik™, in: J. Spielvogel (Hg.), Res publica reperta. Zur Verfassung
und Gesellschaft der romischen Republik und des frithen Prinzipats. Festschrift fiir
Jochen Bleicken zum 75. Geburtstag (Stuttgart 2002) 56 Anm. 70.

38 Dies ist das methodische Prinzip von Kdhler (0. Anm. 14), wie schon aus dem
Titel ihrer Studie deutlich wird.



Homo an Liber? 101

zuldssige Scherze machen diirfen, und den Freien, die genauso wenig
unzuléssige Scherze machen diirfen wie alle anderen, sondern allenfalls—
dies ergibt sich implizit aus dem zuvor Gesagten—auch einmal einen
zuldssigen Scherz, der nicht ganz zur richtigen Zeit (tempore) fallt.>°

Der hohe Generalisierungsgrad dieser Aussagen passt vorziiglich zur
groflen Allgemeinheit des bereits zuvor Gesagten (1, 103: ita generati a natura
sumus, ut ...). Im folgenden Abschnitt (1, 105 f.) hebt Cicero dann auch, zu
dieser Argumentation passend, allgemein auf den Gegensatz Mensch—Tier
ab (homo—pecudes, reliquae bestia);?® ein nicht ebenso genereller oder
auch ein pragnanter Gebrauch von somo in 1, 104 wiirde hierzu nicht gut
passen. Erst danach kommt Cicero auf einzelne Beispiele zu sprechen; die
menschliche Natur hat eben ihre allgemeinen und ihre individuellen Aspekte
(1, 107-109)." Es 1aBt sich, wenn man unseren Textabschnitt in seinen
argumentativen Kontext einordnet, ein weiter Bogen spannen, der von den
bereits am Anfang dieser Untersuchung erwihnten Ausfiihrungen Ciceros
zur hervorgehobenen Position des Menschen gegeniiber den Tieren (1, 96)
iiber die Vielfalt der Rollen, die Menschen einnehmen kdnnen (1, 97), iiber
die Frage, wie wir uns den Mitmenschen gegeniiber verhalten (1, 98), ferner
iiber die Forderung, da3 wir allen gegeniiber Riicksicht nehmen sollen, egal
welchem Stand sie angehdren (1, 99), bis hin zur Forderung reicht, dal
die unverniinftigen Strebekréfte der Seele der Vernunft gehorchen sollen
(1, 101 £.). Alles, was in diesen Abschnitten gesagt wird ist, teils explizit, teils
implizit, anthropologisch-allgemein gesagt und nicht primér auf Angehdorige
einer bestimmten sozialen Gruppe, z. B. der Nobilitdt, bezogen. Dies gilt
auch fur 1, 103 f. sowie 105 f.

Es ist hoffentlich deutlich geworden, dal3 der in 1, 104 {iberlieferte
Text nicht liickenhaft ist und ohne Supplement gehalten werden kann, auch
ohne in Interpretationsnot zu geraten und ohne auf eine ideologiekritische

% Abwegig ist die Erklarung von Unger (0. Anm. 25) 39 f., der vorschlagt,
homine dignus und libero dignus 1agen auf derselben Ebene, wiren also nichts als eine
variatio im Ausdruck, und mithin synonym; der Gegensatz wire daher vielmehr zu
finden, “indem wir si tempore fit, ut si remisso animo und si libero auf einander beziehen
und durch ergdnzung von animo zu libero erkliren: alter est si tempore fit, ut si remisso
animo fit, homine dignus, alter ne si remisso quidem animo fit, homine est dignus.”

% In 1, 106 verwendet er dann somo noch einmal im allgemeinen Sinne von
“jedes menschliche Wesen”. Wie Kohler (0. Anm. 14) 300 f. zutreffend feststellt,
ist es wahrscheinlich, dal #omo “in seiner anthropologischen Bedeutung als das
Gattungswesen Mensch gebraucht” wird, wenn “an solchen Stellen entweder expressis
verbis auf den generellen Unterschied Mensch-Tier abgehoben wird” oder “diese
Unterscheidung im Hintergrund steht”. Dies ist nun aber, anders als Kéhler zu glauben
scheint, in 1, 103—-106 der Fall.

61 Vgl. MacKendrick (0. Anm. 17) 236.
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Umsemantisierung des prignant verwendeten Wortes homo Rekurs
nehmen zu miissen.

Jedoch sollte der Text an einer anderen, bisher weniger beachteten
Stelle im selben Satz geringfiigig gedndert werden. Es handelt sich um
den problematischen Ausdruck ut si remisso animo, den alle modernen
Herausgeber, auch Testard, akzeptiert haben.%? Hier sollte man, gestiitzt
auf eine Variante in der Uberlieferung, et si remisso animo in den Text
setzen. Die Ausdriicke tempore, “zur richtigen Zeit”, und remisso animo,
“in geloster Stimmung”, liegen ndmlich nicht auf ein und derselben
semantischen Ebene: Vielmehr darf ein Scherz dann “in geldster
Stimmung” gemacht werden, wenn es zur rechten Zeit geschieht—d. h.
wenn die Zeit nicht richtig ist, dann darf man sich auch beim Scherzen
nicht gehenlassen. Der entscheidende Faktor ist, so der Sinn des Textes,
der richtige Zeitpunkt, zu dem, und nicht der geistige Zustand, in dem man
einen Scherz dulert. Oder deutlicher formuliert: Wenn der Zeitpunkt nicht
richtig ist, sind alle anderen Umstidnde nebensachlich.%? Dies aber kann mit
ut si nicht ausgedriickt werden. Mit ut si wiirde remisso animo erlduternd
und fortfithrend an fempore angeschlossen;** diese Funktion hat es auch in

62 Ungenau formuliert KShler (0. Anm. 14) 290, die schreibt, daB die Worte “ut si
remisso animo so nicht in den Handschriften stehen”, sondern “ein Losungsvorschlag
aufgrund einer disparaten Uberlieferung” seien. Nach dem Apparat von, um ein
Beispiel zu nennen, Atzerts Teubneriana findet sich ut si remisso animo zumindest in
zwei Handschriften, a (= Avranches, Bibl. mun. 225; 12. Jh.) und T (= Tricassensis
552; 14. Jh.).

% Ein gutes Beispiel fiir einen solchen Scherz zur Unzeit stellt eine Anekdote
tiber einen P. Scipio Nasica dar, wahrscheinlich den Konsul von 138 v. Chr., der im
Wahlkampfum die Adilitit einem Bauern die schwielige Hand schiittelte und fragte, ob
er auf den Handen herumzulaufen pflege (Val. Max. 7, 5, 2); vgl. M. Jehne, “Jovialitét
und Freiheit. Zur Institutionalitdt der Beziehungen zwischen Ober- und Unterschi-
chten in der romischen Republik”, in: B. Linke, M. Stemmler (Hgg.), Mos Maiorum.
Untersuchungen zu den Formen der Identitdtsstiftung und Stabilisierung in der
romischen Republik (Stuttgart 2000) 216: “Scipio hatte sich in einem Zusammenhang,
indem von ihm in besonderem Malle Jovialitit gefordert war, einen Spal3 auf Kosten
eines einfachen Biirgers erlaubt und so die unstrittige Distanz zwischen ihnen betont,
statt sie zu iiberspielen. Dal er bei der Wahl durchfiel, war die logische Konsequenz
eines solchen VerstoBes gegen das Jovialititsgebot”.

% Es wire noch zu erwégen, wie mir Jochim Effland vorgeschlagen hat, ob
remisso animo vom Gemiitszustand des Publikums und nicht des Scherzenden gesagt
werden konnte. Der Duktus des Textes scheint mir nicht dafiir zu sprechen—doch
gesetzt, es wiare moglich: Dann wére es auch moglich, uf si im Text zu belassen, da
es in diesem Fall nur eine Erkldrung des vorangehenden tempore einleiten wiirde,
und wie folgt zu iibersetzen: “Der eine, wenn er zur richtigen Zeit gemacht wird,
zum Beispiel wenn die Stimmung (der Zuhorer) gelockert ist, schickt sich fiir jeden
Menschen, der andere ...”.
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der von Winterbottom im Apparat angefiihrten Parallele Quint. /nst. or. 5,
10, 55: Praeterea finimus aut vi, sicut superiora, aut €TOLONOYLQ, ut Si
assiduum ab aere dando et locupletem a locorum, pecuniosum a pecorum
copia. An der vorliegenden Stelle in De officiis jedoch sollte remisso animo
vielmehr als Ausnahmetatbestand gekennzeichnet werden; daher ist die
Quintilian-Stelle nicht einschldgig. Dies leistet aber das, den Apparaten
Winterbottoms und Testards zufolge, in zwei Handschriften® tliberlieferte
et si (bzw. etsi) remisso animo, oder noch deutlicher, freilich mit geringer
Ergénzung, et<iam>si remisso animo, “wenn auch in geldster Stimmung”.
Damit ergébe sich folgender Text:

Alter est, si tempore fit, et<iam>si remisso animo, homine dignus, alter
ne libero quidem, si rerum turpitudo adhibetur aut verborum obscenitas.

Dies wire so zu verstehen: “Der eine (Scherz) ist, wenn er zur
richtigen Zeit gemacht wird, wenn auch in geloster Stimmung, eines
jeden Menschen wiirdig (= schickt sich fiir jeden Menschen), der andere
nicht einmal (oder: wenigstens nicht / gerade nicht)®® eines Freien, wenn
(ndmlich) die Hésslichkeit der Gegenstinde und die Unanstdndigkeit der
Worter herangezogen werden”.

Cicero mag bei der Abfassung dieses Passus® an einen der
zahlreichen Vorwiirfe gedacht haben, die ihm kurz zuvor, am 19. Sep-
tember 44 v. Chr., in einer nicht mehr erhaltenen, aber aus Ciceros

65 [ (Harleianus 2716; 9./10. Jh.) und ¢ (Bernensis 104; 12./13. Jh.); p (Palatinus
1531; 13. Jh.) iiberliefert et sit; die jiingere Uberlieferung bietet zudem noch aut, das
wohl nur den Status einer Konjektur beanspruchen kann.

% Fiir diese Bedeutung von ne ... quidem vgl. F. Hand, Tursellinus seu De
particulis Latinis commentarii IV (Leipzig 1845) 65 mit Verweis auf De nat. deor. 3,
24, wo die Vulgatausgaben allerdings guoque statt tiberliefertem guidem lesen, und De
fin. 1,70, wo der Text ebenfalls unsicher ist (quam oder quidem). Der sicherste Beleg
bei Hand ist nachklassisch, Plin. Pan. 43, 5: quotusquisque principum ne id quidem in
patrimoniis nostris suum duxit, quod esset de suo.

7 De officiis wurde wahrscheinlich zwischen Oktober, vielleicht September,
und Dezember 44 v. Chr. verfaf3t. Das erste und zweite Buch waren am 5. November
fertiggestellt; vgl. Dyck (0. Anm. 4) 8 f., Lefévre (0. Anm. 1) 12 mit weiterer Literatur
in Anm. 19. Die zweite Philippische Rede verfafite Cicero wohl bald nach dem
19. September in direkter Reaktion auf die Angriffe des Antonius. Am 25. Oktober war
die Rede schon geschrieben, verdffentlichen wollte Cicero sie aber mit Riicksicht auf
die politische Situation erst spéter, wie er Atticus gegeniiber duflert; vgl. G. Manuwald,
Cicero, Philippics 3—9. Volume 1: Introduction, Text and Translation, References and
Indexes (Berlin—New York 2007) 20 und 57-59. Ob sie ab den frithen Novembertagen
als politische Flugschrift in Rom zirkulierte, wie oft vermutet wird, ist fraglich, vgl.
ebd., 59 Anm. 156.
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Reaktionen einigermaflen rekonstruierbaren Senatsrede von M. Antonius
gemacht worden waren.®® Hier geht es um den Vorwurf, dall Cicero, den
Antonius als geltungssiichtigen Parvenu unter den Konsularen darstellte,
der fiir einen groflen Teil der politische Misere der vergangenen zwanzig
Jahre verantwortlich sei, sich im Lager des Pompeius durch unpassende
Witzeleien unbeliebt gemacht habe. Darauf reagiert Cicero in seiner
zweiten Philippischen Rede (2, 39) briisk:

Ne <de>% iocis quidem respondebo, quibus me in castris usum esse
dixisti: erant quidem illa castra plena curae; verum tamen homines,
quamvis in turbidis rebus sint, tamen, si modo homines sunt, interdum
animis relaxantur.

Hier verteidigt er sich in Form einer praeteritio gegen den Vorwurf,
zur Unzeit und in einer falschen Situation (im Feldlager), mithin auf
unschickliche Weise, gescherzt zu haben. Eine gewisse libertas laedendi
gehort zwar zum Geprige der Witzkultur, die in der Oberschicht der
spéten Republik ganz selbstverstindlich praktiziert wurde,”® doch zeigt die
komplizierte Aushandlung der konkreten Grenzen solcher /ibertas, dal} es
viel Konfliktpotential in der Praxis gab und echte oder nur vermeintliche
VerstoBBe gegen das decorum entsprechend propagandistisch genutzt
werden konnten; so auch hier. Vom Inhalt speziell dieser ioci Ciceros
vermitteln uns Plutarch und Macrobius eine Vorstellung.”!

Bemerkenswert ist, dal Cicero hier gar nicht bestreitet, iiberhaupt
solche Scherze gemacht zu haben; sie waren also zum Zeitpunkt der
Abfassung der Rede wohl schon weiteren Kreisen bekannt.”? Thr Inhalt
muf} in den Augen des Antonius unangemessenen genug gewesen sein,
um als Vorwurf gegen Cicero genutzt werden zu konnen. Hierzu pafit das

68 Vgl. Manuwald (0. Anm. 67) 20.

% Die Hinzufiigung von de ist Konjektur von Wesenberg; tiberliefert sind iocis
(D) und totis (V).

70 Vgl. G. Vogt-Spira, “Das satirische Lachen der Romer und die Witzkultur der
Oberschicht”, in: S. Jdkel, A. Timonen, V.-M. Rissanen (Hgg.), Laughter down the
Centuries 111 (Turku 1997) 127.

71 Im Kontext der ioca Ciceronis fithrt Macrobius Beispiele fiir Ciceros witzig-
bissige Bemerkungen {iber Pompeius an (Macr. Sat. 2, 3, 7 f.); er vermerkt auch dessen
Unwillen (facetiarum impatiens fuit). So soll Cicero, als er verspitet bei ihm eintraf und
darauf angesprochen wurde, gesagt haben: Minime sero veni, nam nihil hic paratum
video. Pompeius wiederum soll iiber Cicero gesagt haben: Cupio ad hostes Cicero
transeat, ut nos timeat. Vgl. Plut. Cic. 38, dessen Bonmots auffilligerweise nicht
mit denen bei Macrobius iibereinstimmen; Plutarchs Bericht kennzeichnet Ciceros
Verhalten im Feldlager deutlich als destruktiv.

72 Vgl. J. T. Ramsay, Cicero. Philippics I-II (Cambridge 2003) 219.
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bei Quintilian (ohne Zustimmung) referierte und weit verbreitete Urteil,
Cicero habe innerhalb wie auBlerhalb des Gerichts zu sehr nach dem
Erregen von Lachen gegiert (non solum extra iudicia, sed in ipsis etiam
orationibus ... nimius risus adfectator); der Cicero-Bewunderer Quintilian
sieht in Ciceros Witzen allerdings eher ein Zeichen von mira urbanitas.”
Andere Feinde (inimici) Ciceros waren hingegen sogar so weit gegangen,
ihn als “Clown” (scurra) zu bezeichnen, wie wir wiederum bei Macrobius
erfahren.’

Cicero macht gegen den spezifischen Vorwurf des Antonius als Aus-
nahmetatbestand geltend, dall zwar die Situation im Feldlager aufgeregt
gewesen war (in turbidis rebus), dal aber homines, “Menschen”, wenn
sie denn homines sind, also “wirkliche Menschen”,”> bisweilen den
Geist entspannen diirfen (animis relaxantur). Dies, ebenso wie der
pragnante Gebrauch von homo, erinnert sehr an die in De officiis gewihlte
Formulierung remisso animo. Diese inhaltliche und sprachliche Parallele
ist nicht die einzige zwischen De officiis und den Philippicae. Auf einige
andere Beriihrungspunkte zwischen diesen beiden Werken, die auf je eigene
Weise in hochst bedrangter Zeit das politische Credo Ciceros zum Ausdruck
bringen,’® hat die Forschung bereits frither hingewiesen.”” Weitere, vor
allem in der zweiten Philippischen Rede, sind noch zu entdecken.”®

Boris Dunsch
dunsch@staff.uni-marburg.de

Marburg

73 Siehe Quint. Inst. or. 6, 3, 3; vgl. E. A. Schmidt, “Roémisches Lachen”, in:
G. Alfoldy et al. (Hgg.), Romische Lebenskunst. Interdisziplindres Kolloquium zum 85.
Geburtstag von Viktor Péschl. Heidelberg, 2.—4. Februar 1995 (Heidelberg 1995) 82.

74 Macr. Sat. 2, 1, 12; vgl. F. Graf, “Cicero, Plautus und das romische Lachen”, in:
J. Bremmer, H. Roodenburg (Hgg.), Kulturgeschichte des Humors. Von der Antike bis
heute (Darmstadt 1999) 33. Wahrscheinlich ist Antonius zu diesen inimici zu rechnen.

75 Die distinctio (homines ... homines) unterstreicht die pragnante, semantisch
verdichtete Verwendung des Wortes bei seiner zweiten Setzung.

76 Zum politischen Charakter von De officiis vgl. Dyck (0. Anm. 4) 29-36; Lefévre
(0. Anm. 1) 197-204.

77 Vgl. Manuwald (0. Anm. 67) 138-140, die u. a. auf die parallele Darstellung
der Rolle von Massilia in beiden Werken verweist (Cic. Phil. 8, 18 und De off. 2, 28);
gute weitere Ansétze bei A. M. Stone, “Greek Ethics and Roman Statesmen: De officiis
and the Philippics”, in: T. Stevenson, M. Wilson (Hgg.), Cicero’s Philippics. History,
Rhetoric and Ideology (Auckland 2008) 214-239.

78 Ich danke Michael von Albrecht, Jochim Effland, Adolf Johann Hel3, Gregor
Maurach, Rainer Nickel und dem anonymen Gutachter des Hyperboreus fiir interessante
Hinweise und Anregungen.
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In his treatment of femperantia (De off. 1, 93—151), Cicero discusses the self-
evident natural principle of decorum, closely linked with that of honestum. Cicero
illustrates it by an analogy from drama, where a person’s utterance should suit
his/her character. Thus decorum requires us to control, among other things, our wit
and jest. There are two kinds of them, one in accordance with decorum, the other
not. The vulgate reading of a central statement about iocus is: Alter est, si tempore
fit, ut si remisso animo, <vel severissimo> homine dignus, alter ne libero quidem,
si rerum turpitudo adhibetur aut verborum obscenitas. In the context of Cicero’s
argument, it makes better sense to abstain from the insertion <vel severissimo> and
read: et<iam>si remisso animo, homine dignus, where homo refers to all human
beings (including slaves) and liber to all free human beings. A biographical cause
for Cicero’s discussion can be found in an attack waged on him by Antonius,
accusing him of undue joking while he stayed at Pompey’s camp (Phil. 2, 39).

Hunepon B paccyscoenuu o temperantia (De off. 1, 93) octanaBimmBaeTcs Ha
MOHATHU decorum, TECHO CBS3aHHOM ¢ honestum. LIULEPOH WITIOCTPUPYET €TO
aHAJIOTHeH, 3aMMCTBOBAHHON M3 OOJACTH ApaMBbl: PEIIMKA MEPCOHAXKA JOIDKHA
COOTBETCTBOBATH €ro Xapakrepy. [lomoOHBIM ke 0bpa3om decorum TpebOyeT KOHT-
pOIMpPOBaTh, MOMHUMO IIPOYETO, HAI HIYTKH: HEKOTOPHIE U3 HUX COOTBETCTBYIOT
decorum, npyrue xe—HeT. LleHTpanbHOE yTBEP/KAEHHE OTHOCHTENIBHO [OCUS B Ba-
pHaHTe, IPUHITOM B BYJIbIaTe BBIINLIIUT CIEAYIOIINM o0pasom: Alter est, si tem-
pore fit, ut si remisso animo, <vel severissimo> homine dignus, alter ne libero
quidem, si rerum turpitudo adhibetur aut verborum obscenitas. bonee npennodru-
TEJIHO, OJJHAKO, C TOYKH 3PEHHs JIOTUKH IIUIIEPOHOBCKOTO BBICKA3bIBAHMS, OTKa-
3aThbCs OT mo0aBieHUs <vel severissimo> W 4HTaTh: et <iam> Si remisso animo,
homine dignus, Tie homo OTHOCHTCS KO BCeM JIOIAM (BKITIOUasi paboB), u liber ko
BCEM CBOOOAHBIM JroAsAM. buorpaduueckoii momoriexkoil 3Tux 3amedanuit {u-
[IepOHa MOTJI OBITH HAMTAQJAKH CO CTOPOHBI AHTOHFSI, KOTOPBIH OOBHHSII €T0 B He-
YMECTHBIX ITyTKaX BO BpeMs npeOriBanus B narepe Ilommes (Phil. 11, 39).



CAESAR, THE GERMANI, AND ROME:
ETHNOGRAPHY AND POLITICS IN
THE DE BELLO GALLICO

At the opening of De bello Gallico Caesar gives a description of hostile
tribes which is surprisingly positive. They are said to be uncivilized and
restless, as we might expect. But he does not judge these characteristics
negatively. Rather, he contrasts them favourably with the ‘effeminacy’ of
Gaul allies (1, 1):

Horum omnium fortissimi sunt Belgae, propterea quod a cultu atque
humanitate provinciae longissime absunt, minimeque ad eos mercatores
saepe commeant atque ea quae ad effeminandos animos pertinent
important, proximique sunt Germanis, qui trans Rhenum incolunt,
quibuscum continenter bellum gerunt. Qua de causa Helvetii quoque
reliquos Gallos virtute praecedunt, quod fere cotidianis proeliis cum
Germanis contendunt.

Of all these people [the inhabitants of Gaul] the Belgae are the most
courageous, because they are farthest removed from the refinement and
civilization of [our] province, and are least often visited by merchants
introducing those goods that make men’s spirits effeminate, and also
because they are the nearest to the Germani dwelling beyond the Rhine,
with whom they are continuously at war. For the same reason the Helvetii
too excel the rest of the Gauls in manliness, since they contend with the
Germani in almost daily battles.

At first glance, we might suppose that we can make short work of
this passage. Caesar is simply saying that the hostile tribes are a powerful
threat that the Gaul allies could not handle on their own, and a suitably
glorious enemy for him.

However, things are not so simple. Caesar also gives an explanation
of the putative state of affairs he describes, and says that the enemy’s
manliness (virtus) is due to their lack of contact with Roman civilization.
By giving this explanation, which is not required either by his goal of
justifying Roman intervention or enhancing his own glory, Caesar seems
to be making a general claim about civilization. What is the point of this
addition and the criticism of civilization it implies?

107
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This paper will try to answer this question. I will argue that this
passage and others like it throw light on Caesar’s views concerning society
and civilization. Here, in fact, Caesar is using his enemies as a way of
reflecting on an alternative and more valuable model for Rome itself.

* %k 3k

As indicated in my introduction, commentators have tended to think that
the opening of the work says nothing of particular interest about Caesar.
Two arguments have been put forward to the effect that it does not. The
first argument is that Caesar’s point about civilization being a source
of corruption is not Caesar’s, but an ethnographic fopos, that of the so-
called noble savage, which he takes over from Greek sources without
thought.! The second argument is that Caesar’s point, though perhaps not
just a careless borrowing from his sources, merely serves the purpose of
playing up the threat posed by his enemies.?

The first argument does not bear scrutiny. To begin with, it rests on the
assumption that Latin authors are unintelligent translators of the Greeks.
This assumption is both implausible in general and still more in this
particular case. Caesar is the first author known to identify the Germani as
an ethnic group distinct from the Gauls.> While the idea that savages are
noble is not new, it is Caesar’s choice to employ it in his representation
of the Germani, and we need to explain why he made this choice. Indeed,
more than this, as I will show in the next section, Caesar develops the

U G. Walser, Caesar und die Germanen: Studien zur politischen Tendenz rémischer
Feldszugsberichte (Wiesbaden 1956) 334-339; J. J. Tierney, “The Celtic Ethnography
of Posidonius”, Proc. Royal Irish Academy 60 (1969) 212-217; A. Lund, Zum
Germanenbild der Romer: eine Einfiihrung in die antike Ethnographie (Heidelberg
1990) 63—66. They identify Posidonius as a source. A. O. Lovejoy, G. Boas, Primitivism
and Related Ideas in Antiquity (New York 21965) provide a sample of ancient
‘primitivistic’ texts.

2 E. Polomé, “César et les croyances germaniques”, in: D. Poli (ed.), La cultura
in Cesare (Rome 1993) 3-16; J. Barlow, “Noble Gauls and their Other in Caesar’s
Propaganda”, in: K. Welch, A. Powell (eds.), Julius Caesar as Artful Reporter (London
1998) 157-158; C. Torigian, “The Logos of Caesar’s Bellum Gallicum”, in: Welch,
Powell, op.cit., 49-50.

3 Posidonius is the only known earlier author who talks of Germani, but he failed to
distinguish them from the Gauls: D. Timpe, “Die germanische Agrarverfassung nach den
Berichten Caesars und Tacitus”, in: V. H. Beck (ed.), Untersuchung zur eisenzeitlichen
und friihmittelalterlichen Flur in Mitteleuropa und ihrer Nutzung (Gottingen 1979) 20—
21; 1. G. Kidd, Posidonius, 2nd volume: the Commentary (Cambridge 1988) 323-326;
A. M. Riggsby, Caesar in Gaul and Rome (Austin, Texas 2006) 50-51.
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noble-savage idea in a new and creative way, well beyond any pre-existing
literary topos, and this calls out for explanation.

Moreover, the source-critical argument neglects to take account of
an important feature of our text. Caesar’s words imply a criticism not of
civilization in general, but of Roman civilization in particular, in a way that
jars in several respects with what a Roman audience might have expected
him to write.

Caesar lists three factors that make hostile tribes better warriors than
Roman allies: (1) They are distant from the ‘refinement and civilization’
(cultus atque humanitas) of ‘[our] province’. (2) They are not visited
by merchants who bring wares that ‘make men’s spirits effeminate’
(effeminare animos). (3) They absorb virtus through interaction with the
Germani dwelling east of the Rhine.

As regards (1), Caesar does not just say that hostile tribes are distant
from Gallia Narbonensis. He says that they are distant from its cultus
atque humanitas. Caesar’s prose is usually poor of rhetorical figures,
and his making use of a metonymy here suggests deliberate emphasis.
By his day humanitas has an unambiguously positive connotation: one
is not properly human if one does not have a certain standard of good
breeding.* Yet Caesar has cultus atque humanitas responsible for his Gaul
allies’ inaptness to fight, thus using these terms in a derogatory way.®> This
interpretation gains support from his asymmetric use of language. The
antonym of humanitas is feritas. However, when Caesar is to refer to the
tribes that do not possess humanitas, he does not attribute feritas to them,
but rather fortitudo (in the adjectival form fortissimi) and virtus.® Both
terms are positive in their connotations. This is the first way in which what
Caesar has written is jarring.

Next note that the expression ‘make men’s spirit effeminate’, once
again a rhetorical figure, in (2). By ‘effeminacy’, the antonym of virtus,

4 1. Heinemann, “Humanitas”, RE Supplb. 5 (1931) 282-310; D. Gagliardi, “Il
concetto di humanitas da Terenzio a Cicerone. Appunti per una storia dell’umanesimo
romano”, P&l 7 (1965) 187-198; V. R. Giustiniani, “Homo, Humanus, and the
Meanings of ‘Humanism’”, JHI 46 (1985) 167-195.

5 A comparable criticism of humanitas is in Tacitus, Agr. 21. The term has
a positive connotation in Caesar’s presentation of one of his legate as adulescens
summa virtute et humanitate at 1, 47, but the expression is formulaic. A closer parallel
is, then, at 4, 3: the Ubii, a German tribe settled nearby Gaul and more exposed to trade,
are humaniores than the rest of the Germani. Similarly at 5, 14 Britons settled near the
coast are humanissimi.

¢ The Germani are homines feri ac barbari at 1, 33, but see below my observation
concerning the difference portraits Caesar offers of the Germani in the ethnographic
parts and the narrative respectively.
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Caesar indicates a physical and moral softening which he ties to luxuria,
self-indulgence,” and which, as it happens, goes together with the cultus
atque humanitas previously attributed to Romanised Gauls. Foreign
merchants are held to be responsible. But the ultimate responsibility lies
with the Romans, who opened up Gaul to civilization, and who had already
undergone this softening. As M. Griffin puts it: “When Caesar writes, The
Belgae [...] effeminacy’, we know that he is thinking of the effect of those
amenities and luxuries on the Romans themselves”.® Thus the antonomasia
‘Province’ (provincia) for Gallia Narbonensis is not just a variant for the
plain geographical indication, but is intended to emphasise the role of
Romanization as a source of decadence.

The ‘effeminacy’ of civilized Gauls is contrasted with the fortitudo
of hostile tribes, who are neither neighbouring Gallia Narbonensis nor
visited by merchants. In (3) Caesar gives a positive reason for their being
superior to Romanised Gauls, namely their proximity to the Germani’s
tribes dwelling east of the Rhine. Thus Germania provides a second pole,
equal but opposite to Rome. Rome spreads ‘effeminacy’, while Germania
spreads virtus by forcing its neighbours to permanent warfare. Caesar is
not the first Latin author to attribute virfus to non-Romans,’ but no one
else has gone so far as to imply that barbarians might be superior to the
Romans in respect of it.

In the opening of the work Caesar does not tell us why the Germani are
such remarkable champions of virtus. He will do so in a later digression
(6, 21-24 passim). Here he says that they are trained from boyhood to
endure toil and hardship (student labori et duritiae), and that they abide
in a condition of want, poverty and suffering (inopia, egestas, patientia).

At the end of this digression he adds that the Gauls also possessed
virtus before they came into contact with Rome, and that those of them who

7 See 4, 2 and Caesar’s paraphrase of the same idea at 2, 15.

8 M. Griffin, “Iure Plectimur: The Roman Critique of Roman Imperialism”, in:
T. C. Brennan, H. I. Flower (eds.), East and West (Cambridge, Mass. 2008) 85-111.
Could Caesar be saying that Rome is a source of other people’s corruption, without
being itself corrupt? After all, this is what Tacitus says in the passage referred to in
note 5. But, first, Tacitus does think that Rome is itself corrupt. Secondly, there is
plenty of evidence that first-century BC Rome was seen as corrupt by the Latin authors
themselves (e. g. Sallust).

? M. A.McDonnell, Roman Manliness: Virtus and the Roman Republic (Cambridge
2006) 160—-161; see also W. V. Harris, “Can Enemies too Be Brave?”, in: M. G. Angeli
Bertinelli, A. Donati (eds.) // cittadino, lo straniero, il barbaro, fra integrazione ed
emarginazione nell’antichita (Rome 2005) 465-472. Caesar in BG attributes virtus
thirty-one times to individual barbarians or groups of them, still more often than to
Romans (figures from McDonnell, op. cit., 302 n. 28).
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have been spared from the contamination, a tribe called Volcae Tectosages,
still do. Furthermore, the frugal lifestyle of these Volcae Tectosages not
only enable them to excel in virtus, but also in civic virtue, iustitia. To the
extent that their lifestyle is the same as the Germani’s, it follows that the
Germani too excel in iustitia. Indeed justice, in the form of social justice, is
an essential ingredient of the picture Caesar has just drawn of their system
in a part of the digression on which I will comment shortly.

Thus Caesar’s description of the Germani in this ethnographic
digression is unconditionally favourable. It is not so if we look at the De
bello Gallico as a whole, including the narrative. But this consideration
only makes it all the more remarkable that no reference to negative features
is found in the ethnography.'©

This unconditionally favourable character, together with the fact that
the subject is an entire natio, not an individual, sharply distinguishes
Caesar’s picture of the Germani from the ‘mixed’ portraits that combine
negative and positive features, which Latin historians are sometimes
found giving of negative heroes, both Roman (e. g. Sulla or Catilina) and
Barbarian (Hannibal).!!

In fact, the description Caesar gives of the Germani is not only
favourable, but also idealized. This has induced scholars to explain it
away as voicing a topos concerning primitive societies, to which Caesar
conforms without thought and conviction. From my examination of the
opening of the work, however, it has emerged that Caesar’s use of this
topos is actually carefully thought over and perhaps even deliberately
provocative. I shall explore the possibility that he appropriates it and, as
we shall see, develops it in a creative way, for conveying his idea of what
a well-functioning society ought to be like.

What, then, of the rhetorical argument? This can be dealt with much
more briefly. According to this argument, since Caesar’s goal is to defend
his campaign and to magnify his army and himself, his portrait of hostile

10 There is no hint that Caesar condemns the Germani’s practice of training the
youth by having them pillage neighbouring villages (6, 23). Comparable practices
in Sparta provide an antecedent. Tacitus’ picture of the Germani is more nuanced
(Germ. 4, 3; cf. 26, 2; 45, 4), and yet Tacitus too identifies them as bearers of positive
values (E. O’Gorman, “No Place like Rome: Identity and Difference in the Germania of
Tacitus”, Ramus 22 [1993] 146—149). Caesar’s attribution of fierceness and treachery to
the Germani in the narrative at 1, 33 is instrumental and required to justify controversial
aspects of his campaign.

11" A. La Penna, “II ritratto ‘paradossale’ da Silla a Petronio”, RFIC 104 (1976)
270-293, discusses this style of portraying individual enemies, which he describes as
‘paradoxical’.
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tribes as noble savages should not be read in isolation, but rather as
contributing to his representation of them as formidable enemies.!? I have
already admitted that Caesar might have this kind of agenda in mind. But
did he need to have them noble in order to have them dangerous?

Caesar wrote a treatise De analogia, in which he argued the thesis that
“the choice of words is the fountain-head of eloquence” (Cic. Brut. 153).
If he had meant to say that his enemies are iracundi, furiosi, temerarii
or the like due to their feritas, he would have used these words. Seneca,
De ira 2, 15, for one, sharply distinguishes fortitudo, which he denies to
the Germani, from audacia and temeritas, which in his view they have in
common with animals.

The reason why commentators are reluctant to allow that Caesar
actually meant what he writes is perhaps the following. The noble savage
is a nice subject to write verses about or to provide intellectual fodder,
but Caesar is neither poet nor philosopher, but politician. So, the line of
thought goes, he cannot seriously claim, let alone believe, that.

But Caesar is, after all, to all appearances, fond of his Germani. He
praises not only their virtus, but their life system as a whole. And in
fact this commitment to use of the idea of the noble savage need not be
‘philosophical’ or ‘poetic’. To start with, there are laudatory references to
endurance of hardship (duritia) and commitment to toil (labor) elsewhere
in Caesar’s own oeuvre and in anecdotes about him (Plut. Caes. 17;
Athen. 6,273 b). Further, endurance of hardship is characteristic of Marius,
his military and political hero (Sall. fug. 100).

Indeed, these values are hardly idiosyncratically Caesarian. They are
an integral part of the ideology of an influential tradition stemming from
Cato the Elder, who identified duritia and industria (= labor), together with
parsimonia (somewhat comparable with the Germani’s inopia, egestas,
patientia) as the cornerstones of a healthy education (Cat. F. 128 and
F. 17 on labor). In this sense, then, Caesar’s Germani provide a living
exemplum of a character type that embodies widely endorsed virtues, and
his admiration for their system of life can be regarded as a variant of Cato’s
laus temporis acti.

We are entitled, then, at least to see how far we can get if we seek
a reflection of Caesarian themes in his use of the idea of the Germani. For
the remainder of this paper, then, I will set myself to reconstructing these
themes.

12 McDonnell (n. 9) 303; Harris (n. 9); Barlow (n. 2) 158. See also Riggsby (n. 3)
6870, whose interpretation is, however, more elaborate.
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Farming is anti-social

I have suggested that Caesar’s Germani provide a living exemplum of
the same character type of ideal man as Cato’s warrior-farmers. There
is, however, a substantial difference between Caesar’s and Cato’s instan-
tiations of this character type of ideal man. Not only do these instantiations
carry so to speak a different passport, but also, above all, they have
a different job. Cato’s ideal type works the land. Caesar’s Germani, by
contrast, fight and hunt, but go in for agriculture very little, if at all.

If Caesar had wished to hint at a parallelism between his Germani and
Cato’s warrior-farmers, we would have expected him to play down this
difference. But in fact he is keen to emphasise it, with the sentence agri
culturae non student opening his account of the economy of the Germani
(6, 22 init.):

Agri culturae non student, maiorque pars eorum victus in lacte, caseo,
carne consistit. Neque quisquam agri modum certum aut fines habet
proprios; sed magistratus ac principes in annos singulos gentibus
cognationibusque hominum, qui una coierunt, quantum et quo loco
visum est agri attribuunt atque anno post alio transire cogunt.

They show no interest in agriculture, and the greater part of their food
consists of milk, cheese, and meat; nor has any one a fixed quantity of
land or his own individual limits; but the magistrates and the chiefs
(magistratus ac principes) each year assign to the clans and the groups of
kinsmen who have assembled together as much land as, and in the place
in which, they think proper, and the year after compel them to move
elsewhere.

In addition to lack of interest in farming, Caesar says that the Germani
have implemented a form of communal land-ownership. Archacology
lends no support to his report of a difference in the economies west and east
of the Rhine,!3 and while there was indeed a less developed civilization to
the north, the so-called Jastorf culture,!4 there is no evidence that this other
civilization had a social organisation of the sort Caesar reports.

The picture he draws is, rather, a generalization from his account of the
war-economy system of the Suebi at 4, 1.!5 However, there is a difference
here too. The Suebi are “the most warlike tribe of all the Germani” (ibidem),

13 M. Rambaud, L’art de la deformation historique dans les commentaires de
Cesar (Paris 1953) 335; Timpe (n. 3) 13; P. S. Wells, The Barbarians Speak (Princeton
1999) 113-114.

14 Wells (n. 13) 114.

15 Rambaud (n. 13) 335; Timpe (n. 3) 18; Lund (n. 1) 63; Riggsby (n. 3) 60.
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and hence, we would think, the least fond of farming. Yet according to
Caesar they do not neglect this activity even in wartime. We would assume
that less warlike Germani tribes would pursue it on a larger scale. By
contrast, Caesar does not only extend the Suebi’s system to the Germani as
a whole, regardless of any ongoing war in which they might be engaged,
but he also emphatically states that they show no interest in agriculture,
which is not said of the Suebi themselves.

According to the mainstream interpretation, there is nothing remarkable
here: the system Caesar attributes to the Germani as a whole is the reflection
of the stereotype of a primitive society, and, therefore, he cannot but have
them unfamiliar with the economy characteristic of civilization.!¢ But there
is a difference between Caesar’s Germani and the stereotypical noble savage.
To start with, the noble savage does not usually choose to be such. Naivety and
simple-mindness are a part of the cliché. Accordingly, as soon as the savage
comes in contact with civilization, he loses his nobility at once.!” Caesar’s
Germani, by contrast, do not only choose to live in the way they live (as the
Nervii and the Suebes also do in BG, albeit with reference to individual items
only), but, still more than this, give an elaborate argument to the effect that
it is only by adopting their system that virfus can be preserved (6, 22 fin.):

Eius re multas adferunt causas: ne adsidua consuetudine capti studium
belli gerendi agri cultura commutent; ne latos fines parare studeant
potentioresque humiliores possessionibus expellant; ne accuratius ad
frigora atque aestus vitandos aedificent; ne qua oriatur pecuniae cupiditas,
qua ex re factiones dissensionesque nascuntur; ut animi aequitate plebem
contineant, cum suas quisque opes cum potentissimis aequari videat.

For this enactment [of communal land ownership and annual rotation]
they put forward many reasons: the fear that they may be tempted by
continuous association to substitute agriculture for their warrior zeal;
that they may become zealous for the acquisition of broader estates, and
so the more powerful may drive the lower sort from their possessions;
that they may construct their houses with too great a desire to avoid cold
and heat; that some passion for wealth may spring up, from which cause
divisions and discords arise; it is their aim to keep common people under
control by being fair to them, when each man sees his own conditions
made equal to those of the more wealthy.!8

16 Lund (n. 1) 63-66.

17 Strabo 7, 301, referring to the Scythians. The Medians at Hdt. 9, 122 choose to
avoid a comfortable life, but they are neither noble savages nor in a state of primitiveness.

18 There is a word play between aequitate animi as indicating the people’s contented
state of mind, and the fairness by which their magistratus ac principes achieve this goal
by making the conditions of life of both the rich and the poor equal (aequari).
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As the argument goes, agriculture and private property bring about
socially negative consequences that wise political leadership would wish
to prevent.

There is no parallel for such argument in the ethnographic tradition,!®
and the list of consequences mentioned (concentration of land in the hands
of'a few people, greed of the potentiores, civil discord, social pressure of the
plebs for a redistribution of wealth) recalls the situation of contemporary
Rome so closely that none of Caesar’s Roman readers could fail to spot an
allusion.??

Of course, the Germani themselves hardly bothered about, or even
knew of, the social problems of contemporary Rome. They are hardly the
authors of the argument Caesar attributes to them. Caesar himself is, and
his alluding to the situation in Rome provides yet another argument against
the hypothesis that he is merely restating, without thought, a literary topos.
He did think about it. But what is the point of this allusion?

Key is the fact that Caesar’s allusive description of the crisis of
contemporary Rome is not a neutral description, but a politically oriented
interpretation: this crisis is due to the greed of large land-owners and to the
incapability, or unwillingness, of the political leadership to restrain them.
Could it be that he thereby intended to contribute to an ongoing debate?

The agrarian question was a major issue in Caesar’s day, with the
politicians conventionally labelled as populares (henceforth simply
populares) urging a redistribution of land, and the optimates defending
the status quo. The goal Caesar’s Germani pursue, that of social and
economic justice, agrees with that which the populares claimed to be
pursuing. However, while the populares proposed to achieve this goal by
returning to the old system of small land-ownership, it is a corollary of the
Germani argument that the crisis Rome faces is the actualisation of latent
potentialities that Rome’s agricultural model carried from the beginning.
It follows that the popularis proposal of returning to small land-ownership
is not a remedy, but a way of perpetuating problems.

It is tempting, then, to interpret this argument as signalling Caesar’s
dissatisfaction with the policy of the popularis tradition, and, beyond
that, with Cato’s ideology of farming. Cato at Pr. 3—4 claims that farming
and nothing else produces good citizens and soldiers, and that profit from
agriculture is legitimate and causes no social resentment, whereas the

19 Riggsby (n. 3) 68.

20 Nor, for that matter, have at least some commentators failed to spot the allusion;
cf. R. von Péhlmann, Geschichte der sozialen Frage und des Sozialismus in der antiken
Welt 11 (Munich 1925) 451; Walser (n. 1) 60; Timpe (n. 3) 25. It is unfortunate that no
one of them went further.
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merchant is greedy, and hence a threat to society.?! Caesar’s Germani do
not only make the opposite point that farming undermines one’s warlike
attitude, but also that it encourages greed and thereby civil discord, just like
trading in Cato’s view. The polemical echo is hardly a matter of coincidence.

While it is easy to detect a criticism of established patterns of Roman
political thought, it is, by contrast, less easy to assess what positive point
Caesar is getting at. Caesar himself was a leading popularis, and, as
a consul, introduced an agrarian bill in line with the traditional policy of
this tradition. Neither abolition of agriculture nor of land-ownership were
items on his agenda. Thus there is a gap between his construal of this
fictional society and his actual policy. How shall we deal with it?

Inthe remainder of this paper I will first take a closer look at the Germani
fictional society, and then argue that Caesar’s construal of this society is in
keeping with aspects of his own policy and/or political rhetoric.

The Germani society reassessed

The system that Caesar attributes to the Germani is usually interpreted
as a form of nomadic communism. This is not right. There is no private
land-ownership among them, and yet they are annually assigned a portion
of land for private use. Private use of land, even if it is by clans rather
than individuals, constitutes a departure from the topos of primitive
communism, which envisages no boundaries whatsoever. Relatedly,
there is also a departure from the idea of nomadism. Caesar does not say
that the Germani have no stable territory, but, rather, that they annually
rotate from one to another estate, one understands, within one and the
same territory. So much so that they are said to take pride in the fact that
neighbours do not dare to settle but at a certain distance.

It follows that Caesar’s Germani do practise some agriculture. He says
that they ‘show no interest’ in it,2? and attributes to them a distinctively
pastoral diet based on diary products and meat.?3 Yet, at the same time,
he says that rotation serves the purpose of preventing people from taking
excessive care of their land. This concern presupposes that they do take

2l The adjectives periculosus et calamitosus are usually understood as indicating
the danger that traders themselves face, but the context suggests that the danger too that
they pose to society is in view.

22 The verb studere at 6, 22 is ambiguous between ‘practising’ and ‘being fond of”.
I adopt the second meaning because, as a matter of fact, the Germani do practice some
agriculture, as Caesar himself goes on to say.

23 B. D. Shaw, “Eaters of Flesh, Drinkers of Milk”, Ancient Society 13 (1982)
5-31, discusses the polarity between civilization and savagery in connection with diet.



Caesar, the Germani, and Rome 117

at least some care of it. Caesar calls their farms possessiones. The term
does not indicate actual ownership (dominium), but it does entail a certain
degree of control, at least a temporary one.

Thus Caesar’s Germani practise a form of unsettled agriculture. This is
not because they do not own the land. (Ordinary tenants are not owners, and
yet they take care of their estates no less than owners would do.) Rather,
this is because they are forced to move annually from one to another estate.
Absence of private ownership is a part of the picture insofar as it provides
the legal framework that entitles their leaders to make them rotate.

On closer inspection the land in Caesar’s fictional Germani society
is not so much communally owned, as in a primitive society, as state-
controlled: the magistratus ac principes decide the size and the location of
the land to be assigned to clans ‘as they think proper’, and the magistratus
ac principes again ‘compel’ (cogunt) people to rotate annually from one to
another estate. Caesar might have said, but does not, that the Germani as an
unqualified whole organise themselves in such and such a way. Rather, he
emphasises the role of their leaders from the very outset. It is these people
who redistribute wealth from the rich to the poor in order to make them
equal, and it is these very same people, not the Germani as a whole, to whom
Caesar attributes the argument to the effect that settled agriculture is bad.

Thus the Germani system is in fact quite elaborate. Its essence is
permanent military engagement, affirmative action against social inequality,
control by the political leadership over society including the upper classes.?*
The way in which Caesar conveys his idea of society in describing this
putative system is not, I suggest, to be sought in the minutiae of this
description, which perhaps elaborate on second-hand reports. Rather, we
should attend to the core idea of a militarised, egalitarian, and authoritarian
society. It is in these respects that the Germani society reflects his idea of
what a well-functioning society ought to be like. First, then, the military.

The Military

That a Roman author, and Caesar in particular, should be fond of a warlike
society is not surprising. There was not another ancient society arguably
as engaged in warfare as Rome was, and Caesar himself, a ‘man of the
army’ in his own words (Plut. Caes. 3), was planning a major campaign
against the Parthians after the Gallic and the civil war. Thus both Rome as
such and Caesar’s Rome can be said to be in a state of permanent warfare.

24 [ disagree with Riggsby (n. 3) 61, that the Germani society is politically not
organized.
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To be in such a state requires that a large part of the active male
population be constantly ready to man the army and fight. However, the
system of small land-ownership advocated by Cato was not suited to this.
For Cato’s warrior-farmers are professional farmers whose job is to take
care of their land. Cato does claim that they provide milites strenuissimi
to the army. However, the historical counterparts of these characters were
different from Cato’s representation of them, and they actually resented
the levy.?

These people’s lack of enthusiasm for the army was justified. If ancient
sources are to be trusted, the long and distant campaigns in which Rome
became more and more engaged, although victorious, resulted in the loss
of the properties of several small land-owners, which in turn brought
about a dramatic decrease in the number of citizens meeting the income
requirements for joining the army. Marius addressed the problem by
extending conscription to the poorest citizens. While this reform changed
the rules for raising an armyj, it did nothing to change the ‘rules’ of society
as such, which remained those of an agricultural society. So much so that
the expectation of the new soldiers was to be allotted land as the reward
for their service.2¢

It is precisely this situation—everybody wanting to be a farmer and the
larger the farm the better—that the Germani leaders represent as a danger to
be averted. Their solution is straightforward: ban both land-ownership and
settled agriculture, so as to turn Cato’s warrior-farmers into pure warriors.
There is no evidence nor reason to suppose that Caesar ever thought of
implementing in Rome the specific measures he attributes to the Germani.
However, the idea as such that farming, whatever the status of ownership
and/or the length of tenancy, ought to be subsidiary to military service,
with war being the primary occupation of the active male population, does
nothing more than to formalise the facts on the ground: by Caesar’s day,
war booty and tributes had become a major source of income for Rome,
and Roman agriculture itself was heavily relying on slave labour captured
in war.?’

25 P. A. Brunt, “The Army and the Land in the Roman Revolution”, JRS 52 (1962)
75 n. 66.

26 Brunt (n. 25) 80—84. But there are exceptions (e. g. App. BCiv 5, 3; Dio 48, 2,
3: cf. ibid. 81).

27 Tt is interesting to observe that Caesar in a speech to his soldiers reported by
App. BCiv 2, 93-94 expresses contempt for their expectation to be released from
service and allotted land. The speech is of course faked, but as any fake speech in
ancient historiography is intended to reflect the speaker’s views.
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To make warfare the primary activity of the male population does not
of course entail that agriculture should be abolished altogether. Not even
Caesar’s Germani do so. The distinctive feature of their system, as Caesar
construes it, is, rather, absence of private ownership. Neither Caesar nor
any other popularis is found advocating abolition of land-ownership,® but
it would be wrong to explain this theme away as a purely literary topos.
For the populares did claim the right for the magistrates to expropriate the
land and to redistribute it, should social welfare require it.

Expropriation of land was anathema to the optimates on the ground
that ownership is a natural and inviolable right. According to Cicero Off. 2,
85, it is the job of the political leadership to defend it. Now, the Germani
society is, for Caesar, just and unspoiled by civilization and therefore
more ‘natural’ than Rome. We may think that, by emphasising their
magistrates’ control over the land, he is thereby defending the principle
that private property is neither natural nor inviolable. As it happens, in the
very same context in which Cicero advocates private property, he presents
Caesar as a threat to it and a promoter of revolutionary measures (Off. 2,
84; see also Att. 7, 18, 2).

Thus we have come to my second topic of discussion, whether aspects
of Caesar’s description of the Germani reflects aspects of his rhetoric
as a leading popularis. 1 have already observed that the argument he
attributes to their magistratus ac principes picks up a theme distinctive
of the popularis propaganda: that a fair political leadership will prevent
the potentiores from increasing their properties at the expenses of the
humiliores, and will redistribute wealth from the former to the latter. In
what follows I will focus on another aspect of this topic, namely Caesar’s
admiring description of a human type trained to hardship and unspoiled
by self-indulgence. This features in his ethnography of the Germani, and
I will suggest that its presence reflects his allegiance to the rhetoric of the
popularis tradition.

The People

Militarism was an integral part of the Roman ideology over and above any
political division. However, ‘militarism’ is not immune to qualification:
exactly what one’s commitment to militarism consists in may vary

28 Yet Tiberius Gracchus was friend of the philosopher Bloxius of Cuma,
a upholder of communal property, so perhaps he had some interest in such theories;
cf. F. La Greca, “Blossio di Cuma: stoicismo ¢ politica nella Roma dei Gracchi”,
Quaderni del Dipartimento di Scienze dell’Educazione dell’Universita di Salerno 5
(1995) 141-177.
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with political allegiance. Caesar’s praise of his private soldiers and his
criticism of high-ranking officers suggests a link to his political agenda.
Not only are his soldiers the same common people who had provided
earlier populares with their social basis of consensus, but also the positive
values that he praises in both the Germani and in his own soldiers, i. e.
endurance of hardship and commitment to toil, are features of the lifestyle
of Roman common people.?’

By contrast, the members of the élite are, according to the rhetoric of
the populares, indolent and self-indulgent, and hence unfit to lead a military
life.30 Caesar echoes this motif in the anecdote concerning the cowardice
of his high-ranking officers, a cowardice which he contrasts with the virtus
of his soldiers, whom he judges more worthy of the equestrian rank than
those who actually have it.3! As Plutarch (Caes. 9) narrates it:

Seeing that his officers were inclined to be afraid, and particularly all the
young men of high rank who had come out intending to make the
campaign with Caesar an opportunity for high living (tpven = luxuria)
and money-making, he called them together and bade them be off, since
they were so unmanly and effeminate.3?

Remarkably, Plutarch has Caesar accuse his high-ranking officers
alone of joining the army for profit, as if his soldiers had a less material
motivation. Perhaps Caesar thought that for his soldiers the choice was
a matter of bare survival. Even so, his implicit positing two different orders
of motivations conveys an antipathy toward the ¢lite and a sympathy with
common people.

Further, Plutarch has Caesar allege his high-ranking officers to be not
only greedy, butalso ‘effeminate’. Thus ‘effeminacy’, as Caesar understands
it, is a feature common to both Roman aristocrats and Romanised Gauls.
The opposite feature is the virtus of both the Germani and his own soldiers,
which he ties to duritia and other comparable characteristics.

29 H. Mouritsen, Plebs and Politics in the Late Roman Republic (Cambridge 2001)
4 and 133-140. The conditions of life of rural common people were even tougher (Cic.
Leg. agr 2,26-27/70-71).

30 Sallust’s Bellum Iugurthinum provides an instance of this topos. See also [Sall.]
Ep. ad Caes. 10, 9; and Sall. Cat. 20.

31 Caes. 1, 39; cf,, T. P. Wiseman, “The Publication of the De bello Gallico”, in:
Welch, Powell (n. 2) 2-3. Riggsby (n. 3) 12—14 disagrees.

32 Plut. Caes. 19. Caesar himself at 1, 3940 does not explicitly speak of
‘effeminacy’. Presumably Plutarch is expanding the original report in the light of
Caesarian themes that he has found elsewhere.
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Cicero enables us to appreciate the social implications of this kind of
talk. Cicero does not advocate effeminacy as such, a term which has an
intrinsically negative connotation. Yet he puts it on a par with duritia as
two opposite but equally negative features (Off. 1, 129): “two things are
to be avoided by all means: effeminacy or softness on the one hand, and
toughness or rusticity on the other”. Toughness is not the same thing as
endurance of hardship, but the Latin duritia does not distinguish between
the two, and toughness itself can be seen as the result of being trained to
endure hardship.

Cicero’s tying duritia with rusticity suggests that the reference is to
the way of life of peasants. This interpretation gains support from Cato’s
identification of duritia as a cornerstone of a rural education, as well as
from Marius’ proud claim of duritia in connection with his allegedly
humble origins from the countryside.33

This reference is important because, according to Brunt (n. 25), the
‘rural proletariat’ provides the core of the Roman army in Caesar’s day.
Indeed Cicero describes his soldiers as homines rusticos (Ad fam. 9, 7, 2).
When he is in a complimentary mood they are said to be fortissimos
viros civisque optimos (ibid.), but when they take Antonius’ side, they be-
come homines agrestes, si homines illi ac non pecudes potius (Phil. 7, 9).

These considerations demand a qualification of the ‘wide agreement’
concerning the features that the Germani embody, of which I spoke at
the beginning: some of these features, such as duritia and, still more,
egestas, capture distinctive aspects of the life of common people, and
were judged in a negative way by members of the élite—egestas, far
from being a condition of virtus as it is for Caesar at 6, 24, induces
wickedness (improbitas) according to Cicero.’* But even those features,
such as labor, that are acknowledged as positive by everyone have
different degrees of importance, depending on one’s social pedigree
and/or political allegiance. For one, /abor finds in Cicero little or no
recognition.

Thus the Germani way of life, as Caesar represents it, would not
be regarded as commendable by just any Roman reader, and Caesar
presumably would not expect this. Rather, his praise of hardship and toil,
stereotypical as it might seem, can best be explained as contributing to his
celebration of common people and attack on the élite.

This explanation gains additional support from the fact that, on closer
consideration, Caesar’s point concerning the effeminacy of Romanised

33 Sall. Jug 100. The theme of duritia is evoked in Marius’ self-portrait at /ug. 85.
34 Mouritsen (n. 29) 139-141.
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Gauls does not target all Romanised Gauls alike. At 6, 13 he tells us that
plebei are kept in a state of slavery and vexed by debts and tributes. They
could hardly be deemed to afford the luxury goods that he cites as inducing
effeminacy. Moreover, a large number of Caesar’s private soldiers were
Gauls, and we cannot attribute to him the claim, even in implicit form,
that his own soldiers are effeminate. Thus his point is likely to apply to
the Gaul ¢lite alone, which, I suggest, we can, and should, understand as
a projection of the Roman one.

Another element about Gallia Narbonensis integrates the picture.
The most important urban centre was the Greek town of Massalia, and
Greek traders were active along the river Rhone.?S Since Caesar ties the
decadence of Romanised Gauls to the activity of foreign traders, and since
the self-indulgence of the Greeks was a topos in Latin literature, it is
possible that his reference to cultus atque humanitas is an allusion to this
Greek influence too.3¢

This hypothesis squares well with my suggestion that Caesar’s ultimate
polemical target is the Roman élite, since an influential tradition stemming
from Cato the Elder tended to present their decadence as running in
parallel with their Hellenization. The idea of humanitas itself goes back
to the philhellenic lobby of the Roman élite in the second century BC, the
so-called Scipionic circle.

Caesar’s opposition to philhellenism is by now an established theme
in secondary literature.?” However, it would be wrong to explain this
opposition away as a token of nationalism. The refinement and elitism of
Greek culture were bound to make it intrinsically unsuitable to Caesar’s
militaristic and populist rhetoric, over and above its foreign origin. Even
if we leave aside these unsuitable characteristics, Greek education was an
element of differentiation between the ¢lite and those who neither spoke
Greek nor could afford to study it. At least this was Marius’ rationale for
despising Greek education, which he dismissed as a useless pastime of the
aristocracy.’®

35 A. Tchernia, “Ttalian Wine in Gaul”, in: P. Garnsey, K. Hopkins, C. R. Whittaker
(eds.), Trade in Ancient Economy (London 1983) 87—104; R. L. B. Morris, “Mercatores
and the Bellum Gallicum”, CB 66 (1990) 83-85.

36 F. Kraner, W. Dittenberger, H. Meusel (eds.), C. lulii Caesaris commentarii de
bello Gallico (Berlin 1960) 1, 81. Pompeius Trogus 43, 4, 1-2 praises the civilizing
effects of Massalia on the Gauls.

37 L. G. H. Hall, “Ratio and Romanitas in the Bellum Gallicum”, in: Welch,
Powell (n. 2) 25-29; see also McDonnell (n. 9) 300-301. Caesar’s self-representation
as a Hellenistic monarch is later.

38 Sall. Tug. 85, 31; see also 63.
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Thus Caesar’s opposition to philhellenism can be seen as a part of his
attack on the ¢élite and, to this extent, complementary to his favourable
attitude to the Germani. It is a conjecture, but a plausible one, that Caesar
is alluding to the negative influence of Greek refinement and civilization
in the De bello Gallico as well.

It is perhaps possible to go even further in this political reading of the
opening of the work. The Romanization of Gallia Transalpina dates long
before Caesar, as far back as the late second century BC, with Cn. Domitius
Ahenobarbus. Following the usual pattern of Roman conquest, local élites
were forced to enter a special association, in the form of clientela, with
the conqueror and his descendants. One of these descendants was Lucius
Domitius Ahenobarbus, a leading optimas in Caesar’s day. Whatever the
actual degree of ‘manhood’ of Romanised Gaul élites, it is tempting to
think that their unwillingness to help Caesar followed from input received
from his domestic enemies at Rome, just as his high-ranking officers’
mutiny at Vesontio almost certainly did.3* The Greek town Massalia itself
was to become one of his enemies’ strongholds during the civil war, thus
confirming the existence of ties between local élites and Caesar’s domestic
opponents.

Whatever the precise connections making up the web of allusions,
Caesar’s point concerning the effeminacy of Romanised Gauls induced by
civilization and, as it were, consumerism, which at first sight might seem
a bare echo of ethnographic stereotypes and peripheral to Caesar’s own
agenda, takes on a different meaning if read against the political situation
at Rome.

Caesar’s agenda

I have suggested that Caesar’s description of the Germani reflects features
of his views concerning Roman militarism, society and power structures.
It is not surprising that Caesar as a politician should want to express
a view on these topics as he returns to the political struggle at Rome. But
why would he be doing this in a digression of the De bello Gallico, which
is not a political manifesto, but a bare account of military deeds? We
must, then, take a closer look at both the target audience and the agenda
of this work.

It has often been assumed that the De bello Gallico is addressed to
the ¢lite, and that Caesar’s agenda is to advertise himself as a worthy

39 H. Hagendahl, “The Mutiny of Vesontio”, Classica et Mediaevalia 6 (1944)
1-40.
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member of the club. However, Wiseman casts doubt on this identification
of Caesar’s target audience. In Wiseman’s view, the work, to be read out
in public squares, addressed a popular audience, and was intended to sing
the praises not of Romanitas as such, but rather of that sector of Roman
society, the ‘People’, which both manned his army and formed the basis of
his political clientele as a popularis leader.*0

If indeed Caesar’s agenda in this work was not, or not primarily, to
defend a past campaign or to magnify his military skills, but rather, above
all, to enhance his appeal as a popularis leader, it is not difficult to see how
his ethnographic points fit in it. Indeed my reconstruction of these points
has the merit of enabling us to go further and to refine this interpretation
as follows.

Caesar’s account of the Germani’s system does not only convey the
idea that a life of toil and hardship deserves respect, but also that it ought
to be pursued. But for all that his glorification of these characteristics may
strike a sensitive chord with the social pride of his audience, one would
assume that these people aimed at improving their life standard, and not at
struggling with poverty endlessly. The politicians conventionally labelled
as populares traditionally met this expectation by pledging land, but this
is precisely the kind of policy the Germani’s leaders oppose. What they
recommend us to do is, rather, to put up with poverty. Caesar does not make
this recommendation in propria persona, and yet he is, to all appearances,
sympathetic with it. What is the point of this?

Leges sumptuariae, prohibiting excessive use of jewellery and
prodigality in feasts and banquets, were a constant refrain in Rome in
connection with wars. Now war for Caesar was not a special event, but
a permanent state of affairs to which to prepare ourselves, and indeed the
poverty he attributes to the Germani is no religious or ethical dogma, but
an integral part of their preparation to war.

As it happens, it is a recurrent theme of the De bello Gallico that the
tribes that have lost their virtus are invariably the prey of those that have
preserved it. The Germani are one of these latter and dominant tribes (6, 24):

40 Wiseman (n. 31). The idea of a popular audience goes as far back as
T. Mommsen, Rémische Geschichte 111 (Berlin °1903) 615, who describes Caesar as
a democratic general addressing the people. J. Harmand, L armée et le soldat a Rome:
de 107 a 5 avant notre ére (Paris 1967) 493, goes so far as to speak of ‘military
socialism’. Against Wiseman’s hypothesis Riggsby (see above note 31) and e. g.
J.H. Collins, “Caesar as a Political Propagandist”, ANRW 1.1 (1972) 939, who speaks
of ‘posterity’. This line of interpreting the De belllo Gallico as a purely literary work
is also defended by N. DeWitt, “The Non-Political Nature of Caesar’s Commentaries”,
TAPhA 73 (1942) 341-352.
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Upon the Gauls the neighbourhood of our provinces and acquaintance
with overseas commodities lavishes many articles of use or luxurys; little
by little they have grown accustomed to defeat, and after being conquered
in many battles they do not even compare themselves in point of virtus
with the Germani.

So are the Roman legions themselves.

The rule at which Caesar hints as concerns the microcosm of Gaul, that
no middle way is given between enslaving others and being enslaved, is
the same rule that the Romans have long been invoking as a justification
for their imperialism. As Tiberius Gracchus puts it in a speech he gave in
support of his agrarian bill (App. BCiv 1, 11):

The Romans possessed most of their territory by conquest, and they had
hopes of occupying the rest of the habitable world; but now the question
of greatest hazard was whether they should gain the rest by having plenty
of brave men, or whether, through their weakness and mutual jealousy,
their enemies should take away what they already possessed.

Tiberius, a leading popularis just like Caesar, ties the task of reforming
society to that of preserving military efficiency. Caesar too in the argument
he attributes to the Germani’s leaders establishes the same link between
their job of social engineering and securing military efficiency. Tiberius
and Caesar’s Germani (that is, I suggest, Caesar himself) disagree as to
whether an army of farmers or a professional one best secures military
efficiency, but military efficiency is at the top of the agenda of both. It is
against the background of this shared concern that we should understand
Caesar’s praise of a life of toil and hardship. This is more than a literary
topos. It is a matter of survival.

Conclusion

Caesar’s De bello Gallico is not a piece of literature addressed to an
unqualified posterity, but a celebration of the army and the people,
addressed to his political audience. Caesar’s admiring description of the
Germani system, far from being a diversion for the sake of entertaining
the reader (Riggbsy), is an integral part of this celebration.

This description picks up primitivistic themes from the ethnographic
tradition. But there is no endorsement of primitivism as such. The
dichotomy Caesar hints at, here and throughout the rest of the work, is
not between developed and primitive societies, but rather between the
feminitas of the aristocrats dwelling in their luxurious villas and the virtus
of common people defending their country as it were in uniform.
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This description entails admiration not for the Germani as such, but
for the system they have implemented. For Caesar is not interested in what
passport the bearer of virtus carries, but rather in what conditions allow
us to preserve or to restore our virtus. The Germani’s social and economic
system is suited to this task, whereas Rome, as Caesar sees it, is ruled by
a small group of aristocrats whose self-indulgence is a source of corruption
for the entire society, and whose greed jeopardises civil concord and
thereby military efficiency. Hence comes the need of a radical change of
political leadership.

Roberto Polito
Milan

At the opening of De bello Gallico Caesar gives a description of hostile tribes
which is surprisingly positive. They are said to be uncivilized and restless, as we
might expect. But he does not judge these characteristics negatively. Rather, he
contrasts them favourably with the ‘effeminacy’ of Gaul allies, whom he deems to
have been spoiled by contact with Roman civilization. I suggest that this passage
and others like it throw light on Caesar’s views concerning society and civilization.
Here, in fact, Caesar is using his enemies as a way of reflecting on an alternative
and more valuable model for Rome itself.

Omnucanne BpaxaeOHBIX TuIeMeH B “3anuckax o ['ayubckoil BoiiHe” HeOKHIaHHBIM
00pa3oM IMpeacTaeT BechbMa MO3UTHBHBIM, IPUYEM BPard MPOTHBOIIOCTABIISIOTCS
“N3HE)KEHHBIM TaJUIbCKUM COIO3HHKAM, Ha KOTOPHIX, 0 MHeHUIo Lle3aps, Hera-
THUBHO BJIUSIET COCEJICTBO C PUMCKOM IUBMIM3aLUei. Takoro poga maccaxu mpo-
JUBAIOT CBET HA CONMAIbHBIC M NOMUTHIECKHe B3R! Le3aps. Ommcanue Bparos
OTpa’kaeT ero pa3MBIIUICHHA 00 aJbTePHATHBHON MOAETH OOIIeCTBa—IIydIIero,
9eM PUMCKOE.



‘TENEBRICOSUS’ AND IRONY IN CATULL. 3*

Understanding of mood is very important for the correct interpretation
of a literary text, especially a lyrical one. Meanwhile, this aspect is
especially difficult to share with a multicultural audience: emotional hints
expressed by certain words and references to some texts and events are
naturally grasped by contemporaries, but are obscure for later readers. To
a considerable degree it is the case also for irony.!

Scholars find irony in Catullus far more often than in other Roman poets;
specific language of his polymetra—with its multiple use of diminutives,
superlatives, exclamations and repetition—makes them, in the opinion of
a modern reader, foo affective; therefore, scholars often prefer to interpret it
as irony.? In fact it is often difficult to solve the problem if there is irony in
one or another text or not in general, because the idea of irony is complicated
and everyone perceives it subjectively; more attainable is to find out whether
the word/expression in question adds ironical tone to the whole text or to its
part, and the best way to do it is to examine semantics and stylistic nuances
of the word/expression in a variety of other contexts.

The subject of my interest is the mood of Catullus’ carm. 3.3 There is
no single view on it among scholars: sometimes it is defined as a mock

* T would like to thank V. Zelchenko for fruitful discussions, active help and
constant support during my work on this article.

I The term ‘irony’ is used in the wide sense.

2 A striking example of such debates is carm. 49: does Catullus give these praises
to Cicero sincerely, or should we interpret them cum grano salis, or, after all, is there
pure derision behind hyperbolical glorification? Each of these views has its followers.
For the history of the question see: E. V. Slugin, “Gratias tibi maximas Catullus agit
(Cat. 49)”, Hyperboreus 2 (1996) 194-200.

3 It is necessary to say that by ‘passer’ I mean a bird, and I do not see any obscene
implication here. The problem of ‘passer’-meaning is secondary in this case but worth
being briefly discussed. To begin with, though ‘passer’ is often thought to be a sparrow
(e. g. W. G. Arnott, Birds in the Ancient World from A to Z [London—New York 2007]
228), it can’t be so, because, firstly, sparrows are distrustful of people and it is difficult
to handle them; secondly, they do not have a beautiful appearance or sing charmingly
(s. M. Schuster, “Valerius 123", in: RE 7A [1948] 2368-2369; C. J. Fordyce [ed.,
comm.], Catullus [Oxford 1961] 88). M. Schuster and O. Keller think that ‘passer’
is a blue rock thrush (M. Schuster [n. 4]; O. Keller, Die antike Tierwelt 11 [Leipzig
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dirge,* sometimes as an ironic pastiche,’ sometimes as a love poem.® They
often find irony in carm. 3 because, in their opinion, it is impossible to
mourn so for a little bird. Only one argument is concrete: D. F. S. Thomson
adduces ‘tenebricosus’ (“‘qui nunc it per iter tenebricosum / illuc, unde
negant redire quemquam”) as a strong reason for some kind of irony saying
that it is “a colloquial, even somewhat vulgar form, which lightens the tone
and firmly identifies it as mock-heroic”.” However, it is disputable.

1913] 80; s. also OLD, s. v. 1). I disagree with them because blue thrushes have such
evident qualities (bright feathering and melodious singing), that Catullus would have
mentioned them in his praise to the nestling. So, I think, ‘passer’ is a little bird which
kind the author himself did not consider necessary to define (s. B.Il. Cmbiuisicsa,
Pumckuii nosmuueckuii asuapuii (V. P. Smyschljaeva, Roman poetic aviarium) [Ufa
2005] 117; cf. also W. D’ Arcy Thompson, A Glossary of Greek Birds [London—Oxford
1936] 268: “Ztpovbdg is very often used generically, like Lat. passer, <...> of any
small bird”). Therewith, in modern Romanic languages words, that originate in ‘passer’
(Rom. pasdre, Sp. pajaro, Port. passaro), mean simply a bird (W. Meyer-Liibke,
Romanisches etymologisches Worterbuch [Heidelberg 1911] 464—465).

4 A.U. Tuorporckuii (mep., komm.), Kamynr, Knuea aupuxu (A. 1. Piotrovsky
[tr., comm.], Catullus, Book of Lyrics) (Leningrad 1929) 140; P. Y. Forsyth (ed.), The
Poems of Catullus: a teaching text (Lanham, MD 1986) 110-111; C.B. IllepBunckuii,
M.JI. T'acnapos, Kamyan, Knuea cmuxomeopenuti (S. V. Shervinsky, M. L. Gasparov
[ed.], Catullus, Book of Poems) (Moscow 1986) 214.

5 F. G. Doering (ed.), C. Valerii Catulli Veronensis Carmina (Altonae 1834) 3:
“In hoc carmine vere ludicro poeta de melliti Lesbiae passeris morte luctum indicit”;
G. P. Goold, “Catullus 3. 16”, Phoenix 23 (1969) 200: “The tone of the hendecasyll-
able is light, facetious, playful, bantering, satirical. The poem is a mock-elegy”;
K. R. Walters, “Catullan Echoes in the Second Century A. D.: CEL 1512, CW 69
(1976) 353-359; D. F. S. Thomson (ed., comm.), Catullus (Toronto etc. 2003) 207. Cf.
Grimaldi: “We have, then, at the referential level two poems on Lesbia’s pet sparrow.
Beneath this level there are the poems of reflective, ironic comment by the poet on
himself and his love affair. <...> Indeed if a parallel is to be drawn with Meleager’s
poem it will be: As Phanion killed the young hare so Lesbia killed Catullus’ love not
by overaffection but by toying with it. <...> C. 2. 2-6 lends new meaning to c¢. 3.
The presence of this rather bitter comment in these poems is further strengthened by
the fact that even at the referential level their tone was very likely openly parodic as
a comparison with Anth. Pal. 7. 199, 203 might indicate” (W. M. A. Grimaldi, “The
Lesbia Love Lyrics”, CPh 60 [1965] 92).

¢ Fordyce (n. 3) 92: “...the simple emotion which turns the lament for the dead pet
into a love-lyric, and makes commonplace and colloquial language into poetry, owes
nothing to any predecessor”’; K. Quinn (ed., comm.), Catullus, The Poems (London
1973) 96: “Poem 3 is a delicately ironical, graceful love poem...”, though it “follows
closely the traditional pattern of a dirge”; Forsyth (n. 4) 111: “The delicate charm of the
poem becomes most apparent at its conclusion, where the mock dirge is transformed
into an understated love poem: while the ostensible subject of the piece is the bird, its
true focal point is Lesbia”.

7 Thomson (n. 5) 209. Thomson also notices (207): “In lines 11 and 12, both the
sounds (it per iter) and the language, with the off-hand colloquialism of tenebricosum
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According to DELL, ‘tenebricosus’ is formed from archaic ‘tenebricus’,
the traces of which are found in Old French; moreover, Romanic languages
give ground for reconstruction of the form ‘*intenebricus’.® Along with
‘tenebricus’, ‘tenebrosus’ is also formed from ‘tenebrae’—A. Vaniéek
considers it a full synonym to ‘tenebricus’ and ‘tenebricosus’.!?

P. E. Knox, an author of a classical article about adjectives in -osus,'!
shows how contradictory generally recognized views on this problem are:
some words in -osus are traditionally defined by commentators of Latin
authors as poetic (according to a popular statement, this suffix “substitutes”
Greek -6e1g and moAv- in poetry), some, on the contrary, as colloquial
(‘formosus’).'? But we should also take into account the third sphere of
use—prosaic (or “scientific and technical”).!?

Knox shows that all these descriptions are exaggerated (many “poetic”
epithets appear in technical writers—medics, geographers etc.; ‘clivosus’,
‘muscosus’, ‘squamosus’, ‘frondosus’, ‘nimbosus’ etc. do not have Greek
analogs) and demonstratively proves that stylistic connotations of each word
should be defined separately and, what is more, sometimes the same epithet
has different shades in different contexts. In Laberius, who used ‘annosus’
first (“non mammosa, non annosa, non bibosa, non procax”, Mim. 99

and negant (continued in male sit, and in the use in poetry of bellus), render the tone
by degrees more and more quasi-comical and almost flippant, so that the threatening
shades of Orcus, and of solemnity, are kept at arm’s length”. Fordyce notes that
“the word [sc. tenebricosus] has no pathetic or romantic associations in Catullus’
contemporaries” (Fordyce [n. 3] 94). S. also Quinn (n. 6) 99. W. Kroll does not mention
connotations of fenebricosus but notes in the commentary: “die ernsten Tone wirklicher
Grabgedichte klingen hier parodistisch” (W. Kroll [ed., comm.], C. Valerius Catullus
[Leipzig—Berlin 21929] 6).

8 A. Emout, A. Meillet, Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue latine: Histoire des
mots (Paris 41967) 1206; Meyer-Liibke (n. 3) 324.

9 There is unmetrical ‘tenebrosum’ instead of ‘tenebricosum’ in V—an obvious
replacement of the quite rare word by a more usual one. The emendation ‘tenebricosum’
was proposed by Veronese humanist Antonius Parthenius who published a commentary
to Catullus in 1485.

10°A. Vanicek, Griechisch-lateinisches etymologisches Worterbuch (Leipzig
1877) 285.

1P, E. Knox, “Adjectives in -osus and Latin Poetic Dictionary”, Glotta 64
(1986) 90-101.

12 The fact that “a variety of semantic content may be found in one suffix [sc.
-0s0- / -lento-] according to its context” noted E. W. Nichols (E. W. Nichols, The
semantic Variability and semantic Equivalence of -0so- and -lento-, Diss. [Yale 1914]
19). According to Leumann, the origin of -osus is controversial; semantically such
adjectives correspond to Greek ones in -6g1g and -®dng. Leumann also spoke against
one-sided conclusions about semantics of adjectives in -osus (M. Leumann, Lateinische
Laut- und Formenlehre (Handbuch der klassischen Altertums-Wissenschaft, Abt. 11,
TL. 2, Bd. I) [Miinchen 1977] 342).

13 Leumann (n. 12) 342.
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Bonaria), the epithet is colloquial; however, this adjective was introduced
into Roman poetry by Vergilius in an epic simile of Aeneas with an oak: “ac
velut annoso validam cum robore quercum / Alpini Boreae nunc hinc nunc
flatibus illinc / eruere inter se certant” (4den. 4. 441-443). After Vergilius
poets freely use ‘annosus’, but it is found in prose rather rarely until late
antiquity. Speaking about ‘annosus’ I cannot help mentioning Horatius:
‘annosa cornix’ in Od. 3. 17. 13 (“‘aquae nisi fallit augur / annosa cornix”)
belongs to elevated style and ‘annosum palatum’ in Sat. 2. 3. 274 (“quid?
cum balba feris annoso verba palato, / aedificante casas qui sanior?”’) to low.
Catullan words in -osus !4 are also stylistically different: e. g. ‘ventosus’
and ‘frondosus’ (carm. 64. 12, 59, 96) are elevated and ‘febriculosus’
(carm. 6. 4) (“verum nescioquid febriculosi / scorti diligis”) is not.
Ahistory of ‘tenebricosus’ can be a good illustration to the thesis proposed
by Knox. This adjective is found in Roman literature 11 times: besides Catul-
lus, Cic. Vat. 11; De cons. prov. 8; Pis. 18; Luc. 73; Varr. RR 3. 9. 19; Ant. rer.
divin. fr. 57 Mirsch; Colum. 8. 14. 11; Hygin. Fab. 146. 1; Sen. Ep. mor: 50. 3;
86. 4. As for Ciceronian ‘tenebricosa popina’ (Pis. 18), that commentators
of Catullus often cite, substandard connotations of ‘popina’ need not be
shifted to the adjective: cf. ‘tenebricosus specus’ (Varr. Ant. rer. divin. fr. 57
Mirsch) concerning a cave of Sibylla that was deeply revered by Romans.!3
On the other hand, in Cicero’s De provinciis consularibus (8)
‘tenebricosus’ is used in a “lofty” stylistic context: “lateant libidines eius
illae tenebricosae” (a clearly high-flown character of the passage is very
important here). An example from Ciceronian Lucullus (Acad. 1I, 73 =
68 B 165 DK) should also be mentioned: “ille [sc. Democritus] esse verum
plane negat, sensus quidem non obscuros dicit sed tenebricosos (sic enim
appellat eos)”. This fragment shows that for Cicero ‘tenebricosus’ was
stronger than ‘obscurus’.'® H. Diels!? correlated Cicero’s passage with

14 Catullan adjectives in -osus (asterisk marks words that are found in Catullan
poetry for the first time, double asterisk marks hapaxes): ‘aestuosus’ (7. 5; 46. 5),
‘araneosus’* (25. 3); ‘cuniculosus’** (37. 18), ‘curiosus’ (7. 11), ‘ebriosus’ (27. 4 bis),
‘febriculosus’ (6. 4), ‘formosus’ (86. 1, 3, 5), ‘frondosus’ (64. 96), ‘harundinosus’**
(36. 13), ‘imaginosus’** (41. 8); ‘iocosus’ (8. 6; 36. 10; 56. 1, 4), ‘laboriosus’ (1. 7,
38. 2), ‘morbosus’ (57. 6), ‘muscosus’ (68b. 58), ‘nervosus’ (67. 27), ‘ostriosus’*
(fr. 1. 4), “otiosus’(10.2; 50. 1), ‘pilosus’ (16. 10; 33. 7), ‘spinosus’ (64. 72), ‘spumosus’*
(64. 121), ‘studiosus’ (116. 1), ‘sumptuosus’ (44. 9), ‘tenebricosus’ (3. 11), ‘ventosus’
(64. 12), ‘verbosus’ (55. 20; 98. 2).

15 Quinn writes that “tenebricosum seems hardly a more solemn word than
pipiabat— Varro uses it of a henhouse (R. 3. 9. 19) and Cicero of a tavern (Pis. 18)”
(Quinn [n. 7] 99), as if ‘tenebricosus’ would change its nature if used with a “high” noun.

16 Cf.: Ch. Brittain (tr.), Cicero on Academic Scepticism (Indianapolis—Cambridge
2006) 43: “rather than saying that the senses are obscure, he calls them dark”.

17 H. Diels, W. Kranz (ed.), Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker 11° (Ziirich 1952) 177.
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Democritus’ one (68 B 11 DK) and concluded that Latin ‘tenebricosus’ is
a translation of Greek ‘cxo6110¢’: “év 8¢ 1ol Kawvdot 800 onoiv eivot
YVOOELG TNV HEV Sl TOV oioBNcemy TNV 8¢ S ThHG dravolag, @V TNV
HEV B0 THE dLavolog YvNnoiny KoAel TPOGLOPTLPAOV ADTHL TO TLOTOV
el aAndelog kpiowy, TNV 8¢ S TOV aicOncewv okoTiny dvopdlet
APaLPoVUEVOG VTR TO TPOG ddyvewoly Tod GAnBoVg dmiaveg”. In
itself ‘crxdtL0¢’ is a poetic word (it occurs in Homer (//. 6. 24) and in lyrical
parts in Euripides (4/c. 989; lon 860) but is rare in prose); LSJ note its
use in the Democritus’ fragment as metaphoric.'® It is thus plausible, that
Cicero uses accordingly not vulgar or colloquial but rather a lofty word to
render stylistic aura of Democritus’ ‘6x0T10G’.

In addition, there are several examples that look like containing quasi-
scientific lexic. Varro says about a henhouse: “eas [gallinas] includunt in
locum tepidum et angustum et tenebricosum” (RR 3. 9. 19); Columella
about chickens: “sintque calido et tenebricoso loco” (8. 14. 11). Even
example from Seneca’s Epistulae, where the words of a silly slave are given
literally —she goes blind but does not understand it and says that “it’s darkish
in the house” (“ait domum tenebricosam esse”; 50. 3), may be a mockery of
her use of “technical language™: she can speak her masters’ language. So,
these three fragments belong to the third, “prosaic”, group.

A passage from Hyginus is especially worth mentioning: “lovis negavit
Cererem passuram ut filia sua in Tartaro tenebricoso sit” (Fab. 146. 1).
‘Tenebricosus Tartarus’ is unexpected in a bare mythological textbook
and looks like a quotation from a poet; anyway, it has no colloquial shade
here. It is extremely significant that Hyginus, like Catullus, uses this epithet
concerning the underworld.

Meanwhile, ‘tenebricus’ and ‘tenebrosus’, that are often used about
Hades,! undoubtedly belong to “high” poetry (however, there is single
“per tenebrosum et sordidum egressum” in Petronius [Saz. 91. 3], but it
resembles the instance with ‘annosus’ in Horatius). ‘Tenebricus’ is found
in Cicero in a poetic translation of a passage from Sophocles’ Trachiniae
(1097-1099): “Haec e Tartarea tenebrica abstractum plaga / Tricipitem
eduxit Hydra generatum canem?”?0 (Tusc. 2. 22) and in Pacuvius: “Nam
te in tenebrica saepe lacerabo fame / Clausam et fatigans artus torto
distraham” (fr. 158 Schierl). An editor of Pacuvius’ tragedies Petra Schierl
notes that ‘tenebricus’ in contrast to ‘tenebrosus’ and ‘tenebricosus’ is

18 1STs. v. 1, 1.

19 “Tenebrosus’ about Hades: Ovid. Met. 1. 113 (“tenebrosa in Tartara”); 5. 359
(“<...> tenebrosa sede tyrannus [sc. Pluto] / exierat”).

20 Tt should be noted that in the original Hades has no attribute: “...tov 6’ V1O
xBovog / “Aldov Tpikpovov okOAOK’, ATPOCHOKOV Tépac, / dewvig "Exidvng
Opéppa...”
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an artificial form,2! but it contradicts DELL (s. above). In fact a question
of what is primary— ‘tenebricus’ or ‘tenebricosus’—does not have decisive
force; apparently, ‘tenebricus’ is rarer than ‘tenebrosus’ and ‘tenebricosus’.
It is evident that both Pacuvius and Cicero use ‘tenebricus’ as an equivalent
to ‘tenebrosus’, appropriate for iambi.

‘Tenebricosus’ is almost totally absent in poetry, but it does not mean
that it is colloquial: it does not fit hexameters and distiches prosodically.
For Catullus, ‘tenebricosus’ may be just an equivalent to ‘tenebrosus’, good
for an ending of hendecasyllable (as ‘tenebricus’ in Cicero’s and Pacuvius’
iambi): in carm. 41. 8 there is ‘imaginosus’ invented by Catullus in the
same position.

To sum up, there is no instance where ‘tenebricosus’ is indisputably
colloquial or vulgar—all examples show either poetical or “scientific and
technical” use. Moreover, it is significant that adjectives in -osus in principle
have various semantics. Lastly, ‘tenebricus’ and ‘tenebrosus’ are ordinary
epithets of Tartarus and there is no reason for finding in them any semantic
or stylistic differences from ‘tenebricosus’—a choice from ‘tenebricosus’,
‘tenebricus’ and ‘tenebrosus’, to my mind, depends to a large extent on
prosody. These three points allow consideration that ‘tenebricosus’ in
carm. 3 does not indicate, that the poem is of low stylistics (someone may
suspect that it is “lofty”” and adds parodic colour but it is another thesis that
can hardly be proved).

Anastasia Kotova
anastakot@gmail.com

St Petersburg State University
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The author investigates semantics of Latin tenebricosus and its various conno-
tations. She argues against D. F. S. Thomson’s assertion that fenebricosus in Cat. 3,
11 has colloquial character, which lends to the poem a degree of parody.

21 P, Schierl (ed., comm., transl.), Die Tragéodien des Pacuvius (Berlin—New York
2006) 256; Leumann and OLD consider that ‘tenebricus’ is a back-formation from
‘tenebricosus’, and the latter is derived by analogy with ‘bellicosus’ (Leumann [n. 12]
337; 341-342; OLD s. v. tenebricus).



BEMERKUNGEN ZU CATULL C. 34 UND 72

Catulls Hymnus auf Diana (C. 34) und die Doppelhymne des Horaz auf
Diana und Apoll! (C. 1, 21) sind naturgemif oft verglichen worden, sind
doch Thema und Form verwandt. Aber es sollte eine langere Zeit vergehen,
bis es zu genauerer Vergleichung kam. Richard Heinze? deutet eine solche
an, doch kann seine AuBerung nicht iiberzeugen. Eduard Fraenkel hielt
es dann offenbar fiir langst gesichert, dass es in Horazens Gedicht einige
“reminiscences from Catullus XXXIV” gebe,? urteilte genauer aber nur
iiber die Schlusszeilen beider Gedichte: “...we cannot fail to notice in
Horace’s sentence the greater breadth, intensity and seriousness”, mehr
sagte er nicht. Etwa ein Jahrzehnt spéter erschien dann der ausfiihrliche
Kommentar von R. G. M. Nisbet und M. Hubbard,* worin auf S. 254 die
Ansicht geduBert wurde, Horaz sei von Catulls “frischem und fréhlichen”
Gedicht (“fresh and joyful”) beeinflusst gewesen, sei aber selbst “formal
and involved”, also komplizierter geblieben und sein Preis der Gottheiten
provoziere keinerlei innere Anteilnahme; wir werden sehen, dass dies
Urteil nicht unwidersprochen bleiben darf. Im Jahre darauf fithrte dann
Francis Cairns in seinem gehaltvollen Aufsatz iiber “Five ‘religious’
Odes of Horace™ aus, dass Horaz aus den in griechischen Chorliedern
iiblichen Rezitationsanweisungen ein ganzes Gedicht gemacht habe,
wenn er dem Chor gleichsam schon vorsagt, was er singen soll. Hier
betont Francis Cairns einen deutlichen Strukturunterschied zu Catull,
auf dessen Gedicht die Beobachtung von Cairns ja nicht zutrifft. Sie ist
aber insofern interessant, als man aus ihr einen Anflug von Humor im

! Der hier vorgelegte Vergleich kann als Ergdnzung zu meinem Aufsatz “Horaz,
Sat. 1, 1: Tektonik und Ziel”, Hyperboreus 15 (2009) 72 gelesen werden.

2 Q. Horatius Flaccus, Oden und Epoden, erkl. von A. Kiessling, 8. Auflage, besorgt
von R. Heinze (Berlin 1955) 98 zu v. 5 legt einen Bezug des Horaz auf Catull nahe:
“... so heifit sie (Heinze meint Diana) auch bei Catull domina ... amnium sonantum”,
doch heif3t sie bei Horaz gerade nicht domina, doch dariiber spiter; einstweilen sei
festgehalten, dass Heinze die beiden Texte in keinem nahen Bezug sah.

3 Horace (Oxford 1957) 209 mit 202, Anm. 1; er nennt sie nicht im Einzelnen.

4 A Commentary on Horace: Odes Book 1 (Oxford 1970).

5 AJPh 92 (1971) 441 f.
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Hymnus des Horaz herausspiirt. Dann widmete endlich H. P. Syndikus®
einer Vergleichung gewichtige Zeilen und meinte, dass “eine Reihe von
Motivaufnahmen zeigt, dass Horaz ganz bewusst in den Wettbewerb
mit dem 34. Gedicht seines Vorgingers treten wollte” und begriindet
das auf S. 215, Anm. 4 mit der Verwandtschaft des Rhythmus, mit der
Tatsache, dass “der Name Diana in beiden Gedichten das erste Wort”
bildet, dass Diana “auch bei Catull als Herrin der Berge ... genannt” wird
und dass beide Dichter ihre Lieder “mit einer Bitte fiir das romische Volk”
enden lassen. Wenn man abrechnet, dass Diana bei Horaz keineswegs
“Herrin” genannt wird, bleibt wenig Zwingendes. Erinnern wir uns kurz
an die Texte.

Die sich im Schutze Dianas’ wissenden Midchen und Knaben
schicken sich bei Cat. 34 an, die Gottin zu besingen, ihre Abstammung
(magna progenies Jovis mit ennianischem Klang) und Bestimmung
(montium domina ut fores, v. 9),® Herrin der Berge, Walder, Wiesen und
Fliisse zu sein: dann werden ihre Segnungen genannt, ihre Hilfe als Lucina
beim Gebadren, als zaubermichtige Trivia an den Weggabelungen, und als
Luna leuchtet sie allen.? Catull wiirzt diese Zeilen mit einem auffallenden
Grizismus!® und der populér-astronomischen Absonderlichkeit, dass
Lunas Licht “geborgt” genannt wird.!! Hésslich wirkt die Inkonzinnitét
der Genetivendungen in dieser Strophe: Nach dreimaligem -ium dann
ohne Not—um in v. 12. Die 4. Strophe preist breit 2 Dianas Hilfe fiir die
Landwirtschaft, allerdings mit nicht sehr nuancenreichen Beiwortern '3

¢ Die Lyrik des Horaz 1 (Darmstadt 32001) 214 f.

7 Das Motiv des Schiitzens umgreift das ganze Gedicht (fide in v. 1 und sospites
in v. 24). Eine weitere Einkreisung umgreift die 3. Strophe (Lu-cina und Lu-na).

8 Zu der Seltsamkeit des ut s. H. P. Syndikus, Catull. Eine Interpretation 1
(Darmstadt 1984) 195 f. Sorgsam hat Catull die Worter der 3. Strophe verteilt: Die
Substantive stehen an der ersten Stelle der Zeilen, die Epitheta in v. 10-12 jeweils
am Ende.

 Lumine Luna: Die Paronomasie gestaltet den Schlussvers reizvoll.

10 Deposivit fir “gebar” ist lingst als solcher gewiirdigt worden (Syndikus
[Anm. 8] 195 Anm. 14).

I “Fiir einen Preis der Gottin ist die Tatsache eigentlich nicht geeignet”, so
W. Kroll, C. Valerius Catullus (Stuttgart 41922) 64 zu v. 16; Syndikus (Anm. 8) 197.
Man wird nicht gern an ein “genuine prayer addressed to Diana” (G. Williams, Figures
of thought in Roman Poetry [Yale UP 1980] 209) denken; schon U. von Wilamowitz-
Moellendorff, Hellenistische Dichtung 11 (Berlin 1924) 289 urteilte, das Gedicht sei
“nur fir das Buch bestimmt”. Syndikus (Anm. 8): “Die Genauigkeit der Beschreibung
des Mondlaufs” sei in einem Gotterhymnus “verwunderlich”.

12 Der Lauf des Mondes wird gleich zwei Male benannt.

13 Kroll (Anm. 11) z. St. nannte sie “leer”.
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und einem etymologischen Spiel,'* bevor dann die 5. Strophe endlich die
erwartbare Bitte duBlert, die Catull mit einem offenbar duflerst seltenen
Archaismus formuliert.!3

Es hatte Catull also gereizt, eine alte griechische ' Hymnenform ins
Lateinische zu tberfiihren, sie einerseits mit altlateinisch-ehrwiirdigen
Vokabeln zu verbrdmen, anderseits sie mit spdtgriechischen Einspreng-
seln anzureichern, auch auf die Gefahr der Pedanterie hin, sie mittels eines
Wechsels der Strophenkomposition!” und allerhand Sprachspielen zu einer
interessanten Lektlire zu machen, und alles in allem ein verspieltes Kunst-
gebilde zu schaffen, und dies aus einer literarischen Interessenlage, die
derjenigen in seinem berithmten Gedicht 51 nicht undhnlich scheint.!®

Horaz nun dichtet einen Doppelhymnus, will sagen: Eine Anrufung
sowohl der Diana als auch und besonders Apolls. Auch er ordnet, was
ja nicht verwunderlich, tiberaus sorgfiltig, aber nicht je nach Strophe
verschiedenartig wie Catull, sondern die ersten drei in gleicher Manier:
Auf ein oder zwei kiirzere Glieder am Strophenbeginn folgt in den ersten
drei Strophen ein ldngeres Stiick. In der vierten erkennt man ein cher
um die Mitte geballtes'® Gebilde, was dem Ganzen ein eindrucksvolles
Ende gibt. Horaz verleiht seinem Werk eine strukturelle Einheitlichkeit,
welche Catulls Hymnus nicht hat, und er preist immer wieder ein
innerlich wie dullerlich Schones, was Catull nicht tat. Aber auch Horazens
Text weist eine Inkonzinnitit auf, Catulls Wechsel der Genetivendungen
in Strophe 3 vergleichbar: Die Syntax zwischen v. 10 und 11 hat zu
verschiedenen Auslegungen gefiihrt, wie man besonders klar dem
Kommentar von R. G. M. Nisbet und M. Hubbard?® entnehmen kann;

14 Menstruo metiens, so C. J. Fordyce, Catullus (Oxford 1961) zur Stelle,
voraussetzend, dass Catull sich der Etymologie bewusst war.

15 “Antique in der Bedeutung von antiquitus ist singuldr”, Kroll (Anm. 11) 64.

16 Ibid. 62; G. Williams, Tradition and Originality (Oxford 1968) 154 (“all
Greek”).

17 Es wechseln breit angelegte Strophen mit fast schon gehetzt wirkenden (so
Str. 3 mit ihrer Haufung): Tempowechsel der Benennungen, vgl. Syndikus (Anm. 6)
215 oben.

18 Vgl. Verf., “Zu Pindar fr. 75 und zu Catull 517, Gymnasium 105 (1998) 412-418.

19 In der ersten Strophe aus drei Themennennungen bestehen die ersten beiden
aus je vier Wortern die dritte aus fiinf; in der zweiten Strophe folgt auf die kurze
Kennzeichnung der Goéttin ein langer dreigliedriger Ausdruck, in der dritten Strophe
folgt auf Tempe ohne Beiwort und auf Delos mit nur einem die breitere Schilderung
der Schulter mit zwei Bestimmungen. Die 4. Strophe umschlieen eine ldngere
Bezeichnung der Plagen und der zweigliedrige Ausdruck Persas atque Britannos die
zentralen Begriffe populus und princeps.

20 In dem oben in Anm. 4 zitierten Werk S. 259.
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doch dieser Sprung ist kompositorisch beabsichtigt, hebt der leichte Bruch
vor insignemque doch die Schulter Apolls mit ihren so bedeutungsvollen
Geriten heraus.?! Das Lied soll nicht unruhig die Tempi der Nennungen,
die “Stilhdhen und Satzfligungen” (so Syndikus [wie Anm. 6] 215)
wechseln; ruhig fiithrt es vielmehr von Dianas Lieblingspldtzen zu denen
Apolls, dann zu seinem Wirken, das durch die Gerite an seiner Schulter
angedeutet ist. Dann aber wird der Ton laut durch die bei Horaz seltene
Anapher,?? bevor sich die ernste Stimmung in einem freundlichen Scherz
16st.23 Das nun aber, was Horaz ganz besonders von Catull unterscheidet,
ist etwas, das erstaunlicherweise nirgends—soweit ich sehe—gewiirdigt
worden ist, ndmlich die Gestimmtheit. Catulls Gedicht soll doch wohl
bei aller Verspieltheit von Form und Wortwahl den Eindruck einer ernst
gemeinten Anrufung erwecken; Horaz dagegen preist allenthalben der
Gotter und Menschen innere Beteiligung und fordert eine solche des
Horers heraus: Ein Méddchen- und ein Knabenchor werden aufgefordert,
Diana zu preisen, aber auch Apoll und beider Mutter Leto (v. 3 f.);
Leto, so sagt nun der Text nicht ohne Empfindung, sei “tief geliebt”
von Jupiter (v. 4). Und auch Diana ist nicht wie bei Catull “Herrin” der
Fliisse und des Laubes der Wélder, sondern sie ist ihrer “froh” (laeta,
v. 5); gepriesen wird Apolls Tempe-Tal, sein Geburtsort Delos und
auch seine Schulter, die “ausge-zeich-net” ist (so kdnnte man in-sign-
em gleichsam etymologisierend {ibersetzen, durch den Kocher (mit den
todlichen Pfeilen) und die “briderliche” Lyra.2* Dann wendet sich das

21 Auch Horaz spielt mit den Wortern: pharetra darf z. B. als Pars pro Toto, als
Kunstgriff gelten. Diese Erwdhnung des Kochers, damit der strafenden Geschosse,
bereitet vor auf die der Plagen, insbesondere der pestis, denn Apoll ist ja auch Pestgott
(W. Burkert, Griechische Religion der archaischen und klassischen Epoche [Stuttgart
1977] 127). Im Wort insignem mag man auch die in C. 1, 2, 32 gepriesene Schonheit
heraushoren, wie Syndikus (Anm. 6) 217 es tat, vgl. Verg. Buc. 1V, 57 (formosus
Apollo); Aen. 111, 119 (pulcher Apollo).

22 Vgl. Verf., Lateinische Dichtersprache (Darmstadt 22006) 30, § 32.

23 Man wird das Wegbitten am Gedichtende schwerlich ernst nehmen (zu einem
weiteren humorvollen Zug in Horazens Gedicht vgl. oben das zu Francis Cairns’
Aufsatz Gesagte).

24 Angeregt wird hier das Empfinden landschaftlicher Schonheit (Tempe, s. die
Kommentare zu C. 1, 7, 4) und das der Beriihmtheit (Delon, s. Pind. Pae. 4, 12 Sn.), dazu
die Scheu vor der Gotterstrafe und die Freude an gottlichem Sang. Apolls Schulter wird
auch in C. 1, 2, 31 candentes... umeros gepriesen, ihre Erwéhnung ldsst an des Gottes
“herrliche Erscheinung” (Syndikus [Anm. 6] 217) denken.—Dass die Schulter mit der
Lyra in Zusammenhang gebracht ist, kommt wohl daher, dass man die Lyra (genauer:
die Kithara) in Schulterhdhe spielte, vgl. Euterpe auf dem romischen Sarkophag-Relief
bei Bober-Rubinstein, Renaissance Artists and Antique Sculpture (Oxford 1986) Nr. 38
IT oder den Sénger auf der Kasseler Vase T 675 (A 3624).
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Kultlied vom Chor fort zu einer allgemeinen VerheiBBung, der namlich des
Schutzes vor ,tranenreichem Krieg* (lacrimosum, 13),25 vor “elendem”
(miseram, ebd.) Hunger und Pesttod: Verjagen werde Apoll solches Elend
von Volk und Prinzeps zu Persern und Briten.?¢

Vergleicht man nun Catulls Lied mit diesem Gedicht des Horaz, so
werden sofort die motivischen Ubereinstimmungen deutlich; doch der
Unterschied liegt einerseits darin, dass Catulls Gedicht eine verspielte
Mischung aus traditionell Romischem und Griechisch-Hellenistischem
darstellt, anderseits darin, dass es in Catulls Hymnus so gut wie keine
emotionstrachtigen Ausdriicke gibt: Magna progenies maximi Jovis preist
eher sachlich und wortverspielt, dolentibus... puerperis gedenkt zwar,
wie Uiblich, der Schmerzen, letztlich auch der Todesndhe der Gebéarenden,
bonis... frugibus erhebt sich kaum iiber das Erwartbare, so auch bona...
ope; bei Horaz dagegen erweckt bereits fenerae virgines Wohlgefallen,
Jupiters “tiefe Liebe” belddt dilecta mit viel Empfindung; Diana “freut
sich” im Unterschied zu Catulls Herrschen, und das Lob von Apolls
“herrlicher Schulter” appelliert aufs deutlichste an das dsthetische Emp-
finden.?” Alles Dunkle ist in diesem Gotterpreis fortgelassen. Wohl aber
wird der Not der Menschen in der VerheiBung gedacht: “Tranenreich” ist
der Krieg und der Hunger “elend”. Schaut man nun auf das Ganze des
Gedichts, wird deutlich, dass sich iiberall Bilder und Begriffe finden, die
sich ans Empfinden wenden, handele es sich nun um Schénes oder um
Schlimmes. Es war also gewiss nicht richtig zu sagen, “Horace ... is formal
and involved; his praise of the deities evokes no definite feelings”.2®

25 Horaz “homerisiert”: Ilias V, 737.

26 Hier wird nicht erértert werden, ob Nisbet-Hubbard (Anm. 4) 260 zu Recht
einige Erregung darliber verraten, wie Horaz mit a populo et principe den Senat
iibergeht (“frankly shocking” S. 254; “a constitutional enormity” S. 261). Wenn
allerdings C. 1, 21 “wahrscheinlich 27/26 verfasst” ist, wie im Kommentar von
A. Kiessling—R. Heinze [Anm. 2] 98 vermutet wurde, wire diese Nichterwdhnung
des Senats im Lichte der Ausfithrungen von D. Kienast, Augustus (Darmstadt 31999)
153 ff. und 177 minder schockierend. Die Datierung des Horaz-Gedichtes ist allerdings
nicht ohne Anzweiflung geblieben, s. Q. Orazio Flacco, Le opere I: Le odi, comm. di
E. Romano II (Roma 1991) 566: Die Nennungen der Vdlkerschaften habe nur einen
“valore emblematico”, was allerdings auch nicht zwingend ist.

27 Fein nennt Horaz zunédchst in v. 5-8 die Lieblingsaufenthalte der Gottin, legt
aber mit den Namen dreier Gebirge nahe, dass sie auler an Fluss und Wald auch an
den Bergen ihre Freude hat; s. zur Dreizahl die vorziigliche Bemerkung von Syndikus
(Anm. 6) 218. Feinspiirig betont U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (Anm. 10) 290, dass
Horaz im Unterschied zu Catull bestimmte Lieblingsorter nenne, nicht nur allgemein
Bereiche.

28 Nisbet—Hubbard (Anm. 4) 254.
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Nun zu C. 72.2° Offenbar war Eines dem Catull hier so wichtig, dass
er es gleich zweimal sagte (v. 5-8): Die enttduschende Erkenntnis, wie
seine Partnerin wirklich ist, erzeugt im Menschen einen peinigenden
inneren Widerstreit: Er “brennt” viel heiller, doch der bisher so geliebte
Partner hat fiir ihn, wie er mit betonender Doppelung sagt, durch den
Treubruch an Wert und Bedeutung verloren. Lesbia entgleitet dem
Ich des Gedichts, darum das um so heftigere Besitzenwollen. Dann
nochmals und genauer: Eine solche “Rechtsverletzung” (iniuria, v. 7)3°
zwingt (cogit, v. 8) heftiger zu begehren (amare), aber weniger wohl
zu wollen,3! womit die allein herzliche, génzlich uneigenniitzige Liebe
umschrieben ist. Kommentatoren lassen nun aber gemeinhin das cogit
auller Acht, und doch verbirgt sich in ihm ein ebenso interessantes wie
gemeingiiltiges Erleben: Brichtder Partneruntreu die Liebesgemeinschaft,
so bewirkt dies ein plotzliches und heftiges UmstoBen der bisherigen
Partnerbewertung, einen “Stof3” oder “Stich”,3? d. h. eine Reaktion,
iiber die der Verletzte selber nicht Herr ist?3 und welcher er bezwungen
erliegen muss.

Es ist in diesem Zusammenhang auf zwei weitere Gedichte hinzu-
weisen, in denen diese Erfahrung, oft verkannt, aber doch deutlich genug
aufscheint. In C. 8 erinnert sich das Ich des Genossenen, die Erinnerung
gewinnt Macht iiber es, es sucht “sich dagegen zu héirten” (ob-duro in

29 Eine ausflihrliche Auseinandersetzung mit dem maéngelreichen Buch von
N. Holzberg (Catull. Der Dichter und sein erotisches Werk [Miinchen 32003]) wird
dem Leser erspart; es vermag nicht den Eindruck zu erwecken, dass es wissenschaftlich
ernst zu nehmen sei (vgl. unten Anm. 34, 39 und 41).

30 Hierzu Syndikus (Anm. 8) 11, Anm. 17 und 18 mit einer Unterscheidung von
Ter. Eun. 72. Diese Erfahrung des Uberwiltigtwerdens ist naturgemil bei Catull nicht
zum ersten Male erwihnt, vgl. Sappho frg. 137 Diehl, 130 Lobel-Page, wo Eros ein
“unbezdhmbares Tier” genannt ist (s. A. Braget, Das Epitheton bei Sappho und Alkaios
[Innsbruck 1996] 123), und auch Soph. Ant. 781 und 800.

31 Hierliber hat H. P. Syndikus (Anm. 8) 11 f. treffend geschrieben; man sollte
auch auf Pindar, Ol. 7, 1-6 verweisen, wo der Schwiegervater sein Verhiltnis zum
Schwiegersohne schon darstellt. Bene velle ist ganz altruistisch und mit reiner
Gebensfreude verbunden, vgl. Plaut. Trin. 438 f. und Cic. Off. 1, 49 und 54. Zu diesem
Begriff besonders J. Granarolo, L oeuvre de Catulle (Paris 1967) 217 f. und F. Bellandi,
Lepos e pathos. Studi su Catullo (Bologna 2007) 373.

32 Von ictus animi spricht Seneca (De ira 2, 2, 2) dort, wo er das Eindringen
einer seelischen Verletzung in eine Seelenschicht beschreibt, welche der ratio nicht
zugianglich ist (ebd. 2, 3, 4). Er lehrt, dass der ictus durch den Eindruck einer iniuria
ausgelost wird (ebd. 2, 1, 3); vgl. G. Maurach, Seneca. Leben und Werk. (Darmstadt
52007) 59 f.

33 Darum die Wendung zu den Géttern in C. 76, 17.
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v. 11 und auch 18).3* Wogegen? Gegen sich selber, ndmlich gegen den
zerstorenden Jammer Uiber das Verlorene und nicht minder gegen die
Eifersucht, denn die Reihe der leidenschaftlichen Halbverse 15—-18 meint
ja ein Naher und Niher, duBerlich eines Anderen, eigentlich aber des
schmerzhaft sich des selbst Erlebten erinnernden Ich. Den letzten Schritt
solchen Niherkommens sich erinnernd auszusprechen, vermag der
Gequilte allerdings nicht. Es wére zu schlimm, das Besitzgewinnen eines
Anderen sich vorzustellen, d. h. sich an das Stirkste des vom Ich selbst
Erlebten zu erinnern. Statt dessen die erneute Forderung, hart zu sein. Dass
dieses obdurare, dies Sich-Hérten nicht gelingen wird, liegt im inpotens
des v. 9. Mit diesem Wort ist wohl nicht gemeint, dass Catull sich als
“Schwichling” empfindet;3> man wird eher daran denken, dass die verletzte
Seele in einer Schicht getroffen ist, gegeniiber welcher die ratio und der
verstandesgesteuerte Wille “unmichtig” ist. Ahnlich ungenau bezeichneten
das von Catull Gemeinte Aem. Bachrens (“immoderatus”)3¢ und R. Ellis
(“unaccustomed to control your feelings”)?’, auch C. J. Fordyce?® und
andere. Das alles trifft die Erkenntnis, dass ein solcher “Stich” den
Menschen bezwingt, nicht genau. Will man diese Erfahrung,von der Catull
spricht, genauer fassen, konnte man so sagen: Er benennt mit inpotens
die blitzartige Ablosung der Liebesgewissheit durch das Zwiegefiihl des
terenzischen ardeo und taedet in C. 72 und die Unfdhigkeit, es mittels
des Willens zu regulieren. Kurz gesagt: Catull begegnet dem Phénomen,
das wir das “Unbewusste” nennen. Und um die Unbeeinflussbarkeit
dieses Unwillkiirlichen noch stirker zu verdeutlichen, bedient er sich des
Oxymoron von nolle und inpotens, von Wille und Machtlosigkeit.3* Was
er tun misste, sieht er, doch den Schritt zur Befreiung kann er—wenig-
stens in der Phase des Verletztseins—nicht tun.*® Die Forderung nach

34 Holzberg (Anm. 29) 91 meint, das Wort konne “Assoziationen von einer
Erektion wecken”, ein Blick in den Thesaurus Linguae Latinae, wo nicht ein einziger
Beleg zu finden ist, hitte diesen Unfug vermeiden lassen.

35 So Syndikus (Anm. 7) 109.

36 Catulli Veronensis Liber (Leipzig 1876) 108.

31 4 Commentary on Catullus (Oxford 1889) 26.

3 Catullus. A Commentary (Oxford 1961) 64.

39 Ausdriicke wie “comic lover” und dergleichen (J. T. Dyson, in: M.B. Skinner
(hrsg.), A Companion to Catullus [Oxford 2007] 166), deren sich auch Holzberg
(Anm. 29) befleiBigt (S. 13 f. und 6fter), scheinen zu grob fiir die feine, schmerzhafte
Selbstironie von inpotens noli.

40 Die Befreiung ist in v. 2 angedeutet: Schulterzuckend sich sagen, es ist aus, also
“zur Tagesordnung iibergehen” (perditum ducas).
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perfer obdura*' ist durch die Reihung der Verse mit ihrer schrittweise
zunehmenden Qual des Erinnerns als undurchfiihrbar erwiesen.

Und eben dies sagt auch C. 85: Ekel und zugleich Begehren, und das
“Wieso?” findet keine 16sende Antwort, es bleibt allein die Qual, die pestis
und pernicies (C. 76, 20). Was geschieht, kann der Catull des 85. Gedichts
spliren und aussprechen, doch nicht verstehen. Dieses Verstehen, gelingt
dann zwar in C. 72, doch dasselbe Gedicht sagt auch, dass ein Beherrschen
solcher Regung unmoglich ist. Dieses innere Geschehen, der “Stich” wird
von Catull somit als unausweichlich angesehen, als erzwungen ohne
Chance einer Gegenwehr (cogit, C. 72, 8). Catull beschreibt damit ein
Geschehen in einer Seelenschicht, die der ratio nicht zugédnglich ist; er
hat eine innere Reaktion angedeutet, quae rationem transsilit, wie Seneca
es spater ausdriicken wird. Er ist, so kdnnte man modern sagen, dem
Unbewussten begegnet. Nimmt man das cogit in C. 72 also ernst, dringt
man ein wenig tiefer in die Psychologie dieses Dichters vor.

Wenn man nun aber schon von Psychologie spricht, diirfte man mit
aller gebotenen Vorsicht vielleicht folgenden Gedanken ankniipfen: Wenn
es bei Seneca (s. Anm. 32) heil}t, der von einem solchen Reiz Getroffene
miisse nach dem ictus den animus und mit ithm die ratio einschalten,
um ihm nicht zu verfallen, miisse also sich gleichsam selber gegeniiber
treten und sich Rechenschaft iiber den Reiz ablegen, dann kénnte man
die v. 1 f. und 9-12 im C. 8 des Catull als Versuch ansehen, eben dieses
zu tun, ndmlich eine “Strategie” zu finden, mit dem ictus “Alles vorbei”
umzugehen. Dann aber wird aus der Ausmalung des Leides der Lesbia
in allmahlicher, schier unmerklicher Ubertragung auf Catull selbst auf
einmal die Gefahr einer Erneuerung jenes ictus, und jetzt erscheint eine
Wiederholung jener “Strategie” fast schon aussichtslos. Aber meiden wir
derlei Verfeinerungen und iiberlassen sie wirklichen Psychologen.

Gregor Maurach
Miinster

41 Ovid (Trist. 5, 11, 17) wiederholt diese Worter, doch ohne die Wucht der
Asyndese, die bei Catull selten anzutreffen ist und darum hier besondere Kraft hat
(H. Trénkle, Philologus 111 [1967] 205, Anm. 1 zum seltenen Vorkommen solcher
Fiigungen). Nicht ernst zu nehmen ist der Einfall S. Kosters (“Catull beim Wort
genommen”, WJA N. F. 7 [1981] 127 f.), in destinatus (C. 8, 19) das Bestimmtsein
einer Braut fiir einen Mann mitzuhdren, woraus Holzberg (Anm. 29) 90 die absurde
Berechtigung herleitet, in Catull “Lesbias ‘Braut’ zu sehen”. Nichts zwingt, destinatus
anders als im Thes. Ling. Lat. 9, 2; 242, 62 ff. als “fest entschlossen” zu verstehen; wer
eine zweite, andere Bedeutung herein zieht, tut etwas zum Text hinzu, was dieser in
keiner Weise verlangt.
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CruxotBopenne 34 Karymia u ony I, 21 T'oparus 9acTto cpaBHHBAIOT Ha OCHO-
BaHWM CXOJCTBAa MX TeMbl: TMMH JluaHe u ruMH J{nane U AIOJUIOHY COOTBET-
CTBEHHO; IIPX 3TOM 0€3 BHUMaHUS OCTACTCS PA3IMYHAs CTEIIEHb BOBJICYEHHOCTH
09TA.

Jlo HacTosmIero BpEMEHH HCCIISOBATeNIM He 3aMedald, HACKOJIBKO OJIM3KO
Karyr mogomesn K OTKPBITHIO HEKOHTPOJIUPYEMOTO 0eCcCO3HATEILHOTO B CTHXO-
TBOpEHHUH 72.

Catullus 34 and Horace, Odes 1, 21 have often been compared because of their
thematic similarity (hymn to Diana resp. to Diana and Apollo), but the degree of
inward participation has been overlooked.

In Catullus c. 72 it has been underestimated how near the poet had come to
a discovery of the indomitable unconscious.



DE MARI AEGAEO AD SICILIAE LITORA SITO
(LUC. PHARS. 11, 665)

Lucanus in fine secundi Pharsaliae libri describit, quomodo Caesar,
ut Pompeio obstaret, ne Brundisio cum exercitu proficisceretur, portus
exitum molibus intersaepserit, quas in fretum detrudere iussit. Talem
laborem omnino fuisse irritum hisce verbis poeta explicat (11, 663—668):

Cedit in inmensum cassus labor; omnia pontus
haurit saxa uorax montesque inmiscet harentis,
ut, maris Aegaei medias si celsus in undas
depellatur Eryx, nullae tamen aequore rupes
emineant, uel si conuolso uertice Gaurus
decidat in fundum penitus stagnantis Auerni.

Cum tamen Gaurum montem Campanum admodum propinquum lacui
Averno esse constet, Erycis mentio, qui in occidentali parte Siciliae situs
sit, in mare Aegaeum depellendi inepta videtur ideoque ad emendationem
aliquam stimulat.

Multi editores, praesertim ante saeculum vicesimum, utramque
lectionem, sc. et Aegaei et Eryx conservabant volebantque Aegaeum pro
quolibet alto mari adhibitum esse.!

Haec nihilominus post mentionem Gauri Avernique, qui non solum
geographice inter se congruunt, verum etiam insoliti in imaginibus poeticis
sunt, ut iam supra diximus, mira et docto poeta vix digna videntur. Non
insulse Bentleius hic notavit? verbum proiiciendi cum monte et mari tam
longe distantibus quadrare magis quam depellendi; quod enim depelli
dicimus, id plerumque haud procul a pristino situ cadit.

I M. Annaei Lucani Pharsalia, sive De Bello Civili Caesaris et Pompeii lib. X,
ex emend. V. C. H. Grotii, cum eiusdem ... notis. Accesserunt Variarum Lectionum
Libellus, et rerum ac verborum [Index locupletissimus, opera Th. Pulmanni et al.
concinnati (Antverpiae 1614) 326; M. Annaei Lucani Pharsalia ed. with English Notes
by C.E. Haskins (London 1887) ad loc.; M. Anneo Lucano, La Guerra Civile (Farsaglia)
libri I-V. Testo critico, trad. e comm. a cura di G. Viansino (Milano 1995) ad loc.

2 M. Annaei Lucani Pharsalia cum notis. .. integris et adauctis Rich. Bentleii ...
quibus varias lectiones ... addidit C. F. Weber (Lipsiae 1821) ad loc.
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Alii vero,? nihil emendantes, Lucanum ideo Erycem in litore maris
Aegaei posuisse aiunt, quod illud Aeneidos memoria teneret (XII, 701):
“Quantus Athos aut quantus Eryx...” Quam suspicionem Oudendorpio
Athos paulo infra (v. 677) in alia imagine adhibitus confirmat. At vix
credibile videtur Lucanum, etsi graviter in rebus geographicis interdum
errat, situm Erycis ignorasse, Siciliac montis post Aetnam notissimi.
Praeterea vidimus alibi (IX, 919) thapsum “Erycinam” appellari—quod
gramen re vera, teste Nicandro (74. 529), in Sicilia gignitur.

Quidam veteres editores* etiam “Athos” pro “Eryx” inserendum cen-
sebant. Saepe enim ille a poetis in huiusmodi imaginibus depingendis
adhibetur: praeter Vergilium invenimus apud Ovidium (Met. XI, 554s.),
qui una cum Atho Pindum in mare deicit, et Valerium Flaccum (4rg.
1V, 322), ubi “pars Erycis vel totus Athos” decidit. Non esse “Eryx” in
“Athos” mutandum iam Oudendorpius et Bentleius demonstrarunt: primo
quia nequit scribae error explanari, secundo quia Athonis mentio post
pauca iterum fiet.

Saepius autem “Aegaei” emendabatur. Alii alia proposuerunt:
“Aetnaei”, “Hennaei”, “Ausonii”, “Ionii”, “Hadriaci”. Omnibus tamen
huiusmodi coniecturis sine dubio “Aeolii” praestat, a Bentleio inventa,
cui Housman postea assensus est. Hic autem ita coniecturam explanavit:3
falsum illud AEGAEI ex ambiguo AEGIII, quod scriba viderat, profluxit.
Mare enim, quod Siciliae litora pulsat, Aeolium semel apud Silium Italicum
appellatur (Pun. X1V, 232-234):

Litora Thermarum, prisca dotata camena,
armauere suos, qua mergitur Himera ponto
Acolio.

Hanc coniecturam, sc. Aeolii, plerique editores post Housman acci-
piunt, in quorum numero etiam Van Campen et Fantham sunt, qui uberrimis
notis secundum librum Pharsaliae haud ita pridem instruxerunt.

Gottlieb Cortius primus fuisse videtur, cui in mentem venit nomen
maris, quo Eryx depellendus est, cum insulis Aegatibus, Siciliae vicinis,

3 M. Annaei Lucani Cordubensis Pharsalia, sive Belli Civilis Libri Decem ...
curante F. Oudendorpio (Lugduni Batavorum 1728) ad loc.; Haskins (supra n. 1)
ad loc.

4 “Sabellicus et alii”, teste Farnabio: M. Annaei Lucani Pharsalia, sive De Bello
Civili Caesaris et Pompeii lib. X. Additae sunt ... notae... Th. Farnabii (Amstelodami
1643) ad loc.

5 M. Annaei Lucani Belli Civilis Libri Decem editorum in usum ed. A. E. Housman
(Oxonii 1926) ad loc.
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coniungere.® Ideo voluit Aegatum pro Aegaeis ponere. Burmannus vero,
quamquam illius coniecturae mentionem fecit, hoc ei opponit, non solere
in lingua Latina maria genetivo casu nominis insularum, quas continent,
designari. Ipse autem putat lectionem manuscriptorum servari posse,
Lucanum tamen hoc modo de illa parte maris Mediterranei, quae insulis
Aegatibus adiacet, loqui. Equidem credo haud exiguas esse causas hoc
ipso modo locum intelligendi.

Primum omnium, multo propiores Eryci insulae Aegates sunt, quam
Aeoliae, quas Bentleius et Housman indicant.

Praeterea Eryx et insulae Aegates in memoria hominis eruditi non solum
geographicis, sed etiam historicis nexibus coniuncti erant. Recordemur
duos Livii locos:

Aegates insulas Erycemque ante oculos proponite, quae terra marique
per quattuor et uiginti annos passi sitis (XXI, 10, 7).

Experiri iuuat utrum alios repente Carthaginienses per uiginti annos terra
ediderit an iidem sint qui ad Aegates pugnauerunt insulas et quos ab
Eryce duodeuicenis denariis aestimatos emisistis (XXI, 41, 6).

His scilicet in locis de fine belli Punici primi agitur, cum classis
Carthaginiensium, dum Hamilcari auxilium ferebat, qui tunc temporis ab
Erycis arce Romanos arcebat, a Romanis oppressa est. Hamilcaris autem
exercitus magna pecunia repensa Erycem relinquere coacta est. Apud
Silium Italicum Aegates fere pro nomine appellativo adhibentur; Erycis
autem cacumen Veneri locus fuit, unde pacem post bellum Punicum
primum componendam contemplabatur (Pun. VI, 697).

Porro videamus aliam Pharsaliae partem, quae magni momenti in
nostro loco tractando est. Nam in libro quinto iterum Aegaecum pro “mari
insularum Aegatum” poni videtur (V, 608—614):

Non Euri cessasse minas, non imbribus atrum
Aeolii iacuisse Notum sub carcere saxi
crediderim; cunctos solita de parte ruentis
defendisse suas uiolento turbine terras,

sic pelagus mansisse loco. nam parua procellis
aequora rapta ferunt; Aegaeas transit in undas
Tyrrhenum, sonat lonio uagus Hadria ponto.

Omnes fere, qui hunc locum vel explanabant, vel alias in linguas
vertebant, autumabant, cum hic insolita vi irruens procella describatur,

6 M. Annaei Lucani Pharsalia cam comm. P. Burmanni (Leidae 1740) ad loc.
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plane de illo mari, quod semper Aegaeum vocamus, agi. Cautioris, etsi
aliquantulum mirae opinionis fuit Cortius:” Lucanum scilicet Aegaecum et
Tyrrhenum tam propinqua putare, quam lonium et Adriaticum. Consentit
Cortio Cornelis Francken, cui mare Aegaecum hic usque ad Siciliam
extensum esse videtur.?

At quid si et hic illud “mare insularum Aegatum” intelligi debet? Nam
collisio eius cum mari Tyrrheno optime cum collisione inter lonium et
Adriaticum congruit; practerea minus dubitandum erit pelagum—hoc
est vel totum Oceanum vel totum mare Mediterraneum—mansisse loco,
ut paulo supra (v. 612) Lucanus ait. Aegatum denique mentio priscam
difficultatem, quam hic locus praebet, solvere possit: servandum enim est
lectio “nam parva”, quam codices recentiores plurimaeque editiones in
“nec parva” mutant, Housman vero in “nam priva”, quandoquidem omnia
haec maria vix nomen “parvorum” patiantur. Sin autem “Aegaeas undas”
de undis “maris insularum Aegatum” dici putemus, omnia maria confinia
faciamus—quorum partes confines sine ullo scrupulo “parva aequora”
appellare valemus.

Insolitum quidem videtur “mare insularum Aegatum” “Aegaeum
mare” appellari. At revocemus in memoriam, quam libere (quin etiam
neglegenter interdum) Lucanus nomina geographica usurpet. Ut exempla
afferam, Seres apud eum Nili fontibus vicini sunt (X, 292); qui Dirra-
chium petit, modo Borea (II, 646), modo Austro (IlI, 1) propellitur. Pro
nominibus quibusdam geographicis usitatissimis interdum consona eis
adhibentur, vel lapsu vel consulto. Tertio in libro Massilienses a Caesare
oppugnati lares suos e Phocide olim transtulisse aiunt (v. 340), quamquam
Massiliam Phoceae coloniam fuisse constat.

Quem lapsum non esse consulto factum similes loci apud alios
scriptores probant, sc. apud Senecam (Dial. XII, 7, 8), apud Gellium (X,
16, 4) et apud Sidonium (Carm. XXIII, 13). Animadvertamus tamen aliam
occasionem: in sexto Pharsaliae libro (v. 449) Babylon non more solito
Persica, sed Persea inscribitur; ante Lucanum hoc nomen adiectivum
semper ad Perseum spectat, ad Persas vero spectans non nisi apud Statium
invenitur (Theb. 1, 719).

Persea illud pro Persica eo maioris nobis est momenti, quod Phocida
pro Phocea lapsu posuisse, hic vero consulto licentiam commisisse poeta
videtur—ita ut etiam cum illo Aegaeo rem se habere censeo.

7 M. Annaei Lucani Pharsalia cam notis ... Gottl. Cortii ... aliorumque. Editionem
morte Cortii interruptam absolvit C. F. Weber. Vol. I (Lipsiae 1828) 299.

8 M. Annaei Lucani Pharsalia. Cum comm. critico ed. C. M. Francken (Lugduni
Batavorum 1896) ad loc.
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Interrogari denique id solum possit, quo modo Latine recte nomen
adiectivum ab insulis Aegatibus derivatum sonat? De adiectivo illo haud
illepidum quendam casum narrare velim. In scriptis quidem Latinis
omnino illud abest (quo paulo magis probanda Burmanni coniectura
videtur), Graece vero Alyovcolog apud Stephanum Byzantium (Ethn. s. v.
Ailyovoa) invenimus—a nomine scilicet insularum Aegatum, quae Graece
Alyodooar appellantur. Burmannus® Stephanum ita laudat: “Stephanus
de urbibus inde deducat Aegusacum”. Tum Lemaire ille in editione sua
ait:!% “Hoc autem Stephanus non Aegacum, sed Aegusacum vocat”. At
Bourgery, cum prave intellexisset, de quo Stephano ageretur, Aegusaei
in apparatu critico posuit!' et Roberti Stephani philologi praeclari, qui
saeculo decimo sexto vixit, Thesaurum Linguae Latinae composuit et pater
Henrici Stephani fuit, coniecturam nuncupavit. Idem scripsit in apparatu
critico Georgius Luck,!? eo tantum discrimine, quod, ut inconvenientiam
metricam vitaret, Aegusae pro Aegusaei posuit. Ultimum autem incredibili
huic confusioni Fantham tribuit, quae coniecturam Aegatis a Stephano
excogitatam memorat,'> quamquam Bourgery verus eius auctor fuit.

Putamus igitur in Phars. 11, 665 et V, 613 mare Aegacum de “mari
insularum Aegatum” dici, primum quod cum contextu rerum optime
congruit, deinde quod a Lucani modo scribendi huiusmodi res insolitae
non prorsus abhorrent.

Arsenius Vetushko-Kalevich
avetushko@rambler.ru

Bibliotheca classica Petropolitana;
Universitas Petropolitana

Describing Caesar’s attempts to keep Pompey from leaving Brundisium’s harbour
with the help of masonry and rocks, Lucan compares this useless work with
throwing mount Eryx into the Aegean sea and Gaurus into the lake Avernus
(2, 665—668). The former is most surprizing. Editors that retain the reading of the
manuscripts either interpret degei as a designation of a deep sea in general or

 Supra n. 6.

10 M. Annaei Lucani Pharsalia cum varietate lectionum argumentis et selectis
variorum adnotationibus quibus suas addidit P.-A. Lemaire. Vol. I (Parisiis 1830) 211.

I Lucain, La Guerre Civile (La Pharsale) 1 : Livres I-V. Texte établi et traduit par
A. Bourgery (Paris 31976) 60.

12 Lukan, Der Biirgerkrieg. Lateinisch und Deutsch von G. Luck (Berlin 21989)
142.

13 Lucan, De Bello Civili. Book II. Ed. by E. Fantham (Cambridge 1992) 210.
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incriminate to Lucan a geographical error. The most popular emendation is
Bentley’s Aegaei, supported by Housman.

The author defends Burmann’s proposal that the “Aegean sea” refers to a part
of the Mediterranean near the Aegadian islands to the north of Sicily. In general,
Lucan is rather bold in forming geographical epithets, cf. Perseus in the sense of
Persicus in 6, 449. Moreover, there is another passage in the Pharsalia, where
mare Aegeum arguably stands for the “Aegadian” sea, viz. 5, 612—-614: thus the
Tyrrhenian sea migrated to “Aegadian” would be geographically symmetrical to
the following conflict of the Ionian and the Adriatic seas.

OmnuceiBast onbITKH L{e3apst mpy momMoIy MaccHBHBIX NIBIO 3aropoanTs [lommero
BBIXOZ U3 raBaHu bpynausus, JIykan cpaBHMBAET TIIETHOCTb 3TOTO TPpyAa co cOpa-
CBIBaHHEM TOphI DprKa B Dreiickoe Mope, a I'aBpckoro xpedTa—B ABEpHCKOE 03€po
(IT, 665—668). [Tocnemumii 06pa3 ¢ reorpagpuuecKoi TOUKH 3PEHHUS MTPECTABIICTCS
€CTECTBEHHBIM, HO MBICIIb O CTAJIKHUBAHUM JpuKa B ODTEHCKOE MOpPE BBI3BIBACT HE-
JoymeHue. M3nareny, coxpaHAOMNE TEKCT, MPEIaraloT MOHMMaTh Aegaei Kak
o0o3HaueHNe JF000T0 TITyOOKOTO MOpS FUIH K€ BUIAT 3[€Ch TreorpadudecKyro
omuoKy. 13 ucnpasnennii ocodenno monyisipHo Aeolii (bertim, XaycMen).

ABTOp TOAZIEP)KUBACT TpenokeHne biopmana MOHWMATh MON “OrelcKuM
MopeMm” ygacTok Cpeam3eMHOTO MOpsI, MPHUJIETAIONINA K DTaTCKUM OCTPOBaM.
B nonp3y 3Toro roBoput cmenocts JIykana B 00pazoBaHuM reorpaguyeckux Ha-
3BaHUHU: Cp., HanpuMep, Perseus BMecTo co3ByuHoro Persicus (o Basuione, VI,
449). Kpome Toro, B “@apcanun” o0HapyKUBAeTCS €UI¢ OHO MECTO, I1Ie MOKHO
MPEIIOIOKATE, 9TO “DrefickiM’” MOpeM Ha3BaHoO “Oratckoe”,—V, 612—-614: nnes
o mepexone TuppeHckoro Mopsi B BoABI “Drarckoro” Obuia OB reorpauvaecKu
CHMMETPUYHA MTOCIETYIONIMM CJIOBaM O CTOJIKHOBeHHH MoHnueckoro u Axpua-
TUYECKOTO MOpE.



THUNFISCHFANG:
BEI DEN ERETRIERN UND NAXIERN ODER AUF?
(AELIAN. DE NAT. ANIM. XV, 5)

Claudius Alian liefert eine ausfiihrliche Beschreibung des Thunfischfangs
im Marmormeerraum (De nat. anim. XV, 5).! Zuerst erzdhlt er iiber
den Thunfischbeobachter (oxom6g), der auf dem speziellen am Ufer
errichteten Turm stehend der Bewegung der Fische folgt und den
Ruderern ein Zeichen gibt, wenn sie ins Meer auslaufen miissen. Dann
tun sie das und werfen ein grofes Netz hinaus, das zwischen fiinf Schiffen
verteilt wird.

Wir sehen von der technischen Seite des Ablaufs ab, der nicht ganz
klar ist,2 wenden uns aber dem Ende dieser Stelle zu:

ol 8¢ €pétat, mg ahoong TOAEWS, alpodoLY 1x8VWV TOINTNG v elmoL
dfpov. odkodV, @ @idor "EAAnveg, kol Epetpieilg icooct todta Kol
NéEor kot kA€og, Thg ONpog Thg ToladTng Taddvteg door Hpddotog
Te Kol GAAoL Aéyouot. Ta 8¢ €Tt Aowma Thg Bfpag dko0oeche GAL®V.

E. Lytle deutet den Satz so: die Bewohner der Eretria und des Naxos
benutzen diese Art des Fischfangs. Und “the mention of Herodotus is
a clear allusion to the oracle given to Pisistratus by Amphylitus™? nach
der Riickkehr des Pisistratus aus der Eretria in das Attika, nachdem er die

I Dieser Prozess ist auch von Oppian (Hal. 111, 620-648) und Philostratus Major
(Imag. 1, 13), wenn auch nicht so eingehend, beschrieben.

2 Uber den Thunfischfang s.: E. Lytle, Marine Fisheries and the Ancient Greek
Economy (Duke University 2006) 37—145; R. M. Roesti, “The Declining Economic
Role of the Mediterranean Tuna Fishery”, American Journal of Economic and
Sociology 25, 1 (1966) 77-90; E. Garcia Vargas, D. Florido del Corral, “The Origin
and Development of Tuna Fishing Nets (Almadrabas)”, T. Bekker-Nielsen, D. Bernal
Casasola (eds.), Ancient Nets and Fishing Gear: Proceedings of the International
Workshop on “Nets and Fishing Gear in Classical Antiquity: A First Approach” (Cadiz
2010) 205-227.

3 "Eppuntat & 6 BOAog, 1O 3¢ dikTLOV EKMEMETACTHL, BOVVOL & OIUNCOVOL
ceAnvaing di vuktog (Hdt. 1, 62).
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Thunfischfang: bei den Eretriern und Naxiern oder auf? 149

Hilfe vom Einwohner des Naxos Lygdamis bekommen hatte.* Dagegen
kann man einige wichtige Argumente anfiihren. Erstens, ist Amphylitus
Akarnanier und es besteht keine unmittelbare Verbindung zwischen
dem Orakel und dem Vorhandensein dieser Art des Fischfangs in der
Erertia und auf dem Naxos. Zweitens, bringt der Satz 6o "Hpddotog te
kol &Alot Aéyovot den Leser auf den Gedanken, dass Alian darunter
irgendein verbreitetes Sujet meint, der seinen Zeitgenossen vollkommen
klar gewesen war. Aber weder Herodotus noch andere Autoren erwihnen
den Thunfischfang von Eretriern und Naxiern.

In der Ausgabe von K. Gesner® wird derselbe Satz auf folgende Weise
iibersetzt: “Norunt haec, o amici Graeci, tum Eretrienses, tum Naxii, hac
piscatione insignes, ut Herodotus et alii referunt”—und offensichtlich
wird auch im eigentlichen Sinne verstanden. Die gleiche Interpretation
finden wir in der Ubersetzung von F. Jacobs (“Dieses, ihr lieben
Hellenen, wissen die Eretrier und Naxier, wie der Ruf geht, indem sie,
wie Herodotus und Andere erzédhlen, eine solche Jagd erfuhren”)® und
von A. Scholfield (“And so, my Grecian friends, the people of Eretria
and Naxos know of these things by report, for they have learnt about
this method of fishing all that Herodotus and others relate”).” Beide
Herausgeber verbinden diese Stelle mit der Herodotus’ Nachricht {iber
das Orakel von Amphylitus. In der ersten lateinischen Ubersetzung De
nat. anim.® ist diese Stelle liberhaupt ausgelassen, was wahrscheinlich
mit der Erklarungsschwierigkeit zusammenhéngt. R. Hercher? schlug
eine Konjektur paBovteg statt der handschriftlichen Lesung na®ovteg
vor, die die wortliche Auslegung des Textes erleichtert. Scholfield be-
fiirwortet diese Konjektur, dennoch wird in der letzten Alian-Ausgabe die
handschriftliche Lesung zuriickgebracht.!?

Denkbarer scheint trotzdem die Verbindung der betrachteten Stelle mit
der persischen Kriegstaktik, die auf griechischen Inseln angewandt und

4 Lytle (n. 3) 56 n. 52.

5 Aeliani De natura animalium [libri XVII, cum animadversionibus Conradi
Gesneri et Danielis Wilhelmi Trilleri, curante Abrahamo Gronovio... (Londres 1744).

¢ E.K.F. Wunderlich, F. Jacobs (Ubers.). Claudius Aelianus, Werke I-IX (Stuttgart
1839-1842).

7 A.F. Scholfield (ed., tr.), Claudii Aeliani De natura animalium libri XVII. 1-111
(London 1958-1959).

8 P. Gillius (tr.), Aeliani de Historia Animalium libri XVII... (Lyon 1565).

9 R. Hercher (ed.), Claudius Aelianus, De natura animalium libri XVII (Leipzig
1864—-1866).

10 M. Garcia Valdés, L. A. Llera Fueyo, L. Rodriguez-Noriega Guillén (ed.),
Claudius Aelianus, De natura animalium (Berlin 2009).
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zum ersten Mal von Herodotus mit dem Verb caynvebelv beschrieben
wurde, das eine Ableitung von coynvn!! (“das Ziehgarn”) ist (Hdt. VI, 31):

“Oxmg 8¢ AdPol TV TAV VMV, AG EKACTNV aipéovteg ol BapPapot
€0QYNVEVOV TOVG GVOPAOTOVG. Torynvebovot 8¢ TOVde TOV TPOTOV:
avnp avdpog awydpuevog Thg xeWpog €k Boldoong Thg Popning €mi
TNV VOTINY d1MKOVCL Kol ETELTOL dLO TAONG THG VAGOL JLEPYOVTOL
£€Kk0MpeboVTEG TOVG AVOPOTOVG. 12

Herodotus gebraucht das Verb caynvevelv bei der Beschreibung der
Kampthandlungen der persischen Armee auf Samos (III, 149), Chios,
Lesbos und Tenedos (VI, 31); aber bei der Beschreibung persischer
Handlungen in Eretria und auf Naxos benutzt er jedoch das Verbum
avdpamnodilerv (‘versklaven’) und nicht coynvetvewv (VI, 96. 101). Plato
schreibt im Menexenus (240 b 5-240 c 1):

Emi 1oL Oplor €ABOVTEG ThG 'Epetpikfic ol oTpoti®@Ttol odTOD, €K
0oAdTING €l BAAXTTOV OLOCTAVIEG, CUVAWYOVTEG TOG XEIPOG
d1filBov Gmocov TNV XOPOV.

Es gibt eine dhnliche Episode in Leges (698 d 4-5):

CUVAYOVTEG YOP Gpo TOG YETPOG coynveboatey Tacay TV Epet-
PLKNV Ol OTPUTIOTHL TOV AXTLSO0G.

Wenn wir diese zwei Stellen mit der Stelle aus der Herodotus-
Geschichte vergleichen, so konnen wir annehmen, dass Plato sich eben
auf Herodotus gestiitzt hatte. Strabo weist auch auf Herodotus hin, indem
er dariiber erzahlt, dass v pev odv dpyaiov mOALV (sc. Epétpiov)
kotéokoyay IIEpoal, coynvevoovteg, ®G ¢enolv Hpodotog, ToLG
avepamovg T TANOeL (Strab. X, 1, 10).

AuBler den oben genannten Stellen kommt das Verb caynvevely in
Anwendung des Eretria-Zuges bei folgenden Autoren vor: Polemon Decl.
I, 30; II, 56-57 Hinck; Max. Tyr. 23 6 e; Philostr. Vita Apoll. 1, 23, 26
Kayser; Sopater diaipeoic {ntnuatov VI, 143, 20 Walz.

11 Vgl. caynvn Ovvvevtikn (Luc. Saturn. 24).

12 Uber diese Kriegstaktik s.: K. Meuli, “Ein altpersischer Kriegsbrauch”,
Westdstliche Abhandlungen: Rudolf Tschudi zum 70. Geburtstag (Wiesbaden 1954)
63-86 = K. Meuli, Gesammelte Schriften 11 (Basel—Stuttgart 1975) 699-729;
G.C. Whittic, “Zarynvebovotv 8¢ tovde tov tponov: Herodotus VI. 317, L antiquité
classique 22 (1953) 27-31; P. Ceccarelli, “La fable des poissons de Cyrus (Hérodote,
1, 141)”, Metis. Anthropologie des mondes grecs anciens 8, 1-2 (1993) 29-57.
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Polemo erwihnt auler Eretria auch Naxos (Decl. 1, 30):

OV povovg Nag&lovg, o0 povovg Epetplelg, dAlo kol KoAlipoyov
To1g BELeoLy Ecaynvedoapey.!3

Also ist die betrachtete Stelle aus De nat. anim. im iibertragenen Sinne
und nicht buchstdblich zu verstehen: die heutigen Eretrier und Naxier
hatten von ihren Ahnen gehort, was Herodotus und andere erzdhlen, und
zwar iiber die Menschenjagden, die die Persier vorgenommen hatten.!4

Lija Jermakova
erliya@yandex.ru

Universitdt St. Petersburg

Aclian in the detailed description of ancient tuna fishing (De nat. anim. XV, 5)
mentions that Naxians and Eretrians knew about it according to Herodotus and
others. Commonly it is understood in literal sense: inhabitants of Naxos and Eretria
use this way of fishing, as Aelian alleges. But arguments, on which this interpretation
is based, seem unreliable. More plausible is to see in Aclian’s account an obvious
hint at Persian tactics of depopulation, that Herodotus describes using the verb
coynveLELY.

DnuaH B moApoOHOM omucaHuu JoBinu TyHua (De nat. anim. XV, 5) nuiet, 4to
Takol BUJ PHIOHOM JIOBIIH, COINIACHO I €poioTy U APyTrUM aBTOpaM, U3BECTCH HaK-
cocuam u sperpuiiiiaMm. OOBIYHO TOT MACCAXK MOHUMAIOT B OYKBaJbHOM CMBICIIC:
xutenn Hakcoca n DpeTpun NpUMEHSIOT METOJ JIOBJIM TYHIIA, OMMCAaHHBIN Dnna-
HOM. OJIHAaKO JOBOJBI, HA KOTOPBIX OCHOBAHO TaKOE TOJKOBAHME, KaXYTCS HEHO-
CTaTOYHO yOequTeNIbHBIMU. bosiee BeposTHO, 4To DinaH HaMeKaeT Ha MEePCUIICKYI0
BOCHHYIO TaKTHKY OIYCTOIICHHS TEPPUTOPUH MPOTHBHUKA, KOTOPYIO BIIEPBHIC
onuchIBaeT [ epoioT Npy NOMOIIH IJ1aroiia GOoyNVELELV.

13 K. Meuli nimmt an, dass dieser “Lieblingstopos der spéateren Lobredner” iiber die
Verheerung der Eretria auf Plato zuriickgeht, der auf Herodotus stiitzt und diese Taktik
irrtimlich auf Eretria anwendet (Ges. Schr. [n. 12] 702 n. 5). Kl. Schopsdau meint, dass
Plato die herodotischen Ausdriicke écoryfivevov tobg &vBpdnovg (Hdt. VI, 31) und
100G &vBpdTovg Mvdpamnodicavto (VI, 101), als ob sie dieselbe Bedeutung haben,
versteht: KI. Schépsdau (Ubers., Komm.), Platon, Nomoi (Gesetze) 1-111 (Géttingen
1994) 499.

14 E. Ermolaeva und A. Verlinsky sage ich meinen aufrichtigsten Dank fiir die
wertvollen Ratschldge und Hinweise.



O HEKOTOPBIX OCOBEHHOCTAX I[IOHUMAHUA
“TIPOMBICJIA” M “CYJIbBbI” B XPUCTUAHCKOM
MBICJIU ITO3JTHEM AHTUYHOCTH

Tema mpoMbicia—OAHA W3 KIOYEBHIX B ¢miocoduu mNo3qHEeH aHTHY-
HOCTH, OHa OblIa OOIIEH IS SI3bIYECKMX U XPUCTHAHCKUX MBICIUTEIICH.
B stom oTnaBanm cebe otdyeT u camu Xpuctuane. Myctun dumocod B pas-
ropope ¢ TpudoHOM-HyIeeM CXOIUTCS CO CBOUM COOCCETHHUKOM B TOM,
4TO BCe paccyxneHus punocodo (peub unet o Gumocodax s3pI9eCcKux),
kak 1 3akoH u [Ipopoku, MMEIT CBOMM MPEIMETOM EJIMHOBIACTUC
(Lovapyia) bora u Ero mpomsicia (tpovoiat),! XOTsi U yTOUHSET, YTO OT-
HIONIb HE BCE s3bl4eckre GuIocodbl MpUIepKUBAINCh TI0 3TOMY MOBOILY
BepHOTO yueHUs. KmuMeHT AJeKCaHIpUHCKHUIA THcall, 9To (Quiaocodus,
KOTOpasi COrIacHa ¢ XPUCTUAHCKOW TPAJUIIMEH, MPU3HACT U YTBEPKIACT
MPOMBICIT,2 KaK, BIPOYEM, U cama UCTHHHAs ¢unocodus Obuta gaHa di-
JUHAM TI0 TTpoMbIciy bokuio.? Takum 00pa3om, HAIUYKHE YICHUS O MPO-
MBICJIC OKa3bIBaeTCs OOIIMM 3HaMEHATENIEeM MO3THEAHTHYHON S3bIYEeCKOM
¢unocopun (Mo kpaiiHell Mepe, HEKOTOPBIX €€ BAKHEHIIMX IIKOJI) U
XPUCTHAHCKON MBICH. BMecTe ¢ TeM, 0ObIYHO CUHMTAETCS, YTO, B OTIIHU-
yre OT S3bIYECKUX (GriIoco(hOB, XPUCTHAHCKHE MBICIUTEIH OTBEPIVIH
cyns0y (elpappévn), KoTopast urpaeT OOJBIIYIO POJb U B AaHTHYHOM, U B
MO3AHCAHTUYHOU KYJIbType U (UI0CO(UHU, TaK YTO MPU HAIUYUU OOIIIe-
r0 3HAMEHATEJISI B YYCHUHU O MIPOMBICIIC TH JIBa TCUCHUS MBICIH O3IHEH
AHTUYHOCTH PACXOJATCS M0 TaHHOMY BOIPOCY UMEHHO B 3TOM IyHKTE.*
B camom zene, cyniecTByrOT MHOTOYMCIICHHBIC COUNHEHHST XPUCTHAH-
CKHX aBTOPOB, HAMPABJICHHBIC MPOTUB YYCHHUS O CyAb0E, TO €CTh CaMOro
ee cyuiecTBoBaHMs (0COOCHHO B KOHTEKCTE IOJIEMHKH C acTpOJOTrHel),
U TPOTHBOIOCTABIISIFOIIME €i mpoMbici boxuii.> OpHAaKO HACTOSIIAsS

! Tust. Mart. Dial. cum Tryph. 1,3, 10 (ed. E. J. Goodspeed).

2 Clem. Al Strom. 1, X1, 52, 2 (ed. O. Stdhlin, L. Friichtel, U. Treu).

3 Clem. Al. Strom. VI, XVII, 159, 8.

4 Cwm., Hamp., A. A. Cromspos. Cyns6a // Anmuunas gunocogus. Dnyukionedu-
yeckutl cnosaps (M. 2008) 720.

5 Orig. Philocalia XXIII (ed. J. A. Robinson); Hippol. Refutat. 5, 3—4 (ed.
M. Marcovich); Method. Symp. 8, 13—17 (ed. Janius); Euseb. Praepar. Evang. 6, 6
(ed. K. Mras); Basil. Caes. Hexaemer. 6, 5 sqq. (ed. S. Giet); Greg. Naz. Carmina
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KapTHHA TpaHC(OpMaluyd XPUCTHAHAMHU IMapPaJMIMbl SI3bIYECKOM (HHII0-
codum, OTHOCAMIEHCS K MpoOIeMaTnke MPOMBICIA U CYIbOBI, CIOXKHEE.
Hapsny ¢ TeHneHImeit orkasa ot yueHus O Cyap0e, MOKHO 3aMETUTh €ro
MEPEOCMBICIICHHE W TBOPYECKYIO TpaHc(hopMaluio. B HacTosimel crarbe
s TIOCTaparCh 10Ka3aTh HA HECKOJIBKUX KJIFOUEBBIX NpUMEpax, KaKuM
00pa3oM 3TO MEPEOCMBICIICHUE TPOUCXOAMII0. BMecTe ¢ TeM, npu Takon
MOCTaHOBKE BOIPOCA, sl TI0JIararo, MOHSATHEH CTaHyT U HEKOTOPbIe 0COOCH-
HOCTH YYE€HHU O MIPOMBICIIE B CyAbh0Oe B A3bI9ecKoil pritocodun, B IEPBYIO
ouepe/p, B CpeHEM IUIATOHU3ME U HEOITIATOHU3ME, C KOTOPBIMH XPHUCTH-
aHckue Gpuaocodsl conprukacaiuch OOJIBIIE BCETO.

B camom jene, y amnojoreToB MOXXKHO 3aMETHUTh JIBOMCTBEHHOE OT-
HoieHue K cynasoe. Tak, Myctun dunocod, ¢ omHON CTOPOHBI, OTBEp-
raet JICTEPMHUHHPOBAHHOCTh HAIMX IOCTYNKOB CyAb00H (BBOIUMYIO
HEKOTOPHIMHM Ha OCHOBAaHWM HAJIWYHUS MPOPOYECTB) M YTBEPXKIAET HAIIy
cB00OY (MHAue OCCCMBICICHHBI W HArpajbl U Haka3aHus boxwun),’ a c
Jpyroii— TOT e VyCTHH rOBOPUT O TONIOKUTEITHLHOM CMBICITEC ELLOPUEVN:
“Heuns0exHyto ke cynp0y (EILOPUEVNV) MBI JIOMyCKaeM B TOM, YTO H3-
OuparommM 100poe MPEeISKUT JOCTOWHAS HArpaja, paBHO Kak U W30H-
ParoIIMM IPOTUBOIIOJIOKHOE —CO00pa3Hbie Haka3aHus”.” B myxe Toro ke
MTO3UTUBHOTO TIOHUMAHUS CYIbOBI IATHHCKUI anoiorer Muny1mnit @enukc
TOBOPHT, 4TO cyap0a (fatum)—»sTo onpenenenne boxxne o Kaxx0M U3 HaC,
KOTOpOE JeNIAeTCsl HA OCHOBAaHUH TIPEBUJICHUS BOXKUs OTHOCUTENBHO 3a-
CJIYT ¥ HPABCTBEHHBIX CBOMCTB YEJIOBEKA, UCXOSl M3 KOTOPBIX BBIHOCUTCS
perienue o cyapoe (fatum) kaxmoro.?

Y Knumenta AnekcaHAPUHCKOTO, pa3padO0TaBIIETO, XOTS U HECUCTe-
MaTHYECKH, camoe OOIIMPHOE YYeHHE O IMPOMBICIE CPEeIu pPaHHEXpPHC-
THAHCKUX ABTOPOB,” MOHATHE CYAbObI TOYTH HHUIIE HE HCIIOIb3YETCs
u He obcyxmaetcs. !0 VckimoueHe MpecTaBIseT AOMIEANICe B OTPHIBKAX

dogmat. De Provident. PG 37, 424—438; Diod. Tars. Contra fatum (Phot. Biblioth.
Cod. 223); Greg. Nyss. Contra fatum (ed. J. McDonough); Nemes. De nat. hom. 34—38
(ed. B. Einarson); loann. Chrys. De fato et providentia. PG 50, 749-774.

6 Tust. Mart. 7 Apol. 43 (ed. E. J. Goodspeed), cp. idem. Il Apol. 7, 3, 4 u nanee, roe
WycTrH BeTynaeT B IOJEMUKY CO CTOMKAMM, KOTOPBIE TOBOPUIIN, KaK OH YTBEPXKIAET,
YTO “BCE MPOUCXOAUT IO HEOOXOMUMOCTH CybObI” (ibid. 7, 4, 2).

7 Tust. Mart. I Apol. 43, niep. I1. TIpeoOpakeHCKOTO ¢ K3MEHEHHUEM LIUT. T10: PanHue
omywl Llepkeu. Anmonozusa (bproccens 1988) 313.

8 Minuc. Felix. Octav. 36, 1-2 (ed. Waltzing); PL 3, 350.

°J. D. Ewing. The Christianization of Pronoia: Clement of Alexandria’s
Conception of Providence. PhD diss. (Graduate Theological Union 2005).

10 Brpouem, B Vsewesanuu k snnunam oH orpunaet, uro Cyap0a uiaum Moupbl
sersitorest Ooramu (Clem. Al. Protr: 10, 102 [ed. C. Mondésert]), 1 mpoTHBOIIOCTABIISIET
uM OoxecTBeHHbIH npomelici (ibid. 10, 103), Ho ynomuHanue 3aeck Cyns0b1 1 Moiip
MOYKHO CYECTh JIAHBIO “UATIOTMYHOCTH’ B OTHOLICHHUH SI3BIYECKOM ayTUTOPHH.
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counHeHune Boinucku uz @eodoma, TAE HENB3sT ¢ aOCOTIOTHON YBEpEHHO-
CTHIO OTJIMYUTH cjioBa KimMeHTa OT mUTaT U3 XpUCTHAHCKOTO “THOCTHKA™
®eomoTa. OcoObIif HHTEpEC MPEACTABIAET CBUAETENECTBO O BEPE B TO, UTO
“l'ocnioms, BOKIIB YEIIOBEUECTBA, COIIIEIT Ha 3EMITIO C TEM, UTOOBI BEPYIOIITHE
BO XpuCTe MOTJIH OBITH mepeBeneHsl 3 [Mupa] Cynsost B Ero IIpombica
(&mo 1hg Elpopuévng €ic v €xeilvov Ilpdvoirav)”.'! Uro atu ciiosa
npuHaexar KiiMeHTy, cka3ath Helb3si!2 XoTs Obl TOTOMY, YTO B JIPYTUX
COYMHEHMX OH B COOCTBEHHOM YUEHHUH HE MOJIb3YeTCs MOHITHEM CYIbOBI,
TO €CTh, BEPOSITHO, B HEE HE BepUT. TeM He MeHee, CBUIETEIHCTBO O CyIIle-
CTBOBAHHH B CpPeJIe XPUCTHAHCKUX “THOCTHKOB™ BaJlEHTHHOBCKOTO TOJKA
y4eHHns 0 XpHUCTe, cracaloiieM U3 Mupa cyabObl U IepeBOAsIIEM B cde-
Py CBOEro mpoMmbIcia, BeChMa MHTEPECHO. B ToM ke counmHeHnn cyanbda
CBS3BIBAETCS C aCTPOJIOTHEH, TO €CTh C MOJYMHEHHOCTHIO YEeITOBEUECKIX
cyne0 3Be3/1aM — KOHIIETIIIHS IIMPOKO PAaCIPOCTPaHeHHAS B TIO3THEAHTHY-
HOM $SI3bI9€CTBE, KaK M B THOCTHIIM3ME. [Ipn 5TOM BriMsiHME 3BE3/] Ha Joen
MOHUMAJIOCh HE KaK X MaTepruaIbHOE BO3JEHCTBHIE, HO KaK BO3/ICHCTBHE
nemonndeckux cuin (Clem. Al. Excerpta ex Theodoto 4, 69), 3HamMeHUIMHI
KOTOPBIX CiIyXat 3Be3nbl (ibid. 4, 70). B XpucTHaHCKOW cpene MepBBIX
BEKOB IIPOTHBOCTOSIHHE IEMOHHYECKHM CHJIaM MOHUMAJIOCh KaK Cephes-
Has 3a/1a4a, a y XPUCTHAHCKUX “THOCTHKOB’ BaJEHTHHOBCKOTO TOJIKA OHA
CTaBUJIACh W B KOHTEKCTE HEOOXOMWMOCTH TYXOBHOTO BBIXOJa M3 MHpa
cyap061. OYEBUIHO, YTO ITOT MHpP, MHP HEOOXOAUMBIX MPUIUHHO-CIICI-
CTBEHHBIX CBSI3el U 00YCIOBIEHHOCTH (MMEHHO TaK €ro MTOHUMAJH U CTO-
WKH), BOCTIPHHUMAJICS B 3TOH cpesie Kak TO, M3 Yero CleAyeT TyXOBHO
BBIUTH (y CTOMKOB TaKOW YCTaHOBKH, KOHEUHO, HE OBLI0), U B XpHUCTE BU-
Jienu cnacurens u3 3toro mupa. Cynp0a cuntanack peaabHON IS TeX, KTO
HE TIPUHSJ KpelleHne, Ho MepecTaBaia ObITh TAKOBOW IS KPECTHUBITUXCS
Bo Xpucra. BrpodeM, omHOTO BOJHOTO KpemieHHs OBLIO HEJ0CTAaTOYHO,
TpebOBaJIOCh €Ille TTO3HAHNE O CBOEM MPOUCXOKIACHHH, TIETH KU3HU U UC-
kyrenuu (ibid. 4, 78).

Bpsan mu KimumeHT pasfenss 5To y4eHne: y HeTo IPeJCTaBICHUs O Cy-
IIECTBOBAHUH MHPA CYybOBI, KOTOPBIH OBl MPOTUBOCTOS MUPY IPOMEICIIA,
HET, XOTs IPOTHUBOIIOCTaBIeHne TpoMbiciia boxus Kepe, Cynpoe u Moii-
pam, 3a KOTOPBIMHU OH OTPHIIAeT 00’KECTBEHHBIN CTATYyC, OIHAX/IBI BCTpe-
yaercs.!’ B 1ienoM ke, B OTIIMYKE OT XPUCTHAHCKHX THOCTHKOB IEPBBIX

11 Clem. Al. Excerpta ex Theodoto 4,74, 2, 7 (ed. F. Sagnard).

12 DBHUHI, XOTS ¥ ¢ OTOBOPKAMH, JIeIaeT 3TO CiMIIKoM rocrerHo (Ewing [mpum. 9]
150—151). BonpIMHCTBO UCCIeI0BaTECH PUITHCHIBACT 3TOT OTPHIBOK DeopoTty (cMm.,
panp.: E. Junod. Introduction // Origéne. Philocalie 21-27, Sur Le Libre Arbitre, Ed.
Eric Junod. Sources Chrétiennes, no. 226 [Paris 1976] 41-42).

13 Clem. Al. Protr. 10, 102—103 u pum. 10.
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BEKOB, B MEHHCTPHUME IIEPKOBHON MHCHMEHHOCTH PEabHOCTH ‘‘CyabOBI”
JUTSL KOTO OBI TO HU OBLTO, B KOHEYHOM CYeTe, BOOOIe oTBepraercs (XoTs,
Kak MbI Bujenu, y Uycruna @unocoda eipoppévn u' y Munynus denukca
Jfatum ynoTpeoysroTes U B IO3UTUBHOM KOHTEKCTE —B cMbIcIIe cyna boxkus,
a 'y Munymus ®@enukca eme U B cMbIciie boxus (ipem)onpenescHus 3em-
HOW y4YacTH 4YeJOBeKa, BEIHOCUMOTO Ha OCHOBaHHMU BOXHs Mpe/BeeHHs
0 €ro MOpaJIbHOM BbIOOpE). Ecin se roBOpUTh 0 XPUCTHAHCKOHN Tpaguliuu
B LIEJIOM, TO OTPHUIIAHNE XPUCTHAHAMH PEabHOCTH eipoppévn' Heobxo-
JIUMO paccMOTpETh MOApOOHee, UMesi B BUJY, YTO B SI3bIYECKOM ILIATO-
HU3ME, COBPEMEHHOM XPHCTHAHCTBY, KaK, BIIPOUEM, U Y XPUCTHAHCKUX
“IHOCTHMKOB”, 3TO IIOHATHE HUKYJA HE MUCUYE3aCT U UI'PAET CYLICCTBEHHYIO
poib. B camomM nierne, Beab HEOCTATOYHO KOHCTATUPOBATh, YTO XPUCTUAHE
MIPOCTO OTKA3aJHMCh OT YUCHHUS O Cyan0e s3bpIdeckoit dmmocoduu,—camo
3TO y4eHHe OBIJIO MPU3BAHO OTBEYATH Ha OIMpe/eNIeHHBbIE BOMPOCHL. Tak,
€CI y CTOWKOB CyAh0a MMEeT 3HaueHWe IMPHUPOIHON HEOoOXOAMMOCTH,
TO BEJlb CaMO CYyIIECTBOBAaHUE TAKOH HEOOXOIMMOCTH JIOJKHO OBLIO U Y
XPUCTHAH MOJIYYUTb KAKOE-TO ONHMCAHHE. AHAJIOTMYHO OOCTOMUT [eJI0
U C MOPAJIbHBIM acCIEKTOM CyIAbObl—B CPEIHEM IUIATOHU3ME TOT aCHEKT
CyIIECTBOBAJI M BBIPAXKAJICS B YUCHHH 00 “yCIIOBHOH Cymp0e” —CymsimemM
W HaKa3bIBAIOIEM JEHCTBUU CyAbOBI, MPOUCXOISIIEM B COOTBETCTBUH
C MOpaJBHBIM BEIOOPOM YeIOBEKa.

Tak, B mpunucbiBaeMOM AJIKHHOIO YueOHuke niamoHo8ckol guio-
coghuu XX VI m1aBa nocssiieHa TOJIKOBaHMIO ydueHus Ilnarona o cyan0e.
Cynp0a (wau pok) He MPEANUCHIBACT TO WU WHOE ACHCTBHE, OHA pacIpo-
CTpaHsIeTCsl Ha TO, YTO MOCJEAYeT M3 TOrO WM MHOTO Hallero BbIOOpa.
OTO M ecTh TaK Ha3bIBaeMas “ycioBHas cyan0a”. M3HauanbHbIA BEIOOD HE
ompeznensercs: cyap00i, HO co3aaeT Jisl CyIbObI ONpeaesICHHbIC YCIOBUS,
TO €CTh IIPH OMPEIEICHHOM pelIeHIH OyIyT 005S3aTeIbHO ONpeieIeHHbIe
nocnencTBus. Tak B cpeqHeM maToHu3Me O7aroi (1mo onpenenenuto) bor
BBIBOIUTCS] M3-110J] OOBMHEHHUSI B OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a 3JI0, & TaKXe U 3a
Haka3aHue (CTpamaHus, 0SBl U T. I1.), TOCKOJIBEKY OHO COBEPIIAeTCs 00bEK-
THUBHO —3a HapylLICHNE 3aKOHOB CYIbOBI. !> MTak, MOCKOIbKY YUeHHE O Ta-
KOM “‘IIeIarOrMYeCKOM” ICCTBHH CYIbOBI, UCXOSIIEM U3 TPEACTaBICHUS
o cipasemmBoctr 0oroB (cp. Plat. Leg. X, 903—904), cymecTBoBao, To
W XpUCTHAHE, OTKa3aBIINCh OT yUeHHsI O cyAb0e, He MOIJIH OCTaBUThH 0e3
OTBETa BOIMPOC, KOTOPHIM 3TO YUeHHE ObLIIO BBI3BAHO.

14 CMm. mpuM. 5, rae MpUBEIeHbI CCBHUIKM HAa MHOTOYHCIICHHBIE MPUMEpPHI U3
XPHCTHAHCKHX aBTOPOB, OTPHLAOIINX CYIICCTBOBAHKE CYIbOBIL.

15 Cp. Ps.-Plut. De fato 570 a—e u xputuky storo yuenusi B Nemes. De nat.
hom. 38, HUKe MBI K Hel ee oOpaTuMcsl.
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Yrto Kacaercs NEpPBOrO AaclekTa CyIbObl—MOHUMAHHUS ELLOPHEVT
KaK MPHUPOAHOM HEOOXOIAMMOCTH,—TO B 3TOM OTHOLIEHHH XapaKTEPHO
ucrnons3oBanue EBceBuem Kecapuiickum counnenus Anekcanapa Adpo-
nucuiickoro O cyobbe B TIONEMHKE C y9eHHEM o cyabbe. Y ArnekcaHipa
€ULOPUEVT TIPAKTHYECKH OTOXKIECTBISCTCS C TE€M, YTO MPOMCXOAUT IO
MpHUpoJIe; Tak, oH nucai: “Benp ‘daranpHoe’ [porcXOANT] 1O MpUpoOe,
a [mpoucxomsiiee] mo mnpuponae—‘paraabHo’ (T0 T€ YOp ELLOPUEVOV
KOTO OOV KOl TO KOTO VoLV ELLOpHEVOV)”.1¢ IMEHHO Ha 3Ty MBICIb
Anexcanjpa ccelaercss EBceBuil B mosieMuke ¢ yueHHEM O JETEPMUHU3ME
B MopanbHOH cdepe.!” Cyns 0 KOHTEKCTY, OH CUeJl TaKyI0 WHTepIpeTa-
LU0 CyAbObl €AMHCTBEHHO JOIYCTHMMOM ¢ XPUCTHAHCKON TOYKH 3pEHUS,
3aMEHSIOIIEH ee TIOHUMaHKUE B CMBICIIE aCTPOJIOTHYECKOTro (aTanu3Ma Uin
WHOW CHCTEMBI JeTePMHUHALMM Hallel XKU3HM cynb0oto. CxonHOe MOHU-
MaHUue CyIbObl, IpUeMIIEMOe ISl XPUCTHAH, naeT u Hemecuit Dmecckuit
B Tpaktare O npupoode uenogexa (koH. IV B.). OcTaHOBUMCS Ha €r0 YYCHUU
nosipoOHee.

B nemom, Hemecwii, kak i OOJBITHHCTBO IIEPKOBHEBIX aBTOPOB €T0 BpPE-
MEHH, IPEATNOYUTAET MOHSITHEM CYIBOBI HE TOIb30BATHCA, XOTS, KAK MBI
YBUIUM, OH IIOJIEMU3UPYET HE C CAMHM CJIOBOM H JIaXK€ HE C IOHSATHEM KaK
TaKOBBIM, HO C OTIPEJICIICHHBIM ero MoHnMaHneM. Kak u npyrue xpuctuan-
CKHe aBTOPBI, OH OTBepraet acrpojorudeckuii garanusm (Nemes. De nat.
hom. 35), yaeHue cTOMKOB 0 cyns0e (ibid. 34), HO TaKKe U yTBEPKICHHE,
4710 “BBIOOp JCWCTBUI 3aBHCUT OT HAc, a pe3yJbTaT HaIlero BhI0Opa—oT
cynp0b1”,'® a TakKe MoJeMH3UPYET ¢ KOHIETIHEH, BO MHOI'OM HallOMHHa-
Iolel yueHue o cynb0e cpeanux ruiatoHukoB (Ps.-Plut. De fato 568 c—
570 e), B wacTHOCTH H3NI0KeHHOM B TpakTare [lc.-Ilmyrapxa O cyovoe.

MOXHO HPEATNOJIOKHUTh, YTO MHTEPEC K ATOM TeMe MOAOIrpeBalicsl B
Hemecuu TeM, 4TO €ro COOCTBEHHOE UMsI HIMEJIO TOT 5K€ KOPEHb, YTO M UM
Hemecunpl (N€pLeO1G), OOTHHHM BO3MASHUS U OJMIETBOPCHUS CYIBOBI,

16 Alex. Aphr. De fato 169, 20.

17 Euseb. Praepar. Evang. 6,9, 18, 1-3 (ed. K. Mras). Cp. 4yTb 00Jiee 0OCTOpOKHOE
yTBepkacHUe EBCeBUs: €(mep TG KOTO QUOLV TADTE €0TL TO KOO ELUOPUEVNV
(ibid. 6,9, 19, 5).

18 Ibid. 36, 3—4. Koro nmenHo umeet B Buay Hemecunii mox “amnuHaMu’, yTBEPIK-
JTAFOIIMMU 3TO, CKa3aTh TOYHO Hesb3st. OHU UCCIEI0BATENH MOJAraioT, YTO PeUb UACT
0 TUIATOHWYECKOM KOHIICTIIIMH “yCIOBHOM CynbpObI”’, HO 0 Hell Hemecuit SKCITHIIUTHO
TOBOPHT B ClIeAyIolIeH mase. JIpyroe mpeanonoXeHne —4ro pedb HAeT O CTOMYECKOM
YUCHHUH O BelllaX, KOTOPbIE MOCIEAYIOT 32 BHIOOPOM CONIACHO Cy/b0e (MJIH: COOXBAThI-
BaeMBIX, COOINPEAEIIEMbIX CyIb00i [cuvelpappuéva]), cM. npuMedanue [llaprureca:
Nemesius. On the Nature of Man. Tr. with intr. and notes by R. W. Sharples and P. J. Van
der Eijk, Translated texts for historians 49 (Liverpool 2008) 188 n. 929.
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OJTHO M3 UMEH KOTOpoii Obl10 Atpactest (Hemecnii ymomuHaer ee, n3naras
yUCHHE CPEIHUX TUIATOHUKOB). ! IMEHHO 3TOT aCleKT sI3bI9€CKOT0 YUeHHS
0 cyapbe—ee poib B BO3ME3AMHU 3a HENpaBeIHbIH BbIOOP —KPUTHKYETCS
HemecueMm sipue u opuruHajbHee BCEro (XOTs OH FOBOPUT M O TOM, UTO
BO3ME3/IME NPECTYIHUKAM 3a COKPBITHIC 0 BPEMEHH MPECTYILICHUS
ABJISIETCS JIOKa3aTelIbCTBOM CYILIECTBOBaHMS npomvicia: Nemes. De nat.
hom. 41, 36).

Octpue nonemuku Hemecus HarpaBieHO NPOTHB YUYEHUSI O TOM, UTO
pe3ysbTaT HallKMX ACHCTBUM SIBISETCS CICACTBUEM HAILEro BbIOOpa U He-
00Xx00uMocmu, TO €CTh MIPOTHB TOTO, YTO JeHCTBUE CyAbOBI HOCUT HEOT-
BpaTHMBIH XapakTep “Io MpuurnHe Hen30exxHocTn . Peus, oueBHIHO, HIET
0 TOM, YTO B PaMKax 3TOM KOHLEIIIH, [10CJIE TOTO KaK JeJIaeTCs TOT UIIH
WHOHU BBIOOP, OH MOJNAAAET 0], HEYMOJIMMBIH 3aKOH CyAbOBI, M HOCIE-
CTBUSI HACTYIIAIOT TaK )K€, €clii He OoJiee, HEOTBPATUMO, KaK Kapa 3aKoHa
3a mpecTyIuieHue. VIMEeHHO ¢ y4eHueM o cyab0e B TaKOW MHTEpIpeTaLH
Hewmecuii, cyns no Bcemy, u He contamaercsi. OH MOHUMAeT XapakTep OT-
HoOLIeHUH yenoBeka ¢ boroM mHaue, HacTamBas Ha TOM, UTO “‘NEHUCTBHS
MIPOMBICIIA TIPOUCXOAAT He OT HeoOxoaumoctu” (ibid. 37, 43). B xauecTBe
apryMeHTa OH IIPUBOIUT JIOBOJ, KOTOPbIM XpUCTHAHE OOBIYHO MPUBOAUIH
B [IOJIEMHKE C aCTPOJIOTMYECKUM (aTaau3MOM: eciid Obl Bce ObIIO MPeao-
MpeJiesieHo cyap0oi, TO OeccMbICIeHHBI ObUTH ObI MOJTUTBBI OOTaM,—HO
pacimpsieT 3TOT apryMeHT: Bellb MOJIUThCS bory cienyer He TOJIbKO B Ha-
Jajie Kakoro-To jeja (Ipyu BeIOOpE €ro), HO U B TEYEHHUE €ro, TO €CTh BCE
Bpems (ibid. 37, 45—50). Takum 00pa3oM, pedb HIET O TOM, YTO MEXIY
4es0BeKoM U borom cymiecTByIoT nin, 1o KpaiHei Mepe, MOTYT U J10JKHBI
CYLIECTBOBaTh OTHOLICHUS, B KOTOPHIX HET IOCTYIKOB WJIM HOBEACHUS,
C HE0OXOMMOCTBIO BEIyIIMX K HEOTBPATUMbIM HOCIEACTBHIM KakK B IO-
JIO)KUTEJIBHOM, TaK U B OTPULIATEILHOM CMBICIIE.

Wnmoctpupyst cBoit Tesuc, Hemecuit mpuBoautT “ObITOBON™ mpHMeEp:
OTHPABISACH B IUIaBaHUE, CIEAYET, YTOObl HE MOTEpIeTh Kopaliekpylie-
HHUE, MOJIUTHCSI HE TOJBKO IEPEeA OTIUIBITUEM, HO M B MOpE, 10 CaMOro
KoHIIa TutaBanus (ibid. 37, 49—50). IUHTEpeCcHO OTMETHTD, YTO OJTHO U3 HE-
MHOTHX OyKBaJIbHBIX ynoMuHaHui B Cenmyacunme npombicia boxus ka-
caeTcs UMEHHO MPOMBbICTA B IJIaBaHUU: “npomseici TBo#, Otew, ynpaiseT
kopabnem, n6o Tbl nan u myTh B MOpe, U 0€30MacCHYIO CTE3l0 B BOJHAX

19 “TInatoH JBOSKO TOBOPHT O CyAbOE—IO CYIIHOCTH M MO JedcTBHIO (Kot
ovolaY, ... TNV d€ KOT EVEPYELOY); TIO CYHIHOCTH 3TO0 MupoBas Jlyiia (Tod Tavtog
YUYNV), a M0 ACWCTBUIO 3TO HEPYIIUMBIH OOKECTBEHHBIN 3aKOH IO TPHYMHE He-
n30exkHOCTH (Qvaddpactov). HaseiBaer ke OoH 3T0 3akoHOM Ajpacten” (Nemes.
De nat. hom. 37, 3—7). Hemecuii 31ech uznaraer yuenue, scrpedaronieecs B Ps.-Plut.
De fato. 564 b 4-5. O6 Anpactee cM. Plat. Phaedr. 248 c.
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(IIpem. 14, 3). Ho emie BakHEE, B KAKOM KOHTEKCTE BCTPEUAETCS ITO YIIO-
MHHaHHE O Mpombicie. Peus B Ilpem. 13—14 uper o GECCMBICTICHHOCTH
MOJIUTB TIepell PYKOTBOPHBIMHU HIOJaMH, TeM OoJiee 3TO OUYEeBHUIHO B IUIa-
BaHUU B MOpE, T/I€ MpoMbICT boxknii (a He HCKyCHOE M3/IeTie XYIOoKHUKA,
T. €. WJ0J) MOXET CIAacTH Jake W HEOMBITHBIX MOpskoB. Hemecwii He
CChITAETCSl B CBOEM IpumMepe Ha [lncanne, HO BecbMa BEpOSATHO, YTO OH
MMEeT 3TO MECTO B BUY, Pa3BUBas €T0 MBICIB: €CIIM CIacaloT HE WIOJIBI,
a bor-IIpompicnuTenh, TO 1 MOTUTHCS (B TEUEHHUE BCETO IIABAHUS ) HYKHO
Emy. MHTEpECHO B 3TO# CBSI3U OTMETUTH, YTO B CPEIHEM IIJIATOHU3ME, Ha-
npumep, y Makcuma Tupckoro (Il B.) B counnenun O mom, ciedyem au
MOIUMbCS, MOYKHO HAWTH TIOJHOE OTPUIIAHUE TeIeco00pa3HOCTH MOJIHTB
0 OBITOBBIX HY)KZIaX, a TIOPOH M MOJICHHUS-TIPOIIIEHUS BOOOIIE O YeM-JIH0O0.
Hewmecwuit e mpuBOIUT caMbIil OOBIICHHBIN MPUMEp, CYTh KOTOPOTO, OUe-
BHJIHO, COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI TIOJYEPKHYTH, YTO YEIOBEKY B €r0 IOBCE-
JTHEBHOM >KU3HU (3TOM KUTEHCKOM TUTABAaHUH ) CIIETyEeT OBITH 0OpAIIeHHBIM
Kk bory, 4To y uenoBeka HET HM rapaHTHPOBAHHOTO O1aroro BEIOOpA, HU
HEOTBpaTUMOro aypHoro. [la u BooOmie bor oTKpsIT 115 0OpalieHHOCTH
Kk Hemy 0Ge3 ormocpenoBaHus 3TOT0 00paIeHus 3aKOHAMH CYIbOBI.

B camom nene, oTnmume XpUCTHAHCKOTO YYEHHUS OT yUEHHUS CPETHHX
TJTATOHUKOB TPOJIETaeT HE TOIBKO B OHTOJIOTHYECKOH cdepe (Tae 3ameT-
HBIM OTJIIMYUEM SBIISETCS MPUCYTCTBHE B ITUIATOHU3ME yUEHHUS O Cyan0e
Kak 0c000ii cyiHocTd —MupoBoii Jlyiie),20 Ho u B cepe rneaarorndecKom
1 TyXOBHOH. YUEHHE O Pa3yMHOCTH U CIIPABEIIINBOCTH 3aKOHOB CYIBOBI,
KOTOPBIMH yTPABISAETCS 3TOT MHpP, KaK W TOAYEPKHBAHNE WX HEYyMOIH-
MOCTH, IMEET, OYE€BH/THO, ITEJATOTUYECKYIO [eIb MOPAIBHOTO XapakTepa,
a IMEHHO BHYIICHHE OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a 3aBHUCSIIEE OT Hac, TO €CTh 3a
MTOPOKH ¥ 0OpozeTeny. B XxpucTnancTBe JyXoBHAs yCTaHOBKA HECKOIBKO
WHas: eme 0ojiee BaKHOH, YeM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a IMOPOKH M J0Opoe-
TeJH, Y XpUCTHAH CUNTAETCS yCTAaHOBKA Ha 00T000IIEeHNE, KOTOPOE, €CIIn
OHO TIPEPBIBACTCS TPEXaMH, HEOOXOIUMO BOCCTaHOBUTE (cp. [ Dec. 5, 17).
HmenHO B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe aprymMeHT Hemecus 0 HE0OXOAMMOCTH TTOCTO-
STHHOM MOJIMTBBI BBIIVISLANT TMOHATHBIM. JKUTh, He HapyIas HEyMOJIUMbIE
3aKOHBI MUPO3JaHUsI, TIYCTh ¥ yCTAaHOBJIEHHBIE 1O Bosie bora,—3To 0fHO,
a JKUTh, TTOCTOSHHO oOpamasck Kk bory,—Heuro nHoe. s mepBoro cy-
IIECTBEHHO y4YeHHue o cynn0e, BTopoe TpelyeT moHsATus o boxwueii Boie,
KOTOpas, B TOM YHCJI€ W Y CPEAHHUX TUIATOHUKOB, IMEHOBAJIACh MTPOMBIC-
JIOM. DTOT MPOMBICT, TOHUMAaeMbIi Kak boXKust BOJIS W HETTOCPEICTBEHHO
OXBAaTBIBABIIIHMH B IJIATOHU3ME TOJIBKO BRICIIYIO, “yMHYI0”, chepy (Ps.-Plut.
De fato. 572 £ — 573 a), Hemecwuii “gorsaruBaer” 10 3eMJIH.

20 Cwm. mpum. 19.
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HacranBass Ha TOM, YTO HEXeIaHWE YMOTPEOISATH CIOBO “‘cymapba”
BMECTO “IPOMBICIIa” IMEET JIJIsl HeTO MPUHINITHAIBHBIN XapaKTep, Tak KaK
IIPOMBICJI OH ITIOHUMACT MHA4YEC, YEM HEN30E)KHOCTH HOCHCZICTBI/Iﬁ BBI60pa,
TO €CTh OTKA3aBIINCH OT IOHUMAHHUS CY/IbOBI B ATHYECKOM CMBICTIE (TO €CTh
KaK BO3ME3IHs COTIAaCHO YCTaHOBIIGHHBIM borom 3akonam), Hemecwuii 3a-
MEYaeT, 9TO €CTh OJIMH CMBICH, B KOTOPOM OH TOTOB 3TO CIIOBO JOITYCTHTb.
B camom nene, bor e mogBmacteH HeoOxoquMOCTH, TOCKOIBKY OH Cam
spisiercs ee TBopmom (Nemes. De nat. hom. 37, 54). I[loatomy Hemecwuit
OTBEpraeT rocroACTBO “HEOOXOTUMOCTH B OTHOIICHUSX “bor—uemoBex”
B 3THYECKOU cdepe. OmHAKO €CTh OYSBUIHBIC 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH B (pu3HUe-
ckoMm mupe. Kak BHIHO W3 manmbHEHIIEro, moa “HeoOXOTUMOCTRIO” B 3TOM
chepe Hemecuit moHMMaeT TMpemensl W TPAHUIIBI, KOTOPHIC IOJIOKEHBI
TEM WJIM WHBIM IPUPOAAM, “BCEOOIIEMY U POJOBOMY (TO1G KAOOAOL KOl
vevikolg)” (Nemes. De nat. hom. 37, 56). Peus unetr He o 3akoHaX IMpH-
PO/IbI B HOBOEBPOIICHCKOM CMbICie,?! @ 0 rpaHuIaX, MOJIOKEHHBIX TEM HIIH
WHBIM TIPUPOAAM W BelllaM, Kak OHM HaOmromarorcs denoBekoMm. Ecnm mo-
HATHUC CYZIB6I)I IIOHUMAaTh B 3TOM CMBICJIC (CTOI/IKI/I " IJIATOHUKHW 3a4aCTyro
TaK €ro ¥ MOHWMAJHN), TO, TOBOPUT Hemecuii, OH HE CTaHET MPOTHUB €ro
HCIoNIb30BaHmsI Bo3paxarb (Nemes. De nat. hom. 37, 57). Utaxk, ciop unet
HE O CJI0BaX, HEMPHUEMJIEMO JJIsl HErO HE CI0BO ELLOPUEVT, HO KOHIICTILIUS
CYJIB6BI, KOTOpast BBOOAUT HEKOC OIMOCPEAYIOUICEC B JYXOBHOM U 3TUYCCKOM
CMBICJIC 3BEHO MEXTy BoroM 1 4emoBeKoMm.

Otnyecknid madoc CperHUX IIATOHUKOB O4deBHACH. X monmmanue
cynp0bl W HEM30€KHBIX IOCIEICTBUN, HACTYMAIOMNX IIOCIE TOTO HIIN
WHOTO >KM3HEHHOTO BBIOOpA, TMPH3BAHO BOCIHUTHIBATH MOPAIBHYIO OT-
BETCTBEHHOCTH, O KOTOPOW OHH y4miH Beies 3a [lmaToHoM, roBOpHBIINM
B JIeCcATON KHUTEe 3aKOHOE O BEPE B TO, UTO OOTOB JIETKO CKIIOHUTH Ha CBOTO
CTOPOHY MOJIMTBAMH M TPUHOIICHUSMH, KaK 00 MCTOYHHKE HEYeCTHs.?>
He cnenyer mymarb, 4To OOTOB nomom ymnactcst 3a00pUTh, OTBEYATh 3a
CBOM BBIOOp CIIEMYET Cpa3y —TaKOB, OUEBUIHO, MAPOC ITOTO YUCHHSI.

[Mosummss Hemecmst cnokaee. C OmHONH CTOPOHBI, B TIOJEMHUKE C
“erumeTCKUMHU acTposioraMu’” (BO3MOXKHO, pedb HACT JAaKe 00 yICHHH
SImBnuxa)?* OH yKa3blBaeT Ha MPOTHBOPEYHE B ATOM YUYCHHH, KOTOPOE
IMpuHUMAECT aCTpOHOI‘I/I‘IeCKI/Iﬁ JACTCPMUHU3M U B TO K€ BpEMA IMPEATIO-
JIaraeT, YTo 3Be3A-00TOB MOXHO ‘“‘YMOJHUTHL” H, CTaNO OBITh, OTMCHUTH

21 To ecTh B TOHMMAaHUH MOCICHBIOTOHOBCKOW HAYKH.

22 Haumbonee TBEpAO TeMa HEYMOJIMMOCTH Cymp0Obl mpoBoautcst y Ceneku (Sen.
Nat. quaest. 11, 35).

23 Cwm. mpumeuanue [laprmeca: Nemesius. On the Nature of Man (npum. 18)
186 n. 924, rie roBopurcs, 4To, BO3MOXKHO, Hemecuii rmojaeMu3upyer ¢ yueHHeM eru-
HEeTCKOro xxpena Abammona u3 O ecunemckux mucmepusax SIMBIUXa.
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HEOTBPAaTHUMOCTh Cyab0Bl. HeMecnii He mpHU3HAET, UTO YEeIOBEK CIIOCOOeH
MaHUIIYJIMPOBATh BBICIIMMU CHUJIAMU IMOCPEACTBOM 0COOBIX HpI/IHOHIeHI/Iﬁ
n MonuTB. BmecTe ¢ TEM, OH BUJIUT OIMMACHOCTD B ITPOTHUBOIIOJIOKHOM KPCHE,
KOTOPBIF YCMOTpEI y MIaTOHUKOB. [109TOMY, 04€BHIHO, OH U TOCYHTAI,
YTO MX MOHUMaHHE CyAbObI B ITHYECKOM CMBICIIE YPEBATO OTUYKICHUEM
yenoBeka oT bora n nogunnennem bora HEOOXOAMMOCTH.

Hewmecwuii mpeamnoven oTka3arbesi OT TEOPHH HEOOXOIUMOCTH KaK B ATH-
4eCcKOW M AyXOBHOU cdepax, Tak U B chepe Gu3NIecKoi, MpuaaB cyapoe
HCKITFOYUTECIIBHO CMBICJI I'paHUII, MOJIOKCHHBIX MpHUpoIaM TBOpHOM. On
CZeNIal ATO MOCPEICTBOM YTBEPKACHHUS TOCIIONCTBA TBOpIIA M HA/I ITUMHU
3aKOHAMH, BBOJIA, TAKUM 00pa3oM, SA3BIYECKOE MOHATHE O Cyan0€e B TIpese-
JIBI, JINIIAIOIINE €TO JYyXOBHO-PEMTHO3HOTO 3Ha4YeHus. J[yXoBHOe 3Hade-
HUEC B paMKax ﬂaHHOﬁ HpO6.HCMaTI/IKI/I UMCIOT 1A Hewmecus ne IMPpUpPOAHBIC
3aKOHBI, a TOJIBKO boknii mpombicil. B Toli ke m1aBe oH ele pas noayepKu-
BAeT, YTO 10 OTHOIIEHHIO K MPUPOTHON HEOOXOTMMOCTH YCTAHOBHBIINH €
Bor BceBnacTeH u crmocoOeH B KaKMe-TO MOMEHTHI €€ OTMEHSTh, YTO BUIHO
mo cosepmaeMbiM MM 1 mo Ero Bone Ero cBaTeiMu uymecam (3mech OH
cceinaercs Ha [Incanne: Nemes. De nat. hom. 37, 66—75). BcnoMmauM, 94TO
y Anekcannpa AQpOIUCHICKOTO Cyap0a MPaKTHICCKH OTOXKICCTBIISETCS
¢ TeM, 9To mpoucxomuT mo mpupone (Alex. Aphr. De fato 169, 20). He-
MeCHH IS PU3NIECKOTO MUPaA IPUHUMAIT OJTU3KOE TIOHATHE O CYIhOC —Kak
0 TIpefeNiax U rpaHuIax Mpupol, OTHAKO TYT K€ YTOYHUII, YTO HaJI PUPOJI-
HOW HEOOXOAMMOCTBIO CYIIECTBYET BJIACTh MpoMbIciia TBoOpIa, KOTOPBIN
BOJICH €€ OTMCHSITH.

WnTepecHO OTMETHTH, YTO B CpPEAHEM IUIATOHH3ME TOXKE MOXKHO
BCTPETUTH YTBEPXKIIEHHUS O TIPEBOCXOACTBE CHIIBI IIPOMBICIA HAJ| CyAbOOH,
XOTS IPUMEPHI 3TH HHOTO poaa. CxkaxeM, y ILmyrapxa XepoHelckoro, Kak
3ameuaet /. JIMiIoH, B Ka4ecTBE MILTIOCTPAI[UU 3TOTO TE€3UCa TOBOPUT-
cs, uto JlyHa, mMeromas 3eMJISTHYI0 TIPUPOTY, MOJKHA ObuTa OBl yIacTh
B IIEHTP KocMoca (10 3aKOHaM MPHUPOJBI), HO, YAepKHBaeMasi TPOMBIC-
JIOM, HE TajiaeT, a HeOeCcHbIe Tena, UMEIOIIHEe OTHEHHYIO MPUPOSY, HE
MOJTHUMAIOTCSI BBEPX, & JIBUTAtOTCs 1o Kpyry.>* Takum oOpazom, [Tirytapx
BHJIUT HETIOCPEJCTBEHHOE MEHCTBHE TIPOMBICIIA B YEM-TO HaOII0HaeMOM
noBceJHEeBHO, a HeMecuil—B dymecax, Korja MarepuaibHble CTUXUU
W Tela moj AeicTBUeM cuiibl boxkuel BemxyT ceOst mHade, 9eM OOBITHO.
CrnenoBatenbHO, B TIpeAcTaBleHnn HeMecust 4eTko pa3nnyarorcs, ¢ Of-
HOHM CTOPOHBI, TPAHMIIBI M TPEAENbl MPUPOMA, yCTaHOBIEHHBIE borom,
KOTOpBIE, 32 BBIUETOM Uyfec, coOironatorcs U caMmuM borom (310 011HO

24 1. Jumton. Cpeonue naamonuku. 80 2. 0o n. 2.—220 n. ». (CI16. 2002) 215.
Jwion umeer B Buny: Plut. De fac. in orbe lun. 927 a.
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u3 mposiBiieHni Ero mpompiciia), a ¢ Ipyroi —9yaecHOe, UITH CBEPXbeCTe-
CTBEHHOC X “HapymieHue” (ToXe Mo NeUCTBUIO mpomeicia). Y Ihryrapxa
K€ B yKa3aHHOM MECTE TUIaHBl “€CTEeCTBEHHBIH U ‘‘CBEPXBHECTECTBEH-
HBIH” CMeEIIaHbl, MMOCKOJIBKY HEKOTOpPBIE TPHPOAHBIC (TO €CTh HaOIIo-
JlagMOo€ TIOBCETHEBHO) ()EHOMEHBI OOBSICHSIOTCS KaK HMEIOIINE MECTO
C HapylmIeHHEeM MMMAaHEHTHBIX MPHUPOIHBIX 3aKOHOB. B XpHCTHaHCKON
KapTHHE MUpa, HAPOTUB, TIOTOMY U €CTh MECTO UY/ly, YTO €CTECTBEHHOE
MBICJIIUTCA CYIIECTBYIOIIUM 10 YCTAHOBJICHHBIM U CO6.HIO}IaeMI)IM Borom
“3aKoHAM TIPUPOL .

Uto KacaeTcs y4eHHUs 0 IPOMBICIIE, TO CIEAYET cKa3aTh, yTo Hemecuii
ctopmynupoBain, a KpynHeHne XpucTuanckue 00TOCIOBBl OT HETO BOC-
MPUHSIA TTOHUMAaHUE TIPOMBICIIA, HEKOTOPhIE Ba)KHBIE YEPTHI KOTOPOTO
MOYKHO HalTH y>K€ B CPEIHEM ILJIaTOHU3ME, HarpuMep B Tpaktare Ilc.-ITny-
tapxa O cyovbe, T1ie yuTaeM: “BBICIIUI MPOMBICEN (TPOVOLQL) —ITO MBIIII-
senue (vonolg) wim ke Bojsi (BovAnolg) mepsoro bora, siisiromasics
0JIarOTBOPUTEIILHUIICH B OTHOLICHUHU BCEro (EVEPYETIG AMAVI®MVZ). U B
COOTBETCTBHH C HEH, B MEPBYIO OUepe/lb, YCTPOCHBI BCSIUECKHE U3 OOXKe-
CTBEHHBIX BeIIeH HaWIydlIUM M TMpeKpacHeHImuM BO BceM oOpasom”
(Ps.-Plut. De fato 572 =573 a). OT 3TOro MOHUMAaHUS HE CHIHHO OTIHYa-
I0TCS KJTACCHYECKHe JIJIsi XPUCTHAHCKOW MBICIH omnpeneneaus Hemecus:
“IToneuenue (mnu 3a060Ta) co cTopoHsl bora o cymiecTByromeM (€k 80D
€ig T Ovtor yivopévn Empéreia)” (Nemes. De nat. hom. 41, 169. D10
oTIpeJieNIeHHe MPOMBICIIA TOBTOPSIOT MIOTOM CJIOBO B clioBo Makcum Uc-
MOBEAHUK —MpudeM JaBaxapl—u HMoann [lamackuu).?® Hemecwuii naet
W JIpyroe onpeelieHue, KOTOpoe TOXE TOBTOPSIIOT MakcuMm (OIsTh JABaxK-
ne1) 1 Moann:?7 “TIpombicnt boxwuit ects Bosst Boxkust, mocpecTBOM KOTO-
poli Bce CymIecTBYIOIIEE MONydaeT mojodaromee ycTpoeHue (mpovold
€011 BoOANoLg 80D 81 NV ThvTA T OVTOL TNV TPOSPOPOV dLeEaywyny
Aoppaver)” (Nemes. De nat. hom. 41, 170—171). I1pu 3TOM ciieayer oT-
METHUTh, YTO MPOMBICH, TT0 Hemecuto, mompazymeBaeT yxe He akT TBOpe-
HUS KaK TaKOBOM, HO TIOJIEPKAHUE €T0, 00ECIIEYeHNE TOKIECTBEHHOCTH
POMIOB 1 BH/IOB, POCT U Pa3BUTHE, TO €CTh BCIO AMHAMUKY KH3HU U JIBH-
KECHUSI TBOPEHUSI, KOTOPYIO OH CBSI3BIBAET C MPOMBICTIOM.?8

25 Cp. y Hemecus (Nemes. De nat. hom. 41, 89—91): GAlwg te dya®dG €0TLV
0 0g6g" AyaBoOg 3¢ BV, eVEPYETIKOG €0TLV: €1 3¢ €VEPYETIKOG, KOL TPOVONTIKOG
(xkpome Toro, bor—6mnar, a Oyayun Omarum, OH OIaroTBOpUTEINIEH, €CIM e OJaro-
TBOPHUTEJICH, TO IPOMBICITUTEIICH).

26 Max. QD. 1, 82, 1 (ed. Declerck); Amb. 10: PG 91, 1189 B; Ioan. Damas. Exp.
fid. 43, 2 (ed. Kotter).

27 Max. OD. 1, 82,2; Amb. 10: PG 91, 1189 B; loan. Damas. Exp. fid. 43, 3.

28 Ibid. 41, 121-124.
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Wrak, y Hemecus aTnueckoe u3MepeHue Cyap0bl, IMEIOIICECS B SI3bI-
yeckor (hunmocodur, B YaCTHOCTH Y CPEIHUX IUIATOHUKOB, OBIJIO OTOpO-
IEHO; €AUHCTBEHHBIN CMBICI CyAbObI, KOTOPBIA OH MPU3HABAJ, CBOAMJIICS
K TpaHuIaM u mpexaenam npupon. Ocraicsa, TeM He MeHee, BOIPOC, Kak
OBITH C TIOHATHEM O (YHKIIMH Cyla W Haka3zaHUs, KoTopas y ¢miocodon
MO3MHEH aHTHYHOCTH OBbIIa 3aKpervicHa 3a cynb0oit. Y Hemecwus oHa oT-
JIeTbHO HE paccMaTpuBaeTcs, PaKkTHIEeCKH Bce (QYHKINHU Cyla MepeaaHbl
y HEro MpoMBICITy, HO MOJIPOOHO OH 00 3TOM He TOBOpHUT. BbutH, onHaKo,
Y XpUCTHAHCKUX aBTOPOB B KoHIIE [V B. U ipyrue nojaxoasl K JaHHOU Mpo-
6nemarnke. Ha ogHOM M3 HIX HEOOXOAMMO KPaTKO OCTaHOBUTHCS.

Peur naet 06 naesx BumHenmiero ¢puiaocoda MOHAMIECKOTO AeaHus
Emarpus [TonTtuiickoro (IV B.).2? EBarpuii Haxoausics Mo CUIILHBIM BIIUS-
Huem OpUreHa v TUIaTOHU3Ma. Y YeHHE O TIPOMBICIIEC Y HETO TECHO CBSI3aHO
C YUCHHEM O pacnaJCHUM NCPBOHAYAJIBHOIO €AMHCTBA YMOB, HAACJICHUN
WX TellaMW W JaJbHEWIIEM MyTH 10 BO3BPAIICHUIO K MEPBOHAYAIEHOMY
€IMHCTBY, OCyIIecTBIsieMoMy BO XpucTe. lIpombica ommchBaeTCsl Kak
BoxecTBeHHOE TIOMEUEHHE O TOM, YTO KaKIOH pasyMHOMW Ayiie HEoO-
XOIMMO JIJIsl BO3BpalleHHs K eAMHCTBY ¢ borom.’? 'HOCTHKY BMeHseTCs
B 005I3aHHOCTH CO3EPIATh JIOTOC (TO €CTh OOKECTBEHHBIN 3aMBICE]I, T1ETTh)
npomeiciia’! o cebe camMoM U Jpyrux (B MEPBYIO OYEpeab TEX, KTO €My
BBEpEH B KaueCTBE YUCHHMKOB M MacOMbIX). Bce TBopeHue paccMmarpuBa-
€TCsl ¢ TOUKHU 3pEHUsl JBMXKEeHUs K bory, K KOTOpoMy OHO IpeHa3Ha4YeHo.
[Ipomeicn, mo EBarpuro, nmeeT ABa U3MEpEHHsI, KOTOPhIE MOXKHO HA3BaTh
OHTOJIOTUYECKUM U OHTOJMHaMUueckum: “J[Bosik npombica boxuii, onHa
CTOpOHA €ro, Kak TOBOPUTCS, OXPAHSIET COCTOSIHUE (CVOTOCLG) men u He-
menecHblx [CyECTB]; a Apyras—o0paiiaeT pa3yMHbIe TBapH (AOY1KO1) OT
MOpOKa U HEBEJICHNUS K JOOPOICTENH U BeleH 0 .32

HapsUIy C JIOrOCOM IIpOMBICTIa TMOJABMIXHHUK ITPU3BIBACTCA CO3€PLAaTh
soroc cyna (kptoig).’? Cyn y EBarpus kacaercs He Haka3aHHs, HO J1apa, KO-
TOPBII TocTaBisAeT bor pasyMHOM TBapu B BUJIE T€JIA U COOTBETCTBYIOLIETO
MHpa, B KOTOPOM YCJIIOBEK HAXOOUTCH. DTH Tena u MUPBI IIPUCYKAAKOTCA
B TEAAroru4ecKuX LesX. EBarpuii roBOPUT THOCTHKY, CO3EPIAIOIIEMY
JIOTOCHI CyJa W MPOMBICHA: “Thl OTKPOEIIb JOTOCHI Cylda BO MHOMKECTBE

29 Cm. ananm3 ero yueHust o mpombiciie u cyne: L. Dysinger. The logoi of
Providence and Judgment in the Exegetical Writings of Evagrius Ponticus // Studia
Patristica 37 (2001) 462—471; idem. Psalmody and Prayer in the Writings of Evagrius
Ponticus (Oxford 2005) 171-198.

30 Evagr. Kephalaia Gnostica 1V, 89 (ed. Guillaumont).

31 Evagr. Gnosticus 48 (ed. A. Guillaumont—C. Guillaumont).

2 Evagr. Kephalaia Gnostica V1, 59 (ed. Guillaumont).
33 Evagr. Gnosticus 48 (ed. Guillaumont).

w
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TEJ ¥ MUPOB, & JIOTOCHI IPOMBICIIA B CIIOC00aX, MOCPEACTBOM KOTOPBIX MBI
BO3BpaIacMcsi OT MMOPOKOB M HEBEJCHUS K JIOOPOJIETENN U BeJleHUI0 .3
Cyn s EBarpusi—pacnpezieieHHe TeJl B COOTBETCTBUU C COCTOSTHUEM
nym. OH COOTBETCTBYET IMEPEXOAy OT OJHOTO COCTOSIHUSI K JIPYTOMY
Y HaJIEJICHUIO COOTBETCTBYIOIIUM TEJIOM M KM3HBIO B COOTBETCTBYIOIIEM
Mupe. BiusHue miaToHoBCKo# dunocoduu u, B 4acTHOCTH, MU(Da 00 Ipe
u3 [ ocydapcmea 04eBUIHO.

Cymmupys nonsitue cyna y EBarpus B Kephalaia Gnostica, Jluccun-
oKep mumet: “B 3ToM counHeHmn EBarpuil MCMONB3yeT TEPMHH ‘Cym’
JJI1 OMMUCaHUuA TPEX PA3JIMYHBIX, HO CBA3aHHBIX COOBITHIA. BO-HepBBIX,
‘cyn’ MOXeT OBITh OTHECEH K MEPBOMY IMPOMBICIUTEIHEHOMY TBOPEHHUIO
MaTepHaIbHOrO MUpPa B OTBET Ha K1VNO1G (IBUKEHHE), UM NaJICHIE YMOB
(Aoyikot). Bo-BTOphIX, ‘Cym’ MOXKET OMNUCHIBATH CEPUH TpaHChOpMAaIUH,
B KOTOPBIX Kak[as yMHast TBapb (AOYlKOG) MOaydacT HOBOE TEJIO U 00-
CTAaHOBKY, TOIXOIAIINE IJIsSI €€ JyXOBHOTO cocTosHus. Hakomer, ‘cym’
MOXeT 0003Ha4YaTh COBEPIICHHOE MTPEOOpaKeHHEe, KOTOPOE BO3BPATUT BCE
B enuHCTBO ¢ Borom™.35 Tlpu aToM BhICIICE COCTOSIHUE €IUHCTBA ¢ Bo-
TOM—3TO €ANHCHUEC C HnwMm YUCTBIX, YKE OCBO60)II/IBIHI/IXC$I OT TCJI, YMOB.
Taxum obpazom, bor y Earpust cranoButca Cynueil B OTBET Ha TaJieHHe
TBapeil. DTOT MOMEHT ClieyeT MOAYEPKHYTh, UMesl B BHIY HHOM IMTOJIXOI
K TOH ke ITpoOIeMaTHKe, KOTOPIM MBI yBUANM Y Makcuma McnoBenHuKa,
JUTSL KOTOPOTO, B TO e BpeMs, yueHue Earpus o mpomsicie u cyae Oyaer
UMETh CYIIECTBEHHOE 3HAUCHHE.

OmHako, Mpek e 4eM MbI 00paTUMCs K yIeHUI0 MakcumMa, CJISIyeT XOTs
OBl KpPaTKO YIIOMSHYTh O TIPOMBICIIE U CyAbO€ B YUEHUAX HEOIUIaTOHHUKOB
V B., cpaBHEHHE C KOTOPHIMHU TIO3BOJIAT ACHEE TIOHATH M y4eHHe Makcuma.
Hawnbonee narepecen mist Hac I 'mepoki AnekcaHIpuicKuii, KOTOPBIA Ha-
nucan Tpakrar O npomvicie B CEMU KHUTAX, COXPAHUBIIHICS B ITepeckase
B bubnuomexe ®otus (Phot. Biblioth. Cod. 214; Cod. 251). I'mepoxi, 1o
cinoBam DoTwHsl, HE IPUEMIICT TIOHUMAHUS CyIh0BI HA KaK “‘HpparioHab-
HO¥M HEOOXOIUMOCTH COCTaBUTEJICH I'OPOCKONOB (YEVEOALOAOYWV)”, HU
Kak “nipuHyxaeHus (Blov) cToukoB”, HH Kak Ccyab0bl (Asiekcanapa Adpo-
IIACHUCKOTO) B CMBICTE “TIPUPOABI IIATOHOBCKUX TelI” (ITOX MOCICTHUM
MOYKET UMETHCS B BHJIy yU€HHUE, TUOO COOTHOCAIIEE CYNb0y ¢ MHIUBUIY-
aJbHOU TEJICCHO-YIIEBHON MPHUPOI0H,3° TNOO0 ¢ KOCMUUECKUMH TEIIaMH,

34 Ibid.

35 Dysinger. Psalmody and Prayer (nmpum. 30) 178.

36 Tak MOHUMAET 3TO MECTO U AJT0, MHEHHE KOTOPO, OCHOBAHHOE Ha TOJIKOBAHUHU
sToro nousaTus y [Ipokia, kaxercss HaM npeanoututenbHbiM: 1. Hadot. Studies on The
Neoplatonist Hierocles, Transactions of the American Philosophical Society 91 [I]
(Philadelphia 2004) 109.
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CKaykeM, HeOecaMu, M UX BIUsSHHEM),3” HE IPUHUMAET OH U YUEHHUS O BO3-
MOXXHOCTH MAaHUITYJIUPOBATH POXKIACHUEM UYCJIOBEKa IMOCPEACTBOM KCEPT-
BONIPUHOIICHNH (MMeeTcsl B BHY, OYE€BHIHO, Marudeckoe BO3/ICHCTBHE
Ha 0OroB, KOTOPOE JIOJDKHO C/IEaTh OJarompusTHBIM MOMEHT POXKIEHUS:
Phot. Biblioth. Cod. 214, 172 b 8-13).

BmecTto Bcero 3Toro oH MOHUMAET CyAb0y PEUMYIIIECTBEHHO B 3THYE-
CKOM CMBICIIC KaK ‘“‘IIpaBeIHOE JCHCTBHE O0XKECTBA, KOTOPOES HAIpPaBIICHO
Ha MMPECTYIMHUKOB, COTIACHO MOCTaHOBICHHIO TTpombicna’ (ibid. Cod. 214.
172 b 15). Cynnba, Takum obpazom, y ['mepoxiia, Kak U y BceX IIIaTOHUKOB,
MOJYMHEHA MPOMBICITY, B CMBICIIE TIPABEHOTO “‘cyaa” u “mpuroBopa’.

Uto kacaercs npombicia, To Beaes 3a [Inorunom ['mepokin nonumaer
€ro B TEePBYIO OYepe/lb OHTOIOTHIECKH —KaK MOPAIOK, KOTOPBIH MpHIaeT
Mupy Ym-Jlemuypr.3® TIpoMbici pacnpocTpaHseTcs Ha OOroB, JEMOHOB
1 JIIOIEH, 10 HUCTIAAAIOMIeH; 60TH MPUIaCTHBI TPOMBICITY B BRICIIICH Mepe.
[To Mepe cHWXKEHUS, B XU3HH JIEMOHOB (T€pPOEB) M, TEM OoJjee, JoneH
K MPOMBICTY TPUMEIINBACTCS Cyap0a M cioydaHocTh (cM. ibid. 130),
XOTSl CIyYalHOCTb B YKU3HM JIFOJEH TOJIBKO KAJKETCs TAKOBOW, a HA CaMOM
IIeTIe —3TO PE3yIbTaT B3aUMOICUCTBHS CYIbOBI U HaIIel CBOOOTHON BOJH
(cwm. ibid. 136). Cynn0a siBIsieTCS MOAYMHEHHONW (POPMOI TIpOMBICITA, TIPO-
SIBJISIFOIIIETOCS] B PACIIPENICIUTENIbHON CIPABEIITMBOCTH, KOTJA MPOMBICIT
BO3/IA€T CYIIECTBAM HH3IIETO MOPSIKA TO, YTO OHU 3aciykuiu. [losTto-
My cynbba UMeHyeTcs “‘00KeCTBEHHOM BOJIEH M 3aKOHOM O0JKeCTBEHHOM
crpaBemmuBocTH (Phot. Biblioth. Cod. 251. 462 b 2-3). Drto cynsmiee
Y UCIIpaBJIAIoNee NeHCTBHE Cyan0bl [ MepOKIT Ha3hIBaeT TAKKe ‘‘MaTepH-
aJTBHBIM TIpoMBbIciioM” (ibid. 464 a 18-20).

Kak 3ameuaer UnbceTpo Ao, 00pa3 cyab0BI-CIIpaBeITUBOCTH, COTIPO-
BOXKIIAIOIIEH MTPOMBICH, BOCXOIUT K 3akonam Ilnarona (Leg. 1V, 176 a 2 mimn
Leg. X, 904 ¢ 6 sq.) u Opghuueckum eumnam (62), Tae 3eBca COMPOBOKA-
eT OOrMHS CIpaBeITMBOCTH 1 Bo3Mme3nus [uka.?® CymiecTBeHHO TO, 4TO
Jlemuypr BBICTYINaeT KaK pacrpe/elIuTeNb OJiar, 4eMy COOTBETCTBYET MPO-
MBICII, @ HaKa3aHue (a 3HAYHT, U “3710”) OCTABIACTCS Ha OO CyaL0BI. Mo-
THBBI TEOJUIIEH 37I€Ch OUeBUAHBI—bOT He MOKeH ObITh OTBETCTBEHEH 3a
“31m0” (cp. Plat. Resp. 617 e). 'mepoxi Ha3bBaeT cyan0y: (1) O0xkecTBEHHOM
BOJICH; (2) 3aKOHOM O0KECTBEHHOM CIIPaBEIIUBOCTH U (3) O0XKECTBEHHBIM
cynoM (Phot. Biblioth. Cod. 251. 462 b 2-3). Takum 06pa3om, 3TO U 3aKOH,
[IPOBO3MIAIIAEMBbIN J[eMuypromM, u IpUMEHEHHE 3TOTO 3aKOHA.

37 Tak moHuMaeT 310 Mecto IIInbmnu, TOMyCKAIONIHiA, BIPOYEM, U MEPBOE TOIKO-
Banue: H. Schibli. Hierocles of Alexandria (Oxford 2002) 153.

38 Schibli (mpum. 38) 129. Kak cuuraer 1lu6nu, Beitie YMa y ['mepokia cTosio
Enunoe (cm. ibid. 53).

39 Hadot (mpum. 37) 103-105.
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Crnenyer oOpaTUTh BHUMaHHE Ha OJJHO MECTO, TJIe, cchutasich Ha [lia-
toHa (Leg. 1V, 709 b 7-8), y koToporo roBopurcs, uto bor ympasiser
MHPOM HE TOJBKO TPOMBICIIOM, HO U CyAbOOH, CIIy4aeM W TMOAXOMSIINM
MOMEHTOM, [ MepOKJI MHUILIET O TOM, YTO MPE/IIECTRYIONIEE (TPOTYOLUEVT)
HajlenleHne OlaraMu W COXpaHEHHE CYIIMX B COIIACHU C MPHPOJOH SB-
JISIETCS JISJIOM YUCTOTO MpoMbIcia (Thg kKabopls TPOvolog), TOraa Kak
WCTIpaBJIICHUE TEX, KTO UMEET MPOTUBOIPUPOHOE PACIIONOKEHUE, H Ha-
Ka3aHHe COrPELICHMI —IeJI0 MPOMBICIIa MaTepUaabHOro (€VOAOV), KOTO-
PBIH TOJIB3YETCs CIIyYalHOCTBIO (TOXT) U HOAXOASIIUM MOMEHTOM. OH
J00aBIsAeT, UCTIOIB3Ys BaXKHOE MOHATHE, MTOyYHBIIEe CBOE Pa3BUTHE U B
XPUCTHAHCKOW MBICIIH, YTO HE COTJIACHO MPEIIECTBYIOMIEMY MPHHIIAITY
(wu: “norocy” —TPONYOVUEVOV AOYOV) OOKECTBEHHBIH Cyj HaBICKACT
y)KacHOE Ha OJHHX M MPHUHOCHT OJaromojydvwe JPYrHM, HO Ha OCHOBE
TOTO, YET0 MBI TOCTOMHBI, UCXOAS W3 MPOMUIBIX Xu3HeH (ibid. Cod. 251.
464 a 20). 3necp 0COOEHHO MHTEPECHO IMOHATHE O “TIPEAIIECTBYIOIIEM
MIPOMBICTIE”, OT KOTOPOTo OTIWYaeTcs [MepokIoB “‘mociemyromuii” cyn
(mocnenHUH y)Xe He HETOCPEACTBEHHO OCYIIECTRISIETCSI bOoroM, 04eBHIHO
ITOTOMY, 9TO 32 boroM HY>KHO COXpaHUTh a0CONIOTHYIO OJIaroCTh), HO T10-
CPEJICTBOM CYIBOBI HITH CITydasl.

WuTepecHo, kak yxe 0b11o otMeueHo Murenem JI€ksenom (Michaelis
Lequien) B koMMeHTapusx K uznaanuto Moanna /lamackuna,*® uro mapai-
nenpHO ['mepoxity U nake panbiie Hero MoaHH 31aToyCT UCIIONB3YET CXOI-
HBIC ITOHATHA, TOBOPSA O ABYX BOJIAX bora: O/THa U3 HUX NPCAIICCTBYIOIAA
(T0 mponyoLEeVOV), TiepBas, “dToObI HE MOrHOIM T€, KOTOPBIC rpemiar”,
BOJISL OJIaTOBOJICHHSI, HO €CTh M JIpyrasl BOJIS, COCTOSAIIAs B TOM, ‘‘UTOOBI
Te, KTO IpEacs 3j1y, HaKoHel[ oruoau”.#! YaeHue o npeaiecTByolei
W rocienoBasieii Bose bora 6iaromapst ero ucnons3oBanuto Moaraom [la-
MaCKHHBIM Oy/IeT BECbMa PaclpOCTPAHEHO Y XPUCTHAHCKUX OOTOCIIOBOB,
¥ BOCTOYHBIX, U 3amagabix. OT JlamackuHa 3TO ydeHHe Tomajio B CpeaHe-
BEKOBOE JIATHHCKOE O0rocioBue, B 4acTHOCTH K DoMe AKBUHCKOMY.*?

OtMernM, 9TO y 37aroycTta U 'y I'mepokia “npeniecTByomas’ BOJISI—
OaroBoJIsIIIAst, a MOCIEAYOIast, WK Bropas, —cyasmias (I 'mepokit npumu-

40 Bocmpowusseneno B: PG 94, 967-969 n. 95.

4l Toan. Chrys. In epistulam ad Ephesios: PG 62, 13, 15-20. Cp. npum. III
k . XXIX, kH. 2 A. BponsoBa: Tsopenus udice 6o ceésmuix omya naweeo Hoanna
Jamackuna. Tounoe usznodxcenue npasociashoui éepvl (M. 1992) 416—417.

42 Thom. Aquin. Summa Theol. 1 a. 19. 6, ad 2. OT ®ombI, BeposiTHEE BCETO, ITY
KOHIETIUIO BociprHsi1 ['enHauii Cxonapuid, Ui KOTOPOro oHa Obliia BIBOWHE yOeu-
TeJbHa, MOCKOJIBKY OHa ke BeTpevaercs y JlamackuHa (J. A. Demetracopoulos. Georgios
Gennadios I1—Scholarios’ Florilegium Thomisticum 11 (De fato) and its anti-Plethonic
Tenor // Recherches de théologie et philosophie médiévales 74 [2007]: 2, 320).
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CBIBACT €il M HarpaJipl, a 3MaToyCT TONBKO HakazaHwus). OTIHYHe COCTOUT
B TOM, 4TO y 3yatoycta o0e BOIM MPHHAJIEKAT HEMOCPEACTBEHHO Bory,
a 'y ['mepoxia mocnenyromuii ¢y, XoTsi B KOHEUHOM CUETE TOXKE BOCXOIUT
K bory, ocymecTBisercs corimacHo cynpoe (Kak B y CpeIHUX TUIATOHUKOB).
B nenmom ke, BeposiTHO, 00a aBTOpa OMUPAIOTCS Ha O0IIYI0 GHUI0CO(CKYIO
TPaJULUIO, BOCXOAAILYO K ITnatoHy U cpeiHUM IIIaTOHUKAM U CTPEMSILY-
F0Cs KaK “‘ompaBnarh bora” (Teoauiies ), Tak ¥ yTBEpIUTH CBOOOTY YEJIOBEKA.

CooTHOIIIEHNE TTPOMBICIIA, CyOhOBI U CBOOOTHOW BOJH, 10 | HEpoKITy,
TaKOBO, YTO HAIl BHIOOP CO3/1AeT YCIOBHUS ISl OOKECTBEHHOM CIpaBe-
JUBOCTH, 3TOTO OCYIIECTBICHHUS CYAbOBI, B COOTBETCTBUU C KOTOPHIM Ha
YPOBHE YEIIOBEUECKOT0 OBITHS PEan3yeTcsl MPOMBICI. DTO BCE Ta ke TEO-
pus “ycIoBHO CynbOBI”, UTO 'y CPEIHUX TUIATOHUKOB. CripaBeiInBOCTh
OCYILIECTBIISICTCS Yepe3 JIEMOHOB, CTPaXKeH YEIOBEUECKUX TTOCTYITKOB.
Jns I'mepoxita moHATHE CBOOOTHOM BOJM W 3aBHUCSIIETO OT HAc, TO €CTh
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, IOJPa3yMeBaeT CYIIECTBOBAHHE IPOMBICIA, W CYIIIE-
CTBOBAaHKE MPOMBICIIA MOJIpa3yMeBaeT HaJM4YWe 3aBHUCAIIETO OT Hac. M6o
HaIa cBo0oj1a BEIOOpa IMOATBEPIKIAACT CITPABEIIIUBYIO CYALOY, a IT0CIICTHSIS
coxpansieT cBodomy (cM. Phot. Biblioth. Cod. 251, 465 a-b). JleiictBue
CYJIB6BI, MMOHUMaeMOM Kak Cya, HAUMHAETCA C CaMOT'0 pOXIACHU A, YCIIOBUA
KOTOPOTO (POIUTENH, MECTO M BPEMS POXKICHHS) U TEJIECHOCTh, KaK M 0CO-
OEHHOCTH XapakTepa, OMPEIeNIOTCS BHIOOPOM YN B BEYHOCTH MEpPE
BcesleHneM B Teno (cM. ibid. 466 a). ' MepoKIT TOBOPHUT, UTO “IUIsl KayKIOM
IYIIH €CTh U MPOMBICI, U CYII, H MIPUTOBOP (EKAOTNG €0TL TPOVOLX KOl
Kplolg kol dlkn), ¥ ouniieHne (KAOAPO1G), U OTChUIAHKE I [HOBOTO]
POXJIeHUs, U Moo0aroIIast sku3HeHHas 107 (ANELg), U He caM co0oit Ha-
CTYTAIOIIMA KOHEI[ [)KU3HH |, W TOCTIe CMEPTU MTyTEeIIeCTBUE B AU C Be-
aymuM (MYERLOVOG) AEMOHOM, KOTOPOMY II0 KpeOHi0 Obliia MpernopydyeHa
Hamma xu3Hbe” (ibid. 466 b 2—7). Bmusaue muda [ tarona 06 Dpe oueBuIHO.

[Tpu sToMm cdepa cynpObl HE BOCTIpUHMMAETCS | MEPOKIIOM Kak Bpak-
neOHast, U3 Hee Clie/lyeT M3BJIeKaTh MOoJb3Y, Kak OONBHOM M3BJICKAET MOJIb3Y
13 TOphKUX JieKapcTB (ibid. 461 b; 464 a). “Ilopsmok MPOMBICTUTEIIEHOM
cynbObl (N THG TPOVONTIKTG EIHaPUEVNG TAELG) BOCIIMTHIBACT TO, YTO 3a-
BHCHUT OT Hac (T0 €@’ MUIV) HOCPEACTBOM CTPaJaHUi, KOTOPHIC HE 3aBUCAT
ot Hac (00K €@’ MUIV)” (ibid. 465 a 19-21). Heuro noxoxee Mbl Hai1eM U y
Makcuma VcnoBeaHrKa, KOTOPBIH MHIIET, YTO CYIIecTBYIOT “TIpombici*
n Cyz1, KOTOpBIE TECHO CBSA3AHBI C YCTPEMIICHHUSIMH HAIINX IPOU3BOJICHUH.

4 3nmech n manee Hamwcanue IIpombicaa n Cyaa ¢ MPOMUCHON OYKBBI COOTBET-
CTBYET MOHIMAHHMIO HX B Ka9eCTBE O0XKECTBEHHBIX SHEPTHI, COOTHOCHMBIX C COOTBET-
CTBYIOIIMMH 00’KECTBEHHBIMH UIMEHAMH (TpaguLus Apeonazumux, KOTOPOW HaClIeTyeT
u Maxkcum).
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OHHM pa3MUYHBIMU CTIOCO0AMU YIESPKUBAIOT HAC OT TYPHOTO M MYIpPO 00-
pamaroT K 6J1aroMy ¥ HCKOPEHSIOT B HAC MPOIIJIOe, HACTOsIIee U OyryIee
3710, HAMPABJISIst TO, YTO HE 3aBUCUT OT HAC, POTHUB TOTO, YTO 3aBHCHUT OT
Hac” (Max. Amb. 10/19: PG 91, 1136 A). Bpsia nmu pedb MOXKET UATH O 3a-
MMCTBOBAHHH M JIa)K€ BIMSHNH, KaK U B CITydae OTMEUEHHBIX BBIIIE CXOJI-
HBIX MbIciIel ['epokna u 3matoycra, cKopee—0 CyIIeCTBOBAHUU B 00IIEM
KOHTEKcTe (PMI0CcO(CKON KyIbTYPHI TIO3THEH aHTUYHOCTH.

[Tepeitnem Tenepr HENMOCPEACTBEHHO K yueHuto Makcuma Mcnosen-
auka (VII B.) o Ilpomeiciie u Cyne. B cucteme MakcuMa ydeHHe o mpo-
MBICTe U cyae EBarpus mpeteprieno cyniecTBEHHOE W3MEHEHHUE, XOTS OH
¥ HEOTHOKPATHO MOBTOPSIET HACTaBIeHNEe EBarpus o cozepriaHuu JOrocoB
MPOMBICTIA U Cy/a, CYUTAsi 3TO CO3EPIIaHNE BaKHOW YacThIO OOTOMO3HA-
Hus.* B Tpyonocmsix k Hoanny (Amb. 10/19: PG 91, 1133 A — 1137 C)
MakcuM Hm3JIaraeT TEOPHUI0 TSITH CIOCOOOB (TPOTIOCOB) €CTECTBEHHOTO
cozepuannsd. [locpencTBoM mepBBIX TpeX OCyIIECTBIsAETCS Mo3Hanue bora
W3 TBOPEHHS, C TIOMOINBIO JBYX JAPYTHX—HAcTaBleHHWE B I0OpoaeTenn
u ycBoeHuu bory. B koHTekcTe Tpex TpomocoB mo3HaHusi bora u3 TBO-
penusi Makcum ropoput o nos3Hanuu bora kak Tsopia, [TpombiciauTens
n Cynuu, IpoBOJIs, TAKIM 00pa30M, pa3indre MKy STUMHU TPEMS acrek-
TaMu JesTelIbHOCTH bora B oTHOIIEHUH TBOpeHus. UTo kacaeTcsa bora kax
TBopa, To B 3TOM KadecTBe OH MO3HAETCS U3 KaTETOPUH “CYITHOCTH  TPU
MOMCKE HE CBOJMMOMN HU K OJTHOM CYIIIHOCTH U HE TT0O3HABAEMOM 110 CYITHO-
ctu [lepBonpuunnsl Bcero. ['oBopst o no3nanuu bora kak ITpombiciurens
u Cynuu, MakcuM HCIIONb3yeT KaTeropuu “aprmkenne” (Kivnoig) u “pas-
guune” (dropopd). Mcxomst U3 IBHIKEHHUS TBApPEH, KOTOPOE MPOUCXOMAUT
B COOTBETCTBUH C IPHUPOIHBIMHU JIOTOCAMH (Pa3HBIMH y BCEX MPHUPOI, HO
EAMHBIMH I KaKJ0TO W3 TBOPEHUI MAHHOW MPHUPOIBI), MOXKHO ITO3HA-
Barb Hajuuue [Ipomebicia:

JIBmkeHue ykaspiBaeT Ha IIpoMbICH 0 CyIIMX: MOCPEACTBOM HETO CO3ep-
[[aeM HEM3MEHHYIO TOKIECTBEHHOCTh KaXK/I0TO U3 MPUIIEAIINX B ObITHE
M0 CYIIHOCTH M BHIY, a TaKkXKe Oe3yKOpH3HEHHOE yINpaBleHUE, W MO-
cturaem Cogmepikamiero u CoxpaHSIONIETO BCE BEIIM B HEU3PEUCHHOM
€MHCTBE B HaJJIEXKAIIEM MOPSAIKEe OTACNBHO APYr OT Apyra COIIacHO
TEM JIoTOcaM, MO KOTOPhIM Kakaasi Belb Bo3HMKIa (Max. Amb. 10/19:
PG 91, 1133 O).

ITpu 3TOM Makcum Mog4YepKUBAET, YTO OH TOBOPUT HE 00 oOpaluaro-
meM Ilpombicie, TO €cTh HE O €ro MOpPaJIbHOM acleKTe (KOTOpBIH OH He

4 Cwm., Hanipumep, B Comnuyax o mobsu: Max. Carit. 1,78; 1, 99; 1, 100; 2, 27,
2,99; 3, 99.
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OTpHIIAeT, HO B JJAHHOM MECTE, TaK CKa3aTh, OIYyCKAaeT, JUCTAHIUPYSCh,
KaK CUMTAIOT McclieaoBaTenu, oT EBarpust),*s HO juilb 00 €ro OHTOAMHA-
MHYECKOM acCIeKTe:

A1 roBopro (3aeck) o Ilpomeicie Yma, He 00 oOparuaromeM (€TGTPET -
TIKNV) ¥ Kak Obl yCTPAaMBAIOIIEM [JOMOCTPOUTENILHO| BOCCTAHOBICHUE
TeX, 0 KoM [IpombIci, U3 TOro, YTO HE JOJDKHO, B TO, YTO JOJDKHO. Ho
a rosopto o IIpomsiciie, comepxamieM B cebe BCe U COXPaHAIOIIEM
[Bce] cortacHo yorocam, 1o KOTOPHIM BCE M3HAYaJIbHO BO3HUKIIO (Max.
Amb. 10/19: PG 91, 1133 D).

Takoe nonnmanue IIpomeiciia epekIuKaeTcs ¢ yueHueM o Hem y He-
MecHsl, KOTOPBIH, Kak ObIIO OTMEUYEHO BBINIE, ToauepkuBai B bore-IIpo-
MbIcnuTene (B oTiinyre oT TBopIia) y’ke He akT TBOPEHHUS KaKk TAaKOBOM, HO
obecrnieyeHne OAJIEPKAHUSI TBOPEHUS, TOXKIECTBEHHOCTH POJIOB U BUJIOB,
POCT W pa3BUTHE, TO €CTh BCIO JMHAMHKY JKU3HU WU JBHUKEHHS TBOpE-
HUS, KOTOPYIO OH U cBsi3biBaeT ¢ [Ipomseicmom (Nemes. De nat. hom. 41,
121-124) (MakcuM uH3faraeT CXOAHOE IMOHMMAaHHWE Ha SI3bIKE YUYCHHS
0 JIorocax, 3aMMCTBOBaHHOTO UM M3 Apeonazumux). YBIeUeHHbIE TEMON
nonemMukd Makcuma ¢ EBarpuem, uccienoBaTeny OOBIYHO HE MPHUAAIOT
3HaueHus 3To mapayuienu ¢ Hemecuem. lanee, Takxke onyckas MOpaib-
HBIH acTeKT (Y4TO MPUHIMIHAIBHO), Makcum rosoput o bore kak Cynun,
MTO3HABAEMOM B DTOM Ka4ueCTBE Yepe3 KaTETOPHIO “paziudus :

Pasnuuane sxe ykaspiBaet Ha CyJ, MOCPEACTBOM Pa3IWYHsI MBI HaydaeMcs,
yro Bor—mpemynpsiii pacrpenenuresb (SLoVOAY) COOTBETCTBYIOIINX
Ka)XJIOMY JIOTOCOB, (Hay4aeMcsl JK€ 3TOMY,) UCXOJIsl U3 TPUPOJHON CHO-
COOHOCTH, [MMEIOIEHCs | B KaXK/IOM M3 CYIIHX, COPa3MEPHOM 110 OTHOIIIe-
HUIO K TopIexkamemMy cymHocta (Max. Amb. 10/19: PG 91, 1133 CD).

Mopaunbasbrii aciekt Cyna (To ecTh TOHHUMaHue ero Kak HaKa3bIBalo-
IIETO W BOCIUTYIOIIET0) 3/1ECHh OMTyCKAETCsI, BEPOATHO, HE TOJIBKO ITOTOMY,
910 MakcuM XO4eT OTMeXeBaThCs OT MOHMMaHMsA cyna EBarpuem, HO
¥ TIOTOMY, YTO MOPAJBHBIA aCMeKT YMECTEH JHIIb B OTHOIICHUH pa3yM-
HBIX TBOpPEHHWH, a MaKkcUM XO4eT, O4eBHJIHO, MOAHATH moHsATHE 0 Cyne
Ha BCeoOIHil YPOBEHb, KaK OH MPUMEHUTEIHHO KO BCEW TBapH TOBOPHII
o IIpowmsicne. JInmenHsi MopanbHOTO acnekta Cy, MOCTUTaeMblil uepes
“paznuune” (d10popd), COOTBETCTBYET Mo3HaHnuto bora-Cyauu u3 camoro
(bakTa CyIecTBOBaHUS CTPOTHX, OTTPAHMYMBAIONINX OTINIHA MEXKITY CYy-
[IeCTBaMH, He TOJIBKO B IPUPOJHO-BUIOBOM OTHOIICHUH, HO U HA HHINBH-

4 M. Torénen. Union and Distinction in the Thought of St Maximus the Confessor
(Oxford 2007) 137.
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JyaJlbHOM YpOBHE. B paMkax 3Toro BUIEHHUS, KaKas MPUPOJa U Kaxk s
TBaph CYIIECTBYET COMIacHO npeaBedHoMy Cyay B yCcTaHOBIEHHIO boxuio
B OTHOIICHHH €€ OBITHSI, TPUPOJIBI, CITI0c00a CYIIECTBOBAHNS U KaueCTBa:

U o Cyne (s roBopio), kKak o pacmpenenutene (31ovouén), HE BOCIIHU-
TyomeM (ToldeVTIKNY) U CIOBHO Obl KaparoleM COrpEIIAoIInX, HO
0 COXPaHSIOIIEM M pa3srpaHUYUBAIONICM (HJIH: “ONMpenesiromemM” — &@o -
PLOTLKNV) CYIIIHE, IT0 KOEMY Kak[10€ TBapHOe (cyIiee) B (Hepa3phIBHOM)
CBSI3U C JIOTOCAMH, COTTIACHO KOTOPBIM OHO MOSIBUIIOCH, MIMEET HEU3MEH-
HO€ B MPHUPOJHON TOXKJAECTBEHHOCTH y3aKOHEHHE (VOULLOTNTOL) HEpy-
IUMBIM, TIOCKOJIbKY Co3/arellb W3HAYalbHO BBIHEC CYJ M YCTaHOBHJI
OTHOCHTEIBHO Oblmiiss KaKIO0TO M TOTO, ¥mo OHO JOJKHO OBITh, U KaK,
1 kaxoeo (0HO) [I0IKHO OBITE] (€ Apy g 6 dNULOVPYOC Tepl ToD elvat
kot Tt elvorl Kol g kol 6otov EKaoTov EKPLVE T€ Kol DTEGTNOOTO)
(Max. Amb. 10/19: PG 91, 1133 D — 1136 A).

B boecocnoscko-noremuueckom couurnenuu 214 B KOHTEKCTE MOJECMHUKU
¢ moHOodu3znToM CeBHpoM AHTHOXWUHCKMM MakCUM Hmanl OIpecicHue
“pazmTUUuIo”’ MPUMEHHUTEIBHO K CYITHOCTSAM, YTO 3TO “[HEYTO], COCTaBIs-
foree (CVOTUTIKNAY) B onpeaesoiee (APopLoTIKNY) CYIIHOCTH, U 10-
0aBWII, 9YTO MMOHUMAET pa3jNyre KaK TO, YTO pa3rpaHUYMBACT CyIIee IO
CYIITHOCTH, ¥ TIO TIPUPO/IE, U T10 JIUILY, ¥ TIO UTIOCTACH B UCKOPEHSET TF000e
npeBparnienue u ciustaue (Max. TP 21: PG 91, 248 B).

OO0s1uHO, paccMmaTpuBas maccax u3 Amb. 10/19, mocsamennsrii Cymy,
B COBOKYITHOCTH C TIPEABIAYIINM, MTOCBIIEHHBIM [IpoMbICiTy, uccienoBa-
TeJN MOTYEPKUBAIOT OTIINYNE WX MMOHUMaHWsA Yy MaKkcuMa 1o CpaBHEHHUIO
¢ Eparpuem.4” OnmHako mpeacTaBisieTCs, 4TO JajeKo He Tojabko EBarpuii
(ma n He cTtompko EBarpwuii!) mosmusn Ha MeIcas Makcuma. B camoMm nere,
MOKHO 3aMETHUTh, 9TO B criocoOe omucanus Cyma boxxns Makcum 0130k
Kk Tomy, kKak Ilc.-Jluonucuii onuceiBaeT boxkne nmst “CripaBeqyIMBOCTD
(Atkoioovvn) u cxoaHoe ¢ HuM “Cracenue” (Zotnpio)

bor BocneBaercst kak CripaBeaIMBOCTh—KaK BCEX IO JOCTOMHCTBY Ha-
JETSIouiA, u onpenensroumii (&popilwv) GIaroMepHOCTb, U KPacorTy,
U OnarovyuHue, ¥ yCTPOIMCTBO, M BCe pacrpeseieHus (Slavopldc), u mo-
PSIKN KXKJOMY B COOTBETCTBHHM C ITOMCTHHE CYIIUM CIIPABEINBEHIITNM
IIPENIEIoM, U U1 BCEX U KaXKJI0ro U3 HUX sBitowuiics 1Ipuunnoii camo-
CTOSITEJIFHOCTH. ... DTa OOKECTBEHHAsI CIPABEJIMBOCTH BOCIIEBACTCS U

46 Tpaxrar HanucaH Ju0O0O IIPUMEPHO TOTZA XKeE, KOTAA COUMHSUIMCH Tpyonocmu,
1100 1o3/1Hee, BO BPEMsl MOJIEMHKH BOKPYT MOHO(EINTCTBA.

47 L. Thunberg. Microcosm and Mediator. The Theological Anthropology of St
Maximus the Confessor (Lund 1965) 73-74.
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kak CriaceHue Bcex, IOTOMY YTO OHa ITOJICPIKUBACT M COXPAaHIET 0CO0bIe
Yy Ka)XJIOr0 ¥ HECMEIIAHHbIE C JIPYTUMH CYIIHOCTb M YWH OECIPUMECHO,
Oymy4r MPUYHHON CBOMCTBEHHBIX BCEM 0COOCHHOCTEH MOBeqCHHS.

W3 comoctaBneHusi 000MX aBTOPOB BHUJIHO, YTO B CBOEM OHTOKOCMO-
morudeckoM moHnMaHnu Cyna MakchM TOT4epKUBaeT Te K€ MOMEHTHI,
9TO W Apeonarur, Korja oH TOBOPUT 00 mMeHax bora “CrnpaBemnBOCTE”
u “Cnacenne”’, a MMEHHO — 00 yCTPOCHHH TBOPEHUS, B KOTOPOM BCE TTOTyda-
eT Too0aloIHi eMy YWH, CTPOTO OTTPAaHWYUBAETCS JPYT OT JApyTa, CyIIe-
CTBYeT “HECMECHO” W “‘HEeCIMSHHO’’ C APYTUM B TIpeIenax CBOSH MPUPOIbI
¥ CBOETO 00pasa CyIiecTBOBaHMs. MOXKHO BCIIOMHHTD, YTO 1 Hemecuit, kor-
Jla TOBOPWJI O TOM 3HAYEHHH CYAHOBI, B KOTOPOM 3TO TIOHSATHE TPUEMIIEMO
JUTSL XpUCTHAH, TIHCal O TIpe/ieiax M TpaHUIlax, MOJI0KEHHBIX borom mpu-
pomam (Nemes. De nat. hom. 37, 56). OnHako HETIOCPEICTBEHHOE BIMSIHIC
Ha KoHtermuio Cyna MakcrMa okaszall, 04eBHIHO, BCe ke Apeomarut. Tem
Oostee 3acmyXMBalOT BHUMaHU W HEKOTOpBIe oTHuus. B Apeonasumuxax
HET MOJYEPKHYTOTO Pa3NWYeHHs OHTOJIOTWYECKOTO M MOPAJHHOTO TUTaHA
MIPUMEHUTENHHO K bokKeCTBEHHOH CITpaBeNTMBOCTH; TPUBOAS OTPBHIBKH U3
HUX, S OIYCTHJI TIOCBSIIIIEHHBIE MOpaIbHOMY acmekTy CIpaBeInBOCTH,
XOTsl ApEoIaruT CrenuaibHO TMOAYepKUBaeT MPaBOMEPHOCTh BEChMa He-
TPUBHATIHLHOTO OHTOJIOTHYECKOTO MoHuMaHus “Cracenns’ 1 “M30aBmenus”
(wmm: “Uckymienus” — ATOADTPOOLS) B CMBICIE O0ECICUCHHs TIPaHUI]
Y TIpENIEJIOB IPUPOJ U YAEPIKaHUS X B COOTBETCTBYIOIIEM YHHE U TIOPSIIKE
(Ps.-Dion. DN 8, 9) 1 moKa3bIBaeT, UTO TyXOBHBIA MITH MOPATLHBIA aCIIeKT
“craceHMs”’ HEOTAETNM OT OHTOJOTHYECKOTO TOHWUMAaHHS MOJ00HOTO
poma. C mpyroii croponsl, mMeHa “CrpaBemnmuBocts’, “Crnacenue”, “U3-
OamiieHne” Il Apeoraruta—OJIHH M3 MHOKECTBa bO)KECTBEHHBIX MMEH.
Y Makcuma xe Cyn (Hapsimy ¢ [IpoMbiciiom) 3aHIMaeT 0COOCHHOE MeCTO,
9TO, OYEBUAHO, CIEIyeT OOBACHATH U AuaioroM ¢ EBarpuem, y KOTOpoOro
napa Ilpomeicni—Cyn urpaeT KIIFOYEeBYIO pOJb, U OONBINAM 3HAYCHHEM B
Cs. Ilucanuu n nepkoBHOU TpaauItuu moHATHH bora-Cynun u cymoB boxw-
nx.* DTH MOHATHS, KaK MMPABHUJIIO0, HIMEIOT MOPABHBINA CMBICI, MaKCHM e
HaIOJTHSACT MX OCOOBIM, GHUIO0CO(MCKUM, OHTOJIOTHICCKAM CMBICIIOM, YTO

48 Ps.-Dion. DN 8, 7-9, pyc. niep. ¢ u3MEHEHHUSIMH LUT. T10: JITMOHKHCHIT Apeorarur.
Couunenus. Maxcum HcnoBennuk. Tonxosanus / Tlep. mon pen. I. M. Ilpoxoposa
(CII6. 2002) 481—-487.

49 Cp. MHOrouHcICHHbIC yroMUHaHUs boxuux “cynos” B ITucanuu: 1 ITap. 16,
12—14; Tos. 3, 15: Ilc. 9, 26; 18, 10; 104, 5-7; 118, 13, 30, 39, 43, 52, 62, 75, 106,
137, 164, 175; 147, 8; Ilpem. 17, 1; Oxkn. 17, 10; 48, 7; Hc. 26, 9; Hep. 1, 16; [an. 3,
27; Omkp. 15, 4; 16, 7; 19, 2. HexoTtopsle U3 3TUX MECT YIOMHHAIOTCS B pa3INYHbIX
KOHTeKcTax y Makcuma.
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JUIIHUHN pa3 TO0Ka3bIBAa€T, YTO OH OBLIT HE TOJHKO OOTOCIOBOM, HO M (DHIIO-
codom. Haxoner, rosopst o Cyme, Apeornarut aenaet O0IbIImi (€ciau He
WCKITFOYUTENIBHBIN) aKICHT Ha Pa3IUdINy U pa3TpaHUUICHUH npupoo, Toraa
Kak MakcuM, Kak BUAHO U3 TIPUBEACHHON UTATHI U3 bo2ocioscko-nonemu-
yeckozo couunenus 21, kareropuro “paznuuus’, a 3HAYUT U Cymd, COOTHO-
CHUT C pa3u4YreM He TOJIIBKO IPUPOJI, HO ¥ umocTace. B memoM ke moHATus
[Tpomsicia n Cyza B ©X OHTOKOCMOJIOTHYECKOM acrekTe y Makcuma TecHO
MEPeryIeTeHbl TI0 CBOEMY COAEPKAHWIO M HEOTAETUMBI JIPyT OT JpyTa.
B COBOKYIMHOCTH OHM OMHCHIBAIOT MPHUHIHUIBI TOXKIECTBEHHOCTH U paz-
JUYXS BCEr0 TBApHOTO TaK, YTO HHU O TOXAECTBE (KOTOPOE OIpeaessaeTcs
Y BBISBIIETCS JIBMKCHHEM CYIUX COTIIACHO JIOTOCY MPUPOABI Ka)JIo0To),
HH 00 OTIIMYNH, ONMPECACIACMOM pa3IMYUuCM MNPUPOJAHBIX W HIIOCTACHBIX
0coOeHHOCTEH, APyT 6€3 Ipyra TOBOPUTH HEH3S.

Ecmu cpaBauTh KoHIenmuio [Ipomeicia n Cyna Makcuma ¢ yIeHUSIMHA
TJTATOHUKOB-SI3BIYHUKOB, TO MOXHO 3aMEeTHTh, 4T0 CyJl y HEro B ompese-
JIEHHOM CMBICJIE 3aHsI MECTO, KOTOPOE B SA3BIYECKUX YUCHHAX 3aHMMAIIa
cynn0a, 1o KpaifHeit Mepe, B HEKOTOPBIX CBOMX CYIIECTBEHHBIX MOMEHTAX.
MOoXHO BCIIOMHHUTB, Hampumep, 4To y ['mepokna cyapba—mnoganHeHHas
(opMa mpomBbICTIa, TPOSIBIAIONIETOCS B PaCIpe/leINTEIbHON CTIpaBeTu-
BOCTH, KOTZIa TIPOMBICII BO3/Ia€T Pa3yMHBIM CYyIIECTBaM TO, YTO OHH 3a-
CITY)KWJIH; TIOOTOMY CyZIb0a IMEHyeTCs “00)KECTBEHHOM BOJICH M 3aKOHOM
o6oxectBeHHOU cripaBeymBocTH (Phot. Biblioth. Cod. 251.9. 462 b 2—-3.
P. 194), m roBOpuTCS 0 HElt B KOHTEKCTE O0KECTBEHHOTO cy/a. B memom xe
Y HCOIUIATOHMUKOB-A3bIYHUKOB cy;156a OXBaTbIBACT I10 MPEUMYIICCTBY Ma-
TepuabHOE TBOPEHUE, YETIOBEKA YK€ — B TOM Mepe, B KAaKOW OH eMy ITpUHa/I-
nexur, a Cyn y Makcuma pactpocTpanseTcs Ha Bce TBapHoe. Kpome Toro,
Cyn y HEro He SBISICTCS YeM-TO MOAYMHEHHBIM [Ipomeicity (kak cymapba
y SI3BIYHHKOB), a, Kak 1 [IpoMbICIT, TIpUHAUIEKUT HETIOCPeICTBEHHO bory.
[Ipu sTOM pemenne o OBITUN M WHAUBUAYAJIHHBIX 0COOCHHOCTSIX TBapen
He sBisieTcs y MakcuMa ¢aTaabHBIM CIIEICTBHEM U3 BRIOOpA AYIITH J0 €€
BCEJICHUS B TEJIO WJIH €€ MPOIUIBIX KU3HEH, Kak y [1narona u niaToHNKOB-
SI3BIYHUKOB, HO UCKIIIOYUTENHHO pemenneM Cyma boxws.

YV EBarpus, B OTIHYHE OT S3bIYE€CKOTO TUIATOHU3MA, YK€ HET TOHATHS
Cyas0BI, HO, KaKk U y (hUII0COPOB-I3BITHUKOB, €CTh MPEICYIIESCTBOBAHIE
JIyII W HaJIeJICHUE UX COOTBETCTBYIOIIMMH TeJIaMH, COBEPIIAEMOE TI0 JIO-
rocy cyna boxuda. ¥ EBarpus 3To siBIsieTCS CIIEICTBUEM OTIIaIEHUSI YMOB
OT IpeOBIBaHUS B AUHEHUN ¢ boToM, C KOTOPBIM B cooOpa3yercs boxkmit
Cyl, 3aBHUCSIINHI, TAKUM 00pa3oM, OT BEIOOpa TBapei. B 3ToM oTHOIICHIH
cuctema EBarpust HaxoAgWTCs Ha TONIYTH OT s3bIYecKoi (uiocodun
K XpUCTHAaHCKOH. UTo KacaeTcss Makcuma, TO OH HE TIPOCTO, KaK OOJBIIHH-
CTBO XpUCTHAHCKUX (PrIocodoB, OTKA3BIBACTCS OT MOHATHS CYALOBI, HO,
CHUHTE3WPYS M TBOpUecKH mnepepadareiBast EBarpusa, Hemecus m Apeoma-
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TUTa, XPUCTHAHU3YET CyIbOY, MOTHUMAET ee 10 cyBepeHHoro Cyna boxwusi.
IIpu stom, kak crnpaBeguBo oTMmedaeT Menxucenexk TopoHeH, Makcum
Tak (opmynupyer koHrenmuuio Ilpomsicaa n Cyna (B X HE-MOpPaIbHOM
cMeIcie), uto bor octaBancs 0wl y Hero IIpombicauTenem u Cynueit u 6e3
rpexonajienus, 1jist EBarpus xe 3tu aeictBus boxxuu Hepa3pbIBHO CBsi3a-
HbI ¢ MU(OM 0 pacraje u coonpaHuu DHabl. 0

BosBpamasices k pazoupaemomy tekcty uz Amb. 10/19, moxHO 3ame-
TUTH, YTO, yKa3aB Ha OHTOAMHaMHYeckoe TonnManue [Ipomsicina u Cyna,
penieBaHTHOE JUIsl BCeX TBapeu, MakcuM TyT e OTMEuaeT, 4To, €CJIU To-
BOPHUTH O HAC, JIOMAX, MMEIOMINX IO MPUPOJE MPOU3BOJIICHHE, TO K HaM
BITOJTHE OTHOCHUTCS M MOpasibHBIH actiekT [Ipomeicna u Cypa:

[Totomy 4TO Bemb €CTh U MO-Apyromy ckaspiBaembie IIpombicia u Cyn,
KOTOPBIE TECHO CBSI3aHBI C YCTPEMIICHUSMHE HAIIUX MPOU3BONICHHH. OHU
Pa3TMYHBIMH CIIOCOOAMH YACPKUBAIOT HAC OT [yPHOTO U MyIpo obpariia-
0T K 0JaroMy U UCKOPCHSIOT B HAC MPOILIOe, HAcTosIee 1 Oymayiieed!
3710, HAMPABJISAS TO, YTO HE 3aBHCUT OT HAC, MPOTHB TOTO, YTO 3aBHUCUT
oT Hac.>?

Bonee Toro, mpuMEHUTENBHO K JIIOASIM HEJb3sS TOBOPUTH O JBYX pas-
HeIX Tunax lIpomsicia u Cyna, He-MOpaabHOM W MOPAaJbHOM, HO T€ JKe
camele [Ipompict u Cyg SBISIOTCS 1O OTHOIIEHUIO K HUIM W OHTOJAMHAMH-
YeCKUMH, 1 MOPAITbHBIMH, TOIBKO MPOSBIISIOTCS TTO-Pa3HOMY:

S1 He TOBOPIO M3-3a ITOTO O TOM, YTO CYIIECTBYET [KaKO-TO| OIUH U JIpY-
roif mpomsica u cya. M6o s 3Hato, 4T0 e€cTh 1Mo cwie [Mim: “B BO3MOX-
Hoctr”’] omgmH I[Ipomsict u Cyx, IMEIONTN pa3HOe W MHOTOOOpa3Hoe [1T0
crocobam| aeiictBue Ha Hac (Max. Amb. 10/19: PG 91, 1136 A).

DaKTUYECKH 3TO O3HAYAET, YTO MPUMEHUTENBHO K JIOASM XpaHEHUE
Y TIONJep)KaHUe HAIIeH MPUPOILI B €€ SHEPTHH U JBIKCHUH (OHTOIU-
Hamudeckuil acriekt IIpombicia) compoBokaeTcss oOpalieHHeM W Ha-
MpaBJICHUEM K eauHOM 1enmu pazymHoi tBapu (Cp. Max. Thal. 2, 10—12).
PaBno u boxwuit Cyn B OTHOIIIEHUHN HAC JACHCTBYET HE TOJBKO HAACIISISI HAaC
COOTBETCTBYIOIIMMH KaueCTBAMHU M 0COOCHHOCTSIMU, OTIMYAIOIIUMHU OJTHY
UIIOCTACh OT APYroil, HO U BOCHUTHIBAs U HaKa3blBas YKIOHSIOIIUXCSA OT
bora.

50 Toronen (mpum. 46) 136—137.

51 To ecTh BOBMOXHOE B Oy/IyIIeM.

52 Max. Amb. 10/19: PG 91, 1136 A. MakcuM UCTIONIb3yeT KaTETOPUH aHTHYHOM
HpaBCTBeHHOU (rutocoduu, BOCHPUHATEIE, ckopee Bcero, oT Hemecus (cM. Nem. De
nat. hom. 38-39).
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B omrom mecte Tpyonocmeti (Amb. 67: PG 91, 1400A—B) Makcum ro-
BOPHT O TPOHCTBEHHBIX Jorocax Cyna u [Ipompicia 06 ymonocTuraeMmom
M 9yBCTBEHHOM. Kaxk7oe M3 cymmx XapaKTepu3yeTcs CYIIHOCTHIO (WIn
TIPUPOIOI), CTIOCOOHOCTRIO (WJIM CHJION) M IeWCcTBUEM (WU dHEpruci).
NmenHO u3-3a 3TOM TPOMCTBEHHOCTH TPONUCTBEHHBI U Jiorockl [Ipombicia
n Cyma oTHOCUTENbHO HEX. TpolcTBeHHBIH joroc IIpoMbicia, cormacHo
Maxkcumy, CBSI3bIBaeT OBITHE CYIIETO C CYIIHOCTHIO, CITOCOOHOCTHIO H JIeH-
ctBrueM, a Jioroc Cyna Haka3pIBaeT rpexu (IPOIUTBIe, HACTOSAIINE U OY-
IYIIHE ) — YKIOHSHHUS OT (WM “TOpYH’) COOTBETCTBYIONIHUX JIOTOCOB (TO
ecTh Bomu boxuelt) OTHOCUTENBHO CYIIHOCTH, CTIOCOOHOCTH M JIEHCTBHS
cymux. Takum 00pa3om, MPUMEHUTETHFHO K pa3yMHBIM TBapsSM OHTOJIOTH-
YyecKuil maH y MakcruMa Beerzia eiie B BO3MOKHOCTH OHTOAMHAMUYECKUI
¥ MOPAJBHBINA, TO €CTh MOJPa3yMeBaeT U ABI)KEHNE TBAPH, M HAIIPABIICH-
HOCTH 3TOTO JIBIDKEHHS, ONPEAEIeMYyI0 OTHOIIEHHEM HAIIeTo MPOU3BO-
neHns K boxkueit Bose. HapyrmeHus 3Toi BOIH BIEKYT 3a co00i aeicTBHE
Cyna, KOTOpBI COBEpIIaeTCs B TEUCHNE BCEH KU3HU YEITOBEKa, a HE TOJIBKO
MOCJIe CMEPTH.

[Ipu stoMm [Ipomsicn u Cyn y Makcuma uMeroT 00)KeCTBEHHBIN 1 HaI-
BpeMeHHOU xapakrep.>? He cinyuaiino B Amb. 67: PG 91, 1400 B, kak u B
Amb. 10/19: PG 91, 1136 A, ou roBoput, uto Cyn boxuii uckopeHser
B HacC HE TOJIEKO MPOIUIOE U HACTOAIIEe, HO U 6)ydyuee 3110. bor obmagaeT

33 Cp. 0 HQIBPEMEHHOM XapakTepe CyIbObI, KOTOpask BBILIE HE TOIBKO JIFOEH, HO
u 00roB, B ApeBHerpeueckoii Kynsrype: B. I I'aiinenxo. Tema cyovOul 1 ipeicTaBIeHUAE
0 BPEMEHH B JPEBHETPEYECKOM MUPOBO33peHun // Bonpocwi ¢hunocoguu (1969): 9, 88—
98. Ilpu Bceil yCIOBHOCTH TakOro CPaBHEHMs M HAJIUYUM CYIIECTBEHHBIX OTIMYMH,
MOXKHO 3aMETHUTh, YTO B OJHOM B)XKHOM aCIEKTe OOHAPYKUBAETCS CXOICTBO MEXKTY
JIpEeBHETPEYEeCKUM ITOHUMaHHeM CyabObl 1 yueHnem Maxcuma. Tak, eciu, coriacHo
laiiieHko, repoudyecKoe MOBEIECHUE y TPEKOB MIPEAIONAraeT CO3HATENbHOE IPUHITUE
repoeM CBOei CynbObl, SIBISIIOLICHCS] COCTABHON YacThIO €IMHOTIO NIPEABEUHOrO IIaHa,
TO 1 MaKcUM rOBOPUT, YTO HE 3aBHCsAIIEE OT Hac MOChUIAaeTCsl HaM borom u npeasedHo
BetoMo EMy, ¥ TOTKHO OBITH MPUHSTO B KAY€CTBE TAKOBOTO. DTO BUIAHO, HAIIPUMED, U3
JaoraMex 1y MakCHMOM U IO CETUBILIMM €T'0 B 3akiroueHuH ert. @eogocuem: “ToBoput
emy ®eonocuii enuckon: ‘Kax xupels, rocriogud aBBa Makcum?’ OTBETUII CBATOI:
‘Kak npepomnpenenun (npodpioev) bor npexie Bcex BekoB CBOE MPOMBICIUTEIBHOS
(mpovonTiknv) 060 MHe pemenne (Wiam: “ycTpoeHue” —dieEoywynv), Tak U KHUBY .
®deonocuii roBoput: ‘Uto ke THI roBopuiis? Ho pa3Be mpesk/ie BCSIKOTO BeKa 0 KaXI0M
n3 Hac mpenonpenenua bor?” Makcum ckaszam: ‘Eciam mpemyBenan (mpo€yvm), TO
6e3 comueHust u npenponpenenun’ (cp. Pum. 8, 29). @eonocwuii: ‘Urto 3HaYUT 3TO—
“npepyBenan” u “npenonpenenun’?’ Makcum: ‘IlpenBenenue [kacaercs] 3aBUCSIINX
OT Hac MBICIICH U CJIOB M JIeJ, a MPEIONpeeNICHNe KacaeTcsi He 3aBUCSIIUX OT HaC
cobpituit”” (ducnyt B Busum, mep. M. JI. MypetoBa ¢ u3MeHeHHIMHU: Maxcum
Hcnogeonux: nonemuka ¢ opucenuzmom u monosnepeusmom |/ Coct. I. 1. Benesuy,
/1. C. Buprokos, A. M. llydpusn [CII6. 2007] 176).
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a0COJIOTHBIM 3HaHWEM U TIpeABeIeHNnEeM, U cyasl bk, 1o KOTOpBIM CO-
BEpIIIaeTCs TO, UYTO HE 3aBUCHUT OT HAC, IPOUCXOMAT B COOTBETCTBUH C 3TUM
Mpe/IBeZICHIEM, B TOM YHCJI€ HATNX HAMEPEeHH, TaK YTO HEIb3s CKa3arh,
YTO YEJIOBEK BBIHYKIaeT bora BEIHOCHTH TOT WIJIM WHOH CY[, TIOCKOIBKY
cynpl boxun nume peanu3yroTcs BO BpeMEHH, HO MpHHAIexkaT boxe-
CTBEHHOW BHEBPEMEHHOM pEalbHOCTH M BBITEKAIOT U3 bokecTBEHHOro
npensencHus. Y Earpms, y xotoporo cyn boxkwii (mo kpaitHeit mepe,
TIEPBBIN CyJT) BRIHOCHIICS Ha OCHOBE BBIOOpA AYIITH JI0 €€ BCEIEHUS B TEJIO,
JIeI0 00CTOATIO MHAYEe —KaK €Cclid OBl TBAph MOTJIa CBOUM BBEIOOPOM BIHSATH
Ha bora.

[TogBoast UTOr ATOMY KpPaTKOMY PaCCMOTPEHMIO “XPHUCTHAHCKOIO OT-
BeTa” Ha YUCHUS O MPOMBICIE U Cynb0e sS3BIYeCKON (hHUI0COPUU, MOKHO
CcKa3aTh, 4YTO, BOINPEKH HamOoiee paclpoCTpaHEHHOMY MHEHHIO, YTO
y4eHHe 0 CynpOe OBUTO OTOPOINCHO XPUCTHAHAMH M 3aMEHECHO YUCHUEM
0 MIPOMBICTIE, MBI IMEEM JIeITO ¢ Kya Ooee ClIoKHOM KapTUHOH. J{eiicTBH-
TEIbHO, TIOJIABIIAIONIee OOJNBITMHCTBO XPUCTHAHCKUX aBTOpoB [II-VI BB.
OTKa3bIBAIOTCS OT YMOTPEONeHHUs TIOHATHS CynbObl. B To ke Bpems, yxe
y amosioretoB y Mycruna ®dunocoda elpoppévn u y Munynus dennkca
fatum ymoTpeOnsaIich U B TO3UTHBHOM KOHTEKCTE B CMBICTE cyaa boxusi.
C npyroit croponsl, EBceuit Kecapwmiickuit m Hemecuit Dmecckuii, oT-
OpOCHUB MOPAJIbHBIA aCTIEKT CYABOBI, TOMYCTHIIH €T0 TOHNMAaHNE B CMBICTIE
TPaHUI] U TIPEACIIOB, TTOJIOKEHHBIX borom mpupomgam. Hemecwnii paspaba-
THIBaeT yYeHHE O TMPOMBICIE, OIM3KOe CPEeIHEIIaTOHMYECKOMY, HO TIPO-
MBICIT Y HETO HE OTPaHUYHMBAETCS HEOOXOANMOCTHIO M PACIIPOCTPAHSAETCS
Ha BCE TBOPEHHE.

YV Esarpus IlonTtuiickoro B KOHTEKCTe (HHIOCOMUH MOHAIIECKOM
KU3HH paspadarpiBaetcs crienuduaeckoe yaenune o [Ipomsiciae n Cyne,
KOTOpPOE, C OJHOW CTOPOHBI, OTMEYEHO CHUIIHLHBIM BIUSHUEM S3BIYECKOTO
mIaToHn3Ma (ycBoeHHOTo MM depe3 OpureHa), a ¢ IPYTOH—sBISIETCS
MOMBITKOM XpUCTHAHU3AUUKU 3TOro ydenus. Hakoweu, y Makcuma Hc-
MTOBETHWKA HaXOANM OHTOAMHamuueckoe nmonnManue [Ipomeiciia u Cyna,
B pamkax kotoporo Cya, B HEKOTOPOM pOJie 3aHSBIIUH B €r0 CHCTEME
MeCTO “‘CymbOBI” sI3pI9eCKOr (hriT0cohrr, HATIOTHUIICS HE TOIHKO MOPah-
HBIM, HO H B TIEPBYIO OYepeb OHTOJIOTHYECKIM CMBICIIOM, HE 3aBHUCSIIINM
ot (paxta rpexonagenus. Takum oOpa3zoM, Makcumy yaaiock IpeomosieTh
JIETEPMUHUPOBAHHOCTh KOHIIEIIINU CyAbOBI MOpaIbHOU MpOoOIeMaTHKON
¥ HYXJaMH TEOAWIIeH, IpociexnBaeMyto HaunHas ¢ [lmarona. Bmecre
C TeM, OH TIPEJIOKMI CBOM OTBET Ha BOIIPOC O TPUHITUTIE YITOPSIOUYEHHO-
CTH KOCMOCa, CyIIECTBYIOIIETO B HEM Pa3sHOOOpa3us, pa3Induil ¥ HHCTBA,
YTO y CPEIHMX IJIATOHUKOB M HEOTUIATOHUKOB OIMMCHIBAJIOCH B paMKaxX MX
KOHIIETIIINY CyIbObI, MOHNMaeMot Kak npupona u lyma Mupa. I1pu atom,
B OTJIMYHE OT yYEHHUS TUIATOHWKOB-SI3BIYHUKOB, yueHue o Cyne Makcuma
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HcnoBennuka uckimodaeT uepapxuro Mexmay IIpomeiciom u Cymom, uc-
XOUT U3 UX PAaBHOU3HAYAJIBHOCTU U paBHOﬁ NMPUHAIIC)KHOCTU €ANHOMY
Bory. B nieniom ke y Hero nmpo0iemMaTiuka mpombIcia U CyAbObl, UTparomas
CTOJIb BAXKHYIO POJIb B S3BIUECKON (uimocoduu, momydaer pa3padboTky,
CPaBHUMYIO II0 OXBaTy BOIPOCOB C IMOCTPOCHUSMHU TaKHUX S3bIYECKHX
¢dbumocodos, kak ['mepokn u [Ipoxn. MaTtepuaisl, peacTaBICHABIC B Ha-
CTOSIINICH CTaThe, MO3BOJIAIOT €IIE pa3 TMOATBEPAWTHh HAIMYHUE OOIIETO
KOHTEKCTa A3bIYECKOM U XPUCTHUAHCKOM MBICIH B 3MOXY MO3JHEH aHTUY-
HOCTH, KaK M HEOOXOAMMOCTH yUeTa SI3BIYECKUX (PIIOCO(CKUX yYUICHHIH
JUTSL aJIeKBaTHOTO MMOHMMAHHS XPUCTHAHCKUAX (PHIIOCO(OB.
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Pycckasa xpucmuanckas cymanumapnas akademus,
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This paper examines the way Christian thought of Late Antiquity transformed the
theory of providence and fate found in pagan philosophy. It shows that the concept
of fate was not rejected by Christian thinkers (as it is commonly believed), but that
it underwent a long process of transformation. Several important Christian thinkers
have been studied in this context, among them Justin Martyr, Clement of
Alexandria, Eusebius of Caesarea, Nemesius of Emessa, Evagrius and Maximus
the Confessor. Special attention is paid to Nemesius’s constructive criticism of the
Middle Platonists’ teaching on fate and necessity.

It is shown that Maximus the Confessor’s theory of providence and judgment
may be treated as a Christian alternative to theory of providence and fate found in
pagan philosophy (especially in the Platonists). Maximus did receive his notions
of God’s providence and judgment from Evagrius, but he modified his concepts,
so they were no longer a variation of a common Platonic myth, which was typical
of both Evagrius and Origen. From Nemesius, Maximus received his definition of
providence elaborated in a dialogue with Middle Platonists. Unlike many other
Christian authors, Maximus understood God’s judgment not only as a moral
judgment and punishment or reward, but predominantly as an act of ontological
differentiation and maintenance of individuals and species in their unique features
and movement towards God.

Maximus’s theory of providence and judgment presupposed a dynamic view
of a world order, which was a fulfillment of God’s plan. Unlike his pagan
predecessors, particularly Hierocles (whose views are also discussed in the paper),
Maximus did not make God’s judgment and justice some “lower” deity or force in
comparison with providence. In Maximus, both God’s providential care for the
world and for each human being and God’s judgment (understood in its ontological
dimension) were equally and eternally belonging to One God, as were His two
main forces directed towards His creation.
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B crarbe paccMaTpuBaroTCs ITyTH TpaHC(HOPMANU B XPUCTHAHCKON MBICIIH TO31-
Hel aHTHYHOCTH YUYEHHH O ITPOMBICIIE U Cyab0e B sizbrdeckoit puocoduu. [Tokaser-
BAETCsl, UTO IMOHATHE CyAbOBI HE OBUIO OTBEPTHYTO XPUCTHAHCKUMU MBICITUTEISIMA
(xax OOBIYHO TIPHHATO CYMTATh), HO MPETEPIIEIO JITUTEIBHYIO TPAaHC(POPMAITHIO.
B atoMm xoHTEKCcTE M3yUaercs Hacieaue Mycruaa @unocoda, Kimmmenrta AnekcaH-
npuiickoro, Hemecus Omecckoro, EBceBus Kecapuiickoro, EBarpus IlonTtuiickoro
n Makcuma VcnoBenanka. Ocoboe BHUMaHHE YACIAETCs] KOHCTPYKTHBHOW KPUTH-
ke Hemecnem yueHns cpeiHIX TIIAaTOHUKOB O Cy/Ib0e 1 HEOOXOIMMOCTH.

B crarpe nokazano, yto yueHue Makcuma VcnioBeqHMKa O POMBICIIE U Cy/e
MOXET paccMaTpuBaThCd B KAueCTBE XPHCTHAHCKOM albTEPHATUBBI YUCHUIO
0 MPOMBICIIC U CYB0E A3bIuecKuX PpritocodoB (0COOCHHO HEOTUIATOHUKOB). Mak-
CUM BOCHPHUHSI NMOHATHUS 0 bojkecTBEHHOM IpOMBICIIE U cyae oT EBarpus, HO oH
OYHCTHJI 3TU MOHSATHSA, TAaK YTO OHU IEPECTaIN OBITH OZHOW M3 BapHalMil IIaTo-
HU4Yeckoro muga, xkaxk 3to Opio y Opurena n Earpus. Ot Hemecus Makcum
BOCIIPHHSII ONPE/EICHUE MPOMbICIIA, BHIPA0OTAHHOE B JIMAJIOTE€ CO CPEIHUMHU
IUTATOHWKaMH. B oTim4ne OT MHOTHX APYIMX XPUCTHAHCKHX aBTOPOB, Makcum
MOHUMaJ BoKeCTBEHHBIN Cyn HE TOJIBKO KaK MOpAJIBHBIN Cyl M HAaKa3aHUE WIIN
BO3HArpakJeHue, HO 10 IPEUMYILECTBY KaK akT OHTOJIOTn4Yeckor nuddepeniua-
UM U TIOJJICPKaHMS MHIMBMUIOB M POJIOB B YHHUKAJIBHOCTH UX OCOOEHHOCTEH
n awxenus kK bory. Yuenne Makcnma o IpoMBICIE U Cy/e Tpe/royiaraeT nHa-
MUYECKOEe BUIECHHE MUPOYCTPOICTBA, ABISIOIIETOcs UCIoMHeHHeM bokecTBeH-
HOTO 3aMbICiIa. B oTnn4me oT cBOMX S3bIUECKUX MPEANIECTBEHHUKOB, B YaCTHOCTH
I'mepokia (4bM B3DISAIBI TAKXKE PACCMATPUBAIOTCS B CTaThe), MakCHM HE JiefaeT
Borkuii cyn ¥ cripaBellIMBOCTh HEKUMHU “HU3IIMMHK™ 00XKECTBAMH WIIM CHJIAMU 110
CpaBHEHUIO C IIpoMBICIOM. Y Makcuma u bokeCcTBEHHOE ITPOMBICIUTENIBHOE T10-
TIEYCHNE O MUPE U KaXKIOM 4eJloBeKe, U boxkecTBeHHBIH Cy/ (TOHUMAEMBIi B €T0
OHTOJIOTMYECKOM H3MEPEHUH) B paBHOM CTETNIEHN U3BEYHO NpHHAIeKaT Eqnnomy
bory kax nBe Ero riaBHbIE CHIIBI, IPOSIBIISIOMINECS B TBOPEHHN.
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Simon Hornblower, 4 Commentary on Thucydides. Volume I: Books
1-3. Pp. xi+548 (Oxford, Clarendon Press 1991); Volume II: Books
4-5.24. Pp. xvi+520 (Oxford, Clarendon Press 1996); Volume I11: Books
5.25-8.109. Pp. xix+1107 (Oxford, Oxford University Press 2008).

Today Herodotus is perhaps more generally appreciated, certainly more
generally loved, than Thucydides. Thus Momigliano, in his Sather Classical
Lectures delivered in the years 1961-1962 (posthumously published as The
Classical Foundations of Modern Historiography, Berkeley, 1990, p. 52).
If indeed the twentieth century witnessed a resurgent Herodotus on both
the historical and the literary fronts—a process of rehabilitation initiated
by Felix Jacoby’s seminal article for Pauly—Wissowa—it was also the age
of Thucydides Deconstructed—a process of demolition already presaged
at the beginning of last century by Cornford’s Thucydides Mythistoricus.
Yet barely half a century after Momigliano gave his Sather Lectures, we
are beginning to learn to love Thucydides again. Anyone who wishes to
know how this renewed love has come about, and what courses it is likely
to take in the years to come, will never do without this book. Hornblower’s
A Commentary on Thucydides, in three volumes, is the first lemma-by-
lemma commentary on the entire Greek text of Thucydides to appear, in
any language to the present reviewer’s knowledge, since A.W. Gomme,
A. Andrewes and K. J. Dover, A4 Historical Commentary on Thucydides
(HCT), 5 vols. (Oxford 1945-1981).! H.’s now completed commentary is
a truly monumental achievement, spanning over eighteen years for writing
and covering over two thousand, two hundred and twenty pages, about
a thousand pages more than Gomme’s own 1262 pages and matching the
2298 pages of the entire HCT. Few, if any, in our current generation would
be able to turn out so much with H.’s intensity, erudition and scholarship.

I Partial commentaries, such as J.S. Rusten, Thucydides: The Peloponnesian
War Book II (Cambridge 1989) and P. J. Rhodes, Thucydides: Book III (Warminster
1994) did appear in the meantime, as did D. Cartwright, Historical Commentary on
Thucydides: Companion to Rex Warner's Penguin Translation (Michigan 1997).
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This may sound like an unabashed panegyric. Yet things did not begin
that way. When the first volume of this commentary appeared in 1991, it
generally attracted more disapproving voices than eulogies from reviewers.
It was, of course, inevitable that any commentary that apparently aspired to
succeed the work initiated by Gomme would be sternly measured against
its predecessor. There were, however, two criticisms initially raised against
H. which, in my view, were largely justifiable. These did not concern
matters of detail or the work’s overall academic standard in comparison
with Gomme, but focussed rather on the question of what a commentary
on one of the greatest classics of history should be like. This review will
begin by assessing how H.’s subsequent volumes responded to those two
particular criticisms (§ 1). Since much has already been commented by more
qualified reviewers on each volume, especially on the earlier vols. I-1I,
I shall then look into the commentary’s general character, its strengths, and
its possible weaknesses (as the present reviewer perceives them to be after
the completion of the entire work) in the format (§ 2), historical and literary
interests (§ 3), arguments (§ 4), and treatment of modern literature (§ 5).
In conclusion, some scope for improvement will be suggested (§§ 6-7).

§1

The first criticism that greeted the publication of vol. I centred on its
apparent lack of any agenda, or rather any clear statement of one: it
opened, Xenophon-like, with no introduction, bar half-page prefatory
notes (replaced in the 1997 paperback edition by a Preface of two pages
or so0). In response to this charge, vol. Il came out five years later with an
impressive Introduction of some 145 pages divided into seven thematic
sections: 1. The overall purpose and objectives of the commentary;
2. Thucydides’ attitudes towards Herodotus; 3. The “heroic” presentation
of Brasidas; 4. Thucydides’ concern with inter-communal kinship;
5. Speeches and the question of authenticity; 6. Thucydides’ relationship
to the epigraphic evidence; and 7. The “completeness” and possible dates
of composition of Bks. 4—5. 24. Of these, section 1 can properly be said
to constitute a general introduction to the whole commentary. It engages
extensively and exclusively in promoting its advantages over Gomme’s
share of HCT; these H. justifiably claims to be the translation of every
Greek lemma, the use of digitalised databases, the consideration of religion,
and the systematic analysis of literary and narratological aspects on the
basis of unitarianism (on these see below). The remaining six sections, on
the other hand, are more or less independent essays, dealing with issues
that have generally characterised Thucydidean studies, both traditional
and of the more recent kind. Yet they are also strongly angled to reflect
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H.’s own concerns. Moreover, the practical aim of these essays is no more
than “to pull together ideas scattered through my commentary on these
160 chapters” (II, p. 2); that is, not so much to provide an introduction
but to draw up conclusions from his notes on the passages of Thucydides
treated in vol. II—except for s. 2, which essentially consists of polemics
against R. Stroud, “Thucydides and Corinth”, Chiron 24 (1994) 267-304,
and J.J. Kennelly’s dissertation, Thucydides’ Knowledge of Herodotus
(Brown 1994), plus some material gleaned from vol. II supplementing
H.’s own 1992 paper, “Thucydides’ Use of Herodotus™ (incorporated as
Annex A in the same volume). Thus someone expecting to find in these
145 pages an introduction to Thucydides’ work as a whole, or to major
problems of Thucydidean scholarship, or even to H.’s own overall views
on the historian, is sure to be baffled.

The third and final volume, published twelve years after vol. II, also
begins with a General Introduction in eight sections: 1. Compositional
questions of Bks. 5. 25—8; 2. The historical context of the Sicilian
expedition; 3. The theatrical culture of Sicily; 4. Syracuse characterised
as another Athens; 5. Thucydides’ silence over the role and responsibility
of the Athenian BovAn; 6. The possibility of oral recitation; 7. Narrative
functions of indirect speech; 8. Stylistic enactment (again more on these
below). This introduction has above all the virtue of brevity, 36 pages in
all, which was so sorely lacking in that of vol. II that one reviewer of the
earlier volume, P.J. Rhodes, commented on the “substantial repetitions in
the Introduction of material in the commentary” the relationship between
which “might have benefited from a little more editing” (BMCR [1997]).
One potential downside, on the other hand, is that, since some of the
sections have developed straight out of H.’s lecture notes and conference
papers, their immediate relevance to the commentary is at times less than
obvious: this reviewer scrabbled in vain to find out any tangible links
between s. 3 on the theatricality of Sicilian culture and the main text of the
commentary. Moreover, this introduction, like that of vol. II, restricts itself
to the books covered by that volume, and to a very specific set of issues.
We are still left not quite sure what H. thinks of many “basic” interpretative
questions like, say, what was Thucydides’ general understanding of the
Great War, of its “truest cause”, of human nature, of political leadership,
of reason, of power, of imperialism, or indeed of his own undertaking to
record it €¢ aiel? All these are topics that remain scattered through the
notes (esp. in the introduction-less vol. I) but ought to have been “pulled
together” somewhere.

The best place, therefore, to look for a more comprehensive overview
is not these two Introductions, but his Thucydides (London 1987, 21994).
Though published earlier and partly out of step with H.’s later intellectual
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development, it remains useful both as an induction course for the History
in its entirety and as a précis of H.’s various strategies to read it, many
of them duly carried over into the present commentary. In addition,
H. published a number of articles and a monograph on Thucydides during
the eighteen years that intervened between the appearance of vol. I and
vol. ITII. Some of these have been “extensively rewritten” and collected into
abook, Thucydidean Themes, which came out from OUP in Nov. 2010 (yet
to be seen by this reviewer) and which, according to the publisher, is to
serve as “a companion volume” to the entire commentary. Its Introduction,
as H. promises in the Preface to vol. III, will try to offer his “views on Th.,
as arrived at after the completion of the present commentary” (p. viii).

The second criticism that was as often aired as the first involved the
total absence of maps in vol. I. Vol. II, on the other hand, had a single,
rather rudimentary, map of Amphipolis. Still, this patently was not
enough: given the geographical extension of the theatres of war treated
in the relevant part of the History, at least maps of Pylos-Sphacteria and
the Chalcidian districts would also have been desirable. This cartographic
deficit has finally been rectified in vol. III, by the addition of eight maps,
including (belatedly) those of Greece and the Aegaean, South Italy and
Sicily, and Asia Minor, all in clear drawings and just about full enough to
serve their purpose.

§2

The main body of the commentary arranges Thucydides’ text by episodic
units (“The Pylos Episode”), which are in turn further divided into sub-
sections (e. g. “The Athenians occupy Pylos™), all prefixed with subject
headings. The beginning of each year is also flagged in the text. This
format follows that of HCT, except that the latter signalled only years
and seasons in the running heads. Under each sub-section come the Greek
lemmata and the notes. Unlike HCT, H. provides each lemma with the
corresponding passage taken from B. Jowett’s Victorian translation of
Thucydides in Oxford World's Classics, revised and updated by himself.
These translations, intended for the Greekless, reflect the “democratisation”
of classical studies in the English-speaking world that took place after
the appearance of Gomme’s first volumes. The long-promised separate
publication of a revision of Jowett’s whole translation has now been
abandoned, as we learn from the Preface to vol. III (and in the meantime
OUP published a fresh translation of Thucydides by J. M. Hammond for
its World's Classics series in 2009).

Another useful feature in the economy of the commentary is the
“introductory notes”, which preface many of H.’s sections and sub-
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sections, as well as speeches. HCT, especially that of Dover, occasionally
had such explanatory notes. But while HCT’s were sporadic and sparing,
H. deploys them in a far more extensive and systematic manner. They
are most noticeable in vol. IlI—and so are their positive effects. In their
reviews of vol. II, D. Lateiner (Histos 2 [1998]), and to a lesser extent
C.J. Smith (CR 49 [1999] 19), have both questioned the very point of
wrapping the thematic and structural approaches adopted by H. in the
“atomistic” format intrinsic to a line-by-line commentary. However, the
use of longer introductory notes in vol. III than in the previous volumes
has enabled H. to develop sustained arguments uninterrupted over large
blocks of Thucydides’ text, and thus helps alleviate if not completely work
out the conflict between his working methods and his chosen medium.
Furthermore, the detailed introductory notes in vol. III compensate for
its brief Introduction, and by so doing, also avoid those “substantial
repetitions” that created a sense of redundancy in vol. II.

§3

In his recently published collection of Thucydidean studies, J.S. Rusten,
referring back to the early 80s, has summed up H.’s programme thus:
“Dover had just completed the last volume of HCT [...], Connor was
about to write the sort of ‘literary commentary’ that Dover [...] could
not envision. And Hornblower was to write one that would take account
of both”.2 In retrospect, this is not an inaccurate description of the work
and its place in the scholarship as it has finally emerged in its entirety.
However, when it was first conceived, this project, like Gomme’s (but
unlike H.’s own earlier Thucydides), clearly seems to have started from the
historical. And it remains deeply engaged in historical issues throughout.
In this exercise, H. tries hard to “improve on” Gomme as much as update
him. In order to effect that improvement, he digs deep into subjects
seldom addressed by Gomme, including one that has not been deemed by
many to have been a factor in Thucydides’ historical explanations—not, at
least, in the way it might have been in Herodotus or some other historians:
namely religion, in both the narrower and the broader senses of the word.
Narrower, in that its manifestations took the specific forms of sanctuaries,
sacrifices, oaths, oracles, purifications, divination etc.; and broader,
because under the same heading will have fallen a very wide variety
of aspects of Greek life, including festivals, theatres, athletics, battle

2 J.S. Rusten (ed.), Thucydides, Oxford Readings in Classical Studies (Oxford
2009) 17.
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preparations, amphictiony, and those often mythically explained kinship
ties, cvyyévela, between communities. All of which are themes that are
central to H.’s enquiry. And in order to bring matters up to date, he draws
on epigraphic and archaeological discoveries that have come to light
since the mid-twentieth century, plus non-Attic inscriptions overlooked
by Gomme, as well as the latest works of reference including /ACP and
the still ongoing LGPN; this evidence is then set against the text, in order
to re-examine old financial problems arising from it or to expound on
personal and place names, where his expertise shines.

H. is rightly wary of “marrying epigraphy and Thucydides” “at every
turn”, however (I, pp. 6-7). Nor is he unaware of the similarly circular
risk of “correcting Thucydides out of Thucydides” (II, p. 110). And yet
the historian in H. is nonetheless quick, when he chooses, to challenge
the perceived shortcomings of his ancient Greek master: Thucydides’
omission of key events in the 430s leading to “serious distortions” in the
picture of the causes of the Ten Years War (I, pp. 66 f.; 97-99; 110-112;
133; 187 £.; 382 £.); a “most serious” misjudgement on Pericles’ optimistic
assessment of the war finances (I, pp. 341 f.); Thucydides’ earlier failure
to take in the Persian factor (I, pp. 181; 415; II, pp. 423 f.; 111, pp. 765;
769-771); exaggeration of the significance of the Pylos affair (II, p. 113);
misplaced blame for the Athenian failure at Delium (II, pp. 286 f.); general
blackening of the Athenian assembly and its susceptibility to passion (I11I,
pp- 30; 568); downplaying of the long-term relationships between Athens
and south Italian cities, and comparable overplaying of the latter’s bleak
reception of the Athenian fleet in 415 BC (III, pp. 5 f.; 34; 419; 421 £,
461; 608 f.); a “dramatically” inflated number of the Athenian and allied
troops retreating from Syracuse (III, pp. 619 f.; 713 f.; Appendix 2); poor
coverage of Pharnabazus’ sphere of control in northern Asia Minor in “the
Tonian War” (111, pp. 760; 773; 987), and so on. H. is particularly impatient
with Thucydides’ general tendency to speak only in terms of personified
collectivities (e. g. rash Athens versus dithering Sparta) and to let a part
stand for the whole—a group of citizens or a political organ for “the
Athenians”; the Spartans, the Corinthians etc. for “the Peloponnesians”;
“the Athenian army” for the ethnically mixed collection of citizens and
allies; some of the federation’s constituent moAeig for “the Boeotians”
(perhaps very much like our “Russians” for the old USSR or “the English”
for UK)—and, related to Thucydides’ talk of “the Athenians”, his near-
universal silence over the role played by the Council (BovAn) in Athenian
decision-making. And he is quick to point out Thucydides’ biases for,
or against, Alcidas, Cleon, Brasidas, Alcibiades, Phrynichus et al. in his
character portraits, where the historian postures as the omniscient narrator
who can read into his characters’ minds.

99 <c
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This last point touches on a banal and yet crucial truth: where written
histories are concerned, any ‘“historical” issues such as those above
soon become just as literary, or historiographical. Gomme and the two
continuators of a “historical commentary” had all purposefully, but not
always successfully, tried to stay within an artificial boundary separating
Thucydides the Historian, i. e. the external referentiality of his text, from
the so-called “Thucydides the Artist”, i. e. its internal representation.
H., on the other hand, by not placing any qualifier such as “historical”
or “literary” on the title of his own, seems from the start to have been
set to stride over that boundary. A typical example of this attempt at
synthesis is his engaged examination in vol. II of the “epic” presentation
of Brasidas, where he combines literary analysis inspired by J. G. Howie’s
“H aploteia amd Tov 'Ounpo g tov ZEevoemvta” (Parnassos 34 [1992]
425-448)3 with historical questions, or rather the historical question,
which this literally exceptional presentation entails: Who really was the
Spartan? Although H.’s observations on Thucydides’ historical “failings”
may strike us as not so much ground-breaking discoveries as a restatement
of old charges against the historian, what marks H.’s commentary out from
previous ones is this close engagement with the literary, and above all his
application of the specialised vocabulary of narratology for systematically
identifying and conceptualising familiar issues (cf. II, pp. 18 f.).

In fact, as the commentary proceeds from the first volume to the last,
H. is more and more strongly drawn to the representational end of the
historical-literary spectrum. One may observe this, for example, in his
increasing concentration on Thucydides’ narrative techniques. In vol. I,
H.’s interest in such literary devices was limited to ring composition and
anachrony (the latter being variously rendered as “narrative misplacement”
or “narrative displacement” in vol. I and “narrative dislocation” or
“anachrony” in vols. II-III). From vol. II onwards, however, it expands to
take in many more classic concepts of narratology originally developed
by Genette and other theorists, and adopted and adapted by classical
scholars like Irene de Jong to poetic studies. A few specimens include:
focalisation, or the point of view from which the narration of an event,
a speech, or a statement within it (“embedded focalisation”), is made;
narrative rhythm or pace (e. g. a slower rhythm in order to mark an incident
as paradigmatic: the extended account of the great Corcyracan 6Ttdo1g
versus the briefer notes on other otdoelg, the detailed coverage of the

3 A later more focussed English treatment is available as “The Aristeia of Bra-
sidas: Thucydides’ Presentation of Events at Pylos and Amphipolis”, PLLS 12 (2005)
207-284.
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first land-battle on Sicilian soil before all other battles, etc.); iterative
presentation (e. g. Th. 7, 8, 1: “[Nicias] had often sent [such messages]
before”, which is strictly an iteration and analepsis combined [moAAGK1g
HEV KOl GAAOTE ... LGALOTO 3¢ kol TOTE]); linearisation, or the way of
structuring a set of synchronous events into an ordered linear sequence;
what de Jong calls “presentation through negation”, a device for engaging
in an emotional and intellectual discourse with the reader (Th. 7, 28, 3:
“even so they did not withdraw from Sicily”); counter-factual (the “if
X had not happened” formula, like “if the ships [commanded by Th.] had
not come to the rescue at top speed, Eion would have fallen to Brasidas
at daybreak™ at Th. 4, 106, 4); and closure (Th. 7, 87, 6: “These were the
events in Sicily”). At the same time, H. veers more towards specialised
language, as for example he switches to “prolepsis” where in vol. I he had
simple “anticipation”: compare the cross-references at I, p. 463 ad Th. 3,
68, 3: “This anticipates [Th.] iv, 66” and II, p. 231 ad Th. 4, 66, 1: “See
the prolepsis or anticipation of this at [Th.] iii, 68, 3” (my italics). As
with many other matters, however, nowhere in the present commentary
does H. set out systematically to expound on these narrative devices, nor
does he bother to provide much in the way of a general introduction to
narratologists’ terms. Most of them just come in piecemeal. Again, for
the uninitiated the best starting-point would not be this commentary, but
his “Narratology and Narrative Techniques in Thucydides”, in id. (ed.),
Greek Historiography (Oxford 1994) 131-166.

H.’s discussions of textual and linguistic matters are on the whole as
restrained as Gomme’s. A long-promised “textual appendix’ has eventually
failed to appear; as he now believes (III, p. vii) it has been made largely
unnecessary thanks to G.B. Alberti’s new edition of Thucydides with its
most up-to-date critical apparatus. Yet here, too, the pull of the text seems
to become ever stronger as the commentary progresses: €. g. observe the
long notes ad Th. 4, 120, 1 and 121, 1: émnpyovTo, Tpocnpyovto; 6, 6, 2:
MOTE TNV YEVOUEVNY €Tl AGYNTOG...; 6, 31, 4: eixacOTivar; 8, 38, 3: é¢
OoAlyov (although it must be noted that H. tends to stop and dwell on the
text where a reading has some additional bearing on historical problems).
However, what characterises H.’s exegesis most in this respect is his
diligent comparisons of various translations. We are all aware, while
rarely explicitly stating so, that translation is part of a critical and/or
interpretative process that is tacitly applied and usually left unexplained
by the translator. But some elucidations would certainly be called for of
how seemingly innocent {va um oOAryopy@vto (Th. 8, 63, 3) has resulted
in renderings (and meanings) as widely divergent as “an insurrection [...]
against the oligarchy” (Hobbes), “in order to put down oligarchy” (Jowett)
and “had just had an anti-oligarchical revolution” (Warner), on the one
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hand, and “...an oligarchy [...] which a party of them had lately risen to
avoid” (Crawley) and “in order to avoid being governed by an oligarchy”
(Smith) on the other—so had these Samians been fighting against the real
thing, or in fear of the possibility? H.’s comparisons not only have the
value of shedding light on such arcane procedures; they also make a kind
of reception history, yielding at times some unexpected findings, like the
modern western failure to appreciate units of ten thousand (Lovpi&deg):
it draws a discreet smile to learn that, already in the seventeenth century,
the great Hobbes mistranslated dé¢xo popiadeg as “10 000” (111, p. 167).
Again, after being relatively few in vol. I, these comparisons become
markedly more ample from vol. II, and vol. III extensively takes account
of Valla’s fifteenth-century Latin translation as well.

§ 4

H.’s literary approach to his text, like many of our contemporaries’, tends
strongly towards unitarianism, a position first articulated in vol. II but
already implicit in vol. I. Hence his close attention to the text’s overall
structures, strategies and inter-connectedness: patterns and progressions in
the narrative and speeches; neat narrative rings; narrative “seeds” whose
true significance emerges only later; expectations fulfilled or belied, and
predictions borne out or falsified by the subsequent narrative; responsions,
or what M. I. Finley once aptly called “telepathy”, between speakers wildly
separated by space (though H. is generally more cautious than some of
the “Thucydides-the-Artist” school in regarding all these speeches as pure
literary inventions, and readier to leave room for their “authenticity”);
and other internal cross-references and echoes, both explicit and implicit,
which cut across books and sections. The single greatest model for H. in
this respect will no doubt have been W.R. Connor’s influential book-by-
book reading, Thucydides (Princeton 1984). One might almost say that
what we have here is a Connor expanded and recast in narratology, while
retaining all his sensibility to eschew reductionism.* At the same time,
in later volumes H. becomes ever more emphatic in his rejection of an
analytical approach, or separatism, “even in the moderate form represented
by Andrewes in HCT 5” (111, p. 1). Yet, in praising his hero Connor, H. can
at times sound too harsh towards the still useful contributions by the
continuator of HCT, who is almost singled out as the villain that revived
the separatist bogeyman (e. g. III, pp. 885 f.).

4 Cf. Connor’s remarks on what he then called “post-modernist tendencies” in
Thucydidean studies, in id., “A Post-Modernist Thucydides?”, CJ 72 (1977) 289-298.
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Thus H. finds nothing unusually problematic or exceptional even in
those portions of the History that have often been made to appear so, i. e.
parts of Bk. 5 and the entire Bk. 8, by separatist critics, and Bks. 6-7 by
literary scholars. Most of these portions are covered by vol. III, a tome
bigger than vols. I and II put together. For the same reason, H. just
carries on without fuss or pomp with his familiar themes in this volume:
narratology, intertextuality, religion, onomastics. Some of his earlier
interests are pursued with increased vigour: the Greek historian’s concern
with colonisation and kinship (esp. for the Sicilian books), use of indirect
speech (most notoriously in Bk. 8) as part of his narrative strategies, and
that of patronymics for particular rhetorical effects (e. g. as a form of
attributive discourse or denomination, like my own “the Greek historian”
earlier in this sentence). However, H. also introduces his reader in vol.
IIT to two new topics: what he calls “stylistic enactment” (not many
examples of it however, other than the paradigmatic case of the Syracusan
counter-wall building at pp. 551-554 ad Th. 7, 6, 3—4); and the literary
affinity as well as the historical complementarity between Thucydides and
the fifth-century epinician poetry, notably Pindar and, to a lesser extent,
Bacchylides, Simonides ef al. The latter topic incorporates many of the
major themes explored, and the insights gained, in his 2004 monograph,
Thucydides and Pindar: Historical Narrative and the World of Epinikian
Poetry, Oxford, a standalone study of the cultural and literary history of
fifth-century Greece.

Armed with these new literary tools, vol. III further advances another
of H.’s favourite themes since vol. I and his earlier Thucydides (p. 29): the
possibility of oral delivery by the historian. And this is the one proposition
of H.’s that labours most under the lack of serious proof. It is one thing
to identify Homeric or Pindaric echoes in Thucydides at his most excited
and exciting moments, for we have the textual evidence, something with
which to support or refute an argument. It is another to assert from this,
as H. is prepared to do, that “We can almost hear the burst of applause
at a symposium or Olympia, when Th. reached the words fmeiyovto
aopikecBa” (111, p. 390). This disturbingly looks like a reduplication of
the notorious story that Herodotus charmed his audience at the Olympic
games by reciting his Adyou (Luc., Herod. 1-2), or an inversion of the
legend that Thucydides wept upon hearing his émidei&ig (Marcel.,
Comm. 54). On the one hand, in criticising Stroud, H. has rightly warned
against “making a conjecture about Thucydides’ life based on Thucydides’
writings” (II, p. 22). On the other, in pressing his case so far for recitation,
it looks as if H. is here doing exactly that. We know that Tacitus, the
Roman historian with whom H. often likes to draw comparisons, began
his Annales with a hexameter line, and public readings of one’s work



Hornblower’s Thucydides 189

were still being practised among the Hellenised Romans of that later age.
That is no proof, however, that /e recited like a bard at Trajan’s court
or Pliny the Younger’s villa. Thucydides’ text, it is true, does suggest his
intended “audience” (not in the radical sense of the word, of course)—and
that is a highly literate one willing to struggle with his generally difficult
style, which defies, and surely defied, instant comprehension, p&AAiov
1 &ydvicpo £€¢ 1O Topoyphpo dkoewy. At any rate, even those passages
that are specifically in H.’s mind (notably on the Corcyraean incident and
the Sicilian expedition), however oral-sounding, do not by themselves
point to any particular circumstances under which, or by means of which,
they were “displayed” and disseminated.

H.’s brand of unitarianism, however, by no means entails his seeing
the History as “the product of one sitting” (III, p. 3). Instead, he adopts
a developmental model drawn from C. Dewald’s 1975 thesis,> suggesting
that from Bks. 1-5 to Bks. 68 the historian gradually developed different,
more flexible narrative techniques “over an extended period of time”, the
results of which are those last three books of the History as we have them.
This represents both a mild departure from unmodified unitarianism and,
incidentally, a single significant turnaround from his own earlier view of
the Sicilian books as composed soon after the events (id., Thucydides,
146-151; 153), as well as from his “Andrewsian” position on the nature
of Bk. 8 (ibid., 141-143; 148 f.; 155 f.; 161). At the same time, he allows
that there are indeed some gaps left unfilled and some details not wholly
revised, especially in Bk. 5.

Furthermore, H. does not entirely shrug off the old question of the
dates of composition either; he is too much of a historian to do just that.
For Bk. 1, he seems to presume that much of it was composed early in
Thucydides’ writing career (cf. I, pp. 134; 206), while explicitly accepting
that parts of the Pentecontactia were inserted after 404 BC (I, pp. 148; 195;
210 f.), as were some other bits of Bks. 1-3 (I, pp. 246; 342 f.). For the rest
of the books, covered in vols. II-1II, H. sketches out their possible dates
with characteristic caution, and only in the broadest terms (e. g. I11, p. 602:
“a latish composition date’), concluding Bks. 4—5, 24 as “innovatory and
exciting and late” (II, p. 122), and Bks. 5, 25-28 as “written relatively
late, with a few rough edges, especially in bk. 5 (III, p. 1). Finally, he
suggests at various points that Thucydides was probably still working in
the early 390s (I, pp. 113; 123; 376; 505; 536; 111, pp. 602; 890; 995; cf.
id., Thucydides, 143 f.; 151-154). Whether or not one agrees with each
of these propositions, the fact that H. grapples with the “Thucydidean

5 Published as Thucydides’ War Narrative: A Structural Study (Berkeley 2005).
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question”—a horror phrase—at all is to be welcomed. This is a salutary
traditionalism, not a deplorable reversion to bad old days. For it would risk
throwing the baby out with the bathwater to concentrate on the inner unity
and static structure of a text, be it the Thucydidean cvyypaen or (for that
matter) the Herodotean 1otoping &mnddetélg, while ignoring its internal
development and chronology. Such extreme unitarianism, this reviewer
believes, is likely to fail to capture the most critical moments in the genesis
of a literary genre, the one which we now understand as “history”.

The question of genre evokes yet another important issue that informs
many of H.’s notes, an issue which also has attracted the attention of
some ancient critics like Dionysius and many of his modern counterparts
since Cornford: namely, possible connections or intertextuality between
Thucydides and other literature from which history was later to emerge
as a distinct genre in its own right. The use of IT such as text searches,
which H. must have considerably exploited for this purpose, may have
become old hat in the two decades since vol. I; but the substantial body
of comparative material he has garnered from epic, epinician poetry,
geography and ethnography, tragedy, comedy, medical writings etc., will
remain an essential sourcebook for those keen to read “Thucydides in
context”. The one area in which H. has apparently lost his earlier interest,
however, is the relationship (either in the affirmative or in the negative)
between Thucydides and the then nascent theory of rhetoric. That
interest was much in evidence in his 1987 Thucydides and vol. I of the
commentary, but has somehow petered out after vol. II outside the obvious
cases of speeches (notably the Melian dialogue, the Sicilian debate, and
the series of speeches in and around Syracuse); and the sophists, both
as a category and individually, are given surprisingly short shrift: it is
telling that the far slimmer Thucydides had more references to “sophists”
than any volume of the commentary. Or, perhaps, it may be that H. is
now reacting against the prominence given them in earlier Thucydidean
scholarship by deliberately playing down the putative influences of their
putative theories on the historian (cf. Thucydides, 60 f.; 112; 120; 127 f.;
184 f.; 111, 223 f.; 954 1.).

H.’s style of argument throughout the commentary is (so to speak) un-
Thucydidean, in that he tends to prefer to cite a variety of different views
and readings from past scholarship, often adding his own to the list, rather
than to pronounce any final authoritative verdict upon a given issue. That
tendency is most striking where a problem involves questions like why
Thucydides says X or fails to mention Y, why he reports something at that
point rather than another, or who is the focaliser expressing this or that
view (all difficult questions indeed): see, typically, his long introductory
note on the notorious analeptic excursus on the fall of the Pisistratids (IlI,
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pp. 433-440). Furthermore, because of, rather than despite, his unitarian
approach, H. denies homogeneity in the text, and like Connor before him
refuses to impose uniform interpretations, let alone establish rules, on the
historian’s views, thoughts, preferences and writing habits, “exceptions”
to which have often been presumed since Ullrich to be “indications of
incompleteness” —a phrase taken from the title of an appendix in Andrewes’
HCT 5 (pp. 361-383)—which would have been expunged in a hypothetical
final version. This whole tendency on H.’s part to leave important questions
wide open might be seen in some impatient eyes as side-stepping. A more
favourable view, however, would be that it reflects the stated aim of H.’s
commentary to be the groundwork, “something on which to construct
general propositions” (II, pp. 2 f.). At any rate, his handling of complex
nexuses of historical, literary, and religious, as well as textual issues is
on the whole clear, in language that is plain and expansive enough; only
occasionally might one quibble with some unnecessary jargon (why use
notoriously ambiguous “intertext” to describe the relationship between
Thucydides and Herodotus when a simple “allusion” or “influence”—H.
only admits Thucydides’ awareness of Herodotus and never vice
versa—would do better for clarity) or uncharacteristically meandering
arguments that seem to lead to nowhere.

§5

It has frequently, and justly, been noted that one of the commentary’s
greatest strengths lies in the dazzling array of modern literature that
adorns H.’s learned arguments, mostly newer than Gomme but some
earlier. This is drawn from a very wide range of works, from military
analyses of the hoplite “shoving” (@0166g) to a hair-raising introduction
to the Pacific tsunamis (although the less specialised sources inevitably
tend to be almost exclusively anglophone). It is therefore all the more
unfortunate that the great virtue of bringing all this reading into the
discussion is considerably offset by the equally great vice of a lack
of organisation. To begin with, the commentary as a whole has no
comprehensive bibliography listing the works cited such as one usually
expects to find somewhere near the end of a book—a failing inevitably
shared by the older HCT—other than the fraction of them listed in the
Abbreviations sections. It need not be added that all the other unlisted
works are abbreviated in one way or another.

This unhelpfulness is further aggravated by H.’s somewhat arbitrary
methods of citation in the notes, which force us to search other pages and
volumes for fuller references. For example, he draws much on “Rutter 56”
for his literary analysis of the great sea-battle at Syracuse (III, p. 694); this
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is followed a few lines later by the same, yet slightly more informative,
“Rutter 1989, 56”. But it would take a most watchful, determined reader
with a Plutarchean good memory to locate a full reference, N. K. Rutter,
Thucydides VI and VII: A Companion to the Penguin Translation of Rex
Warner (Bristol 1989), which appears more than three hundred pages
earlier (ibid., p. 381), with another work of the same author (p. 650) cited
in between. Or take the cross-reference at II, p. 233, “see [Th.] I, 63, 2 n.
and Bauslaugh there cited; Bauslaugh (6) reckons that...”, where we are
instructed to reach to the shelf for vol. I (provided it is there) in order to find
out in what paper or book Bauslaugh reckons so—only to discover instead
yet another abbreviation, “R.A. Bauslaugh, JHS 99 (1979)” (I, p. 106).
This is already tiresome enough. But we go mad when we find, about
a hundred pages later (II, pp. 325; 350), “Bauslaugh, JHS 1979 ([Th. 4.]
8.6 n)”, and realise that the full citation, R. A. Bauslaugh, “Thucydides IV
8.6 and the South Channel at Pylos”, JHS 99 (1979), had been lurking in
the same volume all the time, about a hundred pages earlier, at II, p. 159.
Some more sensible tidying-up would certainly have eliminated this and
other such oddities. The particular problem addressed in the above-cited
paper is no doubt one well-known to ardent students of Thucydides, but
H. intends his commentary for “a historian or literary scholar who merely
wants to make casual use of just one passage” (I, p. 3). This is indeed the
likeliest use of any lemma-based commentary, and the greatest advantage
of its “atomistic” arrangement. But contrary to his best intentions, the way
H. cites modern works all too often appears to presume sustained reading
of his text, or expertise in the literature on (say) Greek stades, or maybe
the Google search engine always at hand, as the above examples show.
That will surely frustrate if not deter such “casual” users who might well
have wished to avail themselves of a proper bibliography that made H.’s
awesome range of reading more accessible.

§6

H. repeatedly reminds his reader that it is as important to look at what
Thucydides does not tell us as to go over what he does. This reviewer
has taken that injunction to heart and would like to raise one issue that
H. himself only rarely addresses in his commentary: that of reception. In
contrast to the great attention he pays to Thucydides’ debt to his literary
predecessors (both declared and suspected), especially Homer, Pindar,
Herodotus and Hellanicus, he is markedly reticent about how Thucydides
himself was received by posterity. Not that he is uninterested in this topic.
Between vol. I and vol. II, he wrote a paper on Thucydides’ reception in
the late Classical and the Hellenistic periods, with particular emphasis on
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his probable influences on the methodology of Polybius;® and as recently
as 2006 he also contributed a chapter on Herodotus’ reception in antiquity
to C. Dewald and J. Marincola.” However, in the present commentary as in
the above treatises, H.’s scope is mostly limited to the Hellenistic period
and the early to high Roman Empire (I, pp. 75 f.; 240; II, pp. 21; 83 f;
171; 220; 442; 444; 464 £.; 111, pp. 208; 239; 244 f.; 285; 356; 696; 698).
Anything that comes after the Second Sophistic gets no mention with
respect to reception history. And the Byzantines? Forget them. As for the
modern reception of Thucydides, all H. has to offer is a handful of isolated
vignettes: a possible relevance (or irrelevance) of the Thucydidean oilov
te €ylyveto to the Rankean “wie es eigentlich gewesen” (I, pp. 320 f. ad
Th. 2, 48, 3); a quotation from Alcibiades’ speech at Sparta in a letter of
Grotius (III, pp. 511; 513 f. ad Th. 6, 89, 6); the narrative of the Athenian
catastrophe at the River Assinarus excerpted in a novel of Iris Murdoch,
or giving inspiration to the Nobel laureate Giorgos Seferis (III, pp. 733 f.
ad Th. 7, 84); the story of Harmodius and Aristogiton taken as a model by
Mary Renault (111, pp. 434 f. ad Th. 6, 54-59); and Colin Powell haplessly
ridiculed for allegedly attributing his made-up quote to Thucydides (III,
p- 331 ad Th. 6, 11, 6).

H. could surely have knitted together a more cohesive picture than this
patchy collage—of the not-always-straightforward attitudes, for example,
to our historian among later critics such as Dionysius and Lucian;® of his
overriding influence on western political science and education from the
seventeenth century to the twenty-first (Thomas Hobbes did not make his
name just as a good translator of Thucydides, and Donald Kagan is as much
aneo-conservativeideologue as an acclaimed historian ofthe Peloponnesian
War); or of the Thucydides who has very recently undergone a kind of
mepimételo, having been transformed from the paragon of objectivity to
the master playwright of tragedy, from the hard-nosed social Darwinist to
the indignant moralist of the old school, or from the father of what David
Hume called real history to the father of what Collingwood disparaged
as psychological history. One could easily cite many more examples. For
the possible scope of such research, we only need to glance over the good

6 “The Fourth-century and Hellenistic Reception of Thucydides”, JHS 115 (1995)
48-68; cf. id., Greek Historiography, 60 f.

7 C. Dewald, J. Marincola (eds.), The Cambridge Companion to Herodotus
(Cambridge 2006) 306-318.

8 On which see, most recently, G. Weaire, “Dionysius of Halicarnassus’
Professional Situation and the De Thucydide”, Phoenix 59 (2005) 246-266, and
E. Greenwood, “Reading Thucydides with Lucian”, in id., Thucydides and the Shaping
of History (London 2006) 109-129.



194 Toshibumi Matsubara

range of modern works registered under the headings “Ancient Reception”
and “Later Reception” in the bibliography section of Rusten’s collection of
Thucydidean papers (Thucydides [Oxford 2009] 496—500), most of which
were published after vol. I of the present commentary. These, in addition to
the four contributions to the same anthology (a new one by the editor and
three other reprints) as well as the forthcoming multi-authored compendia,
K. Harloe and N. Morley (eds.), Thucydides: Reception, Reinterpretation
and Influence, and Handbook to the Reception of Thucydides, show how
much H. has graciously left for others to explore in this relatively untrodden
field, and how much he himself could further work on if he chose to. In this
regard I daresay the commentary, for all its thoroughness, still falls short
of full justice to its subject-matter. It is not so much because reception is
a vital, almost mandatory, component of any comprehensive study of an
author these days; rather, because posterity was, after all, what Thucydides
cared about most.

§7

H. had earlier cautioned that his commentary was to supplement and
update, not to supplant, HCT (11, pp. 3 ff.). It is probably now fair to say
that the final product has surpassed that modest aim. But a final question
arises: will H. supplement and update his own? Fully twenty years have
passed since the appearance of vol. I, twice as long as the decade that lay
between that volume and the last vol. of HCT. Moreover, unlike Gomme,
and indeed unlike Thucydides, H. has managed to see his enormous project
to completion while still in his prime. He will thus have the chance, again
if he wishes, to revise earlier sections of his commentary in the light of
the later, more mature part. Vol. III does contain a short Appendix to the
earlier vols. (pp. 1055-1060), and all paperback editions have corrections
and additions as well as a new Preface to vol. I. But they do little to bridge
the gulfs between the volumes in approach and priorities and, according to
this reviewer’s overall impression, the gulf between vols. I and II appears
larger than that between vols. II and III, despite the lapse of twelve years
that preceded the latter; it looks as though the more drastic shifts in H.’s
intellectual outlook, or at least in the direction of the project, took place
after the conception of vol. I.

The same passage of time has also left some inevitable bumps and holes
on the shape of the commentary. As it stands, a general introduction that
first appears halfway, in vol. 11, is at best an awkward analepsis, so to speak.
In any case vol. I remains in need of some sort of briefing on the books it
covers, not least because the main text offers rather paltry notes on some
pivotal passages: e. g. two pages or so each for Thucydides’ “methodology”
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at 1, 22 (pp. 59—62) and his declaration of the &Anbectdtn TPdOEOOLG at
1, 22, 6 (pp. 64-66). Those left yearning for further enlightenment will
have to rummage through his other writings, such as his 1987 Thucydides.
That, again, might cause no problem for the zealous and the informed, but
is rather a tall order for many other, “casual”, readers. Also, inconsistencies
in Greek spelling will need to be smoothed out: in vols. I-1I Greek names
are half hellenised and half latinised (hence Dekeleia but Corcyra), while
in vol. III they are mostly hellenised (hence Kerkyra), with some amusing
anglo-hellenic amalgams such as Korinth and the Korinthians (but not
Syrakuse or the Syrakusans). These are still there in the latest paperback
“box-set” edition, issued in Jan. 2011.

That said, it is perhaps idle to insist on unity (uniformity or homogeneity
might be a better word; H. sees Thucydides’ text as a unity but not as
homogeneous) in a work written over a period of eighteen years, and
one which looks more like a trilogy than a tripartite opus. Every text is
bound to leave some marks of its internal history. If a classic as great as
Thucydides can betray signs of “a labour of years” (IIl, p. 3), then surely
a commentary of this scale and length need not, or ought not, to try to blot
out the traces of the intellectual development within it. And if these signs
show that Thucydides remains “innovatory and exciting” throughout his
History, H.’s commentary on it also reveals comparable qualities in its
author. Indeed, just like his Thucydides, H. continues to try to be wide-
ranging and refuses to be static down to the last pages of his commentary,
ever ready (to borrow a phrase from the very beginning of his first
monograph on Thucydides) for “making incursions into areas [...] new
to [him]”. And just as Thucydides continues to challenge his readers with
his text, H. challenges his. The task is left to us to take up both challenges.

Toshibumi Matsubara
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Waseda University
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